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[Secretary] 
186 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in the Rajya 
Sabha, I am directed to return 
herewith the High Court Judies 
(Conditions of Service) Amend-
ment Bill, 1964, which was pass-
ed by the Lok Sabha at its sitting 
held on the 24th September, 1964, 
and transmitted to the Rajya 
Sabha for its recommendation~ 

and to state that this House has 
no recommendations to make to 
the Lok Sabbll in regard to the 
said Bill.' 

(ii) 'In accordant-e with the 
provisions of sub-rule (6) of rule 
186 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in the Rajya 
Sabha, I am directed to return 
herewith the Appropriation (No. 
5) Bill, 11164, which was passed 
by the Lok Sabha at its sitting 
held on the 24th September, 1964, 
and transmitted to the Rajya 
Sablia for its recommendations 
and to state that this House kas 
no recommendations to make to 
the Lok Sabha in regard to the 
said Bill.' 

(iii) 'In accordance with the 
provisions of rule 127 of the Rules 
of PrQced~re and Conduct of 
Business in the RJajya Sabha, I 
am directed to inform the Lok 
Sahha that the Rajya Sabha, at its 
sitting h'!ld on the 29th Septem-
ber, 1964. agreed without any 
amendment to the Representation 
of the People (Amendment) Bill, 
1964, which was passed by the 
!.ok Sabha at its sitting held on 
the 22nd September, 1964.' 

11.26 bl'L 

PRESIDENT'S ASSENT TO BILL 
Secretary: Sir, I lay on the Table 

the Salaries and Allowances of Mem-
bers of Parliament (Amendment) Bill, 
1164 passed by the Houses of Parlia-
ment during the current Session and 
assented to by the President since a 
report was last made to the HOUle on 
tbe 7th September, 11164. 

,. 

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 

TWENTY-SEVENTH REPORT 

Shri Morarka (Jhunjhunu): I be&. 
to present the Twenty-seventh Report 
Of the Public Accounts Committee on 
Audit Report (Civil) on Revenue Re-
ceipts, 1964. 

STATEMENT RE: SUPREME COURT 
JUDGEMENT RELATING TO. 
NATIONALlSATION OF BUS 
ROUTES IN KURNOOL DISTRICT 

Mr. Speaker: Shri Asoke K. Sen. 

Sbri S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): Sir,. 
before he makes a statement, I have 
to submit something. This is a judg-
ment of 27th January, 1964 .... 

Mr. Speaker: Let him make a state-
ment. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Before he 
makes a statement, I want to say 
something. Something was mention-
ed 1iuring the debate and the Prime 
Minister was asked to read the judg-
ment. After reading the judgment, 
what was the nece3sity of making the 
statement? Is he ,oing to defend the 
Minister or what? 

Mr. Speaker: Of course, that he has. 
done. I have just called him; I am. 
just. asking him. Unless he stands up 
and lilY, something, how can you ask 
something about it? 

Shri ~. M. BaDet'jee: The very fact 
that it is on the order paper .... 

Mr. Speaker: No notice should be 
taken of whatever appears on the 
order pnper unless it is brought to the-
notice of the House. 

The Minister of Law and SociaI' 
Securlty (Sbri A. K. Sea): Mr. Spea-
k~r. Sir, ..... 

MI'. SpeakeI': How long i. ~t .tate-
mf''lt? 

Shrl A. K. SeD: It is about lleven. 
pages. 
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Mr. Speaker: Then, it might be laid 
on the Table of the House. 

Sbri S. M. Banerjee: I have got a 
copy of the judgment which has been 
circulated to us by some district com-
mittee of Kurnool in Andhra Pradesh. 
I want to know whether the hon. Law 
Minister is defending the Minister of 
Steel and Mines. That is the simple 
thing which he should 'answer. 

Shl'i A. K. Sen: I lay the statement 
on the Table of the House. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: During the 
course of the discussion on the no-
confidence motion, s::lme of the Mem-
bers of this House had mentioned 
about the Supreme Court judgment in 
which certllin mala fid~ intentions 
wer') attributed to a p3.rticu13r ex-
Chief Minister of Andhra Pradesh who 
is now ... 

Mr. Speaker: What does he want? 
Does he want that the s'atement must 
be read out or does he want anything 
else? 

Shrl S. M. Banerjee: I want that we 
should be allowed to put questions. 

Mr. Speaker: The statement has 
been laid on the Table of the House. 
The hon. Member can read it and then 
I shall see whether questions should 
be allowed. 

Silri liar! Vishnu Kamath CHoshan-
gabad): Irrespecth'e of what is con-
tained in the statement, may I ask for 
one clarific·ation? Considering the 
faet that soon after the Supreme 
Court's verdict, the Minister, at that 
time the Chief Minister of Andhra 
Pradesh, accepted the same by impli-
cation and bowed out of office so im-
mediately; it was a good act that he 
did at that time. But what happened 
then in the interregnum between that 
date and the date Of his appointment 
in the Union Council of Ministers, to 
absolve him? Was the period of three 
monthR or whatever it was considered 
sufficient 'PTa'l/lIJIchiHa or expiation to 
wash a,vav his guilt? 

Mr. 1!11Ieaker: That statement should 
be read first. What Government have 
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siJated should be seen first, and then 
we shall see whether questions should 
be put. 

Shri Karl Vishnu Kamath: Shri N. 
Sanjiva Reddy himself acCepted the· 
verdict and bowed out of office 

Mr. Speaker: I also know it. 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamam: There-
fore, by implication, he accepted the 
judgment against him. 

Shrl A. K. Sen: This is exactly what 
we have said in the last paragraph of. 
the statement. It reads thus: 

"Shri Sanjiva Reddy has set up 
a fine standard of pubiio conduct 
by resigning from his office of 
Chief Ministp.r of Andhra Pradesh,. 
immediately aiter the judgment 
of the Sup1'eme Court, though his 
version of the facts was not avail-
able to the Supreme Court under 
the circumstances mentioned 
above. The judgment Of the 
Supreme Court is, no doubt, entitl-
ed to our highest respect, but it 
must be read in the context of the 
facts and in relation to the evi-
dence which were before the 
Supreme Court. After studying 
all th~ facts and the version of 
Shri Sanjiva Reddy, which was 
not before the Supren'le eourt, 
Government is satisfied that the 
allegations made in the aforesaid 
petitions cannot be held against 
Shri Sanjiva Reddy.". 

Mr. Speaker: When I asked hon. 
Members to wait and first read the 
judgment and the statement in order 
to be able to understand the position, 
they were impatient ... 

Shr! S. M. Banerjee: The judgment 
is here with me. Thousands of copies 
hlllVe been circulated. 

Mr. Speaker: The statement laid on 
the Table of the House has also to be 
read out. 

Shrl S. M. Banerjee: You should not 
be anRI'Y with us. Kindly give WI an 
opportunity . . . There is no need to 
be angry with us. I am only telling 
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ou that this particular judgment has 
oeen circulated to us already. There 
is also the statement which has been 
laid on the Table of the House by the 

.hon. Law Minister. For the last fifteen 
days, continuously we have been get-
ting copies of the judgment with com-
ments. What the Minister of Steel 
and Mines had stated in the State 
Assembly has also been quoted. After 
reading all that, we were Of the opi-
nion when we read today's Order 
Paper that the hon. Law Minister 
would come forward with a clear 
statement; we wanted to know 
whether he was going to make another 
st~tement like the Prime Minister 
that there was nothing wrong with 
Shri N. Sanjiva Reddy. It may be 
that nothing may be wrong. But what 
is the use of making such a state-
ment, if we are not going to be allow-
·ed to put questions? 

Mr. Speaker: I do not know what 
the use is. I cannot give him the 
answer to that question. If he says 
that I am getting angry he should not 
have persisted again and again in 
asking question~. especially when I 
had already asked him to resume his 
seat. 

Sbrlollem Barua (Gaubati): May I 
draw the attention of the hon. Law 
Minister to these observations of the 
Supreme Court? 

Sbri A. K. Sen: May I first lay the 
mtement on the Table of the House? 

Sh,.lmaU Rena Chakravartty (Bar-
rackpore): What Shri N. Sanjiva 
Reddy has gi,ven you as his version 
should also be laid on the Table of 
the House. 

Shri Rem Barua: May I draw the 
attention of the hon. Law Minister to 
the following observations made by 
1he Supreme Court, namely: 

"We are, therefore, constrained 
to hold that the allegations that 
the Chief Minister was motivated 
by bias and personal ill-will 
agains~ t"~ appellants, stands 
~rebutted.", ..... 

N4tionali.t4tian of BUB TOUtes 

SbrimaU Yashoda Reddy (Kurnool): 
Even before readin, the statement. 
what is the fUn in puttin, questions 
like this? It may be that the very 
fact is being explained by the hon. 
Minister ... 

Mr. Speaker: Is it intended that I 
should allow questions on this state-
ment just now? 

Shrl Hem Barua: I would seek a 
clarification. . . 

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member 
may listen to me first. We ought to 
be clear in regard to the procedure 
that we are going t.o follow. If it is 
intended that a few questions should 
be allowed now, then I would not 
allow any further discussion to take 
place afterwards, but I shall allow 
a few quest;on· j,,~t now. But if it 
is the desire that 1he statement laid 

on the Table just now must be stu-
died first and then an opportunity 
given to put questions, then I shaJl 
allow an opportunity afterwords. 

Shrl S. M. Banerjee: May I sub-
mit ..... . 

Mr. Speaker: The Hon. Member 
would not allow me also to speak . . . 

Sbri S. M. Banerjee: I am sorry. 
Mr. Speaker: When I am speaking, 

why should the hon. Member stand 
up again and again? 

I should know what the desire of the 
Members is. 

Shrl Hem Barua: My desire is this. 
In the course of the no-confidence 
motion debate, the hon. Prime Minis-
ter Faid that Shri N. Sanjiva 
Reddy did not rebutt the ob-
servations made by the Supreme 
Court. He did not submit an 
affidavit also. My pOint is this. 
At that time, the Prime Minister said 
that he had not read the judgement 
then. I want to draw the attention 
of the Prime Minister to the observa-
tions made by the Supreme Court; if 
you allow me, 1 shall draw his atten-
tion, but if you do not allow me, I 
shall not draw. At the same time, 
I would f1ke to ask this question. 
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Mr. Speaker: I am only putting it 
to the Members that it they want to 
put questions just now, they may tell 
'me and 1 shall allow them to put a 
'few questions. Or, it they want any 
other opportunity after reading the 

. statement, I shall allow that. 

Shri Bem Barua: I shall put the 
question today. . . 

Mr. Speaker: It is not just one 
-individual who has to decide this. I 
have to take the desire of the other 
Members also. 

Sbri S. M. Banerjee: We have come 
to know that there have been certain 
letter, exchanged between the Law 
Minister Or the Prime Minister and 
Shri N. Sanjiva Reddy. If the copies 
·of those letters also are laid on 
the Table of the House, It will be 
easier for us. 

Shri A. K. Sen: There were no 
letters. 

Shri Hem Baroa: May I draw the 
.attention of the ho1'P, Law Minister 
to the observations made by the 
'Supreme Court. namely:-

"Weare, therefore, constrained 
to hold that the allegations that 
the Chief Minister was motivated 
by bias and personal ill-will 
against the appellants, stands un· 
rebutted .... 

'The judgment of the Supreme Court 
-also says that the allegations against 
the Chief Minister were made with 
.particularity and detail. 

In this context, may' I know whe-
ther the hon. Law Minister or the 
Prime Minister think even now that 
'Shri N. Sanjiva Reddy did not rebutt 
the observations made by the 
'Supreme Court because he felt that 
'he was innocent or because he suffer-
.ed from some pilty conscience because 
he knew that no amount of afftda-
'vits could rebutt those allegations? 

Shrl SiDhasaD SlDrb (Gorakhpur): 
-On a point of order. The hon. Law 
'Minlster was about to read O'lt 
his statement, but because it was 

a long one, it was laid on the 
Table of the House. We have 
not read it yet. Meanwhile, we 
find that hol'l. Members have started 
putting questions. You have just 
now stated that we shall put questions 
only after we have read the statement . 
But without knowing what is con-
tained in the statement, hon. Mem-
bers are going On with their questions. 

Sbri Bem Baroa: May I submit 
that I made it clear that my question 
Was directed at what the Prime Minis-
ter had said the other day? 

Sbrimati Yasboda Reddy: Shri 
Kamath had said that Shri N. Sanjiva 
Reddy had accepted the judgment. I 
would like to ask the hon. Law 
Minister .... 

Mr. Speaker: I thougl-tt that she 
was going to raise some point of 
order. 

Sbrlmati Yashoda Reddy: I want to 
know whether he had accepted the 
judgment at all, because even before 
the judgement came and even before 
he knew what it was, he had resign-
ed; so, that could not mean that he 
had accepted it. 

Secondly. when legal opinion was 
taken, it was saicl that .it "{as not 
bindingon him morally or legally, and, 
thirdly, there was no technical .far 
also against the Minister con-
cerned. 

I would like to know also what the 
constitutional propriety is, whether 
the Prime Minister has no right til 
choose his Cabinet colleagues Or whO!-
ther the Oppo<ition or anybody else 
shOUld be allowed to have a say as 
to who should be in the Cabinet. I 
would like to know from the hon. Law 
Mini~ter what the' constitutional pro-
priety is. 

ShrI Rem Barna: There is a moral 
bar, according to the Prime Mlnlst'!r. 
The Prime Miinster had said the other 
day that the conduct Of a Chief Minis-
ter should be above board and no 
finger should be pointed at him. That 
.... IIS what he said. That is why we 
w:mt to know whether such a person 
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could be taken into the Union 
Ca binet or not. 

Shri A. P. Jain (Tunkur): On a 
point of order. We have not seen the 
statement yet. Whether the whole of 
the Opposition wants to put qu~slions 
today is not a material point, because 
even if you and the whole of tho:! 
Op').~;:Lon agree, the rest of the 
Hou~~ do'"', not know what is con-
tam:J in the ,tatement.So, unless 
the sh'em~:lt is either read out or we 
are give:l ::In opportunity of readin~ 
it, I submit with great respect that 
no Member of the Opposition, and for 
that matter, no other Mem' should 
be allowed to put any question, 
because We cannot comprehend the 
question, 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: On a point of 
order ... 

Shrl A. K. Sen: By this time, I 
would have fimshed reading out the 
statement. 

Mr. Speaker: But the hon. Mem-
bers did not allow that, I am sur-
prised at this. One point of order has 
been raised, and I find that another 
hon. Member raises another point of 
order. Is it a point of order on the 
point of. order? 

Shrl S. M. Banerjee: It 1s really 
a point of order, and it is this. Whcn 
the Law Minister laid the statement 
On th'! Table of the HO\ls~, he als") 
read O'lt a p'Jrtion of it, which actually 
invited such questions. Is it not open 
to the Members to ask que~tions on the 
basis of th(' sub~tance of whatever has 
been read out by the hon. Minister? 

Mr. Speaker: 1 have made it clear 
that I c!ln ,give only one opportunity; 
either have it today Or on some other 
occasion. 

Some Bon. Members: Some other 
occas;on, not today. (Interruptions). 

Mr. S1H!aker: Order, order. 

t cannot allow a double opportu-
Dlty; I ClUUlot give two occasions. 

NationaliBation of Bus TouteB 

Therefore, I asked twice and the Mem-
bers on that side did not at that time 
object to questions being put now. I 
did not hear even one Membe:' 
objecting when I was asking whether 
I should allow an opportunity today 
or have it on some other occasion. It 
would have been a reasonable thing 
if Members had read the statement 
and then come up with questions. 
That was what I was sugge3ting. 
But then there was insistence that 
they must put the questions now. 

Shrt KhadIlkar (Khed): Only one 
Member. 

Some BOD. Members rose-

1l\lM' .~: ~ it it ",,:r fifi 
~ ~ q~ roii~ 'liT ~ ~ "Ih: 
~ ~ <r.T t:n<r.T ~ if fll"" ;;rritm 
;:t'r ifi'{ ~ ~~ ~ ~~, ~rcrc 
rnlit ",it, ~ or'1<~it ;;{i f~l q;<: 
ifif ~'l ~rn; ~ ~jt!; ~I 

'IT wl ( li";lj';';f) : ~ or it. c;"" lIij 

:;m:a- ~ fifo ~ 'liT 5rof ~ <r.T ~cm<: ~ 
m-r ;;nit I 

~ ~m: qor ~~ ;ft fu'ii'{<: 
IflfT ~ fit; ~ ~ if; iIR ~ if Ji'1;r.T 

~ ;;nit ~ om if? 
Shrt P. K. Deo (Kalahandi): The 

statement mlly be circulated. 

Shri Vidya Cbaran Shukla (Maha-
samund): Questions should be asked 
now rather than postpone it. We· 
have gone through the matter. 

Some BOD. Members: No, no. 

Shri A. K. Sen: May I say that if' 
questions are to be put later, we may 
rather have them today because the 
Prime Minister will be leaving to-' 
morrow?-I would have read the· 
statement by now. 

Mr. Speaker: There are diftEil"f'.nt 
views. Even the Congress Party lac 
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not united on this. I have no objec-
tion. Shri Hem Barua's question 
may be answered. 

Shrl C. 'E. Bhattacbaryya (Rai-
.ganj): We are prepared to go through 
it today because the Opposition has 
already had a chance of having a dig 
at our Minister. They will have an-
other chance if you give them a 
separate opportunity. Let this matter 
be finished today and let Us not allow 
the agony to continue. 

Mr. Speaker: There were points of 
·order from your side to the effect that 
questions should not be allowed to-
.day. 

Shri C. K. Bhfttacharyya: No, Sir. 
'That was because the Opposition 
.acted most irrationally. 

~ ",;:r.n;ft (;;f9: 0'1IT <mlfR) ; 
qp:it;;ftlll'f crnr liR ~ ~ ~ ~, 
fifi~"","fl~~~it~~~ 
'~~f 

~ ~~lI'n- 'm~r (fif;;r;ffi) ; 
~Gl' ~)r:li, U;ifi iff'"" 'liT ~ ~. iff 
~ ~ f'fi m;;r m'1tifiR ~ ~ srm 
'liT !q"~ ~ f~ ;;rtit I 

Mr. Speaker: Let Shri Hem 
Barua's question be answered. 

Shri A. K. Sen: That is quoted at 
page 6 of my statement itself. 

Shri Hem Barua: Reply to the 
question. 

Shri A. K. Sen: Since the Prime 
Minister is leaving tomorrow, ques-
tions may be put today. 1 shall read 
the statement quickly and then ques-
tions may be asked and answered. 

Mr. Speaker: It is already quar-
ter to two of the clock. 

Shrl A. K. Sen: I shall take only 
6-7 minutes. 

Road transport 
nine districts of 

services in the 
the old Hy-

NationaliBation of Bus route. 
derabad State, known as Telen-
gana Area, and which now form part 
of the State of Andhra Pradesh, were 
run by the Road Transport Depart-
ment of the Government of Hyderabad 
State and after its integration with the 
State of Andhra Pradesh, by the Road 
Transport Department of the State of 
Andhra Pradesh. Andhra Pradesh 
State Road Transport Corporation, 
hereinafter referred to as ''the Cor-
poration", was established on 1lth 
January, 1958. It to:>k over the 
management of road transport servic-
es, which werc run previously by the 
Roaj Transport DeDartment oi the 
Gov('rnment of Andhra Pradesh. On 
the date of establishment of the Cor-
poration the position was that in the 
Telengana Area, i.e. in 9 distriets, road 
transport services were already natle-
nalige1, while in the Andhra area, i.e. 
in t.he remaining 11 districts of the 
State of Andhra Pradesh, private 
operators were running road transport 
services, by plying their own buses on 
various routes. It was then decided 
to nationalise the passenger transport 
services in the Andhra area ac('ording 
to a phased programme. The Cor-
poration first took over road transport 
services on various routes in the dis-
tricts of Krishna, West Godavari and 
Guntur. 

Thereafter, in exercise of the 
powers conferred by section 68-C of 
the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 (Central 
Act 4 of 1939), as amended by the 
Motor Vehicles (Amendmmt) Act, 
1956. the Corporation p'cpared and 
published in the Andhra Pradesh G1Z-
ette, dated 29th November, 1962, 
three schemes fur the nationalisation 
of rO:ld transport servicE'S in certain 
part~ of Kurnool District. The noti-
fication invited objections fronl the 
public and the parties affec!ed by the 
public to file their objections within 
a specoified period. About 45 objec-
tions were receivC'd by the Government 
of Andhra Pradesh. After C'onsider-
ing the objections, the Government of 
Andhra Pradesh issued notices to the 
objectors informing them that their 
objections would be heard by the 
Ministry of Transport, Andhra Pradesh 
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(who was the statutory authority for 
this purpose). on the 11th and 12th 
January, 1963, at the time and place 
mentioned in the notices. At the hear-
ing of the objections the objectors ap-
peared by their advocates and the Cor-
poration was also represented by its 
officials and legal advisers. The trans-
port Minister duly considered the ob-
jections raised and approved the three 
achernes by three orders, namely, G.O. 
Nos. 292, 293 and 294 of the Home 
(Transport-IV) Department dated 12L'! 
February, 1963. The first order cover. 

_ ed 34 routes, the second order covered 
17 routes and the third order 13 
routes-ali in the district of Kurnool. 
The approved schemes were thereafter 
published in Part II of the Andhra 
Pradesh GazE-tte (Extraordinary) dat-
ed 13th February, 1963. The schemes 
provided for nationalisation of tbe&~ 
routes and for the issue of permits for 
the routes covered by the schemes in 
favour of the Corporation. Thereafter 
about 22 petitioners. who were aJl 
operators of buses on various rc.uies 
covered by the said schemes, filed 
several petitions before the Andhra 
Pradesh High Court under article 226 
of the Constitution praying, inter .zlia, 
for the issue of appropriate writs or 
orders for quashing the said three 
orders oof the Transport Minist~r of 
Andhra Pradesh. Various grounds 
were taken in the petitions, only one 
of which is relevant fOr the prest:nt 
purpose, namely, that the sai.d schemes 
were vitiated by reasons of the fact 
that the then Chief Minister of Andlora 
Pradesh, Shri Sanjiva Reddy, actuttE.d 
by mala fides and extraneous .. onsi-
derations, prevailed upon the Corpora-
tion to initiate the said schemes and 
upon the Transport Minister to ap-
prove of them. In some of the pct.i-
tions, charges were made again~t the 
Chief Minister personally as having 
brought about the said schemes actu-
ated by grudge and malice against the 
bus operators in the areas concerned, 
whereas in the other petitions insinua-
tions were made against the so-called 
group of the Chief Minister and the 
Public Works Minister of the State of 

Andhra Pradesh as having been res-
ponsible for tile initiation of the said 
schemes and their approval. The-
substances of the allegations a,ainst 
the Chief Minister was that sOme bus 
operators in the District of Kurnool 
had worked in the last General Elec-
tions against the so-called ,roup of thl! 
Chief Minister, and several candidates. 
belonging to that group were defeated 
and that the Chief Minister became 
annoyed as a result thereof and caus-
ed the Corporation to initiate the 
schemes and the Transport Minister 
to approve the same. 

The Chief Executive Officer of the 
Corporation and the Transport Minis-
ter. Shri B. V. Gurumoorthy, had filed 
affidavits denying the allegations that 
the said schemes were initiated and 
approved at the instance of the Cheif 
Minister. The Second Secretary of 
the Andhra Pradesh Government. Shri 
S. A. Iyengar, ICS, and Shri K. Rama-
moorlhy. Assistant Secretary of the 
Andhra Pradesh Government in the 
Home (Transport) Department, Hyde-
rabad, also filed affidavits denying the 
allegation. No affidavit was however. 
filed by the Chief Minister on legal 
advice. 

The Andhra Pradesh High Court in 
its judgment held that they had no 
hesitation in accepting the statement 
of the Chief Executive Officer of the 
Corporatjon. They observed: 

"there is no truth in the allega-
tions that he-had carried the man-
date of the Chief Minister in ac-
cording his approval to the 
schemes ...... " 

They furt.her observed: 
"Accepting the affidaVit filed on 

behalf of the Corporation and by 
the Transport Minister, we hold 
that the charge of mala fides level-
led against the Chief Minister is 
wholly baseless and unfounded". 

Dealing with the question as to whe-
ther the Chief Minister should have 
filed an affidavit denying the charges 
against him the Hi,h Court held "in 
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the instant case, it was a Cocporation sector routes of the 2nd and 3rci 
that had initiated the schemes and it petitioners have been taken over. 
was the Transport Minister Who h.)d They have in fact complained of 
approved of them. So far as these mat- discrimination on the basis that 
ters are concerned, it Is the Corpora- while some of their routes 
tion and the Transport Minister that have been taken over, some 
have to state the correct position and have been excluded from the 
they have filed affidavits". Ia inter- scope of the proposed schemes. If 
preting an earlier decision of the SUp- this is a fact, the charge of mala 
reme Court the High Court held that fides cannot very well be sustain-
it was not a case where the Chief ed. If some of the routes of the 
Minister alone was in a position to en- petitioners who, it is alleged, are 
lighten the court. In the affidavit ranged against the Chief Minister 
filed by Shri S. A. Iyengar on behalf in the political arena, have been 
of the State of Andhra Pradesh, he excluded from the ambit of the 
definitely stated that the G<!vernment schemes, that itself is sufficient to 
of Andhra Pradesh was advised that show that the charge of mala fides 
the allegations were such that it was has not been substantiated". 
fOr the Corporation and for the Trans. 
port Minister to deal with the all ega- The Andhra Pradesh High Court re-
tions that they acted at the instance of jected all the other grounds on whicb 
the Chief Minister and that the Gov- the petitions wel'e filed and dismissed 

the petitions, ernment was advised that it was not 
necessary for the Chief Minister him-
self to file an affidavit. He said also 
that he was instructed and authorised 
by the Chief Minister to state that the 
allegations of mala fides against him 
were false and mischievous. The 
legal advice given to the G<!vernment 
of Andhra Pradesh and the Chief 
Minister was based on the same inter-
pretation of the law as was expressed 
in the judgment of the Andhar Pra-
desh High Court mentioned ab~ve. 
Dealing with (he affidavits, which con-
tained the allegations about mala fides 
against the Chief Minister, the Andhr. 
Pradesh Hih Court observed as fol-
lows:-

"The inherent inconsistency bet-
ween the allegations made by the 
deponent of the affidavit in the 
main writ petition and the depo-
nent of the affidavit in the other 
writ petition, itself furnishes posi-
tive proof of the unreliable 
character of the case of mala fides, 
pleaded by the petitions." 

"There is one more important 
fact which is wholly destructive of 
the charge of mala fides leveiled 
against the Chief Minister. The 
learned counsel for the petitioners 
themselves have ginn us instan-
ces, showing that some only of the 

Against the judgment of the 
Andhra Pradesh High Court an 3;Jpe31 
was tiled in the Supreme Court. The 
Supreme Court delivered its judgmcnt' 
on the 27th January, 1964, The whole 
judgmpnt of the Supreme Court is 
based on the finding that the Corpora-
tion, which was to form its opinion 
independently, was influenced by the, 
wishes of the Chief Minister expressed 
in a conference held by him with the 
Corporation and its officials on the 19th 
April, 1962. What I mean' by this j, 
(his, that the law is that if a statutory 
body is to form an opinion-in thil 
case, the Corporation-and the statu-
tory body is to approVe of the schema, 
then they alone most decide, and they 
cannot be dictated to by others. This 
is the point which Mr. Justice Ayyan-
,gar is referring to. Ayyangar J., who 
delivered the judgment of the cl)urt, 
observed as follows:-

"On the evidence placed in the 
case we are satisfied that it was as 
a result of the conference of April 
19, 1962, and in order to give eft'ect 
to the wishes of the Chief Minister 
expressed there that the schemes 
now impugned were formulated by 
the Corporation." 
Here the finding says nothing about 

mala fides. All that they say is that' 
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'the wishes of the Cheif Minister were 
. given effect to. It is on this finding 
'that the Supreme Court concluded as 
follows:-

"Our conclusion, therefore, is 
that the impug~d schemes are 
vitiated by the fact that they were 
not in conformity with the re-
quirements of section 6SC." 

'There is no finding in the judgement 
of the Supreme Court that the allega-
tions of mala tides against the Chief 
Minist2r were correct. In fact, the 
judgment states, "if the Chief Minister 
is impelled by m:>tivcs of personal ill-
will against the roa:! transport opera-
tors in the wpstern pllrt of the Kur-
nool. . . . .. It says "if". As regards 
th~ allegation that the Transport Mmi-
ster was influenced by the Chief Mini-
ster. the judgment states as follows:-

''In regard to this, however, two 
matters have to be rem~mbered. 
The first is that there is nothing 
on the record to show that the 
Chief Minister influenced his 
colleague and beyond the fact 
that both the Chief Minister 
as well as the Transport 
Minister are members of the 
same Council of Ministers, 
there is nothing to indicate that 
the -Chiet Minister influenced ~he 

Transport Minister. The other 
matter is that the Transport 
Minister has stated on oath that in 
considering the objections and 
approving the schemes he was un-
influenced by the Cheif Minister. 
We, therefore. consider that :here 
is no basis for holding that the 
Transport Minister's approval of 
the schemes does not satisfy the 
requirements of the law". 

'The judgment says:-
(This is what Shri Hem Barua 

-quoted). 

"There has been no denial by 
the Chief Minister, nor an affida-
vit by any person who claims or 
can claim to know personally 
about the truth about these aUe-

,gations. The Secretary to the 

N ationalisatlon 01 Bus route. 

Home Department-one Mr. 
S. A. Iyengar has filed the 
Counter-affidavit in which the 
allegations we have set out 
earlier have been formally 
denied. He says, 'I have been 
exprellsly instructed and authoris-
ed by the Hon'able the Chief 
Minister to state that the allega-
tions suggesting personal animus 
and giving mandate are false and 
mischievous and have been de-
bberately made to create an at-
mosphere of sympathy.' The 
learned Advocate-Gen~ral did 
not suggest that the Court could 
act upon this second-hand de-
nial on behalf of the Chief Min-
ister, as the statement by Shri 
S. A. Iyengar is merely hearsay. 
(This is the finding) We are, 
therefore, constrained to hold 
that the allegations that the 
Chief Minister was motivated by 
bias and personal ill-will against 
the apwllants, stands unrebutt-
ed." 

The judgment of the Supreme Court 
further observ~d that the affidavit 
of the Transport Minister did not 
haVe the effect of -denying the al-
legations made in the petition. The 
Transport Minister had, however, 
stated definitely that 'he did not make 
the orders under the dictation of the 
Chief Minister and that the proper 
facts were set out in his own orders 
and he denied all allegations con-
trary there, In the orders he stat-
ed that the allegations of bias and 
mala tid.·s of the Government of 
Andhra Pradesh were false and mis-
chievous. In fact, the Andhra 
Pradesh High Court regarded the 
Transport Minister's denial in hi. 
affidavit as sufficient. 

In these circumstances aDd in 
view of the opinion of the High Court 
of Andhra PradeSh it cannot be ser-
iously suggested that the view taken 
by the Legal Advisers of the Andhra 
Pradesh Government that an affida-
vit Of the Chief Minister was not 
called for was wholly erroneous. The 
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Supreme Court judement only states science that no all)oUJU ot aflid 'tII 
that the allegationa of ,biae and per- would be able to rebut th U ~ 
:",nal ill-will a&,ainst the Chiet Min- made before the court? e a ega 
lst.er, stBnd-un-rebut.te.l. Thb can- ' , 
not certainly be m&'ed 811 a con-
clusive dndiilg on the' truth Of the 
allegation, themselves. 

The Governmen.t has gone 
through tlI.e i-ecords, the petitions, 
the aftidavits, the counter-a1Hdilvits, 
th,e proceedings before 'the Tnnsport 
~ter and the orders ot the. Tlo'ans-
~ Minister. The Government hu 
alSo ascertained the facts from Shri 
s,.n,liva Reddy, the absence 01 Wh~ 
a~davit 'appears to have weigh.ed 
with the Supr'eme Court. The Gov-
ernment is satisfied that the allega-
tions of bias and ill-will p:::ainst the 
Chief Minister cannot be accepted as 
proved. 

Shri Sanjiva Reddy has:;et up 
a fine standard of public conduct by 
resigning from his office of Chief 
Minister of Andhra Pradesh, im-
mediately after the judgment of the 
Supreme Court, though his version 
of the facts was not available to the 
Supreme Court under the circums-
tances mentioned above. The judg-
ment of the Supreme Court, is no 
doubt, entitled to our highest res-
pect, but. it must read in the context 
of the facts and in relation to the 
evidence which were before the 
Supreme Court. After studyini all 
the facts and the version of Shri 
Sanjiva Reddy, which was not before 
the Supreme Court, Government is 
satisfied that the allegations made in 
the aforesaid petitions cannot be held 
against Shri Sanjiva Reddy. 

Shrl Hem Barua: Then, the ques-
tion that I put stands. I put a spe-
cific question, and I quoted the ob-
servations of t:he Supreme Court 
judgmen~ and those are the abserva-
tions that the Minister has alSo quot-
ed. I just wanted to know why it 
is ttlat these allegations were not re-
butted. Is it simply because the 
legal advisers of the Chief Minister 
advised otherwise. or is it because he 
suffered from a certain guilty con-
1308(Ai) LSD-6. 

SIIrl A. 1[. SeD: As in clear, there 
was an earlier judgment in the ea.e 
of Shr.i Pl;B'tap Sinch ~n .... 

SIui .. Sana: I wanted to refer 
to hb:n myself. I am giad you lI,ave, 
done It. 

SJui, A. 1[. SeD: .... in wJUch the 
Supreme Court laid down the prin-
ciple u to when the 'Cliiet :MlniIier 
must file an affidavit, and the linn-
c:q,le, in that. case w.as-it is quo~ 
by the Analm-a Pradesh High Court 
itsel1-that when none but the ClUef 
Minister could thrOW' li&ht on the 
matters involved, then it was neces-
sary and ob1i.gatory on the Chief 
Minister to rue his own affidavit. m 
this pa:r<t.i'cular case, the allegations 
were that the State Transport Cor-
pal'atimi initiated the SC'hemes at 1:Ihe 
instance of the Chief Minister that 
the Transport Minister had approved 
of the schemes at the instance of the 
Chief Minister, and therefor it was 
the legal advice of the Andhra Pra-
desh Government that since allega-
tions were that these two statutOry 
bodies were influenced by him, tbey 
could deny and deal with the alle-
gations. It was stated on behalf of 
Andhra Pradesh by Shri S. A Iyen-
gar that t:hey had been advised that 
as these allegations concerned the 
two statutory authorities they were 
alone competent to deal With the al-
legations, that they were adviSed' that 
it was not necessary tor the Chief 
Minister personally to file an nffida-
vi t. That submission :IIound accept-
ance With the Andhra Pra'desh High 
Court. Therefore, one High Court 
has toll owed that principle. How can 
it be said that the advice which the 
Chief Minister received was errone-
ous. 
14 hrII. 

-n SI1mT Iftt m"if: ~ ~, 
srmrr ~;oft-;it ~ ~ fit; q'~ it; 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ;fi-U, q1I'iff 
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msr-m:it;!9~~it;~ 
it~~3flm:it; ~~~ itmfi 
tft' m it ~ it (R ~ it; JIUR ~ 
~ ~ 'R. ~ ~ mit fit; 1t>r;:f\' 
W it; ~ tit ~ ~ ~ t, mr 
lIi't~f ~'mI~~l!iT~ 
~~t I iru~tfit;llfT~ 
~~~~rorrllfT~~'m 
IIi't ~ ~ Rl'R it~lRrorr lIfT I ~ 
~ If1I'f IIi't tlI'r.f it ~v iii': ~ ~ 
~ it;m ~ '3't1<<=lf4€q it; ~ ~ 
~mf,m~;ff'aofilf1l'f IIi't ~ 
~~~j1iR~IIi't~~ 
Iflif ~ Rl'R. it '(lNT tm I 

1I'n'f ~ ~ .., ~ *"" (111'1-
"'" qtl~ '""") :;ffiA; em- ~ ~ 
mlilmfit~~~~I~ 
~ ~ ifi't ~ tit IiImf it '(ViIT 

~ f.t; ~...rt ~ ~ ~T ~ 
~ """ ~,~~ ~ ;ffimrr ~ ~, 
~ ~ ~, or ~, ~ ltiTt ~ mw iI>1: ~ or~, ~ fuq'; ~ 
~~f.t;~~p1'liT~ 
pr, mr ~ it qt~ m it; ~ 
lfilt ~ tit ~ fit; ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ t ~ ~ filform: ~ 
~~~T~~~lR 
rorr t, <r~ W ~ ~ mttfu ~ ~ 
~~~fuq';~~~t, ~~ 
qyiJ~~~~tfifi~ 
~prliT~I~~~ 
tit ~ lfilt ~ If"&, ~ fifi ~ ~ 
~ifi't~~ifiW~~ 
lIfT, eft ~ ~ it ~ 'II1t 'fiT ~ 
II'@" ~ t, II'@" ~ ~ flti ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ fiIHn ~ ;oft 
~ ~ 'Ii, ;oft ~ <'f1I'Tit 'Tit 
~~it;~~~~1 

~~it~wfi~tf.t; 
fum'f~PT I~~~ 
rrr I Iflif ~ rrr Wl!iT ~ \lIT AA-
~~~~~~~rontl~ 
~ l!iT ~ ~ lIfT, mr 'R~ 
~~~~rorr,mmqR 

~~~f.t;~t~~f\oIit 
~i it ~ l!iT ~ffiIT ~"( «1:~iIT 
~~tm I ~~~1IfT I ~ 
mit ~ ~ ~, liT wr.ft ~ ~ liT 
ifi1ft ~, ~ rorr, m ~ 1I1~ ~ 
~it ... 

.n~~:~~~ 

\IITIl ~ ~ I 

.n"",~~:~~ 
;;rII'R~~~~it~~ I 
~ lf6' ifi6m ~ fit; ~ m~ ~ tft, 
;oft ~ ~ -fi, ~ ~ ~ 
'II1mr rorr I \VAil ~ If"eI lIfT flti 
• ~ 'w{'¥I(1 Wi ft;rIrr f.t; ~ <r~ 
~~;;mrr~,~m~ I ~~ 
~ fiIHn I V. ttlti ;f '3"~ ~T1I"(f 

f.Rr 1~~~~~ifT(m 
-fi, m ifi1i:IT ~ ~ ~) mz-
~ ItI1t ~ rorr lIfT, ~ lilT I ~ 
~ f.t; ~ ~ q~ 'R \lIT filfor-
~~~~~t~~ 
~'II1mr~ma I ~~~i 
flti ~) q~f<'tf<!4i(1 ~ iru g'm m 
~it.~~~l~ 
fl!f.m"< ~ ~ tmror m: ~ fit;1fT <t< 
iIiijT fit; ~ ~ 'II1t ~ irr 
'R ~ ~ ~ 1l"Am" m ~ ~c: ~ 
~ 1~'3"ij"q"1,\'~~il~ifl'«'~~ 
~ f.t; ~ trm liT ~ ~ f.t; It 
~~ff.Aeit~or~ I 

Shrl P. K. Beo: Sir, the Law Min-
lsteT'. statement is based on the ver-
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Ilion of Shri Sanjiva Reddy. This It is only ten lines, Sir. They fur-
Houle has DOt got a copy of that t.her say: 
version. So, beIore we put any fur-
'llber questl.on .... 

Mr. Speaker: That has been read 
out just now. 

Shri p. K. !Deo: No, Sir; it is not 
his version that had been read out. 
Government has got a copy ot his 
verslCm. but we do not know what is 
it. We request tihat we may be given 
a COPy of that version or he should 
himself make a statement. 

8bri Lahrl SiD&'h (Rohtak): The 
Supreme Court has taken a decision 
and has passed these remarks after 
considering the affidavits of the 'fralls-
port Minister that in view of this fact 
this allegation cannot be rebutted by 
any other man and he must be held 
guilty .... (lnteTTUptionB.) 

Sbri NarasImha BeddJ' (Rajampet): 
I wish to ask the Law Minister with 
reference to two points. First he 
quoted eXtensively from the judg-
ment of the High Court which dis-
believed the allegations of mala fides 
of the Chief Minister and he praised 
the high standard ot public conduct 
establiShed by the ex-Chief Minist.er, 
M1r. N. Sanjiva Reddy. A very rele-
vant portion of the judgment of the 
Supreme Court has been lett out com-
pletely from the statement ot the Law 
Milnistr. The Supreme Court says: 

"The learned Judges of the 
High Court haVe recalled the alle-
gations contained in the affidavit.s 
which we have set out earlier on 
grounds and tor reasons which do 
not appeal to us. As the learned 
Advocate Gimeral did not seek 
to support those grounds and that 
reasoning We do lI10t consider it 
necessary to set them out or deal 
with them." 

That is to say, the Supreme Court has 
dismissed all the grolmd.s on which 
the High Court proceeded .. (lllten-up-
nons) . 

Mr. Speaker: What is the question? 

"If the reasons given by the 
learned Judges of the High Court 
be put aside, the position resolves 
itself iIIlllo this that allegationa 
with particularity and detail have 
been made in the petition.. We 
are here having in mind the aUe-
gations we have enumerated and 
cate~ earlier as objeetive 
facts." 

This is what, Sir, the 
Court says: 

Supreme 

"As to 1lhese there is no denial 
at all of them, not even by tale 
Transport Minister- who, though 
he filed an affidavit, confined him-
self to the allegations regarding 
his having been dictated to by 
the Chief MiIIlister when he ap-
proved the schemes 1lhough it is 
obvious they are oapable of denial 
and it need be with the same 
part1cu1arity with which : they 
haVe been made in the petition." 

Mr. Speaker: Is he going to read 
the whole judgment here? 

Shri NarasImha Reddy: There Dre 
only three sentences more. 

''The learned Judg" o~ the 
High Court have not rejected the 
allegations Il"egarding the objec-
tive facts on the ground ot their 
patent improbability or absurdity 
nor d1id the learned Advocate 
General make any submission on 
these lines." 

The next observation is the rnost 
important. 

Mr. Speaker: If he knows that it 
was the most important, he ought to 
have read it fil'lSt. 

Shri Naraslmha Reddy: The Sup-
reme Court says: 

'-rhe next question is as re-
gards the interene to be drawn 
from these fact.q which in the' ab-
sence of their denial have to be 
taken as true." 
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Sir, this is what the Supreme Court 
has said 

Mr. Speaker: What doe. he RY? 
This is what the Supreme COW't has 
Aid. 

Slat N........... ...,.: Tbe hOll, 
Law, MiIliater quoted eXtensively 
from. the judgment of the High Court 
in order to show to thil HOUle the 
lack of MIlIa/ides on behalf of the 
Chief Yinister whicb, the sentencel 
which I have reBd out from the 
judgment of the Supreme Court coua-
teract. 

Tben there ia the next point about 
the 'high' standu-d of public conduct. 

Mr. Speaker: We are not here now 
to have it discUSS8d. regularly in the 
_ that one might allow speeches 
be made for 10 to 15 minutes. I only 
allowed some questions. The hon. 
Member read gf) extensively. If he 
waDtB to formulate a question, he 
might put the question now. 

Shri NarasImha Reddy: The qut's-
tion is with regard to the setting up 
of high standards of public conduct. 
The Chief Mini8ter. 8hri Sanjiva 
Reddy, attended the meeting of the 
National Defence Counctl in the first 
week ot NO'/ember, 1962 wherein a 
resolution was passed that no nation-
alisation of buses should take place 
in future. He attended the meeting 
and he was party to that resolution. 
Hardly 28 days afterwards, even be-
fore the ink with which that resolu-
tion was written was dry, the scheme 
of nationalisation of bus transport in 
Kumool district was published on tht' 
29th November. (InteTTUption). 

An HOD. Member: What is ~ 
question. 

Shri NarasImha Reddy: The ques-
tion is coming. The question is whe-
ther a person who has, with such 
brazen and unabashed effrontery 
flouted the resolutions of so important 
a body as the National Council of De-
fence can be a useful appendage to 
the Cabinet or wiIl be a noxious 

weight dragging down the Govern-
ment for all time. (lntllTTUption). 

Mr. Speaker: I must aPJ*l to t.be 
House that we are not here to decide 
who is to be appointed Minilter 01' nDt, 
It is for the Prime ~: 10 ap.-
point hia Cabinet. 

Sbri NansImha Bedd:r: Be refernd 
to public Btandarda. That Ia Why J 
raised it. " (lnteT7'UptiOll.) 

Mr. 8~: Order, order. 
AD Boa. Member: He must with-

draw. 
Mr. SpeaIier: It Ia for the Prime 

Minister to take into his Cabinet 
those penoDS w!bom he thdnks would 
suit or would be proper Or would be 
honest, .. the boo. Member has II8id; 
it is for him to decide and lIot tor 
this Hotae to decide. Once he Is ap-
pointed, the only remedy that this 
House has got is that it might move 
a vote of no-conftdence. 

An HOD. Member: They did it. 
(Interruption.) 

Mr. Speaker: That is a different 
thing-whether they moved it Or not, 
But even on a parltcular quemon. 
that is the only remedy. It is not 
the time now when the character of 
anyone person can be discussed and 
extensive speeches made at this mo-
ment. It is the Prime Minister's busi-
ness to appoint the Members of his 
Cabinet: even it 'he were to appoint 
an unsuitable perSOln also to the Cabi-
net the remedy is that this House 
might remove the Government itself. 

~ P" :;r.( ~ (~mr) : ~ 
~><m m:rn- ~ I 

Shrl H. N. Makel'jee (Calcutta 
Central): Arising out of your obseor-
vations which you hav;! been pleased 
to make. I take it that you 
allowed the Calling Attention Notice 
and an answer has been giVen in 
order to find out whether there is 
justiflea,tion on the part of the Gov-
ernment to have taken a step, name-
Iv the I.ncluslon of a particular ,en-
ti;man as Minister. Now, the Govern-
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men!; !baa Uied to j\18tlfy' it and in the 
oouneot 1Ihe question he was trying 
10 poioD.t out how the Supreme Court 
Judgment includes certain oblll!l'va-
tIOns which 10 apinst the idea of 
JU3ti1I.cation. That ia why that could 
be asked. II know our only remedy 
is to have a no-confidence motion 
passed and all that. Mr. Shastri· has 
been gOOd enough to say that he bas 
observed certain canons, certain 
norIns of belhaviour. He know~ that 
justice should not only be done but 
it should also appear thll t justice is 
being done. But if he thinks, if he 
is convinced, in his heart of hearts 
if he believes, that his colleagues are 
all right, I cannot stop him. But it 
does not appear 1ihat he has chosen 
his colleagues with any sense of jus-
tice. (Interruption.) 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. Shri 
Mukerjee has supported all that I was 
said he supports me and I agree with 
him. But in spite of what might be 
said or what has been said, if Mr. 
Shastri thinks that Shri Sanjiva Red-
dy is the proper person to be includ-
ed, then, this is not the time to dis-
cuss whether it Is just or not. 

Sbri U. M. TrIvedi (Mansaur): The 
House is entitled to know whether 
the appointment of Mr. Reddy-what-
ever may be the position-fits in with 
the norms laid down by the hon. 
Prime Minister in tme House. That 
is all the point which I wanted to 
make. 

Shri Vid"a CharaD Shukla (Maha-
samud) : The hon. Member Shri 
NII1'IISimha Reddy has used certain 
exprealons while speaking-words 
such as 'noxioUs appendage' in rela-
tion. to an hon.. Member of this House. 
I think they are not proper PArlia-
mentary expressiOIIIS. May I request 
you to bestOw your kind attention to 
thoee words«nd If you think those 
word, to be unparUa.mentary. I re-
ilue8t that IIhey idlouldbe expunged 
from ·1Ihe prooeeclli\gs. 

.art '8 .•• a.ertee: 'What Is there 
to be expunged (Interruption.) 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. 

8ihri B. N. Mukerjee: Why is the 
Congress party 80 untalented? No-
body can apeak. 

Shri BanllDlaDthaiya (BangaJore 
city): We could apeak only, we can 
now ask questions. Otherwise, I can 
giVe him as SOOd an answer. 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. 'lUle 
difficulty is that I am not good at 
English and, whatever I consider is 
not fair, I am told that it 
is refined English I Therefore, I am 
reallY in a handicap, but 1 do not 
think that any expunction is neces-
sary. If I really think that anythinl 
is objectionable, I do not poillt it out. 
as did object once--I stood up to say 
that this is not the way in which 
such criticism can be offered. Now, 
I have already made my observation 
that it is for the Prime Minister to 
choose his Cabinet and therP.fore one 
Member ~hould not be picked up in 
this manner just because a statement 
has been made by 'him. I h!lve a·low-
ed a few qustions for the sake of In-
formation. 

Shrl S. M. Banerjee: That is ex-
actly what we want. 

Mr. Speaker: Shri Banerjee always 
wants everything: bllt the diffir11lty 
is that whenever I am standing. Shri 
Banerjee also must stand up and In-
terrupt mel 

-n~~ (~) ~ 

;;n;r;rr ~ ~ ... 

-n.o ,"0 mm ('fl'Ii!rr) : ~ 

~ mi<: I ~ lfF ~ ~ f.ti ~ 1ft 
I!iTf ~:;m ~ fW;r It>T mit ~ 
it;ilTtit~mitt~it~~ 
~ ;m ~ If{ mitz' ~ ~ ;;riMT 
~~If{~~~~? 

aam~: I!I1tfm~~~ 
~ ..rrf ~ ~ ~ ffi ""fd~MiM it; 
f\;ro;~~ltl\'~~~t , 
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~m;;r~~f~...,.~~ 
~'qfIf~qAi~mmt 1 

'f{~~it;m-~~~lIo"t 
'(mm~' 1 

'" ~ (~) : q'5Il1W ~, 
~~if~T"~~" 1 
~m"~'fRIft"~i,~it; ~ 
tl 

Sui P. R. Chakravarti (Dhanbad): 
Can anyone on this side also insist 
bn getting information? 

Shri Joachim Alva (Kanara): I have 
also been standinl. 

Shri P. R. Chakraverti: Instead of 
looking at that side. please just cast 
a glance on this side also. 

'" ~ snm : 'SI"!:Tfif ~ if 
~ 'IT f", ~ ~ i1n" Jiro:r ~ 
~ ~ ~ I ftlW<;ft ~ ~ W-fT1'f 

~ if!fT 'IT 6"r 'Sfm;r ~ if ~')lr om-
<tIT ~~ m ~ "'Ff 'IT ~ ~~ mf,ir 

""'f,~~ififtll7ft I ~~ 
~ ~ fit; 'SI"!:Tfif ~ if f;m TfPr lfi'tt 
<tIT ~ik ~ '3""fam 'l"f if <t~ f;:rq;~ <ti1: 
~I 

~~:wn:~'U!rif 
~ If.l'f f~ ~ (I) ~ ~ ~ 
ft;rl:rr I ~ ~ lfi'l ~~ ~ ~ I 

11ft fll~ smT{: 'RT ~ lfi'It ltiT 
~1ft .... t;fnr~t 1 

'" .. :~~~~~ 
t~ ~~ifqtR~if ~ 
~ t f.t; ~ ;;r;mr ~ ~ ~­
ifig~rnllo"t~~l{r ~ 
~~~ tmr.mt: 

Nationalisation of Bus routa 
"I only wish to add that 1 did 

not dissuade or discourage the 
Chief Miniater from filing an 
aftldavit." 

~m;mvr~f~~~, 
.n~qt~t? 

Shri C. K. Bhattacharyya: Sir, 
may I put a question? 

Mr. Speaker: Let this be answered. 

Sui C. K. BhattaellaryJa: What Is 
the paper from which the han. Mem-
ber is reading? Where did he get the 
statement of the Advocate-General? 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: It is with the 
Prime Minister. One of the Advo-
cates of the Supreme Court is in jail. 
(Interruption) . 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. When 
the han. Member, Shri Banerjee, In 
spite of being asked again and agam. 
does not comply with my request. 
then the only remedy left to me 
would be that he would not be able 
to catch mY eye. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: In this par-
ticular case, Sir, the hon. Member, 
Shri Bhattacharyya, 1 am sure, dia 
not catch your eye. Sir, the whole 
thing is out of emotion that certain 
questions are put. We have put 
this question from this side. I can 
assure you. Sir, if this is your VerdIct 
that I am disturbing the proceedings 
of the House, 1 shan leave the House 
and when you ask me to be here I 
shall c'Ome in. But kindly allow me 
to say that Shri Bhattacharyya never 
caught YOUr eye, like a purohit he 
is standing everywhere and deliver-
ing judgments. Sir, 1 shall alway. 
a'bide by your ruling. (Interruptions)· 

Shrl C. IL BIlattachary,.a: At least 
I want to make one protest. I dO 
not stand up everywhere and at 
everytime. As 1 am not as elusive u 
Shri Banerjee Is. I have nbt got the 
energy to 'jwop IIp as Shri Banerjee 
4oea. 
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Sbrl S. M. BaDerJee: Take vitamin ·Sbrl Koya (Kozhikode): Sir, I riR 
tablets. to a point Cit. order. You said, Sir, 

Mr. Speaker: I must convey to 
SIlrl Banerjee that always he delles 
my directions or my request or my 
orders and then he always adds "most 
respectfully, Sir", "I do not mean 
any insult, Sir", "I might be heard, 
Sir", "I will obey your 'Orders, Sir" 
and so on. These words are alway. 
there as a prmce to those behaviours, 
and that is'rather a greater aftront to 
me. If he were to behave 'Only in 
that way and had not said those 
wards, perhaps I could tolerate it 
still further. But always he adds 
~ wO!,rds "!most respectlly I am 
doing this", "I dO not mean any dis-
respect to you" and so on. Any 
attitude, Shri Banerjee, is judged by 
:the behaviour that you exhibit and 
not only by the words. Therefore, 
every time 1 have felt in thil!' way 
that I have been insulted, humilia-
ted. 1 have been askinl( again and 
again...... (Interruptions.) Order, 
order. I am just conveying my feel-
ings to a certain hon. Member. Why 
should others ....... . 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Sir, by me 
y'OU are humiliated? I am really 
sorry. (Interruptions). Sir, thls 
will go into the rerol'ds, that I have 
humiliated you. I do not want that 
to happen. 

An hOD. Member: Sir, has he caught 
your eye n'OW? 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Sir, I have 
done it in the discharge of my duty. 
If I am vocal, if I am active, that Is 
not my crime. If I have done any-
tiring for which you haye taken ob-
jection, I can assure you, Sir, that 
I shall always abide by your order, 
by your judgment. I shall not put 
any question. I shall leave all call-
ing attention notices. Sir, I labour 
hard, I work 24 h'Ours fM Parliament 
and then I table the questions. arid 
calling attention notices. I am not 
like mMly 01. those who limply come 
and go. (lnterrupdoM) , 

that you were insulted and humilia-
ted. That should not 1(0 in to the 
records. If the Speaker says that he 
had been insulted or humiliated, it 
means he is helpless. That should not 
go into the records. 

Mr. Speaker: I have not expu!1led 
any 'Other. thiDl(, therefore I will nln 
expunge this also. 

Shli P. R. Cbakravert1: Sir, consis-
tent with the rhythmical plays Of 
nature, when the smaIl ~nse 01. 
water tries to reach the wider ex-
panse in the sea, is it not in the fit-
ness of thiner that Shri Sanjiva Reddy 
prefers to relinquish his offtce In 
Andhra and come over here. Untet'-
rnptiona) . 

Sbrl Shlvaji Rao S. Deshmukll 
(Parbhani): Sir, my point of order 
should .be listened to. 

Mr. Speaker: Shall we spelld llle 
whole day in these things? 

Shri ShivaJi Rao S. Desbmukh: 
Sir, my point of order arises from 
this fact that what is obetoce the 
House is the statement of the LaW 
Minister and what is not before the 
House is the conduct of the Prime 
Minister because the conduct 01. the 
Prime Minister has already been sub-
jected to a close scrutiny by this 
House by way of a No-confidence 
Motion. Once that motion has been 
turned down, is it in 'Order to direct 
queries or questions which tanta-
mount to disapprove or approve the 
conduct of the Prime Minister? 

Mr. Speaker: I have already ex-
pressed myself ~ this matter. 

Some hoD. Mem)el's 7'OIe-

Mr. speaker: Order, order. Let us 
proceed with the next bWlme.. 


