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There is another Calling Attention
notice about Cambodia and Laos. That
will be taken up at 5-45 P.M. today
in the afternoon. Shri Ram Sewzk
Yadav.
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Shri Khadilkar (Khed): May I rise
on a point of order?

Mr, 8peaker: Shri Ram S~wak

Yadav.
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*“You have done the worst. You
have killed the Bharat Sewak
Samaj.”.
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. he told him that “Your
findings are prejudiced and you
are working against the Congress’,
and used gsuch other expressions
and those expressions were used
before many Members of the
House. Also it is said further
that before the report was out, eff-
orts were made to see that the
findings of the report were in
some way or the other modified,
and important people were ap-
proached. 1 want this matter to
be nvestigated into.”.

T wrae W OE a1 A1 § e &
Sifeq & @1 21 7 St afeew oFEed
FRA & FTEE W7 whEeR & E

APRIL 21, 1965

Privilege 10249

9T qF T WA F @A 9T A @ 2y
ME, 7T TF F TG & AT 7R FhE-
$ @ oy &1 AfET wm A oA o
st 24 @ f @ aenager 93
e g F ey Az AN A F
qT qFENT ¢ |

WeqW WA : AT ASEd 9H
3 W aqad, fow ¥ AT gIeq &
g4 & qaufas Ara wmw ffEw g
21 " wEer fAe 3q a7 W@

off TEeF 9=E : IF 0 T
T@ ¥ AR Nt 7€ 9@ ¥ saw g
fF =@ Ao Y FaTaT A

Weqs AT : 7F A9 a@0 §1 F
AEY & wFAT | WY AK F WeR qqqH,
AT Fe U W} fAT ¥ vy wrw fafaeer
TR

off TWa® O=_Y : 7 fagT #710
=1gan g & A wran afufs o7 ag7 w1
uF gl afafa @ ) = T #7
s T@T S =ifze fr 3w aw fEet
AYZ F AL FATT A T, TZ 1FAFAI-
qEF FTH F7 4% 717 AZ A A7 fauiz
Sfaw ooF, 9g & A 9@ G AN W
FTH I HIT TH F1& AT FT FH T4 |
afz 71§ safaq 1 F10 FTF a1 F9 73
< 99 ¥ 4|7 T g, @1 97 fadqr-
forsT & g7 &1 A9 ) FA F wa
AT §, WY ARET T FE

“You have done the worst. You

have killed the Bharut Sewak
Samaj.”.
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Shri Khadilkar (Khed): On a point
of order. As I have already intimated,

the question is whether a private con-
versation between two Members, over-
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heard and reported to this House could
form a subject-matter of breach of
privilege, Thal is the main question
before this House.

I would like to submit in the very
beginning that a free ang frank dis-
cussion of all issues before the House
when they form part of the proceed-
ings inside the House is not always
lmited here, but it goes on even out-
side, and that is the life-breath of
democracy. If by any interpretation
this conversation or expression of opin-
ion is prohibited, I am afraid that
parliamentary democracy would be
throttled in this ccuntry.

Therefore, T would like to submit,
when this motion is before this
House, that the guestion is whether it
can be the subject-matter of a breach
of privilege of this House.

My hon. friend has referred to
May's Parliamentary Practice, I have
also consulted May's Parliamentary
Practice. At pages 118 and 125 seve-
ral caseg are cited. 1 have gone
through all those cases. I have come
to the conclusion that none of the
cases relate to private conversation.
No cose has been traced where reflec-
tions made in the course of private
conversation and noted by athers
have been held to be breach of pri-
vilage. That is the position. What
is object of privilege, after all? The
privilege that we enjoy and that this
sovereign body enjoys is meant pre-
serve the decorum and dignity of
the House, and discussion . .

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member has
formulated his point of order already
and it is whether a private conversa-
tion in the Lobby can form the sub-
ject matter of a breach of privilege.
He has formulated that, and 1 have
followed him,

Shri Khadilkar: But let me have
my say a little more. Give me a
few more minutes to have my say
because this is a matter, on the deci-
sion on which, as I said earlier ...

Voo
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Mr. Speaker: 1 have seen those de-
cisions, The hon. Member might tell
me the conclusion.

Shri Khadilkar: My conclusion 15
this. Please give me a little more
time.

A breach of privilege of the House
or a contempt of the House can be
equated with the contempt of a court,
and it is on the same level. Even
when a decision of the court is given,
if bona fide criticism is offered, it is

not contempt. In this House, if a
Member, in the course of a debate
within the precincts of the House,

says something which is derogatory,
the Chair is there to check it cer-
tainly, but this discussion does mnot
end here, and as you observed the
other day, the Lobbies also form part
of this House, and there all sorts of
things are discussed and all sorts of
decisions are taken, and somelimes
even your decision is being question-
ed, but no 'motives are attributed.
That is the main thing.

Then, another important thing 1s
that the conversation was overheard
by a third Member and reported.
Should this House start taking notice
of such reports by a third Member—
with whatever motives, I do not
know? From the statement about
that conversation it is clear that there
was some bullying; I do not know
what the actual words were. If mot-
ives are not attributed, even this
conversation cannot be subject-matter
of a motion for breach of privilege,
and cannot constitute a contempt of
this House. Therefore, I would sub-
mit that on this issue your ruling is
sought for, before any discussion could
take place on the privilege motion.

Mr, Speaker: First, I have to find
out whether really it was a private
conversation. The point raised also
is about that, because if it was a pri-
vate conversation, probably, there
might be different considerations; if it
was really something else, there might
be other considerations.
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Shri Nanda has written to me a
letter:

“With reference to the privil-
ege motion tabled by Shri Mani-
ram Bagri, Shri Ram Sewak
Yadav and Shri Kishen Pattnayak
dated 20 April 1965, I have the
honour to state as foliows: I had
a purely private conversation with
Shri R. R. Morarka in the Lobby
of the Lok Sabha. @It could not
have been my intention tp say
anything derogatory to the Public
Accounts Committee or its Chair-
man., I am sorry if a contrary im-
pression has been created”.

Shri Ranga,
Shri Daji (Indore):
here.

Shri Morarka is
He may be asked about it.

Mr. Speaker: This much I would
like Shri Morarka to say, whether
that conversation was a private one.

Shri Morarka (Jhunjhunu): The
conversation was in the Lobby, as
the hon. Home Minister has gsaid.
During the conversation, at one stage,
the hon. Home Minister did tell me
that it was a private conversation
between us, because ne said he was
also aware of the implications of
breach of privilege, and therefore, he
was having it outside with me. {In-
terruptions)

Shri Harisp Chandra Mathur (Jal-
ore): There it ends, What is the
question now?

Shri P. K. Deo (Kalahandi): What
was the conversation?

Shri Ranga (Chittoor): 1 am glad
that no demand has been made from
any quarter in this House that Acharya
Kripalani should withdraw what he
has said in the House. I am also glad
that the two dignitaries concerned in
this dispute or this coversation also
were good enough not to contradict
what Acharya Kripalani had said the
other day, both on that occasion as
well as on this. So we take it that
what he has said is true, that what
he has reported is true.
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Mr. Speaker: I have not yet en-
quired about that. I only put the
question whether it was a private con-
versation or not.

Shri Ranga: I am putting it to the
House. On two occasions, what has
been reported has not been contra-
dicted, that is, what was supposed to
have passed between these two friends
of our: in the presence of a number
of other MP’s, including no less per-
sons than wmy hon. friends belonging
to the Congress Party, including no
less a person than an ex-Prezident of
the Congress. What had transpired
between them has not been contra-
dicted. So, so far as ous knowledge
goes, it stands, ag it was reported to
us by Acharya Kripalani.

Now, it is the right of this House
to take notice of this. What is it
that is involved? My hon. friend,
Shri Morarka, he is not only a Con-
gress Member, he is Chairman of the
Public Accounts Committee represen-
ting the elected representatives of all
parties in this House, of all sections
of this House; he is subordinate only
to you, not to this Government; he is
next only to yourself; he enjoys that
prestige which is conferred upen him
by you and by the House—now says
that Shri Nanda mwust have known
that it would be improper for him—
I suppose it amounts to that—io say
anything, therefore, he must have
spoken of that as a personal conver-
sation between themselves. Beyond
that, his statement takes us nowhere.

But what has happened raises a
very mmportant question, Shri Nanda
happens to be the second-in-commangd
in this Government.

Shri P. K. Dec: Ex-Prime Minis-
ter. !

Shri Ranga: Ex-Prime Minister and
also the founder-president of the
Bharat Sevak Samaj, of which I also
had the honour of being u founder-
member for a number of years, till
1960 (laughter). Nobody need laugh
at that, If my hon. friends, belong-
ing te the Congress Party, laugh, then
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they are laughing at the Bharat Sevak
Samaj itself and at its founder-presi-
dent. They sre welcome to do so.
But 1 take objection to it because we
started the Bharat Sewak Samaj for
a definite, useful purpose, national
DUrpose. But unfortunately, Shri
Nanda allowed himself to be led by
very 'many doubtful people, in :=pile
of the advice repeatedly given by so
many of us. Worse than anything else,
he allowed it to go into business. He
did it witn laudable motives, but un-
tortunately he has been let down,

Mr, Speaker: That would all be a
different thing.

Shri Ranga: Lel me proceed.

Mr. Speaker: We cannot go into its
history now.

Shri Ranga: Would it do any credit
to me if I did not know how much
time I zhould take? 1f you interrupt,
me, de you think I would be able to
make it as brief as I want it to be?
Therefore, kindly bear with me.

Now, he wanted to wachieve more
than what the CPWD has been able
to, to avoid corruption and wastage,
to help the public get many of these
public ccnstruction activities com-
pleted cheaply, efficiently and gatis-
factorily. He has failed in al] these
things, as is evidenced by the report
of the Public Accounts Commitiee
What is worse, those people have mis-
used public funds, did not account
properly, did not satisfy even the
departments frem which they were
taking these contracts. It is not as if
the Public Accounts Committee did
not give them an opportunity to ex-
plain. First of all, all these accounts
were placed before the PAC by the
Auditor General.. .. (Interruptions).
It is vested..........

Shri A. K. Sen rose—

Mr. Speaker: He is giving all these
details as he has experience about the
Public Accounts Committee, But at
the moment, we are not concerned
with these.
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Shri Ranga: Is it proper for the
Chairman of the Public Accounts

Committee to be accosted even pri-
vately, personally, by a Minister of
this Government in the manner in
which he had beep accosted? That is
one thing. Why hag it happened?
That alsg I want you to consider be-
cause you, Sir, have yourself been
responsible in appointing him as
Chairman of the Public Accounts
Committee. There were many oc-
casions in this House when several
Members had requested the Chair to
appoint one of the representatives of
the Opposition as Chairman, and not
a representalive of the ruling party.
Before I came to be appointed, I gave
that advice to the then Speaker,
‘Please, for God’s sake, appoint as
Chairman a Member from the Oppo-
sition’, He would not heed my ad-
vice. You see the result now.

Shri Atulya Ghosh (Asansol): What
is the result?

Shri Ranga: The anomalous position
created by the decision of the Chair
to appoint the Chairman as he has
appointed. Because of the fact that
the Chair here, unlike in so many
of the state legislatures has chosen
consistently to appoint only a Member
belonging to the ruling party as
Chairman, it has become possible for
a member of Government to accost
our Chairman—he is no longer their
Chairman or their Member; he is
Chairman of the Committee on behalf
of the whole House—in this ignoble,
according to me, in this disrespectful
and indecent manner,

Therefore, it is time now for you
also, apart from all these things, to
reconsider this procedure that you
been good enough till now to'pursue.

The next thing is this,

Is it not proper for this House to take
notice of what has happened and esn-
Sidep it as a matter of privilege?
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The privilege question comes up
even when one ordinary Member of
this House is insulted, On top of it,
he is the Chairman of the miniature
House as it were, of our Committee.
And it is about what? About a re-
port, a report that is not onesided,
that is not based upon merely prima
facie evidence or anyhing like that;
a report based upon the recommenda-
tions made by the Auditor-General
who had vetted all the facts, all the
the relevant records and who nhad re-
ported on them. On top of it the
Public Acccounts Committee had made
its unanimous recommendations to
you and to this House. As you were
good enough to observe the other
day, if the BSS and the concerned de-
partments which were dealing with
the BSS had any objections to any-
thing that is contained in that re-
port, it was open to them, and it is
open to them, to send their explana-
tions as well as their answers to it.
It will be open to the Committee to
reconsider their decisions if they so
wish to and come to us. Ewven then,
you would come in, You would have
to direct them to come to this House
a second time.

If in spite of all these things, Gov-
ernment feels itself aggrieved on
examining,—a precedent has been
established unfortunately on an ear-
lier occasion over the jeep scandal—
Government would only be allowed
to enjoy the privilege of coming here
and placing their statement also for
the consideration of this House. That
is the usual procedure.

In spite of that, they wanted to
shorteircuit the whole thing. Here
was the Home Minister who has got,
I do not now, possibly he got him-
self intoxicated because he is in
charge of the Home Ministry . . .

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Shri Ranga: Let us remember this,
that he has become the Home Minis-
ter. If, as earlier on, he was Labour
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Minister or something else, possibly
he would not have made this mistake,
he would not have dared challenge
our Chaizman. Now because he has
become the Home Minister—and God
hag given him these two opportuni-
ties of being an ex-Prime Minister and
the second in command—he does this.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Shri Ranga: He says he apologises.
I want him to offer fulsome apologics
to this House for having treated our
Chairmran even in that personal way.
He has no right whatsoever to deal
with the Chairman on a personal basis
and in a private manner.,

Mr. Speaker: He conclude
now.

must

Shri Ranga: So, I want him to offer
fulsome apologies to this House—I
am advised py my hon. friend, an
ungualifieq apology to this House and
the Chairman.

Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad (Bhagal-

pur): What for?

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath (Hoshan-
gabad): I do submit with all respect
and in all humility that the issue
which my hon. friends Shri Yadav,
Shri Patnaik and Shri Bagri have
raised is an issue which cannot be
dismissed lightly.
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Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: I sub~
mit that this is an issue which can-
not be treated very lightly. It is an
issue which, to my mind, via a re-
portedly verbal affront to the Chair-
man of the Public Accounts Com-
mittee by a Minister, raises the funda-
mental question of what an affront,
what a contempt or a breach of pri-
vilege of the entire House is, because,
as you rightly ruled, the Public Ac-
counts Commiltee, being, as it is a
body representative of all sections- of
the House, is equal in status and dig-
nity to the entire House itself, and
therefore, an affront, if an affront has
been committed, to the Chairman ecr
a Member of a Parliamentary Com-
mittee, is tantamount to contempt or
insult or breach of privilege of the
entire House,

Having said that, I would join issue
with what my hon. friend Shri Khadil-
kar has said just now., He expressed
his solicitude for preserving the life
breath of democracy. I do hope he
will bend his energies to that very
vital task of this epoch in our coun-
try, but may I tell him that that life
breath of desnocracy will be conserved
and preserved, not by the feeble eff-
orts of my hon. friend Shri Khadilkar
but by wu strong, vigilant, dynamie
Opposition in this House? I do hope
we will have more and more of that
in the coming years?

I join issie with him when he says
that it was a private talk. May 1
invite your attention and the atten-
tion of the House and the attention of
the Home Minister, Shri Nanda, also,
who is well known all over India and
abroad also for Sadachar . . .,

Mr. Speaker: He may confine him-
self to the subject.
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Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: I am
reading from May’s Parliamentary
Practice, 16th Edition, 1957, page 473:

“Misbehaviour in the Lobbies:
Mishehaviour in the Lobbies such
as the use of offensive expressions
or insults, insulting words or
threats is, accordingly left to the
House to be dealt with under the
ancient practice or as a contempt.”

My hon. friend Shri Khadilkar said
that it was a private conversation. It
Shri Nanda was really keen, if his
intention was to have a private con-
versation, certainly he could have in-
vited Shri Morarka to the spacious
lawns of his house or to his ante-
chamber either here in Parliament
House or at home, and had a prolonged,
hearty private talk with him over a
cup of tea if he cared to offer that toc
1t was not a private talk of that kind
ag a number of Members were pre-
sent around them, as I have been told.
It was not just that Shri Nanda and
Shri Morarka, met casually in the
lobby, or that Shri Nanda just called
him aside and sotto woce, talking lo
him in a subdued voice; he talked to
him in the presence of a number of
Members, and another Minister was
present on the occasion who pverheard
the conversation. It was loud enough
for it to be overheard within perhaps
at least 10 or 15 yards. It was not in
a subdued veoice in  Fit FIA
or silent whispers. It was not a pri-
vate conversation conducted in that
manner.

Mr. Speaker: Now he must conclude

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: You
allowed Shri Nanda and rightly, be-
cause it is . . .

Mr. Speaker: 1 made an appezl to
hitn, and I am appealing now aico.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: It is an
important subject and it must be de-
bated because it is a precedent for the
future. A Minister, if he commits
contempt, should not get away lightly;
nobody should go scot-free even if he
is a Minister of the Government.
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Shri Ranga: More sp a Minister.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: The
other day when this matter was raised
by my hon. friend, Acharya Kripalani,
you on that occasion, if I understood
you aright, heard you aright, took
prima facie a fairly serious view of
the matter, and when one of our col-
leazues on this gide of the House
asked whether the lobbies were a
part of the House, whether talk in
the lobbies could be so construed as
to bring it within the purview of
privilege, you rightly said that lobbies
were a part of the House. That is
the first point. That is not opesn tfo
a.ny argument or any further discus-
sion, L

The second point is about private
talk. I do not agree at al] that it was
a private talk. It may pe that emo-
tionally Shri Nanda was worked up;
being President of the BSS, he could
not s.und any aspersion. I can put
myself in his position and fancy that
I might have acted like him. His own
Samaj, his own baby, brought up with
so much care and attention all these
years wu; suddenly exposed to public
ridicule and contempt, and naturally
he was in a fit of righteous indignation,
if T 'may use that expression. But
was the lobby of the House the pro-
pzr place, and wag it the proper time
when Members were walking out in-
to the lobby after a debate, or when
there was the usual exodus? Was it
proper for him to catch him by the
collar, s0 to say and ask him, the
Chairman of the Public Accounts Com-
mittee, using those words which were
reported to have been used according
to the statement of Acharya Kripalani

Therefore, may I submit that am
offence of breach of privilege or con-
tempt has been commitied. According
to the letter which Shri Nanda, the
Minister of Home Affairs, has written
to you, if my memory serves me
aright, . . .

Shri J. P. Jyolishi (Sagar): Is it his
opinion that we ghould not talk in the
lobby?
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Mr, Speaker: He should try to finish.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: He said
lowards the close of his letter, “I am
sorry if . .. Will you kindly read
out that portion? *“I am sorry if that
impression has been created”, that is
what he has written. I am of the
view that a bland and bald statement
like that does not purge the offence
of contempt or breach of privilege of
the House or the Committee. Some-
thing more satisfying is needed, not
merely saying: ‘I am sorry if that
impression is created’. I would con-
sider, and the House cai. consider
whether the offence of breach of
privilege or of contempt has beewn
purged by the Minister who has
reportedly committed the offence
only after he makes a categorical
statement here....(An hon. Mem-
ber: Why?) here, on the floor
of the House, because the matter
was raised on the floor of the House,
He should say that ‘I offer my un-
gualified aid unconditional apology
to the Chairman of the Public Ac-
counts Committee and through you
to the entire House'. Only then per-
haps you can consider that it has
been purged.... (Interruptions).

Mr. Speaker: I would not be able
to allow so much time to sach Mem-
ber. We cannot spend the whole day.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: We may
take a whole day even, if necessary;
it is a wmatter for the House as a
whole, a serious matter.

Al a¥ (FEE) W O0F AT
g F TAH £ | IAH 9gAT 9 A2
g f& a7 oz 9rzdz @ ), WK gE
qoF| gz @At § a8 aw few qes-
afa & W fFa & a9 7 3§ 1

1 qgaT tAEe 43 & fF W aw
T34z Zr AT AV FE F AL H 4T ) T
TF W1 Tafaw gFEIE FHE A Al
A daw gaw % fazg fewrar,
IAF AL A A, T g 43Iz T
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g owFdr g1 s=e feew  faar
fFazamiz o 2 &1 @ TE
wrefaai & &9 & o1 21 g 39 9E-
FZ T FG ATTFATE 7 ATAL A9
29 fF ag =% qafas wwgEq #9E)
F YA AT 9rA 8% gEw &
T § 44 § q@fas garded w8
F AL A WAl H g Az WA AF
T Er A% 2 1 "7 3| F I A
FEH AR A F 93 fafsw £
qEaT ATz & fE

“You have killed the
Sevak Samaj.”

Bharat

A ogEm o 3 e

“You are a Congressman.”

7z A1 vafas oF3za FHET & GaTEA
A WrETl 9% 3RTEEEEl SAT A
g wT T o 9z 2 fF mwe e ot
Tafas vatsza F9Er Zm fafree &
faars avdt fra1f & 3o fag &1 s
¥ arg fad 1 a1 feafy 7 77 d3fam
feaiE 7 3 @Fdar | Fw qrfeamed
Sfazm oroF ama & 1 saw faqr @
& JT FIE, AT IAATHZ FT 715 4747
mifearde #ma g1 73 989 & fag,
T HHT IH 97 GHT €T Al 98 FIL
O TIHATHE EIAT 8 | 98 T8 AT
g fF @ A 5 Wiz aF o
fs & 3 grac & *ar & wx Q=
az w4 9eR a1 & gusr €3
wvea a1 ferai Znr 1 & wgar 2 fF @z
g3 7% AL grawar ¢ dwgwg o
HITTHT AL FT ATF A% FgA7 ATvRn fF
TTHAT | FEIT T T 47 | FAHL
FAATAET AT % AT OHAIH FIATHT
ArameEaTEFE | afle T =
Fg U A1 ag A= W Afafaw &) @@
53T TTF &1 41 qEfaF TF &Y, TAF
g AE E 1 Ao 48 & fR o A
F uArTad F41 wra) F g my an AE
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[+ a3]

gare g & f& a1 g fafaee & o
WA #9% GATA F JACET W § q@fea®
UHTIZH FHEN F AAAT H T AR Fg
ar w80 & s fadga AT e
gfF ag wiziz zim Adf 41 3w
It is bringing pressure on the Mem-
bers and Chairman of the Public

Accounts Committee not to do their
duty.

=t WE@ WT oWrEE 0 oWad
wgraa, & g ary woez §T AT FAEA
g fF za a7% o gw 3T ¥ AeAw g,
ag @27 ¥ faanfasm & ma W
IFTEr AT § fogr ff s aTn &
qEeq | g9 ®AAY § fF gEd  gafa
fafag qifzar 2, wov fz 97 #g7 1
mazifa g & ar 737 & fFaT o alr—
FICHT A4 AT &, A1 98 gF HAAT &1
BT I | EA IR AT FIAEAT 8 "I
AEAIT FEeq 57 1T F1 719 fF g0 ooz
T T I AT FAAT § | WA AqST
TgA F @IAA g A9A WT AT
fF foa amai &1 Sedra wraqig Faam!
St 7 fFan & & a¥ FEr w4 &, 7 frwea
&1 2 UF "rAgTA #1997 IBAT | AfEFA
WYl T FZA & AHA TH 1T T {EN—
o7 72T fFar war 2 R F ¥ S48 mm
AT FET A4T 2 A1 H WO qree uF arg
TEATARATE | gW Fia4 9T F qoeq
g 7@t == mfedi F Ageg W Al
H A1 a17 g & foasr § aga § #yoz
®F ¥ g0 7 A% | ANA o f2q
qd ag wfa faar g1 fx anat @ qzq &
Zr fzmm 2

e #F qifamdzdr gfem s
%3 frar smg, dar ff & F7 @var g
a1 Iq% oF Fargew & 6w & 3
|t a9 qF gEd WE FHE F aET
A ag Fg1 ar FF @ g5 #1 oF femm
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) TEw e A ag g frwa
HAE €T 7 AL AAATG q56 X
e &9 | 47 I9 gHY 48 FT 74T
q7 | [TC 4 I I3 A1 Far wAw
agt W 3faa g dar fF agr 9 o
T T 559 A9 F1 "rEgAT 24 41 fa=g
2 7 £, FfFF saw1 afoorm ag grm
f& &t a1 7 Fa9 FAT M F AT
Few TT T T qIET A1 AL4T T FHA
I F graed T qIOFT <419 IFTa farar
FATAT WX IART HITRT AT 20T FoF
fadrarfase F w97 & geada @Ay £

#H YTTHI ATA TF 77 FT 1L |-
#fa7 & % 3q4 927 F 500 qFEqT 7
St wfgse g &, 97 ITaT F1 9@B-
afy # gre7 § 1 AfwT F1 AT A F
FTET ATAAT, HAL IAHT W TgT TOH
HTAA AT4T AT /T 48 637 IT 00
faqarfasz 1 F90T FT7 AT I AT
Fr sfafsm aga 39 i 7T 39 3w
& &1 ag @waAd i Sy 7 g9 wgdz
®) F AT F4 § I W A g0 fa-
qrarfasre ®r 997 Izar Srar g 0 K
wagat g 5 g8 w27 3 a8 ag o0
FTIR FAT 9T Z00 | gafeag & FzA7
arear g fF oF a1 39 729 F amay ad@y
FIE a1 FT TEIF O 7Y & o fo| 0
gw fafiaifuaTe 1 997 327 a6 & |
a1 WY ¥ g F@1 v TR O A
Tafa® UFELA FAEN F FaET F g
01T JqTAT X F9 A w gE FY
¢ | gust ag @1 Al g = e fF
T A FioF el F §IEw § A F
safera ®q § 7 A7 § A9 FT T
£ | ZW HIA H T AT A9AAT F
gudd # § AfFT AT gW wed
g &1 aEr § e w7 # fae
T § W T ITHT HET GT I ASA
# grar & At gEw Adn 7 @ R
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A% 12 gH ATET A 1L 61 a1 8 #7
FHS § | AT ;Y Tg qITRIIT TEAT
g & A AT H T a%d 2 | AfEA
ga®T af s ag g % 7 F=w w0
Fuzem afer waf @l & ae,
AT e & AgEg ar AT e mEf
T | FT AT H FE AT A5 A0 awad
AT 7.4 IEFT AT AZT FT RS |
(g2 esiwr) 7 facar s A 7 TE F
qFA | I 99 T AFA T SFT AL
?, AT 9TH A7 AFF &

w1 fidea & fF o & =1 -
faFt T AR TE & | g9 1 FOT qI
F1 FA13 78 T ¢ o gw o e
oY & FTIW T F T, THGF THIH
FULT F AGTEA & ©T H TGN, AT FC
%7 § 7 39 9 Ff fagafawe #71
999 AEN ISAT AT AFAT | (ETTHANA)
we w9 faeaaw @ &
oY & WA ATEl IeTe T |
# \Yq A IIEIT @ FT AT TG
g8 az sgmaai g v & s
qTET T OF AT g F AT a8 AfEw
@ g fF & off Ter & vEEw waa
F Yo ¥ e § oaEr,  FfeT o
TN 986 & §7 § a9 FL q%AT §,
¥ = wrawEr o & mafas  oFeen
FHE F YA F w7 F g afww
T TF€T F &7 F q@ F qFA g,
"I g # 51 fiarfasr &1 w7 7
g

gafed o frdea & fe 2@ w92
Fr¥ e adt g =fae

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty (Bar-
rackpore): I have already appealed to
you last time that as far as the lobbies
of the House are concerned we say
many things there which we do not
want to become part of the proceed-
ings of this House. About this I am
very clear, because, if once we start

Vo SAKHA 1, 1887 (SAKA)
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this convention, it will lead to many
bad things. But, at the same iime, we
have to see to one particular thing, and
that is, after all, who were the peo-
ple who were concerneg with this.
One was the Home Minister and the
other wag the Chairman of the Public
Accounts Committee. The Public Ac-
counts Committee is one of the most
important committees of this House. I
am not one with Shri Ranga when he
says that it is pur Committee: it is our
Committee in the sense that it is a
Committee of the House, But we
have always held that the ruling party
has kept the post of Chairman of the
Public Accounts Committee a close

‘preserve of the ruling party, that is,

the Congress party. This has been
going on consistently. And therefore
we look upon Shri Morarka, a Con-
gress Member, as a Member who has
been elected to that Cowmmittee and
becauss they are in a majority he
becomeg Chairman of that Committee,
he is nominated by the Speaker to be
the Chairman of that Committee. But
to this point, I do not agree, namely,
because Shri Morarka becomes the
Chairman of the Public Accounts
Committes he ceases to be a Congress
man. He is a Congress Member in the
the sense that he is not in the Op-
position. But I do feel fhat it is de-
plorable that Shri Nanda as a Minis-
ter should have said anything to Shri
Morarka which might be interpreted
as bringing some pressure upon him
about gome report which Shri Morarka
might have made,

Now, if Snhri Nanda had not been a
Minister, wielding the immense autho-
rity of Home Minister, it would not
have, been considered a matter of
privilege. The letter which has been
written is in clear terms: that he did
not mean to bring pressure, he did
not mean to threaten. If that is so, I
am prepared to accept it, because we
have always in the past accepted the
apology. Otherwisze, it iz essentially
a matter of privilege. But we do
not accept the position, namely, that
a Ministeyr can bring pressure in any-
way, even in private conversation,
upon any Member of this House whe-
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[Shrimati Renu Chakravartty]

ther he is Chairman of the Public
Accounts Committee or of any other
Committee,

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Speaker: I do not think there
is n2ed to listen to all the hon. Mem-
bers now.

Shri Ranga: It was Shri Nanda who
helped to cut short the debate by off-
ering the apology.

Mr. Speaker: I shall allow :ne
minute each for the other hon, Mem-
bers. Shri Kapur Singh.

Shri Kapur Singh (Ludhiana): Mr.
Spzaker, Sir, after listening to al!
that has been saig in this House,..

ot el wew (faeEie) o
TN WERE, § @ WE W
FoET AEAT E | 9@ W F fF omiw
%1% fav=g a1 529 39 07 F1% fAvy
¥, WEW FOAE A Y omeR w2 d,
7.7 {97 w2l F1 57 TwEEF aRE
wEaur & F 2z foe a@ & wra
TEF qUTH UL TAT AT FUAW FT1 I
THE A F=ISAT F A Wex qTed
ST F1 & TTAI A A A7 FA F—
T gaL W Fgd & Ffe foE war
o fom F1 F1 I W AR ¥ a8 A
FAEmaT 147 fF § e @ & ) 92 At
79 ag 91ed & & w1 oft ag aqend f
I F T W wg A e A
TefF SR AWM ARG | T 79
sy siMy =TI
g d mex qu Al IE M gw F aw
af favim §& fear smam & ST

HIWT WAT |

seas R W S # FE
g fd Fidr a8 aw fodt, Twdeaw
a7 W &1 A9, S oaw
qET ATH HEL A A7 ff ag an
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qTEHE FAGEIE 91 ! GIZAET qTAAA
AT I H ez FLaTE AT IHH
f6T & W A ST §FAT | W FTE
AraqT AT A 9T FX A H WTEAE
TR L § HIT I T WO A0S
T At 7Y e ® @ar @ A6
# 39 T qEHHE FLAT AF FT & a1
7% fau Aqfeww & s ) FmAT ag
ifed fF ag far Faw@wE g, wreae
FATEHIA & AT TE | WOC qF LA
FEEIA 3 A1 ¥ wE WA ZAm
afe e a8 WEaT FavaeE aE
g &1 39 g ® AT Ew qEafas gm
FagmaqerFamag & TREe
FAGTEIA FT a1 741 argq A fag &1
fear #itw A @@ fF ag 50 TEae
FAATHIA A1 HI HICHT A1 7 | HET
f& ag gwTr WREe FRAEWH 4T |
TE ATEE §T AT § W1 fF fremfeas
q Sem@T 41 |

ot gFrAIT At - F ot q
AT Tq6 AL FLAHT . . . (ETeAw)

Mr. Speaker: Not so many peopie
at a time.

*f} SETIE MER | AT T,
T afwam ag a1 fF ag W& A S
A F Hog g o g ¥
Il 7 €2 wae frar @, & st = mgan
g fe ag 7a1 am @ & forw & 372 7
Heft A e g 9 @A AT WIEHT
Tz WHE FEAT 9207 qg AET 74
am g !

gaata wf (s wavdt) - TWoOE
oz e WET g | & W gafes
THTSCH FAE] FT A G IHE |
# w9 & sfaws F@ § F wfow
THTIEE  FHE F ATCHA T WAL
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SHE ¢ IF & e &8 medr e
fFe w1 $1E T@A A& AT | A
FMTawaafitam s fe o
¥ difasrsr Y ad) €1 ag wE & Afew #
TR W« A FEAT AT &Sl
& oy B F g 559 # gmer
¥ fau are w7 faar s e s+
SR TafaE UHTSE  FEET W,
w{HT #7471 fedt e 1 Fve A
¢ a1 7 fe=dt =i it #1 fore o
GFo A9 a1 T gEe w7 Ay
T gAY FT AT I F FAT qq ¢ OHq
WA FA1 2 fF 7% 7% 39 M
afedi ¥ & #1¢ swfsm v F ame
ART AT AR FT IW 997 aF FAL AT
gt g T T HE T EIE AT .
(gremm®)

WeOs WElEW . WIEY, WET |
FE SR & A FT S A g

ot amit & 7 ot w= F1ogAar g
o # Igm £ gF off owr o =
g1 A= & Jm o

F F1 WG FIAAI ZATT AE
faffze 7o dlo & A= w4 2
W g o & 3@ % wEdEae
FCA WO K1 F 37 F7 foard ww
g @t Far 9g W19 GFew & wfaw g
srar 7 zafae U g ag € R oo
UF Rl ¥ A weE woE o OEE
A F@ & A 39 1 I9 @
Tr Ft gl WiEl A w1 ga v
OEIfEET ¥ FAT § A1 UF ar 39
FI OO F1 TH a9 & e aEAsa
1 qAAT AT @ A W g o
ot & a1 399 9% Arfeq A€ &= Tfgw )
o g ATt StET w1 S ®7 Q26T
T T wfew
Mr, Speaker: Shri Kripalani want-
ed te say semetirng,
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Shri J. B. Kripalani (Amroha): I
only wanted to say that before you
take any decision you will be pleased
to call upon *me to explain my posi-
tion.

Shri Harish Chandra Mathur: 1
think the whole day will be taken up
by this, if it goes on like this.

o T HAIZT AMfgm (Foamane) ¢
MmN WEET

T Wgreq | F TR agae
¥ zwaATT o 6 T 57 w7 AEwE
2 aife ag et 2w § g gy a9 |
TH FUAF ¥ 39 77 7« I% Iad F9
= 7

Mo T AATET Ffgan : & AL =11
U% W M7 AE Sty 0 wer fasi
ISR A aEafw aEsE ¥
®F FT qATA AL FAT ATCT | BE
oO # AT KT AU KO 9 ET
H AT ARTT URET H | W9 qIA AFT
FIAATT AT T AIFT AT AT AT F
HEHT 3 § A1 a8 F6IL TART & iET
AT AT AT ATCH AT FT GHK 3T &
A1 g FTE TART 2 | ZHUT T8 FF
AT Arfge fF F1€ aawr odt G g @
o 7 foa 1 fF g oz awar £ v
O N FT W FT K18 AT AT
AT AT ARt | gAfAd 7 ff mrfEew]
o HIATE ST & T A FEAT, T Fa0
HTEHT WTH AT 97 FET F15 q09 FgaT
g ag Un v SEHT A g
WIg qg 79 A1 g1 #fH qg wiwwE
FT A0 & | ST AT AT AL AT FES &
@t ag g frawt 47 o=, anaew
T A0S T TR £ AT SHF B
amd & | & 7 getfe 77 welr #1, wue
HdT &1, gUAT A9 AW w1 w7 R OF
6§59 9« $9! 9 a7 w1 A
WA H AT o I F g
T ¢, =9 fam a1 % oo wg v &
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[3T0 T Mg Fifean]
FITMITHAHE | 39 F T T 6
§ HIR AW & AT 7 e A A
gwrgsmadmame  faFemH
=T ¢ IW AT W AT IW FTOAA
a0 gaHT g1 A1fEy | W a9y ST
TEY E1 A1 T FT AT G THA &
ATAT FT1 § | A A1 9T A9 & A F
W@ AR ART F T 2 ) @l S
I A AR AT & AT A ATH FTETL
g & a1 fadh oF qe@ ¥ & qwdt g,
ag &t fF faw & fowmn o #am o
geT &1 & =R HIT E | 9% ag 4R
Tg =ifed fF 7= & & w9 gAT A7
T a1 /1 & 3w & fod Ay A g
AT I F1 G 1T A1 T &N HLAT N
afFa AT FEAT Tl FAT AT (FTTAT)
S T ST foET A q= W g W
¥ | 7 fad ag & =g Wy 70 9 T
e ¥ FAAT A2t Afen afew w0 T
FIFT AL AT G | T AT 9 GHT IS
o & fa¥ o ghwn Aver S AR
A UT §YN G | qaEd 91 g1 @r
& =g ag frolt &1 a1 et a7
foit =T wdafas 1 #1 5F A&
g2

o A F AT /T OF A a9
ng 321 faar s & i+ o fegmm
OF qTF T8 FT AN AT @ W g
aTE g9 F HIX W 958 FET A
T O FTTRATA 21 T & a1 39 & a1t
¥ g "9 = FAr ifgw | A
FE AT F1 38 T fa=re A Tnfgw )
R T & A qEetAE g9 #41 A
Faer wa faolt w1 gzva & & &
T 1 §, afew IW F FrO T w4
T 1 Y WO I F § | OFH AT
WTE 72T ST O TE quEa & 1 g2
qg T F O9T FAWHAT TE& FI—AL
gaET AE AL fF T F @ oW
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TAOA T F FTH A FOAFATAT G | WTEAT
ST Y 9 FHAAT TE FL | A IF T A0
Gar @ gEEd, 99 aF FE gER
T TR a1 38 fag & wma & wor
Fxar g 7@ o wmw A1 e

FET 1MW |

Shri Kapur Singh: The matter has
now crystallised into one propnsition
and one corollary. It is not disputed
that what has passed between the
Home Minister and the Chairman of
the Public Accounts Committee in-
volves a matter of privilege. It has
been sought to be argued that it is
not a matter of privilege, because it
happened in the lobby or because it
constituted private conversation. I
wish to say that this is a fallacious
argument. The essence of a bieach
of privilege is that there has been
an attempt at subversion or erosion
of free exercise of parliamentary vight
or parliamentary duties. In that sense,
there has been a clear breach of the
privilege here.

The corollary which follows from
it is the one which was pointed out by
my leader, Shri Ranga and my col-
league, Shrimati Renu Chakravartty,
namely, that this case now raises a
question freshly as to whether or not
the practice which is prevalent in UK
and USA of invariably having a mem-
ber of the opposition ag the Chair-
mran of the PAC should not be taken
into consideration, particularly in
view of the corroborative readiness
with which Mr. Morarka has stood
up in this House to support our Home
Minister.

I shall conclude by saying that in
view of the tone of the letter of the
Home Minister, the House in its mag-
nanimity might now pass over this
matter.

Shri Shivaji Rap §. Deshmukh
(Parbhani): Every time hon. members
of the opposition have stressedq the
point that it is a matter of privilege,
though it 'may be private or personal
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talk. They have laid stress on this
fact that because the Chairman of the
PAC happens to be a3 member of the
ruling party, he is more likely to be
pressurised by any minister. But
they forget this basic fact that if a
person is to be pressurised or bullied,
it can be done even if he is a mem-
ber of the opposition. That he is a
member of the opposition cannot be
treaated as fool-proof guarantee that a
person is no liable to be buillied or
pressurised. Where the question of
privilege or pressurisation comes in,
there is also the question whether the
nature of the talk was personal or
private. For instance, if I address you,
Mr. Speaker, as “Sardarji” on the
floor of the House, it is m breach of
privilege. But if I do so in your
chamber, it becomes a matter of per-
sonal respect,

Now if two Congress members talk
and the subject-matter is an organisa-
tional matter—because even accord-
ing to the words of the hon. member,
the Home Minister is alleged to have
said what is sought to be done is
likely to have organisational effect.
How can it be treated as an attempt
to bully or pressurise the Chairman
of the PAC, when the first sentence
of the conversation is that this private
talk? That has been admitted by the
Chairman of the PAC himself. If at
all there has been an attempt to say
that certain things which are alleged
to have been said are sought to be
removed from the purview of the
House under the pretext that they are
a matter of personal conv:-sation,
the matter boils down tn thi: that
anything that happens in the official
chamber or official room of the PAC
only can be public talk and anytning
that is said outside is private conver-
sation.

ot W (wfrg) e wERE,
aF o qF WY foar oy 1 F et
THCFBTE | F OF wel ¥ wavar AG
TET

WeqH WERW © gy |
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=Y AT ¢ FIE A AN [ Hell
AT & Fan qfafa & gore § &9
¥ g1, 912 a7 sufawa w9 H g MY
a1 g1 g1, afs 30 & FIw 7 @
g A% www swr g, ar fafaes
Ao aT St g1 St @0
Shri J. B, Kripalani: Sir, 1 raised
this froem the point of view of the
dignity of a committee of the House
and also from the point of view that
this does reflect upon what the Con-
gressmen are engaged in angd there
may be some self-analysis, Mr. Nanda
as many of them, is an_old friend. 1
have nothing personal against them.
But I thought it my duty to give ex-
pression to the resentment that I felt
at what I considered to be a bullying
tactic from a person who was in great
authority. As Dr. Lohia has said,
any ordinary talk by ordinary people
in the lobby will have no significance.
When a man in authority talks to a
young ‘man who has been placed in
charge of a parliamentary committee,
I think that position ought to have
been respected by the minister.

As for its being private conversa-
tion, you are a great lawyer and you
have been judge of a High Court.
Suppose there had been some defa-
matory statements made. Would they
have been considered private if 8 or
10 people were standing there? Mr.
Wanda afterwards mayv have told Mr.
Morarka that what he was talking
was private. But that does not take
away the fact that it was not arivate
in faet, in actuality. Our words do
not change actually at all. If the
actuality was that 8 or 10 peopls were
standing there and yet it was a private
conversation, did I eavesdropped? Was
it a closed room that I eavesdroop-

ped? This is fundamental. We
must know, what is the gictionary
mzaning of the word ‘private'? The

place was not private; the conversa-
tion was not private. It was heard
by many.

I can tell vou that [ have tried to

modify the expressions. The expres-
sions were much stronger. If our
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[Shri J. B. Kripalani]
two friends would come out with
what one said and the other heard, the
whaole gquestion will be solved. I do
not understand how the plea of pri-
vacy can work here. (Interruption).

I am very sorry that everytime peo-
ple ccine to argue, they bring in the
mame of my wife, 1 have already said,
this is no buffoonery. We are out on
serious business and to bring in the
name of my wife every now and then.

Shri Tyagi: 1 had mentioned the
Chief Minister of UP, not his wife.

Shri J. B. Kripalami: I am really
surprised at the shamclessness of the
man who says like that: “I am talking
of the Chief Minister and not your
wife”. There i; a limit top impudence
also, There is a limit to buifoonery
also.

Mr. Speaker: I would ask the hon.
revered Member to address the Chair.

Shri J. B. Kripalani: Mr. Speaker,
Sir, I am gpeaking very softly and
smoothly, but 1 wmust give expression
to my thought. Instead of admiring
my magnanimity in allowing my wife
to' do what she likes, they always
bring in my wife. And, they laugh.
These people laugh. These Congress-
men laugh, I am ashamed of them.
If -anybody thinks that there is a
greater friend of Congress than my-
self, then 1 say he is mistaken. 1
have showed in hundred ways that I
love the Congres; as much as none of
these people do. But they do not even
appreciate that T say I am = truer
Congressman than what they are.
What are they talking? To whom
are they talking?

Mr. Speaker: Has he finishad?

Tro v w73z &.far: A A
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They want to treat this serious matter
as a matter of no importance, They
want to brush it aside with levity, but
I want it to be considered sericusly,
and I appeal to Congressmen that they
themselves should stand up not only
for the dignity of the House but! for
the dignity of their party. There is
a tradition hehind that party. They
must not forget that it is said that tie
Congress fought for the independence
of the country under Gandhiji's
leadership. Let them live up to that
tradition. I would have been
very glad if they did that. I have
no ill-will against any of the Con-
gressmen, least of all my colleague
with whom I have worked in the past
in Ahmedabad also. I hold hisn  in
great regard, He would have done
justice to himself, justice to his
party, justice to this House, if he had
un-reservedly withdrawn his words.

The Minister of Law and Social
Security (Shri A. K. Sen): Mr. Speak-
er, Sir, if I may say so with respect,
we have travelled a good deal of
ground which is not strictly relevart
for the purpose of the present motion.
If I may read out for the benefit of
the House, with your permission, the
languwage of the motion itself, to help
us in understanding the scope of the
discussion and your function in grant-
ing leave, the words are as follows:

“On 19-4-1965, Snri J. B, Kri-
palani, M.P,, said in Lok Sabha
that Shri G. L. Nanda had told
the Chairman, P.A.C.,, that the
P.AC. Report relating to Bharat
Sewak Samaj was przjudicial and
that he was working against the
interest of the Congress. The
above statement has been contra-
dicted neither by Shri Nanda nor
by Shri Morarka although both
of themn were present in the House
when Shri Kripalani mentioned
about this. Hence this statement
of Shri Nanda is a serious hreach
of privilege of the House and its
Cemmittee.”
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It is founded on two grounds, that
Shri Kripalani had made a statement
in which he alleged that Shri Nanda
had used the expression “prejudicial”
in his conversation with Shri Morarka
and that there was no contradiction
on the floor of the House and there-
fore this allegation may be taken as
proved, and being taken as proved it
amounts immediately to a breach of
privilege of the House. This is the
foundation on which the present
motion is sought to be sustained.

My answer to that would be that
when that allegation was made with-
sut a motion and you did not allow
}iscussion on that there was ne duty
rast on either Shri Morarka or on
5hri Nanda to contradict that state-
nent.

An hon. Member: What was the

itatement?

Shri A. K. Sen: May I crave leave
vf the hon. Members to wmake my
submission ang then I shal]l be very
happy to answer whatever other
queries there are (Interruption). I
find that Shri Ranga, as usual, is not
willing to extend me the courtesy
whicn he has been receiving himself
from us.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Just re-
covering from a heat-stroke; he must
take it coolly.

Shri A. K. Sen: As I said, there is
ng duty cast on either Shri Nanda or
Shri Morarka to contradict those alle-
gations.

Dr. M. S. Aney (Nagpur): I am
SOITY.
Shri A, K. Sen: Then, Sir, when

the matter comes up by way of a
motion, Shri Nanda has stated in his

Shri J. B. Kripalani: Will he not
testify to the truth?

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: What is
truth?
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Shri A, K. Sen: Shri Nanda has
stated in his letter to you that it was
purely a priva‘e conversation in which
he was engaged with Shri Morarka
and, in my submission, Shri Morarka
has supported that statement.

Shri J. B. Kripalani: No.

Shri A. K. Sen: There is only one
species of private communication which
has been made the subject matter of
a motion of privilege in the House of
Commons, though there has been po
incident in our House, to 'my know-
ledge, and that is where a private
communication was held to amount
to intimidation and coercion designed
to restrain a member from perfo.m-
ing his parliamentary duty. It is only
that species which can be made to
support a motion of privilege, other-
wise it wil] be a dangerous precedent.
in my submission, and I support Shri
Khadilkar's point of order very
strongly, that it will be throwing
open a very dangerous floodgate if we
allow all private conversations to he
brought on the floor of the House and
be made to sustain a motion for pri-
vilege. In our own experience we
have seen judges in private conver-
sations being called “fool™ (Inter-
ruption). 1 remember the casi of 3
very eminent judge.

Shri J. B. Kripalani:
case of defamation . . .

If it were a

Shri A. K, Sen: Even then priva-y
is different.

Shri J, B. Kripalani: It was not in
private, it was in public.

Shri A. K. Sen: Now, Sir, the very-
first case he disposed of was a case

in which has erstwhile senior was
ed and he lost that case. After the
case wuas finished he met hmm and

asked: “How did I do?” and the rcply
was: “You behaved like a bloody fool™.
1f that matter was brought to the
court in support of g4 motion for con-
tempt of the Judge, it would be
thrown out as ridiculous.
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Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Where
did he say that, in his ante-chamber
or somewhere else?

Shri A. K. Sen: In his private con-
versation.

Shri Hari Vishou Kamath: At home.

Shri A. K. Sen: Once it is a question
of fact whether it was a private con-
versation or not, once it is conceded
and proved to your satisfaction that it
was a private conversation, then the
right of privacy comes in and you
can only allow a motion of privilege
to succeed if it is proved by the man
to whom the conversation was ad-
dressed, either the conversation or
the communication, that it was de-
signed to coerce him. There is no
such complaint (Interruption). In
my submission, there is no such com-
plaint.

Shri J. B. Kripalani: Let him say
that only two of them were present.

Shri A. K. Sen: Therefore, here we
are not to meet a case of coercion or
intimidation with which Shri Yadav
started. We are here only to deal
with the motion as it is, and in my
submission there is np ground dis-
closed whatsoever for granting leave
to this motion,

Mr. Speaker: Now I must just give
expression to my views,

Dr. M. S. Aney rose—

Shri Hari Vishnu EKamath: He is a

senior  parliamentarian, the oldest
Member of the House.

Mr. Speaker: Many other hon. Mem-
berg are also rising in their seats. So,
with great respect to him, I hope he
will excuse me.

The question arose the other day
when Shri Kripalani informed the
House—though he did not say that he
was himself present it is presumed
that he heard them himself—that the
Home Minister had used certain
words which could rightly cause in-
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{imidation to the Chairman of the
Public Accounts Committee. Seo far
ag this guestion is concerned, if any
intimidation is caused, or is intended
or is likely to be caused, to the Chair-
man of any parliamentary Committee
certainly it is a breach of privilege.

Shri Ranga: But see the reply that
we have got frem the Minister. What
is the effect of it?

Mr. Speaker: I could not follow
him.

Now a breach of privilege issue can
arise if in the view of the House
something hag happened inside the
House. At that time, the House can
take cognisance of that episode or
breach of privilege. It can be by
either a Member of the House him-
self or by a stranger who has been

brought here for some purpose. If
some hreach of privilege is
committed by such a  person

in the view of the House, the House
can take action straightway here.
Breach of privilege might also happen
by publication in press, or by use of
words on a plateform or in a broadcast.

Shri Kapur Singh: By telephone
also.

Mr. Speaker: I would not include
telephone, because the conversation
by telephone is a private conservation.
So, that cannot come under breach of
privilege. It may be a broadcast ol
words uttered on the platform. Then
too, if any Member brings to the
notice of the House that g breach of
privilege of any Member or of the
House hag taken place, the House
should proceed to take action on that.
Now, there is a third category, as has
happened in the present case, of some
eonversation taking place in the lob-
bie=. The other Aay Shri Mukerjee.
and today Shri Khadilkar, Shri Azad
and Shrimati Renu Chakravartty have
pleaded that if the same rules which
arve applied to the House are applied
to the conversation that takes place in
the lobbies, there would be no free-
dom left for anv Members there.

Tt has been said by Dr. Lohia, and
repeateq by Shri Kripalani that if the
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talks take place between ordinary
persons, that does not matter but if
it is by people in authority then it
sl ope oiaen ip a different light

First, 1 have to answer whether
anything said in the lobbies can be
the subject-matter of a breach of
privilege. It is a fact that if anything
is gaid which intimidates or coerces
any Member from discharging his
duties, then it is a breach of privilege;
even though it may be inside the lob-
bies, it is a breach of privilege; there
is no doubt about it. One question
wag raised by Shri Khadilkar: if I
give z ruling, if members go to the
lobby and say that I have shiown par-
tiality, ig that a breach of privilege?
It has been held by President Patel

that it is objectionable and it is a .

breach of privilege. 1 have it before
me. It happened in the lobbies. But
1 am not taking that view. I am not
restricting the freedom of speech of
the members. They might do it I
would not take note of that.

Shri Hari Vishno Kamath: I am
sorry {0 interrupt and you will par-
don me. Would you agree with ‘May’
who says that “misbehaviour in the
lobbies, such as use of offensive ex-
pression or insulting words or threats.
conslitutes breach of privilege?”

Mv. Speaker: I have already said
that if the language is intended or is
likely to cause coercion or intimida-
tion, or any offensive language is
used, even if it is outside the House,
in the lobby, certainly it is a breach
of privilege, it comes under the dis-
cipline of the Speaker of this House,
and this House can always take ac-
tion against that. But the question
boils down to this. Shri Nanda has
said, as 1 have read now, that he
wanted to convey it to a member of
his own party, and it cannot be said
that because he is the Chairman of
a Committee, he is not a party mem-
ber. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty
has said that the moment he becomes
a Chairman he ceases to be a member
of the Congress, Yet, we have to
function on party lines. There might
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be some meetings held inside the
Central Hall. There are some rooms
where the parties also hold their
meetings. If they sit down and cri.i-
cise each other, if some member over-
hears it ang brings it up here, of
course, that would not be a subject
of breach of privilege.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: You are
talking of the Centra] Hall, Here it
is the lobby which is part of the
House.

Mr. Speaker: If they sit in the lob-
bies and talk and somebody over—
hears them and reports, that would
not be a subject of breach of privil-
ege.

Shri J. B. Kripalani: Does it mean
that I over-heard, I was eavesdrop-
ping? Does it mean that?

Mr, Speaker: At least Shri Nanda
did not invite others to that conversa-
tion and did not convey to others that
he was intimidating or giving a threat
to Shri Morarka. At least that was not
his intention.

Shri J. B. Kripalani: He need not
invite anybodv to go to the Central
Hall or the lobby.

Mr. Speaker: I am inclined to hold
that if such an incident occurred in
the lobby, then the person aggrieved
ig actually the one who has been in-
timidated or coerced, or against whom
such language has been used.

Shri Ranga: You have already
given the answer that he is a Con-
gressman.

Mr. Speaker: If he brings a com-
plaint then the House should take
notice of it; not if it is brought by
other Members who over-hear him nr
who happen to be present there at
that time. I have to safeguard the
freedom of the members to talk free-
ly inside the lobbies. That must be
reconciled with the breach of privil-
ege that might be committed. Both
things have to be taken together. In
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[Mr. Speaker]

view of what Shri Nanda hag written,
that he is sorry that such an im-
pression has been created, the matter
is closed and there is nothing more
that is required to be done by me.

Shri Ranga: If he behaves like
that. . . . (Iinterruptions) .

Mr. Speaker: Now this is over. We
will take up Paperg to be laid on the
Table.

13.58 hrs.
PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

NOTIFICATION UNDER THE ALL  INDIA

ServicEs AcT

The Minister of State in the Minis-
try of Home Affairs (Shri Hathi): I
beg to lay on the Table a copy each
of the following Notifications under
sub-section (2) of section 3 of the All
India Services Act, 1951:—

(i) The All India Services (Death-
cum-Retirement Benefits)
Amendment Rules, 1965, pub-
lished in Notification No. GSR
527 dated the 3rd April, 1965,

(iiy The All India Serviceg (Dis-
cipline and Appeal) Amend-
ment Rules, 1965, published
in Notification No, GSR 3528
dated the 3rd April, 1965.

(iii) The All India Services (Death
cum-Retirement Benefit<)
Seconq Amendment Rules,
1965, published in Notification
No. GSR 529 dated the 3rd
April, 1965. [Placed in Lib-
rary. See No, LT-4223/65].

NOTIFICATION UNDER THE  ESSENTIAL
CommonITIES ACT

The Deputy Minister in the Minis-
try of Food and Agriculture (Shri
D. R. Chavan): I beg to lay on the
Table a copy of the Indian Maize
(Temporary use in Dextrose Manu-
facture) Amendment Order, 1865,
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Report

published in Notification No. GSR 589
dated the 12th April, 1965, under sub-
section (6) of section 3 of the Es-
sential Commodities Act, 1955, [Plac-
ed in Library. See No. LT-4224/65].

13583 hrs.

COMMITTEE ON PRIVATE MEM-
BERS' BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

SIXTY-FOURTH REPORT

Shri Krishnamoorthy Rao (Shim-
oga): I beg to present the Sixty-
fourth Report of the Committee onm
F_*rivate Members' Bills and Resolu-
tions.

13582 hrs.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

SEVENTY-SEVNTH REPORT

Shri A. C. Guha (Barasat): 1 beg
to present the Seventy-seventh Re-
port of the Estimates Committee on
the Ministry of Food and Agriculture
(Department of  Agriculture)—Cen-
tra] Rice Research Institute, Cuttack.

13.59 hrs.

RE: VIGILANCE COMMISSION
REPORT

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath (Hoshan-
gabad): Sir, may I submit that the
Report of the Central Vigilance Com-
mission, which is functioning under
the Ministry of Home Affairs, has
not reached us? We are going to
take up the Demands for Grants of
the Home Ministry tomorrow. We
should receive the Report before that.

Mr. Speaker: I will just look into
it.



