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the President and to discharge the
functions conferred on him by or
under this Constitution or any
other law for the time being in
force.”
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Shri Daji (Indore): Before I deal
with the four points concerning the
Privilege Motion, I would like to make
a submission in general.

This question should not be viewed
as a question between the Opposition
and Mr. Subramaniam, a member of
the Cabinet, and, therefore, it should
not be reduced to a question of pokti-
cal prestige; at times where higher
issues are at stake, then it is not a
question of the mere prestige of this
man or that man or even the Govern-
ment collectively; here we are dealing
with a wider, a more deep-rooted and
a more basic question—the question of
the rights of Parliament and the rights
of the committees appointed by Parlia-
ment which are equal with the rights
of the Parliament, with the rights of
the House itself. Therefore, I would
appeal to you and to the members of
this House to take my submission in
this particular spirit and not in a par-
tisan spirit. Such issues should be
viewed and discussed from a viewpoint
which should rise above mere partisan
squabbles.

I submit that Mr. Subramaniam, by
his statement before the House trying
to explain the Motion of Privilege, has
not only failed to purge himself of the
contempt as it is technically called,
but has reinforced the contempt; he
has committed a double contempt. His
statement, full of innuendos full of
half-explanations and half truths, is
not only not sufficient to purge him of
the breach, but, on the other hand, it
only doubles that guilt and I will make
a short submission explaining why I
say SO.

There are three or four points. The
first point is regarding—I am not deal-
ing with that part of the motion be-
cause I have not raised that and I do
not think that it is very important—
Mr. Subramaniam’s having denied to
have been the Minister the previous
day and his admitting the next day
that he was the Minister. I take Mr.
Subramaniam’s words that he had ac-
‘tually misunderstoed the position the
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previous day and, therefore, I would
not make that charge at all.

The second point is that he delibe-
rately made a statement that his order
was a draft order. I shall read out
from the Public Accounts Committee’s
report to indicate as to what the P.A.C.
has to say about this:

“The Minister in his statement
had stated that his orders dated
28th June, 19638 that the suspension
should affect all the Government
Departments were sent to the Iron
and Steel Controller in a draft

When the Secretary was questioned,
whether this was a draft order, the
Secretary stated:

“There was a slight or minor
error in the Minister’s statement.
I had not seen it before it was
issued; otherwise, I would have
pointed it out.”

He further added that pursuant to the
Minister’s order, the following orders
would issue to the Controller:

“The matter has been examined
and it has been decided....”

T underline the word ‘decided’.

“that business dealings should
be suspended with Mjs. Surendra
Overseas and its associated con-
cerns for 3 period of two years
with immediate effect....”

I want to underline the words “with
immediate effect”.

“A general order may please be
issued immediately under the
black-listing code, so that other
Government Departments and
Government institutions may also
not deal with these firms for a
period specified above.”

Then the last sentence is:

“A copy of the order may please
be sent to me as soon as it is lswa-

‘.
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[Shri Daji]

This order, issued from the office
of the Minister, leaves no room for
doubt that there was even the re-
motest possibility of interpreting the
Minister’s order as a draft order,
nor does it lend itself to the interpre-
tation placed by Mr. Subramaniam
in the House the other day that his
order was not to be g draft order but
because the Controller sent a draft
order in reply to this order, he thought
that the whole proceedings were
draft proceedings. This is what Mr.
Subramaniam has stated before the
House, That is why I say that it is a
double guilt. The first guilt is that
he gave us the impression through the
Public Accounts Committee that his
orders were draft orders and later in
trying to explain that he has said,
“Yes; it was a mistake; my orders
were not draft orders, but because
the Controller’s orders came to me in
a draft form for final approval, I
thought the whole proceedings were
draft proceedings.”

I submit that any man who knew
that this was his office order to the
Controller and even after that order
he received an order which was sup-
posed to be in g draft form should
have pulled up the Controller and
said, “who has asked you to send me
a draft order when the instructions
were specific? Immediate’ orders
were to be issued and only a copy of
those orders was to be sent to the
Ministry so that the Ministry could
keep track that the orders of the
Ministry had been implemented.”
What does Shri C. Subramaniam have
to say abopt this? I shall read out
from Shri C. Subramaniam’s own
statement. He says:

“T would like to mention that I
had not stated nor intended to
state that my decision was not a
final one.”

What does a man intend when he says
‘My orders were draft orders.’? When
we are concerned with privilege, do
we go Into the wooly intentions of a
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man or do we interpret his intentions
from his words? First he comes to
the House and says ‘My orders were
not final but they were only draft
ones’. The next day he comes and
says; ‘I had not intended to mean that
my decision was not  final one'.
What does the term ‘draft order’ con-
vey to any man? Further, he gays:

“The question about eliminating
non-trading concerns was raised
in a letter from the Deputy
Iron and Steel Controller enclos-
ing a draft suspension order. My
decision had to be translated into
formal order and implemented by
the Iron and Steel Controller.
In putting up this letter the office
noted as follows:

‘In compliance with the Ministers
orders, the Steel Control have sent
a draft of the suspension order.’

It was this noting that led to
the erroneous drafting of my
statement that my order itself
was communicated draft
form.”

in a

How can this noting lead any intel-
ligent man to believe like that? And
1 do give more credit to Shri C. Sub-
ramaniam’s intelligence than he would
like himself to give to it; I think the
House should give more credit to his
English than he would like it himself
to give to it. Even after reading this
noting, how could any intelligent man
believe like that? Shri C. Subra-
maniam says that the noting also
should be read. So, I would read it
again to the House. The noting is:

“In compliance with the Minis-
ter’s orders the Steel Control
have sent a draft of the suspension
order.”.

In view of this noting, Minister says
that he in his drafting of the state-
ment had committed z mistake and
said that ‘My orders were

orders’ Could credibility be stretch-
ed further? The Minister is mot only
doing an injustice to his own inteli-
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gence but he is doing an injustice to
our intelligence. That is what I would
most respectfully submit. Further, he
says: :

“; am sorry due to faulty word-
ing my statement of the 18th May
had given the impression that my
order was a draft one. I have
specifically mentioned this word-
ing as a mistake to the PAC also.”

I submit that on the first count, Shri
C. Subramaniam has not been and
cannot be exonerated merely on the
basis of his statement. That is very
clear. The secretary has given evi-
dence before the PAC after the state-
ment was made, to the effect that the
order was interpreted by the office as
a final order; the sceretary has fur-
ther stated that the order was inter-
preted in the words, which I have al-
ready read out from the Iron and
Stee]l Controller. The Iron and Steel
Controller had no business to send a
draft order of suspension. The Minis-
ter himself says that because the
noting said that it was a draft order,
therefore, he thought that the whole
thing was a draft order. Therefore,
he wanted us to believe that it was
only a mistake in the wording of the
statement that led to a wrong im-
pression ¢opn us. I submit that the
only correct, the on]y logical, the only
clear and the only decisive conclusion
that can be reached from this set of
evidence is this that the Minister
worded hjg statement in a way which
was most liable to mislead the House
and mislead the Public Accounts
Committee. No other conclusion

" could be reached from the. circum-
stances which have been given out
even by the Minister himself.

Then, the Minister has stated that
he got barely 12 hours to make his
statement. He could have very well
taken 24 hours. No man could come
before the House and say, T
made the statement in a hurry;
therefore, my statement was
wrong; therefore, please exonerate
me’. That argument will not
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hold good. First, he made a state
ment on the 17th May. He then came
and corrected it on the 18th May, and
made another long statement includ-
ing portions or points which were not
raised in the House. He could as well
have made his statement on the 18th
May. So, on that count zlso, we can-
not excuse him.

The second point is that the state-
ment before the House that it was a
draft order wag meant to mislead the

House and also mislead the Public
Accounts Committee. Then he says
that he thought that the two points

which he wanted to make were not
brought to the notice of the Public
Accounts Committee. Again, I am
using his own words. One of them
was the meeting of Mr. Jit Pa]l with
him. About this , what does the Pub-
lic Accounts Committee have to say?
The Committee gay:

“The Committee asked the Secre-
tary why, in his evidence before
the PAC (1965-66) from 9th to
12th March, 1966....”

—so0, it was not in hurry, it went om
for four days—

“....he did not mention to the
Committee that a representative
of the firm Mr, Jit Paul had seen
the Minister on 20th July, 1963,
particularly ag the Minister had
discussed this with him....”

-

would repeat these words again:

....particularly ag the Minister had

discussed this with him and the
letter dated 22nd July, 1963 from
the firm was on the file. The Sec-
retary, Ministry of Iron and Steel
stated:

“On the note portion I found no
reférence to the letter....’

This is a further thing to be noted
that secretaries come and give evi-
dence before the Public Accounts
Committee basing themselves merely
on the notes given by some subordi-
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mates and pot basing themselves on

ihe file, However, that is a side issue.
The Public Accounts Committee say:

“The Secretary, Ministry of Iron
and Steel stated:

“On the note portion I found no
reference to the letter. I read
note portion. Unfortunately, the
note made no reference to this
letter. The letter was undoubted-
ly on the file but I was reading
from the noteg and the notes un-
fortunately made no mention of
that letter. Otherwise I would
have brought it to your notice.”.

And thjs was not all. The Committee
have further said:

“Thereupon the Committee
brought to the notice of the witness
the fact that there was a noting
on the file dateq 25th July, 1963
(immediately after the noting of
the Secretary dated 23rd July,
1963, on the same page),...."”.

—that is, the same page which the
secretary was reading—

“....mentioning about the letter
received from M]ls Surrendra
Overseas.”.

Then, the secretary became non-plus-
sed, and said that he was relying upon
the noting. On the same page, there
was a noting mentioning about the
letter; but the secretary does not
make a mention of the letter before
the Committee but says that he was
only relying upon the notes. That
means that the secretary was also
prevaricating. There‘ore, in these
circumstances, when Shri C. Subra-
maniam comes and tells us and even
pleads his innocence, injured inno-
cence, that the Public Accounts Com-
mittee had come to certain conclu-
sions because two facts had not been
brought to their notice, may I ask who
was responsible for not bringing those
facts to the notice of the Committee?
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The Minister of Food Agriculture
Community Development and Coope-
ration (Shri C, Subramaniam): Tha$
was a subsequent hearing not the first
hearing.

Shri Daji: The secretary has men-
tioned this in his statement. The
secretary had suppressed it at the
first hearing, though it had been men-
tioned on the same page from which
he was reading.

Shri
(Kendrapara) :
afterwards.

Surendranath Dwivedy
He haqd clarified it

Shri Daji: That is the clarification
which he has given afterwards but
the fact is that before that he had not
mentioned it. So, if the secretary to
the Ministry goes before the Public
Accounts Committee and suppresses &
very relevant fact from the committee
then is it open to the Minister to
come forward and say to the House
that two facts had not been brought
to the notice of the committee which
he waned subsequently to bring to
the notice of the committee, and,
therefore, the committee’s decision
was not correct?

I submit that in a parliamentary
democracy, we are not concerned
directly with the secretaries. That
has been well established in innu-
merable cases and it has been very
forcefully established by the judge-
ment of Mr, Justice Chagla, as he then
was, in the Mundhry affair, where he
has said. that the constructive liabili-
ty of a Minister for the action of &
high official of his Ministry is com-
plete, final and omnibus. As long as
parliamentary democracy has any
meaning, no Minister can evade his
responsibility anq hide behind the
trespasses of hig advisers or his secre-
tary. Therefore, on the second count,
again, I submit that there is no case
worth hearing from the Minister.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member
should now try to conclude.
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Shri Ranga (Chittoor): We have to

be educated about these matters, be-

cause it is a very complicated affair.

Shrj Daji: At this stage, I am not
bringing in matters which are sub-
stantive questions relating to the
details. I would merely say that
there is need for the resignation not
only of Shri C. Subramaniam but of
the entire Government. Any self-
respecting government should resign.
Of course, the party may select the
same leader again. But precedents
have got to be maintained. I shall
come to that question next Monday.
Now, I am only dealing with the pro-
cedural part.

Then, Shri C. Subramaniam gave us
an exercise in English grammar, I
confess that my English is not as
good as Shri C. Subramaniam’s but I
had also read some lessons in gram-
mar. He wants the House to believe
that the word ‘surprised’ was ysed in
the sense of ‘taken unawares’. I am
not going to dig into dictionaries, as
wag done at some other place, but I
would merely read out the complete
sentence of Shri C. Subramaniam
from the statement that he made be-
fore the House and then I would al-
low the House, at least such Members
as have any elementary sense or
knowledge of grammar. ...

Shri U. M. Trivedi (Mandsaur):
Every Member has got. Why should
it be qualified?

Mr. Speaker: Now, the hon. Mem-
ber is committing another breach.

Shri Daji; I only meant such Mem-
bers ag had a knowledge of grammar.
I did not mean any reflection on any
Member.

Here is what Shri C. Subramaniam
had said:

It is rather surprising....

He does not say ‘T was surprised at
the report of the Public Accounts
Commnittee.’, but he says:

© “It is rather surprising to me

that an observation should have
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been made suggesting that I had
reconsidered certain orders with-
out adequate reasons.”.

The surprise is not at the Report.
Substantively it is at the report say-
ing. that the decision was taken
‘without adequate reasons’. I want to
put the question straight in simple
language: in this context. what does
‘surprise’ mean? In this context,
does ‘surprise’ mean ‘taken unawares’
or an expression of reprobation at the
way the Committee had come to its
finding? He is not surprised at the
factum of the Report; he is surprised
at the substance of the report, namely,
that the secong order was without
adequate reasons. What is the gram-
matical sequence? He is surprised at
the Report? No. He is surprised at
the Committee having come to the
finding that his orders were without
adequate reasons. In the word ‘sur-
prise’, you find a clear reprobation of
the conclusions of the Committee writ
large on this sentence.

13.00 hrs.

Therefore, to come forward before
the House and say that by ‘surprise’
he meant that he was taken unawares
is, I submit most respectfully, doing
an injustice to elementary knowledge
of English which we are supposed to
possess—at least those Members who
know it. When a Member comes for-
ward with such a lame excuse, such
grammatical gimmicks, before the
House, can he claim that his contempt
has been purged? You, Sir, have held
high exalted judicial office and you
know that if a man wants to be purg-
ed of contempt, the apology must be
complete, unconditional and without
qualification. Can anyone read in
Shri Subramaniam’s statement of the
10th of August an unconditional, un-
qualified and complete apology? He
has tried to twist the interpretation
of the word ‘surprise’.

Thirdly, what does he say at the
end?

“It has also been stated that

my use of the word ‘surprising’
implies contempt of the PAC”—
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it does not mean contempt; it means

reprobation—

“l had used the word, in the
sense that I was ‘taken unawares’.
If, however, it is felt that to say
that I am surprised by an obser-
vation of the Public Accounts
Committee is a reflection on the

Committee, T am prepared to
unconditionally = withdraw = the
same.”—

He has not withdrawn; he is prepared
to withdraw! When he will withdraw,
1 do not know. He is only prepared
to withdraw; he has not withdrawn.

The last aspect of the matter is,
what did Shri C. Subramaniam do?
I most respectfully submit that the
worst lapse of Shri C. Subramaniam
is not this ‘surprise’, nor this ‘draft’
order, but the worst, the most inde-
fensible lapse on the part of Shri C.
' Subramaniam is to go before the PAC
and try to intérpret that his order of
28th June—If I am correct in the
date—is wider than the order of 16th
November of the previous year. That,
1 submit, is the most indefensible
lapse on the part of the Minister. The
Committee has strongly, comprehen-
sively repelled this suggestion and has
come to the conclusion that there is
not an iota of evidence on record  to
suggest that his subsequent order

was a wider order than the first order.’

Why is this The most reprehensible
lapse? Because this is the gist of the
whole offence alleged against the
Minister. What is the gist? It is not
as simple as fhis that fhe previous
order was an order applying to all the
departments of the Government and
the subsequent order was an order
applying to the Iron and Steel Contro-
ller’'s office. That is not the main
ground of attack against Shri C. Subra-
maniam—change of order. The main
ground is that by doing this, he was
not doing anything more than the first
order of 16th November which already
tabooed this firm from the Iron and
Steel Controller’s office.
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Allow me to place the sequence.
First there was the order of 16th Nov-
ember suspending transactions with
the firm. Then something comes to
light, a lapse on the part of this com-
pany, that is, defrauding the treasury
to the tune of Rs. 143 crores. Shri
Subramaniam rightly said that he fel$
indignant about it and passed an order
that neither the Iron and Steel Con-
troller the Government of India should
deal with such a company. Then he
revised the order into one suspending
dealings only between the Iron and
Steel Controller and the company.
This, in substance, means that the
position as existed on the 16th Novem-
ber was restored. So what was the
punishment to the firm for defraud-
ing the exchequer to the tune of
Rs. 1.43 crores? Nothing. This ig the
gravemen of the charge. Has Shri
Subramaniam got out of this charge?
He issues an order which only res-
toreg the position already existing.
He was not visiting any punishment.
It was not a question of reducing any
punishment. In substance, my con-
tention is that the question was not
of reducing punishment; the question
is of completely washing off punish-
ment. That is the gravamen of the
charge. In this respect, I most respect-
fully and regrettable submit Shri
Subramaniam has most reprehensibly
prevaricated before the Committge by
again and again sticking to his posi-
tion that ‘my second order was more
comprehensive than the first’. When
the question was put to him umpteen
number of times how this could be so,
when no punishment had been visited
on the firm by the second order, the
Minister was unable to say, Of course,
when the Secretary and the Minister
fall out, certain things come up. In
this case, it is clear that in effect no
penalty was imposed on the firm
which had defrauded the exchequer
to the tune of Rs. 1.43 crores. Still
Shri Subramaniam stuck to his guns
and indulged in quibbling and hair-
splitting, which has made the Com-
mittee repel his suggestion and say
that in effect the company has escaped
scot-free. This, I submit, is in subs-
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tance, what we have raised in the
breach of privilege.

Now, your goodself Your Honour,
may enquire as to what is the breach
of privilege though his conduct may
not be proper or may be against the
rules. I submit .1 am not raising this
issue as one of impropriety. I do not
want a mere obiter from you that this
was not proper but nothing can be
done. I am raising a pure question of
breach of privilege in my motion.
Either it is a breach of privilege or it
is not. I do not want in this case any
compromising verdicts. I am prepared
to stand or fall on the case I have pre-
senteq before the House.

I submit there are two dangers.
First, if a Minister or a Member
is allowed to mislead the House,
mislead a Committee "of the
House, prevaricate and by innuendo
suggest using the word ‘surprise’ that
the findings of the Committee were
not well based on evidence, and further
suggested that the findings of the Com-
mittee had been reached without
taking into consideration two relevant
facts not brought to the notice of the
Committee—ag if it was a mistake
committed by the Committee—and
further suggest that the second order
issued by him was wider than the
first, 3 suggestion which the Commit-
tee repels—if all these do not consti-
tute a breach of privilege, then what
does? Does this not impede, obstruct,
distort, divert the deliberations of the
House and the Committee? This is
the straight question.

These are not just mistakes. This
is not a question of just mistakes. Of
course. on this matter we shall go
into detail next Monday. But even if
it be a mistake, even if the ~facts
stated by the Minister are not to be
doubted—I am not raising the issue
foday at that level; T will do so next
Monday—even if it be an error, if
the Minister’s error is likely or trends
to impede. the .Committee’s work, I
submit it is a breach of privilege. It
1324 (A)LS —7.
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is not necessary for me to quote the
precedents; you know them fully
well. It is not necessary that the Com-
mittee should actually be misled; it

-is not necessary that the House should

be misled. Even if a statement tends
...

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath (Hosh-
angabad): Directly or indirectly.

Shri Daji:....prejudice impartial
consideration or tends to give a pic-
ture different from the correct picture,
if it tends to do so—I would under-~
line the word ‘tends to’ three times—
it tantamounts to a breach of privi-
lege. At least after all that I have a
submitted, a prima facie case has
been made out. If after hearing all
that we have had to say, after getting
the explanations, if even now a fool-
proof case of a breach of privilege has
not been made out for inquiry into
the matter. I donot know what better
case has ever been put for such an
inquiry before any legistlative house
in the world.

Lastly, I submit to you and through
you to the Members of the House this.
Let us not adopt double standards cof
judging cases of breach of privilege.
When Shri Prakash Vir Shastri, made
an accusation against one of the Min-
isters, he had to give a complete, full
apology and withdraw it unconditio-
nally before he was purged of con-
tempt. We are not Shylocks, we are not
after Mr. Subramaniam’s blood tor
the sake of blood; we are not asking
for one pound of flesh because it is
our due. It is not a question of the
Congress versus the Opposition; it is
a question not only of the dignity of
the House, but the possibility of the
House and the Committees of the
House functioning in an unimpezded
manner, functioning truthfully, with-
out influence or fear or favour. Let
it not be said ‘that the House has two
standards. When the Opposition com-
mits default, we want a complete and
unconditional apology, but when an
influential Minister, one of the special
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aides of the Prime Minister Commits
a default, different considerations are
v apply. Such a demonstration will
be completely wrong and against the
high standards of democracy and pro-
priety that this House should set up.

With these words I think the matter
should be refered to the Privileges
,Committee,

Mr. Speaker:- T will require about
two or three hours. At 4 o’clock I
will announce whatever I have to
say.

Shri C. Subramaniam: May I say
something? Particularly after Mr.
Daji’'s speech, I thought 1 should say

something.

An hon.
statements? °

Member: How many

shri Ranga: May I crave your
dulgence for a minute?

in-

My hon. friend laid stress on the
fact that an effort was made either
wittingly or unwittingly by the hon.
Minister to mislead the House, Any-
how the result is, whether he intend-
ed it or not, it certainly led to mis-
leading some of the :Members of the
House, which wouldq amount to mis-
leading the House.

If you were to consult the proceed-
ings of the House, you will find that
after hearing the hon, Minister’s
statement that day, I got up from
my seat and said that if what the
hon. Minister has said is correct, is
true. then he does not seem to have
madce any mistake. That shows that
I was misled also, when I depended
only on his statement. I am saying
this in support of this privilege
motion. :

Whether directly or indirectly,
knowingly or unknowingly, if a Min-
ister or any Member were to commit
himself to a statement like that and
it leads to misleading the House or
any Member thereof, then the ques-
tion of privilege does arise. and that
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is why I have stood up now in my
seat to say that we have to take for
granted on the face of it any state-
ment, any serious statement, made by
a Minister and after having accepted
it, we have got to form our judgment,
and if in all honesty we are led (o
form wrong judgments just because
we depend upon the statement made
by the Minister, and if on later exa-
mination those statement come to be
untrue or come to be incorrect, come
to be challenged by an important
body like the Public Accounts Com-
mittee, then the question of privilege
arises, because here is the proof ihat
the House has been misled, a Mem-
ber has been misled, and all because
of a statement made by the Minister
which later on came to be questicned
by the Public Accounts Committee.

The second point that I would like
to place before you is this. .1 think
some Members have already laid stress
on it. This is the first time that a
Minister sought permission to present
himself before the Public Accounts
Committee. Either yoursélf or some-
body else seems to have said it should
not be treated as a precedent. It
should never have happened. It may
be open to the Minister to say that
he would like to make a statement,
but I do not know how the Public
Accounts Committee came to allow
itself to be subjected to this kind of
a procedure.

Shri  Nambiar (Tiruchirapalli):
Anybody can go to the Public Ac-
conts Committee to give evidence.

Shri Ranga: I do not want to in-
voke all those things.

Mr. Speaker: He had approached
the Chairman, the Chairman consulted
me saying that the Minister desired to
appear as a witness .and sought my
advice, and I gave the advice that if
he expressed such a desire, them the
Committee should not debar him,
rather should give him an opportu-
nity.



4875 Re. Question

Shri Ranga: The Committee could
not find fault with me but you could,
that is why T did not wish to say what
I thought about it, about the permis-
sion given to the Minister. It should
never have been given. That pre-
cedent should not have been establish-
ed at all. That permission should
never have been given. It was never
given anywhere at any time after
this Committee has been brought into
existence. I did not wish to out my-
self in opposition to the Speaker him-
self and therefore I did not raise that
point. I have stated what I feel so
very strongly.

I have had some experience also of
this Committee as a Member of this
Committee for two decades, and I
happened to be the Chairman also. We
always wanted the Secretaries to state
before us the whole truth and noth-
ing but the truth, and if by any chance
they made any mistakes, we used to
draw attention to the discrepancies.
Certainly the Secretaries have every
right to say that they were imple-
menting the decisions taken by the
Minister. and they are also expected
‘to take the Committee into confidence
and tell us what the decision of the
Minister was, what their own advice
was. Beyond that, to expect the
Committee to meet the Minister, to
let the Committee meet the Minister,
and even thereafter when the Com-
mittee comes to a decision, to begin
to question the findings, unanimous
findings of the Committee, a Com=-
mittee consisting of Members of all
political parties in this House and so
actually a miniature of this House, to
begin to question the judgment of
that Committee is something which is
beyond my brain as a Member of this
House. Therefore, I do consider that
a question of privilege does arise, and
1 hope that you would consider this
matter in that light.

Mr. Speaker: The Minister, if he
wants to say something about the
facts, he might say, not the arguments,
because I have heard them.
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Shri U. M. Trivedi: I will take two
minutes, I am sorry to disturb, you,
I will not take long.

The whole speech of Mr. Limaye
supporting his motion truns round
only on this picture, and let Mr. Sub-
ramaniam consider this position be-
fore he makes a statement, that the
ifs and buts in his apology must be
taken out; and if he is still conscious
of this fact that he has misled this
House and committed a contempt of
this House, that by committing con-
tempt he has interfered with the ad-
ministration of the Public Accounts
Committee and the reports that have
been made, he must realise that he
has committed -a mistake and if he
has realised that he has committed a
mistake, let him drip out the ifs and
buts, and before the Speaker makes
a statement it will be to his advantage
to drop the ifs and buts and make an
unqualified apology here and now, so
that the situation may be saved.

‘Mr. Speaker: As I have said, I will
try to give my ruling by 4 O’Clock
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AMENDMENTS TO MOTOR VEHICLES
RULES OF KERALA AND ANDAMAN
AND NICOBAR ISLANDS

The Minister of State in the Minis-
try of Transport and Aviation (Shri
Poonacha): On behalf of Shri N.
Sanjiva Reddy:

I beg to lay on the Table—

(1y (i) A copy of Notification
S.R.O. No. 25|66, published in
Kerala Gazette dated the 1st Feb-
ruary, 1966, making certaipn° am-
endments to the Kerala Motor
Vehicles (Taxation of Passengers _
and Goods) Rules, 1963, under
sub-section (4) of section 20 of
the Kerala Motor Vehicles (Taxa-
tion of Passengers and Goods)
Act, 1963, read with clause (c)
(iv) of the Proclamation dated
the 24th March, 1965, issued by
the Vice-President, discharging
the functions of the President, in
relation to the State of Kerala.

(ii) A statement showing rea-
sons for delay in laying the above
Notification. [Placed in Library.
See No. LT-6769/66.]

(2) (i) A copy each of the fol-
lowing Notifications making cer-
tain amendments to the Andaman
and Nicobar Islands Motor Vehi-
cles Rules, 1939, under sub-section
(3) of section 133 of the Motor
Vehicles Act, 1939: —

(a)Notification No. 8/F. No.
68]175/163-Pub. published in
, Andaman and Nicobar Gazette
dated the 27th January, 1966.

(b) Notification No. 78|66/68- *
332|66-J published in Andaman
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and Nicobar Gazette dated the
4th July, 19686.

(ii) A statement showing rea-
sons for delay in laying the Noti-
fication. mentioned at (i) (a)
above. [Placed in Library. See No.
LT-8770/661. '

NOTES REFERRED TO IN THE STATEMENT
MADE BY THE MINISTER OF FOOD ETC. ON
10TH AUGUST, 1966

The Minister of Food, Agriculture,
Community Development and CooPpe-
ration (Shri C. Subramaniam): I beg
to lay on the Table copy of the notes
referred to in the statement made by
me in the House on the 10th August,
1966. [Placed in Library, See No. LT-
6771/66].

“Shri Surendranath Dwivedy (Ken-
drapara): This should be circulated,
because on that day his statement has
also been circulated.

Mr. Speaker: All right, I will.

NOTE GIVEN BY THE MINISTRY OF E. A__
To THE CHINESE EMBASSY

The Minister of External Affairs
(Shri Swaran Singh): I beg to lay
on the Table a copy of note given
by the Ministry of External Affairs,
New Delhi to the Embassy of China in
India, on the 11th August, 1966.
[Placed in Library. See No. LT-8772/
66].

ANNUAL REPORT OF Foop CORPORATION
oF INDIA

The Deputy Minister in the Ministry
of Food, Agriculture, Community
Devel and Cooperation (Shri
Shinde): On behalf of Shri P. Govinda ,
Menon I beg to lay on the Table a
copy of the Annual Report of the Fond
Corporation of India for the year
1964-65 along with the Audited Ac-~
counts, under sub-section (2) of sec-’
tion 35 of the Food Corporations Act,
1964, [Plaecd in Library. See No. LT-
67173/66].






