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12-24} hrs.

REPRESENTATION OF THE 
PEOPLE (AMENDMENT) BILL*

The Deputy Minister of Law (Shri 
Hajaraavis): I beg to move for leave 
to introduce a Bill further to amend 
the Representation of the People Act, 
1950, and the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951.

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That leave be granted to intro
duce a Bill further to amend xhe 
Representation of the People Act, 
1950, and the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951."

The motion was adopted.

Shri Hajamavis: I introduce the 
Bill.

12.25 hrs.

MOTION OF PRIVILEGE

St a t e m e n t  b y  C h ie f  M in is t e r  of  
K e r a la

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
resume further consideration of the 
folio win f» motion regarding the ques
tion of privilege moved by Shri M. R. 
Masani, and amendment thereto, 
moved by Dr K B Menon. on the 27th 
September, 1958:

"That the attention of the House 
having been drawn by an Hon'blt* 
Member on September 23 to the 
telegram sent by Mr. E. M. S. 
Namboodripad, Chief Minister of 
Kerala, to Pandit G. B. Pant, Home 
Minister, extracts from which are 
contained in a report based 
allegedly on official sources issued 
by the Press Trust of India from 
Trivandnim on September 20 and 
published in The Times of India, 
Delhi and the Amrit Bazar 
Patrika. Calcutta, on September 
21, in the course of which Mr. 
Namboodripad has attributed the

motive of slander to some Hon’ble 
Members of this House;

and having taken note of the 
subsequent telegram from Mr. 
Namboodripad to Pandit G. B. 
Pant, which was read to this 
House by the Hon'ble the Speaker 
on September 23;

this House resolves that the 
matter be referred to the Com
mittee of Privileges for investiga
tion as to whether a breach of 
privileges of the House and of the 
Hon’ble Members concerned has 
been committed; and whether any 
contempt of the House thus com
mitted has been adequately 
purged; and that the Committee 
be requested to present its report 
and recommendations for appro
priate action at the first day’s 
sitting of the next session of the 
Lok Sabha.”

Thereafter. I have received one more 
amendment to the motion, and trsat 
was tabled by Shri Narayanankutty 
Menon Does he want to move it?

Shri Narayanankutty Menon: Yes.

Raja Mahendra Pratap (Mathura): 
I have been to Kerala recently. So, I 
must also be given an opportunity

Mr. Speaker: I will try to give him 
an opportunity later. I have received 
notice of an amendment from Shn 
Tridib Kumar Chaudhun. But it was 
received only today.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri
(Berhampore): I may be permitted to
move it.

Mr. Speaker: I think it is too late. 
I will be satisfied with whatever 
amendments have already been 
moved.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri:
Yesterday was a holiday.

•Published.in the Gazette of India Extraordinary, Part II—Section 2 
dated 27-11-58.
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Mr. Speaker: But day befoie yester
day wag not a holiday

Shrl V. P. Nayar (Quilon) It is 
■within your power to do it

Mr. Speaker: Now it is 12 25 Two 
members have already spoken, Shu 
Nayar has already spoken Therefore 
we will conclude by 2 30 or 3 o'clock 
1 will give ten minutes to each Mem
ber

Shri Narayanaakutty Menon
<Mukandapuram) I beg to move

“The attention of the House 
having been drawn by a membsr 
on September 23rd to the report 
of a telegram alleged to have been 
sent bv Mi £ M S Namboodn- 
pad, Chief Mmistei of Kerala 
State, to Pandit G B Pant, Home 
Minister, extiact from which i& 
contained in reports in two news
papers

and having taken note of tne 
subsequent telegram from Mr 
Namboodripad to Pandit G B 
Pant which was read to this 
House on Septembt 1 23id b\ hon 
th( Speaker,

and having taken note of the 
fait that the original telegiam 
sent b\ Mi F M S Namboodri
pad itself was a confidential docu
ment and intended bv the sender 
to be such

and having satisfied that 1  ̂
would bt improper and inappro
priate to initiate any action 
relating to the privilege of this 
hon House basing upon a con
fidential document never intended 
to be published,

the House decides that no further 
action be taken m respect of the 
telegram above referred and that 
the whole matter and any pro- 
ceedisgs thereto be dropped ”

My substitute motion is based upon 
-the mere fact that the whole privilege 
motion was necessitated by the b o a  
Member passing through a document 
which was obviously, according to lain, 
■sent by the Kerala Chief Minister to

the hon Home Minister Any corres
pondence between a Chief Minuter of 
a State or a Government of a Stale 
and the Central Government, if we go 
into the principles on which our Con
stitution is based, we will find, is 
bound to be confidential in nature 
because otherwise the rights to be 
exercised bv the State Legislatures 
and the State Governments and the 
rights that are to be exercised by the 
Central Government and this Parlia
ment rib) come into conflict

12 28 hrs.

[Mr Dlplty-Sfeakeh in the Chair]

And the hon Prime Minister the other 
day, while discussing another motion, 
said that the real relationship between 
this Parliament and the State Legisla
tures and the jurisdiction of ti<is 
Parliament and the State Legislatuies 
are embodied in certain articles of 
our Constitution, the elaboration of 
which and the understanding of which 
could be laid down only by mature 
consideration and discussion hereafter 
because these relationships will have 
to be built upon certain conventions 
ihat wt ourselves build in this coun- 
ti\ Looking into our Constitution, 
we find that the very basis of our 
Constitution, the very basis on which 
the integrity and the unity of the 
country is based, is the federal nature 
of our Constitution, and as long as the 
Central authority, which is the Parlia
ment, gives due respect to the Legisla
tures which exercise sovereignty on 
their own spheres, the integrity of our 
Constitution and the unity of our 
Constitution and the unity of our 
country will bt built up The other 
day, the Law Minister said for the 
benefit of those who brought this 
motion and also for the benefit of all 
the hon Members of this House that 
the privileges of either individual 
Members of this House or the privi
leges of this House are not at all to be 
enforced by means of certain actions 
which we hold as a threat These 
privileges in the long and uncertain 
past’ history when democratic institu-
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[Shri Narayanankutty Menon] 
lions were built up, were built up by 
the way in which the Members of this 
House behaved and because of their 
actions alone, they have built up this 
privilege. Any privilege that 
any hon. Member of Parlia
ment has got today, any privilege that 
this august House has got today should 
be a privilege in the eyes of our
people to whom we all owe our 
ultimate allegiance. Those people 
should understand and appreciate that 
there is a breach of privilege and
there is already a privilege. But, in 
this case, when a correspondence pass
es on between the Chief Minister 
and the Home Minister here, according 
to the very nature of our Constitution, 
the Home Minister should be the 
custodian and interpreter and 
defender of the action of the State 
As far as this Parliament is concerned, 
if any day, the archives of this corres
pondence and the sanctity of it, any 
hon. Member or anybody in tnis 
House tries to probe, certainly that 
day will be the most sorrowful day 
as far as the integrity and the basis on 
which our Constitution has been 
based.

Forget for some time—all hon. 
Members of this House—that this has 
been committed or alleged to have 
been committed by the Chief Minister 
of the Kerala State. Remember, the 
day will come when, in the 14 States 
where they usually carry on corres
pondence on matters of State where 
things like this usually crop up, evei-y 
Chief Minister will have to be hauled 
up before the Bar and every State 
Government will have to be hauled up 
before this House for such breach of 
privilege or contempt which they have 
committed. Is it the case that ar.y 
hon. Member of this House who owes 
allegiance to our Constitution and also 
to the basis, the letter and spirit of 
the Constitution, can tolerate for one 
day that there shall be a relentless 
war of privileges, of rights, of their 
own jurisdiction between the 14 State 
legislatures and each Chief Minister 
in each State and the Centre? When

that day will dawn, in spite of the fact 
that from outside and inside the 
House we as everyone else are asked 
to follow our Constitution both in 
letter and spirit, the very nature of 
this motion, I wish to submit, is an
affront to the real spirit and letter of 
our Constitution today. Because, if 
we go through the proceedings of our 
Constitution, it presupposes a happy 
relationship which does not contradict 
each other, as between the State 
legislatures, the State Governments 
and the Central Government. As long 
as we owe allegiance to this Constitu
tion and every hon. Member of this 
House owes allegiance to the Constitu
tion, it shall be the bounden duty of 
every Member to see that the parti
cular spirit as also the letter of the 
Constitution is safeguarded and no 
action is done opposed to it, which 
will promote any sort of ill-feeling or 
war between the States and the 
Centre. That will not be any action 
that we will be doing in support of 
the Constitution, to uphold the Consti
tution both m letter and spirit.

I will come to the very point of the 
.substitute motion, that is, the confi
dential nature of the correspondence 
itself. The other day, the Law Minis
ter, obviously after he became a Mem
ber of the Cabinet, said,—we have got 
every right to take it for granted that 
that is the opinion of the Cabinet— 
that this correspondence between the 
Home Minister and the Chief Ministei, 
obviously the first telegram, is a con
fidential telegram, intended to be 
confidential and therefore it is a privi
leged document. I invite the attention 
of hon. Members to the Rules of 
Procedure of this House itself. The 
Rules of Procedure have been formu
lated to have a healthy relationsnip 
between the Centre and the States and 
the ‘sanctity and privilege and the 
secrecy given to any correspondence 
between the States and the Centre. 
Every Member of this House is 
entitled to ask questions of the hon. 
Ministers and it is considered to be the 
privilege of every hon. Member •*
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•lkit any information. It is only under 
extraordinary circumstances that the 
Ministers and the Cabinet get the 
right and privilege to deny to the hon. 
Member to give certain answers relat
ing to certain subjects. It is basing 
on this principle that in the Rules of 
Procedure we have formulated that 
when we ask questions, those ques
tions will be out of order under Rule 
42 of the Rules of Procedure, if those, 
questions relate any matter of corres
pondence between the State Govern
ments and the Central Government. 
Buie 42 says:

“In matters which are or have

dence between the Government of 
India and the Government of a 
State, no question shall be asked 
except as to matters of fact and 
the answer shall be confined to a 
statement of fact.”

The very principle is this that if this 
House or any hon. Member thereof 
gets liberty to go into the nature of 
the correspondence that is carried on 
between the State and any hon. Min
ister in the Cabinet, that will let 
loose a chain of events whereby any 
discussions in this House will not be 
helping the relations between the State 
and the Centre and it will be undex ■ 
mining the very nature of the confi
dence that the Government holds o« 
behalf of the State Governments.

What is the relationship under law? 
Under all known systems of juris
prudence, in this particular case, 
between the Home Minister and the 
Chief Minister of a State, it is a rela
tionship of high confidence. It is a 
relationship which is sanctimonious in 
character. Because unless the Home 
Minister upholds the rights and view 
points of the Chief Minister, as far as 
this forum is concerned, the State 
Government will go unrepresented. 
(Laughter). My hon. friend who obvi
ously comes from Kerala has got every 
right to laugh at me because it is one 
of his intentions that his laughing 
should mean something more as he

laughs out. I am not worried about 
his laughter. What I am speaking is 
n<>t because the Chief Minister of 
Kerala is involved. We in this part 
Q{ the House will be only too happy 
t^at every Chief Minister who obvio
usly commits certain acts in the course 
0{ his duty should be called before this 
House because politically we are not 
with them. I am submitting this not 
because in this case the condemner or 
tpe alleged person who committed the 
alleged breach of privilege is the 
Chief Minister of Kerala. I am sub- 
netting this because, just like others 
v/hen we say that our Constitution is 
based upon a principle, we will be 
yie first to uphold that principle 
because we have got as much respect 
if. not more than others as far as our 
Constitution is concerned and also the 
rights and privileges of this House are 
concerned.

My submission, therefore, is that if 
today this House goes deep into any 
correspondence and that correspon
dence is to be called on the floor of the 
jlouse and this House begins to 
describe the subject matters of that 
correspondence, this House will not be 
doing an act which will promote the 
strength and also the longevity of our 
Constitution, but that itself will be the 
first under-mining bomb that would 
pe placed beneath our Constitution 
which will develop one day that by a 
geries of actions following this privi
lege, the entire basis of the Constitu
tion will be blown up. I make an 
appeal to hon. Members of this House 
because matters of privilege are not to 
pe treated as party politics. In a 
democratic Constitution, party politics 
will have to travel beyond in cases of 
privilege, because it is a privilege 
which we will have to enforce by the 
confidence that we build up in the 
country, in the minds of our people. 
What is the sanction behind this pri
vilege? It may be that the condemner 
can be called to the Bar of the House; 
it may be that the condemner can be 
committed to prison. After 100 years 
of freedom struggle, is anybody itt 
India afraid of being condemned to 
prison for the courage of his convic
tion? In the case of the Kerala Chief
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[Shri Narayanankutty Menon]
Minister, the Mover of the Motion 
knows that for the courage of his 
conviction, a Jail or custody is not due 
to him. But, today, if, because of 
political grounds, because the Keraia 
Chief Minster has got the courage of 
conviction, because he refuses . . .

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order; 
the appeal should not be in such 
identical terms.

Shri Narayanankutty Menon: . . . .  
"because the Kerala Chief Minister 
refuses to reconsider his views on 
socialism, he should be CBlled to tht 
Bar of the House and penalised 
becausc of certain political reasons, for 
that particular purpose alone, all 
decency, decorum and principles 
ought to be thrown to the wind! The 
wind that is being sown today for the 
purpose of being utilised against the 
Kerala Chief Minister will turn into a 
whirlwind and the originators of this 
motion shall reap the fruits of the 
whirlwind. We are interested, in this 
part of the House as you and every
body there, beyond the question of 
party politics, that our Constitution 
should have a long standing and that 
this country should have democracy 
and the general principles and the 
sanctimonious principles of democracy 
will have to be upheld in this country. 
Joining with you, I make an earnest 
appeal that we should not probe 
further into this matter. Let us give 
as much privilege, let us give as much 
respect to that correspondence which 
the Government itself agreed on that 
day through the mouth of the Law 
Minister as a privileged correspon
dence. Later on, the Chief Minister 
himself said that the correspondence 
was not intended to be published. Let 
us drop it today and show to the 
people that we are not people who get 
ourselves bitter by means of certain 
actions which never touch the real 
privilege of the House, the real privi
lege of this House being the discharge 
of its duty in the interests of the 
people.

I will conclude by making one point 
in appeal. The real test whether a 
privilege of this Hon. House has fcaea 
broken is whether the people of this 
country today feel that a telegram by 
the Kerala Chief Minister—indeed 
something may be contained or may 
not be contained in it—is a breach of 
privilege of this House. In my hum
ble opinion, the people of this country 
are the least worried about the tele
gram of the Chief Minister. Since the 
people could not find any solemn right 
of the hon. Members of this House 
being involved, if we mside the House, 
the most responsible people m this 
country, make much of it so that an 
alleged privilege is being built up or 
consider that a privilege which did not 
exist has been broken, then certainly 
the very sanction that we have got to 
cnforce our privileges will be lacking 
becausc the people are our ultimate 
(.anction

Raja Mahendra Pratap: May I say a
few words?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order. 
Not just now

Dr K. B. Menon (Badagara): I
have not spoken on my amendment.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Yes, he may 
speak.

Dr. K. B. Menon: I rise to speak on 
my amendment to the main motion 
moved by my hon. friend Shri Masani. 
My amendment is more direct. It is 
direct because I was completely con
vinced that the first telegram of the 
Chief Minister was not intended to be 
confidential

I have listened to the speech of 
Shri Narayanankutty Menon on his 
substitute motion. He is, in my 
opinion, clutching at a straw, for, his 
argument is based upon rather flimsy 
assumptions, and the strength of the 
argument depends upon the strength 
of the assumptions.
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The first and foremost assumption 
that he makes is that the first tele
gram at the Chief Minister was con
fidential. In the first place, it was not 
intended even by the Chief Minister 
to be a confidential one, for, if he had 
intended the first telegram to be a 
confidential one, he should have sent 
it in code, for, inter-government com
munications of a confidential nature 
are generally communicated in code. 
This telegram was not in code.

Shrl V. P. Nayar: I do not know of 
Government sending them in codes.

Dr. K. B. Menon: In the second
place, while the House was discussing 
"ttve ©i motion, 1
received a telegrame from my friend 
in Trivandrum which I wish to place 
on the Table of the House. The tele
gram is dated 25th September, and 
is addressed to me. The telegram 
reads:

“Kerala Chief Minister first 
telogram under privilege motion 
was released through his private 
secretary to a news agency stop 
surprised his claiming it confi
dential—R. 'Parameshwaran Pillai, 
Convener District Congress Ad 
hoc Congress Committee Trivan
drum”

Shri V. P. Nayar: Ad hoc'.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Subsequently 
it is to be seen what credit is to be 
attached.

Dr. K. B. Menon: There was no
interruption when Shri T. C. N. 
Menon spoke.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He should be 
allowed to proceed uninterrupted.

Dr. K. B. Menon; Encouraged by 
this telegram, I went to Trivandrum 
to conduct a personal enquiry, and 
I wish to place before the House the 
little information that I gathered 
from my personal investigation. I 
met Shri Pillai himself. (Interruption)

Mr. Dep«ty-Speaker: Would it be
possible for us to proceed in this 
manner?

Dr- K. B. Menon: I met Shri Pillai 
and & ^w  others, and I understood 
that the telegram was read out to the 
new# agency by Shri Sarma, the 
private secretary of the Chief Minis
ter. The news agency person has 
taken, and must have taken notes 
when it was dictated on the telephone. 
I am perfectly sure that, being a con
fidential document, he would have 
preserved it, and that it would be 
available to the House if the House 
prefers to refer it to the committee 
and call these relevant witnesses 
before the House. I have no doubt 
that they will be able to throw some 
light on this subject.

We are interested in getting at the 
truth- We are not interested in 
getting after persons. I want to be 
fair even to the person who is on the 
dock, and I have no objection if the 
House rejects my amendment and ac
cepts the main resolution and refers 
the sami> to the committee.

In the statement that is made by 
the PTI in the Times of India I wish 
to submit again, reference is more 
than once made to official sources. 
That publication refers to the subject 
matter of the telegram, viz. the 
objections raised by the Chief Minis
ter that the subject should not be dis
cussed in the House because it would 
be interfering with the rights of the 
State and that the State has no rep
resentative in the House to speak 
against the unfounded allegations that 
arc likely to be made; quoting all 
this, the despatch, as printed in the 
Times of India in three places, makes 
reference to official sources.

Coming to the time of the telegram, 
the Speaker of the House made the 
announcement on the 19th that he 
would consider the admissibility of 
my motion. The telegram was dated 
the 20th. It was released to the press 
on the 20th, it was published all over 
India on the 20th. From the point of 
view of time it perfectly tallies. 
There was no lapse of time, and there
fore there is no reason to believe that 
the press got at the telegram in an
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[Dr. K. B. Menon] 
illegal way. As the telegram which 
I have placed on the Table of the 
House shows, it was released to the 
press by the private secretary of the 
Chief Minister, Shri Sarma.

Another argument brought forward 
is that the second telegram is an 
apology. I humbly submit that the 
second telegram is not an apology. It 
is an effort to explain away the 
situation, and if I may also submmit 
the House would take it, even into it 
there is an incorrect statement, be
cause the Chief Minister says in the 
telegram that it was not intended to 
be released to the press. I submit: if 
he did not intend it to be released to 
\.\» prcaa, dvi Ywa 'pxvvtte secre
tary talk to the news agency on the 
telephone? That is a fact and it 
may be inquired into. The Chief 
Minister should take his private sec
retary to task if he had not officially 
authorised him to release it to the 
press.

Then again, judging from the sub
ject matter of the telegram, the two 
facts that were stated in the telegram 
were firstly that it was improper to 
discuss the subject because most of 
the cases were sub judice; in the 
second place, it was improper to dis
cuss it because the State’s representa
tive was not present in the House to 
defend the case. Both these, I feel, 
are points which the Chief Minister 
wanted to communicate to the 
Speaker, and through the Speaker 
to the House. There was no question 
of confidence involved in it because 
it was only that, for some reason I do 
not know, why the hon. Home Minis
ter was made the agent of communi
cation to the Speaker. The tele
gram, as a matter of fact, is intended 
for the Speaker, and is intended for 
the House. So, no confidence can be 
claimed in this matter, as far as the 
fttst telegram is concerned. The 
second telegram is an after-thought 
after Shri M. R. Masani moved his 
motion, and after it appeared in the 
paper on the 23rd September, an 
explanatory telegram comes to the

Home Minister. The first telegram 
was not marked confidential, was not 
in code, and was never intended by 
the Chief Minister to be a confidential 
one.

Now, I wish to make another sub
mission. What is it that I have done? 
What is it that my colleague comrade 
Shri Asoka Mehta has done? What 
have we done to merit to be called 
‘slanderous’? I have responded only 
to the call of the people of my State.

An Hon. Member: The great repre
sentative of the people of Kerala! 
(Interruptions).

Dr. K. B. Menon: Violence was let 
loose in Kerala, discrimination was 
made between Communist and non- 
Communist. There is a general 
denial of Fundamental Rights to the 
people of the State, the privilege of 
the House___ (.Interruptions).

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am very 
sorry that m spite of my best efforts, 
hon. Members are not going to stop 
interrupting and allow him to pro
ceed. Thorp should be a fair discus
sion, we should at least be patient 
and hear the hon. Member.

Shri Goray (Poona): We should be 
the guardians of democratic rights at 
the same time.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I hope trtero 
will be no more interruptions now.

Dr. K. B. Menon; I have done only 
m y duty, and I know that the privi
lege of the House is sacred to the 
extent that any whittling away of the 
privilege of the House will mean 
withering away of the efficiency and 
efficacy of the House. It is not a 
party question, as Shri Narayanan- 
kutty Menon has rightly pointed out. 
It is a question and it is an issue on 
which every Member must keep a 
close watch, and must keep a hawk’s 
eye, and must see that it is defended 
at all costs.
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Therefore, I appeal to the House in 
the name of fairness. And that is the 
reason why I am even prepared to go 
to this extent that I shall have no 
grouse if the House rejects my direct 
motion, and accepts the motion 
moved by Shn M R Masam, I feel 
then greater justice will be done to 
the Chief Minister who is today on 
the docks, we should be fair even to 
the person on the docks

With these few words, I conclude

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty
(Basirhat) May I mak» one submis
sion9 I did not want to disturb the 
hon Member whilp he was speaking 
But I would like to have a ruling 
from you whether you think that 
that telegram is worthy of being 
placed on the Table of the House, be
cause it is within your discretion We 
do not know who this gentleman, 
Mr Pillai, is, and what authority he 
has to sa> that so-and-so has actually 
given some material to the papc

Mr. Deputy-Speaker* As f >1 the
telegram, if it is desired, certainly, I 
shall ask the hon Member to place 
it on the Table of thr House That 
may be placed on the Tal K of the 
House

Shnmati Renu Chakravartlj: R’av 
I point out that on an earliei occa
sion, you disallowed me to l<iy any
thing on the Table of tne House say
ing that it is a genual *ulc that the 
Chan has to look into it and se" whe
ther it is a document worthy of being 
placed on the Table of the House’  
Aie we to take it that you take it that 
this particular letter comire from 
.some Mr Pillai is worthy of being 
placed on the Table of tr>e H us.

Raja Mahendra Pratap: May I say
a few words’

Mr. Deputy-Speaker Order, order 
The hon Member should not get up 
every time when there is a pause and 
just express his desire that he smould 
be allowed to speak I thought that 
the hon lady Member desired that it 
was fair

Shrinuil Renu Chakravartty: No

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: that it
ought to be placed on the Table of 
the House At least that was what I 
understood, and I said that it might
be placed on the Table of the House

Now that this telegram has been 
read, theie is no harm, and I think 
it should be placed on the Table of 
the House Since it had been lefer
red to, it should be* plvea on the 
Table of the House

[T/w> telegram was accordingly, laid 
on the Table of the House which was 
placed m the Library, see No. LT- 
1053/58]

Shri Khadilkar (Ahmedna^sr) May 
I point out one thing’  We arc dis
cussing the fundamental rights of this 
House, m ordei to preserve its dignity 
and decorum When we are debating 
on ceitam evidence already before 
the House, are we to aUow other 
things to be gathered from outside in 
support of a particular position’  
Would it not be derogatory to the 
proceedings of the House I would 
likt to have your ruling on ilis

Mr Deputy-Speaker: We have not 
drawn anything from outside It is 
yet to b<» seen whether this gives us 
an> clue are not, whether it is to be 
credited with any reliable source or 
not, and what it is worth That is 
a different thing altogether

What I have just now said is that 
this telegiam which had been xeferred 
to would be placed on the Table of 
the House Whether it is worth any
thing whether it is to be given any 
credit or not would be t> thing to be 
subsequently looked into Nobody 
has said that this is to be g*ven diS- 
crtdil or credit

Shri Tvagi (Dehra Dun) May I get 
one clarification from you witn regard 
to placing of documents op the Table’  
Does your discretion allow that Mem
bers could place anytnmg on the 
Table’  Because if this were made a
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[Shri Ty«gi] 
precedent, all types of telegrams can 
be had, and they may be placed on 
the Table of the House.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It is not the 
right of any hon. Member to have 
a document placed on the Table of 
the House. The hon. Member expres
sed his desire. And there are rules 
that he should first provide a copy 
to the Speaker, and then the Speaker 
would decide whether really that is a 
document which should be placed on 
the Table of the House, and whether 
It should be permitted. But this do
cument had been referred to, and it 
had been read. And what I thought was 
that because it had come up during the 
course of the argument and reference 
has been made to it also, it ought to 
be placed on the Table of the House. 
Whether we should attach any import
ance to it or not is a different thing 
altogether.

Therefore, I decide this way.

Shri Aaoka Mehta (Muzaffarpur): 
Unfortunately, when this matter was 
first brought up in the House m the 
last session, I was not present in the 
House.

I would like to bring to a common 
focus the developments that led to this 
motion being brought us before this 
House. At the very beginning of the 
last Session, my hon. friend Dr K. B. 
Menon had brought forward a motion 
in this House that the situation in 
Kerala should be considered because 
he felt, and many of us felt that the 
cond tions there were such as were 
denying the people the Fundamental 
Rights. It was not as if this was the 
stray feeling of an individual or a 
group in this House, but during the 
same Session, when this question was 
seriously agitating the minds of all of 
us, no less a body than the Working 
Committee of the Congress Party 
passed an eighty-word resolution 
wherein it was pointed out as follows. 
It referred to the state of insecurity 
in the State___

12-58 hrs.

[M r . Spe a k e r  in the Choir]

Shri Nagi Reddy (Anantapur): On 
a point of order. Are we discussing 
the privilege motion, or the resolution 
of Congress Working Committee or 
the conditions in Kerala as they exist 
today?

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. We are 
discussing a privilege motion. As 
to what is relevant and what is not 
relevant, I have to decide.

Shri Nagi Beddy: What about my
point of order?

Mr. Speaker: I have answered the 
point of order. So long as I allow any 
hon. Member to go on, hon. Members 
may take it that I take it, and I rule 
that it is all relevant.

Shri Asoka Mehta: The resolution
said:

“ as well as the policy of the 
State Government which is often 
discriminatory and not in accord
ance with the rule of law.”.

This was the very point that we had 
made, and you. Sir, very rightly 
wanted us to substantiate this kind of 
a general charge that we had made 
on the opening day of the last Ses
sion of Parliament. My hon. friend 
Dr. K B Menon. and 1, therefore, in 
accordance with your wishes, and in 
accordance with your command, when
ever we got an opportunity, tried to 
place before the House facts and 
documents as they came to our notice. 
We were doing that because we were 
called upon to prove that conditions 
m Kerala were such as demanded an 
intervention by this House. While we 
were discharging our responsibilities, 
the Chief Minister of Kerala sent a 
telegram. It purports to be a confi
dential telegram. I shall not cover 
the ground that has been so ably cov
ered by my hon. friend Dr. K. B. 
Menon. I shall only invite the atten
tion of the House to a P.T.I. message 
published by the Times of India at
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21st September. This message, dated 
20th September mays:

‘'According to official sources 
here the substance given in that 
report is given there according to 
the official sources here (meaning 
in Trivandrum).” .

I am sure that at that time neither 
the P-T.I. man nor the Times of 
India man was interested in playing
any mischief

13 hrs.

Then the word used there is “slan
der”. The whole controversy revolves 
round the word “slander”. If this 
word “slander” was—as tried to be 
made out on the last occasion by some 
friends—used in the heat of the 
moment, one would ignore it. But 
this word “slander” is being deliberate
ly and consciously used by the Com
munists. I would invite your attention 
to the New Age, the official organ of 
the Communist Party. In its publica
tion of 1st October, a publication that 
came out immediately after this debate 
took place m this House m the last 
session, this is what Mr. P. C. Joshi, 
a very eminent leader of the Com
munist Party, has to say about this 
discussion and I shall read it to you_

“Tata employee M. R. Masani 
(which is absolutely false). . .

An Hon Member: It is a fact.

Shri Asoka Mehta: Keep quiet.

“ . . .brought up a privilege 
motion . . ” (Interruptions)

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Shri Nagi Reddy: Is it right on the 
part of the hon. Member to say “keep 
q met”. (Interruptions).

Several Hon. Members: He said
“shut up” ; he should withdraw those 
words.

8hri S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): Is 
he maintaining the decorum? (Inter
ruptions).

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. We are 
discussing a privilege motion. Hon. 
Members need not get excited. I called 
Shri Menon; he spoke. All hon. Mem
bers will have reasonable opportuni
ties to speak. Let there be no inter
ruption. Let not hon Members get 
excited over this matter.

Shri Tangamani (Madurai): I would 
like to know whether it is proper to 
say “shut up"?

Shri Asoka Mehta: I said “keep
quiet ”.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee (Calcutta- 
Central): May I raise a point of order?

Mr. Speaker: What is the point of 
order?

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Mr. Asoka
Mehta used the expression “shut up".

Several Hon. Members: “Keep
quiet” he said.

Shri 11. N. Mukerjee: Are you keep
ing order in the House, or Shri Asoka 
Mehta? Those words, according to his 
understanding of the English language, 
means “you please keep quiet” . Are 
we going to take orders from 
Shri Asoka Mehta?

Shri Asoka Mehta: My knowledge 
of English is not as good as Shri 
Mukerjee’s.

Mr. Speaker: I have heard the point 
of order All hon. Members will 
kindly keep order in the House. Let 
there be no talk here other than what 
is relevant. There was continuous 
interruption and I did not hear him 
say one way or the other. Possibly 
the hon. Member also got excited and 
used the words “shut up”.

Hon. Members must know that every 
hon. Member is a human being first 
and everything else next. I do not
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[Mr. Weaker] 
think he ever used the words, but if 
the words “shut up” are there they 
-will be removed. Shri Asoka Mehta.

Shri Nfttf Reddy: There is so much 
•of extraneous matter which he is bring
ing that I think the debate is taking 
an entirely different coursc

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member
torings it to my notice that what 
Mr. Asoka Mehta is reading is not 
relevant. I ask him to continue. It 
is relevant. It is for me to decide. 
What is the meaning of going on inter
rupting like this?

Shri Asoka Mehta: Hon. Members, I 
know, lose their patiencc or get 
excited.

Mr. Joshi says:

“It is only a gibe of those who 
have lost the battle of facts and 
principles.”

'Then he continues:

“The Parliamentary session will 
■close this week but the Kerala 
debate will go on in the country. 
Truth and good service to the 
people: this is the strength of
the Kerala Government. Slan
ders and fear of good work being 
done by a Communist Ministry: 
this moves the opponents of the 
Kerala Ministry.”

Again, Sir, the word “slander” is 
used here This word "slander” is 
used after the debate took place.

I would now invite your attention 
to a very interesting book written by 
my hon. friends Mr. A. K. Gopalan 
and Prof. Hiren Mukerjee entitled 
Communists m Parliament. I would 
invite your attention to page 4.

Shri Nagi Reddy: When was that
.published?

Shri Asoka Mehta: This book says:

“We were in Parliament, in 
very fact, a new element—forth
right and obviously in touch

with the people, qualities which 
made us perhaps vaguely feared 
but always respected, even in the 
height of attack and slander on 
us (as over the issue of Telengana 
and of Preventive Detention in 
the May-August session of 1952.)”

Whenever you criticise the Com
munists, whenever you say anything 
that they do not like, they are in the 
habit of calling those who criticise 
them as slanderous. This word 
“slander” is a favourite expression of 
the Communists. Therefore, the Chief 
Minister of Kerala used it not in the 
heat of the moment. It is a part and 
parcel of the Communist strategy. I 
would like to invite your attention to 
the fact that it is the recognised tactics 
of the Communists in Kerala to intimi
date the people. The Chief Minister 
of Kerala tried to do it with the High 
Court. The Kerala High Court was 
conscious of its rights and privileges. 
Therefore, he had to go before the 
bar of the High Court and offer an 
unqualified apology to the High Court, 
because he had tried to play that kind 
of thing with the High Court. This 
House should be equally concerned 
about its own privileges.

Sir, what is happening in Kerala 
today? This technique of intimidation 
is being carried on. A D.S.P. in Kerala
has to go to the Communists........
(Interruptions) .

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member need 
not refer to that

Shri Asoka Mehta: After all you
must give me an opportunity of 
explaining to you and to the House. 
If this were a stray expression, I have 
sufficient respect for the Chief Minis
ters of this country as not to associate 
them with a motion of this kind and 
I would have been the first person to 
request my hon. friend Shri Masani 
not to press this motion. The Com
munists in Kerala have been deliber
ately indulging in these tactics. Ibis
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pyitynn is not a matter of mere form; 
it is a matter of profound substance 
and of profound importance, because 
this has been the tactics and the tech
nique which is being deliberately used. 
That was the reason why a telegram 
purported to be confidential was 
deliberately leaked to the press, as 
has been proved not by the telegram 
that my hon. friend read out, but by 
the internal evidence in the report 
that was published by fhe Times of 
India on the very morrow of the tele
gram being sent. This deliberate leak
ing out of the telegram, this use of 
the word “slanderous” against some 
of us by Mr. P. C. Joshi in the official 
organ of the Communist Party after 
the discussion had taken place here, 
this use of the word “slander” by 
Mr. Gopalan and Mr. Mukurjec against 
the entire House, because nmc-tenths 
of the House disagrees with one-tenth 
of it is deliberate. This one-tenth dot's 
not represent the vital elements of the 
country. If the nine-tenths of the 
House disagrees with them they are 
being denounced as slanderous. This 
is a conscious, deliberate and well- 
defined strategy of the Communist 
leaders and that is the reason why this 
matter should be looked into, should 
be gone into and should be referred 
to the Privileges Committee so that 
they may realise that in this country 
they will not prevent any one—least 
of all a Member of Parliament—from 
discharging his duty, because there 
are some who are interested, who are 
masters of the tactics and strategy of 
intimidation. But intimidation is not 
going to work against us, and to prove 
that, to conclusively prove to all con
cerned in the country, and above all, 
to the brave people of Kerala, who 
are fighting against heavy odds in 
order to keep the torch of freedom 
alive, in order to see that the lamps 
of liberty are not put out there, are 
not put out in any part of the country, 
this Motion must go to the Privileges 
Committee.

Shri S. A. Dange (Bombay City— 
Central): I do not want to speak on 
points of law for the simple reason 
that I am neither a lawyer nor a jurist.

Byt I would prefer to take a lesson 
from my hon. friend, Shri As oka 
Mehta, and ask a question: why has 
this thing arisen? From where does 
it proceed? It proceeds from a well- 
planned conspiracy and a cold-war to 
overthrow the Communist Government 
in Kerala. And let me assure my 
friends who, as Opposition parties 
should be m a position to support 
another ‘Opposition’ Government, that 
they know, if ever by chance or mis
chance they come to power, they will 
meet with the same fate from that 
side In any case, it seems today there 
is a nice unholy alliance amongst all 
these gentlemen to malign and to start 
a cold-war against Kerala___

Shri Tyagi: Slander.

Shri S. A. Dange: This has nothing 
to do with privilege If it is a ques
tion of the dignity of these gentlemen 
who have made speeches, we know 
what dignity they have got. (Interrup
tions) .

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. Let us 
not lose ourselves in excitement.

Pandit K. C. Sharma (Hapur): It
is very undignified.

Mr. Speaker: It is not right for the 
leader of the Communist Group to say 
‘We know what dignity the other hon. 
Members who have spoken have got’. 
It is not right. Every hon. Member is 
a dignified Member of this House. I 
am afraid in the heat of the moment 
the hon. leader of the Communist 
Group has said something which, I do 
not think, he meant. While trying to 
support or oppose a Motion of Privi
lege relating to ‘slander*—the word 
used—let us not be drawn into the 
same situation here by using expres
sions which are not quite good.

Shri S. A. Dange: I said that because 
I thought when Shri Asoka Mehta 
read an extract from the New Age 
describing the hon. Member, Shri M. R. 
Masani, as a Tata employee, he would 
protest. Since he did not protest, I 
thought, being a Tata employee, he 
had not a very dignified position.
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Mr. Speaker: That is another matter.

Pandit K. C. Sharma: This is un
dignified

Shri S. A. Dange: Let me explain. 
As a Member of Parliament, he has 
his dignity I was referring only to 
his dignity as a Tata employee. That 
is all.

Mr. Speaker: Let it be in any capa
city. So long as an hon. Member is 
a Member of the House, let not any
thing be said which would take away 
the dignity of the hon. Member. The 
hon. Member might have read it. But 
that does not mean that we can use 
that as an excuse to attack any hon. 
Member hete He is an honourable 
Member both inside and outside. Let 
there be no words said about it

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: On a point of 
clanflcation. A little earlier, Shri 
Asoka Mehta had the goodness to refer 
to my hon friend, Shn A. K. Gopalan, 
and myself as past-masters in the art 
of slandering people, intimidating 
people and all that sort of thing. But 
you did not think it fit and wise to 
stop him. But now you stop this kind 
of thing being said

Mr. Speaker: If I slipped over in a 
particular matter, the hon Member 
might have pointed it out to me. 
( Interruptions)

Shri M. R. Masani (Ranchi—East): 
On a point of personal explanation 
Now that Shn S A. Dange has asked 
why I did not contradict that remark 
in the New Age, may I say two things? 
One is that I ceased to be a Tata 
employee when I got elected to the 
House in May 1957 I considered it a 
great honour for sixteen years to be 
identified with the leading industrial 
House in the country which has done 
a great deal for this country. Secondly, 
I did not contradict the New Age 
because it is a habitually lying news
paper. (Interruptions).

Shri T. B. Vlttal Rao (Khammam): 
He says that it is a habitually lying 
newspaper. What is this?

Mr. Speaker: Hie newspaper k  net 
a Member at the House. (Laughter) 

Shrimatl Rena Chakravertty: We
shall now take this to mean that the 
word ‘lying’, which has been used, is 
parliamentary. (Interruptions).

Shri S. A. Dange: Therefore, I would 
submit that we should pay attention 
to the implications of this Motion. 
Even if it were held to be a correct 
Motion and even if it were passed, it 
would do damage to the political de
velopment in this country. That is 
why I am looking at it from the poli
tical standpoint.

Shri Rajendra Singh (Chapra):
Damage to Communist development in 
this country. (Interruptions').

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member is 
disturbing his own leader!

Some Hon. Members: No, no.

Shri Vasndevan Nalr (Thiruvella): 
He is not a member of our Party.

Shri S. A. Dange: The point I wish 
to make is this, that this question of 
privilege should not be pushed too far. 
I need not tell you about how this 
concept of privilege has arisen. But 
I may say that a privilege was claimed 
bv the House of Commons against 
autocratic monarchs who hanged them 
when they criticised the monarchs. 
Later on, the House of Commons de
veloped a certain content for this con
cept of privilege But now even in 
the House of Commons, there is a 
protest from the public that the Mem
bers carry this privilege too far; in 
fact they are setting themselves as 
super-Gods who cannot at all be ques
tioned or against whom a remark will 
not be tolerated from the members of 
the public. There has been a certain 
amount of debate in the House of 
Commons also and in the general 
Press of England about this question 
of privilege. Here too the same deve
lopment is likely to take place. Of 
course, unfortunately, the first occa
sion that has arisen here Is with
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regard to th« Kerala Ministry. But 
that is not the main point. The main 
point is: how far are we going to 
stretch this concept of privilege? My 
impression is that we are trying to 
set ourselves as demi-Gods or super- 
Gods over anybody else who is outside 
the House who would like to use this 
word or that against a statement on 
the part of a Member. This would 
bring the dignity and privilege of the 
House in conflict with the general 
sentiments of the people who would 
like to criticise even hon. Members, 
may not be in very polite words.

Therefore, the first point is: let us 
look at it from the political standpoint, 
that if we go on putting foiward 
obstructions in the way of people not 
merely criticising but even sharply 
criticising us, using sometimes even 
bad words against Members here, it 
would not redound to our dignity and 
privilege; if wc are criticised, we 
should not lose temper and call them 
before the Bar of the House. In that 
case, we shall be losing our own 
dignity before the common people.

Of course, here in this case it is not 
a question of a common man being 
involved. Here is the Chief Minister 
of a State. That is still greater reason 
why wc should have restraint, because 
has the Chief Minister as a member of 
another legislature not his own privi
lege? That also should be a question 
which we will have to look into

For example, the question of privi
lege in England docs not suffer from 
the obstruction of another Assembly 
which is an Assembly of a State or 
Province. England does not have a 
federal Constitution. We have a fede
ral Constitution. As yet, I do not 
think we have come to any balance 
between the privilege rights of Parlia
ment and the privilege rights of the 
State legislatures. There have not 
been much of case-law or rulings on 
this question. Therefore, that point 
also should be taken into account, and 
we should come to the conclusion that 
the members and Ministers of the

State legislatures also should have 
certain privileges. If the two privi
leges conflict, let us come to certain 
understandings and rulings on this 
question. Instead of taking that way 
politically, the whole debate is taking 
another angle, that is the anglte as is 
provided by Shri Asoka Mehta and 
that angle is that he thinks the com
munists are very fond of the word 
‘slander’ Well, if it is slander, it is 
slander. For example, if I were to 
discuss it politically, my friend Shri 
Asoka Mehta is a standing slander 
against socialism. He deserves to 
know socialism and naturally he hates 
communism; and when he hates com
munism, then he thinks every minute 
of his life to get an opportunity to 
damn the communists. Therefore, we 
are bound to sav it is a question of 
'•lander. And slander is not such a 
bad word too

Shri Asoka Mehta: Sir, can this
word be brought in in this manner? 
Ho is only trying to defend his leader, 
the Chief Minister of Kerala and he 
called me a slanderer

Shri S. A. Dange: A slanderer
against his own socialism which he has 
betrayed.

Shri Asoka Mehta: Mine is a socia
lism which is accepted by the House.
I am being chargcd as a slanderer 
against the socialism which is the 
accepted policy of the whole House.

Shri S. A. Dange: You are slanderer 
and a betrayer.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order: 1 do not 
want hon. Members.............

Shri S. A. Dange: When passions 
are sought to be roused, we shall not 
be short of it. Let it be remembered.

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members are 
very good parliamentarians. They 
have had experience of this House as 
also elsewhere. I would request hon. 
Members not to cast aspersions against 
one another, here in this House. It is
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[Mr- Speaker] 
enough that we are dealing with some
thing that has been said outside the 
House. It is true that any hon. Mem
ber has the privilege here and he 
won't be taken to a court of law for 
what he says. But I am here to see 
that one hon. Member does not use 
expressions derogatory to any other 
hon. Member. They have enough 
vocabulary that they can use in such 
a manner to express their own ideas 
as forcibly as possible without bring
ing in any words of abuse.

Shri S. A. Dange: I am not at all
railing him a slanderer against me or 
against Shri E. M. S. Nambudripad, or 
anybody. It is a philosophical expres
sion. If somebody slanders against 
something it is a slander against philo
sophy. What have I said? I mean 
slander against his own philosophy. It 
is not an imputation on his personal 
character. I do not see how I have 
violated the decorum of the House. It 
is not a reflection on his individual 
character.

Mr. Speaker: With all respect I do 
not agree. There is no use trying to 
make it anything impersonal. It is 
only with respect to this person. We 
are not saying anything here about 
socialism versus communism or some 
aspects of socialism But it is in rela
tion to an hon. Member of this House 
that it is said he is a slanderer. One 
can easily say that he is a slander to 
his house, to his family or to the 
whole country and so on. There is 
no difference between this and the 
other one. I am still sorry that an 
hon. Member, a leader of a group 
should persist in the use of the word 
‘slander’. ( Interruptions).

Order, order.

Shri S. A. Dange: I am only sub
mitting............ (Interruptions.)

Shri Rajendra Singh: Shut up.......
(Interruptions).

Star! S. M. Banerjee: Sir, he said
‘shut up’.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Shri S. A. Dange: Sir, I  was making
a submission that this question ihotira 
be looked at from a political stand
point and the question of privilege also 
should be considered with sober 
attitude. I was pointing out the dancer 
that if only party considerations or 
considerations that were against a cer
tain ministry which you do not like or 
a certain Minister whom you do not 
like, if these considerations were 
brought into the assessment of things 
and assessment of the value of privi
lege in this House, then, the traditions 
of this House would meet with a bad 
fate. That is what I was submitting.

Now, so far as other things are con
cerned, which my hon. friend Dr. 
Menon or my hon. friend Shri Asoka 
Mehta has raised, it is really doubtful 
why a telegram of an ad hoc Congress 
committee should have been allowed 
here and brought here. I thought there 
was a properly established Congress 
committee. I do not know about ad 
hoc Congress committees. In any case, 
there is no protest from the real Con
gressmen on the other side about the 
ad hoc congressmen on this side. 
Therefore, I thought it is all accepted.

Shri Rajendra Singh: On this side, 
there is an ad hoc Comintern.

Shri S. A. Dange: Therefore, I think 
it is quite natural for an ad hoc Con
gress committee’s telegram being 
quoted by a socialist gentleman who 
thinks he is in opposition to the Con
gress benches. So, my submission is 
that the consideration of the whole 
question is being vitiated by pure con
siderations of party propaganda. I 
would like to know later on from the 
declamations which would be made 
from all sides whether such considera
tions should be imported into the dis
cussion of the privileges of an hon. 
Member of this House, because, as I  
have already submitted, and I once 
again repeat it—and I do not want to 
take much more time of the House— 
that this is all being got up as a eoM 
war, j
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IM  me assure my hon. friends that 
oaUl war has never frightened us—of 
whatever kind either here or else
where. Therefore, if it is imported 
into this House, tihen, it will only lead 
to bad results for all of us, not 
only for us but for all of us. What is 
happening. An elected Ministry—an 
elected Legislature is there and it has 
put the Ministry into power—is being 
tried to be overthrown by all sorts of 
means, and means which are not 
very constitutional means. If that 
lesson were to go to the country that 
a Parliament with a majority party 
and the so-called socialists and all com
bined, in order to overthrown a
Ministry which they did not lik e ......
(Interruptions.)

Shri Rajendra Singh: What does he 
mean by so-called socialists, Sir? 
(Interruptions.)

Shri C. D. Pande (Naini Tal): Shri 
Dange has a passion for it.

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members resent 
the expression socialists. (.Interrup
tions.)

Shri S. A. Dange: Some of them are 
of the so-called socialist party, some 
of the socialist party; some of them 
are of the Praja-Socialist Party and 
there are these different kinds of 
parties we have got here. They have 
tried to become one socialist party; 
unfortunately they failed. I cannot 
help it. That is why I have tried to 
describe them in their different shades. 
If I am wrong in my description, 
please excuse me. So, with such an 
impression I am saying ......  (Inter
ruptions).

Shri C. K. Bhattacharya (West 
Dinajpur): Whenever they differ from 
the communists they become the so- 
called socialists; when they are one 
with the communists, they are the 
only socialist party.

Shri S. A. Dange: So, Sir, I want to 
repeat that if an impression were to go 
round in the country that all these

forces are combining in order to over* 
throw a Ministry which is carrying 
out certain measures which had a place 
m the programme of all these parties 
but were not carried out—if this 
Ministry is to be overthrown by such 
means—then the masses would draw 
very peculiar conclusions regarding 
the development of democracy in this 
country, regarding the use of the Con
stitution in this country and of the way 
in which a landlord capitalist govern
ment as we call it is run by various 
Congress Ministries in the various 
States and how they can be over
thrown. (Interruption.) We have tried 
to overthrow by legal means and we 
have succeeded. Why should there be 
anything against? If you want to 
overthrow it, do it in the same way 
as we have done. That is, you try to 
do things in a good way and meet the 
demands of the people and society 
yourself But, no; they want to create 
an atmosphere as if this Government 
is not liked by the people and there is 
violence and insecurity in the land.

Sir, if these means are to be used, 1 
once again say this that the results 
would be very bad for all of us. I am 
not considering only the question of 
Communist party; I am considering the 
question of all the parties in this coun
try and all elected Governments. If 
oncc a government which is elected 
and which does not belong to the 
majority party should be treated like 
this, then elections will be of no 
value. No elected government will 
have any value because anything will 
be done to overthrow it. I certainly 
want such an impression not to be 
created. ( Interruptions.) Therefore in 
this tactics of overthrowing the Kerala 
Government this privilege motion 
should not be allowed. I would appeal 
to the gentleman who has brought it 
if there are certain grievances against 
the Government in Kerala let us sit 
down and discuss threadbare and 
thrash it out. That will be for the 
good of us all

Some Hon. Members rose—
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Mr. 8p «k tt i Order, order. I  have 
heard sufficiently. Before I call upon 
the other hon. Members, I  would like 
to impress upon the House the scope 
of this motion. Now, the simple 
question is whether the word ‘slander* 
ought or ought not to have been used 
and whether it is a question of 
privilege and if so, what steps the 
House ought to take, whether it must 
dispose of it here and now or send it 
to the Committee and if the House it
self disposes of it in what manner 
should it dispose of it, whether it 
should accept this motion or that 
motion. These are the simple points 
generally. Cold war and other things 
have been brought in. Whatever might 
have been said, hereafter it is not 
necessary to say what is the motive 
behind all these. The simple point is 
this. If the word has been used, has 
it been used rightly and is it meant 
to attribute motives to this House? Is 
it such a big matter or is it a small 
matter? That is the point.

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated— 
Anglo-Indians): Sir, you have, may 1 
say with respect, sought to bring this 
discussion back to its proper moorings 
Unless my communist friends provoke 
me, I do not propose to vie with the 
Leaders of the Communist Group in 
the way in which they sought to fight 
gratuitous personalities.

The position, as I see it from a more 
or less legalistic point of view, is this. 
Under our Rules of Procedure, a 
motion of this kind can only be moved 
with the consent of the Speaker. Under 
Rule 224, three conditions are postu
lated before you are pleased to give 
your consent. One of the conditions 
is a very important condition and that 
is that the matter requires the inter
vention of the House.

Now, having been seized of Mr. 
Masani's motion, having before you 
certain evidence, particularly docu
mentary evidence, you were pleased, 
in terms of this rule, to say that the 
matter prima facie required the inter
vention at the House. I would ask the

Members at this House to bear this in 
mind. The Speaker has advisedly and 
after ample consideration come to the 
conclusion before giving his content 
that the matter requires intervention 
of the House.

Now, what is this House supposed 
to do? Under rule 226, the House is 
supposed to do one of two things. It 
can, after hearing the case put forth 
by all sides, decide the matter itself 
or take a decision to remit the matter 
for consideration and investigation by 
the Privileges Committee. I am not 
very certain of the implications of 
Rule 227. Under Rule 227 you, as the 
Speaker, appear to have an overriding 
discretion suo motu to refer the mattor 
to the Privileges Committee . . .

Mr. Speaker: The Rule has been in
terpreted to me in this way. Before I 
give my consent, I may ask the expert 
body to give me advice and independ
ently, of my own, I can do that. But it 
is not for publication here. It is only to 
give me an opinion as to how I should 
act—whether I should give consent or 
not.

Shri Frank Anthony: I was only out
lining the procedure. What we are 
really concerned with is this whether 
after the Speaker has found that there 
is sufficient material to wairant the 
matter being brought to the notice of 
the House, we will in a cavalier man
ner say: ‘No’, as the Communists want 
us to do and just throw it out or act 
otherwise.

Dr. K. B. Menon has put in his 
amendment in a rather forthright 
manner. He has asked us to come to 
decision, that a contempt of the House 
has been in fact committed, that we 
should arraign before this House the 
Chief Minister of Kerala By training 
and by experience I am objective ana 
I quite frankly see Dr. Mcnon's 
amendment is rather forthright 
although there is ample precedent for 
it in the British House of Commons 
and they do act ex parte in privilege 
matters without hearing the other side. 
But all sorts of issues have been
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brought in and all the irrelevant 
matter* have been brought in by the 
other side whereby they are making 
all kinds of charges of mala fides and 
they are trying to embarrass the Cen
tral Government We have heard here 
all kinds of rather irrelevant sermons 
about relationship between the Centre 
and the State. I say the simple issue is 
this.

We are here concerned with the 
complaint by an amendment before 
this House that there has been a 
breach of privilege by a person. Let 
us try to forget the personalities in
volved, whether that happens to be 
the Chief Minister of a State or I shall 
say, even the Prime Minister of this 
country. What are we concerned here? 
I say let us, whoever the person, at 
least give the appearance of fairness 
It is not good enough to be fair only. 
I would request the House to remit 
this matter to the Privileges Com
mittee. Otherwise my friends on the 
other side would probably welcome it 
in ordsr to damn the Government 
and say that this Government has run 
true to its form; it has given its bless
ings to something ex parte against the 
Chief Minister of a State only because 
he happened to have a different politi
cal complexion. I say, in fairness to 
this House, we should not decidc the 
matter as Dr. Menon has asked us. Let 
us remit the matter to the Privileges 
Committee.

Then, Sir, I also want to put the 
other side of the medal to you. We 
are here custodians of the privileges 
not only of the Chief Minister or the 
Prime Minister. We are custodians in 
privileges of the humblest Member of 
this House. No Member of this House 
has come to us and said: “Well, I have 
been called a slanderer; improper 
motives have been imputed to me and 
I am seeking your protection, impioper 
motives have been imputed to me in 
the discharge of my duties as a Parlia
mentarian, in functioning in no other 
capacity." As I have said, the Speaker 
has looked into this matter. He has

come to the conclusion before admit
ting it that this is prime facit a ease 
for intervention.

My friend, Shri Dange, I submit with 
respect, sought to draw a political red 
herring across this question. H i as
sumed a pose of injured innoceuce. He 
said that there was a conspiracy on 
the part of everybody else to join 
against the communists. I do not think 
we need take that attitude of Shri 
Dange very seriously. Then a preudo- 
Iegalistic position was taken by Shri 
Narayanankutty Menon. lie said: 
“How can we seek to posit a privilege 
motion on a confidential document?” I 
submit with the utmost respect that it 
is not the correct position. I just do 
not understand how this ‘confidential 
document’ is being brought m. I say 
it has been brought in advisedly in 
order to embarrass the Home Minister 
and through the Home Minister the 
Central Government. The Home 
Minister is being charged directly with 
breach of faith. There is no question or 
the Home Minister being involved. If 
this matter is remitted to the Privileges 
Committee, the Home Minister will not 
be asked to appear before it; the Home 
Minister will not be asked to produce 
any document and show: here is the 
telegram. The telegram was sent in an 
open way. All that the Committee 
would have to do is this. It will 
summon the original of the telegram 
from whichever office it was sent. The 
Home Minister does not come into the 
matter.

There is ample evidence to show 
that these people have been stigmatised 
as slanderers. Should we accept—Shri 
Dange's thesis: “Why should we sc 
thin-skinned? ”. The communists, I say 
with respect, when anybody talks 
against them, are very unduly 
thin skinned but when they talk 
against anybody else, as Shri Asoka 
Mehta pointed out, the word ‘slander’ 
and other abusive, defamatory words 
are part of their ordinary vocabulary. 
I say this with respect. We had ample 
evidence. We have ample evidence that 
my hon. friend here is being
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[Shri Frank Anthony] 
stigmatised as a slanderer. In the reply 
telegram which was sent to the Home 
Minister and which was read out here 
—there is no question of privilege and 
it is not as if we are trying to drag out 
some thing which was behind, com
pletely behind the curtain of official 
secrecy; the thing is already at large 
—the Chief Minister reaffirms the 
word. He admits that the word 
‘slander’ was used; he does not deny 
that at all. Once again these people 
have been stigmatised as slanderers.

The position to my mind is very 
clear. Is there prima facie evidence 
to show that a Member of this House 
in the discharge of his duty has been 
called a slanderer?

Shri Tyagi: Has he named any Mem
ber?

Shri Frank Anthony: The whole
matter was ad hoc, so to speak in res
pect of Dr. K. B. Menon and in the 
reply the matter was raised as far as 
I know; the Chief Minister had refer
red to Dr. Motion in effect as a slan
derer. An explanation was asked for 
from the Chief Minister. In the reply 
the slander was repeated. There was 
no question of his saying: “No, I never 
said that; it was false”. If he had said 
so—it was never said—for proof we 
can get the whole confidential docu
ment. As I said, the whole thing has 
been reaffirmed and publicised. Every
body knows it. and it is a fact that 
the Chief Minister referred to Dr. 
Menon as a slanderer. That is the 
simple position. I know that the Gov
ernment are embarrassed, but they 
would be doing an injustice to the 
House if they allow this embarrass
ment, any false sense of somckind of 
relation between the Centre and the 
States to come in in order to reject 
this motion for reference to the Privi
leges Committee. I say, it would be 
setting up a precedent which is com
pletely unworthy of the House.

What are we seeking to do? We 
are seeking still to work to some kind 
of democratic parliamentary conven
tions and principles. I can understand 
my Communist friends feeling hurt 
that they must submit to democratic 
and parliamentary controls. That is 
why they would like to call people 
slanderers and worse. With respect, 
Sir, I beg to submit, if the Prime 
Minister of India is in the same posi
tion, we must follow the same proce
dure. it is not only a question of his 
referring to a person as a slanderer. 
Here it is a question of precedent If 
he refers to a Member of this House— 
whether he is the Chief Minister or 
the Prime Minister—as having said 
something because he has taken a 
bribe, how would you distinguish it 
from a person being called a slanderer 
instead of being called a bribe-taker? 
And, what will be the protection that 
they will seek? Bocause you were in
timidated by Communist tactics you 
were afraid to arraign the Chief Minis
ter as he happens to be a Communist 
Chief Minister. Why do you arraign 
an editor if he says that a Member of 
this House has made a speech because 
he has received a bribe? Sir, I am 
talking about a lecal precedent. Is it 
a breach of privilege to refer to me 
as a slanderer? If it is a breach of 
privilege to refer to me as bribe-taker, 
then, a fortiori equally it is a breach 
to refer to me as a slanderer.

Now, Sir, you have ample prima 
Jane evidence. There is no question 
of any relations between the Centre 
and State Governments. It is a simple 
question of Dr. K. B. Menon, a Member 
of this House vis-a-vis a gentleman 
who was a citizen of this country. I 
submit, there is more than enough 
evidence for the matter to be remitted 
to the Privileges Committee; we are 
not asking the House to take a deci
sion on this.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Prime Minis
ter.

Shri Tyagi: Sir, may I request you 
kindly to ask the Home Minister to 
place on the Table of the House the
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telegram because, alter all, we are dis
cussing language without knowing as 
to what exactly it is.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. The 
hon. Member has not been following 
the proceedings. This matter was dis
posed of at an earlier stage.

Raja Mahendra Fratap: Sir, 1 had 
been to Kerala, and I want to give a 
report about it before the Prime Minis
ter speaks.

Mr. Speaker: He will have his turn.

Raja Mahendra Fratap: I must ex
plain what I saw in Kerala.

Mr. Speaker: Very well.

Shri Khadilkar: Before the Prime 
Minister makes a statement regarding 
this from his angle, would it not be 
better, Sir, for others to say some
thing, whatever they want to say?

Mr. Speaker: I will call the Prime 
Minister now. Does the hon. Home 
Minister propose to speak?

The Minister of Home Affairs 
(Pandit G. B. Pant): I have no parti
cular intention of speaking.

Mr. Speaker: I won’t call upon any 
hon. Member unless he wants to speak.

Pandit G. B. Pant: If I have to make 
a request I will do that, but at present 
I do not intend to bother the Chair by 
making any such request. If I want 
to do so, I will do it later.

Mr. Speaker: 1 only wanted to know 
the time that I have to allot. Very well; 
I have called the hon. Prime Minister 
now.

The Prime Minister and Minister of 
External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal 
Nehru): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I was not 
present in this House on previous 
occasions when this matter came up 
tor some kind of discussion; but, 
naturally, I tried to follow what had 
happened, to understand it, because it

was a matter, in a sense, of grave con
sequence from many points of view.

I suppose it is difficult, when such 
a matter comes up, for Members of 
this House entirely to shed their party 
character or their pre-conceived ideas. 
It is not an easy matter. Neverthe
less, it is obvious—and I agree with 
Shri Anthony in what he said—that 
the matter has nothing to do, ought 
to have nothing to do with groups, 
Parties or other political ideas that 
people may have.

However, I do not think we can 
entirely forget or we should forget 
the fact that the person who is charged 
tojlh an impropriety or against wbom 
the allegation is made is the head 
Of a State Government. It is a fact, 
and I do not know why we should 
torget that and merely imagine that 
Wc are dealing with a simple matter 
as one citizen to another citizcn; of 
Course, in the ultimate analysis it is 
between a citizen and another citizen, 
but all these factors are relevant and 
important.

I think all of us will agree that 
where any kind of—may I use the 
word without any impropriety— 
slander is done to any Member of the 
House, in whatever way it may be, 
or, in fact, anything is done which 
attracts the privileges of this House; 
every party and every group 
in this House should defend 
the House and should take steps to 
prevent that kind of thing happening. 
We are all, I hope, jealous of the 
reputation that this House should 
have and should build up for itself. 
So there can be no doubt, no argu
ment—even though we may in our 
heart of hearts differ—about that basic 
issue.

There may be sometimes, of course, 
argument whether in the name of de
fending the privileges of this House 
we do not sometimes act in a rather 
thin-skinned way, we do not import 
other considerations than the imme
diate ones at issue. I know it is diffi
cult. None of us can avoid import-
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[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru] 
ing other considerations to some 
extent. Nevertheless, the issue should 
be decided apart from those other 
considerations.

If I may respectfully submit, Sir, I 
did not, well, agree with what has 
been said, the manner in which it has 
been said about importing other con
siderations by either the hon. Member 
Shri Asoka Mehta or the Leader of 
the Communist Party here, Shri Dange, 
when he talked about the cold war 
I am not very efficient with cold war 
as he said he was, and, personally I 
dislike the cold war wherever it 
occurs, even in the wider internation
al sphere and much more so, of
course, if we have it in our
own country or in this House.
So I cannot, apart from other
reasons, because I would find myself 
rather incompetent to meet such a 
situation. Anyhow, it is not desir
able for us to bring that in here. 
Therefore, I do not wish to say any
thing on that issue although I think 
some of his remarks were very un
charitable, so far as the Government 
is concerned, in that connection.

I know my colleague the Home 
Minister and I, who have most to do 
with State Governments, have tried 
to the very best of our ability to deal 
with the Kerala Government as we 
deal with other State Governments. 
We may have made a mistake; 1 do 
not say we are infallible, but we 
have only tried to do that. We have 
differed in some matters with them 
who pointed out our differences, but 
we have not to my knowledge done 
anything which we would not have to 
done to another State Government in 
that position. In fact, if I may say 
so, speaking for myself, there has 
sometimes been an element of bend
ing backwards in this matter lest we 
be suspected of having done some
thing to a Government which is con
trolled by a party which is opposed 
to our party and Parliament. So, we 
have been particularly anxious about 
it. Again I say that I do not claim 
any particular virtue. I do not say

\ve might not have made mistakes 
gr said something which should not 
have been said. But this has been 
c?ur attitude, and therefore, I  was • 
little distressed at what Shri Dange 
said,—that we were leading some kind 
<*f crusande against the Kerala Gov
ernment. However, I do not wish to 
refer to that matter in this con
nection, because, I would like this 
(louse to try, and every hon. Member 
to try, not to bring in these issues, 
important as they may be in other 
contexts, in the consideration of the 
particular matter before us.

Having said that, I would also like 
to say this. I am not quite sure we 
gs a “Cruvennnerit inou!i& function at 
»11 in this matter, as a Government. 
As individual Members, of course, 
\ve have equal right with other Mem
bers I go a step further. As a party 
also, I do not think these are party 
iiiatters, that a party should function 
in a particular way. So, my request 
to the Members of this House will 
be that they should not get entangled 
in their other pre-conceptions what 
they think of the Kerala Government 
or the conditions in Kerala. They 
should keep that apart and try to 
judge thi” matter on the bare facts 
before us.

I would have preferred—I shall be 
guitc frank to this House—if this 
rfiotion had not been brought, not in 
order to protect the Chief Minister 
of Kerala, although, if neces
sary, it is my duty to pro
tect him or help him—that is 
a different matter—but because I am 
a little anxious that we should not 
inter into a path of conflict in such 
ifiatters, because this kind of thing 
rfiight be overdone. There are things 
said, often enough, which are not de
sirable and things said in the heat 
of the moment which, a person, 
thinking more would not have said.

If we pursue every person who 
riiakeg a statement like that, I do not 
Know how many of us will be com* 
pletely innocent of never making any 
remarks which might not be held up 
against We are all human beings,
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and I know that I err sometimes, Sir, 
though I hope not too often. So, irom 
that point of view, if my mind was 
quite clear that if it was a deliberate 
flouting of the dignity of Parliament 
or of any individual Member of Par
liament, then, of course, there can be 
no doubt that that challenge has to 
be met. But where in other contexts, 
in the heat of the moment or in a 
controversy something is said, I would 
personally prefer this House not to 
take too much notice of it. But, as 
I said, this is my personal reaction 
which I place before this House.

When I read about it on the first 
occasion, I did feeJ that perhaps it 
would have been better if this matter 
had not been pressed. But there jt 
is. The House is seized of it, and it 
is now for each individual to decide 
on this issue and in which way he 
should vote. I cannot give an 
advice. I can function bv myself 
as I think best. But I would repeat 
again that we have heavier tasks 
before us, tremendous difficulties and 
tasks before us, and if we get into this 
groove of challenging each other, over 
every petty thing or words spoken 
and of importing what Shri Dange 
was pleased to describe as an atmos
phere of cold war here, it would not 
be good for this House or for the 
country outside.

I would only beg Shri Dange, when 
he says that, to advise his own party- 
men—not here, for, here we know 
each other, but outside—to speak a 
little more, shall 1 say, gently, to 
write a little more politely, and not 
always to behave as if the Heavens 
wore falling, and therefore this fact 
had to be announced in square head
lines.

I confess, maybe, I have become too 
old for this kind of thing, but it dis
tresses me—this continuous shouting 
and running down people. It is a 
question of a Member of the House 
here, he can take exception to it 
and ask you, Sir, to protect him or 
the House to protect him. But who

is to protect all other* outside this 
House who are being held up to 
ridicule or slander or whatever the 
word may be? It is too much, and 1 
am not for the moment thinking in 
terms of even any particular group. 
There is a tendency, far too big o 
tendency, in the country to that effect, 
and it distresses me.

As I said, maybe I am not in tune 
with modem ways of thinking and 
I am ageing, but I do think it is a 
good thing to be courteous; it is a 
good thing not to shout too much at 
each other and to speak a little gently 
and try to solve problems in that way.

Therefore, all I have to say is that 
this is a matter for each individual to 
decide, as indeed it is, and it is not 
for me as Leader of the House or 
leader of the majority party in this 
House to tell them what they should 
decide in this matter. It is a matter 
of dignity of an individual and if 
that dignity has been affected in the 
wrong way, if somebody else has 
acted in a wrong way in so far as 
a Member of this House is concerned, 
I have expressed my own view about 
it, and I leave it to others to decide 
what they should do.

Shri Khadilkar: Since the begin
ning of the last session, what I And 
is that some attempts are being 
made in this House to continue the 
debate concerning Kerala and the 
things that are, for the time being, 
raging in that State as well as out
side that State, in the country. When 
my friend Shri Masani noticed cer
tain news items in the newspapers 
and thought of bringing that matter 
before the House, I thought that his 
attempt was to avoid, as far as possi
ble, from either side, this controversy 
being carried to a limit where this 
Rouse will have to take a serious note 
of. So, I considered that it was a 
mild warning that he desired. But 
now what do we find here? I  am 
not going to look at the motion or 
issue before the House in a partisan 
way and I expect Mr. Masani and



Hatton of Privilege 2t jtfOVttMfitft 1966 Motion of Priviligt f$t4

[Shri Khadilkar]
Mr. Asoka Mehta, who have faith in 
multi-party democracy and who 
would like that the democratic in
stitutions in this country should fur
ther grow and evolve on those lines, 
would not also adopt a sort of parti
san attitude towards the issue before 
us. So far as the words that were 
used are concerned, I feel they were 
of a general nature, and as I raised 
the point of order on the last occasion, 
if such a general complaint not re
ferring to a particular individual, is 
made, the original document must be 
before the House before we are com
petent to take any action.

14 hrs.

I will not take much time of the 
House, but I will just refer to page 
135 of Mays’ Parliamentary Practice 
What I feel, is as the Law Minister 
pointed out on the previous occasion, 
the original document is not before 
us and in the subsequent telegram, 
which the Speaker had an opportuni
ty to see, a certain explanation of 
the former telegram was given. So, 
I think the Chief Minister stands 
exonerated, and, therefore, the matter 
should be dropped after the second 
telegram was received. As the former 
correspondence was of a confidential 
nature, it should not be pursued 
further. ^  111

I would like to appeal to this 
House from another point of view. 
In this country, though we have 
adopted the British parliamentary 
procedure, we are a type of a federa
tion and we believe m multi-party 
democracy. If our faith is genuine, 
then in the course of evolution, 
occasions might arise when the 
Centre will be controlled by one party 
and there might be different States 
governed by different parties. In 
such a situation, if we lose our head 
and take a partisan attitude becausc 
a particular party is not to the liking 
of the party ruling at the Centre, I 
am afraid we will not build up 
national unity or help the cause of 
democracy in this land. Therefore,

the issue before the Souse is not 
simply the privileges, decorum and 
dignity of the House. We must be 
very watchful and vigilant about 
them; there is no doubt about i t  But 
we must be equally vigilant about 
the decorum and dignity of the Chief 
Ministers in the States, whether they 
belong to the Congress or the Com
munist Party, because they have been 
elected properly and they have 
assumed charge of office as the Head 
of the State. Is it not our duty in a 
federal structure of the Constitution, 
to look at the problem from this angle 
as well ?

Therefore, I would like to appeal to 
every Member of this House, that if 
we arc going to be short-sighted and 
going to import the debate that is 
continuing in the country against a 
particular brand of Government that 
js ruling in Kerala, let that debate 
be fought on a political partisan plat
form. But when this House debates 
a question of privilege, it is not a 
partisan issue It is not any party 
issue; it is the issue of the House. As 
I said earlier, it is the fundamental 
right of this House that we are going 
to protect, if at all it has been in
fringed by somebody outside. That 
is the main question before us.

A certain telegram of a routine 
nature, which is pnma facie confiden
tial, was sent. It has been said on 
the last occasion by the Prime Min
ister. ...

An Hon. Member: The Prime Min
ister was not present.

Shri Khadilkar: I am sorry; the hon. 
Law Minister said that it is normally 
confidential, unless otherwise it is 
expressed that it is for publication. 
If some newspaper tries to get hold 
of a secret confidential document 
and publishes certain parts of it and 
if on that basis we are going to say 
that our dignity, decorum or privilege 
has been infringed, I  am afraid these 
things would give certain encourage-
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meat to those who are trying to pry 
and get secret documents of the Gov
ernment I personally would depre
cate such an attempt.

Shri Asoka Mehta said that a certain 
resolution has been passed by the 
Congress Working Committee. He 
has unfortunately quoted it on the 
floor of the House, because from the 
very quotation of the resolution of a 
party executive, he has exposed him- 4 
self to the charge that he is arguing 
his case, getting support from s 
particular party which feels rathei 
afraid to act and at the same time; 
through some utterances sometimes 
creates an atmosphere that this is 
a Government which is not desired 
by the major party ruling the coun
try. I do not think all Congressmen 
are of the same view. But as a 
party, their expression is of such a 
nature which implies that they are 
visualising the evolution of one-party 
authoritarian rule in this country and 
they would not have that democratic 
tolerance which presupposes the heal
thy atmosphere for the growth of 
the democratic institutions in our 
society. If this is so, as Comrade1 
Dange said, there is an atmosphere 
of cold war and this House, let 
me repeat, should insulate it
self, if it is going to discharge its 
responsibilities properly, against im
portations of cold war atmosphere if it 
exists in any State or in any part of 
the country.

If, as we saw at the initial stage 
of the debate, when the question of 
privilege of this House is involved, a 
certain partisan warfare is waging on 
the floor of the House, I think we are 
not equal to the task of protecting 
the dignity of the House, because it 
is not the dignity of any individual 
or any party, but it is the dignity of 
the whole House that we are going 
to protect. That is the law of pri
vilege

When my friend, Shri Masani, in
troduced his motion, I had a talk with 
him, and I said, is very unfor

tunate that this word has been used; 
I was also surprised. But if you are 
drawing the attention of the House 
and the Chief Minister of Kerala 
for a slip, I would not object so much.” 
But seeing the manner in which 
the debate was carried on the last 
occasion, particularly the partisan war
fare on the issue before the House 
that took place in the early part of 
the debate here, I feel the best course 
for my friend, Shri Masani, is to drop 
the motion, as it has served the 
purpose. Perhaps it will be useful 
for future guidance of all the Chief 
Ministers, whether of the Congress 
persuasion or some other persuasion 
in every State, who fortunately come 
to assume charge of responsibility to 
bear in mind that a certain amount 
of restraint in their official, and per
haps even in the non-official, utter
ance's is necessary. They should re
member the debate that took place on 
the little report that appeared in a 
section of the press

With these words, I again appeal to 
every Member of the House, as well 
as to the main mover of the motion, 
Shri Masani, that they should give 
serious thought to this particular 
issue before the House. As I said 
earlier, I feel that unless the original 
document is in possession of the 
House, this House cannot decide this 
matter. That is the law, as laid down 
by May, an authority on parliamen
tary practice, which we are supposed 
to follow. As I have already quoted 
him, I do not want to take any more 
time in repeating it. If by inference 
we are going to convict the Chief 
Minister of a State, perhaps the future 
historians will accuse us of certain 
short-sightedness when they read the 
proceedings of the House, and say 
that those who were charged with the 
responsibility, not only of preserving 
the dignity and decorum of the House 
but also of ensuring the future 
growth of democracy in this country, 
did not act with imagination, with
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[Shri Khadilkar] 
vision and a certain decorum,
which is necessary for demo
cratic evolution and public life in this 
country. With these words. 1 con
clude my. speech.

Baja Mahendra Fratap: I told
the House in the last session that I 
shall be going to Kerala and it would 
be better to discuss this question 
when I come back. 1 and my friend 
Shri Daulta, we two went to Kerala 
We were there only for three days, 
but we toured 400 miles in Kerala, 
and we did not see anywhere any 
trouble of any kind. I asked some 
people here on the road, I asked some 
people there on the road; I asked 
some Muslim gentleman: “What is
the condition here? Are you sup
pressed by the Hindus here?” That 
Muslim gentleman said: “Here are four 
communities—the Nairs, the Ezhavas, 
the Christians and Muslims. We are 
living at peace.”

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member
will kindly resume his seat. I have 
no intention to avoid any statement 
by the hon Member who has taken 
all the trouble to go there and study 
the conditions by himself. But if I 
allow the hon. Member to go on 
saying what happened in Kerala, an
other hon. Member, who possibly ha-' 
got a different impression on the 
same subject, may say: what he says 
is wrong. In any case, that is not 
the point. Hie simple point is whe
ther we in this House should take any 
action on the statement and whether 
it is a statement which goes against 
the privilege of the House So, leav
ing all other topics, let hon Members 
address themselves to this simple 
point. Even today, after Shn Dange, 
Shri Asoka Mehta referred to some
thing and Shri Dange allowed him to 
conclude. After that, I submitted 
to the House that such contro
versies relating to what is happening 
in Kerala need not be brought in 
this discussion

Raja Mahendra Fratap: That is 
rny preface. I am coming to the 
point. I must also explain very clear
ly before this House that I am a re
ligious man. I tried even to convert 
Comrade Lenin to religion.

An Hon. Member: Did you succeed?

Raja Mahendra Fratap: Anyhow, I 
Viras really very greatly distressed 
this morning when I saw a lot of 
shouting in this House. I quite agree 
Virith the hon. Prime Minister that in 
this House there should be a kind of 
decorum, there should be very great 
tolerance for one another. It is very 
unfortunate that Shri Masani and Dr. 
Jtlenon brought these resolutions, these 
suggestions. What they really want is 
iiot served by these resolutions. I 
grn not a communist Therefore, I 
can say without any fear that they 
gre helping the communists by the 
resolution. You know in our coun
try when some people are prosecuted 
or persecuted, then those people are 
very much liked by our people. Now, 
if such a resolution is brought here, 
the result is that people will like the 
communists more I say that such a 
resolution is very unfortunate, even 
for that object for which they meant 
it I want to say that now when 
there is a danger on the border, there 
should not be brought such questions 
jn the House which divide us more 
and more, because then a day will 
come when all the parties are dis
solved I do not wish that. But if 
%ve will continue to quarrel like that 
then there may be a certain dictatox 
who may dissolve all the parties

What 1 saw in Kerala was quite 
peaceful I asked all kinds of people 
We were both together and I think 
lie will bear with me when I say we 
vvere always together. One gentle- 
inan, Shri Thanu Pillai, who was 
formerly the Chief Minister there, 
said that all the communists are 
scoundrels and no communist can be 
Believed.
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Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member is 
referring to some statement of tome 
hon. Members there. It will give 
opportunity to others to say all sorts 
of things. I want to avoid that.

Shri P. S. Danlta (Jhajjar): I  just 
want to submit that every word of 
what he said is true.

Mr. Speaker: But let them not be 
repeated here. It is no good trying to 
repeat what hon. Members said else
where. If there is any abuse, why 
should he carry the abuse inside the 
House? I think the hon. Member has 
concluded and he has nothing to add.

Raja Mahendra Fra tap: I want to 
say more. I am giving an eye-witness 
account before the House as to what I 
saw in Kerala

Mr. Speaker: That is not relevant

Raja Mahendra Pratap: We asked 
certain principal of the school. This 
gentleman was with me

Mr. Speaker: All that is not rele
vant.

Raja Mahendra Pratap: That prin
cipal said: we are very satisfied

Mr. Speaker: That information may 
be useful elsewhere, but not in this 
context. Let the hon. Member coniine 
himself to this resolution.

Raja Mahendra Pratap: This is a 
very unfortunate resolution? that is the 
impression created. And there I must 
agree with these communist brethren 
that the impression created is this: 
the Congress, P.S.P. and these lot of 
people are against the Government in 
Kerala and by hook or crook, by some 
method, they just want to pull it 
down. This impression should not be 
created. I agree with those gentle
men that we should drop it. Of course, 
X am not for democracy; I do not 
know it. I am for religion, and I 
believe in that democracy of God. God 
who created all men; God wants good 
of all men. But I say that if this

situation created by my friend is con* 
tinued, we shall then be nowhere. We 
shall only quarrel here and when this 
news is printed in the press, what will 
the public say? The public will say 
“Oh! Ayub Khan is very good".

Some Hon. Members: No, no.

Raja Mahendra Pratap: I will tell 
you that is the impression created, 
because they say: these parties always 
quarrel This should not be. I say 
that press should not take notice of 
the shouting in the House. We are 
al] friends and we want good of all. 
We are all together

Mr. Speaker: I would like to give 
■»pportunities to representatives of 
some Groups. Pandit Brij Naravan 
“Brijesh”. Then, I will call Shri Vaj- 
pavee and then Shri A. K. Gopalan. I 
will call one or two here also

Shri Braj Raj Singh (Firozabad): 
May I speak, Sir?

Mr. Speaker: If he wanted to speak; 
very well

Shrlmatl Ren oka Ray (Malda): May 
I speak, now?

Mr. Speaker: I have called the other 
hon Member I will give some oppor
tunities to Leaders of Groups.

Raja Mahendra Pratap: On a point 
of order, This gentleman tells me 
that I shoud explain that I was not 
bribed there We were not bribed 
there We were charged for the food 
also by the Government restaurant.

7'fira wrsntwsr "wwwr" •
?P3HST *T oft 5TMTH WPTT
*

Mr. Speaker: Hon Members will be 
brief as I intend closing this debate 
by 3 o’clock

mtww “wnr” :
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fctffcrinr *rrcre*r“ *fcr” ] 
S u g s s M s t ’ i r c s w t *  s R ^ ft fr r t t  

wra ws* *  fa# a f^ r r t f  i 
sra rT «r#  > , * r r c < p i t q r $ i  i ftT fa n P T  

%$ ***** *  %*r?r ??ht ̂  | f r  ar$r <wr 
v r r a v l ,  w r a ^  n flr  * t  w  * f t o

?SntT VT 5T5H $, *TPR ^  OT55T

fa  m"a ft m ^ r w c f ^  ^ h F R  fatrr | ,  
srarRi«! t o k  irfa^r ?n^T % *rr*T 

w i t  i«rrf?tf) it? f ?  *r*r % * r m  
^ r fm  tt*tt & i »nr ife  f«r m  
srercrar * t  *ra$srrT t t  % * r k  f f ^ r

Tm ft % ST7T TTV v t W T 55t m

wRfrc wr r̂r ^  *ir ’ft ?*r
* m  «rk  irgnmr aft t o  %
^rnr^r v^^rr ^  i ^  ^  *fx?t *t 

Propf ^ t  •T^t 3TRT «rf^pF tp> s tv t t  ?t 

% *rt m  p r r f t  w re tf s r e ^  w * *  v t  

srornrt *ft * n f ^  f t  ▼? arront i
itTT TO f a ' * *  |  f a  *RPTT ^P»ft %frr 

f?R TT 4><*t *T *T«T IT ST^IT sfM l ^T f^T  I 

^rt<  R m r  *rgT5T m  ^tt?w w  t ^ t r t  
T t  WPRT ^ t  fW rtt  'TfT'TT# lift

*rsT*r?>Tt ^rTf?# srtrfsnT % f? r c ? w 3?r 

* t  sn fm  * r t  t | |  s?r % srfa ? in *  j f^ r  

3 ^rrT;rr *ft * reH  ? > ft  ^ r f? ^  i ??t 

n e w a r 3r sffV?T ?> v t  3r  g*r v t f

f a s f t v t s 'T f c r ^ T t  v r w r w r  

« lt » f t  I *TTR t 5ft  ? m  STPTTT

$feft |  a r* ?*r t o t  *re *  m  £ ?  * f t  

f  srtr «re*nr^ 

h «r* v r  ^ r  s<r s fe  « t  fi* 
x m  ipw *p * '  fq  ^  faftre 

«̂ t % *mr t t  *m*rc $Et | 1

< T R f f r ^ t  f% ?rs? m
%ftr sfrs^rs^rr * f t r  irp fh rs fW  vrt>t 

» r f  |  v t r  ^  ? > ft  ft q?r?nn  ?t^ t-

«FTTT t  I »«T W P&ZZT % 5TPT TT
vftr FPCTrfsm % i p  i t  
^ q ^ T T s r x f t n ^ t  ^ r % f ^ » r % n P T

f t  ?>n 1 i j f^ r  irw ypr ^  t it  v t  
ff? r  % igx t <Erŝ f *  nrm<»r ^  3*r fit 
v z  « f t r  f a r  f t w r r  * * m  v t  

a ft qf a n f t  ^  y k  f ^ r  m
?T f«nrf«Rr f w  strit %, ^  p r r t  
^5T % fg^PT q^t fWft 1

f N t  w t * n r  *r  ^
5>ft

1 ^ra T atT^T ?ftr v^«rr 
?nr 5? iT?TR?n wft *rra# tbptt | 1

?TT3T g *  %«r T% t  f*p *&R ?  ts  SFT 

it? eft ^??t f  ftr * r m  *n£f

'Trf f̂eRT t  ^  fRTÎ  »TO  5?̂ nRr
jftPr nft % ?rV hpt# airfvnff
TT ^  t  I fsp̂ I *  V rF W  
^  g f^  g rr q y  s p r f  ^  ?T JHT 

vi m  v ^ n l  i ^ t  'TT^ I ^ 1̂  ^ ft 
^ «p t w r  ?rnr ^ ft fs r ^ iH  %  f^ n i 

^>r ^  t  ^  ^  ?r? r̂ ^  |
^  -fftrTT ^ T  % i'^TTT ?T 

^  T r v t  t  1 w k  srar f t t >  ?  f  ̂ 5 
% |^T f a i 'V  s m t  f it  * 3  «TT * I ^ T

T r M t  ^  f i r  ^ t  f ^ n r  a R  

s ra w i ?T ? r V  ITS V T H r T  'Yt?T V T  
$ffx ? t ^  ^  ^ r  wr 3tt^ £ ?rV v
apT'0*r BWT7T «<MH<IJI ^7T3T ft 3TT3T ̂  I
m  % ^ ? t  f ^  *TTf%ift k  g t ^  ^  3f t
^ t m f ^  ^?T??r ^ t r n  P if t r  3 f t f ^ r * m T  

^ ? R T f f  w t T f s p r  f^TJTcTT 
%  t r T V R  «TT a ft 3TTIT»T^5T p T ^ T  f i l T  
^  cr^r ^f< n r « r n i »T?5T «TT 
ff«lfiT FTT^ HTIT  ̂ 7*T St £ I f?W T t f  
? r %  ? ^ t  f a  « P t f  v ft  « r f « r  f a ^ f t  %  
srfa ^  ?mr®? t t  r̂f? s j t ^ t t  ^  ?ft 

Trgirrmr ¥ t  * t  «P>ft > ft f ^ t T T T  
^ t  faiTT an *pp<tt 1 «?r v r  v t f  *ft 
^ fir w r  h k 1̂  ^ ’T ^  T t  ?wm |  
^ t r  5ff? ^  ^ T  m | T T  f e n

an'*rr ?nr ?ff M  w w » t
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u k m ^tarri’TT 
ftr *i#r rM t ifk  * *  *rtf
tftar »nff m  far *t£ ^
ftfrfn 3 R *ro i^ s^ t 
% t t  a^rsr $, m  «rc t > f  ?ft 

fWt <ft 3*T % HT*T *TW
ipr fotff ^  wretft * t  ^pn*r ^  % 

srtfft 5t4>st snmr f j  f?ran3f»r «ftr
SR fK t *?t 5T O R  *RT SFT «PTT T v  

W R  ^  ’ T *rt? * I^ T  TTg1 <PC^% 

* f t *  *ft*ft V t 2f a  TTC?TT *C§ ? 5TTr ^  ?ft 

PfiT5*r ?mT
1 1 ? m  * ft v  ^  < ^ ry ' % ^ t p t  « t t

*ft$ fP? TT5T 5TR> q̂ T?# *?t q^fcf
?ft 3*T ^ 'r f  ^TTTT 5TT*? ZTT

f^T 3T̂ T |, *m IT? TO fr#?*

I  *
14.26 hrs.

[M r. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

JTffT ct ^ r  *  sft cn^resr tt

fa*tfq |?rr|^Tf% w w r m t  % tn^i 
? > tt |  < ftr  argn s f t r  *m r h

'TTdt 5ft  ?F^T 37 ^ T T f^ T ?  TfjT 

«*T i f  5T *RT Hiifl jft *PRT ^  Pt> s fh ff 

i? ^  ?TPHT furfur f t  Tjft| far 5 *

VRT H n<p JfspTT spt ZJf iTTT. apR"

I  I «f 5^ ^  *  5 ^ ^  ?rfr 
fsp fasTR t H H cP fc T STOTT t  tftT  *T?T 

<PP <pr<TpTTJ fcRTTKTm *T ?T^«T £ 
fW f̂ rspr̂ T q >ft faxiTTSTm
S jfa T T  ^  *7 «JTP- ^  srt*- ^  spT *T?5T 

Jft Sf>T =TTfT  ^  CT? ?T f i r  ? m

V srprrT't? 3*t ti f=r^
TTf5 ??r 8T CTPTJI q f T̂?V t  ftp f*T W.
f^ ir w  «TRr*5t  %  snrr i ?rr«r- 

n f ? ^ f ^ r u ^  
5  *A t *rfe ^

% it t t  T t  f ^ p f h r  iir fN’ s r  

*ftr tftfcRT « r  % «n5r w?# >ct jrara 
ftWT ?ft 535T % f?W >ff 5#
5>IT I *RRft*R*T 5»T W  ^ r % f̂ TTRh" 

249(A i)  LSD—5

f  «ftr ^  f r r o r o  mfcfr
vV %«pt 5*r «*#ir 9rftssr 1 % ftror- 

*rm «Rm ^ «rRr
^ r it% w r :v t f iR i f tw  « f t r<w% 
f t v r #  ¥V q»ftr ftrrr ftur f«BT 
g*r f w  « »< ]

1 frig ynm: ? t  ̂ t t  
^ c T t  a w ^  tnrnr ^ tf^r onw , 
'W frmTT^w^tan^TT
# ftwr vr ^  f̂rsr
5>ft | *ftr ^  ̂  ̂  *r»nraT f  ftt 
3ft  «re * »m  ^ f t  m  ?^ t ^  ^  %

^  ^  VTM®* ^t »ftT?R!Tf
V* qf? ?*r % f*W <TTO35f

W  SnfPT * T ^  5PPT ?ft P s r  ^RT VT 

’ F th v ,  ^ r  JTfrTr, ?ftT W ^ 't fJ T 'r f iP P  

!5tf«RT T ^ f t  ? 9f f  p r  Or^nr « R #  

^ s < f t r ? ^ r ^ f t t f 3R r ^ i r f f i p  

f^pik TT#
jpTTTT f ? m  aft y p  ft^TT, ^  *TPTT 

^  w m  % ? TOftw v& fz  w f ^ 4 «s, 

v ?7H r  T O fk m ^ s v  f t m  f ^ f t  3p p r  

®PT W O T  tT’ T R  'i f f  (q*i<4 5» ^ T  T T  f i m T  
5̂ rr 1 «r*ft aft * i fr  f^PTTf 

f* r r  *< k  ^ r  % srcr 3ft  w w  ?rm # 

5̂ 5?  ftnrr *raT **% jftw ra rj0?, ^HaHtii- 

y »r  « f t r  v t f  x ffc  f m  «rr 1 
’ r r o m  «^t ? ft v  ?ptt #  w  s m r  % 

W ^ ^ w r » F f h r t  1 

f t  #  H3̂ T t  STTTT T3̂  ^  «TC 

jlt l ’41 'd̂ î i'T *H*1<. 7«t«i tfiV»T ^  *U-
f t  »n ft t  *At  ? *n ^  f t r e r  % q^W V 

^^ im ^ftvT5r?nrr# fftp rr 
^ * T 3 r t r s p ^  q x  ^ i r a t q ^ W W

^  * r c w t  #  ^ n w f  >ft ^ « r  i f t *  v s  

*rs?r? ^  ^ t  % ? * ft r r  * r f t^ r  v t  

^ t s  %n£ ft? #  srpr % t o -------

5WIWJW »qftn : ar? FfPIR !fl{f, 
f ^ t  WftVK. «T I
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w  m  ^  w « w  \*nrtw 
w o t  tc fircPRH f  «rtr ^
^  w?t 5: *  $ w  f a  ^  *r? $irc 
ffc r fir » ft ta r  £  *M V  1 1 t ?  W fc  
a ft i[ t ,  f[?  w f  ’•msT ^  s s t  
* ls J n n r « F r ^ w  * * f t  i f t  t fq ffw

i#VTimrciTff^iT^T^i5PmT
*Jtf«f fkwpntft??*rrcr^wRr«r 

t ^ f  -vr? >pr, s « r  5 ^  t t .
iflT ^®ff w  *1? Mldsflr *TS*T
f c i * * r *rc*r *  ?*r *ft»r < r « f r « n ^  
<T?r *st $m r fw ra r^  t  j p p r

« jf IN ' % n  wk, 5 P5RT f^ r r  v k  <fhc 
*rntite ̂  ’ftar ^  vmt, **? ^ _
*th *ftr *ifaf ®rf^nff w  vra ^  £ 1 
*%  ?ft a ft *rr*nc«r *r*w r ^  f  fa *  3  ft? 
PwTOf
^  fTcft ft, *  ^ rq r r r f «m t 5
in imfmwfir nr ssr sn -̂ t 1 w fo r  
f t r t  *n? sm^TT |  f%  ^ff s r f^ sr  v t , 

fR*r % ?sre*ff hRi*5j * t  srF?ff 
»(5t fir in g *  *Ar PhPi^
SfgtST * t  WTH #  w  w  M
t n w r  ^  t fm r Tsrrr t  ’r f t r ^ ^ H  

f r r f r o r  f s p ^ f t ^ j^ ^ f r 'i . i r w r r w T  
<ftar t  «rtr %wrc *s| ft? 
firPrw T  *Fn !« f fa  f fc f t  t  ^  3rf^TT *n» 

fifsf t t  jht^t ft*fr fa f *  •ft'ft f^t 
t f t  t  t f r  s s  a r ?  s t f t  * t  3ft *%mr
$  *Tf f f ’TFJr f t  ^IT ^ ft' I ^  ^TTJT
IjrafT q r  sr-asm  % v *  w *  
v r  TrusRPP s r  * f t r  ^  vn j« ff
<5 T «TRT !PT^ f t r  ^T tw s r % «r«T 
t<  ?m1 f 't ’n  1 1 % srfir
*Tf W IT  T fpfr 'TTffT, “ TTW ^
»w: <rCTm i Wt *(f to  $rmr 
*tVc t o  t  ft? «r? «fr ^rynRT 
m  ^ w fo r | w  |

v w r  1 1% ?Jt WBW 
*r|W vr ^  ft* f t w %

« f r « f h : # r w :  
%>w # i w  <nc ft fiR  % 
ftra1 ?*r 5tftw «nr f*r ̂ ar <rc ftp»m;
«fpt ft*rr  $  ?ft ^ rw fs rw p # ^
f t w n  ;<nf^ ftf w  im r  ^r
Hddnfi f r  firn^fw ?t ^r xftr vr*r fr
^  jpftt % t o m ! vr wr f̂r< »r ftmr
3TTT, ^  5nmc w  v r  %

*rfosr ^ «pt4 «trh t «m r 1

•ft ^wrWt (arwnn^<) : q̂rrsrw
vgr&t, ^  Prr ^RTfr)’ *  3ft stfctut
srepr % ?mnf Ppn | 4 ?nrfr r̂ j

% faff ^t tpr vrsn-
w t  «r ^  51m  'jrr f t  w r | 1 ?r?sr 
irr % *T**zff srPnssr srt^

% Rt̂t f»T ^  «w  ? ^  w
?r̂ r % |it ft-amr ?r?:? ? w  ft
w  |, uftr v t f  f̂t 'tjiT 3ft
«ift srfĤ sr f̂t ^tr ^  % M  enr fturr 
irrcirr ?̂r vr ^jt fsrttsr 
?fsf^ % f̂t *r« firat *n ^
Tf̂ TT 1

f r f jR  ?>T (<TTRf % f lW  j f t  

t ft  f t  *rc f  * ft r  ?pr f ^ K  

?rt *m  «wwn> ?ft ^ ^̂ raraT ^ ?flR 
5T̂ r 5ffeT ftn1, 5[?T *pt 5)Pl44f
irr % Pr*ft *T3̂ r  ^ft *rf? r̂r *pt

sr?  ̂ «ft^ <T5 s rrw , sft7 ^  %
ft> ftr4t 7T3Pftf?w ^ 53t % 

jt? s rs t*  n ^ fm r m n t ,  TT^pftfrv 

Tfcr«T srr 3tr»t i

oft f̂t %r*r % ’TTt sf grrc
f?prr ^  m  ^  w z  ’ r ft  fterr ft? 

3*ff jf % ft>»ft *r^T  ftsN1 % 

P ro  v t f  nKtqr ?nmrr 1 1 *nft *rf f 
*rf >n?r <R?t »rS ft? *g  snr^r
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fir ita  %  f i r c t  $  1 ^  *r*nra T gf a rc

« < r*f %  i r o  * r f  $ ,
* r t  |  ft? m t  $  f t t f t  *re *ir %  

*nr v t  asSrar ^  ft*rr w  1 w v r  

t f »ww | fa  fatft fafo^r *wf? 
* *  v t f  wrctq- ^  $  1 *rfc h i  «rn?T 
wi# ft? *rc?r % *nrrc % *n% sft f 5  

s n n f t ^ iT  *re?r % *rpri gqfarer v t
3W % 35TC %T5T % ^^*nr*ft =FTt «JTT% 
3 , « f t r ^ ^ ^ 5 T a f t ^ T '5 r # r f w t  
f^pf srftw %■ sr r̂vjT anr 
55RRTT t. f*r *  5^ *n«r «pt ftparrr
t o t  p n  fa  wr%r*r % jjs*r*pfr #  
«frq^r % fa * ft W ?  ?RFT TO-
*TT*T ^  * t  «ff |

*ft TOffa $TRIT $ VfT fa 5*rnt 
TK jfce j star 5R 5 srere f t
vr sr*ftrr snrn^T Sr *rdt % 1 f t

^ r r  & fa  to 5pft<r *ft 3*ft ’rmrc'T
^  % f t  *w r ?> «rtr ^ r  ^ r srfasTR

* 5t  HTH f f f a  «PVTT *  f t  I A  ^ Ift 
w m r  i j w  *r ^ t  ^ t  ;fora- w r  «ft, 

% *n -̂<r ^ to * ^  <r3r fatfa ^ 
^ ^ c rr |  1 % f a *  3ft «ft fr o r ?  t o t  n̂=r
T fT  |  T O  f*P*TC IT*r Trsnfr^R? <T*3-
T jfir  w %?r <? ^ t t  srr t s t  ^n rfa  

*rr#f %TtT v ^ r  *>t ?rrf |  1 
tfk  A ^  5 fa
<rrff % *trr fatta | *rk s *t *ft ?ftMt 
f lk  vwvwt *ftr «*r % ftrapff ?pr
i f  TIHT f^ ts ft f  «ftr WT HtT^tT I 
f̂spJT 5TWT ?T J^t PmiT 3JT

fTvarr f ?  apmT %  * t s t  % v r T ’ft ir  
fffr^PT % *rpt?t ^ rw jf^  qTcff ,%T5r
W WtTTKX f  f  t  t ^  ^  # Ŵ TSTT 
■Vt ftq%  |, *ff?*TR j r a  fiftffl V t fw  
ĝfiryrtt *n  fs ro^ ra  f w  arr t?t |, 

5#gTftr q' mr%iTT<rprrt. ^  ^

% tR^nhr ̂  «rf«wR jrw  $ ftw  t  %rw
^ <TT#F Tt « tTT % 3&WT WT
?w?rr ^  1 <wf sf^f g«r vfsvncf v t  

v m  v  s nq r siiHT ’

em R  ®T|T ^  aret R rP T  iK W t 'J  

^ T  f t  >t| ^  I %15r T t tnfr ^

^qr# ^  ftnn »rzrr, ? w ^ r  vr atrigw, 
v t q ^ g t ^ r  v t ft? a  xr̂ ff
*  ^ t  «amir | ,  % r *r  #  y * ^ ? z  
«n€f ̂ r 5mr?T I, to  
n̂r sfhiT stprtt | 1 «ptt jt^tt ^ 

at ^ r  % m  hjut tt, V̂fir w  «ro^Tt 
1 ift ^  ^r to  v fiw w  

| %  %?sft5T »TTfrn: %rsr %

^tf <risrTPT %? x£r t, *nrr to  fa*ns 
?<r =r *rk arrgr $*t jpptt *r  
W*T 75TT ^T!T JT f t  P̂RTT f  ftp

1 »t s r v r ^ r , % 4 t  * f t  s p p r  ^r, 
%T5T ^ t  * ^ r ^ c  MliT *Pt 94n N  ®PT*TT 

«TT?̂  f  I *f ^ « d l  g ?m  ?f> 5WTT ̂ t
fo r fH  ^ ? t f M  t  =ft t o  s i r  ^ t  1 1

l*r #  *rsn?ror w r  *Pt ^ t w  

f«PSTT | I *TKrT tr̂ J jrfjreft

?iz ^ t ,  zraf*r if sftr ir^t Ti^f q fr r ft  

*2z % q«r # 5  ftjflr ^ o t t t  % tpkt 
? r k  %?5r %  ?rnr i n r i
x f k  %  trfT o m m r^ T  t t  ^ ^ r r  
% T?T f>? IZS* % f5W  v t f

^"r tfnt, ?ren^s wr 
tt5T % ^*nr # *faT?*rer f  Tt 't

fwT | *fk *rsn?iT5p smnr ?«r>rn; in #  
% 3ft m<**tcw y r«< ^ »  t» ^  srtftwt

w f ^ T  t . W  «1T5R  Pprr 3TPTT 

^rf^iT 1 fti’ f t  TT5XT ^  fsp*ft s f k  *nrff 
sdlW*! j|T 5*flPlM Iff?? &Tll&<f 

% *r «w  ^  «n7f % ?rr«r ^

?ft i f  H in ra T g  ft? t o  ^ t v  n $ f ^  1 
f W r a r  h rr^r «Ft m r  jw  ^w-ftfa  

^  >ft ?it«pt ^ t t  ^  grt f t » r  w  ? w
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mrff vfwnr % *Rnhr *nr
| * i [ I T  *TFT ^  ̂ R T  £>TT 

%  * f  V *  ^  $ w rt%  ^  *T»ft 
?W ?»ft fr*TT 5ft far 5?
3?r ^ t  ^  ’s n fH  vftK A  *resreiT 
5  f t r  m z  f^ r  f t r f ^ r  % *ft5R  * t  * ft 
f*r Trsr̂ ftftr % w  w  * *  %tn 
?m  firsr fi^sr w rft  aft *f^r 

fs rd ^ t i  * * r *nm=r <rc fasjar 
^ ft s ftn s i ^ r  % w fR t * t  

nfWT T̂ JTC*T 3PTT îT, t̂ *T w*w<iil 
g  * f f  i f t  S ff STTcT * t  FftVTX ^  f r
*p rs t fo r r *  f t  tot 1 *frq> W *ht  % 
irf? ^ftf ir^Rft *V «ft 5ft 3tf tftT 
*TT̂  TOT W WTH forr w  *fk 
?nr ŝt fsrarc vt stpt t o r  ^t nw-
SHV̂ T H${T ^ I zffT <i«f iki W>T T̂T
sn ff?1 A  ^ t  *rfta * w ,  * f  ss
O T  «FR 5RTPT «TC ^  f , fa 3* % 
srwM *¥ aft «nr ^ f  f t  *rar

iftt m  T*  f̂ RfTC TT m̂TRT 
T * % I f ^ K  ^  ?TFT H
TO# I

f?r snaft % *rr«r 4 *raro *t5tt f? 1

«it W1TT3T f%f viMiKzrer
3ft PwwiEwrc ^  sm ^  far*
«ft*PTJmT#t^^T *  3 7 ^  f^TT %
* f  *fpr $■ Hf?2r * t  snr-r | 1 5*t *r
^FTT ?Tft f*IT*TT 3fT SflFTT far H5»T 
qft srf^ST, T̂5pT % w w l *Pt 5T% 5̂T 
TT f*RTT «TH W  srPTT n̂ffir, *rtr 

SR5TW *TT f̂t jjt "4*1  ̂ ®lf 
TT fiWT ^  *Pt, 5̂ T

R̂PT % fT H'f' <nw T̂, ^t 
Srfa«5l ^ ^frf *f1f  ?Tf 3̂% T O  
75RT T̂TfcTT  ̂ I tifw, ftffi
?5RT ^ 3n R ! f f t t f t r f > T ? R * ^ t  
sri^st *ftr vt f m  rm,

« «pt %• ?wwf siftwr ^ftr ft^NT- 
f ^ R  v t  w r  r « f , w  %  « n r  ^  
T ^ 5 % ^ f 5 r % « f k ^ t s w f i  f ?  
W t t  f m  Pp 3ifr r &  * v g  f»r 
xffr ^  % ?Rf*ft «(5V ^ r s s T  t f t r  
f w n f W R  affY 5R«b s r n w v  f , 
w r  ^ r r  ^ t g m r v r f i r  ^ w w t
«pt grrs ^ft f  j?t ?ift 1 w  #  f^r 
W  fan>tif*n>r< % srw «Ft ^snrr ^ tn r 1

A w  w  ^ft v^tt f r  ^  
" ^ n ”  wqHPrawT %, ^fR

qft jrfinssr # ^ tt «pfT srrm
|  rft v f  v t  t r t r t  ?rfr ^ t r t  
=arrf^ 1 ^ ffe r f»r ^ t  *r f  ^  ^ ? r t  t m  
f*F faff 3uf̂ RT ^t 5tr«R ^ Jif ?tst sr#r 
f w  » m  % ^ r  ^ t  Tcs^fir w r  1 1

*n€f w t Tss^fir sfzrr v^l- 1 1 f * r  J?f
*  Tj?r 31t t  far T n s fn r  %  t o

^  XTt^fWT % 5T̂ T f»TT^ < t^ ft
A  3 T f  % ?i5?t *pt spft^r f e r r  *rr, 
^ T  ^ t  ^  »Tl'<(difl îT SHTvT d +  sFfT  
W l  !P IW  s p c j f ^ t
qft 5Rft? SFTaPT V5TW T V  f t  rft ^ T  
H ’ Tq1 ^  ^  «PfT IRH f t :  3ft fflfiflTW
% t  |  itrm^fh- ^  ^ h k  
^Tff# !fk  *flf^W +l«f+rtWl 
? m t  ?rns ^ N ^ r r  ^ifgq- 1 ^ r  
«t.T^>q- *T IT fT  5R> + ^ r  i fT T  f r  f ^ w H
vt sraK wfr gwhF<<riVrg m  | 
m Ht ?rraT3ir«rK t t  a p n  f  1 t®5-
^ f*r |  ^ r  TT^f * r k  ??r sren q r  f^i«nT 
«f>r  ̂ ?t»r  f * r  ^ t  v t  * r *^
a m  <<^ht sftr ^P TT  ^ T ffV  
fjp O T  TT€f % 5frft ^ t  %$ 5 P f * m  
srm# «pt aft 9 t o t  q t f t f t  | ,  w  
w  snffr f w r  w
itt M t  «fh : ??r %  »ft#
«RfT «r^t v F n r r  «ft, «tt f*P?ft j? rtt
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VPPIT i 4* 4i^nl ^l^dl ^ ft? W  
TJV 51*? % 5TTt*T JTTT $*T S*TF #  fa 

*T  ^S hP T
y n  t  w  «n*f % fires sw r

^t 5T?rf ?— f̂ RT f t  $*TRt «R*»TTT 
^  *T *1̂  'sl'ia »i l̂

t  I

^  mo *o «n»i : ^ fa
^  v R y  f t  *r$ ^rf%rq- w t  n3»t t t  

forr arm ?

« ft u re ra  : v! ^  ? ft * ^ t t
’STT̂ TT jj f a  *f% ft  STTCET ^ ft  

% fa r j ^ ^ ? n s i r | f % 3 R f ^ t 5 f t » r  
tn p ft ^  * t k i  t c  vnnT  7^ , ^  ^ 5 -

*  JBi ^  *nc 3%  I *PTC

5 §S fa *rr | ,  5f t  * m t  s ftfr  xttx 
m  crrt^f h « r f r ^  ’FT %, ?m  
*PTR- % 5PT *r T fr# 5 T  *PT % faHT |  I

f  fa  5R vs s  u * ?  
*f fafcff 5TRH % &W  oHfaPRT SWT-
■wf 5 j^  §4)1, 5f t  fW H  zrsft f in - ^ 5 t
^ fa f5T &T ^ *TFT *r*m—  
'JT'PTS—  SRFT'T §■, ^ lcr>»1 sra’  ̂£'*•?
S “fa rz  #S*TT”  ^T STFTR S m  T O , 
5Tt 5*^ *r •F̂ 'TT 5p> f̂iT faTT fa ’MM 
?V?Tf sfl- ^PR^r ^  fa f^ T  T O T
s it t ,  ^  ?ft "<fto™r *rrr”
I  I

^ 5  FTflR tv H W I : WT SfJ ?R
t  ?

WWTPf ftlî  • +0  ̂W dirt 4
*r? t  fa ^  vt jf jftf̂ prr t^r, 
<tt?5 f o ^ r w  TrapfrffT #  *r 
«F tf *b ^ % m  1 «rrsr f ^ s r n r  
f t  T rap ftfir s  fWR <mff spt ̂ t f  
11^  m  n f w  j t r t  i ,  ?ft * 5  ? s  ftrq : 

| fa  $ v t f  <r*a5T *FT*r fam |

sffw firtj | fa  srrcrcnref T^f *f>t 
JT fR JT T  n H t  %  P r e re f f t t  ^ r  v r  
«n ra T  %  % r  %  f a q ; * t  ^n p»T ^ r r f ^  

m  ^ r  5T ^  Jf̂ r f tw  1

f^ J frr  f?nr??r ^  | fa 
fafaTftWR % spr v t ^

« n r f  %  f a z s  f r f ^ s ^ t ^ v r .  
?fiT 1 3^ 5W # ?#r *ffa*rnr #  
f w w  7̂?T f # s tw  f  fa  # 
f p i p r PT #' s f ^ T R  %■ JJ^nfS RT w i  

r̂arr cw
^ ' ^ > r m ^ ^ » T \ a p T ^ T !a r r ff T  1

3qTHWT U5tw : ^  TjgTR faqT 
art Tfr ̂  fa ?n^r #' 3ft «Ffr ̂ rr
tfr| , ^  ;iflr 1 1 p f f f f  ̂ nr̂ r 4
^ r  «tt  f a  ^ r s r  w  a ft  *ra??r
* l H » f t JT i&fr ‘ i PlTB T T  3TpT ^  I

« f t  T O T T J f  4  5rPT5Tr t  %
%77T =pY 5T7? 5Tf? rg^V=dM *i 35T fT
5rm ?r ? r , sft ^ ? fr  tfp ;  srf?r t f t  s >  

? ,  fs p r  ^ ft s n j fo r  ?fflf ^ i r  1 
^fa^ ITS | fa  WT fPT ?ffa svr s, 
f ^ M R  t  ^ ft  f a [  ^ r  T^rr t ,  ^  t t  

5 R  i%  5 , 3R 1 vi i f t  f l H r w m  ^ = r  

^ t | ,  W ^ T J T f f « r C O T ^ t  s ^ t  
5R=#tT ^  r ^ ?  ,  ?1T ^  I S  ^
•ptht ^ t t  fa  ?*r w mar aft 
snrer |T r ft  |, ^t fast* ?T fr^r ^ ?*r

i f t  f f , ^  %  sf|7r ^ s r  ^ t
%  f M T T r f ^ F R  %  ^  5^1f ^  T |

1 1 *  5ft IT? »m ? r T t  f  f a  ^ T  «TTf2*ff %  
^ r  jj?  ^  I  I “?% t” 5T5? %
s r # r  I t  q r e f fr r «pi a ft  
w m r fwr ^ r  % f^rr g?r ?rwr spr 
s r ^ m  ^  a r f a r  3f t  ? n rr ? t  a r^ ft  
= ^ 5  * f t ,  er«r H  %tt* f ^ f f  #' «rs5 tf 
« f t  s r ^ m  i t i  %  w ?  s t t  f r r s t  w t  

I  1 * n r  f ? r  sre?r v * t  f » r  
te fn  %  ju p t  « t  w p ?  *n p f
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vjpW, arf?f> f*r wrt *nrm Tnrftfv *r 
*arrft» $=fTfrvpr
^ ^ r i f t  vfa«r *fft Trapftfa % fair 
*r*er f>n  1

s*rf«rancr ^  ̂  <srnraT 5  f r  
fa z  snro «r«sjr f t  ?r^rr 1

*ram *rf * f t  | fa  f r o *  % snro tfk  

«M^fre>% gn ro 5 f^ f> y  t qTqf f  1
STfT ?Ifr *  TO?FTT jT, TO H sRlf f>«fr

^  | % srrcw w *fk  *xr* sj^t
^  SrTTO W f>tf * f t  f , TO f?t tftfoi)
*f f?tf f i*  JJft f  I fTOT^ ztffa zftTOT 
f?t wff*T ^rnft' |, TOt vt ^ p t  ?rk 
j n  spr^^rsrar «rnff f  1

*T3T S R * ?ft *T? ^  fo  W  g*T ?*T fsRPTT- 
f^PTT % 5PR ?Ff ?^TT «T?r  ̂ $, %

^t ifVfoT <rtg »TT
an*? *rk f*rr??i st^t t t  ^  r?%

spt w m zrt
% f%rtr <ft̂ r «rtT tjNcT m ? 
m r  &T f*re TTjpft % ?*r* ^nf, 
eft Iff * W  f  %  *Tfc '*#'??” 5T3? 
«PT ST̂TRT fa*TT >HIT t fk  V<f ifcd *PT* % 
f o r  f% zrr w — s f a r  far n r  s n n fc R r  

fvrr— eft JT? ^  «tt sfk
nmnnqpis. m  sprtn * f t  ?t>tt 
^rff?  *rr * fk  t o  *  fW vrfk vR  %

w  sre* 35 wrm f  1 «Tf%?r 
qfc fiKPnfirm  frr src* 3 5 , <ft t o  % 
irnr f *  & r t  ftm  %  ŝ rfor fit 
f*r farot *rarr ^ s fit  ff, p t *sr v m *  
spt flRNifwrc ?rf*rfer *  w i m  jtf 
T O  *rc fasrcr ^  q r?5 gft f  5 f t  * r r r  $, 
^ ^ r « t |  1 %rr fa^rr *r? | fa s r  

^  ^  T ^ r  t -  # ■  |  * f k
^ ? s r  *r * *  *mf sppf !?rwTT qft |, 
f^ rvt 7W *rc# v t qr^?r ^  | 1 

rea m  H ftw  ^t f?r «rc ^tkt qftt 
^  sft ¥ ^ n f t |  1 ^rsrraw vtaft

» r i« t  «rr, art «rr, ^  ̂ c u p p r  1 1
*  5  f r  irft v*^Pprt «n€f
3Rgr?fta a rt%  % * m r  %
ftn ffR T  TT I ,  eft 3% *fH H r 'TT’TT fT
f? r wr% i f t  *r?Rft ^ r f ^ r  ^  ?r f> f r  
=srrf^T 1 ?f q r o  f f t r  ^r *rRcn' jr f«i> ^  
«T?Rft t ,  ??r 5»ft s r? r ermT a r f w  
v t f  f t ,  %r?r v r  sffo; fn P K e r
f t ,  ^ t |  sr^rr srr f t  1 ^rfsFT ^  
m j t w r ? u ^ t t % fosra A ffsp5? 
K im r 5 *  5 tt f  ^ t  |  f t f  %r<=r
V t^ fr FF ?  5TT%?T ^ 5T ^ T  f^TJ i f f  
« m ^ r ft 3TT » ft  |  v k  iPTT ^rrx : sr^sr 
*rr i H  fkfoterr x$r ftcrr, err tr^ff ^ ft f  
s TRT^rfW r 1 ^ f t i r f  fJRrsrrr f t ,  
% fr?r qfr spmT %  $  *n j
^ : r r  # st | ,  eft f | ? f ?crre ^ r  ^ t  
Tnsr^ftfer % fa iT  %ftr ?m R  % fa rr tr?  
? r ^ r  1 1 5*r fgrtnr «n fVcRT 
f t  ^  t ,  t o  ^>t ? m ? r  f "  v i
^n=?fsr #  5THT * f r  ^ ifg rf 1 s n ^ ;ft
^  ?r s »r !p r t  m  q??™i vt & rr |T, 
^  w r  wt f¥ ̂ 't t  sr^m r
«tt sfk to  fit srfTftm ferr w  wk
w  STTTT f»T % f̂ rtTrf'TTTT’
SPT 3 T ? * m  fT JT T  »nTT, ^»T A
*Tn * f\ 5T5JTT ’STlffrr I W  fr  4 # 5p?T, 
V i  T i^ f % s ftm  *Pt s ttp - ^  ? rm
v k  ̂ 5 9 ^ ^  VT ̂ Tt<T TT# v t  W W  5[1S
r̂ Tft f 1 1 ptt^ f*pr «ft- ?nf

ST ? ft T O T  JTSfTTT « * { H | 5 f t  f T  J T m  

fjpiTT I SIT Tt TO5T# ? %  TO tft TT#f % 
t o t *  f i t f  f ^ ' n ^ f ' » i f s * « P k t  t ,  
«rtf ̂ ptt rr w  *ft w fti mt| 
5ts?> * t  sn ftn  w k  ^? rr g fw  to w  
f ^ ,  % fT * A T?*fT f  f% flT  ^ “t
ckkrr ??rT*rm fr?*T ,>n^t f ,  t o  % 
f*TRT * f t  fV rr 1 x n ^ p ft
fft f*r fR*r w n  f , to  % Pwt*
f * r  f f t  # f r o  f r  «r? *rr  f i * r r f



*735 Motion of Privilege 27 NOVEMBER 1958 Motion of Privilege 1736

tf<nfrv ?rrr$ q f  >ft—
f»r ?nr t?  f , *tst?rt nftft % ftr?Rff 

T’t: ^  t t  ?ry ft? ir*r ?^rr
« t r  t  1 tft *  sfrr i m  

»rt f  *flr *mr * <j*rr t o t  
WO « s t ^  -TR̂  *HPT ̂ .TTSpfrtrr
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Shri A. K. Gopalan (Kasergod): 
Alter the Prime Minister’s speech and 
the good sentiments that had been 
expressed by him, I do not want to 
rake up those things that had been 
•aid here about me personally. Shri 
Asoka Mehta had said something

about me. If I have opportunities on 
other occasions I shall reply to them. 
I want only to speak on two points.

Shri Frank Anthony, while he was 
pleading for referring this motion to 
the Privileges Committee, said that 
there was some basis behind the sec
ond telegram, and that the telegram 
itself was the reason why it should be 
sent to the Privileges Committee. I 
want to read out the second telegram 
and then say that if the second tele
gram is the basis, then my opinion is 
that the matter should stop here, and 
no discussion should be there. I am 
sorry that even though at that time 
we had raised certain points, yet, 
unfortunately, the Speaker admitted 
this motion; if ho had not, then these 
things would not have happened.

The second telegram says:

“I never intended to publish 
this telegram. On the contrary 
meant for your consumption only. 
Moreover never intended cast 
aspersions or reflection on any 
Member of Parliament or his con
duct or proceedings wf House. 
Context makes clear my meaning 
that if State not allowed to pre
sent correct facts an one-sided 
version from a Member may 
appear as slahder on Kerala 
Government. Never meant to 
make imputation on Member but 
pleaded that if Kerala Govern
ment’s case not before Hou.so ’m- 
pression would be damaging to 
my Government. Pray explain 
position to Hon. Speaker and my 
complete absence of intention to 
cast aspersion on Member of the 
House.".

The sccond telegram definitely says 
that it was not intended against any 
Member of the House and there was 
no question of reflection on any Mem
ber of Parliament or on Parliament 
itself. In the last portion, he says: 
*My complete absence of intention to 
east aspersions on Members of the 
House’. Not only that. In the second 
sentence, he says: ‘Context makes
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clear my meaning that if State not 
allowed to present correct facts, a 
one-sided version from a Member may 
appear on Kerala Government’. A 
Member gives a version here. The 
Member thinks that it is a correct 
version. It may not be a correct ver
sion. But when the Member gives the 
version to Parliament and if the Gov
ernment against whom it is made is 
not there, is not represented there, to 
contradict it and say that it is not 
correct, it means it is a slander on 
the Kerala Government. This is all 
that he has said. This one-sided ver
sion goes outside and it becomes a 
slander against the Kerala Govern
ment. That is what he has said. 1 
want to point out that that is the 
correct position.

There was an adjournment motion 
tabled by Shri Asoka Mehta sometime 
ago. There was also a discussion on 
the admissibility of that Motion for 
some time. Shri Asoka Mehta pointed 
out certain things. The Kerala Gov
ernment or their representatives were 
not here to reply to that. We also 
did not know about the truth of the 
contents of the telegram. So we 
could not.say anything. But that has 
gone into the proceedings and the 
country. The version was that one 
Velayudhan was attacked by Com
munists. It was said that there was 
something done to him on political 
considerations. When I inquired, I 
understood that immediately the ques
tion came up for discussion in Parlia
ment and it was published, Shri 
Velayudhan gave a statement to the 
papers that this incident had nothing 
to do with politics, there was nothing 
between the Congress and the Com
munists in this. He said that some 
girls belonging to that house were 
going to school. Then some people 
made fun of them and there was an 
exchange of words between Velayu
dhan and the others. When Velayudhan 
was returning in the evening, he was 
attacked by some people. Velayudhan 
was out of the hospital. He had given
• dying declaration. In that declara

tion, he had said that this had 
nothing to do with politics; it was 
because of a quarrel between his son 
and some other people, and when he 
was returning home, he was attacked.

When something is presented here, 
it may be correct or not correct. 
Suppose I place some facts here. I 
have an adjournment tabled here or 
I give notice of some other motions 
here. The Government concerned is 
not here to reply. What happens is 
that when there is no reply by the 
Government of Kerala, which is the 
concerned Government, it will be a 
slander on that Government.

So it is not a question of the word 
‘slander’. Here is the Chief Minister 
of a State. You may not like his 
qualities and his party. My hon. 
friend, Shri Asoka Mehta, referred to 
a contempt of court incident. When 
he knew that he had made a certain 
statement after the matter had 
been filed in the High Court and that 
it was not a proper thing to do, he 
went to the High Court and said he 
was sorry about it. Then the Chief 
Justico remarked to the Chief Minis
ter: “Your prestige and your stature 
have gone high by this”.

So as far as the Chief Minister is 
concemcd, if he had intentionally done 
that, he would have said that he had 
done that. But what he says in the 
telegram is very clear. I am not 
going into the constitutional point 
whether it is a confidential document 
or not. Here he has definitely said: 
‘I did not mean anything. I did not 
mean any reflection on any Member.'. 
What he said was this: Tf you are 
taking cognisance of something against 
the Kerala Government and if Mem
bers are allowed to represent the 
matter anyway they like and we are 
not represented to reply to that and 
we cannot say anything about it, it 
must be a slander against the Kerala 
Government*. He has also drawn 
attention to the fact that he used the 
word ‘slander* only in that context.



<739 Motwn of Privilege 27 NOVEMBER 1958 Motion of Privilege 1740

Be again makes clear—‘My complete 
absence of intention to cast aspersion 
on the Members The Speaker may be 
informed’ He says that he had 
absolutely no intention of casting 
Aspersions on the House So by send
ing this motion to the Privileges Com
mittee, what is it that we are going to 
■achieve’  As the Prime Minister has 
said, as far as a Chief Minister and 
his duties are concerned, it will be not 
only a very difficult matter, but Par
liament will have always to take 
these things into its cognisance, and 
Parliaments time will be sufficient 
only to discuss about certain words 
and so on

It is true as the Prime Minister has 
said, that in the heat of the moment 
we may sometimes use ccrtam words 
But here the Chief Minister makes it 
very clear that what he said was that 
if the Kerala Government was not 
represented here to put its case a 
one-sided veision would go round the 
country and that it would be a blander 
on that Government

I have nothing more to say except 
this that after receipt of the second 
telegram I think it is quite essential, 
if we want, as the Prime Minister 
said, to restore the dignity and privi
lege of this House, we should better 
end this matter here As far as other 
things are concerned, I do not want 
to say anything But I only want to 
refer to one thing The Prime Minis
ter asked my Party and others to be 
careful m our speeches and writings 
I  accept it I would only request him 
to see that as far as the Congress 
members in Kerala are also concern
ed, they might also be careful in their 
open speeches and writings, so that 
with carefulness on both sides, such 
things may not recur and there may 
be harmony all round After this, I 
hope that the House will certainly 
decide that the thing is over and there 
is no question of sending it to the 
Privileges Committee

Shri Mahanty (Dhenkanal) I have 
no intention to prolong this bitter and

acrimonious debate, but if I do so, it 
is precisely for the reason that some 
of the basic issues have been confused, 
and the House has been left with a 
sort of distorted impression I  shall 
venture to put forth my views for 
what they are worth

The basic fact has to be remembered 
that the arms of this House are long 
enough and strong enough to lay them 
on any person, be he the Chief Muns
ter of Kerala or be he even the Prime 
Minister of India, if that person com
mits certam acts which infrmge the 
majesty and dignity of this House 
That is a fact which cannot be 
assailed

The next point we have to consider 
is whether the Chief Minister of 
Kerala in the telegram which was 
sent—whether by releasing that tele
gram and by giving it publicity m the 
Press—has committed any breach of 
privilege or not The House in its 
wisdom may condone any such action. 
That is one thing But it becomes a 
rompletely different thing if it is said 
that no breach of privilege has been 
committed

I would, therefore, request the 
House to differentiati. between these 
issue;, and see what is the genesis of 
this matter It will be remembered 
that during the last session an adjourn
ment motion was tabled by Or K B. 
Menon alleging certam incidents 
happening in Kerala While the 
Speaker was considering the admissi
bility of the motion, a question was 
raised as to who would answer on 
behalf of the Government of Kerala 
At that time, it was held that the 
Government of Kerala has been func
tioning m this matter through the 
Minister of Home Affairs of the Gov
ernment of India Therefore, if any 
answer had to be offered, it would be 
by no less a person than the Home 
Minister Then the Home Minister of 
the Government of India naturally 
pleaded that unless he referred this 
matter to the Chief Minister of Kerala, 
he would not be in a position to ac
quaint the House with the real state
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of affairs. Therefore, while the House 
was seized of this, question, while the 
Speaker was seized of this question, 
a telegram was received from the 
Chief Minister of Kerala which was 
addressed to the Home Minister of 
India for the consumption of the 
Speaker.

15 hr*.

An Hon. Member: For the consump
tion of the Speaker?

Shri Mahanty: I will come to the 
"consumption” part later. x

The first point that I wish to raise 
is, is it right, is it open to the Speaker 
to withhold a particular document 
which is rightly the property of the 
House. That is a point which has to 
be clarified to the House. I am not 
concemcd whether it is the Communist 
Ministry or "any other Ministry. I 
yield to none in my anxiety to see that 
a non-Congress Ministry functions in 
a State and functions effectively. The 
real issue is whether the Speaker is 
entitled to withold the document and 
whether he is not going to share his 
confidence with the House. If the 
Speaker says that he is not going to 
share his confidence with the House, 
then it is for the House to say that the 
House does not want to share confi
dence with him. That will be a very 
bad day for any Speaker. Even though 
it might have been meant for the 
Speaker for his own “consumption”, 
the House has also to share it.

The second telegram says that the 
first telegram though it had used the 
word “slander” it was not meant for the 
House and was meant only for the 
Speaker.

Shri Tangamani: No; for the Home 
Minister.

Shri Mahanty: Yes, for the Home 
Minister. It was for the consumption 
of the Home Minister in relation to a 
matter with which this House was

seized. The Speaker has also got • 
part of that "consumption”. He might 
have {bought—after this consump
tion—that this matter, that this ad
journment motion should not be 
allowed. But unless the House knows 
the circumstances under which that 
particular adjournment motion has 
been disallowed, it will be unfair both 
to the subject-matter of the conside
ration and also to the House. There
fore, even though it might have been 
meant for the Home Minister, even 
though it might have been meant for 
the Speaker, it was primarily meant 
for this House. This hon. House 
should have to judge whether the 
particular adjournment motion was 
admissible or not.

The second telegram admits that 
prima facie certain words might have 
been used in the first telegram adver
tently or inadvertently which had the 
effect of maligning the House or 
infringing its dignity but mentions 
that the first telegram was not meant 
for the House. That makes the position 
worse, because to say the least it is 
a breach of faith. The House is being 
maligned. If an individual member is 
maligned, to that extent, the entire 
House is maligned. It is one thing to 
say, *1 have done so; for that I express 
regret’; but, it is a completely differ
ent thing to say, ‘Yes, I have maligned 
somebody but behind, his back.’ That 
is unconscionable. That makes the 
position worse. What is troubling me 
is this: what is there to prevent the 
Chief Minister of Kerala to say, *Yes, 
I did it; I am sorry for it; I  did not 
mean it; if anybody has taken it seri
ously, I am sorry.’ The other day 
he went to the High Court and said, 
1  am sorry for it’ and tendered his 
apology. That would have been digni
fied of him.

I  had expected some of our com
munist friends to have admitted the 
matter. There can be no escape from 
the fact that in the first telegram the
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word 'slander’ was used. Slander is 
a word which is highly objectionable. 
It has been admitted in the second 
telegram, but it has been stated that 
the first telegram was not meant for 
the House

Before I conclude my speech, I 
would like to submit to you in all 
humility whether you are going to 
rule that a document which was ger
mane to a matter which was under 
consideration in the House can be 
treated as confidential and whether the 
Home Minister cannot be asked to lay 
it on the Table of the House I would 
like to know where is the secrecy 
about it It is true that Membeis of 
Cabinet are bound by oaths of secrecy 
as much as we are bound by oaths of 
secrecy But the question here is this 
The telegram was sent If I go to the 
post office m Trivandrum or Kerala, 
wherever it might be if I deposit the 
requisite amount of fees and make an 
application in the requisite manner, 
what will prevent the postal authori
ties from supplying me a copy of the 
telegram I am not conversant with 
that part of the law But, according 
to my layman’s knowledge I know 
that a telegram can never be consider
ed as a secret document under which 
the Government of India can take 
shelter Therefore, I hold and main
tain that there has been a breach of 
privilege

But, I would appeal, now that its 
purpose has been served, the House 
may condone that act It has served 
its purpose and the lesson has been 
driven home A breach of privilege 
has been communicated and the House 
may condone that action

But, it will be a completely differ
ent proposition if it is said that no 
breach of privilege has been commit
ted taking umbrage under the fact 
that in the second telegram the first 
telegram was sought to be disowned

I am of the opinion that a breach of 
privilege has been committed; but, as 
has been said by some hon. Members

since it has served its purpose, the 
matter should not be pressed

Shrimatl Renuka Ray: Mr Deputy- 
Speaker, Sir, I thank for your giving 
me a little time and I shall try to say 
what I have to say as briefly as 
possible

I think our Prime Minister has 
rightly said that this is a matter that 
should be discussed absolutely objec
tively and dispassionately It is un
fortunate if political ideologies are 
dragged into it because it is a matter 
of the privilege of the Members of this 
House This House is the custodian 
of the people’s rights and any curtail
ment of the privileges of this House 
is a curtailment of the people’s rights. 
As such, it is necessarily our duty and 
our responsibility as Members of this 
House to view this matter not from 
any political angle but simply from the 
one and only angle as to whether in 
any way this will be a precedent, if 
we allow it to pass bv, that posterity 
might say of us, that history might 
say of us that young though we were 
as a democracy, we were not zealous 
o£ our rights and we allowed the rights 
of this House to be curtailed because 
a majority in this House—let me be 
frank—were embarrassed Why were 
we embarrassed9 Because it happens 
that an eminent man, the Chief Min
ister, belonging to a party to which 
many of us do not belong, is, in fact, 
involved, and that the privilege 
motion that has been brought before 
this House is bemg viewed not objec
tively We do not want to be embar
rassed by other matters which are 
really extraneous to the issue

Therefore, I say that it is very 
necessary for us to view it from the 
proper angle and to remember that 
“Eternal vigilance is the price of 
democracy” If today we allow our 
own embarrassments to come in the 
way of doing our duty as Members of 
this House, then, It will be extremely 
wrong of us We shall have done 
somethmg for which posterity might 
well say of us that we did not cherish
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the freedom that the Constitution has 
given us The privileges of this House 
are a part really of the privileges of 
the people themselves, of democracy 
as we view it Sir, the Opposition 
Leader, Shri Dange, spoke about the 
fact that today a great deal had been 
said and was being said regarding the 
privileges and privileges being made 
too much of regarding the British 
House of Commons There is a vital 
difference between the privilege of a 
Member while he is discharging his 
duty as a Member of this House and 
the privilege that might be considered 
pertaining to him only because he is 
a Member of this House These are 
two widely different things and we 
have to see the demarcation between 
them A Member is trying to perform 
his duty in whatever light he may see 
it and his privileges should certainly 
be guarded zealously by every Member 
of this House, irrespective of party 
differences

mature should not go down and not 
pecause of any other feeling.

Many things have been said regard
ing intimidation and many extraneous 
issues have been brought in which are 
iiot quite pertinent to this motion. I 
pave been in Kerala very recently but 
pot for any political purpose and I 
pave received the greatest hospitality 
from the Government of Kerala They 
pave given us opportunities to see 
things While seeing things which are 
pot of a political nature we have 
found that there seems to be some 
kind of difficulty on the part of the 
people to express thcmstlves as they 
* quM  lika to Bill that, ol couxse «. 
not quite pertinent to the issue and 
I do not want to bring it up But I do 
want to say this

Mr. Speaker: That is not lelevant

1511 hrs.

[M r Speaker in the Chair]

It is unfortunate that on the floor of 
this House a great many things have 
been dragged m and a great many 
things said about our own party These 
are extraneous So far as the Chief 
Minister of Kerala is concerned, per
sonally speaking, or even from the 
Party angle, we have nothing against 
him, he ib a good man who work* 
according to his own light It is not a 
personal issue It is an issue of the 
rights and privileges of this House 
When this matter goes to the privile
ges Committee, as the last speaker has 
said, it will decide I am sure that a 
vindictive attitude will not be taken 
by the Privileges Committee where 
the representatives of all sides of this 
House are represented I cannot say 
here what view it would take ulti
mately But I am sure that this motion 
is being supported by so many because 
of the fact that a precedent of this

Shnmati Renuka Ray: Intimidation, 
>lander and all these words are used 
by so man> people Let them also not 
forget that, when they try to impute 
motives regarding the reasons for 
which Members of this House want to 
bring up this motion, they should look 
into their hearts and sec whether 
they really believe in the Constitution 
and democracy and the safeguarding 
fit these In the ultimate analysis, this 
motion is for the safeguarding of the 
Constitution and of democracy I am 
glad the> are working under the Con
stitution today and I hope that they 
will join us m earnest in upholding 
>t That is the real reason why so 
many of us feel that this motion is of 
importance and we cannot let this go 
We do not want to be vindictive We 
do not want personal or party consi
derations to weigh with us We do 
feel that if it had been any other Chief 
Minister, say of our own Party, of 
any other State, even then this matter 
would have been taken up and we 
would not have felt this hesitancy that 
is felt today We must objectively
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and dispassionately view this matter 
and consider it only from the one 
angle This House is the custodian of 
people’s rights and it is sovereign In 
future this kind of thing may happen 
again and if it is not taken up now, 
gradually this House and democracy 
itself would be weakened

Shri M R. Masani. Mr Speaker, 
the Leader of the House has -fol
lowed the highest traditions of 
the British House of Commons m 
making it clear that, on a motion 
of privilege of this nature, neither 
the Government nor the parties 
normally function It is really a 
question of the House as a whole and 
for its individual Members to consi
der as to what has taken place and 
what action should properly follow 
The Prime Minister did indicate his 
personal preference by saying that 
perhaps he would have liked this 
matter not to have come before this 
House but, as he quite rightly pointed 
out, this House is now seized of it 
While two or three Members have 
appealed to me to withdraw the 
motion I feel that this motion is no 
more a kind of a private property 
of my own, it belongs to the House 
itself, and the House is now seized of 
it It is for the House to consider 
whether the motion that I made two 
months ago is or is not warranted

Now Sir there are some lrrelevan- 
cies which have crept m this
morning One of these was the
attempt to import the federal
structure and to bring m the relation
ship between the Central and the 
State Governments which had nothing 
whatever to do with this case
Equally irrelevant were the motives 
of conspiracy which were alleged 
against all of us by the Party con 
cemed What is relevant is whether 
a citizen of India—the fact that he is 
the Chief Minister of a State or be 
longs to a particular political party 
is not of the essence of it—outside 
this House has or has not infringed 
the privileges of the House and com
mitted a contempt Shn Mahanty who 
spoke before me pointed out that

nothing stopped the individual con
cerned dunng the two full months that 
have passed since from tendering the 
same kind of unqualified apology as he 
did m the High Court of Kerala before 
which he was brought for contempt 
But these two months have been 
allowed to pass without the kind of 
amends which would have beeq 
enough to make all of us agree that 
these proceedings should be dropped 
In fact, Shn Gopalan has just now 
said something to justify the use of 
the word "slander” by pointing out 
that it was used in a certain context 
and sought to make it legitimate. 
Shn Dange pointed out that we should 
not be thin-skinned and worry about 
criticism Nobody worries about 
criticism at all I had said m my 
opening speech two months ago that 
if we were called fools or unwise 
people who did not know the inter
ests of the country or how to serve 
them then it was all right But 
when people attribute motives of 
malice and mendacity, because slander 
imputes motives of mendacity and 
malice, then our integrity and honesty 
in performing our duties is impugned 
It is not against criticism that anyone 
jibs at all Let there be good and 
free criticism of Members of Parlia
ment collectively and individually, 
but let their motives when they are 
functioning in this House m pursuit of 
their obligations to their constituen
cies and to the people of this country, 
not be impugned It is a very good 
warning for them

Those who have read May will 
recall that the reason for this is 
that this House is the sole judge of 
the legitimacy of the actions of its 
Members It is for this House and 
you Sir, as its presiding authority 
to pull up any of us if we behave in 
an undignified way or sav things 
which we should not say But it is 
not right for anyone outside this 
House to sit in judgment on the hon
esty and the motives of anyone who 
functions in this House It would 
make it impossible for the hon Mem
bers of this House to function freely 
if they were to be faced with the kind
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-of intimidation that comes of terms 
being i-eard against them that should 
not be hurled at Members of Parlia
ment for performing their duties 
Now, this House has three motions 
before it  Dr. K. B Menon’s amend
ment seeks to establish that a contempt 
has been committed I, Sir, do not 

.myself have very much doubt on 
that point, but I realise that it may 
be necessary to investigate whether a 
contempt has been committed and 
whether, for instance, there has been 
publication on the part of the indivi
dual concerned That is why, Sir, at 
the end of my motion I have kept it 
completely neutral and non-commit
tal All that the resolution that I pre
sented to 4he House ,s$ys is

“this House resolves that the 
matter be referred to the Com
mittee of Privileges for investiga
tion as to whether a breach of pri
vilege of the House and of the 
hon Members concerned has been 
committed, and whether any con
tempt of the House thus commit
ted has been adequately purged, 
and that the Committee be re
quested to present its report ”
The Committee is asked, Sir, to m 

vestigate and report to the Hou e on 
the first day of the next Ses
sion That makes this motion nothing 
of the nature of persecution, nothing 
of the nature of a judgment, nothing 
of the nature of condemnation It 
is a request for investigation by a body 
of Members of the House composed 
of Members of all parties of this 
House with our own Deputy-Speaker 
at its head 

Sir, in the course of the discussion 
many issues have arisen which call 
for investigation Apart from the main 
question whether contempt has been 
committed on which I have brought 
in the motion, other issues have aris
en The Chief Minister m his second 
telegram has alleged that he had 
meant the first one to be confidential 
The hon Member, Dr K B Menon, 
today has made an important dis
closure that, to the best of his know

ledge after investigation on the spat, 
he has reason to believe that this first 
telegram, almost simultaneously with 
its despatch through the telegraph 
office to our Home Minister, was re
leased to the news agency concerned 
by no less a person than the Private 
Secretary or Personal Assistant. 
Shri Sharma, of the Chief Minister 
himself If this is a fact, then the 
second telegram, far from being an 
apology or amends, adds insult to 
injury It seeks to mislead the House 
*bout a fundamental thing—whether 
this was meant to be confidential or 
Hot However, we do not know for 
sure about it We want the Privileges 
Committee to call the relevant wit
nesses and to find out whether this 
Has so, and whether it was marked 
Confidential as alleged m the second 
telegram These are things that need

be investigated We are faced with 
the position that although two 
Months have passed no amends have 
been made to this House as was made 
^  the case of the Kerala High Court.

Now, Shri Narayanankutty Menon 
has moved a substitute motion He 
relies on the confidential nature of 
the first telegram He then goes on 
to say that it would be improper and 
^appropriate for this House to insti
tute anv action Sir, I wonder whe- 
’ her this is not again an attack on the 
decision that you gave, that there was 
a. pnma /actc case for instituting pro
ceedings, and also not an attack on 
the House An overwhelming maion- 
ty of Members got up to signify their 
sUpport that leave be granted for this 
Hiotion, bt cause j.ou and the House 
Yrere satisfied that there was a case 
liere comes an amendment that it is 
%iproper and inappropriate for this 
fiouse to take this up Sir this is not 
Surprising Shri Asoka Mehta this 
doming showed that this lack of res- 
fiect for the House and its Presiding 
Authority is not accidental He might 
Itave gone on to quote from page 6 
<«f the same booklet of Shn Gopalan 
tad Shn Mukerjee where they refer 
to the "unhelpful attitude of the 
Chair" So, Sir, this lack of respect 
*or the House and its institutions is
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something that is chronic and inherent 
in certain people’s thinking

Lastly, what is the issue involved? 
The issue is whether a citizen of this 
country has done something to violate 
the privileges of this House and to 
commit contempt of it  If we are told 
that because a man belongs to a parti
cular political party or because he 
happens to occupy for the tune being 
the position of Chief Minister of a 
State he should not therefore be pro- 
ceeded against, then, Sir I think we 
would be indulging in great discrimi
nation if we asked an ordinary citi
zen or the editor of a newspaper to 
be proceeded against for a similar 
offence This Houbc should accept the 
principle that as Shrimati Renuka 
Ray and Shn Mahanty pointed out, 
there shoiyd be equality before the 
law and equality in the way we deal 
with people

This motion that 1 have made, Sir, 
is a non-contentious one which seeks 
to investigate and get at the truth Itj 
does not sit in judgment over Shn 
■Namboodnpad or anyone else, and it 
avoids any question of bringing ui 
any extraneous issues I feel, Sir, 
the House would be doing justice to 
itself if it adopts this motion for 
reference to the Privileges Committee 
for investigation and report

Mr. Speaker I shall first put Shri 
Narayanankutty Menon’s substitute 
motion to the vote of the House

The question is

“The attention of the House 
having been drawn by a member 
on September 23rd to the repoit 
of a telegram alleged to have been 
sent by Mr E M S Namboodnpad 
Chief Minister of Kerala State, to 
Pandit G B Pant, Home Minister, 
■extract from which is contained 
in reports m two newspapers,

and having taken note of the 
subsequent telegram from Mr 
Namboodnpad to Pandit G B.
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Pant whih was read to this House 
on September 23rd by Hon. the 
Speaker, ^

and having taken note of the 
fact that the original telegram 
sent by Mr E M S Namboodri- 
pad itself was a confidential docu
ment and intended by the sender 
to be such,

and having satisfied that it 
would be improper and mappro- 
pnate to initiate any action relat
ing to the privilege of this Hon 
House basing upon a confidential 
document never intended to be 
published,

the House decides that no fur 
ther action bt taken in respect of 
the telegram above referred and 
that the whole matter and any 
proceedings thereto be dropped."

The motion was negatived.

Mr Speaker: Then Dr K B Menon’s 
amendment

The question is

“That for the last paragraph of 
the original motion, the following 
be substituted, namely —

“This House resolves that a con
tempt of the House has been com
mitted by Shn E M S Nambood- 
1 ipad the Chief Minister of Kerala 
State and that he should be called 
to the Bar of the House on the 
first day of the next session ” ’

The motion wav negatived

Mr Speaker I shall now put the 
original motion to the vote of the 
House The question is

“Thdt the attention of the House 
having been drawn by an Hon’ble 
Member on September 23 to the 
telegram sent by Mr E M S 
Namboodnpad, Chief Minister of 
Kerala, to Pandit G B Pant, Home 
Minister, extracts from which are
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[Mr. Speaker]
contained in a report based alle
gedly** cm official sources issued by 
the Press Trust of India from 
Trivandrum on September 20 and 
published in The Times of India,
Delhi, and the Amrit Bazar 
Patrika, Calcutta on September 
21, in the course of which Mr. 
Namboodripad has attributed the 
motive of slander to some Hon’ble 
Members of this House;

and having taken note of the 
subsequent telegram from Mr. 
Namboodripad to Pandit G. B.
Pant, which was read to this House 
by the Hon’ble the Speaker on 
September 23;

Division No. 1]
AYES

this House resolves that the 
matter be referred to the Com
mittee of Privileges for investiga
tion as to whether a breach of 
privileges of the House and of the 
Hon’ble Members concerned has 
been committed; and whether any 
contempt of the House thus com
mitted has been adequately 
purged; and that the Committee 
be requested to present its report 
and recommendations for appro
priate action at the first days 
sitting of the next Session of the 
Lok Sabha.”

The Lok Sabha divided: Ayes 138;
Noes 32

[1S.31 fan.

Abdul L »teef, Shri 
Achar, Shri 
Anthony, Shri Frank 
Arumugham, Shri R. S. 
Aihanna, Shri 
Ayyakannu, Shn 
Balakruhnan, Shri 
Btncrii, Shri P. B.
Bongaht Thakur, Shri 

Barman, Shri 
Barrow, Shri 
Baras, Shri Hem 
Banimatari, Shri 
Beck, Shn Ignace 
Bhagat, Shri B R.
Bhargava, Pandit Thakur Dal 
Bhattacharyya, Shri C. K . 
Birendra Smghji, Shri 
Borooah, Shn P. C.
Bote, Shn

Chanda Shn Am i K . 
Chaturvedl, Shri 

I Chavda, Shn 
Chcttiar, Shri R. Raroanathan 
Daljit Singh, Shn 
Dai. Shri Ramdhani 
Datappa, Shn 
Deb, Shn N . M .
Deiai, Shn Morarji 
Duidod, Shri 
Dineth Singh, Shn 

Dubhih, Shn 
Dwivcdi, Shn M . I.. 
Ghodaaar, Shri Fatcainh 
Ghote, Shri Bunal 
Gboah, Shn M . K .
Godaora. Shn S. C.
Gobokar, Dr.
Goray, Shri 
Govlnd Dw> Seth

Hajamavm, Shri 
Heda, Shri
Imam, Shri Mohamcd 
Jadhav, Shri 
Jaipal Singh, Shri 
Jena, Shn K . C. l 

Jhulan Sinha, Shri 
Jhunihunwala, Shri 
Jinachandran, Shr i 

Joahi, Shri A . C.
Joshi, Shnmati Subhadra 
Khadiwala, Shn 
Kotoki, Shn Liladhar 
Knpalam, Shnmati Sucheta 
Krahna Chandra, Shri 
Knshnaswami, Dr.

Kurrel, Shn B. N .
Lachhi Ram, Shn 
Lahift, Shn
Mafida Ahmed, Shrimati 

Majhi, Shn R. C.
Maiithia, Sardar 

Mand^U Shn J.
Maaani, Shn M . R. 
Maauriyn Din, Shn 
Matin, Qar.i 
Mehta, Shri Aaoka 

Melkote, Dr .
Menon, Dr. K . B.
Mibhra, Shri Bibhuti 

Miahra, Shn L . N .
Mibhra, Shn M . P.
Miahra, Shn B. D.
Mithra, Shn R . D .
Mohan Swamp, Shri 
Mohiudeen, Shn Gulaiti 
Morarka, Shri 
Mullick, Shr B. C.
Murti, Shri M . S.
Muaafir, Giani G . S*

Naidu, Shn Govindrajulu 
Nair, Shri C. K .
Nair, Shri Kuttikriihnan 
Naidurgker, Shri 
Narntunhan, Shri 
Naravanaaamv, Shn R. 
Naskar, Shri P. S.

Negi. Shn Nek Ram 
Onkar, Lai Shn 
Padalu, Shri K . V.
Pahadia, Shri 
Pande. Shn C.'D.
Pandcy. Shri K  K .
Panna Lai, Shn 
Patel, Shri Raicshwar 
Patel, Smhn Mantben 
Pattabhi Raman, Shri C. R. 
Pillai, Shri Thanu 
Rahman, Shn M  H 
RhjuIi , Shri 
Ram Garib, Shri 

Ram Saran, Shri 

Rampuie, Shn 
Rangarao, Shn 
Ron, Shn (aganatha 
Kay, Shrimati Renuka 
Rungsuntr Suisa,hn 
Saigal, San'ar A  .S.
Samanta, Shn S.'C.
Scmdia. Shrimati Vijaya Raje 

Selku, Shri
Shah, Shri Manabendta 
Shankanya, Shri 

Sharma, Shn D. C.
Sharma, Shri R. C.
Shukla, Shri V. C. 
Siddananiappa, Shn 
Singh, Shri H . P.
Singh, Shn M .N .
Sinha, Shr Gajendra P r u r f
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Staha, Shri Satreodra Ntaayan; 

Siaha, ShtimMi TM kuhw iri
Saaatak, 8hri Nerdto 

S o r b ,  Shri 
Subramaoyam, Shri T .
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Bancrjec, Sbri S. M .
Braj Rai Singh, Shn 

Cbakravartty, Shrimati Rcnu 
Dange, Shri S.A.
Dasaratha Deb, Shn 
filia l, Shri Muhammcd 
Ohasc, Shri A .V .
Gopalan, Shn A .K .
Goundar, Shri Shanmuga 
Haider, Shri |
Iyer, Shri Bm n

Swkrai, ShriJV. N .
Tenth , Shri Raraeihwar 
Thann  Dae, Lala ;
T u b  Rais, Shri 
Uike, Shri
Upadhyaya, Shri Shiva Datt

NOES

Kar, Shn Prabhat 
Khadilkar, Shn 
Kumar an, Shn 

Kiinhan, Shn 
Matera, Shn
Menon, Shri Narayanankutty 
Mukenee, Shri H .N .
Nair, Shn Vasudevan 
Nayar, Shn V.P.
Panigrahi, Shn 
Parulekar, Shn

The motion was adopted.

27 NOVEMBER 199s (Prevention of DU-  1756 
gttoltylcatioft) Bill
Verm a, Shri 8. B.
Vedakumari, Kumari j fc  
Venna, Shri Ram#
Wadlwa, Shri 
V a n ik , Sbri Balkriibna 
Wodeyar, Shn

Parvathi Kmhnan, Srinati 
Ram Suhhag Suigh, Dr. 
Ramam, Shn 
Rao, Shri T .R . Vittal 
Reddy, Shri Nagi 
Sampath, Shri B.V.K. 
Shobha Ram, Shri 
Sugandhi, Shri 
Taagamani, Shn 
Warior Shn

15.30 hrs.

PARLIAMENT (PREVENTION OF 
DISQUALIFICATION) BILL— 
contd.

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
take up further discussion of the Par* 
liament (Prevention of Disqualifica
tion) Bill. Out of 10 hours allotted 
for the general discussion of the Bill, 
8 hours 27 minutes have been taken 
so far, and the balance is 1 hour S3 
minutes. Shri Tangamani may conti
nue his speech.

Shri Tangamani (Madurai): Mr. 
Speaker, Sir, the other day I was say
ing that under article 102 of the Con
stitution Parliament is empowered 
to state those offices which will not 
disqualify a Member from holding his 
post of Member. But even when we 
give a schedule stating that such and 
such offices will be disqualifying, 
nothing would prevent the court of 
law from saying that any particular 
offlcc will not disqualify. I mention
ed also how there is no principle in
volved in saying that certain offices 
cannot be exempted. I mentioned the 
Employees’ State Insurance Corpora
tion and also the Dock Labour Boards. 
The schedule contains not only the

Employees’ State Insurance Corpora
tion but also the regional committees. 
It also mentions the Port Trusts of 
Bombay, Calcutta, Madras and other 
bigger ports.

15.32 hrs.
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Even the various Electricity Boards 
and the consultative councils are also 
included in the list showing the posts 
which will disqualify.

In this connection, I would like to 
mention what the sub-committee had 
to say about categorizing. This is 
what they say in paragraph 14, page 
19:

“In categorizing the Committee 
into disqualifying and non-ob- 
jectionable ones no single uni
form principle has been strictly 
applied as the Sub-Committee 
was influenced by the fact that 
in the peculiar circumstances of 
our country and the undevelop
ed state in many respects partici
pation of members of Parliament, 
many of whom have special 
knowledge of various subjects 
could not rigorously be excluded.
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