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Shrl Tanpmani (Madurai): We 
would like to know the position 
about the NO-Day-Yet-Named Mo-
tions. We were informed that two 
No-Day-Yet-Named Motions will be 
taken up. 

Mr. Speaker: We have been trying 
to have discussion on at least one No-
Oay-Yet-Named Motion in each week. 

Sbri Sat,.a Narayan Sinha: We pro-
vided one in the last week and this 
week. But next week we are hard-
pressed for time. We want the dis-
cussion on the Plan to be finished. 

Mr. Speaker: We are taking only 
one hour from the official time and 
we will sit for one hour more. The 
hon. Minister will consider it. That 
is the only way. 

Shri Satya Narayan Sinha: I shall 
try. 

Mr. Speaker: Most of the No-Day-
Yet-Named Motions relate to taking 
into consideration reports laid on the 
Table relating to many projects. 
Therefore, I shall try to provide some 
time. One hour-from 4 to 5-will 
be the official time and we wil! sit 
for one hour more to make it two 
hours. The hon. Minister will con-
sult and put down one of these Mo-
tions. 

12.141 hrs. 

A~PRENTICES BILL" 

The MiniBter 01 Labour and Em-
ployment and Planning (Shrl Nanda): 
1 beg to move for leave to introduce 
a Bill to provide for the regulation 
and control of training 01 apprentices 
in trades and for matters connected 
therewith. 

Mr. Speaker: The question is: 

"That leave be granted to intro-
d uce a Bill to provide for the re-

gulation and control o.f trainine 
of apprentices in trades and for 
matters connected therewith." 

The motion !Das adopted. 

Shri Nanda: I introduce the Bill.. 

12.15 hrs. 
COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

MOTION RE: THIRTEENTll REPORT-
Contd. 

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
proceed with the further considera-
tion of the following motion moved 
by Sardar Hukam Singh on the 18tb 
August, 1961, namely, 

"That Shri R. K. Karanjia, 
Editor, Blitz, Bombay, do attend. 
this HOUse on a day and time,. 
within a week of the adoption of 
this motion, to be fixed by the· 
Speaker". 

and also further consideration of 
amendment moved by Shri Naushir 
Bharucha on the 18th August, 1961. 

Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman (Kum-
bakonam): On going through this, I 
find there are two aspects. Shri 
Raghavan, New Delhi correspDlldent 
of Blitz .. ' 

Mr. Speaker: I will give him an 
opportunity. We are dealing with 
Shri Karanjia. Let us go to the cor-
respondent next Let Us dispose of 
Shri Karanjia. 

Sardar BDkam Sinch (Bhatinda): 
The desire of all the Members of the 
Committee had been to achieve un-
animity. Of course, there were differ-
ing views, but then We could come to 
a compromise. This much was admit-

1 
ted by the committee and we were 
unanimous-and even now we are. I 
suppose-that this was a clear breach 
of priv1leie~e was no difference 
of opinic5lr so far as: that point was-
concerned. 

The second point was the recom-
mendation that we should .make anel 
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we tried to achieve unanimity. I had 
submitted yesterday that we could 
secure that on the first day, but then 
afterwards one of our hon. Members 
thought that he had studied some 
other cases and was of a different 
opinion. So far as the recommenda-
tion that Shri Karanjia be called to 
the Bar ot the House and be repri-
manded was concerned, he differed 
on that. Anyhow, after the motion 
that the report be taken into conside-
ration was adopted, I had just moved 
that Shri Karanjia do attend this 
HOUse on a day to be appionted by 
the hon. Speaker. My desire here also 
was that we should try to achieve 
unanimity. Up till now, In ail the, 
cases that we have considered, we 
have been lucky that the HOUSe has 
been unanimous and there has been 
no difference of opinion. 

I will refer to Rule 315. It says: 

" (l) After the report has been 
presented, the Chairman or any 
members of the Committee or any 
other member may move that the 
report be taken into considera-
tion .... " 

That has been done. 

"(3) After 'the motion under 
sub-rule (1) is agreed to, the 
Chairman or any member of the 
Committee or any other member, 
as the case may be, may move 
that the House agree, or disagrees 
or agrees with amendments, with 
the recommendations contained 
in the report." 

I find that all the three sets of 
motions are there for agreement, for 
disagreement and for agreement with 
amendments. According to this rule, 
all are there. 

Yesterday objection was taken that 
the motion that I had put in here was 
not according to the rules. 

Shri TanramaDi (Madurai): But 
the ruling has been given and we are 
now dealing with the motion. 

Mr. Speaker: Can he not refer to 
that? He can say what exactly hap-
pend. He is proceeding, I think. 

Sardar Bukam Singh: I am coming 
to that. All the three motions were 
there. After seeing those six cases, I 
myself was of the opinion that, though 

"O"f rul!!.&-SaY "that the motion'S""'iner 
the consideration 'stage can 0iirYJ;>e \ 
of these thre~~k.'~~1iqU!HOl!!Q.naI!.<:i 
with the principles of natural justice, 
probably it will be better for us if 
we allowed Shri Karanjia an oppor-
tunity and asked him to come to the 
House. But the discussion that took 
place yesterday has left me in a very 
unenviable position. I find there is one 
section of the hon. Members in this 
HOUSe who want that Mr. Karanjia 
need not be called and we might pro-
ceed with the business of the House 
forthwith, we should not take any 
further action. There is another sec-
tion who say that we should proceed 
forthwith and take up the mition 
that the House agrees or disagrees 
with the report. My desire here too, 
in moving this motion, certainly was 
that perhaps it would be a unani-
mous decision and the House would 
agree to my request. But I find that 
that is not possible and there are two 
different views and both desire, to 
my bad luck, that he should not be 
caned for the present at least. Under 
these circumstances, I consider that I 
should leave, it according to the rules, 
;it to the House to decide. I am in 
the hands of the House. I am not 
particular that he must be caned 
here. After a decision has been taken 
and the House comes to a particular 
conclusion, if any other hon. Member 
wants to move the same motion he 
might do that. So far as I am con-
cerned, as Chairman of that Com-
mittee I should not go into that. 
Therefore, I beg to request you, Sir, 
to anow me not to pursue this mo-
tion at all. 

Mr. Speaker: So far as this mat-
ter is concerned, the hon. Deputy-
Speaker who was the Chairman of 
the Committee has explained the posi-
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tion that in making this motion he 
wanted to have a unanimous decision 
to bring Mr. Karanjia here. But 
there seems to be no objection. 

Shri Asoka Mehta (Muzaffarpur): 
On this point, Sir ........ 

Mr. Speaker: He has made the mo-
tion; let us see. 

Shri Asoka Mehta: On this point, 
Sir, I do not know how the Deputy-
Speaker came to the conclusion that 
there are these different trends of 
opinions in the House. Yesterday I 
had sought some clarification. I do 
not know whether the hon. Deputy-
Speaker had me in mind. I am still 
at a stage, Sir, where I am seeking 
certain clarifications from him from 
you and from the House. I 'think, 
as far as some of us here are con-
cerned we are most anxious to ]. 
that the tradition of reaching a una-
nimous decision on this matter is 
maintained sustained and strength 
ed. But the hon. Deputy-Speaker 
should not reach the conclusion that 
because we asked some questions to 
seek clarification unanimity is not 
desired by us. I do not know if he 
had me in mind, that is why I am 
giving this personal explanation. 

Mr. Speaker: Is anybody opposing 
the motion? 

Shri Asoka Mehta: It is not a 
question of opposing the motion, be-
fore we have had some discussion. At 
the end of such a discussion I can 
understand the hon. Deputy Speaker 
saying that there is no unanimity. 
We do not do it even before we have 
a discussion. Before we can reach 
unanimity on any motion there must 
be some opportunity for discussion. If 
he wants to withdraw his motion I 
have no objection, but to withdraw on 
the basis that there is not going to be 
unanimity is, I am afraid, indirectly 
casting certain reflection on us. 

Mr. Speaker: If Shri Asoka Mehta 
wants to speak I shall allow him to 
speak. 

Shri ABoka Mehta: I am not at all 
anxious to speak. I am only POint-
ing out that I do not like an impres-
sion to be created-it is likely to 
be created, however, inadvertently-
that the Deputy Speaker withdrew 
this motion because some of us had 
already made up our mind to oppose 
the appearance of Shri Karanjia here. 
That is not the case. I would like 
personally-and I can speak on be-
half of my group here-to say that 
we wanted to seek certain clarifica-
tion, pface certain issues before the 
House and at the end of it we are 
most anxious to see that the tradition 
of unanimity is maintained on this 
question. On that point, Sir, I want-
ed to make myself clear. 

Shri Tangamani: Sir, I raised a 
point of order yesterday and you were 
pleased to rule .... 

Mr. Speaker: I disposed of the point 
of order yesterday. If he wants to say 
anything on the merits he may do so. 

Shri Tangamani: You were pleased 
to rule that this particular motion is 
in order. I went through the Rules 
and I find that rule 228 gives you the 
powers. It says: 

"The Speaker may issue such 
directions as may be necessary for 
regulating the procedure in con-
nection with all matters connect-
ed with the consideration of the 
questioo of privilege whether in 
the Committee of Privileges or in 
the House." 

In other words, although it is not 
found in the Speaker Directions btl the 
Speaker, you are at perfect liberty to 
direct that a certain procedure bas 
got to be followed. An interim motion 
has come before the House. HaviDi 
done that, my submission will be, 
when this motion is before the House 
with an amendment of Shri Bharu-
chao that motion may be discussed, and 
certain aspects which will throw cer-
tain reflections or certain observations 
about the findings Or otherwise which 
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you would be pleased to allow may 
also be considered. So my submission 
is that this motion may be considered. 

Mr. Speaker: There is the motion 
that Shri Karanjia may be asked to 
come to the Bar of the House. 

Sardar Hukam Singh: Shri Tanga-
mani moved that his motion may be 
taken up just now, that the House dis-
agrees with the report of the Com-
mittee. That was the next stll4i:e sug-
gested. He raised certain objections 
to my motion. My hon. friend Shri 
Mukerjee also said that the House 
should proceed forthwith with the 
business of the House. He said that 
we should not call Mr. Karanjia to 
the Bar of the HOUse and that we 
should proceed with the business of 
the House. Then, Sir, there were 
other hon. friends on my left who 
said the rules do not provide that 
such an opportunity should be given. 
So I thought that from either side my 
motion was being opposed and the 
desire was that the motion whether 
the report should be agreed to or not 
agreed to should be discussed im-
mediately. Of course, the rules are 
silent on this point. They said that 
after the motion for consideration had 
been adopted we should proceed so 
far as rule 315 is concerned, with the 
motions of agreement or disagree-
ment. ;Vou have said, and you have 
every. authority, Sir, when the rules 
are SIlent to regulate the procedure. 
That is a different thing altogether. 

Mr. Speaker: I shall devote half-
an-hour for this motion. Let me hear 
all hon. Members, whether they want 
to call Mr. Karanjia here. If they do 
not want that, we may proceed 
straightaway with the motion of 
agreement or disagreemEllt. 

Shrt Braj Raj SlDch (Firozabad): 
The hon. Deputy-Speaker has movecl 
for withdrawal of his motion. I think 
there should be no objection to it. 

Shri Vajpayee (Balrampur): There 
is no opposition. He may be allowed 
to withdraw his motion. I do not think 
there is any opposition to it. 

Dr. Ram Subhag Singh (Sasaram): 
Sir, a suggestion has come from the 
hon. Deputy-Speaker which is worth 
consideration. He should be allowed 
to withdraw his motion. 

Mr. Speaker: .Shri Tangamani 
opposed it. 

Shri Taugamaui: I am not opposing 
it. Yesterday I only wanted a clarifi-
cation from you about the procedure. 
You were pleased to rule .... 

Mr. Speaker: I have disposed of the 
matter of procedure. 

Shri Tangamani: I am not opposed 
to the motion. The motim may be 
taken on its merits. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee (Calcutta-
Central): Sir, could not we have all 
the amendments together? There 
were three amendments and yesterday 
two fresh amendments came into the 
picture. To clarify the whole posi-
tion, Sir, let all the amendments be 
under discussion and let the House 
decide. 

Mr. Speaker: What are the amend-
ments? 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Motions say-
ing that we agree with the report, we 
disagree with the report and all that, 

Some hon. Members Tose-

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. A point 
of order was raised by Shri Tanga-
mani yesterday. The point of order 
was that immediately after the motion 
for consideration was passed. I must 
invoke the provisions of sub-clause 
(3) of rule 315 and act accordingly. 
That means the House must discuss 
the question as to whether the report (-
oUght to be agreed to or not agreed to \ 
and so on. In between, this motion 
was made by the han. Deputy Speaker 
from what he considered to be a con-
vention that was established in the 
HOUSe of Commons. He referred to 
1956-57, where Mr. Butler, the Leader 
of the House of CODlmOllS intervened. 
There also they had tabled the same 
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[Mr. Speaker] 
motion saying that immediately after 
the motion for consideration was 
passed the motion for agreement with 
the report Or disagreement with the 
report be taken up. But the other 
motion was not on the Order Paper. 
Without having given previous notice 
of his motion he intervened and said, 
natural justice required that the per-
son concerned must be given an 
opportunity to come to the House, 
after the decision of the Committee 
had been communicated to him. and 
say what he had to say. In pursu-
ance of that only the hoo. Deputy-
Speaker has moved his motion here. 
But he says that if his motion is objec-
ted to he does not want to press that 
motion. 

An Hon. Member: 
objected. 

Nobody has 

(
Mr. Speaker: So far as this matter 

is concerned, it is not definitely pro-
vided for in the rules. It is only a 
convention which is followed. Now, 
there is one Or tw~ things. If he wants 
to withdraw. I will allow him to 
withdraw and there seems to be un-
animity on that. 

Shrimati Renu Cbakravartty 
(Basirhat): Our viewpoint has been 
clearly stated. When that particular 
point was raised and you gave your 
ruling we never objected. I cannot 
understand why the hon. Deputy-
Speaker should suddenly take it that 
we have objected to Shri Karanjia 
coming here and putting his view-
point. It is a democratic process 
which one need not oppose. 

Shri Asoka Mehta: Frankly, I find 
it a bit difficult to follow the pro-
~eedings. The Deputy-Speaker yes-
terday moved this motion because he 
felt that, in accordance with certain 
conventions that are being followed 
in the House of Commons, we should 
aIso try to give this gentleman an 
opportunity to come here and explain 
himself. Now the question before 
the House. I think, is whether such a 
convention should be adopted by us 

and whether such a convention is rele-
vant to this case, and not merely 
whether we say "Yes" or "No" to his 
motion; I do not know. If he is with-
drawing it because he thinks this 
motioo should not be brought forward, 
well, I have no objection. But if he 
is withdrawing it because some peo-
ple might OPPOSe this motion I think 
it might put this House in a s~mewhat 
bad position outside. We are not 
denying anyone any right that should 
be given to him. Let us try and see 
whether such a right exists in this 
case or should exist; because we shall 
be setting up a precedent and, there-
fore. I do not think we should rush 
into this whether this motion should 
be here and now accepted or here and 
now rejected, becaUSe vital issues are 
involved in this. Therefore, I am say-
ing: let not the Deputy-Speaker ask 
from the very beginning "Are you 
with me or are you against me?" That 
is not the way in which a matter of 
this kind can be considered. 

Raja Mahendra Pratap (Mathura): 
I believe that this is all due because 
Shri Karanjia said something against 
our very well-known leader, Acharya 
Kripalani. I wish that Acharya Kripa-
lani with his magnanimous heart par-
dons him and finishes the matter here. 

Mr. Speaker: We are going away 
from one to another matter. 

There is no formal motion for with-
drawal. The hon. Deputy Speaker 
only stated when he made the motion 
that he wanted to conform to the 
c.onvention that is established by the 
House of Commons, though it is not 
provided by the rules. I also ruled 
that it is not out of order, but in or-
der. But he thought that in view of 
some expressions used by, I think, 
Shri Masani, he should withdraw his 
motion. I think Shri Masani said 
that we want to apply the rules. In 
support of that. some cases were quo-
ted and a distinction was made bet-
ween a person who was given an 
opportunity but who did not avail of 
it ,and a person who was given an 
opportunity and who availed of it. 
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Sliri S. M. 8aDerjee (Kanpur): Who 
referred to that yesterday? 

Mr. Speaker: I think Shri Masani. 

Shri M. R. Masaui (Ranchi-East): 
.. did not speak at all yesterday. 

Mr. Speaker: J am sorry; then it 
must be somebody else. Anyhow, this 
is the impression that was created 
yesterday and, therefore, the han. 
Deputy-Speaker thought that unless 
it is unanimous there is no good 
pursuing it and trying to establish a 
eonvention which is not provided for 
in the rules. Of course, conventions 
'weuld not be provided in the rules. 
Anyhow, J will allow hon. Members 
and leaders of various groups oppor-
"tunity to place before the House 
"What they think on this motion. 

Shri Naushir Bharaeha rose-

Mr. Speaker: No, I will give him 
-an opportunity at the appropriate 
"time. 

Shri laipsJ Singh (Ranchi-West-
Reserved-Sch. Tribes): Before we 
proceed, may we know the time 
allotted for this motion? 

Shri Naashir Bharacha 
Khandesh): No time-limit. 

(East 

Mr. Speaker: It is 12.30 now. We 
will conclude the discussion of this 
motion by 1.30 p.m. 

Shri Braj Raj Singh: It is not clear 
lIS to what we are discussing. 

Mr. Speaker: The discussion is on 
the motion made by the Deputy-
Speaker. 

Shri Nath Pai (Rajapur): He has 
withdrawn it. 

Mr. Speaker: He has not with-
drawn it. He has expressed a desire 
to withdraw it. He has not moved a 
motion for its withdrawal. 

IJIIrI Braj Raj SInCh: He has made 
• motion to withdraw it. 

Shri Nath Pai: May I ask you for a 
clarification, Sir? Whenever a Bill is 
introduced, and this is in the nature 
of a Bill, if at the end of the debate 
the mover of the BilI asks for per-
mission to withdraw the Bill, you 
immediately ask if there is any 
opposition, and if there is no opposi-
tion which is audible, you will 
always be pleased to give the mover 
permission to withdraw the Bill The 
same procedure should apply ·here. 
This is a matter of concern to all of 
us. The Deputy-Speaker got up by 
saying that in the light of some re-
marks by some hon. Members, he 
wants to withdraw his motion. Has 
there been any opposition to it? If 
not, why should we proceed with it? 
May I seek a clarification from you 
on this? My leader has clarified that 
he need not be misunderstood. The 
point which he made was by way of 
clarification. But what I am saying 
is a different thing. When the De-
puty-Speaker sought that he be 
allowed to withdraw his motion, has 
there been any opposition? 

Shri Prabhat Kar (Hooghly): Shri 
Asoka Mehta was saying that the 
Deputy-Speaker wants to withdraw 
the motion under the impression that 
there may be opposition to it. He 
also said that it should not be asked 
immediately whether we agree with 
the Deputy-Speaker or not, let that 
motion be discussed and, thereafter, 
we may come to a unanimous under-
standing about the motion itself. 
That is the point that has been 
raised. It is not a question of with-
drawal. He has not given any other 
reason for his withdrawal. 

""The Prime Mialster and Mialster 
of EderaaI Aftairs (Shri lawaharlal 
Nehru) : Sir, I am not quite sure if 
what I am going to say is relevant or 
not. I will abide by your decision. 

Mr. Speaker: Whatever he says is 
relevant. 

Shrl lawaharlal Nehru: For the 
moment, I am not addressing myself 
to the particular question about the 
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[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru] 
hon. Deputy-Speaker's withdrawal 
or non-withdrawal of his motion, 
because I am a little confused about 
this matter. But another aspect 
strikes me. When this matter arose, 
it was referred to the Privileges 
Committee, and the Privileges Com-
mittee gave their report in which 
they held that this was a breach of 
privilege etc. Then we are trying to 
see what should be done now. Na-
turally, SO far as I am concerned, 
when the Privileges Committee have 
said so, I accept that without even, if 
I may say so, exercising mind very 
much about it; they have consider-
ed it fully and I accept their report. 
But, it seems to me, without impugn-
ing their decision on this, there is 
another aspect that whether it was a 
matter of privilege or not, it was, if 
I may put it differently, an exceed-
ingly vulgar and improper thing to 
do. Although it may not be a matter 
of privilege, yet it was an exhibi-
tion of vulgarity whiCh, unfortuna-
tely, often occurs nowadays. 

Shri Braj Raj Singh: In this paper? 

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: May be. 
Now, proceeding On the basis that the 
Privileges Committee has held that it 
is a breach of privilege, we accept 
that and whatever consequences flow 
from it. But, in the meanwhile, 
something else has happened that 
this gentleman, Shri Karanji:a, Editor 
of Blitz, has further written about 
this subject. What he writes now 
has little to do with Acharya Kripa-
lani, an individual member. It is 
really the House that he is address-
ing Il'r you, Mr. Speaker, or the Pri-
vileges Committee. It raises an en-
tirely different matter and, I thi:nk, a 
much more important matter than the 
original thing, Because, what was 
originally stated might have been 
said in a moment of excitement and 
because of the sheer habit of writi:ng 
such things. May be it is a different 
matter; when this House is seized of 
a proposition and refer it him, then 
his response is presumed to be a well-
thought out response. Well, to some 

extent, that response has been before 
us and it appears, I believe, in the 
last issue of Blitz. Now, could we 
isolate the consideration of this ques-
tion from this subsequent develop-
ment? May be, I do not know if it is 
possible or feasible, in view of all 
this you may be pleased to revive this 
and ask the Privileges Committee to 
consider this subsequent development 
also and then make some recommen-
dation to this House on that as welL 
Otherwise, our consideration is limit-
ed to the original thing, while the 
other thing appears to be more im-
portant than the original thing, If 
we are to proceed on that separately. 
that will be confusing the issues 

Sardar Hukam Singh: Shri Asoka 
Mehta wanted that he should be tOld, 
of what was passing in my mind. 
Re'ally now I am going to tell that. 
H is really the publication of all that 
is carried in the latest issue of the 
Blitz which has influenced me in 
deciding that if he is called to the 
Bar and asked to give an explana-
tion, he will create scenes here. He is 
out to become a hero and wants that 
he might get that opportunity. 

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: He 
has already become one, 

Sardar Hukam Singh: I had inten-
ded that we should certainly give 
him an opportunity to appear here 
and the House should hear him, 
because at least in deciding what 
action we should take the House 
must hear him. Perhaps, after the 
Report was submitted he might have 
changed his mind and might just 
show his regret or tender an apology 
to the House. But from the latest 
publication, after he has seen the 
Report, it seems that he is Carrying 
on a regular crusade, as he has said 
in his own statement, and is out to 
go to any limit that may be possible 
for him to go. All of us agreed ill 
the Committee itseJf-I do not know 
\I\.hether I am exceeding the limit&-
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but We agreed, including Shri Muker-
jee, that he is trying to become a 
hero and would CTeate scenes if he j8 
calied here. 

So f'ar as the second point regarding 
publication is concerned, because the 
Report has been placed on the Table 
of the House, it is a public document. 
So far as publicaUon is concerned, 
perhaps there would not be any fur-
ther question of a fresh breach of pri-
vilege. We may not be able to take 
'any action on that. But this deli-
berate and intentional publication 
shows how his mind is wO'rking and 
it is doubtful whether we will be able 
to get onything out of him here and 
whether that might be 'Of any use or 
not. Th2refore now I positively. . . 
(Interruption by severa! han. Mem-
bers) . 

An Han. Member: What kind of 
behaviour is this? 

Shrirnati 
think, Shri 
than this. 

Renu ChakravarUy: I 
Karanjia is not worse 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: I think, Shri 
Karanjia will not create better scenes 
than tqis. 

Sardar Hukam Singh: Now I beg 
to seek the permission of the House 
to withdraw my motion. 

Dr. Ram Subhag Singh (Sasaram): 
We give him that permission. 

Shri Braj Raj Singh: We permit 
him to do that. 

Shri Sllrendranath Dwivedy (Ken-
drapara): Only after the motion is 
made. 

Shri Braj Raj Singh: Are we now 
discussing the motion? 

Shri Frank Anthony (Norninated-
Anglo-Indian): May I just make one 
submission to you? 

Mr. speaker: He 'will first hear me. 
shall allow him an 'Opportunity. 

When pe'rnlission for the with ~ 
drawal of a motion is sought no argu-
ment or debate is allowed on thaI. 
He has made up his mind that he 
ought to withdraw his earlier motion 
and has, therefore, said that he may 
be permitted to withdraw his motion. 
I do not know if his motiOn had been 
placed before the House at all. In 
case it has not been placed before the 
House, there is not even this necessity 
for withdrawal. 

Shri Renu Chakravartty: It-
cannot be withdrawn without put-
ting it to the House. 

Shri Tangamani: The motiOn had 
been placed before the House. 

Mr. Speaker: Does the han. Deputy-
Speaker have the leave of the House' 
to withdraw his motion? 

Some Hon. Members: Yes. 

Some Hon. Members: No. 

Shri Sadhan Gupta (Calcutt-a-
East) and Shrimati Renu Chakra-
vartty rose-

Mr. Speaker: The rule is that if 
there is any objection to the with-
drawal of a motion, the motion must 
be put fa the vote of the House 
straightaway. The question is: 

"That Shri R. K. Karanjia, 
Editor, Blitz, Bombay do attend 
this House on a day and time, 
within a week of 1.he adoption of 
this motion, to be fixed by the 
Speaker." 

The motion was negatived. 

Mr .. Speaker: Now let us proceed 
to the next m'Otion. 

Shri lawaharlal Nehru: May I 
make a respectful submission for your 
consideration? It is not a formal 
proposal, but I should like your views 
about it or the views of the House 
about it. If I may repeat it, my sug-
gestion was that in view of the fur--



3333 Committee AUGUST 19, 1961 of Privileges 3334 

[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru] 
ther developments in this matter 
'which deserve consideration, the Com-
mittee of Privileges may be received 
Or may be requested to consider 
these further developments also and 
then make recommendations to the 
'Bouse. 

Raja Mahendra Pratap: May I sub-
mit ..... . 

Mr. Speaker: I am afraid, the hon. 
Member does not observe decorum in 
"the House. He cannot gil on speak-
ing like this. 

The hon. Prime Minister thinks 
that there are two courses open. 
'There is already the original article. 
'That was referred to the Privileges 
·Committee. The Privileges Com-
mittee found that it was a breach of 
-privilege and recommended the 
punishment. Since then with res-

-pect to the same thing and, of course, 
arising out of that, another article 
lias been published by the same Shri 
Ka!"anjia. This may be taken into 
consideration fOr the purpose of en-
hancing the punishment by the 
House. The House need not be satis-
fied only with the punishment that 
has been recommended. After all, it 
is a Committee's report and the 
1I0use is not bound by the Report of 
the Committee; otherwise, hon. Mem-
bers would not be able to say, "We 
,differ from the Committee". 

Shrl TangamaDi rose-

Mr. Speaker: When I am speaking, 
lie ought not to get up. 

It is open to any hon. Member to 
mOVe an amendment saying that the 
Report is agreed to, or is not agreed 
'to, or is agreed to with some amend-
ments. The punishment of reprimand 
may not be enough. This House is a 
sovereign body to which the Com-
mittee only makes a recommendation. 
It is open to this HOuse to increase 
the punishment in view of what has 
lIppeared later on. That matter may 
also come up here instead of it being 

sent back to the Committee. There-
fore that matter may be considered 
with this amendment. 

Now let us proceed with the next 
motion. 

SMi Braj Raj Singh: May I make 
a submission? What I understood the 
hon. Prime Minister to say was that 
since another article has been pub-
lished by Shri Karanjia the matter 
has become much' more serious; so, it 
will be better if the matter is again 
sent to the Privileges Committees for 
being thoroughly examined by them 
afresh and tor submitting a report 
to us. 

Shri Sarendranath Dwivedy: 
Further breach of .privileges may be 
referred to the Committee, but "this 
matter must be disposed of in the 
House. 

Shri Tangamani: Are we to take 
it that in the place of the motion for 
altteeing or disagreeing there is a 
separate motion for referring it back 
to the Privileges Committee? 

Some Bon. Members: No. 

Shri Naushir Bharucha: There is 
no such motion. 

Shri Tangamani: There must be 
some motion and We must be given 
an opportunity to express ourselves. 
If there is such a motion, I will have 
to say several things, particularly, 
r.ertain Constitutional questions and 
other things. 

Mr. Speaker: That is all right. 

Shrl Tangamani: What 
motiOn before us? 

is the 

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
proceed under sub-'I:ule (3) of rule 
315. Some motions for agreement or 
disagreement with the Report have 
been tabled. Those motions will be 
taken up by the House. I shall allow 
the motion by Dr. Ram Subhaa 
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Singh which is a positive motion to 
be moved first as it says that the 
Report be accepted by the House. 
Then I will allow Shri Tangamani to 
come forward with his motion. 

Shri B. N, Mukerjee: You will 
also allow me, I hope, to explain my 
differences. 

Mr. Speaker: I shall 
j:keriee an opportunity 

Dr. Ram Snbhag SiDgh: 
10 move: 

give Shri 
to speak. 

Sir, I beg 

"That this House agrees with 
the Thirteenth Report of the 
Committee of Privileges present-
ed to the House on the 11 th 
August, 1961. (2) 

While moving this motion I do not 
in the least wish that there should 
be any curb on the freedom of the 
press, rather I would like, and WOuld 
like it very mUCh, that it should be 
expanded as fully as possible. It is 
enshrined in our Constitution that 
every Indian must haVe freedom of 
thought, expression and speech and 
from these rights flows the right of 
the freedom of the press. A free 
press is a potent weapon against all 
tyranny, be it governmental or other-
wise, and the duty of a free press is 
to publish all the news with absolute 
impartiality and truthfulness and to 
give free, fair, frank and fearless 
comments. By publishing such news 
and by giving that type of comment, 
the press is supposed to influence 
public opinion. Thereby it can pro-
mote attainment of the ends of the 
literate public. But freedom of the 
press does not mean that there should 
by any licentiousness, distortion, sup-
pression, sensationalism or yellowism. 
And nO free press is supposed to in-
dulge in name-calling Or label-
pinning. 

Conside>red from this point of view, 
I consider that the news story pub-
lished in the Blitz of 16th April 1961, 
under the headline. "The Kripaloona/ 
Jmpeachment: BAD, BLACK, BALD 

LIES", is not in consonance with the 
Ideals of a free press in this coun-tav. The Blitz writer or Editor-iDo 
chief has himself said that this ~or. 
"Kripaloony" might be interpret~ 
very liberally, as 'political insanity' 
And this article has also used some 
epithet like "senile" and "bazar-
buffoon" for Acharya Kripalani. 

An Bon. Member: Shame. / 
/' 

Dr. Ram Snbhal Sing~d it has 
said that the speech- delive~ b~ 
Acharya Kripalani was an "im~o~ 
appeal" and that it was delivered in a 
"hysteric manner of a violent epilep-
tic". 

I think that such presentation ~ 
news and expression of views are not 
the wayS of a free and responsible 
press, and this, I think, is a scanda-
10us' scurrilous and wilful misrepre-
sentation of the speech delivered bY 
a Member in this House. 

Apart from that, the Editor-in-
Chief of Blitz who submitted a state-
ment to the Privileges Committee 
has said in that statement (Paaes 43-
44) as follows: 

"Suppose a member of the 
State Assembly reads over the 
Blitz dispatch concerning which 
YOUr committee is deliberating or 
goes a step further and makes a 
speech calling Mr. Kripalani a 
traitor, what are its consequen-
ces?" 

This, I think, is a further breach', 
but I do not say that anybody should 
be penalised for that: He has argued 
his point with a view to asserting 
that he has not committed any breach 
of privilege. 

An Bon. Member: In the most foul 
manner. 

Dr.\ Ram Sabhal Singh: Yes, I 
admit, in the most foul manner. 

Proceeding further, he makes a 
comparison on page 48 and says: "If 
the said Mr. Naflsul Hasan.,," He 



3337 Committee AUGUST 19, 1961 of Privileges 3338 

[Dr. Ram Subhag Singh] 
makes a comparison about the right 
of the Lok Sabha, because in that 
statement he has thoroughly disputed 
the sovereign character of this Lok 
Sabha and has argued that this Lok 
Sabha or the two Houses combin-
ed, the Parliament of India, is not a 
sovereign body; and he has by in-
ference claimed sovereignty for him-
self and his correspondents-I do 
not know all the correspondents, but 
he claims sovereignty for a corres-
pondent who writes such articles. 
And in that paragraph he has said, "On 
page 48: 

"If the said Mr. Nafisul Hasan 
could not be permittpd to violate 
the Fundamental Rights of the 
then acting editor of BLITZ, Mr. 
Mistry, Mr. Ananthasayanam 
Ayyangar and your Committee"-
that means, the Privileges Com-
mittee-"which functions under 
his directions cannot be said to 
have any rights infringing on my 
Fundamental Rights". 

By fundamental rights he has re-
ferred to article 19 (1) (a) of our 
Constituti"On and he has argued tha~ 
article 105 of our Constitution should 
not haVe been provided in the Con-
stitution. 

Besides, the statement has not only 
ridiculed the sovereign character of 
the Lok Sabha by saying that "our 
Parliament is not supreme", but it 
casts aspersions n"Ot only on the 
Members of Parliament but also on 
the framers of OUr Constitution. On 
page 44 he has said that "the framers 
of the Indian Constitution could not 
have intended the C'reation of any 
politiC'jll caste". By "political caste", 
he has said that the Members of the 
Lok Sabha, or the Rajya Sabha and 
of the State Legislatures are a caste 
by themselves. But by claiming a 
sovereilll1 right of that type for him-
self he has forgotten that he is also 
creating a caste by his Own state-
ment. 

Then, on the basis of such argu-
men ts, this Editor has further tried 
to supersede the Constitutional provi-
sion of article 105 (3), to which I 
made a reference earlier, and which 
says that "the p"Owers, privileges and 
immunities of each House of Parlia-
ment and of the Members and Com-
mittees of each House, shall be ..... . 
those of the House of Commons of 
the Parliament of the United King-
dom and of its Members and Com-
mittees" by article 19 (1) (a) "Of the 
Constitution which guarantees funda-
mental right to "freedom of speech 
and expression" which includes in its 
scope the freedom of the press. About 
this article 105 (3) he sayS on page 
50: 

"It is my submission that the 
transplantation of these privileges 
in our ConstitutiOn baffles the 
c'ommon man and, if I may be 
permitted to add, commonsense, 
too." 

This, I think, is a very queer argu-
ment. Where the Constitution suits 
the Blitz Editor he halls it, because 
he hails the fundamental rights, but 
where it does not he hammers our 
Constitution, and he opposes article 
105 of the Constitution. 

Through"Out, the statement has been 
uniform, and it has been uniform 
only in one respect, and that is of 
ridiculing the Lok Sabha, its Mem-
bers and, if I may be pardoned, the 
Privileges Committee and the Speaker 
also. In that offensive language he 
has argued throughout in his state-
ment. 

Something was said about the New 
Delhi Correspondent of the Blitz who 
in really is n"Ot the Correspondent of 
the Blitz; he is perhaps accredited to 
the Lok Sabha as a correspondent of 
some foreign press-I am not sure 
which press, you may tell us the 
name of that press. 

AD ROD. Member: The Daily Worker 
of London. 
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Dr. Ram Subhag Singh: And I 
quite support his arugment when this 
correspondent says: 

"I am confident that ybl.l1' 
Committee will appreciate the fact 
that it is against the code of 
ethics of the profession of journa-
lism to disclose the correspon-
dent's despatches to his editor". 

There, he is hundred per cent correct, 
because the code of eithics of jburna-
lism does not provide for any dis-
closure. But that code nowhere has 
provided that any scandalous, scur-
rilous and vile type of despatch 
should be sent to any press. If there 
is any, I would like to be enlighten-
ed in that regard. 

. Besides, the Editor 'of the Blitz has 
quoted Mahatmaji and Lokamanya 
Tilak. I think he has not done any 
justice to those revered souls.. He 
has said regarding Lokamanya Tilak: 

"I am trained in the Indian 
school of journalism founded by 
Lokamanya Tilak which risks per-
sonal discomfort in the interest of 

telling the truth". 

I am not a regular reader of Blitz, 
I fairly well read some of the natio-
nalist papers, but in no issue of the 
Blitz anywhere have I found any 
full report, and therefore this is in-
sulting the soul of our great leader 
Lokamanya Tilak when this Editor 
sayS that he is "trained in the school 
of journalism founded by Lokamanya 
Tilak whiCh risks pers'onal discomfort 
in the interest of telling the truth". 
I say from my knowledge-and I do 
not think anybody can challenge me 
in that regard-that this paper has 
never adopted any truthful line. 

13 hrs. 

Now, the hon. the Deputy Speaker 
has withdrawn that motion because 
nowhere in his statement 'has he 
shown any feeling that any wrong 
has been done by him to anybody. 
I hold no brief fur Acharaya Kripa-

lani. He can well defend himself. 
Even in this wriften statement he has 
said, that I have not done anything 

10in the way of injuring Acharaya 
Kripalni's stature. Therefore, I 
think that the decisiOn taken by the 
Privilages Committee is right, be-
cause there was no other course but 
to take this decision, and the Mem-
bers of the Privileges Committee 
have rendered a signal service to the 
nation and particularly to this pro-
fession of journalism by taking this 
decision. They analysed the entire 
news story. They also analysed the 
written statement of the editor of the 
Blitz. Having analysed these two 
things, they anived at that conclu-
sion. This is a very gOod conclusion 
and the recommendations contained 
in the report of the Provileges Com-
mittee are good. If anybody is in-
terested in upholding the ca USe of 
liberty and honour of the profession 
of journalism, he should unhesita-
tingly accept the recommendations 
of the Privileges Committee, because 
this will meet the ends of justice. 
As I said in the beginning, I am not 
at all interested in hanning anybody. 
This profession is an honourable pro-
fession. This is a profession which 
gives educatiOn to the people. 
Therefore, I am interested in it. 
Therefore, I support the recommen-
dations of the Privileges Committee 
and I support the two parts, not one 
part, because some doubts have been 
created here. Apart from meeting 
the ends of justice, these recommen-
dations, I believe, will put an end-
not entirely-they will put an end 
to the journalistic jingoism of the 
yellow pTess in India which thrives on 
sensational, scandalous and scurril'ous 
writing. Besides, they will help to 
develop some moral standard for them 
to follow and in a way, compel them 
to observe the true ethics of jour-
nalism about which the editor and 
correspondent have both pleaded. 

With these words, I commend my 
motion for the acceptance of the 
House. 
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Mr. Speaker: I will put the motion 
before the House before I call the 
other motions. Motion m'Oved: 

''That this House agrees with 
the Thirteenth Report of the 
Committee cif Privileges present-
ed to the House on the 11th 
August, 1961." 

Shri Tangamani or Shri H. N. 
Mukerjee, whoever wants to move, I 
will allow one 'Of them to move. 
(Shri Tangamani and Shri H. N. 
Mukerjee Tose). They may choose 
between themselves. Both mean the 
same thin~; 

Shri Tangamani: I will speak on 
the motion. As a Member of the 
Privileges Committee, he will explain 
certain positions which he took. 

Mr. Speaker: He is not therefore-
pressing his motion? Both motions 
are the same. 

8hri Tangamani: I will speak on 
my motion. 

Mr. Speaker: I will allow him an 
opportunity. Hon. Members will have 
15 minutes each. I have allowed 15 
minutes to Dr. Ram Subhag Singh, 
not even that. 

I;' Shri Tangamani: I beg to move the 
V_ollOwing moti'On: 

''That this House Ilisagree with 
the recommendations contained 
in the Thirteenth Report of the 
Committee of Privileges (taken 
into consideration by this House) 
namely, that Shri R. K. Karan-
jia, Editor, Blitz (a weekly news-
magazine of Bombay): be sum-
moned to the Bar of the House 
and reprimanded, and that in the 
case of Shri A. Raghavan, New 
Delhi Correspondent of the Blitz, 
the Lok Sabha Press Gallery Card 
and the Central Hall Pass issued 
to him be cancelled and be not 
issued again till he tenders to 
the House a full and adequate 
apology." 

Because of the short time at my 
disposal, I will only refer to certain 
points with'Out developing those 
points. Yesterday itself, I men-
tioned that one of the recommenda-
tions, namely the recommendation 
concerning the New Delhi corres-
pondent, is out of order inasmuch as 
it is not at all contemplated in May 
or any of the standard text-b'Ooks 
which have fixed or which have men-
tioned various punishments given to 
those who come under this mischief. 
I had occasion to refer to the three 
Or fOur type of punishment which 
are given to those persons: fine, 
which has been given up, admonition, 
reprimand or committal. Nowhere is 
it contemplated that a correspondent 
will be deprived of his pass. That 
power is vested exclusively in your 
hands. I had occasion to mention 
that. 

I have to say this with some hesi-
tancy that there has been a certain 
-because of the way in which the 
entire matter was referred to the 
Privileges Committee, the Privileges 
COmmittee also was in a hurry to 
get at certain things-there has;been 
a certain colourable view of certain 
things. Otherwise, they would not 
have rushed to this type of imposing 
punishment. 

My second point, which will streng-
then that case, is the question of re-
ference to Shri Bhupesh Gupta. On 
page 94, Appendix IV, there is a te-
ference to Shri Bhupesh Gupta and 
the privilege questianwhich he has 
raised in the Rajya Sabha about a 
certain article which has appeared 
in the 'Thou.ght! I find it has 
appeared in the papers that Shri 
Gupta has raised objection to the 
way this particular matter has been 
quoted. According to him, as a 
member of the Privileges Committee. 
he says that several documents which 
were passed inside the Privileges 
Committee have not been made 
available to the Rajya Sabha. That 
is a matter which has to be gone 
into. 

An Ron. Member: Lok Sabha or 
Rajya Sabha? 
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Shri TaDpmaDI: Rajaya Sabha. 
'!'his is what I find in the papers. He 
was a member of the Privilege Com-
mittee of the Rajya Sabha. 

Sardar Bukam Singh: Just a 
minute. This is the report of the Com-
mittee which was placed on the Table 
of the Rajya Sabha and every word 
that is quoted there is from this which 
is a public document. I will ask Shri 
Tangamani just tG point out if even a 
letter is there which is not contained 
in the public document. 

Shri Tangamani: The main aspect of 
the proceedings was that there has 
been a misquotation of a Congress 
member's reference to the Communist 
member or the Communist party 
which created the impression that the 
Communist party was behind certain 
trouble which happened in Nagaland. 
That was the essential point. There 
is reference to the behaviour of Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta. I have no time to go 
through this. That, according to the 
instructions which I have received, is 
a very very minor point. 

The main point was, there has been 
a mis-quotation of the reference of a 
certain remark of a Congress member 
Shri H. K. Saksena and subsequently 
Shri Saksena himself made amends by 
saying that he did not make such a 
reference. These two instances I am 
saying not to cast aspersion, but to 
show in what way this particular 
matter has been viewed by the Privi-
leges Committee. 

The second point will be a consti-
tutional point which has been raised. 
With respect, I submit, I do not think 
Shri Karanjia or whoever it is. has 
prepared it of his own. He must have 
certainly consulted legal opinion. An 
opinion which has been given and 
which has been expressed by Judges 
of the Supreme Court like Justice 
Subha Row cannot be asily brushed 
aside. 

AD BOD. Member: It is a minority 
judgment. 

,Shri TaDgamani: Even the majority 
judgment said-if I quote, it will take 
time-how is it that after SO many 
years of Independence, we did not 
come forward with an attempt to, 
define precisely what these privileges 
are, how are we still governed by the 
privileges of the House of Commons? 
If I am given time, I will explain. 
These privileges of the House of' 
Commons arise not only as a supreme 
body which is the House of Commons, 
but also as the highest court in the 
realm. As you yourself know Sir 
there is a High Court, Court of Appeai 
and the highest court of appeal is the 
House of Lords. Parliament or the 
Rajya Sabha is not the highest court 
of appeal here. Any legislation which 
we pass can be questioned and set 
aside by the Supreme Court, even b;' 
a High Court. 

Mr. Speaker: Let the han. Member 
hear me. The point before the House 
is simple. The Committee went 'nto' 
the question and found there is breach' 
of privilege of the House. Is it breach 
of privilege or not? Or, ~ven assum-
ing it is breach of privilege, it is pos-
sible for the person who is accused to 
say, I did not know the question of 
privilege, I committed a mistake. That 
is another matter. It is one thin, to 
say that it is breach of privilege. Of 
course, this House may not have pass-
ed legislation. On that account, It 
cannot cease to be a breach of privi-
lege. If it is not breach of privilege 
under the existing law, article 105 is 
there. Therefore, it is one thing to 
say whether it is a breach of priVIlege 
or not. It is another thing to say that 
'Assuming it is a breach of privilegE', 
I am sorry I did not know that that 
was the privilege of the House'. And' 
it is quite another thing to go further 
and say that for a long time no legis-
lation has been passed, unless it be 
that Shri Tangamani wants to support 
him and say that the gentleman 
honestly did not know that this was a 
breach of privilege, and, therefore, he 
could go to any extent. I suppose lhat· 
that is not his point. Therefore, all 
the other things are irrelevant. The' 
issue that we are concerned with is 
only this. If the han. Member wants· 
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to raise a constitutional issue that 
article 105 is subordinate to article 19, 
that is another matter. It might be 
. said that article 105 is subordinate to 
article 19, and, therefore, the gentle· 
man is absolutely entitled to say what· 
~ver he likes and article 10 does not 
stand in the way. That is one point 
which can be urged. If Shri Tanga-
mani wants to support it, that is a 
different matter. Otherwise, whatever 
is said in the House must be relevant 
10 the isslle before the House. 

The committee has said that it is a 
breach of privilege, and the hon. 
Member can say that it is not a breach 
of privilege because article 105 is 
subordinate to article 19, but he can-
not go further and say that we have 
not yet framed a code of privileges, 
and so on. 

Shri TangaJDani: Probably, I had 
'put it in a much wider sense. But my 
-point is this, and here, I would ;ike 
to refer to the judgment given in 
-Kielly vs. Carson, 1842, Privy Council 
Appeals, IV MorTis, p. 63, which reads 
thus: 

"This power is inherent in the 
two Houses of Parliament not as a 
body with legislative functions but 
as a descendant of the High Court 
of Parliament and by virtue ot 
lex et consuetude Parliamenti.· 

There, they say how this privilege has 
been inherited by the Houses of I'ar-
liament. I was only trying to think 
aloud and I was trying to find out 
whether after going through the ela-

'borate statement of Mr. Karanjia. we 
could proceed in this manner; also, I 

. had occasion to go through the judg-
ment of Mr. Subba Rao and tbe 

·.n:ajority judgment also in the Sea.rch-
ligf.t case. Also, there are certain 
observations by very independen.t 

"bodies like the Press Commission. 
Actually, in paragraphs 1093 to 1095, 
they mention all these things and then 
say that a distinction may be drawn 
"between our Parliament and the Bri-
-tish Parliament; and they also say that 

it would be difficult to define exactly 
wha·t privilege is. 

Now, here, a question has arisen as 
to what the privilege is which can be 
invoked when it concerns the press. 
This is the specific question. I can 
well imagine what would happen if 
this is applied to many of the verna-
cular newspapers in Tamil Nad like 
the Ananda Vikatan or the Kumudam 
which publishes a lot of caricatures 
which sometimes are not at all pala-
table. I can also well imagine how a 
journal like the Shankar's Weekly 
also may get into this. So, I want to 
know how far this can be extended. 

Shri ABoka Mehta: May I seek 
some clarification? 

Mr. Speaker: I am not here compe-
tent to give him advice. He must come 
and tel] the House that it is a breach 
of privilege, or if he does not agree 
that it is a breach of privilege, let him 
say definitely that 'This is the authority 
on which I am relying to say that it 
is not a breach of privilege'. 

Shri ABoka Mehta: I would like to 
know one thing from my hon. friend, 
because he himself has raised the 
question of Shri Bhupesh Gupta. Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta had also felt that it 
was a breach of privilege. That was 
also a newspaper which had made 
certain comments. Why is it that now 
in this case a different line is taken? 
Is it that only in the case of the Blitz 
this particular line has -lobe taken? 
That is what I would like to know 
from my hon. friend. 

Shri Tangamani: There is rather a 
distinction. The point tha4: is made 
out is also in regard to the behaviour 
of Shri Bhupesh Gupta in the Rajya 
Sabha, that he had a shrill voice, that 
he shouted. and all that kind of tl:hing. 
The point which Shri Bhupesh Gupta 
raiSed was this that what had been 
stated had been misrepresented. He 
had stated something on which a Con-
gress Member had made certain obser-
vations. The observations of the Con-
gress Member had been so edited as 
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to cast a reflection an the Communist 
Party, saying that they were support-
ing the Naga rebels. lit was c!Illy the 
political aspect of it whi~h he raised. 
If I am given the time, I shall try 
to go into this entire case, but since 
there is no time, it will be difficult 
for me to do so. 

Mr. Speaker: All that Shri Asoka 
Mehta wanted to say was that it did 
apply. If in one case it was applied 
to newspapers, then it must be applied 
in other cases also. The question that 
Shri Tangamani wants to raise is whe-
ther newspapers ought not t() be 
exempted in respect of caricatures and 
so on. 

Shri Tanramani: No, I am not say-
ing that. My only point is how far 
we can go and catch hold of a news-
paper under the law of privilege, and 
how far what is probably not allow-
ed to an ordinary individual may be 
extended t,., it, because many authori-
ties have raised this Question. For 
instance, the Press Commission have 
raised this question in paragraphs 1090. 
1093 and 1094 of their report, Part I. 
They say that let us now at least know 
that the law of privilege will be stich 
and such. 

Mr. Speaker: The committee's re-
oort is not an authority for us. If 
there is an authority, it is under the 
Constitution. Article 105 says iha,t in 
all cases, until Parliament lays down 
what the privileges of this House are, 
this House !<hall be governed by the 
privileges that the House of Commons 
exercised up to the day when the 
'Constitution ~ame into existence. 

Shri Tyap (Dehra Dun): In this 
connection, may I know whether the 
privieges of the House of Commoos, 
the:i,. conventions etc. are also not 
governed by article 13, because if 
article 105 is governed by arti~le 13, 
then those cOllventiO!llS also are govern-
ed by that article. 

Mr. Speaker: This is what he says, 
and this is the point that he has been 
urging. 
907 (Ai)LSD-6. 

Shri Tyagi: So, wherever the con-
ventions contravene the citizens' 
rights, to that extent, those conven-
tions cannot be applied. That is the 
meaning of arti~le 13. 

The Minister of Law (Shri A. IL 
Sen): May I only say this? I was in 
the Privileges Committee myself, and 
since this point was raised there also, 
and Shri Tangamani has also touched 
on it here, I would like to say this. 
When this point was raised in the 
Privileges Committee, I said by way 
of advice, when the Deputy-Speaker 
asked me-he would bear me out, and 
Shri H. N. Mukerjee will also bear me 
out-that it was not necessary to go 
into the questiO!ll whether the majority 
judgment in the Searchlight ~se was 
the correct exposition of the law or 
the minority judmnent. I said that 
though constitutionally it nuy be fea-
sible for this Parliament to ignore the 
Fundamental Rights as guaranteed in 
Part III, as a matter of prudence, bis 
House which was the guardian of the 
Fundamental Rights would not do S:l, 
and I advised the Privileges Com-
mi:tee to proceed on the assumption 
that article 19 govetned us as a matter 
of practical content. As the Deputy-
Speaker will bear me out, I said that 
this House was the guardian of the 
Fundamental Rights, and n could not 
go under the law or transcend those 
limits, 

Therefore, the report will show tha* 
we have proceeded on the basis that 
the freedom of expression of opinion 
and of views is the same as in article 
19, as of an individual So of the press 
equated. Therefore, the whole ques-
tion was whether that freedom, the 
legitimate freedom which every man 
including the pressman enjoyed had 
been exceeded or n<>t. On that ques-
tion, the answer of the Privileges Com-
mittee has been that it has been ex-
ceeded. That is all. That is why I 
have said that a diseussion as to whe-
ther article 19 holds the field or not is 
irrelevant, because the Privileges Com-
mittee, in fact, proceeded on the basis 
that it did. 
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Shri TaJlClUIIIUli: May I develop my 
point? 

Mr. Speaker: The only point, there-
fore, is -that the press has no more 
rights than an individual. If an indi-
vidual is liable for contempt or for 
defamation or libel or scandal, then 
the press also is. The point is whe-
ther it has exceeded the limits or not. 
That is the only point. 

Shri Tangamani: The Indian Fede-
ration of Working Journalistsat the:r 
Trivandrum session in 1961, have 
passed this following resolution, 
namely that: 

"This conference of the Indian 
Federation of Working Journalists 
has no~ed that there have been 
recently a number of controversies 
relating to the privileges of the 
legislature and the press, and 
urges upon the Parliament to 
clarify its privileges and of the 
legislatures vis-a-vis the press, 
keeping in view the freedom of 
expression guaranteed undt'r the 
Fundamental RiJrhts of the Consti-
tution and the function.q of a free 
press." 

I am only quoting these things to 
show that those who are now concern-
ed with the press. whether it be the 
pres~ association or any committee 
which has been set U.I) which is the 
nature of a Quasi-governmental com-
mittee or commission. have expressed 
the view that the time has come when 
th,s has !rot to be clarified. Even the 
majority judgment also has r~fl'1'red 

to this. It is a long quotat.ion, ;Iloa, 
therefore. I do not want to refer to it. 
In the majority judament in the 
Searchlight case, they make an oblique 
reference t.o this and say that the time 
has come when it should be clarified. 
but such a thing has not happened. 
And they say that it is probably 
because of -the difficulty involved that 
the Parliament and the Legislatures 
are no-w postponinl that issue. But 
Mr. Subba Rao is very candid; he says 
that here and now S<m1e'.hini has lot 
to be done. 

The point llhat I would like to men-
tion, and which has to be taken note 
of by the House and also by you is 
this. Since we have referred many 
issues to the Supreme Court for opin-
ion, and since there is a provision 
enabling us to refer these issues to 
the Attorney-General, I would like to 
know whether it is not prOPer now to 
refer some of the constitutional ques-
tions which have been raised which 
may be res ;udicata in the Supreme 
Court; I would like to !mow whether 
our Hoose should not formulate and 
refer these matters to the Supreme 
Colll't, as we have done in many cases. 
Whether it was with regard to the 
transfer of Berubari or it was in con-
nection with some of the Bills passed 
by the Communist Government in 
Kerala, such a procedure has been 
adopted. A citizen has, righty or 
wrongly. raised certain issues, and 
before we take away his rights from 
the individual-and from the editor :>f 
a paper about whieh we are now con-
cerned-the issues raised will have to 
be faced and tackled. This has been 
expressed not only by the organisa-
tion of working journalists, not only 
by those interested in the Press. but 
also by thc highest court in this coun-
try. That is the point I would like to 
emphasise. 

Then the question comes about fair 
comment. On that question, whether 
certain statements made here and cer-
t.ain observations made here taken 
~umulatdvely constitu-te fair comment 
or not is a very important point on 
which courts have expressed different 
opinions. because it is a very imp:~tant 
thing. That is where I feel that even 
in this particular case, with due res-
pect to the Committee of Privileges, it 
is necessary to examine it in great 
detail as to whether there has been 
fair comment or not. That will be my 
second submission. 

Let me not be understood to say 
tha-t I am challenging the findings of 
the Privileges Committee. But we 
have to take into account the sur-
rounding circumstances. You will 
observe that the Hcruse was probably 
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agitated rightly, because certain things 
appeared about one of our important 
Members. From all quarters, then. 
has been agitation here. Immediately 
we felt that this matter must be re-
ferred to the Privileges Committee. 
and the direction we gave was, I 
believe, that it must submit its report 
within one week. That shows the 
mood of the House. in such a haste 
and in that mood, generally justice is 
given the g)-by. That is the position. 
I am only telling the House about what 
the In)od of the House was, and the 
attempt that was made. I am not 
going into the question of political 
motive. Probably every person, whe-
ther he belongs to a group or not, will 
know what political motive impelll a 
person to .take a particular stand or 
not. I do not think .there is any on~ 
who does not have a political motive 
in these matters. 

I am only saying that when this 
matter was referred b the Privileges 
Committee, there had been agitatIon 
in the minds of cer~ain Members of the 
House, and there had been agitation 
to such an extent that it was felt that 
.... e must have some kind of remedy 
here and ntm' before the Session end-
ed. That shows a certain colourable 
approach to the question, and probably 
that has vitiated the thing. 

I also find that s~me Members went 
and gave evidence before the Privi-
leges Committee. I do not know how 
they are experts in the law of privi-
lege. I can understand if a Judge of 
the Supreme Court was summoned; I 
can understand a man who has had 
eXperience in the matter of privileges 
in U.K. or a person who has studied 
the whole question of privilege and 
ultimately came forward with a piece 
of legislation, was called. 

Dr. Ram Subhalr SiD&'h: He has no 
right to say so. 

Sbri Tangamani: So I am begin-
ing to have my own suspicions. They 
may be right or wrong. Certain per-
sons gave evidence before the Com-
mittee. Probably it would be right 

if some Member of the Committee 
explained to us whether that parti-
cular Member offered to give evidence 
or he was summoned because of his 
experience, because he is an expert. 

The Privileges Comm;ttee will have 
to be helped. If there is an expert 
in the law of privilege in U.K., cer-
tainly he has got to be called; if there 
is a particular Judge in the Supreme 
Court who has expressed his view, he 
has to be called. 

That is why I feel that there has 
been a certain coloureble approach to 
the whole question. Otherwise, nor-
mally when a Report of the Privil-
eges Committee is before the House, 
I would not have come forward with 
a Motion completely disapproving or 
disagreeing with the findings of the 
Committee. 

These are my three points. These 
are the reasons Why I cannot agr"e 
with the two operative portions of the 
recommendations of the Committee, 
namely, to reprimand the Editor of 
the magazine, and to take away the 
Pass of the correspondent, and I urge 
the House that my Motion may be 
considered favourably by the House. 

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved: 

"That this House disagrees with 
the recommendations contained 
in the Thirteenth Report of the 
Comm:ttee of Privileges (taken 
into consideration by this House). 
namely, that Shri R. K. Karanjia, 
Editor, BLitz (a weekly news-
magazine of Bombay) be summon-
ed to the Bar of the House and 
reprimanded, and that in the cas~ 
of Shri A. Raghavan. New D~lhl 
Correspondent of the Blitz, the 
Lok Sabha Press Gallery Card 
and the Central Hall Pass issued 
to him be cancelled and be not 
issued again till he tenders to the 
House a full and adequate. apo-
logy". 
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1ft 1'1'(1;1 ~: if qtf.t ~ i!il 
~iFmlf.t<r.rr'Rm~;;j'tfif;~ 
1l'IiR ~ :-

"That this House disagrees with 
the recommendation contained in 
the Thirteenth Report of the Com-
mittee of Privileges presented to 
the House on the 11th August, 
1961, in regard to the New Delhi 
Correspondent of the Blitz"'. 

~ it~T1n~~ I ~~ HX iF 
~~~ iF~~~;;r.r~~ 
<r.rrORW~m-~~it ~~ 
<r.rr~~~1 

~~ ~xml<'l"iF~ itill 
~~, ~~~ ~fq~l"IN",,< 
~ ;tt fu:ili 'tiT ~ <r'Ii ~ ~, tf 
~~ fopill~ ~ ~ fi~ 
q~~~~r'~~~ 
fifim~If(~~~~l!ft1 
~ ~ iIm ~ fop ~;;iT fq~IEj 'N"" ( 
'Iilmit~~~~rn 
'iii !I"IWf WIT;;rr:r I ~ ~ 0 X it 
if>IlT 'llrI ~ fop ~ ~ wf.t mTElT-
f~ ~mit~~ ~I 
~ ~ ;tt ifI1f ~ fop q"lft ~ ~ 
~ ~m ifi't{ ~ ~ iI'fltIT ~ ~ 
f.Ifur ~ ~ ~ it ;;iT mTElT-
f"f<t>r< iF ~ ~, ~ ~ ;tt 
~~~I wow~fop~ 
;fT;t it ~ ~ ~~ ~ 'liT ~ if>Ti:f 
il'ffln ~r I ;qiT it WOW ~ fl!; 
mlfiT< ~ If( fiRR ~ ~ ~ 
~it ifi"tt~~'Iil~<'fIlf 
;;itfiI; ~ iF $ irMr<T ~ mfElT-
ftr-rn iF ~ it ~ $ ~ lfiR~<r ~ 
;tt ;;jiffiT;tt"<J<T ~ ~ m-~ 
Ifm f.f;lfr ;;rpf I ~ W iTrt it itt 
~ itifi"tt~ ~~fop~if ~ 

"'~~~~~ Qlf~ 
it ~ ~ iF~iF~ 

it;;iT ~ ~ ~ ,Nil,",,,,",,,, 'IT ~ 

~~~~'IT$~~ 
gli ;;iT ~ <t>itiT ;tt ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~;;itfiI; ~ 11ft 
~$~~ ~~$.rt~ 
~~l!ftl 

~ tf ~~omr~~r 
~ I ~ cit ~ i!il ~ $ltf(f1f iF 
~~~ \iIll~~1 ~~m­
~~ ;;IT <I"~~ 'lfT~ 
~~ ~;;r.r1i~~it ~~ 
m-li' <I"<r ~ it ~qt fop Qfif ~ 
~ ~ ~ it \I'f.r lfi<'I" iF 
~ i!il mtm ~ ;tt ~ ;ntt, 
m-1i. ~ ~ \Iroft 'IT ;;itfiI; ~ 
'IT fop ~ mtm fu"lfT \iITll I tf· ~ 
'fTii:aT f'li IT< if<TiTU iF 'ql1ffi If( ~ 
itifi"ttiTffi<r~ I ~~r~ 
~ lIT fm W'lf 'f'JI" ~ ~~ ~ ~, 
~ ... ~ ~'!I!' mOR ifi"tt 0fIClfi l:'ir"fr 

~m- tf~'l~~'Rm~ I~~ 
m; ~. fop ~ f;;ffi ~ ~ 
\ill ~ ~ ~ ;qq;:fr ~ "lIT ~ ? 
;qiT ~ ~ OR fop ~ ;qq;:fr ~ 
'flIT ~,fifim ;tt ~ "'T 1i. if>1'T ~ 
~~~ tf ~iIm~"( 
~ ~ ~ fop ~ 'liT ;qq;n- 1:1;'Ii 

~~~~ 'IiT~~~ 
;tt \I'tOft "'i4qif~ ~ Sjig ~ 
~ I qij"~rnr~~~;tt 
<ro>r<r lfiTlj1f ~ fop ~ ~ . iF 
~mft~i!il wmfifim'f'Jl"iF 
~i!il,!<'I"Tlfi'.:~~~ 
~ fl!; ~ ~ mlf.t ~ i1m~, 
~ ~ ~"iffifllll" iF ~ 1:1;'" '!U 
<ro>r<r ~ I ~ <'Iltr ~ it 
t!:~ ii:T ~ ~ iiI'lfq; fop ~ fit; R;n 
~'IiT~~~~it~ 
~ $~;ft iIm ~ 'liT 1If1r;rn: 
m- ;;rrq. I tf ~ ~ ~ fl!; ~ 
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m it ~ tt"i ~ f.tmcr 
~ ~ fit; ~ f.t;m ltiT qfuf~ 
~~ij;mm~~1 

-q" ;;n;rnr ~ ~ ~ 'Ii{ ~ 
;;f~ q;m: ij; i(I't it m ~ ~ it 
~~;:r@~fit; ~~~~~ 
~ ~ I ~ 'l\'T ~rcPl'Q:~f.r.~ 
~ q;m:..n ~ m: srhftl:r 
~~ ~fm:m~1 
!R1fiin: ~~ amr ~ 'Pff;m:ur ~ fir. ~ 
Iflf ~ 1\"lft ~~,;ftq; fi:!f~, 
>;{T ~ <tt,;ftq; ~, >;{T~­
~ <tt srmrr '!mIT ~ ~ ? ,,:a~ 
!IIT1m: II<: ~ ..n ~ ~ f1mm" ml; 
l!"i'ml~ ... iie ~ ~ ~, f;;m ~ IlPf 
~ ~ fit; ~ ri II<: ~ 1II~:m'l; 
"ii\'OI1lIT;;rrw~ I 1l ~~ i 
fit; ~ q;m: ..n ;mit it IIIR ~ 
~~it~lIIt~ 
f~t I ~lIIt~ m<: 
~ ~ fifi<: ~ Iflf ~ ~ 
~ t fit; ~ ~ ~ ~... ifl11fu;T ij; 
f .. ttl"lf ..... I<l lilt ~ 'Ii{ W ~ I -q' ~ 
~ it ~ ~, ;;it fit; ~ ~ ~ fit; 
~ ij; f .. ~I"I~ ... I(l· lilt ~ '1ft "I'PfT. I 

~~ ~il;:a"~m ~,-q' 

~~~fir.~tt"i~ iFm 
~ ~ ..n~~t.:ft ., 
~ tt"i ~ fu'Ii ~ ~ ~, 
~ q-q;ft amr..n ~ ~~, 
~~~~I ~il;:a"it 'illT 
pr? f~t~it~II<: 
~~~, lIT~~~'UIf~, 
W<fiT m III'fit Iflf iF omT ~ mr I 

1l ~ ~ f ... f>if .. ~f,;j'" lfiiIiT it ~ 
fit;~~ij;~..n*l~ 
III'fit fu>R..n 4ilIiT iF ~ ~ ~ 
~ it ~ dr.f ifi fit; ~ ~ 

f"l!I" IN1i I ( ~ fit; m ~ Iti't;;it 
~~~,mi(l'tit~~~ 
;r(l' .~~II<:~;mr ~m 
;r(l' mAT ~ fit; ~ ~t lfiiIiT 
lIT~ij;f.t;m~~ iF~ 
;m4i't1 ~~,~~ ~ 
~ iF ifffi >ifTiffl ~ fit; ~ 1i1ft ~ 
WfUlfl" 'W1<.T1f if> "(<:I1~, a1 ~ <m:l1<: 
iF~, ~ij;~wroliij;~1f 

it~amr~m~, ~f.t;m;;r...-lIT 
f.t;m ~ ij; rnr rn"IfT ~ q;: 
~;::cmr ;:r@ mIT "1m fit; ~ ;mrcfur 
~ 00 ij; m it ~, ~ ~orcr ij; 
~"<1!iT "Illf, ~ ~ ~ ~ 
mr~~1 ~~~ 
4il;ft f .. ~I"IN1iI( ~ ~ fit; ~ 
~..n 'Pff ~~, 'Pff ~ t, 
W<fiT ~ ~ , ij; fiIim ;ft ~, 
f>if .. ~f>ii'" rnr lIT ~ ~ ..n ;r 
~, ;;r;r fit; ~ ~ om: it ~ 
~mt ~ ij; r.rq. d1iT< ~ fit; W<fiT 
~U"lTll"~~~it<r 
~~, ~ r.rq. ~ ~(f '!mIT 
~,~~~~U"ITIl"1 

Mr. Speaker: Is it not a fact that 
in this case the correspondent's name 
is given? There are cases where the 
correspondent's name is not given. 

PancUt K. C. Sharma (Hapur): 
That is a different thing. 

Mr. Speaker: The editor takes the 
full responsibility so for as the world 
is concerned. Generally we do not 
go into the further question where-
from the correspondent got the infor-
mation or what information he gave 
to the editor. It is open to the editor 
to accept or not to accept that, and 
publish whatever he likes, or not to 
publish that at all. I can understand 
that. But if a correspondent signs his 
name Or sends it under his name, i~ 
there not a difference? 
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Shri Jndrajit Gupta (CaJcutta-
South-west) : But, Sir, it has been 
stated before the Privileges Commit-
tee that the editor does take the full 
responsibility for what has appeared. 

!$I) ~ m~ : m<f.t 'Wf ~ 
~ iJRf :acT{ ~ I ~ ;;n<raT ~ fit; 
~it ;;ft~~~,~~ 
~ il>'T~~ 'dR~r.mr 

~~,"~O~'I 

Mr. Speaker: There is one thing 
more. He is not the accredited cor-
respondent of the Blitz here. There-
fore, for all purposes he must be 
trt!ated as any other person who writes 
to a newspaper, and when he signS his 
name, or it appears under his name, 
both the person who sends it and the 
person who publishes it are involved. 
Why should there be a difference? He 
is not a correspondent of the Blitz 
accredited to this House. 

.n"mr~: ~~~!Wof 
ifiT~ ~, ~imlliTt~~~ I 
~m<f it; m~it; ;f\'!f il>'T 
'ifi;;r ~ I m<f.t mr ~ <it mr 
~ifiT~ ~1l1"IT~~, 
~ ~ ~ ;;rr;rcrr I ;;1m fit; ~it ~ 
mq ~ ~ ~, ~ cit mq it; 'dR~­
mrr if; oft;;r ifiT lfIlreT ~ I ~ !l"W 
'R"4 mqilft ~ iJRf ifiT;;r<fliT ~ 

~ t fit; ~ W ~ ~<IT ifiT 
'Il"lf ~ ~, ~ ~ f;t>Rl'r: 
~ ;;miT ~ I 1l ~q f<I<ro ~ if ~ 
~ ~ fit; fif;m ~ ifiT 'Il"lf 

~~, m~, ~'liT{~ ... ~~ I 
~cit ~il>'T ~il>'TiJRf~fifi 
<nr lffr ~ fit; ~ifiT foro" ~ 
~ If ~ ~ I ;;r;rnT ifiT ~ 'lit{ <ioI'-q 
~ ~, ~ ""'" 'fiT w~nr.r1f ~ ~ I 
~ifit~ ~,~~git; 
~ 'dR~<:TTifiT~ifiT 

~ ~ I ~ <'IT ~it; m-nft ~<i<l it\'t 
iJRf~1 • 

Mr. Speaker: The han. Member 
referred to me as a "vakil". So, I 
only want to tell him that if the cor-
respondent takes the editor into con-
fidence, does not want to disclose his 
name or take responsibility for it so 
far as its publication is concerned, 
that i~ anoth",. matter. We do not go 
into it. But he wants to tak" the 
credit for every word that appears, 
and so his name appears. The editor 
only relies upon this ag"nt and pub-
lishes it. The editor is independently 
guilty, but this gentleman also can-
not escape. There is no question of 
secrecy. I am not deciding it. This 
House may or may not go to 
the extent of accepting Shri 
Braj Raj Singh's contention. If 
the correspondent wants to hide 
himself. keep himself behind 
the screen, possibly th" House will 
not try to look behind it and find him 
out. But his name appears, and he 
does not appear before the Committee. 
If he appears before the Committee 
and says he never wanted it, it was 
the editor who did it, that is another 
matter. Therefore, We are not asking 
him to disclose contrary to conven-
tions. He himself has disclosed. Shall 
we take it into cOClsideration or ignore 
it? That is the only point here. 

Very well. He has said enough. 
There is very Utle time. 

!$IT IIiIm'I f~~ : ~ efT mq 'r <rR 
it~~~ I 4''r ~ ~~~? 

~ f.rcf~ lfiTiIT ~ ~ fit; ~ 
mq 'r it 1~ 'ru fif;m ~, 1{' 
~mmr ~f~~~,.m:~ 
~ ~ fit; fif;m ~ ifiT, fif;m >=i~­
mrr ifiT, 'Il"lf ~~, m ~, ~ ~ 
il>'T f;t> Rnr 'R ~ ~ '!iit ~ 
~<'I1~1 ~ 'Il"lf~ lfT~,~ifiT 
~~~ 't~T m if 
~Wrrl 



3359 Committee SRAVANA 28, 1883 (SAKAl of Privilege, 3360 

~ ~ it 1l ~ ~T 'ffir <€r 
~ m<r ~ ~'f 'q1y.1SC ~ ~ 

~ I~mr.m:;;it~~ ~t,~ 
fl'flli~ lJ1'lI~t,~~~ 
fcRR'ltT~I~ m~~~T 
~ ~tm:~W'R~­
~ , q~ ~ <'f1lT ~ t I 

t~m~~~~it m 
'fRTli" ~ ~ m it ~T ~ if!T 
t.~~'f~~~ 
'Iiit~ tT t I ~ 'Iiitft W!mi lift 
~~T ~ ~ t lIT <m~ lift, 
~ m ihTq; tIldt ~ ~ rn 
'tlT~t I 

~itll~~~~A; 
~~~mllT~A;'II"f.I'~ 
iii ~ ~mr1ll't~ ~~.~ 
~~ '!it~~~~~ 
~ '!it mllT~'TI1f~~ 
~iiA;W~. ~!IT'r-IT~~~ I 
rm ~~ '!it~mllT 
~ m:mW '!it~~~~ 
~ ifi1f &T ;;mf, ~ <m1I' ~ Y!ij'T 
'tiW~ I~~tf.l;-uarr~ 
5Ift!';r;;ft it m !flIT ~ ~ t, 
~~~~,~~m~ 
'1m!\' t I ~ m ~ <t~ oil<: 
;f\fu '!it m; ~ t I ~!flIT ~ 
~~, W ~ ~ 6lTA' ~ ~ t m: 
~ ~ ~ WfifT ~'liTvr ~ 
<fimIT t I ~ ~ ~ t fiI; 
Wit Wit 'ffirr 'R ~ ~ 'f <I'll 

Hr. Speaker: I am afraid, in de-
fending him, be has caused more 
demage than what the Committee 
has done. 

lImIT ~ (~) : ~ 
~ IfItT<'f ~ ;;mIT t ,<IT ~ ~ 
~~~~'Jffi'ITtl 

....... ~ W' (~ .. .),$) ~! ... x ... ~Li] 
t;b:"ti'S Ir IJ'" ,:; ;. ~ li~ ,.. J(f.~ 

[~ U~ ,. ,.m~ U,s 
'1) R<1Qf ~ : \;f'if ~ IfItT<'f ~ 

;;mITt, <IT ~~tT~ ~~t 
11<: ;;mIT t I 

1l flm;r IlroTT'in~ ~ fit; 1l ~ 
~~""~~~~ I ~;;it 
~t, ~~ifi1f;:r(l'IiW~ I 

m:1foli'omr~tl ;;it~ 
~ '!it~~t, w'!itm<r~ I 
~ ~ ~ q'l-;;rr ~ t fit; <rq 1tiT 
~1IiT<mr~~ron-~ ~ 
~~~""<mr"4t ~~ 
ron-~ I If ~ ;;n;m fit; !flIT ~ 
fq'tll!ilfq..,j( ~ "" till ~ fit; 
W'R~ 4iT~~,~~ 
~ ;;it ~ t, ~~tfit;~~ 
<m1I' fri m<r 'fi& ~ m: m "" w 
~iI>T{~~t Ilfu.r~ it~ 
~, ;;it ~ f.r;m: W-d ~ fit; ~ <m1I' ~ 
~~ 'IiT~'!iiIiT ~, ;;ft~~~ 
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Shri .Jawaharlal Nehru: Mr. 

Speaker, I did not wish to intervene 
in this discussion but the last two 
speeches have been heard by me with 

mounting astonishment and alihough 
t..'J.e two hen. Members who spoke ad-
dreSSed themselves to different points 
of view, somehow they managed to 
arrive at the same conclusion. I wish 
them joy of that company-them and 
the parties they represent. I hope. 
they will pull together-and pull each 
other down in that process ... (In-
terruptions.) 

Shri Braj Raj Singh: They are pul-
ling with you, and not with me-the 
communists. 

Shri .Jawaharlal Nehru: I am no 
legal expert nor do I look upon this 
matter as a matter of legal analysis. 
When this report came, I accepted the 
report as some people have gone 
through it-people of various Parties 
in this HOUse and the Privileges Com-
mittee under the chairmanship of a 
very distinguished person, our Deputy 
Speaker. Naturally, I accepted it and 
I felt that, if I may say so, having 
accepted the fact that a breach of pri-
vilege had been committed, the re-
commendation they made was about 
the least that could be done; that is 
the very least and I had also no desire 
that nothing else should be done. 
Then at a later stage, I happened to 
see the long statement in defence that 
the Editor of Blitz put in. That is 
one of the most curious documents 
that I have read in defence because 
the impression created upon me was 
that it was one of further attack and 
offence and not of defence. What 
pained me particularly-and it may 
say so, not only pained me but slight-
ly angered me-was the way our 
Deputy-Speaker was dealt with in that 
report, a person we know, whom we 
honour and who occupies a high 
position in this House and we all res-
pect him. That he should be referred 
to in the manner he has been referred 
to in that pained and surprised me. 
After all this, should anyone get up 
in this House and say: let bygones 
be bygones; why should we pursue 
this? What are we pursuing? Are we 
not even prepared to express our dis-
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approval of what has been done? I 
really cannot understand it. In the 
name of the liberty of the Press, I 
am afraid this idea of liberty of the 
Press-with which all of Us agree has 
been extended in a somewhat pecu-
liar way. All liberties in India today 
come from the essential sovereignty 
and liberty of Parliament of course, 
under the Constitution-I would add. 
Naturally, Parliament functions under 
the Constitution. If Parliament'. 
sovereignty is affected, that affects all 
other liberties, ultimately not imme-
diately; it is bound to. Therefore, it 
has been laid down, both as law and 
convention, that Parliament is supreme 
and certain privileges are attached to 
Parliament and to hon. Members here. 
They can say many things here which 
may create difficulties for them if they 
said them outside, so that there is 
complete freedom here. In the coun-
try we should develop a sense of 
dignity of Parliament just as, for in-
stance, we want the dillOity of the 
High Courts and Supreme Court to 
be maintained. We may not always 
agree, even when a distinguished 
Supreme Court Judge decides some-
thing. But that is not the point. We 
do want the dignity of the Supreme 
Court and the High Courts and our 
judiciary to be maintained, and more 
so, of Parliament which in its own 
sense-we do not use that phrase here 
and I do not know whether it is in-
correct to Use it but in England it is 
common thing-the High Court of 
Parliament. 

Mr. Speaker: That is how it has 
to develop. 

Shrimatl Renu Chakravartty: There 
is no higher court. 

Sbri Jawaharlal Nehru: Therefore, 
it becomes of the highest importance 
that this dignity should be. observed 
and maintained. I would not like this 
House Or Parliament to be very thin 
skinned and to go about pursuing 
people for minor offences or for some-
thing which might haVe been said in 
a hurry; that is not becoming of this 
House. If I may be completely frank 

with the House, I was not quite clear 
in my mind when this particular mat-
ter was first taken up whether it was 
worth taking up or not. But the 
developments that I have seen since 
then have convinced me that it was 
not only worth taking up but 
taking up strongly. Because the 
original thing may be just and 
something done' in the excite-
ment of the moment, which may 
be overlooked and may not be con-
sidered very important, We cannot 
go about picking up every phrase and 
every word. But it struck me that 
it has all the time been quite exceed-
ingly vulgar and if I may say so with 
all respect, vulgarity itself, though not 
cognisable under the law, is' a very 
serious offence, especially vulgarity 
connected with Parliament or Supreme 
Court. Nevertheless, my own inclina-
tion at that time was: why should 
Parliament waste its time over such 
stuff; unfortunately there is plenty of 
this vulgar stuff appearing in some of 
our periodicals-not all, of course, but 
some-and I do not quite know how 
one should deal with them, because it 
is a serioUs matter and this kind of 
degrading the sense of our people and 
making them accustomed to vulgar 
approaches and vulgar slogans and 
vulgar all that. It is not a good thing. 
Even though they may sometimes be 
useful for right causes, even then it 
is not a good thing, That i> how I 
thought to begin with. 

When I saw the defence, etc. which 
as I said, was not a defence but it 
was an offence, that seemed to me 
much more important for our consi-
deration than the orig'nal oft'ence. The 
Privileges Committee came to a cer-
tain conclusion. It is said that they 
came to it unanimously, but possibl~' 
it will be explained later on that per-
haps it was not quite SO unanimous as 
some part was not agreed to. What-
ever it may be, the Privileges Com-
mittee came to a certain conclusion, 
Now, for us, at this stage to come in 
the way of that conclusion and that 
recommendation taking effect would 
indeed be a very serious matter. It 
is not a casual matteI' We might not 
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have taken up that at all; that matter 
would have ended. But having taken 
up all that has accoutred, then, for 
any han. Member to advocate the 
argument that we should ignore all 
this seems to be really not justified. 
As 'I said, 1 have heard this w;th 
mounting astonishment; 1 just can-
not see any by-way even to justify 
that kind of argument on the grounds 
that it is not important enough, be-
cause, at this stage, it means, 1 say 
not only our inabiJ:ty to defend the 
dignity of this House-not only that-
but it almost means direct encourage-
ment of vulgarity and offensiveness 
shown t9 this House. I find it diffi-
cult really to express myself with more 
clarity and more force on this issue. 
But it seems to me to be S) absolute-
ly clear. Situated as we arc. the least 
We can d~we might have done 
more-is to accept the recommenda-
tions of the Privileges Committee. 

1 would add again that one thing 
that has really pained me, as 1 have 
said just now, is the casual and very 
improper way in which this gentle-
man, Mr. Karanjia, has treated or 
sought to treat our Deputy-Speaker 
whom we respect sO much. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: A!; said 
earlier yesterday, lowe it to the 
House to explain why 1 objected to 
the recommendations made by the 
Committee Of Privileges of which 1 
have the honour also to be a Member. 
I do wish to" say that whether 1 am 
believed or n:>t. 1 always make an 
effort, when I am in the Committee 
of Privileges, to try and examine the 
matter before us dispassionately. and 
without partisanship Or prejudice. It 
i. also there On the record, that for 
quite sometime, 1 agreed with the 
decisilons uLtimately !8Trived at put 
before the draft couJd be finalised, 
as a result of certain researches which 
1 tried to conduct into the matter, 1 
discovered some material which 
called me back, so to speak, aDd 
reminded me that it is the job of 
the Committee of Privileges and of 

Praliament not merely to stand On the 
technicalities of a particular position 
but to make sure-l ask the Prime 
Minister as Leader of the House and 
not as leader of a particular party to 
bear this in mind-that it is neces-
sary. it is our job to see that what-
ever decision we take subserves the 
dignity of House as well as public 
interest. And it is exactly from that 
point of veiw that 1 want to examine 
the recommendations which have been 
made by the Committee of Privileges 
in regard to the punishment which is 
sought to b" ffi~.cd out 

Sir, 1 have to refer to a case which 
is already mentioned in the report of 
the Committee of Privileges at pages 
93-94 and which is reported in Parlia-
mentary Debate, Vo1. 98, and which 
relates to the year 1901. I do wish 
the HOuse to give some careful aUen-
tion to this case which, as 1 told you 
yesterday, corresponds almost exactly 
to the present case befOl"e us. 1 wish 
the House also to remember that in 
1901 when this case came up before 
the House of Commons, the Boer War 
was going on and it was during the 
pendency of the Boer War that the 
Secretary of State for War, a man 
called Mr. Brodrick, had his conduct 
impugned by the Daily Mail. There-
fore, naturally, the House took a v~ 
serious view of the matter. The 
House took such a very serious view 
that apart from Sir Henry Campbell 
Bannerman, who was later Prime 
Minister of Great Britian, and was 
Leader of the Liberal Opposition at 
that time. another Member, Mr. Dillon, 
had said this.-I am quoting from 
column 598--about the reflection on 
Mr Brodrick "when a Minister of the 
Cr~wn was charged by great news-
paper and there were cries of "Oh, 
oh": -I will withdraw the word 
"great" and say "the most widely cir-
culated paper in England," and indeed 
Members have not much cause to be 
proUd of it-but I say it is a grave 
national scandal when a Minister of 
the Crown is charged by the moat 
widely circulated paper in England 
with making false statements in ·his 
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capacity a3 a Minister to the House of 
Commons and with making those 
false sta~ents from the basest con-
ceivable of human motives. 

Raja Mahendra Pratap: It is my 
privilege to raise a point of order. I 
beg to submit that all this discussion 
is nut of order. because the point is, 
our Parliament is a legislative body; 
it is not an executive body. If there 
is some vulgarity, surely, our magis-
trates are then and our hich courts 
are there. So, this question cannot be 
discussed here. 

Mr. Speaker: There is no point of 
order. This House can dispose of 
matters affecting its own pri~ege. 
Otherwise we cannot exist even for 
a minute. As the courts are entitled 
to charge for contempt those persons 
who commit contempt, we have the 
right to charge people tor contempt 
or tor breach of privilege. It is the 
inherent right of Parliament and this 
Parliament would not part with it. 

SJnol B. N. Mukerjee: & I said, 
exactly as Members of this House 
took a serious view of the reftections 
made on the conduct of an hon. Mem-
ber of this House, even more than 
that, in the House of Commons, it 
was said that during war-time, the 
conduct of the Minister for War was 
impugned by the Daily Mail, a great 
newspaper and the adjectives used by 
the Daily Mail were, "baseless and 
mean, untruthful" and certain in-
sinuations regarding acceptance of 
bribes and all that It was about a 
Minister. Therefor~, it was a very 
serious matter, a reflection upon the 
conduct of a Minister, that formed the 
basis of the matter of privile.e. That 
was brought before the HOUSe of 
Commons in 1901 by the Liberal Op-
position. 

On that occasion, the Leader of the 
House of Commons, the Rt. Han. A. 
J. Balfour, Who was the First Lord of 
the Treasury, took up an attitude 
which I find is an attitude which 
should be emulated by the Leader ot 

the House here. I am qlOoting what 
Mr. Balfour had said from columns 
592 and 593 of the P"rlialllentary 
Debates. He said: 

"My right hon. friend's per-
sonal honour is above the reach of 
newspaper attack, and he-

Nobody said so here. I do not know 
why. Acharya Kripalani at least de-
serves that kind of statement. After 
all, I hope his honour is above this 
kind of rather unpleasant and mean 
newspaper attack. 

Anyhow, this is what Mr. Balfour 
said: 

''My right hon. friend's personal 
honOUr is above .the reach of 
newspaper attack, and he need 
not consider this question trom a 
personal point ot view at all. So 
I dismiss that. and now address 
myself to the course which, in my 
judiment. the H~use should take 
in regard to the motion which has 
been proposed and seconded. ThIs 
is not the first time by many In 
the course of my experience in the 
House that newspaper attacks on 
Members have· been brought for-
ward as questions of privilege, 
and I have consisten tly, as far as 
it has been in my power, support-
ed the view that the House should 
not enter into any contest with 
newspapers or the press on mat-
ters of this kind. Nothing is gain-
ed for the honour and credit of 
the House or for the credit of 
journalism by such contests as 
those to which I refer. Of the 
words read Ottt on this occasion~ 
I think there is no doubt what-
ever that they are a breach of pri-
vilege. The thing is absolutely 
undeniable. Charges such as that 
are uncontested and incontestably 
breaches of privilege, and if the 
House thinks it worth while to 
affirm that it is so, I do not know 
that there is any objection to that 
course; but personally, I do not 
think that very much will be 
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gained by it. We all know that 
it is a question of privilege. We 
all know also that we can sum-
mon the editor to the bar of this 
House, and We know the scene that 
may follow the censure, the apo-
loey, if such is offered, or we may 
send the offender to confinement 
in the Clock Tower. But if we 
adopt any ot tne resources at our 
command they really do very 
little to vindicate the honour of 
the House, and they serve no pub-
lic advantage at all." 

Having said so, he went on to ex-
plain why-he only conceded that pri-
vilege had been attracted-this kind 
of punishment proposed to be meted 
out should not be given, that is to 
say, calling to the bar and reprimand-
ing. That was the suggestion made 
by the Leader of the Liberal Opposi-
tion in 1901. I do not stand here to 
hold any brief for the kind of writing 
which the Prime Minister has charac-
terised. as vulgar, which appeared in 
this newspaper. I do not hold any 
brief for that kind of thing at all. I 
wish to Heaven that that kind of 
journalism is not continued in our 
country. But it so happens that here 
is a paper which is highly pogular, 
just as the Daily Mail had the largest 
circulation at that time. Possibly it 
has the second largest circulation at 
the present moment, but in 1901, it 
had the largest circulation in England 
at that time. 

14 hrs. 

During war time, the Daily Mail 
said that the Secretary of State for 
War had been mean, had been untru-
thful, had been malicious and it 
insinuated that he accepted bribes. On 
account of that, a privilege motion 
was brought before the House of 
Commons, and on that the Rt. Hon. 
A. J. Balfour, the Leader of the House 
of Commons, took up this att!tude. I 
do not wish to divulge what happen-
ed inside the Privileges Committee, 
thOUgh some Members here have 
occasinaUy gone so far as to do that 
sort of thing, but I am very pained 

that this matter, when I brought it 
up before the Privileges Committee, 
was brushed aside. My bon. friend, 
the Law Minister, came rather late 
on that occasion. I do not wish to 
refer to what happened inside, but 
I do feel that this was a matter which 
corresponded exactly to the case 
before us. Yet this matter was not 
given the slightest consideration and 
almost by main force, the position 
which I took was defeated. Earlier I 
had shown by my conduct, by my par-
ticipation in the discussion in ·the Pri-
vileges Committee that I was taking 
an entirely non-partisan view of this 
thing. 

Mr. Speaker: It does not appear to 
have been followed in the later cases 
of 1930, 1947 and so on. The hon. 
Member refers to case in 1901. There 
are cases here in 1930, 1947 and so on, 
which are similar cases, where accu-
sations have been made of mem-
bers about corruption and so on. 
They have aU been brought before 
the House and reprimanded and suit-
abl action was taken. 

Shri B. N. Mukerjee: It may be; 
do not know if you are the prose-

cuting counsel on the other side; yOU 
are the Judge ... 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. Occa-
sionally the hon. Member makes some 
observations like that. I am the cus-
todian of the privileges of this House 
and I have to interpret whatever has 
been said properly to the House be-
fore I put it to the vote of the House. 
Under our rules. I have got the right to 
explain and make a statement regard-
ing what has occurred in the House, 
so that hon. Members' attention may 
be particularly drawn to the point at 
issue, whatever has been said in 
favour or against it, so that they may 
come to a right conclusion. That is 
so even with respect to ordinary mat-
ters and it is more so with respect to 
privileges. I am the custodian and 
as such I am entitled to ask the han. 
Member whether it has been followed 
or not. I am the public prosecutar so 
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far as this House is concerned. Let 
there be no such statement hereafter. 
I am entitled to ask questions. It is 
not as if I am merely sitting here. I 
am the guardian of the House. 

8hri B. 'N. Mukerjee: Certainly. 
Far be it from me to suggest that it 
is not for you to refer to this matter. 
~aturally you bring it to my atten-
tion. But my point will still continue 
to be this. Here in 1901 right in the 
middle of war time, reflections are 
made on the conduct of such elevated 
members of the HOUse of Commons as 
the Secretary of State for War. That 
is why I said there is qualitative cillfe-
rence in the position. I expect 
Acharya Kripalani is regarded by all 
of us as a very important Member of 
this House who, even though he is in 
the opposition, is certainly in no worse 
position compared to the Minister of 
Defence. 

Therefore, here is a case which COl'-
responds to what has happened here. 
During war time, if the House of 
Commons should take this kind of 
attitude and let a paper like the 
Daily Mail go scot-free, surely the 
idea was like this. I:t the proceed-
ings are there-our proceedings are 
also publi~the whole country would 
know what kind of thing has appear-
ed in a certain paper, what kind of 
vulgarity has been practised by that 
particular paper and the dignifted 
attitude of the House i.n regard to 
that paper would redound a great 
deal more to the credit of the House 
snd to the public interest than any 
othet' proceeding. That is what I wish 
to subm;t in all humility. 

I wish only to add that when the 
voting leek placr on this matter-tn! 
Liberal On»o~':;Oll pushed it to vote--
by 222 to 122 vot.es, Mr. Balfour's 
positiOn was accepted by the House. 

1 ('!lJy WAnt t~ 'n')Alr,? ~,"-oth~ dqte-
ment and I shall conc1ude, and that 
is in regard to the correspondent 
Shri Raghavan. It appears from the 
evidence given to us that in the begin-
ning he had said that he had nO inten-

lion at all of coming into any kind 
of collision with the House or the 
Privileges Committee, with which he 
had most cordial relations. Then, he 
is found to have indicated to the 
Committee of Privileges that his 
editor, his employer, had taken charge 
of the whole matter and was assum-
ing all responsibility and he would 
not say anything more. It was more 
under duress, I should imagine, than 
anything else, that he did not make 
any further statement. But his ftrst 
statement indicates that possibly he 
would have come out at least to 
express a sense of apology. He could 
not dO that because the editor, the 
employer, sat On him and did not 
make it possible for him to make an 
apology. 

Then again, the point has been 
raised that it is not for the Committee 
of Privileges to suggest that action 
should be taken against the corres-
pondent. It is for you. Informally 
the Chairman of the Committee of 
Privileges might have conveyed to 
you an idea which was ·more or less 
shared by Members of the Committee 
of Privileges that this kind of person 
should not be admitted to the Press 
Gallery or that sort of thing. But 
it cannot come as a recommendation 
of this sort; it does not come within 
the ambit of the different kinds of 
punishment which are prescribed 
under the privileges of the House of 
Commons, and those are the privileges 
which, rightly or wrongly, we are 
pursuing. 

In spite of the vulgar things which 
have been written about Acllarya 
Kr,ipalani in that particular paper, the 
editor of that paper has brought up 
certain matters. These matters may 
not be cogent, but he has brought up 
certain matters regarding the delay-
he says it is unconscionable delay 
and possibly it is deliberate delay-
on th.. part of our Hotl... t~ fnnnu-
late law in regard to its privileges. 
Eleven years have passed since the 
formulation of the Constitution and it 
is more than time that we do so. This 
may not be right; this may not be 
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feasible. The House tor many valid 
reasons may not be able to do so tor 
the time being, but it brings out this 
point, viz., how will he appear before 
the people? 

The whole proceedings go to the 
whole country and he would appear 
before the ~ple as a man who 
championed the rights of the Press. 
He would appear before the people as 
a man who only point.ed out that the 
Lok Sabha is arrogating to itself some 
very special powers in disregard of an 
injunction in the Constitution that as 
soon as possible we should have our 
own statute on our privileges. He 
points out those things and he sends 
a long document. In that long docu-
ment, he makes many unpleasant and 
objectionable observations. 

Mr. Speaker: Is it his contention 
that fo~ want of adequate information 
regarding our privileges, he did this 
and therefore, he can be excused? If 
it is not under the privileges, he comes 
under the ordinary law of th~ land 
relating to libel and defamation. What 
about that? That is what the hon. 
Law Minister said. 

sill'i H. N. Mukerjee: My submis-
sion, as I originally stated, is what we 
do should serve the public interest and 
also vindic~te fue dignity of the 
-House. I feel from the point of v:ew 
of the dignity of the House and from 
the point of view -of public interest, 
we should not appear before the pub-
lic as having done something in a 
hectoring and authoritarian manner. 
This has never happened that 8 mem-
ber of the Press, however recalcitrant 
and intransigent he may be, is called 
to the Bar of the House. We are 
taking a step which is completely un-
precedented. Before we do so, natu-
rally we apply oUr minds a great deal 
more carefully, more especially in 
regard to this case oi 1901. I say that 
qualitatively it is important. Quali-
tatively it is on a very much more 
important level than the cases to 
which yOU were pleased to refe~. I 

may be wrong. I have not looked up 
everything; but let us look at the 
whole matter from the approach I am 
pressing. 

I make a very special point. This 
case was disregarded by the Com-
mittee of Privileges. If, in spite of 
what I haVe tried to read out from 
this report, the House decides and the 
Leader of the House says that we 
should take a step like this, that Shri 
Karanjia should be called to this 
House, a scene takes place, the whole 
thing is reported to the world ..... . 
(Inte1TUptions) , if that happens, then 
he has only himself and his party to 
blame. 

Sui .\.soka Mehta: I rise to support 
the motion that has been moved SO 
ably and eloquently by my friend, 
Dc. Ram Subhag Singh. After what the 
Leader ot the House has said-he has 
said it in such finn and decisive man-
ner-there was nothing for me to 
add, except 110 say that I argee with 
all that he said. 

I am constrained to take some time 
of the House for two reasons: firstly, 
because Shri Mukerjee has tried to 
cite a precedent here and I feel, Sir, 
that either knowingly or otherwise-
most probably otherwise-has not 
cited all the relevant facts to the 
House and I think all the relevant 
facts should be brought before the 
House; secondlY,-and I would like to 
dispose of my second point first-to 
me it is a matter of great satisfaction 
that in this matter of privilege it is 
not Acharya Kripalani who has raised 
the question-he is not concerned 
about it-but it is the House which is 
concerned. 

Sir, if we look up other precedents 
in the House of Commons, over and 
over again, we find that it is not the 
so-called aggrieved Member who 
comes and says that he has been in 
any way libelled, it is the House and 
often Members belonging to the Oppo-
Iltion that brings up the mlltter. 
There is this classic instance which is 
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reported and over which a consider-
able amount of discussion took place, 
when Sir Charles Lewis brought up 
the question of libel or contempt. 
That was by some newspaper against 
Mr. Dhillon, and according to Mr. 
Dhillon, Sir Charles belonged to a 
Party which was entirely hostile to 
him. That high tradition has been 
maintained here also. 

It was Acharya Kripalani who had 
made serious charges or offered serious 
criticism of the Government as far as 
a certain Ministry was concerned. It 
was in that connection that certain 
attacks were made in the Press, and 
when the matter ultimately was acti-
vised here, it is something to be proud 
of and to be happy about that it is 
the Secretary or the Secretary-Gene-
ral, whatever he is, of the majority 
party that comes forward and says 
that certain action has to be taken. 
When Acharya Kripalani is attacked, 
it is the dignity of the House which 
is attacked. It is the responsibi!ity 
not of the party to which a particular 
person belongs; I think it is very 
gracious that if somebody from the 

. Congress benches is attacked we 
should try to protect him and if some-
body from the Opposition is attacked 
the Congress Benches should protect 
him. That is the real spirit in which 
parliamentary democracy functions, 
and it is being exhibited here not be-
cause We have studied precedents but 
we seem to do it in a spontaneous 
manner. 

It is a matter of deep regret to me 
that in this eIfort our Communist 
friends are not willing to come with 
us. Why is it? What is it that is 
involved? I was surprised when Shri 
Dange, even when this matter was 
first brought up, had said that the 
matter be disposed of. Well, probab-
ly he was entitled to think that way; 
as the Prime' Minister himself at that 
time felt that the matter should be 
disposed of. But the attitude that is 
being taken up later on somehow 
makes one feel that there is something 
more behind this than meets the eye.· 
1 have no desire to pursue the matter 
further. 

The Doint that today I would like 
to give some attention to is this: Shri 
Mukerjee cited the case of 1901-the 
Daity Mail case. What precisely hap-
pened then? I do not know if Shri 
Mukerjee has read the entire proced-
ings Or not. If he had read the entire 
proceedings he would have seen that 
the Secretary of State for Defence had 
got up in the House of Commons and 
made serious charges against the Daily 
Mail on the fioor of the House. The 
Daily Mail, therefore, came out and 
said: 

"The Daily Mail will have no 
hesitation in proceeding against 
Mr. Brodrick for libel if he ven-
tures to suggest outside the pri-
vileged circle of the House of 
Commons that this newspaper has 
stolen official documents, and its 
editor is quite willing to undergo 
an investigation under the Official 
Secrets Act." 

The Secretary of State for Defence, 
on the floor of the Parliament had 
said that the editor of a particular 
newspaper had been bribing persons 
of his Ministry, had been stealing 
official secrets or purchasing official 
secrets and putting them in the news-
papers. Now, naturally, as the Prime· 
Minister pointed out, the Members of 
the House. have a certain privileged 
position when they speak in the 
House. The newspaper found itsel~ 

in a very awkward position. It could 
not sue the Minister for libel because 
of his privileged position. Therefore, 
in order to get the whole thing in the 
open, it made an attack on the Minis-
ter direct. Whether that attack was 
justified or not is another matter. If 
Acharya Kripalani had attacked Blitz 
in a foul manner or in a manner 
where Blitz had no redress whatso-
ever, then Blitz could have attacked 
Acharya Kripalani in return, and I 
am sure the Prime Minister, the 
Leader of the House. would have 
taken the same stand that Mr. Balfour 
took in 1901. But the position is not 
on all fours. The situation is entirely 
duterent, and merely to quote certain 
parts of the discussion and not to 
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[ShriAsoka Mehta] 
quote the entire report is not fair. 
Again, the Prime Minister has told 
us that everything has to be judged 
in a certain context. But here you 
are putting forward a certain prece-
dent ignoring completely the context, 
not merely ignoring the context but 
also not bringing out the whole con-
text here. Well, with all my respects 
for Shri Mukerjee, it seems to me that 
he is arguing for a case in which he 
has already made up his mind. 

What are we asking from these 
gentlemen, whether it be Mr. Ragha-
van or Mr. Karanjia. We are not 
asking for their heads on the charger. 
All that the Parliament Or the Privi-
leges Committee expect is that, when 
it is pointed out to them by this august 
House that something wrong has been 
done, as gentlemen they say: "I am 
sorry or I regret that it has happened." 
Why are they not able to say that? 
Shri Raghavan is not to be thrown 
out of the Press gallery for good. All 
that is expected is that he should ex-
press regret. 

On the matter of regret, Sir, there 
are two precedents. Those cases arOSe 
in 1947 and 1956-the Highway Case 
and the J unor's Case. In both these 
cases, when persons were called to the 
Bar of the H;ouse and were given an 
opportunity to explain themselves if 
they so desired, what were they told 
by the Speaker? In both the cases 
the words are almost the same. In 
1947 the Speaker said: 

''You made what the Committee 
were only able to regard as an 
~ntirely inadequate apology." 

In 1956 he said: 

"Although given every opportu-
nity to express your regret, you 
made what the Committee were 
only able to regard as an entirely 
inadequate apology." 

Streh cases have been where people 
made inadequate apologies. Then the 

House has to go into the mattter. If 
ou look into Mal/'S ParliameRtatrv 
Practice, what does that say? There 
it is said: 

"Sometimes the House on tak-
ing the report into the considera-
tion orders the person incriminated 
to attend the House in order to 
hear anything he may have to 
offer in extenuation or palliation 
of his oftence or in the mitigation 
of the punishment before it de-
cides whether Or not it will con-
firm the decision of the Com-
mittee." 

The experience throughout in Great 
Britain has been, at least in the demo-
cratic times, that whenever some-
body has been found guilty of this 
offence, either he has tendered an un-
qualified satisfactory apology, or if he 
has given an 'inadequate apology he 
is given another opportunity and he 
has always taken adventage of it. 

This House has been anxious, over 
and over again, to see that these two 
gentlemen-Mr. Raghavan and Mr. 
Karanjiil-tender an apology to the 
1I0use. It is not a question of apolo-
eising to A, B or C. it is a Question of 
apologising to the House which is the 
custodian of all the freedoms in the 
country. Even that they are not. 
willing to do. Not only that; the re-
port itself has said-the Prime· 
Minister has underscored it saying 
that the whole matter is being 
aggravated and all kinds ur statements 
are being made and all kinds of in-
sinuations are being made against this 
august body and one of the presiding 
personalities of that body-on page 9 
of the Privileges Committee's Report 
it is 8tated:-

''This offence has been further 
aggravated by the type of explana-
tion he has chosen to subnrlt to ) 
the Committee." 

Now, as the Prime Minister pointed 
eut, the matter has been still further 
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aggravated by whatever has been said 
against the House, the Privilelles 
Committee and the Deputy-Speaker 
in a recent issue of the Blitz. Why is 
this being done? The whole point u 
taht this House has not suggested that 
he may be punished or penalised. 
Even nobody's right to sit in the Par-
liament, to comment on whatever 
happe'" in the Parliament is going to 
be hken away. This House only feeh 
taht what he has done IS something 
w:l.~h he should not have done and 
h·- ,auld exp""s regret. Why is he 
unwilling to do it? That seems to be 
the whole problem. Therefore, to 
make this song-Sir, I may be permit-
ted to use that expression-that Mr. 
Raghavan is being penalised or Mr. 
Karanjia is being penalised is not 
right. Th;s House is not interested in 
penalising anybody. We are interest-
ed in maintaining a certain dignity, 
a certain decorum, certain good man-
ners. Even between two friends, 
two individuals, when there is an ex-
change of hot words, surely one will 

. try to make it up by saying straight-
away that he is sorry for the words 
he used. Why is it that normal good 
manners are not followed here? That 
is either because, as the Prime Minis-
ter said. this genUeman seems to 
specialise in vulgarity-if that is so I 
have nothing to say-or there is 
sokething much more stubborn be-
h'nd' it. In either event. I feel that 
now that the matter has been activis-
ed to this extent, the House should 
unanimously ~ass the motion that has 
been moved by my hon. friend, Dr. 
Ram Subhl\g Singh. Earlier, I had 
assured the Deputy-Speaker that in 
arriving at IIny decision, as far as I 
am concerned, my effort would be to 
see that unanimity is maintained. 
May I-beg of my Communist friends 
that, as vital issues are involved in 
this. let us not make this an issue on 
which we are going to disagree when 
the voting comes? When the voting 
romes. let us all support the motion 
of Dr. Ram Subagh Singh. Let it 
appear, as in fact it is, that when the 
Pr:me Minister spoke. he spoke not 
just as the Prime Minister but as the 

907 (Ai) LSD-7. 

Leader of the whole House, eChoinll 
the sentiments of every single mem-
ber in this body. 

Shri Naushir Bltarucha j'ose-

Mr. Speaker: I think there has been 
sufficient discussion. So, I will now 
put the motion to the vote of the 
House. The question is: 

v/" 
"That this Hou3e agrees with 

the Thirteenth Report of the Com-
mittee of Pr:vileges presented It) 
the House on the 11 th August, 
1961." 

The motion was adopted. 

Mr. Speaker: The other two motions 
are barred. I will not take the neces-
sary steps to summon Shri R. K. 
Karanjia to the Bar of the House to 
carry out the sentence pronounced 
upon him by the House. I will also 
cancel Ihe Lok Sabha Press Gallery 
Card and the Central Hall Pass is-
sued to Shri A. Raghavan, and the 
same will not be issued to him again 
till he tenders to the House a full and 
adequate apology. 

14.22 hrs. 

INCC:.:E TAX BILL, 1961-eontd. 

Mr. Speaker: The House will take 
up further consideration of the motion 
moved by Shri Morarii Dl!sa; that the 
Bill to consolidate and amend the law 
relating to income-tax and super-tax. 
as reported by the Select Committee. 
be taken into consideration. Out of 
10 hours allotted for this Bill, I hour 
and 40 minutes have been taken. 8 
hours and 20 minutes remain. Shri 
M. R. Masani will continue his speech. 

Shri Naashir Bharocha lEast Khan-
desh): How much time will be devot-
ed to the first reading and how much 
for clause by clause consideration? I 
am of the view that 7 hours may be 
devoted to the first readine: and 3 
hours, if necessary, extendf'd by 
another hour in YOUr discretion. for 
clause by clause consideration. 




