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SHRI D. SANJIVAYYA: Sir, in the main
answer itself it has been given.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Question Hour is
over. Short Notice Question.

12 NooN

SHORT NOTICE QUESTION AND
ANSWER

SPEECH OF SHRI SHYAM NANDAN MISHRA

a. SHRI M. S. GURUPADA-
SWAMY f:

SHRI S.D.MISRA :

Will the Minister of INFORMATION
AND BROADCASTING AND COMMU-
NICATIONS be pleased to state :

(a) whether it is a faci that the speech of
Shri Shyam Nandan Mishra, Leader of
Opposion in the Rajya Sabha, was not
allowed to be broadcast by A.L.R. authorities,
New Delhi, on ioth February, 1970; and

(b) if so what are the reasons therefore?

THE MINISTER OF INFORMATION
AND BROADCASTING AND
COMMUNICATIONS (SHRI SATYA
NARAYAN SINHA) : (a) and (b) Deletion
of certain expressions offending AIR Code
was suggested to Shri Mishra. he did not
accept the suggestion and, therefore, his
talk could not be broadcast.

t The questiion was actually asked on
the floor of the House by Shri M. S. Guru-
padaswamy.

[RAJYASABHA]
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SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY :

I must appreciate the Minister for his brevity in
the reply. Sir, this raises a very-fundamental
question. What is the background of the whole
affair? Shri S.N.Mishra was invited to speak
and the prepared his speech on the judgment of
the Supreme Court in respect of nationalisation
of banks. The speech before it was recorded
was seen by a certain official of the All India
Radio. He objected to certain, portions of the
speech which contained, some criticism .

SHRI A. D. MANI : Read it out..

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY
about the manner of functioning of the Prime
Mimister and the Law Minister-1 will read that
particular passage for the information of the
House.

SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA r
Please read out the whole thing.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY >
Whatever you want. It reads:

"The rejection of the banking legislation
by the honourable Supreme Court is
obviously the result of the mishandling of a
good cause by an, angry head of the
Government acting in unseemly haste and
served by a servile and incompetent Law
Minister only too willing to toe the line.
After having dragged her feet on
nationalisation earlier, the Prime Minister
acted in suchi a slovenly manner that the
Government has attracted severe structures
from the Supreme Court. The course of the
tragedy has been simple. Intrigue led to
haste, haste led to slovenliness and
slovenliness had led to the tragedy. The
Prime Minister and the Law Minister must
be made to pay the price for this
ignominuous failure. Shri Lai Bahadur
Shastri resigned on a much smaller issue of
a railway accident. The Prime Minister
should have the courage to face up to the
logical consequences of the severe
condemnation by the highest court of the
land."

SHRIMATI
correct.

YASHODA REDDY : Very

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : If Mr.. Gui
upadaswamy had been the Minister, would he
have allowed this statement?"

SHRI S. D. MISRA:  Why not?

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Why not?
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ShRIMATI YASHODA REDDY:
Why not?

SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD
SINHA: On a point of order, Sir. This

statement contains two things.

MR. CHAIRMAN: What is the point of
order.

SHRI AWADHESHWAR  PRASAD
SINHA: It says that the Spreme Court has
passed strictures

SHRI RAJNARAIN: It is a matter of
opinion.
SHRI AWADHESHWAR  PRASAD

SINHA:...On the Government. But the court
only said that the law was not all right. There
was no stricture on the Government, Sir.

SHIRMATI YASHODA  RFDDY
Certainly there was.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down, Mrs.
Reddy. You do not allow the business to go on.

SHRIMATI YASHODA  REDDY :
He says there is no stricture.
i

MR. CHAIRMAN: No., no, I rule i out.

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY:
The Supreme Court has said "hostile dis-
crimination". "Hostile discrimination" in legal
terminology[means that it has been a
prejudicial and not a bona fide or fair action.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down. It is no
point of order.

SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD
SINHA: My another point of order is about the
word "condemnation" in the statement. The
Supreme Court del not condemn the
Government ol India.

MR. CHAIRMAN: All right, please sit
down.

SHRI PITAMBERf DAS: One word. Sir. In
this method of discussion, I am afraid the real
issue, would Lc clouded. Let us quietly listerias
to what thejreal trouble is.

MR. CHAIRMAN: But that is what I want.
2—11R.S./70
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SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY Sir,
objection was taken to this passage by an
official of the AIR.

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

The objection was taken on the ground that
the AIR Code was violated. Naturally Mr.
Mishra wanted to have the Code. The officer
said that the Code was not available just then
and he would send it to him the next day. But
it was not sent to him later.

SHRIMATI YASHODA  REDDY :
Not so far.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY : Only
our friend Mr. Gujral obliged him with a copy
of it. Now, the issue is whether the passage
referred to here really violates the Code. What
is the Code? That is important. There are nine
commandments in the Code.

SHRI A. D. MANI: Not ten?

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY : Only
n'ne cc mmandments. My information is that
this Code has not been discussed in Parlifmenl
and it has not been approved by Parliament.
This has been drafted by the Ministry. Now,
number 8 of this Code says:

"There should not be hostile criticism of
any State or the Centre".

Look at the passage which I have quoted.
Does it violate this item at all?

SHRI S. D. MISRA: Read all the items.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY : I

do not want to tire the House by reading all the
items in the Cede. Does it really violate item 8
of the Code? If it is interpreted as an adverse
criticism of the Centre as such, and not the
action of any individual, then I quote article 19
of the Constitution. We arc laying so many
things in this House and in the othei House
about the Government, about the actions of
individual and Minister;, and they are
broadcast in the AIR as news; there is nothing
objectionable. But a commentary or speech is
objected to. Now, Sir, the Code iteself, to my
mind, violates article 19 of the Constitution.
There are certain restrictions on article 19 and
the restrictions placed on article 19 refer to
freedom of speech and expression.
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And sub-clause (2) refers to restrictions.
What does it say? It says :

"Nothing in sub-clause (a) of clause (1) .
"that is, freedom of speech and
expression —

"... shall affect the operation of any
existing law, or prevent the State from
making any law, in so far as such law
imposes reasonable lestrictions on the
exercise of the right conferred by the said
sub-clause in the interests of the
soveteignlty and integrity of India, the
security of the State, friendly relations with
foreign States, public order, decency or
morality, or in relation to contempt of court,
defamation or incitement to an offence."

It dose not lefer to any hostile criticism of
any State or the Centre as objectionable.
Therefore, when a passage refers to a
criticism—whether it is hostile or not, I am not
going into that matter at all, it may be hostile
or it may not be hostile of anybody in the
Government, may be, the head of the
Government, then, should it be deemed as
violating the Code and therefore, should not be
broadcast? So, my points are two here. Firstly,
the Code itself violates the fundamental rights
which are envisaged in the Constitution.
Secondly, the speech does not violate the Code
as it is even. It is not a hostile criticism. So, my
plea with the Government is that there has
been an abuse of power on the part of the
official concerned in asking Shri Mishra not to
broadcast the speech. Sir, incidentally I may
say that another honourable Member of this
House was allowed to broadcast in the same
series and he criticised the Prime Minister and
also demanded her resignation. When he was
allowed, why was the Leader of the Opposition
disallowed on the ground that his speech
violated the Code? Therefore, my plea with the
Government is that the official has violated his
powers, he has misused his powers . . .

MR. DEPUTY CHIRMAN : Tha is enough.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY =

. and he has gone beyond the censorship
given to him. This substantiates my thesis that
the AIR is being used as an appendage of the
Government. In the BBC such broadcasts are
allowed. I am aware of'it . . .

MR DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please be
brief.

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY ' Please
let me make my points. The BBC is an
autonomous  organisation  where  such
broadcasts are allowed and no objection is
taken. Criticism of the Government is also all
lowed on the BBC. Therefore, this
corroborates my criticism of the AIR, the way
it is functioning and the manner in which it is
being used by the Govern-mentio suit its own
needs. My friend, Mr. Akbar Ali Khan, has
asked me whether I would have allowed it if I
had been a Minister, I would not have
objected to this kind of a speech. I was a
member of the Chanda Committee myself . . .

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA On a
point of order. Are we observing the rules that
no supplementary can be put which exceeds
150 words?

SHRI GURUPADASWAMY : I am
finishing.
Therefore, 1 call the attention of the

Minister and request him to take severe action
against the official who has violated his duties
and responsibilities. I would also like him to
express regret for the action taken by that
official.

SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA ‘I am
very grateful to the honourable Member
because the later part of his speech, if I can
call it a speech, has practically said what I was
going to say by quoting some of those partions
... {Interruption).

The Government was very bitterly
criticised, I do admit. Objection was not taken
to the broadcast—my friend will excuse me,
he has tried to cloud the issue—the broadcast
was not refused. Objection was taken only to
certain words, certain phrases, "servile" etc.
Look at the meaning of this word "servile" in
the dictionary. He says, "servile Law
Minister". Look at this word "servile". No
Member calls another Member "servile and
slovenly". ..

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : On a
point of order. I need your protection, Mr.
Deputy Chairman.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : What is the
protection that you want?

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY :
Did the speech of the leader of our party
contain anything contradictory to any of the
nine points made out by the Code ? I may tell
you, Sir, that all the words or adjectives used
are the opinions...
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : He is
coming to that.

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY

. . . given or the feelings expessed by a
Member. His opinion of a particular person
cannot be questioned.Whether what he has
said comes under the Code or not, is the point.
If I say so and so person is an angel or so and
so person is good, or is bad, it cannot be
questioned and you cannot quarrel with the
adjectives. It is a personal opinion of a
Member.. .

(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The question
is whether the Code was violated.

SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA : Let
me finish my reply. Before I could finish my
reply the lady intervened and said certain
things which are not relevant. All that I said
was that the broadcast as such was not refused.
All that was pointed out to him was that if he
deleted certain words, then, the broadcast
could go on. As I said, it was not only he, but
there were eight or nine other Members also;
all the leaders of the political parties were
there. They made strong criticism of the
Government perhaps more bitter criticism than
that of my friend but they never used anything
personal, they never called anybody
incompetent or servile or slovenly. These are
the words which my friend used. Therefore,...
(Interruptions) ... if you allow such things to be
used on the AIR now, tomorrow some other
Member will stand up and say, so and so
person is a liar, an intriguer, servile, slovenly,
and all that. Then what will happen? Therefore,
this Code lays down certain things. May I read
out the Code?

"... criticism of friendly countries, attack
of religion or communities, anything
obscene or defamatory..."

When the word "defamatory" is included in
the Code, if the word "servile" is not
defamatory, I do not know what else can it be
called. Would the honourable Member accept
to be called by somebody else "servile"...

(Interruption By Shri S. D. Misra.)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Misra please listen to the reply.

SHRI T. CHENGALVAROYAN Mr.
Deputy Chaiiman, [ want to correct the
Minister. "Servile" and "incompetent" are
never held to be defamatory under law.

[ 13 MARCH
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| SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA: 1
At least let  me have my say. [ am just,
reading from the Oxford Dictionary the !
meaning of the word "servile". It reads
"Of, being, a slave or slaves,... having
no other function than to indi. cate
pronunciation of another as ;. e. in
manageable, saleable..."

SHRIMATI YASHODA  REDDY:
It is not defamatory.

SHRI
Let me

SATYA NARAYAN SINHA:
finish.

"..as of a slave, slavish, cringing
meanspirited, minial, completely depen-
dent..."

I do not know what else it is. And therefore,
Sir, let me come to the question to Code.
You have the Code. The Code was discussed
in the Cabinet and then it

[ was sent to all the State  Governments, and
all the State Governments have acce-

I pted this. The Bengal Government did not
accept it in the beginning, now that has also
accepted it with this provison that if there is
any difference so far as... (Interruptions) Let
me finish it. I am placing the facts before
you. You may or may not agree with me. I
am just giving you the information because
you wanted to know how this Code came into
existence. I say that this Code was discussed
about two years ago in the Cabinet and then it
was circulated to all the State Governments,
and all the State Governments agreed to it
except the Bengal Government which also
has accepted it after six months. The only
point is that if there is any difference in the
matter of interpretation of this Code between
the AIR officials of that Station and the State
Government representatives, either the
Minister or the Chief Minister, the matter is
to be referred to the Central Government
whose interpretation, it was agreed, would be
accepted as final. This is the position. I am
only placing the facts. All that was objected
to by the officials was the use of these words
'servile". 'intrigue' and 'mean-mindedness'.

SHRI S. D. MISRA: Sir, unfortunately this
Government does not seem to have reconciled
that there is official opposition and the Leader
of the Opposition and the same thing has
percolated to the officers of the Ministries.
Mr. Gurupada-swamy asked whether the Code
was brought to the notice of the Parliament.
The Minister has not replied to that. The
Govern-\ ment might have discussed it but
Parlia-i ment never discussed this Code.
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The other point is that the Leader of the
Opposition, Shri S. N. Mishra, did not
volunteer himself to make a comment on the
bank nationalisation. He was invited to do so.
So, it is not only this word which was being
objected to but my information, as given by
Shri Mishra, is that the whole portion, the
paragraph which was read out by Mr.
Gurupadaswamy ,was being objected to. My
friend, a legal luminary of Tamil Nadu has said
that the words 'servile' and 'incompetent' are not
at all defamatory. Sir, was it expected from the
Leader of the Opposition to praise the
Government or praise the Prime Minister and
the Law Minister who have acted in an
incompetent way and in an irresponsible way in
handling this issue? Was it expected by the
AIR that he would go and praise them? This
was not expected of the Leader of the
Opposition at all.

Lasty, Sir, I would say that now this
Government is in a minority, as a party.
Unfortunately the opposition is not united but
it is in a majority. The Government has to
concede the right which it itself takes of
criticising others. This right has to be given to
the Leader of the Opposition. But
unfortunately they are trying to discriminate
and they are making hostile discrimination.
Then he has not replied to one question which
was raised by Mr. Gurupadaswamy that one of
the Members of this House talked about the
resignation of the Prime Minister and the Law
Minister and he was allowed to do so. So, it is
not only one or two words, but the whole
portion was being objected to.

SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA : I will
again say that the last portion of Mr. Mishra's
speech is a criticism and the Government was
not objecting to it. Objection was taken only to 3
or 4 lines - where personal reference was made.
On many occasions Mr. Mishra has spoken
outside the AIR and the House and the AIR has
given full coverage to all his speeches. One day
immediately after that broadcast, he criticised
the Government's action with regard to the
Code. (Interruptions) All his other utterances
elsewhere were given full publicity. If there had
been any animosity against him, he would not
have been allowed it.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is only a
Short Notice question. We have taken 25
minutes for supplementaries.

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN: Sir, I am
very grateful to Shri Gurupadaswamy that he
read out the passage about which there has
been a dispute. The issue involved is not a
criticism of the Government about which there
is no dispute, because he himself admits that
another Member who spoke on the radio made
even a stronger attack on the Government and
it was allowed to go through. Now that is a
point he conceded in favour of the broad-
casting authorities who were not objecting to
even the strongest criticism of the
Government. But if Mr. Gurupadaswamy was
sitting on this side today and he was a Member
of the Government of which his Party which is
now in opposition, I have not the slightest
doubt, Sir, that he would have objected to the
slanderous language in that passage. So it is
not a matter of objecting to any harsh criticism
of the Government. No Government worth the
name can or will stop any political criticism
however hard but under the cover of such
criticism in regard to bank nationalisation here
is a most slanderous personal attack on one of

the most eminent Law Ministers .
(Interruptions) we have ever had in the
Government

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Sir, in view of
the wishes of the House I would request that
there may be a short duration discussion
allowed for two hours on this subject, I think
the entire House will agree if I ask for a short
duration discussion.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
have t aken half an hour. Why do you want a
short duration discussion?

' SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Sir, it is a
question of policy which cannot be discussed
in such Short Notice Questions. It is a policy
matter and therefore I would request that we
should take it up in a short  duration
discussion or debate.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We have
taken about half an hour now. Why do you
want a short duration discussion? We can
continue this for about five minutes rnore for
supplementary questions. Every thing has
been cleared and a number of supplementaries
have been asked.

(Interruptions).

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY:

Sir, I would put three pointed questions to the
hon. Minister. The first is this: Have the AIR
officials got a right to go beyond the Code and
which Code of the Government says that these
words are defamatory? Can they have this
right to judge the text and strike down or
curtail something from a responsible person's
broadcast? That is rny first question. My
second question is this: The Supreme Court
has struck down the measure because of the
incompetence and hastiness on the part of the
Government. If the Leader of the Opposition
says. . .

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : If a High
Court decision is reversed by the Supreme
Court, does it mean that the Judges of the High
Court are incompetent?

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY :

Sir, I am not saying that. If the hon. Leader of
the Opposition comments that it was due to the
hastiness and incompetence on the part of the
Law Minister, is it objectionable? Thirdly, Sir,
you will kindly refer to the Code as given by
the hon. Minister himself. This is more im-
portant. It says :

(5) anything amounting to contempt of
court;

(6) aspersions against the integrity of the
President, Governors and Judicial').

Now there is a reaction Dy Dr. Ran en Sen
on this judgement of the Supreme Court. He
says :

"This piece of judgement as it \va’
pronounced by the Supreme Court of
India'w!ll be criticised by the progressive
people as a retrograde judgement detri-
mental to the progress of the country".

He says that the judgement of the Supreme
Court will be criticised by the people of India
as a retrograde one. Now is it contempt of
court? I want to know how that was allowed.
He clearly says that the people w'll criticise it.
Have the AIR officials any right to go beyond
the Code

[ 13 MARCH 1970 ]
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and if they have, let us know about it. Has not
the Leader of the Opposition, in view of the
background of the Supreme Court striking
down the Bank Nationalisation Act, the right
to say that the Law Minister was incompetent
which is not defamatory ?

SHRI SATY.VNARAYAN SINHA: I have
answered that point several times. So far as
any oitcism of the Government is concerned,
we concede that any strong criticism is
allowed. All that I say is personal attacks

calling anybody incompetent, not only
incompetent but hasty and also using the
words servile and intriguing that s

defamatory, otherwise what is the use of
shutting down criticism? Any criticism of the
Government they are entitled to make and we
have allowed other Members to do so. All that
we have said is, because they have not used
particular words which are slanderous, the
whole thing was allowed.

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : I read
No. 5. Contempt of court is a specific sanction
of the court. Nobody should say anything
against their judgement. Here I am quoting
from their own report and when he says that
the people of India will criticise the judgment
of the Supreme Court as retrograde, is it not
contempt?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Perhaps in
the opinion of the Minister, that may not
amount to a contempt of the court.

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : That
is where discrimination (nines.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : He has
given the reply.
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will be enough.
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(Interruption)
SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PA TEL: Are

Ministers not expected to give intelligent |

answers? Is it the answer to be given by him ?

SHRI P. C. MITRA : Sir, lie is shifting his
stand now. Previously he said that certain

words were objected to but he refers to |

sentences now.

SHRI S. D. MISRA: He first said that there
was objection to one word 'servile'. Now he
has gone to a few words. He should say one
thing finally.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He
said 4 or 5 words.
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AT F st qrEan g b A S s @
¥T 7E E, THA oTT qF A |
2 f& 71 T owaw 91 fRFEa ) oam
A7 sa HA Al AT TEET T Z

Wt wegATTEAw T/ 77 A€ A7 Ad
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A FIT arsr‘rrﬁ\a,wm%m’
fer A7 =z s 2 ) A A7 FEf
T T AL FA oA

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order please.
I think perhaps the hon. Members are not
attentive to the rqaly of the Minister. This is
not the first time he has said that. He has been

| saying it repeatedly that there are 4 or 5
| objectionable words which ~ were deleted.

|

| S a3 e S

| ot TewmTaw : FE-A Al FOfaw

| & ST F & vAr fRar A w@r 2
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Still the

Members are persisting in getting the same

information. He said there was objection to
four or five words.

ot AT AwA, w9E A
TTgEaa 97 §F i g AT q FEAr
mghf%wﬁ 74 fafaezsi
gz FTAr w0 2, weEdiE i weRs

el r,

CFTAL Z LA RITRT WEdnT @A g o

st IJyawTafa @ § SR AT ZAT
AT §, T ZrIA #1 Al wTIRT AT
Frr =ufed, ag N § w178 ST FEM
Ama 40 fogz mfaerar s, ..

&?tmm:ﬁ‘ﬂwréﬁ‘r%
gm T famr s wfgg

2 W wex "varTe E, T 2 oA
gax  Fgr qar ¥ oI oA & aem ad
TEAHTT FIT anﬁ'U_’ _ . (Interruption)
I &7

(Interruption)
st TmATEY : F 42 7 43 g4y 7
IR ATE HATHIT FT T47T G129 F1 Frfzrer
i & A F 7

wt Faganfa o s T 9@ 2

gt afzq 1 2z 77 72 £ 5 am, = a=T |

#1 fagras ) am 41

Wt oFo Tto faw : AaAmaz Z f1 2
wE E g A W A7 ANE F e
qr FET TH A KT ZAT AT

ayn

ot FegAnEe fag : A9 T ) 9.

qrze o= 71 fax for o4, sAw =

=t Igawrafa HTTF FTEaera
Z @ g, % A 27 girea Afar, sm
qrer A1 24 N vrEwe Afag, o qif
FATHT 7 40 famz (747 9@ # @7 28
TA A7 A7 (TR 5V 72 wWF fR
gravfas fafqees 7 ow g7 78 7% 3
Fz2i fF 3 =717 0w 739 9, f5an 34

FAFIAR fFm wAr ar, 3eEE A
AT AT F AT F wA AT FAEAT
Foart i I, ST OHT T AgH A,

IA% AL § FeEle A% § A faar oar
IT the hon. l\limhru want, they can go
through the proceedings. I am also pre-
pared 1o go through the proceedings. But
by repeating the same question and asking



47 Short Notice

for the same information we need not waste
the time of the House. We can accommodate
some other Members and we could have
accommodated some other Members to ask
supplementary questions.

1 TTRAATORN ¢ AR, AT A
q1 FHT Y, T WITAT A
qoF FET ] Tl &3 HAM

F A%
F AT H W FFT 7T OWT 19 wTeER
F 77 7 7z TWear ¥ zaTa WA o
HTSTT FT FAGF A1 VAT 2, TEI I
fafas 75 =1 7w faEw w7369
arT gt gz [ oveEl waTa ) oHl-
fraa & ax f& sa=a7 19 7 wwaw
g wer fzwwed) @ex & o9 & oar
Tgf, T TEr € AT A&
BRI TN A FT WE IAT AET AT
g, #M IHET AAra freraved

St weAeaw fag : ag w1 Aaw
TEN & ) T F AR gAT F@r fF wa
®E TIAALH § BT T, /G 0%
g, el 2% a1 6 3@ 99 F7 747 )

SHRI S. D. MISRA: There is a difference

between our interpretation and Government's
interpretation.

wt JURWA : AITF AT FT AT
AT WAV | TEARZ ¥ 77 (F ¥tz aTed
FT ATIEAFAT 72T, AVFIL F FATE 4797
fe ag soft amer @t @y AT TwE
qTE TITAT AFISA FT AT 69T FZT GHF
fera s @ %71 & 53 9% 2, aF varat
SALH &1 THT FA FT q®Iq A4 £ )
q9F /YT FT AT AT AT |

SHRI S. D. MISRA: We want your
protection here, when there are the objections
raised to the stand taken by the Government

and the authorities of the AIR here on four or
five words. Letus
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take that we are wrong. Now, when Members
of Parliament from this side say that a word is
the right word, and the Government say that it
is a wrong word there should be some
authority, there should be the Attorney-
General who should give his opinion whether
a disputed word is a right word or a wrong
word.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have got
one opinion and the hon. Minister has got
another opinion.

SHRI S. D. MISRA: Why are they shirking
to refer it to the Attorney-General?

SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA: T have
said that this matter was taken up with the
State Governments. The question arose that if
there was a difference of opinion about the
interpretation, then what happened. And the
State Governments have agreed that, if there is
a diff-ference of opinion in interpretation, then
the decision of the Minister for Information
and Broadcasting of the Central Government
will be final.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is the
position that if there is a difference of opinion
then his decision will be final.

ot TAATTEm AT, g FTEREY-
T FT A9 T 2 7| 727 (e gaa
F2T THAT |

Wt geawmix A7 G027 1 AT dre-
A1

ot qeavae T AT, F a7 J1 q90a
TBAI ATEAT G1, IART UEGTIET Y
5 q@1 | AET AT AT F q12 A7 I
FATE A7 AT A4 FT 9%, q 499 qq%
# A AT R GAT ATZAT £ | A19A AY
MEATT FT T T JT AT qE] AT A7
qF FIATT gV, TARTFIEE ZT, FIS-
AAT ZAT, SEIT YT, ATGH G A1 a=T
F fFar A1 3HF 4r 27 A1 A9 a3
W\ gaman ar fa dia e arza 4, faas
A T AARTA 4T | AL T A TR E, T
1T, 979 ATEA T F47 27 AT 2, Hiew
7z & 471 91 § 77 wlgezy Aqrw fawr
Zi7 @rgw, a1 & g7 =fwfaedd) qaar awar
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g & 7 it fia 7 ared 4f @Ay 7 ez
AT F TR U AEERM (e war ar
QT TA 16 F 16 FrIAT TT ATTTARM
fqgr mar gy [ want to get a cate-
gorical reply.
=t weARmw g o ozag

mar 41, § q7 @gi A7 AgY 41, 92 32
a1 fa [t aF T wer AA AT AT
@z # 917 F a1 fFas § g & gua
frsdl &1 75 8% N 2——zawr gzv faear
s ar @ femr s o

"

My

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: He is
beating about the bush.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Thillai Villalan. Last question.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: What abou' me, Sir
? 1 have been rising from the very beginning
to have the chance to put questions.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1t is
forty-five minutes past 12 of the clock now
andstill . . ,

DR. BHAI MAHAVIK: Sir, I got my name
entered when the Chairman was in the Chair. [
am not going to repeat any question.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let it be a
brief one also. Now Mr. Thillai Villalan.

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN: Sir, after
hearing the discussion I come to know that the
problem invloved in this question reduces
itself only to this whether certain words are
defamatory or not. I want to generalise the
problem leaving apart the personalities
involved in the question the Law Minister or
the Prime Minister or the Leader of the
Opposition. Now, a person is invited by the
AIR to make a speech. Here he has given a
written speech and in that speech certain words
are considered as defamatory. My point is this,
Sir. Who is the authority to give a final
opinion or decision on whether a particular
portion is defamatory? Then my next question
is this. If the AIR authorities are the final
authority according to the Code, is there any
provision for appeal? According to the Code
this is the first forum.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Will you
please ask your question ?

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN: I have asked
the question. If a particular person wants to
say that it is not defamatory to make this
speech, is there any provision for appeal
because this is disallowed by the AIR
authorities ? If there is no provision in the
Code for appeal, is it not against the spirit of
the Constitution, which guarantees freedom of
speech ? So my question is this whether this
Government is prepared to place the Code,
which is violative of Article 18 of the
Constitution, before Parliament for review?

SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA: I have
already said more than once that this Code was
circulated to all the State Governments and
they all agreed to it. They have agreed also to
this that, in the event of a difference of opinion
about the interpretation of the Code—whether
it is applicable or not—then the matter must be
left to the Minister for Information and
Broadcasting and his decision will be final.
This is the position today.

Bto wrd WgrdT : =fiwq, 7 A1 |7 T
qgT T § QAT AT E | wAqTR Aferey
Al & sz F foflz #&ar @ am G|
TH aET |

T3 AT A7 2 7 79 w2 | fagd)
717 27 TE Z THE T AE TAT FIY
z 70 gt 5 ow zferwm & & D) 9r
A AMT AT AT GEIT AT A F(Al
F1 Wl AW ATHEL A FOAEAT
=g 7 4% % TaEI o9 9w
Ta% 73O 9 (FA w1 TG AT HTC
AT TAT AT FH )

A F A2 Al MEgAr 2 fwoag S
FIT 2 a7 T ATCFEZ F1 0 77 FLAY
S| WWT T AT TN FIT H 40 UH)
1% wd w4 2 f5 AF areRreEE WA
) wowr 20 =ifzg, 59 7 o g9
qA 0 F1E S7F(T BN AT FE AT AT
FZT AT ATT AT AT A ATSREE A
7z 417 & 77 g Al @ qar g€ A
3% fFde § o= A7 A GFEA L
a1 war Ay BF 90 AT AN 7 FA A
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frard, Y zwd w1z zafaw & &
A# 1 AT FHIT 9T 2

qiw7r wara 47 2 7 sma F7r fw
w27 & w7 wra ifem e § oAz wm
fam 2 v fulsezs srF zHHoq oz
arzgifesn ®1 9w FATHT WM W@
7T qeat 77 # 5 s 38 faare g,
Azt 77 i fafaer 5 szvfuzas 1 A
99 fFar am, 977 77 oF off § 7
TE T AR A7 AW TH FIT F goefyE-
TR A AL H AT A HTERIT AL A TEI-
fazam & fag 1€ faong omr frorfrs
T F1 7T AA| 2 fam g7 fr oA
AR HT FT OAFE |

o qad 77 2 fr o fea 799 w2
HIT AT 78 997 3351 (Fanm aan a1 98y |
afz At framr o0 A1 97 ) A7 A
rT az fw, g, o 1T 7 fqar 2 -

Aspersions  against the integrity of Pre-
sident,  Governors and judiciary

Tz AF FiT | THE mEyEer waww fr g
afvd ars fefarzg 7 2, ofadiferds
aft & ar, feedl Fafarze #1 sv adma
FEr AT, a1 7% ¥z eferea ad g

sfrar oy ¥wE o fiF 2

pu

To W Rgw @ § 47 921 A=A
g f& = oovwn @i w97 g0 wA anm

F1r w7 w87 & vt s g

fadt " @ wAma 2 fefi & Smsarh
97 647 FIA[, AT FTAT | w7 {3
WAl F T T T TE 90T, a7 |0 A
TTFTZ AT 20N FifF THE que
T oAdY w20

st IgaAata
ZT T

Bo AT WERET : wTfAY § 77 farer
g nax g v afafzwa o ff arg w7

(A F | HITET e

[RAJTYASABHA]

Question and Answer 52

g1 W) wREn a7z v & fE aEt
% U7 A aFT arEy ag fEwaoad
i fag arff & w&w vAaT g, gare faeg
7 FFIT FT GAA7 21A1 & AT 0% JT
20§ F 3717 | a2 SIATT A0 77 79
7 g feqr 71 ox d @0 H AETA
AFY FATHT AT | AT FWIL TR AT

| 1 g7 fopar man

it wegATe fey 0 € FEAL S
amdig arm 7 @0 faFs T FEEEa
¥ | e T AT | TR SE ey
AT 21 A} A TR ¥ a7 witEar
AT qars T, A ) T, I fEA
T wifzar

Tlo Wi wWgdrT : 7@l A4l | § IF
feq # &d7, 951 F1 TLITETT AT FHT,
7 faq A T w7 vETZ )

wt Iqawmafa ;. fafaszs am@Es 34
F AT aF= TR E |

TMo WIS WEET @ A7 TZ T2 § 97 qZ
TZ g1 | 4 4% @1 E A FLHIL 7 T@A|
1T AFT F TLAFTT AT SR A
far av

st aegeTer fag A F AEEIET
gm o4, 3% T #, f7ia

¥Mo W REFER : 727 20 4 | HATH
7z 2 f& .

ot gearerer fag 2 .7 feR oAl
AT 1 AT | AT wNfAga FoAW
%I | % o wao dlo & AT a5 FATT
T

| W0 T mEEIT W FAA § AT
| AFT FT Ea| ( Interruptions ) = f=q
fetl #t a#f gamar man, fEaf A oo
& ST A AEY aA T A ) 18 T
2 gfim £ 3 Fay § a2 fag vy w
FATIT 17, UF F arE} F1 BT FT AT
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FY qATAT A . ( Swterruption ) gy
Faw foFrE FIm Aifam

st Iqawmfa : 1o wEEAlT, ¥ 77 2
Z fa except P.S.P. all the other parties
were invited.

i &few % fadg ¥ 7 @@ T AT
4 51 &fFw & g ¥ 9 7 9 g
T

I am afraid I have not beer able to explain;
My point is whether (he code lays down any
guidelines about the people are to be selected
and if so when the banks were nationalised
whether any people who represented the view
against it were called for giving any broadcast.
That is my specific question. If he does not
have the information now, I can have it later.

=i wewATCaw fwg : W F AT AET
2 fr fersr g | w1z F1 ww £ fag
fza @71 am0 q@T AT § IR FOF F
frm 7z & ooz f 9« ofifes
&5 grr 0@ sgfaga T mEen a7 1,
A% 39 feq &vr g a7 & @A wd
AW AAT AT AT FAT AT E

SHRI S. D. MISRA: The Minister has
forgotten the question. Let it be jotted down
and then let it be replied.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: Sir, I raised four or
live specific questions, but they have not been
answered. I asked if news broadcasts are
covered, if factual written statements can be
broadcast, whether the code objects to that and
I also asked whether a person who is a party
can sit in judgment, if for instance the
Information and Broadcasting Minister sits in
judgement when a dispute involves him how is
that judgment going to get proper respect and
lastly .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have
made your points.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: But I am not
getting any answer. The point is, he should
touch upon them in his reply.
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SHRI S. D. MISRA: These are meters
which require just factual answers. One is
whether Mr. S. N Mishra demanded the code
and was not given; let him note down the
question and then give the reply.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: If he cannot
answer now, let him say that he will give the
answer later.

(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Calling
attention, Mr. Mohta.

WRITTEN ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
FOODGRAINS TO U. P. AND
BIHAR

.SHRI SITARAM JAIPURIA:
Will the Minister of FOOD AND AGRI-
CULTURE be pleased to state:

(a) wether it is a fact that prices of wheat
have gone fairly high in Bihar and U.P.
recently;

(b) if so, whether the Central Government
has released large quantities of wheat to these
States to lower down the prices;

(c) the total quantities released to each
State and what was their demand; and

(d) to what extent prices have gone down
in those States ?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF FOOD, AGRICULTURE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND
COOPERATION (SHRI ANNASAHEB
SHINDE): (a) Yes, Sir.

(b) Yes, Sir.

(c. A statement is placed on the Table of the
House.

(d) The extent of fall in prices in important
centres in U. P. is Rs. 0. 74 to Rs. 3 per
quintal. In the case of Bihar there has not been
any appreciable fall in prices but the upward
trend in prices has been averted.



