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[Mr. Chairman.]

only want to point out to the press that they
owe a great responsibility to this House and in
giving headlines they should not do anything
which can be taken as partisanship or any such
thing.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Thank you, Sir.
I withdraw the motion. I am quite satisfied
with the observation that you have made.

REFERENCE JO NOTICE OF QUES-
TION OF PRIVILEGE AGAINST SHRI
C. SUBRAMANIAM, THE FOOD
MINISTER

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Bhupcsh Gupta
will you please, if possible, briefly tell me
why you want to raise the question of]
privilege ?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal :
Even in this matter. Sir much as I would like
to follow your direction, it is very difficult to
be very brief.

MR. CHAIRMAN : This' matter has been
pending for two daysi. Mr. Gupta has given a
notice of privilege question against hon. Mr
Subramaniam. I have not given my consent to
that being taken up as a privilege motion.
There are several things which he has said and
which are not clear to me. Therefore, I would
like him to tell me why he thinks it should be

done. T would allow him and the other|’

gentleman. Shri Rajnarain who has raised this,
to have their say and then the Leader of the
House will say something.

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR (Uttar
Pradesh) : Mr. Chairman, I would request you
to look at Rule 190 of the Rules of Procedure.
My friend, Mr. Gupta, has read Rule 187
whereby you can give consent to raise any
matter. But Rule 190 says :

"The Chairman, if he gives consent
under rule 187 and holds that the matter
proposed to be discussed isi in order, shall,
after the questions and before the list of
business is entered upon, call the member
concerned, who shall rise in his
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place and, while asking for leave te raise
the question of privilege make a s*hort
statement relevant thereto:**

If you give your consent, that matter can be
raised as a question of privilege. K it is
granted that you are going to give thii consent
to the hon. Member . .*

MR. CHAIRMAN : I have not given my
consent. Why don't you listen to me ? I have
not given my consent to entertain this as a
privilege motion. I am only wanting an
explanation from him as to why he wants that
consent.

SHRII. K. GUJRAL (Delhi) : On a point of
order, Sir. My submission is that you are,
while permitting the hon. Member. Mr. Gupta,
and another gentleman in the House to raise
this question and also permitting the Leader of
the House to express his views', limiting our
right to express our views. This is complete
denial of this* privilege to us. When an hon.
Member raises a point in connection with the
privileges of the House, we also have an equal
right to express our views on the iseue.
Therefore, Sir, if you are going to give
permission to Mr. Bhupes'h Gupta or the other
gentleman to raise an issue which is of vital
importance, whether the privilege of the
House has been breached or not, we also
should be given an equal opportunity to
express our viewsl; an equal opportunity
should be afforded to some of us who might
als'o have to say something about it.

MR. CHAIRMAN : If I give my consent

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : I will take one
second. You know. Sir, I never encroach upon
your time. If you, Sir, come to the conclusion
that this) question has to be a limited one and
that you will allow only two hon'ble Members
to speak and the Leader will reply, then since
it is a very sensitive matter you should allow
us also to express our view instead of having a
discussion with the gentlemen and coming to
a conclusion rather than deny us the
opportunity

MR. CHAIRMAN : As a matter of fact,
two days ago I told Mr. Gupta, when he
wanted my permission, that I would allow
him to explain to me the position. And I said
that I would ask the House also to explain
their views to me
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AN HON. MEMBER : And also the Food
Minister.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Yes, and also the Food
Minister, in order to come to a decision
whether it is a ques'tion of privilege. When I
give my consent to the privilege motion the
House would discuss it.

SHRI 1K. GUIJRAL: No, Sir. My
submission is that the very fact that you are
permitting an hon'ble Member of this House
to submit to you something which concerns
tine privilege of the House, privilege is not a
pers'onal privilege. Privilege is privilege of
the House. If any hon'ble Member, whether he
is a Minister or not, is allowed to have his say
on the breach of the- privilege of the Houste,
then those who constitute a part of it have a
right to request you to kindly give them the
time to submit what their views on the subject
are. The iss'ue is not confined between Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta and Mr. Subra-maaiam. The
issue, if it is really an issue of the breach of
privilege, is really confined to the whole
House. The very fact that you are gracious
enough to permit two Members of the
Opposition to submit to you and make certain
allegations, if the same right, is' denied t0 us.
the difficulty would be that those of us who
hold views divergent from theirs will be
denied to submit their views and you will be
deprived of the advice of that section of the
House which holds divergent views in
establishing a prima facie case. The prima
facie establishment of the cas% should be
decided when we are also given the same
opportunity as you prpose to give to two
Members of the Opposition. If this
opportunity is being denied to us, then this

opportunity should not be extended to
anybody.
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SHRI M. M. DHARIA (Maharashtra) : I
may here support, with your kind permission,
the point of order raised by Mr. Gujral. When
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta will be given this
opportunity to have his say the House will not
be concerned only with what the hon'ble
Chairman or the hon'ble Leader of the House
or the hon'ble Minister has to say. It will be a
matter for the whole House. In that case, Sir,
we have every right to have our s'ay and we
believe that you will kindly allow us to have
our say. If it is not to be allowed, then these
discussions may be done in the Chamber and
not in this House.

SHRI M. N. KAUL (Nominated) : The
practice and procedure in this matter are well-
settled. It was laid down clearly long ago by
Speaker Patel. Sir, as you know, it is the
discretion of the Speaker to admit a noitce or
to refuse admission. That is', Sir, your
absolute discretion and nobody can question
it, and you are not bound to give reasons. It is
equally, Sir, your discretion, as Speaker Patel
pointed out that in some cases you may place
the matter before the House in order to inform
yourself of the facts and seek such assistance
from the House as may be necessary. In any
case, here the short point, as you put it clearly,
was that yon wanted to hear a few Members
to decide whether you should give your
consent or not. There is no full-dress' debate
at this stage. The short question is that instead
of discussing it in your Chamber, you would
like to hear the points of view in the House
itself and then determine the question whether
consent shouW be given or not. (Interrup-
tions) Let me complete.

Now, another question that has! arisen is as
to now many Members you should hear. On
drat too the, practice is well settled, that in
such a case it is the absolute discretion of the
Speaker to hear as many Members' as he likes.
The normal rule is that you should ask one or
two persons from one side and one or two
persons from the other side to state their case.
It is not at all necessary that you should
hear a
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[Shri M. N. Kaul.]

large number of Members. The matter is
settled on hearing a few Members on each
side because you are not, at this stage, Sir,
allowing a full-dress debate. You are making a
preliminary investigation of facts and
ascertaining reactions so that you may make
up your mind whether consent should be given
or not. This is the short question. Therefore,
you will choose such persons as you like
because you want to be advised. It is only for
your guidance and you can regulate it in your

discretion as you think best. There is no full| -

discussion at this stage.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : As far as I am
concerned, I may make it clear that I have no
objection to your hearing all the Members.

(Some lion. Members .stood up in their
seats) MR. CHAIRMAN :  Would the
hon. Members please sit down ?

SHRI A. P. CHATTERIJEE (West Bengal) :
What Mr. Kaul has just now said is not at all
defensible. He wanted to identify the House
with the Chamber. As far as Mr. Raul's
contention is concerned, if I understood him
aright, he said that you can advise yourself as
to the justifiability of this notice of privilege in
your Chamber and also get yourself informed
in this House. That really makes your
Chamber and the House almost homogeneous
and the frontiers indivisible between the
Chamber and the House. I think Mr. Kaul's
contention is not right. If you at all decide to
get yourself informed about the justifiability
of this notice of privilege, then, Sir, in my
humble submission and with great respect I
say that you should get the opinion of all
sections of the House. In order to be better
informed your information on this point
should not be limited only to a few persons to
be picked and chosen by you. I think that is
what Mr. Patel, the Speaker, to whom Mr.
Kaul referred, has said. That is also his ruling
because Mr. Patel said at that time that either
you decide in your Chamber or you place it
before the House. If you place it before the
House, it is the right of the entire House to
give expression . ..

(Shri A. D. Moni stood up in his seat)
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MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Mani, I have
amply understood the situation and I have
made up my mind a second time . . .

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh) : Sir, it
happened with me some years ago. There was
a report of a speech in a paper . . .

HON. MEMBERS: This is something else.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh) : I want just to respectfully. submit . .

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Mr. Akbar Ali
Khan, I feel I have understood the matter
abundantly. So many points have been raised
and I have understood them.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJA-
GOPALAN) (Madras): Sir, Rule 189 of the
Rules of Procedure lays down the conditions
for the admissibility of a privilege motion.
One is :

'the question shall be restricted to  a'
specific matter of recent occurrence;

(ii) the matter requires the intervention of
the Council.'

I would seek your ruling on this point. I
should like to know whether this matter
should be raised at this stage, whether it needs
the intervention of the Council now.

MR. CHAIRMAN : On what do you want
my ruling ?

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJA-
GOPALAN) : Regarding the conditions to be
fulfilled for the admissibility of the question
of privilege.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Idonot think
any ruling is necessary on that.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJA-
GOPALAN) : It does not need the inter-

vention of the House at this stage. That is a
matter of procedure.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I think it is a Mr.
Gupta, will you please explain the matter in
which this House can intervene, position, if
possible, briefly ?
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, you i will
understand that even on the question whether I
can raise the case, so much lime has been
taken. I hope hon. Members will kindly bear
with me if they think that it is not as brief as it
could be. I am of the view that it is a matter
which concerns the House. I rise in no partisan
spirit in this matter. If the House indicates any
particular way, I would abide by that. In this
matter I am in your hands. It is for you to
decide as to how to treat this motion. In my
letter to you, dated 9th August, I wrote, in
regard to this privilege issue which I have
raised for your consideration and consent, that
Mr. Subramaniam was guilty of suppressing
facts and  suggesting  falschood and
misdirecting the Public Accounts Committee.
(Inter* ruptions) He was guilty of obstructing
the work of investigation by the Committee
and made certain unfortunate remarks about
tire Committee. These were the salient points
that I made in the letter which I wrote to you,
none of which, I think you will see, relates to
any party matter or a matter that could be
viewed from a partisan angle, or a narrow
angle. It is not an issue between the Opposition
and the Government side. It is an issue
between the House and its rights and privileges
on the one hand and what we know to be
infringement and violation of those rights and
privileges amounting to a clear contempt of the
House.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab) :
When did Mr. Subramaniam make this
alleged statement ?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The P.A.C.
has mentioned it.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: When? Was
there any delay in the matter in your bringing
it before the Chairman ?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I brought it as
quickly as possible. If you want me to be
faster, in future I shall try. I apologise to the
House to have not been quick enough in
dealing with this matter. The privilege issue
arises out of the conduct of Mr. Subramaniam.
The conduct has two aspects, one in relation to
the group of firms, Aminchand Pyarelal and -
Company, and tfce other in relation to the
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P.A.C. The Minister's conduct constructively
embraced those of the officers concerned of
his Ministry. I would ask you *o note this
point. In this connection I would refer you to
the judgment delivered by Mr. Chagla in the
case of Mr. Mun-dhra where he laid down
clearly what constituted the constructive
liability and the vicarious liability of Ministers
in regard to the conduct of their officers.
Therefore the conduct of the officers also
some in here. The Minister is answerable for
them. As far as the conduct of the Minister in
regard to the group, Aminchand Pyarelal and
Sons, is concerned, this raises large political
and administrative questions.

(Interruptions)

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar) : I have a
ponit of order to make.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1
proceed. You can ask me to stop.

cannot

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: I find from a list that
the Committee of Privileges is constituted of
ten hon. Members of this House and hon. Mr.
Gupta is one of them,

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What of
it?

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA : Is it open to a
Member of the Committee which has
ultimately to give a decision on a matter, to
raise the issue in this House? Can a judge be
in the position of a prosecutor also ?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I have been a
Member of the Privileges Committee of the
House for a long time and there have been
occasions when Thacker-say Group case and
others had been raised here. The matter was
referred to the Privileges Committee and I did
not participate in the proceedings of the
Committee. These are there in the records of
this House. I assure you, I will not participate
in the meetings of the Privileges Committee. I
am an accuser here and how can I be the
judge? Why did you stop me ?
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[Shri Bhupeth Gupta.]

As far as the conduct of the Minister in
regard to the Aminchand Pyarelal group of
firms is concerned, this raises large political
and administrative questions as also the
question of norms to be observed by Ministers.
In particular, it raises the question of whether a
particular Minister should be allowed to
continue or not after what has appeared in the
50th and 35th reports of the P.A.C. but at the
moment I am not here going into the larger
aspect of the matter. I have given notice for
discussion on the relevant comment of the
P.A.C. and we can return to the subject when
the motion is taken up for consideration before
the House. I would only request permission of
the House through you so that it is takea up at
an early date in public interests.

Let me come to the second question,
namely, the Minister's conduct in regard to the
P.A.C. Here again, the Minister's conduct
vicariously extends to conduct of certain
officers under his Ministry at (ho relevant time.
This forms the subject-matter of the privilege
issue I  am raising before the House  this
morning. My main charge is that Mr.
Subramaniam and the officers under him, for
whom he is responsible, deliberately and
wilfully resorted to suppressio veri and
suggestio falsi before the P.A.C. and hence
before Parliament The P.A.C. is a
Committee of Parliament. It adopts the
functions of the Parliament in that limited
sphere.  They tried to mislead the P.A.C. and
through the P.AC this House and
Parliament. They obstructed the work of the
P.A.C. They tried to distort its functioning with
a view to covering up certain favour shown to
Aminchand Pyarelal group of firms in regard to
which comments have been made by the P.A.C.
in its 50th report and also reiterated that
position in the subsequent report, the 55th
report. In doing so, the Minister tried to
influence the P.A.C, if not pressurise it. This
attitude on his part is not an isolated event. It
is indeed a projection of the attitude of the
Government of which he is a Member
towards  the P.A.C. and the House.  This
would be shown in the statement which was
made in the Rajya Sabha in  regard to a
Calling Attention Notice by some Members
on
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27th July arising out of, again, the question of
the same P-A.C's 50th report. That statement
was made in violation of the convention and
for publicly defending the action of the
Ministry in the face ot the findings of the
P.A.C. If you have the principle of collective
responsibility of the Cabinet in mind, the
statement of the Finance Minister on 27th July
would seem closely connected with the
behaviour of the present Food Minister. They
reveal the Government's mental attitude
towards the P.A.C. and hence to this
Parliament. These are the observations.

Let me come to specific things. I will point
out what I consider to be the wrong acts coming
within the mischief of the breach of privilege.
We have before us the two reports.  On  16th
November, 1962, there. was an order by the
Minister blacklisting the Aminchand Pyarelal
group of firms from all dealings with the Iron
and Steel Controller, vide page 3 of the 55th
report On 29th June, 1963, a second order was
issued blacklisting the group of firms from all
the departments of the Government— page 4 of
the 55th Report. The order was passed by Mr.
Subramaniam.  On  201h July 1963 Mr. Jit
Paul of that firm met the Minister. This fact
was suppressed by the Secretary of the Ministry
during the first investigation as has been
painted out at page 8 of the Report. ~ On 23rd
July. 1963. the earlier order of 29th June 1963
was modified by the Minister. The modi
fication said that the order for blacklisting
applied only to the Iron and Steel Controller's
office.  This means no new punishment after
16th  November 1962  although  new
objectionable activities were indulged i in by the
firm concerned. Now, the Minis ¢ I ter tried to
explain that the order of 23rd July was wider
than the order of 16th November 1962.  The
P.A.C. rejected tht; interpretation of the
order and the suggestions and contentions
made by the hon. Minister before the public
Accounts Committee. The Committee says :
"The remarks of the Minister were rather
unfortunate." Now here again there were these
remarks. But these remarks took place in
another place. Now, we do not take notice of
what happens in another House,  but now we
can take notice of it because this; forms part of
the Fifty-fifth report of the Public Accounts
Committer At page
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of its latest report the Committee has in-
corporated this statement by the hon.
Minister, Mr. Subramaniam. Mr. Subra-
im observed :

"It is rather surprising to me that an
observation should have been made sug-
gesting that I had reconsidered certain
orders without adequate reason."

i hen the Committee remarks after going
:nto the whole matter :

"In view of the above facts the Com-
mittee feels that the above observation of
the Minister was rather unfortunate."

Very polite language but, all the same, the
triplications are serious.

Now, Sir, the point is there are two pects. First
of all, certain things happened before the
Fiftieth Report was pub-'isshed. What
happened is contained in the Report and the
Minister is vicariously responsible for certain
things that were not placed before the Public
Accounts Committee before it produced its
Fifty-fifth Report. Now, this matter was not
merely suppression of a particular letter, a
particular fact about a blacklisted firm. Certain
explanations were given. Certain things were
ought to be explained away in a particular
manner. But that is again an attempt on ihe
part of the officers, on the part of the
Government Secretary for whom the Minister
is responsible, to misdirect the work of the
Public Accounts Committee. Then after that
something happened. The matter came up in
the Lok Sabha, which has been referred to
here, and the hon. Minister made a
statement—which I have read out from the
Fifty-fifth Report—that "it is rather surprising
to me" etc. When this matter was raised there,
he said :

"It is rather ""“rising to me" etc. From
another source wt ~-hjvye, >n explanation ind
I 'Lall deal with that explanation. His
emanation Was that by "surprised" he meant
he was taken unawares, that he did not mean
any reflection on the Public Accounts
Committee. Now, Sir, there is a law; there is a
guiding rule that we go in such matters by the
natural meaning of the English word, and
whatever the” hon. Minister had in mind or not
is secondary. First of all let us see what we get
by the L73RS/66—5
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natural meaning of the English word. If there
are questions of intention, they can be
considered in the Privilege Committee. But it
does seem that the Public Accounts
Committee is not satisfied with the exposition
of the intentions behind this word, which is
stated in the Public Accounts Committee's
Fifty-fifth Report.

Now Mr. Chairman, I would invite your
attention, since much was made about the
word 'unawares' . . .

SHRI C. D. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr.
Chairman, on a point of order. Sir, you were
pleased to allow Mr. Bhupesh Gupta to have
his say because you wanted to know whether
there was a prima facie case or not, and you
allowed him a brief time. And now may I
know from him whether he is proposing to
have a full-fledged debate. What is the
position ? He is dealing with the substantive
motion whereas you wanted him to make his
points in brief. I think you are so intelligent
that you can well understand the points made
by him in his notice of motion. Now what is
the purpose of his going on like this?

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
does not leave it to my intelligence. He wants
to explain.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I have greater
faith in your intelligence, but I am not sure
about the intelligence of others.

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : Sir, I would like to
invite your attention to rule 190(2). I am here
to object to granting any leave to Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta to raise this issue of privilege because
under rule 190(2) it says :

"If objection to leave" . . .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You can object
later. Let me finish now.

MR. CHAIRMAN : 1t is very difficult for
me if everyone goes on like this. Still I shall
listen to everything that you say. But this rule
190(2) was referred to before, and in spite of
that I have decided to, allow him speak, and
let him speak.
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SHRI M. M. DHARIA : Now, Sir, the
provision in the rule is this :

"If objection to leave being granted is
taken, the Chairman shall request those
members who are in favour of leave being
granted to rise in their places, and if not less
than twenty-five members rise accordingly,
the Chairman shall intimate that leave is
granted." * **

The point I raise is this that, unfortunately the
rules do not provide for this interim
arrangement which you have made today. If
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta is to be granted this leave,
I raise this issue and I object to such leave. I
just suggest that there is no provision in the
rules for this interim arrangement; it is not at
all in accordance with the rules. There is no
single rule wherein what you have stated
could be done.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Your contention is that
it is not provided for in the rules. If it is not
provided for in the rules, it is under my
residuary powers.

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : In that case the
instructions that are given by your honour
should be necessarily obeyed by the hon.
Member, namely that he had been asked to
make only a brief statement. Why is this
lengthy statement being allowed ? That is why
I referred to the rule and objected to it. It
should not be so.

MR. CHAIRMAN: [ would request
Members to cut short tins thing. Let Mr.
Gupta have his say and then later . . .

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : May I invite
your attention, Sir, to rule 18T which provides

"Subject to the provisions of these rules,
a member may, with the consent of the
Chairman, raise a question involving a
breach of privilege either of a member, or
of the Council or of a committee thereof."

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : So Sir. ..

MR. CHAIRMAN : It is addressed to me or
to Mr. Dharia?

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : It is addressed
to Mr, Dharia.
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SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY
(Mysore) Sir, you have permitted Mr.

Bhupesh Gupta to raise this issue just to
inform yourself. Now there is the difference
between moving a motion and speaking, and
satisfying you on the prima facie aspect of the
case. But what Mr. Bhupesh Gupta is doing
now is that, even before making the motion, he
is advancing all the arguments in favour of the
motion. Now, this is not trying to convince
you of the prima facie aspect of the case.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Because he thinks that
would help me in making up my mind. I
would request Members not to take time in
this manner.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Let us at least
have a say so that you can make up your mind.

SHRI G. M. MIR (Jammu aad Kashmir) : Sir,
suppose you come to the conclusion that there
is no prima facie case, in that event, you will
not be able to undo the harm that is now being
done by the hon. Member because he is
talking all and sundry. Now this will go to all
countries and all people. What will happen
later ?

MR. CHAIRMAN : I cannot allow these
points to be raised over and over again. I have
dealt with them. I have allowed Mr. Gupta to
have his say and I would request the House to
have patience with him.

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : But he should be
brief.

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab) : With your
permission, Sir, I would like to make one very
simple and humble observation. I would like to
know what kind of speech Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
will make. I know he can make speeches any
time, provocation or no provocation, but
assuming that you allow this motion to be
entertained, what arguments will he advance
more than what he is saying now ? My
submission is that under cover of informing
you or helping you to come to a decision, he is
making a major speech on the motion itself.
My submission would be, notwithstanding the
rules
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that Mr. Kaul has cited—I certainly agree that
he is an outstanding authority—the i tiles are
for our guidance. But the common sense
approach will be that instead of allowing these
speeches—this is my humble suggestion; you
have taken a decision now—my request will be
that in such cases it will be better to get the
opinion of a cross-section of the House
through some Members to inform yourself.
Otherwise we are doing great damage in ad-
vance, before the motion is entertained.

MR. CHAIRMAN : I am fully conscious of
the fact that no damage should be done, and I
would only be guided by what is said from this
side and what is said from that side and I
would request Members not to make
unnecessary objections now in order to
facilitate the proceedings. Let Mr. Gupta have
his say.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA :  You can
say all that. It is good but that will also be]
heard by the public outside. What you havel
said is good. It suits me politically but not
from the point of view of the privileges of the
House. Now, Sir, I was coming to that and|
some hon. Members have understood it. Well,
it is good that they have understood it. But,
Sir, I must satisfy myself that I have placed thej
thing before you. Now, what was said by the}
hon. Minister in another place on this point ?
He stated that when he said he was surprised hej
did not have in mind the meaning that the word|
conveyed.  But he. had actually in mind that]
he was taken unawares. = Now, the Concise¢]
Oxford Dictionary says that "Aware" means
"Conscious, knowing" and "Unaware" means|
"Unconscious, without any knowledge". Now,
in that context, Sir, "surprise" has an entirely|
different meaning. One is surprised when|
something happens against his expectation,
The Concise Oxford Dictionary again says that
the word "Surprise" means "contrary to|
expectations of". When contrary to
expectation something  happens, then there is|
surprise. Therefore, what the hon. Minister
said in another place on May 17th was that

certain  things  happened  coritrary  to
expectations. There is no question of his
being taken unawares. Whether he was|

taken, unawares or not, that question did nof
arise. That is what he said. Sir, I would
request you to read

[12 AUG. 1966]

Question of Privilege 2506

|!hese words. They are surprising. It is rather
surprising. You should read them along with
the words 'adequate reason' :

"It is rather surprising that an observation
should have been made suggesting that I
had cancelled certain orders without
adequate reason."

That should be taken conjunctly with the other.
They are part of one complete sentence.
Therefore, what surprised him really was that
what he had stated before the Public Accounts
Committee, or what the Ministry had stated,
did not provide adequate reason. Is that not
prima facie, casting a slur on the Public
Accounts Com-, mittee, its judgment and
assessment?

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS : No, no.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You may
say whatever you like. In these papers we
have got the evidence and it is laid in the
Library and the Minister repeats that if a
comparable situation arose he would again do
the same thing, that the same orders he would
pass. Then again he said :

"In the final order I have toned down the
rigour of that order and confined the -
application of the ban to that imposed by the
Iron and Steel Controller."

"I have toned down the rigour of that order," he
says on the 28th July. Therefore, what was the
reason for his toning down the rigour of that
order, may be a matter for the consideration of
this Committee. That is what he says. Was it
done without any reason ? Was there any
reason for toning it down ? Here he does not
put the question like that, whether there was.
any valid reason for toning down the order or
not. (Interruptions) Please allow me to develop
my argument. . It is a matter of opinion. But
the main point is the Public Accounts
Committee did not accept that reason. Neither
did they take it in the 50th Report in which
they say : "It is not understandable". . They say
about the above order that the Sub-Committee
are unable to understand the circumstances
under which the Minister changed his previous
order so soon about the business suspension
with Messrs. Amind Chand Pyare Lai group.
The Public Accounts Committee in its Fiftieth
Report was not convinced. They did not
understand. Now here
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] is a situation in
which the Public Accounts Committee, and
hence Pailiament, does not understand why
the order was modified.

Coming now to the latest Report, the
Fiftyfifih Report, here is an interesting thing.
The Minister met the Committee. First of all, it
is not customary for Ministers to meet the
Public Accounts Committee. Here a Minister
met the Public Accounts Committee for the
first time, I believe since the coming into effect
of the present Constitution of ours. I will not
go back beyond that. Now, a meeting took
place, not at the instance of the Public
Accounts Committee, but the Minister
requested the Chairman of the Public Accounts
Committee for an interview, for a meeting. It
was granted and then, Sir, what happened 7 On
the 26th July, according to reports, the Public
Accounts Committee comple/ed its work and
finalised its Report. After that an interview was
sought and this interview took place a few days
later. That is something unheard of and the
presumption arises, therefore, may be that he
had some intelligent guess, may be that he had
been informed by some people (hat the Report
of the Public Accounts Committee, their
Fiftyfifth Report, was not going in his favour.
Therefore, he took the extreme step of going
and asking for an opportunity of appearing
before the Public Accounts Committee and
making these submissions that he has made.
Then again, after hearing him, after hearing
whatever he had to say—copy of it has been
laid in the Library and it is a long thing, the
entire record of the evidence— the Public
Accounts Committee comes to the conclusion
and sticks to its position with regard to the
findings and contents in—the Fiftieth Report,
ft does not budge an inch. The Public Accounts|
Committee does not resile from its previous
position at all. On the contrary, the Public Ac-
counts Committee has made certain remarks
there nnd made some comments. They have
said that their work had been inconvenienced .

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Gupta, I want to
put a question to you. If you ask me to raise a
question and then I allow you, is it a question
of the privilege of the House 7 The Minister
wanted to appear
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before that Committee of Parliament and the
Chairman allowed it. If you ask me permission
to raise a question before the House and I
allow you, is it a question of the privilege of
the House? I would like to know that.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no. You are
right, Sir. But the circumstances are there. The
circumstances were built up from the time the
Fiftieth Report saw the light of day, in fact
when it was under preparation up to this day. I
am not saying that by asking this meeting he
had committed a breach of privilege or he did
it by appearing before the Committee.

MR. CHAIRMAN: But you were
making the point that this was the first time in
our history that this thing happened and all
that.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA This is
important, because this extreme step was
taken by the Minister, with regard to certain
observations. Therefore, it only adds to the
enormity and it only aggravates the charge. |
am not saying anything. It is for you to decide.
I am not questioning his right, or saying that
he has no right to appear. ~ That I am not
saying.

Now, Sir, with regard to his meeting the
Committee and appearing before them, what
happened ? What did he say ? He did not even
offer an apology. Sir, the normal convention is
that they do not question the Public Accounts
Committee. It is not done in the other House. It
was done here by the Finance Minister making
a statement on the 22nd July, and Mr.
Subramaniam is a part of the Government. He
made it earlier on May 17th in the other
House. And Mr. Subramaniam expresses
surprise even after all that had happened and
before the Public Accounts Committee he did
not tender an unconditional apology. He may
express regret if somebody is hurt. But that is
quite a different thing. Somebody may be hurt,
may not be hurt. Somebody may not be hurt
even by a bad act, but does it mean that the bad
act becomes good 7 And what he has stated in
his evidence is surprising enough. He says,
"Every sinner has a future". That is a very
interesting statement. But it did not occur to
him, it seems, that there are some sinners who
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make others also sinners. There are some
sinners who never change. You see that These
are the statements he has made. I berefore, it is
clear from the entire case the Public Accounts
Committee has been obstructed, that facts had
been withheld from the Public Accounts
Committee, and hence from Parliament
because this way we rely upon the Public
Accounts ( ommittee. There has been a
deliberate attempt to mislead the Committee
and to suppress facts and for everything that
the Secretary of the Ministry had done the
Minister is liable. Now, we do not have the
letter received by the Transport Ministry. Wc
do not have that letter and I am suffering from
that handicap. We do not have the letter that
was written to the Minister which made him
change his mind. V\ e do not have the notings
on the files of the Steel Ministry which are
also all relevant, I am asking that it should be
laid before the House immediately. But in all
fairness,-this House should be appraised of
these things and all these things should be
made available to the House.

And finally, Sir, . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Gupta, . ..

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Finally, Sir. I
want to say that prima facie—I finish just now

PR

AN HON. MEMBER : Thank you.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Prima facie
there is a strong case of contempt of the
Public Accounts Committee by the hon.
Minister, at his own instance, and also
vicariously because the Secretary who is
under him did the same tiling as I have
indicated. He pursued this matter till the end
when he appeared on the 1st August before
the Public Accounts Committee and stuck to
his own position, more or less. Therefore, here
is this matter and it should go to the Privileges
Committee. Let the Privileges Committee
discuss it. I am not asking you, Sir, to give a
ruling just now. Let the Privileges Committee
assess this matter, examine all the documents
and all that and then come to the conclusion
whether there is a case or not.
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o ITFATCG AT, T ATTT 3177
oA #EF T avifad wEE | vw qqrE
FEAT A7 HIAAE U A 7 q1 A9
AT fr w91 wift & ara 7 Zane
ATTEA F] AT T |
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w1 2 1| famarfasts  srazas & 994
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siy srenigfa a7 =2 e feee g
g &7 AFEhT 1 9 TR 3w

z 1

CTIRE Cirat b S A G B
w3 72 2 & feddos g 2, 2w
o1 g1 ¥4, ga7 7z fafam w1 9w
zy =1Ed 7 s = 2

oft awafa - zr, 5= @99 210

ot TIHATOAW Al ATT T E0A
Affmasw g
SHRI P. N. SAPRU : Mr. Chairman, on a

point of information. Are you going to have a
full-fledged debate?

MR. CHAIRMAN : I have said times
without number, Dr. Sapru, that this it not a
full-fledged debate. 1 am asking the two
gentlemen who have given the notice and 1
will ask the Leader of the House and the
Minister, if possible, to explain the matter,

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
has delivered a speech for about as hour or 45
minutes and now Mr. Rajnarain proposes to
talk for another hour. It is

not very correct.
oft gamafy : 99 7z27 5 77 fza=
T 2 WA A wrefwdt &1 397 #
THTAF 41 7 A17 &7 ARHIT T 297 4]
FEA | ATT AE <fEd
st TSmO AR, w90 9T
AT E R A o T AT | WY A3
mer 2w F gw &1 oA TR
AT W ol A WA FI AT E | H TR
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fraea o w1 g B amr 2w fafaes
& g9 9T §Aq & e qare § a4 qt
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Y AT T AR ETE AA T A |

it qamafy -7 v FE oAl

ol TR AT § AREar §
fr o7 agdia AT WEET T 4
@ & A1 " & avwiter qEer 9 fF
AT Fie w1 am gewe aq
WA E, dIART HAEA FGT AT FHR]
WyareuE | AEr sAr =ifeEd

et fafesT a2 5 ag faamfawre
HFAZEAT FT AW FHN 2 WAEH AT
fro Uo &To & Fg 7T AT AT AT
AATAMI a8 | 7 IH AT | TE
I ECE IR E O G I I I O £
F faanr & | ®T ¥ 4z Fga1 Agan g
f& afes  wwerEa w9 4 S
faE ssdf 2 aud 2 (2) a7 2

"As there was no precedent for a Minister
appearing before the Public Accounts
Committee the direction of the Speaker was
sought. The Speaker directed that the
Chairman, P.A.C., should have a talk with
the Minister of Food, Agriculture,
Community Development and Co-operation
in the first instance, and thereafter if the
Chairman considered it desirable that the
Minister should appear before the
Committee, the Minister might be permitted
to do so, in which case his evidence should
be recorded. The Committee were apprised

of this by the Chairman on 28th July,
1966."

TE 9T AT F1 ITT FY qAA
g 7 g ) afemE uwTeeEw s
WA TET HAT AT A TAT AMT &
FRTla wEed] & gt 2 A1 fye g
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SHRI SYED AHMAD (Madhya Pradesh) :

On a point of order, Sir. Is he criticising
indirectly the Speaker of the other House for
asking the Minister to go and see the P.A.C. ?
He appears to be criticising the Speaker.
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MR. CHAIRMAN : He is not. He is
mentioning the facts and he says that it
might bring conflict if the Speaker and
the Chairman did not agree on this sort of

thing.

SHRI SYED AHMAD: I respectfully
submit that my impression is that he is
criticising the Speaker.

MR. CHAIRMAN : No, no.

it amieme qwe fag : W@ A7,
AT FEE - AYET TEaeREr # §
AT THTEIT A AR AT B E

wft T © TE, AL F A E
AT ATEE  ATH ATET 9L AT @ 2
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ATFT &, SAE1 AT GAT FT AR |
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g

<

sit el : 77 & | s fafaeer
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- I
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"As there was no precedent for a
Minister appearing before the Public
Accounts Commiittee, the direction of the
Speaker was sought. The Speaker di-
rected that the Chairman, P.A.C. should
have a talk with the Minister of Food,
Agriculture, Community Development
and Co-operation . . .

g & arvEr € o ¥ w7 @ g
HOAT T & TET T @I E |

=it famfwie wag fog : % o
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At @ faar & afeT g7 dar 48
aaar w41 9 fawr 57 w12 arfsor
T W ot WA oft Ay Awd %
TZZ AT 17 TAwE AN G FZET A
fear e #rm 7g sre fofor =@meq &1
AT AT & 1 B FEN 2 e v
1 [, wAT S F ara, fafes &
T FEET F g 1 faar w7 5 29
AT F AT HaAT A0 T qZ a7 faw
qr {92 FTvw MEFTE | W 9%
a § | R Al far g e
fto Wo Ao F WHA FrE ARE AL
oar &, FE A 7@ gE & o Ao ¥
oHT 7 FRAT | F99 5T AT TR
T AL A1 S 70w a9 T

g

74 qfo Mo Hle 7 ag7 yor § fix
50 5t g {7 Wegade e o e
A g | WALH ATST T AT FAC
ATAT WAWS § | A1 vAA ST Aga
wrardr, @na fFEata, 457 417 ga
2 9z ZATEY FEAT R ) AAIA ATET
T AAAT SATH g, FAATA qF T¢ AT
faemiT a7 saT & 917 27 AvE & A

2| FATA ATET AT HaAd A7 IG5

TET ET AwAT | THF (A AT AR

[ 12 AUG. 1966 ]

Question of Privilege 2522

foradr @ritfaay & «ifoT, a2 & a7
e 7 i, Save a7 &7 Aaad
7é 2 dr e 23 A A1 AEEE
qqT ATAM F4T 7 AT 12 FqAE AT
HAT ST 7 Foer 1 Ao faet a1 fsrers
FTATH FT N HT 12 FATE AT 20
qATE F A9 7 A8 Az 77 w0 wng
AT | AE K QO AEAT § AT
grar war St & fa fofawr fawvr &
F1E @ gd gl famrar w47 ) A7 AT
A famr & ot 12 e AT 20 AATE
& weag e fafo faaor 9 feaer
2 fi Porfiver Fawmer &1 g & e faomr
oy, IaF (g w4 A ¥34 £ fF 39wt
Fad Ao faeanr ax Aifwa <fed,
HERIT F gAe e w1 fawre & o
N awg 7 T s f dar a9,
AT ATF TAT F HTHA, T Ti5A7% THREIH
FHET F WA AT T TZ AT FIE OAT
aor &, e g, Towa gz wrfae fam
ar w% fF fofor fafres @ @4 o
7 feaaez faar T sawr faam fasre
fear @mwr, =@t 7% w1% {29, =
forfaa, S 78 M%)

drare, a7 4 3 fF wF A
12 ATE F AW F AT 7 g7 ferar
2 fox g e a7 2, €T A
At gardy v fraa e 2 fa s
qT% TAAT @9y A& & afwa ag foe
a1 fzx dar 92 T arfee foa
2 zad fagraa o= & A4 F 9% I
g z fomw f g wew 5rfw
ZHT7T (2 379 FAT 8 AT 7H1 0

sit wavafa : ofz, 990, G IEE
A7 aar arfod |

st TR 320 T% 97 2,
Tz A1 TATEAT 92 ¥ IAA 97 IAET
Z 1 1 gurw fadee 9z 2 fe 7z w02
7z % o gaEmay  WEd IO A9
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[t st | a1 o1 = P, w0 A A, 3wE
F oqr gEm Arzq sEfAdE aFr & | SEWT TT 9T | S L3N ¥ 2,
AT THED WA (@7 Awe ad g, | 99 7 faege ga % 9@ g 97 f7

q wRAdl § 7 AR @ET W
gezfrsfz 7 wae widt S &1 uE AT
q AITF F171 74 439 F FeqrfaT gz
T HMAA TET qAEATE

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : Sir, we just |

AL ZT O CGEIAT T AT 9E TR
2 A% g0 O AW TEE 1 3 [ 3aar
T 5T A=A 47 |

AT 4T 1T ) TARAZE

"A new company, M/s Surrendra

cannot understand. You have permitted |
the Minister to make a statement. They |
are arguing. '

Overseas (P) Limited, Calcutta, was
flouted at the end of 1954 on which the
Iron & Steel Controller placed 52 cont-
L racts for the import of steel valued a*
MY TIWATIES ¢ 74T 1 W FET | Rs. 23 crores.”
Z f am, 73 o7 FET AT ATA HAST K _ o
. ~ kA ' e

R p— " g— oft aamafa : (wx ag w19 2

ST AT ¢ 1956 7 | A1
qZ WTHAT ATHA & AF[ F4 V81 £ T2
ATHAT SHE FZ7 T84 5 F9 722 |

it mwmafa : 19567 7Z 9 )

ot wamafa : oy Al w1oAE K|
FEIT AL Z |

St TSR 2 | A1 AT A7 FE
EE AMA FZ E | TAT T
% f 7z % faege a7 o9 2 | w0
wer fad | TR Ty e 2

"The firms M/s Amin Chand Pyarelal
were black listed by the Ministry of W..
H. & S. during August-September, 1954 |
with all its branches and associated firms

T TTHATTIAY : 1956 § HIT 74
FET TETE fE T2 1

ot mamfa @ anw A1 AT gEgers
AEA T AT A AAFTALE |

and all the Ministries were informed,"

AW, 7@ @rfez Tz 7 faay 7
fr 1954 F se-faamar 7 Wi
T LH BH AT ANTT AT F g ez
e o adr  fafeds w1 s
fegr | A1 % ArvE F7Aar =Ear Z fw
ATAA T HAT ST T 23 797 w1 o qaiay
TFIHIA THEI F AR AT AT AL
7T, EATF G0 To Hlo 7 FET &7 77-
FTL F7 AT | AT AT GH ATATET S-
ferezz o1, 7 vz & 71 FiwlaEz 41,
nF HeT qEET 7 faf sigfaze fan
qr ¥ A7 o7 war A1 T FAT gq4T
71 441 A v s 3@ ¥ oz
afex  wEiA EF1 faegw w9 F7
fzorr s raE w0 A wraeT

|
\

ol TIHATCEW 09y A 4E £ {7
ATA T WA SR TH A F1 oA wwrs
oAt Afge & 9% femEaz 9 oo
TEA TAR] AT FIA A1 AT
1 F1 | il vz A1 fafada 7
sagiaes [ 41 | 9gw 41 92 FAF-
for %1 =T AT AT 0 AT AT
FIUE ¢ AAATT AAFA TA1 A A% 42 2
fa A% T IAFT FAFEE T a7
A1 faa A4 waT I AT A A
AAT A—FAT ATH B AIET AET FT—
A1 FEM FEE w1z faar | G o
Ffvwrt (wi) 781 famar wore 7 war
7wl wEE vy fare et #1F
a1 FBAZ AT A 20 AT |
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Al gaAT A 7 arrar fagaa @ I AT faanr &1 wrEaE 7 oargT AT

qr, J1 faqz 7 %% T A2
# mafas wwFEa FRE T AAFATT |
Z1 [ w2 90 fgaT 40 2 v 3=
Tt A w1 feee faar & e forer
ot ATHT X ZAFT FIAT TAAT T, AHT
wmﬁmmmaﬂmm
7 four 2 f Pt senifeaee

mé I
SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR : There are

many more.

Y TIRATIAN ¢ ] HFAT E AFAAT
AT OETA AT W ZAN TR AH AT
Al

0% WA AL
TAE] HAT |

ToefT o &1 ST

ot TeEEW 2 A5 AgE A,
AT 4309 W, 49 819 § FiaH
HYETE AT 2 | a1 fomey safaar s
Al § 5 wafodl & oL A AoH

"Associated Wires Conductors Co.
Private Ltd., Jullunder City—not available.

Apeejay Steel Castings (P) Ltd. Jullunder
City—not available.

Steelcrete Private Limited—Not avail-
able.

Apeejay Private Ltd.,, Calcutta—Not
available."

St awafa @ A 79 F1 w7 gET
2, o g Aifa o

St TreATTEw ¢ G F 31111, 2,
3, 4, 5, 6,7, 8 AT 9 Fafqar Z v
T UHIEGEE 3, I 417§ dro
To HTo FHET T 7 & AT ATAA
T u3W T4 &, A fefEws g,

FAHAT F | T A9 T AT HET W07

|
l
|
|
|

|
r

AT FT A qET § AT W AT AT
wag Aifww fFear Fa feoz’ 2o
A AT gafaat 0 oa § WA
wAT AT % faer F A AT wE | WA
HAT AT 7 wErE w20 g A1
ST s oA W FT foeee (T

AT IAA FART g A<y 2 f@
fr za o afgar & %G5 #0

fasg Fwer 78t &, w7 Adf & 7
AT 57 qA7E ¥ q¥AT DA FoEw Glo
To HTo FHAT H FE1 AT | AT ZHAT
Zaa s faar & 1 v, | 7o ad
9T G § A A w7Eg i 2
f o wgw e fafee, e
ar faeft & w=RwA F I qgeEd A
Fezr 7 &%, 7are g fatas awHEr
F91 7% %, w2 F) ¥HET 3, A (e
A% AT Z, wmax FATY fawer Sff T
21 FilfE #= F arow O9 v 9r ar
TEM FE AT 4 6 FHST 97 g gAfan
ETTT A FHATATE | TAH] o fafaers
AT H o & | fafEew wudr 7 99
ST ST HIHAT AT F T7AT 7 A7,
7 WA wE S | fafass #aE
#T At 9% MT w4 | fafges
FHET F1 (02 Waw § @ oA
A AT T HEA TH T7 G
o | zafad A T adr wd g
7 3991 Araq ¥ {99 37 5 1 917
fafaarsr a3t 4 a5 o <fs gwa
A & AT G w7 faay fy e
AT T FIH Z AT 4 RIE qZAT AN
qUEA F, Tar felt s F Aras awar
AET & AL (B AT A n e
o wwAT & B a9 a1 a7 ae e
TG & war v ar fafaas saer
§ AT A AT & | AR AL H
TAC NAN A AT AZ qF0E | w7
g3 4 SEWi @iv afEwese #v
raré A 2T £ |
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st awafa : @3 S0 a8 awd

H
St TISATIA ¢ 3+ 2777 1§ JEaT

TE@IE | TA D

SRR LRI AL

TIAE 91 AT VZHTA 2

ATIE AT /I < 4 Z00 |

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Chagla, would you
like to say something ?

THE LEADER OF THE HOUSE (SHRI M.
C. CHAGLA) : May I speak for five minutes ?
I will be very brief. May I preface my remarks
by saying that in matters of privilege, we are
not here as Ministers or members of a party? It
is the privilege of the House and every section
of the House is interested in upholding the
dignity of this House.

Sir, this motion of my friend, Shri Bhupesh
Gupta, raises a very important question of]
principle. There is no more serious charge that
you can level against a Member of this House
than the charge of breach of privilege. Now,
even when a man is charged with assault, you
have to give the particulars of that charge so

that the person who is charged can meet the| -

charge. Now, Sir, will you look at the
resolution given by my friend, Shri Bhupesh
Gupta? He says, "The hon. Minister is clearly
and palpably guilty of violating the privilege in
the meeting of the Public Accounts Committee
by suppressing facts." What facts ? Not a
single particular is given. How is anybody to
meet this charge ?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : On a point of
order... (Interruptions) You have
raised many points of order.

- SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: He is not
yielding.

.SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : I never inter-

rupted him.

MR. CHAIRMAN: What is the point of
order ?

[RAJYASABHA]
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You will kindly
hear. I am raising a point of order. I will tell
you how he is charged and how that arose.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: That is not a
point of order.

(Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I submit, when
I was speaking, many points of order were
allowed to be raised.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Gupta, in view of
the time that we have already taken . . .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The question
is, when it comes to the Government, I must
point to you where it is wrong. You are
perfectly . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN : You have finisked, you
have pointed that out. It is not a point of
order.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This is not a
privilege motion, this is only a letter to you
saying why I have to raise it and the charges
have been given there—and their
substantiation—in the Public  Accounts
Committee's Report which I read out to you.
Why is he reading that letter to you, privately
given ? He can read out. I have no objection . .

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Gupta, let the
Minister have his say. Then! we can judge.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am not
objecting to what he is saying. Only I want to
correct a mistake. He would not yield to a
point of order. I have to raise a point of order.
This was only a letter under the rules. The
substantiation comes . . .

. MR. CHAIRMAN : It is not a point of order,
it is an explanation.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This is what I*
am saying; will you kindly listen ? Under the
rules, I wrote a letter. I wished to raise that
just in order that the Minister may be helped
along the lines on which* I develop my
arguments. [ gave this point. This is not a
motion, this is .a letter to you only asking
your" permission to raise a.privilege iSue.
The motion will come
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after you have given the consent in which I
many things may be stated. Even that part is
not understood.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : A wrong pro-
cedure. You cannot give your consent; ]
you cannot hold this preliminary enquiry unless
you know that there isa prima\ facie case.

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : On a point of
order. Rule No. 188 makes it absolutely clear
that :—

"If the question proposed to be raised is
based on a document, the notice shall be
accompanied by the document.”

It says :

"A member wishing to raise a question 'of]
privilege shall give notice in writing to the
Secretary before the commencement of the
sitting on the day the question is proposed
to be raised."

SHRI BHUPESH GtJPTA: Why are
you allowing that, Sir?

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : Therefore, the
contention made by Shri Chagla is absolutely
correct. It was possible for the hon. Member
to "give his statement to place along with the
notice all the documents that are there. Why
has he not given them?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : We have got
the documents of thcPublic Accounts
Committee.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : I cannot go on for
five minutes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let Mr. Chagla have]
hissay. lamsorry...

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : I have sat for 1J
hours without interrupting him . . .

{Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Your Members|
interrupted.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : Secondly, he is
suggesting falsehoods. What falsehoods, what
suggestions ? Not a word about them. Thirdly
'misdirecting the Committee'—a very serioug
charge, but not an iota of particular or detail i
given so that you should be satisfied that therd
is a prima
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facie case. Fourthly, 'obstructing the work and
the investigation of the Committee' —how,
under what circumstances? Five, 'unfortunate
remarks about Committee's work'. Now, you
have to see whether there is a prima facie
case. And you were good enough to tell the
House, 'l want to be guided by you'. But this is
the basic document.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : This is not the
only document.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : Mr. Bhupesh
] Gupta will not interrupt me. I have waited
for 1§ hours . . .

(Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : When, Mr.
I Chairman, ...

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please sit down. Will
you please sit down ? I would request you to
sit down, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : 1 will sit
! down. But the trouble is that it does seem ] to
me that because we are on the Oppo-I sition we
get this kind of treatment here. ' I do not like it.
Let this Government not ; go on like this.
When I was speaking I, was interrupted.

MR. CHAIRMAN : You were speaking for
one hour. Now it is very ungenerous of you to
say that. I am giving very best to protect the
Opposition, to let it say . . .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : And certainly
you are getting my best. But when I speak
hundreds of people get up and interrupt and
everything goes on.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : I listened for an
hour to Mr. Gupta.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You ask Mr.
Subramaniam to resign first. And then tell me
anything.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : I listened to Mr.
Gupta for one hour. I could have got up on my
feet and raised points of order every five
minutes. [ did not do so because you showed
him the courtesy of listening to him and I sat
here listening to him patiently. Will he
patiently listen to me for five minutes ?
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[Shri M. C. Chagla.]

Next is, again, the unfortunate remarks
about the Committee's work. Now, Sir, as |
was saying this is a very important matter off
principle. When a notice is given to you or a
letter is given to you that a Member <rf this
House has committed a breach of privilege,
that notice must contain some particulars so
that you can judge whether a prima facie case
is made out. How can you, from this document
on which you are asked to hold that a prhnu
facie case is made out, say that there is a prima
facie case ?

Now, Sir, may I make another submission ?
The whole of Mr. Gupta's speech and Mr.
Rajnarain's" speech is not about privilege. It is
about the conduct of Mr. Subramaniam. But
we are not investigating into the conduct of]
Mr. Subramaniam. (Interruption by Shri
Bhupesh Gupta) Again, Mr. Gupta, you are
interrupting me.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Why are you
thumping ?

MR. CHAIRMAN : He heard you patiently.
Now you listen to him also.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: I know, Sir, why he
is jumping up. Because he has no answer to
my point, that is why he has no patience.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Then, will you
yield ?

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA We are not
investigating into the conduct of Mr. Subra-
maniam. This is not what we are doing. Mr.
Rajnarain said—I have taken it down—'Send
this immediately to the Privileges Committee
so that this matter should be investigated'. But
that is not the function of the Privileges
Committee, nor are we investigating whether
Mr. Subramaniam was guilty of misconduct or
not. That is not the question. The question is a
narrow limited one : Has he committed the
breach of privilege of this House? Has' he
committed the contempt of this House ? Tt is
from this point of view that we have to
approach it.

SHRI A. P. CHATTERIJEE : I rise on a
point of order.

[RAJYASABHA]
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MR. CHAIRMAN: You have taken
li hours, both of you. He wants to take
I 5—-10 minutes and you do not allow that
Ieven. 1 think it is extremely unfair. Mr.
trterjee lias something very important

to say.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is his conduct
in relation to the P.A.C. He has committed a
breach of privilege of the P.A.C, hence of the
House.

SHRI A. P. CHATTERIJEE: The I eader of
the House has just now said that his conduct
does not amount to a breach of privilege. If by
my conduct I obstruct the proceedings of the
House or the proceedings of the Committee,
that conduct certainly can be called a breach
of privilege. Sir, he is a well-known jurist.
He should not say that.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : It is entirely wrong.
Privilege is the conduct or the misconduct of a
Member qua the House, qua this Committee,
and not something qua outside the House,
(interruption by Shri Bhupesh Gupta) Again
Mr. Bhupesh I Gupta is interrupting. Now will
you keep quiet ?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Your this kind
of thumping will not do.

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : Sir, why this
interruption ?

MR. CHAIRMAN :
requesting you.

Mr. Gupta, he is

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : The distinction is
perfectly clear. As a Minister I may be guilty
of misconduct. There are various ways of
proceeding against me. The House has got the
right. But that is not the question today. The
question is whether the Minister has
committed a breach of privilege of the House.
I say the question is lying within a very
narrow ambit, and Mr. Gupta has mentioned
it. If my hon. friend. Mr. Subramaniam has
suppressed facts from Parliament, it will be a
breach of the privilege. If he had suggested
falsehoods, it would have been a breach of
privilege. If he had misdirected the
Committee, it would have been a breach of

privilege. If he had obstructed
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the work of investigation of the Committee, it
would have been a breach of the privilege.
Now my first point is, has even one particular
been given ?

I go furl her, I have listened to the long
r.gmarole by my friends, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
and Mr. Rajnarain. I have listened to them
very carefully and very patiently. There is not
one statement of fact which bears out anything
under of these four heads—suggesting
suppression of facts, suggesting falsehoods,
misdirecting the Committee, obstructing the
work and investigation of the Committee.
There is only one suggestion with regard to
the fifth head, the unfortunate remark about
the Committee's work. My friend, Mr.
Subramaniam said, "I am surprised". Now, Sir,
I have got the Chambers's Dictionary. It is
rather "curious". This is the definition of]
"surprise"

ot qAATTA 9w i g @
wfgd | 77 avg | fafaez @rga fom-
AL FAGT AIA F AT T HI97
FLE & |
SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : Why is
the Food Minister instructing him ?

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : The first definition
given is "taking unawares". And this is exactly
what Mr. Subramaniam said. He meant by
"surprise" that he was taken unawares. There
are other meanings of this word. As you know,
it depends upon the context in which the word
is used, and then you have to find the meaning.
That is the only meaning of "surprise" he
suggested. Here is the Chambers's Dictionary
which is a fairly authentic dictionary and the
phrase's meaning is "taken unawares".

Now I ask you, Sir, with the greatest
respect, with the greatest submission, after you
have heard everything, if there is absolutely
any case made out for entertaining this motion
of privilege, and I would ask you to reject it
straightway, because, as I said, the first thing
is, no particulars are given. Secondly, even if
you were to rely on the two speeches made,
they are an attack on Mr. Subramaniam, attack
on his conduct, but not bearing on the question
of privilege. We are not concerned here
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with Mr. Subramaniam's conduct. We are not
investigating into his conduct. I, therefore,
submit that this motion should be rejected.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: His conduct
with regard to the Public Accounts
Committee.

THE MINISTER OF FOOD, AGRI-
CULTURE, COMMUNITY DEVELOP-
MENT AND CO-OPERATION (SHRI C.
SUBRAMANIAM) : Sir, I would not take
long. But after having heard particularly Mr.
Rajnarain, and also his party Members in the
other House, it looks as if their main
grievance against me is that I resigned on a
particular issue, on the language issue. That
seems to be the obsession particularly with
these Members. Therefore, all sorts of things
are being brought out, whether they are
falsehoods or not And, therefore, I am not
concerned with them.

Sir, I know when I have got to resign. It is
not that [ am afraid of resigning at any time. |
have got a much better conscience than
anybody else with regard to proprieties to be
observed, and when I have got to resign. I can
tell you whatever it might be, my conscience
is clear. I have not done anything wrong.
Therefore, why should I take the advice of the
Opposition Members that I should resign ?

SHRI RAJNARAIN: *** ¢¢* [

disbelieve him.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM : I have to seek
the protection of the Chair. Those words « *
*  should be expunged.

SHRI RAJNARAIN : I want to hear your
ruling.

MR. CHAIRMAN : My ruling is that the
words should be expunged.

=t TS
know about parliamentary practice mor» than
yourself, . .

* ¥ = 1

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I have not used
this word. Therefore, I can accept your ruling.
The word you may or may not like.  The
Minister is here. He can

*** Expunged as ordered by the Chair.
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.) defend himself in
this matier. The only thing you have to see is
whether according to the Rules of Procedure
this particular word can or cannot be uttered.
The Rules of Procedure enumerate the kind of
words that we cannot use but in regard lo
Ministers it is a different thing. Even we have
wider scope there. The Ministers can repudiate
and attack us or we can attack them for that
but you do not come into it. The word
'corrupt” is absolutely parliamentary. That is
what 1 say. The word ‘'corrupt' is
parliamentary. If you hold the word 'corrupt'
as unparliamentary then there will not be any
discussion on the Vigilance Committee Re-
port, because we cannot utter the word
'corruption'. Therefore I say that you can ask
us not to use such words but for goodness'
sake let not the convenience of the Minister
have the better judgment of people like me; I
cannot say about you. The word 'corrupt' is
absolutely parliamentary. I teH you, when the
question bfi Biju Patnaik and the Mundhra
question came again and again we used the
word 'corruption' naming individuals and you
will find that in the proceedings it has never
been deleted because that particular word has
never been held as unparliamentary. You may
advise us and I will listen to it but do not rule
out the word which is used and is necessary to
be used if we have to fight corruption in this
country. As far as this is concerned, I have not
used it. You may deal with Mr. Rajnarain. Do
not throw the baby in the bath-water, the baby
of parliamentary convention in the bath-water
of the word Used.

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa) : Mr.
Rajnarain  did not specify that Mr.
Subramaniam is corrupt and he should go
immediately. It was a general remark.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have not declared the
word 'corrupt' as unparlfament-ary. There are
particular contexts in which it can be used but
in this particular context I think this should
not be used and I have therefore expunged it.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You have to be
guided by certain rules and you can make the
rules elastic. I will show the rule.

[RATYA SABHA ]
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MR. CHAIRMAN : I have done it in my
discretion in order to keep a certain standard
of communication in this House. I do not think
it should be discussed.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 am not
quarrelling. You have disapproved of that
word. That is enough. You leave it at that
because when no-confidence motion comes
against certain Ministers, don't we say 'Corrupt
Government' ? Do not expunge.

MR. CHAIRMAN : I have said that I have
not declared the word 'corrupt' as
unparliamentary never to be used in the
Parliament. It can be used but in this particular
context I have held that it should be expunged.

SHRI BHUPESH GUFIA : You can ask us
not to use it but do not expunge.

MR. CHAIRMAN : You have to listen to
me, I am afraid.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Does it
mean that in the future we cannot use it even if
we think that the Ministers are corrupt ? Is
that the position ?

MR. CHAIRMAN : I have made it clear. I
have not declared the word 'corrupt' as
unparliamentary. Only in this particular case I
say so. That is my final ruling.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I accept your
ruling but the word 'corrupt' remains.

#! T 90s

I do not think the ruling of the Chair-
man is subject to your approval.

& TR ¢ ", AW
MR. CHATRMAN :

to discuss my ruling.
| TEATOa ¢ & 3

MR. CHAIRMAN : Al] that you said
about the ruling is also expunged.

T do not allow you

ol TEATOAY s
(At this stage Mr. Rajnarain left the
House)

***Expunged as ordered by the Chair.
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MR. CHAIRMAN : All this shall not go
into the proceedings.

SHRI A. P. CHATTERIJEE: I rise on a
point of order. The word 'corrupt* is not
unparliamentary.

MR. CHAIRMAN : I do not want any
further discussion after I had given the ruling.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I beg to submit
that if we are not allowed to call Minister*
'corrupt' when we feel like that, the Ministers
having the right to defend, the only thing to do
by which we can register our feeling is by
walking out.

(At this stage Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and
some other hon. Members left the House)

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: We have been driven
to impatience by all that we have seen to-day.
Please permit me to say— and it is also an
expression of impatience on my part—that the
gentleman hon. Member of this House whose
remarks were expunged, while walking out of]
the House went on repeating 'corrupt', 'corrupt'
and 'corrupt'. The word may have not ex-
punged but to my mind he hasi reflected on
your judgment. He has insulted this House. He
has almost, if I may use that word, spited us
and gone out. I feel that the stage has come
when you should take a more strict view of]
things by which such indignities we are saved
of. I would submit that you kindly take some
action against the hon. Member. His walking
out is not sufficient.

MR. CHAIRMAN :
suggestion.

Thank you for the

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM : Then the
point was raised with regard to my appearance
before the Committee. That itself show my
bona fides that T wanted to place all the facts
before the Committee but apart from that, it is
with the permission of the Committee. I do
not know what happened between the Speaker
and the Chairman but I wrote to the P.A.C. It
was open to them to say: 'No, we will not hear
you.' But they permitted me to
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speak. How can that be used for the purpose of
saying that they have been pressurised ? It is
almost an insinuation against the P.A.C. if I
may say so. Therefore, it is not I who
attempted to commit a breach of privilege. On
the other hand here is a definite attempt to
commit a breach of privilege by insinuating
against the P.A.C. that because I was a
Minister, they were influenced and that is why
they called me to give evidence there. There-
fore I submit that it is, as a matter of fact, a
reflection against the P.A.C. and they are
committing that breach of privilege which they
want to accuse me of. Therefore, that will have
to be taken into consideration. As far as my
appearance is concerned, I sought leave to
appear before them. They gave leave and I
appeared before them. Then he has given a list
of things which happened before the P.A.C.
Has any P.A.C. Member or the Chairman
complained against this ? On the other hand I
find that this is what the Chairman mentioned
after I gave the evidence :

"I am glad to thank you very much for the
time you have spent and for the various
explanations you have given. The
Committee is helped a lot and we are very
thankful to you. You have taken all this
trouble and we are very much thankful to
you."

It is not as if just a casual remark was made. It
is incorporated in the report also :

'They would like also to express their
thanks to the Minister of Food and
Agriculture, Community Development and
Co-operation and to the Secretary also for
their co-operation in giving detailed
information asked for during the course of
the evidence."

Therefore, I do not know that I tried to
obstruct them or misdirect them. Whcre-from
do they get it ? On the other hand the Report
is completely different.

Then I would like the hon. Member to go
through the Report. Have they stated anywhere
that I have tried to mislead them or tried to
give false things ? It is open to me with regard
to interpretations—it is accepted everywhere—
that I give one interpretation of a section or
an" order and
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simply because that contention is not ac-
cepted—even now I may continue thinking
that my contention is the cor-2 P.M. rect one—
that is neither here nor there—making an
interpretation of an order is certainly not
misdirecting or misleading by any means.
Therefore, if we go through the Report,— and
the hon. Member said this is the basis—in the
Report I do not find anywhere any suggestion
that I attempted to do any of these things, and
therefore 1 do not know what is the basis of]
their motion. And after the long speech, as it
was mentioned by the Leader of the House
they have not cared to say that these are the
things which amount to suppression, these are
the facts which amount to misdirection, and
these are the facts which amount to false
suggestions. So on that also there is nothing.

Then about these words "I am rather
surprised", the meaning has been given; I have
given the explanation. Not only have I given
the explanation; I have also stated categorically
before the Committee also— and I wish to
state it here—that even if by any stretch of]
imagination it should constitute a reflection on
the Committee, I said I withdraw it, and I have
said quite categorically that it was not my
intention at all to cast any reflection on the
PA.C. On the other hand I told them that the
very fact that I was prepared to appear before
them showed what regard I had for the Public
Accounts Committee. Otherwise, I would have
just sat tight over what the P.A.C. had said.
Therefore, this is all with regard to the
privilege. All the other things which they
stated, about the order and all those other
things, they are completely irrelevant.
Naturally they wanted to take advantage of the
indulgence you gave them to say all sorts of]
irrelevant things, all for the purpose of casting
some aspersions against me. But if there
should be any opportunity, I know; I can
defend myself, but this is not the occasion.

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: On a point of|
order. He says you have given them the
indulgence to speak whatever they wanted to.
What is this ?

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: I said "taking
advantage of* etc.
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on the Table 2540

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Tt is not
indulgence. You have allowed them to speak.
There is the difference between giving
indulgence and allowing somebody to speak
and say things.

MR. CHAIRMAN : There is nothing in it
that can be objected to. It is quite good
English. There is no point of order.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM : Unfortunately
this is not the occasion for me to controvert all
the arguments which were put forward, and if
I do, I will be committing the same irrelevance
in which they were indulging. Therefore, I
stop here and I do not think there is any point
which has been made to show that I have com-
mitted any breach of privilege either of this
House or the Public Accounts Committee.

MR. CHAIRMAN : I will carefully go
through the record of the speeches and for the
moment I reserve my ruling.

The Calling-Attention Notice would be
taken up at 5 p.M. Now the House stands
adjourned till 3 P.M.

The House then adjourned for
lunch at one minute past two of the
clock.

The House reassembled after lunch at three
of the clock, the DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the
Chair.

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

ANNUAL ACCOUNTS (1964-65) OF THS
INDIAN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY,

KHARAGPUR
THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF EDUCATION (SHRI

BHAKT DARSHAN) : Sir, on behalf of Shri
M. C. Chagla I beg to lay on the Table, under
sub-section (4) of section 23 of the Indian
Institute of Technology Act, 1961, a copy of
certified Annual Accounts of the Indian
Institute of Technology, Kharagpur, for the
year 1964-65, together with the Audit Report
thereon. [Placed la Library.  See No. LT-
6727/66]



