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was in the group or ia the darbar. I.

‘'did not want to say anything. But
when it apeared in the Press and
verified whether that statement was
‘issued, it was nct merely........ Then
I called a meeting of my colleagues
‘and took decision. Otherwise, I would
.not have done it. It was for me a very
painful thing to do. I would never
have spoken about it. But today I have
had to speak. Otherwise, the facts
would not be known. . That is why I
;have spoken.

The question comes about my son.
That also I have never, ...

SHRI VASANT SATHE:
you Achilles’. A heel!

That is

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: You may
say Achilles’ heel. A person who has
nothing but Achilles’ heel sees Achil-
* les' hee]l everywhere, That is all. I
. do not believe in Achilles’ heel I
iihawa made my position very clear. I
“have said if any member gives it in
" writing, T will refer it immediately to
the Chiaf Justice of India, because the
Chief Justice of India will then ask
that man to give him piima facie evi-
dence. If he does not do it, then he
can be sueq by my son for defamation.
That is the remedy available to him.
How I can allow these things tg hap-
pen like this? (Interruptions) I am
not going to be bamboozled into
things like this. Let it be understood
(Interruptions). When I pointed out
i to Shri Charan Singhji as it is read
out now, that these were the things
. which were being talked, he thought I
was angry, That was not so. He said,
Appoint a commission against the
members of my family, What prevent-
ed him from doing it? He was the
Home Minister. He could have done
it. (Interruptions) If he had done it,
- I would have done it too. But how
| can [ do it? It would have been wrong
. for him to do it. I would not say I
| would not do it. But if he had done it,
!;'l;len I would have been forced to do
| it,

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN (Idukki):
The question is, when the Home Min-
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ister of India put up a proposal like
that why dig you stand in the way?

(Interruptions)

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: He cannot
find anything against me. Therefore
he gets at such things and wants to
utilisc them against me. I do not deny
him the satisfaction of doing it. I do-
not want ty enter into an argument.
Therefore, it will be seep that I have
tried... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : Yoy are convert-
ing it into a debate. This is not a:
debate.

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: I do not
want to enter into an argument on.
this issue here, because I have spoken
sufficiently about it. I do not want to
dilate on it.

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN : You have
not answered my poing at all,

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: There-
fore, I would leave it to my hon.
friends to judge as to whether I have
in any way done anything wrong in
asking for the resignation of Shri
Charan Singhji as I did. (Interrup-
tions).

MR. SPEAKER: I have some an-
nouncements tg make,

13.53 hrs.

RULINGS BY SPEAKER RE. QUES-
TIONS OF PRIVILEGE

MR. SPEAKER : Dr. Subramaniam
Swamy had given notice of a question
of privilege against Shri Nikhil Chak-
ravartty, Member of Press Commission
and Editor of the Mainstream and the
Editor of the Patriort for publishing
in the Patriot dated the 8th December,
1978, Shri Nikhil Chakravortty’s re-
mark that Dr. Subramaniam Swamy
had made a “scurrilous allegation”
against Shri Nikhil Chakravortty in
the House.

Shri Nikhil Chukravortty as well as
the Editor of the Patrict have both
sent their letters of apology for using
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[Mr, Speaker]
blishing the remark “scurrilous
:lnlggggion"hﬁgrdmce to Dr, Subra-
maniam Swamy.
In view of the apology tendered by
both of them, the matter may be
treated as closed.

DR. SUBRAMANIAM SWAMY
(Bombay North-East): Ig there any
condition in the apology.

MR. SPEAKER : It is unconditional
apology.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Dia-
mond Harbour) : What has happe_ned
1o my privilege motions, one against
Mr. Stephen and the other one against
Mr. Shakdher, Shri B. N. Tandon and
Shrimati Indira Gandhi...(Interrup.
tions). What happened to those two
privilege motions? They are trying to
shield the people. (Interruptions).

MR. SPEAKER: On the 12th Dec-
-ember, 1978, during the discussion on
the Third Report of the Committee of
Privileges, Shri C. M. Stephen had
stateq that Shri B. Shankaranand, a
Member of the Committee of Privi-
leges, had written a letter to the Chair-
man, Committee of Privileges, from
Bombay staling inter alic that he had
been in hospital for a major operation
and that he had not received any
notice about the sitting of the Commit-
tee of Privileges. In that letter, Shri
Shankaranand had alsy requested that
if any meeting of the Committee was
s-_,cheduled to be held in the near future,
it might be postponed to a later
.date to enable him to atliend the meet-
ing. Shri Stephen contended that in
‘8pite of that letter the Committee
held the meeting on the 19th August,
1.978. and thev took yp the Irrjor ques-
tion as ty whether Shrimat; Indira

Gandhi was liable to take 2n cuth.

Shri Samar Guha, Chairman of the
Committee of Privileges, hag there-
upon intervened and stated that the
letter received from Shri Shankara-
nand hnd been thoroughly discussed
by the Committee ani “the Committee
unanimously agreed that the mettin
3hould not be postponed .» S
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According to the minutes of the sit-
ting of the Committee of Privileges
held on the 19th August, 1978—

“The Chairman informed the
Comimiittee of the factual position on
the points raised by Shri B. Shan-

karanand, M.P. in his aforesaid let-
ter and stated inter alia that in his
earlier letter gated the 19th July,
1978 which was considereq by the
Committee at their sitting held on
the 21st July, 1978, Shri B. Shan-
karanand had only requested that
the sitting of the Committee might
be fixed after the 15th August, 1978.
He had not requested that the no-
tice and other papers of the Com-
mittee might be sent to him at the
hospital address in Bombay where
he was to undergo a major opera-
tion. He had not also given any
instructions ty the Lok Sabha Sec-

retariat that his parliamentary pa-
pers might be sent there. Accord-
ing to the practice followed during
sessions of Lok Sabha, the notice
and paperg relating to the Commit-
tee were duly delivered at his New
Delhi address in the absence of any
instructions to the contrary from him
and signatures obtained in receipt
thereof.

The Committee, after considering
all aspects of the matter and the
points raised by Shri B. Shankara-
nand in his aforesaid letter, decided
to continue their proceedings.”

At that stage Dr. V. A, Seyid Mu-
hammad is said to have observed as
follows :

“Normally, I agree that when the
session is taking place you must send
that to Delhi address but in the off-
session period, it should be sent to
his home address, to his constituen-
¢y address. Here is a peculiar situ-
ation of the person or a Member who
has been undergoing an operation
and he is writing t{o this Committee
that he has undergone an operation,
and he is in the hospital. One or
two replies have been sent and cor-
respondence was going on, In these
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elrcumgtanees I draw your atten-
tion to Rule 334(1):—

{‘The Secretary-General shall
‘'make every effort to circulate to
each member a copy of every no-
tice or other paper which is re-
quired by these rules 1y be made
available for the use of members.”

“Now can we ay that all efforts
had been made to send the notice
and the papers to him. I can under
stand if it was not know to the
committee that he is in the hopital
and undergone an operation.”

Atter gome discussion in the Com-
mittee, the Chairman is said to have
. observeq as follows:

“If we postpone, next time some

other Member may not be able to-

attend.

Now, is there any oktjection to
hold the meeting today?

At that stage several members said
that they had no objection but Dr.
Seyid Muhammad said:

“I would only say that propriety
requires that he is given proper
notice.”

Thereafter the Chairman is reported
to have observed: .

“I take it that the decision of the
Committee, considering all aspects of
the matter and Shri B, Shankara-
nand’s letter, is that we hold the
meeting today.”

Further proceedings show that no
member of the Committee thereafter
expressed disagreement with the
observations of the Chairm®n.

Under the circumstances, I think,
the matter should rest at that.

SHRI M., SATYANARAYANA RAO
(Karimnagar): The Chairman said
that it was a unanimous decision but
it was not a unanimous decision.

MR. SPEAKER: I have read out

the proceedings.
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In his notice under Rule 222, Shri
Eduardo Faleiro, M.P., has raised an
interesting question. I have not been
able to get any precedent on the point
raised by Shri Faleiro. Hence it has
to be decidod o fir t principles.

14 hrs,

According to newspaper reports,
some of the parties in this House had
discussed the question of privilege
against Shrimati Indira Gandhi in
their party meetings. It is not known
whether any of them had issued any
whip to their party members, Some
of the parties were also reported to
have taken decision as to how they
should approach the gquestion. The
Prime Minister in his comments on
Shri Faleiro’s motiop has informed
me that the Janata Party has not is-
sued any whip in regard to the privi-
lege motion before the House. But 1
had discussed the matter in accor-
dance with the usual practice. The
Prime Minister has further stated that
his action in wanting to know of the
views of the party in coming to his
own judgement does not constitute
eny breach of privilege,

The earlier rulings in this House
have established that the House will
not take note of any discussion at
party meetings

When the House decides a question
of breach of privilege, it functions as
a quasi-judieial body. Political consi=
derations are irrelevant. Therefore,
the motion before the House cannot
be viewed from a partisan angle. But
even in a matter like this, there is
nothing wrong for a party discussing
the matter so that members may have’
an opportunity to convince members
about the right approach to the motion
before the House. That being so, I
am unable to hold that the facts set
out by Shri Faleiro in his motion
amount to any contempt of the House.

Hence, consent asked for is not ac-

corded.
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SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH:
(Nandyal): Sir, what about my
motion?

MR. SPEAKER: They have given an
unconditiona] apology,

SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH:
Sir, you must read it out. I have
writien to you.

SHR! JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Dia-
mond Harbour): Sir, what about my
notice?

MR. SPEAKER: You do not have
precedent every time,

In regard to the article in the Illus-
trated Weekly, in view of the uncon-
ditional apology tendered by the Edi-
tor and Publisher, the matter may be
dropped. The hon. Member who has
given notice. ...

SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH:
Piease read out the whole thing,

SHRI M. SATYANARAYANA RAO:
You are not reading out the entire
matter.

M. SPEAKER: This motion is
against the Editor and Publisher of
the !llustrated Weekly for casting re-
flection on the Members of Parlia-
ment. In the Editor’s Page, under
the caption “Pension: of MPs” in the
issuc dated 5th November, 1978 they
have mentioned cectaip things,

SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH:
What did they sayv? (Interruptions)
In the case of Dr. Subramaniam Swa-
my, the whole thing has been men-
tioned. Let me read it. .. . (Interrup-

tions), I will read it.... (Interrup-
tions),

MR. SPEAKER: In that case, there
was only one word, “scurrilous™.

SHRI VASAT SATHE: The
whoie Dbackground was mentioned
there,

MA. SPEAKER: There is only one
word *“scurrilous,”

SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH:
With your permission, I will read it...
(Interruptions)
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SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH:
The apology of the Editor must be
published in the Illustrated Weekly.

MR. SPEAKER: I will ask him to
publish it, That is another matter. I
will direct him t{o publish it.

14.05 hra.

RE. EXPLOSION OF BOMBS AT

CALCUTTA RESIDENCE OF PROP-

SAMAR GUHA, CHATRMAN, COM-
MITTEE OF PRIVILEGES

PROF. SAMAR GUHA (Contai):
Sir, I have to communicate to this
House that last night at about 11 p.m.
at my Calcutta residence two high
powered bombs were thrown and my
two-storeyed building was shaken.
Fortunately the doors and windows
were closed. My wife and my minor
daughter live there I think that I
have to discharge my duty as the
Chairman of the Privileges Committee
with mv clean conscience and faith
in God. T am not seeking any kind
of favour from anywhere, but I draw

.your attention and the attention of the

House through you, Sir, that if a
Chairman has to function and function
with his conscience and with a sense
of duty and responsibility to thi:
House and if that Chairman is subject-
ed to terror and this kind of a things,
whether it should be considered as a
bomb thrown to the dignity, honour
and will of this House, I leave this
question to you. It is up to you to
see whether this House has uny duty
to condemn thig kind of thing or not.
I personally am not seeking any
favour.

MR. SPEAKER: Now, Papers to be
Laid on the Table,



