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Y T ¥ are ;AT W19 TRy §
ar s1ed faers sifazar seme W s
T HHAT § |+t 7Y famd J snawy famw
fear & | e o Ty gEmd & T
FLIEE | (omaem)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Mr. Yadav,
I am again repeating, don't hold the House
to ransom. (Inferruptions)

Mo wgoar s ®w #1
(=muT)

=it vy famd (9717) : gaTeAE AENq,
#7 soy fomr &1 woa feay @ e
TIET F AT | W1 gH AFI I
TER 7T @ E ? w9 W gH
4T HTE J1ET Y IIA faam

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : I was making a
constructive suggestion...(Interruption).

-

oY vy fomd © s ead faadl &
FTAT TET Fod € AT gadl FT 319 7
g1 o fom 2T €, oo SR o AR
gaw €1

*it T JTF ;R ;T IT F A
FIAT FILT FIAT 2, FEI Y% avA I
&) F aEr Wag @ w1 AW
a9 FTAT FST J@HT WSF I&AT 8, 49
&r 3y o FEer ¥ weFd £ (=mEuw)

SHRI CHINTAMANI PANIGRAHI
(Bhubaneswar) Mr. Yadav is becoming
intolerable in this House. (Inferruptions).

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH : This is very
bad- 7T TW EE M AT E | zWaAW
HNrar w2 T @ gfew T8 2

sit. ofa T : g & ang ¥ w @
g

12.38 hrs,

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE
APOLOGY BY EDITOR-IN-CHIEF OF THE
HINDUSTAN TIMES

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : On the 28th
July, 1969, Shri T. Viswanatham raised a
question of privilege regarding reflections
cast on the Deputy-Speaker in the article
under the caption “The Week in Parliament™
published in the Hindustan Times, New
Delhi dated the 27th July, 1969, As decided
by the House, the Editor of the newspaper
was asked, in the first instance, to state what
he had to say in the matter,

I have now received a letter dated the
31st July, 1969 from the Editor-in-Chief,
Hindustan Times, New Delhi, which reads as
follows :—

“Shri Sen (the concerned correspondent)
relied on a summary of the speech made
by Shri M.R. Masani on the Banking
Companies Nationalisation Bill on July
25 and issued to the press for favour of
publication that same evening by the
Swatantra Party Parliamentary Office
under the signature of Shri A.P. Jain.
A copy of this is appended. It is in the
summary that the particular reference
appears to which objection has been
taken. As soon as the matter was
raised in the Lok Sabha, we ourseclves
went through the official record and we
have subsequently received a copy of
the same with your letter. The official
record does not contain the words and
phrases that Mr. Sen drew upon from
the unofficial summary and on which he
relied in good faith. It was mnot
Mr. Sen's intention in writing his
Review, nor owurs, in publishing it, to
distort the proceedings of the House
or to impute any motives to the Honour-
able Deputy-Speaker in any manner
whatsoever,™

“In the circumstances we deeply regret
that we should have unwittingly
published something that is at variance
with the official record and which casts
any reflection on the Chair."”

““1 would request you kindly to convey
this explanation to the Honourable



243 Re. Suit against the

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker]

Deputy-Speaker together with an un-
conditional apology for the commission
of a completely unintended offence.”

In view of the explanation and the
unconditional apology tendered by the
Editor-in-Chief of the newspaper, if the
House agrees, the Editor may be asked to
publish his explanation and the apology
on the front page of the next issue of the
newspaper and thereafter the matter may be
treated as closed.

This is the practice that we follow, I
take it that the House agrees.

SEVERAL HON, MEMBERS: Yes.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur): The
House may agree. But I would like to say
that the newspaper has taken it from the
hand-out circulated by the Swatantra Party
which does not seem to contain the official
proceedings. It is, therefore, a breach of
privilege on the part of the Swatantra
Party.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: 1 will place
this on the Table—the official summary
which it contains. If it constitutes a breach
of privilege, then it will be referred to the
Privileges Committee or brought before the
House. (Interruprion) So far as the ncws-
paper is concerned, with the concurrence of
the House, the matter is closed. But if
somebody raises the matter that an agency
of any Party has circulated unauthorisedly
certain communication casting as persons,
then I cannot shield.

SHRI S. K. TAPURIAH: —Rose

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I am not
taking any decision. I am just placing it
on the Table of the House. This matter is
closed. About the suggestion of Mr.
Banerjee, we shall examine it.

12.43 hrs.

RE, SUIT AGAINST FORMER
SPEAKEk AND OTHER MEMBERS OF
PARLIAMENT IN DELHI HIGH COURT

ot vy famd (437): Femm waEm,
g & ©F JEFTQ ATgAT §1 HA
Frg v faar st 21 4 g9z AR &

AUGUST 1, 1965

ex-Speaker and M, Ps. 244

faens fam § sqmge wftw S # g
FIE H Aqroe 9= a1 a1 99 v awen
agt Sa1ar mr a1 R fraw & sgEr
T o 7 meedi Y v @t fF 39
sgafa wimd A T % #T @gw
FaEl Tifge | &3, S9 fam osmgm S
ferr ag &% fear ar adf, saw
Wt e Zar g afew @ gawr @
sar ¢ f&5 og 3w efe +4 ®
Faa feest gré 12 & 917 3 9w few
1 o7 faan ¢ fF a7 v agq wgeaq
2 wofau s A &5 awmar S At
araer o mead ¥ osEr arw@r
Tafae sng #t § yafa aga g e
9 qIRS F1 A A% JrAaerdy fost g osw
#t VaAr § arwagr fAow & sman
I & gorera dferg 1 afg sy e
Tl AT 9Tga at /AT &1 fE

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur): I
am one of those who are concerned with
this. This has appeared in today's Times
of India:

“DISPOSAL AT EARLY DATE OF
SUIT AGAINST REDDY URGED"

“An application by the Union of India
seeking early disposal of the libel suit
against the former Speaker of the Lok
Sabha, Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, and four
members of Parliament at an early date
was heard by the Delhi High Court
today.” '

“Moving the application, Mr. Deepak
Dutt Chowdbari, counsel for the Union
of India, submitted that the Government
was anxious for early disposal in view
of the Presidential election on August
16 in which the former Speaker was
also a candidate of the ruling Congress
Party...”

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: We
read it.

have

SHRI S. M. BANERIJEE : Only one
minute. It is also said :

“The request of the Union of India was



