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 Birba)  Sahni  Institute  of  Palgeobotany

 8728.  SHRI  MANIBHAI  J.  PATEL  :
 Will  the  Minister  of  EDUCATION  be
 pleased  to  state  :

 (a)  whether  it  is  fact  that  a  Committee
 has  been  appointed  to  enquire  into  the
 working  of  the  Birbal  Sahni  Institute  of
 Pajaeobotany,  Lucknow  ;

 (b)  if  so,  the  personnel  of  the  Com-
 mittee  and  their  findings  so  far  ;  and

 (c)  whether  Central  Government  are
 taking  over  the  Institute  and  if  so,  the  ex-
 penditure  involved  in  doing  so  afd  the
 liabilities  of  the  Institute  at  present  ?

 THE  MINISTER  OF  EDUCATION
 (DR.  TRIGUNA  SEN):  (a)  Yes,  Sir.

 (b)  A  statement  is  laid  on  the  Table
 of  the  House.  [Placrd  in  Library.  See  No,
 LT.I064,  68].

 (c)  The  report  of  the  Committee  is
 under  consideration.

 Lachit  Sena

 $729.  SHRI  0  N.  PATODIA:  Will
 the  Minister  of  HOME  AFFAIRS  be  pleas-
 ed  to  state:

 (a)  whether  the  Central  Government
 have  been  informed  by  the  Government  of
 Assam,  about  the  steps  taken  by  them
 either  to  ban  the  “Lachit  Sena”  or  to  curb
 its  activities  ;  and

 (b)  if  so,  the  details  thereof  ?

 THE  MINISTER  OF  STATE  IN  THE
 MINISTRY  OF  HOME  AFFAIRS  (SHRI
 VIDYA  CHARAN  SHUKLA):  (a)  and
 (b).  The  State  Government  have  issued
 detention  orders  under  the  Preventive  De-
 tention  Act,  1950,  against  29  persons  sus-
 pected  to  be  involved  in  giving  publicity
 to  leaflets  of  Lachit  Sena.  Out  of  this  26
 have  already  been  detained.

 CORRECTION  OF  ANSWER  TO  UN-
 STARRED  QUESTION  NO.  495  DATED

 ‘19.4.1968  REGARDING  INQUIRY
 OFFICERS  OF  DELHI  ADMINIST-

 RATION

 THE  MINISTER  OF  STATE  IN  THE
 MINISTRY  OF  HOME  AFFAIRS  (SHRI
 VIDYA  CHARAN  SHUKLA):  09  !9th
 April,  1968,  in  reply  to  question  No.  (Uns
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 starred)  TAS  by  the  Hon’ble  Member  Shri
 K.  P.  Singh  Deo  I  had  mentioned  that  in
 a  certain  disciplinary  proceeding  Shri  K.C.
 Consul,  Assistant  Director,  Industries,  Delhi
 Administration  had  hetd  onty  two  bearings.
 However  on  verification  it  was  detected
 that  the  number  of  hearings  held  by  Shri
 Consul  were  six  and  not  two.

 Question  of  Privilege

 2.24  hrs.

 QUESTION  OF  PRIVILEGE

 शी  रवि  राव  (पुरी)  :  श्रष्यक्ष  महोदय,
 मैं  श्राप  को  धन्यवाद  देता  हूं  कि  आपने  मुझे
 उद्योग  मंत्री  श्री  फजरुद्दीन  शर्ली  अहमद  के
 खिलाफ  स्वीकार  भंग  करने  का  प्रश्न  उठाने
 की  अनुमति  प्रदान  की  1

 यह  जो  सवाल  मैं  आपके  सामने  रखता  हूं
 वह  प्रमाण  के  साथ  रखता  हूँ।  मुख्य  चीज़  यह
 है  कि  हम  जो  संसद  में  जाये  हैं  तों  संसदीय
 प्रा तन्त्र  को  मजबूत  बताने  के  लिए  भाये  हैं
 अब  मेरा  जो  स्वीकार  भंग  का  सवाल  है  उस
 का  इस  बुनियादी  सवाल  के  साथ  ताल्लुक  है  कि
 हमारे  देश  में  संसदीय  प्रजातन्त्र  शाया  एक
 सप्लाई  शौर  सत्य  पर  आधारित  होगा  या  वह
 मूठ,  गलत  बयानी  भ्रमर  डेलीबरेट  मिस् लीडिंग
 स्टेटमेंट  पर  भ्राधारित  होगा  ?

 आप  के  सामने  यह  जो  दो  बयान  श्री

 'फलवद्दीन  चली  अहमद  की  शोर  से  दिये  गये  हैं,  एक
 तो  2  अप्रैल का का  दौर  दूसरा  24  प्रारंभ  का,  इन
 दोनों  बयानों  से  मैं  आपके  सामने  यह  साबित
 करता  हूँ  कि  यह  स्वीकार  भंग  के  सवाल  के
 लिए  प्राइमाफेसी  केस  है

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  श्री  चिन्तामणि  पारिग्रही
 का  2  अप्रैल  का  शौर्ट  नोटिस  केबिन  इस  प्रकार
 काया?

 “Will  the  Minister  of  Industrial
 Development  and  Company  Affairs  be
 pleased  to  state  :

 (a)  whether  Professor  M.  S.  Thacker,
 the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  ap-
 pointed  to  jnvestivate  into  the  question
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 [श्री  रवि  राय]
 of  issue  of  industrial  licences  to  private
 monopoly  houses  in  the  country  has
 accepted  the  directorship  of  the  Bank
 of  India  and  is  attending  its  meeting  ;
 and

 (b)  if  so,
 thereto  ?

 Government’s  reaction

 श्री  फखरुद्दीन  चली  भ्र हमद  उसके  जवाब
 में  कहते  हैं:

 “(a)  and  (b).  The  facts  regarding
 the  question  are  that  it  is  understood
 that  Professor  M.  S.  Thacker,  Chairman
 of  the  Industrial  Licensing  Policy  In-
 quiry  Committee,  was  invited  informal-
 ly  to  a  meeting  of  the  Board  of
 Directors  of  the  Bank  of  India  on  the
 28th  March,  1968,  to  let  them  know
 his  decision  on  the  offer  made  to  him
 of  Directorship  on  the  Board  of  the
 Bank.  After  telling  them  that  he
 required  three  to  four  weeks  to  consi-
 der  his  decision,  Professor  Thacker
 came  away  from  the  meeting.  Subse-
 quently,  the  Government  have  been
 informed  that  he  has  declined  the  offer.
 In  the  circumstances,  it  is  not  proposed
 by  Government  to  take  any  further

 -  action  in  the  matter.”

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  इसमें  जो  एक  जुमला  है
 हो  हैज  डिस्लाइक  दी  लोफर,  उस  जुमले  की
 शोर  मैं  श्राप  का  ध्यान  आकर्षित  करना  चाहता
 हूं  ।  वैसे  तो  बाद  में  श्री  उमा नाथ  और  प्रोफेसर
 रंगा  के  सवाल  शौर  दूसरे  सदस्यों  के  सवालों
 का  जवाब  देते  हुए  मंत्री  जी  ने  इस  को  दुहराया
 है  ही  हैज  डिलाइट ड  दो  औफर  ।  लेकिन  असल
 सवाल  यह  है  कि  हमको  लगता  है  कि  2  अप्रैल,
 को  जब  सदन  में  यह  चीज़  भाई  श्र  श्राप  ने
 जैसे  सदन-  के  रुख  को  देख  कर  मंत्री  जी  को
 बताया  कि-इसे  के  ऊपर  जांच  होनी  चाहिए  तो
 हम  को  लगता  है  कि  शौ  नोटिस  क्वेश्चन  जब
 पाया  तो  मंत्री  जी  के  दिमाग  में  यह  चीज़
 भाई  कि  कैसे  उसको  घपले  में  डाल  दें  और
 संसद  के  सामने  गलत  बयानी  करें  ।  सवाल  यह
 है  कि  जब  इस  पर  इस  सदन  में  बहस  हो  रही
 प्री  तो  लेकर  साहब  उस  वक्‍त  भ्रमरी का  में  थे
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 ar  वहां  से  लौटने  के  बाद  उनकी  जो  चिट्ठी
 अखबार  में  छपी  उस  चिट्ठी  में  से  मैं  यहां  कोट
 करना  चाहता  हूँ।  मैं  स्टेटमेंट  से  उस  में  से  कोट
 कर  रहा  हूँ।  देकर  साहब  उस  में  यह  फरमाते
 हैं:

 “In  a  letter  to  the  Minister  of  Indus-
 trial  Development,  Prof.  Thacker  said
 the  Minister  would  recall  that  he  did
 not  have  any  objection  to  his  continu-
 ing  as  a  honorary  Chairman  of  the
 Committee  and  accepting  directorship
 of  the  Bank.  He  further  said  that  the
 whole  complexion  of  the  discussion  on
 April  2nd  in  Lok  Sabha  would,  per-
 haps,  have  changed  if  one  important
 fact  that  ‘I  have  taken  prior  permis-
 sion  of  the  Governfent  to  consider
 the  offer  of  directorship  had  been  dis-
 closed.’”

 SHRI  २.  D.  BHANDARE  (Bombay
 Central):  Ona  point  of  order,  Sir,  I  am
 referring  to  Rule  225  about  the  mode  of
 raising  a  question  of  breach  of  privilege.
 While  raising  a  question  of  privilege...

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE  (Kanpur)  :
 You  have  allowed  it,  Sir.  There  cannot
 be  any  point  of  order.

 SHRI  R.  D.  BHANDARE:  Iam  on
 a  point  of  order  under  Rule  225,  the  mode
 in  which  it  could  be  raised.  While  raising
 it,  he'is  dealing  with  the  whole  subject
 matter.  He  should  confine  himself  to—
 one  or  two  minutes...

 MR.  SPEAKER  :  A  short  statement.

 SHRI  R.  D.  BHANDARE  :  He  is  deal-
 ing  with  the  merits  of  the  case.

 MR.  SPEAKER  :  I  would  have  my-
 self  rung  the  bell  if  you  had  waited  for

 a  minute  more.

 श्री  रवि  राय  :  माननीय  सदस्य  को  धीरज
 रखना  चाहिए।  मैं  पांच  मिनट  में  ख़त्म  किये
 देता  हूं  ।

 ‘SHRI  R.  0.  BHANDARE  :  Therefore,
 my  submission  is  that  some  sanctity  should
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 be  attached  to  the  Rules...  He  is  going
 into  the  whole  matter  from  A  to  Z.

 MR.  SPEAKER  :  The  point  is,  accord-
 ing  to  the  Rules,  a  short  statement  can  be
 made.  If  25  people  get  up,  then  a  dis-
 cussion  will  come  at  that  stage  and  the
 motion  will  be  moved  and,  then,  I  will  fix
 time.  What  is  a  short  statement,  |  minute
 or2  minutes  or  4  minutes,  you  should
 leave  it  to  me.  It  may  be  2  miinutes  or  4
 Minutes  or  so.  It  is  not  one  hour.  I  am
 sure  about  it.

 SHRI  २.  D.  BHANDARE  :  The  whole
 thing,  from  ‘A’  to  ‘Z’,  is  being  discussed.
 That  is  the  point  that  I  am  raising...
 (dnterruptions).

 MR.  SPEAKER  :
 a  chance  afterwards.

 They  will  also  have
 Mr.  Rabi  Ray.

 श्री  रवि  राय  :  यह  प्राइमा  कैसी  केस  है,
 इसको  बतलाने  में  मैं  पांच  मिनट  से  ज्यादा  नहीं
 लगा।  मैं  श्री  ठोकर  का  बयान  पढ़  रहा  था।
 वह  फरमाते  हैं  कि:

 “He  further  said  that  the  whole  com-
 plexion  of  the  discussion  on  April  2nd
 in  Lok  Sabha  would  perhaps  have

 ‘changed  if  one  important  fact  that,  ‘I
 had  taken  prior  permission  of  the
 Government  to  consider  the  offer  of
 directorship’  had  been  disclosed.  [n
 his  letter  he  further  said,  his  going  to
 Bombay  was  also  within  the  knowledge
 of  the  Government.  After  obtaining
 your  clearance,  I  also  discussed  the
 matter  with  my  two  colleagues  and  in
 view  of  the  position  taken  by  them,  I
 had  offered  to  resign  the  Chairmanship
 of  the  Committee...”

 उसके  बाद  जब  24  तारीख  को  श्री  ग्रह मद
 बयान  देते  हैं  तब  वह  भ्र पने  बयान  में  फरमाते
 हैं  कि  उन  के  बम्बई  जाने  के  पहले  हम  को
 मालूम  नहीं  था  कि  बैंक  की  मिटिंग  में  जा  रहे.
 हैं,  लेकिन  दो  मिनट  बाद  वह  कहते  हैं  कि  बम्बई
 जाने  के  पहले  मेरी  उन  से  मुलाकात  हुई  थी।
 जब  बम्बई  जाने  के  पहले  मुलाकात  हुई  थी  तब

 यह  बात  साफ  हो  गई  थी।  इसलिए  मैं  कहना
 चाहता  हूं  कि  यह  स्वीकार  भंग  का  प्राइम
 कैसी  केस  है
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 मैं  पालियामेंट्री  प्रैक्टिस  के  पृष्ठ  16  से
 पढ़  कर  सुनाना  चाहता  हूँ।  वह  उद्धरण  इस
 प्रकार  है  कि

 “The  House  may  treat  the  making
 of  a  deliberately  misleading  statement
 asa  contempt.  In  1963,  the  House
 resolved  that  in  making  a  personal
 statement  which  contained  words  which
 he  later  admitted  not  to  be  true,  a
 former  member  had  been  guilty  of  a
 grave  contempt.”

 इसलिये  मेरा  पहला  मुद्दा  यह  है  कि  श्री
 अहमद  ने  जान-बुक  कर  सदन  में  गलत  बयानी
 की  थी,  दूसरा  मुद्दा  यह  है  कि  इसमें  जो
 त्रिकोण  चलता  है  अफसर  शाही,  मंत्री  और
 करोड़पतियों  का,  वह  सदन  के  सामने  आ  जायेगा
 जब  आप  इस  मामले  को  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  के

 सुपर  करेंगे  ।  इस  लिए  मैं  अनुमति  चाहता  हूं
 इस  मामले  को  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  के  सुपुर्द  किया
 जाय  |

 THE  MINISTER  OF  INDUSTRIAL
 DEVELOPMENT  AND  COMPANY
 AFFAIRS  (SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED):  May
 I  just  ...(Inrerruptions).

 at  ag  लिमये  (मुंगेर):  इस  स्टेज  पर
 कोई  भाषण  नहीं  होगा  मंत्री  महोदय  को

 केवल  यह  निवेदन  करना  है  कि  उस  का  प्रक्षेप
 है  या  नहीं।

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  will  give  hima
 chance  to  speak  later.  Now,  is  there  any
 objection  to  leave  being  granted  ?  That
 is  the  poiat...(interruptions).  Itis  not  a
 question  of  leave  being  granted  to  be  sent
 to  the  Privileges  Committee  ;  it  is  for
 moving  it...(Jnterruptions).

 ‘THE  MINISTER  OF  LAW  (SHRI
 GOVINDA  MENON):  We  object.

 श्री  मु  लिमये  :  भ्र नुम ति  मांग  रहे  हैं।  उस
 के  बाद  प्रस्ताव  आयेगा  ।

 MR.  SPEAKER  :  Those  in  favour  of
 leave  being  granted  to  move  the  motion
 may  please  stand  up...

 SOME  HON,  MEMBERS  rogese
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 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  find  that  the
 number  is  more  thay  25.  Now,  Mr.  Rabi
 Ray  will  move  the  Motion.  A  number  of
 members  have  given  notice,  but  only  one  of
 them  will  move.

 श्यो  रवि  राय  :  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं  प्रस्ताव
 करता  हूं  :

 “थुक  इस  सभा  की  शय  में  औद्योगिक
 विकास  तथा  कम्पनी  कानून  मंत्री  के  द्वारा  2
 श्रप्नेल,  968  के  दिए  गए  उत्तर  से  उनके  द्वारा
 सदन  के  विशेषाधिकारों  का  भंग  ह्भ्ा  है  या

 नहीं  इसकी  विशेषाधिकार  समिति  के  द्वारा
 जांच  कराने  की  आवश्यकता  स्पष्ट  रूप  से
 प्रतीत  होती  है,  इसलिए  यह  सभा  यह  मामला
 विक्षेयाघधिकार  समिति  पर  सौंप  देने  का  निर्णय
 करती  है  तथा  समिति  को  निर्देश  देटी  है  कि
 हमले  सच्च  के  पहले  दिन  यह  अपनी  रखकर  सदन
 को  प्रस्तुत  करें  yy

 MR.  SPEAKER  :  Motion  moved  :
 “Whereas  in  the  opinion  of  this

 House,  it  clearly  appears  necessary  to
 inquire  whether  a  breach  of  privilege
 of  the  House  has  been  committed  or
 not  by  the  Minister  of  Industrial  Deve-
 lopmeat  and  Company  Affairs  by  the
 teply  given  by  him  onthe  2nd  April,
 ‘1968,  this  House,  therefore.  resolves  to
 refer  this  matter  to  the  Committea of
 Privileges  with  instructions  to  report
 on  the  first  day  of  the  next  sessioa.”
 The  motion  is  now  before  the  House

 for  discussion.
 How  much  of  time  would  the  hon,

 members  like  to  have  for  this  ?

 SHRI  KANWAR  LAL  GUPTA  (Delhi
 Sadar):  It  is  a  very  important  matter.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  It  is  because  of
 its  importance  thet  I  allowed  it  to  be
 moved.  Shall  we  have  two  hours.

 SEVERAL  HON.  MEMBERS:  Yes.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  We  shall  have  two
 hours.

 Mr.  Rabi  Ray,
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 जी  शब  राय  :  श्रेय  महोदय,  मैं  श्राप
 का  ज्यादा  समय  नहीं  लगा  ।  असल  में  जो
 प्रस्ताव  आप  के  सामने  रखा  गया  है  में  उसके
 सिलसिले  में  कहना  चाहता  हूँ  कि  मंत्री  महोदय,
 श्री  'फकरूद्दीन  अली  अहमद  से  जान-बुक  कर
 संसद  से  यह  सारी  जानकारी  छिपाने  की  कोशिका
 की  है  -  यह  मामला  संसद  की  सजगता  भोर
 बाप  के  इंटरवेंशन  की  वजह  से  सदा  के  सामने
 झा  गया,  वर्ना  हम  को  लगता  है  कि  दोनों  चीज़ें
 साथ-साथ  चलतीं

 2.36  hrs.

 (Mr.  Deputy-Speaker  in  the  Chair)

 श्री  'ठोकर  इंडस्ट्रियल  पालिसी  कमिशन
 के  चेयरमैन  भी  बनते  कौर  उसके  साथ-साथ
 बक्र  के  डाइरेक्टर  भी  बनते  |  हस  सारे  किस्से
 के  बारे  में  मैं  भ्र पना  राइट  'रिजर्व  रखता  हूं  भौर

 बहसे  खत्म  होने  के  बाद  जवाब  में  जो  कुछ
 कहना  होगा  वह  कहेंगी

 SHRI  RANGA  (Srikakulam)  :
 Deputy  Speaker,  Sir.

 wt ag  fama  :  एक  ब्रिनती  है।  समय
 पहले  &  निर्धारित  कर  दिया  जाये  ताकि  सब
 को  मौका  मिले

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  We  have
 got  two  hours.  Just  5  to7  minutes,  not
 more  than  that  for  each  Group.

 Mr.

 थी  मु  लिखे  :  इस  तरह  समय  देखिये
 कि  सब  को  मौका  मिले  ।

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :
 to  accommodate.

 I  will  try

 SHRI  RANGA  :  Mr.  Deputy-Speaker,
 Sir,  we  are  concerned  now  with  the  manner
 in  which  a  Minister  has  to  behave  towards
 his  subordinates  and  colleagues,  towards
 his  subordinates  and  others  who  have  to
 eo-operate  with  him  in  his  Ministry  and
 also  towards  this  House  and  towards  the
 country.  Iam  not  particularly  anxious,
 as  {  said  yesterday,  we  are  net  particularly
 paxigus  to  go  for  any  one  of  these  Minige
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 ters  and  this  Minister  in  partécular  and  try
 to  pillory  them.  We  are  concerned  with
 the  propriety.  All  thésé  four  or  five
 years,  we  have  been  concerned  with  this
 and  three  or  four  Ministers  have  had  to
 go,  not  because  thé  Prime  Mifiister  was
 Not  in  love  with  them,  but  because  it  80
 happened  that  the  Prime  Minister  found  it
 impossible  to  allow  those  colleagues  of
 theirs  to  continue  to  be  Members  of  the
 Cabinet  under  those  circumstances,  under
 those  unfortunate  circumstances  in  which
 they  placed  themselves.  Here  is  a  Minfster,
 Sir,  who  is  not  a  novice  to  this  job;  he
 had  been  a  Minister  for  many  years  in
 Assam,  his  own  State,  and  he  was  one  of
 the  important  Ministers  also,  second  only
 in  importance;  I  suppose,  after  the  Chief
 Minister.  Afterwards  he  had  been  here
 with  us  for  some  years.  Therefore,  there
 can  be  no  such  excuse  as  to  be  trotted  out
 that  he  is  not  aware  of  what  is  happening
 here,  the  conventions  that  the  House,  the
 Standards  that  the  House  and  the  public
 except  of  a  Ceatral  Cabinet  Minister  and,
 therefore,  he  made  a  mistake.

 It  is  quite  clear  on  the  face  of  all  thé
 facts  that  I  have  before  me—and  much  of
 these  facts,  I  think,  are  already  public  pro-
 pérty—that  the  Minister  has  behaved  badly
 and  has  not  placed  all  the  truth  befere  this
 Housé  and  has,  because  of  his:  interest  in
 the  Cabinet  and  in  his  own  position,  tried

 ciously  or  ly,  to  mistead
 the  Mouse,  and  thetefore,  uader  such  cir-
 cutfrstances,  such  a  Minister  shoutd  have
 been  asked  by  the  Prime  Minister,  herself,
 on  the  exathination  of  the  facts,  to  part
 company  with  the  Cabinet.  Since  they
 have  fot  petformed  their  duty,  their  ह...
 ous  duty,  it  is  the  duty,  of  this  Howse  to
 conider  in  what  manner  they  cam  dea}  with
 this  Minister  and  the  Cabinet  under  this  set
 up..

 What  is  the  fatest  position?  The
 ‘Jatést  position  is  that  the  Minister  is  sup-
 posed  to  have  informed  Prof.  Thacker
 this  is  my  information  :

 “Sitico  |  had  utways  treated  you  as
 my  coHeague,  I  coatd  aot  gut  #  more
 strongly  at  that  time  but  did  expect
 that  you  would  appreciate  ttre  position
 of  the  Government  and  take  a  consi-
 dered  decision.  Your  letter  dated  2!st
 March,  1968,  was,  therefore,  based  on
 a  mis-comprehension...”
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 Actually,  Sir,  Dr.  Thacker  behaved,  acoord-
 ing  to  me,  properly.

 He  was  rot  a  Government  officer.  He
 did  not  get  any  pension  when  he  was
 Tetiriog  from  that  Planning  Commission  or
 some  other  office  and  he  cante  in  there
 only  fora  particelar  period.  Thereafter
 he  did  not  apply  for  this  chairmanship  as
 akind  of  applicant,  35  590  many  of  the
 people  are  doing  even  for  Ministerships.
 He  was  invited  to  Be  the  Chairman.  After-
 wards  he  told  them  about  his  own  personal
 difficulties  because  he  had  to  go  out  and  there
 was  no  other  job  for  him,  he  had  to  main-
 tain  himself,  and  an  offer  of  that  bank  was
 mhade  to  hint  and  therefore  he  sought  the
 advice  of  thé  Minfster  as  well  as  the  ad-
 visets.  And  who  were  his  advisers  ?  The
 Sécretary  of  thé  Ministry,  Shri  Wanchoo,
 and  the  Secretary  to  the  Committee,  Shri
 Rathee.  Thése  two  officers  were  quite
 clear  in  their  minds  that  ftiere  would  be
 no  impropriety  if  only  Dr.  Thacker  was
 asked  to  setvé  in  an  honorary  capacity  not
 drawifg  any  salary  at  all  but  at  the  same
 timé  he  can  bé  allowed  to  continué  to
 function  as  Chairman  as  also  director  of
 that  bank.  Whether  it  was  right  or  wrong,
 is  another  matter.

 SHRI  R.  0.  BHANDARE:  You  are
 badly:  defending  him.

 SHRI  RANGA  :  Badly  defending
 whom  ?  I  atm  not  imerested  in  defending
 Dre  Thacker.  Rather  I  am  interested  in
 accusing  the  Minister  here,  Here  was  this
 poor  Dr.  Thacker.  lt  was  not  his  job  to
 make  up  his  mind  whether  it  was  right  or
 wrong.  His  job  was  to  place  ali  the  facts
 squarely  before  the  Minister,  as  well  as  his
 advisers,  and  he  placed  those  facts.  It  is
 not  contended  that  he  had  hidden  any-
 thing  at  all.  Whee  the  Chairmaaship  was
 offered  to  him  he  was  entitled  to  three
 months  feave  and  he  could  continue  to
 draw  that  salary.  He  was  not  to  draw
 anything  from  the  Licensing  Committee.
 Here.  what  was  the  advice  that  was  given
 tohim?  The  hon.  Minister  might  say
 that  it  is  not  aay  of  his  job.  But  I  say,
 it  is  his  duty  to  have  advised  Dr.  Thacker
 properly.  And  what  was  the  proper
 advice  he  could  have  given?  Now  they
 have  found  that  it  would  be  necessary  for
 Dr.  Thacker  to  resign  or  to  work  as  30
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 (Shri  Ranga)
 honorary  Chairman.  They  could  have  told
 him  that,  and  they  have  actually  told  him
 that  he  could  function  as  an  honorary
 Chairman  without  drawing  any  salary  at
 all.  And  it  was  on  that  understanding
 that  Dr.  Thacker  had  functioned  ‘taking
 successive  steps  which  he  took  there-
 after.

 Sir,  why  did  this  Government  allow
 him  to  go  to  Bombay  when  he  continued
 to  be  the  Chairman?  Afterwards  he  was
 allowed  to  go  to  New  York  and  he  con-
 tinued  to  be  the  Chairman.  He  was  also
 allowed  to  consult  his  colleagues  about  the
 propriety  of  his  position.  If  they  had  felt
 that  it  was  wrong,  they  need  not  have
 allowed  him  to  take  all  these  steps.  All
 these  things  were  placed  before  the  Govern-
 ment.  Jt  is  not  as  if  anything  was  kept
 asasecret.  Therefore  it  is  not  right  for
 the  Government  to  say  that  Dr.  Thacker
 has  misled  them.  They  cannot  say  so.
 The  next  thivg  is,  has  Dr.  Thacker  hidden
 apything?  I  am  quoting  from  what  I
 consider  to  be  the  Mijnister’s  letter  to  Dr.
 Thacker  dated  the  24st  April.  He.  said
 *You  have  been  my  calleague  and  I  could
 not  be  harsher  than  this  or  softer  than
 this.”  That  is  exactly  where  the  Minister
 comes  in.  He  has  got  to  be  the  hardest
 man  and  the  harsnest  man  even  towards
 his  own  son,  towards  his  own  wife,  towards
 himself  if  he  were  to  function  as  an  upright
 Minister.  If  he  finds  that  his  wife  or  his
 son  is  likely  to  mislead  him  into  wrong
 action  or  he  is  himself  likely  to  take  wrong
 action,  he  should  be  harsh.  It  is  at  that
 stage  that  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  has
 gone  wrong,  Sir.  Instead  of  giving  proper
 advice  he  misled  him:  Instead  of  direct-
 ing  him  not  to  accept  the  job,  he  rather
 encouraged  him  to  accept  the  other  job.
 It  was  his  duty  not  merely  to  discourage
 but  to  ask  him  not  to  ३००९७  it,  not  to
 consider  it  at  all.  He  did  not  do  that.

 SHRI  F.  A.
 accepted  it.

 AHMED:  He  has  not

 SHRI  RANGA:  He  has  not  accepted
 later.  And  what  is  more?  That  is  my
 point.  It  was  because of  the  misbehaviour,
 the  uncowardly  behaviour,  the  uncharit-
 able,  unchivalrous  behaviour  of  this  Minis-
 ter  that  he  was  obliged  to  resign  from  that
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 job  and  at  the  same  time  he  was  forced  to
 accept  here  the  position  of  not  being  an
 honorary  chairman  and  thereafter  be  was
 embarrassed  to  such  an  extent  and  placed
 in  such  an.  embarrassing  situation  in  the
 eyes  of  this  House  by  the  wrong  and  false
 statements  made  by  the  Minister,  that  this
 distinguished  scientist  and  engineer  who
 has  had  a  meritorious  career  behind  him
 was  obliged  to  lose  both  that  Directorship
 as  well  as  the  honorary  Chairmanship  of
 this  Committee.  The  hon.  Minister  him-
 self  says  that  Prof.  Thacker  had  not  accept  +
 edit.  So,  Prof.  Thacker  has  lost  both
 the  positions.

 Now,  the  hon.  Minister  stands  here
 condemned  for  having  broken  faith  with
 his  own  colleague....

 SHRI  P.  VENKATASUBBAIAH  (Nan-
 dyal):  Ona  point  of  order...

 -SHRI  RANGA:  The  next  thing  is
 that  he  comes  here  and  gives  this  wrong
 information.

 SHRI  P.  VENKATASUBBAIAH:  On
 a  point  of  order.  With  ail  due  respect  to
 Shri  Ranga,  I  would  submit  that  this  is  a
 privilege  motion,  and  he  has  to  draw  the
 attention  of  ths  House  to  the  question  in
 what  manner  the  hon.  Minister  was  able
 to  mislead  the  House  or  to  whatever  wrong
 statement  has  been.made.  Prof.  Ranga
 has  now  gone  about  championing  the.case
 of  Prof.  Thacker.  He  is  free  to  do  so,
 and  we  have  no  objection.  But  I  want
 your  ruling  clearly  on  this  point  that  he
 should  confine  himself  to  the  propriety  of
 the  privilege  motion.

 SHRI  RANGA  :  Prof.  Thacker  has
 already  stated  it.  My  hon.  friend  Shri
 Rabi  Ray  has  already  read  outa  certain
 portion  from  his  last  letter.  Prof.  Thacker
 has  said  :

 “I  have  never  tried  to  do  anything
 unbecoming  of  the  status  and  the
 position  I  have  had  the  privilege  of
 occupying  in  Government.”

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  Did  the
 ‘Minister  say  that  he:  had  done  any  such
 thing  ?
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 SHRI  RANGA:  Here  is  a  Minister
 who  comes  and  says  this  that  he  has  misled
 the  House  ;  he  says  that  he  had  advised
 him,  he  had  asked  him  and  he  had  even
 warned  ‘him  not  to  accept  it.but  he  did  not
 do  so.  I  consider  that  to  be  an  untruth,
 to  put  it  at  the  lowest.

 The  third  point  is  this.  How  has  he
 behaved  towards  the  country  as  a  whole  ?
 How  does  the  country  look  upon  these
 Ministers  and  this  Ministership  ?  The
 country  expects  a  Minister  to  keep  faith
 with  this  House  as.  well  as  with  his  coliea-
 gues  in  the  Ministry.  This  Minister  has
 failed  in  keeping  faith  with  this  House  as
 well  as  with  his  colleagues.  And  what  is
 more,  he  has  failed  to  maintain  the  stand-
 ards  that  this  House  as  well  as  the  country
 had  expected  of  him.

 Therefore,  |  plead  that  this  should  be
 sent  to  the  Privileges  Committee.

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  On  a
 point  of  order.  As  far  as  I  have  been  able
 to  see,  there  are  about  eight  privilege
 Motions.  All  these  motions  refer  toa
 statement  made  by  the  Minister  on  the
 2nd  April.  The  debate  in  this  House  would
 become  very  easy  if  hon.  Members  would
 point  out  which  -particular  statement  or
 statement  of  fact  in  the  answer  on  the  2nd
 April...

 at  wy.  fara  :  चर्चा  के  दोरान  में  साफ
 होगा  ।

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :...०  which
 Particular  statement  made  by  him  on  the
 2nd  April  is  objectionable,  is  false  and  has
 misled  the  House.  I  say  this  after  hear-
 ing  for  some  time  what  Shri  Ranga  has
 been  saying.  I  have  not  been  able  to  see
 which  particular.  statement  in  the  answer
 which  was  given  on  the  2nd  April  was
 objected  to...

 at  मधु  लिये  5  ये  तो  भाषण  दे  रहे  हैं।

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  |
 followed  his  point  of.order  oat

 have

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  My  point
 of  ordér  is..  this...  On.  ‘a  privilege’  motion
 based  on  a  statement  referred  to  in  the
 motion,  the  objectionable  portions  in  that
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 statement  should.be  referred  to  so  that
 the  hon.  Minister  may  answer.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  As  he
 has  rightly  stated,  the  main  question  is
 whether  he  has  by  his  two  statements  misled
 the  House,  but  to  prove  that  the  statements
 were  not  truthful  to  his  knowledge  com-
 pletely...

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :
 statement  ?

 Which

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  The  state-
 ments  made  by  the.  Minister:  Members
 will  naturally  refer  to  Prof.  Thacker.  I
 cannot  completely  prevent  reference  to  Prof.
 Thacker.  Reference  to  Prof.  Thacker  is
 bound  to  come  in.  That  cannot  be  com-
 pletely  banned.  But  I  would  suggest  that
 Members  should  not  devote  more  time  on
 that.  They  can  just  refer  to  it  to  prove
 what  they  want  tg  prove  and  nothing  beyond
 that

 SHR}  GOVINDA  MENON  :  I  would
 respectfully  ask  with  respect  to  what  por-
 tion  in  the  statement  these  things  are
 relevant

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  a  Jentirely
 agree  that  that  must  be  pin-pointed.  Shri
 Nahata.

 SHRI  KANWAR.  LAL  GUPTA:  I
 have  tO  go  at  2  p.m._  If  you  could  accom-
 modate  me  and  give  me'a  chalice  to  speak
 just  now,  it  would  help  me.

 SHRI  SHEO  NARAIN  (Basti)  Shri Nahata  is  already  on  his  Jegs.  What  is
 this  you  are.  being  asked  to  do  ?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  He  will
 finish  in  5  minutes.

 SHRI  KANWAR  LAL  GUPTA  :  if
 you  do  not  accommodate  us,  we  will  not
 in  future  permit  such  accommodation
 sought  by  the  other  side.

 MR..  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  I  have
 already  called  Shri  Nahata.  I  will!  call
 you  after  him:
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 aft  eet  नाहीं टा  (बाड़मेर)  :  उ्वॉध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  मैं  संक्षेप  में  निविदा  कर ूगा  कि  यह
 विशेषाधिकार  का  प्रश्न  उस  दिन  से  उठा,  जिस
 दिन  अखबारों  में  हम  ने  पढ़ा  कि  ठाकर  साहिबे
 ने  एक  चिट्ठी  मिनिस्टर  साहब  को  लिखी  हे,
 जिस  में  उन्होंने  कहा  है  कि  अगर  मिनिस्टर
 साहब  सदन  को  यह  बता  देते  कि  बम्बई  जाने
 से  पहले  ठाकर  साहब  ने  मिनिस्टर  साहब  से
 बैंक  की  डायरेक्टर शिप  स्वीकार  करने  की
 इजाजत  ले  ली  थी,  तो  शायद  सदन  में  जाकर
 सा हाथ  की  इतनी  झालोच्मा  नहीं  होती  ।  ठाकर
 साहब॑  कहते  हैं  कि  वह  मिनिस्टर  साहब  की
 इजाजत  लेकर  बम्बई  गए  झोर  उन्होंने  बंक  की
 डॉयरेक्टरशिंपें  स्वीकार  की  ।  निनिस्टरें  साहब

 कहते  हैं  कि  ठाकर.  साहब  उनके  पास  जाएं
 शौर  उन्होंने  यह  जानना  चाहा  कि  क्‍या  बह
 बैक  के  डायरेक्टरों  बनें  या  नहीं।  मिनिस्टर
 साहब  ने  इस  सदन  को  बताया  कि  उन्होंने  ठाकर

 -साहब  को  जहाज  दिया  कि  बाप  बैंक  को
 डायरेक्ट रं शिप  स्वीकार  करें  यों  न  करें,  यह
 श्राप  का  जाती  मामला  है,  लेकिन  श्राप  को  यह
 सोचना  पड़ेगा  कि  बाप  बैंक  की  डायरेक्टर शिप

 कभी  स्वीकार  करे  बौर  इस  कमेटी के  चेयरमैन
 भी  बने  रहें,  ये  दोनों  बातें  एक  साथ  नहीं
 चल  सकतीं  |

 उस  के  कुछ  दिनों  बाद  ठाकरे  साहब
 मिनिस्टर  साहब  के  पास  काए  शर  कहने  लगे
 कि  मैं  बम्बई  जा  रही  हूँ।  ढाके  साहब  बधाई
 गये  थे  इस  कमेटी के  चेयरमन  के  नाते।  उस  का
 खर्चा  उन्होंने  इस  कमेटी  से  चार्ज  किया  +  बक्सा
 में  वह  महीरीष््र  सरकारी  की  गाड़ी  में  चूमे ।
 वह  इस  कमेटी  के  चेयरमन  होने  के  नाते  इस
 कमेटी  की  एक  भौटिंगं  एन्ड  करेंगें  के  लिए  जा

 रहे  थे।  अगर  वह  मिनिस्टर  साहब  से  यह  कह
 गये  कि  मैं  अध्यक्ष  जा  रहें  है,  तो  इसकी  भैतिक
 हूं  नहों  है  कि  वें  बैंक  डॉयरेंक्टेंज  की

 मीटिंग  एसिड  करने  के  लिए  जा  रहे  थे  ।  ठाकर

 साहब  ने  मिनिस्टर  साहब  को  यह  तो  नहीं  कहा
 कक  में  बैंक  के  डॉयरेक्टर  की  मैटिंग  एजेंडे  करने

 के  लिए  जा  रहा  हूँ  ny  जैसा  कि  मैंने  कभी  कहा
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 हैं,  वह  यहां'  इस  कमेटी  से  सम्बन्धित  एक  मीटिंग
 को  एडेड  करने  के  लिये  गए  थे  ।

 बम्बई  में  उन्होंने  बेक  के  डायरेक्टर्स  की मीटिंग
 स्टैंड  की,  वापस  जाए  भ्र ौर  मिनिस्टर  साहब
 को  बताया  कि  मैंने  बह  डायरेक्टर शिप  स्वीकार
 कर  सी  है  ।  मिनिस्टर  साहब  ने  कहा
 हर  आप  ने  यह  अच्छा  नहीं  किया  है।
 जब  ठाकर  साहब  को  यह  मालूम  हुआ  कि
 मिनिस्टर  साहब  नाराज़  हो  रहे  हैं  जोर  कह  रहे
 हैं  कि  बैंक  की  डायरेक्टर शिप  भ्र ौर  इस  कमेटी
 की  चेश्नरंमेतशिप  दोनों  साथ  नहीं  चल  सकती
 हैं,  तो  उन्होंने  कहा  कि  मैं  इस  पर  विचार
 करूगा।  उन्होंने  दिल्ली  से  बैक  बालों  को
 बम्बई  टेलीफोन  किया  कि  डायरेक्टर्स  की  मैटिंग
 के  मिनट्स  में  मेरी  उपस्थिति  भ्र ौर  मेरे  स्वागत
 का  जो  जिक्र  है,  उसको  मिनट्स  से  निकाल
 दीजिए  t  फिर  उन्होंने  मिनिस्टर  साहब  को  कहां
 कि  अच्छी  बात  है,  मैं  बैंक  की  डायरंटक्रदिप
 छोड़  देता  हूं  r

 werd  रिपोर्ट  के  झा घार  पर,  सरकार  की
 लाइसेंसिंग  पॉलिसी  की  जांच  करने  के  निए,  यह
 कमेटी  बनाई  गई  भर  ठाकर  साहब  उसके
 चेयरमैन  बने  ।  इस  कमेटी  के  कार्य  के  सिलसिले
 में  कुछ  मालूमात  बाहर  कराई,  जौ  होकर  साहब
 को  मालूम  थीं।  मुझे  निश्चयपूर्वक  मालूम  है
 कि  जिन  लोगों  के  खलाफ  बह  कमेटी  जांच  कर
 रही  थी,  ठाकरे  साहब  ने  उन्हें  कहा  कि  भ्रामक
 खिलाफ़  बडी  खतरनाक  रिपोर्ट  तैयार  होने  वाली
 है।

 हहे,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  As  has
 been  rightly  pointed  om,  the  maia  issue
 should  be  pinpointed.  Incidentatty,  he
 can  refer  to  Prof.  Thacker.  That  is  all
 right.  He  has  raised  a  potmt  which  is  very
 relevant.  Beyond  that,  he  should  not  go.

 SHRI  AMRIT  NAHATA  :
 ing  to  be  very  relevant.

 मैं  बिल्कुल  रलिबेंट  बात  कर  रहा  हैं।  मैं
 कोई  दरे लि बेंट  बात  नहीं  कहूंगा  |  मैं  प्रतिकार-

 T  am  try-
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 पु वंक  कह  सकता  हूं  कि  ठाकर  साहब ने  उस
 कमेटी  के  चेयरमन  होने  के  लाते  अपने  प्रतिकार
 का  दुरुपयोग  करके,  जिन  लोगों  के  बिज  वह  ब्रांच
 कमेटी  कर  रही  थी,  उनको  बताया  कि  आपके
 खिलाफ  रिपोर्ट  बन  रही  है।  उन  लाकरों  मे
 कादिर  करके  ठाकर  साहब  को  बेक  का
 डायरेक्टर  बनवाया  |

 सारे  देश  के  बड़  उद्योगपति,  बिग  बिजनेस
 का  यह  षडयंत्र  है  कि  यह  कमेटी  कोई  कांच  न
 न  कर  बाये;  वे  इस  कमेटी  को  खत्म  करना
 चाहते  हैं।  मैं  यह  भी  कहना  चाहता  है  कि  जब
 से  सरकार  ने  कौर  इस  मंत्रालय  ने  यह  फैसला
 किया  है  कि  मैनेजिंग  एजेंसी  सिस्टम  कौ  खंत्म
 किया  जायेगा,  कम्पनी  पोलिटिकल  पार्टी  को
 डोनेशन  नहीं  दे  सकेगी,  बिजलियों  के  कछ
 कारनामों  की  जांच  की  जायेगी  ह!  तरह
 लाइसेंसिंग  पालिसी  एंक्वायरी  कमेटी  वाकई

 यह  मालूम  करेगी  कि  बड़े-बड़े  उद्योगपतियों
 को  लाइसेंस  कैसे  दिये  गए,  तब  से  बड़े  उद्योगपति
 इस  मंत्रालय  के  खून  के  प्यासे  ही  रहे  हैं

 मैं  आपसे  निवेदन  करता  चाहता  हैँ  कि
 सदन  को  यह  फैसला  करना  है  कि  बयां  ठाकर
 साहब  का  कहना  सही  है,  एक  बैठ  कामफ्लेस्ड
 लेकर  जाए  बिग  बिजनेस  का  कहना  शही  है,
 एक  ऐसे  व्यक्ति  का  कहना  सौ  है,  जिसने  झपने
 पद  का  दुरुपयोग  किया  है,  या  बंसरी  महोदय  का

 कहना  सही  है,  जिन्होंने  जाकर  साहब  को  साफ
 कह  दिया  था  कि  या  तो  बैक  के  छावरेक्‍्टर  बनो
 और  या  कमेटी  के  चेयरमैन  रहो,  दोनों  बातें
 साथ  नहीं  चल  सकती  हैं

 इन  शब्दों  के साथ  मैं  वह  कहना  चाहता
 है  कि  मंत्री  महोदय ने  इस  सात  कै  किसी  भो
 विशेषाधिकार  का  उल्लंघन  नहीं  किया  है,  बल्कि
 ठाकर  साहब  ने  जिस  तरह  से  तत  कद  का

 दुरुपयोग  किया  श्लोक  विग  विजिलेंस के  कहने  पर
 अपने  प्राय  को  ब्रंच  दिया,  इसके  छह  कान  की
 लिम्का  की  जानी  चाहिए  भौर  इस  विशेषाधिकार
 के  प्रस्ताव  को  करा  देना  चाहिए  |
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 MR.  DEPUTY-SPBAKER  :  |  would
 again  warn  hog.  Members  on  both  sides
 One  point  must  be  made  very  clear.  at  the
 Outast,  I  am  trying  to  make  it  clear
 (laterruption)  No,  no.  |  have  already
 said.  Now,  in  regard  to  how  Mr.  Thacker
 behaved,  there  are  other  oxtramecus  matters
 not  relevant  to  the  issue.  The  first  states
 ment  and  the  second  statement—you
 have  got  to  reoncile  the  two.  I  am
 asking  you  all  not  to  ask  about  the’
 Thacker  affair  too  much.  You  should  not
 refer  to  it.

 को  कुंवर  लाल  गुप्त  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय
 मैं  श्राप  से  सोलह  खाने  सहमत  हूँ  -  सवाल  केवल

 यह  है  कि  मंत्री  महोदय  ने  एक  बात  तो  यह
 कही  है  कि  उन्हें  बह  मालूम  नहीं  था  कि  जब
 प्रोफेसर  ठाकर  बम्बई  गए ,  तो  वह  बैंक  की
 मीटिंग  स्टैन्ड  करने  के  लिए  गयें  थे  और  दूसरी
 बत  होंने  यह  कही  है  कि  उन्होंने  बिसेसर
 ठाकर  को  कभी  यह  क्लीयरेंस  चिट  नहीं  दी  कि
 वह  ब्रेक  की  डायरेक्टर शिप  मन्जूर  कर  सकते
 हैं  ।  उन्होंने  इन  दौ  बातों  को  बिल्कुल  फ्लैट ली.
 डेनाई  किया  है

 ठाकर  साहब  का  कहना  है,  जो  अकारों  में
 छपा  है,  कि  मंच  बंदों  में  तुमे  कली  क्रेंस  चिट  दे
 दी  थी--मंत्री  महोदय  बे  स्वयं  दी थी,  उनके
 डिपार्टमेंट  ने  दी  थी  कौर  उनको  इस  बात  का
 ज्ञान  था|

 भी  दु  बामटा :  वह  है। है।
 श्री  seem  चुग़ल1  उन्होंने  अपने

 रे जि गनेशन  कै  पत्र  में  भी  लिखा  कि  झगर  सदन
 में  यह  बात  रख  दी  जाती,  तो  जिस  ढंग  से
 वहां  पर  अहम  हो  रही  थी,  उस  में  एक  दूसरा
 मोड़  भा  जाता

 मैं  मानता  हूं  कि  जब  तक  हम  यह  एस्टान्बिश
 नही  करेंगे  कि  बंगी  बहोदये  े  गज  बयानी.
 की  है,  ल  त  ज़िविसेज  मौसम  महीं  बनेगा ।
 &  ग्रह  साबित  करू गा  कि  मंत्री  मोडम  ने  किस

 तरह  से  गलत  बनानी  की  है,  किस  कौ  हृणिस्ट
 क़ज़ीया  है  कौर  कुच  तथ्यों  को  छिपाने  की  कोशिश
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 [श्री  कंवर  लाल  गुप्त]
 कीं  है  1  प्रगर  मैं.  प्राइम-फंसी  केस  साबित  कर
 दू,  तो  मेरे  सामने  की  पार्टी  को कोई  एतराज
 नहीं  होना  चाहिए  कि  इस  मामले  को  प्रीतिभोज
 कमेटी  या  हाउस  की  कमेटी  में  भेज  दिया  जाये,
 ताकि  इस  बात  की  जांच  हो  सके  कि  तथ्य  क्‍या

 हैं।  मैं  प्राइम-फैंसी  केस  साबित  करने  की
 कोशिश  कर  रहा  हूं  ।

 मन्त्री,  महोदय  ने  कहा  है  कि  मुझे  इस
 बात  का  ज्ञान  नहीं  था  कि  ठाकर  साहब  बम्बई

 में  बैंक  की  मीटिंग  एटेंड  करने  के  लिए  गए।
 कमेटी  के  सेक्रेटरी,  श्री  राठी,  ने  25  मा,
 968  को  इन  को  पत्र  लिखा  है  मैं  उसको  कोट

 करना  चाहता  हूं।  मैं  चाहता  हूं  कि  मन्त्री  महोदय
 इस  को  कान्ट्राडिक्ट  करें।

 श्री  भ्रमित  नाहटा  :  यह  पत्र  कहां  से
 लाये  ?

 भी  कंवर  लाल  गुप्त  :  यह  मंत्री  महोदय
 ने  मुझे  ददिया  t

 May  I  quote  with  your  permission.
 “The  Chairman  mentioned  to  Shri

 Wancehoo  that  he  was  going  to

 SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED:  Letier  to
 whom?,  oF  ४

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  The  ques-
 tion  whether  it  was  addressed  to  Minister
 or  to  someone  else  would  be  relevant.

 SHRI  KANWAR  LAL  GUPTA  :  Letter
 addressed.  to  Shri.  Wanchoo,  Secretary  of
 the  Department.

 +  MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  That  is
 all  right.

 SHRI  KANWAR  LAL  GUPTA:  It
 says  :

 “The  Chairman  mentioned  to  Shri
 Wanchoo  that  he  was  going  to  Bombay
 on  28th  March,  1968.  Shri  Rathee  was
 also  going  with  him  as  they  were

 “meeting  the  representatives.  of  the
 Maharashtra  State  Financial.  Corpora-
 tion.  The  Chairman,  in  addition,

 APRIL  26,.  i968  Privilege.

 was  also  attending  to  his  personal
 matter  which  he  discussed  with  Shri
 Wanchoo.”

 13.00  brs.

 भ्रध्यक्ष  महोदय,  दूसरा  सवाल  यह  है  कि
 मिनिस्टर  साहब  ने  यह  कहा  है  कि  उन्होंने
 क्लियरेंस  चिट  नहीं  दो  थी,  लेकिन  पांचू  साहब
 ते  एग्री  किया  है  कि  वह  डायरेक्टर  बन  सकते

 हैं.  और  राठी  साहब  ने  ‘19-3-63,  को  इसके  बारे
 में  जो.  चिट्ठी  लिखी,  उस  में  भी.  उन्होंने  कोट
 किया  है-

 mat  spoke  to  you  before.  And  this
 has  a  further  reference  to  my  discussion
 with  -you  this  morning  on  the  question
 of  Prof.  M.  S.  Thacker,  Chairman,
 Industrial  Licensing  Policy  |[nquiry
 Committee,  taking  up  Directorship  of
 a  Bank  in  the  Private  Sector.”
 art  ag  लिखते  &:-

 “And  as  I  told  you,  he  has  to  work
 ‘for  his  living.  You  were  good  enough
 to  appreciate  this  point  and  -it  would
 be  better  now  than  after  the  Com-
 mittee’s  work  is  over  and_  kindly
 agreedta  recommend  to  the  Minister
 that  Prof.  Thacker  be  allowed  to
 take  up  Directorship  on  the  condi-
 tion  that  he  will  cease  to  draw  any
 emoluments  from  the  date  he  starts
 getting  remuneration  fees  from  the

 ~  other  source.”
 ot  वह  लिखते  हैं:-

 “I  also  mentioned  to  you  that  Prof.
 Thacker  is  to  avail  of  refused  leave
 for  four  months.  You  felt  that  there
 should  be  no  objection  to  Prof.  Thacker
 taking  up  the  work  during  the  period
 Of  the  leave  provided  he  starts  drawing
 Yemuneration  from  the  Baak  only  after
 he  has  exhausted  his  leave  and  is  no
 longer  in  receipt  of  leave  salary.”
 art  वह  लिखते  हैंः

 “Prof.  Thacker  had  requested  a  meet-
 ing  with  the  Minister  of  Industrial
 Development  and  Company  Affairs  and
 is  meeting  him  at  5  p.m.  tomorrow,
 the  20th  March  1968,  and  I  shall  be
 grateful  if  you  would  kindly  speak  tq
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 the  Minister  before  they  meet  and
 obtain  the  approval  of  the  Minister  to
 these  arrangements.”

 अब  इसका  मतलब  है  कि  वांचू  साहब  ने
 तो  एप्रीशियेट  कर  के  मान  लिया,  उन्होंने  कहा
 कि  श्राप  मंत्री  महोदय  को  कह  दीजिये,  ताकि
 मन्त्री  महोदय  भी  इस  चीज  को  मान  लें
 ..-व्यवधान)

 अब  मीटिंग  के  बाद  प्रो०  ठक्कर  ने...

 SHRI  M.  N.  REDDY  (Nizamabad)  :
 On  a  point  of  order,  Sir.  He  is  quoting
 from  a  number  of  letters  extensively.  They
 should  be  all  placed  on  the  Table.  He  is
 reading  one  sentence  from  here  and  one
 sentence  from  there.

 SHRI  KANWAR  LAL  GUPTA:  I
 am  prepared  to  lay  it  on  the  Table.

 इस  के  बाद  प्रो०  ठक्कर  ने  मंत्री  महोदय,
 को  एक  चिट॒ठी  2l  मार्च  को  लिखी-20  ता०
 की  मीटिंग  के  बाद  उन्होंने  मंत्री  महोदय  को
 लिखा-मैं  इस  को  भी  पढ़  देता  हैँ,  यह  दो  तीन
 लाइनों  में  है-

 “In  continuation  of  my  7.0.  No....
 so  and  so  dated  so  and  so,  many  thanks
 indeed  for  giving  me  the  time  yester-
 day  to  meet  you.  I  am  grateful  to
 you  that  you  have  been  kind  enough  to
 appreciate  my  position  and  to’  agree
 to  what  Rathee.  Secretary  of  our  Com-
 mittee,  had  sent  to  Shri  Wanchoo  in
 his  D.O.  No.  so  and  so  dated  so  and
 sO,  Concerning  my  personal  matter.”

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  9  ता०  को  राठी  साहब
 ने  जो  पत्र  लिखा  था,  उस  में  उन्होंने  लिखा
 था.  ..(व्यवधान)

 श्री  शशि  भूषण  बाज पेयों  :  (खरगोन)  :
 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  यह  कसी  चिटठी  है;  गलत

 है  या  सही  है,  इसका  क्या  सुबूत  है.  ..(व्यवधान)

 श्री  मघ  लिमये  :  वह  इस  का  भ्रौथे  एटिकेट
 .प्रसारित  करेंगे  ny

 _ MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  When  thg
 Minjster  replies,  he  can  contradict  it,
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 SHRI  BAL  RAJ  MADHOK  (South
 Delhi)  :  The  hon.  member  said  :

 “वह  भ्रामक  के  दलाल  हैं।
 It  is  a  most  objectionable  and  he  must

 withdraw  those  words.

 sit  fe  भूषण  वाजपेयी  :  इस  बात  को

 क्या  गारन्टी  है  कि  यह.  चिट॒ठी  सही  है,  मुझे
 बताइये  |

 श्री  कंवर  लाल  गुप्त :  2]  ता०  को  राठी

 साहब  ने  इन्फर्मेशन  का  लैटर  लिखा-
 “T  was  also  present”.

 यह  चिट्टी  उन्होंने  पांचू  साहब  को  लिखी
 थी-

 “The  Minister  was  kind  enough  to
 appreciate  the  question  and  was  pleased  to
 agree.”

 इस-का  मतलब  यह  है  कि  राठी  साहब  ने
 जो  चिटठी  लिखी  उस  से  साफ़  जाहिर  है  कि

 उन्होंने  एग्री  कर  लिया  है  1  इन  सब  बातों  का
 मतलब  यही  है,  मैंने  यहां  पर  सारी  पोजीशन
 साफ़  कर  दी  है।

 अब  मैं  यह  पूछना  चाहता  है-जेसा  मिनी-
 स्टर  साहब  ने  कहा  कि  उन्होंने  कभी  क्लियरेंस
 चिट  नहीं  दी  थी,  तो  क्या  यह  केवल  ओरल  बात
 थी?  आपके  पास  चार-पांच  चिटि्ठयाँ  झाई,
 क्या  आपने  कभी  कन्ट्राडिक्ट  किया  कि  आपने
 इस  बात  को  एग्री  नहीं  किया  था,  यदि  आपने
 किया  था  तो  क्या  आप  उस  चिटठी  को  सदन
 के  सामने  रखेंगे  ।  केवल  ओरल  बात  कहने  से
 कि  में  मैंने  क्लीयरेंस  चिट  नहीं  दी  थी,  यह  सब
 बाद  की  कहानी  है,  तो  क्या  राठी  साहब  ने  बैसे
 ही  लिख  दिया  था  -  कल  छापने  राठी  साहब
 की  चिट्ठी  को  कोट  किया  था  शौर  उसमें
 कहा  था  कि  राठी  साहब  ने  लिखा  था  कि  उस्तेंने
 उस  को  रिजेक्ट  कर  दिया  है।  जब  आप  अपना
 सहारा  राठी  साहब  की  चिटठी  से  लेते  हैं
 तो  क्या  राठी  साहब  की  चिटठी  गलत  नहीं
 हो  सकती

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मेरा  कहना  यह  है  कि  इन्होंने
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 1] ह  नंबर  लाल  गुप्त]
 कोई  ऐसा  रूफ  नहीं  दिया  जिससे  यह  जाहिर  MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  ;  I  have
 होता  हो  कि  इन्होंने  क्लियरेंस  चिट  नहीं  दी
 थी  बल्कि  मैंने  भाषणों  प्रूफ  दिया  है।  मैं

 चाहता  हूं  कि  मंत्री  महोदय  इस  बात  को  साफ
 कर  |  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  इंगलैंड  में  प्रोष्यूमों  का
 केस  हुआ  था,  जिसमें  गलत  बयानी  की  गई
 थी,  बाद  में  जब  “किलर”  के  साथ  उन  का
 सम्बन्ध  जाहिर  हो  गया,  तो  मिनिस्टर  को
 रिजाइन  करना  पड़ा  मैंने  प्राइमाफेसी  केस  यहां
 पर  पेश  कर  दिया  है,  ये  जो  प्रौफयूमों  यहां  पर
 बैठे  हुए  हैं,  शब  इन  को  इस्तीफा  दे  देना
 चाहिये  ।

 झभाखिर  में,  मेरा  कहना  यह  है  कि  इस  सदन
 की  एक  कमेटी  बनाई  जाय  जो  इसकी  इसका-
 यरी  करे।  अगर  कांग्रेसवाले  इस  को  वोट-डाउन
 करेंगे,  तो  मैं  समझता  हूं  कि  वह  एक  पोलि-
 निकल  डिसीजन  होगा  शरर  मैं  मांग  करता  हूं
 कि  अगर  ये  इस  कौ  वोट-डाउन  करें,  तो  फिर
 चल  227  में  भ्रापको  पावर  है,  श्राप  भ्र पनी  उस
 पावर  का  इस्तेमाल  करते  हुए  इस  को  प्रिसले
 कमेटी  को  भेज  दें  t

 3  0  brs.

 The  Lok  Sabha  adjourned for  lunch  till  ten
 minutes  past  Fourteen  of  the  Clock.

 The  Lok  Sabha  re-assembled  after  lunch
 at  ten  minutes  past  fuurteen  of  the  Clock.

 (Mr.  Deputy-Speaker  in  the  Chair)

 QUESTION  OF  PRIVILEGE—Conid,

 ओ  कांवर  लाल गुप्त:.  एक  दो  मिनट  मैं

 बोलूंगा  |

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  I  am  very
 sorry  ;  you  have  Juded.  Shri  Chandra
 Jeet  Yadhav.

 sh  प्रेस  बचाव  बर्मा  (हमीरपुर)  ब मुमे  भी
 बोलना  है।

 already  calied  Shri  Chandra  Jeet  Yadhav.

 श्री  चन्दर जीत  यादव  (आजमगढ़)  :  मान-
 नीय  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  माननीय  कंवर  लाल

 गुप्त  ने  इस  में  दो  प्रश्न  उठाये  हैं  7  इनका  मुख्य
 रूप  से  आरोप  यह  है  कि  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  तथ्य
 को  छिपाया  और  इस  सदन  के  इन्दर  उन्होंने
 गलत-बयानी  की  ।  इसकी  पुष्टि  में  उन्होंने  दो
 पत्र  यहां  राठी  साहब  के  पढ़

 एक  माननीय  सदस्य  :  तीन  पत्र

 श्री  चन्द्र जोत  यादव  :  तीन  पत्र  राठी
 साहब  के  पढ़ें  ny

 श्री  मघ  लिमये  :  जी  नहीं,  एक  पत्र  ठाकर

 साहब  का  था।

 श्री  चंद्रजोत  यादव  :  राठी  साहब  ने  जो
 पत्र  मंत्रालय  को  लिखे  उसमें  एक  पत्र  ठाकर  साहब
 का  भी  था  जोकि  उन्होंने  खुद  लिखा  था।  तो
 उन्होंने  उन  पत्रों  की  चर्चा  यहां  पर  की  दौर
 उसमें  कहा  कि  चुकी  छापने  इस  प्रस्ताव  को
 स्वीकार  कर  लिया  है  इसलिये  हम  आपके
 भारी  हैं  शौर  उन्होंने  श्रागे  की  कार्यवाही
 करनी  शुरू  की  लेकिन  कहीं  भी  कोई  पत्र
 जो  कि  मन्त्रालय  की  तरफ  से  हो  या  मंत्री  की
 तरफ  से  हो,  उसकी  कापी  उनके  पास  नहीं  है
 शौर  न  उन्होंने  इसकी  पुष्टिक  ही  की  है  t

 श्री  कंवर  लाल  गीत  :  कया  आपके  पास
 है

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  Please  do
 not  interrupt  him.  When  the  time  comes
 the  Minister  will-contradict  it.  He  is
 within  his  right  to  say  that  there  is  no
 letter  or  anything  to  show  that  the  Minis-
 ter  has  written  it.

 श्री  चना जीत  यादव  :  श्रीमावू,  ऐसे  लोगों
 के  ऊपर,  जिनके  कॉन्डक्ट  के  ऊपर  एतराज़  था,

 हुम  समझते  हैं  कि  ठाकर  साहब  देश  के  पृ  जी
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 पतियों  के  एजेन्ट  के  रूप  में  काम  कर  रहे  हैं,
 इसी  लिये  इनके  कॉन्डक्ट  पर  हमने  एतराज़
 किया  था  शौर  राठी  साहब  का  खुद  का  कार्ड-
 कट  शस्पिशस  था,  इसलिये  इस्तीफा  देकर  वह
 भी  विभाग  से  चले  गये,  तो  ऐसे  आदमियों  के
 पत्र  के  उद्धरण  बाप  यहां  पर  दे  रहे  हैं  शर  उन
 पर  भरौसा  कर  रहे  हैं,  चुके  अफसोस  तो  इस
 बात  का  है।  विशेषाधिकार  होता  क्‍या  है  ?

 विशेषाधिकार  का  अर्थ  यह  होता  है  कि  इस
 सदन  के  सम्मान  की,  गरिमा  की  रक्षा  कौ  खाये ।
 सदन  के  अन्दर  कोई  गलत-बयानी  नहीं  होनी
 चाहिये।  इस  सदन  के  भ्रन्दर  कोई  ऐसी  बात
 नहीं  होनी  चाहिये  जिससे  सदन  की  प्रतिष्ठा  पर
 आघात  लगे,  चोट  लगे  ।  हर  सदस्य  और  मंत्री
 का  प्राधिकार  है  भर  यह  परम्परा  भी  है  कि
 सदन के  भ्रन्दर  हम  जो  बात  कहते  हैं,  यह  सदन
 का  कौर  इसके  सदस्यों  का  सबसे  बड़ा  विशे-
 पदाधिकार  है,  कि  उस  बात  को  कोर्ट  के  अंदर
 चैलेंज  नहीं  किया  जा  सकता  है।  मंत्री  महोदय
 स्पष्ट  रूप  से  बयान  देते  हैं  कि  मैंने  बहुत  साफ
 तरीके  से  29  तारीख  को  लेकर  साहब  से  कह
 दिया  था  कि  आप  बैंक  की  डायरेक्टर शिप  कौर
 इस  कमेटी  की  चेयरमन शिप,  दोनों  दीं  पर
 साथ  साथ  नहीं  रह  सकते  हैं

 ot  क़ंबर लाल  गीत  :  कोई  डाकुमेंट  हे
 आपके  पास  ?

 नी  खम्द्रजोत  ग्राहक  :  इसका  सबसे  बड़ा
 प्रमाण  यह  है  कि  भ्रमर  29  तारीख  को  हैकर

 साहब  को  कह  दिया  जाता  कि  भाप  इस  कमेटी  के
 चेयरमैन  भी  रह  सकते  हैं  प्रौढ़  भव तनिक  रूप  में
 डायरेक्टरछ्षिप  भी  स्वीकार  कर  सकते  हैं-भारों
 यही  है---तो  शंकर  साहब  सीधे  जा  करके  बैंक  की
 डायरेक्टर शिप  को  स्वीकार  कर  लेते  क्योंकि
 मंत्री  जी  ने इजाजत  दे  दी  थी  लेकिन  चुकी
 मंत्री  जी  ने  यह  बात  नहीं  कही  बल्कि  उन्होंने
 साफ  साफ  कह  दिया  कि  आप  दोनों  पदों  पर
 नहीं  रह  सकते  हैं  इसी  लिये  नैक्स्ट  डे,  30  मार्च
 को  राठी  साहब  खुद  लिखते  हैं  :
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 “The  next  day  je.  the  30th  March,
 4968  the  Secretary  of  the  Ministry  of
 Industrial  Develapment  was  informed
 by  Shri  K.  L.  Rathee,  Secretary  to  the
 Inquiry  Committee,  on  behalf  of  Prof.
 Thacker,  both  verbally  and  in  writing
 that  Prof.  Thacker  had  decided  -not
 to  accept  the  Bank’s  offer.  The  terms
 in  which  Shri  Rathee  communicated
 this  were  as  follows  :—”
 I  quote  the  letter  :

 “Before  leaving  for  New  York  this
 morning,  Professor  Thacker  asked  me
 to  inform  you  that  he  has  decided  not
 to  accept  the  Directorship  of  the  Bank
 of  India  which  was  offered  to  him  in  a
 meeting  held  at  Bombay  on  the  28th
 March,  +1968".
 झगर  मन्त्री  महिला  ने  इजाजत  दे  दी  होती

 तो  फिर  बे  पत्र  क्‍यों  लिखते  ?  कि  मन्त्री  जी
 ने  उनसे  साफ-साफ  कह  दिया  था  कि  बाप  दोनों
 पदों  वर  साथसाथ  नहीं  रह  सकते  हैं  इसलिये
 उसके  दूसरे  दिन  ही  डैकर  साहब  के  मस्ती,  राडो
 साहब  ने  पत्र  लिखा  ।  इससे  यह  बात  स्पष्ट  हो
 जाती  है  कि  बग्घी  महोदय  में  29  सा  की
 मीटिंग  में  देकर  साहब  से  साफसाफ  कह  दिया
 था  कि  आप  दोनों  पदों  पर  साथ-हाथ  नहीं
 रह  सकते  हैं  धौर  यही  जवान  वह  सदन  में  भी
 देते  हैं।  फिर  कहां  मन्त्री  साहब  किस  बाल  को
 छिपाने  की  कौशिश  करते  हैं  ?  फिर  राठी  साहब
 के  पत्र  से  यह  निष्कर्ष  निकलना  कि  नहीं,  राठी

 साहब  कहते  हैं  कि  तू  कि  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  भ्र मु मति
 दी  भी  इसलिए  उस  को  स्वीकार  कर  रहे  हैं  यह
 सदन  को  मिली  करना  है  कौर  यह  एक  मत
 निकल  उकालना  है।  यह  तो  नम्बर 1  है

 weet  2  यह  कि  मंत्री  महोदय  इस  सदन
 के  सामने  एक  बताया  देते  हैं,  कंवरलाल  गुप्त
 वक्तव्य  दिया  करते  हैं  इस  सदन  के  सामने
 एक  झादमी  कोई  भी  पत्र  बाहर  लिखता  हैया
 कोई  भी  बात  ऐसी  लिखता  है  जिसके  अन्दर  हम
 खुद  चार्ज  करते  हैं  कि  उस  आदमी.  का  कंडक्ट
 सस्पिक्षन  से  भरा  हुआ  है,  प्रदान  यह  है  कि  सदन
 किस  बात  का  विश्वास  करेगा  ?  मंत्री  महोदय
 जो  कहते  हैं  उस  का  वह  विश्वास  करेगा
 या  बाहर  कोई  भादमी  कुछ  कहता  है  उस  का
 यह  बिस्वास  करेगा  ?  मैं  मत्री  महौदय  से  ही  नहीं
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 [श्री  चंद्रजीत  यादव]
 कहता  बल्कि  इस  सदन  का  कोई  भी  सदस्य  जो
 इस  सदन  के  अन्दर  कहता  है  उस_  के.  ऊपर
 बाप  भरोसा  करेंगे  या  कोई  आदमी  सदन  के
 बाहर  आरोप  लगाता है  उसके  ऊपर  भरोसा
 करेंगे  ?  मैं  समझता  हूं  कि  इस  सदन  के
 एक,  एक  सदस्य  का  यह  विशेषाधिकार  है  कि
 जो  बात  वह  सदन  के  इन्दर  कहता  है
 जिम्मेदारी  से कहता  है शौर  हम  उस  की  बात
 को  उस  के  मुकाबले  में  जो  बाहर  कही  जाती
 है  सदन  के  अन्दर  दिये  गये  उस  बयान  को
 स्वीकार  करेंगें।  यह  परम्परा  है  और  यह  विशेषा-
 शिकार  भी  है।  इसलिये  राठी  साहब  के  उस
 पत्र  के  ऊपर  -यह  निष्कर्ष  निकालना-  कि  यह  हम
 को  मिली  किया  गया  है  यह  खुद  हमारे
 विशेषाधिकार  के  खिलाफ  बात  कही  जाती  है।

 तीसरा  आरोप  यह  है  कि  मंत्री  महोदय  का
 जो  पत्र  देकर  साहब  और  राठी  साहब  को  जिसमें
 यह  कहा  था  कि  चुकी  आप  सहमत  हो  गये  हैं
 और  उस  का  यहां  मंत्रालय  से  कोई  कंट्रेंडिक्शन  नहीं
 हुआ  है  इसलिए  यह  ड्राप  का  सब  से  बड़ा  ऐतराज़
 है  i  बाप  का  सब  से  बड़ा  ऐतराज़  यह  है  कि
 जब  राठी  साहब  ने  एक  पत्र  लिखा,  यह  पत्र
 उन  का  2l  मां  का  है  ...व्यवधान)
 किस  तारीख  का  है  ?  खैर  l9  से  23  मार्च
 तक  का  है  |  अब  श्रीमन्‌,  आप  यह  सुन  लें  कि
 19  से  23  मार्च  का  यह  पत्र  है।  आप  यह
 समझते  हैं  कि  एक  हफ्ते  के  अन्दर  उस  का  खंडन.
 किया  जाना  चाहिये  था।  23  मां  का  खत
 लिखते  हैं  राठी  साहब  कौर  वह  खत  जाता  है
 उद्योग  विभाग  के  सचिव  के  पास...  (व्यवधान )
 सुन  खोजिये  -  जो  राठी  साहब  का  खत  है  वह
 उद्योग  विभाग  के  सचिव  के  पास  आता  है  श्र
 देकर  साहब  का  जो  है  वह  मिनिस्टर  के  पास  है
 (व्यवधान  )

 श्री  मधु  लिमये -:  मेरा  प्वाइंट  खौफ
 भार्डर  है।  उन्होंने  पूछा  है  कि  कौन  सा  खत
 सीधे  मंत्री  जी  के  पास  पहुँचा  है  ?  वही  मैं  बतला
 रहा  हूँ  |  वह. यह  खत  है  ।  वह  खत  है  प्रोफेसर
 ठाकर  साहब  को।  20  तारीख  को  मुलाकात  होती
 है  2l  तारीख  को  यह  चिट्ठी  जाती  है  प्रोफेसर
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 ठाकर  साहब  की  श्री  फखरुद्दीन  भ्र ली  भ्र हमद  के
 नाम  पर,  सचिव  के  नाम  से  नहीं  और  उस  चिट्ठी
 में  वह  लिखते  हैं  :

 “In  continuation  of  my  70.0.  No....
 Many  thanks  indeed  for  giving  me  time
 yesterday  to  meet  you.  I  am  grateful
 to  you  that  you  have  been  kind  enough
 to  appreciate  my  position  and  to  agree
 to  what  Mr.  Rathee,  Secretary  of  our
 Committee,  had  said  to  Shri  Wanchoo
 concerning  my  personal  matter.”

 यह  प्रोफेसर  ठाकर  साहब  का  पत्र  इन  के
 नाम  से  ४)  तारीख  को  गया  (व्यवधान)  ose

 श्री  चन्द्रजीत  यादव  :  2]  मार्च  को  ठाकर
 साहब  पत्र  लिखते  हैं  जिस  पत्र  में  मंत्री  महोदय
 को  रफ्रैस  देते  हैं।  पहला  पत्र  मंत्री  महोदय  को
 नहीं  पाया  ।  वह  पत्र  जिसका  कि  रेन्स  दिया
 जा  रहा  है  वह  विभाग  के  सचिव  के  नाम  था।
 मंत्री  महोदय  अगर  उस  पत्र  क़ा  जवाब  देते  तो
 उस  में  केवल  इस  बात  का  रैफ़रैंस  दिया  गया
 था  कि  जो  हम  ने  पहला  पत्र  आप  के  विभाग  के
 सचिव  को  लिखा  है  उस  बीच  में  कभी  एक
 हफ्ता  भी  नहीं  हुसना  है।  मंत्री  महोदय  उस  पत्र
 को  देखें  जोकि  सचिव  के  पत्र  के  संदर्भ  में  दिया
 गया  है  उस  पत्र  को  उन्होंने  भेजा  इसी  हफ्ते  के
 अन्दर  ।  दूसरा  इ  रव्यू  श्राप  से  इस  बीच  में  एक
 हफ्ते  के  भ्रन्दर  सीक  हुआ  ।  कर  साहब  का
 इन  से  दूसरा  इण्टरव्यू  हुआ  |  उस  इण्टरव्यू  में

 बहुत  स्पष्ट  तरीके  से  मंत्री  जी  ने  इस  बात  को
 बतला  दिया  कि  श्राप  दोनों  पदों  क॑  ऊपर  एक
 साथ  नहीं  रह  सकते  |  उसी  का  यह  नतीजा
 था  कि  29  तारीख  को  साफ  यह  बता  दिया
 तो  30  तारीख  को  उन्होंने  इस  बात  का  निरूप
 करना  था  कि  क्‍या  वह  कमेटी  के  चेयरमैन  रहेंगे
 या  बैंक  के  डाइरेक्टर  रहेंगे।  मंत्री  जी  ने  साफ.
 कह  दिया  था  कि  दोनों  में  एक  पद  पर  रहना  है  t
 अरब  यह  श्राप  का  फैसला  करना  निज  का  काम.
 है  कि  बाप  चेयरमेन  रहना  चाहते  हैं  या
 बाप  बैंक  डाइरेक्टर  रहना  चाहते  हैं?
 एक  हफ्ते  के  बाद  ही  वह  इस  बात  का
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 निर्णय  करते  हैं  कौर  मंत्री  महोदय  से  स्पष्ट
 तौर  पर  बतला  दिया  कि  हम  दोनों  पदों  पर  नहीं
 रहना  चाहते  ।  हम  को  चेयरमैन  रहना  है  इस
 लिये  हम  डाइरक्टरशिप  ऐक्ट  नहीं  कर  सकते  |
 श्री  इस  में  क्या  गलती  हो  जाती  है.?  एक  हफ्ते
 के  भ्रन्दर  यह  कहना  कि  उस  का  उन्होंने  खंडन
 नहीं  किया  उस  का  एक  रेफ्रैस  दिया  गया  है  |
 विभाग  के  सचिव  के  नाम  है  तो  यह  एक  बहुत
 फ़ार  फेचंड  कनवलूज़न  होगा  1  चुकी  आरोप
 लगाना  हैँ  मंत्री  महोदय  क॑  ऊपर  इसलिए  यह
 कह  दिया  कि  एक  हफ्ते  के  इन्दर  श्राप  ने  हमारे
 पत्र  का  उत्तर  नहीं  दिया  मैं  समझता  हूं  कि  यह
 बहुत  हो  गलत  परम्परा  होगी।  इन  परिस्थितियों

 श्रीमन्‌,  मैं  आप  से  प्रार्थना  करना  चाहता  हूं
 कि  किसी  भी  प्रकार  क  विशेषाधिकार  के  भंग

 होने  का  यहा  प्रश्न  पैदा  नहीं  होता  |

 इस  सम्बन्ध  में  मैं  एक  चीज़  आप  को
 बतलाना  चाहता  हूं।  वह  जो  हमारी  हाल  में
 पी  प्रैक्टिस  एंड  प्रोसीज्योर  साफ  पालियामेंट
 नामक  पुस्तक  है  वह  एक  अच्छी  व  उपयोगी
 पुस्तक  है  ।  विशेषाधिकार  के  बारे  में  एक  सही
 बात  उस  में  कही  गई  है  :

 “If  any  statement  is  made  on  the
 floor  of  the  House  by  a  member  or  a
 Minister  which  another  member  believes
 to  be  untrue,  incompieie  or  incorrect,
 it  does  not  constitute  a  breach  of
 privilege.  If  an  incorrect  statement  is
 made,  there  are  other  remedies  by
 which  the  issue.  can  be  decided.  A
 breach  of  privilege  can  arise  only  when
 the  member  or  the  Minister  makes  a
 false  statement  or  an  incorrect  state-
 ment  wilfully,  deliberately  and  know-
 ingly.”
 यह  बहुत  महत्वपूरां  वात  इस  में  लिखी  हुई

 है  यह  मैंने  उस  पुस्तक  के  पेज  26  से  उद्घृत
 की  है  ।  अरब  यहां  पर  मंत्री  महोदय  ने  न  तो.
 सदन  को  मिली  करने  की  बात  की  है  श्र  न

 ही  उन्होंने  कोई  गलत  या  भूल  स्टेटमेंट  दिया
 है।  ऐसी  स्थिति  में  इसमें  विशेषाधिकार  भंग
 का  कोई  प्रश्न  नहीं  उठता  है।  मेरा  आपसे

 अनुरोध  है.  कि  इस  मामले  को  विशेषाधिकार
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 समिति  के  पास  न  भेजें  क्‍योंकि  इसमें  कोई
 विशेषाधिकार  के  भंग  का  प्रश्न  नहीं  बनता  और
 इसलिए  इसे  यहीं  पर  समाप्त  कर  दिया
 जाय  |

 श्री  मघ  लिमये  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं

 बहुत  ही  संक्षेप  में  भ्र पनी  बातें  कहना  चाहता
 हैं।  सब  से  बुनियादी  बात  को  ही  मैं  लेता  हूं
 बाकी  जितनी  गलत  बयानियां  हुई  हैं  उन  को  मैं

 छोड़  देता  हूँ।  एक  मात्र  सवाल  यह  हैँ  कि  20
 तारीख  को  जब  प्रोफेसर  ठाकर  साहब  मंत्री
 महोदय  से  मिले  तब  दोनों  के  बीच  में  जो  बात
 हुई  तो  क्‍या  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  उनको  अपनी
 सम्मति  दी  थी  कि  वह  बैंक  आफ  इंडिया  के
 डाइरेक्टर  का  पद  ले  सकते  हैं  ?  यह  सवाल  इस
 में  है  कोई  मैं  छोटे-मोटे  सवालों  में  नहीं  जाता  ।
 सबसे  बड़ा  सवाल  यही  है  कि  क्‍या  वह  चेयरमैन
 रह  कर  डाइरेक्टर  बन  सकते  हैं  ?  अब  इसके
 लिए  सबूत  कया  सामने  आया  है  ?  राठी  साहब
 कोई  राजनीतिक  नेता  नहीं  हैं  मेरा  ख्याल  है
 कि  वह  सरकारी  आदमी  हैं।*'**  (व्यवधान)
 कब  बनने  जा  रहे  है  राजनैतिक  नेता  न?  मैं  यह
 कह  रहा  हैं  कि  वह  समझ  नहीं  रहे  हैं  बातों
 को  ny  खेर,  जैसा  मैंने  कहा  सब  से  बड़ा  सवाल
 यह  है  कि  अगर  प्रोफेसर  ठाकर  और  श्री  राठी
 जो  कि  सरकार  का  हिस्सा  थे  और  इस  में  सबसे
 बड़ा  सवाल  यह  है  कि  प्रोफेसर  ठाकर  और
 राठी  अगर  बड़े  पूंजीपतियों  के  दलाल  हैं,  यह
 झारोप  किया  जाता  है,  यहां  पर  किया  गया  है
 तो  मैं  पूछना  चाहता  हें  कि  पृ  जी पतियों  के
 कामों  की  जांच  करने  के  लिए  जो  कमेटी  बनाई
 गई  थी  उसका  भ्रध्यक्ष  इन  को  और  राठी  साहब
 को  सेक्रेटरी  बनाने  का  यह  काम  जिस  मंत्री
 कौर  सचिव  ने  किया  है  वह  q  जी पतियों  के  सब
 से  बड़े  दलाल  हैं।  अरब  आप  ही  नियुक्त  करते
 हैं  कौर  भाप  को  शर्म  नहीं  जाती  यह  कहने में
 कि  वह  दलाल  हैं।  दलालों  कोप  नियुक्त
 करते  हैं  भोर  पू  जी पतियों  के  कामों  पर  चादर
 बिछाने  की  कोशिश  करते  हैं।  इसलिए  इस
 झारोप  का  मैं  पहले  खंडन  करना  चाहता  हूँ।
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 [श्री  मधु  लिमये ]
 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  तोन  सबूत  के  तौर  पर

 यहां  पर  कागजात  पेश  हुए  हैं  -  एक  प्रोफेसर
 शंकर  साहब  की  मुलाकात  को  लेकर  24  घंटे
 के  भ्रन्दर  ौर  उनके  द्वारा  भेजी  हुई  चिट॒ठी।
 दूसरे  पांचू  साहब  के  नाम  से  राठी  साहब  का
 लिखा  गया  पत्र,  दोनों  सरकारी  नौकर  हें,  दोनों
 जैसा  मैंने  कहा  वह  सरकार  के  अंग  हैं  इस
 लिए.  राठी  साहब  द्वारा  वांचू  साहब  को  लिखा
 गया  पत्र  ।  इतना  ही  नहीं  इन  के  पास  जो  उन
 की  मंत्रालय  सचिव  के  लिए  बैठक  हुई  उस  की
 रपट  भी  मौजूद  है।  मंत्री  महोदय  की  झोर  से
 कोई  कागजात  कोई  उसकी  रपट  पेश  नहीं  की
 गई  है  ।  न  ड्राप  लोग  कर  पाये  हैं  और  न  ही
 मन्त्री  महोदय  कर  पायेंगे  इसके  बारे  में  मुझे
 बिल्कुल  शक  नहीं  है  t

 wa  सवाल  यह  जाता  है  कि  यह  कैसे  हुमा
 कि  20  को  सम्मति  देन ेके  बाद  27  कौर  29
 मार्च  को  जो  बैठक  हुई  उस  में  मंत्री  महोदय  ने

 इस  बात  का  विरोध  किया  इस  का  स्पष्ट
 उत्तर  मैं  दैना  चाहता  हूं  7  इस  बीच  में  समिति
 के  दूसरे  दो-  सदस्य  हैं  उनके  साथ  चेयरमैन  ने
 बात  की  |  मंत्री  महोदय  ने  मुझे  क्लीयरेंस दिया  है
 आर  इसलिए  मैं  बैंक  साफ़ इंडिया  की  डाइरेक्टर-
 दीप  स्वीकार  ने  वाला  हूं।  उसमें  डाक्टर
 परांजपे  शुरू  में  कुछ  नहीं  बोले  t  लेकिन

 मोहन  कुमारमंगलम  को  मैं  इस  बात.  के

 लिए  घम्क्बाद  देना  चाहता  हूं  कि  इस
 में  प्राज्ञत्व  नहीं  है  इस  बात  को  शोर

 उन्होंने  ह...  ठाकर  का  ध्यान  खींचा,  कौर  जब

 कुमारमंगलम  साहब  ने  एतराज  किया  तब  उनकी

 आंखें  रस  पौर  उन  के  ध्यान  में  यह  बात  पराई
 कि  20  तारीख  को  तो  यह  सहमति  दे  दी  मई,
 लेकिन  ्य  कुमारमंगलम  साहब  कहते  हैं  कि

 हस में  औचित्य  का  मंग  होता है  तब  जाकर
 यह  ऐक्ट  ज्ञान  इस्प्रोजाइटो  हे  भोर उस  का
 असर  क्‍या  होगा  यह  मंत्री  महोदय  के  दिमाग
 में  पाया1  मै ंहर  चीज़  के  लिए  मंत्रियों  को
 जिम्मेदार  नहीं  रछृहयता  |  लेकिन  प्रभी-प्रभी
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 मैंने  एक  किताब  देखी  है  “दो  पावर  साफ  दी
 प्राइस  मिनिस्टर”  जो  कि  कंजरवेटिव  पार्टी  के

 एम०  पी०  मि०  बर्कले  की  लिखी  हुई  है।  उसमें
 एक  बहुत  बरच्छा  वाक्य  है  जिस  को  में  ड्राप  के
 सामने  रखना  चाहता  हूं  जिस  से  श्राप  को
 बात  का  पता  चल  जाय  |  मैं  हर  दोष  के  लिये
 मन्त्रियों  को  जिम्मेदार  ठहराने  वाला  नहीं  हूं,
 लेकिन  जैसा  आप  ने  कहा  है,  भ्रगर  कुछ  सरकारी
 नौकरों  की  इसमें  कांस्पिरेसी  है,  तो  मन्त्री  का
 दोष  है  या  नहीं  है,  यह  तय  करने  की  जगह  मह
 महीं  है।  यह  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  में  तय  होना
 चाहिये।

 आप  इस  वाक्य  को  देखिये:
 “The  twentieth  century  has  seen  an

 immense  extension  of  the  administra-
 tive  powers  of  government.  Both
 developments  have  given  power  to
 bodies  which  are  irresponsible  in  the
 sense  that  they  are  not  subiect  to
 democratic  direction.  The  former  has
 immensely  increased  the  power  of  the
 Civil  Service...  Pre
 *  *

 “Oddly  enough  the  strict  application
 of  the  doctrine  of  ministerial  responsibi-
 lity  which  still  exists  in  theory......
 केबल  हाउस  आफ  कॉमन्स  में  ही  नहीं,  यहां

 भी  वही  थियूरी  चल  रही  है  ।

 ener  has  actually  added  to  the
 power  and  invulnsrability  of  the
 Civil  Service.  For  the  Minister
 alone...  oom

 मैं  'एलान'”  शब्द  पर  जोर  देना  चाहता  हूं
 “For  the  Minister  alone  to  be  judged

 to  be  accountable  to  Parliament  for
 actions  of  which  he  may  have  no  know-
 ledge  (and  of  which  he  might  dis-
 approve  if  he  had)  is  another  example
 of  the  conflict  between  myth  and  reality
 in  our  constitutional  practice  which
 actuaHy.  prevents  Parliament  from
 catrying  out  one  of  its  traditional
 functions  of  redressing  grievance.  For

 ,under  our  practice  the  civil  servant
 who  jo  many  cases  is  actually  responsi-
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 ble  for  decisions  cannot  be  questioned
 68  them.”

 मुझे  यह  इसला  मिली  है  कि  यह  जो  सारे
 पत्र  बांडू  साहब  के  पास  गये--एक  तो  सीधा
 मंत्री  जी  को  गया  था,  उस  के  लिये  कुछ  कहा
 ही  नहीं  जा  सकता--लेकिन  जो  पत्र  बांच
 साहब  के  पास  गये  थे,  मुझे  पता  लगा  है  कि
 उन  के  उपर  वोटिंग  है  “कौन  ऐंड  डिस्पोजल
 टाफ”  t  भ्रमर  सचमुच  यह  वोटिंग  है  तो  मुझ
 को  तो  उस  को  देखने  का  भ्रधिकार  नहीं  है,
 लेकिन  प्राविधिक  कमेटी  सारे  कागजात  मंगा
 सकती  है,  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  बांडू  साहब  को  बुला
 सकती  है,  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  प्रो०  ठाकर  को  बुला
 सकती  है,  प्रिविलिज  कमेटी  कुमारमंगलम  साहब
 को  बुला  सकती  है,  भ्र ौर  उन  की  गवाही  बहुत
 महत्वपूर्ण  होने  वाली  है।  हो  सकता  है  कि
 कुमारमंगलम  साहब  ने,  मंत्री  महोदय  ने  जो
 पहले  सहमती  दी,  लेकिन  बाद  में  जो  ऐतराज
 किया  इस  लिये  मन्त्री  महोदय  27  और  29  मार्चे
 को  बदले  है  मैं  जानना  चाहता  हूं  कि  कया  इन
 मामलों  में  सफाई  इस  सदन  में  बहुमत  के
 आघार  पर  को  जायेगी  ?  यह  जो  हमारे  यंग
 बाक्स  हैं  यह  जाये  दिन  वामपन्थ  की  बात  करते
 हैं  लेकिन  पह  नकली  वामपन्थी  हैं  ny

 श्री  शशि  भूषण  वाजपेयी  :  गर  यह
 मामला  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  को  भेजा  गया  तो

 दुनिया  यह  समझेगी  कि  यह  समा  ठाकर  शौर

 पूंजीपतियों  के  दलालों  के  चरागे  कुक  गई  t

 भी  मघ  लिमये :  नगर  बाप  में  हिम्मत
 है  तो  इस  को  भेजिये  झगर  भाप  की  राम  में

 यह  जो  ठाकर,  पूंजीपतियों,  राठी  कौर  बांच
 साहब  की  कांस्पिरेसी  है  शौर  यह  बिल्कुल
 निष्पाप  और  मासूम  बच्चे  हैं...

 श्री  झट दल  बाहरी  बाजपेयी  (बलरामपुर):
 दूध  के  घुले  हैं  ।

 भरी  मधु  लिमये  :  हां,  दूध  के  षुले  हुए  हैं  तो
 यह  तो  प्रिविलेज्  कमेटी  कह  सकती  है।  लेकिन
 राज  मैं  कहना  चाहता  हूँ  कि  झगर  हमारे
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 फसरुट्वीनभली  भ्र हमद  साहब  प्रिविलेज  समिति  से
 भागने  के  लिये  बहुमत  का  इस्तेमाल  करते  हैं  तो

 दुनिया  का  यह  निर्णय  होगा  कि  वह  भ्र परा धी  हैं
 कौर  उन  को  हटाना  चाहिये  1  श्राप  तो  प्रोफुयूमो
 से  भी  गन्दा  काम  इस  वक्‍त  कर  रहे  हैं  ।  भाष  ने

 यह  इंडस्ट्रियल  लाइसेंसिंग  एंक्वायरी  कमेटी
 क्यों  बिठाई  है  |  राज  जो  यह  नियन्त्रित  अर्थ-
 व्यवस्था  है  उस  के  इन्दर  नौकरशाही  में,
 सरकार  में  बहुत  ताकत  और  शक्ति  इकट्ठी
 हो  गई  है,  केन्द्रित  हो  गई  है,  और  हर  दफे
 उस  का  दुरुपयोग  किया  जाता  है,  और  इसीलिये
 इस  की  जांच  करने  के  लिये  इन्क्वायरी  कमेटी  बैठी
 हैं  1  क्‍या  अब  कप  इन्क्वायरी  कमेटी  के  श्रष्यक्ष
 बौर  सचिव  के  ऊपर  खुद  उन  की  नियुक्ति  करने
 के  बाद  कीचड़  उठायेंगे  ?  क्या  उनको  नियुक्त
 खांडेकर  ने  किया  था,  मैंने  किया  था  ?  इस
 तरह  की  बात  की  जाती  है  और  उस  के  बाद
 उन  के  ऊपर  कीचड़  उछाला  जाता  है।  यह
 मामला  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  के  सामने  जाय,  वर्मा

 दुनिया  कहेगी  यह  सरकार  कायर  है.  यह  गुना-
 हज़ार  है,  यह  पू  जीपतियों  से  मिली  हुई  है  t

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :
 Tarkeshwari  Sinha.

 Privilege

 Shrimati

 SHRI  NATH  PAI  (Rajapur):  Mr.
 Deputy-Speaker.  I  beg  your  pardon.  I
 do  not  want  to  interrupt.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  Mr.  Nath
 Pai,  I  have  looked  to  Acharyaji.  Your
 interventi  is  not  y.  |  will  call
 him  just  now.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  Very  strange  for
 Me  to  claim  that.  I  am  going  to  make  a
 totally  different  submission.  This  is  the
 second  time  that  I  have  heard  an  hon.
 Member  accusing  another  hon.  Member  of
 being  a  ‘dalal’  of  Mr.  Thacker.
 (Interruptions)  Discharging  his  duty  we
 cap  disagree  with  hon.  Mr.  Madhu  Limaye.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE  :
 appoint  Mr.  Thacker.

 I  did  not

 की  साथ  वाई:  बार  बार  कहा  जाता
 है!
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 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  All  these
 expressions  are  not  in  good  taste.

 श्रीमती  तारकेह्बरो  सिन्हा  (बाढ़):  उपाध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  जो  कुछ  यहां  कहा  जा  रहा  है  उस  से
 झाज  के  इस  मोहन  का  कोई  ताल्लुक  नहीं  है  V
 इस  मोशन  का  ताल्‍लुक  इतनी  बात  से  है  कि.
 हमारे  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  जो  कुछ  यहां  कहा  वह
 सही  नहीं  कहा  |  अगर  हम  इन  सारे  वाकयात
 को  देखें  और  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  जो  वक्तव्य  दिया
 है  उस  को  देखें  या औैर  बाकी  चीजें  भी  जो
 हर  भ्रखबार  में  भाई  हैं,  जैसे  श्री  देकर  की  चिट्ठी
 या  राडो  साहब  की  चिट्ठी,  जिस  का  हवाला
 हमारे  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  दिया  है,  उन  चीजों  को
 देखने  से  यह  बात  साफ  हो  जाती  है  कि  जो  कुछ
 मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  कहा,  उसी  तरह  से  घटनायें
 घटीं  q

 झगर  माननीय  सदस्यों  ने  मंत्री  महोदय  के
 वक्तव्य  को  पढ़ा  होगा  और  मैं  समझती  हूं  कि.
 सब  ने  पढ़ा  होगा,  तो  वह  पायेंगे  कि  मन्त्री
 महोदय  ने  उस  में  ही  कहा  है  कि  श्री  देकर  ने
 इस  की  चर्चा  कभी  किसी  समय  उन  से  की  थी
 कि  उन  के  पास  इस  बात  की  सूचना  शाई  है  कि
 बैंक  आफ  इंडिया  वाले  उन्हें  डाइरेक्टर  बताना
 चाहते  हैं  ।  इस  का  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  स्वयं  इक-
 रार  किया  है,  माना  है,  कि  उन्होंने  इस,  की  चर्चा
 की  थी  परन्तु यह  सवाल  उठता  है  कि  इस
 बात  को  श्राम  तरीके  पर  कहने  श्र  इस  बात
 की  सूचना  किसी  खास  मौके  पर  देने  में,  जब  वहू
 बैंक  की  मीटिंग  में  जा  रहे  थे,  बड़ा  फर्क  हो
 जाता  है

 माननीय  मंत्री  महोदय  ने  अपने  वक्‍तव्य  में
 उस  दिन  कहा  कि  जब  श्री  कर  बम्बई  जा  रहे
 थे  तब  मुझ  से  मिले  ।  जाने  के  पहले  उन्होंने  यह
 नहीं  कहा  कि  वह  बैंक  की  मीटिंग  में  जा  रहे
 हैं  7  अगर  बंक  की  मीटिंग  में  वह  परमिशन
 ले  कर  जाते,  मिनिस्टर  साहब  से  इजाजत  ले
 कर  जाते,  तो  बम्बई  से  शा  कर  29  तारीख  को
 मिनिस्टर  साहब  से  मिलने  की  उन  को  क्‍या
 जरूरत  हो  सकती  थी  ?  एक  बार  अगर  इजाजत
 मिल  गई  तो  उस  के  बाद  29  तारीख  को  उस
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 की  इजाजत  लेने  की  जरूरत  नहीं  थी।  (व्यय-
 (धान  छह  मुझ  को  बोलने  दीजिये  कौर  जो  कुछ
 में  कह  रही  हैं  उस  को  सुनने  की  कोशिश
 कीजिये  ।  मैं  यह  भी  उदाहरण  दे  रही  हूं  कि
 अगर  मेरी  या  मधु  लिमये  साहब  की  मन्त्री
 महोदय  से  दो  दिन  पहले  किलो  चीज  के  बारे
 में  बात  होती  है,  तो  दो  दिन  बाद  उस  की
 पुनरावृत्ति  करने  की  क्‍यां  जरूरत  हो  सकती  है  ?
 यह  स्वाभाविक  चीज  मानने  की  हो  सकती  है
 शौर  उस  को  हम  मानें  ।  27  तारीख  को  मिले  ।

 कहा  यह  जा  रहा  है  कि  27  तारीख  को  मिनी-
 स्टर  साहब  ने  उन्हें  अनुमति  दे  दी  श्रौर  बैठक
 में  जा कर  इस  बात  को  कह  देने  की  कि  हां  आप
 डाइरेक्टर शिप  मान  लीजिये  ।  टक्कर  साहब  29
 तारीख  को  आये  -  29  तारीख  को  फिर
 मिनिस्टर  साहब  से  मिले  और  मिनिस्टर  साहब
 से  मिल  कर  उन्होंने  बात  की  ।  मिनिस्टर  साहब
 में शौर  हैकर  साहब  में  जो  बात  हुई  उस  को
 या  तो  मिनिस्टर  साहब  जानते  हैं  या  देकर
 साहब  जानते  हैं।  इस  संसद  की  बहुत  सी
 मान्यताएं  रही  हैं।  पर  आखिर  क्‍या  मान्यता
 है  ?  संसद  के  जो  विशेषाधिकार  हैं  उन  का
 मकसद  क्या  है  ?  मकसद  यह  है  कि  संसद  में
 हम  लोगों  को  पूरी  छूट  है  बात  करने  की।  जो
 बात  हम  यहां  कहते  हैं  पूरी  जिम्मेदारी  से  कहते
 हैं  और  पूरी  जिम्मेदारी  पने  ऊपर  लेते  हैं
 बाहर  वाले  किसी  भी  व्यक्ति  को  सदन  के  सदस्य
 से  ज्यादा  महत्व  नहीं  दिया  जाता  है  इस  बारे
 में  कि  वह  क्या  कह  रहा  है।  मधु  लिमये  जी
 जानते  हैं  कि  पिछले  दिनों  संसद  में  यह  घटना
 घटी  थी  ।  बाहर  वाले  व्यक्ति  ने  संसद  सदस्य
 श्री  लिमये  द्वारा  कही  गई  बात  को  काटा  ।  लेकिन
 संसद  ने  लिमये  जी  की  बात  को  माना,  उस
 व्यक्ति  की  बात  को  नहीं  माना  ।  पर् चांस  करोड़
 आदमी  हैं  इस  देश  में  |  उनकी  बात  को  संसद
 सदस्य  की  बात  से  ज्यादा  महत्व  नहीं  दिया  जा
 सकता  है।  यही  हमारा  विशेषाधिकार  है  इस
 में  मंत्री  भी  जाते  हैं  और  सदस्य  भी  आते  हैं  1
 दोनों

 मेंको  म
 नहीं  है।  दोनों  के  एक

 समान  विशेषाधिकार  हैं।  ये  बहुत  महत्वपूर्ण
 विशेषाधिकार  हैं।  जो  बात  हम  यहां  कहते है
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 उसी  की  मान्यता  होगी  उस  वक्त  तक  जब  तक
 कि  बाहर  वाला  कोई  व्यक्ति  किसी  दूसरे
 तरीके  से,  डाकुमेंट्स  के  बेसिस  पर  या  कागज
 पत्रों  क ेबेसिस  पर  उसको  डिसप्रव  न  कर  दे  1
 उस  बात  को  भी  डिजर्व  हाउस  में  ही  करना
 पड़ेगा  ।  मैं  एक  उदाहरण  देना  चाहती  हैं।
 मैंने  आपको  चिट्ठी  लिखी  या  चिट्ठी  नहीं  भी
 लिखी  ।  साठ  दिन  के  बाद  मैंने  दूसरी  तरह  की

 चिट्ठी  लिखी  भ्र ौर  उस  में  उस  चिट्ठी  का

 हवाला  भी  दे  दिया  जो  मुझे  माफिक  गुज़रता
 है  और  उसको  साइक् लो स्टाइल  करवा  कर  दोनों

 चिट्ठियों  को  सब  को  बांट  दिया  तो  क्या  इसको
 एविडेंस  माना  जा  सकता  है  कि  मैंने  पहली
 चिटठी  लिखी  थी।  इसको  एविडेंस  नहीं
 माना  जायेगा।  मैं  चाहती  हैं  कि  पालिया-
 मेंट  के  सदस्य  चाहे  इस  तरफ  के  हों  या
 उस  तरफ  के  और  चाहे  मन्त्री  हों  इस
 बात  को  देखें  ।  पालियामैंट  में  अगर  कोई  मन्त्री
 या  कोई  सदस्य  बाहर  बाले  किसी  व्यक्ति  द्वारा
 कही  मई  बात  को  काटता  है  तो  सदस्य  अथवा
 मंत्री  द्वारा  कही  गई  बात  को  मान्यता  दी  जाती
 है  ।  इसलिए  पारो  देकर  या  मि०  राठी  जो  भी
 बाहर  कहें  उसको  मन्त्री  महोदय  की  बातों  के
 ऊपर  जा  कर  मान्यता  नहीं  दी  जा  सकती  है।
 यह  हमारा  प्रिवलेज  है,  मंत्री  महोदय  का  प्रिय-
 लेज  है,  सदस्यों  का  प्रिवलेज  है।

 यह  तो  मन्त्री  महोदय  की  बात  है।  झगर
 मैं  रहती  और  हमारे  विरोधी  दल  के  सदस्य
 रहते  और  अगर  वे  किसी  बात  को  यहां  रखते
 और  बाहर  इस  तरह  की  कोई  दूसरी  बात  कोई
 अफसर  कहता  तो  ईमानदारी  के  साथ  मैं  बाप
 से  पूछना  चाहती  हूं  कया  श्राप  यह  कहते  कि
 अफसर  जो  कह  रहा  है  वह  ठीक  है  या  विरोधी
 दल  का  सदस्य  जो  कह  रहा  है  वह  ठीक  है  कौर
 अगर  आप  यह  कहते  कि  भ्रमर  जो  कह  रहा
 है  वह  ठीक  है  और  सदस्य  जो  कह  रहा  है  वह
 गलत  है  तो  मैं  नहीं  समझती  हैँ  कि  यह  उचित
 होता  ।  यह  संसद  की  परम्परा  नहीं  रही  है।
 संसद  की  परम्परा  यह  रही  है  कि  सदस्य  जो

 कह  रहा  है  उसको  कहू  ठीक  माने  |
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 एक  बात  और  मैं  कहंना  चाहती  हूँ  देकर
 साहब  कोई  बच्चे  तो  थे  नहीं  ।  राठी  साहब  भी
 बच्चे  नहीं  थे।  अगर  मान  भी  लें  कि  मिनिस्टर
 साहब  के  साथ  उनकी  बातचीत  में  तय  हो  जाता
 है  तो  प्रो०  देकर  राठी  साहब  से  क्यों  कह  कर
 जाते  कि  मिनिस्टर  साहब  को  यह  सू  चना  श्राप
 दे  दें  कि  हमने  बैंक  साफ  इंडिया  की  डायरेक्टर-
 शिप  लेने  के  पक्ष  में  झपना  इरादा  बदल  दिया
 है,  हम  उसको  मान  नहीं  रहे  हैं।  मिनिस्टर
 साहब  ने  संसद  में  क्या  कहा  ?  उन्होंने  कहा
 कि  देकर  साहब  ने  जब  वह  मुझे  29  तारीख
 को  मिले  तो  यह  नहीं  बताया  कि  हम  इसको
 विचाराधीन  रखे  हुए  हैं,  हमने  इसको  अंडर

 कैसिनो शन  रखा  हुआ  है  और  मिनिस्टर  साहब
 ने  उन  से  कहा  कि  आप  अंडर  कंसीलर शन  रखें,
 इसका  अधिकार  झ्रापको  है,  श्राप  की  यह  अपनी
 बात  है  आप  चाहें  तो  बैंक  श्राफ  इंडिया  की
 डायरेक्टरक्षिप  ले  लें,  लेकिन  मुझे  एतराज  है
 या  नहीं  यह  बात  अलग  है।  लेकिन  दोनों  चीजें

 एक  साथ  नहीं  चल  सकती  है।
 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  बैंक  की  डायरेक्टरी

 लेना  कोई  पाप  नहीं  है  ।  या  किसी  कम्पनी  की
 डायरेक्टर शिप  लेना  कोई  पाप  नहीं  है।  हमारे
 पालियामैंट  के  सदस्य  भी  कितनी  सारी  कम्पनियों
 के  डायरेक्टर  हैं  -  इस  में  कोई  पाप  नहीं  है।
 लेकिन  वह  इंडस्ट्रियल  पालिसी  लाइसेंसिग
 इनक्वायरी  कमेटी  के  चेयरमैन  थे  और  एक
 महत्व  के  पद  पर  थे  ।  शंकर  साहब  के  बारे  में

 इतना  कुछ  यहां  कहा  गया  है  कि  कोई  हिसाब
 नहीं  ।  यह  बहुत  आसान  है  पालियामैंट  में
 किसी  के  ऊपर  छींटा  उड़ाना...

 श्री  सच  लिमये  :  आपके  लोग  उड़ा  रहे
 हैं  1

 श्रीमती  तारकेश्वरी  सिन्हा:  मेरे  ऊपर
 उड़ाने  कौ  हिम्मत  आप  में  नहीं  है  ।

 शी  मघ  लिखबे  :  भाषा  का  झ  भी  नहीं
 जानती  हैं।  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं  इसका  खुलासा
 कर  देना  चाहता  हूं।  कांग्रेस  के  लोग  बकर

 साहब  पर  उड़ा  रहे  हैं।
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 श्रोता  तारकेश्वर  सिन्हा:  मैं  उस  में
 जाना  नहीं  चाहती  ।  सवाल  यह  है  कि  डायरेक्टर-
 शिप  उन्होंने  स्वीकार  नहीं  की,  यह  उनकी
 अपनी  राय  की  बात  थी  -  लेकिन  मधु  लिमये
 जी  या  हम  में  से  अगर  कोई  किसी  कम्पनी  का
 डायरेक्टर  बने  तो  हमारे  लिए  कोई  यह  दुर्गुण
 या  डिसक्वालिफिकेशन  नहीं  है  in  सवाल  इतना
 ही  है  कि  क्या  शंकर  साहब  के  लिए  यह  मुना-
 सिर  था  कि  वह  डायरेक्टर  भी  बनते  और  इस
 लाइसेंसिंग  इनक्वायरी  कमेटी  के  चेयरमैन  भी
 बने  रहते  जोकि  एक  बहुत  महत्व  की  कमेटी  है  ?
 लेकिन  जब  वह  राठी  साहब  को  लिख  कर  भेज
 देते  हैं  तो उसका  झा  क्या  निकलता  है  इसको

 “जानने  के  लिए  ज्यादा  दिमाग  लड़ाने  की  जरूरत
 नहीं  है  ।  मिनिस्टर  साहब  ने  अगर  उनको  कहा
 होता  कि  आप  ने  खूब  किया  श्र  अच्छा  किया
 कि  जा  कर  डायरेक्टरी  ले  ली  तो  दूसरे  दिन
 राठी  साहब  को  चिट्ठी  क्‍यों  श्राती  मिनिस्टर

 साहब  के  पास  कि  देकर  साहब  ने  विचार  किया
 है  और  वह  डायरेक्टर  नहीं  बनेंगे  ।  इस  वास्ते
 मैं  समिति  हूँ  कि  मिनिस्टर  साहब  ने  जो.  कहा
 सही  कहा।

 इस  में  प्रोपराइटर  का  सवाल  भी  जाता  है।
 नौकर  साहब  के  लिए  इन  हालात  में  क्या  करना
 उचित  था  ?  कुमारमंगलम  साहब  से  उनके  क्‍या
 रिश्ते  थे,  उसका  हमें  हवाला  नहीं  देना  है।
 लेकिन  मन्त्री  महोदय  ने  कहा  है  कि  उनका  उत्तर
 पाने  के  पहले  ही  उन्होंने  चिट्ठी  प्रेस  को  दे  दी।
 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं  उन  सदस्यों  में  नहीं  हूँ
 जिन  को  बहुत  जानकारी  इन  सब  बातों  की
 रहती  है  कि  परदे  के  पीछे  क्या  होता  है इस
 में  मेरी  दिलचस्पी  नहीं  है  1  परन्तु  इतना  जरूर
 मैं  कहना  चाहती  गूँथकर  साहब  किस  तरह
 से  आए,  कौन  उनको  लाया,  कुमारमंगलम  का  या
 और  किसी  का  ज़ोर  उन  पर  चल  रहा  था,  या  किस
 का  जोर  किस  पर  चल  रहा  था,  या  किस  के
 यहां  कौन  बात  हुई  या  कौन  बात  नहीं  हुई,  किस
 के  यहां  नाइता  या  खाना  खाया,  इस  सब  से

 मुझे  कोई  मतलब  नहीं  है  और  न  ही  संसद्‌  को
 कोई  मतलब  है पर  जो  एक  मुनासिब  बात

 थी  वह  यह  थी  कि  मिनिस्टर  साहब  का  जवाब
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 पाने  के  पहले  उनको  भ्र पनी  चिट्ठी  बाहर  नहीं
 करनी  चाहिये  थी  ।  हालांकि  एक  बात  के  लिए
 देकर  साहब  की  दाद  दी  जानी  चाहिये  ।  उन्होंने
 जब  सुना  या  जब  उनको  पता  लगा  कि  पीलिया-
 मेंट  में  उनका  विरोध  हुआ  है श्रौर  जब  उनको
 पता  चला  कि  संसद  ने  उनके  बारे  में  अ्रपने
 विचार  प्रकट  कर  दिये  हैं  कौर  उनके  इस  कार्य
 से  कमेटी  के  सम्मान  को  धक्का  लगा  है  तो

 उन्होंने  त्यागपत्र  देने  का  निशंक  कर  लिया।

 वह  डायरेक्टर  हों  या  न  हो,  इससे  हमें  कोई
 मतलब  नहीं  है,  हमारी  बला  से,  वह  चाहें  तो
 दस  कम्पनियों  के  डायरेक्टर  बन  सकते  हैं,  और
 उस  में  कोई  पाप  भी  नहीं  है,  परन्तु  नगर
 इंडस्ट्रियल  लाइसेंसिंग  पालिसी  इनक्वायरी
 कमेटी  के  अध्यक्ष  की  हैसियत  से  पालियामेंट
 के  सदस्यों  न ेइस  बात  को  उठाया  तोः  एक
 शरीफ  झादमी  के  सामने  यही  विषय  रह  जाता
 था  कि  वह  अपना  त्यागपत्र  उस  पद  से  दे  दें।
 मैं  समझती  हूँ  कि  संसद  को  उनकी  इस  कार-
 वाई  के  लिए  तारीफ  करनी  चाहिये  कि  उन्होंने
 त्यागपत्र  दे  दिया  कौर  बिना  मजबूर  किए  दे
 दिया  t  सरकार  ने  उन  से  त्यागपत्र  मांगा  नहीं,
 उनको  त्यागपत्र  देने  के लिए  मजबूर  किया  नही,
 मिनिस्टर  साहब  ने  कोई  पत्र  नहीं  लिखा  देकर
 साहब  को  लेकिन  खुद  ही  शंकर  साहब  ने  महसूस
 किया  कि  उनके  ऊपर  नगर  ब्रांच  भाई  है  तो
 उनको  त्यागपत्र  दे  देना  चाहिये  और  त्यागपत्र
 देकर  मैं  समिति  हूं  कि  उन्होंने  एक  सिद्धान्त
 की  रक्षा  की  है  और  एक  बहुत  बड़ा  महत्व  का
 रास्ता  अपनाया  |  इसके  लिए  शंकर  साहब  को
 हमें  गाली  नहीं  देनी  चाहिये  ।  उनकी  इस
 कार्रवाई  का  हमें  स्वागत  करना  चाहिये  इतने
 महत्वपूर्ण  पद  तर  आसीन  कोई  आदमी  इन
 हालात  में  जरगर  त्यागपत्र  देता  है  तो  वह  बहुत
 ऊचा  सिद्धान्त  पैदा  करता  है  शौर  जो  एक
 स्वस्थ  परम्परा  है,  उसकी  वह  रक्षा  करता  है।

 श्री  मघ  लिमये :  शेर  तो  सुनाइये  कोई  t

 भी  नाप  पाई  :  शेर  हम  उन  से
 सुनना

 चाहते  हैं।
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 श्रीमती  तारकेश्वर  सिन्हा  :  भ्रमर  श्राप
 आज्ञा  दें  तो  मैं  सुना  देती  हूं  1
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 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  No.  IfI
 permit  it,  I  will  have  to  allow  Shri  K.  L.
 Gupta.  That  can  be  recited  in  the  Central
 Hall,  not  here.

 SHRI  5.  M.  BANERJEE  (Kanpur):  I
 should  like  to  make  it  clear  that  I  and  my
 group  do  not  hold  any  brief  either  for
 Prof.  Thacker  or  for  tbe  Minister  in  charge
 of  the  particular  department.  The  ques-
 tions  is  whether  in  reply  to  questions
 the  other  day  on  this  subject,  the
 Minister  misled  the  House  or  concealed
 some  of  the  facts  which  he  should  not
 have  done.

 Before  coming  to  the  real  question,
 may  I  say  that  Prof.  Thacker’s  antecedents
 should  have  been  verified  before  making
 him  Chairman  of  this  Committee?  I  had
 said  in  this  House  when  the  Short  Notice
 Question  came  up  that  before  coming  to
 the  Scientific  Research  Ministry,  Prof.
 Thacker  was  emplosed  in,  and  was  sub-
 scribing  to  the  ideology  of,  the  private
 sector.  I  had  no  illusion  in  my  mind
 even  then.  I  know  that  during  those  days
 I  wrote  many  letters  to  the  Secretary  of  the
 particular  Ministry,  wheo  he  was  controll-
 ing  the  Scientific  Research  Ministry  and
 was  Director  of  the  Survey  of  India.  [
 pointed  out  how  he  was  helping  certain
 business  houses.

 I  charge  the  Minister  with  appointing
 the  same  Prof.  M.  S.  Thacker,  said  to  be
 one  of  the  biggest  scientisis—!  doubt  very
 much  his  scientific  genius—as  Chairman  of
 such  a  big  Committee  and  that  too  to  inves-
 tigate  the  affairs  of  a  very  big  business
 house.  Whether  there  is  a  privilege  motion,
 or  no  privilege  motion,  who  have  gained
 out  of  it?  The  Birlas.  (Jnterruptions)

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  The  time
 is  limited.  I  will  not  give  you  more  than
 five  to  seven  minutes.  If  you  go  to  other
 matters  I  will  have  to  stop  it.  (Interruptions)

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE  :  The  investi-
 gation  was  going  on  against  Birlas,  not
 against  Mr.  Modi.  So,  I  ask,  is  it  true  ?
 So  many  letters  were  read,  Mr.  Rathee’s
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 letter  to  Mr.  Wanchoo  and  soon.  After
 reading  those  letters,  after  heariog  them,
 it  is  quite  obvious  that  there  was  serious
 bungling,  Who  has  0006  this  bungling,
 whether  it  is  Mr.  Wanchoo  or  the  Minister
 Shri  F.  A.  Ahmed,  knowingly  or  unknow-
 ingly,  intentionally  or  unintentionally,  is  a
 matter  to  be  decided.  Mr.  Thacker  had
 no  business  to  approach  the  department
 for  accepting  the  directorship  of  a  particu-
 Jar  bank  which  is  controlled  by  the  big
 business-houses  the  conduct  of  whom  was
 under  enquiry.

 Then,  is  it  a  fact  that  when  this  ques-
 tion  was  referred  to  Mr.  L.  K.  Jha,  the
 Governor  of  the  Reserve  Bank,  he  also
 heard  it?  {am  told  that  Mr.  Jha  rang  up
 the  Deputy  Prime  Minister,  Shri  Morarji
 Desai—the  Finance  Minister  and  said,  “I
 have  no  objection.”  Shri  Morarji  Desai
 also  said—I  am  speaking  subject  to  correc-
 tion  and  if  I  am  wrong  I  am  prepared  to
 correct  myself—that  now  that  the  Banking
 Bill  is  coming  after  social  control  which
 was  sought  to  be  imposed  on  banks,  there
 will  be  no  difference  between  the  State
 bank  and  the  Reserve  Bank  or  other  banks.
 So,  naturally  there  was  no  objection  if  he
 accepts  the  directorship  of  a  particular
 bank.

 I  want  a  clear  answer  to  this  House.
 Let  the  hon.  Minister  answer  this  point.
 I  plead—and  |  support  the  motion—that
 this  matter  should  be  referred  to  the  Pri-
 vileges  Committee  because  we  want  to  know
 what  was  happening  to  the  underworld.
 We  want  to  know  what  was  happening  bet-
 ween  Mr.  Thacker,  Shri  F.  A.  Afimed  and
 Mr.  Wanchoo.  Is  it  like  the  old  Mundhra
 episode  2?  What  was  that?  We  want  to
 unearth  what  was  hapovening  behind  the
 scene.

 SHRI  J.  8.  KRIPALANI  (Guna)  :  You
 will  never  discover.

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE:  I  know;
 when  Shri  Kripalani  became  the  Chairman
 of  the  Anti-Corruption  Committee  and  then
 resigned:  I  asked  him  why.  He  said  “I
 would  have  become  corrupt  if  I  remained.”
 I  know  the  reason.  Now,  I  want  the  whole
 thing  to  be  unearthed.  I  therefore  request
 that  this  matter  should  be  referred  to  the
 Privileges  Committee,  and  anybody  who  is
 guilty,  whether  he  is  the  Minister  or  any-
 body  else,  he  should  gracefully  and  peace-
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 (Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee]
 fully  resign  even  at  this  stage.  (Interruption)
 Mr.  Thacker  should  never  have  been
 brought  to  work  as  Chairman  of  this  Com-
 mittee  and  should  never  be  allowed  to  con-
 tinue  in  this  Committee.  With  these  words
 I  support  this  motion  and  say  that  it  should
 be  referred  to  the  Privileges  Committee.

 THE  MINISTER  OF  LAW  (SHRI
 GOVINDA  MENON):  Mr.  Deputy-Spea-
 ker,  Sir,  the  copy  of  the  motion  which  has
 just  now  been  circulated,  the  motion  by
 Shri  Rabi  Ray,  reads  as  follows  :

 “Whereas  in  the  opinion  of  this
 House  it  clearly  appears  necessary  to
 enquire  whether  a  breach  of  privilege
 of  the  House  has  been  committed  or
 not  by  the  Minister  of  Industrial  Deve-
 lopment  and  Company  Affairs  by  the
 reply  given  by  him  onthe  2nd  April,
 1968,  this  House,  therefore,  resolves  to
 refer  this  matter  to  the  Committee  of
 Privileges  with  instructions  to  report
 on  the  first  day  of  the  next  session.”’
 The  Members  of  this  House  will  now

 be  called  upon  to  vote  on  this  motion,  and
 I  am  amazed  to  find  that  nobody  who  sup-
 ported  the  motion  referred  to  any  passage
 in  the  statement  made  by  the  Minister  on
 the  2nd  April,  which  was  either  false—

 att  मधु  लिमये  :
 को  भी  देखिये  ;

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON:  -—or
 which  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  House.

 The  hon.  member  wants  me  now  to
 look  into  the  24th  April  statement.

 tt  लघु  लिये  :  क्यों  नहीं  ?  उसी  में  से
 एराइज  किया  है,  उत्पन्न  हुआ  है।
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 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  That  can
 not  be.  This  is  a  privilege  motion  with
 respect  to  certain  statement  made  by  the
 minister  on  a  certain  date.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  The  mo-
 tion  is  clear.

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  7  out  of
 the  8  motions  are  dated  23rd  April.  These
 cannot  be  with  respect  to  the  statement
 made  on  the  24th  April.  The  eighth  mo-
 tion  by  Mr.  Limaye  is  dated  24th  April,
 but  it  says  :
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 “In  response  to  the  short  notice
 question  No.  1S  answered  on  the  2nd
 April,  MR.  F.  A.  Ahmed;  Minister  for
 Industrial  Development  and  Company
 Affairs  stated...”  etc.
 This  motion  was  given  at  l0  A.M.  on

 that  day.  If  rambling  statements  are  made,
 if  statements  which  were  not  made  on  2nd
 April  are  referred  to,  if  statements  made
 by  others  with  respect  to  other  matters  are
 referred  to,  if  it  is  alleged  that  if  some
 members  of  this  House  vote  against  the
 ‘motion  ;  they  would  be  doing  it  out  of
 political  motives,  that  is  not  correct.  Some
 of  us  on  this  side  will  vote  against  the
 motion  because  in  the  statement  made  by
 the  minister  on  2nd  April,  I  have  not  been
 able  to  see  from  the  official  record...

 SHRI  J.  8.  KRIPALANI  :
 you  see  ?

 How  can

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :
 be  my  inability.  Ifthe  hon.  member  is
 able  to  see,  |  am  very  happy.  He  will  be
 able  to  see  things  which  are  not  there.
 The  record  is  clear.  The  question  raised
 by  Mr.  Panigrahi  was  :

 “Will  the  Minister
 Develop  and  Co
 pleased  to  state  :

 (a)  Whether  Professor  M.  S.  Thacker,
 the  Chairman,  of  the  Committee  ap-
 pointed  to  investigate  into  the  question
 of  issuc  of  industrial  licences  to  private
 Monopoly  houses  in  the  country  has
 accepted  the  directorship  of  the  Rank
 of  India  and  is  attending  its  meetings  ;
 and

 (b)  if  so,  Government’s  reaction
 thereto  ?””

 It  may

 of  Industrial
 y  Affairs  be

 The  written  answer  réad  out  by  the
 minister  was  :

 (a)  and  (b).  The  facts  regarding  the
 question  are  that  it  is  understood  that  Pro-
 fessor  M.  S.  Thacker,  Chairman  of  the
 Industrial  Licensing  Policy  Inquiry  Com-
 mittee,  was  invited  informally  to  a  meeting
 of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Bank  of
 India  on  the  28th  March,  ‘1968,  to  let  them
 know  his  decision  on  the  offer  made  to
 him  of  Directorship  on  the  Board  of  the
 Bank.  After  telling  them  that  he  required
 three  to  four  weeks  to  consider  his  decision,
 Professor  Thacker  came  away  from  the
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 meeting.  Subsequently,  the  Government
 have  been  informed  that  he  has  declined
 the  offer.  In  the  circumstances,  it  is  not
 proposed  by  Government  to  take  any  fur-
 ther  action  in-the  matter.

 I  fail  to  see  anything  which  is  false  or
 which  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  House
 in  this  answer.  If  the  wise  Mr.  Kripalani
 could  find  anything  in  this  which  was  cal-
 culated  to  mislead  the  House,  I  have  no
 objection.  Experienced  Members  of  Parlia-
 ment  like  him  should  have  some  basis  be-
 fore  making  allegations  here.  I  have  not
 been  able  to  understand  from  any  of  the
 speeches  made  here  which  of  the  three
 statements  in  this  answer  was  deliberately
 false  and  calculated  to  mislead  the  House.
 Is  it  false  to  say  that  he  went  to  attend
 informally  a  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Direc-
 tors  of  the  bank?  It  is  admitted  ‘to  be
 correct.  Is  it  not  correct  that  he  said  that
 he  would  answer  sometime  later?  Is  it
 not  correct  that  before  he  went  to  New
 York,  he  informed,  through  Mr.  Rathee,
 the  minister  that  he  does  not  propose  to
 accept  the  directorship  of  the  Bank  of
 India  ?

 5  00  hrs.

 These  ure  the  three  statements  made.
 We  are  told  that  these  statements.  are  false
 and  are  calculated  to  mislead  the  House
 and  therefore  there  should  be  an
 inquiry  in  the  Committee  of  Privileges.  Is
 the  Committee  of  Privileges  a  body  to  in-
 quire  into  matters  which  are  not  relevant
 to  the  issues  raised  ?  Is  the  privilege  of
 this  House  which  is  very  important  to  the
 Members  of  the  House  and  to  the  House  to
 be  so  lightly  treated  that  anything  could  be
 sent  to  the  Committee  of  Privileges  ?  If
 some  of  us  would  vote  against  it  is  because
 we  want  to  see  that  the  privilege  of  hav-
 ing  a  privilege  for  the  Members  of  the
 House  should  be  preserved  as  a_  sanctified
 Privilege  and  it  should  not  be  tossed  about
 Or  attempted  to  be  tossed  about  like  this.

 The  hon.  Member,  Shri  Limaye,  when
 he  found  difficulty  said  that  we  should  re-
 fer  to  the  statement  of  24th  April.  Why
 Not  the  statement  of  30th  April  which
 would  come  later?  Weare  now  on  the
 question  of  the  statement  of  2nd  April.  4
 will  come  to  the  subsequent  answers  in
 answer  to  supplementaries.  The  next  ans-
 wer  made  by  the  Minister  is  so  far  as  the
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 visits  of  Professor  Thacker  to  any  house  of
 the  monopolists  are  concerned.  He  said
 he  had  no  information.  That  was  in  re-
 ply  to  Shri  Umanath.  Another  question
 was  by  Shri  Banerjee,  whether  he  does  not
 know  that  Shri  Thacker’s  antecedents  were
 of  a  certain  character.  To  that  also  hé
 said  that  he  had  no  information.

 What  is  it  that  should  be  sent  to  the
 Privileges  Committee  ?  We  heard  many
 speeches  here.  With  due  respect  to  those
 who  made  these  speeches,  those  who  sup-
 ported  the  motion—some  of  our  friends
 opposed  the  motion—covered  a  very  wide
 ground  most  of  which  was  irrelevant
 (Interruption).  They  are  irrelevant  because
 the  motion  is  with  respect  to  the  statement
 made  on  2nd  April.  Do  not  get  offended
 with  me  when  [  throw  the  torch:  light  on
 the  true  facts  in  the  debate.  It  was  said
 that  the  Minister  might  have  agreed  at  a
 certain  stage......

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:
 “might  have  agreed”,  he  agreed.

 Why

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  He  might
 have  agreed  at  a  stage  that  he  might  hold
 both  the  things.  I  do  not  know.  And,
 it  was  suggested  that  it  was  at  the  instance
 of  Shri  Kumaramangalam  that  later  the
 Professor  thought.  that  he  would  resign.
 do  not  think  it  is  so.  But  assuming  it  is
 so,  is  it  a  matter  to  be  sent  to  the  Com-
 mittee  of  Privileges  ?

 eft  मघ  लिमये  :  झोर  कौन  सा  प्रश्न  है  ?
 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON:  Nov,  it

 has  been  from  statements  made  here  and
 from  letters  read  out—I  do  not  know  from
 where  those  letters  came,  and  there  was
 objection  to  the  use  of  the  word  ‘dalal’  and
 all  that—I  do  not  use  that  word.  but
 letters  were  read  out...

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE  :  Do  you
 challenge  those  letters  ?

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  |  do  not
 say.  I  say  they  have  come  and  they  are
 very  suggestive...

 SHRIMATI  TARKESHWARI  SINHA  :
 Not  ‘suggestive’  but  ‘subjective’.

 क्रो क्यू  लिये  :  सब्जेक्टिव  क्‍या  है?
 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मेरा  प्वाइन्ट  भाफ़  भाडंर  है
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 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  do  not
 say  you  are  a  ‘dalal’.

 श्री  मघ  लिमये :  दलाल  के  ऊपर  प्वाइन्ट
 ग्राफ़  आर्डर  नहीं  है।  आपके  मन  में  दलाली  है,
 मैं  क्या  करू  ।  जिस  माननीय  सदस्य  ने  यह  पत्र

 रखा,  उन  के  ऊपर  एसपीएन  कास्ट  करने,  लाइन
 लगाने  की  कोशिश  की  गई  है  कि  यह  झथेन्टिक

 है  या  नहीं  है।  क्‍या  ये  इस  को  चलाने  कर  रहे
 हैं?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  When  ob-
 jection  was  raised  earlier  |  said  then  and
 again  say  it  is  for  the  Minister  cancerned
 to  contradict  it.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE  :  Let  him  say
 that.  Why  should  the  Law  Minister
 insinuate.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  The  only
 person  who  can  contradict  it  is  the  Minis-
 ter.  We  cannot-say  whether  it  is  correct
 or  not.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE  :
 deny  it.

 Let  him

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  In  his  reply
 not  now.  There  is  no  point  of  order.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE  :  Why  is  the
 Law  Minister  insinuating.  It  is  for  the
 Minister  of  Industrial  Development  and
 Company  Affairs  to  say  whether  it  is
 correct  or  not.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  Shri
 Limaye  may  please  refer  to  the  resolution.
 He  is  well  within  the  ambit  of  the  reso-
 lution.

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  I
 extremely  sorry  that...

 am

 sit  मधु  लिये  :  कया  वह  इस  तरह से
 आरोप  कर  सकते  हैं  कि  लैटर  कहां  से  आया  है,
 यह  सही  है  या  नहीं

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  !  Should
 say  that  he  has  said  nothing  about  it.
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 at  wa  लिमये  :  उन  को  लेटर  रखने  का
 अधिकार  है  |

 जार  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :
 referred  to  the  contradictions.

 at  wy  लिये  :  श्राप  लेटर  के  ऊपर  जो
 क्रिटीसिज्म  करना  है,  वह  करिये,  लेकिन  इनसि-
 नए  न  कीजिये  1

 He  only

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON:  I
 extremely  sorry,  I  have
 stood.

 am
 been  misunder-

 श्री  कंवर  लाल  गुप्त  :  जो  लेटर  मैंने  यहां
 पर  रखा  है,  उस  पर  माननीय  मंत्री  यह  कहें  कि
 मैं  किसी  की  दलाली  करता  हूं.  ..(व्यवधान)
 क्या  यह  भाषा  इन  के  लिये  ठीक  है  ?

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON :  I  did  not
 say  that.

 ओर  कंवर  लाल  गुप्त :  क्या  यही  इन  का
 स्टैण्ड  है।

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :
 has  said  that.  It  is  in  bad  taste.
 not  used  that  word.
 now.

 Nobody
 He  has

 Let  him  conclude

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  :  did  not
 use  the  word  ‘dalal’  and  I  do  not  want  to
 use  it.  Shri  Madhu  Limaye  took  it  as  if
 I  made  an  insinuation  against  him.  I  am
 very  sorry.  I  did  not  want  to  make  any
 such  impression.

 SHRI  HEM  BARUA  (Mangolia)  &  He
 says.  I  do  not  want  tocall  him  a  dalal.
 That  is  an  indirect  way  of  insulting  the
 House  and  the  members  also.

 श्री  शशि  भूषण  वाजपेयी  :  उपाध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  मैं  परसनल  एक्सप्लेनेशन  के  लिये
 कहना  चाहता  हूं।  मैंने  किसी  भ्रानरेबिल  मेम्बर
 को  देलाल  नहीं  कहा  है।  मैं  दलाली  के  पेशे  को
 बुरा  नहीं  समझता  हूं  ।  मैंने  ठक कर  को  ज़रूर
 कहा  था  कि  कहू  बिग-बिजनेस  के  दलाल  हैं
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 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  Even  then
 ]  said  it  is  not  in  good  ‘taste..  I  observed
 it.  When  we  are  discussing  a  serious
 matter  we  should  not  use  such  terms.

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON  :  I  have
 not  used  that  word,  I  will  not  use  that
 word  and  [  do  not  want  to  use  that  word.
 I  am  very  sorry  that  whatever  I  said  has
 been  taken  to  be  an  insinuation  of  Shri
 Madhu  Limay.  That  was  not  my  intention.
 All  that  I  say  is  that  with  respect  to  the
 Statement  made  by  the  Minister  on  the
 2nd  April  these  letters  are  irrelevant.  Sub-
 sequently,  other  things  are  built  up  and
 questions  are  being  raised  whether,  as  a
 matter  of  fact,  the  Minister  did  consent  to
 Shri  Thacker  occupying  both  the  places.
 All  that  I  say  is  it  is  all  irrelevant.  [  do  not
 believe  it  is  true.  And  if  it  were  true,
 there  is  no  reason.  why  the  Professor  before
 going  to  New  York  should  inform  the
 Minister  “after  all  [  do  not  take  up  that
 job.”  Before  going  to  New  York,  he  gives
 the  information  to  the  Minister  saying  that
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 simple  question.  There  have  been  so  many
 names  mentioned,  Shri  Thacker,  Shri  Wan-
 choo  and  Shri  Rathee  and  Ido  not  know
 them  from  Adam.  But  I  am  surprised
 that  one  Congressman  says  that  this  Thacker
 is  an  honest  man  while  another  Congress-
 man  says  :  no,  he  is  the  @alal  of  big  busi-
 ness.  And  my  poetic  sister  praised  him  in
 one  ce  and  conde  d  him  in
 another.

 SHRIMATI  TARKESHWARI  SINHA  :
 I  praised  his  resignation.

 SHRI  J.B.  KRIPALANI  She  praised
 him  in  one  sentence  and  co!  d  him
 in  another.  But  I  must  say  that  is  poetic
 licence  which  is  aliowed.  But  when  this_
 question  is  voted  upon,  if  this  is  voted
 upon  at  all,  then  they  (Congressmen)  will
 all  be  together.  They  have  been  contra-
 dicting  each  other  here  about  the  character
 of  a  person.  But  when  they  vote,  they
 will  vote  solidly  together.  If  they  have
 such  divergent  views  about  one  person
 whosé  duct  is  being  discussed  here  and he  willnot  take  up  that  job.  It

 “after  all,  I  am  not  going  to  take  that  job”;
 that  is  what  it  means.  Therefore,  |  would
 submit  with  very  great  respect  to  the  eight.
 hon  Members...

 SHRIMATI  TARKESWARI  SINHA  :
 The  hon.  Minister  should  understand  what
 is  being  said  in  the  House.  All  that  has
 been  said  by  Shri  Yadhav.  Now  he  is
 Saying  everything  said  here  has  been  irre-
 levant.  He  should  understand  what  is
 being  said  in  the  House.

 SHRI  GOVINDA  MENON :  Therefore,
 what  I  mean  is-  that  the  hon.  Members
 who  have  moved  this  motion  should  con-
 fine  themselves  to  what  has  been  said  by
 the  Minister  on  the  2nd  April.  And  if
 there  are  members  here  who  think  that  the
 Statement  made  here  on  the  2nd  April  is

 not  complete,  that  is  a  different  matter.  That
 does  not  give  an  occasion  for  raising  a  privi
 lege  issue.  Shri  Yadhav  read  out  from  page
 2I6  of  that  book,  a  passage.  based  upon  the
 Tuling  given  by  the  Speaker  of  the  Third  Lok
 Sabha.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  think
 this  motion  does  not  deserve  to  be  sent  to
 the  Committee  of  Privileges.

 SHRI  J.  B.  KRIPALANI  (Guna):  Mr.
 Peputy-Speaker,  Sir,  {think  this  is  8  very

 if  they  vote  in  one  way  only,  I  ask:  Are
 they  going  to  be  honest  to  themselves  ?  If
 they  are  not  honest  to  themselves,  how  are
 they  going  to  be  honest  to  the  country  ?

 AN  HON.  MEMBER :  They  are  honest
 to  the  Party.

 SHRI  J.  B.  KRIPALANI:  They  are
 honest  to  the  Party  not  to  the  nation.

 SHRIMATI  TARKESHWARI  SINHA  :
 My  colleague,  the  lady  Member,  has  asked
 me  to  say  to  you  that  your  speech  is  comp-
 letely  irrelevant.

 SHRI  J.  8.  KRIPALANI  :  It  is  for  you,
 Sir,  to  decide  whether  my  speech  is  relevant
 or  not.  It  is  not  for  my  poetic  sister  and
 she  is  not  supposed  to  be  a  messenger  of
 others  here.  She  has  her  own  independent
 existence.

 What  I  want  to  say  is  this.  This  is  a  very
 simple  question.  The  hon.  Minister  could
 have  said  that  he  saw  no  harm  in  a  parti-
 cular  person  occupying  these  two  posts  but
 afterwards  he  realised  that  it  should  not
 beso.  There  is  nothing  in  that.  There
 would  have  then  been  no  discussion  at  all.
 It  is  quite  possible.  I  say  that  such  a  thing
 is  permissible  that  afterwards  when  my
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 [Shri  J.  B.  Kripalani]
 attention  is  drawn  to  it  and  I  say  it  is  not
 permissible  to  hold  two  positions.  The
 matter  would  have  ended  there.  This  is  a
 simple  matter.  Prof.  .Tbacker  was  .a
 member  of  the  Planning  Commission.  The
 Planning  Commission.  was  appointed  by
 Pandit  Jawaharlal  Nehru.  Was  hea  good
 judge  of  men  or  a  bad  judge  of  men  or  did
 he  perposely  put  perverse  people  in  office  ?
 Why  did  not  the  Minister  know  something
 about  his  (Thacker’s)  credentials  before  he
 appointed  him  ?  On  that  day,  if  you  reme-
 mber,  I  had  said  that  this  report  should
 not  be  sent  to  prof.  Thacker  or  to  any-
 body  and  that  it  should  be  sent  to  the
 Planning  Commission  who  had  authorised
 Prof.  Hazare.  But  I  say  even  the  Planning
 Commission  did  not  authorise  him.  Nobody
 authorised  him.  It  was  an_  irrelevant
 report.  I  do  not  know  why  the  House  is
 concerned  with  it.  If  it  has  concerned
 itself  with  it  and  they  have  contradicted
 each  other  and  if  the  Congress  Members
 are  going  to  show  a  united  front  when,
 if  at  all  this  is  to  be  put  to  the  vote,  I.  say,
 they  are  not  honest  to.  themselves.

 Another  thing  is:  Why  should  they
 be  afraid  of  putting  this  matter  before  the
 Privileges  Committee  ?  After  all,  in  the
 Privileges  Committee  also,  the  Congress
 Members  are  in  a  majority.  They  can
 vote  together  there  also  if  they  are  voting
 here  together.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  May  I
 correct  him?  The  Privileges.  Committee
 Reports  are  not  based  on  a  majority  or
 mipority.

 SHRI  J.  B.  KRIPALANI  :  If  the  whip
 can  have  currency  here,  if  the  whip  pre-
 vails  here,  what  is  there  to  check  them
 from  having  the  whip  there  also  ?  Here
 also,  they  are  contradicting  each  other.
 Therefore,  I  would  suggest  that  this  is  not  a
 question  which  should  be  left  to  the  House
 to  decide.  It  is  a  question  for  the  Presi-
 ding  Officer  to  decide  whether  it  should  go
 or.not  to  the  Privilege  Committee.

 That  is  your  function.  You'  are
 delegating  that  function  to  a  _  party
 which  is  not  true  to  itself,  which  is  not
 true  to  each  other  and  which  votes  only
 in  one  way.  It  is  perfectly  wrong.  You
 will  be  quite  justified  in  deciding  on  your
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 own  judgment  whether  this  thing  should
 be  referred  to  the  Privileges  Committee.
 Our  Law  Minister  has  said  that  both  the
 parties  have  been  talking  non-sense.  I
 believe  him  in  this.’  He  is  perfectly  right.
 I  have  no  quarrel  with  him.  I  agree  with
 him.  It  is  your  bounden  duty  to  decide
 this  question  yourself  and  not  shirk  the
 responsibility.  If  you  shirk  it,  it  will  be
 said  that  you  are  siding  with  one  side  or
 the  other.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  But  for
 the  hon.  Member's  remark,  I  would  not
 have  intervened.  As  the  hon.  members
 know,  the  report  of  the  Privileges  Com-
 mittee  comes  before  this  House  and  this

 Therefore,  whether  I
 should  exercise  my  discretion  or  judgment
 at  this  stage,  though  .the  Chair  or  the
 Presiding  authority  could  exercise  that,  for
 failure  to  exercise  that  discretion,  the  hon.
 Member  should  not  say  that  the  Presiding
 authority  is  inclined  towards  this  side  or
 that  side.  That  is  not  correct.

 Mr.  Rabi  Ray's  motion  was  circu-
 lated  a  little  late.  Mr.  Kanwar  Lal
 Gupta  is  moving  an  amendment  to  that
 which  I  am  permitting  him  to  do.

 SHRI  KANWAR  LAL  GUPTA  :  I  beg
 to  move.

 That  in  the  motion  moved  by  Shri  Rabi
 Ray,  after  ‘2nd  insert  “and  24th”.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER
 amendment  is  before  the  House.

 The

 Ms.  Umanath.  He  should  be  brief.

 SHRI  UMANATH  (Pudukkottai)  :  You
 said  in  the  beginning  that  time  will  be
 given  for  each  Group.  I  will  take  only
 that  time.

 The  central  point,  so  far  as  _  this
 particular  privilege  motion  is  concerned,
 is  the  conduct  of  the  Minister  and  not  that
 of  Mr.  Thacker.  So  far  as  Mr.  Thacker
 is  concerned,  he  had  been  a  Trojan  ‘hotse

 ‘in  the  committee  and  now  he  isa  dead
 horse.  There  is  no  use  whipping  the  dead

 १७९
 ek
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 With  regard  to  the  Minister’s  conduct,
 the  Law  Minister  was  saying  so  much  that
 we  must  Iimit  ourselves  to  the  reply  of
 the  Minister  made  oh  the  2nd  April.  Of
 Course,  fiow  that  amendment  is  there.  He
 wanted  to  know  which  portion  constituted
 a  breach  of  privilege.  4m  now  relying
 only  on  the  reply  of  2nd  April  itself.  On
 2nd  ‘April,  the  hon.  Minister,  towards  the
 end,  in  reply  to  "Prof.  Ranga’s  question—
 as  T  said,  towards  the  end  only  —made
 this  statement  where  he  says

 “Just  before  his  departure  for  New
 York,  he  came  and  told  me  that  this
 is  the  position  and  asked  for  the
 Government's  reaction.  I  said,  if  he
 becomes  the  Director  of  the  Bank,  it
 would  be  in  possible  for  him  to  remain
 as  the  Chairnian  of  this  Committee”

 It  is  only  here,  only  once,  he  has  made
 this  statement  and  that  too,  towards  the
 end.

 Accoruing  to  the  statement,  at  the  very
 first  instance,  the  Minister  told  him  that
 he  should  never  be  on  the  other  committee
 he  must  resign  in  that  case.  This  is  the
 statement  made;  I  am_  touching  that
 portion.

 The  point  for  determination  now  is
 whether  at  the  very  first  instance  the
 Minister  told  him  like  this  or  at  the  first
 instance  he  told  him  something  different
 and  that  was  suppressed  in  the  House  on
 2nd  April  when  hé  replied.  That  is  the
 question  for  determination...  (  Interruptions)

 Just  a AN  HON.  MEMBER  :
 repetition.

 UMANATH  :  It  may  be  a
 It  cannot  he  helped.

 SHRI
 repetition.

 With  regatd  to  that  point,  I  am  con-
 vinced  so.  far  as  the  records  go  that  the
 Minister  had  actually  accepted  that:  there
 is  no  harm  in  serving  as  Director  while
 remaining  as  the  Chairman  here.  On  tho
 basis  of  the  records—I  go  by  the  records—
 the  sequence  has  been  explained.  The  first
 sequence  is  prior  to.  20th.

 One  Secretary,  that  is  the  Secretary
 of  that’  Committee,  writes  to  the:  Secretary
 to  the  Mfinistry  whereby  hé  requests
 the  Sectetary  of  the  Mitiistry  to  recom-
 mend  to  thé  Minister-~-to~  permit  Mr.
 Thagker  to  Serve  as  4  Director  whilg
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 remaining  here.  This  is  the  first  letter
 Second  is  the  20th  rheeting  between  Mr.
 Thacker  and  the  Minister.  The  third  is
 the  confirmation  letter.  हि

 Now  the  point.  is:  Shri  Chandra
 Jeet  Yadav  said,  ‘Are  you  to  rely  on  these
 letters’?  No,  I  am  not  relying  on  the
 letters.  I  am  relying  on  the  conduct  of
 the  hon.  Minister  visa  vis  the  letters.  I
 am  there.  What  was  the  conduct  of  the
 Minister  ?.  The  third  letter  clearly  says,
 ‘Lam  glad  that  in  yesterday’s  meeting  you
 accepted  such  and  such  thing’.  Now,
 according  to  the  ‘Minister,  at  the  very  first
 meeting,  he  said,  ‘You  cannot  be  there’.
 Now,  here  is  a  letter  which  says  that  he
 accepted  just  the  opposite.  The  first
 thing  that  the  Minister  should  have  done
 was  to  write  ‘No,  you  are  wrong.  I  am
 contradicting  this  position.  You  are
 wrong’.  He  did  not  do  that.  Shri
 Kanwarlal  Guptaji  rightly  put  it  ‘Why  it
 was  not  contradicted’.  It  is  so  because
 the  contents.  were  true.  You  know,  Sir,
 in  official  correspondence—I  am  seriously
 on  that  point—when  two  people  meet  and
 talk  orally,  either  there  will  be  joint
 minutes  or  -minutes  will  be  circulated
 between  both  the  parties  or  there  will  be  a
 note  on  which  both  the  parties  will  sign
 or  the  last  method  és:that  one  party  will
 write  to  the  other  -party,  ‘This  is  what
 we  understood’  and  that  closes  the  whole
 thing..  Sir,  here  the  Minister  id  not
 contradict  because...

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  The  hon.
 Member's  time  is  up.  =

 SHRI  UMANATH  :  Why,  Sir?  -  You
 said  in  the  beginning...

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  Only  5  or
 7  minutes.  Now  please:try  to  conclude.

 SHRI  UMANATH  :  So,  Sit,  the  point
 is  this:  because  the  contents  were  true,
 he  did  not  contradict

 The  second  point  is  what  Shri  Limaye
 said.  That  is  also  what  I  came  to  undeér-
 stand  that  on  the  lettét  there  is  a  noting  by
 Mr.  Wanchoo.  According  to  my  infor-
 mation,  that  noting  by  Mr.  Wanchoo  is

 ‘File’.  You  know’'ia  dfficial  correspondence
 ifon  the  filed’  noting  is  made’  to  ‘filé'
 that  theans  that  jt  is  accepted,  the  whole
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 {Shri  Umanath]
 thing  is  finished  and  there  is  nothing  more
 to  pursue;  it  is  closed.  (Interruptions)
 This  is  the  strongest  point.  I  want  the
 hon.  Minister  in  his  reply  to  tell  us  how
 he  would  explain  these  two  positions.  The
 30th  reply,  I  would  say,  is  an  afterthought.
 That  is  the  clear  position.  It  was  an
 afterthought.

 Now  another  thing  I  would  like  to
 bring  to  the  notice  of  the  hon  Law  Minister
 is  with  regard  to  the  2nd  April  statement
 where  the  hon,  Minister  said  about  his
 first  meeting  just  before  his  departure  for
 New  York  that  he  came  and  told  him,  ‘This
 is  the  position’  and  asked  for  Government’s
 Teaction.  The  impression  given  by  the
 Minister  is  that  the  first  meeting  of  Mr.
 Thacker  with  his  proposal  and  for  his
 reaction  was  just  before  his  departure  to
 New  York,  that  is  27th-29th  and  it  means
 that  the  first  meeting  was  on  the  28th.
 So,  my  second  point  is  that  so  far  as  the
 reply  of  2nd  April  by  the  Minister  is
 concerned—for  the  attention  of  the  hon.
 Law  Minister  who  is  now  unlawfully  going
 through  some  other  papers—the  reply  is
 unfortunate  for  him  and  that  the  reply  is
 that  the  first  meeting  was  on  the  28th.
 On  the  2nd  April  when  he  was  replying,
 be  was  actually  suppressing  the  fact  of  the
 first  meeting  on  the  28th.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:
 suggestio  falsi.

 Suppressio  veri

 SHRI  UMANATH  :  Finally,  on  the
 question  of  susceptibility,  the  hon.  Minister
 misled  the  House  and  here  also  I  am
 referring  to  his  2nd  April  statement.  On
 the  24th  he  said  that  was  a  revelation  to
 him.  ‘It  was  a  shocking  revelation’  he
 said.  At  the  first  meeting,  that  was  on
 the  24th,  he  said  that  Mr.  Thacker  said,
 ‘Iam  in  financial  difficulties’.  That  was
 on  the  24th.  I  was  surprised.  In  the
 first  meeting  he  said‘  I  was  in  financial
 difficulties.  I  had  to  make  certain  security
 for  the  future.  SoI  want  to  accept  the
 Directorship  of  the  Bank’.  Although  the
 st  of  the  Mini  says  that  Mr.
 Thacker  is  susceptible  to  weaknesses  in

 views  of  his  financial  difficulties,  yet  on  2nd
 what  did  he  say  ?  He  misled  the  House  by
 saying  on  the  2nd,  ‘I  do  not  for  a  moment
 pelievethat  १  person  of  his  stature  and  status
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 would  fall  a  prey  to  such  temptations’.  Is
 it  not  misleading  the  House  on  the
 susceptibility  of  Mr.  Thacker?  All  this
 means  that  the  Minister  has  misled  the
 House  and  I  say  this  must  80  to  the
 Privileges  Committee  because  so  many
 letters  have  been  quoted,  minutes  of  the
 Enquiry  Committee  are  also  in  the  picture,
 also  the  meetings  between  the  Minister
 and  Mr.  Thacker  are  there,  then  written
 editorials  of  newspapers  are  there  calling
 the  Minister  without  using  the  word  ‘liar’,
 but  there  are  editorials  in  leading  news-
 papers  that  he  has  misled  the  Parliament.

 But  this  is  the  position.  The  question
 is  whether  this  House  can  merely  by  a
 majority  take  a  decision  in  such  cases.  So
 many  letters  are  being  quoted.  So  many
 minutes  and  records  of  committees  are
 mentioned  here.  Our  people  will  have
 this  feeling  that  here  is  Parliamcat  which,
 without  going  through  the  minutes,  is
 deciding  things  by  majority  vote,  and  this
 will  be  spoiling  the  reputation  of  this
 Parliament  in  the  entire  country  and  in  the
 entire  world.

 SHRI  P.  VENKATASUBBAIAH
 (Nandyal)  :  Mr.  Deputy-Speaker,  Sir,  I
 am  sorry  to  state  that  this  whole  discus-
 sion  has  been  more  influenced  by  certain
 ideological  predilections  and  it  is  being
 used  so  as  to  bring  in  some  political
 colour  on  this  entire  matter.  Sir,  on  one
 thing  I  must  say  what  I  feel,  and  that  is,
 |  am  not  happy  with  regard  to  the
 composition  of  this  Committee  itself.  As
 a  matter  of  fact,  my  humble  submission
 is  that  the  hon.  Minister  should  have  been
 very  careful  in  constituting  this  Committee.
 This  committee  consisting  of  Dr.  M.S.
 Thacker  and  Shri  Mohan  Kumaramangalam
 had  more  than  what  looked  on  the  surface.
 All  this  trouble  started  with  this  com-
 position  of  this  committee  and  the  moment
 it  has  begun  to  function.  So,  Sir,  I  do
 not  want  to  attribute  any  motives  and  say
 this  man  is  honest  and  that  man  is  dis-
 honest.  What  I  want  to  say  is,  Professor
 Thacker  has  committed  an  act  of  impro-
 priety  more  than  dishonesty.  Here  is  4
 matter  between  the  hon.  Minister  and
 Professor  Thacker  and  this  matter  has
 come  up  for  discussion  whether  the  Minister
 म  agree  to  his  taking  up  the  directorship
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 of  that  Bank.  And,  during  the  course  of
 conversations  it  isevident  and  it  is  clear,
 and  it  has  been  substantiated  by  later  facts,
 that  the  Minister  has  clearly  stated  to
 Professor  Thacker  that  it  is  not  only
 improper  but  it  also  goes  against  the
 position  he  holds  that  he  should  not  accept
 this  Directorship  of  the  Bank.  This  has
 been  later  substantiated  by  the  Secretary
 when  he  has  written  in  writing  and  also
 verbally  that  Professor  Thacker  has  decided
 not  to  accept  this  position.  Sir,  here  all
 the  factors  come  into  being.  The  correspon-
 dence  is  all  one-way  traffic.  Mr.  Rathee
 writes  to  Mr.  Wanchoo;  and  even  Mr.
 Wanchoo  writes  to  Mr.  Rathee.  The
 Minister  is  not  at  all  in  the  picture.  By
 the  correspondence  that  has  been  written
 it  is  ‘now  our  hon.  friends’  right  to  draw
 certain  implications  and  meanings  that  the
 hon.  Minister  has  been  misleading  this
 House!  Sir,  it  is  all  entirely  false.

 If  the  hon.  Members  demanded  that
 there  should  be  an  equiry  constituted  into
 this  whole  episode  I  am  one  with  them.
 But  if  they  want  to  take  this  up  under  the
 garb  of  Privilege  motion,  I  am  _  entirely
 against  it.  It  does  not  at  all  constitute
 any  breach  of  privilege  because  the  Minis-
 ter,  in  the  course  of  his  statement,  has
 stated  facts,  and  subsequently  also  he  has
 never  made  an  attempt  to  mislead  the
 house  nor  has  he  committed  any  breach  of
 the  privilege  of  the  House.  Thank  you.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  Now,
 Shri  Srinibas  Misra.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  Before  Shri
 Srinibas  Misra  starts,  may  I  make  one  sub-
 mission?  Do  we  take  Shri  P.  Venkta-
 subbaiah  seriously  when  he  makes  this
 sporting  offer  ?  Here  is  a  very  senior
 Member  of  the  ruling  party  who  has
 thrown  a  challange  at  us

 SHRI  G.  VISWANATHAN  (Wandi-
 wash):  He  is  the  secretary  of  the  Con-
 gress  Party.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  He  isa_  senior
 Member,  none-the-less.

 T  think  you,  Sir,  have  heard.  him  very
 Clearly  ;  he  threw  a  challenge  at  us  that  he
 was  prepared  to  accept  an  independent  in-
 quiry.  Whose  inquiry  was  it?  Was  it
 his  inquiry  or  else  whose  inquiry  was  it  ?
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 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  He  said
 ‘independent  committes’.  I  had  followed
 him.  He  said  that  there  could  be  an  inde-
 pendent  committee  to  go  into  this  whole
 affair.  That  is  what  he  has  said.  It  is
 a  personal  view  that  he  has  expressed.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  Since  he  is  a
 senior  Member,  I  wanted  to  know  whose
 offer  it  was.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  |  cannot
 allow  this  cross-examination  now.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  I  am  not  asking
 you,  but  I  am  asking  the  hon.  Member.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  It  is  a
 Personal  viewpoint  that  he  has  expressed.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  Then,  let  them
 say  that  they  resile  from  it.

 SHRI  P.  VENKATASUBBAIAH  :  Let
 me  make  it  very  clear  to  ‘Shri  Nath  Pai.
 What  I  said  was  this.  If  hon.  Members
 want  I  have  said  let  there  be  an  indepen-
 dent  inquiry  constituted.  I  meant  an  in-
 quiry  by  Government  into  all  those
 matters.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  We  welcome  this
 Clarification.  .  Inquiry  by  Government  ?
 That  is  the  best  joke  of  the  year.  I  never
 knew  such  a  strange  sense  of  humour
 before.

 SHRI  SRINIBAS  MISRA  (Cuttack)  :
 It  appears  that  the  Law  Minister  has
 underscored  the  privileges  of  this  House.
 He  wants  to  say  that  privilege  is  so  valu-

 ‘able  that  it  has  to  be  préserved  by  all
 means.  Is  it  contradictory  with  the  privi-
 lege  that  the  matter  in  respect  of  which  9
 Privilege  of  this  House  has  been  ‘alleged
 to  have  been  broken  by  the  Minister  con-
 cerned  should  be  examined  by  the  Privi-
 leges  Committee  cz  I  agree  with  him  that
 the  matter  is  so  great  and  that  the  privi-
 lege  of  this  House  is  so  valuable.  So,  I
 submit  that  it  should  be  examined  by  a
 committee  of  this  House.  What  objection
 could  the  Law  Minister  have  to  this  ?

 The  bon.  Law  Minister  also  wants  that
 in  a  debate  in  this  House,  there  should  be
 charges  framed  against  the  Minister  detail-
 ing  them  one  by  one  and  pointing  out
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 (Shri  Srinibas  Misra].
 that  he  is  guilty  of  such  and  such  a  thing,
 but  that  bas  not  been  done.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:
 later.

 I  shall  do  it

 SHRI  SRINIBAS  MISRA:  Had  he
 read  the  privilege  motions  which  had  been‘
 submitted,  he  would  have  found  that  there
 were  some  in  which  the  charges  had  been
 framed  pointing  out'that  such  and  such
 a  sentence  which  was  uttered  by  the  Minis-
 ter  on  the  2nd  April  was  false,  that  such
 and  such  a  sentence  misled  the  House  and
 so  on.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  I  would
 request  the  hon.  Member  to  read  the
 motion.  There  is  no  such  thing  there.  It
 only  wants  that  an  investigation  should  be
 made.  There  is  no  ‘question  of  charges
 being  made  that  such  and  such  a  thing  was
 false  and  so  on.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:
 them  now.

 He  is  making

 SHRI  SRINIBAS  MISRA:  The  Law
 Minister  had  said  that  there  were  no
 specific  charges  which  had  been  made.  I
 would  like  to  point  out  that  Shri  Umanath
 had  brought  forward  some  definite  charges,
 and  let  the  hon.  Minister  exercise  his  right
 of.  reply  under  natural.  justice.  Then,  there
 are  other  charges  also  in  regard  to  the
 statements  made  in  this  House  on  247
 April.  l'would  like  just  to  quote.  The
 hon.  Minister  said  :

 “Subsequently,  the  Government  have
 been  informed  that’  he  declined  the
 offer.”

 Here,  the  word  ‘he’  r¢fers.to  Prof.  Thacker,
 -The  second  statement  which  he  made

 was:
 “since  ‘he  has  not  accepted  the

 directorship  of  the  bank,  the  question
 of  replacing  Prof.  Thacker  dots’  not
 arise.

 This  is  intended  to  mislead  the  House
 Then,  in  answer  to  Shri  Chandra  Jeet

 Yadav,  he  had  stated  :.
 «But  before  leaving,  he  told  me  that

 he  had  declined  the  offer.”
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 The  fourth  statement  which  he  made
 in  reply  to  Shri  Ranga  was  :

 “He  has  not  accepted  the  offer.”
 I  would  take  these  things  one  by.  one.
 First,  I  shall  take  up  the  last  one...  That
 is  glaringly  not  true  that,  he  has  nat  agcept-
 ed  the  offer.  Subsequent  events  -  have
 shown  that  he  was  about  to  accegt  the
 offer.  According  to  the  hon.  Minister,  the
 standard  of  proof  in  these  matters  must  be
 records.  Some  records  and.  some  docu-
 ments  were  sought  to  be  placed  by  an  hon.
 Member  from  our  side  of  the  Hoyse,  and
 np  contradiction  has  yet  come.  My.  hon.
 friends  opposite  do  not  say  that  the.  letters
 are  false  and  they  do  not  say  that  they  are
 fabricated.  Once  the  records  are  there
 and  there  is  no  contradiction,  the  House
 must  take  those  documents  as  true  and
 correct  copies  of  the.  letters  that  were
 exchanged

 While  answering  the  calling  attention-
 notice  on  the  24th  inst.,  this  was  the  state-
 ment  that  the  hon.  Minister  made.

 “If  it  had  beena  fact  that  I  had
 agreed  to  Prof.  Thacker  coutinuing  as
 Chairman  of  the  Committee  even  after
 becoming  a  Director  of  the  Bank,
 surely  there  would  have  been  some
 communication  by  the  Government  to
 him  or  to  the  Committee  to  that
 effect’.

 So  the  hon.  Minister  accepts  that  for  prov-
 ing  his  acceptance  of  Prof.  Thacker’s  dual
 role,  there  must  be  some  document  on
 record.  As  there  is  no  record,  so  that  has
 not  happened.  This  is  his  argument.  |
 would  like  to  point  out  that  this  argument
 can  hold  good  for  proving  that  the  state-
 ment  made  by  the  Minister  on  2  April  is
 false.  Had  he  declined’  the  offer  or  the
 terms  and  conditions  of  Prof.  Thacker
 accepting  this  dual  role,  there  should  have
 been  something  on  record.  The  bon
 Minister  0065  not  come  forward  with  any
 statement,  anything  on  record,  to  show
 that  he  told  Prof.  Thacker:  ‘You  cannot
 act  in  this  dual  role’.  What  does  it  mean  ?
 It  only  means  that  with  his’  connivance,
 Prof.  Thacker  had  accepted,  or  was  about
 to  accept,  the  directorship.

 The  correspondence  between  Shri
 Rathee  and  Shri  Wanchoo  would  show
 that  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this  dual
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 role  were  also  mapped  out.  The  hon.
 Minister  had  accepted  that.  On  the  20th,
 it  is  accepted  that  Prof.  Thacker  met  the
 hon.  Minister.  On  the  2Ist,  in  confirma-
 tion  Prof.  Thacker  writes  to.  the  Secretary
 of  the  Ministry,  that  this  was  the  conver-
 sation  ;  it  has  reference  to  a  previous  letter
 wherein  the  terms  and  conditions  were.set
 out.

 After  2ist,  what  becomes  the  position  ?
 The  Secretary  to  the  Ministry  knows  that
 Prof.  Thacker  is  about  to  accept  the.direc-
 torship  of  the  Bank  of  India.  ‘But  how  is
 it  that  the  Minister  does  not  know  ?  How
 is  it  that  the  Minister  who  gets  the  answers
 and  brief  from  the  Secretary  to  answer  in
 this  question  does  not  know  this  ?-  How
 is  it  that  he  can  say  ‘I  do  not  know  any-
 thing  about  it’?  How  can  the  Minister
 here  make  such  a  statement  unless  he  wafits
 to  mislead  the  House?  How  could  he
 make  a  statement  like  that,  that  ‘L  do  not
 know  whether  he  has  accepted’?  Rather
 he  has  made  a  contradictory  statement  say-
 ing  that  he  has  not  accepted:

 Therefore,  my  contention  is  that  what-
 ever  the  Minister  has  stated  in  these  four
 sentences  is  either  designed  to  mislead  the
 House  or  is  false.  So  I  support  the
 Motion  for  reference  to  the.  Privileges
 Committee.

 SOME  HON.  MEMBERS  rose—

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  There  are
 séveral  requests  for  the  floor.  Shri  Dande-
 ker  had  written  to  me  also.  Shri  Sheo
 Narain  will  resume  his  seat.

 SHRI  SHEO  NARAIN:  Have  |  no
 right  to  speak  in  this  House  ?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :
 already  exceeded  the  time.

 We  have

 SHRI  K.  NARAYANA  RAO  (Bobbili):
 My  name  is  there.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER::  Several
 names  are  here.  will  call  the  “Minister.
 We  have  to  conclude  this  by  4  P.M.

 SHRI  N.  DANDBKER  (Jamnagar)  :
 May  |  have  a  few  minutes  ?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  No.  |  am
 very  sorry.  There  is  no  time.  I  was  in-
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 clined  to  give  some  time  to  Shri  Dandeker
 because  he  had  written  to  me  at  the  begin-
 Ding  itself.  But:if  I  do  that,  I  will  have
 to  allow.  others.  from  either  side.  Members
 will  excuse  me.

 SHR!  NATH  PAI:
 excuse  you.

 THE  MINISTER  OF..  INDUSTRIAL
 DEVELOPMENT  AND  COMPANY  AFFA-
 IRS  (SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED)  :  The  House
 has  had  the  benefit  of  hearing  the  views  of
 many  members  so  far  as.  this  Motion  is
 cqncerned.  ,

 The  relevant  point  under  it  is  whether
 I  made  any.  statement  on  2nd  April  which
 was  either  false or  could  be  interpreted  as.
 one  which  had  misled  the.  House  to  take
 up  a  certain  position.

 We  will  always

 SHRI.  3.  8,  KRIPALANI  Nobody is  misled—that  is.  wrong.
 ‘SHRE  F.  A.  AHMED  Sir,  I

 would  like  to  say  that  so  far  as  the
 question  of  any  statement  on  the  basis of  which.  the  -House  was  likely  to  take  a
 decision  is  ‘concerned,  that  was  not  the
 issue  on-the  2nd  April.  Certain.  questions were  put  to  me  and  I  replied  to  those
 questions,  and  today  I  stand  by  what  I
 stated  on  that  day.  Therefore,  the  ques- tion  today  is  whether  on  the.  2nd  April,  I
 had  stated  —(J/aterruption]  —Mr.  Gupta,  you will  please  give  me.  this  indulgence.  When
 you  were  speakipg  I  did  not  utter,  a  Single word  and  I  gaye.  you  full  opportugity,  |
 am  here.  now  in  the  place  of  an  accused
 and  I  hope  you  will  not  deny  me  the.
 Principle  of  natural  justice  for  what  I  have
 to.say.  Now,  the  only  question  is  whether I  gave  false  information,  to  the  House.on the  2nd  April.

 SHRI  J,  B.  KRIPALANI  :  Knowingly.
 SHRI.F.  A.  AHMED  :  Knowingly  or:

 unknpwingly,—that  question.  does  not  arise, 4  wayld  only  say.  that  the  questian.is.
 whether.  I,gave  any  false  information  to  the.
 Hous¢,on  that,  day.  I.  would:  net  like  to
 Tepeat.or  read  what  has  been  said,  There.
 was.the  questian  whether  Prof.  Thacker
 had  accepted.the,  directorship.  of,  the,Bank
 of,  India  and,  if  so,.what  action.  the  Govern-
 ment  proposed  to  take.  My  reply  to,the, first  questiqn.  was  that  Prof.  Thacker  was offered  the  directorship  of  the  bank  and  he
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 went  to  Bombay  and  informed  in  an  in-
 formal  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Directors
 that  he  wanted  three  or  four  weeks’  time
 and  later  he  has  informed  me  that  he  has
 not  accepted  that  offer.  And  therefore
 the  question  of  taking  any  action  against
 him  does  not  arise.

 Now,  in  what  particular  manner,  so
 far  as  these  three  statements  are  concerned,
 have!  given  information  on  facts  which
 today  are  being  denied  by  me,  or,  am  I
 saying  something  different  from  those  facts?
 I  stand  by  every  word  of  what  I  stated  on.
 that  day.  You  will  also  remember  that  on
 that  day,  a  large  number  of  hon.  Members
 took  pirt  and  they  actually  criticised  the
 conduct  of  Prof.  Thacker.  I  said  that  he
 fs  a  man  of  integrity,  a  man  of  such  status
 and  stature  that  I  did  not  doubt  about  his
 honesty,  and  when  I  said  that  I  did  not
 propose  to  take  any  action  against  him,
 there  was  the  opinion  practically  from  all
 sections  of  the  House  that  such  a  person
 should  not  be  allowed  to  remain  in  office,
 and  even  the  Speaker  was  pleased  to  say
 that  Government  should  reconsider  the
 decision  of  keeping  Prof.  Thacker  in  this.
 post.  This  is  what  happened  on  that  day.

 Now,  I  would  like  to  say  this  :  in  reply
 to  the  last  question  put  by  Mr.  Rang#,  I
 would  Jike  tc  repeat  what  I  said  in  reply  to
 that  question.  ‘‘As  I  have  already  pointed
 out  he  has  not  accepted  the  offer  of  becom-
 ing  the  Director  of  the  bank  ..”—is  this
 fact  denied,  and  did  I  give  wrong  informa-
 tion  so  far  as  this  fact  is  concerned  ?

 SHRI  UMANATH  :
 information  because  on
 uttered  to  the  contrary.

 It  was  wrong
 the  20th,  you

 SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED:  I  am  making
 a  statement  On  the  2nd  April,  and  on  the
 2nd  April  I  am  making  this  statement  that
 he  has  not  accepted  the  offer  of  becoming
 a  Director  of  the  bank.  Supposing  he
 had  accepted  earlier,  how  could  he  give  me
 the  information  that  he  has  not  accepted
 on  the  30th?  I  have  not  been  able  to

 de:  d  the  ri  of  the  hon.  mem-
 ber.  If  he  had  accepted  on  the  22nd,  how
 could  he  send  me  a  letter  saying  he  is  not
 accepting  the  offer  of  the  bank,  on  the
 basis  of  which  I  made  that  statement  ?

 Just  before  his  departure  for  New  York,
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 he  came  and  told  me,  after  he  had  been
 to  Bombay,  he  came  and  told  me  that  he
 had  taken  three  or  four  weeks’  time  from
 the  bank.  I  said,  if  he  becomes  a  Director
 of  the  Bank,—till  then  he  had  not  be-
 come  —it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to
 remain  as  the  Chairman  of  this  committee.
 Where  is  the  inconsistency  or  falsehood  in
 this?  On  that  day,  non  of  the  members
 had  asked  me  whether  Prof.  Thacker  had
 seen  me  on  20th  and  what  I  had  told  him
 or  whether  he  had  seen  me  on  the  27th  and
 what  |  had  told  him.  I  only  referred  to
 the  meeting  which  I  had  on  the  29th  and
 when  he  said  that  he  has  taken  three  or
 four  weeks’  time,  I  said  he  could  not
 remain  as  Chairman  of  this  committee  if  he
 become  a  Director  of  the  Bank.  The  next
 day,  he  said  he  has  declined  the  offer.
 Where  have  I  misled  the  House  or  made  a
 wrong  statément  which  can  be  taken  excep-
 tion  to  by  any  member  ?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  The  hon.
 member  should  not  read  newspapers  in
 the  House  like  that.

 SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED  :  In  th’s  connec-
 tion,  I  would  refer  to  the  observation  made
 by  Kripalaniji  where  he  said  that  there
 was  no  harm  in  the  minister  having  one
 opinion  at  one  time,  but  if  subsequently  he
 had  changed  his  opinion  and  communicated
 that  opinion  to  Mr.  Thacker  and  also  the
 House,  there  would  have  been  no  breach
 of  privilege.  Assuming  for  the  sake  of
 argument  that  what  is  being  alleged  on  the
 2ist  is  correct,  on  the  29th  this  position
 was  there  and  the  position  of  the  Govern-
 ment  was  made  clear  to  him  that  it  would
 be  impossible  for  him  to  remain  as  the
 Chairman  of  this  committee.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:
 is  out  of  the  beg.

 The  cat

 SHRI  NATH  PAI
 conderoned  now.

 He  stands  self-

 SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED  :  I  am  referring
 to  Kripalaniji’s  observation  that  if  later
 the  minister  had  said  this,  there  would
 have  been  no  breach  of  privilege.  At  least
 he  is  convinced  that  there  is  no  breach  of
 privilege  which  I  have  committed  so  far  as
 this  matter  is  concerned.
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 SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED:  Admit  what  ?

 श्री  मधु  लिये  :  यही  जो  कृपा लामी जी
 ने  कहा  है  कि  आपने  बीस  तारीख  को  स्वीकृति
 देदी थी।

 SHRI  7.  A.  AHMED:  He  had  put
 in  a  hypothetical  question  and  |  had  replied
 to  that.  (/aferruptions).

 Therefore,  |  humbly  submis  that  so  far
 as  the  facts  are  established,  so  far  as  the
 facts  stand  on  record  of  the  2nd  April  and  of

 what  I  have  stated  today,  there  is  not  a
 single  fact  from  which  it  can  be  said  that
 I  said  something  which  either  misled  the
 House  or  which  was  not  correct.  There-
 fore,  |  have  not  committed  any  breach  of”
 privilege  and  I  am  really  very  much  dis-
 tressed  that  without  any  substance  the
 motion  should  have  been  placed  before  the
 House,  that  without  even  a  prima  facie  case
 being  there  this  motion  should  have  been
 Placed  before  the  House.

 Now  I  would  like  to  refer  to  some  of
 the  observations  that  have  been  made
 during  the  course  of  this  debate.  I  would
 first  of  all  like  to  refer  to  the  observation
 made  by  the  hon.  Member.  He  said  that
 3  0  a  person  who  has  been  in  the  legisla-
 ture  of  Assam  and  in  Parliament  and  he
 expected  a  better  conduct  from  me.  I  can
 tell  the  hon.  Member  that  I  need  not  take
 any  advice  from  him.  I  have  had  more
 than  33  years  of  parliamentary  life  both  in
 the  State  legislature,  in  the  Rajya  Sabha
 and  also  in  the  Lok  Sabha.  !  do  not
 remember  a  day  when  on  any  single  occa-
 sion  |  showed  any  disrespect  to  either  the
 State  legislature  or  to  the  Parliament.  I
 had  been  all  these  33  years  time  trying  to
 see  how  the  dignity  of  the  House  should
 be  maintained.  4  think,  Sir,  that  has  been
 the  experience  of  hon.  Members  of  this
 House.  Ihave  been  trying  to  do  my  job
 scrupulously.  If  I  had  committed  any
 wrong,  if  I  had  given  a  wrong  statement  I

 ‘would  have  been  the  first  person  to  come
 before  the  House  and  say  that  I  had  givén
 4  wrong  statement  and  I  would  like  to
 correct  it,

 Secondly,  some  letters  have  been  read
 by  my  hop.  friend,  Shri  Kanwar  Lal  Gupta.
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 Ido  not  know  what  is  the  source  from
 which  he  got  those  official  letters.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE  :  Source  is
 not  important,  its  contents  are  important.

 SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED  :  I  do  not  know
 the  source  from  which  he  got  those  official
 lettérs.  That  itself  indicates  that  those  people
 who  have  come  forward  with  this  motion
 for  reference  to  the  Committee  of  Privileges
 have  not  come  with  clean  hands.

 att  मधु  लिसये  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मेरा
 व्यवस्था का  प्रश्न  है  |  (व्यवधान)

 भरी  डाली  मुबर्रा  बाजपेयी  :  उपाध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  इन  को  तहजीब  सिखाइये  i  यह  क्‍या

 तरीका  है  ?  हर  दो  मिनट  के  बाद  यह  खड़े  हो
 जाते  हैं  ।

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  Once  a
 point  of  order  is  raised  on  a  specific  issue
 when  certain  éxpressions  are  being  used
 from  this  side,  I  cannot  just  shut  them  out.
 T  must  listen  to  him.

 SHRI  BUTA  SINGH  (Rupar)  :  That
 is  your  weakness.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  It  is  not
 a  question  of  weakness,  it  is  a  question  of
 fairness.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  Sir,  an  insinua-
 tion  has  been  made  about  your  weakness.
 We  strongly  repudiate  this  insinuation.

 श्री  सच  लिमये  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  नगर
 मेरे  व्यवस्था  के  प्रश्न  में  कोई  दम  नहीं  है,  तो
 श्राप  उस  को  ग्र स्वीकृत  कर  दीजिये  ।  मुझे  कुछ
 नहीं  कहना  है  ।  यह  इस  सदन  की  झर  हाऊस

 .साफ़  कामर्स  की  परम्परा  रही  है  कि  सदस्य
 इस  तरह  की  जानकारी  प्राप्त  करने  की  कोशिश
 करते  हैं।  किस  लिए  ?  -इस  लिए  कि  सत्य
 की  प्रतिष्ठापन  हो।  तो  यह  बरच्छा  काम  करने
 बालों  के  बारे  में  ऐसे  शब्दों  का  प्रयोग  बिल्कुल
 उचित  नहीं  हैं।  (व्यवधान)  झगर ये  लोग
 पार्लियामेंटरी  प्रैक्टिस  को  नहीं  जानते  हैं,
 'पार्लियामेंट  के  सदस्यों  के  करते  को  नहीं
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 [श्री  मधु  लिमये]
 जानते  हैं,  तो  मैं  समझता  हूँ  कि  इन  को  यहां  MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  I  want  to

 बैठने  का  नैतिक  भ्रंधिकार  नहीं  है  v  बँध  कोई
 सदस्य  इस  सदन  और  जनता  के  प्रीति  अपने
 कत्तव्य  को  निभाते  हैं,  तो  उनके  बारे  में  इसतरह
 का  लांछन  लगाता  बिल्कुल  आपत्तिजनक  है  कि

 चूकि  वह  सोच  नहीं  बताते  -  हैं,  उसी  से  यह
 पता  चलता  है  कि  उनके  हाथ  गन्दे  हैं  ।  मैं  मांग
 करना  चाहता  हूँ  कि  मन्त्री  महोदय  'बिला-शर्त
 इन  शब्दों  को  वायस  लें।

 श्री  शशि  भूषण  बाजपेयी  :  उपाध्यक्ष

 महोदय,  नगर,  बे  ईमानदार हैं,  तो  ये  बेतायें  कि
 उनको  खत  कहां  से  मिला

 ली  मधु  लिम  :  नहीं  बतायेंगे  av

 et  शशि  भूषण  वाज पेयों  :  उपाध्यक्ष

 महोदय,  ये  लोग  धोखे  में  मां  कर  पैसे  वालों  से

 इस  तंरह  की  खबरें  लेकर  श्राते  हैं  re

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :'If  a  céitain
 expression  is  used  and  objection  to  that  is
 taken  by  senior  Members  from  fhis  side,
 am  I  not  to  listen  to  them?’  (faterruptions)

 श्री  शादी  भूषण  वाजपेयी  :  उपाध्यक्ष

 महोदय,  हम  लोग  इन  से  ज्यादा  वोट  ले  कर

 पाए  हैं।  ये  सीनियर  कब  से  हो  गये  ?

 श्री  go  Wo  खां  (कांगंज)  :  चार  साल

 इनको  पालियामेंट  में  आए  नहीं  हुए,  श्राप  ने  इन:
 को  “सोनिया  मेम्बर”  कैसे  कहे  दिये  ?

 श्री  शिव  नारायण  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 मेरा  पायंट  साफ़  काडर  है  v

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  ©  The  qaes-
 tion  is  very  simple.  You  _' घाघ,  Histea  to
 him.  The  Minister  has  stated  “you  have

 “not  come  here  with  clean  hands”.

 AN  HON.  MEMBER  :
 with  it  ?

 जो  शशि  मुद्रा  बराजप्रेवी:  बहुत  सही
 कहा  है।

 What  is  wrong

 be  fair.  If  you  read  the  resolution,  they
 have  not  ragsed  abything  of  this  sort.  The
 only  thing  is  that  the  method  used  for  pro-
 curing  ‘the  document  may  not  be  clean.
 But  that  is  within  their  rights.  If  one  says
 “because  the  motion  is  brought  forward,
 therefore,  your  hands  are  not  clean”,  that
 is  correct.  That  is  the  point.  Now,  let
 the  Minister  conclude  his  speéch......
 (fnterruptions).

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  May  I
 appeal  to  the  House  to  allow  the  Minister
 to  conclude  his  speech  ?

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  He  must  first
 withdraw  those  words  about  unclean
 hands.

 SHRI  RANGA:  This  should  not  be
 difficult  for  the  Minister.  He  can  with-
 draw  those  words..  Because,  only  a  few
 minutes  ago,  by  inadvertence  he  used  the
 word  ‘dishonest’  instead  of  ‘honest’  and  he
 was  able  to  correct  himself.  We  accepted
 it  with  good  humour.  So,  he  should  be
 prépared  to  be  chivalrous  this  time  also
 arid  withdraw’  those  words  which  are  un-
 bécoming  of  him  and  which  are  not  proper
 to'US......  (interruptions).

 श्री  शशि  भूंबंण  बाजपेयी  :  जैसी  इनकी
 पालिसी  काली  है,  4  ही  दिल  भी  काले  हैं।
 ये  समाजवांद  को  दफना  रहे  हैं  |

 को  शिव  नारायण  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 मैंने  पायंट  ऑफ़  बार्डर  रेज़  किया  था,  लेकिन
 आपने  मुंडे  नहीं  बुलाया  |  जब  आपने  सब  को
 मौका  दिया,  तो  फिर  मुझे  क्‍यों  मौका  नहीं
 दिया  श्री  रंगा  को  आप  ने  क्‍यों  बुलाया  ?
 वें  लोग  हल्ला  करेंगे  हैं,  इसी  लिए  श्राप  उनकी
 मौका  दे  देते  हैं।

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  I  will
 give  him  an  opportunity  and  listen  to  him
 later.

 SHRI  J.  B.  KRIPALANI  :  This  is  not
 a  question  only  for  this‘occasion.  Jt  raises
 qrevtions  of  permanent  importance,  whether
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 the  Members  of  Parliament,  in  discharging
 their  duty,  are  entitled  to  get  informatoin
 from  any  quarter  in  order  properly  to  serve
 the  country  and  to  serve  the  Parliament.
 This  is  the  question  that  has  got  to  be  de-
 cided.  As  the  editors  of  papers,  so  also
 the  Members  of  Parliament  are  not  required
 to  disclose  th2  source  from  which  they  got
 their  information.  This  is  a  permanent
 issue  which  you  have  to  decide.

 26  00  hrs.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  quote
 the  ruling  given  by  my  predecessor  On
 this  point,  there  is  a  clear  ruling.
 (Interruptions?

 SHRI  AMRIT  NABHATA  (Barmer)  :
 I  want  to  make  a  submission...(/nterrup-
 tions’.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  It  is  a
 question  of  the  right  of  Members  of  this
 House.  It  isa  fundamental  issue.  I  am
 Rot  ging  to  permit  anyone.

 SHRI  AMRIT  NAHATA:  When  I
 asked  Shri  Kanwarlal  Gupta,  from  where
 he  got  the  letter,  he  said  that  he  got  it
 from  the  Ministes.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  I  am  read-
 ing  the  ruling  given  by  my  predecessor
 which  was  delivered  from  the  Chair.

 “Ie  is  a  fact  that  a  document  which
 is  treated  by  the  Government  as  secret
 or  confidential  cam  be  obtained  through
 leakage  or  stealth  or  in  a  irregutar  man-
 ner.  But  the  Chair  would  not  compel
 the  Member  to  disclose  the  source
 from  which  copies  have  been  obtained
 by  bim.”
 So,  the  ruling  is  quite  clear.

 the  ruling.
 This  is

 SHRI  CHANDRA  JSEEF  YADAV:
 But  it  has  to  be  authenticated.  (Jnierrup-

 tions).

 FHE  DEPUTY  PRIME  MINISTER
 AND  MINISTER  OF  FINANCE  (SHRI
 MORARJI  DESAI):  Sir,  it  will  not  be
 Possible  for  Members  of  the  House  to  func-
 tion  if  they  are  not  able  to  -get  information
 from  whenever  they  can  get  it,  So  long  as
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 no  corrupt  methods  are  employed,  that  is,
 bribery  or  otherwise—if  there  is  bribery
 employed,  it  can  be  said  it  is  wrong—-if
 anybody  gives  them,  I  do  not  think  any
 source  can  be  disclosed  or  we  can  ask
 for  it.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  So,  this
 chapter  is  closed  now.  Let  the  hon.  Minis-
 ter  conclude  now.  (Interruptions)  The  De-
 puty  Prime  Minister  has  made  the  position
 clear.  He  has  supported  the  ruling,

 at  शशि  भूषण  वाज पेयों  :  उपाध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  जो  बात  मैं  कहूंगा  उस  पर  श्राप  रूलिंग
 दे  सकते  है  av

 SHRI  KANWAR  LAL  GUPTA  :  The
 Minister  should  be  asked  to  withdraw  those
 words.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :
 he  has  to  say,  let  him  say.
 given  the  ruling.  I  have  read  out  the  ear-
 lier  ruling,  The  Deputy  Prime  Minister
 also  has  upheld  it.  In  such  a  situation,

 Whatever
 I  have  already

 od  would  request  the  Minister  to  say  what-
 ever  he  has  got  to  say.

 SHRI  MORARJI  DESAI:  I  have  to
 to  accept  the  ruling.  Where  is  the  ques-
 tion  of  my  upholding  it  ?

 SHRI  F.  A.  AHMED:  If  the  hon.
 Members  will  have  a  little  patience,  |  would
 just  say  that  I  had  aot  asked  a  question  or
 asked  anyone  to  disclose  the  source  of  in-
 formation.  As  Prof.  Ranga  has  appealed
 to  me,  if  it  bas  really  hurt  the  feeling  of
 some  of  the  hon.  Members,  I  unconditio-
 nally  withdraw  it  but...  (Interruptions)  But
 I  hope  and  trust  that  they  will  also  take
 into  consideration  my  own  feeling  when  I
 have  been  subjected  to  a  motion  for  which
 there  is  no  substance.

 oft  रवि  राय  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं  श्री
 सदन  का  ज्यादा  समय  नहीं  लगा,  केवल  एक
 ही  चीज  सामने  रखना  चाहता  हूं  ।  मेरा  मुख्य
 आरोप  था  उद्योग  मंत्री  फजरुद्दीन  अली  अहमद
 के  खिलाफ  कि  इन्होंने  जानन्बूभ  कर  और
 कौनसेन्शसली  सदन  को  गुमराह  किया  है  .ौर
 यह  चीज़  राज  के  वितर्क  से  साबित  हो  इसी
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 [श्री  रवि  राय]
 हैं।  आज  सारे  सदन  के  सामने  और  दुनिया  के

 फखरुद्दीन  अली  प्रसाद  :
 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  एक  चीज़  जो  सदन  के

 सामने  नहीं  आई,  मैं  आपके  सामने  रखना
 चाहता  हूँ  -  27  कौर  29  ता०  को  ठक्कर  साहब
 के  साथ  इनकी  मुलाकात  हुई,  यानी  उनके
 अमरीका  जाने  से  पहले  यह  मुलाकात  हुई,  तो
 फिर  मैं:  जानना  चाहता  हूं  कि  उस  श्राफिशियल
 डेलिगेशन  के  सदस्य  के  नाते  इन्होंने  उन  को
 अमरीका  क्यों  भेजा  ।  जब  ये  खुद  कहते  हैं  कि
 ता०  29  को  सूचित  कर  दिया  था,  तो  फिर  उन
 को  न्यूयार्क  जाने  को  इजाज़त  क्‍यों  दी  गई  ?
 जब  संसद  में  यह  खोज  तार  2  को  उठ  गई,  तो
 फिर  उन  को  न्यूयार्क  से  दोबारा  बुलाया  गया--
 यह  एक  नई  बात  मैं  आपके  सामने  रखना
 चाहता  हूं  ny

 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  एक  लेटिन  वाक्य  है---
 सप्रेशियो  वेरी,  सजेस्टियो  फालसी  |

 इस  का  मतलब  है--सत्य  को  छुपाना  शौर
 सत्य  को  सूचित  करना  |  20  तारीख  के  बारे
 में  खुद  मन्त्री  महोदय  कोई  सफाई  नहीं  दे  पाए
 हैं,  क्यों  कि  उन  के  पास  कोई  तक॑  नहीं  है।  जेसा

 मधु  लिमये  जी  ने  कहा--हम  को  कुमारमंगलम
 जी  को  धन्यवाद  देना  चाहिए,  क्यों  कि  ये  तथ्य
 वे  उनके  सामने  लाये।  20  तारीख  को  इन्होंने
 बाकायदा  चक्कर  साहब  को  कह  दिया  था  कि

 तुम  दोनों  जगह  काम  कर  सकते  हो।  इस
 लिए  मैं  आपके  सामने

 श्री  शशि  भूषण  वाजपेयी  :  उपाध्यक्ष

 महोदय,  मेरा  प्वाइंट  आफ़  भ्रार्डर  है।  उन्होंने

 कुमार  मंगलम  का  जिक्र  किया  है,  उन्होंने  कोई
 इतिला  नहीं  दी--न  मिनिस्टर  को  और  न  किसी
 को  ।  बैंक  आफ़  इंडिया  के  डायरेक्टर्स  ने  ठक्कर
 को  रिश्वत  दी  है  t

 sh  रवि  राय  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं  राज
 कांग्रेस  दल  से  प्राथंना  करना  चाहता  हूँ--एक
 सेकंड  के  लिये  बहू  भूल  जांच  कि  वह  कांग्रेस
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 दल  के  सदस्य  हैं  भ्रौर  हम  लोग  भी  भूल  जांच
 कि  हम  विरोधी  दलों  के  सदस्य  हैं--प्याज  संसदीय
 प्रजातंत्र  को  इस  देश  में  बलशाली  बनाना  है---
 यह  प्रश्न  हमारे  सामने  है।  सच्चाई  के  ऊपर,
 सत्य  के  ऊपर  यह  संसदीय  प्रज्ञातंत्र  आधारित
 होगा  या  भूल,  गलत  बयानी,  मिसलोड  करने
 पर  यह  चलेगा  ?  इसलिए  मैं  भ्रनुरोध  करना
 चाहता  हूं--मोरारजी  भाई  बैठे  हुए  हैं,  वह  उप
 प्रधान  मंत्री  हैं  कौर  इस  समय  सदन  के  नेता
 के  नाते  बैठे  हुए  हैं-वे  इस  पर  कांग्रेस  दल  को
 कोई  नहि  न  दें  और  कांग्रेस  दल  सन्डे  दिमाग
 से  हमारे  मोशन  पर  वोट  डाले।  मैं  आपसे
 कहना  चाहता  हैँ  कि  इस  को  बहुमत  का  सवाल
 मत  बनाइए,  संसदीय  प्रजातन्त्र  को  बनाये
 रखने  के  लिये  हिन्दुस्तान  ही  नहीं,  सारी  दुनिया
 देख  रही  है  कि  एक  मन्त्री  अपनी  गलत  बयानी
 के  लिये  माफी  मांगता  है  या  नहीं  श्र  कांग्रेस
 इस  को  मानती  है  या  नहीं  ।  इन  शब्दों  के  साथ
 मैं  सदन  से  प्रार्थना  करता  हूँ  कि  आप  मेरे  इस
 मोशन  को  मान  लें

 SHRI  NATH  PAI  ;  Before  you  proceed
 to  take  the  vote,  I  rise  on  a  point  of  order
 I  draw  your  attention  to  rule  227  which
 says  :

 “Notwithstanding  anything  contain-
 ed  these  rules,  the  Speaker  may  refer
 any  question  or  privilege  to  the  Com-
 mittee  of  Privileges  for  examination,
 investigation  or  report.”

 MR.  DEPUY-SPEAKER:  Sir,  before  you
 call  upon  the  House  to  vote  on  this,  under
 this  Rule  227  of  the  Amended  Rules—page 03—  I  want  you  to  read  first  Rule  226  and
 then  come  to  Rule  227  which  reads  :

 “Notwithstanding  anything  contained
 in  these  Rules,  the  Speaker  (which  in-
 cludes  Deputy-Speaker  also)  may refer...”

 AN  HON.  MEMBER  :
 used  is  ‘may’.

 The  word

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  My  submissjcn,
 therefore,  to  you  is  this  ;
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 There  is  a  misapprehension  on  the  part
 of  the  hon.  Minister  as  also  on  the  part  of
 some  others  that  we  are  trying  to  bring  an
 indictment  to-day.  The  motion  is  not
 saying  that  he  is  guilty  of  telling  an  un-
 truth.  The  motion  is  that  there  is  a  doubt
 about  this  statement  and,  therefore,  it  may
 be  referred  to  the  Privileges  Committee  for
 ascertaining  the  truth.  (Jnterruptions)

 Let  us  understand  it.  The  hon.  Minis-
 ter,  Sir,  in  his  reply  said,  ‘I  stand  as  an
 accused’.  He  completely  misunderstood
 our  intentions.  We  say  that  we  believe
 that  the  statements  which  have  been  made
 by  him  on  two  occasions  contradict  each
 other.  The  matter  has  been  brought  so
 much  before  the  House  that  it  needs,  Sir,
 the  cool  and  calm  reflection  of  the  Privile-
 ges  Committee.  Though  they  will  use  the
 Majority,  I  want  to  appeal  to  the  Deputy
 Prime  Minister  to  refrain  from  the  consulta-
 tions  that  he  is  having  with  his  colleagues...
 (Interruptions)  He  is  agreeing,  he  is  likely
 to  agree,  it  seems.  (Interruptions)  That
 is  what  he  is  saying.  I  want  to  make  an
 appeal  to  the  Deputy  Leader  of  the  Govern-
 ment—-whatever  be  his  status,  he  is  the
 Deputy  Prime  Minister  here—that  just  as
 he  has  upheld  the  ruling  given  by  you  with
 good  grace,  let  him  not  use  the  majority.
 He  knows  this  is  not  a  party  issue  and  for
 ascertaining  the  truth  the  House  is  not  the
 forum.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  You  have
 gone  beyond  the  scope  of  the  point  of
 order.

 SHRI  NATH  PAI:  I  am  making  an
 appeal  to  you  to  use  your  discretion  and
 refer  the  issue  to  the  Privileges  Committee.
 But  |  am  asking  him  to  agree  with  my  sub-
 mission  :  let  us  not  try  to  pass  a  judgment,
 let  it  not  be  said  that  when  an  issue  of°
 privilege  comes,  the  Congress  Party  with
 its  majority  invariably  vote  it  down.  I
 want  you,  Sir,  in  case  he  disregards  my
 appeal,  to  use  your  inherent  discretion  and
 refer  this  issue  to  the  Privileges  Committee
 as  this  discretion  is  vested  in  you.

 SHRI  २.  0.  BHANDARE  rose—

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  You  want
 to  argue.

 SHRI  R.  D.  BHANDARE  :  Iam  not
 arguing.
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 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  Please  be
 very  brief.

 SHRI  7२.  9.  BHANDARE:  Neither
 lam  accusing  him,  Sir.  Since  the  hon.
 Member  could  not  speak  on  the  main
 motion,  therefore,  I  think...(Jaterruptions)
 Any  way  I  am  not  accusing  him.

 Rule  226,  once  it  is  applied,  Rule  227
 is  redundant  and  cannot  be  resorted  to  and
 no  request  could  be  made.  That  request
 would  be  a  compulsion  in  the  sense  of
 playing  on  the  mind  of  the  Chair  and  play-
 ing  on  the  minds  of  hon.  Members.  There-
 fore,  once  Rule  226  is  invoked,  227  cannot
 be  applied.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  I  have
 heard  the  hon.  Member.  (Interruptions)
 A  very  partinent  point  has  been:  raised.
 The  rule  says:  ‘Notwithstanding  anything...’
 That  means  the  recognition  of  an  inherent
 right  in  the  Chair.  (Interruptions)  Regard-
 ing  the  privilege  issue,  as  I  said  during
 the  course  of  the  debate,  if  I  were  to  exer-
 cise  my  judgment  on  this  issue,  it  would
 have  been  far  better  to  exercise  it  at  an
 earlier  stage.  You  will  agree  with  it.

 SHRI  ATAL  BIHARI
 Better  late  than  never.

 VAJPAYEE  :

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Even  if
 it  is  referred  to’the  Privileges  Committee,
 for  which  a  demand  from  this  side  has
 been  made,  ultimately,  the  Privileges  Com-
 mittee’s  report  will  have  to  be  approved  by
 this  House.

 SHRI  J.  8.  KRIPALANI:  Therefore,
 1  suggested  that  at  the  earlier  stage.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  So,  so  far
 as  the  privilege  issue  is  concerned,  the  final
 judgment  is  to  be  delivered  by  this  House.
 The  House  has  a  right  to  refer  it  back  to

 -the  Committee  or  modify  it,  whatever  they
 like.  As  a  rule  we  come  before  this  House.
 That  you  know.  (dnterruptions)  Therefore,
 Mr.  Nath  Pai,  though  your  point  is  very
 relevant  and  you  have  made  an  appeal,  at
 this  stage  it  would  not  be  proper  on  the
 part  of  the  Chair  to  exercise  it  own  judg-
 ment.

 Now  I  will  put  it  to  the  vote  of  the
 House.-
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 शी  'रवि  राय  :  उपाध्यक्ष  पभहोदय,  हमारी
 आपसे  प्राथंना  है  कि  इसको  आप  प्रिविलेज
 कमेटी  के  पास  भेज  दें  ।

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  Mr.  Nath
 Pai  has  appealed  to  the  Deputy  Prime
 Minister.-  (frterruprions).

 श्री  एस०  एस०  जोशी  :  इस  चर्चा  के  बाद
 जब  ऐसे  तथ्य  हमारे  सामने  आये  हैं  तो  जैसा

 हमारे  मित्र  ने  कहा  कि  इसमें  कोई  पार्टी  का
 सवाल  नहीं  है,  जहां  तक  इन  बातों  का  प्रश्न  है
 हम  सब  एक  हैं,  इस  लिए  यह  उचित  होगा  कि

 यह  देखने  के  लिये  कि  तथ्य  क्या  हैं,  इस  प्रश्न
 को  प्रिविलेज  कमेटी  के  पास  भेज  दिया  जाये

 (व्यवधान)

 श्री  रवि  राय  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  सत्य
 का  तकाजा  है  कि  आप  इस  प्रश्न  को  विलेज
 कमेटी के  पास  भेज  दीजिये  fra  *(व्यबधान)'

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  entirely
 agree.  It  is  the  privilege  of  the  House  ;
 but  now  at  this  stage,  ग  am  not  exercising
 it.  Now  the  question  is...(fnterruptions)

 SHRI  PILOO  MODY  (Godhra)  :  When
 these  rules  were  framed  what  the  framers
 of  the  rules  had  in  mind  was  that  when  a
 case  was  brought  before  the  House  for
 enquiry,  by  merely  possessing  a  brute  majo-
 rity  it  cannot  be  brushed  aside.  It  is  for
 that  reason  that  this  discretion  was  given
 to  the  Chair.  Now,  after  having  heard  the
 arguments  500  still  insist  in‘not  using  the
 discretion  that  has  been  given  to  you.
 व  think  it  is  a  grave  miscarriage  of  the
 proceedings  of  the  House.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  If  he  had
 read  the  rules  he  would  find  that  there  is
 ‘po  such  thing.  Now,  J  have  to  put  it  to
 the  vote.

 श्री  रवि  राय  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  सत्य
 का  तकाजा  है  कि  आप  इसको  प्रीतिभोज  कमेटी
 के  पास  भेज  दें  yes  व्यवधान)"

 इसका  डिस्क्रिप्शन  श्राप  को  है।
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 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :
 it  to  the  vote.

 T  will  put

 AN  HON.  MEMBER  :
 it  to  the  vote,  Sir.

 You  may  put

 श्री  शिव  मा राय रण  :  हमारी  प्रियंका  है
 कि  आप  वोट  कराइये  1

 SHRI  J.  B.  KRIPALANI:  Here  in
 the  discussion  Meffbers  wanted  you  to  ex-
 ercise  your  discretion.  Now!  can  only
 plead  with  them  that  it  is  not  a  matter  in
 which  the  ‘party  can  issue  a  whip.  At
 least  they  should  not  issue  a  whip  and  at
 feast  they  can  allow  Members  to  vote  as
 like.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  7  will  put
 the  amendment  to  the  vote  of  the  House.
 The  question  is  :

 That  in  the  Motion  moved  by  Shri
 Rabi  Ray  after  “2nd”  imsert  ‘and  24th”

 The  motion  was  negatived.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  I  will  put
 the  main  motion  to  the  vote  of  the  House.
 The  question  is  :

 “Whereas  in  the  opinion  of  this
 House,  it  clearly  appears  necessary  to
 inquire  whether  a  breach  of  privilege  of
 the  House  has  been  committed  or  not
 by  the  Minister  of  Industrial  Develop-
 ment  and  Company  Affairs  by  the  reply
 given  by  him  on  the  2nd  April,  1968,
 this  House,  therefore,  resolves  to  refer
 this  matter  to  the  Committee  of  Priv  i-
 leges  with  instructions  to  report  on  ‘the
 first  day  of  the  next  session.”
 Let  the  lobby  be  cleared.

 The  Lok  Sabha  divided  :

 6.24  hrs.

 DIVISION  ‘No.  5
 AYES

 Amat,  Shri  D.
 Amin,  Shri  R.  K.
 Amin,  Shri  Ramchandra  J.
 Banerjee,  Shri  S.  M.
 Singh,  Shri  Bansh  Narain
 Basu,  Shri  Jyotirmoy
 Berwa,  Shri  Onkar  Lal



 Bhagaban  Das,  Shri
 Bharat  Singh,  Shri
 Brij  Bhushan  Lal,  Shri
 Brij  Raj  Singh  Kotah,  Shri
 Chakrapani,  Shri  C.  K.
 Chandra  Shekhar  Singh,  Shri
 Dandeker,  Shri  N.
 Deo,  Shri  R.  R.  Singh
 Desai,  Shri  C.  C.
 Desai,  Shri  Dinkar
 Devgun,  Shri  Hardayal
 Digvijai  Nath,  Shri  Mabant
 Fernandes,  Shri  George
 Ghosh,  Shri  Ganesh
 Girraj  Sarari  Singh,  Shri
 Goel,  Shri  Shri  Chand
 Gowd,  Shri  Gadilingana
 Gowder,  Shri  Nanja
 Guha,  Shri  Samar
 Gupta,  Shri  Kanwar  Lal
 Haldar,  Shri  K.
 Jha,  Shri  Shiva  Chandra
 Joshi,  Shri  S.  M.
 Kalita,  Shri  Dhireswar
 Karni  Singh,  Dr.
 Khan,  Shri  H.  Ajmal
 Khan,  Shri  Ghayoor  Ali>
 Kothari,  Shri  S.  8.
 Koushik,  Shri  K.  M.
 Kunte,  Shri  Dattatraya
 Kushwah,  Shri  ४.  S.
 Limaye,  Shri  Madhu
 Madhok,  Shri  Bal  Raj
 Maiti,  Shri  S.  N.
 Majhi,  Shri  Mahendra
 Mangalathumadom,  Shri
 Meghachbandra,  Shri  M.
 Misra,  Shri  Srinibas
 Modak,  Shri  B.  K.
 Mody,  Shri  Piloo
 Mohamed,  Imam  Shri  J.
 Molahu  Prasad,  Sbri
 Naik,  Shri  G.-C.
 Naik,  Shri  R.  ५.
 Nair,  Shri  Vasudevan
 Parmar,  Shri  D.  R.
 Paswan,  Shri  Kedar
 Patil,  Shri.  N.  R.
 Ram  Charan,  Shri
 Ramji  Ram,  Shri
 Ranga,  Shri
 Rao,  Shri  ५.  Narashnha
 Ray,  Shri  ‘Rabi
 Reddy,  Shri  M.  N.

 ‘Samanta,  Shri  Ss.  cs
 Santosham,  Dr.  M.
 Satya  Narain  Singh,  Shri
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 Sequeira,  Shri  Erasmo  de
 Sharma,  Shri  B.  S.
 Sharma,  Shri  N.  S.
 Sharma,  Shri  Yogendra
 Shastri,  Shri  Ramavatar
 Shastri,  Shri  Raghevir  Singh
 Solanki,  Shri  P.  N.
 Somani,  Shri  N.  K.
 Sundar  Lal,  Shri  J.
 Tapuriah,  Shri  S.  K.
 Thakur,  Shri  Gunanand
 Umanath,  Shri
 Vajpayee,  Shri  Atal  Bihari
 Xavier,  Shri  S.

 NOES

 Achal  Singh,  Shri
 Agadi,  Shri  S.  A.
 Ahmed,  Shri  F.  A.
 Arumugam,  Shri  R.  5
 Babunath  Singh,  Shri
 Badrudduja,  Shri
 Bajaj,  Shri  Kamalaayan
 Bajpai,  Shri  Sbashibhushan
 Barua,  Shri  Bedabrata
 Barua,  Shri  R.
 Barupal,  Shri  P.  L..
 Baswant,  Shri
 Besra,  Shri  S.  C.
 Bhagat,  Shri  B.  R.
 Bhagavati,  Shri
 Bhakt  Darshan,  Shr
 Bhandare,  Shri  R.  D.
 Bhola  Nath,  Shri
 Birua,  Shri  Kolai
 Buta  Singh,  Shri
 Chanda,  Shri.Anil  K.
 Chanda,  Shrimati  Jyotsna
 Chatterji,  Shri  Krishna  Kumar
 Chaturvedi,  Shri  R.  L.
 Chaudhary,  Shri  Nitiraj.Singh
 Chavan,  Shri  D.  R.
 Chavan,  Shri  Y.:B.
 Choudhury,  Shri  J.  K.
 Damani,  Shri  S..R.
 Das,  Shri  N.  T.
 Dass,  Shri  C.
 Desai,  Shri  Morarji
 Deshmukh,  Shri  B.  D.
 Dhillon,  Shri  G.  S.
 Dbuleshwar  Meena,  Shri
 Dinesh  Singh,  Shri
 Dixit,  Shri  0.  ron
 ‘Dwivedi, Shri  Nageshwar
 Gajraj  Singh  Rao,  Shri
 Ganesh,  Shri  K.  R.

 les
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 “Gautam,  Shri  C.  0.
 Gavit.  Shri  Tukaram
 Ghosh,  Shri  P.  K.
 Ghosh,  Shri  Parimal
 Gupta,  Shri  Lakhan  Lal
 Hanumanthaiya,  Shri
 Hari  Krishna,  Shri
 Hazarika,  Shri  J.  N.
 Hem  Raj,  Shri
 Jadhav,  Shri  Tulshidas
 Jagjiwan  Ram,  Shri
 Kamble,  Shri
 Kumari,  Kamala  Kumari
 Kasture,  Shri  A.  S.
 Katham,  Shri  B.  N.
 Kavade,  Shri  B.  R.
 Kripalani,  Shrimati  Sucheta
 Krishna,  Shri  M.  R.
 Krishnan,  Shri  G.  Y.
 Keree!,  Shri  B.  N.
 Kushok  Bakuia,  Shri
 Laskar,  Shri  N.  R.
 Mahadeva  Prasad,  Dr.
 Maharaj  Singh,  Shri
 Mahida,  Shri  Narendra  Singh
 Malhotra,  Shri  Inder  J.
 Malimariyappa,  Shri
 Mandal,  Shri  Yamuna  Prasad
 Mane,  Shri  Shankarrao
 Mehta,  Shri  Asoka
 Mehta,  Shri  P.  M.
 Melkote,  Dr.
 Menon,  Shri  Govinda
 Minimata  Agam  Dass  Guru,  Shrimati
 Mirza,  Shri  Bakar  Ali
 Mishra,  Shri  G.  S.
 Mohammed  Ismail,  Shri
 Mohsin,  Shri
 Mrityunjay  Prasad,  Shri
 Mukerjee,  Shrimati  Sharda
 Nahata,  Shri  Amrit
 Naidu,  Shri  Chengalraya
 Nayar,  Dr.  Sushila
 Pahadia,  Shri  Jagannath
 Panigrahi,  Shri  Chintamani
 Parmar,  Shri  Bhaljibhai
 Partap  Singh,  Shri
 Patel,  Shri  Manibhai  J.
 Patel,  Shri  Manubhai
 Patil,  Shri  Anantrao
 Patil,  Shri  0.  A.
 Patil,  Shri  Deorao
 Patil,  Shri  S.  D.
 Radhabai,  Shrimati  B.
 Raghu  Ramaiah,  Shri

 Raj  Deo  Singh,  Shri
 Rajasekharan,  Shri
 Ram  Dhan,  Shri
 Ram  Dhani  Das,  Shri
 Ram  Subhag  Singh,  Dr.
 Ram  Swarup,  Shri
 Ramshekhar  Prasad  Singh,  Shri
 Rao,  Shri  Jaganath
 Rao,  Shri  K.  Narayana
 Rao,  Shri  J.  Ramapathi
 Rao,  Shri  Thirumala
 Raut,  Shri  Bhola
 Reddy,  Shri  P.  Antony
 Reddy,  Shri  R.  D.
 Rohtagi,  Shrimati  Sushila
 Roy,  Shrimati  Uma
 Sadhu  Ram,  Shri
 Saha,  Dr.  S.  K.
 Saigal,  Shri  A.  S.
 Sait,  Shri  Ebrahim  Sulaiman
 Saleem,  Shri  M.  Y.
 Salve,  Shri  N.  K.  P.
 Sangni,  Shri  N.  K.
 Sapre,  Shrimati  Tara
 Sarma,  Shri  A.  T.
 Sayyad,  Ali  Shri
 Sethi,  Shri  P.  C.
 Sethuramae,  Shri  N.
 Shambhu  Nath,  Shri
 Shankaranand,  Shri
 Sheo  Narain,  Shri
 Sheth,  Shri  T.  M.
 Shukla,  Shri  Vidya  Charan
 Siddheshwar  Prasad,  Shri
 Sinha,  Shri  R.  K.
 Sinha  Shrimati  Tarkeshwari
 Sonavane,  Shri
 Sudarsanam,  Shri  M.
 Supakar,  Shri  Sradhakar
 Surendra  Pal  Singh,  Shri
 Sursingh,  Shri
 Suryanarayana  Shri  K.
 Swaran  Singh,  Shri
 Tarodekar,  Shri  Y.  B.
 Tripathi,  Shri  K.  D.
 Tula  Ran,  Shri
 Uikey,  Shri  M.  G.
 Venkatasubbaiah,  Shri  P.
 Verma,  Shri  Prem  Chand
 Yadav  Shri  Chandra  Jeet

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER :  The  result*
 of  the  Division  is  :  Ayes:  78;  Noes:  145-

 The  motion  was  negatived
 “—*The  following  Members  also  wanted  to  record  their  votes:  2 following  Members  also  wanted  to  record  their  votes  :

 AYES:  Sarvashri  J.  B.  Kripalani,
 dharan  and  D.  N.  Deb.

 Nath  Pai,  Mohammad  Ismail,  A.  Sree-

 NOES  \  Sarvashri  M.  A.  Khan,  Ankineedu,  M.  N.  Naghnoor  and  Parthasarathy.


