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 Sales-tax  Bill

 (Shri  Sachindra  Chaudhuri}
 The  only  real  departure  is  in  the  mat-
 ter  of  setting  up  an  appellate  tribunal.
 In  respect  of  that,  we  have  mentioned
 in  the  financial  memorandum  as  to
 what  would  be  the  financial  implica-
 tions  ‘thereof,  though  the  point  made
 by  Shri  Kamath  is  perfectly  correct
 that  the  particular  clauses  in  the  Bill
 which  refer  to  this  have  not  been
 mentioned.  If  it  is  contended  that  be-
 cause  of  this  the  Bill  should  not  be
 introduced  today, I  would  say  that  the
 House  has  got  the  right  to  condone  a
 mere  irregularity  and  not  an  illega-
 lity.
 House  io  condone  that  irregularity
 and  allow  the  Bill  to  be  introduced.  If
 it  is  not  acceptable... .
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 Shri  Maurya  (Aligarh):  Let  ug  hear
 the  “Law  Minister.

 Mr.  Speaker:  The  first  was  that  a
 Bill  involving  expenditure  shall  be
 accompanied  by  a  financial  memoran-
 dum  which  shall  invite  particular  at-
 tention  to  the  clauses  involving  expen-
 diture.  That  has.not  been  done.  My
 difficulty  is  that  there  is  no  discretion
 also  left  with  the  Speaker  so  far  as
 this  provision  is  concerned.  There  is
 a  proviso  that  in  case  the  clauses  in-
 volving  expenditure  are  not  printed
 in  thick  type,  the  Speaker  can  permit
 the  Minister  concerned  to  bring  such
 clauses  to  the  notice  of  the  House.  But
 here  it  is  something  else.  If  the  Law
 Minister  or  others  can  help....  (In-
 terruptions).  Order,  order.  I  do  not
 find  any  escape  out  of  this  rule.

 Shri  Daji  (Indore):  Why  should
 you  be  anxious  for  escape  ?

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  would  request  the
 Minister  to  make  up  the  deficiency
 and  then  bring  forward  the  Bill  to-
 morrow.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:
 you.

 Shri  Tyagi  (Dehra  Dun):  The  officer
 in  charge  in  the  Ministry  must  be
 taken  to  task.  We  are  ashamed  of  it.

 The  Ministur  of  Law  (Shri  G.  s.
 Wathak:  It  is  not  my  Ministry.

 Thank
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 MOTION  RE:  FIFTY-FIFTH  REPORT

 OF  THE  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTS
 COMMITTEE

 Mr,  Speaker:  Shri  Surendranath
 Dwiyedy  hag  to  move  the  motion
 starding  in  his  name.  अ  I  may  be  per
 mitted,  I  may  just  say  a  few  words  im

 beginning  so  far  as  this  is  concern-
 ed.

 This  is  an  extraordinary  step  that
 we  have  taken  because  during  the  last
 sO  many  years  since  independence  we
 have  not  discussed  any  report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee.  This  is
 the  first  time  we  are  discussing  it;  J
 am  talking  of  the  period  since  inde-
 pendence;  in  the  pre-independence
 days,  it  might  have  been  discussed.

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee  (Kanpur):  We
 are  much  more  democratic.

 Mr.  Speaker:  As  I  said,  no  report
 has  been  discussed  since  independence
 My  predecessor  as  well  as  myself  have
 laid  down,  whenever  there  was  anoc-
 casion  for  it,  that  the  report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  |  which
 contains  so  many  matters  should  not
 be  discussed,  but  8  specific  issue  over
 which  there  is  divergence  of  opinion
 between  the  Committee  and  a  Minis-
 ter  can  certainly  be  brought  before
 the  House  and  discussed.  The  House
 has  got  that  authority,  not  that  it  has-
 n't.  The  authority  is  ultimately  with
 the  House  and  it  can  discuss,  but  it
 should  be  confined  to  a  specific  issue,
 because  if  the  reports  are  to  be  dis-
 cussed,  they  contain  so  many  things,
 the  discussion  would  not  be  specific,
 many  members  would  refer  to  differ-
 ent  things  and  there  would  be  rather
 a  confused  discussion  which  might  not
 enable  us  to  come  to  a  definite  deci-
 sion.

 Therefore,  in  the  case  of  the  55th
 Report,  I  have  allowed  qa  discussion
 because  this  i,  pertaining  to  a  specific
 issue  and  not  to  other  things.  That
 arose  out  of  the  50th  Report  of  the
 Committee.  The  55th  Report  relates
 only  to  one  issue  and  not  to  others.
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 Therefore,  I  have  allowed  that  to  be
 discussed.

 The  50th  Report  of  course  contains
 many  other  things  also,  What  we  are
 discussing  is  the  55th  Report.  There-
 fore,  nothing  should  be  brought  from
 the  50th  Report  that  is  not  referred  to
 in  the  report  we  are  going  to  discuss
 (Interruptions}.  Where  the  55th  Re-
 port  makes  a  reference  to  the  50th
 Report,  that  can  be  referred  to  but
 not  other  things  in  the  50th  Report.

 at  ay  लिमये  (मेगेर)  :  उदाहरण  के
 लिये  भी  नहीं  ?
 Shri  Daji  (Indore):  We  can  use  the

 50th  Report  as  we  can  use  any  other
 report  of  the  Committee.

 Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  the  55th  Report
 we  are  discussing.  It  has  made  cer-
 tain  remarks,  observations  and  com-
 ments;  complimentary  or  uncompli-
 mentary,  they  are  there.  The  dis-
 cussion  should  be  confined  to  those
 observations,  accusations  or  com-
 ments  of  the  Committee;  no  new  ac-
 cusations,  fresh  blame  or  other  things
 should  be  brought  into  that.

 Shri  5  M.  Banerjee:  What  is  this?
 Kindly  explain  to  us.

 आ  मधु  लिमये  :  इसका  मतलब  समझ
 भेनहीं  आया  t
 Mr.  Speaker:  The  most  important

 thing  that  I  have  to  bring  to  the notice  of  the  House  is  that  the  PAC
 is  8  House  in  miniature.  Its  deci-
 sions  should  be  respected  and  its  dig-
 nity  enhanced.  There  all  parties
 work  together  in  team-spirit  and  no
 note  of  dissent  is  appended  nor
 allowed.  They  work  in-  the  interest
 of  the  nation  and  of  the  House  on
 behalf  of  the  House.

 Now,  certain  substitute  motions
 have  been  tabled  from  both  sides.  If
 these  motions  and  amendments  are
 allowed,  there  would  be  great  diver-
 gence  of  opinion  and  the  Report  of
 the  Committee  would  be  criticised;
 either  they  would  be  complimenting
 the  Committee  or  criticising  it,  which
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 would  not  be  desirable  for  the  future
 smooth  functioning  of  the  PAC.

 Shri  Raghunath  Singh  (Varanasi):
 Correct.

 Mr,  Speaker:  We  might  take  the
 conclusions  of  the  Committee  ag  they
 are;  the  observations  the  Committee
 have  made  might  be  accepted  on  all
 sides,  and  then  what  consequences
 should  follow  may  be  discussed,  ra-
 ther  than  the  meritg  or  the  reasoning
 of  what  the’  PAC  have  given.

 Shri  Ranga  (Chittoor):  Therefore,
 the  50th  Report  also  comes  in.

 Shri  Nambiar  (Tiruchirapalli):  16
 can  be  upheld,

 Mr.  Speaker:  If  at  this  moment  we
 go  into  those  details,  there  would  be
 divergent  views,  reasoning,  argument
 or  other  things  on  what  the  Com-
 mittee  have  done;  that  would  divide
 the  Members  of  different  parties  in
 the  PAC  in  future  deliberations.
 Therefore,  that  danger  also  must  be
 avoided.

 In  the  end,  I  might  make  an
 appeal,  because  I  have  those  substi-
 tute  motions  and  observations  might
 be  made  as  the  Members  want,  but
 the  substitute  motions  may  not
 kindly  be  moved,  so  that  there  might
 be  no  divergence  of  opinion.  I  would
 expect  all  Members  to  see  to  that
 because  that  would  be  ‘a  very  dan-
 gerous  precedent  if  we  just  now
 allow  these  substitute  motiong  to  be
 moved.

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:  We
 appreciate  not  your  ruling  but
 advice  to  us.

 fully
 your

 Mr,  Speaker:  It  is  no  ruling,  it  is
 for  the  House  to  decide.

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:  I  agree  that
 thig  particular  report,  the  55th

 very Repost  is  being  discussed  in  a
 extraordinary  manner.  Generally  the
 House  never  discusses  these  reports.

 About  the  substitute  motions  1  ०
 5  after  all,  we  have  not  said  anything
 about  the  report  as  such,  we  have
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 @Shri  5.  M.  Banerjee)
 simply  appreciated  their  work.  In
 a  substitute  motion  appreciating  the
 work  of  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  or  its  Chairman.......

 Mr.  Speaker:  If  after  my  request
 and  appeal,  the  House  wants....

 Some  hon,  Member:  No,  no....

 Shri  Raghunath  Singh:  No
 substi- fute  motion,  no  amendment.

 भो मयु  लिमये:  ऐसा  कैसे  हो
 बकता है। है  ।
 Mr,  Speaker:  I  think  it  would  be

 advisiable  for  this  side  also  to  accept
 my  advice.

 Shri  5.  M.  Banerjee:  Kindly  hear
 me.  My  contention  is  only  this.  I
 fully  agree  with  you  that  we  should
 ot  move  any  substitute  motion  com-
 menting  on  the  report  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee,  but  what  are

 .our  substitute  motions?—that  this
 Souse  having  considered  the  revort,
 recommends  to  the  Government  that
 a  commission  should  be  appointed.
 But  the  substitute  motion  of  Shri
 K.  Cc.  Pant  is:

 “This  House  having  considered
 the  55th  Report  of  Public  Accounts
 Committee  notes  with  satisfaction
 Government's  decision  to  appoint
 a  high-level  committee....”

 We  do  not  know.  it  is  anticipatory.
 So,  I  feel-that  we  shall  be  failing  in
 अप  duty  if,  even  after  discussion,  we
 eannot  recommend  to  the  Govern-
 memt  that  a  high  powered  committee should  be  appointed.

 Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  need  to
 take  this  particular  substitute  motion.
 Even  conceding  that  it  may  not »  be
 harmful  today,  if  8  precedent  is  crea-
 ted,  it  would  be  harmful  for  the
 future.  Therefore,  we  have  to  safe-
 guard,  guard  against  those  con-
 tingencies.
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 भी  ममनू  लिमये.  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 इस  प्रस्ताव  के  बारे  में  आपने  अपील  की  है
 और  उस  पर  गम्भीरता  से  विचर  करना
 हमारा  फर्ज  भी  हो  जाता  है  लेकिन  फ्क्
 बात में  आपके  सामने  रखना  चाहत हें  कि
 17  मई  से  इस  रपट  को  लेकर  जो  घटनायें

 इस  सदन  मे  हुई  हैं।  17  मई  को  पहले  सुबह-
 यम  साहब  का  वक्तव्य आया  कि  वह  उस
 समय  इसके  मंत्री  नहीं  थे,  फिर  18  मई  को
 उनका  दूसरा  वक्तव्य आया.  जिसमें...

 भी  त्यागी
 वेह राइन)

 :  नए
 प्वाइंट आफ़  आडर...

 sine  जि  नका  बर
 में  कह  रहा  हूं,  हल्ला  क्यों  कर  रहे  हैं।
 Shri  Raghunath  Singh:  He  is  specks,

 ing  on  merits.
 अध्यक्ष  महोदय: इस  वक्त  मैं  किसी  चीज

 के  लिए  कि  यह  आ  सकेगा  या  नहीं
 भा  सकेगा  कोई  राय  नहीं  दंगा 1  मैंने
 एक  जनरल  अपील  आपके  सामने
 रखी  है  ,  जब  बहस  चलेगी  तब  देखा  जायेगा

 भी  मधु  लिमये  :  मैं  एक  स्पष्टीकरण
 चाहता  हूं  ।

 अध्यक्ष  मोदी  यह-स्पष्टीकरण  की
 बात  नहीं  है  ।

 भी  मघ  लिमये  :  यदि  आपकी  यह
 राय  है  कि  इस  प्रस्ताव  पर  बहस  करना
 हमारी  परम्परा  के  खिलाफ  है  और  उस  पर
 इस  तरह  की  तरमीम  लाना,  संशोधन  लाना,
 यह  भी  अनुचित  होगा  तो  मैं  आपकी  मा रक्त
 प्रधान  मंत्री  जी  और  सदन  केने ताको
 विनती  करूंगा.  कि  पब्लिक  एकाउन्ट्स
 कमेटी  दोबारा  अपनी  राय  देने  के  पश्चात्‌
 और  भ्र  पने  हमारे  प्रिविलेज  मोशन  पर
 जो  अपनी  राय  दी  है,  क्या  उसके  पश्चातृप्रघान
 मंत्री  जी  यह  घोषणा  करने  को  तैयार  है  कि
 औचित्य  का  भंग  हुआ  है।  इतना  तो  कम  से  कब
 कहदें और  मंत्री  महोदय  को  इस्तीफ़ा  देने
 को  कहें  ।  तब  मैं  यह  मानने  के  लिए  तैयार
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 ह  कि  इस  प्रस्ताव  पर-वत्स  न  हं  और
 संशोधन  भी  वापस  लेने  को  तैयार  हं  -  इस
 का  जवाब,  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  जरूर  आना

 चाहिए |

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय  :  नहीं,  इसकी  जरूरत
 नहीं  है  1

 Sbri  K.  ए.  Pant  (Naini  Tal):  As
 you  know,  one  of.  the  substitute
 motions  stands  in  my  name.  I  have
 listened  to  you  with  great  attention
 and  respect.  I  assure  you  that  I  have
 no  desire  to  add  to  your  difficulties  in
 the  rather  delicate  and  difficult  situa-
 tion  to  which  you  have  referred
 yourself.  We  on  this  side  of:  the
 House  fully  share  your  anxiety  to
 uphold  the  prestige  of  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee,  and  I  am  sure  in
 fact  both  sides  of  the  House  are  united
 en  this.

 Since  you  feel  that  no  substitute
 motion  of  any  kind  should  be  moved,
 1  bow  to  your  wisdom  and  hasten  to
 offer  to  withdraw  any  substitute
 motion,  if  other  substitute  motions
 are  also  withdrawn.

 This  is  not  a  question  of  petty
 party  politics.

 Shri  Ranga:  When  you  were  speak-
 img  to  us,  was  he  able  to  prepare  the
 text  already?  Are  we  to  understand
 that  he  has  known  what  you  were  8०
 img  to  say,  and  therefore  he  has  come
 prepared  with  the  reply?  We  do  not
 understand  ,  this.

 Mr.  Speaker:  Never  had  I  any
 idea,  This  is  beside  the  point.

 Shri  K.  ए.  Pant;  May  1  be  allcwed
 to  continue?

 I  appreciate  the  gravity  of  your  re-
 marks  and  the  difficulty  in  which,  the
 House  found  itseli,  and  it  was  in  &
 spirit  of  helpfulness  that  I  was  mak-
 ing  the  suggestion.

 You  were  also  pleased  to  refer  to
 the  scope  of  the  discussion,  and  I
 would  like.  to  assure  you  on  behalf  of.

 SRAVANA  31,  1888  (SAKA)  Fifty-fifth
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 this  side  9  the  House  that  we  shall
 try  to  respect  both  the  spirit  and  the
 letter  of  the  confines  of  the  discussion
 which.  you  have  laid  down  here.
 Thank  you.

 Shri  Harish  Chandra  Mathur  (Ja-
 Jore):  I  want  to  limit  my  ob-
 servations  only  to  one  point,  and  that
 is  about  the  substitute  motions.  I

 -think  he  has  said  that  he  withdraws.
 I  think  the  question  of  withdrawal
 will  come  only  after  the  motion  has
 been  moved  as  a  matter  of  fact.

 An  hon,  Member:  He  has  offered.

 Shri  Harish  Chandra  Mathur:  I
 appreciate  that.  What  I  venture  to
 submit  is  that  this  particular  issue
 cannot  be  considered  on  party  lines
 at  all.

 Your  approach  should  be  as  much
 acceptable  to  the  Opposition  as  to  this
 side.  If  it  is  not  acceptable  to  the
 Opposition,  there  is  no  use  our  saying
 anything  on  this  particular  issue.

 The  Public  Accounts  Committee  is
 regarded  both  by  the  Opposition  as
 well  as  by  this  side  83  a  body  of  this
 House,  representing  this  House,  and  it
 must  be  respected.  We  never  want  to
 create  any  precedents  which  will
 hazard  the  functioning  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee  in  an  indepen-
 dent  manner.  That  is  the  anxiety,  and
 your  observations,  I  am  sure,  came
 only  out  of  that  anxicty,  and  if  that
 anxiety  is  understood,  t  think  the
 Opposition  as  well  as  this  side  will  be
 one  on  this.  This  is  a  point  on  which
 we  have  got  to  be  of  one  mind.

 I  think  these  motions  mean  that  if
 at  this  time  we  say  that  we  approve
 the  action’  of  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee,  it  also  implies  that  some-
 times  we  may  not  approve  of  it.  What
 I  mea?  to  say  is  that  we  should  auto-
 matically  consider,  it  should  be  taken
 for  granted,  that  whatever  has  been
 said  by  the  Public  Accounts  Commii-
 tee  is  not  in  question.  Let  that  thing
 be  understood.
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 Shri  5.  M,  Banerjee:  That  is  very
 clear.  *

 Shri  Harish  Chandra  Mathur:  What-
 ever  observations  are  made  by  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  are  not
 in  question,  and  therefore  let  it  stay
 at  that  high  level.  That  is  exactly
 my  submission.  Let  us  not  say  Wwe
 approve  or  disapprove.  If  we  do  it.
 we  will  be  creating  difficulties  (for
 ourselves,

 What  I  am  anxious  is  that  if  we
 bring  the  Public  Accounts  Committee
 into  controversy  somehow,  that  would
 be  the  most  dangerous  thing,  because
 this  will  also  reflect  and  react  in  a
 very  dangerous  manner...

 stag  सामने  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 यह्  तो  सचिन  नौकरी  को  सुबहाण्यम  लाये
 कंट्रोवर्सी  में  ।

 Shri  Harish  Chandra  Mathur:
 on  the  composition  of  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  next  time.  Then
 there  would  be  an  effort  made  to  see
 that  the  Public  Accounts  Committee
 is  packed  with  such  persons  who  are

 ‘controllable,  that  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  should  also  have  certain
 people  from  the  Opposition  who  would
 be  amenable.

 I  think  we  must  maintain  that  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  is  an  ab-
 solutely  independent  body,  and  noth-
 ing  should  be  done  to  that.  The  Op-
 position  will  lose  nothing  as  a  matter
 of  fact,  Mr.  Pant  was  withdrawing
 his  motion,  and  also  others,  because
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee  is  not
 to  be  brought  into  controversy.  I
 am  not  concerned  with  any  other
 matter  except  that  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  should  not  be  brought  into
 controversy.  Once  we  Say  we  aPp-
 prove,  next  time  we  can  say,  some-
 body  can  say,  we  disapprove.  There-
 fore,  let  us  consider  this;  it  is  no  good
 until  and  unless  it  is  acceptable  to
 the  Members  of  the  Opposition.  I  do
 hope  that  they  have  an  anxiety  to  keep
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee  at  the
 highest  level.  I  think  it  is  only  in
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 that  context  that  we  have  got  to  see
 that  we  do  not  bring  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  into  controversy.

 Shri  ्,  N.  Mukerjee  (Caleutta
 Central):  I  am  befuddled  by  the
 sudden  expression  of  fear  and  anxiety
 that  Members  of  this  House  from
 whichever  side  are  perhaps  likely  to
 reflect  upon  the  PAC.  There  is  not
 remotest  symptom  or  suggestion  in
 that.  direction.  On  the  contrary,  what-
 ever  notices  of  substitute  motions
 were  given  wanted  to  applaud  the
 action  of  the  PAC.  What  I  do  not
 understand  i$  this.  PAC  produce
 reports  which  become  public  docu-
 ments.  Normally  our  practice  is  that
 we  do  not  discuss  them.  But  that
 does  not  mean  to  say  that  we  shall
 never  in  future  discuss  them,  And
 if  we  discuss  them,  God  help  us  if  we
 have  to  disapprove  something  done
 by  a  committee  of  ourselves,  that  sort
 of  thing  is  never  likely  to  happen  as
 far  as  we  can  foresee.  We  have  a
 right  to  discuss  this  matter  certainly
 in  this  Parliament  just  as  it  is  the
 Tight  of  the  public  to  know  the  reports
 presented  by  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee;  it  is  also  something  which
 we  cannot  take  away.  The  reports  of
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee  are
 before  the  public,  public  discussion  is
 going  on  jn  relation  to  certain  obser-
 vations  made  in  the  Public’  Accounts
 Committee  report,  beyond  which  this
 discussion  is  not  going  to  go.  Mem-
 bers  of  Parliament  are  entitled,  I
 submit,  to  express  themselves  and  if
 in  the  process  of  expressing  them-
 selves  they  do  happen  to  say  certain
 things  which  militate  against  the
 party  in  power,  we  should  not  be
 inhibited  from  doing  so  and  it  should
 never  be  misconstrued  as  a  reflection
 upon  the  Public  Accounts  Committee
 which  we  1०506  at  a  non-party  level.
 We  are  absolutely  unanjmous  in  re-
 gard  to  the  position  of  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee.  I  do  not  conceive
 of  any  situation  wherein  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee  or  the  House
 wanted  to  work  in  a  different  way
 than  the  conventions  today  warrant.
 Therefore,  without  the  slightest  sug-
 gestion  of  disrespect  for  the  Public
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 Accounts’  Committee,  this  House  can
 discuss  the  Public  Accounts  Commit-
 fen  report  which  also  is  a  public
 document  communicated  to  the  coun-
 try  about  which  ediiarials  continue
 to  be  written  in  the  newspapers  and
 about  which  this  House  is  going  to
 have  dissussion,  Just  starting  a  kind
 of  scare  about  something  which  might
 or  might  not  be  said  from  one  side  or
 the  other,  we  are  inhibiting  ourselves
 in  a  manner  which  appears  to  be  par-
 ticularly  confounding.  Merely  by
 ‘mentioning  something  we  are  raising
 some  suspicions.  When  we  saw  Mr.
 Pant  reading  out  of  some  typed  script
 or  something  like  that,  naturally  we
 thought  that  the  thing  was  not  quite
 as  simple  as  it  appeared  to  be.  I  am
 Surry  to  say  so;  normally  we  do  not
 have  the  slightest  intention  of  saying
 1५४  (Interruptions.)

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad
 pur):  The  typed  script
 from  that  side;  not  from  this

 (Bhagai-
 is  mostly

 side.

 Shri  H.  N.  Mukerjee:  There  wes
 this  rigmarovle  about  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  being  a  wonderful
 instrument.  We  know  it  is  a  wonder-
 ful  instrument;  we  cherish  the  Public
 Accounts  Committce;  none  of  us  ever
 hinted  a  word  or  a  suggestion  in  re-
 fard  to  the  Public  Accounts  Commit-
 tee  to  bring  it  into  disrepute.  On  the
 contrary  we  have  congratulated  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  for  having
 enabled  the  House  and  the  country  to

 “have:  knowledge  in  regard  to  certain
 goings  on,  If  those  goings  on  are  not
 tc.  be  discussed...  (Interruptions.)

 Mr.  Speaker:  Mr.  Dwivedy  may
 move  his  motion;  I  do  not  allow  any
 further  speeches...  (Interruptions.)

 Shri  Khadilkar  (Khed):  I  want
 to  make  an  observation  as  this  is  8
 matter  of  procedure.  As  you  said,
 rightly,  after  freedom  for  the  first  time
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee  Te
 port  is  being  discussed.  There  is  no
 provision  laid  down  for  discussion.  It
 १५  sof  an  ordinary  motion.  When
 there  is  no  procedure,  we  refer  back
 1  the  British  parliamentary  practice.
 Vhere  when  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
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 mittee  report  is  brought  before  the
 House,  usually  the  motion  is  moved
 by  the  Chairman  and  the  Finance
 Minister  replies  to  the  debate,  Here
 unfortunately,  the  Opposition  Mem-
 bers  had  given  this  motion  and  so
 naturally  there  are  fears...  (Inter-
 ruptions.)  that  a  slant  will  be  given
 to  the  discussion.  What  Prof.  Muker-
 jee  has  said  is  very  good  so  far  as  it
 goes  but  will  the  189  or  relevancy  be
 adhered  to  in  practice?  You  were
 good  enough  to  lay  down:  a  _  very
 healthy  practice  and  procedure  fer
 future  guidance  and  we  should  fol-
 low  that...

 Shri  Ramanathan  Cheltiar  (Karur):
 On  a  point  of  order.

 Mr.  Speaker:  No  point  of  order
 arises  now.

 Shri  Ramanathan  Chettiar:  The
 hon,  Member  is  under  a  misappre-
 hension.  In  the  House  of  Commons
 the  chairman  of  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  is  the  leader  of  the  Oppo-
 sition,  or  a  Member  of  the  Opposition.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  So,  Sir,  it  is  the
 responsibility  of  every  Mcmber  of
 the  House.  The  main  observations
 and  conclusions  are  before  the  House.
 No  partisan  attitude  should  be  brought
 in,  Whatever  observations,  they  must
 be  detached  and  objective.  I  would
 also  appeal  that  the  reply  must  come
 from  the  Finance  Minister  because  it
 would  be  a  healthy  practice.

 Shri  A.  C.  Guha  (Barasat):  Sir,  I
 have  not  been  able  to  follow  clearly
 the  direction  you  have  given  to  this
 House  regarding  the  _  substitute
 motions.  There  are  five  motions.  If
 they  are  introduced  or  moved,  the
 House  would  vote  on  them;  if  one  of
 them  is  to  be  accepted,  the  others
 would  be  rejected  and  so  it  will  be
 creating  a  very  bad  precedent.  The
 decision  of  the  Chair  should  be  that
 there  should  be  no  substantive  or
 substitute  motion;  the  only  motion
 should  be  that  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  Report  should  be  discuss-
 ed.  .That  is  the  procedure  followed
 in  UK.  In  very  special  circumstances,
 we  have  taken  up  thie  discussion.  I
 beg  of  you,  Sir,  not  to  allow  any  sub-
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 (Shri  A.  ०.  Guha}
 stitute  motions  to  be  moved  as  this
 would  mean  voting  and  that  the  House
 would  be  divided  on  the  merits  or
 demerits  of  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  report.  This  would  hamper
 the  working  of  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  and  the  Estimates  Com-
 mittee.

 Dr.  M  5.  Aney  (Nogpur):  You
 have  made  certain  preliminary  re-
 tnarks  and  then  said  that  the  House
 should  decide  whether  the  motions
 should  be  considered  or  not.  I  want
 you  to  ascertain  the  sense  of  the
 House  whether  the  motions  should  be
 «liscussed  or  not  and  at  that  stage,
 you  may  announce  that  there  should
 be  no  substitute  motion  at  all.

 The  Minister  of  Pariiamentary
 Affairs  and  Communications:  (Sbri
 Satya  Narayan  Sinha):  If  I  can  make
 an  appeal  to  you  and  to  the  House
 after  all  that  has  fallen  from  the  lips
 of  my  friends,  I  may  say  this.  In  the
 House  of  Commons,  whenever  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  motion  is
 discussed,  no  substitute  motion  is  al-
 lowed;  that  is  my  information.  In
 this  case,  I  would  appeal  to  you  there-

 ‘fore  either  to  give  a  ruling  straight-
 away  whether  a  substitute  motion
 should  be  allowed;  if  you  are  not  in
 a  position  to  do  so,  we  request  you
 to  leave  it  to  the  House,  because  we
 do  not  want  to  create  a  bad  precedent
 which  may  not:  be  desirable  for  the
 future  of  democracy  in  this  country.

 आओ  साधु  लिमये:  आप  को  रूलिंग के
 बारे  में  सुनना  पड़ेगा  tT  SR

 Shri  Hari  Vishuu  Kamath  (Hosh:n-
 ‘abad):  I  thought  he  wanted  to  be
 helpful  but  the  statement  made  by
 the  Leader  of  the  House  is  certainly
 uot  so.  Now,  Sir,  we  realise  that  the
 advice  given  by  you  to  the  Hdase  is
 motivated  by  the  highest  considera-
 tions  for  upholding  and  promoting  the
 status,  dignity  and  prestige  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  and  you
 rightly  said  it  is  the  House  itself  in
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 miniature.  I  do  hope  that  the  action
 the  House  will  take  today  will  not  in
 imy  case  be  considered  as  a  precedent
 Yor  the  future  and  every  issue,  whe-
 ther  it  is  about  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  or  the  Estimates  Commit-
 tee  or  any  other  Committee,  will  be
 judged  on  its  own  merits.  That  is
 ‘umber  one,

 My  next  point  is  this.  As  a  matter
 of  fact,  we  were  also  impelled  by  the
 same  consideration  when  we  gave
 notice  of  the  substitute  motion—all  of
 us.  1  have  said  in  my  _  substitute
 motion  that  “This  House  places  on
 record  its  appreciation  of  the  service
 rendered  by  the  Committee  in  the
 national  interest,  and  to  maintain  the
 highest  standards  of  integrity  in  ad-
 ministration”.  I  have  suggesteq  in
 that  substitute  motion  that  a  Com-
 mission  of  Inquiry  be  appointed.
 That  is  all  that  I  have  said.  You
 might  perhaps  take  objection  to  the
 latter  part  of  this  motion  But  may
 I  plead  with  you  and  request  you  to
 consider  whether  it  is  not  a  fact  that
 large  numbers  of  people  outside,  the
 public,  have  reason  to  believe  today
 that  the  strong  recommendations
 made  by  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  in  its  50th  Report,  which  will
 not  be  discussed  today,  are  sought  to
 be  ignored  by  the  Government,  by
 the  party  in  power.  Let  us  have  an
 assurance  on  that  point  that  the  Gov-
 ernment  accept  the  recommendations
 made  by  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee,  and  let  the  Government,  ap-
 point  a  high-level  enquiry  body  to
 enquire  into  the  whole.  sordid  deal

 (In-
 terruption).  The  55th  report  does  not
 mention  any  inquiry.  Let  the  Min-
 ister  make  a  statement  that  he  ac-
 cept  the  500  report.  (Interruption).

 Mr,  Speaker:  Order,  order.  I  am
 not  going  to  say  whether  this  substi-
 tute  motion  should  be  allowed  or  not.
 I  will  leave  it  to  the  House;  let  the
 House  decide  what  it  likes  to  do.

 Several  hon.  Members  rose—
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 Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order.  Let
 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy  move  his
 moticn.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Let
 the  Minister  make  a.  statement.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy  (Ken-
 drapara):  When  he  makes  a  state-
 went  on  the  basis  of  the  report.  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee—the  50th
 Report-—we  will  discuss  that  also
 here.  You  cannot  ban  us  from  dis-
 cussing  that  and  you  cannot  say  that
 we  should  rot  refer  to  that.  (Inter-
 ruption).

 Mr,  Speaker:  One  Member  of  the
 party  holds  that  view  and  another
 Member..  (Interruption) .

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  1  never
 said,  let  them  say  1
 (Interruption).

 Shri  Harish  Chandra  Mathur:  There
 scems  to  be  a  misunderstanding.  I
 should  like  to  say  that  in  this  very
 House  on  the  12th,  it  has  been  stated
 in  terms  of  the  requirements  of  the
 50th  report  the  Government  has  al-
 ready  decided  to  appoint  a  Comimit-
 tee.  It  has  been  stated.  It  has  been
 stateq  by  Shri  T.  अ.  Singh  on  the  12th,
 and  further it  was  clarified  by  the
 Speaker.  (Interruption).  Will  you
 permit  me  to  clarify  the  position,
 Sir?  We  do  not  want  to  scuttle  any
 motions  and  procedures.  They  have
 already  promised  an  enquiry.  What
 is  the  type  of  enquiry?  May  I  point
 out  that  in  the  50th  report  they  have
 suggested  that  there  should  be  a  judge.
 that  fhere  shouid  be  a  representative
 of  the  Comptroller  and  Auditor-
 General  and  the  Chairman  of  the
 UPSC.  It  is  all  there.  The  question
 does  not  arise  at  all.

 औ  मत  लिमये:  मेरा  एक  स्यवस्थां
 का  प्रश्न  है  i

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय  :  अब  आप  चलने
 दीजिये  1

 श्री मधु  लिमये:  आपने  जन  कहां
 हैकि...

 immediately.
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 Mr,  Speaker:  Let  him  move  his
 motion  and  we  shall  see  the  point  as
 it  arises.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  I  beg
 to  move:

 “That  the  Fifty-fifth  Report  of
 ‘the  Public  Accounts  Committee  om

 the  statement  made  on  the  18th
 May,  1966,  in  the  House  by  the
 Minister  of  Food,  Agriculture,
 Community  Development  ang  Co-
 operation  relating  to  parg  4.128

 -of  the  Fiftieth  Report  of  the  said
 Committee,  presenteg  to  the
 House  on  the  5th  August,  1966,
 be  taken  into  consideration.”
 Sir,  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  the

 question  about  the  advisability  of  this
 discussion,  but  in  the  beginning,  t
 want  to  make  it  very  clear  that  al-
 though  not  after  Independence  but
 before  Independence,  in  the  year  1944,
 there  was  not  only  a  discussion  of  the
 PAC  report  in  the’  then  Central
 Legislative  Assembly,  ang  an  amend-
 ment  was  also  accepted.

 In  this  motion,  about  this  parti-
 cular  matter,  I  want  to  draw  the
 attention  of  the  House  to  a  pre-
 Independence  massage  given  by  our
 President.  The  President  stated:

 “We  are  not  willing  or  able  to
 take  action  against  anti-social
 elements.  An  honest  and  _  firm
 Government  should  be  _  energetic
 in  the  matter  of  putting  down
 corruption.  It  shoulg  try  to  re-
 move  deceit,  ang  falsehood,  in-
 trigue  and  pusillanimity.”

 If  you  go  into  the  details  connected
 with  subject-matter  of  the  discussion
 today,’  you  will  be  convirced  and
 anybody  in  this  House  will  also  be
 convinceg  that  it  is  nothing  but
 deceit,  falsehood,  intrigue  .and  cor-
 ruption, at  the  highest  level  आत  it
 also  shows  how  anti-social  elements
 in  this  country  have  spread  their
 tentacles  even  over  the  administra-
 tive  apparatus  and  how,  with  the
 active  help,  assistance  and  collabora-
 tion  of  Ministers,  ‘Secretaries  and
 efficers,  they  are  changing  the  policy
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 [Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy]
 of  this  Government  according  to  their
 convenience.  When  I  say  this  and
 while  qiscussing  this  motion,  I  also
 agree  with  you  and  other  friends  that
 we  are  pot  discussing  this  to  malign
 anybody;  i,  is  not  an  indictment
 against  the  Government.  This  js  be-
 ing  discussed  for  upholding  the  very
 right  of  this.  Parliament.

 PA.  Cis

 What  has  been  the  Government’s
 attitude  to  the  PAC  reports?  It  is
 very  well  known  to  you  that  there
 are  several  reports,  pointing  out
 lapses  ang  irregularities  on  a  number
 of  occasions,  but  the  Government  ha3
 not  taken  any  serious  notice  of  them.
 I  think  that  when  we  are  discussing
 this,  I  must  repeat,  as  you  have
 tightly  said,  that  the  PAC  after  all
 is  a  miniature  Parliament  ang  33
 decision  should  be  binding  on  the
 Government  because  it  is  a  decision
 of  the  House.  To  go  or  not  to  accept
 its  decision  is  flouting  the  decision  of
 the  House  itself.

 You  know’  very  well  how  in  the
 1950s,  there  was  the  Jeep  scandal
 story  and  how  many  times  the  PAC
 came  out  with  jts  report  in  which
 Shri  T.  N.  Singh  played  a  very  active
 part.  Ultimately,  what  happened?  The
 Government  closeg  the  matter.  They
 anhounceg  on  30th  September,  1955
 that  the  matter  is  closed.  The  princi-
 pal  person  concerned  was  a  shielded
 and  he  was  appointed  as  Minister  on
 3rd  February,  1956.  He  had  to  89
 for  other  reasong  later,  but  this
 person  was  shielded  from  the  very
 beginning.  This  was  in  1956,  and
 now  after  10  years  we  are  discussing
 an  affair  which.  according  to  me,  is
 a  sordiq  deal.  If  one  has  the  time  to
 scrutinise  and  see  the  entire  thing,
 one  woulg.find  that  the  Sirajuddin
 affair  or  the  Mundhra  affair  .pgles  in-
 to  insignificance.  Given  time  1  shall
 be  able  to  prove  ang  show  to  this
 House  how  through  the  patronage  of
 some  dishonest  political  leaders,  not
 only  Aminchand  Pyarelal  group  of
 firms  have  amassed  vast  wealth  and
 property  but  huridreds  and  crores  of
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 Government  money  98४  been
 squandered  ang  looted.  It  is  nothing
 but  daylight,  legalised,  robbery  of
 public  money  and  property.

 I  am.  net  going  into  the  other  de-"
 tails,  but  one  matter  is  already  in  the
 news;  the  question  of  appointment  of
 an  inquiry,  etc.  In  this  connection,
 I  would  like  to  know  whether  this
 enquiry  will  also  include  the  conduct
 of  the  Minister  of  Foog  anq  Agri-
 culture  wha  is  involved  in  the  50th
 report  as  well.  But  so  far  as  I  am
 coricerned,  I  feel  that  the  report  of
 the  PAC  so  far  as  this  particular
 Minister  is  concerned,  is:  full  and
 complete.  Whatever  he  has  to  say
 in  defence  he  has  placed  before  the
 PAC  ang  before  the  House,  and  the
 PAC  has  taken  a  very  unusual  step
 of  hearing  him  also.  The  PAC  has
 come  out  with  its  report.  It  has  not
 believed  his  story.  The  PAC  has  not
 accepted  his  arguments  ang  the  PAC
 has  said.  that  they  will  not:  modify
 their  earlier  pecommendation.

 Now,  I  would  like  this  Government to  tell  us,  why  this  double  standard,
 if  a  Central  Minister  is  involved  in
 this  affair?  You  know  very  well
 that  once  there  was  a  definite  allega-
 tion,  and  the  Auditor-General  came-
 out  with  the  Audit  Report,  that  two
 Ministers—the  Chief  Minister  of
 Orissa  and  another—  have  made  a
 trade  of  Rs.  2  crores.  It  was  Pandit
 Jawaharlal  Nehru  who  said  that  this
 wil]  go  to  the  PAC  and  the  PAC  is
 a  supreme  body.

 Shri  Tyagi:  How  is  this  relevant
 here?  (Interruption).

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  Un-
 necessary  interruptions  shoulq  not  be
 made,

 Mr,  Speaker:
 Shri  M.  L.  Dwivedi  (Hamirpur):

 Only  relevant  matters  should  be  dis-
 cussed  now.

 Order,  order.

 Mr,  Speaker:  I  would  request  hon.
 members  to  confine  themselves  today
 to  those  things  that  are  here.  But
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 the  other  side  also  should  not  object,
 because  in  regard  to  those  things  that
 lave  already  been  brought  0०  the
 floor  of  the  House  and  are  on  record
 how  can  1  shut  them  out?

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad:  On  a  point
 of  order.  Sir.  You  have  said  in  the
 beginning  of  the  debate  that  only
 whatever  is  mentioned  in  the  55th
 report  will  be  referred  to  and  no
 further  allegations  will  be  made.  That
 is  on  record.  (Interruptions).

 श्री  मोर्य  (अलीगढ़)  :  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 सीमाजी  और  भदेसर  का  क्य  होग  ?

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad:  1  want
 to  be  heard.  If  they  go  not  went  to
 hear  me,  प  will  not  hear  them.  (In-
 terruptions).  If  I  am  not  allowed  to
 speak,  Mr.  Dwivedy  also  will  not  be
 allowed  to  speak.

 भी  मौर्य  :  व्यक्  महोदय,  माननीय
 सदस्य  ने  यह  क्या  कहा  है  ?  (Interruptions)

 Mr.  Speaker:  One  member  at  a
 time.  When  he  is  speaking,  others
 should  hear  him.  That  is  all  that  has
 been  said.

 Shri  Tridiy  Kumar-  Chaudhuri
 (Berhampur)  :  Mr.  Azad  has  said

 “that  Shri  Dwivedy  will  not  be  allow-
 eq  to  speak......

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad:  If  I  am  not
 allowed  to  speak.

 Shri  Tridib  Kumar  Chaudhuri:  15
 he  the  arbiter  of  the  House  to  decide
 that?  (Interruptions).

 आ  रामेश्वरॉनन्द  (करनाल)
 इसमे  आपत्ति  करने  की  अया  आत  है  ?  जो
 चोरी  करते  हैं,  उन  सको  बालकल  नंगा
 किया  जाएगा  ।  (Interruptions).

 Mr.  Speaker:  Everyone  shall  sit
 down.  Swamijj  also  should  sit  down.

 स्वामी  जी  भी  बैठ  अर्से  1
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 आओ  रामेष्वरानन्द  :  वह  क्यों  चिल्लाते

 हैं?
 और  भागवत  झा  आजाद:  तुम  क्यों

 चिल्लाते  हो  ?  *  *

 ओ  रामेश्वर  नस्ल  :  (Interruption)
 Mr,  Speaker:  I  would  not  allow

 such  language  to  be  used  here.  Those
 members  are  not  fit  to  remain  here
 who  use  such  language.  The  Housé
 should  take  special]  notice  that  the
 level  is  deteriorating  every  day.  Cer-

 ,tain  things  have  been  said.  Members
 degrade  themselves  and  degrade  the
 House  as  well.  Suck  members  are
 not  fit  to  remain  as  members  of  the
 House,  who  use  such  language.

 Shri  J,  छ.  Kripalani  (Amroha):
 May  I  submit  to  both  sides  that  they
 might  be  hearg  patiently  gnd  there
 shoulg  be  po  interference  except  by
 you  in  the  speech  of  any  member?

 sit  Go  ato  तिवारी  (बगहा)
 आन  ए  पाइंट  आफ  आर्डर, जर  t  स्वामी जी
 ने  जो  **

 वर्ड  कहा  है  क्यां  वह  रिकार्ड
 पर  रहेगा  ?  उस  को  एक्स पंज  कर  दिया
 जाये  ny
 Mr.  Speaker:  I  20  not  hearing

 ‘any  points  of  order.  There  are  no
 points  of  order;  they  are  only  obst-
 ructing  the  proceedings.  (Interrup-
 tions).

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad:  If  he  has
 useq  the  word  **  I  go  not  raise  it  as
 a  point  of  order.  Let  it  be  on  the
 recorg  and  let  the  country  know  what
 type  of  members  are  there.

 at  मौ  यह  भी  रिया  पर  गाहे  कि
 भाननीय  सदस्य  ने  कहा  है**  हम  ने  सुना  है
 हन  आनकश्रीथ  कने  के  लिये  तेयार  हँ  कि
 उन्होंने  ये  शब्द  वह  हैं  स्यामी  जी  के  अऋषगनव्द
 कने  से  महने,  स्वामी  जी  के  ऐसे  होने  से
 पहले,  माननीय  सदस्य  ने  पका  हैं  La

 **Expunged  as  ordered  by  the  Chair  vide  col.  6995.
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 [भी  मौर्य]
 में  आन  सोच  कह  मकता  हं  ।  जो  मैम्बर्स
 नज़दीक  बैठे  हुए  हैं,  आप  उन  से  पूछ  लीजिए  |
 मैं  ने  सुनाते।

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Abad:  He  is
 absolutely  wrong.
 cannot  say  this  word.

 आओ  प्रकाश वीर  शास्त्री  (बिजनौर)  :
 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  जो  स्टेनोग्राफर  यहां  पर
 लिख  रहे  हैं,  आप  उन  के  रिकार्ड  को  देख
 सीजिए  कि  उन्होंने  श्री  भागवत  झा  श्रीपाद  के
 ये  शब्द  नोट  किए  हैं  *  *  और
 तब  स्वामी  जी  ने  ये  शब्द  कहे  हैं  ।

 Shri  Bhagwat Jha  Azad:  If  it  is  on
 record  that  I  have  said**  I  am  not  fit
 to  be  here,  I  have  not  said  it.  I  can
 never  say  it.  (Interruptions).

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय  :  अगर  यह  कहा  गया
 है,  तो  यह  दोनों  तरफ  से  नाज़ेबा  और  नामक-
 नासिर  है।  मैं  रिकार्ड को  देखूंगा।  अगर ये
 शब्द  हुए  ,  तो  मैं  दोनों  को  निकाल  दंगा  r

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad:  My  point
 of  order  is....

 att  ag  सिमटे  माननीय  सदस्य  का
 पायंट  आफ़  आमेर  क्या  है?  वह  किस  बात
 को  लेकर  बोल  रहे  हैं  ?

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad:  Mr.  Limaye
 has  stood  up  hundreds  of  times  on
 points  of  order  and  you  have  over-
 ruled  him  always.  He  should  not
 grudge  if  once  I  stand  up.  (  att  we
 लिमये  :  जैन  केवल  .  पुछा

 दै  1)  In  the  beginning  you  have
 said  that  ;his  House  is  discussing,  the
 55th  report  and  no  further  #  ०89०5

 «should  be  .added  to  what  has
 mentioned  in  the  report.  Now  Mr.
 Dwivedy  hag  said  that  it  is  g  fraud
 and  so  many  other  words  that  I  can-

 I  never  said  it.  I-

 deen.
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 not  remember.  You  can  see  the  re-
 cord.  Are  these  words  and  _allega-
 tions  mentioned  in  the  55th  report?
 Why  are  these  personal  allegations
 made  when  there  is  no  mention  about
 them  in  the  reports?  Is  he  not  going
 beyond  that?

 Mr.  Speaker:  So  far  as  the  point
 of  order  is  concerned,  I  do  not  think
 I  need  interfere  at  this  moment.  be-
 cause  in  regard  to  the  words  he  has
 used,  he  draws  those  conclusions  from
 the  observations  that  have  been  made.

 The  Prime  Minister  and  Minister
 of  Atomic  Energy  (Shrimati  Indim
 Gandhi):  No....

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  said,  he  is  drawing
 those  inferences.  1  did  not  say  that
 the  PAC  has  used  those  words  or
 drawn  those  inferences.  The  PAC  has
 made  certain  observations  and  he
 draws  those  inferences.  I  would  ap-
 peal  to  the  member  who  is  on  his  legs
 that  he  should  not  go  beyond  the
 scope  of  the  discussion,  ag  I  have  al-
 ready  held.

 Shri  A.  C.  Guha:  There  is  a  dan-
 ger.  If  he  can  draw  those  conclusions,
 other  members  can  draw  other  con-
 clusions  also  that  would  mean  divid-
 ing  the  House  on  the  P.AC,  report.
 My  objection  is  not  on  the  contents  of
 the  motion  but  on  principle.  (Inter-
 ruptions).

 Shri  Satya  Narayan  Sinha:  If  you
 permit  me,  Sir,  Mr.  Kamath  also  had
 made  some  reference  about  this  en-
 quiry  and  my  friend  who  has  just....

 shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  Is  he’
 intervening  or  what?*

 Mr.  Speaker:  At  this  stage,  the
 Leader  of  the  House  wants  to  say
 something  about  what  is  happening..

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  In  the
 middle  of  my  speech,  he  cannot  say
 anything.  After  I  finish,  he  might
 say.  How  can  this  be  allowed,  unless
 it  is  a  point  of  order?

 **Expunged  as  ordered  by  the  Chair  See  also  col.  6994.
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 Mr.  Speaker:  Then  he  might  con-
 tinue.  He  would  kindly  corifine  him-
 self  to  the  issues  that  are  involved.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:
 entirely  relevant  to  the  issues.

 १  am

 Mr.  Speaker:  Please  do  not  go  out
 of  the  issues  involved.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  I  do
 not  go  out.  We  must  give  the  highest
 regard  to  the  recommendations  of  the
 PAC.  Once  we  adopt  this  principle,  _ whatever  may  be  the  recommenda-
 tions  anywhere  else,  if  the  PAC  has
 finally  taken  aq  decision,  that  will  be
 binding.  In  this  matter,  the  PAC  has
 made  some  recommendations  about  a
 particular  Minister,  which  we  are  now
 discussing.  Since  the  PAC’s  decision
 is  of  such  importance,  we  must  have
 the  same  standard  applicable  in  all
 eases,  Therefore,  after  the  PAC  has
 given  its  55th  report,  there  is  no  rea-
 son  to  refcr  it  to  any  other  body.  The
 only  thing  o  am  concerned  with  it,  it
 must  be  accepted  and  the  recommen-
 dations  must  be  implemented.

 After  reading  the  PAC  report,  I
 have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the
 particular  Minister  has  shown  utter
 irresponsibility  and  indiscretion  and
 has  made  an  attempt  to  evade,  con-
 fuse  and  mislead.  It  is  very  clear.  I
 will  not  go  further.

 I  will  only  quote  what  you  had  to
 eay  while  rejecting  the  privilege
 motion:

 “The  whole  affair,  of  course  is
 an  unfortunate  episode.  That  I
 must  admit  in  the  very  beginn-
 ing.  There  have  been  errors  com-
 mitted.  Lapses  have  occurred  and
 30  much  of  confusion  is  there  that
 one  regrets  all  that  has  happened.
 But  I  have  not  to  decide  whether
 the  Minister  should  resign.  That
 is  for  the  Minister  to  decide  or
 for  the  Prime  Minister.”

 Mr.  Speaker:  There  was  a  demand
 in  the  notice  that  the  Minister  should
 resign.
 1440(ai)  LS—7
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 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  He
 has  tried  to  confuse  the  House  very
 much,  as  corroborated  by  what  you
 have  said.  After  this  preliminary  re-
 mark,  any  self-respecting  person
 would  have  resigned  and  the  Govern-
 ment  should  not  have  tolerated  him
 even  for  a  moment.

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  was  only  referring
 to  the  notice  that  had  been  given  and
 the  demand  made  in“that  notice.

 भी  ra  fart:  जो  रिकार्ड  पर  है,
 माननीय  सदस्य  उसी  का  उल्लेख  कर  रहे
 हैं।  फिर  एतराज क्यों  ;

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय:  मैं  नहीं  कर  रहा  हूं।
 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  आ,

 let  me  go  on.  It  is  being  argued  that
 there  is  no  pecuniary  benefit,  there
 is  no  mala  fide  intention,  after  all  it
 is  an  error  of  judgment.  J]  want  to
 point  out  to  you,  Sir,  and  to  the
 House,  even  if  there  is  no  mala  fide
 intention,  even  if  it  is  an  error  of
 judgment  on  the  part  of  the  Minis-
 ter,  it  is  a  case  of  irresponsibility,  it
 is  a  mistake  of  a  high  order.  He
 cannot  afford  to  be  irresponsible  as
 any  other  citizen.  1  will  quote,
 Justice  Chagla,  not  Minister  Chagla,
 as  he  was  then:

 “If  the  transaction  is  improper
 and  unjustified,  the  constitutional
 responsibility  is  that  of  the
 Minister.”

 He  further  says  emphatically:
 “The  Minister  must  take  full

 responsibility  for  the  acts  of  his
 subordinates.  He  cannot  be  per-
 mitted  to  say  that  his  subordinates
 did  not  reflect  his  policy  or  acted
 cor®rary  to  his  wishes  and  direc-
 tions.”

 In  this  case,  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee,  after  hearing  Shri  Sub-
 ramaniam,  has  neither  said  that  this
 is  proper  nor  justifiable.
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 {Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy.]
 Another  argument  that  is  advan-

 ced  is,  after  all,  can  a  Minister  not  use
 his  discretion?  It  is  argued  that  he
 has  done  it  in  his  direction.  It  15
 asked,  can  he  not  modify  the  order
 in  his  discretion?  I  accept  that  a
 Minister  can  modify  an  order,  and  he
 has  done  it  on  his  ministerial  discre-
 tion.  But  any  modification  of  such
 an  oredr  must  be  acceptable  to  fair-
 minded  people  as  just  and  _  proper.
 1  is  not  only  that  justice  must  be
 done,  as  Justice  Das  put  it  in  the  Das
 Commission  Report,  but  justice  must
 appear  to  have  been  done.  1  this
 case,  I  feel  it  is  a  blunder,  it  is  an
 indiscretion,  it  is  a  case  of  discretion
 used  wrongly,  and  the  Minister  con-
 cerned  has  no  business  to  continue  in
 his  office.

 I  will  quote  one  instance—I  do
 not  want  to  go  into  the  details.  My
 hon.  friends  may  remember  the  case
 of  Mr.  John  Belcher,  a  junior  minis-
 ter  in  the  British  Cabinet  when  Mr.
 Atlee  was  the  Prime  Minister  in
 1948.  He  was  having  a  junior  post
 in  the  Boarg  of  Trade.  Because  vf
 his  association  with  unsocial  elements
 he  had  to  pay  the  price.  His  wife
 got  q  sewing  machine  from  a  concern
 which  was  connected  with  the  Board
 of  Trade.  Minutes  after  the  allega-
 tion  was  made  in  the  Press,  the
 whole  machinery  of  the  British  Gov-
 ernment  went  into  action,  tribunals
 were  appointed  and  the  Minister  im-
 mediately  resigned  although  there
 was  no  report  of  the  Tribuna]  that
 he  was  in  any  way  concerned  with
 that  firm  or  anything  wrong  was  done.
 We  must  have  some  precedent,  some
 tradition  in  this  country.

 The  Minister  says  “I  have  qa  clear
 conscience,  I  am  not  going  to  resign”.
 Probably,  that  day,  when  he  eigned
 this  order,  his  conscience  had  clear-
 ed  out  and  no  conscience  was  left  in
 him.  as  I  shall  presently  point  out.
 Why  did  the  Minister,  if  bis  con-
 Science  was  So  clear,  take  so  much  of
 the  time  of  the  House,  waste  so  much
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 time  of  the  House,  on  the  17th  and
 81500  the  18th.  when  he  made  his
 statement?  He  could  9४  very
 clearly  stated  the  entire  position.  Why
 did  we  again  refer it  back  to  the  Pub-
 lic  Accounts  Committee  ang  put  them
 in  an  embarrassing  position?  So  far
 as  the  Minister  is  concerned,  the
 Minister  has  not  told  the  truth.  He
 has  admitted  it  earlier.  In  his  evi-
 dence—I  do  not  know  whether  I  have
 the  time  to  go  into  all  this,  but  it
 wil}  not  be  denied  because  it  is  here

 “In  the  evidence—he  has  stated  when
 he  passed  the  order  he  did  not  know
 about  this  firm,  whereas  there  is  a
 statement  in  which  he  says  that  he
 know  about  this  firm  when  he  passed
 this  order  in  1962.  There  were  many
 things  known  about  this  firm  and  even
 in  this  House  it  had  been  raised  seve-
 ral  times.  Even  in  the  Eleventh  and
 Twenty-Fourth  Reports  of  the.  Public
 Accounts  Committee,  they  have  come
 out  with  strictures  against  this  parti-
 cular  firm  and  what  the  Iron  and  Steel
 Controller  and  the  Ministry  concerned
 have  done.  In  this  House,  in  1958,
 we  discussed  the  report  of  the  Esti-
 mates  Committee,  showing  how  the
 Hindustan  Steel  Limited,  the  Iron
 and  Steel  Controller  ang  the  Govern-
 ment  are  involved  in  these  affairs,
 how  these  shady  transactions  are

 things  were
 known.

 In  his  evidence,’  when  he  was  asked
 when  Mr.  Jit  Paul  went  to  him  whe-
 ther  there  was  any  other  person,  his
 answer  was:  “I  do  not  remember”.
 When  he  was  asked:  “Was  jt  your
 first  meeting?”  he  replied:  “Yes.  1
 think  so”.  These  are  his  words.  I
 am  quoting  from  the  evidence.  If
 thai  is  so,  why  was  he  hiding  the
 facts.  If  he  had  mentioned  this  in
 the  House,  then.the  entire  truth
 would  have  come.  out.  The  fact,  re-
 mains,  that  that  was  not  the  first
 time  when  Mr.  Jit  Paul  met  him.  He
 frag  met  him  three  or  four  times
 before.  I  maintain  that  he  had  met
 him  three  or  four  times  regarding
 these  matters  of  import  and  export  of
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 iron  and  steel.  Here_  is  a  letter—if
 you  will  permit  me,  I  ‘shall  place  it
 on  the  Table  of  the.  House—written
 by  Shri  Jit  Paul.  This  is  from  18,
 Alipore  Road,  Calcutta,  27,  gated  25th
 January,  1963.  It  says:

 “Dear  Shri  Subramaniam  ji,

 I  take  this  opportunity  to
 express  my  gratitude  to  you  for
 very  kindly  sparing  your  time...”
 Mr,  Speaker:  Is  it  the  original  or  a

 copy?
 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  It  is

 a  copy.  I  certify  it  to  be  a  true  copy
 of  the  original.  It  says:

 “I  take  this  opportunity  to  ex-
 Press  my  gratitude.to  you  for
 very.  kindly  sparing  your  time
 and  granting  me  a  second  jnter-
 view  on  Monday......  *  Interrup-
 tions).
 Let  it  be  genied.  This  is  a  copy.

 I  cannot  get  the  original.  1  wil)  cer-
 tify  it  to  be  authentic.

 Mr.  Speaker:  He  will  have  to  cer-
 tify,  according  to  my  earlier  deci-
 sion,  that  he  has  seen  the  original
 himself  and  certify  that  it  is  g  copy
 of  that  original  that  he  has  seen.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  1  j!1
 certify  that  ang  place  it  on  the  Table
 of  the  House.

 [Placed  in  Library,
 6896/66]

 Shri  Tyagi:  Be  sure  that  it  is  8  tue
 copy  of  the  original.

 See  No.  LT-

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  Shri
 Tyagi  must  know  that  I  have  not  said
 a  word  in  this  House  which  is  not
 corroborateq  by  facts  later  on.  What
 I  am  saying  is  this.  This  letter  is
 dated  25th  January,  1963  wherein

 _he  says:
 *  take  this  opportunity  to  ex-

 Press  my  gratitude  to  you  for
 very  kindly  sparing  your  time
 ang  granting  me  a  second.  in-
 terview  on  Monday,  the  315
 December,  1962,  to  explain  our
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 Position  in  the  matter  of  our
 claim  against  Messrs.  Hindustan
 Steel  Limited  vis-a-vis........  Jit
 Paul”.

 Therefore,  he  has  met  him  several
 times.  He  knew  about  this  all  this
 time.  The  Minister  has  devoted  more
 than  a  page  in  his  evidence  to  say:

 “After  all,  I  grant  interview  to
 anybody  who  comes  to  me.  When-
 ever  one  comes  to  me,  how  can
 I  refuse  an  interview?”

 1  have  here  telegrams  ang  letters  to
 show  how  a  retired  IPS  gentleman
 working  in  the  Hindustan  Steel,  who
 wanted  to  see  him  during  this  period,
 was  sending  telegrams  after  tele-
 grams  seeking  an  interview  with  him
 and  till  1964  he  was  not  given  time
 to  meet  him.  But  this  particular
 gentleman,  Jit  Pau]  comes  up  sudden-
 ly  and  over-night  he  has  been  granted
 an  interview,  overnight  the  order  was
 changed  and  all  that  happened.
 Therefore,  it  raises  suspicion  in  the
 mind  of  everybody.

 Now,  I  will  proceed  further.  The
 Minister  himself  has  admitted  in  his
 evidence  that  repeated  letters,  at
 least  twice,  were  sent  by  the  Iron
 and  Steel  Controller.  They  did  not
 carry  out  his  orders  of  28th  June,
 1963  and  the  Iron  ang  Stee}  Control-
 ler  sent  repeated  enquiries.  In  the
 same  context,  when  he  was  cross-
 examined  by  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  he  himself  185  gaid:
 “Even  now  I  could  not  say  that  it  19
 free  from  suspicion”.  This  js  when _ he  wanted  to  amend  the  orders.  He
 says:  “it  is  not  free  from  suspicion”.
 The  question  arises,  jf  he  hag  sus-
 pected  this,  if  suspicion  arose  in  his
 mind,  did  he  enquire  about  it  before
 ne  passed  the  orders?  Dig  it  arise
 in  his  mind  that  since  the  matter  was
 of  a  suspicioug  nature,  he  should
 hol®  an  enquiry?  Did  he  holg  an
 enquiry  into  this  matter?  Did  he
 suspend  the  two  officers  involveg  in
 this?  Who  were  the  Steel  Controi-
 ‘ters?  They  were  Shri  Bam  and  Shri
 Banerjee,  whose  letters  are  there  in
 this  Public  Accounts  Committee's
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 (Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy.]
 Report.  They  hand,  in-glove
 with  this  firm.

 were

 About  the  Iron  and  Steel  Control-
 Jer’s  Office  this  is  what  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee  has  said:

 “It  seems  that  the  parties  took
 the  office  of  the  Iron  and  Steel
 Controller  for  granteg  to  issue
 them  any  licence  whenevey  they
 required  etc.  etc.”

 Knowing  fully  well  and  these  things,
 what  was  the  Minister  doing?  The
 Minister  has  said.

 “t  knew  something  about  this
 firm,  and  therefore  my  general
 attempt  was  to  see  that  some
 discipline  was  restored  in  the
 iron  ang  steel  trade.”

 I  do  not  want'to  go  jnto  those  things.
 Again,  tre  admits  in  the  course  of  his
 evidence  that  there  was  a  file  in  the
 Ministry  concerning  Messrs.  Amin-
 chand  Pyarelal.  After  knowing  this,
 how  could  he  pass  this  order?  There-
 fore,  what  can  he  say?  So,  he  says
 that  it  was  just  to  give  a  chance  to
 somebody,  there  was  no  consideration.

 14  hrs,
 I  will  again  quote  Justice  Chagla.

 1  am  making  a  distinction  between
 Justice  Chagla  and  Minister  Chagla.
 Justice  Chagla  said  in  the  Mundhra
 affairs:

 “there  was  some  driving  force
 behind  this  drama  and  the  Minis-
 ter  says  that  he  did  not  supply
 that  force.”

 What  was  the  griving  force  which
 arove  the  Food  Minister  to  pass  an
 order  within  48  hours,  which  is
 quite  unusual?  I,  therefore,  ask-him
 to  clarify  whether  before  passing  this
 order  there  was  any  telephone  talk
 by  him  with  any  other  Minister  about
 this  particular  firm.  Since  this  firm
 is  in  Jullundur  and  his  predecessor
 was  from  Jullundur...
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 Shri  D.  C.  Sharma  (Gurdaspur):
 Sir,  he  is  bringing  in  other  Ministers.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:
 did  he  talk  to  him  to  know  the  ante-
 cedents,  the  past  antecedents  of  this
 firm  before  revising  his  order?  That
 woulq  be  the  proper  thing  6  do.
 Probably,  Shri  Subramaniam  has  done
 that  with  honest  intentions.  I  would
 like  to  know  from  him  whether  bet-
 ween  these  dates—and  these  dates
 are  very  important—28th  June  and
 22nq  July,  specially  between  19th
 July  and  22nd  July,  he  recollects
 having  hag  any  telephone  talk  with
 Shri  Swaran  Singh,  his  predecessor,
 ang  whether  this  interview  was  ar
 ranged  through  Shri  Swaran  Singh.

 Shri  D.  ए.  Sharma:*  Sir,  the  name
 of  another  Minister  is  brought  in.

 Mr.  Speaker:  So  far  as  |  have  bec:
 able  to  understand,  the  reference  to
 Shri  Swaran  Singh  has  not  been  in  &
 critical  sense  so  far.  He  was  simply
 saying  that  since  Shri  Swaran  Singh
 came  from  Jullundur,  where  the  firm
 was  situated,  whether  any  enquiries
 were  made  of  him.

 Shri  9.  ए.  Sharma:  What  does  it
 matter  jf  he  belongs  to  Jullundur.
 There  are  many  others  who  belong  t0
 Jullundur.

 Mr.  Speaker:  He  is  only  saying
 that  the  Minister  coulg  have  enquir-
 ed  from  his  predecessor  whether  he
 knew  this  firm  and  what  sort  of  firm
 it  was.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy.  To
 allay  the  suspicions  of  Professor
 Sharma  I  would  further  say  that  Shri
 Swaran  Singh  comes  from  Jullundur;
 this  firm  is  also  from  Jullundur.
 Since  1952  the  reputation,  influence,
 name  and  fame  of  these  two,  Shri
 Swaran  Singh  and  this  particular
 firm,  attained  not  only  country-wide
 but  international  fame  as  well,  and
 there  must  be  reasons  behing  it.  It

 _Must  be  known  as  to  how  it  has  hap-
 pened.
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 Sbri  0.  ए.  Sharma:  The  hon.  Mem-
 ber  is  over-stepping  his  limits.

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  also  feel  that  the
 hon.  Member  is.  over-stepping  his
 limits.  I  would  not  allow  the  names
 of  other  Ministers  to  be  brought  in.
 This  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  dis-
 cussion.  I  would  not.  allow  that.
 Now,  impliedly  he  is  saying  that  Shri
 Swaran  Singh  has  a  hand  in  it.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  If  any-
 body  challenges,  I  can  prove  it.

 Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  would  not  allow
 anything  to  be  brought  in  here  which
 implicates  Shri  Swaran  Singh.

 Shri  D.  C.  Sharma;  What  does  he
 mean  by  Shri  Swaran  Singh’s  name
 and  fame?

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  too  agree  with  Shri
 Sharma  that  the  hon.  Member  has
 over-stepped  his  limits.  This  name
 should  not  be  brought  in.

 Shri’  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  Shri
 Subramaniam  has  stated  in  his  state-
 ment  that  all  this  happened  in  bet-
 ween  1957  and  1960  and  that  he  came.
 in  April  1962.  Now,  when  he  passed
 this  order,  may  I  enquire  of  him  whe-
 ther  it  occurred  to  him  to  enquire
 whether  within  these  years,  1957—1960,
 out  of  court,  out  of  all  limitations,
 two  licences  or  permits,  one  for  Rs.  23
 crores  for  stainless  steel  and  another
 for  Rs.  1°10  crores  were  issued  to
 Messrs.  Aminchand  Pyarelal  and
 Messrs.  Ramkrishen  Kulwant  Rai?
 Ordinarily  when  permits  are  given  by
 the  Iron  and  Steel  Controller  the  re-
 port  is  not  sent  to  the  Ministry.  All
 and  sundry  need  not  go  to  the  Ministry.
 But  these  parties  were  getting  so
 much  by  the  grant  of  these  licences,
 especially  for  stainless  stcel  which
 ‘was  so  scarce  and  on  which  one  could
 made  crores  of  rupees  is  it  not  a
 fact  that  the  Iron  and  Steel  Con-
 troller  sent  this  file  to  the  Minister
 saying  “I  am  sending  the  file,  as  the
 Minister  desires”  and  the  Private
 Secretary  wrote  in  the  file  “The
 Minister  has  seen;  thank  you”?  Was.
 it  there  or  not,  I  would  like  to  know.
 Did  it  occur  to  him  that  when  such
 commitments  were  there,  not  during
 his  tenure  but  during  the  tenure  of
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 his  predecessor,  he  should  take  steps
 to  find  out  the  position?

 Shri  D.  C.  Sharma:  So  what?
 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:

 are  you  so  touchy?
 Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Member  has

 taken  30  minutes.  He  should  now
 conclude.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:
 much  of  time  was
 interruptions.

 Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  part  of  the  game.
 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  If  you

 rule  like  that,  no  discussion  can  take
 place.

 Why

 So
 taken  up  by  the-

 Shri  Ranga:  There  were  disturb-
 ances  on  which  so  much  time  was
 taken.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  If  we
 have  to  challenge  his  honesty,  if  we
 have  to  attribute  any  motives,  if  we
 have  to  say  that  he  has  done  some-
 thing  improper  or  unjustified,  we  must
 place  certain  facts  before  the  House.
 So,  I  am  asking,  between  16th  Nov.
 1962  and  23rd  July  was  there  any
 communication  from  the  any  higher-
 up  to  him.  Was  there  any  communi-
 cation  from  the  ex-Chief  Minister  of
 Punjab  Sardar  Prétap  Singh  Kairon,
 to  the  Minister  regarding  this  affair?
 Is  it  not  a  fact,  I  now  put  it  to  him,
 that  he  issued  a  DO  Letter  No.  NE-
 Ind.7(24)/60,  daied  29th  March,  1963.
 in  connection  with  the  grant  of  im-
 port  licences  to  Messrs.  Aminchand
 Pyarelal  group  of  industries?  He
 wrote  this  letter  and  it  has  appeared in  the  correspondence  that  has  been
 Published  ag  between  this  Minister
 and  Sardar  Pratap  Singh  Kairon,  ex-
 Chief  Minister  of  Puniab.  What  I  want
 to  say  is  this.  This  particular  firm  and
 this  particular  matter  figured  very
 prominently  in  the  Das  Commission
 Report.  I  have  that  report  with  me.
 It  was  made  out  by  the  petitioners
 before  the  Das  Commission  that  one
 of  the  allegations  against  Sardar
 Pratap  Singh  Kairon  was  that  through the  help  and  asistance  of  this  parti- cular  firm,  by  giving  them  licences’
 and  permits  worth  hundreds  of  crores of  rupees,  which  were  sold  in  the
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 blackmarket,  he  made  money.  This
 letter  has  been  found  in  the  corres-
 pondence  that  has  passed  between  the
 Stee]  Minister  and  Sardar  Pratap
 Singh  Kairon.

 It  is  very  clear  that  some  higher
 jnfluence  has  worked  on  the  Minister
 and,  therefore,  he  has  been  obliged  to
 change  this  order.  This  is  a  fact  which
 can  never  be  denied  in  the  face  of
 facts  that  we  have  in  our  possession.

 Then  a  specious  argument  was  put
 forward  that  a  sinner  wili  also  have
 a  future.  He  has  mentioned  in  his
 evidence  that  every  sinner  should  also
 have  a  future.  If  the  sinner  should
 have  future  then  the  Minister  who  has
 sinned  must  go;  there  is  no  other
 aHernative.

 I  would  like  to  say  that  he  made
 the  plea  that  because  he  wanted  some
 industries  to  grow,  therefore,  he  re-
 Jaxed  the  order  to  enable  them  to  put
 up  some  industries.  That  is  a  big
 hoax  which,  J  am  sure,  other  Members
 will  show  by  their  arguments.  I  am
 not  going  into  the  details.

 बो  मयु  लिमये:  यह  तो  नियम
 क

 अनुसार  बोल  रहे  रैं  ।
 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  I  will

 again  appeal  to  you,  to  the  House  and
 to  the  judicial  sense  of  Justice  Chagla
 what  he  has  said  in  the,  Mundhra  in-
 quiry.  This  matter  is  no  less  than
 what  happened  in  the  Mundhra  case—

 the  same  considerations,  the  same  rea-
 sons,  the  same  facts,  the  same  impro-
 priety  and  the  same  irresponsibility.

 Shri  D.  C.  Sharma:  But  Feroze
 Gandhi  is  not  here.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  Justice
 Chagla  there  referred  to  the  other  as-
 pect  of  the  transaction  which  raises
 serious  doubts  as  to  its  propriety  and
 the  haste  with  which  it  was  effected.”
 ‘This  is  very  appropriately  the  case
 here,  the  haste  in  which  it  was  done.
 Between  20th  and  22nd  of  July,  the
 same  night  the  order  was  passed  and
 the  Secretary  goes  on  writing  although
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 the  order  passed  on  the  28th  June
 actually  was  not  issued  till  3lst  July
 and  the  Minister  did  not  bother  even
 for  a  momeht  whether  his  order  had
 been  carried  out,  whether  that  had
 been  issued  or  not.

 Therefore,  whatever  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  might  have  said  re-
 garding  the  Minister  that  it  is  still
 obscure,  I  think,  so  far  as  I  am  con-
 cerned,  the  House  will  agree  that  the
 obscurity  now  goes.  It  has  come  to
 light  why  this  was  done.  ‘These  facts
 were  not  placed  before  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee.

 You  do  not  permit  me  to  speak
 about,  the  other  things.  I  have  much
 material  and  I  have  on  time;  but  I
 want  to  make  jt  clear  to  you  and  to
 the  House  in  the  interest  of  this  nation,
 that  I  have  in  my  possession  many
 facts  implicating  ministers,  secretaries
 and  officers  regarding  a  firm  which,  I
 maintain,  has  made  hundreds  of  cro-
 res  or  more.  There  is  a  company,
 Ironside  Limited,  U.K.  biggest  buyers
 of  manganese  and  iron  ore,  and  it  will
 be  worth  while  to  refer  all  letters  that
 the  Reserve  Bank  has  with  them  to
 the  Bank  of  England  to  find  out  what
 a  fraud  has  been  committeed  by  this
 particular  company.  So  far  as  that  is
 concerned,  recently  in  a  case  it  has

 ‘been  shown,  in  the  Bengal  Co-opera-
 tive  Private  Limited,  controlled  by
 one  Onkar  Jajoria.  He  has  written  a
 letter  to  George  Cohen  and  Company,
 biggest  firm  in  UK.  This  has  been
 detected  how  this  country’s  money
 was  taken  away  by  the  firms  and  the
 country  was  cheated.  The  matter  is
 under  inquiry.  Likewise,  I  would  like
 that  this  should  be  inquired  into  so
 that  the  whole  ‘thing  would  be  un-
 earthed  as  to  who  were  responsible.
 There  is  no  doubt,  the  entire  ministry,
 as  I  have  said,  and  the  officials  are
 responsible  for  this.

 So  far  as  the  Minister  is  concerned,
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee’s  re-
 commendation  and  decision  is  final
 and  Irrevocable.  .If  this  House  wants
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 to  maintain  the  traditions  of  parlia-
 mentary  democracy,  it  must  accept  it
 as  final.  here  is  no  question,  regard-
 ing  this  particu.ar  matter,  of  any  in-
 quiry.  Other  matters  may  go  to  the
 inquiry  as  has  been  suggested  by  the
 Fiftieth  Report.  A  thorough  probe
 should  held.  When  you  hold  the  in-
 quiry,  it  will  be  again  necessary  that
 the  ministers  concerneq  should  be
 included  and  the  ministers  should  re-
 sign,  the  officers  concerned  should  be
 suspended  and  all  business  dealings
 with  this  particular  group  of  firms
 should  be  suspended.  Then  alone  the
 inquiry  would  be  worth  while.  But  let
 this  House  give  all  honour  ang  credit
 to  our  P.A.C.  We  have  all  parties  in  it;
 we  have  elected  them.  They  are  our
 representatives  and  they  have  done
 this  thankless  job  as  our  representa-
 tives  and  on  our  behalf.  We  accept
 them  as  such  and,  therefore,  Govern-
 ment  should  9150  accept.  There
 should  be  no  hesitation;  there  should
 be  no  prevarication.  It  should  not  be
 sent  to  a  legal  authority.  Who  is  the
 legal  authority  to  go  into  the  decision
 of  a  parliamentary  committee,  consis-
 ting  of  all  parties?  They  have  come
 to  this  finding  after  the  good  assis-
 tance  of  the  Auditor  General.  The
 Public  Accounts  Committee  comes
 into  the  picture  or  confines  itself  on'y
 to  the  audit  remarks.  One  does  not
 know  what  further  material  is  there.
 So  far  as  this  minister  is  concerned,  in
 one  in  the  sea  of  the  material  he  has
 ibeen  found  guilty.  If  any  conscience
 is  left  with  him,  he  should  not  put
 anybody  in  embarrassment  =  and
 should  resign  immediately,  This  mat-
 ter  should  not  go  to  a  judicial  inquiry.
 It  should  be  taken  as  final  and  he
 should  resign  and  other  matters
 should  go  for  a  thorough  probe.

 Shri  D.  C.  Sharma:  I  want  to  submit
 very  respectfully  that  I  have  listened
 very  respectfully  to  the  speech  of  the
 hon.  Member  and  he  has  said  that
 other  ministers,  secretaries  and  officers
 are  involved.  He  has  extended  very
 muh  the  scope  of  this  debate.  He  has
 cast  the  net  wider  than  you  and  we
 expected  him  to  cast.  How  are  those
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 ministers,  secretaires  and  officers
 whom  he  has  held  guilty,  if  I  can  use
 that  word,  by  implication  or  insinua-
 tion,  to  be  judged  here?  I  think,  it
 is  something  which  is  not  right  and
 proper.

 Mr.  Speaker:  What  he  said  was.that
 the  conclusions  of  the  Fifty-fifth  Re-
 port  should  not  go  to  any  judicial
 body  but,  as  was  recommended  by  the
 PAC,  a  high-power  commission  or
 commission  of  inquiry  or  something
 might  be  appointed  to  go  into  a
 thorough  probe.  He  also  endorses
 that,  that  that  might  be  done.

 Motion  moved:

 “That  the  Fifty-fifth  Report  of
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee  on
 the  statement  made  on  the  18th
 May,  1966,  in  the  House  by  the
 Minister  of  Food,  Agriculture,
 Communify  Development  ang  Co-
 operation  relating  to  para  4.123
 of  the  Fftieth  Report  of  the  said
 Committee,  presented  to  the  House
 on  the  5th  August,  1966,  be  taken!
 into  consideration.”

 Time  allotted  is  5  hours  to  be  finished
 this  very  day.  That  is  the  decision.
 We  may  have  to  sit  late  to  finish  it
 and  conclude  it  but  not  carry  it  over.

 Again,  we  come  to  the  question  of
 time-limit,

 Shri  Daji:
 you.

 That  will  be  judged  by

 Mr,  Speaker:  15  minutes  each?

 Shri  Ranga:  I  cannot  very  well  do
 in  15  minutes.

 ‘Sh  Warrior  (Trichur):  If  one
 person  has  got  sufficient  facts  10  pre-
 sent  for  30  minutes,  he  must  be  given
 time.

 Shri  Daji:  You  can  judge  for  your-
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 Shri  Warrior:  If  I  have  15  minutes
 and  I  repeat  the  very  same  _  thing,
 what  is  the  use  of  it?

 Shri  Daji:  At  least  20  minutes.
 Mr,  Speaker:  If  sume  hon.  Mem-

 ber  is  making  new  points,  certainly  he
 will  be  given  some  time,  So,  15
 minutes  normally

 Shrj  Ranga:  I  cannot  take  part  in
 the  debate.  I  am  the  only  person
 who  has  got  to  speak  for  my  party
 and  I  can  not  place  myself  at  the
 mercy  of  15  minutes.

 Mr.  Speaker:  Shri
 at  least  listen  to  me.

 Shri  Ranga:  He  has  made  this  sug-
 gestion  and  at  the  same  time  you  are
 repeating  it.

 Mr.  Speaker:  15  minutes  would  be
 tin  the  ordinary  course,  but  if  some
 hon.  Member  is  making  out  new
 points,  I  have  already  said....

 Shri  Ranga:  That  leaves  so  much
 discretion.  The  other  day  1  was  mak-
 ing  a  speech  on  the  non-official  Reso-
 lution  moved  by  Shri  Surendvanath
 Dwivedy  and  if  you  weve  to  consult

 ,your  records,  you  will  find  how  I  was
 treated  by  the  Chair  then.  I  do  not
 want  to  place  myself  at  the  mercy  of
 the  Chair.

 Mr.  Speaker:  That  he  has  to  place
 himself.  I  cannot  help  it.

 About  the  substitute  motions,  I  will
 again  repeat  my  request,  though  again
 demands  are  being  made,  that  it  would
 not  be  worth  while  or  advisabie  to
 press  them,  to  move  them  and  have  a

 Ranga  _  should

 division  on  them,  That  would  not  be
 good  also,  I  therefore  entreat  that
 Members  should  reconsider  it  and  not
 press  it.

 Shri  5.  क,  Banerjee:  You  should
 also  consider  our  point  of  view.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Mem-
 bers  may  at  present  be  p2rmitted  to
 move  them  and  depending  upon  the
 response  of  the  Government,  later  on
 after  the  discussion  is  over  and  रि  the
 Leader  of  the  House  acceyits  the  com-
 mission  of  inquiry,  we  may  ~  with
 draw—not  now  but  after  the  discussion
 is  over.

 Shri  Tyagi:  In  this  connection,
 about  these  substitute  motions,  may  1
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 submit  one  thing?  In  1933,  in  the  Cen-
 tral  Assembly,  the  people’s  represen-
 tatives  insited  on  having  a  discussion,
 on  the  Public  Accounts  Committee
 Report  and  the  decision  given  by  the
 Chair  was  like  this:

 “In  this  particular  case,  the
 Chair  might  explain  to  the  hon.
 Members  that  the  usual  parlia-
 mentary  practice,  when  a  motion  to
 take  into  consideration  the  Public
 Accounts  Report  is  made,  is  that
 no  question  is  put  after  discussion.
 The  motion  that  the  Report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  be
 taken  into  consideration  15  simply
 made  with  a  view  to  giving  an  op-
 portunity  to  the  House  to  have  a
 full  and  thorough  =  discussion  on
 the  points  arising  out  of  the
 Report  of  the  Pubiic  Accounts
 Committee.”

 I  want  to  submit  only  one  word
 more,  As  Chairman,  I  have  seen  the
 Public  Accounts  Commitiee  decisions.
 They  all  rise  above  party  considera-
 tions,  they  take  decisions  on  matters
 of  public  money  involcd  and  there  are
 no  party  affiliations  in  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee.  Their  unanim-
 ous  reports  are  there.  If,  in  this
 House,  voting  is  to  take  place  on  party
 lines,  that  will  embarrass  those  who
 have  once  voted  on  one  side  and  then
 go  to  vote  on  party  lines.  Therefore,
 in  the  interest  of  those  Members,  I
 would  request  you  to  rule  that  there
 will  be  no  substitute  ‘motions  and  putt:
 ing  the  question  to  the  House.

 Some  hon.  Members  rose—

 Mr.  Speak  No  di  ion  should
 be  carried  on  in  this  matter.

 Dr.  L.  M.  Singhvi  (Jodhpur):  I
 would  very  briefly  submit  to  you  that
 the  Opposition  might  he  permitteg  to
 reconsider  this  matter  of  putting  sub-
 stitute  motions  or  putting  the  question
 after  the  discussion  because  it  is
 equally  in  the  interest  of  the  Opposi-
 tion  as  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  Con-
 gress  Party  to  presérve  the  position
 that  the  P.A.C,  occupies  today.  If  it
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 is  subjected  to  the  vagaries  of  politi-
 cal  decisions,  ef#ther  today  or  tomorrow,
 it  is  possible  that  the  force  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  and  its
 observations  would  be  drained  of  its
 vitality  and  of  its  unquestionable  char-
 acter,  I  think,  in  this  view  of  the  matter,
 in  view  of  the  discussion  that  has  taken’
 Place  already  and  in  view  of  the  hope
 that  we  still  entertain  that  the  Gov-
 ernment  would  respond  in  an  appro-
 priate  manner  to  the  discussion  in  the
 House,  the  substitute  motions  should
 not  be  put  to  vote,  though  they  may
 be  moved  at  this  stage.

 Shri  Satya  Narayan  Sinha  rose—
 Mr.  Speaker:  The  Leader  of  the

 Hoyse  wants  to  say  something.
 The  Minister  of  Railways  (Shri  S.

 ऊ.  Patil):  May  प  submit  one  thing
 before  that  is  made?  I  do  not  take
 part  in  these  disussions  and,  therefore,

 ‘I  am  not  killing  the  time  of  the  House.
 Sir,  you  have  limited  the  scope  of

 the  discussion  of  this  motion.  It  only
 refers  to  the  55th  Report  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee.  Now,  what  my
 hon.  friend,  Mr,  Kamath  is  asking  is
 to  make  a  statement  on  something  tht
 arises  out  of  the  50th  Report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee.  I  want  a
 clarification.  from  you  that  when  that
 is  made  and  the  Government  attitude
 is  known,  that  should  not  be  taken  up
 again  on  the  ground  that  that  motion  is
 made  during  thig  debate  and,  therefore
 anybody  is  cntitled  to  refer  to  it.  That
 will  go  far  beyond  the  scope  of  the
 discussion  of  the  55th  Report  which
 you  have  already  laid  down.  It  was
 pointed  out  that  such  a  commitment
 was  made  by  the  Stecl  Minister  on  the
 12th,  At  the  and  of  the  discussion,
 even  the  Prime  Minister  would  be
 ‘pleased  to  say  if  it  is  so.  But,  if  it  is
 not,  if  it  is  going  to  be  that  because
 that  statement.is  made,  therefore,  that
 again  becomes  a  point  in  order  for
 discussion,  then  that,  according  to  your
 previous  decision,  is  going  far  beyond
 the  scope  of  this  particular  discussion.

 Mr.  Speaker:  It.  would  ०९  better
 if  it  is  made  at  the  end  then.
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 Shri  Satya  Narayan  Sinha:  As  you like,  Sir,  I  am  in  your  hands.
 Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  House  wants.  I

 can  ask  him  to  make  that  statement
 at  the  end.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Subtitute
 motions  may  be  allowed  to  be  moved now  and  depending  upon  the  response later  we  can  consider  their  withdrawal.

 Mr,  Speaker:  The  scope  of  the  dis-
 cussion  has  been  prescribed,  limited,
 confined  and  defined  also.  Therefore, the  simple  moving  of  the  substitute
 motions  would  not  make  any  difference in  that.

 Shri  Hem  Barua  (Kauhati):  When
 you  allow  a  discussion  on  a  particular
 subject,  it  is  not  good  to  set  a  prece- dent  for  narrowing  its  scope.

 Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  done.  I  um clear  in  my  mind  that  I  must  have done  it,  and  I  have  donc  it,  There  is no  going  back  on  that.
 Provisionally,  I  will  allow  then  to’

 be  tmhoved.  But  the  ultimate  decision
 will  lie  with  the  House.

 Shri  Tyagi:  The  House  may  decide in  advance  in  what  way  it  will  discuss the  Public  Accounts  Committee’s  Re-
 port,

 Mr.  Speaker:  Now,  I  am  really  in
 this  predicament,  I  am  not  clear  in
 my  mind,  whrther  really  at  this  mo-
 ment  I  can  ask  the  Hause  to  throw  out
 the  substitue  motions.  I  must  be  sure
 before  I  can  bar  them  out.  Of  ccurse, the  ultimate  decision  lics  with  the
 House,  whether  to  acevpt  it  or  to  reject it.  But  whether  at  this  moment  the
 House  can  cxercise  any  discretion,  I
 am  doubtful  of  that.  Therefore,  1  am
 not  taking  that  course,  Tentaiively,
 1  a™%ow  these  substitute  motions  to
 be  moved.

 sit  मधु  लिमये  :  मोंजी  पढ़ी  जाए  ।
 अध्यक्ष  महोदय  :  कई  ज़रूरत  नहीं

 है।
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 Shri  Parashar  (Shivpuri):  Sir,  you
 have  not  final:y  admitted  these  sub-
 stitute  motions.  You  have  said  that
 they  are  moved  tentatively.  Kindly
 allow  me  to  say  a  few  words,

 Sir,  it  is  a  special  occasion  and,  there-
 fore,  a  special  procedure  will  have  to
 ‘be  adopted.  Once  you  admit  the  motion,
 it  will  be  impossible  for  you  as  wel]  as
 for  the  House  to  bar  any  discussion
 about  that.  Therefore,  it  should  be
 clearly  understood  at  the  beginning
 that  the  discussion  will  be  confined
 only  to  the  motion  and  not  to  the  sub-
 titute  motions.  And  if  this  discussion
 is  not  to  extend  to  the  substitute  mot-
 ions,  then  what  is  the  use  of  moving
 them,  Therefore,  under  the  guise  of
 only  moving  them,  this  should  not  be
 taken  as  a  liberty  later  on  to  say  any-
 thing  about  them.

 Mr.  Speaker:  No  liberty  would  be
 taken  in  that  respect.  The  scope  of  the
 .discussion  has  been  prescribed  and  all
 are  agreed  on  that.  That  has  been
 agreed  to  by  the  House.  There  is  no
 going  back  on  that,

 Shri  Hem  Barua:  May  I  submit  that
 corruption  is  the  worst  form  of  -viol-
 encc?  (Interruption).  You  are  trying
 to  narrow  down  the  scope  of  the  dis-
 -cussion  on  this.

 Mr.  Speaker:  That  I  have  done.
 Shri  Madhu  Limaye:  I  beg  to  move:
 That  for  the  original  motion,  the

 following  be  substituted,  namely:—
 “This  House,  having  taken  into

 consideration  the  55th  report  of
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee,
 thanks  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittes  and  its  Chairman  for  the
 splendid  work  they  have  done  and
 expresses  its  approval  of  the  Re-
 Port.”  (1)
 Shri  Ss.  M.  Banerjee:  I  beg  to  move:
 That  for  the  original  motiofi,  the

 following  be  substituted,  namely:—
 “This  House,  having  considered

 the  55th  report  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee  recommends
 to  Government  that  a  Commission

 headed  by  a  Supreme  Court  Judge
 be  appointed  to  investigate  into
 the  whole  deal.”  (2)
 Shri  Daji:  I  beg  to  move:

 That  for  the  original  motion,  the
 following  be  substituted,  namely: —

 “This  House  having  considered
 the  55th  Report  of  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  records  the
 avpreciation  of  the  work  of  the
 Committee  and  recommends  that  a
 Commission  of  Inquiry  under  the
 Commission  of  Inquiry  Act,  head-
 ed  by  a  Supreme  Court  Judge  be
 appointed.  to  investigate  and  report
 about  the  Barter  deals  referred
 to  in  the  50th  Report  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committe:  and  the  orders
 passed  about  the  blacklisting  of
 the  firms  of  the  group  of  M/s.
 Aminchand  Pyarelal  and  into  the
 working  of  all  the  companies  of
 that  Group.”
 Shri  Hart  Vishnu  Kamath:  I  beg  to

 move:

 That  for  the  orignal  motion,  the
 following  be  substituted,  namely:—

 “This  House,  having  taken  into
 consideration  the  55th  Report  of
 the  Public  Accodnts  Committee,
 Places  on  record  its  appreciation

 _of  the  service  rendered  93  the
 Cummittee  in  the  nationa’  inter-
 est,  and  to  maintain  the  highest
 standards  of  integrity  in  adminis-
 tration;  The  House  urges  Govern-
 ment  to  appoint  immediate’y  a
 Commission  of  Inquiry  under  the
 Commissions  of  Inquiry  Act,  1952
 to  inquire  into  the  whole  affair.”
 (4).
 Shri  K.  C.  Pant:  I  beg  to  :nove:
 That  for  the  original  motion,  the

 following  te  substitute,  namely:—
 “This  House  having  considered

 the  55th  Report  of  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  notes  with
 satisfaction  Government’s  deci-
 sion  to  appoint  8  high-level
 Committee  to  enquire  into  all
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 the  matters  referred  to  in  the
 50th  Report  of  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  some  of  which
 have  been  further  commented
 upon  in  the  55th  Report,  and  cn-
 dorses  Government’s  stand.”  (5)
 Shri  S.  M,  Banerjee;  Sir,  I  rise  ००

 a  point  of  carder.
 This  substitute  motion  of  Shri  K.  C.

 Pant  cannot  be  moved.

 Mr.  Speaker:  That  I  will  see.  This
 igs  subject  to  its  admissibility.

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:
 be  moved  even.

 This  cannot

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  see  that.  (In-
 terruptions).  Order,  order.  I  am
 saying  again  and  again  that  subject
 to  its  admissibility,  I  allow  it,

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:  Even  at  this
 stage  it  ८0०  be  moved.

 Shri  Vasudevan  Nair  (Ambala-
 puzha):  Since  there  is  a  reference  to
 the  50th  Report  in  that  substitute
 motion,  Members  may  speak  on  the
 50th  Report.

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  not  allow  ‘hat.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  I¢  this  is
 .Moved,  we  will  speak  on  the  50th
 Report  also...  (Interruptions.)

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:  Kindly  bear.
 with  me  just  for  half  a  minute.  My submission  is  only  this.  This  substi-
 tute  motion  of  Shri  K.  C.  Pant  makes
 a  mention  of  the  50th  Report.  If  you
 allow  this  to  be  moved,  there  are
 two  things,  firstly,  that  this  will
 entail  a  full  discussion  on  th2  50th
 Report  and  the  second  thing  is  this
 that  it  says  about  the  Government’s
 decision  to  appoint  a  high-level  Com-
 mittee  to  enquire  into  all  the  matters
 when  no  such  decision  has  been,
 taken.  This  is  utter  stupidity.

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  consider  that
 also.
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 आओ  प्र काहा वीर  शास्त्रो  अध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  जैता  किसी  बनर्जी  ने  अभी  कहा
 है,  माननीय  सदस्य,  श्री  कृष्णचन्द्र  पन्त
 का  संगठन  इस  दुष्टि  से  अतिउत्तम  है  कि
 गवर्नमेंट  ने  अपनो  ओर  से  अभी  कई  निर्णय
 नहीं  लिया  है  ।  दूसरे,  ओ  कृष्णचन्द्र  पन्त ने
 अपने  संशोधन  में  कहा  है  :  “यह  सभा
 लोन-लेखा  सकती  के  5वें प्रतिवेदन  पर
 विचार  करने  के  पश्चात,  लोक-लेखा  समिति
 के  50  प्रतिवेदन  में  उल्लिखित  उन  सभी
 मामलों  का,  जिन  में  से  कुछ  का  उल्लेख
 554  प्रतिवेदन  में  भी  किया  गया  है,  जांच
 करने  के  लिंग  Pr  आदि  1  मैं  निवेदन
 करनां  नाता  z  कि  “उन  सभी  मामलों”
 में  केबल  स्टीन  मिनिस्ट्री  दा  नहीं  आयेगी
 बल्कि  समिति  के  50वें  आवेदन  में  कार्ड्स
 मिनिस्ट्री  भी  आ  आयेगी  और  सरकार  को
 उस  को  भी  जाच  कानी  पड़ेगो  इसलिए
 उनका  यह  संस्था  नियति  नहीं  है।

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  There
 seems  to  have  been  some  sort  of  colu-
 sion.betwoen  the  Treasury  Benches
 and  Mr.  Pant  because  he  anticipated,
 perhaps  he  was  told,  that  Govern-
 ment’s  decision  would  be  coming
 earlier  in  the  day  and,  therefore,  the
 decision  is  referred  to  in  his  motion.
 And  then  also  the  50ih  Report...

 Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order.  We
 shall  see  these  objections  and  then
 decide.

 Mr.  Daii.
 Shri  Daji:  1  rise  to  indict  Mr.

 Subramaniam  for  acting  without  ade-
 quate  reasons  and  for  reasons  which
 are  far  from  bona  fide,  leading  to  con-
 doning  of  felonious  acts,  using  discre-
 tion  indiscreetly  with  carelessness
 which  can  be  called  culpable  careless-
 ness,  showing  lack  of  competent
 judgment.  I  further  indict  him  for
 incredible  credibi'ity  about  the  deli-
 berate  delays  in  the  office  of  the  Iron
 &  Steel  Controller  amounting  to,  in
 the  words  fo  Justice  Chagla,  acquies-
 cence  in  the  dereliction  of  the  officers.
 I  further  indict  him  for  prevaricationg
 to  cover  up  his  tracks  and  to  attempt
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 (Shri  Daji.]
 at  circumventing  the  functions  of  the
 PAC.
 13.22  hrs.

 [Mr.  Deputy-Speaker  in  the  Chair]
 My  indictment  is  based  on  the  55th

 Report  of  the  PAC,  which  has  only
 reiterated  its  findings  in  the  50th
 Report.

 Before  I  come  to  the  main  points,
 a  hurried  look  at  the  entire  back-
 ground  is  called  for,

 The  first  order  in  these  transactions
 was  passed  on  the  16th  November,

 ‘(1962  by  Mr.  Subramaniam  himself.
 Please  note  that,  so  that,  when  we
 later  on  discuss  his  forgiveness  to  the
 sinner,  we  must  know  that  he  knew
 the  nature  of  the  sin.  When  he  passed
 that  order,  in  the  notes  =  Mr.
 Subramaniam  has  hoted  that  this
 group  of  firms  has  been  trying  to
 hoodwink  the  Government  and,  there-
 fore,  they  should  be  blacklisted.  Then
 certainly  irregular  transactions  regard-
 ing  the  disposal  of  imported  rounds
 came  to  the  notice  of  the  Department
 for  which  the  Secretary  put  up  a  note
 Saying  that  two  years’  suspension  of
 business  by  Iron  and  Stee]  Controller
 woud  meet  the  requirements  of  the
 case.  On  this  Mr.  Subramaniam  has.
 said,  ‘No’;  he  disagreed  and  then  wrote
 that  it  should  be  a  general  order,  so
 that  the  other  government  depart-
 ments  and  institutions  also  do  not
 deal  with  these  firms.  It  is  this  order,
 which  has  been  held  10  be  specific,
 complete  and  final,  that  was  commu-
 nicated  by  the  Secretary  in  clear  and
 categorical  terms,  in  terms  given  on
 Page  4  of  the  PAC’s  report,  to  the
 Iron  and  Steel  Controller.  The  terms
 of  the  order  are:

 “The  matter  has  been  examined
 and  it  has  been  decided  that  busi-
 ness  dealings  should  be  suspend-
 ed  with  M/s.  Surendra  Overseas
 and  its  associated  concerns  for  a
 period  of  two  years  with  imme-
 diate  effect.  A  genera)  order  may
 please  be  issued  immediately
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 under  the  black-listing  code,  so
 that  other  Government  Depart-
 ments  and  Government  Institu-
 tions  may  also  not  deal  with  these
 firms  for  a  period  specified  above.
 A  copy  of  the  order  may  please
 be  sent  to  me  as  soon  as  it  is
 issued.”

 Mark  the  word  ‘immediately’  in  “A
 general  order  may  please  be  issued
 immediately  under  the  black-listing
 code,  so  that  other  Government
 Departments.  ie

 When  these  orders  were  conveyed
 to  the  Iron  and  Steel  Controller's
 Office,  there  were  back  references.
 The  first  back  reference  was  on  6th
 July  and  the  query  was  whether  this
 order  should  apply  to  all  the  concerns
 of  the  group  or  only  to  the  trading
 concerns  and  whether  industrial  con-
 cerns  also  should  be  included  or  not.
 The  matter  was  again  examined  and
 on  the  12th  July,  another  order  was
 passed  reiterating  the  old  order  but
 exempting  only  two  rolling  mills  of
 the  group.  Thereafter,  a  second  back
 reference  was  made  on  17th  July  by
 the  same  office,  by  the  Iron  and  Steel
 Coniroller,  saying  that  the  Transport
 Ministry  should  be-consulted  because
 One  concern,  namely,  Apeejay  Lines,
 was  a  transport  line.  This  letter  of
 17th  July  has  been  very  sharply
 noted  by  the  PAC.  It  has  said  that
 this  letter  should,  in  the  normal
 course,  have  reached  the  office  of  the
 Secretary  and  the  Minister  on  18th

 “or  19th,  but  somehow  it  did  not  reach.
 In  between,  Mr.  Jit  Paul  met  the
 Minister  which  led  to  the  revision  of
 the  order  of  23rd  June  and  this  revi-
 sion  of  the  order  virtually  restored
 the  status  quo  as  it  existed  on  16th
 November  1963.  This  is  a  very  fast
 resume  go  that  when  we  deal  with  the
 matter  in  question,  we  may  know  the
 background  of  it.

 Then  I  think  I  need  not  take  ‘mfich
 of  the  time  of  the  House  in  going  into
 the  background  of  the  companies  with
 which  we  are  dealing.  The  Public
 Accounts  Committee,  in  its  Annexure,
 has  given  a  list  of  offences  starting
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 from  1954  when  it  was  first  blacklisted
 and  9०४  subsequently  when  the
 blacklisting  was  relaxed,  the  company
 again  and  again  went  on  defaulting
 taking  advantage  of  that,  taking
 special  favour,  to  the  tune  of  lakhs
 and  lakhs  of  rupees,  For  example,  I
 will  point  out  one  pointed  transaction
 to  the  House  in  which  the  company
 benefited  to  the  tune  of  Rs.  15  lakhs.
 When  the  steel  prices  in  the  internal
 markct  had  fallen,  it  was  still  allowed
 the  same  old  price  which  had  been
 con’racted  long  back  and  for  which
 they  had  defaulted.  First  of  all  there
 was  a  contract  and  secondly  there  was
 a  defau't.  When  the  steel  price  fell
 in  the  international  market;  then  the
 default  was  condoned  and  the  contract
 was  again  revalidated  and  the  price
 was  the  old  price.  In  this  one  trans-
 action  alone,  there  was  a  loss  to  the
 tune  of  Rs.  15  lakhs.  This  is  in  the
 34th  Report  of  the  Committee.  I  am
 Pointing  out  only  one  transaction
 because  I  have  no  time  to  go  into  all
 the  transac:ions.  It  will  suffice  to
 say  that  the  record  is  a  record  of
 shameful  partiality,  favours  shown,
 gross  illegalities,  irregularities  and
 smuggling  condoned—smuggling  con-
 doned-—corrupt  collusion  of  officers  of
 Iron  and  Steel  Controller  and  the
 Ministry,  directives  of  the  Finance
 Ministry  and  the  Steel  Ministry  cir-
 cumvented  and  flouted  and  exchequer
 defrauded.  The  Committee  283  re-
 marked  that  they  were  given  almost  a
 free  run  of  the  land  with  complete
 impunity;  they  took  the  Iron  anc
 Steel  Controller’s  office  and  the  Min-
 istry  for  granted.  Here  is  a  picture
 not  of  a  Boarg  trying  to  build  our
 country  in  our  own  way,  whether  1
 May  like  free  enterprise  or  not;  but
 here  is  a  picture  of  corrupt,  blooded
 and  bleeding  free  enterprise,  capitalist
 enterprise  in  this  naked  form.  It  is
 only  sometimes  that  we  in  this  House
 and  the  country  get  a  peep  behind  the
 silken  robes  of  the  private  sector.
 When  we  see  the  picture,  it  is  the
 worst  in  the  public  sector.  Even
 Mr.  Masani  will  bear  me  out.:  It  was
 with  such  frandulent  Companies  that
 the  Minister  was  dealing.  This  must
 be  kept  in  mind.
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 Over  a  period  of  six  years,  they
 -were  given  import  licences  for  Rs.  29
 crores.  It  was  Rs.  29  crores.  Suddenly
 in  1959  their  quota  in  the  total
 export-import  trade  rose  from  9  per
 cent  to  60  per  cent  of  all  the  licences
 issued;  whereas  in  1958-59  their  quota
 was  only  9  per  ८४  in  1959  their
 quota  rose  to  60  per  cent  of  all  the
 licences  issued—almost  a  monopoly,
 virtually  monopoly.  It  was  with  these
 firms  that  the  Minister  was  dealing.
 We  must,  therefore,  realise  this
 background.  It  was  in  this
 background  that  the  matter  came
 up  for  those  imported  rounds
 missing.  The  Minister  rightly  took
 the  stand  that  mere  suspension  of
 business  of  iron  and  steel  would  not
 do  ang  that  it  should  be  blacklisted  for
 all  government  departments  because
 limited  blacklisting  had  been  practi-
 sed  in  1954—Kaka  Sahib  Gadgil’s  was
 the  first  order—ang  it  had  failed  to
 give  any  effect.  Therefore,  the
 Minister’s  second  order  was  the  pro-
 per  order.  But  then,  what  happened?
 Then,  some  things  happened,  some
 things  which  are  inexplicable,  accor-
 ding  to  me,  some  things,  the  reasons
 for  which  are  obscure,  according  to
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee,  and
 the  Minister  charged  his  roder.  The
 Public  Accounts  Committee  had  only
 remarked:

 “The  Sub-committee  are  unable
 to  understand  the  circumstances
 under  which  the  Minister  chang-
 ed  his  previous  orders.”.

 Why  did’  the  Minister  change  his
 orders?  The  secretary  to  the  Ministry
 was  asked  a  pointed  question:

 ‘Why  did  the  Minister  change
 the  orders?”.

 The  secretary's  reply  on  record  is:
 न  @annot  answer  what  made  the

 Minister  to  do  so.”.
 In  the  face  of  this,  I  submit  that  there
 was  no  alternative  for  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee  but  to  come  to
 this  conclusion,  and  in  this  conclusion
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 {Shri  Daji]
 also,  ‘the  Public  Accounts  Committee,
 if  it  has  erred,  has  rightly  erred  on
 the  side  of  leniency.  The  committee’s
 only  remarks  are:

 “We  are  unable  to  understand.”.
 Shri  C.  Subramaniam  comes  and  says
 that  he  is  surprised  at  this  finding  of
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee.  He
 is  surprised.  I  have  dealt  with  the
 question  of  surprise  in  detail,  and  the
 Hon.  Speaker  has  also  said  that  sur-
 prise  meant  a  reprobation  of  the  com-
 mittee.  So,  I  do  not  want’  to  repeat
 it.  But  I  might  recall  an  English
 humour.  A  professor  of  English  lite-
 rature  was  one  day  caught  red-handed
 by  his  wife,  while  he  was  kissing  the
 maid.  Thereupon  the  wife  said,  ‘John,
 I  am  surprised.’.  But  like  all  irate
 professors  of  English  he  turned  round
 and  said  ‘Mary,  how  is  it,  that  even
 after  fifteen  years  of  association  with
 me,  you  still  speak  incorrect  English?
 You  are  shocked;  I  am  surprised.’.  It
 was  in  this  context  that  Shri  C.
 Subramaniam  was  surprised.  Caught
 by  the  Public  Accounts.  Committee  in
 the  stance  of  a  clandestine  kiss  with
 this  firm  of  Aminchand  Pyarelals,
 Shri  C.  Subramaniam  says  that  he  is
 surprised.  Yes,  he  was  surprised;  so
 is  the  nation  and  so  is  this  House
 shocked  at  the  frifolous  way  in  which
 Ministers  can  deal  with  their  files  and
 condone  the  action  of  such  swindlers.

 I  submjt  that  Shri  C.  Subramaniam
 has  tried  to  present  the  wrong  end  of
 the  picture  to  us.  The  approach
 should  not  be  whether  the  action  was
 mala  fide  or  not.  That  is  the  burden
 of  Shri  C.  Subramaniam’s  song  in  the
 House  and  before  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee.  The  approach  should  be
 whether  the  action  was  bona  fide.  It
 has  nowhere  been  held  that  a  Minister
 is  free  of  guilt  till  positive  mala  fides
 are  proved.  No  one  caught  Sifti  T.  प.
 Krish  hari  red-handed  taking  a
 bribe  from  Mr.  Mundhra,  nor  was
 Shri  H.  M.  Patel  cadght  red-handed
 while  taking  a  bribe  from  Mundhra
 and  yet  both  had  to  go.  They  had  to
 go  not  because  they  had  taken  bribe
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 but  because  their  action  showed  undue
 haste  and  acquiescence  in  certain
 shady  deals  and  transactions  and  im-
 propriety.  Therefore,  my  submission
 is  that  the  approach  of  the  House  and
 of  the  Government  should  be  not
 whether  Shri  C.  Subramaniam’,  action
 is  mala  fide  or  not  but  whether  it  is
 bona  fide.  Here,  I  submit  that  after
 his  having  first  over-ruled  the  secre-
 tary’s  suggestion  of  a  limited  black-
 lis‘ing  order,  having  first  passed  the
 order,  an  a!l-covering  order  and  hav-
 ing  then  changed  this  order,  the  bur-
 den  lies  squarely  on  Shri  C.  Subra-
 maniam  to  justify  the  change  of  order,
 and  it  is  not  for  me  to  show  that  the
 change  was  not  justified.  This  ap-
 proach  must  be  borne  in  mind,  because
 it  was  he  who  had  insisted  upon  a
 wider  order,  and  it  was  again  he  who
 within  a  matter  of  days  changed  his
 order.  When  such  quick  work  is
 there,  when  such  fast  work  is  there,
 fast  in  the  very  proper  English  sense
 of  the  word,  a  little  too  fast,  when
 such  too  fast  orders  are  there,  the
 burden  is  on  the  Minister,  and  the
 House  should  consider  whether  the
 Minister  has  dischargeg  that  burden.
 Shri  C.  Subramaniam  has  advanced
 two  reasons.

 Dr.  M.  S.  Aney:  Does  my  _  hon.
 friend  want  to  maintain  that  the
 absence  of  bona  fide  should  be  taken as  mala  fide?

 Shri  Daji:  If  the  circumstances  are
 such  that  the  bona  fides  of  the  actions
 are  shrouded  in  doubts,  then  they  are
 tantamount  to  mala  fide  actions.

 Shri  ए.  Subramaniam  has  put  for-
 ward  two  explanations  or  two  reasons,
 and  I  shal]  examine  each  of  them
 separately.  The  first  of  these  two
 explanations  is  the  Transport  Minis-
 try’s  assessment.  I  am  using  Shri  C.
 Subramaniam’s  own  words.  The
 Transport  Ministry’s  assessment  is  the
 first  reason.  Jit  Panl’s  apology  is  the
 second.  But  before  I  examine  these
 two  reasons,  may  I  submit  that
 Shri  C.  Subramaniam  is  not  clear  in
 his  mind  which  ‘of  the  two  reasons
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 ultimately  tilted  the  scale,  or  he  is
 Prevaricating?  I,  is  like  Shri  ८
 Subramaniam  coming  before  the  House
 like  a  criminal  who  can  take  contra-
 dictory,  different  and  diversified  stands
 and  then  rest  content  on  the  burden , of  proof  not  having  been  discharged
 by  the  prosecution  and  then  say  ‘Give
 me  the  benefit  of  doubt’.  I  submit
 that  this  is  not  a  criniunaj  trial.
 Shri  C.  Subramaniam  must  squarely
 and  convincingly  spell  out  the  reasons
 or  else  he  falls.

 When  he  first  made  a  statement  on
 the  18th  May  before  this  House,  what
 was  the  tenor  of  that  statement?  The
 tenor  of  that  statement  was  that  the
 most  important  factor  was  the  assess-
 ment  of  the  Transport  Ministry.  It
 was  not  only  that,  but  he  tried  to
 give  an  impression  to  the  House  that
 though  Mr.  Jit  Paul  had  seen  him  and
 had  tendered  an  apology  to  him,  he
 was  not  in  8  mood  and  was  not  pre-
 pared  to  accept  that  apology.  That
 was  the  tenor  of  Shri  C.  Subramaniam’gs
 that  this  is  not  a  criminal  trial.
 I  shal]  read  out  from  his  own  state-
 ment.  He  had  ‘stated:

 “Meanwhile,  on  the  29th  July,
 1963,  one  of  the  representatives  of
 this  firm,  Mr.  Jif  Paul,  sought  and
 had  an  interview  with  me.  I  took
 strong  objection  to  the  activities
 of  his  concerns  and  advised
 him..  .”.

 —mark  the  words  ‘I  took  strong  objec-
 tion  to  the  activities  of  his  concerns’—~

 a  and  advised  him  that  it
 would  be  better  that  his  firm
 concentrated  activity  on  produc-
 tive  industrial  enterprises  rather
 than  on  trade.”.

 Why  did  he  advise  him  in  that  man-
 ner?  Did  we  appoint  Shri  C.  Subra-
 maniam  as  the  Minister  for  Stee]  to
 advise  private  parties  to  start  indus-
 trial  activities  or  did  we  appoint  him
 to  guard  our  exchequer?  Anyway,  at
 least  he  took  serious  objection.  Then,
 what  did  he  do?  He  says:

 “The  representative  apologised
 for  what  might  have  been  mis-
 takes  on  their  part...”.
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 Then,  he  quotes  a  letter  from  शाट
 firm.  That  leiter  is  well  known  to  the
 House  and  I  need  no:  take  the  time  of
 the  House  in  reading  it  out.  Then,
 Please  note  what  statem:nt  he  made
 before  the  House.  He  says:

 ‘On  full  ideration,  I  decided
 that  there  was  no  case  for  conced-
 ing  the  request  of  the  firm  to  be
 permitted  to  have  deaings  with
 the  Iron  and  Steel  Controllicr...’.
 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.

 Member  shou'd  try  to  conclude  now.
 Shri  Daji:  I  have  just  begun  my

 spcech.
 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Let  him

 to  finish.
 ty

 Shri  Daji:  I  am  only  trying  to  give
 the  whole  picture  in  a  cogent  way.

 Shri  Ranga:  That  was  why  I  had
 warned  my  hon.  friend  that  he  should
 not  place  himself  at  the  mercy  of  these
 people.

 Shri  Daji:  He  has  clearly  stated:

 “On  full  consideration,  J  decid-
 ed  that  there  was  no  case  for  con-
 ceding  the  request...”.
 Then  he  has  said:

 ‘In  view  of  the  assessment  ‘of
 the  Transport  Ministry,  how-
 ever...’—mark  the  word  ‘how-
 ever’—

 “oT  decided  to  reconsider...”.
 On  full  consideration,  Shri  C.  Subra-
 maniam  decided  not  to  concede,  but
 however,  in  view  of  the  assessment
 of  the  Transport  Ministry,  he  decided
 to  reconsider.  He  says:

 “In  view  of  the  assessment  of
 the  Transport  Ministry,  however,
 I  de®ideq  to  reconsider  the  deci-
 sion  in  regard  to  application  of  the
 suspension  order  to  dea  ings  with
 other  Ministries.”.

 So,  the  first  version  is  the  apology  by
 the  firm,  and  the  second  is  the  assess-
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 {Shri  Daji]
 ment  of  the  Transport  Ministry.  First,  This  was  his  statement  before  the
 the  letter  from  the  firm  is  quoted  and
 it  is  said  that  he  took  strong  objection
 to  a  consideration  of  the  matter  and
 he  thought  that  it  was  not  proper  to
 accede  to  the  requcst  in  that  letter,
 but,  however,  in  view  of  the  assess-
 ment  of  the  Transport  Ministry,  he
 decided  to  revise  the  order  in  its  app-
 licability  to  other  Ministries;  this  was
 what  he  stated  jn  his  siatement  before
 the  House.  It  -was  not  only  that,  but
 he  further  said:

 ‘I  would  like  to  reiterate  that  it
 shou'd  be  remembered  that  it  was
 I  who  initiated  proceedings  against
 the  concern  and  suspended  all
 transactions  between  my  Ministry
 and  the  concern.’.

 He  wants,  therefore,  to  take  further
 credit,  It  was  not  only  that,  but  he
 then  went  before  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  and  made  some  statement.
 Now,  there  is  a  difference  between  ap-
 pearing  before  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  and  appearing  here.  Here.
 he  can  make  a  statement  based  on  sen-
 timents  and  get  away  with  it.  But
 before  the  Public  Accounts  Committee
 he  had  to  face  8  cross-examination.
 There,  he  entirely  shifted  his  stand.

 Shri  C.  Subramaniam  said  before
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee  as
 follows:

 “There  were  reasons  in  my  opi-
 nion  for  reconsidering  it...  It  is  in
 that  connection  that  the  letter
 dated  July  22nd  written  by  one  of
 the  directors  of  the  company  15
 important...Therefore,  it  is  on  the
 basis  of  this  that  I  took  a_  deci-
 sion,  as  they  say,  every  sinner  has
 a  future  because  he  frankly  ad-
 mitted  the  failings  he  had  wom-
 mitted  and  also  gave  the  assurance
 of  good  conduct  in  the  future...
 Therefore,  this  is  the  basis  for  the
 variation  of  that  order.  So,  it
 cannot  be  saiq  there  was  no
 reason  for  this  variation.”.

 Public  Accounts  Committee,  when  he
 appeared  pefore  them.  Here,  the  en-
 tire  basis  is  shifted  from  the  assess-
 ment  of  the  Ministry  to  the  letter.

 Iam  examining  the  two  reasons  given
 by  Shri  C.  Subramaniam  in  order  to
 show  how  he  has  been  prevericating
 between  these  two  reasons  themselves,
 Let  me  now  examine,  the  first  reason  in
 detail,  namely  the  asscssment  made  by
 the  Transport  Ministry.

 -Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.
 “Member  should  try  to  conclude  now.
 He  has  already  taken  about  20  minu-
 tes.

 Shri  Daji:  I  cannot  help  it.  If  jus-
 tice  has  to  be  done  to  my  poins,  I
 must  be  given  some  more  time.  I  am
 taking  the  points  one  by  one,  and  I  am
 not  taking  even  a  single  minute  more
 than  is  necessary;  I  am  not  using  ad-
 jectives  at  all  but  I  am  only  ana  y-
 zing  the  conduct  of  the  Minister.  I
 shall  take  another  15  minutes.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Then,  he  will
 be  cutting  into  the  time  of  the  other
 Members.

 Shri  Daji:  I  cannot  do  justice  to
 this  in  such  a  short  time.

 Mr,  Deputy-Speaker:  He  has  al-
 ready  taken  about  20  minutes.

 Shri  Daji:  I  cannot  help  it.
 What  is  the  assessment?  No  letter.

 Only  a  telephone  call  from  a  Deputy
 Secretary  in  the  Iron  and  Stee’  Minis-
 try  to  another  Deputy  Secretary  in  the
 Transport  Ministry..‘H-llo.  what  do
 you  know  of  Apeejay  Ltd?’  ‘It  is  a
 very  very  good  firm’.  That  is  all.  Do
 you  mean  to  say  that  Shri  Subrama-
 niam  relieq  upon  such  a  vague,  nebu-
 lous,  incoherent  assessment  of  the
 Transport  Ministry?

 An  hon.  Member:  Nothing  in  writ-
 ing?

 Shri  Daji:  No,  only  a  telephone  con-
 versation.  The  neting  by  the  Deputy
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 Secretary  of  his  Ministry  is  that  he
 had  a  talk  with  the  Deputy  Secretary
 in  the  other  Ministry.

 Now,  supposing  the  Transport  Min-
 istry  gave  a  clear  clearance  to  Apee-
 jay  Ltd.,  a  transport  company,  I
 would  like  to  ,put  one  question.  What
 relevance  has  the  c’earance  by  the
 Transport  Ministry  of  one  company  to
 changing  an  order  from  suspension  of
 dealings  with  8  departments  of  Gov-
 crnment  to  one  confining  the  suspen-
 sion  10  the  Iron  and  Steel  Controller's
 organisation?  Is  there  any  nexus  bet-
 ween  the  two,  is  there  any  logica!
 connection  between  the  two?  The
 Public  Accounts  Committee  have  very
 cleverly  mentioned  this  and  said  ‘We
 have  never  questioned  the  exemption
 of  Apeejay  Ltd.  What  we  question  is
 the  exemption  of  all  departments’.
 How  coud  the  assessment  of  th:
 Transport  Ministry  be  at  all  relevan:
 to  variation  of  orders  from  all  gov-
 ernment  departments  only  the  Iron
 and  Steel  Contro’ler's  office?  That
 cannot  be  explained.

 Again,  I  will  draw  attention  to  the
 culpable,  care’ess  remark  of  Shri  Sub-
 ramaniam  and  his  department.  Apec-
 jay  is  not  only  a  shipping  line.  It  is
 itself  an  importer,  a  defaulting  im-
 porter  against  which  an  inquiry  by
 SPE  is  pending,  against  which  defal-
 cation  charges  are  pending,  a  firm
 which  had  been  blacklisted,  against
 which  there  is  a  charge  of  smugg  ing
 —this  is  Apeejay  Limited.  And  to"
 exempt  this  firm,  he  relied  upon  the
 assessment  of  the  Transport  Ministry
 and  in  the  process  he  exempted  from
 the  suspension  all  firrns  of  the  entire
 group  in  respect, of  al’  departments.
 Is  there  any  nexus?  Is  this  a  valid
 reason?  Therefore,  I  say  this  reason
 need  not  be  gone  into.  It  can  be
 dismissed.  There.  might  be  another  set
 of  reasons.

 Then  th>  apology.  What  is  this  apo-
 logy?  I  would  like  to  quote  from  the
 le‘ter  of  Shri  Jit  Paul,  because  it  is
 very  illuminating:

 “1  appreciate  your  remark  that
 some  of  my  trangactions  in  the

 1440(ai)  LS—8
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 Trade  in  the  past  have  not  been
 to  your  satisfaction.  I  admit  that
 there  have  ben  mistakes.  .”—

 Smugg:ing  is  a  mistake!  Fraud  is  a
 mistake!—This  is  the  apology.  And
 this  Shri  Subramaniam  regards  as  a
 ful.  apology,  of  a  firm  charged  with
 smuggling,  charged  with  defalcation,  a
 firm  which  not  only  fooled  the  De-
 partment  of  Iron  and  Steel  Controller
 but  was  caught  red-handed,  having
 made  a  declaration  of  a  lesser  number
 of  bales  going  out  but  the  pales  being
 discovered  on  surprise  checking,  a  firm
 which  was  guilty  of  a  criminal  action.
 All  this  is  dismissed  as  mistakes.

 And  what  are  the  ‘mistakes  on  my
 part’?

 “But  they  were  mostly  due  to
 the  circumstances  then  pre-
 vailing—”

 Did  Shri  Subramaniam  ask  Shri  Jit
 Paul  what  were  the  circumstances?
 Wer:  the  circumstances  a  favourable
 Minister  or  favourable  Secretary  or  a
 favourable  Iron  and  Steel  Controller?
 Or  were  these  the  circumstances,  that
 during  that  time  ‘I  cou'd  do  as  I  want-
 ed’.  Surcly  this  Je‘ter  of  apology  is  a
 great  slur  on  his  Ministry,  a  slur  on
 the  Government.  They  have  accepted
 this  as  a  letter  of  apology.

 Then,  if  this  apology  is  important,
 why  was  the  fact  of  this  apology  not
 mentioned  in  the  first  hearing  by  the
 Secretary  before  the  Committee,  be-
 cause  this  apology  had  been  discussed
 by  Shri  Subramaniam  with  the  Secre-
 tary?  The  Secretary  had  noted  on  the
 same  page.  I  referred  to  it  when  I
 mentioned  about  it  last  time.  The  Se-
 cretary  was  giving  evidence  before  the
 Committee.  When  the  Committee  ask-
 ed  him  about  it,  he  said,  ‘I  do  not
 know’.  Why  was  this  apology  compie-
 tely  absent  from  the  evidence?  Why
 was  this  apo'ogy  under-played  by
 Shri  Subramaniam  himself  before  the
 House  on  the  18th  May?  Why  this  mis=
 direction,  this  prevarication  on  Shri
 Subramaniam’s  part.  When  the  Com-
 mittee  askeq*  Shri  Subramaniam  whe-
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 ther  someone  else  was  present  at  the
 interview  with  Shri  Jit  Paul,  he  should
 have  said  ‘No’.  But  he  says,  ‘I  do  not
 remember’.  The  Committee  was  not
 asking  whether  a  chaprasi  was  ‘pre-
 sent.  The  purport  of  the  question  was
 whether  some  important  person  was
 present.  I  would  have  asked  whether
 a  Chief  Minister  was  present,  whether
 a  Cabinet  coleague  was  present,  whe-
 ther  an  influential  member  of  the
 Party  was  present.  Was  the  presence
 of  anyone  else  then  so  inconsequential
 that  Shri  Subramaniam  forgot  about
 it  or  was  it  so  consequential  that  he
 could  not  say  ‘No’?  This  is  a  suspicious
 fact  surrounding  this  circumstance.

 This  is  not  all.  He  wag  _  further
 asked  a  very  important  question  by
 the  Committee.  ‘Did  it  not  strike  you
 when  Shri  Jit  Paul  came  to  you,  as  to
 why  he  came  to  you  and  how  he  came
 to  know  that  such  an  order  was  con-
 sidered,  because  this  is  a  confidential
 order?’  What  does  Shri  Subramaniam
 say?  Look  at  his  arrogance  before  the
 Committee:

 न  dig  not  cross-examine  him  on
 that  point’.

 11  am  a  Minister  and  if  a  man  comes
 to  me  for  such  a  purpose,  the  first
 question  I  wou'd  put  to  him  is,  ‘How
 did  you  come  to  know  that  a  black-
 listing  order  is  in  contemplation?’  He
 did  not  ask  any  such  question  to  the
 representutive  of  a  firm  which  had  de-
 faulted  before,  but  he  straightway
 tells  the  Committee:

 “J  did  not  cross-examine  him  on
 that  point”.

 This  is  his  arrogance  before  the  Com-
 mittee.

 Lastly,  why  did  he  accept  the  apo-
 logy?  Now  I  come  to  the  reas6n  given
 by  Shri  Subramaniam  for  accepting
 the  apology,  He  says  ‘Every  sinner
 has  a  future’.  Did  Shri  Subramaniam
 know  that  while  ‘every  sinner  has  a
 future’,  this  was  not  hig  first  sin?  Was
 he  not  aware  of  his  own  order  of  16th  it?
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 November  against  this  firm?  Was  ne
 oblivious  of  the  recommendation  or
 the  PAC  in  their  34th  Report?  Was  he
 not  aware  of  the  smuggling  charge
 against  the  firm,  the  crimina’  action  of
 the  firm  and  defalcation  of  HSL
 The  Committee  put  him  this  question
 whether  he  had  not  passeq  an  order
 on  the  16th  November  against  this
 firm  as  it  had  been  hoodwinking  Gov-
 ernment,  and  Shri  Subramaniam  had
 the  check  to  tell  the  Committee,  I  do
 not  know  whether  anything  against
 him  existed’.

 I  therefore  submit  that  this  apology
 cannot  be  the  reason.  And  he  did  not
 stop  there.  Shri  Subramaniam  has
 treaded  on  most  dangerous  paths.  He
 gives  advice  to  the  Committee,.  The
 Committee  should  consider  not  whe~
 ther  there  was  justification  for  the
 reconsideratian  of  the  order  but  only
 whether  there  were  reasons  for  me,  in
 my  opinion,  to  reconsider  it’.  Then  he
 says,  ‘It  cannot  be  said  that  there
 were  no  reasons  for  the  variation’.

 I  submit  this  is  truncating  the  Pub-
 lic  Accounts  Committee.  The  Com-
 mittee  was  well  within  its  powers  to
 examine  the  justification  of  the  rea-
 sons,  Supposing  Shri  Subramaniam
 had  gone  before  the  Committee  and
 said,  ‘I  reconsidered  the  order  because
 a  Cabinet  colleague  of  mine  got  one
 lakh  of  rupees  as  election  fund  from
 him’,  does  he  really  mean  that  ‘that
 reason  could  not  be  examined  by  the
 Committee?  ‘Does  he  mean  to  suggest
 that  if  he  had  said.  before  the  Com-
 mittee,  ‘A  Chief  Minister  had  Te=
 commended  it.  Therefore,  I  had  to  do
 it’,  the  Committee  could  not  go  into
 it?  Does  he,  again,  mean  to  say  that
 if  he  had  deposed  before  the  Com-~
 mittee  that  ‘he  got  a  crore  of  rupees
 as  election  fund  and  therefore  he
 reconsidered  the  order,  the  Committee
 is  precluded  from  going  into  it?  Does
 he  mean  to  contend  that  the  Commit-
 tee  15  pervented  from  looking  into  the
 sufficiency  or  otherwise  of  the  reason?

 Now,  what  is  the  culpability  about
 Because  of  hig  reconsideration  of
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 the  order,  this  firm  continued  on  the
 rampage.  Let  him  read  the  latest  re-
 port  of  the  Public  Undertaking  Com-
 mittee  which  details  how  this  firm  has
 cheateq  the  ONGC  in  a  pipe  deal  con-
 cluded  after  this  order.  Let  Shri  Satya
 Narayan  Sinha  take  note  that  this  firm
 has  invaded  his  Post  and  Telegraph
 Department.  Let  Shri  Chavan  note
 from  para  26  of  the  1966  Audit  Re-
 port  that  this  company  has  invaded
 the  Defence  Department.  Let  the  Oi!
 Ministry  take  note  that  the  ONGC  has
 been  cheated  by  this  firm.

 This  is  the  result.  of  this  re-
 consideration  of  the  order  of  total
 suspension  of  dealings.  If  ‘sinners’  have
 a  future,  then  this  will  be  the  future
 which  they  will  try  to  exploit.  This  is
 criminal]  culpability.

 15  hrs.

 Therefore,  this  criminal  culpabi'ity
 cannot  be  excused,  this  callousness
 cannot  be  condoned,  this  well-estab-
 lished  sin  cannot  be  pardoned.  If  the
 Minister  used  his  discretion,  he  has
 used  it  in  an  indiscreet.manner,  he
 has  shown  complete  lack  of  competent
 judgment,  he  has  displayeq  complete
 lack  of  background  information  which
 shows  that  at  the  relevant  he  forget
 that  he  had  passed  an  earlier  order  on
 the  firm,  and  thinks  this  is  the  first
 time  he  is  pasing’an  order;  if  all  this
 happens  as  a  result  of  which  the
 sweat  and  toil  of  our  poor  peop!e  from
 whom  we  collect  money  is  misused
 and  if  fortunes  are  allowed  to  be  am-
 assed  by  such  swindlers  and  then  if
 they  are  still  to  continue,  I  say  India
 is  not  a  land  free  for  financial  swind-
 lers,  nor  should  the  Government  be
 turned  into  a  swindlers’  den.  If  such
 incompetent,  grossly  incompetent  Mi-
 nisters  who  condone  irregularities  are
 allowed  tovrule  our  country,  the  con-
 clusion  will  be  that  not  only  the  swin-
 dlers  are  swindling,  but  the  Govern-
 ment,  or  the  Minister  concerned,  is
 conniving  at  it  acquiesing  in  it.  It  is
 with  this  indictment  that  1
 Therefore,  I  say  the  circumstances
 surrounding  the  decision  reveal  the
 utmost  credibility,  culpable

 charge.

 earelews-
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 ness,  naivette,  indiscretion,  irresponsi-
 bility  and  a  total  lack  of  competent  र
 judgment  which  casts  a  doubt  on  the
 bona  fides  of  the  action.  The  action  is
 shrouded  in  such  doubts  that  astich.
 action  I  refuse  to  say  is  a  bona  fide
 action,  and  must  be  held  to  be  mala
 fide  in  law.  There  is  something  called
 mala  fide  in  law.  It  may  not  be  mala
 fide  in  fact,  but  it  is  mala  fide  jn  law.
 This  action  is  an  action  mala  fide  ip
 law  ,and  not  only  Mr.  Subramaniym
 but  the  whole,  entire  Governmen!
 should  resign  out  of  propriety,  it  may
 ke  reconstituted  without  him,  but  sucl
 a  scandal  cannot  be  forgiven.

 Aminchand  Pyrelal  was  given  Rs,  29
 srores,  but  this  very  Public  Accounts
 Committee  has  revealed  that  more
 than  Rs.§  crores  have  been  wasted  on
 export  promotion  of  art  silk.  The  as-
 pect  of  the  matter  we  have  all  missed
 in  this  furore  of  Aminchand  Pyarelal.
 Rs.  5  crores  have  been  lost  in  an  »x-
 nort  promotion  scheme  on  आं  silk.
 That  also  has  to  be  examined.  If  suck
 s-andals  are  to  be  stopped,  it  should  be
 stopped  when  we  come  across  one.
 nay  be  out  of  100  cases  we  catch  one,
 but  in  that  one  case  strong  action  jis
 called  for,  because  whether  it  is  mcla
 fide  in  fact  or  not,  mala  fide  in  law
 195  been  more  than  proved.

 Shri  K.C.  Pant:  cw  I  beg  to  move
 substitute  mofion  standing  in  my  name:

 That  for  the  orginal  ‘moticn,  the
 following  be  substituted,  nam-ly: —

 “This  House  having  consider-
 ed  the  55th  Report  of  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  notes  with  satis-
 faction  Government's  decision  to
 appoint  a  high-level  Committee  to
 enquire  into  all  the  matters  refer-
 red  to  in  the  50th  Report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committe  some
 which  have  been  further  com-"
 mented  upon  in  the  55th  Report
 an@endorses  Government’s  stand.”
 I  woulg  have  been  frankly  much

 happi  r  if  the  observations  of  the
 Speaker  had  evoked  response  from  all
 sides  of  the  House  and  all  th»  substi-
 tute  motiong  have  been  withdrawn,
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 However,  since  the  others  have  not
 been  withdrawn,  I  have  no  option  hut
 te  move  my  substitute  motion  ४156

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  On  a
 point  of  order.  I  have  scanned  the
 motion  standing  in  his  name.  If  1
 understood  the  Speaker  aright,  when
 we  raised  objections  on  this  sid  of  the
 house,  the  Speaker  said  he  would
 consider  very  carefully  the  admis-
 sibility  of  the  motions.

 An  hon.  Members:  Why  are  you
 mteryening?

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Why  are
 you  intervening?  I  am  raising  a  poin:
 of  order.  He  will  gecide  that.  Keep
 quiet.

 The  speaker  said  that  he  weula
 consider  the  admissiblity  of  the  motion
 before  it  could  be  moved.  And  the
 point  raised  was  on  two  counts  We
 found  fault  with  this  motion  on  two
 counts,  it  is  defective  on  two  grounds.
 One  is  it  anticipates—I  do  not  know.
 it  is  his  own  party’s  Gove  nment  I
 know,  he  might  know  what  15  going
 on  inside  the  Government—some  deci-:
 sion  by  Government.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  All  that  has
 been  said.

 Shri  5.  M.  Banerjee:  No,  Sir,  he  has
 not  given  a  ruling

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  KaKmath:
 were  not  listening.
 attentive,  perhaps.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  He  will  give
 a  ruling.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  We  give
 notice  here  that  if  he  moves  that  mo-
 Yion,  we  will  take  the  opportunity  to
 speak  on  the  50th  report  of  the  PAC;
 take  notice,  take  note,  do  not  stop  us
 from  speaking  on  the  50th  Repgrt.

 You
 you  were  not

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  He  will
 the  decision.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  1  am
 sorry  you  are  not  understanding  my
 point,  You  cannot  stop  Members.  Have
 you  read  the  motion?  Please  read  it

 give
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 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  He  985  said
 all  that.  He  will  give  a  decision  later.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  The  point
 is  he  has  moved  his  motion.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Admissibility
 of  the  motion  will  be  considered  later.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Once  he
 has  moved  it,  as  you  know  under  the
 rules,  you  are  conversant  with  the
 rules  of  procedure  of  the  House,  every-
 thing  that  is  said  in  the  motion  will
 be  open  for  discussion.  The  50th  Re-
 port  of  the  PAC  referred  to  in  the
 motion  will  be  open  to  the  House  for
 discussion.  You  cannot  stop  us.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  He  need  not
 refer  to  the  amendment.

 shri  S.  K.  Patil:  I  do  not  want  to  in-
 tervene,  but  if  I  remember,  when  these
 various  motions  were  mentioned  in  the
 morning,  the  Speaker  had  not  given
 the  rulling.  He  said‘it  was  very  diffi-
 cult  for  him  to  rule  one  way  on  the
 other.  He  made  an  exhortation  to  the
 movers  of  motions  that  they  should
 withdraw,  Ultimately  he  said  that  ihe
 motions  are  there,  I  will  take  g  deci-
 sion  later  on  That  does  not  preclude
 a  Member  from  making  a  speech  and
 referring  to  a  motion.  Ht  is  nat  mov-
 ed  or  anything.  That  will  await  the
 final  decision  of  the  Speaker.  Shri
 Pant  was  the  first  to  get  up  and  make
 a  statement  that  he  was  prepared  to
 withdraw  his  motion  if  others  were
 going  to  withdraw.  I  think,  therefore,
 this  type  of  a  thing  does  not  arise.
 It  should  ‘be  left  to  the  Speaker.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  The  50th
 Report  will  be  discussed,  that  is  all.
 1  am  happy  it  is  moved,  because  we
 wil]  have  the  opportunity  to  discuss
 the  50th  Report  as  well.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Order,  order,
 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  What  do

 you  mean  by  “Order,  order”;  what  is
 this  “Order,  “order”?
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 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:|  The  Speaker
 has  said  that  he  will  give  a  decision
 later  whether  it  is  in  order  or  not.
 So,  Mr.  Pant  will  speak  on  the  main
 motion.

 Shri  5.  M.  Banerjee:  1  rise  on  a  point
 of  order.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  1  am  glad
 it  is  being  moved,  but  you  will  have
 to  permit  the  Members  to  speak  on
 the  50th  Report  to  which  the  motion
 refers,  that  is  all  T  say.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  He  will  not
 speak  on  the  50th  Report.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  How  can
 you  stop?

 Mr,  Deputy-Speaker:  He  will  not
 speak  on  the  amendment  also,  he
 will  speak  on  the  main  motion.

 Shri  Bhagwat  Jha  Azad:  Does  1
 mean  that  no  other  substitute  motion
 will  be  moved?

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  All  those  have
 been  moved,  including  Mr.  Pants,  but
 whether  it  is  in  order  or  not,  the  Spea-
 ker  will  consider  and  give  a  ruling
 later.

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee: I  rise  on  a
 point  of  order  on  the  business  of  the
 House,  under  rule  376  (2).

 In  the  morning,  when  the  question
 of  substitute  motions  came,  the  Spea-
 ker  gave  his  advice  to  us.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  House  did
 not  accept  the  advice.

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:  Kindly  hear
 me.

 After  his  advice,  we  8150  consider-
 eq  the  motion,  then  we  argued,  and,
 then  ultimately  some  people,  includ-
 ing  Mr  Tyagi,  wanted  that  the  deci-
 sion  should  be  left  to  the  House.  The
 Speaker  in  his  wisdom  did  not  agree  to
 this,  and  when,  this  motion  of  Mr.
 Dwivedy  was  moved  and  he  conclud-
 ed  his  speech,  he  actually  asked  us  by
 name  whether  we  were  moving  our
 motions,  right  from  Mr.  Madhu  Limaye
 to  Mr.  K..C.  Pant.  because  his  is  the
 last  one.  When  Mr.  Pant  said  he  was
 moving  it,  1  rose  on  a  point  of  order
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 on  two  counts.  One  was  that  this  deals
 with  the  50th  Report  I  would  only  re-
 quest  you  to  kindly  read  it.  It  reads:

 ‘This  House  having  considered
 the  55th  Report  of  Public  Accounts
 Committee  notes  with  satisfaction
 Government’s  decision’  to  ap-
 point  8  high-level  Committee  to
 enquire  intc  all  the  matters  refer-
 red  to  in  the  50th  Report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  some
 of  which  have  been  further  com-
 mented  upon  in  the  55th  Report,
 and  endorses  Government's  stand.”
 My  objection  to  this  is,.  my  point

 of  order  is  this.  Members  are  prectu-
 ded—I  can  quote  the  rule—from  rais-
 ing  a  matter  which  is  of  an  anticipa-
 tory  nature  in  an  amendment  or  a
 substitute  motion.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  All  these  were
 heard  by  the  Speaker.

 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:  I  will  tell  you
 what  the:  Speaker  said.  He  said  he’
 would  consider  the  admissibility,  whe-
 ther  it  is  admissible  or  not.  I  request
 you  to  kindly  consider  this.

 He  has  said,  ह  beg  to  move,  I  wish
 to  speak  on  my  motion”,  if  I  correctly
 heard  him.  You  can  consult  the  re-
 cord.  If  you  have  allowed  him  to
 move,  then  you  cannot  stop  us,  we
 shall  discuss  the  50th  Report  from  top
 to  bottom,  and  then  anticipatdry  mo:
 tions  can  also  come,  and  our  motions
 cannot  be  stopped.  You  should  give  a
 ruling  on  that.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  Speaker
 has  heard  al)  these  arguments,  and  he
 has  allowed  all  the  amendments  to  be
 moved,  but  he  has  reserved  his  judg-
 ment  whether  it  is  in  order  or  ‘not
 That  will  be  done  at  a  later  stage,
 and  he  had  also  ruled  the  scope  of
 the  discussion,  that  the  50th  Report
 willgnot  be  discussed.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  It  is  al)
 topsy  turvy.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Mr.  Pant  will
 not  refer  to  the  50th  Report  or  his
 amendment, but  will  speak  on  the
 main  motion.
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 Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee:  The  Speaker
 is  in  the  chamber,  you  give  8  ruling.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  You  will  speak
 only  on  the  main  motion.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  When
 motions  have  been  moved,  how  can  you
 stop  Members  from  speaking  on  them?
 The  Speaker  never  said  that  you  could
 speak  only  on  the  main  motion.  [can
 challenge  you  here;  let  us  get  the  re-
 cord,

 Shri  Ss.  M.  Banerjee:  How.  can  you
 stop  us?  You  cannot.

 Shri  Parashar;  I  hear  the  same-
 thing  what  Mr.  Kamath  had  heard.

 He  cannot  speak  beyond  the  purport
 of  the  main  resolution.

 Shri  K.  C.  Pant:  Sir,  I  bow  to  your
 ruling  and  1  shall  confine  myself  to
 the  55th  report  and  the  main  motion.
 However,  there  is  one  point  which  य
 would  like  to  clarify  with  your  per-
 mission.  It  has  been  saiq  that  this
 reference  to  the  enquiry  committee  is
 wholly  anticipatory.  If  the  hon.  Mem-
 bers  had  either  paid  attention  to  what
 Mr.  Mathur  said,  they  would  have
 understood  it  was  not  Mr.  T.  N  Singh
 in  the  course  of  a  debate  in  the  House
 on  the  12th  August  made  clear  Gove-
 rment’s  intention  that  a  high  level
 enquiry  would  be  set  up.  Therefore,
 there  is  good  ground  for  saying  this;
 it  is  not  wholly  anticipatory.  In  the
 same  context,  Mr.  Singh  had  explained
 in  reply  to  a  question  that  it  would
 cover  all  aspects  of  the  matter.  I  do
 not  want  to  go  more  into  this.

 The  55th  report  of  the  PAC  which  is
 before  the  House  gives  evidence  of
 the  diligence,  care,  and  thoroughness
 with  which  it  has  been  prepared.  This
 is  in  keeping  with  the  high  standards
 maintaned  by  our  praliamentary  com-
 mittees  on  one  of  which  I  too  have
 the  privilege  to  be  a  Member.  Over
 the  years  the  PAC  and  the  Estimates
 Committee  and,  since  its  formatign,  the
 PUC  have  built  up  a  reputation  for
 alertness,  dignity,  tanatity  and  work-
 ing  hard  without  fear  or  favour.  They
 work  quietly  outside  the  glare  of  pub-
 licity  but  this  only  serves  to  add  to
 their  effectiveness.  In  5  particular
 case,  the  PAC  has  rendereg  a  useful
 Public  service  by  pinpointing  certain
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 areas  of  malfunctioning  in  certain  ‘de-
 partments  and  suggested  that  there  was
 sufficient  evidence  to  call  for  a  high
 level  enquiry  to  go  into  the  whole
 matter.  This  is  not  a  party  matter.
 1  submit  again,  and  we  on  this  side
 are  as  anxious  as  our  friends  opposite
 that  nothing  should  be  swept  under
 the  carpet.  If  there  has  been  a  lapse,
 the  responsibility  for  that  shoulg  be
 fixed  and  due  punishment  should  be
 rated  out  to  the  guilty.  In  fact  we
 are  in  a  sense  even  more  anxious  than
 friends  opposite  that  the  government
 machinery  should  function  as  well
 as  possible  because  while  there  may
 be  some  temporary  embarrassment  to
 the  government  and  our  party  when
 the  malfunctioning  of  certain  govern-
 ment  departments  or  individuals  in
 the  government  are  brought  to  light,
 in  the  long  run  people  will  judge  us
 by  the  performance  of  government  as
 a  whole.  It  is  wholly  in  our  interest
 ‘and  in  the  interest  of  the  country  that
 a‘sharp.  watch  be  kept  on  the  sprawl-
 ing  machinery  of  government  and  any
 defects  in  it  be  removed  as  soon  as
 they  are  spotted.  It  is  not  in  the  mak-

 -ing  of  mistakes  that  the  country  wil!
 judge  us;  people  will  judge  us  by  the
 response  of  the  Government  when
 these  mistakes  are  pointed  out.  In  this
 instance,  the  Government  has  done
 the  right  and  proper  thing  by  accept-
 ing  the  PAC  Recommendation  to  hold
 a  high  level  enquiry  to  which  I  re-
 ferred  earlier.  In  the  light  of  this  de-
 cision,  there  is  no  need  to  go  into  the
 individual  cases  dealt  with  by  the
 report.  It  is  uhnecessary  and  perhaps
 not  quite  proper  as  well  in  the  sense
 that  once  it  is  known  that  all  these
 matters  will  be  enquired  into

 to  pre-
 judge  issues.  or  prejudice  their  consi-
 deration  in  any  way.  It  would  be
 more  purposeful  and  meaningful  ६०
 discuss  the  findings  of  the  enquiry
 committee  when  they  become  avail-
 able.

 It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  the
 PAC  confines  itself  to  the  working  of
 the  governmental  system  and  its  fai-
 lure  if  any.  It  examines  government
 officers  who  are  concerned  with  the
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 matters  under  discussion  ex-officio
 and  not  the  individuals  who  themselv-
 es  took  the  decisions.  The  PAC  is
 careful  not  to  condemn  individuals  on
 the  principle  that  no  one  is  to  be  con-
 demend  without  a  hearing;  it  contents
 itself  with  recommending  a_  further
 enquiry  by  an  appropriate  body  which
 could  where  necessary  probe  into
 facts  or  take  disciplinary  or  legal  ac-
 tion  against  those  who  have  failed
 in  their  duties.

 This  brings  me  to  some  of  the  larger
 issues  thrown  up  by  this  discussion.
 First  is  the  question  of  inter-relation-
 ship  between  this  House,  the  PAC  and
 the  Government.  Both  the  PAC  and
 the  Government  are  the  creatures  of
 Parliament.  Membership  of  the  PAC
 broadly  reilects  the  various  groups  and
 shades  of  opinion  here.  Its  recom-
 mendations  are  therefore  entitled  to
 full  consideration  and  respect  and
 healthy  ccnventions  of  parliamentary
 democracy  require  that  the  Govern-
 ment  should  normally  accept  those  re-
 commendations.  But  I  would.  with  all
 respect,  remind  those  friends,  who  re-
 ferred  to  this  matter,  that  technically
 speaking  the  recommendations  of  the
 PAC,  are  not  directions  of  the  House
 and  cannot  therefore  be  held  to  9०
 automatically  binding  on  the  execu-
 tive.  This  is  an  “important  difference
 in  principle.  In  other  words,  the  final
 judgment on  the  implementation  of
 the  recommendations  addressed  to  the
 Government  has  to  be  exercised  by
 the  Government.  Then  the  question
 arises:  how  are  differences  between
 the  Government  and  the  PAC  to  be
 disposed  of  or  resolved?  Even  when

 -there  are  no  differences  how  is  the
 House  take  note  of  the  reports?  This
 was  under  discussion  since  morning
 and  the  Speaker  dwelt  on  this  point.
 The  present  practice  is  that  the  re-
 ports  of  these  committees  are  com-
 mented  upon  during  the  debates  on
 demands  for  grants;  they  are  never
 discussed  1  the  House.  The  right  of
 Parliament  to  discuss  these  reports,
 ag  the  Speiker  pointed  out,  cannot  be
 questioned.  But  the  wisdom  of  hold-
 ing  such  clscussions  ig  certainly  open
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 to  doubt.  In  mid  1950s  when  diffe-
 rences  arose  between  the  PAC  and  the
 Government  some  Members  wanted  to
 discuss  the  matter  in  the  House  and
 the  Speaker,  Shri  Mavalankar  observ-
 ed:

 ‘It  is  no  use  having  a  discussion,
 here  and  making  speeches  as  that
 will  not  help  the  growth  of  par-
 liamentary  democracy.  We  must
 evolve  a  better  method  and  pro-
 cedure  rather  than  mere  discussion
 and  rankerous  statements  and  ar-
 guments  made  in  the  House.”
 There  are  other  rulings  in  the  same

 vein  but  I  will  not  take  the  time  of
 the  House  with  them.  So,  he  asked
 for  a  better  procedure  to  be  evolved.
 It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  the
 52nd  report  of  the  PAC,  that  is  a  re-
 port  that  came  after  the  50th  and  be-
 fore  the  55th  report,  the  sub-commit-
 tee  observed  as  follows:  “the  sub-com-
 mittee  desires  that  a  healthy  conven-
 tion  should  be.developed  whereby  if
 there  is  any  difficulty  in  implement-
 ing  a  recommendation  reiterated  by
 the  committee,  the  matter  should  be
 submitted  to  the  Cabinet  and  its  de-
 cision  communicated  to  the  committee.”
 The  point  to  note  here  is  that  even
 in  case  of  divergence  of  opinion  bet-
 ween  the  Government  and  the  PAC,
 neither  the  Speaker,  nor  the  PAC  it-
 self  considers  a  discussion  in  the  House
 as  being  desirable.  It  is  even  less  de-
 sirable  when  the  Government  accepts
 a  recommendation  6f  the  PAC  to  probe
 into  a  particular  matter  and  here  I
 would  like  to  underline  the  fact  that
 the  Government  hag  accepted  the  re-
 commendation  in  this  case  and  thus
 there  is  no  disagreement.

 If  the  object  of  the  discussion  is  to
 get  the  .House  approve  or  disapprove
 the  report,  it  runs  into  various  diffi-
 culties.  First  and  foremost,  if  it  is  in
 order  @r  the  House  to  approve  the
 report,  it  follows  that  it  is  open  to  the
 House  to  reject  it.  This  may  be  the
 theoretically  possible,  but  I  am  sure
 that  no  one  here  would  like  to  Jeave
 any  room  for  such  a  possibility  to
 materialise.  After  all  it  should  not  be
 forgotten  that  the  PAC  functions  as  an
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 expert,  rather  than  a  political  body.
 The  Party  whip  does  not  operate  in  the
 PAC  as  it  does  here.  That  is  why
 the  established  practice  since  Indepen-
 dence  is  against  discussing  the  PAC
 report  in  the  House.  This  conventton
 was  repeatedly  upheld  by  Shri  Mava-
 lankar  and  he.  said  that  if  a  situation
 arose  {n  which  discussion  on  the  in-
 ‘evitable  party  lines  exposes  a  PAC
 report  to  critical  comments,  it  would
 not  be  proper.  Even  leaders  of  the
 Opposition  like  Shri  Surendranath
 Dwivedy  and  Shrimati  Renu  Chakra-
 vartty  pointed  out  at  an  earlier  stage
 that  it  was  against  the  present  prac-
 tice  of  the  House  to  discuss  PAC  re-
 ports.  You,  in  your  wisdom  had  made
 an  -exception  to  day  but  I-  do  hope
 that  this  would  remain  the  solitary
 exception.  For  reasons  I  have  just

 .Teferred  to  at  some.  length,  discussions
 on  PAC  reports  in  the  House  are
 fraught  with  difficulties.

 Another  wider  issue  that  has  been
 thrown  up  is  how  should  complaints
 ‘against  Ministers  and  officials  be
 dealt  with.  It  is  mecessary  to  evolve
 clear-cut  procedures.  It  is  as  necessary
 to  protect  the  innocent  as  to  punish
 the  guilty.  Committed  as  we  are  to
 socialism,  the  role  of  the  State  in  the
 life  of  the  community  will  keep  on
 incr  The  gov  apparatus

 ‘is  already  large;  it  will  get  larger.
 Even  today,  we  complaint  of  inaction
 or  slow  action  on  the  part of  the  Gov-
 ernment  machinery.  Let  us  not  give
 quarter  to  the  dishonest,  but  let  us  at
 the  same  time  be  careful  not  to  create
 an  atmosphere  in  which  no  distinc-
 tion  is  made  between  dishonesty  and
 honest  mistake.  Otherwise,  everyone  in
 the  administration  will  pass  ‘the  buck
 and  seek  horizontal  and  vertical  sup-
 port.  Let  us  accept  that  sole  deci-
 sions  -will  be  wrong.  Some  percentage
 of  error  is  glways  there.  The  crucial
 question  is,  is  it  bona  fide  or  mala
 fide  error?  The  protection  of  the  inno-
 cent  should  be  as  muah  the  respcnsi-
 bility  of  this  august  House  as  the
 punishment  of  the  guilty.
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 The  Santhanam  Committee  has
 dealt  with  the  question  of  dealing
 with  complaints  against  Ministers  and
 officials.  The  principle,  enunciated  by
 this  Committee  have  found  a  large
 measure  of  support  on  both  sides  of
 the  House.  It  makes  a  distinction  bet-
 ween  the  handling  of  complaints
 against  Ministers  and  officials.  It
 suggests  one  procedure  for  examining

 _complaints  against  officials  and  ano-
 ther  for  examining  compaints  against
 Ministers.  I  am  here  concerned  with
 the  principle  underlying  the  difference
 in  procedures  rather  than  their  .me-
 संध.  While  a  civil  servant  is  entitled
 to  insist  on  the  protection  offered  by
 hig  conduct  rules  and  while  he  can
 continue  to  function  un‘il  he  is  found
 guilty,  a  Minister  cannot  function
 under  a  cloud.  This  point  has  been
 made  by  friends  opposite:  But  the
 point  is,  who  is  to  decide?  The  going
 out  of  a  Minister  is  something  which
 the  Prime  Minister  alone  can  decide.
 The  judgment  of  the  Prime  Minister
 in  this  matter  is  erucial,  and  I  think
 we  can  be  quite  sure  that  no  Prime
 Minister  of  this  country,  or  no  Prime
 Minister  under  any  democratic  sys-
 tem,  can  afford  to  keep  a  Minister

 But
 the  decision  rests  with  her  and  her
 alone  so  long  as  she  continues  to  re-
 main  Prime  Minister.

 Here,  I  want  to  touch  on  the  limited
 point  as  to  whether  or  not  a  separate
 formal  enquiry  should  be  set  up
 against  Shri  Subramaniam.  I  am_  not
 going  into  the  evidence or  the  me-
 rits  of  any  other  aspect-of  the  matter.
 Shri  Subramaniam  is  perhaps  guilty -
 of  overeagerness,  But  no  one,  as  far
 as  I  know,  has  charged  him  with  dis-
 honesty  or  corruption.  If  anyone  has
 such  charges,  the  proper  thing  would
 be  to  send  them  to  the  Prime  Minister
 in  writing,

 Shri  Ranga:  Why?
 Shri  झ.  ९.  Pant:  Because  that  is

 what  the  Santhanam  Committee  has
 suggested.  Nor  do  the  facts,  as  they

 -have  come  to  us  from  the  PAC,  sug-
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 Best  that  his  actions  were  mala  fide.
 If  there  are  any  new  facts,  we  wil  be
 glad  to  have  them.  But  so  far  as  the
 facts  that  have  come  to  us  from  the
 PAC  are  concerned,  they  do  not  sug-
 gest  that  his  actions  were  mala  fide
 Jit  Paul’s  letter  10  the  Minister,  of
 which  so  much  is  sought  to  be  made,
 only  confirms  this  impression.  Shri
 Subramaniam  has  a  long  record  of  dis-
 tinguished  public  service  behind  him.
 He  has  been  a  Minister  continuously

 _tor  two  decades  now,  and  a  contro-
 versial  Minister  at  that,  And  yet,  he
 185  always  enjoyed  a  high  reputa-
 tion  for  integrity.

 et  ag  fart  मास  हाई  कर्ड  ने
 उन  हे  बारे  में  स्ट्रक्चर  स  किये  हैं।

 Shri  K.  €.  Pant:  Today  with  the
 benefit  of  hindsight,  it  is  perhaps  pos-
 sible  to  argue  that  he  should  have
 acted  this  way  and  not  that  way.
 Be  that  as  it  may,  putting  it  at  its
 worst,  what  the  charges  amount  to  is
 that  he  exercised  his  discretion
 wrongly.  But  that  alone  cannot  justify
 the  setting  up  of  a  formal  enquiry
 against  him.

 Shri  Dwivedy  asked,  if  I  remember
 aright,  whether  the  enquiry  commit-
 tee  that  would  be  set  up  would  cover
 the  Minister.  I  think  so  “far  as  I  car
 see,  any  enquiry  committee  that  is
 set  up  to  go  into  all  the  transac-
 tions  would  cover  any  aspect  that  is
 thrown  up,  whoever  is  concerned,  but
 it  is  essentia}  that  only  the  transac-
 tions  are  to  be  enquired  into  and  not
 the  individuals  as  such.  In  the  light
 of  all  that  I  have  said,  I  feel  that  no
 case  has  been  made  out  for  a  separate
 formal  enquiry  into  Shri  Subramani-
 am’s  conduct,  nor  has  the  PAC  sug-
 gested  it.  In  the  other  case,  the  PAC
 has  suggested  it  but  in  this  case,  it
 has  not.  That  is  the  difference.

 As  I  said  earlier,  so  far  as  any  Mi-
 nister  is  concerned,  the  moment  the
 Prime  Minis'er  is  satisfied  that  a
 prima  fdcie  case  exists  for  a  spec:  ie
 formal  probe,  she  should  advise  ihe
 Minister  to  go.  But  if  she  is  not
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 satisfied,  there  the  matter  should  ordi-
 narily  end.  However,  in  this  particu-
 lar  case,  some  extrao-dinary  factors
 have  comp.icated  the  case.  Firstly
 there  are  the  adverse  comments  of
 PACT.  Secondly,  the  observations  of  the
 Speaker  while  giving  his  ruling  on
 the  privilege  motion  against  the
 Minister; and  finally,  the  very  bad  re-
 putation  of  the  firm  involved  in  the
 transactions  commented  upon  by  the
 PAC,  Because  of  these  reasons,  and
 also  because  the  traditions  of  public
 life  are  involved,  it  would  in  my  view
 by  advisable  for  the  Prime  Minister
 to  informally  seek  an  opinion  from
 some  fo-mer  judge  on  the  propriety  of
 the  Minister’s  actions.  It  is  my  sub-
 mission  that  such  a  course  of  action
 would  meet  the  ends  of  justice  as
 well  as  public  propriety.

 Justice  also  requires  that  proper  ac-
 tion  be  taken  against  the  firm  which
 lies  at  the  root  of  al]  the  trouble.  It
 seems  to  be  forgotten  in  the  hulla-
 batoo  about  ‘the  Minister  and  the  Sec-
 retary.  We.  in  the  Committee  on-
 Pub‘ic  Undertakings,  as  has  been  re-
 ferred  to  by  Shri  Daji,  have  also  had
 occasion  to  pass  strong  strictures
 against  this  fir  The  Government
 must  deal  with  the  firm  sternly  and
 speedily.

 So  far  as  the  PAC  report  and  the
 Government's  decision  on  their  re-
 commendations  are  concerned,  We
 on  this  side  of  the  House  have  no
 reason  to  be  dissatisfied  with  our  con-
 tribution.  Even  ignoring  the  fact  that
 the  majority  of  Members  in  the  PAC
 ag  well  ag  its  Chairman  are  from  the
 Congresg  party,  the  House  will  recall
 that  the  Members  of  the  Rajya  Sa-
 bha  who  took  it  upon  themselves  0
 pursue  this  matter  relentlessly  were
 Cowgressmen.  The  Government  which
 has  respected  the  wishes  of  the  PAC
 also  happens  to  be  a  Congress  ial ernment.

 This  is  ४  good  example  of  the
 healthy  functioning  of  the  system  of
 necks:  and  balances  in  our  structure.
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 (Shri  K,  C.  Pant]
 except  that  on  the  occasion,  as  far  as
 I  can  remember,  an  official  rather  than
 a  Minister  became  the  target  of  attack.
 By  and  large,  Parliament  has  main-
 tained  the  tradition  that  those  who
 cannot  defend  themselves  should  not
 be  attacked.  A  sovereign  body  must
 be  careful  in  nursing  these  traditions.
 However,  the  Government  too  must
 see  to  it  tha!  Members  have  other
 avenue,  to  gttisfy  themselves  in  case
 there  are  complaints  against  indivi-
 dual  officials,

 Another  tradition  of  Parliament  is
 that  charges  should  not  be  lightly
 brought  and,  since  the  floor  is  privi-
 leged,  ०४४४५  should  not  be  brought
 by  one  Member  against  another  with-
 out  prior  intimation.  Of  late,  there
 have  been  several  instances  of  the
 later,  and  the  general  tone  of  public
 life  has  suffered  as  a  consequence.

 Shri  Nambiar:  All  this  was  forgot-
 ten.  Shri  A.  K.  Gopalan  was  arrest-
 ed.  Wisdom  is  dawning  on  them  at
 least  now.

 Shri  K.  C.  Pant:  I  refuse  to  yield
 Sir.  (Interruption).  When  will  it  dawn
 on  him?  Now,  the  other  day,  my  hon.
 friend  Shri  Madhu  Limaye  brought  up
 a  privilege  motion  to  protect  the  Spea-
 ker.  From  his  remarks,  it  was  clear
 that  Shri  Limaye  did  not  have  100
 much  confidence  in  the  bona  fides  of
 his  informer.  And  yet,  he  chose  to
 bring  the  matter  before  the  House
 without  preliminary  confirmation.  He
 is  an  801४  man,  and  an  example  to  us
 in  hard  work  and  thoroughness  and
 I  have  every  respect  for  him.  That  is
 why  I  am  surprised  that  he  should
 not  have  thought  of  confirming  the
 genuineness  or  even  the  existense  of
 the  document  in  which  the  Speaker's
 name  allegedly  figured,  before  raising
 the  matter  in  the  House.

 भी  मधु  लिमये  :  वह  प्रिधिलैज  मौशन
 अमरीक  सिंह  खिलाफ  है
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 Shri  K.  C,  Pant;  The  Speaker  has
 given  clear-cut  rulings  in  this  connec-
 tion,  and  I  shall  quote  them.  One  of them  is  as  follows:

 “The  Member  should  take  _res-
 ponsibility  for  whatever  he  says.  It
 is  not  good  enough  if  allegation
 which  is  made  is  proved  to  be  un-
 founded,  because  the  damage  will
 already  be  done  ang  the  man  con-
 cerned  would  unnecessarily  be  ma-
 ligned.—Even  if  ‘ater  the  allega- ~ tion  is  proved  to  be  false,  what
 damage  has  to  be  done  is  done.
 So  it  is  not  enough  to  say  that  if
 the  allegation  turns  out  to  be
 wrong,  it  might  be  cancelled.
 Whatever  a  Member  says  here
 should  be  said  only  after  he  is
 fully  satisfied  himself  that  it  is  true
 and  that  he  has  sufficient  reason  to
 rely  upon  what  he  says,  Till  then
 he  should  not  make  a  statement.”
 On  another  occasion,  when  Shri

 Mani  Ram  Bagri  made  an  allegation
 that  Prof.  Humayun  Kabir  had  made
 improper  use  of  the  service  facilities
 at  the  National  Physical  Laboratory,
 the  Speaker  observed  that  a  “Member
 must  make  sure  what  the  contents  of
 a  particular  document  are  before  mak-
 ing  allegations  on  the  basis  of  it  in  the
 House.”

 There  was  a  third  occasion  when  the
 Speaker  drew  attention  to  the  rulings
 given  in  the  Lok  Sabha  debates  of
 1963  to  the  effect  that  “a  Member  who
 makes  an  allegation  against  any  per-
 son  should  ensure  about  the  correct-
 ness  of  the  facts  beforehand  and
 should  realise  his  responsibility  as  a
 Member.”

 The  reason  why  I  refer  to  this  is
 not  because  I  want  ‘to  raise  any  con-
 troversy  here,  but  because  I  honestly
 feel  that  the  dignity  of  public  workers
 is  really  indivisible.  No  matter  which
 party  they  belong  to,  they  tend  to
 have  8  separate  collective  identity  in
 the  eyes  of  the  people  af  large.  In
 a  democracy,  we  *can  only  function
 with  a  certain  minimum  of  mutual
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 confidence  and  mutual  consideration
 for  each  other’s  dignity.  Unless  we  ob-
 serve  certain  restraints,  there  is  every
 danger  that  the  public  image  of  the
 pulitician  in  this  country  will  be
 damaged  beyond  repair.  We,  who  have
 taken  ,an  oath  to  uphold  the  Cons-
 titution,  owe  it  to  ourselves  and  the
 country  to  see  that  this  goes  not
 happen.

 Shri  Ranga:  Sir,  all  this  time  I  was
 wondering  what  has  happened  to.  the
 Cabinet.  Was  there  no  Cabinet  at  all
 when  Mr.  Subramaniam  was  going
 through  this  ordeal  all  these  years,
 when  he  was  passing  orders,  revising
 them  and  re-revising  them  and  after-
 wards  when  he  was  being  cross-ex-
 amined  before  the  PAC?  What  were
 his  relations  with  the  Cabinet  and  his
 Cabinet  colleagues?  We  were  asked
 to  believe  that  at  the  instance  of  the
 Transport  Ministry,  he  was  obliged
 to  resile  from  a  part  of  the  punish-
 ment  he  wanted  to  accord  6  that
 guilty  firm,  But  were  there  no  re-
 cords  as  between  the  Trasport
 Ministry  and  his  Ministry?  Did  he
 have  any  talks  with  the  Transport
 Minister  himself?  When  he  held  such
 strong  views  ag  to  differ  from  his  own
 Secretary,  when  he  insisted  upon  hav-
 ing  his  own  way  and  refusing  to  ac-
 cept  his  Secretary's  advice  to  limiting
 this  punishment  for  only  two  years,
 why  is  it  he  never  thought  of  bring-
 ing  this  matter  to  the  notice  of  the
 Cabinet,  the  Prime  Minister  and  the
 Cabinet  Secretariat?

 What  was  the  Cabinet  Secretariat
 doing  when  he  passed  one  order?  Was
 it  informed  about  it?  Then  g  second
 order  wag  passed.  Was  it  informed
 about  it?  A  third  order  was  passed.
 Was  it  informed?  Why  is  it  that  he
 was  completely  indifferent  to  the  ex-
 istence  of  such  a  thing  as  Cabinet  Sec-
 retariat  of  such  a  person  as  the  Prime
 Minister  and  of  such  an  institution  as
 the  Cabinet?  I  am  surprised  how  it
 was  that  at  no  stage  during  all  these
 long  discussions,  the  Cabinet  was  not
 brought  into  the  pfcture  at  all.  It  is
 no  good  for  anybody  to  try  to  make
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 Mr.  Subramaniam  ९  scapegoat. He  was  one  of  the  Ministers,  a  strong
 Minister,  a  self-willed  Minister,  a
 self-opinionated  Minister.  Some  of
 my  friends  believe  that  he  was  arro-
 gant.  also.  I  am_  not  prepared  to
 subscribe  to  that  as  a  general  pro-
 Position.  But  certainly  he  is  a
 strong  Minister.  He  was  strong  enough
 to  disagree  with  his  Secretary,  which
 many  of  the  Cabinet  Ministers  are
 not  capable  of  and  do  not  do  un-
 fortunately.  He  passed  that  order,
 which  was  a  very  good  order.  Why
 was  it  that  that  order  wa3  not  passed
 earlier  when  his  other  colleagues,  who
 still  happen  to  be  here  as  his  col-
 leagues,‘  were  in  charge  of  that
 ministry  over  all  these  years?  Why
 were  they  not  doing  anything?
 What  was  the  Cabinet  doing?  Why
 was  it  sleeping,  through  successive
 Prime  Ministers?  This  is  a  very
 important  thing  that  has  got  to  be
 discussed.  My  friend,  Mr.  Pant,  the
 son  of  my  very  revered  colleague
 and  leader,  asked  us  to  look  into
 all  these  questions  of  propriety  and
 procedure.  Certainly  it  is  relevant
 to  except  the  Prime  Minister  and
 the  Cabinet  and  the  ruling  party  of
 the  country  also  to  look  into  this
 matter  from  this  standpoint.  What
 were  the  relations  between  this
 Minister  and  his  ministry?  Some  of
 our  friends  have  already  askd,  why
 is  it  that  he  did  not  take  to  task  that
 Iron  and  Steel  Controller?  Why  did

 _it  not  occur  to  him?  Why  should  he
 have  taken  all  these  things  for  grant-
 ed  that  anyhow  these  things  are  there
 as  part  of  the  practice;  why  bother?
 Why  dismiss  this  man  or  suspend  or
 punish  the  other  fellow?  Why  should
 he  take  it  for  granted  like  that?  He
 failed  to  wonder  why  Jit  Paul  had
 met  him  just  about  the  time  when  the
 papers  also  reached  him?  Why?  It  is
 because  according  to  me  he  felt  it  was
 not  ingproper,  because  he  has  got  too
 used  to  these  improprieties  and  impro-
 per  procedures  and  activities.  The
 whole  system  of  this  Government  in
 general,  especially  in  regard  to  per-
 mits,  controlg  and  licences,  is  go  ful)
 of  these  improprieties  ang  irregulari
 ties  that  it  did  not  strike  him  as  any



 ऊ...
 [आएं  Ranca]

 thing  objectionable  or  unholy.  But
 certainly  he  was  upset  by  the  manner
 in  which  this  company  had  been  al-
 lowed  to  commit  all  these  improperiet-
 ies  and  irregularities.  Therefore,  he
 mustered  strength  and  courage  and
 passed  the  order.  It  was  after  that
 that  he  dev2loped  cold  feet.
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 (Surr  5.  L.  Sarar  in  the  Chair].

 My  hon.  friend  Mr.  Pant  wanted  us
 to  remember  the  exemplary  public
 life-my  hon.  friend,  Shri  Subramaniam,
 has  had  during  the  past  12  or  13  years
 as  Minister.  That  is  true.  He  is
 known  as  a  strong  Minister,  head-
 strong  also  sometimes.  But  he  is  also
 known  to  be  amenable  to  political
 influences.  That  is  where  his  difficul-
 ty  comes.  Nobody  has  ever  said  to
 my  knowledge  that  he  is  amenable  to
 money.  But  he  is  amenable  to  politi-
 cal  influences.  I  need  not  go  into  very
 many  details.  People  know.how  he
 changed  his  ‘views  overnight  श  re-
 gard  to  Education  in  Madras.  I  know
 it  for  a  fact  that  he  changed  his  view
 in  regard  to  cooperative  farming  bet-
 ween  one  meeting  of  the  AICC
 Hyderabad  and  another  at  Nagpur.
 I  also  know  he  changed  his  views  in
 regard  to  controls  when  he  was  under
 the  leadership  of  Rajaii  and  now  when
 he  has  come  to  be  under  the  leadership
 of  these  Prime  Ministers.  That  is  his
 weakness  (Interruptions).

 An  hon.  Member:  You  have  chang-
 ed  parties.

 Shri  Indira  Gandhi:  He  is  not  the
 only  one  to  change  his  views.

 Shri  Banga:  Is  it  the  Prime  Minister
 who  has  dared  to  whisper  thig?  If  she
 has  done  it,  I  have  my  answer.  Her
 father  also  made  a  similar  charge
 against  me.  I  differed  from  them  and  I
 had  the  moral  courage  to  break  away from  their  party  and  take  all  these
 risks.  The  risks  were  very  great.  IfI
 had  not  dared’  them  and  left  them, श
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 would  I  have  been  defeated  in  the  !ast
 general  elections?  That  was  the  penalty
 I  have  paid  for  having  dared  her  father.
 I  dared  them  because  I  differed  from
 them  on  principies  and  policies.  That
 is  exactly  what  my  hon.  friend  has
 never  been  able  to  do.  Nor  was
 Jawaharlal  Nehru  able  to  do  that.  1
 do  not  wish  to  say  what  this  lady  is
 going  to  do  in  future.  But  1  wish  to  re-
 mind  her  that  the  country  is  watching
 what  she  is  going  to  do  about  her
 statement  that  the  country  is  more  im-
 ‘portant  than  the  party  and  therefore
 she  would  always  91806  the  interests
 of  the  country  first  before  the  interests
 of  the  party.  The  future  will  decide
 whether  she  would  be  able  to  muster
 the  necessary  mora]  courage  for  that
 or  she  would  go  the  way  of  her  own
 father.

 My  hon.  friend  has  shown  this  weak-
 ness.  My  fear  is,  he  has  shown  tha‘
 weakness  once  again  in  regard  to  this
 matter.  Otherwise,  he  would  not  3१
 got  into  this  troluble  at  all.  He  was
 talking  about  his  conscience.  Is  he
 quite  sure—can  anybody  be  cuite  sure—
 that  our  reading  ०  the  concience  15

 No  less  a  man  than
 Mahatma  Gandhi  had  had  to  confes:
 that  what  he  thought  to  be  the  promp-
 tings  of  his  conscience  did  not  turn
 out  to  be  his  real  conscience.  He  ४-४
 great  enough  to  confess  that.

 Therefore,  1  do  not  want  my  hon.
 friend  to  go  on  saying  to  himself  with
 gumption  that  his  conscience  is  clear.
 The  question  is  on  what  side  his  consci-
 ence  is  clear?  If  it  is  that  he  thought
 of  money,  may  be  it  was  clear.  If  he
 thought  of  his  own  loca)  interests,  may
 be  it  was  clear.  But  let  him  think  of
 the  political  interest  also  which  ‘was
 behind  the  successive  decisions  that  he
 was  making  and  the  atmosphere  be-
 hind  them.  Some  names  were  men-
 tioned.  One  was  the  name  of  a  dead
 man  and  another  was  the  name  of  an-
 other  colleague  of  his  who  is  now  in
 the  Cabinet:  Mention  was  made  about
 this  firm’s  ramifications  among  the
 politicians.  I  do  not  know  whether
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 those  ramifications  were  confined  only
 to  the  Congress  Party,  only  to  the
 Members  of  Parliament  here,  only  to
 the  Congress  Party  8  the
 Centre.  To  find  out  how  influential
 this  firm  war,  one  need  not  have  to  go
 into  all  the  details.  Is  it  not  enough
 that  over  seven  years  the  Cabint  was
 kept  asleep,  the  rest  of  the  ministers
 were  kept  ignorant  or  indifferent  or
 silent  and  only  the  ministers  who  had
 to  deal  with  them  were  carrying  on
 their  own  merry-go-round-show  with
 this  firm?  That  is  why  I  am  not  pre-

 ,Pared  {o  exonerate  my  hon.  friend.

 But  my  trouble  is  this.  Was  this
 Minister  alone  responsible  or  was  he
 being  made,  knowingly  or  un-
 knowingly—imy  fear  is  some  of  them

 .did  not  even  know  that  they  were
 going  to-place  him  in  such  a  difficult
 position—a  scapegoat?  Was  he  being
 made  use  of  by  other  ministers  here
 as  well  as  other  ministers  in  the
 States.  one  or  two  other  politiciacs,
 and  this  firm.  ali  of  them  together,  and
 in  vhe  end  he  became  a_  scapegoat?
 But  merely  because  some  of  us  may
 think  that  he  had  become  a  scapegoat,
 that  he  had  been  nade  a  scapegoat  by
 some  other  jnteres's  who  had  much
 more  to  Jose  if  he  did  not  yield  to  them
 and  much  more  to  gain  and  1  he  yielded
 to  them,  merely  because  he  had  done
 this,  are  we  to  excuse  him  and  the  full
 Cabinet?  It  is  rather  surprising  to  me
 -—ail  these  four  years  I  have  been  here
 during  this  Parliament  when  other
 ministers  were  being  attacked  and  1
 have  not  found  all  these  friends  pre-
 sent  on  those  occasions—to  find,  parti-
 cularly,  my  hon.  friend,  Shri  S.  क.
 ‘Patil  present  in  the  House,  very  active
 tuday,  very  much  alive  to  the  points  of
 order  and  procedure  of  this  House.
 Why  is  there  this  anxiety?  Why  did
 they  not  show  this  anxiety  all  these
 years  in  order  to  protect  the  reputa-
 tion  of  Parliiment,  of  the  Cabinet  and
 ot  the  Prim:  Minister  and  also  the
 Minister  concerned  in  this  particular
 Ministry  and  -successive  numbers  of
 them?  I  charge  them  with  the  derelic-
 tiun  of  their  duty  ip  regard  to  this
 country.

 SRAVANA  31,  1888  (SAKA)  Fifty-fifth  Report

 When  he  was  asked:

 #ए/  (फ
 Is  this  the  only  firm?  There  -was

 the  Mundhra  firm  about.  which  the
 Ex  Chief  Justice  had  written  his
 judgment.  There  was  also  the  T.  T.
 Krishnamachari  and  Sons  about  which
 both:  the  Houses  are  witness  for  such  a
 long  time.  The  President  alio  was
 made  aware  of  so  many  things  about
 that  firm.  There  are  so  many  other
 tycoons  the  names  of  which  I  need
 not  mention.  They  are  known  to  them
 because  they  deal  with  them  and  _  ll
 these  tycoons  are  having  their  daily
 dealings  with  the  Iron  and  Stee]  Con-
 troller  and  various  other  Controllers
 who  have  got  to  deal  with  all  these
 favours  that  are  being  distributed  in
 the  name  of  the  country  through  these
 permits,  licences  and  quotas.  All  these
 people  have  got  to  be  watched..  Is  this
 Government  competent  to  watch  them
 when  they  are  dependent  upon  them
 for  its  finances  at  the  time  of  elec-
 tions?  Apart  from  these  firms,  they
 themselves  are  having  in  the  different
 States,  one  group  of  Congress  fighting
 against  the  other  with  the  result  they
 are  obliged  to  spend  lakhs  and  lakhs
 of  rupees  on  their  elections.  There-
 fore,  they  are  not  free  agents.  That  is
 why  I  am  not  prepared  to  agree  with
 the  suggestion  made  my  hon.  friend,
 Shri  Pant,  earlier  by  Shri  Santanam
 and  much  earlier  by  Shri  Jawaharla!
 Nehru,  that  whenever  we  have  any
 quarrel,  any  complaint  to  make  against
 any  minister,  we  should  first  go  to  the
 Prime  Minister.  We  know  the  high
 position  that  the  Prime  Minister  has
 been  able  to  fall  from.  Al]  that  came
 out  when  the  CBI  episode  took  place
 in  this  House.  They  appointed  a
 Cabinet  Sub-Committee  on  which  ‘the
 Ex-Chief  Justice  was  also  a  member.

 “Js  this  the  re-
 port?”  he  said:  “I  do  not  know.  We
 have  taken  a  vow”.  What  vow  did
 they  take?  They  took  a  vow  of  secre-
 cy.  Therefore,  he  said,  he  could  not
 say  whethtr  that  was  the  report  or
 that  was  not  the  report.  But  it
 came  $  be  the  report.  That  was  the
 Cabinet  Sub-Committee  presided  over
 by  the  Prime  Minister.  That  is  the
 degree  of  integrity  that  they  have  been
 able  to  display.  Therefore,  we  cannot
 very  well  leave  it  to  the  Prime  Minjs-
 ter,  any  Prime  Minister,  the  kind  of
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 [Shri  Ranca]
 Prime  Ministers  that  we  have  been
 having  so  long.

 What  shall  we  do?  My  hon.  friend
 says,  whenever  these  things  happen,
 let  us  not  give  it  to  an  outside  body,
 let  us  make  a  private  reference  to  a
 Supreme  Court  Judge  or  an  ex-
 Supreme  Court  Judge.  Would  that  be
 satisfactory?  Should  there  not  be  a
 full-fledged  Commission  of  Inquiry.

 Shri  K  N,  Tiwary  (Bagaha):  Unless
 you  are  made  the  judge  there  will  be
 no  satisfaction  for  you.

 Shrj  Ranga:  Would  you  care  for  it?
 Did  you  care  for  the  judgment  passed
 against  .one  of  the  ministers  here  by
 the  Supreme  Court?  You  have  for-
 gotten  all  aboout  it  and  you  have  per-
 mitted  that  gentleman  into  your  Cabi-
 net.  That  is  the  sense  of  integrity
 which  you  have  displayed.  That  is  the
 degree  of  respect  you  have  shown  to
 the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court.

 Therefore,  there  is  no  other  solution,
 there  is  no  other  remedy  for  this  kind
 of  thing,  but  the  resignation  of  this
 Cabinet.  If  they  really  mean  to  main-
 tain  a  high  sense  of  integrity,  if  they
 really  wish  to  convince  the  people
 that  they  care  for  their  interests,  that
 they  care  for  the  sacredness  of  the
 oath  they  have  taken  here  1  this
 House  and  the  oath  that  they  have  also
 taken  before  the  President  when  they
 took  their  places  in  the  Cabinet,  they
 should  resign.

 Secondly,  it  is  not  enough  that  they
 resign.  They  should  give  up  this
 system  of  controls.  To  the  extent  that
 they  must  have  some  control,  some
 permits,  some  licences,  some  quotas,
 they  should  give  up  their  control  here
 from  this  Government  and  place  it  in
 charge  of  a  quasi-judicial,  completely
 non-political  and  independent  Com-
 mission.  Let  it  administer  therfi.  Then
 it  would  be  easier  for  people  like  Shri
 Subramaniam,  who  are  not  amenable
 to  money,  to  be  abel  to  run  _  their
 administrative  contro]  through  secret-
 aries  in  a  more  effective,-more  sensible
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 and  wiser  manner,  As  long  as  they
 have  gone  on  hugging  to  these  controls,
 it  would  not  be  possible  for  them  to
 call  their  souls  their  own,  to  say  that
 their  conscience  is  clear.  It  is  impos-
 sible  for  them  to  keep  their  conscience
 clear.  Even  while  the  Ministers  are
 asleep  their  secretaries  are  playing
 mischief  with  them,  the  controllers  are
 playing  mischief  with  them  and  so
 many  other  officers  are  playing  mis-
 chief  with  them.

 Shri  Subramaniam  said  before  the
 Committee  that  he  was  strong  enough
 to  control  his  secretaries.  Where  was
 his:  strength?  In  spite of of  all  his  st-
 rength,  his  secretary  was  able  to  turn
 him  on  his  little  finger  by  tickling
 some  Deputy  Secretary  in  the  Trans-
 port  Ministry  and  then  again  tickling
 various  other  people,  the  Controller
 of  Iron  and  Steel  and  making  what
 would  to  be  i  t, vous  references  one  after  another  and
 delaying  implementation  of  his  own
 order.  He  thought  he  was  very
 powerful.  Therefore,  he  said  that  it
 must  be  put  into  effect  immediately.
 what  immediacy  was  there  over  that
 one  month?  Why  did  he  not  enquire
 about  it.  Instead  he  was  satisfied  with
 his  cabinet  post  like  all  his  other
 friends.  They  must  hang  on  to  these
 posts,  otherwise  they  cannot  be  happy.
 You  shoyld  have  a  look  at  some  of  our
 friends  who  are  out  of  office.  How
 doleful  they  look!  Tnerefore,  they  must
 keep  on  to  it;  otherwise,  something
 more  would  go  wrong  with  them.
 That  disease  has  overtaken  many  of
 these  people.  Some  time  ago  one  of
 the  friends  who  happens  to  0  the
 President  of  the  Congress  party  made
 a  kind  of  suggestion  that  after  ten
 years  these  people  should  vacate.  He
 made  an  exception  for  himself,  he
 made  an  exception  for  the  Prime
 Minister,  very  advisedly.  Now  they
 have  made  an  exception  for  the  whole
 lot  of  them  so  that  they  can  carry  on.
 It  is  only  because  of  that  that  these
 Secretaries  and  Confrollers  and  all
 other  people  are  able  to  make  mince-
 meat  of  these  Ministers  and  scuttle  all
 proposals  put  forward  by  them.
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 When  the  committees  go  into  their
 affairs  we  see  what  weaklings  these
 people  happen  to  be  helpless  people,
 incompetent  people,  incompetent  not
 because  they  are  ordinarily  incompe-
 tent  but  irlcompetence  borne  out  of
 their  inordinate  anxiety  to  hang  on  to
 their  positions.

 Shri  Tyagi:  Rhetorical.
 Shri  Ranga:  Here  is  only  one  man

 who  was  mad  enough,  who  was  foolish
 enough  and,  according  to  me,  honest
 enough,  to  resign  from  this  Cabinet.
 I  am  sure  there  were  several  Ministers
 here  who  were  not  agreeable  to  this
 devalution.  But  did  they  resign?
 When  the  qualms  of  conscience  prick
 them,  are  they  prepared  to  resign?
 There  were  many  Ministers  who  did
 not  like  the  Tashkent  Agreement.
 But,  did  they  resign?  I  made  a  sug-
 gestion  that  at  least  three  months  be-
 fore  the  general  elections  the  Minis-
 ters  should  resign.  The  Home  Minis-
 ter  came  out  with  a  statement  “we  are
 here  to  defind  democracy;  therefore,
 we  must  stick  to  our  positions”.  That
 is  their  judgement.  1  am_  sure,
 that  in  their  calmer  moments
 they  will  be  able  to  see  that
 I  am  not,  after  all,  wrong,  that  there
 is,  what  is  known  as,  the  national
 conscience  and  on  tite  anvil  of  that
 national  conscience  it  is  not  only  poor
 Subramaniam—Subramaniam  is  only  a
 scape-goat,  according  to  me—even,  if
 he  has  shown  cold-feet,  weakness,  in-
 excusable  weakness  and  incompetence,
 —it  is  the  whole  of  the  Cabinet  that
 stands  condemned.

 Shri  Heda  (Nizamabad):  Mr.  Chair-
 man,  Sir,  the  reports  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee  are  not  matters
 for  any  party  consideration.  They  are
 reports  given  by  the  Committee  elected
 by  the  entire  House  and,  therefore,
 there  should  never  be  party  considera-
 tions  in  dealing  with  those  reports.  I
 am  saying  this  because  the  way  today’s
 discussion  has  taken  place  and  the  way
 a  few  Opposition  members  have  spoken
 on  the  subject  gives  room  to  the  feel-
 ing  that  this  is  not  so.  Therefore,  I
 would  like  to  reiterate  the  position  and

 1  for  one  would  got  speak  on  party
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 lines.  |  will  take  it  as  a  national
 Problem  and,  from  this  angle  alone,  I
 will  speak  on  this.

 There  are  three  other  things  the  ex-
 istence  of  which,  or  the  knowledge  of
 which,  we  have  to  bear  in  mind.
 Therefore,  this  debate  gets  a  little  com-
 Plicated.  First  is  the  staternent  made
 by  the  present  Steel  Minister  that,  so
 far  as  the  Fiftieth  Report  is  concerned, there  will  be  an  inquiry,  as  proposed
 by  the  PAC.  The  subsequent  supple-
 mentaries  give  ample  room  to  feel  that
 this  matter’  will  also  be  dealt  with  by
 that  inquiry.  The  second  knowledge
 that  we  have  is  that  recently  the  Com-
 mittee  on  Public  Undertakings  has  also
 presented  a  Report,  proposing  an  in-
 quiry  into  three  deals  which  relate  to
 the  same  group,  even  though  this  par-
 ticular  deal  is  not  one  of  them.  As
 they  are  similar,  Government  are  com-
 mitted  to  order  an  inquiry  into  these
 deals  also.  As  all  these  deals  are
 inter-relateq  and  inter-linked,  an
 inquity  into  one  deal  will  involve  in-
 quiry  into  other  deals  also,  though  it
 will  not  be  to  a  fuller  extent.  The
 third  knowledge  that  we  have  is  that
 the  Leader  of  the  House  was  about  to
 make  a  statement  about  an  Inquiry
 Committee.  Because  of  these  commit-
 tees  that  are  coming,  the  debate  at
 this  juncture  does  not  serve  the  full
 purpose.  The  debate,  if  at  all  it  was
 necessary,  should  have  come  after  the
 receipt  of  the  reports  of  those  commit-
 tees.  I  am  saying  this  because  one  of
 the  members  of  the  Opposition,  Shri
 Daji,  made  a  very  pertinent  point.  He
 said  that  there  is  no  question  of  prov-
 ing  mala  fide,  there  is  the  questiqn  of
 proving  bona  fide.

 Shri  Daji:  Lack  of  bona  fide.

 Shri  Heda:  It  is  a  very  pertinent
 point.  In  this  case,  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  could  not  give  its  decision
 on  the  bona  fide;  neither  could  it  give
 any  opinion  on  the  mala  fide.  So,  what
 does  है  mean?  1  means  that  befdre
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee  there
 was  not  full  data,  adequate  data,  to
 deal  with  the  matter  fully.  So,  from
 this  angle  alsq,  ithe  Committee  that  is
 being  propofed  should  have  been  al-
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 lowed  to  go  into  it,  its  report  should
 have  been  awaited  and,  after  the  re-
 port  is  received,  we  might,  if  necessary,
 hold  this  discussion  here.  It  is  no
 doubt  true  that  a  pressing  demand  was
 made  for  this  debate  and  that  is  why
 this  debate  has  come.  All  the  same,
 to  my  mind,  it  is  somewhat  premature.

 What  were  the  forces  that  were  pro-
 mpting  this  debate?  I  do  not  blame
 the  opposition  alone,  for  this  debate.

 1  know  the  climate  in  the  country.  To-
 day  the  country  is  sick  of  many  things,
 and  one  such  thing  is  the  growing  cor-
 ruption  by  the  big  business.  The
 whole  country  is  talking  about  it;  of
 course,  Congressmen  are  also  talking
 about  it;  so  also  the  Opposition
 Therefore,  they  thought  that  here  is
 some  caSe  where  they  could  discuss
 that  matter  and  highlight  that  aspect;
 whether  it  was  a  proper  matter  or  not
 is  besides  the  point.

 I  am  glad  that  some  aspects  have
 been  dealt  with  by  Shri  K.  C.  Pant
 and  some  other  aspects  by  Shri  Ranga.
 Among  the  various  State  Governments
 in  our  country  there  is  one  which  has
 made  a  good  name,  and  that  is  the
 Madras  State  Government.  We  rarely
 come  across  any  story  or  allegation  of
 corruption  against  the  Madras  Mini-
 अश.  Among  the  State  Governments,
 the  Madras  State  Government  has  got
 a  higher  standard  of  conduct.  I  find
 that  Shri  Ranga  is  not  here  but  I  would
 like  to  assure  him  that  these  high
 standards  were  set  by  Shri  C.  Rajago-
 palachari.  when  he  was  the  Chicf
 Minister  there.  He  expected  and  en-
 sured  that  other  Ministers  also  main-
 tained  those  standards.  Shri  Sub-
 ramaniam  belongs  to  that  cadre  and  he

 ‘has  come  from  that  Ministry.

 Another  factor  that  we  have  to  take
 note  is  this.  This  matter  came  for  de-
 aision  soon  after  he  took  chaige.  In
 fact,  the  earlier  notings  were  done
 much  earlier,  not  during  his  regime.

 Shri  Inder  J.  Maihotea  (Jammu  and
 Kashmir):  Who  did  it?”
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 Shri  Heda:  ‘You  know  all  that.  1
 need  not  name  him.  My  hon.  friend
 can  easily  find  it  out.  Why  should  I
 bring  in  other  names?  I  not  blam-
 ing  his  predecessor  either.  What  I  am
 saying  is  that  he  gave  this  decision
 soon  after  he-took  charge.  And  what
 was  the  decision?  In  the  noting  two
 penalties  were  suggested,  one  by  the
 Deputy  Secretary  and  another  by  the
 Secretary.  The  Deputy  Secretary  had,
 suggested  more  severe  punishment  and
 the  Secretary  less  severe  punishment.

 16  hrs,

 (Mr.  Deputy-SPEAKER  in  the  Chair]

 11  goes  to  the  credit  of  Shri  Subra-
 maniam  that  he  over-ruled  the  Secre-
 tary  and  gave  the  severe  penalty.

 Now,  the  question  comes,  and  it  has
 beeh  made  much  about,  that  when  he
 revised  his  earlier  decision,  at  that
 time  he  decreased  the  quantum  of  the
 penalty.  The  point  is  that  we  have  to
 understand  these  intricacies.  One  is
 blacklisting.  Another  is  stopping  the
 dealings  by  the  department  concerned
 and  informing  other  departments  that
 that  department  has  stopped  dealings
 with  such-and-such  firm,  which  means
 that  the  other  departments  may  or  may
 not  also  deal  with  that  particular  firm.
 The  third  is  that  only  the  particular
 department  stops  ‘dealing  for  certain
 types.

 The  earlier  noting  was  for  a  period
 of  two  years  only.  The  second  no-
 ting  has  got  no  limitation  of  the
 period.  From  this  angle  the  second
 decision  becomes  more  severe  to  which
 he  has  referred  and  much  has  been
 made  out  of  it.

 Shri  Morarka
 just  the  opposite

 (Jnunjhunu):  It  is

 Shri  Heda:  Therefore,  [  would  again
 make  the  point  that  all  the  facts  that
 were  necessary  for  us  to  decide  about
 a  particular  person,  whether  the  judge-
 ment  he  took  from  time  to  time  and
 after  certain  developments  were  right
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 or  not,  are  not  with  us.  For  that  the
 adequate  data  is  not  with  us.  It  would
 have  been  better—I  am  not  casting
 any  aspersion;  I  have  every  respect  for
 every  Memper  of  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee—had  they  taken  some  more
 time,  gone  into  some  more  data  and
 then  brought  out  more  facts  to  our
 light  so  that  it  would  have  been  more
 possible  for  us  to  ponder  over  it.

 What,  after  all,  is  the  verdict  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee?  The
 Public  Accounts  Committee  says  that
 the  reasons  for  changing  the  earlier
 decision  are  obscure.  Another  factor
 that  we  have  to  bear  in  mind  is—I  say
 this  because  of  my  observation  for  the
 last  decade  and  more—that  when  any
 matter  comes  before  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee  or  the  Estimates
 Committee,  immediately  the  minister
 concerned  is  not  informed.  For  a  long
 time  it  is  dealt  with  at  the  level  of  the
 Secretariat  and  only  at  the  last  mo-
 ment  it  comes  to  him.
 strange  thing  has  happened.  The  mat-
 ter  related  to  Shri  Subramaniam  as
 Steel  Minister  not  to  Shri  T.  N.  Singh
 as  Steel  Minister  and  he  was  not  in-
 formed  at  all.  The  Fiftieth  Report
 was  given  without  any  reference  to
 Shri  Subramaniam.  So,  I  think,  the
 Government  should  take  nofe  of  it  and
 whenever  in  future  any  matter  comes
 before  these  respective  committees  and
 some  minister  is  involved  in  it,  immer
 diately  that  minister  whatever  position
 he  may  be  holding  at  the  moment
 should  be  informed  and  he  should  be
 given  a  fuller  chance.

 Another  thing  that  happens  is  that,
 now  it  has  come  to  the  consideration
 of  the  nation,  weight  to  these  commit-
 tees  is  not  given  that  should  have  been
 given.  Those  who  appear  before  them
 should  come  well  prepared.  In  this
 very  report  and  in  earlier  ones  we  find
 that  officials  come  and  give  their  evi-
 dence  without  having  gone  through  the
 whole  file.  They  think  that  as  ques-
 tions  will  be  coming,  they  can  refer  to
 the  file  and  will  be  replying  adequate-
 ly.  Therefore  this  matter  has  come
 before  us.  J  think,  it  is  time  that  we
 1440(ai)  LS—9

 In  this  case  the

 SRAVANA  31,  1888  (SAKA)  Fifty-fifth  Report  (M.)  6162

 create  a  forum  by  which  all  the  facts
 are  brought  to  light  and  then,  as  Shri
 Daji  has  said,  bona  fides  are  establish-
 ed.  I  have  no  doubt,  because  of  the
 past  of  Shri  Subramaniam,  bona  fides
 will  be  established.  The  only  question
 is  that  that  forum  is  to  be  provided
 and  I  will  look  to  the  Leader  of  the
 House  and  to  the  Prime  Minister  to
 provide  such  8  forum.

 With  these,  words  I
 motion,

 commend  the

 आओ  मयु  लिमये :  पहले  जो  मेरा  जो
 वैकल्पिक  प्रस्ताव  है  वह  मैं  सदन  के  सामने
 रखना  चाहता  हुं  ।  वह  इस  प्रकार है:

 “This  House,  having  taken  into
 consideration  the  55th  report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee,  thanks
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee
 and  its  Chairman  for  the  splendid
 work  they  have  done  and  expresses
 its  approval  of  the  Report.”

 अब  मेरा  अपना  भाषण  शुरु  करने  के  पहले
 मुझको  अध्यक्ष  जी  ने इजाजत  दी  है  कि  जो  जश्न
 मे  पूछना  चाहता  था  उस  दिन  आज  अपने  भापण
 के  दौरान में  पु दूं  ।  इस  लिए  मैं  उस  वस्त  जो
 इस्पात  मंत्री  थे  श्री  सुब्रह्मण्यम उन  से  और  उस
 वक्त  जो  ट्रांसपोर्ट  मंत्री  थे  श्री  राज  बहादुर
 जी  उनसे  सवाल  पूछना  चाहता  हुं  1  राज
 बहादुर  जी  को  पहले  मैने  नोटिस  भी  जबानी
 “दिया है।  श्री  सुब्रह्माण्यम  के  बारे  में  मेरा

 अरन  इस  प्रकार  है:
 Will  the  Minister  please  refer  to  the

 statement  of  18th  y,  1966  and  the
 evidence  given  by  him  before  the  PAC
 and  state: —

 (a)  whether  he  is  in  a  position
 to  state  categorically  that  the
 late  Pratap  Singh  Kairon  and
 Sardar  Swaran  Singh  were  not
 present  at  his  meeting  with  Jit
 Paul  on  20th  July,  1963;

 (b)  whether  he  is  in  a  position  to
 say  that  none  beside  himself
 and  Jit  Paul  were  present  at
 thaf  meeting;  and
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 (०)  what,  according  to  him,  were

 the  implications  of  “the  kind
 assurance  of  support  in  the
 industria]  undertakings”  of.the
 Amin  Chand  Payarelal  Group
 of  firms,  an  assurance  which
 the  Minister  has  not  so  far
 denied  having  given  in  that
 fateful  meeting?

 यह  जहन  में  सुब्रह्मण्यम साहब साहब  से  पूछ
 रहा  हूं।  मेरा  श्री  राज  बहादुर  जिसे  यह
 प्रश्न है:

 Will  the  Minister  refer  to  Mr.
 Subramaniam’s  evidence  at  page
 43  where  Mr.  Subramaniam  speaks
 of  the  report  from  the  Transport
 Ministry......

 इस  बात  की  ओर  किसी  का  ध्यान  नहीं
 गया  है  कि  मिश्र  साहब  कहते  है  कायों ही
 ऐेसे  बात  हुई  हे।

 “T  had  a  word  with  him”.

 और  सुब्रह्मण्यम  साहब  ने  पी०  ए०.  सी०
 के  सामने कहा  है  कि  मुझ  को ट्रांस्पोर्ट मिनी-
 पटरी  से  रिपोर्ट मिली  ।  इसलिए  मेरा  प्रदान
 नीक

 Will  the
 Subramaniam’s’  evidence  at
 page  43  where  Mr,  Subrama-
 niam  speaks  of  “the  report
 from  the  Transport  Ministry  on
 which  he  relied”  and  state
 whether  eany  reference  was
 made  by  the  Steel  Ministry  to
 the  Transport  Ministry  placing
 all  the  facts  ang  background
 material  about  the  Amin
 Chand  Pyarelal’s  activity  be-
 fore  the  Transport  Ministry;
 and

 (७)  whether  it  was  on  the’  basis of  this  material  that  the  Mini-
 stry  sent  its  report  or  was  it  a
 casual  conversation  with  the
 Secretary  of  the  Transport
 Ministry;
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 (०  ्  if  there  was  no  such  report
 but  only  8  word  from  the  Sec-
 retary,  Ministry  of  Transport
 (Additional  Secretary),  will
 the  Minister  state  whether  it
 represented  the  considered
 views  of  the  Ministry  of  Trans.
 port  in  regard  to  the  Apeejay
 Shipping  Line  and  its.  associate
 firms;

 (d)  whether  the  Minister  had  re-
 ceived  earlier  complaints
 about  the  wastage  of  foreign
 exchange  caused  by  the  pur-
 chase  of  second-hand  ships  by
 this  shipping  line,  their  bad
 maintenance  and  their  disposal
 as  scrap  at  a  fantastically  low
 price;

 (e)  if  so,  the  action  taken  by  the
 Government  against  the  Com-
 pany?

 इन  दो  प्रश्नों  का  जवाब  मुन्ने  बाश  है
 कि  मंत्री  महोदय  अवश्य  देंगे  :  अगर  जवाब
 नहीं  देंगे  तो  जो  निष्कर्ष  निकलना है  वह
 सदन भी  निकालेगा  और  जनता  भी  निकालेगी

 यह  जो  प्रश्न  है  जिस  पर  आज  हम  लोग
 चर्चा कर  रहे  हैं,  उसकी  पृष्ठभूमि  व्या  है?
 यह  जो  पी०  ए०  सी०  की  50वीं  और  554

 ,रि पोट है,

 Shri  Tyagi:  On  a  point  of  order.

 st  मधु  लिमये  :  मैं  आपका  प्रिन्ट
 आफ  आडर  एंटीसिपेट  करता  हूं  tv  चूंकि
 पन्त  जी  का  संशोधन  आ  गया  है  जिसमें
 50वीं  रिपोट  का  उल्लेख है

 शी  त्यागी  :  मैं  वह  नहीं  कह  रहा  हूं

 आओ  कभ  लिमये  :  मैं  ने  यह  कारण  बताया
 हैकि  श्री  पन्त  ने  जो  स्थानापन्न  प्रस्ताव  रखा
 है.  उसमें  50वीं  रिपोर्ट  का  उल्लेख  है 1

 Mr,  Deputy-Speaker:  He
 should

 not
 refer  to  the  50th  Report.
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 आओ  मु  लिमये  :  श्री  पन्त  के  स्थानापन्न
 भ्रेस्ताव  में  उसका  उल्लेख  है  1  क्या  मैं  श्री  पन्त
 के  प्रस्ताव  पर  नहीं  बोल  सकता  हूं?

 श्री  हृ पागो  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  आप
 मेरा  पायंट  आफ़  आडर  सुन  लीजिये  ।  बहस
 के  बीच  में  कोई  ऐसा  सवाल  करना,  जिसकी
 बाबत  कोई  कागज़  पेश  न  हो  और  जिस  से
 कोई...

 आओ  मधु  लिमये  :  अध्यक्ष की  अनुमति  से
 कहा  गया  है।

 श्री  त्यागी :  पहले  मेरी  बात  को  सुन
 लीजिय ेt

 मैं  बड़ी  इज्जत  के  साथ  अर्ध  करना

 चाहता  हं  कि  मेरी  राय  में  कोई  ऐसा  प्रश्न
 करना  कायदे  के  खिलाफ़  पड़ता  है,  जिसमें  कोई
 इनसिनुएशन  हो  या  कोई  मोटिव  इम्पयूट
 किया  गया  हो,  जब  तक  कि  आनरेबल  मेम्बर
 के  पास  टेबल  पर  रखने  के  लिए  कोई  छपी

 हुई  चीक  या  कागज़  न  हो  ।  माननीय  सदस्य
 ने  पूछा  है  कि  फ़लां  वक्त  जो  बातचीत  हुई
 क्या  उसमें  कैरों  साहब  थे  -  हो  सकता है  कि
 वह  हों  ।  माननीय  सदस्य  जो  कुछ  कहते
 हैं,  वह  सच  हो  सकता  है।

 आ  मु  लिमये  मैं  जानकारी  मांग
 रहा  हूं।

 श्री  त्यागी  :  अगर  माननीय  सदस्य  के
 फास  कोई  चीज़  होती,  तो  वह  पूछ  सकते  थे
 कि  फ़लां  जगह  जो  कुछ  कहा  गया  है,  क्या
 वह  ठीक  नहीं है  ।  तब  तो  ठीक  था,  लेकिन
 बिना  किसी  कारण  यह  सवाल  करना  ठीक
 नहीं  होगा,  क्योंकि

 “No  allegation  of  a  defamatory
 or  incriminatory  nature  shall  be
 made  by  a  member  against  any
 person  unless  the  membér  has
 given  previous  intimation  to  the
 Speaker  and  also  to  the  Minister
 concerned  so  that  the  Minister  may
 be  able  to  make  an  investigation
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 into  the  matter  for  the  purpose  of
 a  reply;

 Provided  that  the  Speaker  may
 at  any  time  prohibit  any  member
 from  making  any  such  allegation
 if  he  is  of  opinion  that  such  alle-
 gation  is  derogatory  to  the  dignity
 of  the  House  or  that  no  public  in-
 terest  is  served  by  making  such
 allegation.”
 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Mr.  Tyagi,  1

 am  sorry,  there  is  no  point  of  order.

 stag  लिमये  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय
 धन्यवाद

 बेईमान  व्यापार  और  पूंजा  और  अष्टि-
 चारी  नौकरशाही  और  सरकार  के  गठबंधन
 से  जो  हमारे  देश  का  सत्यानाश  हुआ  है
 उसकी  पृष्ठभूमि  में  हम  बहस  कर  रहे  हैं।
 हमारे  सामने  बात  आई  कि  इस्पात  मंत्रालय
 के  मंत्री  ने  इस्पात  कंट्रोलर  को  चिटठी  लिखी
 कि  स्टील  बाटर  के  बारे  में  कुछ  चुनी  हुई
 फ़र्मा  को  जानकारी  दी  जाये  ।  इन  ग़मों  को
 चुना  गया।  कोई  पब्लिक  नोटिस  नहीं,  कोई
 टेंडर  नहीं,  कुछ  नद्दी  -  क्या  नतीजा  ड्रा  ?
 नतीजा  यह  हुआ  कि  पहले  श्रमी  प्यारेलाल
 गुट  की  कम्पनियों  का  इस्पात  के  आयात  और
 निर्यात में  क्रमश:  9  प्रतिशत और  12  प्रतिशत
 हिस्सा  था,  लेकिन  जब  सरकारी  नियंत्रणों
 का  उनके  हक  में  इस्तेमाल  हुआ  कौर  उन  पर
 मेहरबानी  दिखाई  गई,  तो  एक  ही  साल  में
 उनका  हिस्सा  9  प्रतिशत  से  59  प्रतिशत  और
 12  प्रतिशत  से  60  प्रतिशत  हो  गया  ।

 आज  सरकारी  नियंत्रणों  का  इतना  गलत
 इस्तेमाल  होता  है  ओर  कानून  तोड़े  जाते  हैं।
 जो  कानून  तोड़ने  वाले  अधिकारी  हैं,  उनके
 लिए  एक  रास्ता खला  हुआ  है  और  वह  यह  है
 कि  अगर  उनको  निकाला  जाता  है,  या  अगर

 वे  सेवर्भुनिवत्त होते  हैं  या  अगर  वे  हटते  हैं,
 तो  फिर  उन्होंने  जिनके  साथ  गिब्बस  की  है
 कानन  तोड़ कर  और  जिनको  ग्यारवें  दी  है,
 ऐसी  कम्पनियों  में  उनको  नौकरियां  मिल  पर
 हैं  1  हिन्दुस्ताननस्टील  में  यह  हुआ  है,  फिर

 जन
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 इंडिया  में  यह  हुआ  है  t  जहां  तक  स्टील
 कंट्रोलर  के  दफ़्तर  का  सम्बन्ध  है,  हमारे

 सामने  सबुत  आया  है  कि  करीब  करीब  45
 या  46  बड़े  अधिकारियों  को  इस  प्रकार
 नौकरी  मिल  गई  है  1  तो  इस  परिस्थिति  को

 हमें  मददेनज़र  रखना  चाहिए  और  श्री  सुब्रह्मण्यम
 ने  जो  किया  है,  उसपर  सोच-विचार  करना
 कहिए  |

 जो  बड़ी  बात  मैं  आप  के  सामने  संक्षेप
 में  रखना  चाहता  हूं,  वह  यह  है  कि  18  मई
 को  श्री  सुअह्माण्यम्‌  ने  जो  वक्तव्य  दिया,  उसमें
 पहली  बार  उन्होंने,  जीतपाल  के  साथ  जो
 मुलाकात  हुई  थी  और  जीतपाल  ने  उनको
 जो  पत्न  लिखा  था,  उसका  उल्लेख  किया  था  v
 उससे  पहले  जब  पब्लिक  एकाउंट्स  कमेटी  ने
 श्री  वांचू  को  पूछा  था,  तो  उस  वक्त  पब्लिक

 एकाउंट्स  कमेटी  के  ध्यान  में  इस  बात  को
 कभी  नहीं  लाया  गया  था  कि  जीतपाल  नाम

 के  व्यक्ति  से  मुलाकात  हुई  या  उनकी  कोई
 चिट्ठी  आई  थी,  इसलिए  पब्लिक  एकाउंट्स
 कमेटी  को  इसका  पता  नहीं  लगा।  18  मई
 को  श्री  सुअह्माण्यम्‌  स्वयं  गवाह  के  रूप  में  इस
 पत्र  को  और  इस  मुलाकात  को  ले  आते  हैं
 जब  वह  खुद  लाये  हैं,  तो  उसके  जो  अर्थ  और
 नतीजे  हैं,  उनसे  मंत्नी  महोदय  भाग  नहीं  सकते
 हैं।  मैं  मंत्री  महोदय  पर  खुल्लम-खुल्ला
 आरोप  लगाता  हूं  कि  उन्होंने  जान-बूझ  कर
 इस  पत्र  का  हवाला  देते  हुए  इसके  प्रारम्भिक
 अनुच्छेदों  को  छिपाया  है  ।  मैं  यह  आरोप
 लगा  रहा  हूं  ।  इतना  ही  नहीं,  उन्होंने  सदन
 को  यह  बताने  की  कोशिश  की  कि  अमींचन्द
 प्यारेलाल कम्पनी  के  पार्टनर  ने  जो  माफीनामा
 दिया,  केवल  उसकी  बदौलत  वह  बदले  ।
 उन्होंने  कमेटी  के  सामने  कहा  है  कि  मैं  इस  पर
 स्ट्रेस  देता  हूं,  जोर  देता  हं,  बेन  के  सत्  कहता
 हूं  कि  उनके  माफ़ीनामे  से  मेरे  मन  में  परिवर्तन

 हुआ  1  मैं  यह  निवेदन  करना  चाहता  हूं  कि
 पत्न  के  प्रारम्भिक  दो  अनुच्छेदों  को,  जिनमें

 अंड  एलोवेंस  आफ़  सपोर्ट  की  बात  है,
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 उन्होंने  सदन  के  सामने  इसलिए  नहीं  रखा
 कि  अगर  वे  सदन  के  सामने  रखे  जाते,  तो  फिर
 सदन  इस  नतीजे  पर  पहुंचता  कि  यह  माफ़ी
 नामा  नहीं  है,  बल्कि  मंत्री  महोदय  ने  उनके
 अपर  जो  मेहरबानी  की  है,  उसके  लिए
 कृत  और  एहसानमन्द हो  कर  वह  उनको
 धन्यवाद और  बधाई  दे  रहे  हैं  1

 क्या  कहा  है  उन्होंने  अपने  पत्र  में  =
 यह  कि  हम  लोग  इतने  नये  नये  उद्योग  बना
 रहे  हैं  और  उनकी  लिस्ट  दी  गई  है  t  जब  मंत्री
 जी  पब्लिक  एकाउंट्स  कमेटी  के  सामने  गये,
 तो  उन्होंने  उसके  बारे  में  कहा,  “दि  लिस्ट  इज
 नाट  वेरी  इम्पोर्टेड”  |  वह  फ़हरिस्त  महत्वपूर्ण
 क्यों  नहीं  है?  वास्तव  में  यह  फ़हरिस्त बहुत
 ही  महत्वपूर्ण  है  ।  उसमें  जिन  उद्योगों  का
 नाम  लिया  गया  है,  उनमें  सबसे  पहला  नाम  है
 काश्मीर  सिरेमिक्स  का  ।  अभी  अभी  सभापति
 पद  पर  जो  बेंठ  थे,  श्री  श्यामलाल  सर्राफ़,
 जब  वह  मंत्री  थे,  तो  उस  वक्त  यह  योजना
 बनाई  गई  थी:  40  प्रतिशत  सरकारी  हिस्सा,
 40  अतिशय  जीतपाल  का  हिस्सा  और

 20  प्रतिशत  सावंजनिक  हिस्सा  ।

 शबी  श्यामलाल  सर्फ़  (जम्मू  तथा
 काश्मीर)  :  सत्यपाल |

 आोमषु  लिमये  :  दोनों  एक  ही  हैं।
 खैर,  सत्यपाल ने  यह  कहा  कि  40  प्रतिशत
 उसका  हिस्सा,  40  प्रतिशत  सरकार  का
 हिस्सा और  20  प्रतिशत  सार्वजनिक  हिस्सा
 होगा  1  बाद  में  नये  मंत्री  आ  गये-दार  साहब,
 तो  परिवहन  यह  हुआ  कि  39  प्रतिशत
 सरकार का  हिस्सा  और  51अतिशत  सत्यपाल
 का  हिस्सा  |  39  प्रतिशत  हिस्सा  होते  हुए भी
 आठ  डायरेक्ट  में  से  केवल  एक  सरकार
 क'  था  ।  मजे  की  बात  यह  है  कि  बोर्ड  आफ़
 डायरेक्टर  की  जो  पहली  बैठक  हुईं,  उसमें

 जो
 एकाउंट्स-लाये गये  थे,  उन  पर  मतभेद  हुआ
 और  सब  कागज़ों को  सील  लगाई  गई  ।
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 एक  अरसे  के  बाद  काश्मीर  सरकार  ने  काश्मीर
 सिरेमिक्स  पर  एक  नोटिस  जारी  किया  ।
 यह  नोटिस  8-9-64 का  है  ।  मैं  आपकी
 अनुमति  से  माननीय  सदस्यों  की  जानकारी
 के  लिए  इसको  प्रमाणित  कर  के  टेबल  पर
 रखना  चाहता  हं  1

 Shri  Raghunath  Singh:  This  is  irre-
 levant.  This  is  not  the  question  at
 issue.  This  is  the  matter  of  the
 Jammu  and  Kashmir  State.  This  is  not the  point  at  issue.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  How  is  that
 relevant  here?  Is  it  referred  to  in  the
 55th  Report?

 st  इषु  लिमये  :  55वीं  रिपोर्ट  के
 अपेंडिक्स  4  में  काश्मीर  सिरेमिक्स  का  उल्लेख
 है।

 न  दिव  नारायण  (बांसी)  :  पायंट
 आफ़  आडंर,  सर।

 शी  मच  लिमये  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 मेरा  सारा  समय  इस  प्रकार  नष्ट  हो  जाता  है।
 मैं  आप  की  अनुमति  से  इस  नोटिस को  टेबल
 पर  रखता  हूं  ।

 {Placed  in  Libary.  See  No.  LT-
 6939/66.)

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  In
 Appendix  IV,  the  first  item  mentioned
 is  the  Kashmir  Ceramics  Ltd.  That  is
 there.

 Shri  Raghunath  Singh:  That  is  only
 reference,

 लोमडी  लिमये  :  लेकिन  उसके  बाद
 उस  नोटिस  पर  कोई  कार्यवाही  नहीं  हुई  है
 भोर  यहां  तक  कि  काश्मीर  सरकार  ने  जुर्माने
 के  रूप  में  अपना  सारा  हिस्सा  उन  लोगों  को
 दे  दिया  और  सत्यपाल  के  हाथ  में  यह  कम्पनी
 है।

 सब  से  मारके  की  बात  यह  है  कि  सत्यपाल
 साहब  कहते  थे  कि  दो  महीने  में  पैदावार

 होगी,  लेकिन  अभी  तक  परदा वार  नहीं  हुई  है।
 जिंक,  काप्पर  और  गैल्वानाइज्ड शीट्स  के
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 जितने  इम्पोर्ट  लाइसेंसिज  थे,  इन  लोगों  ने
 उनको  चोर  बाज़ार  में  बेचा  है  और  सब  खा
 गये  हैं  मैं  यह  जानना  चाहता  चुंबक  क्या
 आओ  सुब्रह्मण्यम ने  ऐसे  ही  गन्दे  कामों  में
 “कांड  एलोवेंस  आफ़  सपोर्ट”  दिया.  था।
 यदि  दिया  था,  तो  फिर  श्री  दाजी  ने  कानूनी
 ढंग  से  जो  असद्भाव  (मैला  फ़ाइडीज़)  का
 आरोप  लगाया  है,  वह  सी  प्रतिशत  साबित
 हो  जाता  है  ।  इसलिए  अध्यक्ष  महोदय
 आगे  चलकर  आप  देखें  कि  इन्होंने  सवाल
 उठाया  है  कि  जब  मैंने  अपने  हुक्म  पर  पुर्व चार
 किया  तो  मेरे  पास  अमीं चन्द  प्यारेलाल

 कम्पनी  की  जो  पृष्ठभूमि  है,  उनका  जो  भूत
 है,  उसके  बारे  में  कोई  जानकारी  नहीं  थी  ।

 तो  उसके  बारे  में  इनसे  पूछा  गया  कि  क्या
 आपके  सेक्रटरी  ने  आपके  पास  कोई  जानकारी
 नहीं  रखी  कि  इन  लोगों  का  54  से  लेकर
 क्या  रेकार्ड  रहा  है  और  एक  दफा  उत्तर  प्रदेश
 में भी  इनको  ब्लैक  लिस्ट  किया  गया  है
 लांछन  लगाया  गया  है,  क्या  यह  जानकारी
 आपके  सामने  नहीं  रखी  गई  ?  तो  चेयरमैन
 साहब  के  प्रश्न  और  बूटा  सिंह  साहब  के
 प्रश्न  का.  सुब्रहमण्यम  साहब  उत्तर  दे  रो  हैं,
 एक  वाक्य  देखिये,  मैं  प्रश्  उठा  रहा  हूं  ny

 सिविल  सर्वेट्स  और  मिनिस्टर  के  रिश्ते  और
 जिम्मेदारी का,  वह  कहते हैं  :

 “After  all,  the  Minister  is  to  be
 guided  by  the  office.”

 अगर  हर  एक  मामले  में  उनका  जो  दफ्तर  है
 मंत्रालय  है  उसी  की  राय  पर  मिनिस्टर  सहब
 चलेंगे  तो  फिर  सवाल  ही  नहीं  रहता  है,
 फिर  मैं  यह  पूछूंगा  कि  आफिस  की  ओर  से
 जब  यह  कहा  गया  कि  इनके  ऊपर  यह  साधारण
 'काडर  ज्वारी  न  करो,  तो  उस  वक्त  आफिस  के
 कहने  पर  क्यों  नहीं  गये?  उस  वक्त  उन्होंने
 सोचा  और  ठीक  ही  सोचा,  मैं  मानता  हूं  कि
 मंत्रालय  जो  कागज़  सामने  रखता  है,  उस  पर
 मंत्री  महोदय  को

 *
 अपना  दिमाग  चलाकर

 काम  करना  चाहिए;  अपना  डिस्को शन
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 [  st  ag  लिमये  |
 अपना  विवेक  इस्तेमाल  करना  चाहिए  ।
 यह  कहने  से  काम  नहीं  चलेगा:

 “After  all,  the  Minister  is  to  be
 guided  by  the  office.”  नि

 तो  मैं  यह  कहना  चाहता  ह  कि  इस
 मामले  में  सिविल  स्टेटस  की  भी  जिम्मेदारी
 हैऔर  मंत्री  महोदय  की  भी  जिम्मेदारी  है।
 यह  मामला नया  नहीं है,  बहुत  पुराना है  और
 इसलिए  मैं  किसी  पर  आरोप  नहीं  करता
 क्योंकि  यहां  पर  अध्यक्ष  महोदय  ने  अपना
 निर्णय  दिया  है  लेकिन  आप  जरा  तारीख  याद
 रखिये कि  यह  जब  आमला चल  रहा  था  तो
 चार स्टील  कंट्रोलर  हो  गये।  एक  नटे सन  साहब,
 हसर  बाम  साहब, फिर  बी  एन०  बनर्जी
 और  फिर  एस०  पी०  मुखर्जी  t  मैं  आरोप  नहीं
 कर  रहा  हूं।  उश  समय  कौन  कौन  अधिकारी
 थे,  उनके  नाम  रख  रहा  हं।  इस्पात  सचिव
 कौन  कौन  थे  ?  दुर्गम  साहब  और  बांडू
 साहब  और  मंत्री  कौन  थे  ?  बहुत  पुराने  मंत्री
 का  नाम  तो  छोड़  खोजिये,  लेकिन  सरदार
 स्वर्ण  सिह  सचिव  मंत्री  थे  और  बाद  में
 सुब्रह्मण्यम साहव भी. साहव  भी  मंत्र  दु  और  यह  मामला
 बहुत  गुराना  है  1  जी-  गल  ने  अपने  पत्र  मे
 बात  साफ  लिखा  है  कि  oT  परिस्थितियों  में
 मुझे  ऐसा  काम  करना  पड़ा,  तो  बड  परिस्थितियां
 यह  थीं  कि  जबकि  यह  वाम  साहब,  बनर्जी
 साहव  यह  सब  स्टील  कंट्रोलर  थे  और  बूर्दानगम
 साहव,  आंच  साहब,  इस्पात  सेक्रेटरी  थे,
 बूद लिंगम  साहब  ने  इस्पात  सेक्रेटरी  और

 सरदार  स्वर्ण  सिह  साहब  उत्पात  मंत वी  4,
 यह  परिस्थिति  है,  विशेष  परिस्थिति  कि
 जिसमें  उनसे  गलतियां  हो  गईं  ।  तो  मैं  यह
 निवेदन  करूंगा  कि  सुब्रमण्यम  साहब  ने  यह
 जो  कहा  है  कि  मेरे  दफ्तर  ने  जो  रखा  उसी  से
 मुझको  गाइड  दोना  है,  प्रभावित  होना  है,
 तो  खुद  उनका  शुरू  भें  जो  काम  थी  उसके
 विपरीत यह  इनकी  बात  जाती  हैऔर  यह
 छिपाने  के  लिए  यह  सब  कर  रहे  हैं।

 अब  मैं  आरोप  लगी  बहा हूं  कि  यह  जो
 षड्यंत्र  था  स्टीन  करोल,  स्टील  सेक्रेटरी
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 और  स्टील मिनिस्टर का  इसके  निर्माता  नहीं  हैं
 सुब्रमण्यम  साहब,  यह  मैं  मानता  हूं  जिसको
 आर्किटेक्ट  आप  कहते  हैं-
 He  is  not  the  architect  of  this  cons-

 piracy.

 लेकिन  20  तारीख  को  जुलाई  महीने  में
 जिस  दिन  यह  मुलाकांत  हो  गई,  यह  उस

 भ्वडपंत्र  में  शामिल  हो  गये  जो  पहले  से  चला
 आरहा था  (घंटी  बजने  पर)  वस
 इतने  में  हमको  खत्म  कर  देंगे  आप?

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.  Mem-
 ber  has  already  taken  twenty  minutes,

 ओ  मयु  लिमये  :  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  दल
 मिनट  तो  दीजिये,  जल्दी  जल्दी  बोलता  जा
 रहाहै।

 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय  :  अप  बीस  मिनट
 ओल  चुके  हैं

 ओ  मनु  लिमये  :  तो  दूसरे  तो  40-40
 मिनट  बोले  हैं  V

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  He  may  try  to
 conclude  now.

 आओ  क्ष  लिमये  :  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं
 दस  मिनट  में  खत्म  कर  रहा  हुं  1

 तो  मैं  यह  निवेदन  करना  चाहता  हूं  कि
 यट  पड़पंत्र  जो  पहने  से  चला  आ  रहा  था
 उत  तु्र्यण्यम  साहब  20  जुलाई को  सदस्य
 बन  शो  जोर  उसी  के  कारण  उन्होंने  अपना
 af,  और  इस  सत्य  को  भी  पब्लिक

 एकाउंट  कपडा  से  छिपाने की  कोशिश  की  1
 अब  मामला खुल  गया  तब  जावर  जीत थाल
 के  पत्र  का  और  जीतपाल की  मुलाकात का
 हवाला  सदन  के  सामने  दिया  और  वह  भी
 किस  स्थिति  में  ?  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  सारी
 बात  नहीं  लाये  L  जैसा  कि  कहा  कि
 माफीनामा  सफर  आये  हैं,  लेकिन यह  माफी-
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 नामा  का  नहीं, यह  तो  आभार  प्रदर्शन  का
 पत्र  है  इतने  गन्दे  कामों  में  जिसकी वह
 इंडस्ट्रियल  अंडरटेकिंग  कहते  हैं,  जरा  हमारे
 देकर  साहब  43  हैं,  इसलिए  मैं  उनकी
 तसल्ली  के  लिए  कह  देता  हूं  वि  मैं  तो  समाज-
 वादी हूं  लेकिन  स्पर्धा  पर  आधारित  पूंजीवाद
 ओ  है  कि  जिसमें  उद्योग शीलता  है,
 विज्ञान  की  प्रगति  का  रास्ता  खुलता है
 पैदावार  बढ़ती  है,  रचा  घटाया  जाता  है
 और  उपभोक्ताओं  के  लिए  दाम  धटाने  की

 बात  है  तो  34  पूंजीवाद को  भी  कुछ  समय  के
 लिए  मैं  बर्दाश्त कर  लूंगा  ।  लेकिन  यहां
 गधा हैन  घोड़ा  है।  आपके  भत  मंत्री  ने
 समाजवाद की  चादर  तो  बिछा दी  लेकिन
 न  समाजवाद  आया  न  पूंजीवाद  की  जो
 अच्छाइया ं3  क्योंकि  आखिरकार  कार्ल  मार्क्स
 ने  भी  तो  कहा  है  न  पूंजीवाद  के  बारे में  कि
 पूंजीवाद  ने  भी  एक  ऐतिहासिक  कार्य  किया.  कि
 विज्ञान  की  प्रभात  की,  विज्ञान  का  इस्तेमाल
 खेती  और  कारखाने  के  सुधार  के  लिए  किया.
 तो  यह  भी  अगर  मान  लें  कि  पूंजीवाद  यहां
 आता  पैदावार  बढ़ाने  वाला,  वैज्ञानिक  प्रगति
 करने  वाला,  लोगों  को  तंत्र  की,  टेकनीक  की
 शिक्षा  देने  वाला  तो  उसको  भी  संघी-काल  में,
 दरमियानी  अरसे  के  लिए  मैं  बर्दाश्त  करता,
 लेकिन  हमें  जो  मिला  है  वह  एक  नियंत्रित
 अथ॑-व्यवस्था  गिली  है  जिससे.  यह  नतीजे
 निकले  हैं  t

 अब अन्त मे  मैं  खत्म  कर  रहा  हूं,  ्रमीचन्द
 प्यारे  लाल  के  तीन  कारनामे  हैं  और  इस्पात
 भिनाय  के  द्वारा  जो  मेहरबानी  की  गई  है
 |उनके  साथ,  जो  कि  पब्लिक  एबाउट्स  कमेटी

 ]के  सामने  भी  नहीं  आया  है,  उसके  बारे  में
 एक  बड़ा  अच्छा  डाक्यूमेंट  मिला  है  कि  वह
 जब  चाहते  हैं,  मांग  करते  हैं  तो  उनकी  मियाद
 बढ़ायी  जाती  है।  यह  मेरे  पास  आयरन  एंड
 स्टील  कंट्रोलर  का  पव  है  जो  उनकी  एक  फर्म
 ए०  पी०  जे०  प्राइवेट  लिमिटेड  को  लिया
 अया  है

 ‘“As  requested  in  our  letter,  the
 validity  of  the  export  licence  is  be-
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 ing  extended  to  such  and  such
 period.”  «

 तो  आपकी  अनुमति  से,  यह  बहुत  फटा
 हुआ  है,  इसकी  नकल  बनाकर  मैं  दे  दूंगा

 Mr.  Deputy.Speaker:  Is  it  the  origi-
 nal  or  copy?

 आओ  मधु  लिमये: हां,  बिलकुल  ओरिजनल
 है।  आप  देख  लीजिये।
 Mr.  Deputy-Sperker:  Is  it  the  origi-

 nal  or  copy?
 a  मधु  लिमये :  हां,  आप  की  सेवा में,

 आपकी  खिदमत  में  मैं  प्रस्तुत  करता  हूं  1
 [Placed  in  Library.  See  No.  LT-

 6939/66.)
 तो  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  यह  जो  अमीचंद

 प्यारे  लाल  की  कम्पनी  है  यह  तो  बड़ी  विचित्र
 है,  अभी  भारत  बैरेल  के  मामले  में  इनके
 खिलाफ  केस  चला  है  और  फना  हो  चका  है
 और  इन्होंने  जो  गन्दे  काम  किये  हैं  वह  साफ
 दुनिया  के  तामने  आये  हैं  -  उसी  तरह  अध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  यह  तीन  मामले  मैं  आपके  सामने
 रखता हूं  ।  तफसील  में  नहीं  जाता  ny  एक
 यह  है  कि  स्टील  कंट्रोलर  Tee  क्लीयरेंस
 टर्म  गलत  ढंग  से  कानून  तोडकर  इस  कम्पनी
 को  दिया  ।  कस्टम  ने  य  स्वीकारा  नहीं,
 उनके  माल  को  उन्होंन  बखान  क्या  और
 स्पेशल  पुलिस  एर्स्टंव्लिगमेट  की  शर  ने  इस
 मामले  में  जांच  चल  रही  है  ।  मैं  जानना
 चाहता  हुं  किं  इसके  बारे  मे  सुह्मप्यम  साहब
 ने  और  दूसरे  जो  मंत्री  रहे  हैं  उन्होने  अब  तक
 क्याक्या?”
 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Tne  hon.  Mem-

 ber  has  already  taken  25  minutes.  He
 may  conclude  now.

 aft  मधु  लिमये:  दूसरा  मामला  बहुत ही
 गम्भीर  है  ।  यह  तो  विदेशों  से  जो  चीजें

 आती  हैं  उसके  बारे  में  आरोप  है  “क  फोर्ड
 ऋके  बार्डर  सर्टिफिकेट  भी  बनाये  गये  हैं,
 मियाद  तो  खत्म  हो  गरई  थी,  मैं  पढ़कर  टो
 सुनाये  देता  हूं:

 “The  importers  managed  some-
 how  to  obtain  forged  Cross  Border
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 [  थी  सबू  लिमये  ]
 Certificates  from  the  country  of
 supply  certificates  purporting  to
 convey  fraudulently  that  these
 goods  had  crossed  the  borders  of
 the  country  of  supply  before  the
 expiry  of  the  licence  issued  by  the
 authorities  in  this  country.  I
 understand  that  these  goods  have
 been  confiscated  by  the  Cistoms  at
 these  three  ports....”

 मतलब  कलकत्ता,  बम्बई  और  मद्रास  |
 “and  the  total  value  is  approxi-

 mately  Rs.  2  million.”
 तीसरा  मामला  यह  है:

 “The  third  case  relates  to  the
 inquiry  by  the  Central  Bureau  of
 Investigation  into  cheating  of  the
 Calcutta  Port  Commissioners  to
 the  tune  of  about  Rs.  1  lakh  by  the
 Aminchand  Pyarelal  firms  men-
 tioned  in  the  Report.  Claims  for
 refund  of  demurrage  charges  were
 made  by  these  firms  on  false
 grounds.”

 मह  तो  तीन  मामले  हो  गये  हैं,  लेकिन  अभी
 खत्म  नहीं  हुआ  है  ।  अगर  इनके  और-काले
 कारनामे  आ  जायें,  तो  इसमें  क्या  बुरी  बात
 है।

 अमां चन्द  प्यारेलाल  कम्पनी  ने  हिन्दुस्तान
 स्टील की  ओर  से  7,900 टन  इस्पात  मंगाया
 और  सरकार के  द्वारा  उसको  रिजेक्ट  करवाया
 गया  ny  यह  इनका  टैकनिक  था,  पहले  माल  मंग-
 वाले  हैं,  फिर  सरकारी  अफसरों  को  रिश्वत  और
 र्स  खिला  कर  उससे  कहलवाते  हैं  कि  यह
 रिजेक्टेड है,  हमारे  काम  का  नहीं  है  और
 स्टील  कंट्रोलर  का  ताईर  निकलता  है  कि
 यह  बहुत  खराब  माल  है,  आप  खुले  बाजार
 में  बेच  डालिये  और  फिर  मजे  से  बेचते  हैं,  उससे
 पैसा  आता  है,  कहां  कहां  जाता  है  पता  नहीं  1
 आप  फिर  कहेंगे आरोप  लगाता  है।  ८

 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  इन  लोगों  ने  अकेले
 कलकत्ता  शहर  में,  जिनका  लड़ाई  के  पहले  कोई
 अस्तित्व  नहीं  था,  तीन  करीब  रुपये  की
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 जायदाद  (अरबन  लैंड  प्रोपर्टी)  बनाई है  1
 अभी  इन्होंने  एक  फ्रिज  रेस्टोरेन्ट  लिया
 है,  जिसके  लिये  पैसा  स्थिस  करेन्सी  में,  विदेशी
 मुद्रा  में  बचें  किया  गया  1  कालेबाजार  की

 विदेशी  मुद्रा  हम  लोगों  के  पास  कितनी  है,
 इससे  आप  उसका  अन्दाज़ा  कर  सकते  हैं।

 इन्होंने एक  गावं  होटल  कलकत्ता  शहर
 में  बनाया  है--एक  करोड़  रुपया  खर्च  करके,
 लेकिन  इस्पात  श्र  सीमेंट  के  लिये  क्या  कभी
 इनको  परमिट मिला  था?  परमिट की  इन  लोगों
 को  भ्या  जरूरत  है,  जन  मन्त्री  इनकी  जेब  में  बैठे
 हैं,  जब  बंगाल  सरकार  के  नहीं  केन्द्र  सरकार
 के  मन्त्री  इनकी  जेब  में  हैं,  तो  इनको  परमिट
 और  लाइसैंस  की  बया  जरूरत  है?  आज  इस

 होटल  को  लाइसेन्स नहीं  दिया  जा  रहा  है,
 क्योंकि  ये  सरकारी  कानून  वगैरह  तोड़  रहे
 हैं,  यह  मामला  यदि  यहां  नहीं  खोला  जाता  तो
 शायद  पार्क  होटल  इस  वक्त  चालू  हो  जाता  |

 एक  और  मामला  नार्दन  रेलवे  का  है,
 जिनको  इनकी  ओर  से  इस्पात  का  माल  दिया
 गया  था  और  वह  रिजेक्ट  क्या  गया,  उसी

 तरह  से  जैसे  मैंने  हिन्दुस्तान  स्टील  का  मामला
 बताया  और  उसको  लेकर  एक  चौधरी  नाम
 का  अफसर  इस  वक्त  सस्पेंडेड  है,  उसकी

 जांच  चल  रही  है  ।  क्या  क्या  मामले  इनके
 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  आपको  बताऊं  |

 अन्त  में  मैं  यह  कहूंगा,  मैं  इस  बात  को
 यहां  छेड़ता  नहीं,  लेकिन  हमारे  मित्र  पन्त जी
 ने  चूंकि  उसका  उल्लेख  किया  है.  इसलिये  कहना
 चाहता  हूं  ।  उन्होंने  मेरा  गौरव  भी  बढ़ाया  है
 लेकिन साथ  ही  उन्होंने  मुझ को  कहा  हैकि
 आपने  अध्यक्ष  महोदय  पर  भो  कोई आरोप
 लगाया  है  ny  अगर  वह  मेरे  प्रिविलेज  मोशन
 को  ठीक  तरह  से  पढ़ते  या  भाषण  सूना  होता
 तो  उनको  पता  चलता  कि  मेने  अध्यक्ष  के
 खिलाफ़  कोई  आरोप  नहीं  लगाया  है।  मैंने

 अमरीक  सिद्ध  के  खिलाफ  आरोप  लगाया है
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 और  अगर  जीतपाल  का  कोई  दस्तावेज़  है
 तो  जीतपाल  के  खिलाफ़  लगाया  है  t  यह
 सब  मैंने  किया  है  अध्यक्ष  की  इज्जत,  प्रतिष्ठा,
 शान  और  शोभा  के  लिये  1  आप  ऐसा  न
 सोचिये, पंत  जी,  कि  मैं  कोई  जिम्मेदार आदमी
 नहीं  हें  ।  मैंने  सदन  की  प्रतिष्ठा  को  ऊंचा
 उठाने  के  लिये  सोच-समझ  कर  यह  प्रिविलेज
 मोशन  दिया  है।

 अन्त  में  मैं  यह  कहना  चाहता  हूं  कि  यहां
 पर  कहा  गया  कि  मैं  प्रिविलिज  मोशन के
 हथियार  का  दुर्योग कर  रहा  हूं  .  -  -

 उपाध्यक्ष महोदय  :  अब  इस  को  खत्म
 कीजिये।

 ्  घ  लिमये  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  आप
 खुलासा  करने  के  लिये  मौका  देते  हैं  मन्त्री
 महोदय  को  357  के  अन्दर,  जो  कि  एक  पवित्र
 प्रक्रिया  मानी  जाती  है  -  357  के  अन्दर
 अब  मन्त्री  महोदय  स्टेटमेंट  देते  हैं  तो  वह  इतना
 पवित्र माना  जाता  है  कि  उस  पर  विवाद भी
 नहीं  होता  है  और  उसको  जेन्टिलमैन वर्ड
 माना  जाता  है  1  प्रोफ्यूमो  ने  भी  इसी  प्रक्रिया
 के  अन्दर  बयान  दिया  था  कि  क्रिस्टीन
 किलर  से  मेरा  कोई  सम्बन्ध  नहीं  है,
 आफ़  काम  ने  उसको  माना  .
 (व्यवधान)  मेरा  नहीं,  प्रोफ्यूमो  साहब  की

 बात  कर  रहा  हूं  t  प्रोफ्यूमो  साहब  के  उस
 बयान  को  माना  गया,  लेकिन  जब  वह  गलत
 साबित  हुआ,  तो  टोरी  पार्टी  की  हुकूमत  थी,
 टोरी  पार्टी  के  वह  युद्ध  मन्त्री  थे,  उन्हीं  की
 पार्टी  के  मछलियों  साहब  ने  हिम्मत  दिखलाई
 और  अपने  मन्त्री  के  खिलाफ़  वह  अनादर  का
 प्रस्ताव  लाये  और  कहा  कि  यह  गलत  बात
 करता है  शठ  बोल  कर,  इन्होंने सदन  का
 अपमान  किया  है  |  यह  हाउस  आफ़  काम
 की  परम्परा  है,  वह  मन्त्री  मण्डल  से  हट  गये,
 हाउस  आफ़  कामिक  की  सदस्यता  तक  उन्होंने
 छोड़ दी  n
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 यह  कोई  रल  का  सवाल  नहीं  है,  मैं
 आज  अपने  दल  की  तरफ़  से  नहीं  बोल  रहा
 हं  मैं  पब्लिक  एकाउण्ट्स  कमेटी  की  इज्जत
 के  लिये  और  सदन  की  प्रतिष्ठा  के  लिये  बोल
 रहा  हूं  1  विरोधी  दल  और  सत्ताधारी दल
 को  यह  विवाद आज  नहीं  खड़ा  करना  चाहिये।
 आज  पाटिल  साहब  बैठे  हैं,  इन्द्रा जी  बेटी  हैं,  क्या
 इन  लोगों  में  मैक्लियोड  साहब  की  सी  हिम्मत
 है--यह  कहने  की  कि  मेरी  पार्टी  के  मन्त्री  ने
 जो  परिजन  प्रक्रिया  है,  सैक्रेड  प्रोसीजर  है,
 उसके  मातहत  गलत-बयानी  की  है  ।  उनके
 खिलाफ  यह  कन्डेम्प्ट  का  प्रस्ताव  मुझे  क्यों
 लाना  पड़ा,  मैं  समझता  हूं,  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 यह  बड़े  शर्म  की  बात  है  कि  यह  प्रस्ताव  मधु
 लिये  को  लाना  पड़  यह  प्रस्ताव  लाना
 चाहिये  था,  श्री  एस०  के०  पाटिल  साहब  को,
 सत्यनारायण  साहब  को  या  इन्दिरा  जी  को
 यह  प्रस्ताव  लाना  चाहिये  था  ।  मैंने  केवल
 अपने  कर्तव्य  को  निभाया  है,  मैं  विशेषाधिकार

 के  अयोग  का  दुरुपयोग  नहीं  कर  रहा  हूं  यदि
 मैं  अन्त  में  कहना  चाहता  था  v

 Shri  Khadilkar:  Mr.  Deputy-
 Speaker,  for  the  last  fortnight  or’  so,
 while  observing  particularly  the  early

 part
 of  our  sittings,  I  have  reached  the lusi  that  of  certain  to-

 ierant  and  flexible  attitudes,  the  Oppo-
 sition  is  trying  to  exploit  all  those
 Procedural  devices,  be  they  call  atten-
 tion  notices,  be  they  adjournment
 motions  or  be  it  the  of  raising  matters
 of  privilege  of  the  House.  Democracy
 is  a  very  delicate  mechanism.  Very
 objectively,  from  a  distance,  from  a
 non-partisan  angle,  when  1  look  at  the
 proceedings  of  the  House,  I  feel  that
 great  strain  is  being  put  on  the  demo-
 cratic  apparatus  at  the  present  junc-
 ture,  obviously  with  a  view  to  give  a
 distorted  image  fo  the  outside  world
 about  things  that  are  happening  here.
 This  is  most  deprecable.  Though  Shri
 Limayg  has  disowned  this  attempt,  I
 do  feel  that  he  has  exceeded  the  limits
 in  pressing  his  privilege  motions  in  this
 House.  That  is  my  view  and  that  view
 has  been  shared  by  many  of  my  friends.
 from  this  sidg  and  the  other  side.
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 Some  hon.  Members:  No,  no.
 Shri  Khadilkar:  Apart  from  this,

 unfortunately,  the  limits  prescribed
 by  the  Speaker  while  discussing  this
 Motion,  have  been  completely  trans-
 sgressed......

 आओ  मधु लिमये:  यह  तोआपओआरोप

 लगा  रहे  हैं  अध्यक्ष  महोदय पर  ।
 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  This  is

 ‘a  reflection  on  the  Chair.
 Shri  Khadilkar:  He  had  laid  down

 certain  limits.  You  have  transgressed
 them.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  No.
 The  Speaker  was  present  when  I
 was  speaking.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  Have  some  _pati-
 ence.  What  was  said  by  the  Speaker
 in.terms  of  the  motion  has  not  been
 adhered  to

 Mr,  Deputy-Speaker:  I  do  not  think
 anybody  has  transgressed  the  limit.

 Shri  Khddilkar:  No,  Sir.  Excuse  me.
 I  say  it  and  I  am  gaing  to  prove  it.  I
 want  to  prove  it.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  He
 should  withdraw  what  he  said.  It  is
 a  reflection  on  the  Chair  (Interrup-
 tions).

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  You
 -cannot  accuse  the  Speaker  like  that.
 There  must  be  a  limit.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  I  am  accusing  the
 Opposition.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  You
 are  accusing  the  Chair.  The  Opposi-
 tion  was  not  guiding  the  proceedings
 of  the  House.  The  Speaker  was  guid-
 ing  the  House.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  You
 please  call  him  to  order.  Yofi  do  not
 cal]  him  to  order.

 Shri  Kbadilkar:  You  have  transgre-
 ‘ssed  the  limit.  As  I  said,  I  am  going ito  prove  it.  7
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 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  You  are  not
 justified  in  making  allegations  like
 that.

 Some  hon.  Members:  प्र  shou!d
 withdraw.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  You  must  listen  to
 me.  If  I  do  not  prove  it  to  the  hilt,
 I  will  withdraw,

 The  question  is  this:  jn  this  motion
 what  is  under  discussion?  The  55th
 Report  of  the  PAC  and  one  _  para-
 graph  of  the  50th  Report.

 Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Nobody  has
 referred.to  the  50th  Report  only  peo-
 ple  have  referred  to  the  55th  Report.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  The  extent  of  the
 argument  has  covered  such  a  wide
 ground,  and  the  fundamental  issue  I
 am  placing  before  you  is  this.  The
 Public  Accounts  Committee  is  an  all
 party  body  which  functions  judicious-
 ly  and  conclusions  are  drawn,  and  as
 the  Speaker  observed,  it  is  g  miniature
 Parliament,  gll  parties  are  there.  So
 when  the  Chair  permits  us  to  discuss
 the  report  of  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  is  jt  open  to  us  to  go  be-
 yond  certain  limits  while  arguing  8
 case?

 Again,  I  would  like  to  remind  the
 House  that  we  are  debating  the  55th
 Report.  In  the  50th  Report  ऊ  their
 wisdom,  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  thought  there  should  be  an  en-
 quiry.  Here  there  are  only  two  points.
 At  one  stage  they  have  said  that  the
 explanation  given  by  the  Minister  is
 obscure,  it  is  not  very  clear  as  to  why
 he  made  a  change.  Another  thing  is
 whether  the  order  was  final  or  it  was
 a  draft  order.  Only  on  these  two
 points  they  can  say  whether  it  is
 ubscure,  why  it  is  obscure  ete.

 Nobody  ig  going  to  defend  here
 Aminchand  Pyarelal  and  his  dealings.
 The  question  is:  Was  the  _  hon.
 Minister  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties
 as  8  Minister  blameworthy,  was  he
 activated  or  was  he  at  any  period
 acting  in  g  manner  in  which  he  should
 not  have  acted?,There  are  certain
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 things,  but  before  touching  that  aspect 1  would  like  to  place  one  other  point before  you  for  consideration.
 Most  of  the  speakers  here  have

 adopted  ४  jurisdic  attitude  to  the
 actions  of  the  Minister.  Is  it  justified, उ  would  like  to  ask.  Can  you  adopt
 a  jurisdiction  attitude  to  certain
 action  of  the  Ministers....

 Shri  Daji:  Why  not?

 Shri  Khadilkar:  while  he  is
 acting  under  certain  pressures?  Is  it
 justified?  (Interruptions)

 Just  listen,  let  me  explain.  When  I
 used  the  word  “pressure”  they  are
 jubilant,  but  they  wil]  not  be  so  jubi- lant  when  I  explain.  Pressure  of  time
 is  there.

 Shri  Daji:  What  is  the  pressure  of
 time?

 Shri  Khadilkar:  Certainly  he  has
 got  to  take  quick  decisions.  Pressure
 of  time  js  there.  Then,  he  has  got  to
 look  to  all  the  aspects.  In  the  present
 context  of  the  Indian  economy....

 Shri  Daji:  What  context?
 Shrj  Khadilkar:  If  production

 is  suffering,  he  must  consider;  whether
 injustice  is  likely  to  be  done,  he  must
 take  that  into  consideration.  Therefore
 I  am  not  saying  that  every  action  done
 under  pressure  js  justified,  but  I  would"
 like  to  plead  with  the  Opposition  that
 if  you  adopt  a  jurisdic  approach  to
 the  daings  of  the  Minister,  you  are
 not  doing  justice  to  the  parliamen-
 tary  or  Government  procedures  as  we
 have  adoped  it.  This  is  my  view  whe-
 ther  you  accept  it  or  not.

 Shri  Daji:.  This  is  not  the  view  of
 the  PAC.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  Those  whose  heads
 are  little  cool  are  bound  to  reflect
 quickly  whether  they  can  take  a  juris-
 tic  attitude  of  judgment  over  the  act
 of  the  Minister  and  pass  some  stric-
 tures  on  his  conduct.  Whether  it  is
 justified  or  not,  that  aspect  should  be
 considered.

 There  is  another  question.  Mr.
 Subramaniam  appeared  before  the
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 PAC.  This  is  the  evidence.  Let  us
 try  to  judge  from  the  evidence  what
 Points  he  made.  I  have  jotted  down
 a  few  points.  Do  not  just  go  with
 the  impression  that  he  was  there  to
 suppress  the  truth.  Is  it  correct  to
 say  that?  I  am  just  reading  out  .the appreciation  of  the  evidence,  I  have
 culled  out  a  few  points  here.

 It  was  the  Minister  himself,  Mr.
 Subramaniam,  who  brought  on  record
 the  interview  of  Jit  Pal.  You  must
 recognise  this.  .It  showg  that  there
 was  nothing  to  hide  in  regard  to  the
 interview.  If  he  had  not  mentioned  it,
 you  can  see  the  evidence,  at  this  stage
 in  the  PAC  such  a  question  would  not
 have  been  raised.  He  himself  brought
 forward  this  point  on  his  own.

 Shri  Daji:  Otherwise,  how  could  he
 have  done?  That  was  the  only  expla-
 nation  available.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  The  letter  of  Jit  Pal
 says  that  the  Minister  had  taken  stern
 attitude  and  that  he  admonished  Jit
 Pal.  This  shows  the  Ministers's  clean
 postition  in  regard  to  the  interview.
 What  has  happened?  Let  us  try  to
 put  things  right.  The  Minister  issued
 an  order  which  has  to  be  executed  by
 the  Iron  and  Stéel  Controller’s  or-

 _ganisation,  with  not  8  very  good  रू
 putation,  I  do  not  want  to  say  any-
 thing  further.  That  organisation  with
 headquarters  at  Calcutta  has  not  a
 very  high  reputation.  As  soon  as
 some  order  is  given,  the  officers  there
 send  back  queries.  It  is  open  for  you
 to  say:  why  did  he  not  insist  on  ex-
 ecution?  I  am  arguing  the  case  as
 you  have  argued.  But  the  querries
 are  such  that  he  needs  to  examine
 them  further,  whether  production  unit
 should  be  excluded  or  the  shipping
 companies  should  be  excluded.  I  admit
 that  the  leakage  ‘must  have  taken
 place  in  Calcutta.  That  was  the
 source.  Then  the  whole  thing  deve-
 loped®  You  have  to  realise  that  it  is
 the  Secretary  who  is  to  issue  the
 order  according  to  the  procedure.  If
 somebody  sends  back  an  order  saying
 that  this  order  is  difficult,  it  would
 affect  production,  etc.  should  the
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 Ministers  sit  tight  on  his  order  or
 should  he  reconsider  that  order?  Mr.
 Dandekar  15  here;  he  has  served  as  8
 high  executive.  I  would  put  this
 question  to  him.  What  would  he  have
 done  in  such  a  situation?  With  a  clean
 conscience  anybody  would  say:  all
 right,  I  will  reconsider.  Certain
 leakage  must  have  taken  place  at  the
 other  end  and  the  firm  representative
 came  and  saw  him.  Then  the  ques-
 tion  arises:  is  it  proper  for  the
 minister  to  do  so?  There  are  some
 mistakes,  I  admit.  In  UK  the  ministers
 always  record  that  such  a  decision  had
 been  changed  on  this  ground.  Unfor-
 tunately,  that  record  is  not  here,  I
 am  arguing  case  in  a  non-partisan
 attitude.  ‘

 Shri  Daji:  The  reasons  here  could
 not  have  been  recorded.  They  are
 obscure,  dark  and  drab  reasons,

 Shri  Khadilkar:  In  a  situation  like
 this,  you  have  to  take  into  considera-
 tion  all  these  factors.  The  Minister
 is  in  Delhi;  he  issues  an  order  to  be
 implemented  by  some  organisation  in
 Calcutta  which  is  not  free  from  co-
 ruption.  There  is  a  leak.  After  that
 the  Minister  finds  -that  there  is  some
 justification  and  changes  the  order.
 Can  you  attribute  motives?

 Shri  Daji:  What  were  the  pressures
 you  referred  to?

 Shri  Khadilkar:  Pressures
 your  party  and  in  every  party.

 are  in

 Shri  Daji:  What  were  the  pressures
 on  Mr.  Subramaniam  ‘which  made  him
 change  that  order.  Tell  the  House.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  The  issue  came  up
 before  the  PAC.  Our  party  majority
 was  there  but  the  issues  were  not  de-
 cided  at  party  level.  They  were  de-
 cideq  independent  of  party  views.
 you  not  given  credit  to  the  PAC  Which
 it  really  deserves  in  the  50th  report?
 I  am  not  referring  to  the  whole  thing;
 that  paragraph  is  there,  and  therefore
 I  am  referring  to  it.  If  you  go  through
 it  you  will  find  that  a  thorough  job
 has  been  made  and  that  report  will
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 certainly  prompt  the  Government  to
 take  some  action.  That  is  a  different
 matter,  So,  if  you  have  given  credit
 for  the  50th  report  for  impartiality,
 objectivity  and  non-partisan  attitude,
 what  prevents  you  from  giving  it  the
 credit,  the  same  credit,  to  the  same-
 body,  when  it  hag  come  with  this  con-
 clusion  before  the  House?

 Shri  Daji:  What  are  the  conclusions?

 Shri  Khadilkar:  The  conclusions  are
 clear,  they  could  not  make  up  their
 mind  as  a  body...,

 Shri  Daji:  The  PAC  has  censured
 Shri  Subramaniam  by  saying  that
 there  were  obscure  reasons.  That  is  a
 polite  way  of  saying  it.  Only  polite
 language  has  been  used  by  the  PAC.
 Obscure  reasons  which  cannot  be  told,
 which  are  secret  reasons.  That  is  the
 English  meaning  of  “obscure  reasons”

 अध  Shinkre  (Marmagoa):.  Any-
 body  knows  what  is  the  meaning  ctf
 “obscure  reasons.”  15  the  hon.  Mem-
 ber  trying  to  teach  ous  grammar?
 What  does  he  mean?

 Shri  Khadilkar:  Please  observe  the
 grammar  of  decorum.  Sit  down.  Now,
 about  the  second  report,  the  55th  re-
 port.  The  Minister  appeared  before
 the  Committee.  He  volunteered  him-
 self.  Left  to  myself,  I  would  have
 advised  him  not  to  do  it.  There  was
 no  necessity,  but  he  volunteered  him-
 self.  Now,  only  at  two  91806  there
 are  remarks,  which  are  not  very  com-
 plimentary,  about  the  conduct  of  the
 Minister.  Beyond  that,  there  is  no-
 thing.  I  would  like  to  know  what
 this  ballyhoo  is  about,  which  has  been
 made  on  that  side,  about  the  55th
 report  and  the  conduct  of  the  Minis-
 ter.  As  the  Speaker  has  said  in  the
 beginning,  let  us  try  to  discuss  the  re-
 port  at  a  non-partisan  level.  I  may  now
 recall  the  system  in  the  British  parlia-
 ment.  That  is  a  good  system  which
 we  should  try  to  agopt.  When  the
 report  of  the  Public  Accounts  Cum-
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 mittee  is  under  discussion,  the  only points  which  we  have  to  consider  are the  administrative  lapses  and  not  the
 broad  canvass  of  the  whole  national life  which  is  brought  in.  Only  the
 relevant  noints  should  be  taken  up and  discussed.  That  is  a  very  healthy convention.  If  you  want  to  keep  the
 Prestige  of  the  PAC,  which  richly deserves  it,  in  this  present  context
 especially  because  they  have  earned
 a  name—they  are  the  watchdogs  ot
 Government’s  finances—and  jf  this
 body  is  to  function  without  party
 pulls  and  pressures  from  this  side  or
 that  side,  I  would  appeal  to  the  Op-
 position  and  to  every  Member  of  the
 House  to  look  at  the  report  from  this
 angle.  Therefore,  the  55th  report
 which  is  under  discussion,  does  not
 convict  Shri  Subramaniam  of  charges
 which  have  been  levelled  from  that
 side.  You  can  bring  in  Jit  Paul;  you
 can  bring  in  Aminchand  Pyarelal,  and
 so  many  other  firms,  and  so  many
 other  extraneoug  matters,  But  then.
 I  would  ask  you,  can  you  bring  in
 these  extraneous  things  as  evidence
 to  convict  him?  That  would  be  in-
 justice,  and  that  will  be  doing  injustice
 in  a  way  indirectly  through  a  vote  of
 censure  on  the  PAC.  What  the  PAC
 has  said  is,  “No  further  probe  is  called
 for."  a

 Shri  Daji:  Read  the  report.

 Shri  Khadilkar:  I  have  got  the  re-
 port.  wi

 Shri  Daji:  Then  read  the  “obscure
 reasons.”  Reaq  King’s  English.

 Mr,  Deputy-Speaker:  Order,  order.
 Shri  Khadilkar:  I  will  conclude  in

 a  minute.  I  have  been  interrupted
 often.  Therefore,  my  humble  plea  ts
 this.  If  we  accept  the  PAC  as  a  com-
 petent  forum  of.all  parties  represen-
 ting  both  the  Houses,  and  if  we  ac-
 cept  that  their  eonclusions  are  very
 judiciously  drawn  up,  I  can  tell  you
 one  thing.  As  a  former  member
 of  the  PAC’  and  Chairman,  I
 can  tell  you,  90  per  cent  of
 the  recommendations  of  the
 PAC  have  been  acfed  upon  and  imple-

 “No,  we  certainly  suspect  him,

 SRAVANA  31,  1888  (SAKA)  Fifty-ifth  Report  (M.)  6186

 mented  by  the  Government.  This  is
 My  experience  for  the  two  years  I
 was  there  as  8  Member.  Therefore, if  the  PAC  in  their  wisdom  says  in
 one  report  that  the  whole  gamut  of
 these  dealings  must  be  gone  into
 thoroughly  and  in  the  secong  report on  one  point  it  say,  “We  are  not  yet
 very  much  satisfied"’—they  could  not
 make  a  recommendation  to  the  effect

 we
 suspect  his  motives  and  ४  further
 probe  is  called  for,”—if  that  is  so,  I
 ao  not  think  that  in  fairness,  those
 hon.  Members  were  fair  to  the  PAC
 report  and  they  were  not  fair  when
 they  levelled  the  accusations.  It  will
 have  some  propaganda  value  of  course
 on  the  eve  0  the  elections.
 I  know  it.  That  is  the  main  thing.
 You  can  do  a  little  damage  to  the
 general  image  of  this  party.  But  the
 image  of  Parliament  and  the  image
 of  Public  Accounts  Committee  is  much
 higher.  ‘Therefore,  I  would  appeal  to
 them,  “Don't  follow  this  path.  Desist
 from  it.  Otherwise,  this  delicate  ap-
 paratus  of  democracy  will  not  survive
 in  this  country.  a

 16.55  hrs.

 (Mn.  SPEAKER  in  the  Chair]

 Shri  Namblar:  Sir,  I  am  ‘very  sorry
 that  a  senior  member  like  Mr.  Khadil-
 kar  said  that  we  have  mooted  out  this
 question  to  create  an  atmosphere
 whereby  we  may  gain  on  the  eve  of
 the  elections.  It  is  not  so.  We  have
 done  it  in  the  larger  interests  of  the
 nation,  to  see  that  this  sort  of  robbery
 is  not  allowed  by  certain  firms  who
 are  doing  it  as  a  matter  of  practice
 for  several  years.

 I  welcome  this  whole  episode  which
 brings  to  light  so  many  other  factors
 which  otherwise  we  would  have  had
 no  occasion  to  know.  .  What  is  stated
 in.  paga  4.128  of  the  50th  report  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  which  is
 under  discussion  is  that  Mr,  Subra-
 maniam  should  not  have  issued  that
 second  order;  that  second  order  was
 not  justified,  ‘What  is  the  purport  and
 meaning  of  the  report.
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 I,  do  not  wish  to  enter  into.  the

 ~iceties  of  the  phraseology  used  by
 Ir.  Subramaniam  in  his  evidence  be-

 -ore  the  Public  Accounts  Committee
 or  in  his  further  submissions  here.  I
 would  point  out  that  he  has  erred  in
 several  ways.  His  mistakes  may  be
 wanton  or  otherwise;  but  he  must  ac-
 cept  that  they  are  mistakes.

 Mr.  Subramaniam,  during  his  diffe-
 rent  versions,  shifted  the  grounds
 which  naturally  led  to  suspicion  about
 hig  conduct  in  the  affair.  He  tried  to
 pounce  on  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  for  its  observation  made  in  the
 50th  report  and  belittled  its  effort.
 This  has  added  to  the  suspicions.  He
 rushed  to  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  to  explain  off  the  discrepancies,
 but  failed.  All  this  has  strengthened
 the  feeling  in  the  country  that  Shri
 Subramaniam,  being  the  Minister  in
 charge  during  the  period  from  Nov-
 ember  1962  to  July  1963  when  the
 heavy  financial  losses  to  the  exchequer
 arising  out  of  the  bilateral  agreements
 entered  into  by  Amin  Chand  Pyarelal
 and  connected  firms  were  disclosed,
 showed  further  leniency  to  these
 blacklisted  firms.  Nobody  accuses
 Mr.  Subramaniam  for  these  barter
 deals  because  they  were  not  done  in
 his  period..  We  will  go  to  his  pre-
 decessor  for  that  and  I  hold  that  his
 predecessor  Mr.  Swaran  Singh  and
 some  of  the  high  officials  of  his  minis-
 try  who  were  responsible  for  these
 deals  cannot  escape  at  all.

 But  having  taken  charge  of  the  min-
 istry  in  November  1962,  he  ought  to
 have  realised  the  full  impact  of  the
 havoc  and  losses  committed  by  his
 predecessor  and  the  officials  of  the
 ministry  in  entering  into  the  bilateral
 deals  of  Amin  Chand  Pyarelal  and
 connected.  firms.  Correctly  he  -initiat-
 ed  action  against  them  but  at  a  stage
 after  orders  were  passed  to  bl&cklist
 all  these  firms  for  the  heavy  losses  in-
 curred,  why  did  he  go  back  on  his
 order  of  28th  June  1963  to  blacklist
 Amin  Chand’  Pyarelal  and  connected
 firms?  What  made  him  “dilute  that
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 order?  That  is  the  crux  of  the  pro-
 blem.

 May  friend,  Mr.  Khadilkar,  said  that
 there  were  no  strictures  against  Mr.
 Subramaniam.  Let  us  see  the  wording.
 of  the  report:

 “The  sub-committee  are  unable
 to  understand  the  circumstances
 under  which  the  minister  changed
 his  previous  orders  so  soon  that
 the  business  with  Messrs.  Amin
 Chand  Pyarelal  group  of  firms
 should  not  be  communicated  to
 other  Government  Departments.”

 It  is  clear  that  he  changed  his  stand
 so  soon  and  the  reasons  have  to  be
 given  by  him,  In  all  fairness,  it  is
 his  duty  to  enlighten  us  about  the
 reasons.  The  reasons,  as_  stated  by
 him,  are  not  satisfactory,  because  the
 various  circumstances  under  which  he
 changed  the  order  are  now  well-known
 to  the  hon.  members.

 17  hrs.

 Sir,  Messrs.  Aminchand  Pyarelal
 companies  are  well  known,  having
 failed  to  garry  out  the  previous  com-
 mitments  ever  since  1954.  As  they
 are  well  known  to  his  Ministry,  why
 should  they  be  relied  upon  by  the
 Minister?  During  the  course  of  one
 year  of  his  tenure,  by  July  1963,  by
 the  time  when  he  issued  these  modi-
 fied  orders,  he  might  have  had  occa-
 sions  to  study  this  company.  Again
 he  believes  Mr.  Jit  Paul,  one  of  the
 representatives  of  this  firm,  when  he
 sought  an  interview  with  him  on  20th
 July,  1963.  Knowing  that  some  actior
 wes  being  contemplated  against  this
 firm,  and  as  it  leaked  out  from  his
 Ministry,  as  one  of  the  hon.  Members

 “has  already  said,  he  should  have  अपन
 pected  these  people  coming  to  him  on
 that  particular  date.  When  the  whole
 thing  leaked  out,  he  should  have  en-
 quired  as  to  how  it  leaked  out  and
 an  enquiry  should  have  been  conduct-
 ed  into  that.  Instead  of  doing  that
 he  conceded  to  the  representations
 made  by  Mr.  Jit  Raul  on  20th  July.
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 On  23rd  July,  only  three  days  after
 his  interview,  Shri  Subramaniam
 modified  the  order,  modifying  the  pre- vious  one  nullifying  its  effects.  Is  an
 undertaking  given  by  Aminchand
 Pyarelal  and  Company  worth  anything
 considering  the  background  of  their
 past  behaviour?  Are  we  10  under-
 stand  that  Shri  Subramaniam  is  so
 naive  as  to  believe  such  an  undertak-
 ing?  It  is  here  that  the  public  has  a
 genuine  and  reasonable  doubt  about
 the  conduct  of  Shri  Subramaniam.
 Therefore,  in  his  own  personal  interest
 and  for  the  benefit  of  a  fair  enquiry
 it  is  all  the  more  necessary  that  he
 should  step  down  from  the  office.
 Public  Accounts  Committee  has  right-
 ly  raised  the  doubt,  as  is  now  shared
 by  the  entire  Opposition  and  the  pub-
 lic,

 Therefore,  my  first  demand  is  that
 Shri  Subramaniam  should  resign  and
 clear'the  way  and  create  the  atmos-
 phere  for  a  thorough  probe  into  the
 affair  of  his  then  Ministry  and  that  of
 his  predecessor  Shri  Swaran  Singh
 under  whom  the  entire  deals  were
 finalised  at  a  great  loss  to  the  exche-
 quer.  His  predecessor’s  conduct  15
 equally  suspecious,  so  far  as  I  am  con-
 cerned—I  do  not  know  about  others—
 and  in  all  fairness  he  should  come
 forward  to  clear  his  own  self  from
 the  blemish  by  stepping  down  along
 with  Shri  Subramaniam,  I  do  not
 demand  the  resignation  of  the  entire
 Cabinet.  At  least  these  two  Ministers
 who  are  directly  corinected  with  the
 affair  should  step  down  in  their  own
 interest  and  in  the  interest  of  the
 nation.  1  have  no  persona]  =  grouses
 against  them.  If  there  is  some  chance,
 after  clearing  the  charges  against
 them,  I  would  like  Shri  Subramaniam
 and  Shri  Swaran  Singh  to  come  back
 and  do  their  work.  But,  unfortunate-
 ly,  there  is  so  much  cloud  in  their
 behaviour  during  their  period  of  office
 and  there  is  so  much  of  dirt  in  the
 office  of  the  Iron  and  Steel  Controller
 and  the  Steel  Ministry  relating  to  this
 period,  with  which  they  themselves
 will  agree,  that  they  must  clear  all
 that.  e
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 One  is  delighted  at  the  hard  work
 put  by  the  Public  Accounts  Commit-
 tee.  It  was  mentioned  at  the  very
 beginning  that  during  these  discus-
 sions  there  may  be  some  criticism
 against  the  Public  Accounts  Commit-
 tee  and  its  activities.  Here  we  are
 proud  that  we  have  got  such  an  effi-
 cient  Public  Accounts  Committee.

 Shri  D,  ए.  Sharma:  Sir,  I  rise  to  a
 point  of  order.  There  is  no  mention
 of  Shri  Swaran:  Singh  in  the  report
 of  the  Public  Accounts  Committee.
 Why  is  the  hon,  Member  referring  to
 Shri  Swaran  Singh  and  saying  that
 he  should  also  resign  along  with  Shri
 Subramaniam?

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  said  in  the  morning
 that  we  should  not  go  beyond  the  55th
 Report.  He  should  not  refer  to
 periods  that  are  not  covered  by  that
 report.

 Shti  Nambiar:  What  is  the  back-
 ground  under  which  Shri  Subra-
 maniam  changed  his  orders?

 Mr.  Speaker:  No,  ”  we  have  de-
 cided  that  in  the  morning.  I  will  not
 allow  that.

 Shri  Namblar:  A  series  of  action
 took  place.

 Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  will  not  allow
 him  to  mention  all  those  things.

 Shri  Nambiar:  Sir,  in  his  own  in-
 terest  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  coun-
 try  I  am  mentioning  this.  If  he  is  not
 prepared  to  resign,  I  leave  it  to  him.

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  to  decide
 whether  it  is  relevant  here.

 Shri  Nambiar:  Sir,  we  are  proud
 that  we  have  got  such  a  good  Public
 Accounts’  Committee.  Now  the  point
 is,  how  the  whole  truth  will  come  out
 and  how  justice  can  be  meted  out.  A
 thoroug!?  ‘probe  should  be  conducted
 into  the  whole  affair  and  in  that  con-
 nection  I  have  to  draw  attention  to
 certain  facts  that  are  behind  this  epi-
 sode.  I  will  nqw  draw  attention  to
 the  facts  behifid  the  episode.  You
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 will  notice  that  Aminchand  Pyarelal
 and  their  associates  were  blacklisted
 from  4th  August,  1954  to  29th  January,
 1957  by  the  Works,  Housing  and  Sup-
 ply  Ministry,  Surendra  Overseas  from
 26th  October,  1956  to  29th  January,
 1957  by  the  same  Ministry;  Interna-
 tional  Sanitary  Engineering  were
 blacklisted  from  15th  August,  1954  to
 29th  January,  1957.  by  WHS  Ministry;
 India  Engineering  Works  were  black-
 listed  from  4th  August,  1957  to  29th
 January,  1957.  The  records  are  al-
 ready  with  the  Government.  The  fact
 of  blacklisting  has  been  circulated  to
 all  the  Ministries.  How  could  it  be
 possible  for  the  Iron  &  Steel  Ministry
 to  enter  into  a  barter  agreement  with
 such  a  firm  after  the  new  scheme  was
 introduced  in  1959?  That  barter
 scheme  deals  with  imports  and  ex-
 ports,  It  says  that  imports  would  be
 allowed  to  the  extent  to  which  ex-
 ports  are  made;  rather,  both  must  be
 equal.  This  proposal  was  mooted  in
 1959  when  Shri  Subramaniam  was  not
 there  as  Steel  Minister.  Another
 Minister,  his  predecessor  in  office,  was
 responsible  for  this.  When  these
 firms  were  already  blacklisted  and  the
 records  are  available  to  the  Govern-
 ment,  how  could  this  barter  scheme
 which  was  a  new  scheme,  be  entrust-
 ed  with  such  firms.  That  is  the  issue.

 Here  we  will  find  that  the  actions
 of  the  Steel  Ministry,  Iron  and  Steel
 Controller  and  other  concerned  offi-
 cials  are  all  irregular,  Mention  has
 already  been  made  as  to  how  these
 firms  were  under-invoicing  and  in-
 dulging  in  all  sorts  of  malpractices.
 They  were  cheating  even  the  customs
 and  this  was  made  known  to  us.  That
 being  so,  how  could  the  Minister  who
 is  responsible  and  who  is  acting,  as
 he  says,  in  the  larger  interest  and  on
 certain  convictions,  allow  such  a  slip
 to  take  place?  Are  we  to  take  it  that
 these  two  Ministers,  the  forrner  Min-
 ister...

 Mr,  Speaker:  Again,  he  is  referring
 to  him.  .
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 Shri  Nambiar:  He  was  there  at
 that  time  ag  Minister  and  he  created
 the  atmosphere  in  which  Shri  Subra-
 maniam  had  to  function,  As  we
 know,  Shri  Subramaniam  went  to  that
 Ministry  in  April,  1962.  When  he
 went  to  the  Ministry  was  it  not  neces-
 sary  for  him  to  go  into  the  past  deal-
 ings?  After  all,  he  has  come  to  the
 conclusion,  as  per  his  order  of  Nov-
 ember,  1962,  only  a  few  months  after
 his  taking  charge,  that  he  should
 blacklist  these  firms.  So,  he  knew
 their  antecedents.  Should  we  not
 expect  from  him  to  inquire  into  the
 past  deals  of  this  firm  before  passing
 any  order?  He  should  have  done
 that  and  I  think  we  are  fully  justi-
 fied  in  expecting  an  answer  to  that
 question.

 Therefore,  our  contention  is  that  he
 has  not  followed  it  up;  he  has  given
 it  up  at  a  particular  stage  and  he  had
 watered  it  down.  That  is  the  accu-
 sation.  that  we  are  making.  It  is  not
 a  question  of  getting  some  cheap  pub-
 licity,  or  blaming  the  Government,  on
 the  eve  of  the  elections.  When  there
 is  such  serious  misbehaviour  by  all
 these  firms  right  from  1954,  are  we  to
 shut  our  eyes  on  them  and  say  that
 everything  was  done  correctly  by
 these  firms?  Therefore,  the  inten-
 tions  of  the  opposition  partics  should.
 not  be  misunderstood;  they  should  be
 properly  understood.

 In  this  background,  is  it  not  right
 and  proper  on  our  part  to  demand  of
 Shri  Subramaniam  and  Shr  Swaran
 Singh  to  clear  the.  clouds  that  have
 already  gathered  around  the  horizon?
 The  clouds  are  there,  whether  we
 mention  it  or  not.  They  are  there  for
 the  whole  country  to  see  in  the  Fif-
 tieth  Report.  We  can  always  quote
 the  facts  given  in  the  Report  which
 nobody  can  dispute.

 Therefore,  we  say  that  a  full  probe
 is  required.  But  that  prob»  is  not
 forthcoming.  The  probe  must  be  pro-
 per  and  fair,  It  must  be  conducted,
 as  suggested  by  the  Public  A-counts
 Committee,  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  a
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 High  ‘Court  or  the  Judge  of  a  Supreme
 Court,  assisted  by  the  represe  tatives
 of  the  Comptroller  and  Auditor-
 General  and  such  other  officiais  as
 are  necessary.

 Such  a  probe  must  follow  enly  after
 the  resignation  of  the  concerned  min-
 isters;  otherwise,  we  have  got  every
 reasonable  doubt  that  these  mivisters, who  are  already  in  office,  would  have
 the  opportunity  to  throttle  or  circum-
 scribe  or  narrow  down  the  activitics
 of  the  probe.  That  is  our  fear.  This
 is  genuine.  Past  history  as  shown
 that  such  things  are  possibie.  There-
 fore  we  submit,  let  them  step  down,
 clear  the  way  and  clear  tiie  atmos-
 Phere,  10  the  probe  come  and  in  thal.
 probe  let  them  come  out  succcssful
 with  flying  colours  if  they  are  inno-
 cent,  We  will  have  all  the  gladness
 to  receive  them  back  amidsi  us.  un-
 scathed,  We  have  no  objection,  Here
 we  are  not  attempting  to  Jo  any  Sacm
 to  them,  to  their  reputation  er  to  the
 Teputation  of  the  Congress,  hut  now
 the  reputation  of  the  Congress  as  a
 Party  and  the  ministers  themselves
 has  suffered  very  much  in  this  coun-
 try.  It  is  up  to  them  to  clear  inis
 bad  reputation  and  come  fo.ward  uid
 face  thé  facts  after  resigaing  from
 the  Ministry.  It  is  not  a  very  tug
 thing  for  Shri  Subramaniam  or  Shri
 Swaran  Singh,  as  far  as  I  car  undex-
 stand,  because  they  are  political  men
 of  long-standing  and  to  them  this  1s
 nothing.  They  can  write  it  on  a  quar-
 ter  sheet  of  paper  and  throw  it  and
 face  the  inquiry  and  comc  out  Ui
 seathed,  That  must  be  the  sportsman-
 ship  with  which  they  must  come  for-
 ward,

 Shri  G.  N.  Dixit  (Etawah):  Mr.
 Speaker,  Sir,  I  congratulate  the  Chair-
 man  and  Members  of  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee  for  having  done  a
 good  job  of  their  work  without  fear
 or  favour  in  public  interest.  I  have
 functioned  as  Chairman  of  the  Joint
 Committee  on  Offices  of  Profit  for  five
 years  under  your  nomination  and  my
 Committee’s  work  is  very  limited,  only
 to  see  that  Members  go  not  disqualify
 themselves  by  accepting  offices  of
 profit,  but  here  is  a  Public  Accounts
 1440(ai)  LS—10
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 Committee  which  has  to  watch  the
 public  accounts  of  the  whole  nation.
 Therefore  the  congratu‘ations  are  still
 double-fold,  hundred-fold.

 So  far  as  this  report  is  concerned,  I
 have  examined  the  report  and  all  the
 connected  papers.  I  have  also  examine
 ed  all  relevant  law  and  I  feel  that  at
 one  point  a  very  impoPtant  thing  has
 escapcd  the  attention  of  the  Com-
 mittee  and  on  account  of  that  escape
 the  entire  report  suffers  from  that
 escape,  That  is  that  there  is  a  code
 mentioneq  here,  the  Standardisation
 Code,  and  it  is  mentioned  that  sub-
 clause  (5)  of  that  Code  has  been  re-
 ferred  to  by  the  Stecl  Controller.  It  is
 in  the  letter  of  the  second  back  refer-
 ence  ag  they  say.  This  Code  was  a  very important  piece  of  document  and  the
 Committee  and  the  officials  also  must
 have  examined  that  Code  and  seen
 whether  in  the  light  of  that  Code,  the
 order  which  is  now  the  impugned order,  the  so-called  black  listing  Order, was  in  violation  of  the  powers  of  the
 Steel  Minister  or  not.  With  little  know-
 ledge  of  that  Code  I  may  say  that’  the
 blacklisting  order  of  the  Minister,  the
 first  order  and  not  the  background order—there  is  one  background  order
 which  is  called  the  first  order;  that  is
 the  order  in  which  on  the  basis  of  a
 contractual  break  between  the  Gov-
 ernment  and  that  contrator  it  has  been
 decided  by  the  Government  that  they
 will  give  no  further  contract;  1  am
 not  ta’king  of  that  backgroung  order
 of  November,  1962  but  I  am  taking  of
 the  order  of  July  wherein  the  Minis-
 ter  has  ordered  Bi'acklisting  under
 that  Code,  it  was  in  violation  of  the
 powers  of  the  Minister.  He  could  not
 pass  that  order  without  the  concur-
 rence  of  other  ministries—in  two
 clauses  without  the  concurrence  of
 the  Home  Ministry  and  in  two  clauses
 that  of  the  administrative  ministry.
 The  ‘fiftlo  was  not  applicable.  If  he
 could  not  pass  that  order,  was  not  the
 Secretary,  Shri  Wanchoo,  right  to
 make  the  correct  recommendation
 under  the  Code  and  was  not  the  Steel
 Controller  right  ०  make  that  back
 reference  that  nothing  shou'd  be  done
 against  the  law?  My  hon.  friends
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 some  of  them  here,  are  entitled  to
 break  law,  are  entitleg  to  act  against
 Rules  in  this  House,  but  officials  have
 their  duty  to  act  according  to  law,
 according  to  rules  made  from  time  to
 time.  I  think,  it  is  not  proper  to  con-
 demn  peopie  who  are  not  sitting  here
 and  who  are  not  represented  here.  I
 think,  the  Confmittee  should  have  con-
 sidcred  the  code  and  प  still  appeal  to
 you,  if  you  think  that  this  is  a  point
 which  deserves  serious  consideration,
 this  code  must  be  examined  and  seen
 by  you  and  by  the  Committee.

 My  submission  is  this,  What  is  there
 against  Mr.  Subramaniam?  The  Com-
 mittee  has  not  charged  Mr.  Subrama-
 niam  of  mala  fides.  There  is  a  ta’k
 about  his  statement  also.  I  have  ex-
 amined  al]  his  statement  ang  the  ques-
 tions  put  to  Mr,  Subramaniam.  At  the
 best,  the  Members  have  charged  him
 only  for  acting  under  the  influence  of
 the  Secretary  or  acting  under  the  in-
 fluence  of  the  earlier  Steel  Minister.
 I  ask:  Are  you  not  conversant  that
 every  Member  of  this  House  approa-
 ches  for  public  causes  one  Minister  or
 the  other?  I  also  ask:  Is  it  not  the
 duty  of  the  Secretary  to  advise  his
 Minister  persistently  to  do  the  right
 thing?  If  the  Secretary  advised  the
 Minister  again  to  do  something,  which
 he  had  earlier  advised  in  his  note,
 what  was  wrong—assuming  that  were
 correct;  I  do  not  know  whether  this  is
 correct  or  not—even  then  there  was
 no  case  of  mala  fides.  Neither  in  the
 questions  put  in  the  Committee  nor  in
 this  House,  any  Member  has  charged
 Mr.  Subramaniam  of  any  misconduct.
 There  being  no  charge  of  misconduct,
 what  is  there  to  be  sent  for  an  in-
 quiry?  I  can  not  understand  this.

 There  is  only  one  thing  against  Mr.
 Subramaniam,  that  he  chose  to  go  into
 the  witness  box  that  he  chose  to  be
 his  own  lawyer  and  that  he  chose  to  be
 his  own  witness.  When,  30  6  begin-
 ning  of  1930s,  I  came  to  Bar,  my  se-
 aior  advised  me  on'y  two  things;  that
 is,  as  a  lawyer,  never  de  your  own
 lawyer  and  as  a  lawyer,  never  be  a
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 witness.  I  may  tell  you  that  I  have
 always  seen,  whenever  a  lawyer  has
 tried  to  be  a  witness...

 Shri  D,  C.  Sharma:  A  lawyer  never
 makes  a  speech  unless  he  is  paid  for
 it.

 Shri  G.  श,  Dixit:  I  was  submitting’
 that  the  only  thing  which  can  be  at-
 tributed  against  Mr..Subramaniam  is
 that  he  committed  an  error  in  cros-
 sing  this  code  of  conduct  of  a  lawyer.
 He  has  been  a  lawyer;  I  have  read
 from  his  statement  that  he  has  been
 a  lawyer.  Naturally  he  has  bungled
 as  a  witness.  Even  the  tallest  lawyer
 of  the  country  like  Mr,  Pathak,  if  he
 were  to  go  into  the  witness  box,  he
 may  also  bungie.  In  that  context,  I
 say,  I  brush  aside  this  statement  of
 Mr.  Subramaniam.  I  inay  tell  you
 one  incident  which  happened  to  me.
 The  late  Pandit  Govind  Ballabh  Pant
 directed  me  to  appear  in  an  election
 Petition  case  in  1953.  I  made  it  a  win-
 ning  case.  My  client  was  a  lawyer  and
 a  Member  of  the  U.P.  Assembly.  For
 two  days,  he  bungled  because  he  was
 a  simple  man  then  1  saw  he  was
 sorry  and  he  thought  he  was  losing
 the  case,  J  argued,  “My  client:  may  be
 a  fool  or  8  simpleton  but  be  he  is
 not  a  fraud.”  (Interruption)  I  am  not
 saying  anything  about  the  hon.  Min-
 ister.

 Now  my  submission  is  this,  With
 these  two  things...

 Mr.  Speaker:  Lawyers,  when  they
 come  here,  should  speak  as  members;
 they  should  forget  that  they  are
 lawyers.

 Shri  G.  N.  Dixit;  I  shall  keep  that
 in  mind.  Now  what  is  this?  A  report
 hag  been  made  by  the  Committee  for
 inquiry  into  the  lapses;  the  lapses  are
 categorised.  Now  those  lapses  can  be
 inquired  into  by  the  Vigi'ance  Com-
 mission.  The  Vigilance  Commission
 has  as  its  Chairman  a  retired  judge  of
 the  High  Court,  a  very  eminent  judge,
 and  it  can  take  such  assistance  as  it
 desires.
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 As  regards  the  question  of  the  Mi-
 nister,  my  hon.  friends,  Mr.  Pant  and
 one  other  have  made  a  certain  sug-
 gestion,  Unfortunately  I  do  not  agree
 with  it  for  the  simple  reason  that  an.
 inquiry  can  be  held  only  under  the
 Commission  of  Inquiries  Act  and  the
 Commission  of  Inquiries  Act  lays  down
 that  when  there  is  something  to  be
 inquired  into,  an  inquiry  will  be  made.
 Now  what  is  there  to  be  inquired  into
 here?  The  Secretary  has  made  a  sta-
 tement  that  he  did  not  influence  the
 Minister.  The  Minister  has  made  a
 statement  that  he  was  not  guided  by
 the  Secretary.  The  only  psrson,  from
 whom  an  enquiry  has  to  be  made  is
 Mr.  Swaran  Singh;  Mr.  Swaran
 Singh  is  the  on'y  person  from  whom
 an  enquiry  is  to  be  made  on  _  this
 allegation,  whether  Mr,  Subramaniam
 acted  under  the  influenee  of  the  Sec-
 retary  or  not,  and  the  Prime  Minis-
 ter  is  the  proprr  person  to  make  that
 enquiry.  (Interruptions)

 Now,  as  प  said,  what  is  there  to  be
 inquired?  Unless  there  is  some  point
 to  be  inquired  into  on  the  facts  and
 data  before  the  House,  no  inquiry  is
 to  be  made;  no  inquiry  is  to  be  made
 just  for  the  fun  of  it  or  because  the
 Opposition,  in  the  interest  of  their
 elections,  wants  an  inquiry  to  be
 made.  There  will  not  be  any  end  to
 these  demands  for  inquiries:  one  in-
 quiry  against  somebody,  the  second
 inquiry  against  Mr.  Swaran  Singh,
 the  thirg  inquiry  against  Mr.  Asoka
 Mehta,  the  fourth  inquiry  against  Mr.
 S.  K.  Patil  and  the  fifth  inquiry
 against  the  Madam  Prime  Minister.
 There  is  going  to  be  no  end  to  these
 inquiries,  The  point  that  I  am  making
 is  that  the  demand  for  the  inquiry  is
 mala  fide;  it  is  made  by  the  Opposi-
 don  keeping  the  elections  in  view;  as
 you  said  in  the  House.  all  sorts  of  pri-
 vilege  motions  and  other  motions  are
 being  brought  one  after  another.  The
 intention  is  mala  fide:  the  intention
 4s  to  bring  down  the  Government  and
 #  is  not  done  in  pub'ic  interest.  There-
 fore,  I  say  that  there  is  no  case  for  an
 4nquiry  to  be  instituteq  under  the
 Commission  of  Inquiries  Act.
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 Another  suggestion  was  made  by
 one  of  my  hon.  friends  that  the
 Prime  Minister  should  consult  some
 retired  High  Court  judge,  I  say  that
 we  have  got  such  eminent  lawyers,  top
 Jawyers,  as  Mr.  Pathak  and  Mr.  Sa-
 chindra  Chaudhuri  in  the  Cabinet  and
 then  ‘a  retireq  High  Court  judge  of
 the  eminence  of  Mr.  Chagla  is  here;  I
 may  tell  the  House  that  Mr.  Gajen-
 dragaikar  was  junior  to  Mr.  Chagla
 and  Mr.  Sarkar  is  junior  to  Mr.  Ga-
 jendragadkar.  Why  should  Mr.  Chagla
 not  be  consulted?  Why  cannot  Mr.
 Pathak  or  Mr.  Chaudhuri  be  con-
 sulted  in  this  matter?  In  fact,  there  is
 No  provision  for  consultation  from  any
 outside  agency.  (Interruptions).  With
 all  my  respects  to  the  'ate  Prime  Mi-
 nister,  Mr.  Lal  Bahadur  Shastri,  may
 I  say  that  last  time  when  there  was  a
 dispute  on  the  question  of  law,  on  the
 question  of  propriety,  whether  con-
 sultation  should  be  made  with  an  out-
 side  judge  or  not,  I  was  of  the  view
 that  Mr.  T.  T.  Krishnamachari  was
 perfectly  justified  in  saying  there
 shou'd  be  no  consultation  from  out-
 side  judges,  there  is  no  provision  for
 such  ag  consultation;  there  is  no  pro-
 vision  for  this  in  law.  There  is  a  pro-
 vision  for  an  inquiry  to  be  instituted
 under  the  Commission  of  Inquiries
 Act,  but  here  there  is  no  case  for  an
 inquiry  to  be  made  under  the  Com-
 mission  of  Inquiries  Act.  There  is  no
 ease  for  consultation  from  an  outside
 agency.  When.  persons  like  Mr.
 Chagla,  the  ex-Chief  Justice  of  Bom-
 bay  High  Court,  Mr.  Pathak  and  Mr.
 Chaudhuri—such  eminent  jurists  and
 top  lawyers  of  the  country—are  in  the
 Cabinet,  there  is  no  necessity  for  an
 enquiry  from  outside,  Then,  we  the
 Members  of  the  Coneress  Party  have
 elected  our  Prime  Minister  ang  plac-
 ed  all  our  faith  in  that  Prime  Minis-
 ter.  It  is  for  the  Prime  Minister  to
 discharge  her  responsibility  by  taking
 a  decision  in  the  matter.

 Finalfy,  I  would  say  one  thing
 more  and  it  is  this.  The  Constitution
 on'y  makeg  one  provision  in  regard  to
 Ministers  and  it  is  that  there  shall  be
 a  Council  of  Ministers  and  that  the
 Ministers  shafl  be  appointed  by  the
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 President  on  the  advice  of  the  Prime
 Minister  ang  shall  stay  in  office  during
 the  pleasure  of  the  President.  This
 august  House  is  the  highest  legisla-
 tive  body  in  this  country.  But  the
 Constitution  has  laid  down  the  scope
 of  the  legislature,  the  executive  and
 the  judiciary  separately.  The  Supreme
 Court  is  fina}  in  the  matter  of  the
 judiciary.  The  President  is  the  top
 executive  acting  on  the  advice  of  the
 Ministers.  This  House  or  this  Parlia-
 ment  is  the  top  legislative  body.  That
 being  the  position,  the  Prime  Minis-
 ter  is  acting  as  the  adviser  to  the  Pre-
 sident  and  has  independence  in  that
 respect,  and  this  House  should  not
 coerce  her  in  any  way  or  pass  a  re-
 solution  in  derogation  of  that.

 Shri  Tridib  Kumar  Chaudhari:  It
 has  been  suggested  by  some  Members
 of  the  Congress  Party  that  the  55th
 Report  of  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  has  passed  no  strictures  against
 Shri  C.  Subramaniam.  If  that  were  re-
 ally  so  either  with  regarg  to  the  50th
 report  or  with  regard  to  the  55th  re-
 port,  then  there  would  not  have  been
 any  meaning  in  Shri  C.  Subramaniam
 coming  before  this  House  on  the  18th
 May,  stunned  to  the  quick  as  he  was,
 and  making  a  lengthy  statement  be-
 fore  it  trying  to  explain  away  the  क
 marks  about  himself  made  by  the
 Public  Accounts  Committce  in  their
 50th  report  in  para  4.128.  It  is  very
 ९०४  that  whatever  may  have  been
 the  language,  cautious  and  guarded
 jJanguage,  in  which  the  committee
 couched  their  remarks,  it  was  nothing
 but  an  implied  condemnation  of  the
 decision  taken  by  the  Minister.  In  the
 550  report,  in  spite  of  the  Minister’s
 explanation  before  this  House,  in  spite
 of  the  Minister’s  evidence  before  the
 Committee  which  he  had  given  on  his
 own  accord,  the  committee  have  come
 to  the  conclusion  that  they  have  found
 no  reason  why  the  views  a'ready  ex-
 pressed  by  them  require  any  modifi-
 eation,

 The  Minister  of  Food,  Agriculture,
 ity  Devel  vo  and  Coope-

 ration  (Shri  ए.  Subrd#maniam):  That
 was  before  my  examination.
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 Shri  Tridib  Kumar  Chaudhuri:  In
 the  previous  paragraph,  namely  para 1.37  of  the  55th  report,  the  committee
 have  clearly  indicated  the  implications
 of  the  decision  that  Shri  C.  Subrama-
 niam  took.  That  paragraph  is  just  a
 two-sentence  paragraph  which  I  am
 reading  whcrein’  they  have  _  stated
 that:

 “It  is  obvious  that  the  revision
 of  the  orders  made  on  23rd  July,
 1963,  meant  in  effect,  that  no  ac-
 tion  whatsoever,  was  taken  against
 this  group  of  firms  in  this  case  as
 the  earlier  order  of  suspension
 was  sti!l  in  operation.  This  indi-
 cates  that  ‘full  consideration’  was
 not  given  at  the  time  of  revising
 the  orders.”.

 The  firms  referred  to  here  are  the
 group  of  firms  Aminchang  Pyarelal
 and  others.  This  means  that  the  com-
 mittee  have  stated  in  plain  language
 that  the  Minister  by  letting  off  this
 firm  of  Aminchand  Pyarelal’s  without
 any  kind  of  punishment  or  without
 exacting  from  them  any  kind  of  pe-
 nalty  for  their  lapses  had  just  exone-
 rated  them  more  or  less,  so  to  say.
 That  is  the  gravamen  of  the  charge
 against  the  Minister.

 But  I  for  one  would  not  like  to  take
 a  scapegoat  of  Shri  C.  Subramaniam
 persona'ly.  He  is  a  victim  of  a  whole
 set  of  vicious  circumstances  and  here,
 as  was  pointed  out  by  our-co'league,
 Shri  Madhu  Limaye,  who  played  a
 leading  role  in  bringing  this  matter
 before  this  House,  it  is  the  system
 which  has  to  be  condemned;  the  sys-
 tem  is  one  of  collusion  between  cor-
 rupt  politicians,  corrupt  ministers,
 corrupt  officials,  corrupt  government
 departments  and  business  firms,

 We  are  precludeg  by  your  ruling  to
 refer  to  the  various  things  discussed
 in  the  50th  Report  of  the  Public  Ac-
 counts  Committee.  Still  it  is  a  publie
 document  and  I  can  on'y  commend  to
 all  Members  of  dhe  House  the  other
 parts  of  the  document  for  their  peru-
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 gal,  those  other  parts  which  do  not
 refer  to  the  Department  of  Iron  and
 Steel.  It  is  a  fact  that  not  only  the
 Department  of  Iron  and  Steel,  but  the
 Department  of  Commerce  also  has
 been  indicted.  If  you  read  that  re-
 port,  it  is  such  a  horrible  appalling
 document  and  the  facts  that  have
 been  churned  up  by  this  debate  on
 this  report  are  so  strikingly  and  obno-
 xious  that  I  think  it  would  even  put
 the  keeper  of  the  historical  Augean
 stable  to  shame.

 It  has  been  remarked  in  some  place
 in  the  50th  Report  that  this  group  of
 firms  Aminchand  Peareylal,  and  not
 only  this  group  of  firms,  but  other
 firms  are  also  mentioned—took  the  De-
 partment  of  Iron  and  Steel  for  grant-
 ed.  In  this  55th  Report  also,  if  we
 reaq  the  other  paragraphs  which  do
 not  relate  to  the  Minister  himself,  we
 shall  find  that  the  Committee  itself
 has  taken  exception  to  the  way  in
 which  the  Secretary  of  the  Depart-
 ment,  the  Iron  and  Steel  Controller,
 the  Deputy  Controller  and  all  such
 people  show  an  extraordinary  degree
 of  solicitude  in  letting  off  this  firm.

 What  is  the  background  of  the  Amin.
 chand  Peareylal  group  of  _  firms?
 About  20  or  21  concerns,  this  group  of
 firms  started  business  cne  year  after
 independence  in  1948,  and  along  with
 18  years  of  Congress  rule,  the  firms  not
 only  the  Aminchand  Peareylal  group
 but  many  other  mushroom  firms—
 when  Shri  Asoka  Mehta  was  on  this
 sida  of  the  House,  when  he  had  not
 crossed  the  floor  in  the  previous  Par-
 liament,  you  remember  we  first  heard
 of  the  newly  emerging  Mundhra  group
 —have  come  up  as  the  financial  car-
 pet-baggers  of  the  post-independence
 period,  people  who  have  just  flourish-
 «५  on  the  backing  of  the  Government,
 who  have  wormed  their  way  into  all
 departments  of  the  administration,
 wherever  there  is  any  opportunity  of
 making  quick  money,  cheap  money  by
 flouting  laws,  by  fraudulent  dealings,
 by  all  kinds  of  illegal  deals.

 By  your  ruling,  we  are  pretiuded
 ‘fom  veferring  to  thee  50th  Report.
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 But.  over  page  of  it  makes  reference
 to  these  things.  Unless  this  whole  sys-
 tem  goes,  unless  the  Government  can
 take  a  solemn  resolve  that  they  will
 do  away  with  this  system,  resignation
 of  one  Mr.  Subramaniam  or  of  any
 other  Minister  will  not  do.  The  Gov-
 ernment  has  to  make  a  firm  declaration
 that  from  this  day  onward  they  will
 take  note  of  all  the  strictures  that
 have  been  passed  not  only  by  the  50th
 report  of  the  PAC  not  only  by  the
 55th  report,  but  by  all  other  similar
 committees  and  they  shall  put  an  end
 to  the  circumstances  that  gave  rise  to
 those  strictures.  What  about  the  stric-
 tures  passed  by  the  Public  Undertak-
 ings  Committee  about  the  working  of
 the  same  department  i.e.,  the  Depart-
 ment  of  Iron  and  Steel.  I  make  that
 appeal  not  so  much  to  the  Govern-
 ment,  because  I  think  it  is  the  Govern-
 ment  which  stands  in  the  dock
 today;  E—am  very  sorry  to  say
 that  it  is  the  leadership  of
 Mrs.  Gandhi  as’  Prime  Minister  that
 stands  in  the  dock  today  before  the
 bar  of  public  opinion  today  to  answer
 the  charges  of  the  present  indictment.
 It  is  not  the  question  of  one  Mr.  poor
 Subramaniam  or  Swaran  Singh.  It  18
 this  system,  this  vicious  system  of
 collusion  that  has  grown  up  in  the
 course  of  the  last  18  years  that  is
 under  indictment.  I  appeal  to  the  pat-
 riotism  and  sense  of  decency  of  the
 Congress  Party,  to  the  patriotic  genius
 of  the  Congress  Party.  Will  they  be
 able  to  do  it?  I  know  there  are  men
 inside  the  Congress  Party  who  feel
 intensely  about  these  things.  Other-
 wise  we  would  not  have  been  the  sort
 of  reports  of  the  committees  that  we
 have  before  us.  But  still  when  it
 comes  to  the  Government  taking  deci-
 sions  on  the  recommendations  of
 these  Committees,  on  the  Reports
 of  these  committees,  we  know  how  the
 Government  party  reacts.  When  they
 take  a  decision  as  a  party  we  know
 how  they  feel  about  it.  We  have  heard
 Shri  K.  @  Pant,  he  says,  after  al}  we
 have  to  remember  that  the  recom-
 mendations  of  the  PAC  are  merely
 advisory  suggestions  which  the  Gov-
 ernment  are  not  glways  bound  to  ace

 cept.
 °
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 (Shri  Tridib  Kumar  Chaudhuri)
 The  other  day  the  public  Undertak-

 ings  Committee  submitted  their  re-
 port,  and  in  that  report  they  express-
 ed  their  extreme  dissatisfaction  about
 the  scant  regard  which  is  paid  by  va-
 rious  Government  departments  and
 the  Ministries  concerned  about  the
 recommendations;  in  many  cases  these
 recommendations  are  not  carried  out
 in  time,  are  not  heeded  to,  and  the
 system  that  has  grown  up  to  which
 I  was  referring  goes  on  flourishing
 merrily.  That  is  the  way  that  the
 Government  takes  a  decision  on  the
 PAC  recommendations.

 As  yet  we  do  not  know  whether  you
 would  hold  the  substitute  motions
 that  have  been  moved  by  this  side  or
 the  other  side  are  in  order.  But  speak-
 ing  for  myself,  I  would  even  be  pre-
 pared  to  accept  the  substitute  motion
 of  Mr.  Pant.  Let  there  be  an  enquiry
 in  terms  of  the  recommendations
 of  the  50th  report  of  the  PAC,
 let  there  be  an  enquiry  by  a  three-man
 high  power  committee,  it  should  not
 be  a_  high  level  Committee  but
 a  high  powered  committee,  whose
 decisions  should  be  binding  upon  the
 Government.  That  committee  should
 go  not  only  into  the  case  of  any  de-
 reliction  from  the  path  of  rectitude
 by  Mr.  Subramaniam  or  Swaran  Singh,
 but  the  whole  set  of  officers,  the  Sec-
 retariesfi  Joint  Secretaries,  Control-
 lers,  Deputy  Controllers,  all  these
 people.  I  ask  every  Hon’ble  Mem-
 ber  to  read  between  the  lines  of
 the  report.  It  is  so  very  open
 that  after  eighteen  years  of  in-
 dependence  these  high  officials—
 it  is  not  merely  clerks  or  some  class
 three  officials—who  did  these  things.
 The  whole  set  of  Controllers,  Joint
 Controllers,  Import  and  Export  Con-
 trollers,  Directors,  Secretaries,  and
 joint  secretaries—these  people  are  thick
 in  collusion  with  these  newly  rich
 capitalist  firms  that  have  ffourished  in
 the  post-independence  period.  Their
 collusion  with  these  dishonest  business-
 smen  has  corrupted  the  people  who
 occupy  the  treasury  benches,  whether
 the  present  set  of  thinisters  or.  any
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 previous  set  of  ministers;  they  are  all
 guilty  men.  I  again  make  an  appeal
 not  to  the  Government,  not  so  much
 to  the  Prime  Minister;  I  appeal  to  the
 patriotic  genius  and  public  spirit  of
 the  Congress  party.  I  belive  that  even
 now  there  is  enough  of  patriotism
 left  in  the  Congress  party  and  if  the
 Congress  party  rises  to  the  occasion,
 then  perhaps  this  18  years  of  accumu-
 lation  of  filth,  corruption,  bribery
 and  nepotism  may  yet  be  swept
 away.  Otherwise,  God  help  us.

 The  Minister  of  External  Affairs
 (Shri  Swaran  Singh):  Mr.  Spea-

 ker,  I  have  sought  your  permission  to
 explain  something  which  has  been
 said  personally  about  me  by  some  hon.
 Members  directly  and  by  others
 indirectly  and  1  will  confine
 myself  only  to  the  relevant  part  na-
 mely,  that  relevant  to  the  55th  report.
 The  question  was  posed  very  cleverly
 by  Mr.  Madhu  Limaye;  with  a  view
 to  escape  his  own  responsibility  ie
 frameq  the  questions  thus:  whether
 then  Jit  Pal  one  of  the  partners  of
 the  firm  sought  an  interview  with  Mr.
 Subramaniam,  I  was  present  with  the
 representative  of  the  firm.  When  some-
 body  pointed  out  that  he  was  making
 an  insinuation,  he  said:  I  am  only
 seeking  information.  I  would  like  to
 give  that  information.  Unfortunately
 Mr.  Limaye  is  not  here.  There  was  ab-
 solutely  no  basis  for  his  framing  the
 question  in  the  manner  he  did.  It  is
 amazing  he  should  have  repeated  that
 question  when  my  colleague  Mr.  Sub-
 ramaniam  categorically  stated  in  the
 PAC  where  the  question  was  put  whe-
 ther  any  of  his  colleagues  ever  ap-
 proached  him  or  went  with  that  part-
 ner  to  Mr.  Subramaniam,  that  it  was
 absolutely  incorrect  ang  no  colleague
 ef  his  had  ever  approached  him  or
 had  intervened  on  behalf  of  that  firm.
 It  is  unfortunate  that  Mr.  Madhu
 Limaye  should  have  thought  it  fit  to
 repeat  it  gain  although  it  came  from
 him  in  the  form  of  a  question  for  eli-
 citing  information.  I  strongly  repu-
 diate  that.  It  is  an  insinuation  which
 is  entirely  incorrect.  I  am  sorry  he
 should  have  made  such  an_  insinua-
 tion.  I  left  this  Ministry  in  1962  and
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 many  colleagues  in  Parliament  here
 have  now  sought  ६०  raise  several
 points  some  directly  and  some  _indi-
 directly  concerning  me,  some’  whis-
 Pering  sort  of  campaign  has  been
 afoot.  I  would  like  to  say  that  no  such
 thing  was  every  suggested,  when  I
 was  in  charge  of  it  from  1957  to  62.
 43  years  later  they  are  unearthing  all
 that  and  that  shows  that  this  was
 timed  when  al]  this  mudslinging  goes
 on.  I  take  full  responsibility  for
 whatever  happened  in  the  Steel  Mi-
 nistry  from  1957  to  1962.  I  do  not
 claim  infallibility;  I  might  have  pas-
 sed  incorrect  orders  or  hasty  orders
 and  as  a  Minister  I  am  responsible  for
 them,  if  they  are  wrong  or  hasty.  It
 pains  me  most  to  find  that  irresponsi-
 ble  statements  and  insinuations  are
 made  against  the  person  of  the  Mi-
 nister  without  taking  adequate  steps
 to  verify  the  correctness  of  these  and
 it  has  become  the  fashion  here  under
 the  garb  of  privilege  to  hurl  al)  these
 insinuations  which  I  strongly  repu-
 diate.

 Shri  Morarka:  Mr.  Speaker,  Sir,  1
 am  grateful  to  you  and  to  the  House
 for  the  very  kind  words  that  hon.
 Members  had  to  say  about  the  func-
 tioning  of  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee.  It  is  really  heartening  to  see
 the  reception  that  this  Committee’s
 reports  have  received.

 I  have  ventured  to  speak  and  take
 a  few  minutes  of  the  House  because
 there  are  few  things  which  I  feel  only
 a  Member  of  the  PAC  can  say.  One
 point  which  I  wanted  to  make  clear
 and  remove  the  misgivings  in  the
 House  is  that  so  far  as  this  Committee
 is  concerned,  it  gets  the  fullest  co-ope-
 ration  from  the  Government  in  the
 form  of  receiving  information.  There
 have  been  occasions  when  our  Com-
 mittee  has  asked  for  the  most  confi-
 dential  information  and  even  though
 the  officers  have  hesitated,  the  Minis-
 ters,  when  it  was  brought  10  their
 notice,  have  hastened  to  supply  the
 information  including  some  confiden-
 tial  reports  or  files  to  the  Chairman
 and  to  the  Committee.
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 Secondly,  about  the  recommenda-
 tions  of  our  Committee,  the  hon.  Mem-
 ber,  Shri  Khadilkar,  who  has  just
 spoken,  said  that  about  90  per  cent  of
 the  recommendations  are  accepted.  I
 would  go  a  little  further  than  that  and
 Say  that  almost  95  to  98  per  cent  of
 the  recommendations  are  accepted  by
 the  Government,  and  the  Government
 gives  all  the  due  consideration  that
 the  recommendations  of  the  Com-
 mittee  deserve.  But  then,  there  is
 something  wrong  with  our  system:
 even  though  all  the  recommendations
 are  accepted  ang  are  implemented,
 yet,  year  after  year,  you  would  find
 that  the  same  type  of  mistakes  are
 being  repeateq  and  the  same  type  of
 loss  is  incurred  in  respect  of  the  pub-
 lic  money.  (Interruption).

 To  give  you  an  example,  take  this
 very  case  which  is  under  considera-
 tion.  More  than  15  years  have  pas-
 sed  since  this  party  came  on  the
 scene.  During  these  15  years,  the
 Committee  is  left  with  the  impression
 that  this  party  had  played  very  sharp
 tricks  on  the  Government;  they  have
 taken  very  unfair  advantage  from  the
 Government  and  the  officers.  During
 this  period  of  15  years,  what  hap-
 pened.  Five  Cabinet  Ministers  chang-
 ed;  four  Secretaries  changed;  five  Iron
 and  Steel  Controllers  changed.  There
 have  been  occasions  when  this  firm
 was  put  on  the  black  list  for  not  less
 than  three  or  four  times.  If  you  take
 the  Public  Accounts  Committee’s  re-
 ference  to  the  performance  of  _  this
 firm,  this  firm  was  mentioned  for  nine
 times.  Then  there  have  been  innu-
 merable  occasions  when  its  offices,  etc.
 have  been  raided  by  the  SPE  and
 searched.  Inspite  of  that,  it  required
 the  Pub'ic  Accounts  Committee  and
 this  Parliament  to  take  up  this  mat-
 ter  and  to  bring  all  these  things  to
 the  notice  of  the  people.

 The  hon.  Minister  of  External  Aff-
 airs  Shri  Swaran  Singh,  just  now
 said  that  he  left  the  Ministry  four  and
 a  half  years  ago.  It  is  quite  true  it
 is  not  possible  for  the  Minister  to  know
 all  the  orders  or  to  see  al]  the  things
 but  then  the  general  view  18  that
 some  firms  are  getting  very  unfair

 eo
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 (Shri  Swaran  Singh]
 advantage  of  the  Government,  that
 they  are  prospering,  and  every  time
 they  get  away  with  whatever  they  do.
 Take  the  example  of  customs,  the
 example  of  export  promotion;  the
 example  of  industrial  licences.  All
 these  things  are  there.  But  I  will  not
 go  into  the  details,  because  our  Com.
 mittce  has  recommended  that  another
 Committee  should  be  appointed,  and
 when  that  Committee  comes  _  inte
 existence,  I  am  sure  it  will  do  the
 needful.

 While  I  welcome  the  decision  of  the
 Government  whole-heartedly  for  the
 appointment  of  a  Committee  of  En-
 quiry  I  must  say  one  thing.  The  per-
 sons  whom  this  Committee  is  going
 to  deal  with  are  very  powerfu]  peo-
 ple.  The  Jit  Pal  group,  the  Ram-
 kishan  Kulwantrai  group,  the  Khem-
 chand  Rajkumar  group  plus  :nany
 others  are  very  powerful  people,  and
 they  have  got  friends  everywhere.  My
 request  to  the  hon.  Prime  Minister
 is  that  when  they  appoint  the  Com-
 mittee,  it  must  ensure  that  they  have
 in  their  Committee  people  who  can-
 not  be  approached  by  anyone.  Other-
 wise,  the  very  purpose  of  this  Com-
 mittee  and  the  desire  on  the  part  of
 the  Government  to  have  a  clean  sta-
 ble  would  be  defeated.

 Our  reports  are  unanimous  as  well
 as  anonymous.  They  are  unanimous
 in  the  sense  that  all  the  members
 agree  with  the  ultimate  findings.  We
 never  have  a  minute  of  dissent  or
 difference  of  opinion.  Even  if  we  have
 to  spend  one  day  more,  we  rather
 spend  it  and  iron  out  the  difference.
 They  are  anonymous  in  the  sense  that
 as  far  as  possible,  we  do  not  mention
 the  names  of  any  officer  or  minister  in
 the  report.  These  are  healthy  tradi-
 tions  which  have  been  well  laid
 down..

 Our  reports  are  always  restrained
 and  on  the  side  of  moderation.  These
 particular  reports  have  received  a  jot
 of  public  attention.  So  far  as  ,  other
 reports  which  have  been  equally  im-
 portant  from  the  point  of  v'ew  of  pub-
 lie  ४  and  feguarding  public
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 Tevenue  are  concerned,  if  at  all  they
 suffer  from  anything,  they  only  suffer
 from  moderation  and  restraint.

 In  England,  from  1961,  they  have
 started  discussing  the  PAC  reports
 every  year.  One  day  in  a  year  is
 given  for  that.  At  that  time,  they  do
 not  discuss  a  particular  report.  Any
 report  or  all  the  reports  of  the  PAC
 are  discussed.  The  motion  is  moved
 by  the  Chairman  himself  and  whoso-
 ever  want  to  take  part  in  the  discus-
 sion,  they  do  so.  They  do  not  discuss
 the  findings  of  the  committee.  They
 try  to  discuss  the  follow-up  action
 on  the  reports  and  try  to  plead  with
 the  Government  as  to  why  there  is
 any  delay  or  how  that  follow-up  ac-
 tion  should  be  taken.  It  is  made  very
 clear  in  the  very  beginning  that  a
 debate  on  that  occasion  is  not  a  con-
 frontation  be‘ween  the  opposition  ard
 the  ruling  party,  but  it  is  well  laid
 down  that  it  is  a  confrontation  bet-
 ween  the  House  of  Commons  on  the
 one  hand  and  the  executive  wing  of
 the  Government  on  the  other.  In  the
 same  way.  here  also  this  report  is  दए.
 a  party  affair  at  all.  It  has  not  been
 discussed  on  a  party  basis.  I  am  only
 sorry  for  some  of  the  remarks  made
 by  Mr.  Dixit,  who  had  unfortunately
 an  inadequate  appreciation  of  the
 findings  of  our  committee.  I  would
 illustrate  this  with  reference  to  only
 one  point.  “He  said  that  if  a  minister
 passes  an  order  blacklisting  a  firm,  he
 has  to  consult  all  other  ministries.
 Without  consulting  them,  he  cannot
 pass  it.

 Shri  G.  N.  Dixit:  I  said  in  two  clau-
 ses  it  required  the  concurrence  of  the
 Home  Ministry  and  in  two  clauses  it
 required  the  concurrence  of  adminis-
 trative  ministry.

 Shri  Morarka:  1  may  assure  him
 into

 every  word  of  the  blacklisting  code
 for  three  days  before  we  came  to  this
 finding.  The  difference  between
 blacklisting  ang  banning  !s  this.  If  के



 6299  #  A.  C.’s

 firm  is  blacklisted,  no  department  of
 the  Government  is  permitted  to  deal
 with  that  firm.  If  there  is  an  order
 banning  dealings  with  a  firm,  it  is
 open  to  the  other  departmenis  of  the
 Government  to  deal  with  or  nof  to
 deal  with  that  firm.  An  order  of  ban-
 ning  is  not  a  mandatory  order,  But  an
 order  of  blacklisting  is  a  mandatory
 order.  Once  a  firm  is  blacklisted,  for
 that  perlod  during  which  the  firm  is
 so  blacklisted,  no  department  of  the
 Government  is  permitted  to  deal
 with  that  firm.  In  any  case,  I
 thought  there  was  no  dispute  about
 the  facts.  Al]  the  facts  are  admitted.
 The  wording  of  that  order  is  admit-
 ted.  The  minister  himself,  who  ap-
 peared  before  us,  said  that  it  was  his
 intention  and  he  had  reduced  the
 rigour  of  the  order.  1  do  not  know
 why  Mr.  Dixit  has  unnecessarily  la-
 boured  on  that  point.

 Sir,  before  I  sit  down,  I  would  like
 to  mention  only  one  thing,  that  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee  wants  to
 express  publicly  its  thanks  to  the
 Auditor-General,  from  whom  we  1e-
 ceived  considerable  assistance,  and
 also  the  Secretariat  of  the  Lok  Sabha
 without  whose  such  able  assistance
 our  work  could  not  have  been  so
 fruitful.

 Shri  G.  N,  Dixit:  Sir,  Shri  Morarka
 has  referred  to  my  speech,  and  on
 that  point  I  only  want  to  say  this
 much,  that  what  I  said  was  that  the
 Minister’s  black-listing  order  was  in
 violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  code.
 I  have  looked  into  those  provsions.  I
 would  request  Shri  Morarka  to  losk
 into  them,  examine  them  and  then  he
 will  be  of  the  same  view.  I  will  dis-
 cuss  it  with  him  and  then  he  will
 agree  with  me.

 aft  हुकम  लाद  कछवाय  (देवास)
 अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  इस  विषय  पर  बोलते  हुए
 माननीय  सदस्य,  श्री  खाडिलकर  ने  कहा  कि
 इस  प्रस्ताव को सदन में को  सदन  में  लाने  के  पीछे  विरोधी
 बक  का  मूल  उद्देश्य  चुनाव  में  लाभ  उठाना  है।
 |  उन  से  यह  पूछना  चाहता  हूं  कि  क्या  वह

 द  ्
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 सच्चाई  को  दबा  कर  चुनाव  में  उसका  लाभ
 उठाना  चाहते  हैं  v

 भरी  सुब्रह्माण्यम  को  मैं  कहना  चाहता  हूं
 कि  उनको  एक  नई  परम्परा  डालनी  चाहिए  ।
 जब  पब्लिक  एकाउंट्स  कमेटी  ने  श्री  देगा
 के  बीपी  में  कुठ  लिखा  था  ओर  उन  पर
 आरोप  लगाये  थे,  तो  उन्होंने  इस्तीकां  दे
 दिया।  जब  भारत  सेवक  समाज  पर  कुछ
 आरोप  लगाये  गये,  तो  श्री  नन्दा  ने  उसके
 चेयरमैन  के  पद  से  इस्तीफा  दे  दिया,  हालांकि
 उन्होंन  कोई  ग़बन  नहीं  किया  था  ।  उस
 आलोचना  के  बाद  श्री  नन्दा  ने  उस  पद  पर
 रहना  अच्छा  नदीं  समझा  t  अगर  उस
 परम्परा  का  पालन  करते  हु?  श्री  सुबझाण्यम्‌
 भी  इस्तीफा  दे  देते,  तो  अच्छा  होता,  लेकिन
 उन्होंन  तो  अपनी  सीट  पर  चिपके  रहने  की
 परम्परा  डाली  है।  अगर  वह  आरम्भ में  ही
 अपने  पद  से  इस्तीफा  दे  देते,  तो  इतने  तथ्य
 सामने  न  आ  पाते  ।  इस  दू  से  यह  अच्छा
 ही  हआ  है।

 Shri  K.  ए.  Sharma  (Sardhana):  He
 can  discuss  the  report;  not  the  Minis-
 ter.

 att  हुकम  चन्द  कछवाय:  मंत्री  महोदय
 ने  जांच  समिति  बनाने  के  बारे  में  कहा  है।
 वह  तो  होना  ही  चाहिए  ।  परन्तु  उनके  शस
 पद  पर  रहते  ढ्  उस  बारे  में  जांच  नहीं  होनी
 चाहिए  v  उनको  पहले  इस् तो का  देना  चाहिए
 और  फिर  इस  विषय  में  जांच  होनी  चाहिए  t
 जिन  मंत्रियों  के  कारण  देश  और  जनता के
 धन  की  दानी  हुई  है,  उनसे बह  सारे  का  सारा
 धन  वसूल  करना  चाहिए  |  उनको  वही  सच्चा
 मिलनी  चाहिए,  जो  कि  देशद्रोही  को  मिलनी
 चाहिए  ।  पब्लिक  एकाउंट्स  कमेटी  की  रिपो
 पर  अमल  करते  हुए  उन  मंत्रियों  को  अपने
 पद  से  इस्तीफा  दे  देना  चाहिए,  जिन  पर
 आरोप  जगाये  गये  हैं  ।

 The  Minister  of  Information  and
 Broadcasting  (Shri  Raj  Bahadur):
 Sir,  Shri

 Madhu  Limaye  had  86
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 {Shri  Raj  Bahadur]
 dressed  two  questions  ह  me.  I  just
 ‘want  to  say  a  word  about  them.  In
 reply  to  his  question  about  the  state-
 ment  made  by  Shri  Subramaniam  be-
 fore  the  P.  A.  C.  I  have  to  refer  to
 Shri  Subramaniam’s  statement  of
 1-8-66  in  which  he  hag  reproduced
 verbatim  the  relevant  noting  on  the
 file  of  the  Steel  Ministry,  I  may  say
 that  that  substantially  states  the  posi-
 tion  correctly  and  I  have  nothing  to
 add.

 tay  लिये  :  मेरे  प्रश्न  का  जवाब
 दीजिये,  नहीं तो  कहिये  कि  मुझे  जवाब  नहीं
 देना है।  वह  नोट  तो  मैंने  पड़ा  है  |  मैंने  दूसरा
 हो  प्रश्न  पूछा  है।

 Shri  Raj  Bahadur:  Sir,  I  have  to
 reply  in  my  own  words,  in  my  own
 Janguage.  I  have  said,  that  whatever
 has  been  stated  in  this  relevant  noting
 reproduced  verbatim  in  the  statement
 of  Shri  Subramaniam  states  the  posi-
 tion  correctly.  So  far  as  the  other
 ‘questions  about  complaints  against
 the  Apejay  Shipping  company  is  con-
 cerned,  so  far  as  I  know,  there  might
 be  some  complaints,  but  I  am  not
 aware  of  them  at  the  present
 moment.
 18  hrs.

 Shri  C.  Subramaniam:  Mr.  Speaker,
 Sir,  at  the  outset  I  should  express
 my  unhappiness  that  J  should  have
 ‘been  the  cause  for  this  discussion  and
 the  setting  up  of  new  precedents.  It
 has  been  a  matter  of  considerable  pain
 to  me  personally.  But,  that  apart,  I
 would  like  to  place  before  this  House
 a  few  facts.  Even  with  regarg  to  the
 55th  Report,  I  thought  in  your  ruling
 on  the  privilege  motion  you  had
 brought  out  the  relevant  aspects.  The
 55th  Report  contains  two  chapters.  I
 thought  the  Chairman  would,  in  all
 fairness,  refer  to  that.  The  first  chap-
 ter  was  finalised  before  my  exami-
 nation  and  it  is  there.  The  word  “obs-
 cure”  is  used  and  various  other  words
 ‘are  used.  After  my  examination,  as
 far  as  the  reasons  for  changing  the
 order  are  concerned,  they  have  taken
 note  of  the  two  reqsons  J  had  given
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 and  have  also  stated  that  I  have
 agreed  that  on  the  facts  available  to
 them  at  the  time  of  the  Fiftieth  Re-
 port  they  were  justified  in  making those  remarks,  and,  as  was  expected
 of  them,  they  have  not  given  whether
 those  reasons,  were  good,  bad  or  in-
 different;  that  is  a  different  thing  al-
 together,  and  that  is  what  the  House
 is  discussing  now.

 ‘After  I  took  over  in  April  1962,  I,
 in  my  own  way,  tried  to  bring  about
 a  new  ofientation  in  stee}  control.  I
 am  sure  the  House  is  aware  that  in
 September  1962  1  appointeq  what  is
 known  as  the  K.  N.  Raj  Committee
 and  their  recommendations  were  im-
 plemented  on  29-2-64.  I  made  a  state-
 ment  before  Parliament  on  2-6-64,  If
 that  report  of  the  Committee  is  read,
 and  also  my  statement  before  Par-
 liament,  I  am  sure  members  would
 realise  a  new  pattern  was  set  up  in
 the  steel  control  so  that  all  those
 abuses  could  be  reduced  to  the  mini-
 mum.  While  it  was  not  possible
 for  us  to  de-control  all  items,
 we  went  as  far  as  possible  and
 set  up,  what  is  now  know  as
 the  Joint  Plan  Committee  for
 the  purpose  of  planning  the  produc-
 tion  and  distribution  with  regard

 to  a  majority  of  the  items.-Only  in
 respect  of  items  which  were  in  short
 supply,  particularly  flat  products  and
 other  critical  items,  we  retained  the
 control,  and  even  there  we  trieq  to
 reduce  the  abuses,  as  far  as  possible.
 Therefore,  as  somebody  was  pointing
 out,  I  in  my  own  way  tried  to  change
 the  system  and  bring  about  a  new
 order.  It  is  not  only  changing  of  the
 system  that  is  important.  I  also  atta-
 ched  importance  to  bringing  about
 new  attitudes  among  those  who  are
 dea'ing  with  iron  and  steel’.  It  is  with
 that  aspect  I  passeq  various  orders.

 There  has  naturally  been  some
 comment  with  regard  to  the  toning
 down  of  an  order.  The  only  thing  I
 would  like  to  place  before  the  Hotse
 is  this.  This  is  a  matter  which  hap-
 pened  three  or  four  years  back  and,
 therefore,  it  is  only  on  recollection  that
 I  would  be  able  to  say  what  happen-
 ed,  apart  from  what  is  appearing  in

 e
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 the  records.  The  records  cannot  go
 wrong.  My  recollections  or  my  me-

 .mory  may  sometimes  get  adjusted  to
 what  is  suitable  for  me  but,  as  far  as
 records  are  concerned,  they  cannot  go
 ‘wrong.  Therefore,  my  whole  approach
 ‘to  the  examination  of  this  problem  is
 to  look  into  the  records  and  sce  whe-
 ther  there  were  sufficient  reasons  or
 not.

 What  is  important  is  on  the  20th
 I  have  seen  a  representative  of  the
 firm  and  on  the  22nd  the  gist  of  the
 interview  is  reducd  to  writing  and  it
 hag  been  sent  to  me.  Now,  the  point
 for  consideration  is  this,  whether
 anything  improper  happened  during
 this  interview,  as  is  being  hinted  at.
 If  that  were  so,  the  easiest  thing  for
 m>  to  do  is  not  to  talk  about  that
 ‘meeting  at  all.  On  the  other  hand,  I
 took  it  on  record,  the  endorsements  of
 that  meeting.  I  wanted  this  to  come
 into  the  records.  That  itself  shows
 that  it  was  not  my  intention  to  hide
 this  interview.  On  the  other  hand,  I
 wanted  this  to  goon  record,  and  it  is
 there.

 Another  aspect  1  would  like  to  place
 before  the  House  is  this.  I  think  Shri
 Madhu  Limaye  put  that  question
 ‘about  my  assurances  with  regard  to
 future  undertakings.

 ‘Apart  from  my  reco'lection,  if  you
 go  through  the  Report,  the  stand  I
 have  taken  is  that  instead  of  indulg-
 ing  itself  in  speculation  trade  and  all
 those  things,  it  is  better  to  have  legiti-
 ‘mate  production  programme  and  in
 that—naturally  in  any  legitimate  acti-
 vity—Government  would  be  prepared
 to  help  anybody.  It  is  from  that  point
 of  view  that  that  statement  was  made
 and  that  is  there.

 1  you  go  through  the  second  part
 of  the  letter,  I  do  not  want  to  be  read-
 ing  it  again,  the  attitude  which  I  have
 taken  with  reference  to  this  firm
 would  show  that  if  there  was  any-
 thing  improper  or  any  improper  pres-
 sure  to  which  I  was  yielding,  certain'y

 oT  could  not  haye  taken  the  attitude  I

 SRAVANA  31,  1888  (SAKA)  Fifty-fifth  Report  6214
 “(My

 had  taken  in  that  interview.  It  is
 brought  out  in  that  letter,  their  assur-
 ance  that  they  would  keep  to  the
 highest  standards  which  I  haq  indicat-
 ed  to  them.  If  y  was  succumbing  to
 some  improper  pressure,  they  should
 have  been  aware  of  it  because  they
 should  have  been  the  parties  to  have
 it.  Then  could  I  take  that  attitude
 when  I  talked  to  them  that  you  had
 misbehaved,  caused  annoyance  to  me,
 and  should  keep  to  standards?  This  is
 the  thing  which  you  will  have  to  bear
 in  mind.

 As  to  whether  [  was  justified  in
 changing  that  order  or  not,  as  I  have
 already  stated,  it  is  a  question,  as  far
 as  I  was  concerned  to  sce  that  action
 was  taken  not  only  to  change  the
 system  but  to  make  the  individuals
 a'so  to  change  their  attitude.  If  I
 saw  a  change  in  the  attitude,  as  was
 exhibited  in  the  letter  written  to  me,
 is  it  wrong  that  I  take  an  attitude  that
 here  are  people  who  had  all  along
 been  misbehaving  but  who  accept  the
 mistake  and  would  see  that  here-~
 after  they  wou'd  behave  properly?  It
 is  not  as  if  they  can  run  away  from
 that;  I  can  watch  that  also.  Under
 those  circumstances,  if  I  bring  down
 the  rigour  of  the  order  to  a  certain
 extent—might  be  my  vanity  might
 have  been  tickled  by  their  falling
 flat  and  saying,  “Hereafter  we  are
 prepared  to  behave  properly”;  that
 apart—I  respectfully  submit  that
 there  js  nothing  wrong  in  it.  After
 all,  as  has  been  pointeg  out  by  some-
 body,  as  far  as  trade  is  concerned,  it
 is  mainly  the  steel  trade  that  they
 have  got  and  as  far  as  the  steel  trade
 is  concerned,  I  still  had  the  held  and
 I  had  pot  changeg  the  order.  There-
 fore  it  is  from  that  point  of  view
 that  I  woulgq  like  the  House  te
 consider  jt.

 ३
 I  agree,  somebody  else  might  come

 to  a  different  view;  prhaps,  J  myself
 in  a  different  atmosphere  might  alsa
 have  talef  a  different  view.
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 In  a  different  atmos- Shri  Ranga:
 phere.

 Shri  C.  Subramaniam:  I  am  saying
 about  the  menta|  attitude;  therefore,
 the  hon.  Member  just  need  not  catch
 a  phrase  and  try  to  exploit  it.

 Therefore  that  is  the  point  which
 will  have  to  be  taken  into  considera-
 tion.  If  under  these  circumstances  I
 changed  the  rigour  of  the  order,  can
 there  be  any  mala  fides  involved  in
 it?

 I  am  grateful  to  a!l  the  hon.  Mem-
 bers  that  whatever  else  they  might
 have  said  they  did  not  attribute  mala
 fides  in  the  sense  that  I  took  money
 or  that  there  was  any  other  improper
 thing.

 Sir,  1  have  been  a  minister  for
 nearly  15  years  now  and  in  my  own
 way  I  have  tried  to  present  to  the
 country.  a  clean  record  of  service.  It
 is  not  that  I  claim  perfection.  Who
 can  claim  perfection?  J  do  not  c!aim
 perfection,  but  I  have  endeavoured  to
 the  extent  possible  to  present  a  clean
 record  to  the  country.  J  am  not  pre-
 pared  to  say  that  I’would  not  have
 erred  here  and  there,  but  on  the
 whole  J  can  claim  that  I  have  pre-
 sented  a  clean  record  in  the  service  of
 the  country  not  ony  after  -freedom
 but  even  before  freedom  also  for  the
 attainment  of  freedom.  That  is  the
 only  claim  I  make,  but  in  spite  of  that
 if  the  House  takes  a  different  view,  I
 know,  I  have  to  bow  to  the  view  of
 the  House  because  I  attach  great  im-
 portance  to  what  Members  think,  not
 only  Members  on  my  side  but  what
 Members  on  the  other  side  think.  I
 ean  assure  the  hon.  Members  that  I
 attach  great  importance  to  them  be-
 cause  once  my  bona  fides  are  doubt-
 ed  even  by  the  Opposition,  certainly
 I  cannot  function  as  a  minister.  I  do
 realise  it.  Therefore  I  attach  great
 importance  as  far  as  my  bona  _  fides
 are  concerned,  I  do  not  mind  pbliti-
 cal  attacks  against  me,  but  if  my
 bona  fides  are  attacked,  naturally  to
 that  extent  I  am  weakened  with  re-
 ference  to  my  functioning  as  a
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 minister.  I  am  quite  well  aware  of
 it.  I  will  not  ignore  that  aspect,  I
 would  like  to  say.

 Then,  another  question  was  put  by Shri  Madhu  Limaye  whether  Sardar
 Pratap  Singh  Kairon  was  present.  I
 wish  I  am  in  a  position  to  give  a  cate-
 gorical  answer  with  reference  to  this.
 This  question  was  put  in  the  form
 of  a  short  notice  question,  I  think,  also.
 As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  can  say  as  far  as
 my  colleague,  Shrj  Swaran  Singh,  is
 concerned,  that  he  never  used  to  visit
 my  house  except  on  some  _  formal
 occasions;  therefore,  r  can  categori-
 cally  say  about  him  that  he  was  not
 there.  As  far  as  Kairon  is  concened,
 he  used  to  come  and  see  me.  Whether
 in  this  connection  he  came  and  saw
 me  or  not,  I  tried  to  go  through  all
 the  records,  I  trieq  to  get  some  clue,
 but  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  J  have  not
 been  able  to  get  any  clue.  As  far  as
 my  recollection  goes,  I  am  not  able  to
 recollect  whether  he  was  present  or
 not.  That  is  the  only  thing  I  would
 say.  Even  if  he  were  present—it  is
 not  as  if  cases  are  not  brought  to  my
 notice  by  others;  hon,  Members  bring
 various  cases  to  my  notice;  my  col-
 leagues  bring  cases  to  my  notice—does
 that  mean  political  pressure?  What-
 ever  it  might  be,  J  do  not  want  to
 drag  deaq  men  into  the  picture,  they
 can  neither  corraborate  nor  contradict,
 I  take  the  full  responsibility  for  the
 orders  I  have  passed  and,  therefore,  if
 I  have  gone  wrong,  ग  will  have  to  pay
 the  penalty  for  that.  But  I  do  claim
 that  I  have  not  done  anything  wrong
 in  this  case.  That  is  all  y  can  put
 before  the  House.  Therefore,  it  is
 from  that  point  of  view  that  I  would
 like  even  the  Opposition  Members  to
 look  at  it.  It  is  not,  in  any  way,  in-
 tending  to  show  extenuating  circumst-
 ances  that  I  place  this  before  the
 House.  Still  as  a  Minister  responsible
 to  this  House,  as  a  Minister  who  has
 to  function  in  this  House  with  the
 Opposition  and  with  my  own  Party,  I
 think,  I  should  place  these  facts  be-
 fore  the  House  and  I  am  sure,  not  that
 they  shou'd  accept  what  I  have  said,
 they  would  also  give  some  considera-
 tion  to  the  paints  which  1  have  placed
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 before  the  House.  I  know  Mr.  08]  is
 very  angry  or  somebody  else  is  very
 angry.  But  that  is  completely  differ-
 ent.  I  would  only  appea]  to  them  to
 give  some  thought  to  the  point  of
 view  which  I  have  placed  before  them
 and  if  they  think  there  is  something
 in  that  also,  J  would  only  appeal  to
 them  io  give  some  weight  to  it  in
 making  judgment  as  far  as  I  gm  con-
 cerned.

 Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi:  Mr.  Spea-
 ker,  Sir,  I  have  not  very  much  more
 to  say  because  most  of  the  points  have
 been  met.  I  should  like  to  express
 my  deep  appreciation  of  the  guidance
 which  you  have  given  to  this  debate.
 It  is  because  of  that  I  feel  hon.  Mem-
 bers  have  used  a  considerable  res-
 traint  and  this  has  not  been  the  mud-
 slinging  session  which  we  hag  «अन
 pected,  and  for  that  I  am  grateful  to
 you  and  also  to  the  hon.  Members
 opposite,

 J  should  like  to  assure  the  House
 and,  I  think,  I  have  done  so  on  pre-
 vious  occasions  also,  that  I  am_  se-
 cond  to  none  in  supporting  the  view
 that  all  those  who  are  guilty  or  cor-
 rupt  should  be  punished  10  their
 actions.  I  assure  the  House  that  I  shall
 not  give  protection  to  :ny  such  peo-
 ple.  But,  at  the  same  time,  I  do  have
 the  responsibility  to  see  that  there  1s
 no  sort  of  witch-hunting  or  general
 allegations  which  leag  to  a  situation

 ‘where  the  administration  is  paralysed.
 1  am  referring  now  not  only  to  the

 remarks  that  were  made  about  Minis-
 ters  but  even  what  was  earlier  said
 about  our  civil  servants  and  officials.
 They  are  not  in  the  House  to  defend
 themselves.  Yet  they  do  bear  a  heavy
 responsibility  in  the  Government  af
 the  country.  It  is  possible  that  some  of
 them  may  not  be  upto  standard;  it  is
 possible  that  some  of  them  may  be
 corrupt  or  incompetent.  But,  I  think
 the  sort  of  sweeping  generalisations,
 as  are  sometimes  made  from
 the  Opposition  Benches,  are
 unfortunate  and  far  from  cleaning
 up  the  service.  I  think,  they  do  a
 great  deal  of  harm  because  this  only
 results  in  delays  which  lead  again  to
 greater  corruption and  complications.
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 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Read
 the  Das  Commission’s  Report.

 Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi:  By  and
 large,  I  think  our  administrative  ser-
 vice  has  a  high  reputation  not  only  in
 our  country  but  also  in  the  view  of
 éxperts  who  come  and  look  at  it  from
 abroad.  So,  I  would  only  say  that  we
 do  not  want  to  do  anything  which
 would  create  a  feeling  of  uncertainty
 or  uneasiness  in  them  and  reduce  their
 effectiveness  because,  as  I  said  earlier, much  depends  on  their  functioning.  At
 the  same  time,  I  would  repeat  what  I
 said  earlier  that  wherever  there  is  any-
 thing  wrong,  it  has  to  be  cleaned  up.
 I  do  not  want  wrong-doing.  I  do  want
 to  look  under  the  carpet  and  see  what
 is  wrong,  not  only  what  is  wrong  on
 the  top  but  also  what  is  wrong  inside.

 Some  hon.  Members  said  something
 about  the  system.  J  agree  there  also
 that  the  system  is  responsible  for  a
 great  deal;  that  is  not  as  it  should  be.
 But  this  is  something  that  cannot  un-
 fortunately  be  cleaned  with  one  sweep.
 You  have  to  look  at  all  these  things
 in  detail  and  one  by  one.  Unfortuna-
 tely  general  remarks  like  those  made
 receive  so  much  publicity  here  and
 abroad  that  again  action  does  not  be-
 come  easier  but  is  made  more  difficult.

 For  the  PAC  we  have  the  highest
 respect  I  had  told  you  some  time  ago
 of  the  Government’s  decision  to  have
 the  Inquiry  Committee  as  recommend-
 ed  in  the  PAC’s  report.  At  that  time
 it  was  somehow  felt  that  we  should  not
 make  this  announcement  and,  there-
 fore,  we  did  not  say  anything  about  it.
 Later—]  think  it  was  on  the  12th
 August—the  Minister  of  Iron  and
 Steel  conveyed  this  decision  in  writ-
 ing  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee.  This  Committee
 will  go  into  all  matters  and  when  their
 findings  are  before  me,  I  shall  certain-
 ly  seg  that  appropriate  action  on  the
 basis  of  the  Committee’s  recommenda-
 tions  is  taken.  More  than  that,  the
 House  will  obviously  not  expect  me  to
 say  at  this  stage  and  indeed  it  will  be
 contrary  tothe  accepted  propriety  to
 do  so.
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 There  is  sometimes  a  tendency  to

 jump  to  conclusions  that,  because  some
 matters  are  before  the  Committee  of
 Inquiry,  the  people  concerned  are
 necessarily  guilty.  It  is  perhaps  this
 kind  of  presumption  that  creates  resis-
 tance  to  inquiry  but,  as  I  said,  we  have
 taken  the  decision.

 Now  it  is  significant  that  the  55th
 Report  does  not  contain  any  recom- mendation  for  any  specific  action;  I  do
 not  think  it  casts  any  doubt  about  the
 bona  fides  of  my  colleague,  Mr.
 Subramaniam.  He  has  explained  the
 position  in  the  House  on  several  occa-
 sions  and  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  were  your.
 self  pleased  to  rule  that  he  had  not
 committed  any  breach  ५  privilege.  I
 was  impressed  by  the  fact  that  many
 Opposition  speakers,  who  were  severe-
 ly  critical,  did  not  suggest  any  disho-
 nourable  motives  for  the  Minister’s
 revision  of  his  order.  Judgment  in
 such  matters,  as  he  himself  has  said,
 is  necessarily  subjective  in  character
 and  it  is  possible  that  the  reasons  for
 such  a  judgment  may  seem  obscure
 after  a  lapse  of  time,

 In  the  light  of  what  I  have  said,  I
 hope  that  all  hon.  members  will  agree
 to  withdraw  the  various  substitute
 motions.

 There  is  one  thing  which  I  forgot  to
 mention;  it  is  that  the  ban  which  Mr.
 Subramaniam  had  placed  continues  on
 this  firm.  When  it  was  extended  to
 cover  other  areas  with  which  this  firm
 is  concerned,  the  firm  has  gone  to
 court  and  a  stay  order  on  Government
 has  been  issued,

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  Appre-
 hensions  of  members  that  the  discus-
 sion  would  lead  to  unsatisfactory  situa-
 tion,  1  think,  have  been  removed  after
 the  discussion  that  we  have  had.  It
 has  served  a  very  useful  purpose;
 different  points  of  view  have  been
 Placed  before  the  House.  I  am  very
 Srateful  especially  to  the  Ministers . who  intervened  and  placed  their  points of  view.  But  I  cannot  understand  the
 statement  that  the  Prime  Minister  has
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 made.  In  the  name  of,  as  she  calls  it,
 ‘witch-hunting’,  they  always  try  to
 shield  the  corrupt  ministers,  officials
 and  corruption.  [J  would  have  been
 happy  if  she  had  made  a  forthright
 announcement  here  that  they  accept
 the  recommendation  and  the  Commit-
 tee  that  is  going  to  be  proposed  would
 be  a  Committee  under  the  Commission
 of  Inquiry  Act;  a  public  inquiry  would
 be  held  and  all  those  matters  that  have
 been  emphasized  by  every  speaker  and
 all  that  comes  in  connection  with  these
 deals  would  be  inquired  into  by  the
 Commission.  We  would  also  have
 been  very  happy  if  she  could  have
 indicated  the  names  of  the  persons
 who  would  hold  this  inquiry,  because
 the  chairman  of  the  Public  Accounts
 Committee  himself  has  pointed  out  that
 this  company  and  the  persons  who  are
 connected  with  it  are  very  powerful,
 and,  therefore,  Government  roust  be
 very  careful  in  selecting  the  persons.
 So,  it  would  have  been  better  if  the
 names  of  the  persons  who  would  hold
 the  inquiry  could  also  have  been  given
 to  us.

 Shri  C.  Subramaniam  has  explained
 himself.  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  the
 details  again.  But  the  two  specific
 points  which  I  had  made  still  remain.
 There  is  no  reply  to  them.  My  first
 point  was  whether  any  letter  was  re-
 ceived—I  had  quoted  the  number  and
 the  date—in  regard  to  these  deals  from
 Shri  Pratap  Singh  Kairon  which  was
 mentioned  in  connection  with  the  Das
 Commission  inquiry.  He  has  remained
 silent  on  that.  ग  thought  that  he
 would  have  searched  his  files  and
 would  have  told  us  that  there  was  no
 such  letter,  but  that  has  not  been
 stated,

 |  1
 Again,  look  at  the  change  of  the

 order.  It  is  not  so  innocent.  He  takes
 some  credit  for  the  order  of  November,
 1962.  Why  did  that  happen?  The
 occasion  arose  because  Ramakrishna
 Kulwant  Rai  had  committed  some
 action  and  some  irregularities.  If  you
 go  through  these  reports,  you  will  find
 one  very  significant  thing  in  regard  to
 the  changes  that  have  been  made  as  के
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 result  of  the  changes  in  the  orders.  A
 list  has  been  given  at  page  90  of  the
 50th  report  of  the  companies  belong-
 ing  to  the  Aminchand  Pyarelal  Group, who  have  been  suspended,  banned  or
 black-listed  for  different  periods;  but
 you  will  find  that  in  that  list,  the  name
 of  Ramakrishna  Kulwant  Rai  does  not
 appear.  That  means  that  during  that
 period  when  there  was  a  general  ban
 or  suspension  or  blacklisting,  that  firm
 had  continued  to  have  the  same  busi-
 ness  of  import,  export  etc.  with  the
 support  of  the  Steel  Ministry  and  the
 Iron  and  Steel  Controller.

 As  regards  the  offence  that  Shri  C.
 Subramaniam  has  committed,  whether
 he  has  done  anything  mala  fide,  whe-
 ther  he  has  derived  any  pecuniary
 benefit  out  of  it  and  so  on,  I  have  made
 my  point  very  clear.  But  the  fact
 remains  that  the  effect  of  the  order
 has  been  that  these  malpractices  have
 continued  and  this  group  of  industries
 has  been  given  these  facilities  to  con-
 tinue  their  business  as  they  were  do-
 ing  it  before.  This,  |  think,  has.  been
 a  great  blunder.  More  than  the  ques-
 tion  whether  it  is  bona  fide  or  not,  I
 think  there  is  no  excuse  so.  far  as  this
 act  of  his  is  concerned.  I  think  he  will
 teally  be  establishing  a  good  tradition
 in  this  country,  and  it  will  be  a  lesson
 to  his  officers  and  it  will  be  a  lesson  to
 all  in  this  country  for  future  Ministers,
 if  because  of  this  mistake  of  his,  he
 quits  office.

 Lastly,  I  would  like  the  House  to  re-
 member  one  thing,  and  that  is  about
 the  Santhanam  Committee’s  recom-
 mendations.  Why  are  all  these  things
 taking  place  in  this  country?  Why  are
 we  bringing  these  things  to  notice?  It
 is  no  pleasure  for  us  to  bring  these
 matters  to  the  notice  of  the  House.
 The  Prime  Minister  was  concerned
 over  the  fact  that  whatever  was  said
 here  was  published  all  over  the  world.
 After  all,  we  are  all  doing  things
 openly.  So,  why  should  Government
 be  afraid  of  it?  Even  worse  things
 have  been  published.  Why  are  they
 afraid  of  the  misdeeds  of  the  adminis-
 tration  being  publigised  or  expose’?  I
 think  they  ought  to  be  exposed.  What
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 is  there  to  hide  and  conceal  ahout
 them?  How  can  these  things  be  con-
 cealed?  We  can  never  conceal  them
 but  be  exposing  them  in  Parliament
 which  is  a  forum  available  for  that
 purpose,  I  think  we  are  establishing
 a  good  tradition  showing  to  the  world
 how  democracy  should  correct  these
 mistakes.  So,  it  is  no  good  conceal-
 ing  these  things.  It  has  happened,  and
 it  has  happened  in  such  a  manner  that
 today  large  numbers  of  our  country-
 men  feel  that  this  Government  is  com-
 pletely  under  the  influence  of  and
 working  under  a  pressure  from  big
 business,  corrupt  officials  etc.

 The  Home  Ministry  under  the  leader-
 ship  of  the  late  Shri  Lal  Bahadur
 Shastri  had  appointed  the  Santhanam
 Committee.  If  those  recommendations
 had  been  accepted,  I  may  tell  you  that
 there  would  have  been  no  occasion  for.
 such  things  to  occur.

 There  is  one  particular  recommen-
 dation  of  the  Santhanam  Committee
 which  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the
 notice  of  the  House.  I  do  not  wish  to
 go  into  details  but  I  shall  read  vut
 only  the  recommendation  which  reads
 thus:

 “Nothing  but  a  total  ban  on  all
 donations  by  corporate  bodies  to
 political  parties  will  clear  the  at-
 mosphere.’.
 As  a  result  of  this  discussion,  if

 Government  decide  that  by  law,  they
 will  ban  all  donations  by  corpcrate
 bodies  to  political  parties,  no  matter
 whether  it  is  the  Congress  or  Swetan-
 tra  parties,  then  I  think  some  purpose
 will  be  served  by  this  Motion.  I  9८0०
 Government  will  accept  it.

 Mr.  Speaker:  May  I  again  repeat  my
 request  that  now  that  the  whole
 debate  is  over,  the  purpose  has  been
 served  the  consequences  would  “s!iuw,
 we  might  not  pursue  those  substitute
 motions?

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Before
 that,  may  Iestek  a  clarification  fom
 the  Prime  Minister,  that  is,  whether  in
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 {Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath]
 response:  to  the  proposal  made  by
 my  hon.  colleague,  Shri  Dwiveday,  Usve,
 ernment  accept  our  demand  for  a  Com-
 mission  of  Inquiry  which  will  be  a
 public  inquiry?  If  Government  acvept
 that,  we  will  certainly  consider  that
 request?

 Shri  Ranga:  Unless  it  s  a  Commis-
 sion  of  Inquiry,  it  will  be  rendered
 nugatory  and  useless.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  A  public
 inquiry.

 Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi:  I  assure  the
 House  that  the  personnel  of  the  Cum-
 mittee  will  be  of  the  kind  which  will
 give  confidence  to  the  House.

 at  हुकम  सर्व  कछवाय  क्या  मंत्री
 महोदय  पद  पर  बने  रहेंगे  1

 Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  Prime  Minister
 in  a  position  to  say  at  this  moment
 whether  that  would  be  a  Commission
 of  Inquiry?

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  And  a
 public  inquiry?

 Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi:
 (nterruptions).

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath;  It  is  a
 shameful  stand  they  are  taking,  an
 unworthy  stand.  Guilty  conscience.

 Mr,  Speaker:  I  am  not  concerned
 with  that.

 Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:  Why
 is  she  afraid  of  a  Commission  of  In-
 quiry?

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:  Her
 father  had  done  it  before  in  the  case
 of  the  Mundhra  deal.  Let  her  Cnuate
 his  example.

 Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi:  I  am  _  not
 afraid  of  anything,  but  as  J  said,  we
 have  accepted  the  récofmmenda!ion  of
 the  PAC  in  their  report.
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 ‘Shri  Surendranath  Dwivedy:
 must  be  spelt  out.

 This

 Shri  Ranga:  The  PAC  had  to  work
 under  pressure  (Interruptions).
 I  am  using  the  word  calculatedly  and
 advisedly.  You  remember  we  hed
 taken  objection  to  the  Minister  appear-
 ing  before  the  PAC.  Then  the  Mini-
 ster  said  that  he  did  not  wish  to  exer-
 cise  any  pressure.  Therefore  1  had
 that  word  in  mind.  I  cannot  forget  it.

 I  have  also  been  Chairman  of  the
 Public  Accounts  Committee.  I  know
 under  what  circumstances  the  Fublic
 Accounts  Committee  makes  its  recom-
 mendations.  But  now  it  is  not  the
 province  of  the  Public  Accounts  Com-
 mittee  any  longer.  This  House  has
 taken  possession  of  this  problem  and
 is  seized  of  this  question.  We  have
 discussed  it  for  a  whole  day  and
 therefore,  we  must  be  satisfied  that
 what  the  Government  want  to  do
 would  be  a  satisfactory  thing.  Earlier,
 under  different  auspices,  they  thought
 a  Committee  would  be  enough.  But
 now  that  és  not  enough.  We  want  a
 Commission  of  Inquiry  under  the
 Commission  of  Inquiry  Act  with  the
 lega!  right  to  summon  and  examine
 witnesses.

 Shri  H.  N.  Mukerjee:  I  take  it  it  is
 the  unanimous  view  of  the  Opposition
 that  the  matter  should  be  gone  into
 by  a  Commission  of  Inquiry  and  if
 Government  has  the  slightest  interest
 in  behaving  properly  on  this  issue,  it
 must  accept  it.

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय:  श्री  बनर्जी  ।

 आओ  मधु  लिमये  :  पहले  मेरा  है  1

 नव्य  महेला  :  मैं  ने  श्री  बनर्जी  को
 बुलाया  है,  आपको  भी  सुनूंगा  ।

 Shri  5.  M.  Banerjee:  I  would  liké
 to  mention  hére  what  we  want.  My
 substitute  motion  says:

 “This  House,  having  considered
 the  54th  Report  6  the  Public  Ae
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 counts  Committee  recommends  to
 Government  that:  3  Commission
 headed  by  a  Supreme  Court  Judge
 be  appointed  to  investigate  into
 the  whole  deal”.

 We  want  a  Commission  to  be  consti-
 tuted  under  the  Commission  of  In-
 quiry  Act  with  a  Supreme  Court
 Judge  to  be  associated  with  it.  We
 have  made  this  suggestion  only  be-
 cause  we  want  to  defend  our  glorious
 tradition  in  ‘the  past.  There  was  only
 8  memorandum  against  Shri  T.  T
 Krishnamathari  and  he  resigned.  We
 should  have  an  inquiry  commission,
 we  will  press  for  it.

 आओ  मधु  लिमये:  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  आपने
 कहा  था  कि  आप  मुझे  बुलायेंगे  ।

 अध्यक्ष महोदय: किस  चीज़  पर  आप
 बोलना  चाहते  हैं  ?

 थी  मधु  लिमये:  अभी  जो  प्रधान मंत्री
 जी  ने  और  सुत्रहमाण्यम्‌ साहब  ने  हम  को  अपील
 की

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय  :  उसके  ऊपर  जो
 रिएकशन  था  अपोजिशन  ने  बता  दिया  है।

 आओ  मधु  लिमये  :  ऐसा  कैसे हो  सकता
 है?  मैं  अपने  प्रस्ताव  को  प्रेस  करता
 हं

 Mr,  Speaker:
 tute  motion.

 Mr,  Limaye’s  substi-

 Shri  A.  com  Guha:  May  I  say  a  word?
 I  think  the  first  issue  to  be  decided
 is  whether  any  substantive  motion
 should  be  moved.

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  have to  put  the  ques-
 tion  now.  If  they  do  not  agree,  what
 can  I  do?

 Shri  ‘Raghunath  Singh:  There
 should  be  no  substitute  motion.

 Shri  A,  C.  Guha:  I  want  to  know
 whether  any  substantive  motion  on  the
 PAC  report  should  he  allowed  or  not.
 1440  (ai)LS—11
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 Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  not  my  sphere.-
 Shri  Tyagi:  It  is  the  sphere  of  the

 House.

 Shri  A.  C.  Guha;  Let  a  convention
 be  established  with  the  consent  of  the
 House.  Ang  you  can  give  definite
 directive  or  ruling  on  this.

 Mr.  Speaker:  Can  Mr.  Dixit  point
 out  any  rule?

 Shri  Tyagi:  It  is  the  privilege  of  the
 House.  (Interruptions).

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  putting  those
 that  would  be  in  order;  others  I  will
 disallow,  why  should  he  be  impatient?

 Shri  Tyagi:  It  is  the  privi'ege  of  the
 House  to  formulate  rules  about  its
 procedure.  I  propose  in  connection
 with  the  discussions  of  any  report  of
 the  PAC  there  should  be  no  amend-
 ment  or  no  proposals,  it  should  be  only
 discussed.

 Shri  Raghunath  Singh:  Not  only
 PAC,  of  any  other  parliamentary
 committee.

 Shri  A.  C.  Guha:  That  was
 “advice.

 your

 Shri  Madhu  Limaye:  On  a  point  of
 order.

 Shri  G.  M.  Dixit:  You  should  decide
 the  admissibility  of  the  motions.  (In-
 terruptions).

 Mr.  Speaker:  All  must  sit  down  first,

 Shri  Tyagi:  In  all  humility  I  beg
 to  submit  before  the  House  that  diffi-
 cu'ties  will  arise  because  the  PAC  or
 the  Estimates  Committee  are  elected
 by  the  single  transferrable  vote;  if
 their  unanimous  recommendations  are
 discussed  here  and  there  is  division,
 the  quesfion  will  arise  whether  there
 should  be  loyalty  to  the  Committee  or
 to  the  respective  parties.  That  will
 be  most  embarrassing.  I  therefore
 suggest  that  we  might  introduce  a  rule
 that  whenever  ‘such  committee’s  re-
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 (Shri  Tyagi]
 commendations  are  discussed,  there.
 will  be  no  motion  on  that.

 Shri  Raghunath  Singh:  That  was
 your  suggestion  also  in  the  beginning.

 Shri  G.  N.  Dixit:  1  submit  you  were
 pleased  to  observe  that  you  wou'd
 decide  the  admissibility  of  these  sub-
 stitute  motions.  My  subimission  35
 this,  that  you  in  your  wisdom  have
 allowed  the  discussion  of  this  Com-.
 mittee’s  report.  There  is  no  rule,  but
 you  have  got  power  and  in  the  exer-
 vise  of  that  power,  as  a  very  special
 ‘ase,  for  the  first  time,  as  you  said,
 after  freedom,  you  have  allowed  this
 discussion.  Therefore,  it  is  entirely
 up  to  you  to  restrict  either  the  discus-
 sion  as  you  restricted  or  the  substitute
 motions  or  the  voting,  and  therefore,
 really  speaking,  it  is  entirely  your  job,
 your  duty,  your  charge  to  take  a  deci-
 sion  on  the  point  of  admissibility,  and
 not  of  the  House,  and  therefore  I  sub-

 mit  it  will  be  creating  a  good  tradi-
 tion  if  you  take  a  decision.

 Shri  Raghunath  Singh:  The  House
 shou'd  formulate  a  rule  according  to
 your  suggestion  that  no  parliamentary
 committee’s  report  should  be  discuss-
 ed  here.  They  are  elected  by  parlia-
 ment,  and  it  will  be  a  vote  of  no  con-
 fidence  against  them.

 श्री मधु  लिमये:  मेरा  एक  व्यवस्था
 का  प्रश्न  है।  विनती  करने  का  जैसा  प्रधान  मंत्री
 जी  को  और  सुब्रह्मण्यम साहब  को  अधिकार  है
 उससे  ज्यादा  अधिकार  आपको  है  ।  आपने
 विनती

 अध्यक्ष  महोदय:  आप  वोल  चुके  हैं।

 आओ  मधु  लिमये:  मैं  प्वाइंट  आफ  आडेर
 पर  बोल  रहा  हें  ।  यह  हमारा जो  वैकल्पिक
 प्रस्ताव  है,  जो  सबस्टी<पूट  मोशन  है,  यह
 पेश  हो  चुका  है।  यह  नियमों  के  अनुसार है।
 अब  क्वेश्चन  भी  आप  पुट  कर  रहे  थे।  उसके
 सम्बन्ध  में  जो  नियम  हैं  उनकी  भोर  मैं  आपक
 ध्यान  दिलाना  चाहता हूं  *«.
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 अध्यक्ष  महोदय:  जव  मैं  पुट  करने  जा
 रहा  था  तब  माननोय  सदस्यों  ने  आर्मीनिया
 उठाई

 शोम  लिमये :  आप  क्वेश्चन  १:
 करेंगे  तो  मैं  बैठ  जाऊंगा ।

 Shri  Dandeker  (Gonda):  Sir,  !
 agree  with  Mr.  Tyagi  that  reports  of
 the  PAC  ought  never  to  be  the  sub-
 ject  of  approval  or  disapprovai;  il
 would  be  a  dreadful  thing  if  they,  tvo,
 become  matters  of  approval  or  disap-
 proval,  or  matters  of  party  polilics;
 the  rat  will  then  go  right  down  into
 these  Committees.  The  consequences
 wou'd  be  very  serious.  I,  therefore,
 submit  that  it  should  not  be  the  sub-
 ject  of  voting.

 Shri  Nambiar:  I  may  submit  that
 this  unfortunate  thing  can  be  avoided
 provided  from  the’  other  side  they  ac-
 cept  the  commission  of  enquiry,  a  pub-
 lic  enquiry  under  the  Commission  of
 Enquiry  Act.  Then,  the  Opposition  is
 prepared  to  withdraw  all  these  amend-
 ments  and  substitute  motions.  That  is
 the  only  way.

 Shri  H.  N.  Mukerjee:  Mr.  Nambiar
 was  absolutely  right  in  suggesting  that
 if  only  the  response  from  the  Govern-
 ment  was  anything  like  that,  we  would
 never  have  pressed  for  the  substitute
 motion.  The  fact  remains  that  this  is
 the  most  extra-ordinary  discussion
 which  you  have  permitted  because  of
 an  extra-ordinary  situation  having
 arisen  and  that  having  taken  place,  we
 have  to  make  up  our  mind  and  be-
 cause  the  Government  side  had  pro-
 voked  us  and  has  refused  to  offer  a
 Commission  of  Enquiry,  we  are  driven
 to  this  position.  It  is  no  good  quoting

 _the  British  precedent  in  part;  it  is  no
 good  believing  in  your  saying:  heads
 I  win,  tails  you  lose.  The  PAC  in  UK
 is  headed  by  a  mem>er.of  the’  opposi-
 tion  while  in  this  country  they  have
 never  fo'lowed  that  kind  of  precedent.
 When  it  is  to  their  advantage  they
 want  to  take  the  British  precedent
 that  the  PAC  repert  could  never  be
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 discussed  except  in  a  particular  way.
 Since  we  have  discussed  thig  matter
 and  since  there  are  certain  rights  in-
 herent  in  Parliament  and  we  have
 taken  notice  of  it  and  83  Mr.  Ranga
 said  a  little  while  ago  we  are  in  pos--
 session  of  this  matter,  it  has  gone  be-
 yond  the  PAC  and  the  House  has  also
 made  it  clear  in  substitute  ‘motions
 categorically  that  we  are  entirely  be-
 hind  it  and  applaud  the  report  of  the
 PAC;  there  is  not  the  slightest  sugges-
 tion  of  disrespect  to  the  PAC.  It  is
 only  because  of  our  indignation  8
 Government's  trying  to  shield  and
 whitewash  people  who  have  perhaps
 made’  very  indecent  gains  in  this
 matter,  it  is  only  because  of  that  we
 are  driven  into  asking  for  a  vote'on
 the  substitute  motion.

 ‘Shri  A.  ए.  Guha:  Repeatedly,  it  was
 decided  by  the  Speaker  that  there
 should  not  be  any  discussion  about  re-
 ports  of  the  PAC  or  of  the  Estimates
 Committee.  I  would  like  to  recall
 here  3  relevant  quotation  from  a
 speech  by  Shri  Ayyangar  while  he
 was  Speaker.  In  the  course  of  his
 address,  he  said:

 “If  after  the  presentation  of  the
 report  a  discussion  is  allowed  on
 the  report,  a  minister  who  may
 not  see  eye  to  eye  with  the  com-
 mittee  will-  gather  support  on  the
 general  principles,  on  political
 grounds  and  on  such  an_  issue
 being  raised  in  an  acute  form  the
 usefulness  of  the  report  will  ‘be
 nullified.”

 A  discussion  has  been  held  and  it  is
 only  that  the  report  may  be  discussed.
 But  if  you  allow  any  vote  to  be  taken
 on  any  substitute  motion,  the  House
 will  be  divided.  It  is  a  report  of  the
 House;  there  cannot  be  any  division  of
 the  House  on  its  own  feport;  there
 cannot  be  any  vote  or  any  substitute
 motion.  That  should  be  as  a  basic
 principle  and  not  conditions  demand-
 ed  by  the  Members  and  agreed  to  by
 the  Government.  (Interruptions).

 Shri  8.  K.  Patil;  Mr.  Speaker,  this
 particular  amendment  the  contents  of

 क
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 which  were  read  out  just  now  ap-
 plauds  and  approves  what  the  PAC
 has  done,  Imagine,  Mr.  Speaker,  if
 this  amendment  is  voted  down,  it
 means  that  we  are  casting  a  slur  on
 the  working  of  the  PAC.

 Shri  Madhu  Limaye:  Why  vote  it
 down?

 Shri  5.  K.  Patil:  You  have  to  listen
 a  It  will  cast  a  slur  on  those  who
 voted  against  that  proposition  because
 we  have  no  choice.  It  has  always
 been  held  in  our  legislatures  that
 approval  carries  with  it  also  the
 chance  for.  disapproval,  if  it  gets  de-
 feated.  Therefore,  when  we  have
 made  a  suggestion,  it  is  not  on  the
 merits  whether  the  report  is  good  or
 bad.  If  we  start  the  practice  of  »p-
 proving  a  report,  it  a’so  means  that
 there  may  be  some  who  may  disap-
 prove  of  that  report  also...  (Inter-
 ruptions.)  I  do  not  take  your  opinion.
 The  substitute  motion  is  in  a  differen’
 category;  there  are  other  substitute
 motions  that  have  been  raised.  The
 actual  motion  here  says  that  we  ap-
 plaud  and  approve  of  that  report.  If
 you  put  it  to  vote  and  if  it  is  voted
 down,  it  would  mean  that  those  whe
 have  voted  it  down  have  no  respect
 for  the  decision  of  the  PAC.  There-
 fore,  whatever  might  be  the  condi-
 tions,  you  will  be  bound  to  hold  that
 this  amendment  is  strictly  out  of  order,
 (Interruption),

 An  hon.  Member:  What  is  the  assur-
 ance?

 Shri  8.  K.  Patil:  -Assurance  has
 nothing  to  do  with  this  motion..

 आओ  मधु  लिमये:  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  पायंट
 आफ़  आमेर  है।  क्या  पी०  To  सी०  की  रिपोर्ट

 “कोई  पार्टी मैटर  है?

 Dr.  M.  8.  Aney:  The  rules  say  that
 the  mdtion  on  the  PAC  report  will
 not  be  voted  upon  at  all.  The  parti-
 cular  motion  before  the  House  ‘will
 certain'y  give  rise  to  the  possibility
 of  another  ,  opposite  motion  being
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 [र  M.  5.  Aney}
 brought  here.  So,  that  should  not  be
 taken  into  consideration.  Let  the
 report  of  the  PAC  be  taken  as  final
 and  it  should  not  be  put  to  the  vole
 at  all.

 ओ  मधु  लिमये :  अध्यक्ष  महोदय, यह
 प्रस्ताव  है  और  प्रस्ताव  सम्बन्धी  जितने  नियम
 हैं,  वे  लागू  होते  हैं  अगर  ये  चाहते  हैं  कि
 इन  नियमों  में  इस  वक्त  के  लिए  परिवर्तन
 किया  जाये,  तो  इनके  सामने  एक  ही  प्रक्रिया
 है,  जिसका  मैं  डट  कर  विरोध  करूंगा  ।  वह
 अक्रिया है  नियम  388  के  अन्तर्गत  सस्पेंशन

 आफ़  हल्  a  और  कोई  रास्ता  नहीं  है  ।

 अगर  ये  ऐसा  करना  चाहते  हैं,  तो  इसको
 आजादी  है  ।  ये  बहुमत  के  द्वारा  एसा  कर
 सकते  हैं,  लेकिन  अगर  मैं  अकेला  भी  रहें
 तो  भी  मैं  इसका  विरोध  करूंगा  |

 मैं  आप  का  ध्यान  नियम  388  की  ओर

 खींचना  चाहता  हं  जो  इस  प्रकार  है:
 “388.  Suspension  of  rules:  Any

 member  may,  with  the  consent  of
 the  Speaker,  move  that  any  rule
 may  be  suspended  in  its  applica-
 tion  to  a  particular  motion  before
 the  House  and  if  the  motion  is  car-
 ried  the  rule  in  question  shal]  be

 .suspended  for  the  time  being.”

 यदि  यह  नहीं  होता  है,  तो  आप  को
 रूल  364  और  365  के  अनुसार काम  करना
 पड़ेगा,  जो  इस  प्रकार  है  :

 “364.  A  matter  requiring  the
 decision  of  the  House  sha'l  be
 decided  by  means  of  a  question  put
 by  the  Speaker  on  a  motion  made
 by  a  member.

 365.  When  a  motion  has  been
 made  the  Speaker  shall  propose.
 the  question  for  consideration,  and
 put  it  fo:  the  decision  of  the
 House...  .”

 ि
 आगे  इसी  तरह  है  ।  आप  को  इन  नियमों

 के  असुर  काम  करना  होगा,  अन्यथा  रूल
 388  के  अतिरक्त  और  कोई  रास्ता  नहीं  है।
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 Shri  Shivaji  Rao  Ss.  Deshmukh
 (Parbhani):  Sir,  before  you  call  upon
 the  Minister,  I  have  to  make  a  point.
 The  discussion  on  this  motion  started
 at  1.35.  The  time  allotted  was  five

 Those  five  hours  are  over.
 So,  unless  the  House  extends  the  time
 allotted  to  it,  nothing  more  can  be
 done  now.

 at  aq  लिमये:  क्वेश्चन  पुट  हो  गया
 है  Vv  अब  बतौर  वगैरह  नहीं  आ  सकता  है।

 Shri  Satya  Narayan  Sinha:  With
 your  permission,  Sir,  I  would  like  to
 refer  to  my  appeal  and  the  request
 which  I  had  made  earlier  when  this
 discussion  started.

 My  hon.  friend,  Shri  Patil,  has  ex-
 plained  what  difficu'ties  and  piquant
 situations  would  be  created  if  the  sub-
 stitute  motion  is  put  to  vote.  As  some
 of  our  friends  said,  in  an  extraordinary
 situation,  you  have  allowed  this
 motion  to  be  discussed  and  we  agrced
 to  that.  It  shoywld  not  go  further.

 I  would  appeal  to  the  House  to
 consider  this  matter  dispassionately.
 1  this  precedent  is  established,  in
 future  it  will  create  a  lot  of  difficui-
 ties.  Therefore,  we  have  to  weigh  the
 two.  I  would,  therefore,  request  you
 to  suspend  Rule  342  so  that  the  House
 may  be  entit'ed  to  decide  whether  or
 not  the  substitute  motion  should  be
 adopted.

 I  beg  to  move:

 “That  Rule  342  of  the  Rules  of
 Procedure  and  Conduct  of  Busi-
 ness  in  Lok  Sabha  in  its  applica-
 tion  to  the  substitute  motions
 moved  today  to  Shri  Surendranath
 Dwivedy’s  motion  regarding  the
 Fifty-fifth  Report  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee,  be.  suspend-
 ed.”

 *

 शऔप्रकदाबोर दारी:  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,
 मैं  आप  के  द्वारा  प्र  गन  मंत्री  जी  से  इस  देश
 के  जनतंत्र  की  रक्षा  के  नाम  पर  एक  अपील
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 करना  चाहता  हूं  ।  जैसा  कि  श्री  त्यागी और
 डा०  अगे  ने  कहा  है,  यह  बात  बिल्कुल  सत्य  है
 कि  पब्लिक  एकाउंट्स  कमेटी  की  रिपोर्ट  पर
 इस  सदन  में  किसी  प्रकार  के  मतदान  के  द्वारा
 हम  एक  बड़ी  ग़लत  परम्परा  का  श्रीगणेश
 करेंगे।  अगर  प्रधान  मंत्री  जी  इस  धर्म-संकट
 से  बचना  चाहती  हैं  और  जनतंत्र  को  इस
 धीमे-संकट  से  बचाना  चाहती  हैं,  तो  उसका
 एक  ही  उपाय है।  लोगों  के  मन  में  यह  सन्देह

 व्याप्त  होता  जा  रहा  है  कि  चूंकि  और  कई
 ब्यक्ति  कमीशन  आफ़  इन्क्वायरी  में  फंसेंगे,
 इसलिए  उन  को  बचाने  के  लिए  कमीशन  आफ़
 इन्क्वायरी  को  स्वीकार  नहीं  किया  जा  रहा
 है।  इसलिए  यदि  प्रधान  मंत्री  जी  साहस  का
 परिचय  देते  हुए  कमीशन  आफ़  इन्क्वायरी
 को  मांग को  स्वीकार कर  लें  तो  देश  और
 सरकार  दोनों  धम-संकट  से  बच  जायेंगे  ।

 Shri  Nambiar:  That  will  solve  the
 problem.

 Mr,  Speaker:  This  has  been  said
 so  many  times;  it  is  for  the  Govern-
 ment.

 Shri  8.  M.  Banerjee:  On  a  point  of
 order,  Sir.  Since  a  motion  is  Likely  tc
 be  moved  either  by  the  Leader  of  the
 House  or  a  member  of  the  ruling  party
 suspending  the  rule,  before  you  con-
 sider  that,  I  would  invite  your  kind
 attention  to  rule  364:.

 “A  matter  requiring  the  decision
 of  the  House  sha'l  be  decided  by
 means  of  a  question:  put  by  the
 Speaker  on  a  motion  made  by  a
 member.”

 I  am  afraid  it  is  too  late  now.  That
 question  has  been  put.  I  would  ap-
 peal  to  you.  Kindly  consult  the  re-
 cord,  I  would  appeal  to  your  sense
 of  impartiality  and  justice.  Suspen-
 sion  of  the  rule  will  mean  the  rape
 of  democracy  in  this  House.

 Mr.  Speaker:  I  did  propose  the
 question,  but  that  cannot  be  called  as
 putting  the  question.  Now,  if  a

 e
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 motion  has  been  made  for  the  suspen-
 sion  of  the  rule,  I  have  to  attend  to  it.

 The  qustion  is:

 “That  Rule  342  of  the  Rules  of
 Procedure.

 Shri  Daji:  Before  that  you  must  put
 the  motion  first.

 थी  मधु  लिमये  :  सस्पेंशन के  प्रस्ताव  पर
 बहस  होनी  चाहिए  ।

 Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  is:

 “That  Rule  342  of  the  Rules  of
 Procedure  and  Conduct  of  Busi-
 fess  in  Lok  Sabha  in  its  applica-
 tion  to  the  substitute  motions
 moved  today  to  Shri  Surendranath
 Dwivedy’s  motion  regarding  the
 Fifty-fifth  Report  of  ‘the  Public Accounts  Committee,  be  suspend-
 ed.”

 Shri  Daji:  We  will  speak  on  this.

 Shri  Hari  Vishnu  Kamath:
 motion  has  come  without  notice  and
 it  should  be  held  over  till  tomorrow.
 We  want  to  have  a  discussion  on  it.

 Mr,  Speaker:  It  is  not  necessary
 for  suspension  of  a  rule.  Those  in
 favour  will  say  ‘Aye’.

 Several  hon.  Members:  ‘Aye’.

 Mr.  Speaker:
 say  ‘No’.

 Those  against  will

 Some  hon.  Members:  No.

 Mr.  Speaker:  The  ‘Ayes’  have  it.

 Some  hon.  Members:  The  ‘Noes’
 have  a

 Mr.  Speaker:  Let  the  lobbies  be
 cleared.  The  Lobbies  have  been
 cleared.

 This
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 (Mr,  Speaker]
 I  will  put  the  motion  to  the

 House.  The  question  is:
 “That  Rule  342  of  the  Rules  of

 Procedure  and  Conduct  of  Busi-
 ness  in  Lok  Sabha  in  its  applica- tion  to  the  substitute  motions
 moved  today,  to  Shri  Surendra-
 nath  Dwivedy’s  motion  regarding
 the  Fifty-fifth  Report  of  the  Pub-
 lic.  Accounts  Committee,  be  sus-
 pended.”

 Those  in  favour  may  say  ‘Aye’.
 Several  hon.  Members:  Aye
 Mr  Speaker:  Those

 say  ‘No’.
 There  is  none  against  now.
 I  think  the  Ayes  have  it.  The.  Ayes

 have  it;  the  Ayes  have  it.  The  motion
 is  carried.

 The  motion  was  adopted.
 Shri  Satya  Narayan  Sinha:

 move:
 “That  no  substitute  motion  mov-

 ed  today  to  Shri  Surendranath
 Dwivedy’s  motion  regarding  the
 Fifiy-fifth  Report  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee,  be  put  to
 the  vote  af  the  House.”

 against  may

 Sir,  1

 ‘Shri  N.  Dandeker:  Sir,  there  may
 be  one  substitute  motion  which  I  may
 want  to  be  put  to  the  vote  of  the
 House.  I  would  like  to  know  what
 the  motions  are  which  are  not  to  be
 put  to  the  House.

 Shri  Tyagi:  I  want  to  further  sug-
 gest  that  the  Committee  for  Rule-
 making  may  be  entrusted  with  the
 task  of  looking  into  this  issue.

 Mr,  Speaker:  The  motion  now  put
 is  that  no  substitute  motion  should
 be  put  to  the  House.  One  is  by  Shri
 Madhu  Limaye  about  approval,  second
 one  by  Shri  Banerjee  that  a  Commis-
 sion  headed  by  a  Supreme  Court
 Judge  be  appointed,  the  third.  one  is
 by  Daji  about  enquiry,  a  fowth  one
 by  Shri  Kamath  urging  upon  the
 Government  to  appoint  immediately  a
 Commission  of  enquiry,  and  8  fifth
 one  by  Shri  Pant  about  which  you
 have  already  head,  abbut  approval  of
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 Government’s  action,  which  also  I
 did  not  admit.

 Shri  N.  Dandekar:  What  s  the  way
 to  deal  fairly  with  this  matter  will
 it  be  put  one  by  one  so  that  1  can
 sxpress  my  opinion  on  each  of  them?

 Mr.  Speaker:  None  of  them  is  to
 be  put.

 Shri  N.  Dandeker:  If  I  want  to
 express  my  opinion  favourably  in  any
 one  case  by  giving  my  vote  as  a  Mem-
 ber  of  the  House......

 Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  that
 all  these  substitute  motions  to  the
 motion  for  consideration  of  the  PAC
 Report  should  not  be  put.

 That  is  all  that  we  are  voting  upon
 now.

 The  question  is:
 “That  no  substitute  motion

 moved  today,  to  Shri  Surendranath
 Dwivedy’s  motion  regarding  the
 Fifty-fifth  Report  of  the  Public
 Accounts  Committee,  be  put  to
 the  vote  of  the  House.”
 Those  in  favour  may  say  ‘Aye’.
 Several  hon.  Members:  Aye.
 Mr.  Speaker:  Those  against  will

 say  ‘No’.
 I  think’  the  Ayes  have  it.  The

 Ayes  have  it;  the  Ayes  have  it.  The
 motion  is  carried.

 The  motion  was  adopted
 Mr.  Speaker:  The  House  wil]  now

 take  up  the  Calling  Attention  Notice.
 Shri  Nanda.

 18.56  hrs,
 CALLING  ATTENTION  TO  MAT-
 TER  OF  URGENT  PUBLIC  IM-
 PORTANCE—Contd.

 REPORTED  COMPLAINT  OF  CHIEF  MINISTER
 OF  JAMMU  AND  KASHMIR  STATE  AGAINST

 CENTRAL  GOVERNMENT

 The  Minister  of  Home  Affairs  (Shri
 Nanda):  Sir,  Government's  attention
 was  drawn  to  reports  in  the  Press  of  an


