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Papers laid on the Table

: ShnT V. Thomas: Ilay on the table the amendments to
the rules made by the former Travancore-Cochin Government
under the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 (Central Act IV of 1939).

Ruling from the Chair

Mr. Speﬁker: I had promised to give my ruling to the
House on a question that arose under the following circum-
stances = : ' : '

~'On 7-6-1957 the Hon. Finance Minister just before pfesent-_,- :
ing the Budget made a statement which the hon. Members are

~ well aware of, adverting to the leakage of the Budget and the-

steps that were taken to investigate into the matter, the results
of the investigation up to that time and promising to keep the

"House informed of all informations regarding the same, as and

when they are obtained in the course of the investigation. Of
course, the statement is in your mind and I need not go into
further details. . Soon after the Finance Minister had finished
his statement, invoking the provision of Rule 174 of the Rules -

of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the  Assembly,
- Shri M. !’arayana Kurup made an oral representation that since

a primao, facie case of breach of privilege has been made out the

~ Speaker must refer the same to. the Committee of Privileges,

Here is the ruling:
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 The latest ruling on a_matter almost similar tq this is th
one given by Shri Anantha Sayanam Ayyangar, Speaker, Lof:
Sabha in 1956. The circumstances that hecessitated the rylipy
were as follows: — | g

On the 3rd March 1956, Shri A. K, Gopalan and Dp. Lanka
Sundaram gave notices of adjournment motions on the leakage
of the Budget and financial proposals in Bombay before they
had 1b§gn formally presented to the House on the 29th Febry.
ary 1956. - |

When the notices were read out in the House, the Prime
Minister made a statement that the Government had already
taken steps to investigate into the matter and that after the
enquiry Government would place the results of thejr enquiry-
before the House in due course, Thereupon Shri A. K. Gopalan
said that he was satisfied with the statement. Accordingly
the Speaker treated the notices as not pressed and did not sive
his consent to the motions, . | A

' On the 6th March 1956, Dr. Lanka Sundaram reverted to
the subject again and pointed out that in as much as the Minister
of Finance had given certain additional facts on the previous
day to the Rajya Sabha without informing Lok Sabha coneur-
vently or earlier of those facts, an impropriety on the part of
- the Government had been committed, During the short dis-
cussion that followed in which several other Members including
the Minister of Finance took part, questions of | privilege of the
House were raised and a reference of the matter for investiga- -
tion to the Privileges Committee of the House was suggested,

On the 9th and 12th March the Prime Minister stated the
progress made in the matter of investigation. He said that it
was discovered that the leakage had taken place in the Printing
Press and that some persons were arrested and that some more
may be proceeded against. - Thereupon some of the Members of
the House again referred to the question of privilege and sug-
gested a reference to the Committee of Privileges for investiga-
tion into the matter. \ _ :

The Speaker observed that he would examine the whole
matter of procedure and the proceedings which had taken place
till then and give his ruling in due course. . |

On the 19th March 1956, the Speaker gave the promised.
ruling as follows: =— ‘

“In the matter of determination of the privileges of the
- House, we are governed by the provisions of Article 105(3) of
our Constitution which state that the powers, privileges and
immunities of the House are such as were enjoyed by the
House of Commons in the United Kingdom at the Commence-
ment of our Constitution. The precedents of the United
Kingdom should guide us in determining whether any breach
of privilege was in fact committed in the present case. So far
~as I can gather, only two cases occurred in which the House
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of commons took notiece of the leakage of the budget proposals, .
They are known as the Thomas case and the Dalton case. In

neither of these cases was the leakage treated as a breach of

privilege of the House nor were the cases sent to the Committee
of Privileges for enquiry. The prevailing view in the House

of Commons is that until the financial proposals are placed

before. the House of Commons, they are an official secret. A .
reference of the present leakage to the Committee of Privileges
does not therefore arise.

Though the leakage of budget proposals may not constitute
a breach of privilege of the House, the Parliament has ample
power to enquire into the conduct of a Minister in suitable
proceedings in relation to the leakage and the circumstances
in . which the leakage occurred. In the two English cases
aforesaid, matters were brought to the notice of the House of
Commons by a motion for appointment of special committees
or tribunal to enquire into the matte; and report the facts
thereon to the House, |

In the Dalton case, Mr. Dalton who was the Chancellor
of the Exchequer, admitted that he did not think of the conse~
quences at the time of the disclosure and in the Thomas case,
it was :alleged that he disclosed the budget secrets, which he
got . to know as a Cabinet Minister. It is neither alleged nor
even suggested in the case before us that the Finance Minister
was himself responsible for any unauthorised disclosure of the
financial proposals. Regarding other persons the Government
has already taken steps to investigate into the matter and it is
stated that some persons have also been arrested and that
prosecutions are being launched against them. In the
circumstances :it is not clear as to what special advantage
would - be gained by appointing a special committee which, to
alarge extent, will go over the same ground which had
been previously covered during investigation by the
Government.” '

The circumstances here make it still less a question of
privilege. In order to.take the House into confidence the
Finance Minister has utilised the earliest opportianity to lay .
before the House -all available facts stating also the steps
taken by Government “to investigate into the matter and bring
the.offenders :to book. For a determination of the question
as to whether there-has been a breach of privilege necessitating .
a reference to the Committee of Privileges, precedents of
the Mother of Parliamenis, and that of our Lok Sabha which
should guide us, do not allow me and present before me g
case' justifying an order by the Speaker to refer this' matter
to the Committee of Privileges. I fail fo understand what
special: advantage is going to be gained if the matter is.
referred to a Committee, except that to 'a large extent the
Committee will have to cover again the same ground -
which had already been gone into by the Government.
Further, from the point of view of propriety also a parallel.
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enquiry to the one that is already being made by the

Government will be out of order.

I am sure that the Finance Minister will keep the House
informed of the further developments at the appropriate - time.

In the circumstances that I have adverted to in detail and in
the interests of the due enforcement of law, I hereby give this

‘hon. House my considered ruling that the Committee of Privi-

leges need not be seized of this matter, because it is quite
‘unnecessary. , . : 7
Shri P. T. Chacko: May Iknow Sir, whether you would -
propose any other step to be taken in this matter especially in .
view of the fact that the Finance Minister has not even cared to

- express in his statement, regret, or to clarify how the leakage

took place? Inview of this, may I know whether you would
suggest any other step to be taken by this House like consti~
tuting a Committee to go into this matter and to ascertain
whether the Minister for Finance was in any way responsible
for the leakage? ' ' T |

Mr Speaker: I do not suggest any other means exéept

“what has been stated by the Finance Minister, In case hon,

Members.find. that what has been stated by the Finance Minister
is incorrect, they can bring in a motion to that effect and that

~can be discussed by the House.

Shyi E. Pt Poulose: Sir, may I ”p'o'i:ht out that in all the

‘cases referred to by the Speaker, the Finance Minister concerned

expressed their willingness to resign their place immediately
after the leakage? ' S T T
_Mr Speaker: " That is not the case. In the Lok sabha the
Minister concerned did not express his willingness to resign and
he did not resign. - L S

- General Discussion of the Budget. SR
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