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 2.02  hrs,

 STATEMENT  BY  LEADER  OF  THE
 OPPOSITION  RE,  INFORMATION
 GIVEN  TO  THE  HOUSE  ABOUT
 COMMUNICATION  RECEIVED  ON
 THE  ALLEGED  THREAT  TO  THE

 LIFE  OF  THE  PRIME  MINISTER

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Mr.  Stephen.

 SHRI  Cc,  M.  STEPHEN  §  (Idukki):
 Mr,  Speaker,  Sir,  the  announcement
 made  by  you  from  the  Chair  on  Fri-
 day  regarding  the  communication
 from  the  Commissioner  of  Police  al-
 leging  a  plot  to  murder  the  Prime
 Minister,  has  triggered  off.....

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU  (Diamond
 Harbour):  On  a  point  of  order,  Sir.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  allowed
 him  to  make  a  statement.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  Un:ler
 what  rule  have  you  allowed  him  to
 raise  this,  because  the  Speaker  has
 an  inherent  power  to  make  an  obser-
 vation.  I  will  quote  from  Kaul  and
 Shakdher.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  There  is  no  point
 of  order,  I  have  an  inherent  right  to
 allow  him  to  make  a  statement.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  You
 cannot  take  the  time  of  the  House
 like  this...  .  (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  a  right  to
 allow  him  to  make  a  statement.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU::  When-
 ever  he  wishes  to  raise  anything,  you
 will  allow  him  to  make  gq  statement...
 (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Mr.  Stephen,

 SHRI  C.  M.  STEPHEN:  This  has
 triggered  off  reactions  and  hag  raised
 issues  of  far  reaching  implications.
 The  first  reaction  came  from  the
 Commissioner  of  Police.  He  told  the
 newsmen  that  he  had  never  sent  any
 communication  to  the  Speaker  about

 the  plot,  It  is  reported  that  he  was
 “so  categorical  in  his  denial.....

 (Interruptions)

 sit  हुकम  देव  नारायण  यादव  (मधुबनी )!
 भ्रष्यक्ष  महोदय,  मेरा  व्यघस्था  का  प्रश्न  है  ।

 श्राप  के  रा  उस  दिन  जो  कहा  गया  उस  के

 ऊपर  शाप  स्टीफेन  साहब  को  सफाई  देने  का
 मौका  दे  रहे  हैं।  लेकिन  स्टीफेन  साहब  ने  उसी

 दिन  बिहार  सरका र  के  एक  मंत्री  के  खिलाफ
 जो  ग्ररोप  लगाया  था  उस  के  संबंध  म  सफाई
 देने  का  मौका  किस  को  दिया  जएगा  ?

 क्योंकि  श्राप  ने  वहा  कि  आप  को  सूचना
 मिली  प्रधान  मंत्री  जी  की  हत्या  के  बारे  में

 स्टीफेन  साहब  ग्रपनी  ओर  से  उसकी  रूफाई
 देंगे  लेकिन  उन्हेंने  आरोप  लगया  था  कि

 बिहार  के  मंत्री  श्रीमती  इन्दिर  गांधी  की

 हत्या  करने  का  षड़यत़्  कर  रहे  थे।  समस्तीपुर
 में  तो  बिहार  सरकार  के  ऊपर  जो  श्रारोप

 इन्हेंने  लगाया  है  उस  संबंध  में  बिहार  सरवार
 के  मुख्य  मंत्री  को  भ्राप  बुलायेंगेकि  बह  इस

 सदन  में  प्राकर  सफाई  दें  ?  ,  .  (व्यवधान  ).  .  .

 उनकी  भ्रोर  से  कौन  सफाई  देगा  ?  इसलिये
 उनकी  सफाई  की  व्यवस्था  भी  भ्राप  करवा  येंये?
 यह  मेरा  व्यवस्था  का  प्रश्न  है।  ee

 (व्यवधाल  )
 SHRI  B.  P.  MANDAL  (Madhepura):

 Shri  Stephen  is  challenging  your  ob-
 servations.  ...  (Interruptions)

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  What
 you  are  doing  is  highly  irregular.
 You  are  establishing  all  sorts  of  con-
 troversial  standards.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Do  not  record.

 (Interruptions)  **

 MR.  SPEAKER:  The  other  day  I
 announcement  that  until  we  decided
 about  the  privileges  of  the  Leader  of
 the  Opposition  after  consulting  the
 leaders  of  the  various  Parties  in  the
 House,  I  am  allowing  the  same  facili-
 ties  which  I  am  allowing  to  other
 Ministers.  I  am  allowing  the  Ministers
 to  make  a_  statement  in  the  House

 **Not  recorded.
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 when  they  give  mea  copy  of  the
 statement.  So  also  I  am  allowing  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposition  to  make  a
 statement.  That  is  all.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  Why  is
 it  not  in  the  list  of  business.......

 (Interruptions)
 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  heard  your

 point  of  order.
 SHRI  VAYALAR  RAVI  (Chirayin-

 kil):  Sir,  you  have  allowed  Shri
 Stephen  to  make  a  statement  under
 Rule  372,  as  he  enjoys  the  status  of
 a  Minister.  I  think,  he  will  deal  with
 the  subject  that  has  already  come  up
 on  the  floor  of  the  House.  In  case
 Shri  Stephen  makes  some  charges  or
 states  some  facts  before  this  House,
 is  it  permissible  for  the  concerned

 (Interruptions)
 MR,  SPEAKER:  After  the  statement

 is  made,  if  necessary,  it  will  be  allowed.

 SHRI  B.  P.  MANDAL:  On  a  point  of
 odrer.  Just  now,  my  hon.  friend  Shri
 Nukmdeo  Narain  Yadav  raised  a  very
 pertinent  question.

 Mr.  Stephen  on  that  day  said  Lhat
 some  Minister  from  Bihar,  of  this
 place,  had  gone  into  a  conspiracy  with
 the  under-world  in  Bihar  to  assassinate
 Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi.  Now  that
 he  has  been  given  an  opportunity
 to  explain  the  position  of  the  Congress
 (I)  he  should  also  be  first  called  upon
 to  name  the  Minister  and  substantiate
 his  charge,  as  to  how  and  who  js  the
 man  who  was  going  to....  (Interrup-
 tions).  Otherwise  it  is  very  objec-
 tionable  that  you  give  him  an
 opportunity  to  explain  the  position

 of  the  Congress(I).  He  should  also
 ९  his  alle

 Mines
 is  gation  about  the  Bihar

 (Interruptions)
 SHRI  K  GOPAL  (Karur):  You  have

 been  controlling  the  House  within  the
 Tules.  We  have  no  objection.

 (Interruptions)

 eee
 SPEAKER:  I  have  ealled  Mr.

 Pal.
 oa

 if  necessary  I  will Call  you
 (Interruptions)

 SHRI  K.  GOPAL:  I  have  no  abjec-
 tion  to  your  calling  Mr.  Stephen,  to
 make  the  statement.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Let  us  be  a  _ilittle
 more  orderly.

 SHRI  K.  GOPAL:  It  was  within
 your  rights.  But  my  submission  is
 that  every  Member  has  a  right  to
 move  a  motion  or  make  a_  statement
 or  any  such  thing,  to  which  you  have
 agreed.  This  morning  when  I  met  you
 in  the  Chamber,  i.e.  when  Mr.  Sathe:
 and  myself  gave  a  privilege  motion
 against  the  Prime  Minister,  you  said:
 “The  Prime  Minister  has  written  to
 me;  and  I  am  convinced  with  what-
 ever  the  Prime  Minister  wrote.  So,  I
 am  not  allowing  you”.  When  we  raised
 a  privilege  motion—under  rule  222  we
 gave  a  notice—you  just  allow  us  to
 raise  the  matter  and  ask  the  Prime
 Minister  to  lay  his  reply  on  the  Taole
 of  the  House.  We  do  not  have  any
 quarrel.  But  people  do  not  know
 whether  we  have  raised  the  privilege
 motion  at  all.  You  disallowed  it.  I
 have  no  quarrel.  Please,  in  future,
 when  you  allow  us  to  do  a  thing....
 (Interruptions).  when  the  Prime
 Minister  has  written  to  you....(In-
 terruptions).

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  asked  them
 to  show  the  entire  copy  of  the  writing
 to  you  and  Mr.  Sathe—whoever  haa
 raised  it.

 SHRI  K,  GOPAL:  Will  we  be  sup-
 plied  with  the  copy?.  Then  it  is  ell
 Tight  (Interruptions)

 SHRI:  JXYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  Please
 get  hold  a  copy  of  Kaul  and.  Shak-
 dher.  At  page  348,  there  is  a  para-
 graph  covering  statements  and  perso.
 nal  explanations.  You  fhen  come  to
 page  ue,  and  the  penultimate  nara-
 graph  says—you  start  reading  from
 ‘But’  after  (f):

 “But  the  Speaker  may,  in  excep-
 tional  cases,  allow  a  few  clarifica-
 tions  in  respect  of  a  statement,  if  it
 relates  to:  an  important  matter.”

 You  have  done  so.  There  the  matter
 has  ended.
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 MWR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  heatd  you.
 That  is  not  a  point  of  order.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  Then
 yeu  have  to  comply  with  Mr.  Hukm-
 deo  Narain  Yadav  also.  You  cannot
 have  two  standards  in  this  House.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Even  if  you  say
 that  I  am  having  multi-standards,  it
 is  all  right.

 (Interruptions)

 DR.  VASANT  KUMAR  PANDIT
 -(Rajgarh):  On  a  point  of  order,  Sir.
 You  may  allow  him  to  raise  an  tssue
 in  tee  House,  as  you  would  alow  any
 other  Member.  You  are  also  going  to
 define  the  rights  of  the  Leader  of  the
 QOppesition  to  make  a  statement  or
 not  to

 MR.  SPEAKER:  It  is  not  a  point  of
 order.

 DR.  VASANT  KUMAR  PANDIT:
 The  point  is  you  have  now  allowed  it.
 But  can  any  one  on  the  same  subject-
 matter  make  two  statements.  How  are
 you  allowing  the  same  Member  to
 make  another  statement.  Till  how
 jong  will  you  allow  this?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Mr.  Pandit,  he  has
 sent  me  a  copy  of  the  statement.

 (Interruptions)

 श्री  उप्रसेन  (देवरिथा  )  श्रव्यक्ष  महोदय,
 मेरा  एक  व्यवस्था  का  प्रश्न  हैं  1  मैं  क्‍्राप  से

 एक  व्यवस्था  जानना  चाहता  है  ।  हम  भये

 सदस्य  यहां  पर  चुन  कर  भ्रये  है,  हम  जाभमभा

 च्बाह्ते  हैं  कि  कया  यह  आपके  अ्रस्विकार  में  है
 ह1..  शाप  'ारननीध  मता  विरोधी  दल  को--

 जबकि  उत्होंने  यह्म॑  पर  केस्द्रीव  मं  तिसष्डल
 के  एक  संदरुय  के  'चिर्द्ध  यहँ  'ुलिजाभ  लग  था

 है  के  उतकी  मालिज में  हैं  कि  उन्हींने  बिहार
 में  साजिश  की  है--प्राप  उसी  तरह  के  स्पष्टी-

 करण  के  लिये  उन्हें  दुपरा  मौका  दें  ?  क्या  श्राप

 उन  से  नहीं  पुछ  सकते  हैँ  कि  उप्तके  पीछे  तथ्य

 क्या  हैं  ?  क्यो  भ्राप  प्रधान  मंत्री  जी  से  नहीं

 पुछ  सकते  है ंकि  जो  नेता  दल  कह रहे  हैं  वह

 होक  है  या  नहीं  ?  भान  Ye  हकमदेव  झा  रा  बग

 के  प्रश्भ  वर  rs  शाम  थे  जैता  चिरोधी  हल

 से  जवाब  सल॑जिए,  तब  झागे  कारंबाही

 कीजिए  ।

 MR.  SPEAKER:  A  point  has  been
 raised;  if  there  is  any  improper  state-
 ment  or  incorrect  statement  made  in
 the  House  affecting  the  rights  of  any
 Member,  there  are  rules  and  procedu-
 res  in  the  House;  he  can  take  it  up;  itis
 upto  him;  it  is  net  for  the  Speaker  to
 take  the  initiative  in  this  matter;  it  is
 for  the  Members  to  take  the  initiative
 in  the  matter.  J  am  not  to  advise  you
 in  these  matters;  you  can  take  such
 method  which  rulés  permit.

 (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  We  have  discussed
 the  matter  enough.  This  is  not  a
 debate.

 (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Are  you  raising  any
 point  of  order  about  Mr.  Stevhen’s
 statement,  that  he  should  not  make  a
 statement?

 (Interruptions)

 id  ware  भूषण  (नैर्नतील)  भव्यमण
 भद्दौदय,  श्रोप  संदेन  में  यह  स्पष्ट  करें. .«
 (ध्यवथान)  सदम  के  नेता  की  हत्या  का

 चेर  &  शरीर  ग्रापकी  भेर्यती  को  लेकर

 उन्हेंने  ग्राप  पर  आपत्ति  की  है  कि  बह  झूठी
 चोषणा  सदण में  हुई थी  श्न्हे  _ कमिश्म

 से
 मिल  कर  यह  कहा  है  कि  ऐसी  कोई  सूचना

 उन्होंने  नहीं दी  है  ।  इस के  मायने  बह  हैं कि
 शापने  मिथ्यो  सूचना  सदन  कोरी  हे

 आपकी  धुचभ।  के  ऊंपर  ब्राप  भी  उन्हें  यह  मौंका
 दे  रहे  हैं  कि  भपने  सूचमप  गलत-दी  है  या  रही,
 इसको  आप  मेम्यर  में  डिसंकरसे  कर  सकते  थे,

 भपने  उन्हें  इसे  सदभ  में  लाने  को  मौका

 दिया  है  ।  इसके  बारे  में  श्राप  रूरेंका'र  से  बया
 अपेक्षा  करते  हैं  1
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 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE
 (Jadavpur):  I  want  to  make  a  sub-
 mission.

 (Interruptions).

 SHRI  B.  P.  MANDAL:  All  these
 shquld  be  expunged  from  the  proceed-
 ings;  so  many  uncalled  for  charges
 have  been  made.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  called  Shri
 Somnath  Chatterjee.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE:
 Under  rule  357  a  Member  can  make  a
 personal  explanation.

 AN  HON.  MEMBER:  Do  not  mis-
 quote  the  rule.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE.  I
 am  asking  for  clarification  because
 this  ig  not  coyered  by  357;  it  can
 correspand  te  372  or  a  similar  provi-
 sion,  namely  statements  by  Ministers;
 he  is  alsg  treated,  he  is  in  the  vvsition
 of  a  Minister,  status  of  a  Minister  and
 he  is  being  allowed  to  make  a  sub-
 Mission,  presumably  because  of
 certain  charges  made  against  his  party.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  did  not  say  that.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE:
 Then  on’  what  basis?  The  Leader  of
 the  Opposition  cannot  get  up  any
 moment  and  make,  any  statement  in
 the  House.  For  the  future  it  is  very
 important.  If  a  charge  is  made
 against  any  other  party,  will  the
 leaders  in  those  parties  or  groups  get
 an  opportunity?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  We  will  consider
 that.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE;  It

 iS  an  important  matter.  Then  orly
 in-higs  capacity  as  Leader  of  the  Opppai:
 tion?  He  dees  not  speak  for  the
 entire  opposition.  For  clarification,  let
 us  know  what  is  the  position?  Any

 as  of  right,  if  itis  822  Tharelore,  if
 he.  is.  making  a  statement  in  relation

 ***Not  recorded.

 to  that,  similar  rights  should  be  given

 ft  to‘others.

 MR.  SPEAKER  the  matter
 comes  up  I  ‘shall  certainly  consider
 that.

 SHRI  K.  LAKKAPPA  (Tumkur):
 The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has  got
 every  right........se«

 MR.  SPEAKER:  This  is  not  a  point.
 of  order.

 SHRI  K.  LAKKAPPA:  ™  want  to
 ‘draw  your  attention...:

 MR,  SPEAKER  Don’t  record.

 MR.  SPEAKER  He.  needs  no
 supPort.  He  Knows  how  to  speak
 There  is  no-  debate  on  this  Subject
 Only  a  peint  of  order  I  will  allow

 SHRI  K.  LAKKAPPA:  I  want  to

 MR.  SPEAKER:  You  are  saying  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposttion  Hag  a  right.

 ™
 att  शाम  बलास  पोशचान  (i  5  92  )

 मेरा  एक  ब्यवस्था:  का  प्रश्न  है।  भार्भ्न.य
 विरोधी  दल  के  नेंता  इंस  संबंध  में  स्पष्टी-
 करण  दे  रहे  है  क्योंकि  कांग्रे/  भ्रा  ई  के  ल॑  गे।  के
 ढारा  भामनीय  प्रंध।भ  मंत्री  जी  की  हृत्या  की
 ऊर्या  ग्रापमें  भी  की है  |  आपने  अध्यक्ष  की

 हैसियत  से  रू  लिंग  दिया  था।

 M.  SPEAKER:  ‘The  same  point  hae
 been  raised  by  others.

 शमी  राम  क्लास  eR:  हम  लंगों

 को.  मम्लुम,  नहीं  था।  प्रोपनें-  कहा  या  कि

 पुलिस  कईमश्मर  के;  दोरा  शो  सुना  | भक

 दी  बई थी.  यह, धर  फये.  सबक  कोदें: ा थी
 कि  इंग्रे  प्‌  के- ढोता  ह...  पकी,  साए,

 MR.  SPEAKEB:  Thaf  is  not  a  point
 of

 order.
 No

 Kiateey  reconiing
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 श्री  हुकम  देव  नारायण  यादव  (भधुबर्न!):
 मैं  आपका  ध्यान  रूल  353  की  भोर  दिलाना

 चाहता हूं  ।  मैं  इसकों  हिन्दी में  पढ़ना हूं  ।

 श्राप  प्रंग्रेनी  में  देख  लें  |  इसमें  यहूं  लिबा

 हुप्ना  है  :

 किसी  सदस्य  द्वारा  किर्सी  व्यक्ति  के

 विरुद्ध  भाभहातिकारक  या

 प्रपराधरोपक  स्वरूप  का  श्ारंप

 नहीं  लगाया  जाएगो  जब  तककि

 सदस्य  भश्रष्यक्ष  को  तथा  संम्बंधित

 मंत्री  को  भी  पूर्व  सूचना  न  दे  दी

 हैं।  जिससे  कि  मंत्री  उत्तर  के

 प्रयोजन  के  लिये  विषय  की

 जांच  कर  सके  ।

 मे  यह  कहना  है  कि  स््टःफन  साहब  ने  उस

 दिन  जो  आरोप  लगाया  था  उसकी  सूचना
 नतो  आपको  दी  थी  ग्रौ८  न  हू  संबंधित

 मंत्री  को  दी  थी  1  बातर्चात  के  क्रम  में  है
 उन्हेंने  यह  भारंप  लगा  दिया  था।  ce  भ्रापको

 इपफ्की  सूचना  दी  गई  झ्ौ।र  न  सरकार  की
 तरफ  से  उसका  कोई  स्पर्ष्डकरण  दिया  गया  ।

 बिहार  सरकार  का  कोई  प्रतिनिधि  यहां  जवाब

 नहीं  दे  सकता  हैं  V  वहां  के  एक  मं्त्र।  पर,

 जिम्मेवा २  मं  जी  पर  सरकार  चलाने  वाल  मत्री

 पर  उन्हींनि  श्रारॉप  लगा  दिया  कि  इन्दिरा
 गांध॑।  के  हत्या  का  चड़पंत्र  उन्होंने  किया  था

 यह  कोई  मामूली  मामला  नही  है।  या  तो  उस

 मर्वका  न,भ पभ्राएया  पग्रपकों  लिख  क'रदेया
 बिना  शर्ते  स्टीफन  साहुब  उस  बात  को  सदन  से

 वापिस  लें  ।  नहीं  तो  इपत  भाभले  की  सफ:ई

 होनी  चाहिए  |  सरकार  की  तरफ  से  जवाब

 आए  ।  उन्हेंने  कहा  हैं  कि  बिह्ल२  के  मंत्र  ने

 हत्या  का  प्रयत्न  किया  है  ।  मैं  कहना  चाहता

 हूं कि  बिहा *  का  कोई  भ।  मंत्री  इस  तरह  के

 कीट  पतंगों  को  मा'<ने  का  प्रयास  नहीं  कर

 संकता  है  1  बिहा<  सरक  ९  पर  क्‍यों  इस  तरह
 के  फ्रारोप  लगाए  ज  ते  हैं  ।

 SHR]  B.  P.  MANDAL  tose—
 MR.  SPEAKER:  How  do  you  get  up,

 Mr.  Mandal,  all  the  time?  1  have

 already  given  my  ruling  on  that.  It
 is  up  to  you  to  interpret  it.

 sit  wto  dio  मंल  (मधेपुरा)  :

 सैंटर  का  यदि  कोई  मंत्री  होगा  तो  उसकी

 जवाबदेही  बड़े  मंत्री,  प्रधान  मंत्री  के  ऊपर

 रहती  है  ।  आपको  प्राइम  मिनिस्टर  से  पूछ
 लेना  चाहिए  कि  क्‍या  उनक ेमंत्रिमं  डल  में  कोई

 ऐसा  मंत्री  है  जो  बिहार  में  गुंडों  से  मिलकर

 श्रीमती  इन्दिरा  गांधी  की  हत्या  कराना

 चाहता  है  ?  यह  तो  कम  से  कम  प्राइम
 मिनिस्टर  से  पूछ  लेना  चाहिए  ।  ऐसा  नहीं
 किया  जाता  है  तो  इस  रिमार्क  को  एक्प्रपंज  कर

 देना  चाहिए  अगर  यह  भी  नहीं  किया  जाता

 है  तो  उनको  स्पष्ट  बताना  चाहिए  कि  कौन

 मंत्री  है  ?

 SHRI  DINEN  BHATTACHARYYA:
 (Serampore):  Is  there  any  rule
 that  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo-
 sition  can  make  any  statement
 at  any  time  on  any  subjeci?  Is
 there  any  such  rule?  Under’  what
 Tule  are  you  allowing  him?  Even  a
 Minister  cannot  do  it;  it  has  to  come
 in  the  agenda  paper.  But  here  we
 do  not  find  anything  in  the  agenda.
 So,  kindly  explain  on  what  basis  you
 are  allowing  him.

 I  expect  that  you  will  satisfy  us.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  already  ex-
 plained  it.

 SHRI  SHYAMNANDAN  MISHRA
 (Begusarai):  To  my  mind,  four  or  five
 questions  have  been  raised  to  which
 the  Chair  has  to  address  itself,  and
 the  House  is  entitled  to  know  the
 views  of  the  Chair  on  these  four  or
 five  points.  Uptill  now,  after  having
 spent  about  20  minutes  or  so,  the
 House  is  still  in  ignorance  as  to  what
 the  Chair  feels  about  it.

 The  first  point  that  was  raised  was
 by  the  Hon.  Member,  Mr.  Hukmdeo
 Narain  Yadav,  and  he  wanted  a
 Jefinite  ruling  from  the  Chair  whether
 in  the  case  of  allegations  having  been
 made  against  an  unnamed  Minister  of
 the  Central  Government,  the  Chair
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 should  not  have  performed  its  duty,
 by  calling  upon  the  Member  who  has
 made  the  allegation  to  name  that
 Minister.  Now,  the  House  must  know
 about  it,  and  the  Chair  has  a  duty  to
 give  a  ruling  on  it.

 Then,  the  second  thing  is  that  another
 hon.  Member  raised  a  question  about
 the  functions  of  the  Leader  of  the
 Opposition,  with  regard  to  the  state-
 ment  made  by  the  Leader  of  the  Op.
 position.  You  are  quite  right  in  hold-
 ing  the  view  that  the  functions  of  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposition  not  having
 been  defined  before,  you  are  applying
 certain  rules  which  apply  to  the
 Ministers.

 SHRI  HARI  VISHNU  KAMATH
 (Hoshangabad):  Not  in  all  respects.

 SHRI  SHYAMNANDAN  MISHRA:
 Then  you  will  have  to  tell  the  House
 whether  the  rules  with  regard  to  the
 statement  made  by  the  hon  Leader
 of  the  Opposition  would  be  the  same
 as  in  the  case  of  the  Minister.  In  the
 cuse  of  a  statement  made  by  an  hon.
 Minister,  "he  House  is  not  entitled  to
 ask  for  any  clarification  or  elucida-
 tion.  I¢  that  privilege  also  relates  to
 the  statement  of  the  hon.  Leader  of
 the  Opposition,  then  the  House  ‘would
 be  ata  great  disadvantage,  because
 tt  may  be  that  in  an  Aggres-
 siuely  partisan  spirit,  the  hon.  Leader
 of  the  Opposition  might  be  making  a
 Statement,  and  the  entire  House  wil)
 be  entitled  to  know  about  the  allega-
 tions  that  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op-
 position  makes.  So,  you  have  to
 answer  this  point  also.

 Again,  another  important  point  bas
 been  raised  by  the  hon.  Member  Shri
 Somnath  Chatterjee.  he  hon.  Leader
 of  the  Opposition  does  not  speak  on
 behalf  of  the  entire  Opposition.  What
 happens  to  the  hon.  leaders  of  the
 other  groups  in  this  House?  The  hon.
 Leader  of  the  Opposition  speaks  for
 only  one-third  of  the  Opposition.

 what  happens  so  far  as  the
 Privileges  and  the  rights  of  the  two-
 thirds of  the  Opposition  are  concerned?

 Then,  the  fourth  point,  which  is  ex-
 temely  important  and  which  was

 raised  by  the  hon.  Member  here,  is
 that  in  such  matters  you  have  always
 been  pleased  to  say  that  the  issue
 would  have  to  be  sorted  out  in  the
 Chamber  of  the  hon.  Speaker.  The
 hon.  Speaker  has  made  certain  ob
 servations  in  this  House  and  those
 observations  are  being  sought  to  be
 challenged  by  the  hon.  Leader  of  the
 Opposition.  The  position  of  the  Chair
 would  be  completely  untenable  if  the
 observations  of  the  Chair  are  found  to
 be  untrue.  You  are  now  allowing  him,
 and  the  implication  up  till  now  is,  and
 we  cannot  get  away  from  this  fact,
 that  you  are  not  quite  sure  about  the
 observations  you  have  made,  and
 therefore  you  are  aliowing  the  Leader
 of  the  Opposition.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  That  is  not  qa  _  cor-
 rect  inference.

 SHRI  SHYAMNANDAN  MISHRA:
 So,  you  have  to  answer  these  four  oF
 five  points.

 जोधरी  बलबोर  सिह  (होशियारपुर)  :

 प्रध्यक्ष  महोदय,  भ्रगर  लीडर  भ्राफ  भपोजीशन

 को  श्राप  हक  देते  हैं,तो  क्या  साथ  ही  उनकी

 ड्यूटीज़  भी  हैं  कि  लीडर  आफ  अपोजीशन
 जब  बतौर  मिनिस्टर  के  बात  करते  हैं  तो

 उसको  सब्मटेंशियेट  करने  के  लिए  श्राप

 प्रध्यक्ष  महोदय,  उन  पर  भी  उतनी ही  पाबन्दी

 लगायेंगे  जितनी  की  औौरों पर  है  ?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Certain  points  of
 order  have  been  raised  as  regards  the
 right  of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition
 to  make  q  statement.

 The  first  point  raised  by  Mr.  Mishra
 and  others  is  that  Mr.  Stephen,  while
 making  his  statement  last  Friday,  re-
 ferred  to  an  unnameg  Minister  of  this
 Government  who  is  alleged  to  have
 engaged  himself  with  goondas  to  mur-
 der  Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi.

 (Interruptions)

 SHRI  HARI  VISHNU  KANATH:
 The  goondas‘are  above  the  ground;  he
 says,  underworld;  that  ig  worse;  it  ts
 more  serious,
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 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  do  not  know
 whether  underworld  or  overworld.  I
 was  asked,  I  must  insist  on  his  dis-
 closing  the  name  of  the  Minister.  If
 the  statement  made  by  Mr.  Stephen  is
 a  wrong  statement,  there  are  proce-

 *-9s  in  the  rules  of  the  House  to  take
 action  against  Mr.  St»
 open  to  any  member  to  have  recourse
 to  those  procedures.

 SHRI  SHYAMNANDAN  MISHRA:
 But  the  hon.  Member  hag  taken  the
 steps  in  asking  the  Chair  to  call  upon
 the  member  to  name  the  Minister.

 MR.  SPEAKER :  I  am  asked  to  call
 upon  Mr.  Stephen  to  name  the  Minis-
 ter.  I  think,  it  is  a  very  dangerous
 step  because  by  my  doing  so,  I  might
 be  incriminating  or  defaming  the  Mi-
 nister  who  may  be  here  or  who  may
 not  be  here.  All  this  purpose  can  be
 achieved  by  having  recourse  to  rules.

 The  second  point  raised  is,  whether,
 when  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition
 makes  a  statement,  he  should  be  sub-
 jected  to  cross-examination  by  the
 members.  No  such  procedure  is  avail-
 able  in  the  House.  Therefore,  it  would
 not  be  proper.  If  necessary,  at  an
 appropriate  stage,  a  debate  can  be
 raised.  But  cross-examination  of  any
 member  is  not  within  the  purview  of
 the  rules.

 SHRI  VAYALAR  RAVI  (Chirayin-
 kil)  :  When I  raised  the  point  of  order
 as  to  what  will  be  the  position  of  the
 Government,  if  Mr.  Stephen  makes  a
 statement,  whether  they  can  make  a
 statement,  the  Chair  said,  “I  will  con-
 sider  it.”  Now,  your  ruling  is  going
 the  other  way.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  No  cross-examina-
 tion  is  allowed.

 The  third  point  raised  is,  if  I  allow
 the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  to  make
 a  statement,  having  recourse  to  the
 principles  underlying  rule  372,  can
 such  a  right  be  available  to  the
 leaders  of  other  opposition  parties
 also,  ‘Fitis  depends  upon  the  nature  of
 the  allegation  made  and,  in  appropri
 ate  cases,  certainly,  opportunities  will
 be  afforded  to  make  the  position  clear

 The  last  contention  is  that  no  mem-
 ber  should  be  allowed  to  challenge  the
 observations  made  by  the  Speaker,  I
 have  gone  through  the  statement  of
 the  Leader  of  the  Opposition.  He
 has  not  challenged  the  observations
 made  by  me.  But  he  has  pointed  out
 certain  circumstances  from  which  He
 wants  the  House  to  disbelieve  the  ver-
 sion  of  the  police.  That  is  not  a  mat-
 ter  of  challenging  the  observations  of
 the  Speaker.

 PROF.  P.  G.  MAVALANKAR
 (Gandhinagar)  :  Sir,  while  appreciat-
 ing  all  that  you  have  just  now  said
 and,  more  particularly  appreciating
 your  earlier  statements  from  time  to
 time,  in  recent  weeks,  about  your
 anxiety  and  sincerity  in  regard  to
 framing  certain  rules,  conventions  and
 practices  around  the  office  of  the  Lea-
 der  of  the  Opposition,  may  I  submit
 for  your  consideration  and  for  the
 consideration  of  the  House  five  points
 which  arise  out  of  the  whole  situation

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Are  you  raising
 any  point  of  order?

 PROF.  P.  G.  MAVALANKAR  Not
 a  point  of  order....

 MR.  SPEAKER:  This  is  not  an  oc-
 casion  for  that.

 PROF.  P.  G.  MAVALANKAR:
 Because  you  asked  me  to  speak.....-.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  am  allowing  only
 points  of  order.  You  will  have  an-
 other  opportunity.,..

 PROF.  P.  G.  MAVALANKEAR:  [  am
 raising  a  point  of  order  in  five  comi-
 ponents.

 The  first  point  is  that  the  House,
 while  discussing.  this.  matter,  is  in-.a
 peculiar  position  because  it  is  handi-
 capped  by  the  fact  that  we

 be  et
 know  what  the  Leader  og  the  -
 tion  is  going  tp  say  in’  his  sta  .

 you  know,  of  course,  because  you  have
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 read  it,  I  think,  it  will  be  perhaps
 doing  injustice  to  the  Leader  of  the
 Opposition  to  anticipate  in  his  state-
 ment  what  he  is  going  to  say.  At  the
 same  time,  there  is  equally  another
 danger.  Because  we  do  not  know,  we
 are  keeping  quiet.  Having  known,  we
 cannot  keep  quiet.  We  have  to  deal
 with  that  aspect  of  the  matter.  We
 keep  quiet  because  we  do  not  know
 what  he  is  going  to  say.  Having
 known  what  he  has  spoken’  and
 having  seen  that  it  is  objectionable,
 what  remedy  have  we  under  the  Rules
 to  raise  objections?  That  is  one  point,

 Secondly,  your  anxiety  about  build-
 ing  up  rules  around  the  office  of  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposition  is  accepted,
 is  well  taken.  But  I  want  to  make
 this  suggestion  with  great  respect  to
 you,  Sir.  Why  can’t  we  wait  until  the
 Rules  Committee,  under  your  guidance
 and  supervision,  gives  this  kind  of  a
 direction  and  then  we  begin  to  put
 into  practice  what  you  wanted  to?
 Otherwise,  in  the  meantime,  what  will
 happen  is  that  you  will  be  giving  suc-
 cessive  opportunities  and  occasions  to
 the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  who  be-
 longs  ultimately  to  one  major  Party,
 though,  perhaps,  there  are  three  major
 Parties,—and  here  again  all  the  Op-
 position  cannot  be  combineq  because
 persons  like  me  do  not  belong  to  any
 Party.  Therefore,  my  point  is  this.
 Let  us  not  suffer  from  over-enthusiasm
 for  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition.  After
 all,  we  are  having  this  new  office  for
 the  first  time  and  thanks  to  the  new
 Government,  this  office  has  come  to  be
 established  and  recognised  as  an
 honourable  office.  We  must  do  every-
 thing  to  respect  this  office.  But  we
 Must  not  do  it  an  terms  of  over-enthu.
 siasm.

 Thirdly,  my  point  is,  I  am  afraid—
 again  I  say  so  with  great  respect  to
 you—there  is  the  danger,  in  what  you

 letting
 allowing  to  grow  as  practice,  of

 let  the  Chair  be  drawn  into  politi-
 cal  battles  and  battle  fleld.  It  is  none
 Of  the  functions  of  the  Chair  to  get
 involved  into  this  Party  or  that  Party
 fighting  against  each  other.  The  Chair
 should  not  do  by  such  a
 Practice  which  will  mean  implicating
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 the  Chair  in  politica)  battles  by  this

 Party  or  that  Party.

 Fourthly,  Sir,  has  the  Leader  of  the

 Opposition  given  you  a  copy  of  that
 statement  in  writing?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Yes.

 PROF.  P.  G,  MAVALANKAR:  If  he
 has  given  you,  you  may  have  read  it
 I  do  not  know  whether  the  Leader  of
 the  House,  the  hon,  Prime  Minister,
 has  also  seen  that  statement  and  whe-
 ther  your  practice  of  allowing  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposition  :o  make  a
 statement  will  automatically  mean
 that  a  right  accures  to  the  Leader  of
 the  House  to  make  a  statement  in
 reply  thereof,  so  that  the  matter  may
 be  clarified  factually  or  otherwise.

 Lastly,  I  want  to  say  that  it  will  be
 a  wrong  practice  to  equate  all  state-
 ments  of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition
 with  all  statements  of  Ministers.  Min-
 isters  cannot  be  equated  with  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposition;  the  Leader
 of  the  Opposition  must  be  elevated  to
 a  certain  level.  But  his  statements  are
 no  statements  of  Government.  Gov-
 ernment  statements  give  the  official
 point  of  view;  therefore,  they  are
 slightly  higher  than  those  of  the  Lea-
 der  of  the  Opposition.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  No  point  of  order
 arises.

 PROF.  DILIP  CHAKRAVARTY
 (Calcutta  South):  I  would  like  to
 emphasize  the  last  point  mentioned  by
 Prof.  Mavalankar  in  support  of  my
 Point  of  order  which  I  wanted  to  raise.
 On  the  last  occasion,  as  also  today,
 possibly,  you  have  done  the  right
 thing  in  your  wisdom  in  declaring  that
 you  would  like  to  attach  some  impar-
 tance  to  the  office  of  the  Leader  of  the
 Opposition  by  allowing  him  to  make  a
 statement  whenever  he  feels  like  mak-
 ing  a  statement  and  whenever  he  seeks
 your  permission  to  do  so.  You  also
 mentioned  that  you  wanted  to  equate
 the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  with  Min.
 isters  of  the  Government...,

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  did  not  say  that.
 PROF.  DILIP  CHAKRAVARTY:

 You  have  said....
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 ‘-MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  merely  said
 about  certain  other  rights.

 PROF.  DILIP  CHAKRAVARTY:
 That  part  possible  requires  a  closer
 scrutiny.  When  a  Minister  makes  a
 statement  which  we  in  this  House  do
 not  feel  inclined  to  accept,  we  have  a
 Tight  to  question  the  Minister  till  he
 satisfies  the  House,  till  he  clarifies  the
 entire  situation.  I  woulg  like  to  press
 upon  you  for  your  consideration  whe-
 ther,  if  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition
 chooses  to  make  a  reprehensible  state-
 ment,  a  statement  which  is  not  accept-
 able  to  the  Members,  a_  statement
 which  is  devoid  of  facts,  he  would  be
 subjected  to  the  same  amount  of  scru-
 tiny  as  a  Minister  of  the  Government
 is  done,

 MR.  SPEAKER:
 ruled  on  that  point.

 I  have  already

 SHRI  YADVENDRA  DUTY!  (Jaun-
 pur)  :  I  rise  on  a  point  of  order.  I  res-
 Pect  your  ruling  fully.  But  two  ques-
 tions  have  cropped  up  in  my  mind.
 You  are  the  custodian  of  the  honour,
 respect  and  privileges  of  the  Mem-
 bers  of  this  House.  When  such a seri-
 ous  allegation  the  responsible  Lea-
 der  of  the  Opposition  has  made,  that

 a  certain  Minister  is  in  collusion  with
 ‘the  under-world  for  murdering  a  cer-
 tain  person  and  you,  in  your  wisdom,
 have  observed  that  there  are  rules  for
 it  mav  I  ask  you  this:  if  no
 Member  takes  up  the  rule,  will  that
 Minister,  whoever  he  may  be,  stand
 condemned  without  any  clarification,
 without  the  Minister  being  named  by
 the  Leader  of  the  Opposition?  (Inter.
 ruptiOns)  As  a  custodian  of  our  hon-
 our,  prestige  and  privileges,  in  such  a
 serious  matter  when  the  Chair  refuses
 to  use  its  power,  what  is  the  alterna-
 tive  for  us?  Secondly,  how  can,  when
 the  Opposition  itself  is  divided  into
 Groups,  one  person—he  may  be  the
 leader  of  the  biggest  Group—be  taken
 as  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  as  a
 whole,  and  how  are  you  permitting
 him  to  make  a  statement  like  a  Minis-
 ter  which  is  setting  a  dangerous  pre-
 eedent  for  the  future?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  No  point  of
 arises.

 SHRI  HARI  VISHNU  KAMATH  :  A
 point  of  major  significance  that  has
 emerged  from  your  observation  is  that
 ithe  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  who
 was  accorded  a  certain  status  by  an
 Act  of  Parliament  passed  last  year,
 has  been  placed  on  a  par  with  Minis-
 ters  in  certain  respects,  though  not
 wholly  at  par.  Now,  the  short  point  is
 whether  the  constraints  and  the  res-
 traints  imposed  by  the  rules  on  Minis-
 ters  ,even  on  the  Prime  Minister,  do  or
 do  not  apply  to  the  Leader  of  the  Op
 position.  With  regard  to  particular
 matters,  the  rules  impose  certain  con-
 straints;  the  rules  applicable  to  Minis-
 ters’  statements,  which  have  already
 been  cited,  are  357  and  372.  Outside
 those  rules,  357  and  372—I  am  not
 aware  of  anything  else—my  knowledge
 of  rules  is  meagre,  it  is  not  very
 good—except,  perhaps  during  Ques-
 tion  Hour  when  Ministers  have  certain
 rights;  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,
 fortunately,  does  not  answer  questions
 here.  Please  reag  those  rules,  357  and

 Rule  357  does  not  obviously  ap-
 Ply....

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Even  rule  372  in
 terms  docs  not  apply.

 SHRI  HARI  VISHNU  KAMATH:
 Yes;  that  does  not  apply;  then,  is  it
 an  instance  where  you  have  exercised
 your  powers  under  rule  389?  You  have
 residuary  powers,  I  know.  All  the
 residuary  powers  are  vested  in  you,
 under  rule  389.  Please  clarify  to  the
 House,  please  illumine,  please  throw
 light  where  there  is  darkness  all  round,
 please  throw  light  in  the  encircling
 gloom,  whether  yoy  have  exercised
 your  right  under  rule  389  to  permit
 him  to  make  the  statement  outside  the
 scope  or  outside  the  provisions  of  rules
 357  and  372,  There  is  no  other  rule  in
 the  Rules  of  Procedure,  So,  Sir,  I
 would  like  to  know,  the  House  would
 like  to  know  I  am  sure,  under  what
 powers,  if  not  under  389,  you  have
 permitted  him  to  make  a  statement
 He  has  not  made  the  statement  as  yet.
 He  is  going  to  make  it.  You  have  seen
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 it  But  we  do  not  know  what  it  con-
 tains  Before  he  proceeds  further,
 please  let  us  know  this  because  this
 will  be  a  precedent  for  the  future
 also....  (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Ihave  already
 announced  to  the  House  that  this  will
 be  tentative  and  this  will  be  only  un-
 til  I  meet  all  the  leaders  and  we  all
 evolve  certain  conventions.

 SHRI  HARI  VISHNU  KAMATH:
 Today,  Sir,  under  what  rule  dre  you
 permitting  him.  to  make  the  state-
 ment  ?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Taking  into  con-
 sideration  the  principles  underlying
 rule  372,  I  am  exercising  my  powers
 under  rule  389,

 श्री  राज  नारायण  (रायबरेली )  :  श्रीमन्‌,
 मेरा  प्वाइंट  आफ  आड्ड्र  है।  प्वाइंट  झाफ
 ऑाईर  यह  है  कि  तमाम  मंत्रि  परिषद  पर  कोई
 भी  सदन  का  मेम्बर  कोई  वेग  चार्ज  लगा  दे
 ग्रौर  बह  सदन  की  कार्यवाही  झें  पद्रा  रहे--
 इसको  आप  इन  आर्डर  मानते  हैं  ?  आप  इस
 वात  को  गम्भीरता  को  समझें  कि  सम्पूर्ण
 मंति  परिषद्‌  पर  एक  गम्मानित  सदस्य,  चाहे
 वे  नीडर  आफ  दि  अपोजीशन  ही क्यों  नहों
 या  कोई  ओल्डेस्ट  मेम्बर  इस  सदन  के  हों
 या  चहे  कोई  भी  माननीय  सदस्य  हों,  मैं  यह
 जानना  चाहता  हुं  कि  ल|डर  आफ  दि  ग्रपर्जी-
 शन  ने  एक  चार्ज  लगा  दिया  लेकिन  बह  नाम
 नहीं  ले  रहें  हैं  तव  वह  चार्ज  सारे  मंत्रि  मंडल
 पर  हू।  माना  जा  सकता  है,  मंत्रि  मंडल  के
 एक  एक  संदस्य  पर  माना  जं  सकता  है  और
 वह  चाज़  वेग  है.  .

 MR,  SPEAKER:  Probably  you  have
 not  read  the  statement.  He  has  not
 charged  the  entire  Ministry.

 श्रो  राज  नारायण  :  थ'  लोग  हल्ला  क्‍यों
 मचाते  हैं?  जरा  लाकी  स्पिरिट  में  जायें,
 केवल  पत्तों  पर  चलने  से  काम  नहीं  चलता  है।
 लीडर  ब्राफ  दि  ग्रपोजीशन  ने  कहा  कि  एक
 केन्द्रीय  मंत्री  ने  श्रीमती  इन्दिरा  नेहरू
 गांधी  की  हत्या  कराने  का  षड़यंत्र  किया  तो

 वह  मंत्री  कौन  हैं  ?  जब  तक  मंत्री  का  नाम

 नहीं  भ्राता  है  तब  तक  यह  चार्ज  सारा  मंत्रि

 परिषद्‌  पर  माना  जाएगा  (व्यवधान)  हर
 आदमी  कह  सकता  है,  पब्लिक  कह  सकती  है
 कि  प्रधान  मंत्री  हों,  या  डिप्टी  ध्राइम  मिनिस्टर
 बनने  वाले  हों  या  श्री  जगजीवन  राम जी  हों
 या  कोई  दूसरे  मंत्री  हों  |  मैं  कहता  हूं  कि  यह

 बिल्कुल  वेग  चार्ज  है  इसलिये  आप  इसको
 सदन  की  कायंवाही  से  निकाल  दें  1

 मैं  बराबर  इस  बात  को  मानता  हूं  कि

 लीडर  श्राफ  दि  भ्रपोजीशन  का  स्थान  किसी

 भी  मंत्री  से  ज्यादा  है।  टेक्निकलिटीज़  में

 प्रश्नों  का  उत्तर  देने  या  कोई  और  इन्फार्मेशन
 देने  के  अलावा  दूसरी  बातों  में  लीडर  ग्राफ

 दि  अपोर्जाशन  का  स्टैटस  किसी'  भी  मंत्री

 से  ज्यादा  है।  मैं  स्वयं  ल/डर  आफ  दि  अपो-

 जीशन  रह  चुका  हुं  ओर  बरावर  मैं  इसके
 लिथ  लड़ा  हूँ  । लीडर  आफ  दि  अपोर्जाशन

 को  एक  आफिप  मिलता  है  और  दूसरी
 फंसिलिटीज  मिलती  हैं  |  बाहर  से  कोई  लीडर

 झ्राफ  दि  अपोजीशन  हमारे  देश  में  झते  हैं
 तो  बाकायदा  उनको  रिसीब  करने  के  लिय॑

 लोगों  को  वलाया  जाता  है  और  जाना  भी

 चाहिए  (व्यवधान)  मेज।र्टिं।  की  बात  ही

 हमेशा  मही  हो,  एर्म।  व।त  नहीं  है  ।  कभी  कभी

 एक  आदर्मी  भी  राइट  हो  सकता  है  गौर  99

 आादर्माी  गलत  हो  सकते  हैँ  1  इसलि4  मैं  कहता

 हूं  ट्रेशर्री  वेंचज'  के  लोग  अनावश्यक  हल्ला  न

 मचायें  I  मेरा  सवाल  बिल्कुल  रिम्पूल  है।  इस
 सदन  के  कितने  लोग  रूह  को  मानते  हैं  ?

 “झग्राप  '  शब्द  का  प्रयोग  केवल  स्पीकर  के  लिये

 होना  चाहिए  लेकिन  जो  भानतीय  सदस्य  भी
 बोलता  है,  कहता  है  श्रापने  यह  कहा,  आपने

 यह  कहा  |  श्र।  एम  एन  मिश्र  भी  यही  करते

 हैँ । “झ्ाप"  शब्द  केवल  स्पीकर  के  लिये

 कहा  जाता  है,  किर्सी  और  के  लि०५  प्राप  शब्द

 नहीं  कहा  जाता  है।  श्राप  झ्रानरेबल  मेम्बर

 कह  संकते  हैं।  “श्राप”  नहीं  कह  सकते  हैं  ।

 (व्यवधान)  मैं  यह  कहना  चाहता  हें  कि  जो

 कुछ  भी  स्टीफेन  साहब  ने  कहा  है  उसको
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 झाप  सदन  की  कायंवाही  से  निक्रलवा

 दीजिए  ।  इस  तरह  का  जो  वेग  एलीगेशन

 स्टीफेत  साहब  ने  लगाया  है  उसके  लिथ

 उनको  खुद  यहां  पर  खड़े  होकर  कहना

 चाहिए  कि  इपोशंत  में  श्रा  कर,  प्रिविलेज

 मोशन  के  महत्व  को  थोड़ा  कम  करने  के

 लिये  मैं  ने  यह  कह  दिया  1  सा  कह  कर  वे

 इसको  समाप्त  करें  और  इसके  लिये  सदन  से

 क्षमाप्रार्थी  |५।  वरना  इस  पर  भी  प्रिविलेज

 का  मोशन  बन  सकता  है।  कोई  भी  कैविनेट

 का  मिनिस्टर  कह  सकता  है  कि  इन्होंने  हमको

 कहा  है  1  मैं  नहीं  समझता  कि  मंत्रिरिषद्‌
 के  किसी  सदस्य  में  ग्राज  यह  गटम  है  कि  वह

 खड़ा  होकर  बश्हे  कि  इन्होंने  सदन  में  गलत

 कहा  है  भ्रौर  इन्हें  ने  हम  को  कहा  है।  अगर  मैं

 कैबिनेट  का  मेम्बर  रहता तो  मैं  ग्राप  से  खड़े

 होकर  कहता  ।  oe  ae

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  sce  the  point.

 श्रो  राज  नारायग  :  माननीथ  विरोधी

 दल  के  नेता  सर्वश्री  स्टीफन  साहब  ने  मुझ
 को  कहा  है.  कृपा  कर  वह  धिद्ध  करें  कि  मैं  हूं
 या  नहीं

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  do  not  advise
 anybody.

 श्री  राज  नारायण  :  वरना  इस  सवाल
 को  प्रिवलेज  कमेटी  में  ले  जाइये  या  इस  को

 आप  यहां  से  निकलवाइये  ।

 SHR]  B,  P.  MADAL  rose.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Yoy  have  spoken
 thrice.  You  cannot  go  on.  Mr.  Desai.
 (Interruptions)**  I  am  not  allowing
 any  body.  Mr.  Desai.  (Interruptions)  *  *
 You  are  as  good  a  Member  for  once
 at  least.  (Interruptions)  ae

 SHRI  D.  D.  DESAI  (Kaira):  Sir,
 the  Leader  of  the  Opposition....  (In-
 terruptions)  ae

 SHRI  B.  P.  MANDAL  rose....
 MR,  SPEAKER:  I  have  heard  you.

 I  must  hear  others  also,  Mr.  Desai.

 **Not  recorded.
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 SHRI  D.  D.  DESAI:  Sir,  the  Leader
 of  the  Opposition  in  a  Coalition  is
 elected  as  the  Leader  of  all  the  Oppo-
 sion  Parties.  Similarly,  you  must  think
 that  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is
 the  Leader  of  all  the  Opposition  Par-
 ties  when  you  are  talking  about  it.
 Therefore,  I  request  you  not  to  refer
 to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  as  a
 Leader  of  all  the  Opposition  parties.

 MR.  SPEAKER:
 point  of  order,

 श्रो  यवराज  :  (किटहा ९)  अपध्यक्ष

 भहोदय,  हमारा  प्वाएट  झ्नाफ  श्र,  यह  है  कि
 उस  दिन  आपने  यहूं  कहा  था  कि  पुलिस
 कमिशनर  की  रिपोर्ट  के  श्राध।र  पर  जो
 अ्राजक  स्थिति  की  सम्भ।वा  है  भौर  मार-
 नीथप्रधान  मंर्ज।  की  हत्या  की  साझिश  भ्र।  पको

 मालूम  हुई  और  उर्भ।  सिलसिले  में  माननीय
 विरोध  पक्ष  के  नेता  ने  यह  कहा  कि  बिहा<  के

 रहने  वाले  केन्द्रीय  मंत्रिपण्डल के  जो  एक  सदस्य

 हैं  उन्हे ंने  श्लीमती  इन्दिश  गांधी  की  हत्या
 की  साजिश  समर्स्त.१२  में  की  थी  तो  मैं  aT  ८ना

 चाहंताइंकि  वे  मंत्री  कोन  हैं।  बिहार  के  मंत्री

 मानतीय  जबगदर्म्बी  प्रसाद  यादव,  बाबू
 जगर्जावन  राम  हैं।  मैं  जानना  चाहता  हूं  कि

 क्या  होने  मिनिस्ट्री  नें  इस  बात  वा  कोई

 नंटिस  लिया  कि  जो  एलीगेशन  भमाभनीय
 विरोध  पक्ष  के  नेता  ने  लगाया  वहर्ड:क  है  या

 नहीं  ?  उसकी  कोई  जांच  की  गयी  या  नहीं  ?

 अगर  यह  बिल्कुल  प्रसत्य  श्रौर  निराधा<  हैं
 तो  विरोध  पक्ष  के  नेता  को  इसकों  व।  पस  लेना

 चाहिए  1

 MR.  SPEAKER;  This  i4  not  the
 Point  of  order.

 SHRI  HARIKESH  BAHADUR  (Go-
 rakhpur)  :  Sir,  the  allegation  made  by
 the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition
 against  the  Minister  of  the  Central
 Government  regarding  conspiracy  is  of
 a  very  serious  nature,  It  must  be  cla-
 rified  clearly.  This  is  a  very  serious
 allegation.

 This  is  not  the
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 SHRI  K.  LAKKAPPA:  My  point  of
 order  is  this.  A  Member  from  the
 Opposition  is  standing.  You  never  en-
 joy  what  we  speak.  When  Shri  Raj
 Narain  speaks  you  are  enjoying  and
 laughing  from  the  Chair.  It  is  discri-
 minatory,

 MR.  SPEAKER:
 speech  most.

 SHRI  K.  LAKKAPPA:  You  must
 listen  to  me  once  for  a  minute,

 I  enjoy  your

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  am  only  hearing
 the  points  of  order.

 (Interruptions)

 SHRI  A.  K.  ROY  (Dhanbad):  Mr.
 Speaker,  Sir,  the  controversy  with
 which  we  are  all  concerned  here,  for
 that  you  will  never  get  a  solution  by
 any  single  provision  of  your  rules
 book.  You  will  have  to  find  the  solu-
 tion  by  combining  Rule  357  and  372
 and  substracting  something.  Then
 only  you  will  get  the  solution.

 Mr.  Speaker,  Sir,  I  am  telling  you
 the  whole  issue  came  up  because  you
 made  some  disclosure  before  the  Par-
 liament  of  which  we  are  not  sure
 whether  they  were  meant  originally
 for  the  consumption  of  Parliament.

 This  Doint  was  raised  that  very  day
 that  if  some  Member  gave  some  infor-
 mation  to  you  the  Member  was  equally
 eligible  to  raise  it  in  Parliament  but
 without  raising  it  in  Parliament  if
 somebody  writes  to  you  then  it  pre-
 supposes  it  is  not  for  the  open  con-
 sumption  of  Parliament.  Once  you
 have  diseloseg  it  actually  you  are  in
 the  trap  ang  nobody  else.  Mr.  Speaker, what  I  say  is  that’  our  whole  argu- ment  is  in  the  wrong  direction  as  if
 we  are  afraid  something  may  come
 out  from  the  Opposition  Leader's  state-
 ment.  We  are  afraid  something  may cOme  out  of  the  Minister's  statement.  I
 Would  like  to  say  that  in  the  present

 oe  atmosphere  neither  the  Lea- T
 of  the  Opposition  nor  any  Minis- ter  is  sacrosanct,  Anybody  can  do ——  ———“e*Not  recorded.

 anything.  Only  that  day  you  would
 have  read  perhaps  the  observatjan.**

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  am  not  allowing
 the  mention  of  President.

 SHRI  A.  K.  ROY:  You  can  expunge
 anything  but  you  cannot  expunge
 things  from  the  memory  of  the  people.
 Therefore,  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that
 if  you  combine  357  and  327  we  the
 Members  would  like  to  know  instead
 of  throttling  things  in  the  mid-way,
 instead  of  allowing  the  suspicion  to
 prevail  all  over  the  country  that  per-
 haps  there  is  one  Minister  who  is  con-
 spiring  to  kill  Mrs.  Gandhi  or  perhaps
 there  were  some  members  of  the  Indira
 Congress  who  were  conspiring  to  kill
 the  Prime  Minister,  it  is  better  that  we
 should  dispel  this  suspicion  once  for
 all.  We  should  be  allowed  to  hear  the
 detailed  statement  to  be  made  by  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposition  here  and
 after  that  we  will  also  challenge  the
 Leader  of  the  Opposition  to  state  and
 we  will  also  challenge  this  side  who
 are  coming  out  in  support  of  the  min-
 isters.  Mr.  Speaker,  Sir,  we  are  pre-
 viously  from  the  Bihar  Assembly.  We
 know  that  Ministers  are  not  above
 board.  They  are  not  sacrosanct.  They
 can  do  anything.  Only  the  other  day
 one  Bihar  Assembly  Minister  said...
 (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Do  not  record.

 SHRI  A.  K.  ROY:  Mr.  Speaker,  Sir,
 the  Prime  Minister  has  written  to
 that  Minister  as  to  why  did  he  say
 that.

 Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  that  ministers
 can  dg  anything  and  Leader  of  the
 Opposition  can  stoop  to  anything.  Let
 the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  come
 out  and  say  and  he  should  also  face
 the  challenge  and  take  the  responsibi-
 lity  for  his  statement  against  the  Min-
 ister.  So  we  want  both  the  things  to
 be  discussed  so  that  the  doubts  are
 set  at  rest  once  for  all.  (Interruptions)

 SHRI  SUSHIL  KUMAR  DHARA:
 How  can  he  say  that  no  Member  is
 sacrosanct  and  no  Minister  is  sacro-
 sanct.

 —

 ***Not  recorded.
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 SHRI  VAYALAR  RAVI:  Mr.  Spe-
 aker,  you  have  already  given  the  rul-
 ing  that  Mr.  S.  N,  Mishra  has  summed
 up  the  whole  point.  Now,  why  is  it
 that  the  debate  is  going  on.  (Inter.
 ruptions)  Mr,  Speaker,  Sir,  under  the
 rules....

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  not  allowed
 that.  I  have  called  Shri  Kachwai.  I
 have  disallowed  that  portion.

 SHRI  SUSHIL  KUMAR  DHARA
 (Tamluk)  :  He  has  accused  all  the
 members.  Why  did  you  allow?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  disallowed
 that  portion.

 Now,  Shri  Kachwai.

 श्री  हुकम  स्चन्द  कछवाय  (उज्जैन )  -
 भ्रठ्पक्ष  ज॑।,  मेरा  व्यवस्था  का  प्रश्न  यह  है  कि

 आपके  द्वटा  ज॑;  पत्र  का  उल्लेब  सदन  में

 कियो  गया  जो  कि  पुलिस  कमिशनर  ने

 आ्रापकों  दिया  था  उतका  जवाब  देन  के  लिये

 श्री  स्टीीफात  खड़े  हुए  हैं।  किर्सी  सदस्य  ने

 श्रारोप  नहीं  लगाया  1  आ्रापके  पत्न  पर  वह
 जवाब  दे  रहे  हैं  I  क्या  उनके  उत्तर  के  बाद

 प्रौोप  सदन  में  फुलिस  कमिशंनर  को  बुलायेंगे
 गवाही  देने  के  लिये  कि  उन्हेंने  जो  पत्र

 श्रापको  दिया  है  उसमें  यहू  सच्चाई  है  ?  क्या

 इपका  मौका  श्रोप  उभको  देंगे  जिससे  यह
 बात  साफ  हो  जाए  कि  उन्होंने  जो  पत्र

 आपको  लिखा  है  वह  किस  आधार  पर  लिखा

 है,  कौन  सा  सबूत  है  उनके  पास  जिसके

 का  रण  उस्हं ने  प्रा  पको  लिखा है  कि  संधद्‌  भवन

 के भ्रन्दर  कड़ी  सुरक्षा  व्यवस्था  श्राप  करें  |

 वंसद्‌  भवन  के  प्रन्दर  कोई  भी  घटना  कर

 सकता  है,  और  यहां  आने  वाले  वह  लोग  हैं
 जो  घटना  करनकते  हैं।  ऐसी  परिस्थिति  में

 क्या  आप  मौऊफ़ा  देंगे  पुलिस  कमिश्मर को  प्रपनी

 सफाई  देने  का  ?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  It  is  no  point  of
 order.

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA  (Contai):
 Mr.  Speaker,  Sir,  ]  want  to  draw  your

 attention  to  one  very  serious  point.
 Today  you  are  setting  up  a  precedent,
 At  least  so  far  as  I  know  such  a
 kind  of  thing  never  sted  in  the
 life  of  this  Parliament,  that  when-
 ever  the  Speaker  makes  any  observa-
 tion  or  statement,  any  member  of  the
 House  can  raise  any  kind  of  objec-
 tion  or  any  kind  of  interpretation  in
 the  form  of  a  point  of  order  or  some-
 thing  else.  But  it  never  happened
 as  far  as  I  know  and  as  far  as  I  can
 recollect  that  if  a  statement  is  made
 by  the  hon.  Speaker,  then  any  Mem-
 ber—he  may  be  the  Leader  of  the  Op-
 position,  he  may  be  the  Leader  of  the
 House—can  make  a  statement  coun-
 tering  or  in  any  way  relating  to  that
 statement  made  by  the  hon.  Speaker.
 In  this  case  as  there  is  a  reference  re-
 garding  the  plot  of  assassination  of
 the  Prime  Minister  who  is  also  the
 Leader  of  the  House  it  would  have
 been
 of  the  House  and  the  Prime  Minister
 to  make  a  statement.  And  on  the  basis
 of  the  statement  of  the  Leader  of  the
 House  and  Prime  Minister,  the  Lea-
 der  of  the  Opposition  could  make  a
 statement.  But  today,  because  of  the
 step  you  are  going  to  take,  in  future
 you  will  be  in  very  serious  trouble.
 Whenever  you  make  a  statement,
 every  time  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi-
 tion—leave  aside  the  other  members—
 may  claim—privilege  and  the  right.
 citing  this  precedent,  that  you  allow
 him  to  make  a  statement  on  the  basis
 of  your  own  statement.

 Of  course  you  are  using  your  resi-

 duary  power;  you  are  making  use  of
 the  residuary  rule.  Residuary  power
 may  be  there  in  certain  matters,  But
 it  is  a  basic  principle  that  it  is  for  the

 guidance  of  the  Speaker.  The  hon.

 Speaker  is  guiding  the  proceedings
 of  the  House.  Now,  in  future,  do  you
 admit  this  claim,  that  in  future,  if

 you  make  a  statement,  any  Member—
 let  it  be  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi-
 tion—can  make  a  counter-statement,
 not  in  the  form  of  a  point  of  order,.  .»
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 MR.  SPEAKER:  You  have  not  read
 the  statement.....

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  Today  you~
 are  setting  up  a  very  dangerous  pre-
 cedent.  It  will  be  well-nigh  impos-
 sible  for  you  to  conduct  the  proceed-
 ings  of  the  House.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  He  has  not  coun-
 tered  my  statement.  He  has  countered
 the  Police  Commissioner’s  statement.

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  It  is  your
 statement.  You  should  have  imme-
 diately  referred  the  matter  to  the
 Prime  Minister.  You  should  have  im-
 mediately  brought  it  to  his  notice.
 The  Police  Commissioner  is  an  offi-
 cer  of  the  Government.  If  the  Police
 Commissioner  makes  certain  state-
 ment,  it  was  your  duty  to  refer  the
 matter  to  the  Prime  Minister  or  the

 Government.  The  Prime  Minister
 should  have  asked  the  explanation
 from  the  Police  Commissioner.  On  the
 basis  of  that  the  Prime  Minis-
 ter  should’  enlighten  the  House.
 On  the  basis  of  that  statement  of  the
 Prime  Minister,  the  Leader  of  the
 Opposition  could  make  a_  statement.
 The  procedure  that  you  have  adopted
 today  will  lend  you  in  serious  trouble.
 In  future,  you  will  not  be  able  to
 control  the  House.  On  the  basis  of
 the  right  that  you  are  conferring  to-
 day  on  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,
 on  each  and  every  occasion,  he  can
 rightfully  claim  to  make  a  statement.
 I  draw  your  attention  to  that  serious
 point.

 3  hrs,

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Shri  Stephen.

 SHRI  C.  M.  STEPHEN:  Mr  Spea-
 ker,  Sir,  the  announcement  made  by
 you  from  the  Chair  on  Friday  regard-
 ing  the  communication  from  the
 Commissioner  of  Police  alleging  a
 plot  to  murder  the  Prime  Minister,
 has  triggered  off  reactions  and  has
 raised  issues  of  far  reaching  implica-
 tions.  The  first  reaction  came  from
 the  Commissioner  of  Police.  He  told
 the  newsmen  that  he  had  never  sent
 any  communication  to  the  Speaker
 about  the  plot.  It  is  reported  that  he

 was  ‘so  categorical  in  his  denial  of
 the  Lok  Sabha  Speaker’s  statement
 earlier  in  the  day  that  he  told  news-
 men  that  a  communication  about  a
 plot  woulg  normally  be  sent  to  the
 Home  Ministry.  If  I  had  information
 about  a  plot,  I  would  have  informed
 the  Home  Ministry  instead  of  ithe
 Speaker.  Later  in  the  day.....
 (Interruptions)

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  Again  cn
 a  point  of  order  arising  out  of  the
 few  sentences  that  the  hon.  Leader
 of  the  Opposition  has  read  out.  The
 Leader  of  the  Opoosition  is  making
 a  reference  to  a  press  report  in  which
 the  Chair  is  involved.  It  is  also  our
 duty  to  defend  the  Chair;  it  is  not
 that  the  Chair  will  always  defend  us.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  heard  you
 on  this.

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  Not  on  this;
 this  is  a  néw  point......  (Interrup-
 tions).  I  do  not  off  and  on  rise  on

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  already
 given  my  ruling.

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  This  is
 another  point.  I  am  on  a  point  of
 order  on  the  statement  that  has  al-
 ready  been  made  by  Shri  Stephen....
 (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  hav:  allowed
 Mr.  Stephen  to  make  a  statement.
 Please  allow  him  to  do  that.

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  I  want  to
 draw  your  attention  to  one  point  with
 regard  to  the  statement  that  has  just
 been  made  by  Shri  Stephen.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have’  gone
 through  the  statement.  He  has  raised
 certain  issues.  I  want  to  place  before
 the  House  what  the  real  issues  are.
 I  am  also  going  to  make  certain  ob-
 servations  on  that  so  that  the  matter
 may  be  cleared.  Certain  confusion
 appears  to  have  been  created  at  cer-
 tain  other  quarters,  not  at  our  quar-
 ters.  It  is  better  that  the  House  knows
 all  the  facts.  That  is  why  I  have  allow-
 ed  him  te  make  it  to-day,  I  am  also
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 (Mr.  Speaker]
 going  to  tell  you  how  much  error  has
 crept  in  this  statement.

 (Interruptions)

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  My  point  is
 not  on  that.  (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Please  hear  him.

 SHRI  C.  M.  STEPHEN:  It  is  a
 statement  approved  by  the  Speaker.

 PROF.  SAMAR  GUHA:  Not  that
 I  yield  to  the  point,  but  in  deference.
 to  your  wishes,  [  sit  down.  But  it
 is  a  serious  involvement.  (Interrup-
 tions)

 SHRI  C.  M.  STEPHEN:  I  read  it
 further.  Later  jn  the  day,  the  office
 of  the  Police  Commissioner  issued  a
 a  statement  reading  “a  communica-
 tion  on  the  subject  was  received  in
 the  Security  Branch  of  the  Delhi
 Police  about  a  week  ago.  It  was
 Passed  on  to  the  Lok  Sabha  Secre-
 tariat  for  information  and  necessary
 vigilance  since  it  concerned  the  Prime
 Minister  as  a  Member  of  the  Lok
 Sabha.”  On  questioned  further  by
 the  Pressmen,  the  Commissioner  de-
 clined  to  make  any  comment  on  the
 ground  inter  alia,  that  the  matter  for-
 med  part  of  official  secrets,  A  commu-
 nication  form  the  Security  Branch  of
 the  Commissioner's  office  to  the  Se-
 eurjty  Branch  of  the  Parliament  is  a
 routine  matter  which  will  be  taken  as
 such  by  the  country  even  if  revealed.
 But  an  official  letter  from  the  Com-
 missioner  of  Policy  to  the  Speake,  of
 Lok  Sabha  purporting  to  convey  in-
 formation  of  a  plot  to  murder  the
 Prime  Minister  and  announced  as
 such  from  the  Chair  of  the  Speaker
 is  a  matter  of  major  _  significance
 Was  it  a  communication  from  one
 Security  Branch  to  another  Security
 Branch  as  claimed  by  the  Police  or
 was  it  from  the  Commissioner  of
 Police  to  the  Speaker  as  announced

 in  the  House?  Was  it  a  communication
 received  in  the  Security  Branch  of
 the  Delhi  Police  and  just  passed  on
 to  the  Lok  Sabha  Secretariat  as  claim-
 ed  by  the  Police,  or  was  it,  as  was
 told  to  the  Lok  Sabha,  a  communi-
 cation  from  the  Commissioner  of
 Police  alleging  the  existence  of  a
 plot?  The  present  position  is  that  the
 anouncement  in  the  House  stands
 contradicted  in  all  materia]  parti-
 culars.  This  is  the  first  time  in  the
 history  of  our  country  that  a  state-
 ment  by  the  Speaker  is  publicly
 challenged.  For  that  very  reason,
 this  episode  is  of  considerable  im-
 portance.  It  is  absolutely  essential
 in  public  interest  and  in  the  interest
 of  the  dignity  of  Lok  Sabha  that  the
 position  is  clarified  beyond  doubt.

 The  Police  Commissioner  has
 claimed  that  the  matter  formed  part
 of  official  secrets.  The  implication  is
 that  the  revealing  of  the  matter  in
 the  Lok  Sabha  is  a  revelation  of  an
 official  secret.  That  a  matter  of
 official  secret  conveyed  to  the  Lok
 Sabha  Secretariat  was  revealed  is  an
 allegation  of  no  small  magnitude.  This
 aspect  of  the  matter  also  calls  for  a
 clear  clarification.

 Quoting  a  top  intelligence  official,
 the  UNI  has  reported  that  the  com-
 munication  was  on  the  basis  of  an
 anonymous  letter.  The  official  is
 quoted  as  saying  ‘such  anonymous
 letters  were  not  uncommon.  We  re-
 ceive  30  to  40  letters  pertaining
 to  the  lives  of  VIPs  every
 day.  Of  these,  many  concern
 the  Prime  Minister.  These  letters,
 if  they  concern  a  Member
 of  Parliament,  are  sent  to  the  Marshal
 of  the  House  for  his  information  and
 action.  The  present  letter  is  one  such
 letter..  This  news  item  has  not  been
 contradicted  yet.  That  a  communica-
 tion  emerging  from  an  anonymous
 letter  and  conveyed  to  the  Lok  Sabha
 Secretariat  as  a  part  of  a  matter  of
 official  secret  should  serve  as  a  basic
 document  for  an  extremely  incrimi-
 natory  and  defamatory  allegation  in
 the  Lok  Sabha  against  the  major  Qp-
 position  in  the  Parliament,  cannot
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 obviously  be  taken  as  a  routine  inci-
 dent.  It  should  be  the  concern  of
 this  House  to  consider  how  to  mend
 the  damage  done  all  round.

 The  Speaker's  announcement  came
 in  reply  to  a  damand_  from  Shri
 Shyamnandan  Mishra  who  said,  “We
 are  informed  that  you  have  been  told
 by  some  persons,  that  inuormation  has
 been  conveyed  to  the  Chair,  that  some
 person’s  life  is  in  danger  on  this  very
 issue.”  A  secret  information  conveyed
 to  the  Lok  Sabha  _  Secretariat,
 and  I  hope,  made  in  all
 secrecy—how  it  it  that  Shri
 Shyamnandan  Mishra  got  knowledge
 about  it?  If  a  convincing  explana-
 tion  is  not  forthcoming,  would  it
 not  be  permissible  to  draw  the  in-
 ference  of  a  political  design  to  create
 a  background  of  allegations  against
 the  main  Opposition  so  as  to  set  the
 stage  for  an  offensive  of  suppression
 and  attack  from  the  ruling  party?

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  Not  at
 all,

 SHRI  C.  M.  STEPHEN:  I  would
 seek  of  Shri  Shyamnandan  Mishra  to
 tell  the  House  as  to  how  and  where  he
 got  this  information  about  this  com-
 munication,

 The  statement  under  reference  was
 obvisously  highly  incriminatory  and
 defamatory  against  my  Party  and  my
 Party  Members.  The  word  used  was
 “Congress  (I)  people.”  That  phrase
 would  cover  the  Members  of  our
 Party  in  this  House  itself.  I  had
 immediately  denied  that  allegation.
 My  denial  was  carried  by  the  P.TI.
 teleprinter  in  the  Parliamentary  Ser-
 Vice  No,  24  in  the  following  terms;

 “The  allegation.  which  touched  off
 tempestuous  scenes  in  the  House,
 was  denied  as  mischievous,  malici-
 ous  and  baseless  by  the  Leader  of
 the  Opposition,  Mr.  C.  M.
 Stephen.  aa
 At  852  hrs,  the  P.T.I,  with  refe-

 Tence  to  the  above  release,  teleprint- €d  an  instruction  reading  as  fallows:
 “Editors:  Please  hold  from  pub-

 lication  charges—LS  series  moved

 by  us  in  3  takes  (par  24  onwards)
 until  further  advice.

 This  is  on  advice  from  the  Lok
 Sabha  Secretariat.”

 A  P.TI,  message  at  20l5  hrs.  ins-
 tructed  the  editors:

 “Please  note  the  charges  seri
 held  by  the  advisory  (Par  0)  is
 now  realeased  barring  the  opening
 take  (Par  24)  which  is  superseded
 by  this  lead.”

 At  20l7  hrs,  another  P.T.I,  release
 instructed:

 “Please  kill  par  24......  This  is
 under  advice  of  the  Lok  Sabha
 Secretariat.”
 In  the  result,  the  P.T.I,  report  that

 I  characterised  the  Commissioner's
 allegation  as  mischievous,  malicious
 and  baseless  was  blacked  out  under
 instructions  from  the  Lok  Sabha
 Secretariat.  This  was  as  a  result  of
 an  expungement  order  by  the  Spea-
 ker  under  rule  353.  The  spirit  of
 rule  353  is  against  allegations  of  de-
 famatory  and  incrimjnatory  nature.
 Could  it  be  that  an  allegation  can  be
 made  as  against  one  section  and  that
 a  repudiation  of  the  same  will  not  be
 permitted  on  the  ground  of  being  de-
 famatury  and  incriminatory  nature.

 result  of  the  instructiori  by  the  Lok
 Sabha  Secretariat  was  that  the
 words  “mischievous,  malicious  and
 baseless”  by  way  of  my  characterisa-
 tion  of  the  communication,  were
 blotted  out  from  the  news’  media.
 Are  these  words  defamatory  and  in-
 criminatory  with  reference  to  the
 allegation  made  in  the  House?  The
 power  of  expungement,  exercised  by
 the  Speaker  in  the  Chamber,  is  a
 matter  which  has  come  in  for  com-
 plaint  on  the  Floor  of  the  House  on
 many  occasions.  Except  to  say  that
 in  this  case  I  am  an  aggrieved  party
 I  do  not  propose  to  make  any  com-
 ment  for  lack  of  time.  I  would  only
 appeal  to  the  Speaker  that  a  discus-
 sion  with  the  Party  Leaders  be
 arranged  for  evolving  modality  for
 effecting  expungement  from  the
 proceedings  in  the  House.

 The  first  sentence  in  the  record  of
 your  observetienb  -from.  the  Chair
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 [Shri  C,  M.  Stephen]
 (page  0587  of  the  uncorrected  record
 of  proceedings  dated  8th  December
 978)  has  been  corrected  to  read  as
 follows:

 “Four  days  back  I  got  a  communi-
 cation  purported  to  be  from  the
 Office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Police
 that  there  is  a  plot  to  murder  the
 Prime  Minister.  a

 The  words  added  in  as  correction
 are  “purported  to  be  from  the  office
 of  the”.  You  were  pleased  to  explain
 to  me  that  this  correction  was  to  put
 the  record  straight  and  that  it  is  nor-
 mal  and  permissible.  To  my  mind,
 there  is  a  lot  of  difference  between
 the  words  ‘communication  from  the
 Commissioner  of  Police’  and_  the
 words  “communication  purported  to
 be  from  the  office  of  the  Commis-
 sioner  of  Police.’  I  am  not  raising
 any  objection  to  this  correction.  But,
 I  cannot  help  raising  the  question  as  to
 whether  when  a  member  corrects  the
 proceedings  it  can  be  to  add  in  some-
 thing  he  did  not  say  or  to  delete
 something  which  he  said.  My  con-
 cept  about  the  right  of  correction  is
 that  it  is  to  conform  the  record  with
 what  was  actually  stated,  barring  of
 course,  to  correct  a  minor  grammatical
 mistake  or  so.  In  the  light  of  this
 correction,  a  ruling  on  the  scope  of
 permissible  correction  becomes  neces-
 sary.

 The  entire  episode  throws  up  many
 question  marks  and  many  important
 issues.  I  do  submit  that  these  ques-
 tions  and  doubts  clamour  for  imme-
 diate  clarifications,

 SHRI  VAYALAR  RAVI  (Chirayin-
 kil):  I  am  on  a  point  of  order.  This
 is  the  concern  of  this  House  and  every
 Member.  Mr.  Stephen  has  made  8
 serious  observation.  I  know  that  no
 question  was  allowed,  no  debate  was
 allowed.  But  one  serious  question  is
 this  which  I  want  to  clarify.  When
 any  Member  makes  a  statement  on
 the  Floor  of  this  House,  sometimes,
 it  may  be  objected:  sometimes  some
 Members  raise  &  point  of  order  that
 it  is  discriminatory  should  be  ex-

 Plunged  or  not.  No  Member  had
 raised  any  objection  at  that  time.
 The  Speaker  himself  should  have  ex-
 punged  it  at  that  moment.

 The  question  is  whether  you  can
 expunge,  as  an  afterthought?  This  is
 the  point  I  am  raising;  please  tell  all
 of  us  whether  it  is  permissible,  whe-
 ther  you  can  expunge  as  afterthought.

 MR,  SPEAKER:  Let  me  first  of
 all  observe  that  I  shall  be  only  too
 glad  to  meet  the  leaders  of  parties  or
 groups  as  suggested  by  the  hon.  lea-
 der  of  the  Opposition  to  go  into  the
 general  question  of  expunction  of
 observations  made  in  the  House.

 Three  points  are  raised  by  Mr.
 Stephen  in  his  statement  made  before
 the  House.  He  has  objected  to  my
 editing  my  observations  made  on  the
 8th  December.  In  this  respect  Shri
 Stephen’  had  sent  a  letter  to  me  on
 the  9th  December  and  to  his  letter
 I  had  sent  the  following  reply  on  the
 l0th  December:

 “I  have  gone  through  the  procee-
 dings  again  and  find  that  the  words
 ‘the  Commissioner  of  Police’  occur
 twice  at  page  0587  of  the  uncor-
 rected  proceedings.  While  at  the
 second  place,  the  words  ‘the  Com-
 missioner  of  Police’  have  been  left

 as  they  were,  the  words  ‘purported
 to  be  from  the  office  of’  were  insert-
 ed  in  the  first  place  to  put  the  re-
 cord  straight  as  I  understood  that
 the  letter  had  emanateq  from  an
 Officer  subordinate  to  the  Com-
 missioner.”

 This  is  permissible  under  the  rules.
 It  has  been  done  in  the  past;  there  are
 earlier  precedents  covering  the  matter,

 Shri  Stephen  desird  to  hear  the  tape.
 I  have  permitted  him  to  do  so.  I
 understand  that  he  had  heard  the
 tape.  It  is  very  important  because  of
 certain  words  which  are  coming  later.

 He  has  also  raised  objection  to  my
 expunging  some  of  the  observations
 made  by  him.  It  may  be  noted  that
 objection  to  some  of  his  observations
 was  raised  in  the  House  itself.  I  had
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 mentioned  then  that  if  there  were  any
 objectionable  observations,  I  would
 examine  the  matter.  I  went  through
 the  proceedings  and_  retained  the
 following  observations  made  by  Sri
 Stephen.

 “Now  I  am  submitting  finally,  I
 want  to  totally  deny  it,  the  alle-
 gation  made  as  irresponsible  by  the

 -Commissioner,  irresponsible......  u

 What  were  taken  out.  were  one
 sentence  and  another  part  of  a  sen-
 tence  which  were  defamatory/in-
 criminatory  in  nature  and  therefore
 attracteq  the  provisions  of  rule  353.
 In  the  portion  expunged  the  words
 ‘baseless’  or  ‘malicious’  were  not  there
 at  all.  Mr.  Stephen  has  heard  the
 tape.  I  do  not  know  how  the  P.TI.
 came  to  publish  them;  it  is  nowhere
 there  in  the  record.  Mr.  Stephen  has
 made  a  complaint  of  that  no  such
 words  were  used  by  Mr.  Stephen  and
 I  have  not  expunged  those  words  at
 all.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  How
 can  he  do  it,  after  hearing  the  tape?

 MR,  SPEAKER:  I  have  not  expung-
 ed  it  at  all;  he  is  speaking  about  the
 P.T.I.  statement  and  not  his  state-
 ment.

 The  communication  in  question  was
 addressed  to  the  concerned  official  of
 the  secretariat  in  accordance  with  the
 usual  ptractice  but  it  was  intended  for
 the  information  of  the  Speaker.  All
 the  official  communications  are  nor-
 mally  addressed  to  the  officers,  and
 not  to  the  Speaker,  except  where
 Members  or  others  address  the  Spea-
 ker.  I  am  unable  to  agree  that  the
 communication  in  question  was  a
 routine  communicaton,  I  have  given
 you  the  substance  of  the  communi-
 cation.  It  is  for  you  to  judge  whether
 it  is  a  routine  communication.  The
 communication  in  question  was  in-
 tended  to  be  secret  but  as  a  pointed
 query  was  made  in  the  House  about
 the  communication,  it  would  have
 been  improper  on  my  part  to  suppress
 it  from  the  House.  Mr.  Stephen  him-
 self  in  his  statement  said:  I  did  not
 communicate  to  you  about  a  Minis-
 ter’s  attempt  to  murder  Mrs,  Gandhi

 because  once  it  emanates  from  me
 it  becomes  a  property  of  the  House.  I
 do  not  fully  agree  there.  I  cannot
 keep  it  back  from  the  House  when  I
 was  specifically  asked  about  some
 information  in  which  the  House  was
 deeply  interested.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  You
 are  very  right.

 MR,  SPEAKER:  I  do  not  want  a
 certificate  from  anybody.

 As  regards  the  alleged  instructions
 to  the  News  Agencies,  I  am  given  to
 understand  that  no  special  instruc-
 tions  were  issued  by  the  Lok  Sabha
 Secretariat.  The  usual  procedure  of
 making  available  the  authorised  pro-
 ceedings  to  accredited  press  corres-
 pondents  and  News  Agencies  who
 wanted  to  refer  to  them  was  followed.
 If  the  Press  Agencies  use  words  of
 their  own  making  and  very  interest-
 ing  words,  my  secretariat  is  not  res-
 ponsible  for  it.

 SHRI  HARI  VISHNU  KAMATH:
 They  should  be  pulled  up  at  least.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  What
 action  are  you.  taking  against  this
 gross  impropriety?  The  House  has  a
 right  to  know.  We  are  not  silent
 spectators.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  am  not  hearing
 anything  more.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  What
 steps  do  you  propose  to  take  against
 this  gross  impropriety?  It  is  un-
 becoming  of  a  Member.

 SHRI  HARI  VISHNU  KAMATH:  The
 Press  is  free,  but  it  cannot  be  free  in
 every  way,  in  all  respects,  they  should
 be  pulleg  up  when  they  go  astray.

 MR.  SPEAKER;  Shri  Shyamnandan
 Mishra.

 SHRI  SHYAMNANDAN  MISHRA
 (Begusarai):  Mr.  Speaker,  reference
 has  been  made  to  me  by  the  hon.  Lea-
 der  of  the  Opposition  in  his  statement
 and  I  think  it  is  my  duty  to  clear  my
 position  in  this  regard.  I  am  not  obli-
 ged  to  reveal  the  source  of  my  infor-
 mation  and  it  should  be  the  Leader  of
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 [Shri  Shyamnandan  Mishra]
 the  Opposition  who  should  uphold  the
 right  of  a  Member  not  to  reveal  the
 source  of  information.  Otherwise  the
 Opposition  in  particular  would  not  ve
 able  to  function  effectively  in  this
 House.  Secondly,  may  I  make  it  ab-
 solutely  clear  that  my  information  did
 not  come  either  from  the  office  of  the
 hon.  Speaker  or  from  the  office  of  the
 Home  Minister,  in  this  regard.  This
 position  must  be  made  clear  and  I  am
 very  glad  that  my  information  has  been
 confirmeg  00  per  cent,  I  am  glad
 about  it.

 Finally  ]  would  have  faileq  in  my
 duty  as  a  Member  of  this  House
 if  I  did  not  bring  this  matter  to  the
 notice  of  the  House.  Therefore,  I  did
 it.

 SHRI  VASANT  SATHE  (Akola):  We
 are  not  satisfied  with  your  reply.

 MR,  SPEAKER:  I  am  not  here  to
 satisfy  you.

 SHRI  VASANT  SATHE:  What  is  the
 position?  Does  it  not  mean  that  you
 have  revealeq  certain  information
 without  getting  it  verified  from  the
 government?....  (Interruptions)

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  am  not  obliged
 to  answer  any  question.

 SHRI  VASANT  SATHE:  Are  you  not
 entitleg  to  tell  it  to  the  country  that
 you  have  received  this  information
 without  getting  it  verified....(Inter-
 ruptions).

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Don't  record.
 SHRI  NARENDRA  P.  NATHWANI

 (Junagadh):  I  am  going  to  the  next
 item.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  have  not  called
 the  next  item  yet;  I  am  first  to  dispose
 of  a  point  of  order  raiseq  by  the  Lea-
 der  of  the  Opposition  the  other  day.

 SHRIMATI  PARVATHI  KRISHNAN
 (Coimbatore):  I  understood  Mr.
 Mishra  to  say  that  he  was  glad  that
 his  information  was  correct.  Does  he
 mean  by  that  he  is  glaq  that  there  is
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 a  plot  to  assassinate  the  Prime  Minis-
 ter?  This  is  what  I  want  to  know.

 3.24  brs.
 MOTION  RE.  THIRD  REPORT  OF
 THE  COMMITTEE  OF  PRIVILEGES—

 contd.
 MR.  SPEAKER:  On  the  8th  Decem-

 _ber,  1978,  after  the  motion,  “That  this
 House  do  conisider  the  Third  Report
 of  the  Committee  of  Privileges  present-
 ed  to  the  House  on  the  2lst  November,
 1978”  was  adopted  by  the  House,  Shri
 Morarji  Desai,  Leader  of  the  House,
 moved  a  substantive  Motion  stating
 that  the  House  agrees  with  the  findings
 of  the  Committee  of  Privileges  and
 that  the  House  authorises  the  Speaker
 ‘to  take  steps  to  ensure  the  presence  in
 this  House  of  Shrimati  Indira  Nehru
 Gandhi  in  her  place,  Shri  R.  K.  Dha-
 wan  and  Shri  D.  Sen  before  the  Bar
 of  the  House,  on  such  date  as  may  be
 decideq  by  the  Hon.  Speaker,  to  hear
 them  on  the  question  of  punishment
 and  to  receive  such  punishment  as  may
 be  determined  by  the  House’.

 Shri  C.  M.  Stephen,  thereupon,  rais-
 ed  a  point  of  order  that  the  Motion
 moved  by  the  Leader  of  the  House
 was  not  in  conformity  with  the  provl-
 sions  of  Rule  315(3)  of  the  Rules  of
 procedure  of  Lok  Sabha,  which  reads
 as  under: —

 “After  the  motion  made  under  sub-
 rule  (l)  is  agreed  to,  the  Chairmen
 or  any  member  of  the  Committee  or
 any  other  Member.  as  the  case  may
 be,  may  move  that  the  House  agrees
 or  disagrees  or  agrees  with  amend-
 ments,  with  the  recommendation
 contained  in  the  report.”
 In  this  connection,  I  may  mention

 that  a  similar  point  of  order  was  raised
 in  Lok  Sabha  on  the  8th  August,  96l
 in  the  Blitz  case,  when  the  Chairman
 of  the  Committee  of  Privileges  had
 moved  a  motion  ‘that  Shri  R.  K.
 Karanila,  Editor,  Blitz,  Bombay  do  at-
 tend  this  House  on  day  and  time,
 within  a  week  of  the  adoption  of  this
 motion,  to  be  fixed  by  the  Speaker’.
 On  that  occasion,  my  _  distinguished
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