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MR. SPEAKER: Don't record it.
I am not allowing it. We go to the
next item—Item No. 2, (A). (Inter-
ruptions)**

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Mr.
Speaker, Sir, I have already written
to you. This is about the hon. Prime
Minister’s enquiry into  Jawaharlal
Nehru University affairs. This has
now become available and I have al-
ready written to you, Sir. Either you
allow me now or. ..

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 1
don’t do anything; I am not under
anybody’s orders. I will examine it.
Please resume your seat.

We now take up the next item.

12.56 hrs.

RULING ON QUESTION OF PRIVI-

LEGE AGAINST THE FARMER

MINISTER OF HOME AFFAIRS,
SHRI CHARAN SINGH

MR. SPEAKER: Sarvashri Vaya-
lar Ravi and K. P. Unnikrishnan had
given notices of a question of privi-
lege against Shri Charan Singh, for-
mer Minister of Home Affairs in res-
pect of the following news report
‘The Times of ndiw’ dated the 19th
July, 1978:

“Mr. Charan Singh said in a state-
ment: ‘Whatever Mr. Unnikrishnan
M.P. has said on the floor of Parlia-
ment regarding a recent meeting
between me and Mr. Bansi Lal is,
to put it moderately, a deliberate
and mischievous statement.'.”

I called for the comments of Shri
Charan Singh. In his letter dated July
25, 1978, Shri Charan Singh has in-
dicated that according to him, the al-
legations made against him are un-
founded and defamatory, and hence
his spontaneous reaction to the same

» was rather sharp. Obviously, he felt
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that his political integrity was im-
pugned by that statement, and fur-
ther the same cast a serious aspera-
tion on the character of his politics.
He has further stated that in addi-
tion to the statement of Shri K. P.
Unnikrishnan, the fact that the Lea-
der of the Opposition did not contra-
dict it had added to the gravity of
the charge against him. All these
facts were given wide publicity.

Shri Charan Singh has further ex-
plained that in view of his illness, he
was not in a position to attend the
sitting of the House, and consequent-
ly he issued the statement in ques-
tion. He ended the letter by saying
that:

“I would, however, like to make
it clear that I had no intention of
imputting any motive to the Hon’-
ble Member. But if an impression
has been so created, I regret it.”

Under the circumstances, I think I
will not be justified in according my
consent to the motions.

This order should not be taken as
a precedent. Any hon. Member aggri-
eved by any observation in the House
should explain his position in  the
House. 1

In the result, I withhold my con-
sent to the motions in question.

g

12.58 hrs. s

RE. LAYING OF CORRESPONENCE

BETWEEN FORMER MINISTER OF

HOME AFFAIRS AND THE PRIME
MINISTER

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Members,
the  question of the corres-
pondence  between the former
Home Minister and the Prime
Minister being laid on the Ta-
ble of the House or otherwise made
available to Members has been rais-
ed in the House on several days. I
called a meeting of the Leaders of

**Not recorded.
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Parties and Groups in the House on
the 26th July, 1978 at 930 AM. It
was decided at that meeting that the
correspondence might be made avail-
able preliminarily for perusal by Lead-
ers of Parties and Groups in Lok
Sabha. The question  whether it
should be placed on the Table of
the House may be considered later,
It was also decided that I may dis-
cuss the matter with the Chairman,
Rajya Sabha, which I have done.

I received copies of the said corres-
pondence from the Prime Minister on
the 28th July, 1978, and on the same
afternoon, I called a meeting of Lead-
ers of Parties and Groups of Lok
Sabha and placed the correspondence
before them for their perusal with
a reguest that no publicity should be
given to that correspondence.

The Leaders of Opposition Parties
and Groups have perused the said
correspondence on the 28th July, 1978.

I have received a letter dated the
29th July, 1878 from Shri C. M. Ste-
phen, Leader of the Opposition, re-
gquesting

“for hearing the members....on
the demand that the papers be
laid on the Table of the House."”

This raises a question of interpre-
tation of the relevant rules, provi-
sions of the Constitution and Parlia-
mentary conventions.

I want to hear the Members on
that question.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA
(Begusarai): Mr. Speaker, Sir, be-
fore you proceed to that larger ques-
tion, my submission is that, since this
matter wag raised in the House, the
decision about it should have been
conveyed to the House, before the de-
cision taken by you was sought to be
implemented.

And, 1 think, Mr. Speaker, that that
is a definite affront to the House
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And for that the Hon Speaker owes
an ‘explanation to this House

13.00 brs.
PROF. P. G. MAVALANKAR
{Gandhinagar): 8ir, ] have a point

of order. Just at the time of the
teginning of Half-an-hour discussion,
I had raised this matter. At that time
the hon. Chairman was Mr. D. N.
Bosu, I requested him to convey the
feelings of the House to you as to
how was it that something which was
discussed not once but several times
throughout last week was ultimately
decided at an informal meeting of
some Members with you in your
Chamber—as you have said in  the
morning—and suddenly we  were
told in the evening on Friday that
some of us had gone to the Speak-
er's Committee Room for inspecting
the Correspondence. But the point is
that something was already being
discussed in the House. It was already
the property of the House. Then
how i§ it that af fhe back of the
House, this matter was finally de-
cided? Moreover, Sir, if you remember
what the hon. Prime Minister had
said that Government had no objec-
tion to follow the procedure establi-
shed by the other House, Then cb-
jections were raised on the ground
that we were independent of what
the other House did. We will do what
we think is right and they will do
what they think is right. In that
context, you alse said that the House
was sovereign and that the Govern-
ment was collectively responsible to
this House alone, Therefore, this
House is competent to take an  in-
dependent decision. After all that,
Sir, now what you have done, I do
not know., Why and how such g deci-
sion was arrived at? That is my
rreliminary point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Mavalankar
appears to have made some observa-
tions last Friday evening thot T had
given an assurance to the House to
act in a particular manner....

(Interruptions)



