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THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF LABOUR (SHRI PABAN
SINGH GHATOWAR): (a) and (b). The date
fromwhichthe court's pronouncement takes
effect is a matter which may be specified by
the court in its judgement or, inthe absence
of such indication, may be inferred from it.
This is as whether the judgement involves
interpretation of Labour Laws or any other
law or workmen of the Central Public Sector
Organisations or Private Sector
Orgainisations

(c) Does not arise.

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
on Science

7604. SHRI PRATAPRAC B.
BHONSALE: Willthe PRIME MINISTER be
pleased to state:

(a) whether India had signed any MOU
on Science with China;

(b) if so, the details thereof; and

(c) the follow-up action taken by the
Government thereon?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC
GRIEVANCES ANDPENSIONS(SHRIMATI
MARGARET ALVA): (a) Sir, an agreement
of Cooperation of Science and Technology
between India and China was signed on
December 22,1988.

{b'] This agreement provides for:

Cooperation through exchange of
scientists, research workers and scholars;

- exchange of Scientific and technical
information and documentation;

- organisation of bilateral scientific and
technical seminars/courses;
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- formulation and implementation of
joint research programmes; and

- establishment of a joint committee on
scientific and technical cooperation, to plan,
coordinate and monitorbilateral cooperation.

(c) Two meetings of the India-China
Sub Committee on Cooperation in Science
and Technelogy (as the joint committee is
called) have been held, broad areas of
bilateral interest have been identified,
explorialory visits of scientific delegations
have taken place to concretise themes for

collaborative interaction, and some study:

visits have taken place in other areas of
potential interest.

12.04 hrs.
[English)
RE. ADJOURNMENT MOTION

MR. SPEAKER: There is one more
thing onthis point so that there should not be
any misunderstanding, orthe hon. Members
may not ask as to what has happenedtothe
notices given by them. | have received the
notices for suspending the question Hour,
Adjournment Motion and privilege Motion
also, three kinds of motions.

Astarasthe adjournment Motion notices
are concerned— | am just saying this thing
on the floor of the House so that it may not
be necessary every now and then to repeat
what | am saying now- Rules 56, 57,58 and
other rules are applicable. Rule 56 is very
relevant and.| am reading Rule 58 (v).

Rule 58 (v) says, and | quote:

“The motion shall not revive discussipn
onamatterwhich hasbeendiscussedinthe
same session.”

It is one thing. We are not going to
discussit. There is one more thing which | will
bring to your notice.

.

1
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(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Let me have my say
please. The grounds for disallowance of the
Adjournment Motion are given in the Hand-
book published by our Parliament. It says:

“That the matter sought to be raised is
mainly based on press repons without being
substantiated™.

This is the ground for disallowance of
the Adjournment Motion. | have given the
two grounds -that the matier was discussed
in the same session and this is the second
ground says that the matter sought to be
raised is based on press reports.

(Interruptions)

SHRI SOBHANADREESWARA RAO
VADDE (Vijayawada): This House has been
misled. (Interruptions)

SHRIRUPCHANDPAL (Hooghly): This
is a totally new issue. (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: What is this? You have
all the time and the capacity to change my
views. This is what | am reading from the
book.

(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please hearme. These
are the grounds. The Question Hour is over.
Your usual hour is there. You can carry on,

(Interruptions)

SHRI SAIFUDDIN CHOUDHURY
(Katwa): | have given a notice for
Adjournment Motion (interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Not on this. On the
rulings, we do not discuss here.

SHRI SAIFUDDIN CHOUDHURY: We
are not discussing it (!nrerruprfon__s)

SHRIJASWANT SINGH (Chittorgarh):
lam notdiscussing the ruling. (Interruptions)
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MR. SPEAKER: | have said that these
are the two grounds on whigh the
Adjournment Motion cannot be admitted.

(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Not like this.
(Interruptions)
[Translation]

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES
(Muzaffarpur): Mr. Speaker, Sir, what is your
decision with Privilege Motion?

[English)

MR. SPEAKER: Privilege Motion? |
have to hear the other side also. =~

[ Translation)

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Then
listen just now.

MR. SPEAKER: Not now, | will hear later
on.

[English)]

You gave a notice. It is with me.
' (Interruptions)

[English]

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: lam not. Of
course, no one in the House can possibly
question it. You having ruled that it is.....

MR. SPEAKER: | have justread it from
here.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: You have
drawn the attenlion of the House to the
existing provisions in the rule book under
which ordinarily, on two
grounds...(Interruptions) You drew the
attention of the House to two aspects of the
existing provisions under the rule book.
Thereunder, ordinarily, an Adjourned Motion
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cannot be taken up because if the same
discussionhas already takenplace, thenyou
cannot keep on repeating the very same
discussion.

MR. SPEAKER: There are rulings on
this pointalso. If the matteris continuing then
also it can be disallowed.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Exactly.

MR. SPEAKER: Supposing something
happens today....

(Interruptions)

SHRI JAWANT SINGH: There are two
aspects. Containing matter, matter already
having been discussed and thirdly
substantially on press reports. These are the
three aspects,

MR. SPEAKER: Itis ‘not substantiated'.

SHRI
substantially,

JASWANT SINGH: No,

MR. SPEAKER: | will read it again for
you.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: It is largely
based on....

MR. SPEAKER: No, not largely.
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: It is ‘the matler to be
raised is mainly based on press repors
without being substantiated'.

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: Exactly.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA (Midnapure):
How can you say that it is not substantiated
unless somebody comes and says what has
happened? (Interruptions)

MR.SPEAKER:Idonotknow. ltisinthe
rule book.

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: My sbmission
hereisthatunless itis substantiated, itisone
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aspect and largely based on press matters.
Continuing discussion and not on matters of
urgent public important etc.

Now Isubmit, Sir, thatunderthis umbrella
of Bofors, this is of course a containing
saga...

THE MINISTER OF AGRICULTURE
(SHRI BALRAM JAKHAR): Sir...

SHRI JASAWANT SINGH: | have not
yielded to the hon. Minister. Yet, Sir, if you
would ask me to yield, | might considerit. As
a former Speaker....

MR.SPEAKER: Please.

SHRI BALRAM JAKHAR: Sir, the
Speaker's Ruling cannotbe discussed here.

MR. SPEAKER: He is not discussing
speaker's Ruling.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: | thank you
very much.

MR. SPEAKER: | hope you are not
discussing it.

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: Not atall. Ido
not have any standing or ability to do that.

MR. SPEAKER: It is not generally done
because otherwise every time it will be
discussed.

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: It is uot of the
question. How can we discuss it? And it did
not lie for this specific reason....

MR.SPEAKER: Now, thisis adiscussion
which is unlisted.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: It did not lie,
sir. He is my elder in every respect.

MR. SPEAKER: And he is 100 per cent
correct also.

- SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Absolutely,
Sir, and he is only stating the obvious here.
I cannot, of course, discuss the Speaker's
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Ruling, but my submission is on three
grounds. what is the distinction between a
continuing saga...

MR. SPEAKER: This is....

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: It is, Sir,
because this is relevant if you would allow
me.

MR. SPEAKER: Again it will be
discussing the Ruling.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: It is not
discussing the Ruling. | am submitting...

MR. SPEAKER: Now, | here you inn my
Chamber on this point. You convince me, |
will get convinced. .

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: But if you
would permit me to put my view across.
(Interruptions). | am not on the adjournment
motion as such because you have ruled that
out. You have said that 'l am not admitting
the adjournment motion® etc. etc. | am on
substantially other aspects. It is not on the
Ruling on the adjournment motion and | bow
to the wisdom of the former Speaker, he is
my elder senior in every respect. | am not
judging that. Now, what distinguishes is, sir,
as issue which is containing and which is of
recent occurrence. This saga of Bofors is, of
course, a continuing saga. But under that
umbrella every occurrence, every new
incident, event new revelation has in itself
been a new occurrence of urgent public

importance. When the swedish Radio first.

came out with the news, it was a matter of
immediate occurrence. Then subseguently
the Audit Bureau of Swedon came out with its
findings. It became a separale occurrence.
When the Joint Parliamentary Committee
gave its findings, that became a separate
occurrence. | submit to you, Sir, that earlier
when wediscussed, we discussed anaspect
of this continuing sage, we discussed the
formerExternal Affairs Minister's misconduct.
It was an aspect. Now you can situation in
which under the umbrella of a continuing
saga, every new occurrence has relevant
urgentpublicimportance. It is my submission,
Sir, that there are two aspects. Firstly, the

VAISAKHA 2, 1914 (SAKA)

Motion 514

urgency of 24th of Aprilwhen the final hearing
in the Delhi High Court is listed and the
mannerin whichthe Government is handling
this hearing of the 24th of April is an aspect
of urgent public importance and is a new
occurrence. | submit, secondly, Sir, that
when it is asserted and we exercised great
restraint as | said earlier in the pravious
discussion....

SHRIBUTA SINGH (Jalore): lamona
point of order.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: There is no
List of Business atthe moment in the House.
So, there cannot be a point of order.
(Interruptions).

SHRI E. AHAMED (Manjeri): May |
submit one thing, Sir? Every issue will have
occurrence....(Interruptions).

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: After all what
is the substance of our concemn and why is it
of new occurrence? The substance of our
concern arises from an assertion of — lam
not relying only on newspapers.

SHRIBUTA SINGH: 1amon a point of
order under Rule 58. Let him listen to me.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: We are in
Zero Hour. Now | am making during a
submission of Zero Hour. 1 amin Zero Hour
, Buta singhiji.

SHRI BUTA SINGH: You are raising
something which is irrelevant. | am raising
something which s relevant. (Interruptions).

MR. SPEAKER: Everything inthis Hour
is supposed to be out of order.

(Interruptions)

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: Thisis a Zero
Hoursubmission, Sir. Letitbe understood by
the Treasury Benches. 1t is a submission
that | am making the Zero Hour which all
Members of Parliament here have a right to
make. (Interruptions) .

SHRIBUTA SINGH: Sir, my submission
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is what the hon. Member is speaking is also
under the rules. Therefore, it is the
infringement of the rules that | am objecting
to.

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: Sir, the focus
of ourconcernisthatthe hon. Prime Minister,
in his intervention in this House, has misled
the House. The focus of our concern is that
the hon. former Minister for External Affairs
in his assertionin Gujarat outside the House,
has said:"If Iwere io speak, an explosion will
be caused. | have merely done my duty, etc.
efc.” They create a doubt in my mind, Sir.
Whatis the focus of our concern? The focus
of ourconcernisthatinthe possessionof the
Central Bureau of Investigation exists and
existed aletter before the Prime Ministerhad
made his intervention in which it was
categorically stated that Mr. Solanki gave
that note under the instruction and direction
of the Prime Minister of India and that no
such reference was made here and itis a
matter of new recent occurrence and this is
the focus of our concern, because this letter
concerns both an issue of privilege to which
certain other Members have referred and
also misleading the House and also of the
propriety and the conduct of the Chief
Executive of the Government. What are we
saying , Sir? We are saying that this letter is
in the possession of the Central Bureau of
Investigation and was in the possession of
the Central Bureau of Investigation when
such an assertion was made. Then, the
Central Bureau of Investigation is directly
under the charge of the Prime Minister.

Secondly, the Prime Minister himself
said- and a reference was made by others-
that he does not want his Governmentto act
under a shadow, so far as this matter is
concerned. A shadow has come all over
again, Itis a new occurrence and this shadow
having come, it is a matter that requires
urgent attention. We appealto youtoconsider
ourrequest forbeing ableto raisethis matter.
Thirdly, and again because the hon. Prime
Minister said on the floor of this House that
he willtake a personalinterest inthe Central
Bureau of Investigation and in the
management of this case. Now, is the
personal assurance about the personal
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interest given from the office of the Chief
Executive about both? This is, about the
case on the 24th of April and about the CB!
letter which was existing even before the
discussion in the House took place earlier.
The Prime Ministers name is involved; the
Prime Minister's name is mentioned by
foreign officials. That the name of the Prime
Minister is officially communicated to India,
the Primeé Minister was in the knowledge of
this and despite all this, the Government and
the Prime Minister have kept the House in
the dark. How are weto express ourconcern
ifwedonotcometo youthroughthe agencies
andthe means that are availabletousin the
Rule Book and seek your permission to
make a reference to all these aspects of
urgent public importance meriting
consideration?

MR. SPEAKER: You can very well say
that | am obstructing your speech now. But,
suppoesing you are coming uncer certain
rules, | am expected to interpret the rules
which will not create difficulties in future,

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Absolutely,
Sir. You have been most kind, you have not
interrupted me. You have permitted to have
my say and | have done so. There are two
issues that are involved, about the propriety,
aboutthe good name of the Chief Executive
of this Government, about his name being
used by foreign officials to make statements
and make averments which are contraryto
what has been stated in the House and the
question of total privilege of Parliament .
These are all aspects of new occurrence.
They do come underthat overallumbrella of
Bofors which covers many sins, but, this I put
ittoyou, isanewsinanditis asin of sufficient
importance and gravity to merit consideration
afresh and that is why we are troubhng you
in this regard.

SHRIINDRAJIT GUPTA (Midnapore):
Mr. Speaker, Sir, lwould respectfully remind
you that | am neither on Question Hour
becausethatisover, notlamonAdjournment
Motion, because | have not tabled an
Adjournment Motion. | am on zero hour. |
had written to ‘you this morning because
what appeared teday in the Press was most
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disturbing andwouldbe disturbingto anybody.
You have rightly quoted the rule which said
thatif the matter whichis sought to be raised
by way of adjournment- motion is based
Primarily on the Press reports which are
unsubstantiated, thenitcannot be admitted.
One cannot question that rule except to say
that anything which is ba:sed on the Press
report cannot either be substantiated or
unsubstantiated unless somebody in
authority who is in a position either to affirm
orto deny that Press repon, comes forward
to say so. | may remind you that the former
External Affairs Minister's action in handing
overanotetothe Swiss Foreign Ministerwas
firstrevealedinthe Press. Itfirstappearedin
the Press and on the basis of that Press
report that this House raised that matter,
whetherit is afact or not that he had handed
over a note to his counterpart. Up {o that
stage, it was an unsubstantiated Press report.
It was only subsequently that the Minister
himself came forward with a statement
admitting that he had handed over a note
whose contents, he said, he did not know;
who had handed over to him, he did not
know. It was some faceless, nameless
person. and he apologised; he expressed
regret in the House that he has done such
athing. It was only after that it has become
clear that that the Press report was not
unsubstantiated.

Whatlamsubmittingto youis, something
new has appeared now in the Press quoting
chapter and verse and | think, We are
legitimately entitled to bring this to your
attention and to the attention of the House
and the country. This is a very serious
matter. For the first time, the name of the
Prime Minister is being implicated, is being
involved in this. This was not there earlier. |
am sure, you had thoroughly perused this
Press report which we are referring, which
has appearedthis morning in the Statesman.

There itis said, not once butthree times that -

Mr. Felber Foreign Minister of Switzerland
was given to understand that the note which
was handed over to him, behind the note, it
was supported or promoted by the Prime
Minister of India. This may be true; it may not
be true. It is a very serious matter. If it is not
true, let the Prime Minister come here and
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say so. We cannot take Sardar Buta Singh's
words for granted. So, here in bold words,
serious allegations are being made

I would also say one thing more. | must
draw your attention to very curious way in
which the House is again being treated, It is
now aboutthree weeks since the unfortunate
Solanki episcde tock place. To this day, the
identity of that person, that nameless,
faceless person who handed overthat paper
tothe Foreign Ministerhas notbeenrevealed.
Are we to take it that Government does not
know; the Prime Minister does not know who
that person was? He is supposed to be a
lawyer.

An Hon. Member: Robot:

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: If he was
robot, let us; be satisfied onthat point. It was
a very remote-controlled robot.

In any case, it is very strange that after
s0 many days have passed, Parliament is
notin a positionto know who was that name.
who was that person and how did he come
to perform that function of handling over a
note to the External Affairs Minister to pass
on to his counterpan in Switzerland. The
contents of that note have subsequently
appeared in the Press. If those are not
correct, these havetobedenied. lf somebody
wants to say it is an authentic vereion of that
note, he is at liberty to say so. Nobody has
s;aid so yet. The contents of the note, as
published in the Press, make it quite clear
thatthe aim of that note was to persuade the
S'wiss authorities notto proceed seriously or
vigjorously with further investigation in this
Bofors case.

Now on the basis-of this latest repon, it
isir plied or said, even more than Implication,
the name of the hon. Prime Minister is

“ directly being Iinvolved in it that it was at his

insist ence, at his promoting that this note
was h anded over. Isitnot a serious matter?
Is it a matter which can be brushed aside
only or 1 the ground of technicalities of rules?
It is for you to decide.

| ar.n not regarding it under any rule.
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MR. SPEAKER: | willtell you. Again the
hom. Members have been advising me and
guiding me fromtheirbenches. Ido not have
the opportunity to say what is the legal
position fromthe chair, andif | enterinta that
kind of discussion, you know it become:s a
thing which cannot be respected. so, may |
very respectfully request the hon. Member
for whom | have the greatest respect, not
always 1o give me guidance? | will respect
your guidance in the Chamber but not from
thefloor ofthe House because lcannot enter
intoadialogue withyou, how lancor:ect and
how you are not correct.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: | 'have not
presumed in the least to give you any
guidance.

MR. SPEAKER: | respect every word
yousay. Iwill hear you very respec:iiully. You
know how much respect | have for you. But
. please desist from guiding me aill the time
from the bench because it becomes very
difficult for me.

SHRIINDRAJITGUPTA:lamexiremely
sorrythat you should have taken myremarks
as being some sort of implied guidance to
you.

MR. SPEAKER: No. Not in anger.

SHRIINDRAJIT GUPTA: Nothing could
be farther from my mind. | have to address
those benches through you.

MR. SPEAKER: When | have said this
thing, it applies to everybody. It is not only to
youbecause everytime youask metodothis
thing and that thing. | say | cannot do it and
you say that is not correct

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: | am not
asking youtodo anything. Howcan | ask yyou
to anything?

MR. SPEAKER: | know how nauch
affection you have for me and how rnuch
respect | have for you.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: We :are old
friends. Now, you should not think 1.hat we
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are trying to guide you.

MR. SPEAKER: This remark of mine
applies to all the Members in the Housae.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: What | am
saying is this that | have to go through you in
order to address these people on those
benches. There is no other way to do it. Alll
am saying is, my point is a very short one.

SHRI BUTA SINGH: You can always
talk.

SHRIINDRAJIT GUPTA: Wecanalways
talk. | continue to talk. But you do not talk
when it is essential to talk. Then you keep
quiet. :

lamonly sayingthat an unsubstantiated
press report cannot be verified or
substantiated unlessthe ppersons withwhom
that report is connected, to whomit pertains,
come forward and make: it clear whether it
is substantiated or not, w hether it is true to
false. This time it is a highly serious matter
because the name of the Prime Minister has
been directly involved in this. We all know
about Mr. Solanki ‘s note. But we did not
know this aspect of it. The otther thing we do
not know is the identity of that person who,
lamsure, the Government kriows who he is
by now. But who is this great VIP whose
identity has to be lkept so secret who was
able to read the Minister there in Davos, in
Switzerland, and hand overthat noteta him?
Are we not entitled to know? lann not asking
them, through you. Should they not tell us?

_ ltisuptothem. Ifthey prefer togoonlike
this, the suspicion that is being aroused in
the public mind will multiply thouwsand-fold.
Thatis all that will nappen. lf they preferthat,
they are welcome it. It they do not want to
make a clean breast of it, it is up to them.

Therefore, | say it is a highly serious
matter. They should be more concerned
than we are because the Prime Minister's
name has been brought into it. But they do
not seem to ber concemed at all,

So, this is all | have to say. | hope that
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something fruitiul willcome out ofthischange
of views here and we except that the Prime
Minister himself — he is a man who can lift
the veil of secrecy fromall these things, if he
wants 10. If he does not want to, they are
welcome 1o go on as they are doing. If they
want to commit political suicide, they are
welcome to do it. | cannot prevent them. But
it is better, | think, in the interests of
parliamentary democracyand intheinterests
of the nation, that the whole murky alfair is
cleared up once and for all,

SHRI SAIFUDDIN CHOUDHURY
(Katwa): We have given notices for
suspension of question hour. That is over.
We wanted suspension of question hour.
You allowed it to be killed.

Sucondly, on adjournment motion, you
have disallowed it.

MR. SPEAKER: lamnotdisallowing the
discussion which you are having now.

SHRISAIFUDDIN CHOUDHURY: Third,
we have motions also and it is not the
question oftechnicality of rules. The matter
is of substance. Now, we firmly realise that
there is something new in what has appeared
in the Press today. If you say or if anybody
saysthatthereis nothing new, lamsurprised.
Who of us knew that the Prime Minister had
the knowledge of the note being given tothe
Swiss Foreign Minister? We do not know.
Does anybody amongst us know that the
communication that came from Switzerland
to the CBI contained the same information?
We neverknewthat. Shri Jaswant Singh has
said that he knew of such a communication.
Itis for himto know that. But we never knew
of K. This Is the new Introduction of new
elements in this whole affair. It has fo be
taken note of and has 1o be cleared by the
Prime Minister.

8ir, Inthe lasi debate the Prime Minister
came qut as a kind of harmit with no mud
aroynd him. Now, he has baen muddied. Is
that nal the respansibliity of the Prime Minister
toclgarthe ming? The revealation is damning
the Prime Minister, damnig the Parliament,
damning the relationship of the Government
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with the Pariament, damning the country
and we are not such fools sitting herato be
misled by the Government spokesman. We
want to know whether the facts that have
come out in this form are true or not. We do
not know about it. We thought that in this
House we cannot take up any other matter
before getting this cleared. This is aquestion
of prestige of our country. Our country's
prestige is involved in it. Sir, you may not
allow a discussion. But letthe Prime Minister
come and make a statement. Onthat, if we
satisfied, wetake up otherissues. Otherwise
we have to have a dissuasion without that it

- Zill be very difficult o run this House. | am

verysorrytosaythis. Thisis aguestionofthe
dignity of this House

(Interruptions)
[Translation)

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Mr.
Speaker, Sir, 1 regret to say that you have
declined to admit the Adjournment-Motion
which was presented before you. But you
said that you would not like to hear any
argument onthis. Altthough it is my firm belief
that we can perform the task of changing
your opinion by advancing arguments before
you, but we abide by your order. We shall
have a discussion on it with you in your
Chamber.

Mr. Speaker, Sir, when the Prime
Minister presented his point of view in the
House, on the 1st April, one of the sentence
of his views is:

[English)

“...In fact, | do feel very strongly
that what happened during the last
two or three days has caused
embarrassment to the
Government. This embarrassment
would haye g be removed..."

[Translation)
Words of the Prime Minister, | would like to

submil that what has appeared In goday's
newspaper Is the same repor of which the
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Prime Minister had made a mention in his
submission in the House saying that it has
caused embarrassments. He further said:

[English)

“....It thera has been any
misunderstanding or confusion as
aresult ofthat note handedover by
Mr. Solanki, thatshould be ignored
and our position is clear..."

[Translation]

Mr. Speaker, sir, now the matter has
gone much beyond embarrassment since
matter has been substantiatedwith anumber
of proofs, | am ready to authenticate the
report of this newspaper and | am willing to
ourits responsibility if you allow me to do so.

MR. SPEAKER: No, No, not like this,

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES:
Becausewhen thereis the question of facts,
itis always said that how should one believes
the news-items,

[English)

MR. SPEAKER: | am not disallowing
what you have to say on the floor of the
House. | am disallowing it under certain
rules.

[ Translation)

SHRIGEROGE FERNANDES: Butwhat
| am saying is that if there is a question of
authentication we are ready to append our
signatures to it lay in on the Table of the
House asthe matter is being raised here and
It Is being asked as 1o what is basis of such
Press reports. But since we abide by-your
order, we shall not go beyondthat. Buttoday,
one thing should be clarified and this is
essential because two three Issues have
come up before us. Firstly, lam saying it with
much distress that when the Prime Minister
rose in the House on the 1st April and said
that as soon as he came to know the
newspaper repors, he fell it strongly and
that there is an embarrassment and it would
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have to be removed. Then Mr. Speaker, Sir,
the Prime Minister had declined to place
some facts in the House. The name of the
lawyer instituting this case on behalf of
Government of India in Switzerland Is Mark
Bona...(Interruptions) The hon. Minister of
Defence may please look towards this side
and listen. All this will not do. You are the
Minister dealing with Bofors here. Youshould
listento us...(Interruptions).He is not listening,
itis necessaryto hearthis. |failto understand
forwhomwe are speaking. Mr. Speaker, Sir,
we are not merely speaking to make you
listen. This is happening all the time. when
the issue was raised here yesterday, four
Minister were talking among themselves
taking the issue as joke. Is it an empty
theatre? Shouldthey see whatkind of avoice
do we have and should they keep laughing
and -makKing fun. This serious
matter....(Interruptions)..|amconcerned with
the Defence Minister, He is incharge of the
Bofars matter.

(Interruptions)
[English]

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS
AND THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI
M.M.JACOB): Wecannotcry. (Interruptions)

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: He has
to listen to me. This is a serious matter. | do
notwantthis House to be taken as some kind
of a great national joke. (/nterruptions) This
House is not a national joke. | am angry .
(Interruptions)

This House is being treated with
contempt by the Governmaent. lwon't accept

MR. SPEAKER: Every word you say Is
recorded. T

SHRIGEORGE FERNANDES: Thatls
another matter. But | want the Government
tobe attentive to what Is being saldfromthis
side.
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(Interruptions)

SHRIM.M.JACOB: The Ministers are
listening to the speech.

SHRIGEROGE FERNANDES: It is not
the question of Ministers listening. Iwantthe
Defence Ministerto listento it. (Interruptions)

SHRI NIRMAL KANTI CHATTERJI
(Dumdum): Notany Minister, butthe Defence
Minister and the Prime
Minister.(Intarruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Ha is listening.
{Interruptions)
[ Transiation)

SHRI MADAN LAL KHURANA (South
Delhl): They are feeling happy...

(Interruptions)

SHRI GEROGE FERNANDES: They
may feel happy. It is possible in view of what
we are saying. Whateverwe are saying, they
may even derive happiness from this, | am
denying it. whatever is going on in the
Congress party right now, there is no room
for discussion on that and they do not even
listen. | agree to it. But the Prime Minister
should give a reply, Is |t not
right?...(Interruptions)....

[English]

Did you ordid younot have alétter atthe
CBI Headquarters from Mr, Mark Bona, a
note which saidthat your Prime Minister has
sent a note to the Foreign Minister of
Switzerland? The Prime Minister has sent a
note to the Foreign Minister of Switzerland
asking us not to go ahead with this matter.
Please mark, | am saying my each word with
deliberation. Did you or did you not receive
aletter on the 23rd of March -lam glving you
the date - at your CBI Headquarters that

your country's Primo Minister has sent a

note to the Swiss Foreign Ministarthat we do
not intend to procceed seriously with this
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matter? This is part (a).

Part (b) s, is it or is it not a fact that the
CBI went to the Prime Minister and asked
him: What shall we do about it? | would like
to know what the Prime Minister said..

Isitorisitnota fact that from the 23rd
March, everyone was aware here in the
Government or at least showed congcern or
awareness in the Government that in every
internal communication from one unitto the
other in the Swiss Government and in the
Swiss Court, the letter of the Prime Minister,
the letter with imprimatur of the Prime
Minister - because it was nobody’s letter and
itis stillcalled a nameless, faceless person's
letter - was being circulated? Did you not
have information about this?

[ Translation]

Even then they are not ready to say
anything. We want to listen to the Prime
Minister. | want to listen to him as well. |
would like him to make a reply on this issue.
He cannot run the Government In this
manner. We are placing concrete questions
before you. Today is the 22nd and the matter
shall be given a hearing on the 24th
...(Interruptions).. The Prime Minister had
said in the House,

[English]

“All sections of the House are
absolutely united in one thing: that
the truth should be found out. That
Is how it shall be and | would like to
reiterate this.”

[Translation)

and he did noteven stop at that juncture
but added

[English]

*From now on, | propose also, as
the Minister In-charge of the C.B.|.,
1o keep myself regularly informed
about the progress of the case.”
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[ Translation]

Today, we would like to know.
[English)
What is the case?
[ Translation)

That day, the Prime Minister stood from
here, when we raised this question, he had
gone to the official gallery and then came
back and said there was a difference of four
and a half hours between the time there and
the time here. On that day, the discussion
continued till 8 o' clock and | was speaking
atabout 7 o’ clock. The Prime Minister came
back and said, there is a difference of four
and a half hoursinthe time andthe message
will be sent immediately. Who did send the
message, did the Prime Minister send it or
did any officer of the C.B.l. send it, where is
the message? Are they willingtolay it onthe
Table of the House?

[English]

SHRI JASWANT SINGH(Chittorgarh):
Whatmy goodfriend, ShriGeorge Fernandes
dealt with is a substantial point | am not on
other aspects. Anassurance was givento us
and to this House by the Government and
the Prime Minister has said that a
communication which would rectify - what
am | to call Shri Solamki's behaviour as -
whatever the former Minister of External
Affairs did, was in fact going to be sent not by
the CBI because this became a matter of
"discussion and that it would be sent as a
communication from the Government of
India. This was an assurance that was given
to us. The Government itself said that this
communication would be sent either from
the Ministry of External Affairs, failing which,
after the Prime Minister himself stood up
here and said that before the four and a half
hours or whatever the time difference may
be, before today is out, this communication
will go. My friend, Shri George Fernandes is
asking who sent it and from which office did
this communication go and what was the
content of that communication? Itis relevant
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it is important to our total enquiry about the
24th of April; the Prime Minister's name etc .
efc. That is my submission.

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY
AFFAIRS (SHRI GHULAM NABI AZAD):
The information was sent on the very same
day. Thetime was announced by the Prime
Minister in the other House. As far as |
remember, within two hours, the message
was sent by the Foreign Ministry. And it is
for the Foreign Ministry to mention the
contents. .

[ Translation]

SHRI GEORGE FERNADES: Mr.
Speaker Sir, it is request that the text of the
letter should be placed before the House. It
should be made clear also from whose side
diditgo and what was itscontent? We should
like to know from the Prime Ministerwho had
said that.

(English)

“As the Minister In-Charge of the
C.B.l., | propose to keep myself
regularly informed about the
progress of the case.”

[Translation]

The matter is coming up on 24th and
today everyone in Switzerland says that the
account shall open on the 24th. Everyone
may take his money and go. That means for
a long time an effort had been made right
fromthe Delhi High Courtto every agency to
suppress this information. There has been
no difference in it.

Mr. Speaker, sir, there are two issues,
on which we would like you to hold a
discussion in the House. Firstly, what had
been said today about the Prime Minister
and secondly the information he had on the
1st of April before speaking here should be
placed before the House. We want Mark
Bona's Petter. We want the report of the talk
held between the C.B.l. and the hon. Prime
Minister to be presented in the
House...(Interruptions)... Many people are
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holding L.L.B. degrees. Theydo not practice
law. They remain busy in their work. That is
why it is unless to discuss as to who is a

lawyer.

SHRIGHULAM NABI AZAD: The one
who speaks much is a lawyer.

SHRIGEORGE FERNANDES: It is not
like that. Thatis why we would like the Prime
Minister to clarify two-three things with
sufficient proof. It is my request to you that
you should give us permission to hold a
discussion on this issue in the House.

[English]

SHRILAL K. ADVANI (Gandhi Nagar):
Mr. Speaker Sir, Ido notwantto add anything
new to whatmy colleagues have said except
referring to what the Prime Ministe! said the
otherday, on April 1stthatwhathas happened
in the past two-three days has been very
embrrassing for the Government. He was
referring only to the past two-three days not
the Bofors issue as such. The two-three
days meant Solanki episode and revelation
aboutthe Solanki episode. The Government
got over that embarrassment by dropping
Solankiji.

I am wondering three weeks later that

today the position on the April 22nd is not
merely that it is embarrassing for the
Government, it is embarrassing for the
whole country. The whole nation feels
embarrassedbythe revelations madein The
Statesmanthis morning. | am still wondering
thatitnearlytwo hours since we are discussing
this issue and the Prime Ministeris notinthe
House as yet.

Irememberinthatvery speech he even
mentioned about the Solanki note and saig
thatthis note is said o be a note handed over
from one individual to another and not from
ona Govamment to another. That makesita
liftlq different, | am sure that he would
appreciate thaj this morning's repont in The
Stagesman.Eitheritis lie, andthe Government
is entitled to say that and the Prime Minister
certainly is entitled to say that it is a total Jie,

there is no basls whatsoever in the fact that -
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any letter was written on the 23rd of March
to the CBI telling the Government of India
that the note that was handed over us,was
saidto be sent by the Prime Minister. This is
what has been mentioned in this report. It is
a damning indictment. Therefore | say that
the shadow ne longeris only on Shri Solanki.
Because at that point of time the Prime
Minister said that he knows from public
experience, his long life in public affairs, that
no Government can continue with a shadow
onits head. Obviously he was referringto the
conduct of Shri Selanki and Solankiji having
been dropped, the shadow also had been
removed. This was the kind of impression
one got on April 1st. Today, the shadow
looms large on the entire Government,
includingthe Prime Minister, more particularly
the Prime Minister.

Sir, you were telling my colleague
Indrajitjithat he should noetguide you publicly
in this House.

MR. SPEAKER: Not all the time.
Sometimes, yes. We will very much
appreciate that.

SHRILAL K. ADVANI: Iwould alsg not
like to. But | would very much feel that in
situations of this kind the Chair also has a
responsibility. | would request you to see to
it that without any further delay, without any
further business being taken up the Prime
Minister comes to this House and makes a
clean breast of the whole thing. Otherwise
how can we work in Parliament ? Because
the shadow is now on the whole country on
the whole Parliament, embarrassment is for
all of us collectively and we would like to get
over this embarrassment. The Government
may have thought they have got over this
embarrassment by dropping Solankiji. But
the former Foreign Minister of the country
goes 1o Ahmedabad, receives a greal
reception there. And then ten days later
when lvisited Ahmedabad, on thal very day
| found his statement broadly published on
the front pages of Gujarati newspapers that
| have done my duty, | am not sarry for
anything that has happened. What guty did
he perform by handling over this note?
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| have been waitching sign-boards at
various airports saying “Beware, please do
net accept any packet from a stranger.”
These are sign-boards and here was Shri
Solanki, a globe trotter ignoring that and
accepting a note from an unknown lawyer. |
do not believe that. It was incredible to
believe it. Therefore | wrote a letter to the
Prime Minister shortly after that saying that
we have accepted your version of it, namely
that the Government will now pursue the
matter vigorously, see to it that the duty is
done andthetruthisfullyfound out. Butwhat
has appearedinthe morning has shaken our
confidence, has gravely embarrassed the
whole Parliament, has gravely embarrassed
the whole nation. | would appeal to you to
intervene in the matter, ask the Prime
Minister 1o make a clean breast of the whole
thing.

[ Translation)

SHRI RAM VILAS PASWAN (Rosera):
Mr. Speaker, Sir, the most importantissueis
that the Foreign Minister of Switzerland,
Rene Felber has saidthat Foreign Minister of
India has saidto himthatthe letter had been
given by the Prime Minister of India. A
Foreign Minister of some other country says
about the foreign Minister of India that the
letier had been given by the Prime Minister,
Iwould only liketo request youto letme know
whether the letter that has been given, was
given by the Prime Minister of India or not?
Secondly, it may also be stated whether
what the Foreign Minister of that country is
saying is true or not? If this is not true, the
Indian Government should make a
statement, because the entire thing is in
record. Even this is written inthat. It is not for
once. Since his English was not up to the
mark, he was asked for the second time
whether it was correct or not. Then again
said that the letter had been given by the
Prime Minister and not the Foreign Minister.
Then, | would only like to say that if the
Foreign Minister of that country says anything
wrong, the Government of India should assent
thatitis not correct. Because everythingisin
record. As per him, the C.B. had written to
Swiss Police onthat basis. This alone will not
do. The joint Parliamentary Commitiee will
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have to go there and determine all the
factors. lfthis istrue andthe Foreign Minister
of thatcountry s right, then the Prime Minister
will have to reveal whether the letter had
been sent by him or not, and if the Prime
Minister had sent it, then no one can stop
himfromgiving his resignation, even notthe
God. and if the Prime Minister has not said
it, then a criminal case should be started
against Mr. Solanki. A mere resignation is
not going to settle the case. That is why, Mr.
Speaker, Sir, this is a very serious issue. |
shall not go into too many because all
members have already spoken. The Foreign
Minister of a country says about the Indian
Foreign Minister that the Prime Minister had
given the letter. Who is that lawyer? Is the
lawyerthe Prime Ministerhimself? ltis notan
ordinary thing. We would like to tell you in all
seriousness that if there was ever any fit
case for adjournment, there can neyer be a
bettercase than this one. But you have your
ownruling. Thatis why Iwouldliketo saythat
the Government should take this seriously
andtill there is a discussion in the house an
this issua, we shall request younottotake up
any otherissue. You have come to know the
sense of the House. We understand that you
understand our feelings. The Prime Minister
should come. The Prime Minister should
give a reply in this regard. Then only the
House should be allowed to conduct its
further business. ... (Interruptions)...

SHRI RAB! RAY (Kendrapada): Mr.
Speaker, Sir, | would like to raise a question
before you regarding corruption in high
places. | would like to seek your guidance
and that of the House on this. | seek your
guidance thatthe matter of corruption in high
places in the country should be discussed in
this House. Sir, | would like to tell you one
thing that all of us are grateful to Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri, our former Prime Minister,
for his efforts to eliminate corruption. He had
made a recommendation for setting up the
Santhanam Committee. As per its
recommendations if ten M.L.A.S. or
Members of Parliament give in writing about
corruption at any place, immediate action
would be taken against that and a probe
would be ordered. Mr. Speaker Sir, the
report of the Santhanam Committee had
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come beforethe House through the former
Prime Minister of this Government but this
Government does not hold any discussion
on these matters. The previous Janta Dal
Government had thought about bringing
forward the Lokpal Bill butbefore it could be
introduced, the government fell. This
government had not taken any steps for
bringing forward the Lok Pal Bill in this
Budget Session as to end corruption at the
level of the ministers and the Prime Minister.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, Sir, | am
raising this question because this question
willgive rise too many dangerous things that
lamgoingtoplace beforethehouse. Smells
of corruption come out of them. The account
holders of the A.E. Bank who are the
recepients of kick backs say in the Geneva
court, that the court should wait for a while,
because a note was about 1o cotne fromthe
Government of India. Now you can imagine
that the recepients of the pay offs, all the big
people, who are sitting in Geneva, golothe
Geneva court and ask them not to delivery
anyverdict because a note hadtocome from
the Government of India.

After this our foreign Minister goes to
theforeign minister of Switzedand, Mr. Felber.
At first 1 would like to know as to what was
the need for the Foreign Minister of India to
go to Davos with the delegation. He went
there, three days before the Prime Minister
went there. The meaning is clear that the
matter which has come before us now inthe
courage of the debate in the beginning of
April is that the Prime Minister knew
everything about these happenings. | would
not like to make any allegation against the
Prime Minister here, byt | would like 10 hlg
he Prima Minlster responsibia for this, from
the way in which the Prime Minister gave a
twist to the debate. He knew that time that if
the Foreign Minister is made a scrapegoat,
the matter will be resolved.

My contentionisthat when these kind of
things have come before us Mr. Felber
himself makes a note that Mr. solanki told
him that this letter had been given by the
hondle Prime Minister, Along with this, the
officers of Switzerland, tell the C.B.l that
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such aletter had come. Then, Mr. Speaker,
sir, on the 1st April the Prime Minister has
deliberately misledthe House aboutwhatever
he said to the people of the country and the
august House. If whatever has been
published in the newspaper is correct, is it
not the duty of the Prime Minister to dispel
the confusion which exists in the country
regarding this? He should come before the
House. Itis hisfirst andforemostduty that he
should take the House and the people of the
country into confidence regarding what has
happened in connection with this issue.

-lam not making any complaint here but
Iwould only like to state veryclearlythatonce
a big soandal took place in England. It was
the Profuma affair. In that, Mr. Profumo had
spoken a lie inthe House of Commons. The
conservalive pary was in power al thattime
he was the Defense Minister. After this,
meeting of the Parliamentary party of the
conservative party was convened where a
resolution was passed by aconsensus vote
and Mr. Profumo was told to appear before
the House and admit his mistake forthe lie he
had spoken. After that, you know very well
that he had be removed from his office. The
matter was proved and at the end. Mr.
Profumo hadtogo, notonlyfromthe Defense
Ministry but also from politics.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, Sir, you are
the protector of our rights. | am telling you
that when we feel any kind of peril to
parliamentary democracy and the peril is
because of corruption, especially at high
places, we become concerned. There has
been corruption at high level in the Bofors
affairs.

Iwouldlike to tell you thatthis corruption
willnotend unlesswenipitinthe bug. itis our
duty to root qut corruption. The facts that
have now come tolight indicate that the hon.
Prime Minister was not only in the know of
things but he also sentthe letter throughthe
former Minister of External Affaifs.” The
recipients of the pay off before the Court that
a'letter had to come. This is a conspiracy.
What the people outside will think about
Parliament unless this conspiracy is
unravelled here. If we set this type of



535 Re. Adjournment

examples before the country it will not send
good message. Unless everything is made
clear, no discussion can take place in the
House.

MR. SPEAKER: It is being discussed.
There hasbeen adiscussion onit for lasttwo
hours.

SHRIRABIRAY: Iwantthatthe hon'ble
Prime Minister should come here before we
take up any other item. He has not yet come
in the House.

MR. SPEAKER: No, that is a different
matter.

SHRI RABI RAY: Let me repeat , has
there been any statementtoday onthe issue
we raisedabout State Technology yesterday.
You as well as the hon’ble Minister had said
that a statement would be made. That
statement has not yet come.

[English]

MR. SPEAKER: Iwas told by the Prime
Ministerthat he is going to make a statement
on that.

SHRI RABI RAY: Teday?

MR. SPEAKER: 1 do not know today or
tomorrow.

[ Translation]
SHRI RABI RAY: It appears that
(English] '

This House is taken for a ride. This
House should not be taken for a ride.

[ Translation]

Mr. Speaker, Sir, |, therefore, want to
say that the hon’ble Prime Minister should
come inthe House to solve this problem. He
should make things clear before any other
issue is taken into consideration. This is my
humble submission 1o you.
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(English]

SHRI LOKANATH CHOUDHURY
(Jagatsinghpur): Sir, the news itempublished
in The Statesman has two aspects. One
aspects is the involvement of the Prime
Minister. The other aspect is about the
investigationconcerningthe Bofors case. As
you know Sir, in the three successive
Parliaments, this House has been rocked on
this issus. The country is either confused or
in the entire country, people now have a
suspicion with regard to the administration.
If you see the development of events, even
before Shri Solanki delivered the letter, the
adjournmentin Geneva Court was by sought
the lawyer saying that the Government of
India would send a message. Naturally,
Government of India was not opposed to it.
They were in the court and the adjournment
was taken,

The second point is even after the
declaration of the Prime Minister here that
the case should be followed up and the
matter shouldbe broughttolight, the waythe
CBI is handling the matter in the Delhi High
Court again gives rise to suspicion. The CBI
in the High Court has not dealt with the
matter in a manner by which it would have
overinthe High Court. And| also say that the
CBlis notdoing this on its own. In spite of the
factthatthis should have beenreferredtothe
Supreme Coun, especiallywhenthejudgment
of the Supreme Court is there, the CBI has
not gone to that point till now. So, naturally,
the whole purpose behind it is to seethat the
frozen bank accounts are released and
continue with it in the same way that they
have been doing for the last 27 months.

This also revels that the Government is
consciously trying to hide this issue and to
keep the whole country under suspicion.

Secondly Sir, when the Prime Minister
spoke here, there was a suspicion asto how
Shri Solanki could hand over such a letter.
That suspicion is now confirmed by this
news item that the Prime Minister has told
him about it. That is whal | has told the
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Foreign Ministerof Switzerland. The Foreign
Minister of Switzerland has said, and it was
on record, that the Prime Minister has said
s0. So, under these circumstances, is it not
the responsibility of the Prime Minister to
come andsaythathe has notdone it andthat
.he has never asked Shri Solanki to deliver
the letter and that he is not a party to it? He
should have done so, when this matter is
unnecessarily agitating the whole country.

I warn my friends on the other side that
if they do not clear up this issue, this will not
only bring further political crisis inthe country,
butitwillalsocreate averywrong impression
among the masses of this country. People
willcome to believe that those who are inthe
administration are consciously hiding the
facts. Unless truth is established, this will be
somethingwhich willdefinitely go agafnst our
parliament as well.

SHRI SUDHIR SAWANT (Rajapur):
Speaker, Sir, this hydra of Bofors has again
raised its ugly head. It raised its head first
timein 1989. Atthattime Iwas notlinked with
the politics at all. This issue was capitalised
up on by the Opposition up to the hilt and
result was destablisation of the country. We
have seeninJune 1991, thatbecause of this
Bofors issue, they you brought the country
to the brink of bankruptcy. After that
everythingwas running smoothly. Theforeign
exchange reserves which they had brought
down to Rs.2000 crores crossed the mark of
Rs. 16,000 crores. Thus hydra again raised
its ugly head when the letter written by Shri
Solankiwastalked about. Atthattime people
used 10 say that the real target is not Shri
Solanki but the Prime Minister. | think the
only reason of their saying sois to destablise
the country once againbecause itwasrunning
smoothly in the safe hands of the present
Prime Minister.

SHRILOKANATHCHOUDHURY: You
are the de-stabilisers.

[ Transfation)
SHRI MADAN LAL KHURANA: Let the

hen'ble Prime Minister come and say that it
is incorrect,
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SHRI SUDHIR SWAWANT: This was
raised earlier also and the hon'ble Prime
Minister replied to your question in detail.
The same willhappentoday. My point is that
how much time of this House you are going
to wasle. Today you did not allow the
Question Hour to run. That day you took
complete fourhours. The general public are
the worst suffers in it. The result is that
matlers which should be generally be
discussed in the House are not discussed,

[English]

and a non-issue is b2ingmade anissue
and discussed continuously . This i§ the
cause of my concern.

Lasttime whenthe matterwasdiscussed
in the House the Prime Minister said that a
shadowwas castoverthe Government, and
that the letter written by Shri Solankiwas an
embarrassment to the Government. he said
so because it was a fact. Buttoday they are
making conjectures; they are coming to
certain inferences out of a statement which
had appeared in some newspaper. My
objectionto this is that everytime this Bofors
hydra is raised the time of the House is being
taken on a non-issue when we have to
discuss other imporant subjects like the
Defence. So, | would request you to be
moderate and come to our assistance so
thatrealissues are discussed andtime of the
House is not taken by non-issues.

SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL
(Chandigarh): Mr. Speaker, Sir, lwouldagree
with any hon. Member of the House it he was
to seek your indulgence to act conscien
tiously as representative of the people to
express our grave cncern about any matter
whichmaybeacause of embarrassment, as
Advaniji said, to the country to they
Governmentortothe Members of Parliament.
But, Sit, | earnestly feel that after having
heard the Prime Minister the other day we
should have taken the time of the House
today to raise the matter again on the basis
of one news item. Sir, lamnot wenting to play
down any news items but | am only sharing
the sentiments of Shri Sawant that il
something has appeared in the news paper
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today after an elaborate discussionthe other
day, the most prudent course for us would
have been to make a representation 10 the
Speaker; to wait for the response of the
Government and then take up the matter
again. Sir, it is unfortunate that when there
are somanyitemsonthe List of Businessfor
the day, we are not al all caring for it and we
are just trying 10 pass judgment against the
Government without even waiting for the
Government to respond,

Sir, weknow thatthe Secretary General
of the United Nations is in the country today.
The Prime Minister did not know that this
news items would appear in the papers
today. His programme was already mace.
Now, it has beentold by the han. Minister for
parliamentary Affairs thatthe Prime Minister
is coming to the House at 5.00 pm. Sir, more
than two.....

THEMINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY
AFFAIRS (SHRI GHULAM NABI AZAD):
No.

SHRIPAWAN KUMAR BANSAL: Sir,in
any case, we should have not taken up the
item tocay. We should have waited for the
Government to respond....(Interruptions)

Sir, | hope, the hon. Members would
give me time to make my point.

Sir, this matter has been taken up a
number oftimes here. Itis one thing to sound
rhetoric while referring to some shadows of
doubt asto whatthe Prime Minister hadsaid,
but the impassioned speech that he made,
the promise that he held out that he would
look into the matter himself, left no scope of
doubt to raise even a finger against the
intention of the Government. And if one
news items appears today, | repeat with all
humility, that we should not have rushed to
take the time of the House in this manner.....

SHRI NIRMAL KANTI CHATTERJEE:

Let the Prime Minister rush. Why is he not
rushing intothe House 1o make a statement?

SHRIPAWAN KUMAR BANSAL : Does
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he know that this news item would come up
in the papers today?

SHRI NIRMAL KANTI CHATTERJEE:
Does he not read the newspapers?

SHRI SOBHANADREESWARA RAO
VADDE (Vijayawada): MR. Speaker, Sir, |
do not want to repeat what my colleagues
have already broughtto yourkind notice. But
Iwould like to say, with all humility, and I may
be excusedforsaying so, thatthe revelations
today give an impression that this
Government has deliberately tried to fool on
1st April this august House which is the
supreme body in our:Parliamentary -
democracy.

Sir, it gives such an impression and in
all fairness, the Government must
cateqgorically come forwardtodenythe news,
if it is false.

Mr. Speaker, Sir, | would also like to
bring to the notice of this Government,
through you, and want a clear clarification
regarding this point. My information is that
on April 8, the Switzerland Government, had
sought further clarification from this
Government regarding Mr. Win Chadha's
petition in the Delhi High Count. You are
awarethatnoinformation needto have been
passed about thatpetitionat all. Itis only with
the sole objective to delay and stop the final
judgment there that a copy of that petition
and infermation regarding that petition was
sent there. In spile of this House discussing
about this issue on April 1, will now, the
Government of India has not yet replied
regarding that petition. | want this
Government to categorically come forward
with the facts.

Sir, as long as the Prime Minister does
not clarify these things on that day ltold that
the needle of suspicion willbe pointedtowards
him- this Government will have no moral
rightto continue in power. Thatis my humble
submission.

SHR!  SYED SHAHABUDDIN
(Kishanganj): ,Mr. Speaker, Sir, | shall be
very brief and | shall not repeat the plea that
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has been made by various distinguished
colleagues that the situation demands that
the Prime Minister be present in the House,
listento us and remove the doubts from our
minds,

MR. SPEAKER: Let it not be repeated
allthe time. | have said that the Secretary -
General is here. He is with him.

SHRI SYED SHAHABUDDIN : | have
onlythree brief points. | have beenadiplomat
and | had the honour ot representing my
country as an Ambassador. Sir, diplomatic
etiquette demands that when a Foreign
Minister meets another Fereign Minister, he
is invariably accompanied by his
Ambassador. Otherwise, it casts a shadow
on the credibilty and the status cf the
ambassador. R

The Report says that the Minister was
all by himsel when he met his Swiss
counterpart. May | knew whether it is a fact
anditis afact why was thisdone? Was there
something special about the occasion that
the Ambassador of the country accrecitedto
the Swiss Government hadtobe kept behind
the purdah. lwould like 1o have a categarical
statement from the Government wnether
the Ambassadorwaspresentonthatoccasion
ornot and if he was not present, why was he
not present? This is my first point.

The case is going to come up two days
later in the Delni High Cournt. It is a very
serious matter. The proceedings in
Switzerland will hinge onwhat happenshere.

We have our Government lawyers. |
would like the Government to tell us what is
the brief thatthe Government has giventoits
lawyer in this case, tor this hearing that is
going 1o come on 24th April. That will 1ell us
whether the hon. Prime Minister has fulfilled
the assurance that he gave to the House.

Thirdly, lwould like todraw your atiention
to the clarification reported 10 have been

sought rom Switzeriand . Now I do not know
whe sought R. But | would kke to know
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whether it is a fact whether our lawyer in
Switzerland or our Embassy in Switzerland
orthe Swiss Government sought clafification
onthis nete fromthe Government of India or
frem any other authority of the Government
ot India including CBI on the 8th April; and
whether Government of India has so far
responded to that clarification or not; and if
they have not responded so far, what does
it make of the assurance of the Prime
Minister that from now on he snall be
personally incharge of the case and he shall
see to it that all clouds are dispelled.

[ Translation]
SHRI PIUS TIRKEY: Mr. Speaker, Sir,

the House is supreme. The leader of the
House is not merely the leader of a party;

_rather he is Prime Minister of the whole

country. His prestige is the prestige of the
whole country. A single word utterred from
his mouths can make total chaos in the
country. Moreover, he is the leader of the
Hcuse and not the leader of the Congress
Party. Scitis notin keeping with the prestige
of the whole country that the hon'ble Prime
Minister should clandestinely send a letter
through a person as had been published in
the Statesman today. You are the hon.
Speaker of the House (Interruptions). We
have to accep! that he is the leader and you
arethespeaker. We are under yourprotection
and it causes concern when our Prime
Minister and the leader of the Congress
Party keeps mum. If the Statesman has
publishedany distorted and connected report,
they should be charge sheeted for that. Shri
*Solanki should also deny it.

(Interruptions)
[English]

MR. SPEAKER: This will nct go on
record.

[ Translation)

EBHRI PIUS TIRKEY: He is present
here, Mr. Solanki Is present here. { come

“Nol recorded.
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fromavillage. ltisin colloquial language and
the village people understand it.
(fmem}pr."ons) what | meanto say is that Mr.
Solanki has resigned. He used to be the
External affairs, He is also present. He
should also deny that he had not given any
such statement to the Statesman. He can
also say or let the Government say that the
whole thing is baseless. The Statesman can
also be charged. All the doors are cpen for
the Government but the point is that the
hon'ble Prime Minister should say something.

|English)

SHRI K .P. REDDAIAH YADAV
(Machilipatanam):: The entire country is
hearing and watching the proceedings of the
House. The hon. Member, Shri V.P.Singh
was also the Prime Minister. During his time
alsothese proceedings were conducted. Itis
not a new matter. This matteris being used
as a trumpet card. When the sel is not
complete, they are putling this card before
the Oppaosition. Eitherthe Ruling Party orthe
Opposition does notreally want to find out
thetruthofthe Boforscase, itappears tome.

In the Eighth Lok Sabha, Members of
the Opposition resigned onthe Bofors issue.
From Andhra Pradesh, out of 33 Telegu
Desam Members of parliament, 30 were
defeated by the people on the Bofors issue,
when they talked about democracy and all
that.

People really do not want this matter to
go on, to postpone this litigation for years
together, because the country's prestige is
at stake in the whole world today.

*Not recorded.

So, Sir, are they really interested? |
heard the last discussion on the subject and
the force with which they discussed it on that
day is quite different fromthe force that they
are now using. Because of the rec." tion
passed inthe AICC session against t:."8JP
they are now using more force andthey want
to argue tm.e case before this august House.

Therefore, let them function in this manner.
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This demand being made bythe BJPandthe
Janata Dalalso the people are watching. Let
them be fair in demanding.

(Interruptions)

| am not saying anything. | am telling
both the sides. | am accusing both the sides.
| am not supporting the Congress.

The Prime Minister categoricallyassured
the House that everything would be done in
afairmanner andif something has appeared
in the newspapers let the Prime Minister
come and give a statement. We will hear it.

[ Translation)

SHRI,HARI KISHORE SINGH : Mr.
Speaker, Sir, lwas very much surprised to
listen ShriBensal's speech. Sir, no allegation
was made against the hon. Prime Minister
lasttime when there was adiscussion about
Solanki. There was no attack onthe prestige
of the Prime Minister at that time, but this
time the hon'ble Prime Minister is put in a
very embarrassing position. The hon'ble
Prime Minister also holds the charge of the
External Affairs Portfolio. Does he propose
10 send a protest letter to the Switzerland
Government, if it is not true. Such a serious
allegation has been published in a leading
newspaper. Mr. Solanki had to resign when
the allegation against him was published in
a leading newspaper. Only the time will say
whether the report that has been published
in the newspapers today is right or wreng.

Mr. Speaker, Sir, when there was a
licence candal during the fifth Parliament
andthere were charges against the Ministers,
the then Government had, in keeping with
the Parliamentary conventions, given all the
files to the hon. Speaker who in his turn had
shown them 1o leaders of Opposition. The
C.B.l. was also investigating at that time.
Today the hon'ble Prime Minister is in an
embarrassing position. It naturally becomes
the queslion of prestige of the whole country.
The entire natioh is ashamed and we stand
disgraced before the international
Community. In view of this, will the
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Government place all the documents before
you for showing them to leaders of
opposition?

[English]

SHRICHITTABASU (Barasat): Sir,the
revolution today in The Statesman has
addedanewdimensiontothis issue, because
it involves directly the name of the Indian
Prime Minister. It also indicates or involves
the name of Mr. Felber who happens to be
the Foreign Relations Minister of a friendly
country. Our Prime Minister can make a
statement here— | would demand it — to
inform the country and the world about the
truth of it.

It is stated that Mr. Felber has recorded
this statement of Shri Solanki thdt the letter
which he was handing overto his counterpart
was from the Prime Minister of our country.
It is reported that Mr. Felber also
communicated this, after being recorded, to
the Government of India.

My question is, if the Government has
received such a communication from Mr,
Felber, if that communication were with the
Government, has the Government taken
any action to say that it is false? Or has it
enquired from Mr. Felber as to the
circumstances which led him to make
statement? This is my first question.

Secondly, | would like to know that it is
reported that relatively junior officers of CBI
have requested the Swedish Government
aboutthe Government'skeenness regarding
the pursuing of the case. why was it not
communicated by the Government's
representatives, particularly the Prime
Ministerwhoisincharge ofthe case because
the CBlis under his charge? He assuredthe
House that he will keep himself informed
about this matter andtake appropriate action
at the earliest. Therefore, | need these two
clarificationto understandthe backgroundof
the whole episode.

DR. KARTIKESWAR PATRA
(Balasore): Sir, On one point | would like to
differ with the hon. Member. There is no
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difference between the earlier discussion
and the present discussion. {Interrgptions)
You have alsogiventhe ruling thatthe matter
which was discussed in the session should
notbe discussedinthe same session again.
Onethingis that whenthe letter was handed
overby ShriSoiarki, the then Foreign Minister,
to his counter-part at that time it was
presumed that that letter was sent by the
Prime Minister of India. It was presumed. But
itcould notbe proved atthattime. Thatis why
Shri Solanki has resigned. He had resigned
because he stated inthis House andin Rajya
Sabha that somebody handed over that
letter to him and he has handed over that
letter to his counter-part. That was
substantiated. Thistime it has beenstatedin
this news item that the Foreign Minister of
Swiss Government stated that the letter

‘which was handed over by Shri Solanki 1o

him was handed over to Shri Solanki by the
Prime Minister. That has been recorded.
Shri Solamki is now the hon. Member of the
other House. The hon. Prime Minister has
alsoagre=dtocomeforwardwith a statement.
That is why there is no clear denial in this
House about discussing this matter.
Everybody is serious on this issue, The hon.
Members of Opposition parties are very
much serious. Butthere is no seriousnessin
this matter. This cannot be discussed when
the hon. Prime Minister has agreed to make
statement in this House. That is my
submission.

SHRIGUMAN MAL LODHA (Pali): Sir,
I want to make one submission. 24th April is
the date fixed in the High Court. We havethe
experience of Chawla judgment wherein he
quashed the F.L.R. saying that no case is
made out. | had earlier also requested that
the Governmentshould take up underArticle
139 (A) of the Constitution and make an
applicationtothe Supreme Ccurtandgetthe
case transferred there. Would the
Government take steps immediately in this
regard? Otherwise we are leading towards a
great disaster. The whole debate would
become meaningless once the High Court
quashes the order, as was done earlier.
There is a conspicuous silence on the part
of the {reasury benches on this aspect of the
matter. So, | would like to tell them that let
them move an application right today to the
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hon. Supreme Court under Article 139 (A) for
talking the case to Supreme Court. This is
the most important point.

SHRIJASWANT SINGH: Sir, | wish to
make asubmission. You head alot of points.
Various hon. Members have had their say.
There are various continuing aspects about
the enquiry intothe Bofors scandal and atthe
top of that is the shadow caused about the
allegations of the Prime Minister's own
involvement. We understand that the Prime
Minister is, at the moment , pre-occupied
with other affairs of State. The hon. Minister
of Defence and the hon. Minister of
Parliamentary Affairs are here. A categorical
statement is, nevertheless, merited fromthe
Government to say - firstly so far as the

Prime Minister's name is concerned it is not .

important.

Thereafter, all the various other things
that have been raised like the suggestion
given onlegal matter by my good friend, Shri
Guman Lal Lodha and other points that Shri
George and also Shri Shahabuddin had
raised, those can subsequently be answered
by the Prime Minister himself coming here
and satisfying the House. But this one thing
fromthe Governmentis needed now that the
Prime Minister was notinvolved. And Sclanki
elc. are all subsequent matters because
Solankihas obviously stated anuntruth then.
Why not both speak the truth? And then
consequences will follow. (Interruptions).
Therefore, let the Government now say.....
(Interruptions). This is the way out. We can
well understand the Prime Minister's
preoccupations with other matters o! State.
There are two senior Ministers in the
Government, let them stand up and say that
the Prime Minister is not involveo. On all
other aspacts the Prime Minister will come at
the earliest opportunity.

SHRI E. AHAMED (Manjeri): Sir, these
people are demanding a statement fromthe
Prime Minister, We all want that statement
from the Prime Minister categorically. We
agree with that. But now they change their
stand and are asking for a statement from
the Ministers here., Let the Prime Minister
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come and make the statement.
(Interruptions)

THEMINISTEROF PARLIAMENTARY
AFFAIRS (SHRI GHULAM NABI AZAD):
Mr. Speaker, Sir, we have beed discussing
this issue inside the House..... (Interruptions)

[ Trans!ation)

~ SHRIMADAN LAL KHURANA: You will
also be involved. (Interruptions)

SHRI GHULAM NABI AZAD: If | am
involved, you will also be involved, you are
withme and | share everythingwith you.lfthe
talks aboutanything secret, he will definitely
be implicated.

[English)

Sir, we have discussedthis issue inside
this House for the past five years on a
number of occasions. Two Parliament
elections have been fought on this issue. |
am just saying on'y one world. | will come 1o
that . (Interruptions)

[ Translation)

You people spoke for two hours and
when we speak for one minute form the
Governmenl's side, it trouble ycu paople.
(Interruptions)

[English)

No, no. This is very bad and we had the
patience 1o hear youfor two hours, you must
also have the patience 10 hear us.

SHRIBASU DEB ACHARIA (Bankura):
But that should be relevant.

SHRI RAM NAIK (Bombay North): You
only said. ‘ocne minute’.... (Interruptions)

SHRI GHULAM NABI AZAD: Sir, two
Parliament elections have already been
fought on this issue andthis issue generated
a lot of heat both inside and outside this
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House. And what was the ultimate result?
The pervious Government spent crores and
crores of rupees as faras the investigation of
this case is concerned.

Sir, very recently this issue was
discussed at length in both the Houses. The
outgoing Foreign Minister made a statement
and subsequently the hon. Prime Minister
replied to the debate on the floor of both
Houses. | would like to mention here that a
mention was made that hon. friends have not
heard anything so far of what the hon. Prime
Minister had promised here with regard to
the message which was supposedto of from
the Government of India to the Swiss
Government. As | have already mentioned
thatimmediately afterthe hon. Prime Minister
replied to the debate in the other House,
within two hours the Government p! India
passed on the message to the Swiss
Government,

SHRICHITTABASU (Basarat): We sent
that message? (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please.. If you mark
the words, you willunderstand. He says, “the
Government of India™.

SHRIGHULAMNABIAZAD: So, itis not
true that we were sleeping over the matter.
The Prime Minister as in this speech fulfilled
his commitment within the shortest span of

time — I think two hours is too small a time.

forthe Government of India to respond to an
issue like this.

Sir, we do not have to hide anything. We
have said it on a number of occasions when
we were inpower during Rajiv's time. No less
than Rajivji made it clear on the floor of this
House. Subsequently, the present Prime
Minister had also made it clear in this House
and in the other House. Even today, we are
very clear on this subject. We do not have
anything to hide as far as this Bofors issue is
concemed. (Mnterruptions) You have sought
that the hon. Prime Minister himself should
come before this Hose.. This Prime Minister
will come before this House tomorrow.
(Interruptions)

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA: He should
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come today itself, not tomorrow.

SHRIGULAM NABIAZAD: ltis not that
whenaveryouthink, the Prime Minister should
come. (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: The Ministeris replying
to a debate which hastaken place for aimost
two-and-a-half hours. You at least hear him
for five minutes.

SHRI GHULAM NABI AZAD: Sir,
whatever clarification's, the hon. Members
have sought ..... (Interruptions)

SHRI SAIFUDDIN CHOUDHURY
(Katwa): Sir, itis very insulting to saythatthe
Prime Minister will come tomorrow.

(Interruptions)

SHRISRIKANT JENA (Cuttack): Do not
take this House for a ride. (Interruptions)

SHRIGULAM NABIAZAD: When | say
that he will come to this House tomorrow that
does not that he cannot come today. The
Prime Minister will reply to the clarifications
sought here. It may be inthe form which you
wanted or in the form of intervention in this
discussion on the Demands for Grants ofthe
Ministry of External Affairs. If you want a
separate statement, the Prime Minister is
ready to come with a statement also, but
tomorrow. (Interruptions)

SHRILAL.K. ADVANI: He should come
to the House right now. (Interruptions)

SHRIBASU DEB ACHARIA: He should
come to the House right now. (/neruptions)

SHRILAL K. ADVANI: Sir, | do not know
whether the Government realises the
implications of this kind of a statement that
has been made by the Minister of
Parliamentary Affairs. A public allegation
has been made in a prominent newspaper of
this morning on the basis of certain
documents cited, which have been echoed
here by various sections of the House and
today, the Government has not even
contradictad it. The Defence Minister who is
in-charge of the Bofors investigationis present
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in the House and in his presence, the
Government spokesman stands up 10 say
that tvhatever has to be said on this subject
will be said by the Prime Minister tomorrow.
The Government has, by taking this stand,
condemned itself. What are the implications
of this? My implication is that you are
condemning your own Governmen! even
today. Therefore as my collegue suggested
to you, the details may be brought out by the
Prime Minister. But the essential fact is
whether Mr.. Solanki, when he haded over
that note to his counterpart in Switzerland,
had the approval, implied or expressed, of
the Prime Minister. This is the crucial point.
If you have said today that Mr. Solanki
handed over this note, as the Prime Minister
himsell said, as an individual to another
individual and it had no sanction form the
Prime Minister, if this statement had been
made, itwouldhave been onething. Whyare
younotwillingtosayeventhat? lamextremely
sorry that this Government has condemned
itself, has condemned the Prime Minister
and kept silence on this.

We are not going to suffer this kind of
attitude. Parliament cannot be reduced to a
non-entity altogether, Rightfrom 11 O’ clock
tillabout 2 O' clock, for the last three hours,
in Parliament, we have been asking
clarifications on this one point. whether the

Prime Minister ......

SHRI GHULAM NABI AZAD: This
clarification is politically motivated and
mischievous. (Interruptions)

13.41 hrs.

At this stage, Shri Lal K. Advani and some
other hon.Members left the House.

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: | am
not walking out. | want the Government to
come out. I will not allow the Government to
carry on its business. (Interruptions)

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA: The
Minister should withdraw his statement about
“Politically motivated “. (Interruptions)

You adjourn the House till tomorrow.
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finterruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: The House stands
adjourned to met again at 3 O’ clock.

13.42 hrs.

The Lok £3abha then adjourned for Lunch till
‘Fifteen o f the Clock.

The Lok Sabha reassembled after Lunch at
Fifteen of the Clock

@R. DE:PUTY SPEAKER in the Chair}
15.00 hi-s.
[Translzition]

SH RI MADAN LAL KHURANA (South
Delhi): 1\Ir. Deputy Speaker, Sir, please ask
the Prin ne Ministerto come o the House and
the Holuse may be adjourned till the Prime
Ministe:r arrive here. (Interruptions)

SHRI RAM VILAS PASWAN (Rosera):
When Mr. Speaker, was in he chair, we
dema ndedthat Prime Minister may be asked
1o cor ne here and if the Prime Minister does
notct ome 1o the House on such animportant
occa sion, you may adjourn the House.
(Inte 'rruptions)

15.0)2 hrs.

At this stage, Shri Basu Deb Acharia
an d some other hon. Members came to the
we 2l of the House.

SHRI MADAN LAL KHURANA: Prime
M linister's name is mentioned here, therefore
h e should present himself, Please adjourn
Wihe House. (Interruptions)

[English]

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The House
tsrands adjourned till Four O clock.

15:..04 hrs.
The Lok Sabhathen adjourned!lill Sixteen
of the Clock
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The Lok Sabha reassembled at Sixteen
of the Clock

(MR. SPEAKER in the chair)

SHRI RAIM VILAS PASWAN (Rosera):
Mr. Speaker, {Sir, we have been demanding
right since the» question hour at 11.00 a.m.
that the Prime Minister should clarify the
position regarding the reference of this name
in the today's newspaper ' Statesman ' and
in the context it has been mentioned, The
External AfYairs Minister of the Swiss
Governmen't has stated that the note
delivered by the External Affairs Minister of
India was giv:ien by the Prime Minister. About
this note, | ha've already statedin the morning
thatthere ma.y be fourtypes of presumptions
either the ne ws published in the newspaper
canbe wron¢jandifthe news publishedinthe
newspaper is correct, then the Government
should contr adict the statement of the Swiss
External Affairs Minister that the Indian
External Affziirs Minister has mentioned the
name of the Prime Minister and specifically
refute the allegations levelled by the Swiss
External Affziirs Minister who has stated that
it is not only on record, but he has chanced
it for the sec ond time and all these reports
have been passed on to C.B.l. Prime
Minister's pr estige and the dignity of the
country is a ssociated with it. The Prime
Minister is niot the Prime Minister of the
Congress alcine, he is the Prime Minister of
the whole coluntry and as well as the leader
of the House . Therefore, we had demanded
thatitmight b e announcedin the House itseff
that the Prim« 2 Ministerwas in no way a party
tothenote, ar idhe was having noinformation
of the note brecause of which Shri Solanki
had to quit his office. The Prime Minister
should give a statement in the House
tomorrow ancifollowing the statement, if the
hon. Membiers may express some
apprehension s, they should be allowed to
seek clarificat ions. But at least, today the
Government should definitely issue a
statementthat the Prime Ministerwas neither
involved in any way, nore was there his

approval at alll in this matter and he had no

such inforrnation. (Interruptions)
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]Eng!ish]

MR. SPEAKER: In thiis House the rule
is, when the Speaker stainds Shri Acharia
does not sit and when Stiri Acharia stands,
the Speaker sits. (Internptions)

SHRIBASU DEB A(Z:HARIA (Bankura):
... atleastthe Governmantshould clarify the
position. (Interruptions:)

MR. SPEAKER:: Please: lst me say
something. After | say something of you are
not satisfied, you can say.

[Translation)

I have discussed the mzitter today with
the Leaders of all the parties; in the House,
and as Shri Paswan has jus;t now said that
everybody in the House is agreed to it.
Therefore, | allow Shri Ghulz im Nabi Azad or
anybodyelse who wants to _speak anything
onbehalfof the Governmen' (can express his
views. As was said in the b eginning by Shri
Jaswant Singh, and yester jay we were told
that the Prime Minister would make a
statement in the House and If anything
follows. only one Member of each party will
speak on behalf of his own party. Thereafter
the Prime Minister will repl y. | will see under
which law and rules it can be» done.

[English)]

THEMINISTEROF PAR LIAMENTARY
AFFAIRS (SHRIGHULAMN ABIAZAD): Mr.
Speaker, Sir, let me reiterate » what | had said
earlier that the Prime Mirister will either
make a separate statemen ttomorrow in this
regard or while replayingto the discussionon
the Demands for grants; of the External
Affairs Ministry.... (Interi uptions) --—

This is the problem . (interruptions)

NIRMAL KANT | CHATTERJEE
(Dumdum): We wzint a statement.
(Interruptions)

SHRIGHULAM N ABI AZAD: Separate
statement - all right., i had said two. One of
you could have said it iis. | had already said
before noon also that either of the two. But
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since you are insisting on a statement, itis a
statement. We do not have any objection.
Where'is the question for crying about it? As
far as my friend, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan is
concerned, whatever queries he is wanting,
we do not have any objection. And let me be
very clear that the Prime Minister, Shri
Narasimha Rao had no knowledge of the
note handed overby thethen ForeignMinister
of India, Shri Madhavasinh Solanki to Mr.
Felber.

MR. SPEAKER: Now we shall take up
papers to be laid on the Table.

16.00 hrs.

PAPER LAID ON THE TABLE

LY

Detailed Demands for Grants of the
Ministry of Urban Development for
1992-93

THE MINISTER OF URBAN
DEVELOPMENT (SHRIMAT! SHEILA
KAUL): Ibegtolayonthe Table acopy ofthe
Detailed Demands for Grants (Hindi and
English versions) of the Ministry of Urban
Development for the year 1992-93. [Placed
in Library. See No. L..T- 1804/92]

Detailed Demands for Grants of
the Ministry of Power and
Non-conventional Energy

Sources for the year
1992-93.

THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE
MINISTRY OF POWER AND NON-
CONVENTIONAL ENERGY SOURCES
(SHRI KALP NATH RAI): I beg to lay on the
Table a copy of the Detailed Demands for
Grants (Hindi and English versions) of the
Ministry of Power and Non-Conventional
Energy Sourcesfortheyear1992-93. [Placed
in Library. See No. L.T. - 1805/92]
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Annual Report, Annual Accounts and
Review on the working of Sree Chitra
Triunal Institute for Medical Sciences
and Technology, Trivandrum, for 1990-
91 and Statement for delay in laying
these papers.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS
AND MINISTER OF STARE IN THE
MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND
COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRIRANGARAJAN
KUMARAMANGALAM): On behalf of
Shrimati Margaret Alva: | beg 1o lay on the
Table —

A copy of the Annual Report
(Hindi and English versions) of the
Sree Chitra Tirunal Institute for
Nedical Sciencesand Technology,
Trivandrum, for theyear 1990-91.

(1 €

(i) Acopy of the Arnual Accounts
(Hindi and English versions) of the
Sree Chitra Tirunal Institute for
Medical sciences and Technology,
Trivandrum, for  the year 1990-
91 together with Audit Report
thereon.

(i) Astatement (Hindiand English
versions) regarding Review by the
Government on the working of the
Sree Chitra Tirunal Institute for
Medical Sciences and
Technology, Trivandrum, for year
1990-91.

(2) Astatement (Hind and English
versions)showing reasonsfordelayinlaying
the papers menticned at (1) above. {Placed
in Library. See No, LT - 1806/92]

(3) (i) A copy of the Annual Report
(Hindi and English versions) of the
Satyendrea Nath Bese National
Centrefor Basic Sciences, Calcutta,
for the year 1990- 91 alongwith
Audited Accounts.

(i)  Astatement (Hindi and English
versions) regarding Review by the
Government on the working of the



