
 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAG-ESH 

DESAI): Prof. Lakshmanna. You have already 
taken 26 minutes. So you may take only three 
or four minutes more. I frave got the record 
here You h.rve   already   taken   26   minutes. 

PROF. C. LAKSHMANNA: Mr. Vice- 
Chairman, Sir, I tried to tell earlier how 
the companies, to whom the monev has 
been paid, were not able to give the in 
formation because of the pronouncement 
of the Attorney-General. Now I will come 
to the statement of my learned friend, 
Shri Shiv Shanker Shri Shiv Shanker, the 
Minis'er is supposed to have stated in the 
I ok Sabha that the amount that has been 
paiii to ''hollow" comnanies  might nave 
hem plou:ihted back to  the  Directors. 
1 Jo hope, he is a iearned jnao, he must be 
having information to prove that- money-has 
been paid .to these companies, that all these 
companies are hollow and that it has been 
ploughed back to the Diiec-tors- As it has 
been constantly asked of the Opposition to 
prove with evidence what it ia "-aying 
similarly 1 would request Mr. Shiv Shanker to 
kindly let us know what evidence he has to 
prove that these  are   "hollow"  companies. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKER:' Have you read 
my statement' 1 said "in all probability", This 
was one of the guess-works that I had done. .If 
you say, "bring evid-' encc", where shaH I get 
it? In the morning I said that it was a guess. I 
did a guess-work. Ft happens. It happens in 
many of the companies in India. Some of your 
friends know it  much better. 

PROF. C. LAKSHMANNA: When some 
conclusions were drawn by the Opposition 
people, there was a constant clamour on their 
part "you are not coming forward with 
evidence, you are not producing evidence." 
Therefore, inference or conclusion is a 
legitimate weapon for anybody. It is not open 
to evidence that is available. One can come to 
a conclusion. This raises a very important 
question. It raises an important question 
because it has come from a member of the 
Government that there could have been a 
possibility  of 
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[Prof. C. Lakshmanna] 
the money being ploughed back to these 
"hollow' companies. If that is the case, I 
suggest two ways. Number one: The 
Government of India should, ask the Swedish 
Government and the Swedish com-papy to 
reopen the issue, and the Chief Public 
Prosecutor of Sweden should be requested to 
reopen the issue and find out whether these are 
really hollow companies and whether the 
money has been ploughed back. Then, - what 
has been denied, that it was a bribe, etc., will 
not be valid, if it is proved. That is a different 
matter. 

Secondly, as I have mentioned earlier, there 
is a possibility, as was also stated by Mr, Aran 
Singh, of breach of faith. Therefore, I would 
suggest that there should be an Arbitration 
Tribunal, appointed to go into this particular 
question whether there has really been a 
breach of faith. If there has been a breach of 
faith, then we should take up the issue as a 
legal issue with the Bofors company and then 
it will be bound. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI     JA-
GESH DESAI):  Please  conclude. 

PROF. C. LAKSHMANNA: I 
concluding. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAG-
ESH DESAI): Only one minute now. I will 
not allow more than one minute. 

PROF. C, LAKSHMANNA: Mr. Vice- 
Chairman...   (Interruptions) ... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAG- 
ESH DESAI): Your Party's time was 
only 14 minutes. You have taken do- 
uble the time. 

PROF. C. LAKSHMANNA: It is an 
important question. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAG-ESH 
DESAI); No, no. T cannot give like this...  
{Interruptions)...  Please cooperate 

with me. Your Party's time was only 14 
minutes but I have given you 29 minutes. I 
have to run the House...(Interruptions) 

SHRI   PARVATHANENI  UPENDRA:    
He is winding up.  

PROF. C. LAKSHMANNA: I am winding 
up without any charges! 

Sir, I would like to comment only OH       
two things  since we are discussing      the      
JPC report and the Bofors contract. There 
are  two   important   things.   Firstly,   when 
the JPC was examining Mr. Morberg and 
Mr.  Gothlin,  they  refused  to give      the 
information.  I  feel  very  hurt  that  these 
people  could refuse to give the informa 
tion to the Joint Parliamentary Committee 
which they readily gave to the      officers. 
They  say,   as   quoted   and   stated  in- the 
report,   "You   can, get   the      information  
from the oflicipls of tV Defence Ministry. 
What is this?  The JPC should have em 
phatically stated the fact and said, "Yoa 
are appearing before us. You give it. We       
are not supposed to take information from 
|   them.   After   all,   they   are  within      us. 
I   Therefore, the way in which    the    JPC" 
compromised  itself in its position Is       

something  which  I  cannot      understand. 
This is number one. 

The second point is with regard to thfc witnesses.   
Several  names  were  suggested, including Mr.  
Ardbo    and    others,    and   these people were not 
called. They were A very important because I have 
got information which has been published in    the 
Hindu as to hew Mr. Ardbo's diary had been   
giving  vital  information.  Therefore, if Mr. Ardbo 
was called, there was every      "" possibility of 
cross-examining him. In one page he  says; 

"He does not care if Aran Nekro is hurt. 
He does not mind if even Q is hurt. But G 
must be saved at all cost." 

If Mr. Ardbo had been called before  ^ the  
Committee,  the Committee        could have had the 
opportunity of asking -wno these people were. 
While they haver not used any code name for Mr. 
Aran 'Nehru, 

am
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they used code names for others. Therefore, if 
these names are deciphered, perhaps it could 
have led to certain further imornution in order 
to find out where these kickbacks have gone in 
spite of the fact that they have denied that 
there were no kickbacks. 

There is enough evidence to prove that there  
had been connections among      the three 
companies on the one had and Mr. Adnan 
Khashoggi on the other. There has been  also 
enough evidence to prove that there  has   been  
a   connection   among- all these firms and 
Sangam Limited. Sangam Limited  is a 
company of the      Hindujas and Hindujas are 
friends of Mr. 'Amitabh Bachchan and Mr. 
Ajitabh Bachchan, and, of  course the  rest  of  
them  you  know. "Therefore,  there was no  
effort made by the    J PC   in     its     full    
functioning... (Interruptions) ... I am     only 
passing on information which is published and 
which is not  revealed by anybody else so far. 
That is in The Hindu and which has been even 
ascepted by Mr. Aran Singh who is a very 
responsible man. At least' he will accept that.    
He  said that Chitra Subra-maniam had done 
work which is commendable,  and  I am  only 
quoting from the information which she has 
been able    to give. Therefore, if the JPC had 
examined all  the witnesses  they  have  pointed   
out and if it had examined the witnesses who 
appeared before them in the sense    they ought 
to have examined, some of     the mysteries 
which shoud the entire process could have been 
solved. Therefore, I have na hesitation that 
what has been revealed by the JPC is 
interesting and  what has been concealed by the 
JPC is vital. Since we arei in pursuit of that 
vital thing there should be relentless effort 
matte by    this Government, this Parliament 
and this country  to  really  have" further  probe  
into the matter and track down those persons 
who have .been responsible for such acts. 

SHRI MADHAN BHATTA (Nominated): 
Respected Vice-Chairman) Sir, I have' listened 
to the speech of the hon. Member, Mr. 
Vajpayee, with great interest. It showed 
remarkable intelligence because it Is a known 
fact that     when 

there is absence of logic, replace it with 
comedy and humour, and that exactly was the 
performance of the hon. Member. 

Sir, the Boforrs issue exploded on the 
Inuian pOiiiivdl acjiie in April, 1987. T. S. 
Eliot in, one of his poems has said, "April 
is the cruellest month because. it      gives 

hopes." April, 1987 proved to be the 
cruellest month for the Opposition in this 
country because it aroused its hopes of 
snatching the political power by a short 
cut from the paws of the massive cons 
titutional mandate of the people of this 
country in favour of Mr. Rajiv Gandhi. 
April, 1987 will also go down in the poli 
tical history of India since independence 
as        the murkist month. It 
was     a   month   in   which   the   political the 
tumbled to royalties dust.    It was a month in 
which monstrous political betrayals  were  
camouflaged  and  masqueraded as moral 
righteousness.    It was a month in  Which a 
press magnate   assumed the role of making 
and unmaking the Prime Ministers   of this  
country.    It was a month in which political 
conspiracies and    political    intrigues got 
intensified  around  the highest     constitutional 
institution of the nation. It was a month in 
which the external, hostile forces      sitting        
on  the fence jumped   into  the  fray  and 
joined  in the kill particularly because the 
Prime Minister of this country had incurred 
their    warth    at Harare, by   his   policy, of 
deepening the friendship with the Soviet Union   
and  ultimately by the declaration in Delhi, 
which he made along with President  
Gorbachev.    It will, therefore, be a travesty of 
political history -of India  if  the  Bofore issue . 
is discussed  in   isolation from  the political 
events which created turmoil in this  country 
from   April to  July, 198/7.   But, for the time 
being, I shall not deal with this political 
question. 

So far as this Opposition is concerned, the 
mam thrust of its attack has been the Joint 
Parliamentary Committee and its proceedings. 
When this Committee  was  constituted,  its  
con- 
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stitution was attacked as a cover-up exercise. 
When its report has been given, its report has 
been attacked as a cover-up exercise. It would 
have been a political miracle if after the brick-
bats, which had been thrown against the 
constitution of this Committee, the Opposition 
would have chosen to hand over bouquets to 
the report of this Committee. But political 
miracle do not happen in this country and they 
are least expected from the  Opposition  in  
this  country. 

What is the basis for making the attack on 
the report and proceedings of this Committee? 
The foundation of the attack is that this 
Committee allowed Bofors to get away with 
the concealment of information by allowing it 
to plead commercial privacy or commercial 
confidentiality. According to the Opposition, 
there is no such thing in law as commercial 
secrecy or commercial confidentiality. It is on 
this basis that the opinion of the Attorney-
General has been  attacked. 

I must say that this attack is based on 
complete ignorance of law. In law, there are 
two concepts—the concept of commercial 
secrecy and the concept of commercial 
confidentiality. I shall take both these  
concepts separately. 

I take the concept of secrecy or the concept 
of privacy first. In Britain, in 1972, a 
Committee was constituted, which is known 
as _ the Younger Committee, to go in depth 
into the right of privacy or the right of 
secrecy. This. Committee gave its report. In 
the beginnihg it addressed itself to the 
question,ae to what is the right of secrecy. It 
quoted two famous authorities in this 
connection. 

The first authority, which was cited was 
that of Prof. Widston. He says: 

"Privacy is -the claim of individuals, groups  
or institutions to determine for . themselves, 

when, how and to what extent information    
about   them is communicated to them." 

Then Prof. Miller says: 

"The basic attribute of an effective right 
of privacy is the individual's ability to 
control the circulation of information 
relating to him a power that often is 
essential to maintain social relationship  
and personal freedom."' 

 The   question  is   whether   this  right   
to decide  what  information   I  shall pass  on to 
public about my  aJfairs  is  a right of privacy or 
is not a right of privacy.    The Yoinyer     
Committee,     which    went    in « depth   into   
this   question,   concluded  that 

tlie risht of privacy includes the right of an 
individual to Uecid: .what uitorma-tion and 
how much intormatiua as will disclose to the 
pubiic in regard to his relations. The .question 
is whether this right of privacy covers also the 
commercial transactions a.* J the cormn.rcial 
relations of an individual and an institution. 

In this regard the Committee referred to what 
is known as the Justice Bill and the justice Bill 
says that privacy speaks of "a person's state of 
being protected from i intrusion upon himself, 
his own family, 1 his relationships and 
communications i with others, Tris property and 
his business affairs." The right of privacy 
includes the right of every person to decide 
what information and how much information he 
will disclose to the public in relation to his 
commercial transactions. This is the right  of 
privacy. 

Secondly, Sir, it is the basic right of every 
individual which has been enshrined in our 
Constitution also to carry on his trade and 
commerce without any restriction or resetraint 
The right of freedom of trade includes the 
right to decide to what extent he would 
disclose his trade relationships or his trade 
activities. It is a part of the basic human right. 

The second concept is the right of 
confidentiality. The Younger Committee 
recommended that so far as tbis concept of 
confidentiality is concerned the Law 
Commission of Great Britain should go into 
this  question.    This report,    I may 
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add, Sir, was placed  before  the    Parliament in 
Britain and.it is    known    as    a 'command  paper'.     
So  far  as    confidentiality is concerned, the Law 
Commission >     addressed  itself to  the  concept  of  
confidentiality.    In  this  regard,  Sir,  J   submit that 
the Law Commission on the basis of recommendation  
made  by  the     Younger Committee has addressed 
itself    to three ,       or four questions.    The first 
question to which the Law Commission addressed it-i       
self was  "What    is    confidentiality?".    I shall quote  
this;    Under the    recommendations,  'once  
information has   been  entrusted in circumstances 
giving rise to an obligation of confidence —  that  
information is ia effect impressed with a duty of 
confidence owed to the person who is en-     | trusted  
with it."    Then,  the  Commission    ', said "How  
does  this duty    arise?'!    The     j V.,duty to keep in 
confidence, the iiiforma-    | -**    (ion which a person 
receives    from    another   person   and   the   
Commission   gave an answer.    The answer of the    
Commission   was   by  reference  1o   a  decision  of *        
the House of        Lords.      It said:   "The decision  of 
the .   House    of    Lords    in Blundel vs Stephen to 
which reference has already been made also 
demonstrated that  at least where the parties are -in a 
conlxtual  leltionship,      the     person     to whom     
the   information     is     confided may be hable not 
only when he himself ha. disclosed or used it but also 
if it is disclosed or used through his negligence." If 
there is  a contractual  obligation    im-# - posed  upon 
a person by    another    contracting party that this is 
the information that 1 am passing on to   you   but   
you will be under contractual obligation      to keep 
that information secret and if that *       information is 
disclosed by that    person, it wil! be a breach of 
contract    and    a 1      breach of confidence. 

Again at page 30 in) this Law Commission report, 
aftother judgement was cited by the Law Commission    
which is   very lucid.   It was a judgment fa which 
Lorf ,   Justice Shaw said and 1 ewote: 

"The communication in a ccmmerciaf 
context o£ information—" this i? im-
portant"— in a 4»mmerdal-eontext of 
information which at the time   is   re-. 

garded by the giver and recognised by the 
recipient as confidential and the nature of 
which has a material connection with the 
commercial interest of the party, confiding 
that information imposes on the recipient a 
fiduciary ob-. ligation to maintain that 
confidence thereafter unless the giver gives 
consent to relax it." 

This is  in relation  to  commercial transactions 
and what happens if there   is    a breach of 
confidence and the information is disclosed. 
The consequence is that he becomes liable  in 
civil  law  for damages and   this   is   what   the 
Commission   says "'That there is an action for 
breach of con-I      fidence,   independent  of 
statute,     which i     has  been beyond  doubt for 
many  years. j      Broadly speaking, it may be 
described us !     a civil remedy affording 
protection against disclosures  or  use  of 
information which is not publicly known    and 
which   has been entrusted to a person in 
circumstances imposing an obligation not to 
disclose or use     that    information    without 
the authority of the person who has imparted it-" 
So.,  Sir,  there  is  a right of pii-vacy and there is 
an obligation of confi-   dentiality.    I  submit. 
Sir,     that    Bofors pleaded  before  this 
Committee  not  only the right of privacy but 
also their obligation of confidentiality when 
they    said, "we shall not disclose    the 
information beyond  that  which we  have 
already disclosed."    In  this regard,  I draw the 
attention of this Hon'ble House as to what the. 
representatives of Bofors    said    first at page 
124 and I quote:— 

"Mr. Morberg said, in the beginning, 
commercial secrecy is of great importance to a 
company, specially in the business of armaments 
where most I of your customers are States and 
State agencies with very high requirement of 
classified information, and- a very high 
requirement that the company can .indeed keep 
confidential informstton secret and not talk about 
details, orders, numbers etc. in contracts." 

Particularly they emphasise that so far as they 
are concerned, they are dealing in armaments 
and their dealings in armaments are with 
different States    and    fa 



 

[Shri Madan Bhatist]        
this regard, Sir, there is also another authority, 
that is a book which is known as 
"Confidentiality and the Law" by Brin; Read. 
[The Vice-Chairman Shri Anand 
Sharmaj in the Chair].  

 
This  particular  author     emphasises    the fact  
that when a  person is    dealing    in the  sale and 
manufacture of    armaments and his dealings are 
with different   countries,  secrecy, so far as he is 
concerned, is very vital in relation to    his    
trading relations.    I need not read    because    
the time is short.   This is the right of privacy 
which they  pleaded  but 'they  also plead-«ed the 
obligation of confidentiality.    According  to  
them,   their   agreements   with these various 
parties with whom they had entered  into 
agreements,  these three parties  these agreements 
include    a    secrecy" clause and that secrecy 
clause imposes an obligation upon them not to 
disclose the agreements,   the   contents   of   the     
agreements  or the real  persns  behind    these 
agreements.    In this  regard, Sir,  I draw the 
attention of this hon. House to page 139  as 
earlier.    I need  not    take    time reading it.   
They say that they had agreements  with the 
purpose mentioned  there and the agreements 
contained  the secrecy clause.    That  these  
agreements  did  contain the secrecy    clause    is    
quite    clear from   the  agreement with Win  
Chaddha which was placed before the   
Committee and that agreement contained the 
secrecy clause.    It can, therefore, be easily infer-
red that what the Bofors was saying was correct,   
namely  that    their    agreements with these three 
companies contained the secrecy clause and they 
could not commit breach of that clause.   This 
was the position  in Jaw.    They  had   the  right   
and they had the    obligation.   They    pleaded 
their right and they pleaded their obligation/   
What could the    Committee    do? What was the 
option before the Committee?    They rere not 
residents of India. These  rights -can be  curtailed   
and  controlled by the laws of the country.   But 
those laws will apply only to the citizens and fhe 
companies registered in that particular country.    
They were not   amenable to the laws of India.   
The Commit- 

tee therefore, had no authority, no juris 
diction, no power in law to rip through 
their claim based upon the right of sec 
recy  and based  upon the claim  of  con 
fidentiality.    But,  Sir, the Committee did    
not have it at that.    The Committee put''" 
a  v ry  pertinent  question  to  the  Bofors 
repr-santatives.    This   shows   the  brilliant 
performance   of   this   particular   Commit 
tee, the intelligent handling of the repres 
entatives   of   Bofors.     At   page   153,   the 
Committee put this  question and I  must      7 
commend the Committee for being so in 
cisive in  the interrogation of the repres 
entatives     of    Bofors.    The    Committee 
pointed   out   that  the  information  which 
Bofors had refused to give to the Com 
mittee   on  grounds  of   commercial    con 
fidentiality had already      been given   by 
them to the Public Prosecutor and, there 
fore, there should be no difficulty in dis- H 
closing  those   facts  to   the    Committee 
What is the  answer which Bofors gave? 
The   question  was    extremely    pertinent. 
But the answer which    Bofors    gave   is 
incontrovertible.   The answer is:  

"I think there is rather a big difference.    The 
disclosure about  the    contracts and other 
particulars to the Pro-      secutor  was   completely  
in  accordance with    the     procedure    and    laws    
of Sweden and of. course    the    Company •follows  
those laws.    What    we    have stressed  before the 
public       proscutor was   the  importance of    
confidentiality and to treat the information    that   
we    had given to him accordingly.    According  to 
the procedure    and    laws    of Sweden,  when  a 
prosecutor  closes    a file,  every bit of- information    
in   the file  is  confidential  and  non-public.    If 
something comes out from the file, the Police  
Department   and  the    Prosecu-     £ tion Office 
step in. The right of privacy, the    obligation    of! 
confidentiality, is subject to the laws   of Sweden 
and not the laws of India.   Since they were subject 
to the laws of Sweden and  when  the  Public  
Prosecutor    called upon them to disclose   this    
information;   "^_. and  to  disclose  this  contract  
they  were left with no choice, they disclosed the in-
formation and fhey disclosed".' the  tracts to the' 
Public Prosecutor. . This    
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the importnt    aspect.    And    then    what 
could the Committee do?    The, Committee 
could throw up      its hands and give the report 
saying we have done our best to elicit this  
information from  the    rep-resentatves of 
Bofors but we are helpless in law, we have no 
right in law to supersede their right of secrecy 
and their obligation of confidentiality.   The   
Committee could   say  so  and  no    objection    
could possibly be taken to - such a    report;  it 
would have been a perfectly valid course to  be  
adopted  by the    Committee.    But what does 
the 'Committee do?    The Committee does not 
throw up its hands.    The Committee  swings 
into  action and brings into light the 
investigating     agencies    o£ its own country.    
That power the Committee has.    The 
Committee was able to elicit  the  names of the 
three  companies from Bofors.   The Committee    
was   able to elicit from the    Bofors    that    
money had been passed to   the   tune of Rs. 64 
crores   to   these   three     companies.     But 
who  were he real controllers    of    these three 
companies?    Bofors would not give the     
information.    The    JPC    did    not throw up 
its hands.    The   JPC   involved the 
investigating- agencies of this country to swing 
into  atetion and ferret out the real facts on the 
basis of he lead given by  this  partial  
information    by    Bofors. And what did the 
investigating    agencies do?    They involved 
Interpol.   They    got in touch with Interpol.    
They go abroad and withj the assistance of 
Interpol     it is the    investigating      agencies      
of   India brought into action by the      
Committee that discover that these three 
companies are  merely post-box companies and 
that they are not the real owners.   Who got this 
information today in this report that these   
three  companies   are  merely  post-box  
companies  and  that    real    controllers are 
different individuals?    Who   hasi been able to 
get this information?    It is the Committee.    It 
is the efforts of the .Committee.    It is the 
cooperation of this Government.    It is the 
efforts made  relentlessly by the investigating 
agencies   o£ this country.   It is by them that 
this information has been    ferreted    out    and 
placed before this honourable House and before 
this country, that these three cam-ponies are 
merely    post-box    companies 

but the real recipients of this money are 
different individuals.    But beyond that it is. not 
possible for us to obtain information.    We are  
beholden to    the    Committee.    This is the 
role which has been played by the Committee.    
And they accuse  the   Committee  of  having  
indulged in a cover-up execrise!    It is very nice 
ta say so and make this honourable House laugh 
and laugh.    But,   as   I said at the beginning, 
laughter,  invocation of laughter, through a 
speech is a very poor substitute for logic and 
intellect.    I submit that in the heat of this 
controversy the real issue has been lost.    The 
real issue •is: How did this drama of Bofors 
start? The drama of Bofors started      with the 
broadcast by the Swedish Radio on 16th, April.  
And     what  was     the 9.00 PJ*, broadcast? 
The broadcast was that bribe had    been paid to 
politicians   and   officials   in   connection with 
the contract relating to the supply of th^se guns.     
It was a very serious allegation.    It  did  not 
say  'commission'; it did no say 'winding up 
charges';    but it  said   'bribe'.    It  said   that  
bribe  had been paid to politicians and officials.  
By one stroke the whole political and    ad-
ministrative   system  of  this   country  "fas 
dragged into disrepute by this broadcast. And, 
Sir, what was the role played by the 
Government thereafter? 

Sir, you will kindly bear' with me. When 
this broadcast was made, tho Government of 
India and the honourable Prime Minister of 
this country against whom insinuations are 
being made swung into action. They got in 
touch with the Swedish Radio and asked the 
Swedish Radio to disclose the information on 
the basis of which this broadcast had been 
made. And what was the reply that the 
Swedish Radio gave? The Swedish Radio said, 
^This broadcast we made oh the basis of 
information which we received from our 
representative in Delhi." It is a significant fact 
that tha correspondent had arrived in Delhi on 
the 14th ^Spril 1987. One can easily speculate 
whether the inormation was tailor-made and 
was kept ready to be fed to him to be passed 
on to the Swedish Radio to be broadcast from 
there. 
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Sir, then what happened? The Government 

of India gets in touch with the correspondent 
and asks him to disclose the material on the 
basis of which this allgation has been made. 
And, Sir, what was his reply? If there were ;io 
political intrigues with which he was invoiced, 
if this information which ne had passed on to 
the Swedish Radio had any basis In fact he 
would have said, "This k the material.''. But he 
says, "I shail not give you the information.", 
because he did not have. The only information 
which he could possibly have was his in-
volvement in a bigger conspiracy and inlrigute 
and a bigger design to destabilize the political 
system in this' country which he could not 
afford to "disclose. What was the choice left 
with the Government thereafter? To get in 
touch with the Swedish Government, and this 
is exactly what the Government did. The 
Government immediately got in touch with the 
Swedish Government and sought its help to get 
the information as to who had leceived this 
bribe, to whom this bribe had been paid, and 
requested them: "Please get this information 
for us.''. It is at the instance of the Government 
of India that the Swedish Government ap-
pointed the National Audit Bureau to go into 
his question. The Bureau goes to go ino this 
question. The Bureau goes to Bofors and 
Bofors again pleads secrecy. The National 
Audit Bureau had no power to supersede their 
claim of secrecy and their obligation of 
confidentiality. But it kept in touch with the 
Banks and the Banks disclosed he information 
on condition that certin portions of he 
informaion would be kept confidential. Jt is jof 
the basis of the information received from the 
Banks that the Audit Buxea gives the report 
and the report says, Sir—this is important—
that ifte -^payments have been made and they 
have,been made under agreements. Which 
agreements? Settlement agreements. The nail 
was driven into the lie  that there was no .bribe, 
but payments had been- made. - But the 
payments were of a different character. 
Payments were made in pursuance of 
settlement agreements 'Which Bofors had 
entered into. 

It was high time for the Government 
of India to rely upon the report of the 
National Audit Bureau and say 'here is 
the lie which has been uttered by the 
Swedish Radio and that is the end of the 
matter' because this country was con 
cerned not with the payment of commis 
sions or settlement amounts or winding 
up charges. What touched the raw ner 
ves of the people of this country was 
the payment of bribery in connection 
with the acquisition of the armaments. 
This report made it clear that there were 
no bribes. But what did this Govern 
ment do? The Government 
slid whether it is bribe or even if 
i; is not bribe, even if it is windim up 
charges or even commission, we shell !ike 
to find out Whether thii commission was , 
paid in contravention of the undertaking .- - 
gi.en by Bofors that there will be no 
commission agents. This was .i new ques 
tion This was the question which wor 
ried the Government that here is Bofors 
who had given an undertaking that they 
have terminated aU agency agreemtnts . 
and still payments have been made—so 
let us find out the truth. Tt was not essen 
tial for the Government to go into this 
question. But the Government was exer 
cised whether the Government had been 
taken for a ride by Bofors. It is in these 
circumstances, Sir that the Government 
came before the highest august body of 
this country, namely, the Parliament, for 
the appointment of this committee with 
these terms of reference to identify the 
persons- to whom payments have been 
made and the purpose for which pay 
ments have been made. And there is 
the Opposition which boycotts th>5 com 
mittee, by describing it as a cover-up 
exercise. In fact, it was their cover-up 
action; they were not interested, if it 
was found that no bribes had beer, paid, 
to pursue this matter through investiga 
tion. They only wanted to keep it alive 
as a political issue to mislead arid hood 
wink the people of this country. They 
boycotted. Then this committee is ap 
pointed. And then, Sir, the committee's 
report is there. But what happens in 
Sweden? The Chief "Public Prosecutor, 
who is an Thdepehdent authority safd—3ie 
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made        a public  announcement       that 
since  the  Swedish   Radio  has   announced 
that tribes have been paid I shall go into 
this  question  myself.    The Chief  Public 
Prosecutor opens   the    investigation.    He 
      was  under    no   , subordination    of    any 
   autority in Sweden.    Hp was totally inde 
pendent of the Government.    That    was 
his   authority.    When  the  Chief    Public 
Prosecutor  makes  this  announcement,  he 
is hailed as a paragon of virtue and para 
gon' of  judicial  independence.    And   the 
        Chief  Public  Prosecutor    examines    the 
entire records, the entire documents, the 
entire agreements of Bofors.    The Chief 
Public Prosecutor     examines    all    other 
possible    witnesses.    The    Chief    Public 
rosecutor examines the representatives of 
Radio.    And ultimately, what is the find 
ing  which  the    Chief  Public  Prosecutor 
gives?    That is reproduced at page 153. 
V. The Chief Public   Prosecutor   issued   a 
    Press release saying that there' was noth 
ing in this report to show that payments— 
made  by  Bofors  in connection  with the 
large order from India were not in fact- 
winding up costs.   And) he closes' the in 
vestigation.    Once  he  gives  this  report 
that very daily national newspaper whici. 
hailed him as the paragon of judicial in-dependence 
and political virtue starts 
castingating him #nd starts writing vitu- 
perous articles against that Chief Public 
Prosecutor. This is gutter politics at, 
that particular newspaper.  

Sir, more than that, the Bofors invite the appointment 
of a public accountant. They .are  also   independent   
people.     They   are under  no subordination of any 
company or the    Government.    They    invite    th* 
public accountants to go through the re- cords and to 
go through the agreements to „ find out what is the 
nature of the pay- ents which they had made. The 
public Accountants go through the entire record of 
Bofors and they go through the agree-    ments which  
Bofors  had     entered into wfrh  these  three   
companies     and even wfIS Win Chaddha.    
Ultimately they give Ae report.   They say: 
 1. Bofors had an agreement fer rep- 
resentation in India and general consultancy 
agreements which under the circumstances prevailing 
earlier,   would 

have been applied to    sales    of A. B. 
Bofors products.    Some of those agreements 
originated as long ago as in the. late 1970s. 

2. The agreement mentioned under Item 
I have been terminated and are. so longer 
applied. 

3. Termination costs for the consultancy 
agreements mentioned, under Item I were 
paid out during 1986. No payments based • 
on the agreement* have been made after 
December 1986. 

4. The termination costs were subs-
tantially lower than the amounts which* 
would have been paid if the agreement in 
fore© during 1985 had been applied. 

5. The final price of FH 77 contract ' with 
India are lower than the comparable prices  
offered  to any  other  customer. 

Therefore, India is treated as the most 
favoured 'customer meaning thereby that the 
price at which these guns were supplied to India 
were lower man the prices at which these guns 
were sold by Bofors to any other country 
including I     the Swedish Army. 

Then what do the Accountants say: "We 
have been retained by Bofors to examine their 
accounting records for 1988 and lanuary 4 to 
August 31, 1987 as welt* as the consultancy 
agreements for representation in India in 
connection witk FH 77 contract dated March 
24, 1986 for the Indian Armed Forces. ' Our 
examtntr tion was made in accordance with 
the-generally accepted audited standards. fit 
our opinion, the results of our examinai tion 
support the statements made by A". B. 
Bofors." Still, Sir," the red herriar continues to 
be thrown. The one poWl which arises is as to 
whether these wet* the consultancy 
agreements and thc^ were terminated because 
the Prime MSli ister of India said to the Prime 
Minister f Sweden that no middlemen should 
ft involved in any negotiations with regard this 
contract.    In pursuance of the vfe^ 

expressed   and  the  policies  declared  D^ 
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the hon. Prime Minister of India to the Prime 
Minister of Sweden, these agreements were 
cancelled by the Bofors. The question is. 
whether any payments made to these three 
companies as a result of the termination of 
these agreements would constitute a breach of 
trust. 

I respectfully submit, Sir, that in law, on the 
basis of the material on' record, I cannot say 
that there was any possible breach of faith or 
confidence on the part of bofors. What was 
the representation? What was the demand 
which was made by the hon. Prime Minister? 
Sir, on this, you kindly permit me to- say a 
few1 more words. How does the termination 
come about? At page 128, the Report says: 

"The Bofors President stated; 'There was 
a meeting in New York between the "Prime 
Minister Olof Palme and your Prime 
Minister Rajiv Gandhi about this question... 
when Mr. Gandhi demanded that there 
should not be any middlemen, 
representatives or ^agents in the 
negotiations between India and Bofors' 
concerning this contract/" 

It was at that particular point of time 1bat 
Bofors were told through the Prime Minister 
of India, through the Prime Minister of 
Sweden by the Prime Minister of India.that if 
you want to have any contract, do not have 
any middlemen. There was' never any demand 
and could not possibly be any demand that 
India could ever make that if from 1979 
onwards you have had any agency agreement 
or consultancy agreement, even if you 
terminated those agreements and you are 
requaired to pay any compensation, even then 
Government of India will not enter' into 
contracts with you. We: are discussing the 
legal implications. The -only demand was that 
from this point pf time when the policy was 
announced.'-India will-not deal with you 
through-any agents or through any 
middlemen.-t> And what would Bofors 4o7 ; 
When this- information is communicated to 
the Bofors,    there   were   three 

possible choices before the Bofors and they 
said so in the Report. They said: The three 
choices open to us were first that we should 
tell the Government of India that we are not 
interested in any contract with you because we 
are under contractual obligation under the 
existing consultancy agreements to pay- the 
commissions and to operate through them and 
to seek their assistance. We cannot abide by 
your policy and by your directive because we 
are bound by  our contracts. The second 
option which was open to them was to cancel 
this agreement unilaterally and leave the 
consultants to go to the court and sue them for 
damages. And the third option which was 
open to them was to- settle the matter 
amicably with i.ie consultants of these three 
companies. I would put before this hon. 
House: What is the choice which a prudent 
businessman would adopt? He woull not say 
that I will not go in for a contract of Rs. 14,00 
crores, if he can get it, he will not like to get 
himself dragged into the court for damages for 
cancellation of the agreement unilaterally. 
He!-will try to settle the matter amicably and 
this is exactly what the Bofors did. They 
settled this matter amicably with these three 
companies by entering into termination 
agreements. What was the settlement? The 
agreements had been j from 1978 and 1979. 
The settlement was that we shall pay you the 
compensation for termination of your 
agreement. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI ANAND 
SHARMA): Please try to conclude now. 

SHRI MADAN  BHATIA:  I take just five 
minutes more. interruptions) 

 THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI ANAND 
SHARMA): We have some constraint. I am 
just requesting him to conclude. He has taken 
50 minuses already. 

-SHRI    MADAN    BHATIA:   .   L -am 
praying for five minutes only. ; S; 
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Then, Sir, it has been said as to why these demands  
were  made  in   1986  andi not at the time of the 
termination of the agreements.    This  question' was  
put   by the Committee to the Bofors representa-   
tives  and  they  gave  an    answer.    Their answer 
was  and had to     be    that    the amount of 
compensation that we were required to pay for 
termination    of    these agreements   through   
amicable   settlement would' have  depended  upon 
whether  we i     were going to get the contracts   or    
we were not going to get the contracts.    If they were 
going to get the contracts the settlement would  be 
that we would pay' more compensation -for 
terminating these agreements. But if we were not 
going to get the contracts the compensation would"" 
be minimal. And that is the reason that the payments 
;were -made  after the con-V  tract for the supply of'   
guns   with   the Jf Bofors had been.entered into. 
.And what was the payment which was made under 
these contracts? -' Rs. 64 crores and what  was  the 
.commission which  was  payable-under-
these'contracts, 12 per cent, which means Rs.  168  
crores.    From    Rs.  1681 crores the settlement was 
made at Rs. 64 . crores by Bofors and who was the 
gainer? • The gainer was India because the   price' 
was slashed by almost Rs. 197 crores in competition 
with France within* a period) of two months  after 
the termination of this agreement.   Mr. Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee says what was the basis that    within a 
period of one month or two months the 4%~ price 
was reduced    to   such    an extent. This is the 
arithmetic.    The whole liability of- payment by 
compensation to the tune of Rs, 168 crores was gone 
with one stroke,     through    amicable    settlement.      
That is the reason why the price was reduced to this 
extent.    Sir, I submit that '*      to say that there was 
any breachi of faith on the part of the Bofors or that 
Bofors arc liable to return! this money or damages or 
that this payment if it was to be made should have 
been made in 1985,   Is to go against the record.    
The    record, since the time is short, I ant not going 
to ,-j£   read it.   The record establishes it.   I can-, 
only gffe" the pages for the help of the Members.   
They are 126, 127, 128, 151, M8, which show that 
ttis was a cbmpen* tafion to    : which <h'e    
consulfatits were 

entitled if amicable settlement had to be 
mad© with them. 

Sir, I would not say anything* about the 
Hindooja's documents. Some hoo." speakers 
would deal with this. But I would like to deal 
with one or two points contained in the 
dissenting note of' one hon. Member, Mr. 
Aruna. Sir, it is an amazing thing .^hat the hon. 
dissenting Member had been entrusted with the 
solemn duty of ferreting out the truth* that' 
enjoined upon ,him  to deal with record placed 
before the Committee fairly and judiciously. 
My complaint against the dissenting note is that 
this note not only mutilates the record, it sup-
presses the record, it perverts the record, it 
falsifies the record and I shall give only two 
examples. Sir, this is at page 229. He says: 
"The Swedish Public Pro-seutor, Mr. Lars 
Ringberg, has  also stated that there is a reason 
to, believe  that the bribery crime has been 
committed." It is an amazing- statement. The 
Chief Public Prosecutor gives a finding. There 
is no evidence to show that any bribe has been 
paid. 

And the. dissenting Member says, the 
Chief Public Prosecutor says that bribe has 
been paid. 

SHRT KALPNATH RAI: Most ir-
responsible. 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA: What is more 
serious is what he says at page 234. He says: 
"A shocking fact has been disclosed by Mr. 
Gothlin, the Senior Vice President of Bofors 
during his deposition of evidence before the 
Committee on 18th September, 1987 as 
allows." And he quotes: "I have described how 
the Company in the end of 1985 got a mes 
sage and had! to terminate the agreement." 
And what are his comments? "The word 
'message' used by Mr. Gothlin should be 
examined in proper context. M/s Bofors were 
awarded with the contract only on March 24, 
1986. But Mr. Gothlin his stated before .the 
Committee that Bofors had to terminate the 
agreement because it had got "a message in the 
end of 1985. What does" it mean?    What was; 
the nature  
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the message which led them to terminate 
the other agreements?    The sequences of 
incidents like meeting of Prime Ministers 
of the two countries concerned, the said 
message in the end of 1985 and    assur 
ance fri>m the Prime Minister of Sweden 
in January    1986   give    birth    to    sus 
picion that    the    Ministry    of    Defence 
could     not     have     secretary      assured 
M/s Bofors that they would be awarded 
the contract for 155 mm gun    in    their 
favour."   He said: a message' was recei 
ved.   What is. this    message?    It   is   a 
mystery.    This message could    only    be 
that the Defence Ministry    had    secretly 
informed that ydu are going to be given 
a  contract.    Now, he is. entitled  to say 
so.    But my complaint against the hon. 
Member is that he    has   perverted    the 
truth and suppressed the    material.    He 
hag converted "the message' into 'a mes 
sage'.    There is a deposition by the rep 
resentative of Bofors that there was the 
message  and the message was this, and 
he suppressed this, and here I draw the 
attention of this House to that statement. 
I quote from page 128, statement of the 
President.    "As Mr. Gothlin earlier men 
tioned  this  demand,   request  from   your 
Prime  Minister  was  sent   to the  former 
(President of A. B. Bofors,    Mr.    Martin 
Ardbo sometime in November.    He start 
ed the action to fulfil this demand and! 
he also mentioned to the'   representative 
for the Swedish  Government in Decem 
ber that Bofors had taken action to ful 
fil this demand.    And he also mentioned 
to the- representatives    for   the    Swedish 
Government in    December   that    Bofors 
had taken action -to fulfil    this demand. 
We  have    taken      action    to  terminate 
agreements   which    we    had    with    the 
representatives/consultancies.    As  now we 
have heard, this- message was   given   by 
Mr. Olof Palme. to-   Mr. Rajiv Gandhi 
whea «ir. Palme visited Delhi in January 
1986."    The message of Palme    to    the 
Prime-Minister has been converted into a. 
mysterious ^message -— 'a essage'.    The 
message* has  been - converted    into    'a 
message'.   From 'a message he thinks of 
some mystery;- from mystery    he    infers 
that it must be that the Defence Minis- 
j try had given- an assurance that the1 con* 
i 

tract is going to be given to you. And  all this 
exercise for what? For writing that despicable 
insinuating sentence that there is no evidence 
against Mr. Rajiv Gandhi but suspicion is there. 
This ha& been the whole exercise. 

 Then, he sends a letter to the    Committee on 
the 20th of   February   saying 'Please  produce  
Ithese    witnesses'.    The Committee was set up 
in August,  1987. The Committee's term,  the    
Committee's duration, was to end on 6th 
November, 1987.    On    6th    November,    
1987,    the term  of the Committee    was    
extended till the 26th February, 1988.      All    
ihis. while the hear. Member did not think of 
calling any of these witnesses.     But all of a 
sudden,    on    the    20th    February, when the 
extended term of the Committee was coming to 
an end, he furnishes a Hstj- ; of ten witnesses 
and asks the Chairman to call those witnesses.   
What   was   the basis for that?   The whole list   
of   witnesses which he furnished to the Chair-
man to be called was as turbulent as the 
turbulence which had taken place in the politics 
of Tamil Nadu before   the   20th February,  
1988.    He has  some  explaining to do in this.    
I respectfully submit,. Sir, that this dissenting 
note is but a reflection of the    turbulence    
which    had taken place in Tamil Nadu before 
20lh February, 1988. 

Sir, it was said that the Prime Minister had 
shown extraordinary interest. Yfs. The hon. 
Prime Minister did take extraordinary interest -
in the defence deals. It is for the) first time in 
the history of post-Independent India -that one 
Prime Minister stood up and said that so far-as 
defence deals are concerned, India will not 
tolerate any middlemen or any agent or 
payment of -any • commission. Why did he 
take this stand? He took tms stand -because he-
wanted to ensuf* that India - frould - receive 
the -best possible fliilitary-equipment-at the 
minimum possible price. It was an act of 
patriotism and idealism. When Mahatnm 
Gandhi- -was-assassinated? Bernard -shaw said 
This shows "how-daBgerww  it is I   be too  
good'.   The manner  which  on  
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Bofors issue has been dragged into the gutter 
politics by the Oppositiom; this sort of 
character assassination   the     manajr    in 
which 'f's issue has been used to destroy the 
reputation of the     highest    militairy 
author"'fi IP the country, the maim'''- in which 
this issue has been used to destroy the  
'eputai.cn  of  (he  most conscientious and 
ablest' administrators in the   country, and 
ablest administrators in the    country, shows 
how dangerous it is to be too patriotic and" 
idealistic.    Thank you. 

SHRI MOHINDER SINGrf' LATHER 
(Haryana)": Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I have 
been hearing the debate. First of all, I would 
like to ask, who has made this a laughing 
matter, as stated by my friend? We shall have 
to wait to see who will have the last laugh. 
How weak and how meritless this report is 
proved-by the mere fact that so much pain has 
been taken by friends on the other side to 
defend it. 

 
SHRI MOHINDER SINGH LATHER:- 

Sir, this IPC report has got to be discarded.    
(Interruptions). 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI ANAND 
SHARMA): Mr. Kalpnath Rai, please do not 
disturb the hon. Member. He is making his 
maiden speech. 

    SHRI MOHINDER.     .   SINGH 
LATHER:    This is' not a speaking report. 

It is not based on facts! it is not based on, 
evidence. It has not removed the clouds of 
suspicion and doubt which are hanging in the air 
in our country. Sir, justice should not only be 
done but it should seem that it is being done. But 
it is not so in the case of the IPC report on 
Bofors. The whole of the public 
knewvJ'fforahand what the finding:. of the IPC 
on Bofors will be. The. public knew, we knew, 
the whole country knew , that the whole matter 
will be hushed up  and it has been done sb in a 
most open, blatant and hurried manner. Our 
worthy Supreme Court , has, held time and 
again that to enable the^ourts to find out 4he 
truth  best evidence should be    procured 

and produced, but in this case it is a shame 
that not only best of the evidence' available 
was not procured but also all the available 
evidence pointing to the shady deal was kept 
out and avoided. 

' After the announcement of serious 'Ghapla' 
in the Bofors' deal by the Swedish Radio, 
there was all round serious suspicion that 
crores of rupees have changed hands in the 
deal. The whole country was shocked. 
Purchase of arms is crucial for the defence of 
this country and if there is -any bungling in it, 
then God alone can save our country. 

Hon. Member, Mr. Arun Singh, termed the 
opposition as prosecutors'. If that is so, by 
terming us as prosecutors', he has termed the 
Prime Minister as 'accused' and the time will _ 
come when the people of this country will 
judge the Prime Minister and declare him 
guilty. 

Th IPC was set up ascertain the identity of 
persons    who   received   payment from Bofors 
in connection with     155mm guns.    It is said 
that Rs. 64 crores were paid as winding 'up 
charges', but trie JPC did not find out" what 
these winding up charges were and- the. 
jiayment was receiv- " ed by whom.    Instead of    
finding    out the truth,' the one-sided panel 
suppressed it with obvious. reasons.   Only five 
copies of the combined report of   the    various' 
investigating  agencies  were niade   "available 
to 30 members, giving   them   only two hours-
to gtf through.   It is alsw said that some 
portions of these reports were missing.    It    is    
not    known    why    the request' of Shri Aladi 
Aruna, a Member, to call a number of persons,    
including Mr.     LaTS     Rihgberg,    Mr.    
Sirichand Hinduja, Gopichand Hinduja 'and    
Mr. Martin, former    Bofors    president,    was 
turned down by the   Chairman    of    the IPC. 

The Prime Minister, as Defence Minister, 
should also have been examined. The whole 
matter was exposed by the 'Hindu' and "the-
Swedish Radio and it was because of these 
two that the Committee hurried to its 
decision. Sir, the report-, of IPC is not the 
end, but it is a beginning to an end. I , submit 
before this House, as was    stated by Mr, 
AruU 
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[Shri Mbhinder Singh Lather] Singh, that 
this country is above everybody. My friends 
on the other side are trying to prove that same 
person—maybe,, the Prime Minister Or 
somebody else in a high position—4s above 
the country, but this is not so. The country is, 
of course, above everybody and this country 
will come to a decision soon and the truth will 
come out. 
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— "I can tell you without any reserva-
tion whatsoever that this is  a view I 
had expressed to my colleagues that this 
is the best gun system that you can get 
at the best possible terms." 
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sed about.SEK 319 million to. three foreign 
companies with accounts .with different 
banks in Switzerland. A request was made 
by the Prosecutor General of Sweden 
through the agency' of the ; Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs to the competent authority, in 
Switzerland for information concerning which -
persons were authorised to make . 
withdrawals from the accounts in question 
and what transactions had taken place." 

 
—"However in view of the Swiss legis-

lation such information '. could    not   be " 
obtained." '.",.•" 
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SHRI      ALADI     ARUNA    alias    V, 

ARUNACHALAM:       Madam       Deputy 

Chairman, the report at the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee is a historic docu-. ment in our post-
independence period. It has been debated in 
Parliament, deeply investigated by the press and 
seriously discussed by the public. In other words, the 
Government is placed on the Are of scrutiny due to 
this deal. During the debate in Parliament, some of 
the hon. Members and some of the hon. Ministers 
like Shri P. Shiv Shanker, and Shri Narayan Datt 
Tiwari, they have decisively resented my dissent 
note. I have gone through their speeches. They have 
aggressively attempted to refute my observation but 
they have miserably tailed in thsir attempt not 
because of lack cf competence—they are of course 
senior politicians and even outstanding statesmen, 
but because of lack of fact. So the at; tempts have 
become futlie. Madam, their attempt is nothing but 
one more attempt of white-washing in addition to the 
white-washing of Mr. Shankaranand. Neither they 
have disproved my views; nor they have refuted my 
charges with ' facts and figures. Therefore, 1 firmly 
stand by my observation despite their replies and 
refutations. The. right ' to dissent is the basic 
principle of demo-,', cracy. It has not been duly 
honoured by the Chairman of our Committee. So I 
was compelled to stage a walk-out twice. There was 
no co-operation from the other "Members of the 
Committee. Fortunately, the Speaker directed the 
Chairman of the Committee to append my dissent 
note. Hon. Minister, Bhagatji, has stated in the Lok 
Sabha—I quote: 

"The   Chairman     might    have     said that he 
does not hav.e the power." (Interruptions) 

SHRI KALPNATH RAI: , You cannot quote.   
(Interruptions) 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. 
ARUNACHALAM: AH right. Hon. Minister, 
Bhagatji, has stated that... (Interruptions) After all, 
I am going to omit one or two words. That is- all. 
What do you gain? 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Mr." Arana, do hot 
take him    seriously.    Carry    on. 
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SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. 

ARUNACHALAM: The Chairman might 
have said that he does not have the 
power. {Interruptions) For the infor 
mation of the House, ] have to say that. 
Our Chairman of the Committee has not 
.stated so. Contrary to that, he has out- 
rightly rejected my plea. So, how can 1  
expect democratic duties and demeanour I 
from the Chairman who has failed the 
basic norms of. democracy in the func 
tioning of the Committee? I am to reite 
rate that... {Interruptions) , : 

SHRI PA WAN KUMAR > BANSAL 
(Punjab): Madam,. please permit me toi make 
one submission. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    Yes. 
SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL: I 

strictly do not dispute the right of Mr. Aladi 
Auna to speak an this matter. But it  is   the  
convention... (Interruptions) 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. 
ARUNACHALAM: I have mentioned this. 

SHRI PAWAN, KUMAR BANSAL: Let 
me complete, please. Madam, Members of 
Parliamentary Committees do not talk outside 
about anything which transpires at the 
meeting of a Committee. Here, Mr. Aladi 
Aruna is exactly doing that.     {Interruptions) 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. 
ARUNACHALAM: Now, the Government is 
talking the responsibility of the Committee. It 
is defending the observations ,of the 
Committee, the conclusions of the 
Committee. That is why I am saying... 
{Interruption^) I lam referring only from the 
report. {Interruptions) 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY:    Mr.    Aruna has 
got every right to defend his case. 
{Interruptions) 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. 
ARUNACHALAM: I am strengthening what 
I have stated in the dissent note. What is this?    
(Interruptions) 

SHRI VISHVIIT P. SINGH: Madam 
Deputy Chairmanj through you,    may    I 

please assure the House that I know for a fact 
that Shri Aladi Aruna will change his tune in 
a little while? Do not t worry. {Interruptions) 

SHRI  ALADI ARUNA alias V. 
ARUNACHALAM: You are also going to 
change tune. It may be applicable to you 
also.' Please, kindly sit down. (Interruptions) 

 SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL: In the 
note of. dissent, .with all the pride he says that 
he has got yast experience, of being a Member 
and of presiding over a, number of Committee 
meetings. But with; all himility I want to 
submit that deviating from the conventions &f 
those Committees ' he should not refer to what 
has taken place in the meetings and to what is 
said by the Chairman when the Chairman is _ 
not here to defend himself. {Interruptions) He 
should not get up to speak devisively of the 
Parliamentary Committee. He must know the 
conventions of these democratic institutions 
that function here. {Interruptions) 

SHRI      AL*ADI     ARUNA     alias   V. 
ARUNACHALAM:   I have every right to say 
that I have already criticised the   un-
democratic attitude of the    Chairman.    I, 
reiterate now. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I can only 
say that it does not lie in good taste to make 
all these aspersions on the Chairman of the 
Committee.    {Interruptions) 

SHRI      ALADI ARUNA    alias    V. 
ARUNACHALAM: Please do not    think 
that sweet alone is tasteful.    Savoury   is 
also tasteful. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You speak 
only on the merits. You can put forth your 
point of view. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. 
ARUNACHALAM: In my dissent note 11 
have clearly explained how documents .we're 
not provided to the Members to the extent 
they should have been ' provided, how 
documents were provided with omission of 
pages, and paras, ' how   documents 
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were not circulated to the Members. 
More than that I would like to inform this 
House we were quite unaware of the 
names' of the recipients given by "the Min 
istry to our Chairman. But after a few, 
days we came to know them. I would 
also like to inform this House how the 
Members were denied opportunities. Mor- 
berg and Gothlin came to India on 7th. 
On 6th, as I mentioned in my dissent 
note, the Chairman told the Committee 
that "we received a letter from Bofors 
people saying that they were prepared toi 
come and apear before the Committee; 
there is a positive response but due to the 
Easter holidays -they; are not in a position 
to come here immediately. I am quite 
unaware of their arrival." This is what 
was stated by the Chairman. But the 
very next day we received a communica 
tion. .,  

SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL:  
would like-to know from the honourable 
Member: Did he not know that some 
particular witnesses were appearing before 
the Committee? Did he crossexamine those 
witnesses or not? Was he not prepared for it?        

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. 
ARUNACHALAM: Yes, yes; why do you 
woryy? You are putting irrelevant things. 

On 7th morning we received a com-
munication that Mr. Parasaran was going to 
address the Committee. At 11 o'clock We 
received a phpne message that Morberg and 
Gothlin were going to appear before th 
Committee and they would be cross-examined 
that evening. That evening there was a 
meeting. I protested against that and I wanted 
that at least one day's time should be given 
and that as per the schedule Mr. Parasaran 
may be allowed to address the meeting and 
the crossexamina-tion of the two Bofors 
people be taken up the next day. But my 
suggestion was rejected outright by the 
Chairman. Why I am saying all this is I want 
to show you how the Members of the 
Committee were denied with the opportunity 
by the Chairman. Now I would like to tell you 
another thing. Some Members have said (hat I 
submitted a dissent note owing to 

political interests and that because of the rift in 
AIADMK I have changed my opinion. Some 
other Members said, interestingly, that the 
dissent note of Aladi Aruna is a product of 
Tamil Nadu politics. Our honourable Minister, 
Shri Shiv Shanker, also said, "After the death 
of his mentor they found that the leadef was 
not supported by us; therefore, there is a 
change of life." I strongly refute this criticism. 
I had joined this Committee not with the 
intention of finding fault, but I had served on 
the Committee with the object of finding the 
truth and doing service at the national level. 
But I came to know some facts and what I 
honestly felt should be known to the public, I 
have written in my dissent note... 

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: When did you 
come to know? 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR 
UNACHALAM: Mr. Chidambaram, you 
go through the verbatim proceedings of 
the Committee. Right from the beginning 
I was active, I was dutipus in the Com 
mittee. But the fact remains that mem 
bers of the Congress party in the Com 
mittee functioned with political motives. 
That I can prove ............ , 

SHRI DARBARA SINGH: Since we are 
members of that Committee, we are close-
lipped. But I would like to tell you, if he is 
allowed to speak like this, then we shall have 
the right to reply and say what We feel about 
it. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: I am not mentioning you,- 
Mr.  Darbara  Singh.  They  criticized me that 
I submited the dissent note with a political 
motive. But M the Committee they have .acted  
and participated  with a partisan attitude and I 
can prove   that... (Interruptions)... Madam, 
yau can go through the record. I -have fought 
for the documents. I have fought, for calling 
for the witnesses. Whenever I asked ^ for the 
documents and for the witnesses, unfortu-
nately, there was no co-operation from the 
other Members. I was almost isolated. I was 
fighting like David against Goliath; That Was 
my position in the Committee. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Wait, 
please... (Interruptions) ... Silence, please ... 
(Interruptions) ... You have to speak on  the  
Report    only.. .{Interruptions).,. 

SHRI GHULAM RASOOL MATTO: 
If he goes on like this, we will also be 
forced to speak ----- (Interruptions)... 

"THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Ar-uria, 
J would just like to point out to.you that you 
cannot   discuss the Members... 
{Interruptions)... 

SHRI   ALADI  ARUNA  alias  V.   AR- 
UNA'CHALAM:   All   right,   all   right 
(Interruptions).... 

SHRI MIRZA IRSHADBAIG: Madam, 
everi the proceedings he cannot quote... 
(Interruptions)... 

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Madam, the 
honourable Member sajys something about  
the    Members... [Interruptions) ... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He has 
agreed not to. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: Madani to conceal their party 
interests conveniently, they have criticised me 
and have said that I have submitted a note on 
partisan considerations. .. (Interruptions)... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN;   It  shall not 
go on record.   (Interruptions) 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: All right. I adressed a letter 
to the Chairman requesting him to call ten 
more witnesses for the Committee. Shri Shiv 
Shanker stated that there must be some    
ground.... (Interruptions) 

SHRI    ATAL    BIHARI   VAJPAYEE: 
There is a limit... (Interruptions) ... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; He      is not 
following  the  convention.   What  can aril 
telling him that he should 6peak orrjfae Report. 
He is discussirfg the 

Members,- which is noj: correct; 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: Is it a 
fact (hat he wanted some- witnesses to  be  
called? 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias    V.    AR-
UNACHALAM:  The Chairman  of      the 
Committee  was  requested" to  kindly call some 
witnesses before ih© Committee —  *fc Mr, B. M. 
Oza, Indian Ambassador     hr'Sweden Mr, Naik, 
Joint Secretary, Ministry of Defence, Mr. R. D. 
Gupta,, Mr. Anil Kumar and others. But only "a 
few witnesses were called. The other witnesses 
were not called by the Chairman because the 
Committee was not serious to unearth     4 the truth.  
Rather it fried to endorse the policy and stance of 
the Government. 

Madam, now I would like to say that right 
from the beginning, the Defence Minister is 
alarming that the Government is; benefited. 

SHRI SHIVRAJ PATTL: Madam, every ^ now 
and then, the members are being -4 criticized, the 
procedure is being criticized, the Chairman is 
being criticized, references are beinb made to 
documents which are not put on the table of the 
House. Everything is against the rules, against the 
conventions, Will ,this florm part of the record?     
[Interruptions) 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: It is a new fact. Right from the; 
beginning, the Ministry of Defence is. claiming 
that the Government is benefited by Rs. 261 
crores due to the direct negotiations. Whenever 
there is ^ a discussion about the Bofors deal, the 
hoii. Minister and. others have-repeatedly made 
this claim. Madam, I would like to * say that there 
is no' offer of Bofors as Rs. 1688 crores as stated 
or as claimed by the hon. Minister of Defence. 
Here is the record. The highest offer of the Bofors 
was Rs. 1619 crores. That is on 10-2-86. 
Thereafter there, is a decline in the offer. The 
claim that the benefit is to the extent of Rs. 261 
crores has been endorsed on principle" by thig 
Committee. I totally disagree with this because 
the Committee alsb has conveniently taken that 
stand. On 10-2-86 the offer of the Bofors was'Rs. 
1619.50 crores. Then on 23-3-86, that js the last 
and final offer, it was Rs. 1428 crores. Sol they 
claim that we are benefited by nearly Rs 192" 
crores. Madam, if you go through the offer of 
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Bofors earlier, what was    the    offer    of 
Bofors in 1984? What was the offer in 1985? 
All right, its earlier, offers need not be taken 
into consideration. What was .the offer of 
Bofors on 30-1-86? One month earlier the offer 
of Bofors was Rs. 1474.94 crores.  Then  there 
was      an     increase. 

{Internuptions) Negotiations were going on The 
Ministry, href to mislead the public, ^- 
conveniently took the, date, 10-2-86. But one 
month ,.earlier; on 13-1-86, the offer, of Bofors 
was,only Rs. 477.94 crores. If you calculate this, 
the benefit in the final 

stage is Rs. 7.52 crores; nothing: more than 
that. But the Government, had given this 
incorrect figure, and misleading figure. It was 
a calculated fraud on the part of the Defence 
Ministry to miselad the pub-lice. 

*    SHRI PA WAN KUMAR BANSAL; He is 
misleading the House. 

 SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias   V.    AR-. 
UNACHALAM: Another claim on the part of 
the Ministry is regarding the number of crew 
for the cooperation of the  gun system. As far 
as the Sofma gun is concerned, the 
requirement of the number of crew is seven 
where the requirement of crew for Bofors- is ' 
six. They claim that if Sofma is selected, 
fherp'will b'e one extra soldier. Then what will 
be his salary at such and such       

-fcrate for 24 years. They calculated like ' that and 
came to the, conclusion that the Government is 
benefited by prefering BOK fors to .the extent of Rs. 
125 crores. What I have to say is that after their 
selection ^ of the Bofors gun not a single person was 
recruited. Nobody has been recruited for 
*      the operation of    that gun. So, it is      a 
hypothetical factor.    It is   just to mislead the 
public that irt their bargain they have succeeded to. 
save this much. They      are1 creating this 
impression and they are giving this hypothetical 
factor. 

      Then  I  would  like  to point  out  how the  
members  of  the Negotiating  Committee were 
sidetracked by the Defence Ministry.    As far    
as the   'Price    Negotiating , Committee is 
Concerned, it started its ne-    gotiations on 7-6-
1984.   It had more than 

12 meetings between 7-6-84 to 23-10-84. It 
met more than 12 times till the end of 1984. But 

it met only three times in 1985 and it had only 
4wo meetings in 1986. What is the reason for 
this? It is said that due. to the assassination of 
Mrs. Gandhi, they were not in a position to 
continue, the 1 matter effectively. Is it plausible? 
The fact remains that the Price Negotiating Com^ 
mittee was sidetracked by the  Defence Ministry.  
Some clandestine'     negotiations were going on.   
Then at-the last moment for the approval  of the 
Committee,      it was placed before it., 
(Interruptions) Both, the Houses of Parliament 
have been discussing; the- Bofors deal for more 
than four times. But the Ministry has not come 
forward ;to inform this House of an important 
factor..I -would like to ask the hon. . Minister 
whether he hag ever informed this House that the 
Army Headquarters expressly recommended the. 
Sofma gun. The shift towards the .Bofors gun - - 
has taken place only in 1986? Have you ever 

disclosed this fact that -nearly 300 crores of 
rupees have been -paid by .this Government as 
advance to the Bofors - without interest? Have 
you ever informed . the House* that the.licences 
production - has been acepted by the Bofors? 
On the con-, dition of 50 per cent procurement 
of contract items. Has he ever informed this 
House that Bofors has refused to give the . 
documentation for 'manufacturing the engine 
,*and • gear-box? Has it even been, informed to 
the House- that when .India produces the 
weapon, a share in the profit will be given to 
Bofors? Has he ever informed. this House that 
the Government ' of India has accepted two-
currency system which is a negative factor in 
this contract? These facts have been concealed 
from Parliament and the public because the 
Government was afraid of the fact due'to the 
guilt conscience.' 

Now Madam, I am to repeat, I am, to 
remind that the Price Negotiation Committee, 
as I said earlier, was negotiating the deal from 
7-6-1984. When the' Price Negotiating 
Committee was dealing with the "nTatter,  
three groups have been 
constituted'   to    deal^ with  - the ' matter. ; 
What'     was      the    'need,      what"   .was-,-. 
the necessity?   I want an answer for this 
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from the hon.  Minister.  Then,, Madam, 
every time, the claim from the Government  
as far  as   kickbacks  is  concerned, no 
Indian, no Indian associate have been 
involved in this.  Madam, this is  a contract  
between  the Government  of  India and a 
company in Sweden. Of course, it is quite 
natural that some of the agents might have 
come forward to help     the contract. But the 
Government has always been insisting that 
there is no involvement of an Indian 
associate. What is the reason? Is there any 
direct evidence to confront this client?  But, 
at the same time, Madam, there is so much of. 
circumstantial    evidence and    indirect 
evidence    to» show that it must be none 
other     than the Indians. That is number one. 
I have to    say    that.. .(Interruptions)... 
during the  deposition  of evidence,  our 
Defence Secretary  Bhatnagar  has  clearly     
stated that as far as "negotiation is concerned, 
no foreign service was utilised; it was a direct 
negotiation between Bofors and the Gov-
ernment.   Then,   Madam,  the  CBI      has 
clearly stated   and  it  has   examined  and 
investigated  about  these three companies. As 
stated by other Members, these were* 
spurious  institutions.  They  were  the  tax 
havens for the purpose of tax     evasion and 
^secrecy. It has been proved. So, these are 
spurious institutions. More than that, Bofors  
h'as not  produced  any  record  to show that 
there is some service      from the foreign  
agency!  So,  my  argument is that in -the 
absence of any service from a foreign agency, 
what is meant is     that the amount should be 
given »to a person other than an  Indian? It 
must be      an Indian.    But we are not able to 
identify the Indian because we are not, the 
Committee itself is not serious about unearth-
ing that fact.   (Time bell rings) 

SHRI K C. PANT: May I ask: If he cannot 
identify the Indians, how does ha know that 
he is an Indian? 

SHRI ALADf ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: That is why I am saying that 
circumstantial evidence and indirect evidence 
makes us to think so. {Interruptions)  I am 
honest in my observation.. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES   AND  PENSIONS  AND 

THE  MINISTER  OF -STATE  IN  THE 
MINISTRY OF      HOME AFFAIRS 

(SHRI P.    CHIDAMBARAM):  , Madam, may I 
point out that circumstantial evidence  also requires  
an  evidence  and  not    surmises? It requires 
evidence. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: Madam,  as far as Win 
Chadha is concernd, it must be known to the- 
House as to how the Government was 
sympathetic ajnd having clandestine relations 
with him. Madam, we requested him to appear 
before the Committee. (Time bell rings) And 
Win Chadha has written a letter to the 
Committee. What has he written in the letter? 
He has impr osed eight conditions, to appear 
before' the Committee. Number one, that his 
passport has been impounded and a new 
passport should be given to him, that his 
money should be released, that protection 
should be given to him and he must be allowed 
to return back to America ' and other 
conditions. Even that letter has not been placed 
before the Committee. It was read out by our 
Chairman. I do not know how many conditions 
were relaxed by this Committee. 

SHRI IAGESH DESAI (Maharashtra): Sir, 
he cannot disclose in what way the 
proceedings took place before the Committee. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias   V.    AR-
UNACHALAM:  I  am not doing      that. 
(Interruptions). 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You aW 
making all sorts of controversial statements 
and that is not according to the conventions. 
So, please conclude now. You have to be 
'relevant to your matter. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: I am quite relevant. Then as 
far as Win Chadha -is concerned, he took the 
stand that.he was never, .an agent to the 
Bofors. But what is the record? The record is 
that he has received the commission 2 per cent, 
and .25 per cent. Government insisted upon the 
policy, no commission, no agent. Then alone- -
in' 1986 his agreement has been changed, be-
cause of the policy. It has been clearly stated, 
to Win Chadha we pay commis* sion, on 
contract commission basis  so it  
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is clearly slated and more than that even 
the CBI has clearly stated that Win 

Chadha was receiving the commission amount for 
his services rendered during the trials of the guns. 
It has- been stated that ; the payment received in 
India up to 1985 Was for the services rendered 
during the trial of the guns and negotiation of the 
contract. So, he has acted as an agent but it has 
been denied' by Win Chadha, What is unfortunate 
that the Committee has eodoroed the wrong 
stands of Win Chadha. 

THAKUR JAGATPAL SINGH: Madam on 
a point of order. He is again criticising, 

SHRI ALADI. ARUNA   alias   V. AR-
UNACHALAM; As far as the Bofors is 
concerned,  it  refused  to  Cooperate  with fer the 
Committee. We asked for particulars    about the 
winding up charges.   It refused to give them. At 
last they 'gave the names. After receiving the 
names" of the recipients, we -examined it.. Then 
we -asked for the services of .these new three   
agencies. They refused. Then we asked we do not 
want the details of the services of these new. 
three  agencies  rendered  in      other areas. At 
least you let us    know the details of the  services  
rendered  by  these three agencies as far as the 
Bofors gun is. concerned. That too was denied 
under the pretext of commercial secrecy.* 

SHRI M. M. JACOB: If is better that k^ he 
should be allowed to publish another book.    
(Interruptions),. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: My point is that the Bofors 
were recalcitrant. (Time bell rings} So, Bofors 
as well as Win Chadha they have not 
cooperated. But at the same time as far as our 
Committee's conclusions are concerned, it has 
not condemned the recalcitrant attitude of the 
Bofors. What is the reason for that? The Gov-
ernment is afraid of them. Therefore. Madam, 
that is the reason why I put the* dissenting 
note to be appended to the Report. 

Then I would like to mention that it is the 
biggest scandal in our history. During the 
period of Mrs. Gandhi, then! 

was a scandal of Rs 60 lakh due to Nagar-
wala, but now We see the biggest scandal.. 
(Interruptions)... ' 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Nothing wrong in 
it! (Interruptions). 
SHRI K. C. PANT; I know something about 

this: I don't know if Shri Aladi Ariina knows 
about it. The money was recovered on the 
same day from Nagar-wala. I want to remind 
him. Therefore don't use the word 'scandal'. 
There was no scandal absolutely about it. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA   alias   V. AR-
UNACHALAM:   You   are  not  following 
what I am trying to say. r SHRI K. C. PANT: I 
am trying to prevent you from making a 
mistake. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: And under 
myterious circumstances, Nagarwala died; 
this may  also go on record. 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. ARUNA 
CHALAM: There was a scandal of Rs. 60( 
lakhs during Mrs. Gandhi's time and now we 
see the scandal of Rs. 65 crore.... * 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It will not 
go on record., 

SHRI. P. CHIDAMBARAM: I am on a 
point of order.. (Interruptions). , 

SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNAHALAM) r Donft muzzle my voice; it is 
a legitimate voice... (Interruptions)[. Now I 
come .to undisputed. point.. 

SHRI P.  CHIDAMBARAM;  Rule 238 
prescribed conditions under which the hon. 
Member can speak. Can he make a charge 
like this? Obviously, he is referring to Prime 
Minister. Can he make a charge like this?    
If he makes a charge, he has to give notice 
of it and substantial it. He cannot take 
shelter under carefully chosen words. If he 
makes a charge, let him substantiate it or 
bear the consequences; otherwise he should 
not make charge. Let him make up his mind. 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 

already said it would not go on record. You 
.now conclude please. 

*Not recorded. 
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SHRI ALADI ARUNA alias V. AR-
UNACHALAM: The undisputed area is that 
kickbacks have been paid when our Prime 
Minister was in charge of Defence Ministry. 
There is no dispute about it. When R. K. 
Shanmugufti Chetty was the Finance Minister 
after Independence, there was a scandal and he 
was compelled to resign not because of any of 
his involvement but for political ethics. 
Similarly, Feroz Gandhi raised the Mundhra 
issue on the floor of the House and at that time, 
T, T. Krishnamachary was the Fin-_ ance 
Minister. Though Justice Chagia did not. pass 
any adverse remarks against Krishnamachari, 
even then he resigned becaluse soandal had 
taken place' when he was Finance' Minister. 
So, now the scandal has -taken place when our 
Prime 

Minis)ter  was   the  (Defence  Minister 
Interruptions). Therefore, I demand regis-
tration of the Prime Minister to uphold the 
ethica of democracy. 

SHRI DARBARA SINGH: I would not like 
to say anything against anybody but I may tell 
you, I had put a question tol Bofors whether in 
India or abroad, the Prime Minister and his 
family are involved m these kickbacks, and 
the reply I got  was  'absolutely  not*. 

 

If an idiot were to tell you the same story 
everydlay for a year, you wouli end be 
believing it." 
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SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Madam, be-' puty 
Chafnnan; when the two hands of the clock are 
dosing together to strike the midnight hour in 
another 50 minutes, we are discussing the 
Bofors scandal, the biggest scandal which has 
ropked the foundation of the ruling party. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Bofors are, 
not Indo-Sri  Lankan  Accord  please. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: I can link 
the Sri Lankan episode here. It is- Bofors 
Which made this Government 6end troops 
to divert the attention of the people, 
Madam.  

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I want you to 
talk only about Bofors. That is why J said that. 

•SHRI V.- GOPALSAMY: Madam, our 
hon. colleagues from the Treasury Benches, 
enjoyed the poetic Words; of Mr. Bekal 
Utsahi. But I remember the words of 
Shakespeare. The apprehension and fear 
emanating from guilty conscience Which 
haunted and hounded the minds of Macbeth 
and Lady Macbeth, now seem to threaten the 
mental fabric of the ruling party headed by Mr. 
Rajiv Gandhi. That is the fear. They are 
frightened by the fear of explosion of the truth 
on Bofors before the eyes of the world. 

Madam, Mr. Rajiv Gandhi, the     hon. Prime 
Minister of India, made a categorical statement 
on the flood of this House-that there was JIO 
middle man and    no payments were made.  On 
the 27th      of April, 1987 again before the 
Army Commanders he emphatically stated that 
there was no> middle man and no payments 
were made.  But what happened  to the credi-
bility of the Government headed by Mr. Rajiv 
Gandhi who mad© these' assertions? The 
credibility is drowned in the deluge of.the truth 
when it was exposed     that there have been 
middle men and payments have been made. It 
has been established %e-yond any shadow of 
"doubt that payments have been made, I salute 
the conviction of Mr. Arun Singh,'He is from 
the ruling party. He. was the then Minister of 
State for Defence-, wtocr signed the 
Agreement. He was handling the portfolio. He 
came out today openly that  Bofors has 
committed a 

breach of faith. That is nothing but 'fraud and  
misrepresentajtion   by  Bofors!. 

Then what happened to the statement 
of our hon. Prime Minister,' when he 
accused the Opposition that the allegations 
were false, baseless and mischievous and 
emanated from Delhi? That is the Swe 
dish Radio-story of 16th April, as it 
emanated from Delhi. That was asserted 
by the Prime Minister on the Boor of 
this House. Now it has been proved that 
Bofors have committed a breach of faith. 

I was really impressed when'Mr. ~Afun 
Singh made his remarkable speech today. 
People need some courage and conviction to 
come out openly like that. It was prized* by 
John Kennedy in his book 'Profiles in 
Courage*, which got the Pulitzer Award, the 
prize for the politicians, both Republicans and 
Democrats, who came out openly to speak the 
truth to their conscience rising above the party 
considerations. That job Was don© by Mr. 
Aran Singh - today. 

I would like to know from the . hon. 
Defence Minister whether it is a -fact oi not 
that when Mr.   Morberg and      Mr. 
Gothlin came here in September, ._. 1987, 
before they deposed before the Bofors Joint 
Parliamentary Committee, they had 
discussions with the Officials of the Defence 
Ministry for two days. Is it a fact or not? In 
that discussion, 1 would like to place it on 
record,' they gave the message to the officials 
of the Defence Ministry that one of the 
recipients — one of the three companies — 
was "Pitco". The name "Pitco" was mentioned 
to tfietnT I would like to get a' categorical 
reply to' this question from the Defence 
Minister. I want  to  know  whether  this  
information 
.about Pitco was given to the officials of the 
Defence Ministry ©r not. Therefore, how it has 
appeared that "knowledgeable sources now 
confirm that the two senior Bofors executives, 
Mr. Morberg and Mr. Gpthjujrn, first named • 
the mysterious "Pitco" as one of the diree 
recipients of the huge Bofors payoffs totalling 
Rs. 64 crores made in connection with the 
howitzer deal with India. Then — for some 
reason which the Government of India has 
chosen not to make public—the code 

 name "Pitco" was changed to "Morescd* 
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and the front company behind the latter 
Was giv.en as Moineau &A., rsgtstered.m 
Lausaane.Jpurnalist Chtoa' Subramaniam- of-
the renowned national daily, The Wndu;. 
which has been supporting the ruling party 
even since the "days of Emergency, \whose 
Chief Editor is a close friend  of  our Prime 
Minister  also  has made some revelations"5 
devastating, effect against the Government. I 
quote • The Hindu dated April 22. 

This is about the documentary evidence. 
Here Madam Chitra Subramaniam says, I 
quote: 

"Documents made    available to  The .   Hindu 
on." an' exclusive    Sasis    during ,      the. course 
"Of its 'European investigations " "into faff (tine  
Bofors establish  an  fare-"     futable connection 
between  the Mores-co-Pitco payments      made      
by A. ,B. Bofors in coTinectictn with the howitzer" 
deal with., India and Sangam Ltd. New  Zealand" 
House,    Haymarket,    Londpn,. the Hinduja 
Cpmpany that is registered in England." 

Again I quote : 
"Moresco"  is   the  reference " or code name- for 

one category of JJofors pay---ments-rHnade after-  
the signing-of -the* _BoforsTJndia  contract in 
March,-1986-.in connection with the sale of 
howitzers ^h     toi India and-explained by senior 
Bofors'~. representations as "winding up charges..." 

Madam, I would like to quote one more 
important  paragraph   in  that  item: 

Documents"No, 3, 4 and 5 —all.of, L '      wWch 
are. marked for the attention of "Mf.   Marehi"   and   
are  linked   to  the Bofors attempt to "sell 
howitzers" "and other items to India and also to 
"Mor-~ esco" and "Pitco" by cross references— 
reveal that "the "three per cent' fenumeration: 
mentioned in the CBI report as ,      payable 
under.the   19.79  (Pitco) agree-lli    ment is a 
considerable understatement." 

Whether it w Pitco or Moreseo - or 
Moineau, they are all one and the same. 
Madam, may J know frbnT.the Govern- 

ment whether they would take up'  the issue -
with the Government of Sweden to*" ask th 
Chief Prosecutor to reopen the case again? The 
Attorney-General has stated even though there 
is no clause in the ragreenrerrt "about the 
involvement of middlemen, that does not alter 
the legaT-position. This was rferred to by the 
hon. Minister, Mr; K. C Pant also. Then in that 
case may I ask the Minister whether the 
Government is prepared - to take up the issue 
again with the Swedish. Government to refer 
the matter to the Administrative Tribunal in 
Sweden? I want to know- the response or 
attitude of the Government to' this question. 

.Madam, very alarming revelations have -
appeared, again in 'The Hindu!' on the> 8th 
May, 1988 regarding the diary of Mr. Ardbo, 
the  then Chief of Bofors. The dairy was seized 
by the Chief Prosecutor^ office in Sweden' in 
November, 1987. The dairy establishes that Mr 
Martin Ar(ibo met some people in Vienna on 
10th September, .1987. Who are those people? 
Mr. Chandra swamy? Mr Agarwal and _ also 
the greatest^ international Arms deafer Mt-
Khashoggi. -     - 

SHRI KALPNATff RAI: -They belong to 
Opposition. 

, _SHM V. GOPALSAMYr .You please 
listen.-It hag appearedin his dairy. It has been 
quoted in "The Hindi?' I do--not know 
whether Mr Kalpnath Rai's name is also there 
in Mr Ardbo's dairy. I am not speaking about 
Mr V. P. Singh. You please keep quiet. 

Madam, in that dairy which causes concern 
and iti that entry it is written as late as 
September, 1987, "after ''S'"*lBscussion with 
'H'. "That "IT does not carry the ' Aran Nehru 
card. "Be doss not, mind even if '0' is hurt. But 
'C must be saved at all costs. " Who is that 'G'? 

" SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM:    'G.' is for 
Gopalsamy. 

SHRI V. GOPAI5AMY:    I am "proud 
to be: called like that. "     - 

SHRI KALPNATH RAI: You are G. 
SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: YeS. But -fhfcf is 

not a matter to cut jokes.,. {Interrup- 
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tions)...Mf. Chidambaram, I am quoting from -
the "Hindu", You please listen. 

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: So .what? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Gopalsamy, please address the Chair. No cross 
talking please, 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Because truth 
huts  them... {Interruptions 
in this  dairy, he "has noted that "let us later 
^contract G."   (Interruptions)'.  

Mr. Kalpnatb, Rai, when the time comes, I 
will show you. I would like to know whether for 
this reason Mr. Chandraswami was arrested 
when he landed in Madras because |he 
Government . feared , something, some 7 
information which may. be!, damaging.. 
{Interruptions)..  
SHRI KSLPNATH.RAI; Mr.. Chandra- 

wami is financing the Opposition parties 
' nowadays.     

SHRI ALADI   ARUNA   alias V. "AR-~ 
UNACHALAM: SO he has deprived you. 

SHRI V.   GOPALSAMY:   Madam,    it 
.hag again appeared on March 29th in the 
"Hindu",  a  very  alarming  report  about 
the contacts "with a  family in India.     I 

 quote from Chitra Subramaniam's report. 
   "Mr. Anders Bjorck, Deputy Chair-*man of 
the Swedish Parliament's Standing Committee 

on the Constitution and 
a.  Conservation   MP.. . (Interruptions)... 
THE DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Are you 

quoting from press cuttings?............... - --- 

HRI V.- GOPALSAMY:  It is a press cutting,1 
Madam.-1 am quoting it. "'    -    --.--THE 
DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, you cannot go on 
quoting like that., SHRI V.   GOPALSAMY:  
Madam, .   I have.-got a number-pf quotations.    
I-am- not jguoting  all   the press  material.  This 
L*is very relevant and I would like to place !ft on 
record. Therefore, Madam> I quote:     ."He. 
asserted in a .newspaper* article    published 
joday that with reference "to the Bofors sale of 
Howitzers to India, directly and indirectly there   
has   been Close contact with.... * 
(interruptions')''^JJe 

•Not recorded. 

said he was making this statement on the basis of 
studying "me classified do- cuments  made  
available to  him   as a member of the 
Committee. Mr. Bjorack article appeared in 
Expression of Tues-    1 day...   (Interruptions)... 

When asked about the basis of     hisassertion, 
Mr. Bjorck told this  corres-" pondent that he, 
had gone through "ev- ' ery piece of information" 
in the docu 
ments relating to the    Bofors-India.. 
(Interruptions)... 
SHRI SHrVT^J  PATIL Madam , .this 

cannot be allowed to go on record 
(Interruptions).:,  

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: It is very much  
relevant.   What  is  wrong  in it? 

SHRI'SHIVRAJ  PATIL;  Madam,  cannot be 
allowed to go on record.       

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It "cannot go 
on record.  (Interruptions)... 
' SHRI _V. GOPALSAMY: Madam, . a 
very relevant article has appeared jn ,thei 
"Hindu".  (Interruptions)  

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Allegations 
regarding.!.. [ ^Interruptions)... It cannot .go 
on record.  

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Then the Government 
can move -the court 'against these articles, I. mean 
against ..the piece of information given in the 
"Hindu".. (Interrap-  -g| j   tions) 

      THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You aw   : 
quoting one press .cutting   after"   another. 
...(Interruptions).,;   ............................  

 SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: It has    app eared in a 
jenowned„   national    daily     j throughout India,  
i.e.   the  "Hindu'V-W 

SHRI SHIVRAI PATIL: Madam* it 
canont be quoted.  

SHRI GOPALWAMY     If the Government 
has any grievance  they can go to.  the  court.. 
.(Interruptions) 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It cannot     ' be 
=recorded.. . .    '.  -rSHRI GOPALSAMY:  the 
. previous speaker referred to the proceed- 
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ings in a court of law. The benefit of doubt, 
could be given to-the Accused. That is the 
difference. But the performance of   - the  
Government  is  something  different  from ie 
proceedings of a court. Therefore, Ca  esar's 
wife should be above suspicion. The 
Government'should  be  cleared  of-   the  
suspicion because suspicion has. arisen in 
.people's minds due to these reports. There a 
saying1 in Tamil: J'ORV POYYTNAI  AIKKA 
PNPATHU POYY SOL --VAN"  e  to   
cover-up one lie, -the»~lii5r - will say nine 
lies; or which-means rbe-..--cause you, wanted 
to -bury--the truth, you . -|old antruth.yThen to 
cover up that, you ~ jjepeated the untruth 
following the dictum -of -Dr.  Goebbells. 
Here your    credibility has--,-been totally lost." 
Now- you -want to %-chase away the -shadow- 
of  allegations, the -shadow--of charges against 
this Govern-  —inema crooked shadow. ;You 
are chasing 
the ^crooked shadow, but that-shadow will 
stand as long as the Government of Mp 
Rajiv Gandhi -stands. You cannot xhase 
away that shad6w. Then people will –give -
syou -their verdict  and you will - learn a -
lesson.HE DEP|JTY CHAIRMAN:  'Row 
 there are four speakers from  the      
""side 
_only. If you take a little time, I can acco-s 

^mmodate.  Otherwiserit will go up -42.30. 
There are four more^speakers! Mr. . "Anand 
Sharma,  Please try to be  " yery brief. - 

SHRI  ANAND- SHARMAr, (Hunachal 
Pradesh);-   Madam,—Deputy.-- Chairman, 
this indeed is a very.-important discussion 
and that is the only reason* why this august 
'House is sitting at this late hour. Madam, it 
4s important because for the last one ^pear, 
.there have been clouds of suspicion raised. 
Jt-is..one issue,which has generated massive 
^confusion and unprecedented-Jieat  
We have seen in the last one year-that 
accusations Jiave been flung freely and that a-
-systematic campaign of disinformation has, 
been launched fa this country backed by lies 
and-untruth. -The scars .are visible The 
damage is there for .any. one to see. The 
first casualty has been the defence o£ this 
country, .The second casualty has been the 
morale of .the -Indian -army, the morale of. 
this nation. JMadam,- we' have  seen that, 
through this campaign,  after another, 

all  established  institutions    have     -beea 
 pulled  down and reputations ripped  
apart. Madam, aspersions have been cast ;n. 
the  integrity of our civil servants, "on  the 
integrity- and professional competence" of 
TOUT Generals. I charge the Opposition with 
doing, an incalculable damage to the'body 
4olitic.    I charge them with   committing 
rihis -criminal act.    By    condemning" it, 
E would like to go on record to say that 
those  are  the  brave" soldiers,  the  brave 
Generals,  the former "Chief of the Army 
:Staff. and our civil "servants who are - -
 ying- this nation with sincerity"^hd 
dedica- tion.  These men -in uniform can 
defend "our .borders. "But'they cannot 
come here |-to defend their reputation 
which is being destroyed by  irresponsible 
utterances of ; -motivated. individuals.   We 
are   discussing ---the JPC report.    The 
JPC had "a certain -task: before it. 
The"task was to ascertain --whether the! 
procedure for the selection of - the weapon 
system was correct or not.* The 
~:task was to -find out whether $he 
selection - of Bofors was fight or not The 
task Was " to find out whether there were 
any midd-7-Jemen and -if so, the identity 
of the "red--iplents of illegal ymehts.-
^Madainf," I ;—would not like to go into 
the details of the selection process which 
starts from the .—preparation of a 
philosophy" paper,. the -proper evaluation 
by the Indian army, ~tfie identification of the 
weapon system and 'he identification of the 
suppliers', 'after -which-only the weapons, 
are /brought to his country for trials. The 
trial  reports are evaluated and 'then the 
recommenda-vtions sent to the 
Government. It is after - that that 
the Price Negotiating Committee 
-is -constituted" svhicli. comprises the 
Defence Secretarythe "Finance Secretary 
'and-the Deputy Chief of the "Anny'Staff,' 
-to .mention a few.  

The vice Chairman Shri  (Shri - Jagtesh 
Desai) in the Chair- Sir," in "this particular 
case "the army "had given its requirement 
way back in -1975. The process started in 
1979 .and -it was between 1980 and. 1982 
that     the "trial evaluations were made on 
seven wea-, pton Systems. Subsequently, four 
were 'shortlisted. That is the French 
Sofma455; the-British FH 70; Bofors 77B; 
and GC -45 of Austria.   Subsequently 
js'l985 the   . 
Army iaa" .recommended to the Govern- 
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rnent, to the GCPA, that two    weapons |- 
systems be considered.    sofma and-Before. 
Prior to -this; ,it -is pertinent 1b  mention in  
1984 the  CCPA  had approved     the  price of rs  
1620 crores, in 198/47~It~was after this that :the 
:FNC-started  die negotiations; Ami 
in^Eebruaxy, ,1986 the Army •recommended -
iBofofs - Ijecause -HasAnny felt -that  it had a 
distinct advantage,-a distinct advantage because 
of the changed ^situation. it has been  explared  
that the 
- United States irad developed a radar,  a 

-highly computerised  - one which. c©W pin 
point the source of fire and ensure counter- 
bombardment -within seconds: That is what 
Gen. Sundarji iad said who took    upon 

himself the   entire"  responsibility, '"that this 
was the' sole, reason,' because they re quired 
weapon which in military term- --inology had 
a'better ehbot and scoot and Had -a higher 
"mobility and burst fire capa--bility.-  This was 
the  advantage  and "that -is why the decision 
was taken.  I would Tike to quote Gen. 
Sundarji, not from the -report but from a TV 
discussion- which took place a couple of days 
baclf, on* 7th. He was asked: "Do you take the 
repponsi--bility of selecting the weapon 
system?" He replied: "Certainly, certainly. It 
was done with   eyes  wide open,   taking 
cognizance of aH-f actors;."Circumstances 
demanded It; -otherwise, I would not have done 
my job properly^' TnVfs what 'Ke"saTd, 
""Otherwise, he would not have done his      job 
properly." And -bere'-we nnd~ those "who are-
not "aware of  "the "military procedures, 
technologies; tney* "are    questioning    his 
judgment,- -they are * questioning 'his  integ-
rity,-they arc-questidBing u'g decision,' and 
- that is      what f condemn" the "most,   Vaj- 

payeejr "should have consulted Mr. JasWant 
Singh, what he "had said in the same discussion' 
on -7th May:  "One  thing should be made  clear.  
The /quality ~o? "the gun and  the  professional   
competence   inthef selec'tron "must never be 
questioned/'' This is  Mr.  Jaswant Singfi" -And 
exactly     the. opposite is being done by his party 
leader -and the" other friends' 'in- Opposition. ~ I 
would'giot-like to-'dweH.in detaTT on the fors 
Sofma dispute But one thing is •very clear. Had -
Sofma~"beeiS ebosen, Vaj--payeeji -'and others 
would have said *Bofors waVifetter.-Why is 
jSofma chosen? There must be  some hanky 
panky because are looking for a""cOnWoversy;   
they %e 

looking for criticism. They have accused the 
Government of payoffs.   But   may I ast : By 
their own version where was the occasion for a 
payoff? What was ^ihe occasion", because, 
according to them, Recording "to all records, 
even according'to the Hindu documents till late 
3985 Sofma was at No. 1? Aid they were 
quoting that in 1981 it* was decided like this, in 
1984 it was decided"' like". mat and so on, and 
they also said in the same breath: Why was jt 
changed in two months? A reference has been 
made, by almost all friends" in the Opposition to 
the Prime Minister. I term it most melici-dus; 
malicious becausefthey say the Prime Minister 
too interest. Tiwarijf has answered it 
beautifully." If I may say; he'is the Prime 
Minister, the leader of the country, the" Defence 
"Minister he was then. And looking "at the" geo-
strategic    environment, "the" vitiated" security 
atmosphere, the stockpiling of weapons across 
the border, his. responsiBflity is to apply his 
mind. Otherwise the Prime Minister would have 
been charged with"dereliction of duty. On what 
the Prime Minister has- achieved, let me 
enlighten you. It was Mr. Olof Palme who 
broached this subject. He broached -this subject 
in November,- 1985- -Our- .Prime Minister- 
nought a guarantee-that- ---no middlemen would 
lot-- -there. Otherwise there would not haVe'-
teen any discussion 

- or -debate. He -asked for it and; in November 
1986, when Mr. Olof Palme came here, he 
gave the guarantee and the fact of this 
guarantee is borne out by. the statement of the 
present Swedish Jjovern-ment^ of the.jjjder 
Secretary  for  .Defence and also of. their 
Prqse^toriGenftral..So, jt'is therefore everyone, 
to see. What did he achieve? In 1984^ the price 
approved 'By  the  CCPA was  RS " 1,6% 
crores and now, '&' 1986, given the 
'fluctuations of world  currencies, it. ought TO  
have  gone  

, up, maybe to 1700  crores or 1800 croes of 
rupees..  people  Save .Said' ; that about Rs . 
200  - croers wasr Saved.' No. This  decision of   
the Government and the Wme Minister  saved  
the pation at loast R.s 400 crores because   in 
1986  MARCH  is gave rbeep"jnofe fljarr rs 
.984 prorm',:, Interruptions   if     you laugh  
this  god God  alone  can help you But sir the  . 
price  finally agreed was  1427    and* that  is 
what the Prime Minister in  
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terventron achieved, Now, Sir, this is what 
they are questioning. I find it very sad 
that the price has been the lowest - ami 
yet my friends TSaye quoted various "auffi- 
orities. I would also like to quote here 
just one person, that is, the Expenditure 
Secretary, Mr. Ganapathi. What he..Tias 
said is at page 85 of the "Report.  

He toaj'saidr  Financial and  commercial 
considers tionsare  undobtedly     important. But 
I think  they canriot be" assigned the  pred 
ormnant role, particularly particulary   as things 
turned;  out  the weapon  sys tem which"  the  
Army* ctmsidefed  m6st . suited to them", also   
proved to  be' the 
cheapest. There is no conflict.         Sir I would   
Iike to  quote also the Swedish "Auditor  and it  
is on page  154". 
He has said   

'We fraye appointed ""Auditors" who . have  
.made, a certificate. certificatd it says that the 
final price regarding the" .. .supply of field 
Howitzers is. the lowest "comparable price 
offered to any other ..customer. As 'far as  
price.is conc'erne ..India is ,treated  as. the 
jmost. Favoured . customer. It means, also that 
the'Swe - dish- Army Jias paid .ah gher 
pric"e"*fo? —its Howitzer ihan Indian. 
Therefore _jshows that the Company had sold" 
"the Howitzer, at the lowest price." 

The Swedish Army "pays "more -and -the 
authorities- say; that it isthe lowest;It-is for 
anyone to conclude as to what the truth is, I am 
Sure the House can draw its own '"Inference 
and the nation "also caw  judgis ihefruth.'      

Sif," T would like to say here that -the 
timing iVlrnportant. The smoke "of "suspje? 
ioni first came in April, 1987. I ' would 
Hire to" "mention briefly the development 
iff TfiSia. "then.  

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN JSWRI-JAC?: 
ESH DESAI):- You haye- studied .-.very, 
well.   But be teief.      

SHRIANAND SHARMA: I will 1* brief. 
But ^there ,are certain pertinent things which I 
have- to mention. 

There was tension on the      Indoapak border. 
There  wag  a move to  desttMize the elected 
Government  in this conaftyi 1&e then President 
connived and conspired wftn file elements in the 
Opposition hare, abetted by alien forces, to 
dismiss an'elee- ted Government, it was then, it 
was    at" that time, ihat &e then Defence 
Minister" |brf V. P. Singh,...  (Interritptfonsji 

 SHRI V. GOPALSAMY; Sir, it is a 
denigration- of .file former President.-.. 
(Interruptions) ..." It is a denigration of 
the-former President.  
'."SHRT    K.;     V.    "THA^GKAiALir; 

(Tamil Nadu): You people also have said, so 
many .things... (Interruptions) ... 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Don't talk 
nonsense. " Behave properly... (Intcrrup- 
'ttons)...  

  -SHRI ANAND SHARMA: It was     at. that" -
time    when Mr. Vishwanath- Pratap Singh  had 
resigned and -  the-    Swedish Radio came out 
with that story. I may refer* to Mr. Vishwanath 
Pratap Singh in one sentence.   He was the 
Finance Minister; Tlis" recommendation was 
there. ~ Jle approved the price. He -approved '- 
the-selection. "And today he "goes to the other-
si3e "affd "makes" noises and -you all clap, 
behind him like children that Mr. Vishwa- 

 naffi Pratap Singh: has" said '.this. ~ I- may" 
ndt~q^30te. "But Mrl-Ganapathy,--the'Ex 
pendlture " Secretary, hag "gone on-record, that 
not even once M17 Vishwanath -Pratap Singh 
expressed any reservations. Sir, I may say that 
the " Government has - been accused of not 
trying' to find the truth. But, Sir, it was in April 
itself the Prime Jkifnister asked them for 
evidence, not proof. The Government of India 
requested, th Swedish Radio and Bofors both 
for information, failing" which  on 2.4th April 
it was this" Government which requested the 
.Swedish Government "to "institute- an-inquiry 
"through the " 'National Audit Bureau, which 
was ordereff fey that Government on the 25th 
ot April. Sir, after-that on the ~4th of June the 
report came. Immediateiy this Government 
called a meeting^bf the Opposition leaders and 
made the report public and anonnced #ie-
decision. to institute an inquiry'by 'the Joint 
Parliamentary  Committee  Can-" the 



 

sincerety of this Government be' called 
into question? -Who was trying .to -ascer 
tain the truth, to get at the .truth? It was 
this and this Prime'Miinster, and none 
else. (Interrnptions) This Opposition which 
charges*the Government today, this Oppo 
sition-then stayed away from JPC. If we 
are trying to find the truth, why did they 
stay away? It is because they were afraid 
of the truth, because they knew the  falsity 
pf their charges, because     Bofors had 
become their sole political rnanfesto      
and  their Bible, Geeta and Koran. They I     
never wanted to-lose it because the peo-v   
pie believed nothing else. When we were 
discussing a serious matter in    .the Par-
liament^ of India, when the Parliament was 
in session -.our. friends in the Opposition 
denigrated this country  They were barter-
ing away the prestige of India, lowering the 
, .dignity of Indian Parliament by parading 
-before the Swedish Embassy.   And   today" 
they talk of the prestige   of   India,   Sir; 
"When Parliament is in session parading, 
before the Embassy, being received by the 
, First Secretary—lOOMPs of the 
Opposition' — what a disgraceful thing to 
do. ~ 

Now, we know that it was a campaign . of 
disinformation, and disaffection. This is not 
something which is new, Sir.     And 
permit' me to W that there have been . 
other  occasions   when  popular -   political" 
leaders have been denigrated and attacked. 
We- know the case of Shri Mujib-ur-Re^ 
man and Mr. Allen de .of Chile.     First 
charges are made, or orchestrated - camp-
aigns are "carried out  and then physical 
assasinatipns take place. We know there 
are forces after Rajiv Gandhi to destroy 
ium    politically    and    to    destroy" him 
physically.   This nation ' shall   not - stand - 
ibis'conspiracy.  

 
Sir,- Mr.~Bhatia hag explained n details 

the findings of the JPC. I can only- s.ay; 
one thing that the findings are correct on. 
the basis of all" Available evidence..They 
are Correct, incontrovertible. -There .. is- 
notbing contrary on record.-If there: was, 

anything; "Sir, if there was -.any evidence, 
fhey should-have come and placed before 
the JPC. But that-has not happened. Sir,.. 
It" is clearly established by «he ^reports of, 
the Swedish Chief Public Prosecutor - Mr. 
Ringberg, and "by•the report of the Ins-- 

pectorHGeneral  of      Military Equipment, !   
Mr. Snen Hirdman. -The JPC had - no j   
powers, as the Attorney-General had said, to 
go beyond that.  I xan only say .that We 
were concerned with the .price and we were 
concerned with the-- -guality _of  -Jthe 
weapon.   The price was the lowest."  The 
qualtiy was the best. And. had the price been 
more, your objections, could     have been 
entertained. Here the. price has been slashed 
and our friends are objecting since morning  
why  the  price  came  down  by almost  Rs.   
200 Lerores.   Had Jhere Jbeen a commission,  
then the price ought  to have gone up.    It is 
common sense. Has there been   any  
commission,  the      price would "not have 
come down by Rs. 200. crores." If-we had 
paid ,as a Government for those payments-
which'-have been ref-. erred to, then we are 
guilty, but we had not. The" price proved it. 
Here-I" would % like to place-on record one 
more "   fact:-When we have not paid and 
we have re-' j  caved the guarantee that 
though the price has come down the quality 
is the best, then, what Bofors, for that 
matter, does with its sale proceeds is none of  
. our business; it is none of our ^business 
jwhaf they-do with their .sale proceeds afe 
lonr as We have not paid. As regards the 
Hindu documente, I may make a-reference to 
them that'the publication-of those documents  
has been timed,' timed to discredit the report 
of the IPC. On 22nd April these documents 
^were-published. I      am not going into the 
detailed question whether they have been 
forged ones or -authentic ones. Even if they 
are- autheptic^fer   . argument's sake, they 
prove the document? were there .when :eVen   
.Bofors    contract was not even negotiated, 
when, the CBI d^l not even, consider "the - 
philosophy   paper given.by the Army. If this 
were §o, then what prevented those 
privileged sources to , give these reports, 
these documents,  the Swedish Swedish 
Prosecutor, to their Audit  Bureau to- their 
Government or to pur-JPC so it is a" 
calculated mischief. I will only say one -thing, 
that Vajpayeeji jnadeout^a case for   ' 
termination. ..Termination? _Why? It    was 
after 11. years that the Army got  the 
weapon system which it needed mostSpur 
enemies had acquired that weapon system, 
we know. If we go iti for termination, what     
are,the termination costs involved;. ~Vaf- 
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[Shri Anand Sharma] payeeji? It would be 20 per cent 
of the contract. There is no contract anywhere in the 
world which you can revoke without ^   paying the 
revocation costs, without paying compensation to the 
seller. Not only that, you would have been compelled 
toi start'the exercise afresh at a time when »  there are 
forces which do not want you to get the weapon system. 
It would have  '   taken a couple of years more. The 
Army       would have been deprived of the weapons for 
a couple of years more.    After that you would have got 
it at a much higher price which is no good. 

Lastly I will just say one thing to conclude. There are 
many friends in the Opposition, as has been referred to by 
Solan-kiji; who -have gone to Sweden, Stockholm, 
Geneva, and I will name them — Shri ^ Jethmalanf and 
Shri George Fernandes,, They have gone there twelve 
times or fourteen times. I would like to know from the 
honourable Finance  Minister who  is .  sitting  
here the exact amount of foreign exchange sanctioned to 
the teams of Opposition leaders, particularly Mr. Jethmal-
ani and Mr. George Fernandes, to go to Geneva, to go to    
Stockholm.    Pull-page newspaper advertisements were 
published there blackening the face of this country. 
What does a full-page advertisement cost? 
How many advertisements were inserted? 
Who paid for their hotel bills? This we 
would like to know.g Sir,   I  pity the  Opposition.  Sir,      
they 
have, who as a messiah? Chandaswamy, 
an international racketeer, the Kaliyugs- 
wamy. Then Mr. Jethmalani, who is not 
here. He is behaving as a paragon of vir- 
* tue.    He holds briefs for the worst crimi- 

                nals, drug-pedlars, smugglers, and murderers. And 
he is going to give us a certificate of honesty and 
integrity. To whom? To Rajiv Gandhi who is the 
custodian of the great legacy of the Nehrus. a legacy 
full of sacrifices for this nation in the service of this 
nation. 

Sir, I will just end with one senten They have said that 
history will judj;e. Yes, history will judge. History will judge 
both of us, Vajpayeeji. History will judge this Government 
and Rajiv Gandhi J'or keeping tb% nation's interest upper-
most in its mind. History will judge Rajiv Gandhi 

OJ. uaniig uw suu^uuiueu vo ine pressures. 
Posterity will remember that there was a 
Prime Minister who was a target of the
forces °f destabilisation, who was a victim 
of character assassination  and slander but 
continued ,to serve his country. History 
will remember you for having unravelled 
the Defence secrets, for having demorali-
sed the nation, for having detroyed the 
reputations of Generals and civil servants. 
History will also judge you for behaving in 
an irresponsible manner at a crucial 
juncture, diverting, the nation's attention 
from crucial issues. It is high time you 
withdrew these allegations, apologised to 
the Prime Minister, to the Generals, to 'the 
people of this country. Otherwise, you will 
be consigned to the dustbin of history. 
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SHRI PAW AN KUMAR BANSAL: Mr. Vice-
Chairman,   Sir,   the    Swedish  Radio broadcast in 
April last year alleging that AB  Bofors had  bribed 
important people here  to  win  the contract relating 
to the |    purchase   of   155m     Howitzer   guns   
had I   attracted wide attention and aroused con.---j   
cern  because  of  Indian  people's  concern j   and 
penchant for truth and honesty. This J   was  a 
matter  of deep  concern  even for |   the 
Government of India because, to cut i   down the 
prices of imported weapon sys-I   terns,  it had,  
contrary to the world-wide !   practice,   negotiated   
the   contract   directly without the involvement of 
any agent. As such, it wag with a clear, conscience 
that the Government repudiated the news. Un-
fortunately this happened at a time when the 
Opposition parties were in a state of total  disarray.   
Bereft  of  any  ideological issue to fight the  
Government, they desperately indulged in character 
assassination and   strove  hard   to  take   up   mpy  
issue which  could  apparently  give   them some 
hope of sustenance after the trauma they 
experienced on their ignominious defeat In the last 
General Elections.  In such a situation the Swedish 
Radio item came as a great blessing for    them.    
Concomitantly it intoxicated them and  threw them 
into a trance.  Unmindful of the effect their 
utterances could have on the morale   of j   our 
armed forces, they continued to cry I   hoarse that 
in consideration of kickbacks 
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agencies very fairly to the House. From this 
our friends on the other side have raisd '.pre-
porterous and unfounded presumptions for' 
narrow political ends and, in doing so, they 
"have intentionally over* looked the other 
vety important finding" of these' agenda that 
there was no evidence whatever to suggest the 
involvement of any1 Indian with these  
payments. Sir, they alsor forget and"forget 
willingly, that ftte Chief District Prosecutor of 
Sweden) who had'access to the documents 
there, found no evidence to infer that these 
alleged payments to foreign companies were 
made for being utilized as bribes to win this 
contract. 

Sir, those who know something of law 
or have at least tried to read the report 
of the Joint Parliamentary Committee, 
without prejudice, will appreciate that stfch 
a charge of bribery can be proved only 
If there is definite, positive, evidence5 to 
mar effect.   

The hon. Member, Shir  Aladi Arurta 
wh© has given' a' note of dissent to ' the 
Report, is perhaps not aware of this 
sound legal principle. He quotes the statements 
of witnesses in the negative W  equate these 
payments with bribes or kickbacks. This 
ignorance also leads him to castigate the CBI 
for, to quote his words, "not producing any 
constructive evidence to support their 
observation that there was nothing to show the 
involvement of any Indian." From mere fact that 
this money was deposited in Swiss Banks and 
not in the countries of these three firms, Shri 
Aladi Aruna wants us to agree       with is 
untenable and inherently presumptive 
conclusion that, to quote his words again, Sh% 
"it must have been received by none other than 
those' responsible- for successful negotiation of- 
this- contract." He also -assumes technical 
expertise in- defence maters and ridicules' the" 
decision of -senior defence' -officers of proven 
brilliance. This reminds me' of the great Tamil 
classic, the "Thirukkural" and I will just quote 
two small but ^meaningful couplets therefrom:     

"What  is  ignorance? 
Th?  pride  that  cries   'We are the  knowing 
and the wise'"  

And  "meddlers with knowledge    not 
attained, 

Bring doubt on what they have-really  
gained." 
In his zeal to seize the opportunity to* settle" 

political scores regarding the recent, 
developments in' Tamil Nadu Shri Aladi 
Aruna indulges in mudslinging. He chooses td 
accuse the Chairman of the Joint Committee of 
denying him access to the-relevant documents 
but quotes extract* from the minutes of the 
meetings of the Pride Negotiating Committee 
to donvey biased impressions.  (Time Bell 
rings') 

Sir the Committee has functioned admirably 
to discharge the onerous and sacred task 
assigned to it. It has put searching questions to 
witnesses in its endeavour to cull out the truth. 
If any case of bribery or kickback has not been 
established, it cannot be faulted. The 
Committee's only fault is that it did not oblige 
Shri Aladi Aruna' in manufacturing evidence 
of' Agreeing with his outragous misquotation 
of the Swedish Chief District Prosecutor. 

The Committee has given a candid opinion 
about the status of Svenska: Mores-co and A. E. 
Services Ltd, and it would not have been 
pruduent for it to dwell further there on in the 
absnee of any supporting evidence. However, 
Sir, in view of the demeanour of the 
representatives of A. B. Bofors appearing before 
the Committee and their refusal to shed light on . 
the constitution and functioning of these 
companies, it will not be unfair to conclude that 
these firms are the creartion ot Bofors itself for 
syphoning off their own funds for their own 
reasons. That is why, to avoid embarrassment 
and exposure at home they invoked the 
confidentiality clause for not passing on the 
information. This belief is further strengthened 
from an important circumstance thai ' thcJugh 
the Bofors representation contract with 
Anatronic General Corporation of Mr. Win 
Chadha was also terminated, no such winding-
up   charges  were  paid  therefor. 

       Sir, I am sorry to see adverse      conv 
 tnents being voiced against the functioning 
 of the Joint Committee. It is unfortunate 
 more so because they are wholly baseless 
 and divorced from the reality. The basis. 
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received, the quality of the artillery system 
acquired by us had been compromised with. 

On the other hand, the Government, eager to 
find the truth, pursued the matter vigorously 
with the Government of Sweden, This led to 
the National Audut Bureau of Sweden 
undertaking an auditing review of the 
transactions made by Bo-fors in connection 
with the Indian contract. And when its report 
revealed that some substantial payment^ were 
made by Bofors, but did not disclose the 
particulars of the recipients, the Opposition 
here rushed to accuse the Government of with-
holding th information. On the other hand, 
Government persisted with seeking this 
information from the Swedish Government and 
AB Bofors. It also opted to refer the matter to a 
Joint Parliamentary Committee. 

Interestingly, the Opposition which had 
earlier sought the formation of a committee as 
this now boycotted this on untenable grounds, 
because they knew that the non-culpability of 
the Government would not leave them any 
opportunity of further  criticism. 

Sir, the Committee has gone into the 
elaborate procedure prescribed for the 
procurement of weapons and systems and has 
come to the conclusion that it was followed 
meticulously. To meet the situation arising out 
of acquisition by Pakistan of sophisticated US 
fire-finder radar ANTPS-37, the Bofors gun 
with its "shoot and scoot" capability was 
obviously the; best choice. The Members of 
the Opposi' tion on the Consultative 
Committee attached to the Ministry of Defence 
witnessed the Bofors demonstration and were 
silenced by its performance. It is a different 
matter that political considerations again 
prompted others amongst them, to raise a 
crescendo of unprincipled attack against the 
Government on mtrt figments of imagination. 

Sir, the Joint Parliamentary Committee has 
also found that as a Tesult of intense 
competition generated by th Price Negotiating 
Committee between the contending 

parties and the elimination of agents in the 
deal, substantial reductions in prices werg 
repeatedly obtained. Reduction in price was 
also achieved after the issuance of the letter of 
intent to AB Bofors and  the agreement was 
entered into for a price lower than that paid by 
the Swedish Army. 

The procedure followed all through ruled 
out the scope of any extraneous consideration 
to creep into the selection of the gun. Even the 
new-found Messiah of; the Opposition, Shri V. 
P. Singh, the then Defence Minister, had 
approved the recommendations of the 
negotiating committee without raising any 
question or expressing  any reservation. 

      I Sir, the gravamen of the charge in the 
Bofors matter is that unauthorized and illegal, 
payments were made in winning the contract. 
To find if there was any substance  in  the   
allegation,   the      Joint 

      Parliamentary Committee has critically 
analysed the whole gamut of payments made 
by Bofors. It has now transpired that the three 
firms alluded to in the report of the National 
Audit Bureau were Svenska, Moresco and AE 
Servicess Limited. According to AB Bofors, 
general consultancy agreements between them 
and these firms were in existence when the 
Government of India insisted on the elim-
ination of agents. This warranted the 
termination of those agreements as also one 
with Anatronic General Corporation of Shri 
Win Chadha which had been entered into ay 
back in 1978. To the three foreign firms, 319 
million Swedish Kroners were paid as winding 
up charges, said to be mutually agreed upon by 
Bofors and these firms in view of various 
considerations including loss of future profits. 
{Time Bell rings) The amount did sound to he a 
staggering figure. So the Joint Committee did 
not satisfy itself merely with thd averments of 
AB Bofors. Our investigative agencies were 
sent abroad to ascertain the truth, with the 
assistance of Interpol if need be. However our 
investigations abroad were somewhat styied 
because it was not possible to identify the real 
owneri of these three firms, and these seem to 
have been registered only for the purpose of  
tax   avoidance.  The  Joint   Committee 

'    has reported this view of the investigating 
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if any, is only bias, prejudice, whims and 
caprise of those making the insinuations. 
These tend to bring to disrepuate tho 
Parliament itself. When the Committee  
sought extension in time, motives were 
alleged against it. Now when it has worked 
over-time to adhere to tbe schedule, motives 
have been sieged again. When it -became 
known that the Committee would present its, 
report in time, some people with the malefic 
design to keep the controversy alive and have 
also worked over-time to fabricat evidence 
and have  endeavoured to add another 
dimension to the matter to show as if the 
Committee has not taken into consideration 
all the relevant material. They have grabbed 
like a life-saving drag, the documents 
published by the Hindu.. 

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI  JAG-
DESH DESAI):  Please  conclude  now. 

SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL: All 
right. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAG-
ESH DESAI): I am very happy that the 
debate today was of a very high order. I 
compliment tbe whole House. 

SHRI K. C. PANT: The debate yester. 
day and today, Sir. 

piE VICE-CHAIRMAN: Yes. The 
reply will be today at around 12 noon. 

Now, the House is adjourned and will 
meet again today at 11 A.M. 

The House then adjourned at 
thirtysix minutes past midnight 
till eleven of the clock on Thurs-
day, the 12th August, 1988. 


