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ler section 159 of the Customs Act, .962, 
a copy (in English and Hindi) of •he 
Ministry of Finance (Department >f 
Revenue) Notification G.S.R. No. 563, 
dated the 25th July, 1987, amending 
Notification No. 122-Cus. dated the 11th 
May, 1963, so as to tender liquid helium 
gas kept in containers eligible for 
remission of duty on such deficiency as 
may occur on account of natural causes ; 
rid storage, together with an Explanatory 
Memorandum thereon. [Placed in 
Library. See No. LT-4588/87 I 

I. Spices Board  (/ mend me tit)  Rules, 
1987.  

H. Notification  of the      Ministry of 
Commerce. 

THE MINISTER )F STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF C OMMERCE (SHRI P. 
,R. DAS MUNSfl): Madam, I beg to lay 
on the Table— 

I. A copy (in English and Hindi) 
of the Ministry of Commerce, No 
tification G.S.R. No. 661(E), dated 
the 17th July, 1987, publishing the 
Spices Board (Amendment) Rules, 
1987, under section 40 of the Spices 
Board Act, 1586 [Placed in Li 
brary. See No. LT-1611/81] 

II. A copy (In English and Hindi)- 
of the Ministry of  Commerce No- 

N tification S.O. No. 725(E), dated the 
17th July, 1987, making amendment in 
paragraph 5 of the Open General 
Licence No. 18/85—88, dated the 12th 
April, 1985, published under the 
Notification No. S.O. 319(E), dated the 
12th April,  1985. 

[Placed in Library   See No. LT-4612/, 
87] 

MESSAGE FROM THE LOR SABHA 
The Conservation of Foreign Ex-

change and P)evention of Smuggling 
Activities (Amendment) Bill, 1987. 

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Madam, I 
have to report   o the House     the 

following message received from the Lok 
Sabha signed by the Secretary-General of 
the Lok Sabha: 

"In accordance with the provisions of 
rule 96 of the Rules' of Procedure and1 
Conduct of Business in the Lok Sabha, 
I am directed to enclose the 
Conservation of Foreign Exchange and 
Prevention of Smuggling Activities 
(Amendment) Bill, 1987, as passed by 
the. Lok Sabha at its sitting held on the 
10th August,  1987." 

Madam, I lay the Bilr on the Table. 

MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF A JOINT COMMITTEE OF 

BOTH HOUSES TO ENQUIRE INTO 
THE ISSUES ARISING FROM THE 

RE-PORT OF THE SWEDISH 
NATIONAL AUDIT BUREAU 
RELATING TO THE BOFORS 

CONTRACT TO SUPPLY 155 MM 
HOWITZER GUNS TO INDIA 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, 
we take up the Motion for appointment of 
a Joint Committee. Shri Jaswant Singh. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH (Rajas-
than): Madam, Deputy Chairman, to 
whom do I address my... 

AN HON. MEMBER: To the Chair. 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Order 

please. You can address the Chair, now. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: I would 
happily address the Chair, if anybody 
from the Ministry of Defence were 
present. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, you 
can address. There are other (Ministers 
who are sitting there. He is coming from 
the Lok Sabha. So, you can start. 

SHRI JASWANT SlINGH: With your 
permission, madam, can I desist for a 
minute until the Leader of the House 
finishes his conference? 



 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:   No. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Until 
the'Leader of the House finishes with his 
conference. You have to just instinctively 
say 'no',to whatever I say. There are 
conferences being held in the House. I am 
making a simple request. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No 
discussion in the House. Order please. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: It is a very 
simple request. I only re- ' . quested for 
order in the House, when the Leader of the 
House is himself holding a conference and 
you said no. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I did 
not say no.   I said you start. 

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE AND 
THE MINISTER . OF COM. MERCE 
(SHRI NARAYAN DATT TIWARI): 
Madam, I am very sorry. The officiating 
leader of the Opposition was here 
standing. Therefore, I had to listen to his 
important advice. 

SHRr JASWANT SINGH; That is why 
I made the request that if the leaders of 
the Opposition and the Government are 
conferring, I appeal to the Chair that I 
desist from my presentation. 

THE MINISTER *OF HOME AF-
FAIRS (SHRI BUTA SINGH): We are 
most attentively waiting for tbe words of 
the hon. Member. 

SHRI NARAYAN DATT TIWARI: 
But I am very thankful to you for your 
advice. I hope everybody will heed   his  
advice. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 
Everybody is attentive now and will 
listen to you.     So.  please start. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I am grateful for the 
consideration shown by you, as bv  the  
Leader  of  the  HOUSP   as   in- 

deed by . the treasury benches and the 
Ministerial ranks. I am also gratified that 
4ne Minister of State for Defence is now 
rushing into the House. 

I made the appeal because 1 do believe 
sincerely that this is an exceptional 
debate that we are participating in here. It 
is exceptional in circumstance, it is 
exceptional «in import and it is 
exceptional in consequence. Personally I 
would have been happier if the occasion 
for such a debate in the Parliament had 
not ever arisen. 

Just last evening my distinguished 
colleague, the former Minister of State in 
the Ministry of Defence. Shri Arun 
Singh, made an impas. sioned and a 
deeply felt intervention. I do not fault his 
cause, indeed in part I share it. He was 
good enough during his intervention to 
refer to the honour that I had of serving 
the colours. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Mr. 
Jacob, somebody is talking to you. Will 
you please ask them to go and take their 
seats?    Please sit down. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Madam, 
I was saying that he was kind en 
ough to refer to .the honour that I 
had of ssrvmg the colours'. I am 
afraid, however, that my good friend 
"J^# a bit lost in his own impassioned 
plea. We admire his sense of loyalty, 
such a rare commodity in these 
bleak cfays. But it would be pre. 
sumptuous of me to even venture to 
suggest to him that there does exist 
a  hierarchy of Indeed    he 

himself was mindful of that hierarchy of 
loyalties, when fie said that "our country 
is larger than any individual, it is larger 
than any party and it is larger than any 
system". Thereafter, for him to have 
suggested that the discomfiting of a 
single individual is tantamount or 
amounts to political destabilisation ' of 
the country was overstretching the argu-
ment. Of course, the assence of our 
present concern  is  not the technical 
TVSAM1+      «-, «      -.1 — _______ *X        _*» __________ If ltd 
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weapon system. That might not be the 
essence of ovr concerns but they are also not 
extra ieous to our anxiety. Indeed they are in 
integral part of them. He advised us to desist. 
E differ, with respect, on principle. U a 
Parliament, any Parliament were ever to give 
up its role and function as an unflinching and 
"unrelenting iconoclast then it would be 
abdicating its primary respoasibility. 

This debate, Madam, therefore, following 
upo'n the Government's motion is not about 
heros s and heroics. It is -essentially about he 
integrity, intelli* gence, alertness versus 
sanguinity of our Government. Whether our 
Government brought honesty, good sense and 
despatch to ; subject of a parti, cular public 
anxii ty or. was it laggard and evasive? Is our 
Government to be faulted on thi account or is it 
to be applauded. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, a number of 
statements have been made in both Houses 
inside the Parliament outside the Parliament. 
The Prime Minister has? made statements, the 
present Defence Minister has made 
statements. Indeed the leader of the House in 
his new incarnation as the Finance Minister 
has also made a statement in the Lok Sabha. I 
do not want to refer to the statements made in 
both Houses of Parliament because that would 
be taking up my time as also repeating of 
what has already been said. I am nevertheless 
constrained to refer to two Or three statements 
made by the Prime Minister on this 
controversy, outside the House, in the 
intervening period of the two parliamentary 
sessions. After the receipt of the report to 
RRV from Sweden^ the hon. Prime Minister 
.On 30th June has said—and this is wl(R; 
confuses us and makes it mandatory on the 
Government to ex. plain its position--that to a 
great extent the Swedish Government report 
has vindicated what he has said of what the 
Government has said. This 8 a point made by 
others also and I fail to understand   where the 
vindica. 
linn   n-P   the-   f?nvp   nnpyit'..   ct.nnr}   orncr. 

from the RRV. This also further confuses us. 
The Prime Minister says in an interview to 
"Navbharat Times" and he repeats it in an 
interview to one of ths pictorial journals: "Let 
me tell you' informs the Prime Minister to the 
country, what he feels has happened and if 
what he feels has happened is already a matter 
of record, then, why this charade of a Par-
liamentary enquiry. He says, what he ' feels has 
happened is that whoever signed the agents 
contract and it says it was signed in 1977, it 
must -have been signed for an absurdly high 
figure. Madam, with great regret I have to point 
to the statement made by ths Prime Minister 
voluntarily in the' Lok Sabha the other day. 
The Prime Minister there has said, neither he—
I) do not have ths exact words— nor members 
of his family were involved etc. I was in the 
gallery of ths Lok Sabha when this statement 
was made. I must in all honesty and candidness 
admit. I as an Indian felt diminished as a 
consequence. Of course, I am a political 
adversary of the Prime Minister. I don't hide it. 
But that such a days has occurred in India when 
the Indian Prime Minister has had to stand up> 
in Indian Parliament and has had to vouch for 
his credibility and honesty it diminishes not 
just the status of the Indian Prime Minister, of 
the office of the Indian Prime Minister, it- 
makes me, as an Indian, feel smaller that my 
Prime Minister, even if by circumstances, is 
being forced to make such a humiliating state-
ment. And , you know, what is even more 
tragic—and a number of Members have 
referred to it, it is tragic to all of us here—that 
outside, people do not still bslieve this state-
ment. It is tragic in the extreme. I will go along 
with just one more statement made by the 
Prime Minister recently in Rajkot. I don't 
vouch for the exactness of the statement be-
cause it is reported in. the newspapers. The 
Prime Minister, on 9th August, 1987. at Rajkot 
said, "It is understandable and categorically 
clear that the Opposition is^not interested in 
finding 
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THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENCE 
PRODUCTION AND SUPPLIES IN 
THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE (SHRI 
SHIVRAJ PATIL): Madam, in this 
House, we have found so many, Mem. 
bers referring to the newspapers and 
reading out from the newspapers. One 
does not know whether the state. ment 
which appears in the newspapers is 
authentic or not.    {Interruptions) 

SHRI RAM   AWADHESH    SINGH 
(Bihar):   If it is not contradicted... 

SHRI SHIVRAJ PATIL: The rule and 
the convention in the House is if a 
statement has to be relied upon, if it is to 
be referred to, it should be authenticated. 
If a Minister makes a statement, that 
statement has to be authenticated by the 
Minister. Unless it is authenticated, it is 
not relied upon. The rule is that if a book 
is to be referred to, that book should have 
been written by a pergpnality which is 
recognised. Now, here, every now and 
then, references are made to the 
newspaper reports. We have all respect 
for the newspapers T)ut, Ma. dam, I want 
to submit very humbly that we cannot 
refer to the newspapers reporting in this 
fashion. (In-terruptipns) 

 
SHRI V. GOPALSAMY (Tamil 

Nadu): Madam, I am afraid, Mr. Deba 
Prosad Ray has come here to threaten my 
friend. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Ray, you go back to your seat. 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let me 
speak. Unless a report is authenticated, it 
cannot be quoted. However, if there is 
any report, it can be referred to and if it is 
not correct, the Government can 
contradict. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: There is a 
simple point Madam, as reported in the 
newspaper and until today,    not 
contradicted by the Government and 
indeed, the Government has an opportunity   
to   contradict it.   The Prime Minister on 
9th August 1987 6aid. "it is understandable   
and   categorically clear that the Opposition 
is not interested in finding the facts".   This 
is a statement which is pregnant with 
controversy.   It is, of course, of ques-
tionable syntex and innovative grammar.   
But, that is not the point.   The point is that 
if the Prime Minister's approach to the 
issue is as loaded as it is, then, of course, 
our approach to the whole question of 
Committee of the    Parliament becomes 
even more difficult.    I listened to the hon. 
the Defence Minister piloting the discus, 
sion in the Lok Sabha with great attention,   
r sat through the debate for the days that 
debate took place there, with a view to 
educating myself, on what was taking place 
on an issue of great importance.   The hon. 
the Minister of Defence, for whom I have 
high personal regard, by   his    long parlia-
mentary career,    brings grace to Ms office.   
He   has   also   administrative acumen aiw 
lone experience.   I was 
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looking forward,  Madam,    that    the 
•Minister of t Defence, in his intefven. tion, 
would put foi war* to the public and to the 
Parliament arguments  of such excellence 
and  stimulating flavour that the debu te 
would be lifted out from the morass in 
which it is sunk    at  present  and we  
would be addressing ourselves to the real 
issues which are confronting us.   I must, in 
all honesty, admit, with a sense   of much    
disappointment, that the hon. Defence 
Minister < hose,   instead,   to engage    
himself     n    petty debating points.    He 
made three assertions in the. other House t 
mt we   must   not start with questioning the 
bonafides; we must rely on  'acts and we 
must . not politicise the  mestion.   It might 
be that my undersl anding of what you said 
is at fault.   But this is my understanding.   
This is ;   political,body; we are not a 
'gosala'.   To the extent we are engaged with 
the politics of the day    and    an issue 
which is deeply political, which has torn the 
nation as no other issue hae done for the 
last four months as speaker after speaker 
has referred to it.    It does not then lie in 
the Defence Ministers mouth to suggest   
not.  to   politicise it.    I am totally in 
agreement with him when it comes to 
reliance    on    facts    and when it comes to 
questions of bonafides.   I do not approach 
this discus, eion by questionij g anybody's 
bonafides. I have the   ullest faith on the 
bonafides of the hon. Defence Minister and 
his team and indeed, the entire Defence 
Minis fry and the Armed Forces.    The  
question is    somewhat different.    Let me 
briefly    refer    to what the Leader of the 
House, in his proxy  role as the  Finance 
Minister, informed  us  about  this  
controversy.   * He said a team of Reserve 
Bank OffL cers had gone to find out facts 
which, in fact, a. telephone call to our Am-
bassador  in   Switzerland  could  have 
established.    The  team    of    Reserve 
Bank Officers did not need to go.   He did 
not shed light on a crucial aspect. Some    
suggest  oj   the  Government's connivance 
with Mr. Chadha in escap. ing from India.    
Now,  Hon'ble Shri Narayan Datt Ti\ ari 
was  only performing a proxy r )le in the 
sense that 

he had only just taken over the Finance 
Ministry. The Finance Ministry had been 
in charge, until the other day, of the Prime 
Minister. When the Prime Minister was 
the Finance Minister, Mr. Chadha who is 
an acknowledged, established agent,, 
consultant or whatever managed to leave 
the country. We are not any the wiser how 
it happened. All, that we know is, the 
Prime Minister, on 30th June again, in an 
interview, said, "What could we have 
done? He left earlier. We- cannot take 
short cuts." etc. etc. Madam, the two 
statements that h?ve been made by the 
h°n. Defence Minister and the Minister of 
State in Rajya Sabha and Lok Sabha 
differ in emphasis and in detail. The 
essential words that are mad" consistently 
by the Government are that they had 
assurances'' and "cmry.t-ments''. These are 
the words used. Indeed, in an earlier 
debate in the Lok Sabha, the hon. Minister 
for Defence took pains to point out that 
when there was a "commitment" from so 
honourable a man as the late Swedish 
Premier, why should we start questioning. 
So the first point that sticks, on the 
emphasis, is this about "commitment". 
Secondly, about insufficient "evidence"; 
"evidence has been lacking". And thirdly, 
that this Government, our Government, 
has "consistently" and "vigorously" fol-
lowed up matters and that it is on account 
of the "insistence" of our Government that 
whatever progress has been made has 
been made. I would like to rebut each of 
these three assertions on the basis not of 
my figments of imagination, but of facts. 
Firstly, about "assurances" and "com-
mitments". I Would like to quote from an 
interview given by Mr. Aberg. He is 
Principal Permanent Secretary of the 
Ministry of Foreign Trade in the 
Government of Sweden. Repeat, edly we 
have been told that Olofe Palme gave us 
assurances, he gave us commitments. He 
is what Aberg says: 

"It all happened at the private visit 
which Palme paid to the Gandhi 
family.    Kv*n  the  wife  and    kids 



 

[Shri Jaswant Singh] 
were present on that occasion and 
there _ was only Palme present. I had 
this information by word of mouth 
from Palme personally." 

He further joes on to say— 
"On the occasion when Palme said 

this to Gandhi, it was only on the 
ground of a verbal undertaking from 
the Managing Director of Bo-fors, Mr. 
Martin Ardbo, that Bofors ...have given 
the Government of India a written 
undertaking but that the Government of 
India says that that written undertaking 
of Bofors is corroborated, supported, 
committed, by the Swedish Govern-
ment is wrong..." 

So the question which was asked of 
Aberg was: Was anything in writing 
never given? Aberg says that what Palme 
did on the occasion was that he passed on 
an understanding from Bofors to 
Gandhi... 

SHRI SHWRAJTPATIL: I am sorry to 
interrupt my friend. What is he doing 
now. He is quoting; he is quot^ ing from 
a magazine.   Is it allowed? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, it is 
now allowed. 

SHRI PARVATHANENI UPSNDRA 
(Andhra Pradesh): Why not? What is 
wrong?   It is very strange. 

SHRI SHIVRAJ PATIfL; I will be 
bound by the ruling of the Presiding 
Officer. " 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
cannot quote unless it is authenticated. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: I authen-
ticate It now. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is the 
convention of this House. Unless it is 
authenticated you cannot quote. 

SHRl PARVATHANENI UPEN. 
DRA: No; no. Hi takes the responsi 
bility. You can ask him for the 
source. » 

SHRIMATI RENUKA CHOW-
DHURY (Andhra Pradesh): Madam, is 
there a parliamentary procedure to 
authenticate a statement? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN': He can 
make a reference but not quote. He 
cannot quote all the fime. A reference 
may be made. He cannot go on quoting 
agairrtmd again. 

SHRI PARVATHANENI UPEN-
DRA:  You can ask for the source. 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH (West Ben. 
gal): The point is that the Prime Minister 
in this House saia $rat Hofor Company's 
undertaking, written undertaking, was 
corroborated to him by Olofe Palme. But 
there is a statement in the press from the 
Swedish Government that it was not 
corroborated by Olofe Palme, it was a 
simple verbal statement, it was a private 
talk that he was referring to. Who is 
going to authenticate it- 

SHRI PARVATHANENI) UPEN-
DRA: Let them deny it. They are 
denying so many things. Let fnem deny 
this also. 

 
SHRI JASWANT SINGH: I will repeat 
what I said. This is what Aberg says. ' 
Palme himself never promised anything. 
A question is asked; Is there 
documentation in writing? To which it is 
said, No. Later on there has been 
information in writing. At point of rhne 
when visits occurred, all was verbal. Of 
course, Bofors had maae,. had given, a 
commitment because they are the 
vendors and they wanted to sell their 
wares. But the question here is different. 
Repeatedly it has been pointed out, and 
the honourable Defence Minister also 
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ias said, that they iave the commitment 
of the Swedish Government, tech is 
wrong. Cn 28 April, the *rime Minister 
in this House says, "I WHild like to 
reconfirm what the iwedish Government 
has told us re. 
ently __ "—this is onu 28 April and 

ou want the confirmation of this also, 
dadam?—".. .about a week or ten Lays 
ago before th^ debate in this louse, that 
there are no middle men is confirmed by 
Mr. Olofe'Palme to ae and that Bofon 
has reconfirmed his to.me". This was put 
across to Ss. Anita Gradin, who is 
currently he Minister of Foreign Trade 
in the Jovernment of Sweden. She 
listens o this statement v-ry carefully 
and hen without hesita ion flatly denies 
hat the Swedish Government had tone 
any such thin;. Madam, these ire 
naturally there ore, remarks for B to be 
aggrieved £ bout, for us to be rancerned 
with, as o where actually Mr 
Government stands. I~go further, ta the 
question of evidence now. 

Repeatedly we have been told that he 
Government has not been able to iCt 
because there has not Deen suffi-:ient 
evidence.: I do not rely on any >iher 
source but the Report of the Swedish 
Audit Bureau. I would like o ask of the 
Government: Where did he cause of 
action first arise? We iave painted a picti 
|re that it was the real, it was the 
enthusiasm, and it rag the insistence offhe 
Government >f India which has resulted 
In all hese facts being found out. On the 
wmtrary—I am disappointed—the cru-
:ial evidence is the letter of April 24, 
jyriUen by Bofors to the Government jf 
India. But 1here is not a single mention of 
that letter rf 24th April in the honour-able 
~r of State for Defence's state-in the other 
House or in this House. Why is there not 
a men--tion? Why is there'not a mention 
of that letter of the 24th April either in, 
the Lok Sabha or ere when part of the text 
of the letter is contained In the Report 
itself? It is misleading of the Governmer 
t, therefore, to. suggest that it wa i their 
enthusiasm for finding out the facts 
which resul- 

ted in the institution of inquiry by the 
Swedish Audit Bureau. Here is what the 
Swedish Government itself has said on 
the subject: 

"The Report of the National Audit 
Bureau was referred to an examination 
of the records underlying the amount 
delivered to the Indian Ambassador in 
Stockholm by AB Bofors concerning 
certain payments in connection with 
the Howitzer contract signed with 
India in 1986." 

This is a statement of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the Govern-, ment of 
Sweden of 4th June, 1987. This is a 
statement of the Government of Sweden 
which says that it was on the specific 
aspect of the letter of 24th April that the 
whole inquiry needed to be set up. 
According to the National Audit Bureau—
I am quoting only select parts of it—an 
agreement exists. This is the Swedish 
Government's covering note: "An 
agreement exists' on settlement of 
■commission subsequent to the owit-zer 
deal and information exists that 
considerable sums have been disbursed 
referring to this contract." "There had 
been..."—please mark these words—
"...other payments made by Bofors 
during the period in question the purpose 
and recipient of which it has not been* 
possible to clarify with the aid of the data 
available the ^National Audit Bureau."' I 
would like to venture and say here that the 
amount involved of pay-offs is not fifty 
mil]ion dollars, is not fifty crores o? 
rupees, but there are report—that the 
figure has crossed Us. 120 crores and 
what we have today is only the admitted 
portion of the payments made. 

Now, Madam, here is what is- caliph 
the "Instructions to the National Audit 
Bureau". "After consultation as pajt of 
the instruct'on to the National Audit1 
Bureau to carry out an aodif of the 
records underlying. ..'"—What therefore, 
is the text of the letter of the 24th April? 
Since you have run* the bell, I won't go 
through the full text. 
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HE DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:    You 
can sUni up now. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH; I wont go 
through the full text of the letter of April 
24 because it is already with you. It has 
been published in past. My point is that 
there are portions of this, letter which 
have not been published. References to 
these portions are contained in the Audit 
Bureau's report itself. One assertion that 
has been made in this letter of April 24, 
which has not been referred to at all by 
the Government in either of the 
statements, is about reimbursement of 
consultant services within the ar«as of 
marketing and counter-purchasing. What 
is the finding? The finding of the 
National Audit Bureau is that in the 
supply contract there is an agreement on 
counter-purchasing. But according to 
A.B. Bofors, no such counter-purchasing 
has taken place so far-Secondly, about 
the amounts involved, here is what the 
Audit Bureau report says. Bofors states 
that the costs of winding up amounted to 
2: to 3 per cent of the orders of the sums, 
that is, S.E.K. or Swedish Kronor, 170 to 
250 million. All this money was 
disbursed during 1986. 

I should put it to you, Madam, that ihis 
information was already available with the 
Government, by inference and clearly 
enough, on 24th of April itself. Indeed, I, 
with due sense of responsibility, after 
publication and making public of the 
report of R.R.V. spoke to our 
Ambassador in Stockholm. He confirmed 
to me that the fact of 2 to3 per cent of the 
total value of the contract had been made 
available by Bofors to him on 2th of 
April itself. What^ has the Government 
been doing since 24th of April? If the 
Government was in knowledge of this, 
why did the Go yernment not 
immediately do two ■rule things? Why 
did it not impound the passport of Shri 
Chadha? Why did it not immediatily ask 
Bo-fors to provide full details? Why did it 
choose then a circuitous route    of 

asking the Swedish Government to 
enquire into information that had ah ty 
been made available to the Government 
of India? This is about evidence . 

.out    vigorous etc.  etc. I will be very brief 
now.    Chronologically, the   evidence oi  
vogorouS   efforts, for which there is so 
much of dobut, has been   put into question 
by    the      incidents of Ji*iy 3  onwards.    
This    has been referred to by various 
speakers in this House and in that Ho.use.    
We have f every right to ask as to what 
actually transpired between July 3    when 
Mr.  Bredin,    an   official of   Bofors, 
meits with a high official of the Ministry of 
Defence.    That high official. imbued with 
a sense of purpose, instructs Mr.  Bredin in 
words to     the effect that the kind of reply 
that he had personally brought,  is  an insult 
to India and we will not accept   it. I   
admire  that! official  for  the  stand he  
took.     Mr.   Bredin  consults  him and 
then it is decided   that    senior officials,   
including  the  Principal  Legal Adviser of 
Bofors, would arrive India over the 
weekend and   be available for conference 
by   Monday, the 6th.    What is'it that takes 
place on Saturday,  the  4th?     (Ti?rje    
bell rings) .   Such an important    decision 
was taken by the Government    and now it 
does not' lie in   the   Government's mouth 
to say that they are, of course, entitled to 
change their mind. Of course, the 
Government is entitled to change its mind 
on anything. But on substantial' issues like      
this-, it is different.    The Prime   MSinster 
says:  "What is the    point 0f talking to 
Bofors when they will not talk to us?"   If 
Bofors will not talk to     the Prime Minister 
of India, if the Prime Minister of  India is 
unable to  elicit facts from Bofors, the 
yindors     how does the  Government 
expect a  committee which  has  been  
instituted to investigate facts and which 
have already been established, to go 
through the basic task which has been 
.given to it?   If I were to read, it will take 
time and you will  start ringing the bell. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; You have 
already take 1 more than the time allotted to 
yu 

SHRI JASWANTT SINGH: The task given 
to the l.R.V. by the Government of Swei en 
and the tasks which the Govern nent of India 
has now given to JUT Parliamentary 
Committee are sir.iilar. if the same tasks were 
given o the R.R.V. and the R.R.V. has already 
come forward with its findings, what do you 
wish to do with Che Parliamentary 
Committee? Madam, I have difficulties on 
principle, on the very institution of this 
Committee of the Parliament. A decision is 
taken because some important issues are 
called to account. You wi. h to institute a 
Committee to enc uire into a matter that has 
already been investigated, further details of 
which it has not been possible for >ur Prime 
Minister himself to obtain as he himself ad-
mitted, by a Corimittee which cannot summon 
foreign nationals, cannot liaise with foreign 
Governments, cannot summon even its own 
Ministers. 

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE (SHRI K. 
C. PANT): I want to just correct my friend. It 
can summon foreign nationals and he knows 
it. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: It cannot 
summon even its own Ministers. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Pie-, ase 
conclude now 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH; And yet we 
wish to give it the appearance as if it is an 
answer to all of our problems. Madam, my 
principal objection to the institution of a 
Parliamentary Committee i^ no longer about 
timings or the details or the clauses what 
powers you give us or do not give us. My 
principal objection is the difference between 
the Executive and the Legislatire. A decision 
is taken by the E>ecutive. It is the 
responsibility of -he Executice to resolve the 
problef s following it. We can certainly ex 
inline,  we can cer- 

tainly be the watchdog of the Executive. But 
the Parliament cannot be passed on the 
responsibility of doing a job which is the job 
of the Executive to do. If there has been a 
muddle, if mistakes have been made, if 
payments have been made amounting to Rs. 
50 crores which are admitted, it is the 
Executive's responsibility to find out those 
facts. It is no longer with the Parliament and 
you cannot transfer the responsibility in that. 

THE DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN:  Now I 
will have to call another Member. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH; I am concluding, 
Madam. If you wish to arrive at the truth, I 
make two simple recommendations; they are 
contained in my Motion of Amendments. We 
do not need to go into instituting a Joint 
Parliamentary Committee. We need only 
unanimously resolve in this House and the 
other House that the two Houses of Parliament 
unanimously resolve and call upon the 
Swedish Government to furnish to us 
immediately the excised portions of the Audit 
Bureau's Report. It will immediately do away 
with any need for constituting a Committee 
because the facts are already known. 
Secondly, Madam, let the two Houses of 
Parliament unanimously resolve and ask upon 
Bofors- to furnish full facts in the matter, 
failing which their contract be cancelled. We 
need to be very categorical here, Madam, that 
what might technically be a feasible pro-
position as far as the weapons cont-iract is 
concerned is politically no longer tenable. If 
we do not recognise it, we are making a 
mistake. And I appeal to the hon. Minister of 
Defence not to take the line which he has been 
doing that because legal issues are involved, 
because moneys are involved, therefore, a 
country ;like India is stymied in dealing with 
an arms trader like Bofors. The issue is not 
money. The issue is the status of, India and it 
does not lie with Bofqjs—what is Bofors, an 
armament manufacturer:—and when it comes 
to asking for information which relates 



 

L3hri Jaswant Singh] to pur- own 
purchases, the Government of India 
comes forward to us and say£ that they 
cannot obtain in iormation about weapons 
that they have themselves purchased from 
the seller. It is an amazing statement trie 
Government of India to make, and it is an 
amazing, incredible admission oi 
incompetence. (Time bell rings). Madam, 
we have had very high price to pay for all 
this. This controversy has extracted a 
very high price from this nation, and that 
high price can never be courted in purejy 
or only or ever in money terms. The high 
price is evident in the edgy atmosiphere 
inside this House. The high pride is 
evident in the tense edginess throughout 
the country that obtains today. Let me 
conclude, Madam, without your ringing 
the bell. I suggest to this Government, to 
my good friend, the hon. Maksha Mantri, 
and the hon. Minister of State, and indeed 
to my esteemed friend, the former 
Minister of state, that truth is a cleansing 
process, face it, go through with this 
process, you do not need a Parliamentary 
Committee for that. Facts already stare 
you in the face. Act on them.   Let it be 
said after here... 

THE DEPUTY/ CHAIRMAN: I am 
very sorry, Mr. Jaswant Singh, you 
cannot go on like that. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI (Madhya 
Pradesh)   He is  concluding,  Madam. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; You 
cannot go on speaking and taking the 
time of others. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH; Let it be 
said that the only coin in the realm of 
India, that has currency, is minted from 
truth, trust and openness and not from 
the questionable alloy of temporary 
convenience. 

SHRI P. N. SUKUL (Uttar Pradesh): 
Madam Deputy Chairman, I am really 
thankful to you for giving me this chance 
for speaking   on 

this important and highly controversial 
subject. 

Ma.dam, it is also a very peculiar case 
we are discussing in this House and its 
peculiarity is not only due to the fact that 
for the nrst time such a Parliamentary 
Joint Commi'tee is going to be or is 
proposed to be appointed to make 
necessary probe into the affairs of the 
Bofors Company or tiie contract we have 
had with them for supply of guns. It is 
peculiar also because it was at the ins-
tance of our oPP°sition friends that this 
Joint Committee was conceded by our 
Prime Minister. 

It was in fact our own friends from the 
Opposition parties who had demanded 
originally that such a Joint Committee 
should be appoined and when this Joint 
Committee has been agreted upon in the 
Lak Sabha and it going to be agreed upon 
here too, our Opposition friends say it is 
of no consequence. They do not want to 
join it. It is a peculiar case because as our 
hon. friend, Shri Babul Red-dy was 
saying yesterday from that side that the 
Joint Committee must not look like a 
Committee of the Congress Party only. 
But who is going to make it look like a 
Committee of the Congress Party only? It 
is the Opposition themselves. They are 
themselves saying one thing and undoing 
the same in the same breath arid it is a 
peculiar case which has provided the 
maximum possible leverage to our 
Opposition parties to malign the 
Government, to abuse the Prime 
Minister, although they do not have even 
an iota of proof either against the Prime 
Minister or against the Government. 

Madam, when negotiations for this 
contract stated in 1977, it hag been 
mentioned in the Audit Bureau's Report 
that the initial negotiations for this deal 
started in 1977, the Congress 
Government was not in power. The 
weapons system was tested in 1981 and it 
was only after due consideration and 
protracted negotiations that in March 
1986 the issue was clinched 
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and the deal was Ji-naly signed. And, 
Madam, what wa= the position fa 1977 
regarding payment of commis-in such 
deal;? It is only from ids that Congress 
Government decided to d I away with the 
services of middle nen and not to have 
such provisio is in the contarcts 
themselves for payment of commission to 
middlemen. Otherwise, before 19B0 in 
all such contracts, in all such deals, it was 
prov ded specifically in the contract itself 
hat so much commission would be 
payable and s° much commissi m would 
be paid. Mr Jaswant Singh was talking 
about the enthusia m of this Government. 
It was bee use of the enthusiasm of thi3 
Go\ eminent that in 1980 it was decidi d 
by the Government unilaterally hat we 
will not have the services of any 
middleman in Defence deals. Even today, 
in contracts pertainir j to other Ministries, 
such comn issions are paid daily; 
provisions are there. But it was only with 
regxrd" to the Defence deals that the 
Gc/ernment of Shri-mati Indira Gandhi 
decided in 1980 not to have the services 
of any mid-deleman so that t \e money of 
the people of thig covntry is not frittered 
away on middlement or agents. That is 
why I said it is a very important question. 

As I said, during the last 4 or 5 days, 
because of this case, because of the 
.submarine c ise and because of the 
Fairfax issue, he opposition parties who 
had been cooling their heels almost since 
the last Parliamentary elections, got a 
chance to attack the Government, to 
malign the Government, although as I 
said they do not have any proof against 
any member of the Government or any 
members of the Defence Ministry. 
Yesterday they were saying about the 
reaction of the Prime Minister of the 
reaction of the Governmen that the report 
made by the Swedish Radio was false, 
baseless and misch evous, as was said by 
the Governmen; at that time, and they  
were   criticu ng  ii.   What  was 

false, mischievous and baseless, and what 
was the report actually? The Swedish 
Radio announced that Bofors company 
had secured that deal oy bribing senior 
Indian politicians and key Defence 
figures. Till date you cannot point out 
wrich Indian politician or which Defence 
figure; tnere is nothing to prove And yet 
they are going on maligning the 
Government; they are going on abasing 
the Government in their own way. And 
when they do it, I am remined of what 
the great philosopher 

noza has written in his fens book 
'Ethics." He «aya: "Each person judges of 
thing3 according to the disposition Of his 
own brain, or rather accepts the affection 
of his imagination as real things." This 
seems to be very true today after hearing 
whatever the opposition freiends have to 
say without any proof. What they are 
saying is the affection of their 
imagination which to them seem to be 
real things. But for behaving ?n such an 
irresponsible manner, and condemning or 
criticising the Government without 
having adequate proof for that, our 
friends in the Opposiion are really doing, 
a disservice to the country and to the 
people of thig great land. 

Mr. Jaswant Singh was just reading out 
from the report of the National Audit 
Bureau, and specially the letter o? 24th 
April 1987. What do the Bofors say in 
that letter? I am quoting; "The statement 
made by A.B Bofors that no middleman, 
representative, agent was used by Bofors 
to represent jthe company with the. 
Indian authorities to win the contract in 
1986 was correct." This was the 
vindication of which he was talking 
about. Here we stand vindicated; Bofors 
themselves admitted in that very letter 
that  he was quoting. 

I quote; "Contract negotiations and^ other 
contacts took place directly between the 
Ministry of Defence and Bofors. 
Secondly, no middleman was used to win 
the contract of 1986." This' is given in this 
very letter. This 
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vindicates our stand that there was no 
middleman in the deal. There cannot 
be a middleman unless both the par 
ties agree to have the services of 
a middleman. If a person is engaged 
by only one party, he cannot be 
called    a middleman. Middleman 
means one to whose persuasions, to 
whose terms, to whose services, both the 
parties agree. Only then you can say that 
there is a middleman. Here, neither our 
Government agrees that there was a 
middleman nor the Bofors company says, 
as has been quoted in the report of the 
Swedish National Audit Bureau, that 
there was a middleman. It is here that the 
stand of our Government has been 
vindicated.      I further quote: 

 

I again quote from this very letter, as 
reproduced in the Swedish National 
Audit Bureau report—"Bofors has not 
made any payments of the kind alleged 
by the media. Those payments that were 
made during the time in question and 
possibly have given rise to erroneous 
conclusions were in accordance with the 
contract for the reimbursement of 
consultancy services within the areas of 
marke- 

ting and countrepurchasing. payments 
referred to by the Swedish Radio 
were.made to a Swiss company and are 
completely legal and in accordance with 
the Swedish currency regulations and 
other relevant Swedish regulations. The 
stated payments have not been paid to any 
Indian company or Indian citizen and have 
no connection with the winning of the 
contract of 1986." Thi3 is the position. . 
Now, the question is, —in the face of 
what has been stated by the Bofors 
company and the Swedish Naional Audit 
Bureau and also the fact that certain 
payments were made, to whom the 
payments were made. Since we do not 
have the names of the beneficiaries, since 
we do not have the details of the 
payments, we are still not in a position to 
say who is responsible for this. Yet, 
without any sense of responsibility, our 
hon.. friends from the Opposition start cri-
ticising, condeming and maligning Shri 
Rajiv Gandhi and his Government. Not 
only this. The leaders of almost all 
Opposition parties,— whether it is the 
Janata Party or the Telugu Desam Party or 
the BJP—have said that the Prime 
Minister is personally involved or those 
close to him are involved. On the 8th of 
this month, Mr. Advani said at Ahmeda 
bad that the Prime Minister "*is involved. 
It is because of sUch wild allegations that 
the Prime Minister had to vouchsafe in the 
other House that neither he nor any 
member of his family accepted anything 
by way of bribe in the deal. Mr. Jaswant 
Singh was just now saying that the Prime 
Minister should not have done this, that he 
should not have explained his position. If 
he cannot explain his position in the Lok 
Sabha or in this House, where is he going 
to do that? Do you want that like you, he 
Should address public meetings and he 
should contradict you there? It is a serious 
matter and that is why this is going to be 
entrusted to a Joint Parliamentary 
Committee.      That    is 
why, the Prime Minister did the correct 
thing in explaining his position 
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in the Lok Sabl a. I am proud him that he 
did so. I am proud that lie came out with 
t iis categorical stata-ment. In the fa;:e of 
this categorical statement, if sor lething 
otherwise is proved today, w) at will 
happen to Parliament, to the Prime 
Minister? Can you imagine ' 

That is why he has made this cate-
gorical statement Yes, you prove, let it be 
proved and repeatedly he has made it i 
lear that strongest possible action w ill be 
taken against all those who ar, found to 
be guilty in this matter of receiving 
payments, icommissions from the Bofors 
Company. So, I wil advise my opposition 
friends to w lit patiently for the final 
outcome of this probe, join .us in the 
probe, joi3 the Committee you demanded, 
make the probe, come to certain cone 
usions and then suggest what acti >n 
needs to be taken by the Government in 
the matter. And do you know when the 
Prime Minister agreed for the constitution 
of this Committe' ? This was on 4th of 
June, after the report of the Audit Bureau 
had come. Before that he had not agreed. 
Before that he said, penaps the Committee 
would not be able to do its job so well, 
the Government would do it. But on the 
4th June when this report of the A idit 
Bureau came and it was indicated therein 
that certain payments had been made, 
then he said, no now a Joint Committee 
should be appointed so that the 
Parliament n akes the probe, not the 
executive. On the one hand, Mr. Jaswant 
Singh criticises and condemns the 
executive and on the other hand, he 
suggests that the executive should go on 
with that so that they can go on 
criticising, condemning and n aligning 
them in future. We wan- you to be 
associated, we want yoi to do the needful, 
to come t0 the p oper and right con-
clusion, as to w.io got the money, why he 
got the money, how much he got and so 
on    We also want you 

to suggest what further action can be 
taken in the matter, what needs to be 
done. But the opposition friends are not 
inclined to join the Committee which they 
have themselves demanded on one 
pretext or the other. As the hon. Minister 
explained yesterday, almost all the 
relevant points, all the genuine demands 
of the opposition have already been 
granted by amending the terms "Of 
reference And what is there in the terms 
of reference? The proposed Committee 
can examine whether the procedures laid 
down for the acquisition of weapons and 
systems were adhered to in the purchase 
of the Bofors' guns. The Government has 
als0> agreed to let the Committee have 
the services of the Comptroller and 
Auditor General of India and the Attorney 
General of India. The investigating 
agencies have been placed at the disposal 
of the Committee. Now it is for the 
Committee to use them in the best 
possible manner. (Time bell rings) . Also 
they have demanded that the Committee 
should be allowed to go to foreign 
countries and the Government have 
agreed that the sub Committee can go. 
Now if our opposition friends say that the 
Ministers Should aliso be made to appjear 
before the Committee, you see, our 
Constitution is based on the British 
pattern and Under the Westminister type 
of Government, Ministers do not appear 
before parliamentary committees. Only 
officers appear before the parliamentary 
committees. Why? That is because the 
Ministers are already exposed in the 
House to the questions of Members. On 
any subject you can ask the Minister, you 
can get the information you want. Ofncers 
cannot come here. They cannot give 
answers directly in the House. That is 
why those officers can go and appear 
before a parliamentary committee. That i" 
the Westminister type of functioning of 
the committees and that is why it will not 
be proper or necessary to have Ministers 
appear before the proposed Committee. 
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So, Madam, before * wind up, I will request 
my friends of the opposition to join the 
Committee', to help the Government, to help the 
Parliament in pinning down the persons really 
responsible for this deal or for frittering away 1 
P.M. our money. Unless you cooperate with us, 
unless you are there in the Committee, what 
will happen is it will be a committee either of 
Congress Party or of allied parties. Then 
whatever it does, tomorrow you will be in a 
position to find fault with its findings saying 
that it is a Congress Party Committee. On the 
one hand, you do not want to join the 
Committee, and on the other hand you condemn 
the Committee because it ig without you. This 
is not proper, Madam. So I will join my hon. 
Minister and my hon. friends from this side in 
requesting my learned friends from the 
Opposition to join the Committee and help in 
the probe and thereby serve the nation, and npt 
to put any blame on any person, in an 
irresponsible fashion unless it is finally ^proven 
who is guilty and who is not guilty.    Thank 
you. 

 

 



205       Joint Parliament [ 11 AUG. 1987 ]     Committee to enquire    206 
Boiau, contract 

 



207       Joint Portion***        [EAJYASABHA]    Committee to enquire    208 
«a Bofora contract 

 



209       Joint Parlkment [11 AUG. 1987]     Committee to enquire    210 
Bofors contract 

 

SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATARA-JAN 
(Tamil Nadu); Madam, should il start now or 
should I break up and   speak  after lunch 
also? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The average 
time is about 10 to 15 minutes. You can 
continue for two-three minutes  more. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Madam, since 
the discretion is entirely yours and since We 
are keen to listen to her intervention rather 
than fracturing her speech... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; She does not 
need your recommendation. You please sit 
down. 

SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATA-RAJAN; 
Madam, you want me to speak now 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Yes. About 
ten to fifteen minutes is the average time and 
you can take fifteen minutes. Ut does not 
matter. I won't ask you to stop in between an<* 
then we will break... 

SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATARA-JAN: 
Yes, Madam. Madam, I rise to support the 
Government Motion. The whole of yesterday 
and most of today, I have been listening to my 
colleagues from both sides of the House, 
discoursing learnedly, some times 
acrimoniously upon the merits of the motion. 
Sometimes, Madam, quite often in fact, I felt 
with great respect to all my colleagues that we 
strayed away from the main text of the motion, 
from a discussion of the motion which is, if I 
may remind the House, whether to appoint a 
Joint Parliamentary Committee to go into the 
question of the Bofors deal. While this is the 
text of the motion, what We have really done 
is to conduct an inqurisition into the bona 
fides, of the Prime Minister and his 
Government. I said once before, Madam, 
during the previous debate on the Bofors ag 
many of us have said that the allegations being 
made nroi-n.  Kn»i»iPKS   mischievous  and  
m»- 
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licious and I wish to repeat and reiterate that 
the allegations being made against the Prime 
Minister and his Government are still baseless, 
are still mischievous and are still malicious.   
(Interruptions) 

Madam, I want to repeat    in    the 
consideration     all  the     interruptions 
also.  (Interruptions) ■> 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Since you 
are refuting all their arguments straightway, 
so, naturally, they are agitated. You can 
continue. 

SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATARA 
JAN; While apparently we are dis 
cussing a motion on the appoint 
ment of a Parliamentary Com 
mittee, in reality, what we are really 
doing is casting largely unsubstan 
tiated allegations against the person 
of the Prime Minister and his col 
leagues in the Government and this 
is why it is mischievous because 
instead of confining themselves to 
/the facts, most of my colleagues 
have dealt only with the Prime 
Minister and the Government with 
out going into the real question 
which is yes, it is a fact without 
going into the real question. Yes, it 
is a fact that certain things have 
occurred. It is a fact that we have 
admitted it and therefore, the ques 
tion is that we should, the country 
should, both the Houses should get 
to the truth of the matter and that 
is the debate which we are now 
discussing. Madam, and we should 
not lose sight of this debate. I think 
it was Mr. Advani who pointed out, 
though in a different context, that 
the issue was basically a political 
one. Though the overall implica 
tions of the issue have wide-ranging 
political, economic and administra 
tive implications, the issue Us basi 
cally political. We all know this and 
., therefore, it is that the bonafldes are 
being questioned ' and when the 
bonafides     are     being questioned, 

before going into the text of Motion, I would 
like to answer the   question 

that was raised by Mr ■ Dipen Ghosh who 
said, "What moral authority does this 
Government have to continue?". I wish to 
answer him with one simple statistics. 
Madam, during the elections, the General 
Elections held in 1984, the total valid votes 
polled were 11,54,78,261. Out of this, the 
percentage of valid votes obtained by the 
Congress Party was 49.04. May I state some 
more statistics, Madam? 11.42 crore voters, 
some 32 lakhs more than the 1980 elections, 
cast their ballots in favour of Congress-I, to 
put 401 out of its 485 nominees in- the eighth 
Lok Sabha in an unprecedented mandate for 
the Party in the next five years. There was a 
swing around, of seven •per cent of votes in 
favour of the Congress-I compared to the last 
elections and it had increased its 
representation by 62* seats. Out of 485 
nominees, 401 were elected this time against 
339 in 1980 though polling was held this time 
for only 508 seats. Madam, one more 
statistics, without taking much more time of 
this   House.    (Interruptions) 

The IMRB poll conducted in 1980 has 
shown that 62.7 per cent of the people in this 
country wanted Mr. Rajiv Gandhi as their 
Prime Minister. 8.2 per cent of the people of 
this country wanted Mr. Vajpayee as their 
Prime Minister. 3.1 per cent wanted Mr. 
Chandrashekar, 2.2 -per cent Mr. Charan 
Singh and 4.4 per cent about others. Then, this 
is my answer, Madam, to the question of 
moral responsibility. We have the mandate, the 
largest ever mandate, of the people to continue 
in this Government. (Interruptions) Madam, I 
seek your protection from Mr. Singh. 

 
SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATARAJAN: 

Madam, I would Ike to answer. He certainly 
does not think it is relevant. But the mandate   
of th^people 

•♦♦Expunged  as  ordered     by    the Chair. 



 

as brought us here. If that is not re-
evant, I would like to know what is 
elevant. Then, Madam, the question of 
the constitution  .  (Interruptions) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:     You 
ontinue.  (Interrupt cms) 

 
SHRIMATI JAY^JSTTHI NATARA-

JAN: Madam, m; y be lunch will make 
him feel bet.er.  (Interruptions) 

SHRI JASWAN1 SINGH: Now, it is 
close to 1-30 an I there is lack of patience 
in the Hoose. We would like to hear... 
(Interruptions) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
like to hear. But there are interruptions. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH; Possibly 
after lunch  ...  (Interruptions) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All 
right. We will bi sak for lunch and will 
meet again at 2.30. I hope there would 
not be any interruption thereafter. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at thirty minutes past one of 
the clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at 
thirty-two minutes past two of the clock, 
the VijeChairman (Shri Jiagesh Desai) in 
the Chair. 

SHRIMATi  JAYANTHI  NATARA-
JAN: Mr. Vice-Chairman, just before lunch 
recess despite the    best efforts of  an  
honourable  Member    who    is fortunately  
not here,  I  was     trying to point out that 
the reason why this Government  continues   
to  govern    is the massive  mandate  of   the   
people that we  received  in  1984,     and  
according to the  Constitution of India, I 
need hardly remind this honourable House,  
we hold  office  for five years and there is 
no provision in the Constitution  for  a   
recall.     It  is  for  us to hold this mandate 
in a responsible way and discharge our 
obligations to the people.    So much has  
been  said about  the  amount  that has gone 
hy way  of alleged     bribe,  by  way    of 
commission.      The  honourable Member 
who spoke  just before, me    also said that 
so  much  of  this    Rs.    50 crores  could' 
have  gone  towards  the millions  of poor 
people in this country.    Yes;   I  have   one   
question    to ask.     I  have some figures 
here.  We spent on the General     Elections    
in 1952  a sum of Rs.   10.45  crores  ap-
proximately, in  1962 about Rs.   7.32 
crores,     in   1967    about    Rs.     10 95 
crores, in 1977 about Rs. 30    crores, in 
1980  about  Rs.   56 crores and    in 1984 
an estimated Rs.  100 crores. Of course,  
these   figures  are  purely approximate.   I 
have to say just    one thing.    If  this  is  the   
amount    that we  spent on elections in 1984  
when we received a massive mandate from 
the  people  and   under   the   Constitution 
have come to  power to govern over this 
country for a period of five years,  by what    
moral authority can the  Opposition     now  
ask  that     an amount  of Rs.   100 crores 
or    more be spent once again on General 
Elections     before    the   term    has    gone 
through?   The speakers     before     ms . 
have already dealt with the alarming 
drought that has been faced  Dy this country.    
We   know  that  much     .of the Plan 
expenditure is going t0    be thrown    away 
■ by    the    expenditure ,   that    is going    
to    take    place     on I  drought.  On 
drought relief So much i of the Plan 
expenditure and the Plan | estimates are 
being reapprised now. 
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[Shrimati Jayanthi Natarajan] 
In this view of the matter would it be moral, 
would it be correcti would it be expedient, 
even sensible, for this country to demand a 
fresh poll especially when We received such a 
massive mandate from the people? {I have 
read two lines in a book about what Panditji 
used to say about this Government I just want 
to take a little liberty with that and quote 
before this House: 

 
Is this the reason why we have been brought 

here? Is this the reason why the people gave 
this mandate? In the face of vague and un-
substantiated charges should we run away 
from power? No. As a proud Member of this 
Parliament, as a member of the Congress (I) 
Party, I say that we will stand here and we will 
fight and we will show that we are right and 
that we have done right and that our party and 
our leader and our Government have done no 
wrong and, what is more, those who are guilty 
will be punished. This you will know when the 
truth comes out. 

SHRI NIRMAL- CHATTEKJEE (West 
Bengal): jEhe mandate was not for Bofors!        
> 

SHEil V. GOPALSAMY; The truth has 
already come out against you! 

SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATA-RAJAN: 
Some time ago, during the previous debate on 
the Bofors controversy, I had made a re-
ference to the problem having taken the 
analogy of the story of a blind man searching 
in a dark room for a black cat which is not 
there! Now the outlines of the cat have 
emerged and there seems t0 be some 
irregularity having taken place. Sir, 

a  distinguished   Tamil     scholar  and 
leader,  Shri Annadurai, once said: 

"Sattam oru iruttarai; adil   ' vdkkilin 

vaadam oru uilakku." 

The translation is that law is a dark room 
and the arguments and the knowledge of the 
lawyer are like a lamp that lights up the dark 
room. In the same way,... (Interruptions) . 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY; Complete the 
whole thing. 

SHRIMATI     JAYANTHI     NATA- 
RAJAN:    You  complete  it. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: He said that the 
Poor cannot get that light at all. The torch is 
not available to the poor at all... 
(.Interruptions)... She was quoting Dr. Anna. 
Because she quoted Dr. Anna, I am only 
completing the sentence... (Interruptions). 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAGESH 
DESAI): You can do it in your speech. Please 
sit down. Now let her continue. 

SHRMATI      JAYANTHI      NATA-
RAJAN:    I would once again like to compare  
the  present  situation  with that only.  We were 
gcopftng    in    a dark  room.    The    outlines    
of     an irregularity     have     appeared.    The 
Government  has   acted   in   the  most prompt 
manner possible to light the lamp  of  truth   in  
the    dark    room. Sir, most of the speakers 
before me have   gone   over  the  facts  in   
detail and   I   am   not   going   to   waste  the 
time of this  honourable   House     by going  
into  those facts   once     again. The  
honourable  Minister  has  assured the  House  
and  they  have  acted at the earliest point of 
time.   We are prepared   to  find   out   the  
truth   and we are trying to light lamp of truth in  
the dark room.    But it seems as if the winds of 
political  expediency, as if the enlightened self-
interest of 



 

; Opposition, are IOW trying to aff out 
this lamp. Yes, you accuse i... 
{Interruptions). . You accuse of trying 
to hide Lhe truth. But I y, Sir, with 
conviction, with the urage of convictior 
of the Motion at ig now being debated 
before this )use, that we are trying to 
find t the truth while :'0U are running 
ray from the truth by refusing to 
sociate yourselves vith this in-dry and 
'out of P< litical motives d for political 
reas< ns you are try-g to snuff out the 
lamp of truth-at we are trying t< liftfit 
and the tople and history will be your 
dge. 

THE -VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
VGESH DESAI):     'lease   conclude 
)W. 

SHRIMATI JAY. vNTHI NATA-
AJAN: Sir, I ha\ e not even be-m.., 
(Interruptions ... Sir, they d not allow 
me to speak... (Inter-iptions)... Anyway 
Sir, I have two Ore points. 

THE VICE-CHAI IMAN (SHRI 
\GESH DESAI): Y(j»u have already 
ken thirteen minu'es. I will give >u 
two minutes morj. 

SHRIMATI JAY VNTHI NATA-
AJAN: Sir, befor i lunch, they iver 
allowed me to speak at all. 

SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE: ir, 
normally she is capable of bet-r 
judgement. But let us not enter ito that 
now. Let us hope so and Lve her some 
more time for that. 

SHRIMATI JAY ANTHI NATA-
AJAN: I may ju t remind the buse that 
we hav t founded our arliamentary 
democracy on the festminster model, jn 
the pillars of ie Westminster system, 
and there is o doubt about it. But we 
have ur own glortous t! aditions and the 
illars of the parliamentary demo-racy of 
this couni-y have been a esponsive  
governm ;nt,   a  construc- 

tive  and well-informed     Opposition and  
a responsible Press.    To    take the  last   
first,   the  Press   has     been less  than  
responsible  in  thig     case. Sir,  Mr.   
Gadgil  made a  very  illuminating speech 
in the other House which I would not 
repeat here.    But the point is that most of 
what    the Press has said in other countries 
has, on a survey conducted, been found to  
be untrue  on investigation     and very 
often it  suits  the Press  which is in the 
hands of certain vested interests     t0     
make     unsubstantiated allegations.    It 
was also observed in the other House and I 
won't repeat it here.    A time was when 
the   proceedings of the Houses of 
Parliament used to be the source of 
newspaper reports.   A time now is when 
newspaper  reports,   particularly     
foreign radio reports,     are the    source    
of proceedings in this Parliament.    This is  
a  matter  of   shame.    I  feel that not  
only the press     has     been less than  
responsible,  but  the opposition has not    
been    constructive.    They have   
abdicated  their     constitutional duty  in   
a  parliamentary   democracy to function  
as   a proper,     constructive and informed 
opposition.    I will set out  the  reasons 
why  I say this in just one minute.    Sir, let 
us take a  cold,  hard  and  dispassionate  
look at  what  has   happened  with  special 
reference  to  the  behaviour of     the 
opposition.    Right  in  the  beginning, 
when     the     Swedish     Broadcasting 
Company  made   a  particular  report, 
choas broke loose in Parliament and many   
accusations were     hurled.    A 
parliamentary probe was immediately 
demanded,    i can read from the speeches   
of  various   learned  leaders of    the    
opposition    such    as     Mr. Indrajit    
Gupta    and    Mr.    Dinesh Goswami—I 
do not want to     waste the  time   of the 
House  by reading all  that—who     
demanded   a  parliamentary probe.    Not  
only that they demanded   a     
parliamentary    probe, they said that it 
was the only way of getting at the truth.   
Mr. Goswami very eloquently said   that 
Parliament should not abdicate its 
responsibility. .It should not hand over its 
respon- 
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[Smt. Jayanthi Natarajan] sibility t0 two 
Judges of the High Court or of the 
Supreme Court. We should zealously 
guard our rights. It is for us to probe and, 
therefore, let us proble. When a prima 
facie merged and, acting -with the 
greatest promptitude, the Prime Minister 
announced a parliamentary probe, even 
before the terms of reference were 
announced, certain opposition parties 
said that they would not participate. 
Without even looking at the terms of 
reference, they said that they will not 
participate in it- After the terms of 
reference were given and the debates 
were going on in Parliament, they started 
criticising the terms of reference. I need 
not go into that now.  They  isafid that... 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: This is an 
admirable point which has been made by 
my esteemed colleague. Simply put, it is 
like thiB that if the .Government 0f India 
can change its mind to summon Bofors 
from 3rd July to 4th July, as explained 
and discussed by the Political^ Affairs 
Committee, then' surely the opposition 
can also change its mind from one event 
to another. So much has taken place in 
the middle. That has. been the substance 
of her argument. Perhtei,p3 my esteemed 
colleague ... 

SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATA-
RAJAN: I just want to take up from there 
to add that if the opposition can accuse 
the Government of lack of bonafides 
because it has changed its mind, then I 
am certainly entitled to accuse the 
opposition also of lack of bona fides for 
changing their mind. Sir, as I was saying, 
the moment the terms of reference were 
brought;, they started objecting to them. I 
will come to that in just one minute. We 
are all aware and we need not go into that 
in any great detail that in the Lok Sabha 
how far the Government went to 
accommodate  every     request of the 

opposition. Even the press which is well 
known for being partial to the 
Government, said—practically every 
editorial said—that it is now for the 
opposition to join the Government if they 
want to find out the truth. After that, 
having found that it would look a little 
odd, a new tactic has now been adopted 
by which the credibility of the gun, the 
worthiness of the gun, has now been 
released' t0 the press. There jg mention 
of* a private letter. We do not know. It is 
for the hon. Minister to refer to the letter. 
Was such a letter addressed or not? I am 
not going into it. I have to ask the hon. 
Minister only for one clarification. If 
there was a letter, was there a reply to 
such a letter? Were the defects rectified? 
If there was a letter to the Army 
Headquarters or the GOC, as Mr. 
Virendra Verma has mentioned, was 
there a reply? Did they deal with it? If so, 
why isn't anybody picking it up? They 
know that in that case the truth will come 
out. I would like t0 have the hon. 
Minister's clarification on that point. 

Eleven hours after having decided to 
boycott the probe at that point of  time,   
they   have   now   started   a 

' campaign, carefully orchestrated, by 
which    the    capacity   of   the    Gov- 

.   eminent  itself is  being  questioned. 

We are now in a situation where they 
say in this House—if you look at some of 
the Amendments that are proposed to the 
Motion—that "uje will still boycott this 
Committee unless you give in to certain 
of our requests." And, what. Sir, I ask, 
are these requests? Every single request, 
if I may say so, is against the rules. I 
would just like to say a few words about 
the Committee, Sir. In this, We all know, 
we are aware that the present motion, the 
Joint Parliamentary Committee that is 
proposed Es unprecedented. It is the first 
of its kind. There has never been a 
Committee like this before.  What are the 
Com- 
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ittees Sir? They (re the way by lich the 
valuable, time of these two )ttses is saved. 
Muc'i work is done these Committees. And 
they also t as a watchdog over the Legisla-
re. The Executive  is also Naccounta- 
2 to the Legislature. Sir, I need 
t mention before this House, be- 
'e so many distinguished Members 
the Committee on Public Under igs,   the   

Estimates   Committee   and 
3 various  other  Co nittees  that  act 

a  watchdog  and   to  see  that  the 
ecutive is accountable to the Legis-ure and 
the adm rable way they nction. Sfir, in all 
tlese years it has vays been the 'rule and I 
can quote ? authority, Mr. f.hakdher, who 
vs proportionate n presentation on 3 
Committee dep* nding upon the mber of 
Members who are in a ijority of the Hous, 
will always be i composition of t >e 
Committee. -, despite the fact that 
Members the ruling party b ive always 
been a majority in all these Committees, ? 
Estimates Committee, the Public 
idertakings Committee,' the Public counts 
Committee have come out th various 
reports that have been ai-ply. critical of 
Government and ; Members have always 
arisen ove party consider itions and have 
>rked together for 1 ie common wel-•e of 
this country. So many times 3 Opposition 
has uirled charges ainst us; Do you have a 
monopoly 
patriotism? I want to ask the Op-sitionj 

through you, Sir; Do you ve a monopoly 
on ense of justice? e you the only people 
who have ;    conscience?  Look  at the  
record 
the Committees that have func-ned till 

today in this House, Sir, ?re was the 
controversial Kuo oil al. The ^ Committee 
was headed by •. BansrLal, a Member of 
the Con-?ss Party. There was that report, en  
recently,  Sir,   E   Cabinet Minis-. 

had to 'resign bee&use of the re-rt. of a 
particular Committee in lich the ruling 
par'y was in a ma-•ity. Sir, the point I hat I 
am trying make is a    simple  one. The 
rules 
ve   already     provi led  to  see  that 
:'re is Executive       iccountability to 

the Legislature. What we are doing now is 
unprecedented. We are setting' up a : 
Committee for a specific purpose. We already 
have Committees for all the possible purposes 
that you can Conceive of. What    we are 
setting up 

• a» Committee now for is a specific pu'rpose, to 
go int6 a specific deal. Let us not set a 
dangerous precedent of arming this Committee 
with powers to make a roving enquiry. Let us 
not set ths dangerous precedent of giving this 
Committee unprecedented jurisdiction and 
powers because that will be harmful to the 
Legislature. Let us address ourselves to the 
specific issue in question. And as far as the 
specific issue in question is concerned, the rules 
are very clear. As fa'r as these rules are 
followed, as long as these rules are followed, 
no accusation can be hurled on the ground of 
the majority of the ruling party. Sir, I need not 
once again go linto the question of the 
Chairman being from the Opposition. Sir, I can 
take you to the rules. The rules are clear. The 
Chairman is always nominated by the Speaker 
according to Rule 200 or some thing of ,the 
Lok Sabha Rules. Then, Sir, much has been 
said about* the power to summon the 
Ministers. We all know that it is against the 
convention, it is against the rules. It is not done. 
The hon. Raksha Mantri has given an 
undertaking, that those Ministers who want to, 
who wish to, 
4hey can apear before the Committee. The 
same applies to the foreign nationals. Sir, 
there is,-to my mind, an extremely disturbing 
amendment. And that is that both the Houses 
pass a Resolution calling upon the Gov-
ernment of Sweden and the Bofors to give us 
the details. Sir, I just have a very serious 
doubt. Suppose both these Houses pass a 
Resolution and the Government of Sweden 
still refuses to give us the details for whatever  
reason,'then  what will be 
the status of the Parliament of this country? 
What will be-the status and what will be our 
respect, what will be the international respect 
that we command  in  these  circumstances? 
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SHRIMATI RENUKA     CHOW- 
DHURY: I     want one    clarification. 
(Interruptions). 

• THE VICE-CHAIRMAN , (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI): The Minister will 
clarify. 

SHRIMATI RENUKA     CHOW-. 
DHURY; She has yielded the floor. I just 
want to ask one thing. Number one, at the 
outset my hon. colleague . has said that 
she took up the question of having spent 
the amount on elections and that they 
came with a thumping mandate after 
having spent Rs. 100 crores and asked is it 
justified now for the opposition today to 
ask for a fresh mandate in view of 
spending so much in terms of monetary 
amount. She also quoted an authority, S. 
L. Shakdher, who said in the present case 
the issue is not one of administrative 
accountability but of political 
accountability and therein lies the 
difference between the opposition asking 
for a fresh mandate or not. We are saying 
that it is moral turpitude and you cannot 
equate that with hundred crores of Indian 
rupees.   (Interruptions). 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI); Those are your views. 

SHRIMATI JAYANTHI NATARA-
JAN; Sir, there is one more point I have 
to make and then I will conclude. Sir, 
much has been said that the truth has 
already come out, that facts are already 
available, it is for the Government to go 
into it and arrive at a particular 
conclusion. The Government is already 
suspect. It is very clear from what has 
been said inside this House and outside. 
In fact Mr. Upentfra went on to accuse all 
of us on this side of having sold the 
country for a few crores of pecuniary 
gain, as if he is privy to all our bank 
accounts. The point is that you have also 
pre-judged us and, there-fore,' any report 
that is forthcoming from    this     
Government    will     be 

suspect. You have already gone on record 
saying that Parliament should not give up 
its responsibility to a judicial officer 
befor,e the Fairfax Commission. But this 
is a very important matter and this Joint 
.Parliamentary Committee is the only way 
in which the Opposition can associate 
itself with any kind of inquiry of this kind 
and I want to ask the Opposition, 
knowing this why are you running away 
from it, and jf you think that we are going 
to whitewash the whole thing, we are not 
going to allow the Ministers o'r foreign 
nationals to give evidence, write a minute 
of dissent. But let the truth come out. If 
we are not afraid of truth, why are you 
afraid? Therefore, Sir, this is the only way 
by which the opposition can be included 
and I accuse the Oppotisiori of abdicating 
their responsibility, of abdicating the trust 
that the people have put in them, just for 
the sake of political expediency. In 
conclusion, I wish to say that the question 
of electoral mandate is very important. It 
is for the opposition to have its say. No 
doubt the voice of the minority is impor-
tant but the Government has to govern 
and it is for the Government to have its 
way. And this adversarial role has to stot> 
at a point of time. We are a developing 
country. This adversarial role has to stop 
beyond a particular point of time because 
the development of the people is most 
important and it is also important that we 
establish not only the bona fides but also 
the fact that this country is moving ahead 
and in this developmental stas.e this 
adversarial stance has to be abandoned at 
some point of time and the Government  
should  be allowed to  function. 

Sir, I will just finish after quoting two 
lines: Prof. Jennings notes that 
Governments tend to regard the Op-
position as a break on a car going uphill 
whereas the Opposition thinks that the 
car is gofing down-hill. Still in the net 
result all that tre Opposition can be until 
a mandate from the people of five years 
is complete, is -a 
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break. They may t.iink that the caun- J 
try is going down-trill". But we think 
we  are  taking   the'     country  uphill. 
But the" break can nc nae the 

lag whee' 
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"Every third person was inclined to 
believe that tic Prime Minister was 
shielding s mne of the people in Bofors 
deal tlesn davs " 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAGESH 

DESAI): There are so many yet to speak. 

 
SHRI DTPEN GHOSH; Mr. Vice-

Chairman, he may fee allowed to speak on' 
this issue. 

 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: (SHRI 

JAGESH DESAI): He belongs to Congress 

SHRI  DIPEN     GHOSH;  So  wh He is a 
Member of this Hot; 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAGESH 
DESAI); Ple%se listen me. There are so 
many speakers in Congress. (I).. After the 
list, is over and if the time is there... (Inter, 
ruptions} It is for the Congress (I) Party to 
decide on who will speak on  its  behalf. 

Yes,  Mr.   Madan Bhatia. 
SHRI V.    GOPALSAMY: His name is not 

appearing in that list. 
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SHRI V. GOPAIjSAMY; His name is not in the 
list. Why are they afraid? 

SHRI PARVATHANENI UPEN-DRA:, Why 
are they afraid? 

THE       VICE-CHAIRMAN     (SHRI GBSH     
DESAI):  Please  sit down. 

It depends upon the political party. The Congress 
(I) has given a list to me, and accordingly I am 
giving the tme. If the list is exhausted and if l0 is' 
available, then, I will' take, not   before   that. 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: One second. 

- PROF. C. LAKSHMANNA (An-dhra Pradesh): 
Just one second. He says that there is a further list. 
Then there is no question of exhausting the list. 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH; The fact is that the 
names of speakers which have been supplied by the 
Congress (I) Party, its leader or the deputy leader or 
the whip, that list of names do«s not include the 
name of Mr. Satya Pal Malik,- an hpn. Member of 
this House. 

SHRI THANGABAALU (Tamil Nadu): Who 
are you to ask? (Inter. tiiptionsi) 

THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN
 
(SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI):   Please sit  down. 

SHRi DIPEN GHOSH: Just listen. (Interruptions) 
He has asked for permission from the Chair to 
speak   on 
this tissue. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Who ane you? 

SHRIMATI RENUKA CHOWDHU-RY: Who 
are you?  (Interruptions) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAGESH 
DESAI): Please sit down. I am here. 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH; Mr. Vice-
Chairman, one- second... 

SHRI PARVATHANENI UPEN-DRA: 
Don't gag Mr. Malik. Let him speak. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF PARLIAMENTARY 
AFFAIRS (SHRI M. M. JACOB) : Mr. Vice-
chairman, Sir this is not the British 
Parliament: this is Parliament of India, i have 
got a very long List of Members, and we have 
given some names to you. Other names are
here. It depends upon the time available. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRT JAGESH 
DESAI): Exactly. That is what I asserted. 



 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: It is true mally the 
nanes of the speakers are supplied by the 
whips of thg party and the groups and 
accordingly' those members participate in 
the debate. But since already it has been 
recognised or it ras been accepted that it is 
a special situation and,special issue, 
everything is special. So, one hon. 
Member of the House has asked for 
permission from the Chair to speak. I hope 
the Chair would permit him to speak on 
this issue. (interruptions) 

THE r; VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI): The names have been 
given to ne. After the list is over, then I 
can consider. Before that I cannot 
consider it at all, Mr. jMadan Bhatia. 

 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI): He was not even a 
member at that time. 

 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 

JAGESH DESAI): Ft   .   sft 
. i r    m    3"fo     *■<&> t 
You are a Parliamentarian. He is a 

Member of the Congress (I). (In-
terruptions) 

Please sit down. Please take your seat. 
I have heard it and I have given my 
ruling. (Interruptions) Please sit down. 
Please * cooperate with me; Our debate 
was going on very smoothly. Please 
allow me to conduct the House   
smoothly.    (Interruptions) 

 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Why can't 
you assure? Thc. ruling party wants to 
gag the voice of this Member. 
(Interruptions) 

THE VICI -CHAIRMAN   (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI): You see, I cannot 
assure. I have old you and again I 'repeat 
that if t! e list which is with me is over ant 
if time is available, then I will cor sider-
his name along with other namos. At the 
moment I cannot say whether I will give 
time to him or not. 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: By that the 
ruling party will lose. If you want to shut 
the mouth, then the ruling party will lose. 

 

 
SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE; I 

would just make an appeal to you. I 
would not take much of your time. 
(Interruptions) 

SHRI THANGABAALU: Sir. he is a 
Member of the Congress party. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: So, what? 
His right should be defended. Why are 
you afraid?. 

SHRI THANGABAALU: We are not 
afraid. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: You are 
afraid.   (Interruptions) 
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SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE: 
Please listen to me. i am not trying to 
obstruct. You know our party is 
interested, as Chaturananji has indicated 
it is interested in the search for truth. As 
you know initially the Government's 
position was We cannot go beyond the 
rules. (Interruptions) 

THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI):   Please.    I     have 
given him time.    Let him speak for , just 
one minute. 

SHRI     NIRMAL      CHATTERJEE: 
Then the Government in its wisdom 
appeared  to  be  conceding that yes, 
notwithstanding the rules, because the 
situation is  exceptional,  certain con-
cessions should be made. I have heard and 
I have discussed with the hon. Minister, 
Shri K. C. Pant and he also agrees  to  the 
position.    In  view  of this extraordinary 
situation you want to be clear of what?    
The Government, not you, wants to be 
clear that it is not suppressing any fact.   
Does it not behove the Government    and  
the ruling party...   (Interruptions)  I am 
concluding.    I  am just    asking. 
(Interruptions) 

SHRI M. M. JACOB: You are' 
obstructing the proceedings of the House-. 

SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE: No. 
Will the Government and the ruling party, 
please ensure that they do not suppress any 
voice of dissent K in the House? Otherwise 
the people will be allowed to conclude that 
despite what the Government says. In fact, 
they are afraid of-truth. Therefore, they are 
trying to..-. (Interruptions) ... and my 
appeal to you is permit him. 
(Interruptions). The only conclusion I have 
to draw is that this Government is afraid of 
him. (Interruptions). We cannot help it. 

SHRT MADAN BHATIA YNomi. 
nated): Respected Vice-Chairman, Sir, I 
have listened to the speeches of the hon. 
Members on both sides with 

rapt attention.   I rise to support this motion.    
But my respectful    submission before you, 
Sir, is that the question before this 
honourable House is with regard to the 
establishment of a Joint-Parliamentary    
Committee to hold an invesiigation into 
various aspects  of  the  Bofors    deal.    
Barring one hon. Member on this side repre-
,    ting the B.J.P. whose arguments' P shall 
deal     with at the end, there is not a single 
Member on this side who has suggested that 
there can be a better or a more effective 
instrument of investigation than the Joint 
Parliamentary Committee to be established 
by Parliament. This basic fact has been 
conceded by  all the  hon. Members on this 
side except one hon. Member.    The point    
of    contention between the two sides is, so 
far as the hon._ Members ,on this side are 
concerned, they say, and thfis is our case 
and my case, that this Committee has 
been'established to find out the truth, the  
truth  arising from the    various facts  which   
have  emerged from  the Audit Report.   
TPfe Audit Report says the payments were 
made and,.beyond that the Audit Report is 
silent.   This Committee is being established 
to find out who were the persons to whom - 
the payments were    made, to    what extent 
payments were made and how these 
payments were made and when., were those 
payments made and what . was »the 
consideration for those payments.    Apart 
from that one of the terms of reference is 
whether    any procedures   of  the    
Government    of India Or any guidelines 
laid down by the Government of India were 
violated  and infringed when    these    pi 
ments were made.   And the   Government 
says by   means of this motion, we  do nott 
know  these    facts.     We want  to arrive at 
these truths     and we shall hang those,who 
are  guilty of infringing the laws of the 
country. But let us find the truth and for that 
purpose it was your demand and we are not 
only    conceding this demand but we accent 
the fact that under the Parliamentary, 
democracy when   these klle^ntions have 
far-reaching   political ramifications there 
Ccin be no better • 



 

and stronger political instrument for 

arriving at the truth than a Joint Parliamentary 
Conmittee to investigate these matters. The 
hon. Members on this side iiave taken the 
stand; despite this particular motion you want 
to hide the truth—you are not interested to find 
out" the truth— you are trying to conceal the 
truth by establishment of this particular 
Committee. What are the grounds? I 
respectfully subn it and ask myself what -are 
the grounds which are being urged upon by the 
hori. Members on this side in support of their 
con-. tention that this Cmrmittee which is 
sought to be estab ished is not going to firifl out 
the truth.; on the other hand, it is only an 
instrument to conceal the truth. T ie arguments 
in . support of this conention which have been 
urged upon iefore this hon. House are the terns 
of reference of this particular Con mittee. They 
say, look at the terms oj this motion.' .This 
Committee cannot 8nd out the truth. This 
Committee is incapable of finding out the truth. 
So, the question before this hon. Bouse is, is 
the stand of the Government right that this 
Committee is, in fact, sufficiently effective to 
find out the truth and in fact, it is the intention 
of the Jion. Opposition to scuttle the establish-
ment of this Committee by'raising all kinds of 
pretexts and excuses in order to derive th ; 
political mileage and benefit out of rumours, 
whispers, Insinuation and the campaign of 
political vilification widen has been unleashed 
in this country, in the last three months? I am 
respectfully submitting, the Committee will 
find out the truth but it is for us to find out the 
truth whether this allegation is correct or 
whether the hon. Members on this side are 
right, that is the question. Let us find out the 
truth. Whether this Committee will be able to 
find out the truth or whether they are right that 
thi.< Committee will conceal the truth? For 
that purpose, we have to go to the terms of the 
motion. So far as this motion is concerned, its 
terms can be divlided into three aspects.    One 
is the com- 

 

position of this Committee, the second is the 
scope of enquiry and the third is the procedure 
to be followed by this Committee. The 
allegation.made by the hon. Member on this 
side is, I think, it was Mr. P. Babul Reddy, 
who said, who reminded this hon. House of a 
Committee which was established by the 
Chief Minister of Karnataka and said that the 
Chief Minister of Karnataka said that this 
Committee would not include any Member of 
the Janata Party because : Committee is going 
to look into the allegations made against the 
Janata Party Members. I would like to submit, 
Sir, the memory of the hon. Member, on this 
side, who made this allegation and who put 
forth this precedent is rather short lived. In 
1978, a Privilege Committee was established 
by the Lok Sabha to hold an enquiry against 
Mrs. Gandhi into allegations which not only 
constituted a breach of privilege - of the Lok 
Sabha but which constituted serious offences 
under the Indian Penal Code. That Committee 
consisted of fifteen Members. Out of fifteen 
Members, only two Members from the party 
of Mrs. Gandhi were included. The remaining 
thirteen Members belonged to the Janata Party 
and then-allies, presided over by their own 
Member. Whetn the first letter was received 
by Mrs. Gandhi from this Committee to 
appear before it, Mrs. Gandhi sent a reply and 
I would like to  read  this,     (interruptions). 
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THE     VICE-CHAIRMAN       (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI):   Please sit down. 

 
SHR1 MADAN BHATIA:    I am not 

yielding,  Sir, 
(Interruptions) 



 

SHRI ANAND SHARMA (Himachal 
Pradesh): I am on a point of order. ■ Sir, 
yesterday, before we started this debate, 
there was an agreement that no Member 
will be interrupted. But the interruptions are 
there. How to ensure that those who ■ are 
seeking some clarification? are at least 
seated on their seats? Here, a p&rttculac 
Member goes on . changing from one seat 
to another. (Interruptions) and the rules 
must be observed. (In-. tervuptions). 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA: Sir, Mrs. 
Gandhi wrote ,to this Committee a letter 
in reply and she said, '1 have great 
respect and high regard for the Members 
of this Honourable Committee. But the 
hostility of the Janata Party towards me 
personnally has become almost its raison 
d'etre. Its proclaimed design to harass me, 
to denigrate me, to send me to prison on 
some ground or the other has become a 
part of its national policy and its principal 
occupation. This Honourable Committee 
consists mainly of members who owe 
allegiance to the Janata Party and I have 
reasonable apprehension of the influence 
of. the Janata Party's openly declared 
antagonism on those members." But this 
objection of Mrs. Gandhi was totally 
ignored and rejected. One of the hon. 
Members of this Committee happened to 
be one whose name is being floated 
around by a section of the media and he 
was Mr. Jethmalani. Mr. Jeth-malani was 
the leading light. (Inte-ri-ruptions). 

SHRIMATI RENUKA CHOW-
DHURY;  How can you allow it? 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA: He is a 
Member  here.    [Interruptions). 

THE VICE-CHAIRjMAN (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI): There are n0 alle-
gations.  If he  says     something like 

SHRIMATI   JAYANTHI   NATARA-
JAN: IS he only referring to the Com-, 
mittee? 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA: I am only 
referring to the proceedings of the 
Committee. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI JA-
"" GESH DESAI):  You can go on. 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA; Mrs. - Gandhi 
ultimately was indicted by this Committee 
and Mr. Ram Jethma-lani, in his report 
which he placed before the House, wrote; 
(Interruptions) He has said,. "She has cast 
unwarranted aspersions on the integrity of 
the Committee." She raised this objection. 
He not only finds her guilty but with regard 
to her objections, he says she has cast 
unwarranted aspersions on the integrity of 
the Committee. JM*rs. Gandhi is sum-
moned to the Lok Sabha to put forth her 
defence. She repea+s her objections. She 
repeats in particular the bias of one 
particular Member who had been making 
speeches and giving interviews to the 
various newspapers' that Mrs. Gandhi is 
guilty even before the proceedings started 
of this Committee and she must be tried 
and convicted and this should be the policy 
of the Janata Party. Mrs. Gandhi made a 
specific mention of the statements made by 
one honourable Member of this Committee 
outside this Committee even before the 
proceedings had started and said: "Am I to 
be hanged on the report of this 
Committee?" Her objection was ignored 
and disregarded. She was not only expelled 
from the House on the basis of the report of 
this Committee of which 13 out of 15 
Members belonged to Janata Party and ther 
allies, she was even sent to prison. Not 
only she but there were two other persons 
also along with heri— Mr R.  K.  Dhawan 
and Mr. B.   Sen. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY; Thousands 
were imprisoned during Emergency by 
Madam Gandhi.    What happened 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
JAGESH DESAI): There were no al-
legations. I have heard you. Please sit 
down. 

SHRI MADAN ' BHATIA: Therefore, I 
am respectfully submitting, aere is a 
preceden' that merely be-' cause a 
committee s/ going to have a proportional 
representation under the precedents of 
this Parliament it can-lot be said that such 
a committee is lot competent on ,-iccount 
of any possible prejudice Ki either side to 
lold an investigatk n into this parti-:ular 
aspect. Here is a precedent. ; am quoting 
this as a precedent. Despite the speeches , 
venomous speeches, which have been. 
made On his side of the House, elevating 
the whispers and the insinuations into 
iard facts on the basis of this prece-Jent I 
can give this assurance and I "-.ope the 
honourable Minister will igree with me 
that we shall raise no objection if this 
committee includes ;ven those who lave 
made those venomous speeches against 
the Prime Minister and agalimt our party. 
{Interruption) . 

I respectfully sibmit the second point of 
contention between the two sides of the 
House s the scope of inquiry. It is said o 
1 this side of the House that the inquiry 
must also :over, if nothing else, at least an 
investigation into the submarine deal. 
There is the basic difference so far as he 
scope 0f inquiry is concerned. My 
respectful submission before you is that 
there is a fundamental difference between 
the Bofors deal and the sub-narine deal. 
So fa I as Bofors deal is concerned, there 
.is today a prima facie evidence that 
payments were made. Thle question is: 
who received these payments?    Why    
were 

these payments made? So far as the 
submarine deal is concerned, there is rio 
evidence excepting baseless allegations 
... 

SHRI RAM    AWADHESH SINGH: 
What about the telex? 

SHRI     MADAN     BHATIA:     The 
telex   contained  only an Jallegation; it 
contained no facts.   This basic difference 
between the two transactions must be 
borne in mind before we can decide 
whether that particular transaction can be 
clubbed together    with the Bofors  deal 
for  the  purpose  of investigation  by  one  
committee     or not.    In this regard I have 
# precedent to quote and I go to the United 
States where these committees are so 
powerful and where   committees are 
established without any reference to the 
Executive.    A  Senate Committee was 
established and President Jackson was 
called upon by the House Committee ' to  
submit a list of civil servants who had  
been.,,appointed without the consent of the 
Senate. There were wild allegations    of    
sweeping extension     of  the      Spoils      
System against the President.   And, Sir, 
what was the reply which   was    given by 
President Jackson?     He     gave    this 
fiery reply  which  I would     like to quote: 

"You request myself and the heads 
of departments to become our own 
accusers and to furnish the evidence to 
convict ourselves. If you will either not 
make specific accusations or if, when 
made, you attempt to establish that by 
making free men their own accusers, 
you will not expect me to countenance 
your proceeding." 

This is the fundamental difference • 
between the two transactions. One is based 
on wild allegations and tfie other is based 
on prima facie evidence. The two 
transactions cannot possibly be mixed up 
together for the purpose of investigation by 
a Joint Parliamentary Committee. Let me 
give an example, Sir, from the Criminal 
Law.     It    is    provided in the 
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[Shri Madan Bhatta] 
the Criminal Procedure Code that if an 
accused is tried for certain offences 
arising out of a particular transaction and 
if in the same trial he is' tried for offences 
arising out of a distinct transaction this 
trial is bound to lead to prejudice and is 
liable to be quashed by the courts. If you 
mix up these two particular transactions 
for the purpose of inquiry by this Joint 
Parliamentary Committee1, this will not 
only ''be against all parliamentary 
procedures, parliamentary precedents and 
investigative precedents and the 
Committees of Legislatures, but it is also 
bound to lead to political prejudice 
coming from one transaction into another 
transaction and it is bound to affect 
ultimately the judgment of the members 
of the Committee and, so, it is not 
possible. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
JAGE8H DESAI): (Mr. Bhatia, you 
please conclude now. 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA: Please give me 
five minutes e-r six minutes more. Now, 
Sir, let us take another example. Suppose 
the Watergate Committee "had said that 
they would not hold the inquiry (into the 
Watergate scandal unless they were given 
ths power io hold an investigation into the 
conduct of the Vietnam war by President 
on. Would that have made any sense? It 
would have been the most preposterous 
and illogical response by that Comniiirtee 
and this e^acly is what the demand is 
now. 

SHRI  V.  GOPALSAMY:      What a 
. com.,ar.i:.on! 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA: The third 
thing is with regard to the procedure. It is 
said that the power is being given to the 
Speaker to decide as to whether a 
particular official will be allowed to 
apFcar before the Committee or not. 
Thl^- particular provision in the Motion 
or otherwise is not based on the whim of 
the Government.' It is contained  in Rule   
269 and Rule  269 

says that if a question arises whether a 
particular piece of evidence, is relevant or 
not and should be admitted or not, it will 
be f»r the Speaker to decide that. What is 
the rationale for giving this power to the 
Speaker decide upon the ques'ion of 
admissibility and relevaxce of a piece of 
evidence? This question arosi ,three 
hundred years ago before one of the 
greatest judicial minds that the world has 
ever produced. He was Chief Justice 
Marshall. Incidentally, it was Justice 
Marshall who laid down the dictum that if 
a piece of legislation is against the 
provisions of the Constitution, it is open 
to judicial review and is liable to be struck 
down by the Supreme • Court and that is 
the dictum which we have followed in this 
country. That great judicial mind gave the 
rationale as to why the power should be 
vested in an outside party to decide 
whether a particular piece of evidence is 
relevant and admissible or not. 

"No person will contend that, in a civil 
or criminal case, either party is at liberty 
to introduce testimony he pleases, legal 
or illegal, and consume the whole term 
in details of facts unconnected with this 
particular case. Some tribunal must de-
cide on the admissibility of testimony. 
The parties cannot constitute this 
tribunal because they cannot e. The Jury 
cannot constitute ' it for the question is 
whether they shall hear this evidence or 
not. It is necessarily the province of the 
court to judge the admissibility of 
evident 

There is no questtwa of any court being 
involved here. The power has to be 
vested in the Speaker. If your argument is 
that you do not trust the Speaker, this 
argument will amount-to saying that you 
do not trust the parliamentary institutions 
of this country. If you do' not trust the 
parliamentary institutions of this country, 
you do not trust the democratic 
framework of this country. If you d0 not 
trust the democratic    framework    of 
this 

247       Joint Parliament        [ RAJYA SABHA ]    Committee to enquire    248 
Bojors contract 



249       Joint Parliament [11 AUG. 1987]      Committee to enquire    250 
Bofors contract 

untry, you have no right to demand 3 
resignation of a democratieally ;cted 
government. 

3ir, I am on some very important id I 
beg to ynu to give me a re minu es. 

Si;', the speech: of > hon. jMember of 
Telugu    Desam, •. Upendra, with 
regard to the proas thrown up very 

vital issues. a speech has reminded me 
of Me-rthy  Committee, which   was  

estab-lied in 1950s in the United States 
the Senate to find out the commu-(ts 

and the communst sympathisers; 
lifted the whisper j    and rumours to 

actual facts. He  .sed that langu-   ■ z 
which no seasoned    parliamenta-n will 
use. 

3HRI PARVAT1L vNENI UPEN-!A: 
I object, he c; nnot use my iech for an 
accuse 

« 
JHRI MADAN BHATIA; He went 
extent of using the words in-ating 
thereby that he had already •ived at! 
pre-deternined political ldusions. I say 
that his speech has ninded me of the 
proceedings of » Mecarthy Committee. 
What happen • before this Committee? I 
will just 'e one Or tw0 exan pies. There 
was 3 Hemmet who w& j called to ap-
*r before this Mecs-thy Committee. 

was asl^ed a question;  "Are you 
commun ft?*7  He sad:   "Please let 
know what is the evidence against s on 

the basis of vhich you are iking an 
allegation that I am a nmunist." And 
wh; t was the reply ren by Mecarthy? 
He said: "Well, w you haye !>old ue that 
you will t tell us whether you are a 
mem-r of the communist party or not on 
B ground that if you told us, the [Swer 
may incriminate you. TMs is rmally 
taken by this Committee of 3 country as 
a whole to mean that ■ tu are a member 
of ihe Party. There-re, you should know 
considerably out the Communis 
movement, 1 sume." It was this 
approach which is adopted by the 
Mecarthy Sub-mmittee which led 
President Eisen 

itect the officials of his Administration. 
President Eisenhower issued general 
instruction and I quote those instruc tions. 
This is important, in the context of the 
stand taken .by the Government that we 
shall fully cooperate and give assistance 
so. far as our officials are concerned to 
this particular committee. But certain 
safeguards I to be there. President 
Eisenhower gave these ins'ructions,""it is 
essential to efficient and effective 
administration that employees of the 
Executive branch, be in a position to be 
comple tely candid in' advising each other 
on official matters, you will instruct all 
such employees of your Department that 
in all of the 'appearances before the Sub-
Committee of tha. Senate Committee on 
Government operations regarding the 
enquiry before it, you are not to testify to 
any such conversations cr communica-
tions." The .judicial bias and the political 
motivation of Mecarthy led Senator Ralf 
Flanders to introduce a resolution in'order 
to strip him of the Committee's 
chairmanship and censure him for his 
misconduct. And the famous jurist, 
Taylor, in his 'Grand Inquest' writes: "The 
Administration did nothing to aid him to 
bring ic heel this man who wag using his 
investigative power against the Army, the 
Presidency, the Constitution and the law 
itself. The legislative power of 
investigation was designed to scrutinize, 
not to destroy the executive departments." 

Then, sir, I submit jn this connection 
that the hon. Member, Mr. Jas-want Singh 
says, "Why are the Members on this side 
saying that this is not political? The whole 
issue is political." Yes, the issue is 
political. But , the investigation cannot be 
debased as political investigation. This is 
the fundamental difference between the 
investigation and the ramifications of the 
conclusions of the investigation. In this 
context, in view of the speeches which 
have been made by the hon. Members on 
this side and the workings of bias which 
have been displayed   l-iv   those   
narticular   sneeches.      I 
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would like to quote Taylor again. He says; 
"Wha'ever may he the ultimate judgment or 
its usefulness in court, this privilege of giving 
the testimony has special value in non-judicial 
proceedings such as investigations where 

" there are'no specific charges or where the 
bounds of inquiry and accusation are 
nebulous. As we have seen, it was abusive 
inquisi'ions of precisely this type that 
originally gave rise to this privilege for it is 
in-such proceedings that...."—this is very 
important, Sir—"... .the witness is most 
completely at the'mercy of political ambition, 
malice and' blackmail, that despotically 
inclined politicians find opportunity to 
advance their ends by tear- 

' ing down the basic fundamentals of democracy 
and freedom." 

I respectfully submit, Sir, that these are the 
basic factors on account of which these checks 
have been provided. These checks have to be 
provide :1 in view of the atmosphere which ■  
been built up in this country. 

Sir, I had submitted in the beginning that I 
shall deal with the argument raised by the 
hon. Member of the BJP at the end. Sir, this is 
my last point. 

• THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI JAGESH 
DESAI):  But be brief. 

SHRI (MADAN BHATIA: Sir, I take 
very serious exception to the state 
ment which he has made. He says: 
"There are facts which stare us in 
the face. Where is the need °f consti 
tuting this particular Parliamentary 
Committee? It is. the function of the 
Executive to find out the truth. 
The facts are si. •; in the face 
and the Committee is totally unnecessary." 
'Sir, it- is this hon. Member who has moved an 
amendment to this, particular |M<otl6n to 
which'I would like to draw the attention of this 
hon. House. The amendment proceeds on the 
hypothesis that the Committee is necessary, 
the facts are not known but its powete should 
be increased    . 

Supposing, Sir, I have placed an am 
endment before you that this Com 
mittee I accept, but its terms of re 
ference should^be increased in this 
icular manner. But when I 
stand up from my seat and make a 
speech before you and before the 
Hon. Members and say this Commit 
tee is totally • unnecessary because the. 
facts stare us in the face and I sup 
press all reference to the amendment 
which I am seeking to make, won't 
you say, Sir, that I am guilty of poli 
tical hypocrisy', won't you say that I 
am guilty of political dissimulation, 
won't you say that I am guilty of 
political chicanery? This is what the 
terms of reference indicate and to 
this I draw, the attention. The 
tern ee  are:     The    Com- 
mittee shall inquire into the follow 
ing matters.    This is the Motion be-, 
» the proce- 

ed   down for  the   acquisition 
was adhered to,  (2)      to. 

ascertain the of persons   who 
and the purpose for which 

.1 the payments of fol- 
m-s,   (3) e  is    a 

c-'e evidence whether in addition to 
the payment mentioned above, the identity of 
.the persons who received such payments. And 
what is the amendment which is sought to be 
moved by this Hon. Mem- ■ ber? He says at 
the end of the Motion, namely, this Motion I 
accept, but at •the end. of the 'Motion the 
following be added; For Paragraph (2) subs-
titute the following: The Committee shall -
investigate and inquire into the following 
matters. The contract for the purchase of 155 
howtizers from Bofcrs A B of Sweden. (2) 
Apart from others, the report of the national 
audit bureau ,of Sweden on the Bofors 
contract. Then all correspondence, 
communications, messages in respect of the 
above two defence contracts including the Sub-
Marine. Th's is his motion of amendment. He 
wants this Committee to be estr-ablished" by 
means of moving this amendment. By this 
amendment he clearly makes it clear to this 
IJon. House that the facts are not     known 



 

nd the Committee is required to be 
stablished. But'wnen he stands up rom 
the seat and makes a speech jefore the 
Hon. Members of this louse, he takes 
them for a ride and te says, the 
Committee is not neces-aiy because the 
faces stare us in the ace. What are those 
facts which tare him in the face? Who are 
those ieople? Has he named them? Has te 
given any particula* facts in re-;ard to 
the terms o reference which te himself 
proposes to amend? This 5, I respectfully 
submit, a case of . lOlitical chicanery, 
this is a ;case of >onticaf*nypocrisy, of 
political dis-iimulation. 

iize   a .peech 
like this froi > the platform of ty to which   
ie belongs, which s known for bypot cisy 
and dissimlion the people of this country, 
iut he cannot take the Hon.  Members of 
this House for a ride.  I res->ectfully 
submit, Sir,  I  join  the ap->eal mad^e  by 
the    Hon.    Members rom this side, in 
view of what      I lave submitted that for 
the sake of Parliamentary institutions, for      
the ake of democracy for the sake      of 
lountry, let us participate, join hands 
ogether, find out the truth and bring he 
guilty to book.    This is the   de-nand of 
the  Hon.   Prime    Minister, his is the 
demand of the Party. But ' would make 
only one distinction, would make one 
difference.    If you lecide to boycott  in  
spite of every-hing, I will not go to the 
extent of igreeing with some of the Hon 
Mem->ers .on this side that Parliamentary 
-nstitutions in this country will go to he  
dogs.     The  parliamentary  insti-utiofis at 
this country have deep fou-ldations.    Thjy 
have stood      many mocks.    They will 
stand up and face nany knocks.    The real 
strength  of Parliamentary- institutions is 
the peo-)le of this cotmtry.    It will be    
the ieople of this country who will de-dde 
whether this Government by the 
istablishment of this  particular Com-nittee 
sought to hi-le the truth      or rou tried to 
scuttle the esablishment 

political advantage from* the campaign 
of political vilification, character 
assassination and political degradation 
which has been unleased by a blitzkrieg 
by a section of the media, helped by the 
Opposition parties. Thank you. 

 
I only request you  as  Chairman    to ■ 
please ask him to repeat all that   he sa'd 
from the  beginning,' but      this time 
slowly. 

r 
SARDAR J AC-JIT SINGH AURO RA 
(Punjab): Mr. Vice-Chairman, I rise to 
speak against the motion. I •have heard 
with great attention the debate on Bofors 
contract and the alleged kickbacks. There 
is no doubt that from both sides, large 
numbers of facts and arguments have-
been •duced in' order to justify the ids of 
the espousing parties. 

[The Vice-Chairman (Shri H  Hanu-
Manthappa, in the Chair.] 

, I think the opposition    has never said  
that there should be no Parliamentary  
Committee   to   go   into   the facts; but 
they have  expressed their doubts  whether  
this. Committee  formed,  as it is  intended 
to be in the -motion, is really motiveted to 
And the-truth and find the real facts.      
That the main thing.    Let -us be honest 
and accept that the real problem today is 
that the Government is facing the loss of its 
credibility with      the public in general 
and opposition parties  in  particular.      
Bofors     epi-" is the latest symptom of this 
malaise. It started with Fairfax.  I might 
also mention     that   a  party  which     
came into power on populous slogans   and 
sympathy vote, has been treading on thin 
ice, or has been building castles on 
quicksand, without solid perform-\     Its 
inability to keep its promises and dio 
justice was bound to land =* mt« nnoomirp 
sooner or later which 
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afraid, it has. Therefore, 
the Government to 
day to regain the lost pul 
adence,  reputat-bn  and    respect, 
be    done by      cosmetic 
6s or by repeating that ,   we are 
nd not  guilty.    II  the  Gov 
ernment is clean, as it claims' to be, it 
itnit to prove its in 
nocence, beginning      tff 
Bofors episode,   the  Government 
taken a highly . aggressive   and 
ve   altitude,  blaming  the  op 
position for being malicious,       mis- , 
chievous and trying to destabilise the 
Government, and things of that   na 
ture.     Any  mention  of  illegal  pay 
ment was totally   .railed out   Sn the 
ly    stages, in    Parliament.     But 
when the National Audit Bureau re 
port came from Sweden and-proved 
it otherwise, no real effort has    been 
made to find the names of the reci- 
nts.    I wonder if all the possible 
diplomatic efforts with the    Swedish 
Government have been tried out and 
jailed.   Have we really  done      our 
. best with the Bofors Company     and 
twisted their tail to find out the in 
formation which they obvtiously know 
but are supposed to be unwilling to 
give to us?    It is very difficult      to 
believe that.    This is the reason why 
the good    intentions of the Govern 
ment are suspect.    When the institu 
tion   of  a  Parliamentary  Committee 
, was suggested by the Opposition, the 
information about the kickbacks was 
not known.    Now that it is establish 
ed beyond doubt, who is more com 
petent to find the vital information? 
The   Government    machinery  or  the 
Parliamentary   Committee.   This      is 
the first question.    I put it to y<Ju— 
. I have not moved any amendment to 
the Motion—that it is the job of the 
.   administrative machinery as 'opposed 
to the Parliamentary Committee. On 
the  other  hand,   an    argument    lias 
been put forward from this side that 
if the  Government  tried  and failed; 
. <.the Opposition may turn -round and 
say  that  an  honest  effort  was    not 
made and. therefore, von want    this 

to be done ,by tlje Parliamentary 
Committee.    To that     extent,  I am Ly to 
accept this argument.    But having decided 
that you want to find    ith and the whole 
truth, v. i hedging that the Parliamen tary 
Committee should be formed such manner; 
why down  such restrictions w] the  
Comm'ttce  incap;. nding  the truth for itself      
and everything, they may have to re-fei-   
the matter to the Speaker before take any 
action?    Why are ; at if    the    Chairman 
Committee is  from    the Opposi-,i, it may 
try and queer the pitch? I can assure you 
that the Opposn is just as keen as you are to 
get at the. truth.    The Opposition is just as 
keen and determined as you  are to a-e-
establish    the    credibility 0f    the 
Government and the country. 

SHRI K. C.  PANT;   General, one point.    
The test of that is whethe the Opposition    
jolin     the    Committee or not. 

SARDAR JAGJIT SINGH AURORA: The 
test of that is, are yot' ly to give this 
Committee the s< vereign authority—I am 
using the word 'sovereign' in the generic 
sense and . not in its legal sense—that it can 
make its own rules, that it will have total, 
unfettered right to get infor- ' mati'on, to call-

upon anybody to give evidence? If this is 
ensured, I am sure, the Opposition would be 
delighted to join the Committee and find the 
truth. But if you are going to lay down 
restrictions, I am afraid, / it will be difficult 
for the Opposition parties and this is based °n 
facts, on the record that this Government has 
chalked out for itself during the last two 
years. You may not agree. But at least, it is 
my conviction that if you were to give this 
Committee the unfettered power to look into 
this question and you still have more 
Members than the Opposition would have, 
there is no reason that there is going to be 
any McCarthyism in this. 
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Having  said  all this,  I would like »  make  
a  few    po nts    about     the lilitary     
aspect     o*  this     problem, iter listening to 
tl e  speech yester-ay  of  Mr.  Arun     Singh  
about  the uality  and  efficienc,  of the    
equip-lent and the  way   he contract was 
lade,  —  there   ase   always   teething 
oubles in the equipment that    you uy,—I  
am   convinci d  that  the   gun lat  we  have   
decid 'd  to   buy  is    a :>od  one.    
However    there    is    one oint about the 
supply   of   the   am-lunition.    I  believe   
the  Bofors  are at known  as producers  of 
ammuni' on.    There are two countries in the 
rest,   which are ca )able  of produc> ig this 
ammunition or have already roduced this  
ammunition.     One    is elgium  and the ot? 
3r is    Italy.  We ive had very unfor unate 
experience ith      This      Company,      
SEMMEL. think, it is called in   Italy,   
when ley provided us witt   81mm ammuni-
on.    There is    some sort of inforation,  I  
am  not siying  a  rumour, Lat  the Bofors  
are     possibly   going tie up with this   
Company for the ipply of ammunitica and    
as     you ould .realise   eventually  the   
supply '• ammunition would cost much more 
lan  the   actual     equipment   itself, 
herefore,  I  am  onl / giving it  as a ord of 
warning   wl ether We should ust the kind of 
conpany which has ready let us down 

I would like to make one more Dint on 
which tht hon. Member, tiri Arun Singh, spc 
it a lot of time. e was telling us how ignorant 
tost of us were in matters of 5fence. I think 
he is right and I \el that we are gu Ity to an 
extent i not taking sufficient interest in ie 
defence services, not only the eapons and 
equipment but in their editions of service, 
the Pays and Jnsions. what sort of life their 
imilies have, whether they are able , teach 
their chiliren with the noluments that are 
given to them, ^e are always rea<y to give 
them it of bouquets af er their perfor-lance, 
but I supp ise, like other lings, that is, at tie    
time of need 

you remember God and soldier and when the 
need is over both of them are soon »forgotten 
certainly the servicemen are forgotten after 
they are retirtd. The last Pay Commission has 
been very unkind to them and the Government 
does not seem to realise how much 
unhappiness and bitterness it has caused 
among the ex-servicemen all over the country, 
which, at this stage, should be avoided 
dangerous to happen. The point I want to 
make is that if we want our Parliamentarians 
to take more interest in defence matter which 
they must, there is a need to look into the so-
called Defence Consultative Committee 
which we have at the moment. It does not have 
any great function, but it may be worthwhile 
for the Defence Ministry to consider that this 
Committee might be improved upon and given 
a worthwhile charter so that the members 
realise that they are doing something useful. 
(Time bellrings) I am just going to finish, I am 
not one of those who go on asking for five 
minu'es more. 

The last point I want to make is that on no 
account should we permit Bofors to get away 
with the excuse that they cannot disclose the 
reci. pient's name or names. If necessary, we 
should not flinch from abrogating the 
contract. The national morale encompasses the 
morale of the fighting services. If the . 
Government fails .to clear its name because ot 
the unreasonable and un-cooperative attitude 
of the multinational firifi, whose reputation 
even at this stage is somewhat unsavory and 
doubtful, the people will lose faith in it Are 
you ready to accept it? 

SHRI DARBARA SINGH (Punjab): Sir, I 
have to place the facts before this House and 
with that I support this Resolution. A lot of 
controversy has been going on both inside the 
two Houses and outside on kickbacks in 
Bofors deal. On such 



 

[Shri Barbara Singh] 

sinster issues which involve the security of 
the •country, defence of our country and 
our political system as such, we should 
rise above narrow party interest. I am sure 
all of us will do that. The Government has 
taken a number of steps t0 ac- -commodate 
the Opposition's view-' point and above all 
t0 go into the deal. I wish to make it clear 
that every Congressman, each one of us on 
this side of the House, is committed to a 
clean public life and will always remain in 
the forefront in the fight against 
corruption. I do not want to go into the 
sourcea and causes of corruption, but I 
have no hesitation in saying that the main 
source of corruption is those vested 
interests who only want to make money 
by hook or by crook. Unfortunately, in 
this controversy this class has escaped our 
attention You cannot have -

a clean public 
life as long as vested interests dominate 
our economy.   That is the basic point. 

• However, I 
will confine  myself to the Bofors' deal  
with    a    view    to convincing my 
friends of the Opposition that    they 
should take a    more realistic position.    
Let     us     try    to know what    the    
Government     has done so far!   The   
Lok   Sabha    has adopted a Resolution to 
set up a 30-member Committee    of both 
Houses to  go into all aspects of the 
Bofors' deal.    The Chairman of   the     
Committee  will be    appointed    by     
the Speaker.    This  Committee will     be 
given  all facilities    t0 go into   this deal.    
Tills Committee can set UP a small Sub-
committee with the    permission of the 
Speaker which will go abroad for its 
investigation     Here I will say  that  the  
Andhra' Pradesh Members have     already     
announced that  a    sub-committee    will    
go    to Switzerland, or wherever   they 
want to  go,  and the  Prime Minister    
has said that they can go on their own and 
there ig nothing about that. The Finance 
Minister has announced that the  
Government will  sign  a  memorandum 
of understanding  with    the 

Swiss Government leading to a treaty to 
obtain information about illegal Indian 
accounts in the Swisg banks. A case has 
been registered against Mr.  Chandha's 
firm. 

All these factors clearly bring out that 
the Government is keen t0 get at the deal 
truth. However, there are two points on 
which the Opposition is insisting, if their 
amendment are any indication. One, they 
want to enlarge the scope of the Com-
mittee t0 bring some 0ther deals under 
investigation, including those which are 
already being ^investigated by the official 
agencies. Two, they want to! waive the 
Official Secrets Act ^and they want that 
the Chairman'of the Committee should be 
from the Opposition. The way some 
Members jhave argued about the en-
largement of the scope of the Committee 
gives one the feeling that they want to 
examine all the deals since 1980. It is 
possible to set up such a committee, but 
by widening the, scope of such enquiry, 
we will be exposing our defence affairs. 
At this moment this aspect should be 
carefully examined by the Opposition. 

Sir, the demand for the scrapping* of 
Official Secrets Act, and that too for  
defence   matters,  will be a  bad precedent.       
The      Committee     has powers to  
examine     any witnesses. Therefore why 
should you have this demand?    Please 
think over it again land  not  be   carried   
away   by    any emotions.    The 
Government agreeing to    set up such a    
Committee,    the terms of reference of the 
Committee and     the stand    which  the    
Prime Minister    has taken make    it    
clear that we have nothing to hide,     we 
want   truth    and   only   truth.    Our .   
nation  is  passing     through a crisis, and 
certain  forces    want to    break our 
country.    It is  high    time  that all  of Us  
united   to face  these  challenges.    These    
challenges    are    obviously known to  the 
Opposition  as well, and they  are creating a 
sense of insecurity in the minds of people 
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at this juncture vhen the whole 
jiatiorlfwould like to stand aB one man) 
behind the Prime Minister against the 
onslau ;ht of those neo-imperialists wh0 a 
e having an eye on this great courtry for 
dismemberment altogether. Therefore, it 
is the duty of the Opposition that :hey 
join the Committee when the 
enlargement of the powers has been 
nade. 

And there  has b ;en    always    the 'act 
that all the c mmittees    which lave  been     
constit ited     previously, vhether it is the    
Public    Accounts Committee   or  the   
Estimates     Com-nittee or any othei   
committee, it Is >n record,    all    these    
people    who rere  there,  whether  they  
belonged a the  Opposition  c >: to 
Government ide,   have      given     
reports    unanimously,    and    there     
has    been    no issent at any time      
What is their ;ar when they wil1   be 
there? They an point  out,  they     can     
put    the oints which they wmt to put 
before ie   committee  and  say what 
infor-iation    they    have     They    are   
at berty to say    any hing.    And    the 
:port of that Com aittee    will    be 
tianimous.  I hope (o.  As Chairman * the 
Public Accouitg Committee, I now many 
things {ot bogged  down id  many  
people v ere  involved  in lis.   We  gave   
a  ui animous  report, hese were 
Opposition Members    as ell.     We  
unanimo isly    gave     the port against  
certain    officers    also at their deal was 
b id and that they Lould   be  taken:  to   
task.    If    this n happen i« all     (he    
committees hich   are being constituted 
by   the Dvernment, why can this 
committee !o not work on that line and 
bring t the truth? 

It is odd. I am sorry to say that e 
Opposition wants to hang on this >fors 
in times to come so that they n beat the 
Govern nent with this ck. That is not 
pioper for the po-icians that they 
should do this era cise necessarily wli 
h an idea to molish the prestige of the 
Govern-;nt.    I again    bese oh    all nf 
i«n 

appeal to the Opposition that they should 
join this committee and do this exercise. 
Whatever you have in mind, give it to the 
committee. Let the commiittee decide, 
whatever be the result ,of that. So, don't 
try to hang on and carry on this 
propaganda for times to come. 

It will not be in the interest of the 
country. It may be in the interest of yours 
as you are explairfing here, but it is not in 
the interest of the country. The country 
wants something else. 

Have any persons here gone to their 
respective areas? Now drought Is there. 
Have they spoken about it? Have they 
gone k> help the people? This is the 
foremost task that should be taken up 
today are again today putting this case of 
Bofors which can be done later on. You 
have not gone to the areas where there is 
drought at its highest. I say, it *is 
shameful on the part of those who are 
explaining only Bofors, this deal, that 
deal. But what was the deal wtith the 
people, about'whom you say, people will 
decide. They will definitely want that you 
should go to them <0 help in this 
drought. It may be in Maharashtra, it mav 
be tin Rajas, than, it may be In Gujarat. It 
is p highly explosive situatlion in which 
we should go and help the people. 

•Therefore, I would request the Op-
poistion that they should join this 
committee and help h in finding out the 
truth. 

Thank you very much. 

SHRI V. GOPAUSAMY: Mr. Vice-Ch 
airman, Sir, I rise to oppose the Motion. 
It lis the most unfortunate tragedy that 
statement after statement, all the state-
ments made by the Prime Minister of 
India on Bofors have been drowned in 
the deluge of "truth, nothing but truth." 
When the statement of the Prime 
Minister of a country is    re- 
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[Shri V.  Gopalsamy] 
false; where lie3 the credibility of the 
Government? I say the credibility of the 
Government headed by Mr. Rajiv  
Gandhi  is  in shambles. 

Statement No.  l. 
Our hon. Prime Minister made a 

statement on  20th April: 

"I got confirmation back from Prime 
Minister Olof Palme that there will be 
no middlemen or agents involved. It is 
on that basis that this exercise was 
done. We have to take somebody's 
word as truth. And when a Prime 
Minister of a country assures us after 
having gone into in great depth with a 
company, that there will be no middle 
agents involved, then we have to 
accept somebody's w.ords." 

This was the statement of Mr. Rajiv 
Gandhi. But the Minister of Foreign 
Trade in Sweden," Mr3. Anita Gradin 
refuted the statement on April 29 at a 
Press Conference. She made it very clear 
the official position that Palme had 
merely conveyed assurance from the 
Bofors to the Indian Prime Minister and 
that there were no assurances on behalf 
of the Swedish Government. So, what 
happened to the statement of the Prime 
Minister? That has been proved to be 
false. And our Prime Minister, when he 
entered the Parliament that day, he 
emphatically stated that we have to rely 
on 1he assurance given by Mr. Olof 
Palme. Then is it possible to bring that 
famous Olof Palme to put him on the 
witness box? Is it possible? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI  H. 
HANUMANTHAPPA):    At that time 
■he was the Prime Minister. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: He could not 
be brought from the grave. That is why 
when you bury the truth thousand 
fathoms under, you try to tell the country 
that here is a man from the grave who 
could give testimony for the Statement 
made by the 

Then again statement no ^2. 

Our hon. Prime Minister on April 20 
told Parliament that the Swedish Radio 
story of April 16 emanated from Delhi. 
But this assertion was strongly refuted. 
Almost as soon as it came out, the head 
of the Swedish National Company, Mr. 
Ove Joanson, stressed that the radio 
report was based on information obtained 
in Stockholm. Mr. Jan Mossander, Staff 
Reporter of the News Department of the 
Swedish National Radio Company said 
that the statement in the Indian 
Parliament made by the Prime Minister 
to the effect that the story emanated in 
Delhi was completely false and complete 
nonsense. So, this statement also has 
been proved to be false. 

Here comes the next statement of our 
hon. Prime Minister, when he made a 
reference. 

"Speaking to the Army Comman* 
ders in New Delhi on April 27, the 
Prime Minister said that Sweden had 
confirmed that there was no 
middleman and nobody was paid in 
Swiss bank." 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, my question 
to him and t0 hon. friends from the 
treasury benches who have been 
shouting and preaching sermons and 
going all the way up to the United States 
quoting many Committee reports, is 
whether it is a fact or nol that when the 
Prime Minister made ; statement before 
the Army Commanders and also on the 
floor of th< Hoiise that there was no 
payment there.was no middleman, the 
com pany of Bofors had already handei 
over a report to the Indian Ambassa dor 
irr-Stockholm on 24th April itsel that 
payments were made not only t< the 
agents, but also to others. It ha been 
verified by the Audit Bureai Report. 
What is your answer to thi question 
when you have already re ceived the 
report? Have you no said that we did not 
know? You Ambassador was    there and 
whethe: 
+K«t    iw^aMndnt.   in   SltnfVlinlTM      vsra 
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idiian Ambassador or somebody sea 
Ambassador, w lat you were do-g? You 
simply cor sealed the truth. ou were 
simply si ting on' the re-jrt and you have 
gjts and audacity i come to the Parlu 
ment and say no ayment was made 
What is the lswer to thlis questim? The 
report ras already in your lands. You 
know ie truth because you are the 
culprit nd that is why yoi wanted to 
con-eai the-truth and y< u came here 
and >ld Parliament, no payment or no 
liddleman was there. This state-lent of 
the Prime Minister has also een proved 
to be fa se. 

Mr.     Vice-Chairm in,    Sir,        here 
:omes  the  famous- >r  notorious  Mr. 
Vfin Chadha, the ag{ tit of Boiors   and 
>oss  of  Anatronics  General Corpora-
ion.    When    this f 'andal was exerting 
the minds of the people right ram  Cape    
Comori 1    to    Himalayas hroughout     
the GO intry,  when    the Parliament  was    
d> bating    over  the ssue,    Mr.    Win    
Chadha      disposes )f    his    Mercedes    
Benz    and    two lungalows and leaves 
the country on ;he  8th May.    Wh; t is 
your answer ;o this question?    / re you 
running a jQvernment?    You have got 
the report that payment 1 as been made 
not iust to agents but  to others on  24th 
April itself.    Here lis the agent, Mr. Win 
Chadha, he en ers the Delhi airport and 
simply le ives India on 8th May and his 
famfil;   after some days also leave India.    
On 4th June, the Swedish Audit    B ireau 
submits    its report.    The very  next day 
on    5th June, the son of    Mr.  Win 
Chadha, Mr.  Harsh Chadha   also leaves 
India and here comes  oi r Prtime 
Minister, Mr.  Rajiv Gandhi and he meets 
the Leaders of    the Opposition on June 
17th and tells then, "you see, a case has 
been registered against Mr.    Win 
Chadha."  This  is  on  17th June.    On 
the  17th June,    Mr.   Prime Minister 
tells all the Oppos tion leaders that a case 
has been registered against   Mr. Win 
Chadha.    But,  Sir,  it is      very 
unfortunate  that 1!ie  same Mr.   Win 
Chadha enters our Consulate in New 
York   on the    29t t June   when   the 

been    registerd    against    him.    The 
Government  knows    that  Mr.     Win 
Chadha has already gone to the USA He 
enters our Consulate in New York and gets 
the power of attorney   and . you say the 
Opposition wants to malign  this  
Government.    May I know from the 
Minister whether the Indian Consulate in 
New York is run by the Government of 
India or some    other Government?   Why 
you did not inform them?   I say you   
allowed him to go from this country, -to 
leave this country.    After the horse has 
galloped out, you pretend to lock the stable. 
You have allowed him to escape. You have 
allowed him to get the clearance, the power 
of attorney from the Indian Consulate    in 
New York.   Mr.    Win Chadha knows the 
truth.    I am   not sure  whether  Mr.   Win    
Chadha    is dead  or alive.    Nobody 
knows.   Because he has disappeared as per 
your instructions,   as   per   the  instructions 
of the    Government.   He    got    the 
clearance from the Indian Consulate. I am 
afraid because this country   has witnessed 
the episode of Nagarwala. 

SHRI SHIVRAJ PATTL: Mr. Gopal-
samy, this lis really too much. This 
allegation is not correct' (Interruptions) . 

SHRI PARVATHANENI , UPEN-
DRA; He is expressing his doubt. If you 
are sure he is aMve, tell where he is 
now. 

SHRI SHIVRAJ PATIL: Please listen 
to me. He says Mr. Win Chadha has left 
this country at our instance. But this is 
qpt correct. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: I stand by it. 
Sir, this country witnessed the episode of 
Nagarwala and I am afraid, Mr. Win 
Chadha should not meet the same fate. 
Some of the statements made by our hon. 
Prime Minister about the payments, 
about the middlemen have proved... 
(Interruptions) 

SHRI K. C. PANT: Sir, if Mr. 
Gopalsamy permits me, Nagarwala case 
is worth  remembering.   In    the 
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and in the evening, he was arrested with 
all the money.   (Interruptions) 

SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE; And 
the other day, he disappeared... 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: Under my-
sterious and suspicious circumstances, he 
disappeared the next day. So, the modus 
operandi is to run a truck and finish 
anybody. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. 
HANUMANTHAPPA): Mr. Gopal-
samy, if you enter into interruptions, you 
will lose your time. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY:  Sir, I am not 
interrupting.     So, the statement made by     
our hon.   Prime Minister about the 
involvement of middlemen and about the 
payment of commission money has been 
proved to be false. Then why did he come 
to the Parliament saying that there was no 
middlemen and no    payment has    been 
made?   It is because you believe     in a 
particular dictum, the dictum ,of the 
Information  and Broadcasting Minister 
of the Third Reich of Germany. Tell a- 
lie, repeat it, not once,     not twice but 
ten times and it becomes a truth.    So,     
Mr.   Rajiv Gandhli     is following    that 
dictum.     Even Dr. Goebbels would 
become a pigmy before the statement of 
our hon. Prime Minister Mr. Rajiv 
Gandhli as far as this Bofors deal is 
concerned. Sir, Mr. Bretil Bredin, he 
came here. He had consultation with the 
Defence Ministry officials.   He gave the 
offer- that a full-fledged  delegation  
including  the President of Bofors would 
visit India. Whatever    clarifications    
you   want, they said, we are prepared to 
give. Who gave the  assurance,   who  
gave the offer?   The Vice-President,    
the Project Coordinator of the Infantry 
Artillery and this offer was accepted by 
the    Indian  Government.     That was  
conveyed     to Bofors Company and it 
was conveyed to the Swedish 
Government.   But on July 4, when Mr. 
Rajiv Gandhi landed India from Moscow,     
you took  a right  about- 

isaid, there is no need to bring any 
delegation from the Bofors. What is the 
answer to this question which was posed 
by my friend from this side? Giving 
sermons and philosophical lectures will 
not solve the problem, will not answer 
the question. From your side, I ask a 
question, what for you accepted the offer, 
what for you rejected the offer? You tell 
me. This Bofors Company witheld the 
names t0 the Audit Bureau on the groun^ 
of consumer confidentiality. This stand 
was taken on June U« Then, they changed 
the stand on 27th that the reciepients of 
the money have not permitted, the 
thieves, the swindlers, they have not 
permitted us t0 reveal the names. So, the 
Bofors Company is under cloud in many 
countries and here is a Government 
which from the very beginning, trying to 
justify and defend the Bofors company. 
Sir, because the audit report was released 
in Stockholm, you had no other go. That 
ia why, you also released that report but 
names covering half a page are deleted at 
one place. Names covering three-quarter 
of a page are deleted. The report of the 
National Audit Bureau states 
emphatically that the payments by Bofors 
are directly related to the deal and an 
agreement exists between Bofors and 
concerning the settlement of commission 
subsequently to the F-77 deal and that a 
considerable amount has been paid sub-
sequently. . .among others to A.B. Bofors' 
previous agent in India. Our hon. Prime 
Minister emphatically stated that there 
wa3 no middleman at the point of 
agreement. Could we say that there might 
be one or many middlemen before the 
agreement, milliseconds before the agree-
ment? Sir, the Bofors Company is guilty 
of misrepresentation The Bofors 
Company has violated the agreement 
because you have stated there should not 
be any middleman, there should not be 
any payment. In that case, Bofors have 
violated the     agreement,   committed     
fraud 
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I would like to pat four questions. I want to    
know, when it has been clearly  established     
thaf   payments have been made    through 
an agent, (1)   Has the     ag< nt    reported    
the amount to the    it eome-tax authori-
ties?   No.   It has  iot been done.   It. will 
not be done.    (2) As it was re-\ ceived in 
Switzerland, was it repatriated to India?   ' 
'he question does not arise because   they 
are concealing it.    (3)     If rot,  nad the 
agent the permission of   he Reserve Bank 
to set up a compa iy there, if it   is his 
company at all'    (4) Had he its permission 
to    ret in    the    amount there?   Thus,    
oat or    many    have committed violation  
of our Income-tax Law and forei m 
exchange law. It is    a crime Bojors 
committed    a crime  and     these  people 
have also committed a crime     Is the 
Government- prepared     ti    launch  
criminal prosecution?   Have     you    
requested the  Government  0    
Switzerland    to order a full audit?   No.    
Now   you want to  cover     ujr.    This  is    
your strategy.    This     is      the      
strategy through the Committee.    The 
money ig in Swiss Bank &nd the 
swindlers, the economic offen leis, the 
enemies of the     people  of India  who 
have looted this money,   hould not escape 
with    the money.    When our   hon. Prime 
Minister repl ed to the debates >n the 
Finance Bill. I sought a clarification from     
the Prime     Minister whether  this  Gove 
nment  will take steps to freeze the   
iccounts in Swiss 3anks as Madam i.quino 
of Philippines  has   done.    P )r  that  
question, the     Prime  Minister  replied,    
"We .vill study what  M, dam Aquino has 
ione  and   we      witl  take   our  own 
tction."   Now, the Government could ay,    
"Yes, we are    going t0   enter into a treaty 
with Switzerland." But Sir, the United    
States also entered nto a treaty    witr  
Switzerland    in • 973.   It took four long 
years. Then, ifter  four  years,   
Switzerland  itself ms passed a dome.'tic 
legislation in 98l which came     int0 force    
from 983. It is very clenr.  We need not fo 
for a treaty.    Ii   is delay tactics. 

to escape with the money as you have 
allowed Win Chadha to escape from this 
country. Here, the former Public 
Prosecutor of Switzerland, Mr. Paolo 
Bernasconi, says—I quote Ms 
statement—"The only pre-condition is 
that there be, in the country that demands 
assistance, criminal proceeding already 
under way against the person suspected 
of having received the money. Even if 
the person is unknown and criminal 
procedures are started against the 
'unknown' person in the country that 
makes the demand, this assistance is 
available. It can ask if the money was 
transferred to an account in his name in a 
Swiss bank." The crimes have been 
committed on the soil of Switzerland and 
the bank is in Switzerland and also 
Article 11 of the domestic legislation of 
Switzerland says clearly, "any persons 
'suspected' of complicity in a crime or 
'under investigation' for it in his home 
country can be proceeded against in 
Switzerland." So, tax fraud is a crime but 
this type of fraud, corruption,-is a crime; 
embezzlement is a crime. Is the 
Government honest to book the 
criminals? Is the Government prepared t0 
straightway launch criminal prosecution, 
to register a case? Is the Law Minister 
prepared for that? That is why you say 
we are going in for a treaty so that by 
that time these economic criminals who 
have looted people's money can escape 
drawing the money from their accounts; 
you are paving the way for that. Ruling 
Party Speakers have stated, "The Opposi-
tion has taken a stand; that is why they 
are not going t0 participate in the 
committee." i say your Prime Minister, 
this ruling party, the Congress Party has 
taken a stand from the very beginning 
itself that the charges are false, there was 
no payment. You have come to the con-
clusion for your own benefit. That is why 
you deliberately mislead the country 
through Parliament. There k a proverb in 
Tamil. (Time bell rings)   The proverb  in 
Tamil means 
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that you cannot trace it. You form a 
committee and notrung will coma out ol it. 
Tnarefore, we cannot be a party to joji tne 
culprits in the committee. With these words I 
conclude. 

SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL 
(Punjab): Mr. Vice-Chairman, tne present 
opposition to the move 01 the Government to 
come before Parliament for the setting up of a 
Joint Parliamentary . Committee to go into 
the question of alleged kickbacks 0r payments 
being made on any illegal account in the 
transaction relating to the acquisition of 155 
mm Swedish Howitzer guns has startled 
everybody. Right from 17th April when the 
Swedish Radi0 first carried a news item to this 
effect, to the last day of the preceding 
Session, the Opposition had demanded voci-
ferously the formation of such a committee. 
Rushing to hasty conclusions they had 
imputed all sorts of motives against the 
Government for not forming a committee on 
this. They had wondered why the Gov-
ernment was not conceding their demand 
when the Congress would be in a 
preponderant majority ami could nave the 
chairmanship of the committee. The 
Government'.; stanl in principle was that in 
the absence of any supportive material, it 
would not be worthwhile or prudent to form 
such a committee on the basis of a radio 
report alone. It, however, did not brush it 
aside. Committed to a clean public life, com-
mitted to the elimination of corruption in all 
the forms and spheres and eager, to get at the 
truth in this particular matter, the Government 
requested the Swedish Broadcasting 
Ccnmanv for more information. But it dilly-
dallied and provider no information 
whatever. The Government also took HD tho 
matter with the Swedish Government and 
sought h«lp to find whether or not any mid-
dleman Ha'! h«on in«n7v*»n' *« tn° 
transaction.    It wa* on our Govern-' 

Government deployed their National Auaic 
jsur/eau to examine tne accounts oi A.B. 
Boiors concerning the Howitzer contract 
signea witn Ind^a. If Mr. Jaswant Singh finds 
occasion to say that the reference was not on 
the basis of the request of the Government of 
India, I would only urge him to read two 
lines irom the letter 0f the Swedish Embassy 
which says— 

"The National Audit Bureau ex-
amination was caused by a request fr.om 
the Indian Government to the Swedish 
Government that an attempt be made to 
shed light on whether or not middlemen 
had been involved." 

,Sir, the  Government persisted  with its 
inquiry despite the assertion of AB Bofors 
that  no  payment  of the kind alleged by 'the 
media had ever been made and that it was 
only legal payment which was made for 
consultancy an^      administrative  services.      
This abundantly  proved  the  bonafides  of 
the Government      and once it transpired that 
though no  middle men as such were involved 
during the negotiations,     payments     we're,  
however, made in connection with the 
winding up of the dealings with some earlier 
agents   the  Government  had  decided 
forthrightly and without any inhibition 
whatever to form- this Committee and to 
come to Parliament for     this purpose-. 

Immediately      on      'receipt   of   the 
Report,  the  Government  discussed  it with 
the leaders of the Opposition and also released 
it to the media. True to its policy  of  open     
Government and participatory democracy, the 
Government had nothling to hide and wanted 
to share  the      information  available with 
the countrymen. It is a different matter   that   
a   section   of   the   Press carried out 
motivated stories that the Government had 
'released the Report after making    some 
deletions  therefrom.   It  is      such  
distortions,   falsehoods and     persistent 
demonstration 



 

mockery of ou'r p irliamentary demo, 
cracy andh our deriocratic institutions. 
Unfortunately, Sir, we tend to accept 
as gospel truth al; that appears in 
black and white. Taking advantage 
of such tendencies and having a 
propensity for sei sationalisationj a 
particular newspa] er, whose proprie 
tor continues to nurse a personal 
vendetta against t le Government for 
not succumbing t,' his machinations, 
discards the sacre I robes of respon 
sible journalism md goes all out to 
give the impression of a serious crisis 
in country. In fad, efforts were even 
made and are cor tinued to be made 
to create such a situation serving 
faithfully masters across the oceans 
whose interest it i> to destabilize the 
country. * 

Sir, a tfory is f" 'ated that the Gov-
ernment had decl ned the offer of Bofors 
that a tear 1 come to India to disclose the 
full details of the deal. This is done to su 
;gest as if the Government is guilty md is 
hiding something while the fact is that the 
Government has persistently asked for all 
the details in writing and the Government 
ask id for details in writing because n case 
of an o'ral talk insinuations c uld be made 
again that the Govern nent is silencing 
those officials or +1 at the Government is 
filtering their ersion to suppress the truth. I 
say this because our experience tells us 
that nothing could prevent the self-
assuming puritans, the self-proclaimer 
repositories of virtue, from disini inning 
the gullible people of India w 10 obviouslv 
value molality most rjr Piously. Will it 
not, therefore, be prudent to invite such a 
team, if lecessary to depose before the 
Joint Parliamentary Com. mittee itself? 
This is what we have to ponder over. 
Instead of appreciating the move, the 
Opposition continues to distort facts and 
revel in mud-slinging. The.intention 
becomes clear when thev level harges and 
allegations that by the formation of this. 
Committee the Government wants to 
avoid a discussi m in Parliament. These 
thoucrhtless    charges,    in   fact. 
——*~~~   *U~   r\wr\r\a\   inn   whinV*    is   teallv 

not bothered about finding out the truth, 
but lis more interested in keeping the 
issue alive to drive maximum political 
mileage out of it. This is what the 
Opposition bereft of any ideological 
approach, has reduced itself to^ob^essed 
with the burning desire to embarrass the 
Government on any conceivable account, 
unmindful of the injurious and baneful 
.effects of their diatribe on the national 
prestige. 

5.  P.M. 

Sir, otherwise there is* no reason to 
keep away from the proposed Joint 
Committee which the Gove'rnment wants 
to set up to uncover the truth and to 
recommend action agains* the guilty. The 
proposed Committee would be the first 
investigative committee of its kind in the 
annals of our parliamentary history and hy 
boycotting its deliberations on untenable 
grounds, the opposition would only 
demonstrate its calousness towards the 
nation's interests for serving their own 
petty ends. They would be guilty of 
stalling and strangling this new 
experiment of -parliamentary check ,on 
matters of immense national  importance. 

Sir, the Government have already 
conceded the Opposition's demand of 
enlarging the membership of the 
Committee to 30. But their claim to its 
chairmanship is unreasonable and 
usurpatory to say the least, because 
extending the concept further it could 
seek to justify even a preposterous 
demand of having the Prime Minister 
from amongst the Opposition. It is 
mystifying that a Committee rejecting the 
respective strength of the ruling pary and 
the Opposition according to the verdict of 
the people is not acceptable to the 
opposition and instead, they want the 
Committee to be dominated by them If 
thev have no faith in the people's verdict, 
how do they have the audac'V to claim 
for themselves the role of Vikrama-ditya 
and the virtue to hold blindfold the scales 
of justice? In their zeal, the„ foreet that     
the Parliamentary 
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Committees base their working and, 
decisions not on the numbers or political 
affiliations of their members, but on well-
established principles and a^^epted norms. 
What contradictor stands \he Opposition 
takes is dear from their demand that the 
Speaker and the , Chairman should 
nominate the members of the Committee, 
but they should be deprived of their usual 
rights like the one referred to in Clause 7 
of the Motion. 

Sir, the demand to enlarge the scope of 
enquiry by the Joint Committee to cover 
all the defence deals of, the past seven 
years including the German submarine 
contract is equally intriguing. It only 
betrays the opposition's penchant for a 
roving and fishing -expedition for 
political purposes ca'ring the least about 
the outcome or the futility of the 
exercise. If they mean business, they 
should demonstrate that their actions are 
not repugnant to what they loudly profess 
and should straightway join the Com-
mittee which Will have the necessary 
powers to find out and decide whethe'r 
the Botors contract was fin accordance 
with the well-established parameters, 
principles and procedures laid down for 
the acquisition of weapons and weapon 
systems and also unravel the truth about 
alleged illegal payments. 

The demand to invest the Committee 
with the powers to summon Ministers is 
nothing but motivated, by extraneous 
considerations and runs counter to the 
well-established conversions that 
Ministers are (responsible to the 
Parliament as a whole and are not 
required to appear before the Committees 
of the Parliament which aire otherwise 
entitled to summon any officer or inspect 
any document to ensure that the work 
goes on unhindered. The duty of the 
Government to render every possible 
assistance including making available the 
services of the Comptroller and Auditor 
General and the Attorney General of 
India have been specifically provided for 
in this Motion. 

Stir    thrt   rm**otirvrt   \\nfnra   fVt*»   /wMinftMr 

today is as to what were the acts of 
malfeasance, if any, committed in the 
155 mm. Swedish howitzer guns contract 
and who were the persons guilty of 
receiving unauthorised payments in the 
form of kickbacks, commissions or 
bribes. It is the concern of each one oi us 
to know the truth. The Government 
wants to uncover the truth more than 
anybody else because it was this 
Government that insisted upon the 
Swedish Government and the Bofors that 
contrary to the general practice the 
world. over—Sir, I repeat, contrary to the 
general practice the world over — no 
middlemen should be involved in this 
deal and ki the process brought down the 
price substantially. That proved itg 
bonafides and its determination to buy 
the best at the most reasonable prices, 
and if some unauthorised payments were 
still made the Government is obviously 
keen to trace it to the end. 

Sir, the report of the Swedish National 
Audit Bureau doeg raise some doubts, 
and these doubts are further compounded 
by the claims of confidentiality with 
regard to the Company's business 
operations. 

Any reasonable person who has not 
prejudged the issue and has followed the 
developments dispassionately would 
appreciate that the Government hag not 
sought to be content or justify itself by 
merely iseeking the formation of a Joint 
Parliamentary Committee, it has once 
again requested the AB Bofors and the 
Swedish Government for full particular^ 
about all the relevant issues. 

Sir, on the question of seeking in-
formation from Bofors, some of the 
friends on the other side have quoted 
Bofors saying that the matter is one of 
commercial ^ confidentiality between 
them, that is the Bofors and their clients, 
that is India. On this wrong information 
or presumption, they have put forward an 
argument that if the Government is 
sincere in 
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very easily by threatening to cancel the    
contract.    Si •,    this    approach betrays a 
total lac: of understanding of facts and 
these   thoughtless     responses and 
conclus ons have, in fact, confused the 
issue,; and misled    the public.    Even  at  
I he  cost  of repetition I would say tl at it 
is the Bofors which has So far   -efused to 
provide further informatioj      to the 
Government and we do h >pe that the Joint 
Parliamentary Coirmittee would    be able 
to  cull it    out.    Sir,    we    all appreciate 
the nation's     concern   to have full    
inform, tion    about    this matter and also 
the right of every citizen to   demand  that 
every paisa of public money it  spent 
judiciously and  those  guilty  of  
corruption,  mis-    appropriation     or   jf 
receiving    unauthorised paymenl i in 
defence deals are given the   sev rest    
punishment. However,  I see n«   
justification    in the demand for thi 
cancellation    of the present contract  
because such a course  would  be  counter-
productive. The  guns  in     que; tion   are  
undoub-edly the best in tl e world, and not 
laving     them  on    schedule    would 
nevitably  impede    he  modernisation 
)rocess of our For ;es   ana    hamper )ur  
defence     preparedness,   particu-arly  
when  such negotiations     take in    
extraordinarily    long    time     to xuctify   
and  alrea< y     Pakistan    is >eing armed 
with i ophisticated wea->ons at an unprecec 
ented speed. Any tew  contract  woult.   
also  cost  much nore because of th i  
continued price escalation besides inviting 
a not very avourable     respon; e  . from '   
other nanuf acturers. 

Sir, yesterday an hon. Member on. he 
other side went to the extent of lleging 
that the decision not to jrminate the 
contract was announc-i to convey to the 
Bofors a message f implicit 
understanding that if ley do not declare 
the identity of 3cipients, the 
Government on i*3 art would not rescind 
the contract, hig is   nothing bu    sheer 
irrespon- 

SHRI MADAN BHATIA; Probably 
there was a slip of tongue. It was not a 
Congress Member. 

SHE1 PA WAN KUMAR BANSAL: I 
said an hon. Member on the other side. 
Sir, such allegations are levelled o<i 
musrnam under the malefic belief that 
truth is perhaps the product of their 
virulent pronouncements. It is this belief 
which makes them twist and do violence 
to every single development and they do 
not want to join the Committee at the risk 
of losing such an opportunity to keep 
misleading the public. Before" Shri Rajiv 
Gandhi, who hag raised the national 
prestige and who has launched a 
determined crusade against corruption, 
made a personal statement in the other 
House there was a chorus of malicious 
judgments and venomous outbursts that 
silence was ominous and amounted to 
con-fes^Mi. Once he makes a solemn 
declaration there, there is this barrage of 
innuendoes and hypocritical 
exclamations. This ig what the 
Opposition is up to in desperation. Sir, 
the Government cannot act on impulses 
and has to view every issue seriously 
before taking any decision. This ig the 
Government's responsibility as 
distinguished from that of-the 
Opposition. It is in this . conspectus that 
the Government hag come to the 
Parliament for the constitution of a joint 
Parliamentary committee. It has nothing 
to hide and is committed to cleanse 
public life. The proposed Committee, I 
am sure, will be able to examine the 
entire gamut of the matter. The terms oX 
reference and jurisdiction are com-
prehensive, just and fair. Its work would 
be onerous but important. It will 
endeavour to elicit the requisite 
information, 'cull out the truth and 
recommend action against the guilty. The 
Opposition also has a duty to perform. 1 
do not claim competence to remind them 
of that. But let them arise and discharge it 
honestly instead  of bogging  down thf>   
demo- 
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lar institutions ana rendering irrelevant 
all that our founding fathers fought and 
sacrificed for. Thank you, 

SHRI GHULAM RASOOL MATTO 
(Jammu and Kashmir): Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, on behalf of Jammu and 
Kashmir National Conference I rise to 
support the Motion. I do so not because I 
am an ally of the Congress (I) at the 
moment, but I have certain fundamental 
reasons for supporting this Motion on the 
merits  of  the  case. 

Sir, it reminds mg of the discussion we 
have had on the Fairfax problem in this 
House. I had told the Opposition at that 
time that they were going after the shadow 
and not the substance. I had tola them at 
that time that instead of beating about the 
bush and asking for Parliamentary probe, 
they should confine their observations 
and suggestions to the Fairfax Tribunal 
that was being set up. They could have 
asked the Government to modify certain 
terms of reference and exactly that was 
happening now. Now, cries are being 
raised that the Thakkar Commission trial 
is being done in camera. " Nobody knows 
what is happening. These things should 
have been taken up at that time. I feel, 
Sir, on the same analogy if the 
Opposition does not cooperate in joining 
this Commission, the same thing they will 
say after some time. 

Sir, I have only three or four ob-
servations to make. I say, Sir, that on 
Tuesday, the 28th July, 1987, when the 
Opposition did not join * the dinner 
hosted by the Hon. Deputy Chairman, 3. 
went there to join that dinner. The Prime 
Minister also came there. He asked me — 
and I am saying this at the risk of being 
accused that I am divulging a private 
'conversation but to tell the truth and to 
counter the untruth if I say this, I would 
be excused — the Prime Minister during 
our discussion asked me casually as to 
what had happened    in    Rajya    Sabha    
on    that 

certain developments had taken place. 
There was, what I call, a communication 
gap. Our learned friend, Shri L. K. Advani, 
had proposed certain things to the Vice-
Chairman and this was not properly 
communicated. I am narrating this incident 
to tell the House about the hones'y of the 
Prime lMinister abouv the issue. The Prime 
Minister at that very time told the Minister 
in charge, Mr, Bhagat and Shri N. D. 
Tiwari that they must start the dialogue the 
next morning with Shri Advani and other 
merabers of the Opposition so that the 
misunderstanding created on that day is 
cleared. In the same discussion, which 
lasted about 40 minu-I tes, the Prime 
Minister mentioned aobut this Joint 
Parliamentary Committee on the Bofors 
issue. I say it with all humility, with all sin-
cerity, that the Prime Minister went out of 
the way and said that he would definitely 
like t0 have a discussion with the 
Opposition and if they want certain terms 
ofUuETAO to be changed, that can be 
discussed and they will be changed and he 
said that he would definitely like to have a 
discussion with them and he asked the 
Ministers to have a discussion. Discussions 
were later held and the amendments that 
the Government has brought about are the 
result  of those discussions. 

By relating this incident, I am trying to 
say that the Prime Minister is being 
blamed now as to why he said in the 
other House that he is not involved or his 
family is not invloved. If he did not say 
it, then Members and o'her people have 
been saying—and they have said so 
openly—that he has something to hide, 
and that is why he is not denying the 
charges against him personally. But when 
he has said, that he or his family is not 
involved.., it is being sarcastically   
mentioned. 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY:    Why did 
he not say about the in-laws? 

SHRI GHULAMRASOOL   MATTO: 



 

command that th, Prime Minister 
honestly wants to k tow as to who actu 
ally is the culprit j i this case. I would 
like to tell tho e critics who say 
that Prime Minister has not said it 
about the in-laws or others, that he 
has already said it that he or his 
family is no', invc Lved. It obviously 
means that all others if they are 
found to be involved by the Par 
liamentary Comn ittee will be pu 
nished, for which he has very cate 
gorically said that he would not leave 
anybody whoever is found to be in 
volved in these kickbacks What else 
•can he do? |        " i    | 

With regard to t his Committee itself as 
if we are starti \g with the premise that 
battlelines iave been drawn; that the 
Oppositi )n Will take one stand; the 
Goven ment will take another stand. But 
the main objective is to know the tr .th 
and it is for the Commit'ee to fonn its 
ideas and know the truth. In th s 
connection, mention has been ma le about 
the P.A.C., the P.U.C. and other 
committees which work smoothly. Not 
only that; I would say bas3d on my 
personal knowledge that in the Public 
Undertakings Corrumitte • last year, one 
important Member f this House whom I 
will name, Prat. Lakshmanna, was able to 
dominate the entire proceedings by his 
interest and insight in the matter and he 
carried all the Members, including ttie 
Chairman, along with him to know the 
truth about certain und ;r takings. It is 
only a question of nterest that Opposition 
will take. If they want to derive a political 
adva'nlage of it, then it is a different story 
altogether. If they want to knov* th > 
truth, they should sit together, pool their 
thoughts, pool their ideas. 1 say. even one 
Opposition member will be able to carry 
the Committee with lim, take the matter to 
its logical cone usion, that is to know the 
truth as to vhorh the payment has been 
made. But this is possible only when they 
co-operate, only when they join this 
Committee. 

Having said th s, I have one or two 
more observatioi s.  My first  observa- 

tion is, while I support- the Motion, as an 
ally of the Congress, I would have liked 
that in this Committee, instead of the 
Speaker being given the authority, the 
Committee itself had been .given the 
authority to do whatever was required in 
his matter. I say this because the Speaker 
should not be embarrassed. But in any 
case, it is there. But I would make a 
request here when the curtain is being 
rung down, when the guillotine is being 
applied. I am happy that the Minister of 
Defence is here, i am a small try in this 
august House. I would request hkn and 
beseech him that he should convey to the 
Prime Minister, he should request the 
Prime Minister on my behalf, that when 
the curtain is being rung down, he should 
invite the leaders of Opposition parties 
tomorrow morning, have a dialogue with 
them in regard to the poin+s of difference. 
Mr. Babul Reddy was here yesterday. He 
made some positive suggestions in regard 
to this Comnvt-tee. The points of 
difference can be narrowed down only if 
the Prime Minister calls a meeting of 
leaders of Opposition tomorrow at 10 
a.m. and discuss the matter with them. I 
would request the hon. (Minister of 
Defence to convey my personal regards 
to the Prime Minister, who is not here, 
and convev my reques1 to him that he 
should invite the Opposition for talks so 
that the points of difference can be 
narrowed down. 

I have also one more request to the hon. 
Minister. After the discussions ' tomorrow, 
if the Opposition and the ruling party do 
not come t0 an understanding, when the 
Motion is carried—it is likely to be 
carried—he should keep ten seats vacant 
up to the last moment. The Opposition is 
entitled to a little over 8 seats. He should 
keep ten seats vacant up to the last 
moment. If, later on, at any time, the 
Opposition wants t0 join the Committee, 
they should be welcome. You should 
announce that they are welcome t0 join the 
deliberations of the Committee and only 
then the deliberations of the    Committee 
can be 
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meaningful. I would also request that if he has 
to take into " .account the allies like us, the 
A1ADMK or other parties, they should be 
from, out of the ruling party's quota a"nd not 
from the ten seats which should be earmarked 
for the Opposition. Time is not lost. The hon. 
Minister should convey my request to the 
Prime Minister so that thi,3 matter is amicably 
settled and, tomorrow, the (Motion is passed 
unanimously. This will help us in knowing the 
truth and bringing to book the persons who 
have taken the kickback and it wilj bo known to 
the entire world. With these observations, I 
support the  Motion. 
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SHEI V. COPALSAMY; Are these 

speeches prepared by AICC? Every 
body is reading a prepared speech, a 
written speech including Mr. Darbara 
Singh, He was also reading a written 
speech. That is why I ask whether 
these speeches were prepared by the 
AICC. ,.,.        , 
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the Swedish Government and through them they 
also made efforts so that specific names could be 
supplied. Could more have been done in the 
matter? 

Many other questions have been posed. The 
Prime Minister had earlier insisted that in the deal, 
there should be no middleman. And after some 
efforts he got an assurance concerning this from 
no less a person than Mr. Olof Palme, the then 
Prime* Minister of Sweden; this assurance was 
given in January 1986. Then, Sir, this was also 
confirmed by Bofors on 10th March, 1986 that 
there was going to be no middleman. After some 
time the report of' the Swedish Audit Bureau was 
publicised. This came as a great surprise ta 
everyone, including the Government. The 
Government then moved the Government of 
Sweden stud Mr Carl Johan Aberg who is tho 
Permanent Under Secretary of State, Foreign 
Trade, has said that the then Prime Minister, Mr 
Palme had confirmed that there was going to be no 
middlemen. Can the Prime Minister be blamed in 
case he trusted and in case he puts his confidence 
in the words of the then Swedish Prime Minister? 

There is no doubt that the Government is 
sincere to find out the truth, to find the names of 
the people who have taken the commission, With 
that intention a Joint Parliamentary Committee 
has been appointed. Could there be more evidence 
to show the sincerity of the Government? Will the 
Prime Minister appoint a committee. If it is found 
that his party has received the money, will it not 
expose his own party? 

Sir,. the prime suspect according to the 
newspapers is Mr. Win Chadha. Steps should be 
taken as early as possible with regard to bis 
deportation. I would certainly agree with many of 
the earlier speakers that the . efforts' made by the 
Government of India in this direction need to be 
further strengthened. A case should be filed 
against him in respect of evasion of income tax 
and violation of FERA. 

Sir, in my opinion, it is unfortunate that the 
Opposition has not agreed to' join  the  Joint  
Parliamentary  Committee 

SHRI KRISHNA KUMAR BIRIA 
(Rajasthan): Sir, I rise to support, the Motion 
moved on Bofors. 

Serious allegations have been made 
regarding the kickbacks. Such allegations 
have been made by the Swedish National 
Radio Company. In spite of the best efforts 
made by the Government of India and the 
persistent endeavours by the Government no 
specific names have been given. The 
Government had then moved 
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because this is a w>>rk which all of us 
should see not fron the partisan angle but 
from a commoi angle, r'In case the 
Opposition'decides n K to join the Com-
mittee, much of importance of the Committee 
will be lost, n this connection I would like to 
ment on that most of the demands made by 
lie Opposition have been met by the 
Government. Thus size of the Committee ha 
been increased. It has been decided that the 
Comptroller and \uditor General of India and 
Attorney General will also a sisf the 
Committee and other agencies re also going 
to assist the Committee. The Committee can 
also summon witness s and receive evidence 
from  foreign  ai d   national  agencies. 

Sir, it has also bi en accepted by the 
Government that th< Committee could 
constitute a smaller ub-committee which could 
visit foreign i ountries with the permission of 
the Spt tker. As hon. Members might have reai 
in the newspapers ihe Prime Minister 1 ts also 
said that in case the Opposition vanted to send 
any team to foreign cou itries they are welcome 
to do so. My a ipeal to hon. friends in the 
Opposition wil be to work in a spirit of 
cooperation, in a spirit of give and take. There 
shou d not be any place for unnecessary doults 
and suspicions. There should be no e fort 
towards maligning any particular pa ty because 
this has serious implications. " he Bofors deal 
has been given worldwid > publicity. Wild 
allegations by Swedisl radio and by some 
leaders in India have created an impression that 
the ruling party has become • corrupt; Efforts 
havi ween made even to find fault with th Prime 
Minister. Sir, there are some foerign powers be-
hind this who are ii terested in desabili-sfng this 
country. H :nce in case the Committee could 
esta ilish that no money was taken by the ruling 
party and in such matters whether it is ruling 
party or Opposition party I do not make any 
distinction in them - that no money was 
received by the ruling party - money might 
have been i sceived by the individuals — that w 
II immediately raise the prestige of the c mntry 
in foreign :ountries. Sir, our e.'iorts should be to 
to go the bottom of the matter, to find >ut the 
truth and  to  punish the guilty. 
[   would   certainly       : nneal       that       the 

Opposition! Parties join the Committee and if, 
during the course of the investigation, any 
problems are faced by them, J have no doubt 
that solution will be found. 

Sir, the Prime Minister has emphasised that 
there should  be no  middlemen. In my opinion, 
the stress, should have been not so much on 
this but from a practical point of view on 
another matter. Every big company does need 
middlemen      to    look after its  interest  
whether  you call them  middlemen or  whether 
you      call them agents. I would like to tell the 
House that there are a large number of ex-
porters of capital goods from India also and  
they have  also  got their  agents or middlemen,  
by  whatever  name we may L ill them, in those 
countries. In fact, our emphasis should have 
been:      are;    the prices that are being offered 
to us competitive?  Are  the  prices  
competitive      in consonance with the quality 
of goods that are being offered?  Sir,  
according to the statement made by Shri 
Shivraj Patil that prices are all right. As far as 
the quality of Bofors is concerned, it is better 
than the guns made in France. These      guns 
are  more automatic.  They have      more burst  
capacity.  And  Sir,      apart     from 
competitiveness,  another emphasis should 
have teen that for work done in     this country, 
there should be no commission paid  outside 
the  country.  After  all,  the work was done in 
this country. So, where is  the  question  of  
paying  any  commission in Swiss Bank? There 
should have been  nothing  hanky panky. That 
should have  been  the  main   emphasis.       
Some people  say  cancel  the  order of Bofors. 
This will be an absolutely foolish step to do   
so.  Why?   Because   Pakistan  has   already 
ordered for such guns. They have also  
received the delivery of such guns. Now, in 
case, we cancel the order, there will be a set-
back of two years. In such matters, where the 
defence of the country is involved, where the 
security of the country   is   concerned,   we   
should   leave the  matter to  army  and we  
should  be guided   by their views. 

Lastly, Sir, I would only like to mention 
that we are facing a peculiar situation. There 
are four parties involved, Swedish Radio, 
Swedish Government, Sw< 
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mese parties  are   not  willing  to   supply names   of   
middlemen.   They   are  taking shelter behind the 
Swedish law.    Bofors, apart  from  the Swedish  
law,  I  believe, also feel that ethics are concerned.     
My •'-^•nression  is  that  in case,  Bofofs were to 
disclose the names here, they will lose the 
credibility throughout the  world  because they  
must be doing simiar  things in other parts of the 
world. The better way for  Bofors would have been    
that they  should   have   boldly   said   to      the 
Prime Minister,  to the  Government that compare 
our prices and forget as, far as the  commission  is  
concerned   as   that  is our look-out.  But they have 
very much behaved   like what was Stated  in 
Maha-bharata.   That     Ashwatthama  has   been 
killed - either the elephant or the man, T  would   
say  that  let  the  Parliamentary Committee go into 
it in depth. Let them go   to   the- bottom   of  the   
matter.   The terms of reference are very wide and I 
have no doubt that with the cooperation of  the   
Opposition,  much   could  be  achieved.  I  would  
certainly  like  to support Mr.  Matto When he said 
that the Prime Minister  should  try to  meet the 
leaders of Opposition and try to see whether this 
•matter could be resolved. Thank you, Sir. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRT V. GOPALSAMY: Because he referred 
to Mahabharata, Mr. Drona-charya was killed. 

SHRI  KRISHNA  KUMAR      BIRLA: 
Bofors should have been more specific, that is my 
point. 

PROF. NIRMAL CHATTERIEE: Mr. 
Birla, the bon. Minister for Defence is convinced 
that there is no case for any probe because this is a 
normal affair. 

SHRI KRISHNA KUMAR BIRLA: If 
this be so, I would say that such normal affairs 
take -place in West Bengal too, from where the 
Hon'ble Member comes. 

SHRI BHASKAR ANNAJI MASOD-KAR 
(Maharashtra): Sir, I rise to support      the     
motion.... (Interruptions) 
Initially   I    hart    mv    rx»e»i-«ofi/%rt« -* ■■* 

formation of such a   Committee   (.Inter-
ruptions) . 

 

SHRI NIRMAL CHATERJEE: That 
includes me? If I remember, Mr. Vice-
Chairaan, you promised   me   yesterday 
that I will get a chance to speak. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. 
HANUMANTHAPPA): Please sit down. I 
have allowed one. (Interruptions) 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH; If there it time, he 
would be given. After all the speakers finish, 
if there is time, then he would be given. It 
wag so said. You tell us what is the time 
fixed for it. 
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THE VICE^CHAIl MAN <$hri H« 
^NUMANTHAPPA J told you to »t iown. I 
am putting it to Mr.- Malik, It is setween the 
Member ;nd the Chair. 

SHRl SATYA PA1 MALiK : I seek your  
direction. 

THE VJCE-CHAIF MAN  (SHRI      H. 
HANUMANTHAPP/* >: Why don't you 
listen to me and sit I own? I told you to 
please sit down for fr e minutes. You will 
XftOW, 

SHRI BHASKAR ANNAJI MASOD-
KAR; Sir, I stand i p to support the Motion, 
Initially I h d some reservations about the 
formation of such a fact-finding committee. I 
h; d thought that the task of such a natu e is 
not a political or legislative task. I was 
administrative task of the executive agency 
and executive Government. B t after listening 
to the speeches (Interruitiiont) very forceful, 
fanciful and even fa cial to some extent. I 
have revised my o >inion and I do feel that 
the Government deserveg to be congratulated 
for comin; to this House with this Motion to 
forn a Joint Committee of Parliament. My i 
:asons I will give. I will be brief, Sii because 
you are short of time and ; will merely state 
reasons as to why 1 feel that there is a just 
vindication in this resolution of the 
Government's (:and. Firstly, Sir,' H feel that 
the Gover iment, by proposing this Motion, is 
invol ing the entire House and through this 
H< use, the entire country into the process of 
settling controversy which has bee i 
unnecessarily raised and has been occupying 
the minds of the people for the last four 
months or over. A lot of dust las been raised. 
It was the duty of the Coevrhment, therefore, 
to take the House into confidence, to take the 
country if confidence aftd to see that the 
cloudy of dust are done away with. Tife is the 
first principle ind the first point. That is Why 
I said that Government deserves to be 
congratulated, th*t although I bad taf 

ernment can constitute such a Committee 
or should, as a good politics, constitute 
such a Committee, I support the Motion 
that the Government has brought before 
the House. I am not going to say whe 
ther the Opposition should or 
6.00 P.M. should not participate in this 
process. It lies in their best 
judgement to take such a decision as 
they like. That ig the only way demo 
cratic (functioning can go on. With or 
without them the task can be done. First 
ly, therefore, I feel this resolution fur 
thers same principle and that is of a 
good Government, this resolution furthers 
the principle also of an open Government. 
There is nothing to bide. 
Everything is open, not only in 
the executive closets of the Ministers but 
within your sight and through this mod 
ality is being placed before you. You are 
welcome to join and investigate. I do 
not think any Government had dared to 
such an extent. I had no occasion to ex 
amine all the precedents. But the Indian 
precedents indicate that no Government 
had      come out t0      investi- 

gate its- policy by appointing such a 
committee. You will agree with me when 
you look to the terms of reference to this 
committee that more or less this is a sort of 
self-scrutiny of the action and policy of th* 
Government. It is pursuant to high and noble 
principle that is being pursued before this 
House, that a Government, however strong 
in majority, can subject itself by its own 
motion to self-investigation. Therefore, I 
support the resolution on this first principle 
as I take it that this is the first and the basic 
principle of a democracy, that not only 
should we be tolerant to the Opposition 
views but we should take Parliament into 
confidence and through Parliament the 
whole country, the whole nation when public 
issues  requite it. 

Secondly, I feel this particular motion and 
the principle underlying it support the 
Government stand and it is in furtherance of 
some basic policy decision by which this 
Government is standing and ruling this 
country. And that is thig that there shall be 
purity in adminstration and purity in politics. 
We want a clean Q&V-ernment^ We want a 
pure Government, * 

Why don't you list a to me?.   Please 
it down. 
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Government above tioubt, and that can only 
be achieved if the Government subjects itself 
to such a scrutiny on its own. This ^ the 
second aspect of the present  motion. 

Thirdly, on which there cannot be any debate  
democracy   behoves   a  sort      of 
accountability.   Democracy  involves  public 
accountability. And how else can acc-
ountability in such a situation full     of 
accusations wanton and wild, be discharged? I 
ask honourable Members on both sides  who   
have  given  learned  speeches, who  have   
given   fiery   speechs,   forceful Speeches in 
this House and I was listening to them 
attentively': How can accountability be 
discharged by the Government? Do you mean 
to say that if Government were to  have 
investigation by any other agency,  that will 
satisfy  the      doubting members   of  this   
House?   On  the  other hand,   the   
Government   herein   is   ready to put  all the 
fact before the      elected members of this 
House, before a committee  of  this  House,  
and  in that process putting   itself   in   the      
hands   of      the* committee.   What  more  a  
popular  Government  is  expected to do?  
What more is   expected   of   a   good       
Government? Accountability no  doubt  is  
basic principle   of   any   democratic  
functioning.   We must, 1 think, congratulate 
the leader of the Government  for daring such 
an experiment for accountability to the people. 
It   is  really  ironical   that  Member  after 
Member from opposition is trying to be 
sceptical   about  the   intentions 'of       the 
Government: it is really painful to listen in the 
House to the charge that the Governments  
intentions are oblique or  tha' the Government's 
attempt is a cover-up, while the position is just 
the reverse. On the other hand, the 
Government is placing  the  scrutiny  in  the 
hands  of thirty Members.   Although   the   
Government   is supported by the strongest 
possible majority,  thirty  Members   can  
decide      the fate   of  this   Government' 
policy.   What more   does   the   Opposition  
want?   What more does the country want? 
What more do the people of this country  
expect? I had myself thought, when this debate 
was going on, that there should be a smaller 
Committee,   say   a  Committee  of      five 

people,   akin  to   a  judicial  investigation. 
But  here  is   a  Government  which      is 
broad minded, which is open which wants to 
do justice, which wants to be fair, not only 
wants to be fair, but also wants to establish 
that its actions were fair, in all its perspective 
and which      has      come out, after the 
persuation from the Opposition,   to   accept   
the ' figure  of      thirty Members.  It i,3 such a  
large Committee and everyone is having one 
vote and by that vote the fate of Government 
policy will  hang,   the  democratic  credibility 
of this Government will hang. Such a daring 
experiment  has   been  put  forth  through the  
mechanism  of this  Motion  and yet I find  
parliamentarians    opposing      this Motion. I 
can    only say.... (Time    bell rings)  as some 
of   the   Members    have said, that those who 
oppose are afraid of   the  result.  Truth  strikes  
them  hard. Fortunately,  Sir, the Motion has a 
focal point and that is the Audit Bureau Re-
port. It has been now and then  quoted here 
and I do not want to repeat all that. Sir, that 
Report, if the learned Members or both sides 
of the House were to consider carefully,  
leaves  many matters for investigation and that 
investigation possibly,  as some of the  
Members had  suggested,  could have been 
carried out by different agencies. But on the 
first principle, T feel that the Government did 
well in bringing the issue before this House 
taking it  into confidence and      through thjs 
House the whole country into confidence.   
Sir,   I  wont  take  more  than   two minutes 
and I am looking at you      for getting  only 
two minutes  more. 

Now, Sir, Bofors had taken the stand before 
the Audit Bureau that it would not divulge 
certain things on the ground of confidentiality 
and that Bureau, after investigating, trying to 
meet the bank officials and other sources, had 
concluded that some of the 

stands: taken hy Bofbrs were | not truthful 
and that has been read out by one of the 
Members. Only the latter portion I want to 
read out. The 
second conclusion in the Report is that 
considerable amounts have been paid 
subsequently to AB Bofors' previous agents 
in India. The whole thing is nebulous. Who is 
this previous agent, what  were  thi»  
navmenta   tVu>+  -nra** 
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nade, to whom they were made ancF or   
what—all these    questions    have been  left 
open by  this      Report      and ire in an 
enigmatic  state.    So, there s no doubt that 
there is a need for iivestigation  and tl ere is no 
dispute an this aspect. But what is the mode Df 
that investigatio i?     The Government has 
shown courage to come to this House and 
involve this. House in this  investigative i 
rocess itself. You are aware  that  m; ay     such 
matters could  have  been   co ered up by      
exe-e   investigations.   But,   as  I      have *Y, 
in its  ireless pursuit for n. its persistent pursuit 
of Htics, t lis Government is xperirrept which, I 
hope, ntly     ( xperiment to this only   vant      
to      remind Sir, that it is our duty now .lament 
ariai s  to     rise to  the ^uHHSn and to m ke 
good what we call the principle of purity in      
politics. Before  I  close,   I       propose  to      
quote from Rousseau an,   that    speaks for 
itself.  It  says. 

"The passage from the state cf nature to 
civil ;tate, produces a very remarkable 
change in man, by substituting justice for 
instinct in his conduct, and giving his 
action the morality tley had formerly 
lacked. Then oily when voice of duty takes 
the place of ■ physical impulse and rigl t of 
appetite, does man, so far hau considered 
only himself, find th it he is forced to act on 
different principles and to consult his reas 
>n before listening to his inclinatioi.." 

I hope that all of us, both on this side as 
well as in the opposition side, will listen to 
the promptings of our reason and endorse the 
decision to have such a Committee for 
investigating the truth. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. 
HANUMANTHAK'A); There are three more 
speakers. If the House agrees, we can 
conclude the discussion and the Minister   an 
reply tomorrow. 

SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE: If we 
adjourn till tomorrow, the additional benefit 
would be that som© of Us would be given an 
opportunity to speak. A promise has been 
given that if we can make time, Mr. Satya Pal 
Malik will also be permitted to speak. Taking 
all this into account, we humbly request that 
the House be adjourned till 11 o'clock 
tomorrow. 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: In any case, the 
discussion is not going to be concluded 
today. 

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI       H. 
HANUMANTHAPPA); The Business Ad-

visory Committee has . allotted only two  
ffays.   Ortly  three   Members   /  aije left. 

SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE: You 
referred to the Business Advisory Committee. 
We had a discussion with the Deputy 
Chsirman and we did say that there was a 
chance of this debate spilling over to another 
day. There was a consensus that this will be 
done. 

SHRI PARVATHANENI UPEN-DRA; 
The normal convention is that the leaders of 
the opposition parties, Leader of the House 
and the Minister for Parliamentary Affairs 
generally consult each other before extending 
the sitting of the House. No such consultation 
has taken place today. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR[ H. 
HANUMANTHAPPA);   That   Is why I 
have put it to the House.   . 

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: In any case, the 
debate is not going to be concluded today. 

SHRI      NIRMAL       CHATTERJEE   : 
Kindly permit me to conclude. {Interruptions) 
The Government said that they are open for 
all kind of discussion. If that be so and if 
there is a full-throated discussion, at least that 
will create some kind of good mood. If the 
majority is allowed to decide this way, then 
our charge is that with the majority in the 
Com-mirtee they will bull doze that Enquiry 
Committee also. 



 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR1 H. 
HANUMANTHAPPA): Please tit down. 
There is no unanimity about extending 
the House. I adjourn the House till 11 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at 
ajxteeiv minutes past six of the 
clock till eleven of the clock on 
Wednesday, the 12th August, 
1987. 
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