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MR.  CHAIRMAN:  I think we will be 

able to find time for that. 

RE. DEPARTURE OF MRS. SVET-
LANA FROM INDIA 

 

SHRi    M.    M.    DHAR1A     (Maha-
rashtra) : On, a point of order, Sir. Of 
course I can understand if there is a 
material point,     but  to  take up the time 
of "the House in this manner is not fair on 
the part of any hon. Member.   Sir, we have 
got our rules an'? regulations.   If  
something  has  to  be agitated  and  if     it  
is  not  provided under the rules the hon. 
Member can see the Chairman. When Mr. 
Rajnarain is reading this letter written to    
the Secretary of the Rajya Sabha, under 
what rules is he being allowed to read out 
that letter?    By reading out that letter, he  
is not merely reading but he is in a way 
condemning the hon. Minister.   It  all   
goes   on  the   record and it remains on 
record.   Why should this  practice  be  
allowed?   You have laid  down  several     
procedures  here and there are very good 
conventions. To create this breach of the 
rules and regulations and the hon.  Member 
being thus encouraged to do this will, not 
in any way facilitate the proceedings in ithe 
House and i am here to record my protest 
against this sort of flouting of the rules and 
regulations and The conventions of   the   
House.    We should stand by them.   Why 
should it not be prohibited?    If Mr. 
Rajnarain has something to say he can say 
it to you.   Of course if Your Honour feels 
that he should be allowed to read that letter 
to you and if permission is obtained  I can 
understand.   But I  ask why should Mr. 
Rajnarain have this privilege of     reading    
out all these letters which     are     
condemning the Ministers?    It should not 
be allowed and i appeal to you not to allow 
such things. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: After a statement has 
been made by a Minister, if a Member has 
to point out certain things which he has 
come to know later on what should be 
done? As I said in my introductory 
remarks, Mr. Rajnarain has been doing 
some exploratory work in that behalf and 
he wants to bring those facts to the I   
notice of) the    Minister    and as the 

***Expunged    as ordered    by   the Chair. 
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[Mr. Chairman.] Minister  is here  he  will  

be  able  to explain  things     to     the   best  of  
his knowledge. 

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL 
AFFAIRS (SHRI M. C. CHAGLA): But is it 
necessary for Mr. Rajnarain to preface his 
remarks by saying something which is 
extremely unparliamentary, grossly 
vituperative?1 He started, by saying that I 
have told a deliberate lie and tried to mislead 
the House. Sir, in all my life I have never 
attempted either to tell a deliberate lie or to 
mislead anybody, much less this Parliament. 
There are parliamentary expressions. If Minis-
ters make mistake, the proper expression to 
use is that I made a mistake and he can say 
that these facts show that I made a mistake. 
But he starts by making a statement which is 
extremely unparliamentary. He talks about his 
knowledge of parliamentary affairs. To charge 
a Minister of having told Parliament a 
deliberate untruth and of having misled the 
House is the grossest calumny against a 
Minister. I think he should be asked to 
withdraw^ that expression. I do not mind 
anything else. I do not mind criticism; 1 do 
not mind attacks; I do not mind Members 
saying that I made mistakes but I certainly 
object to their saying that I have told a 
deliberate untruth or tried to mislead the 
House. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chagla, that is 
what I have held. He had written that letter 
which I passed on to you and you have 
explained things to me and I was convinced 
that you have not misled the House. I have 
held that and, therefore, j have not allowed the 
privilege motion. Mr. Rajna-rain should not 
go into the past. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: He deliberately 
repeats it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: If you have any facts lo 
tell us, as I think you have because you went 
to Kalakankar and you found out certain 
things, tell those things    and the    hon. 
Minister 

would be very glad to tell you what he knows 
about them. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: This is a sly way—
I will use this expression, this is a sly way—
of trying to bring before this House certain 
things about which he has written to you. 
Why must he read that passage? That has 
been disposed of. And he starts by reading it 
because he wants to tell the House or some 
supporters of his who would like to hear these 
things that I have told a delimerate lie. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: That was absolutely 
unnecessary and you might delete that—your 
beginning remarks relating to the issue to-day. 
Please tell what new facts you have found out 
because these facts you want to-bring to the 
notice of the Minister. Will you please say 
wnat you found at Kalakankar and what you 
think or the matter? 
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"I will be in Delhi from the 25th 
February and then I will be able to 
fulfil the wish of Naresh. Maybe on 
21st or 23id of February I will go 
again to Banaras with Rani Sahib. 
She will buy sarees for her eldest 
daughter's •marriage. I will be able to 
see then Banaras properly, but that is 
not decided yet." 

 
 

"My  best  wishes  to     you     and your  
family>  your  brothers,     your wife,   our  

son  and   all  the friends of yours I have 
seen in Allahabad. Sincerely yours, 

Svetlana." 
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SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR (Uttar 

Pradesh): Mr. Chairman, I have one 
submission to make. I do not want to enter 
into any controversy with Mr. Rajnarain. But 
I shall request you to consider one point. Two 
practices have been adopted by this House 
One is that letters to the Secretariat staff of 
the Rajya Sabha are being read in the House. 
Whether it is proper or not, I leave it for your 
consideration. To my mind, whatever the 
Secretariat staff does in discharge of its duty, 
it should not be discussed. If any Member 
wants to discuss it, it should be discussed only 
in the Chamber of the Chairman and not in 
this House. The second thing is, any letter to 
any Government official can be quoted in this 
House, any letter which has any hearing on 
any official of the Government of India or any 
Minister can be quoted, if it is authenticated. 
But will you permit quoting personal letters, a 
letter from one Svetlana—she may bs Indian, 
she may be Russian, I am not concerned with 
it .   .   . 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE: Alleged 
letters. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: . . . to 
another, one Mr. Bahri? I do not know who 
he is. This Mr. Bahri it at least a bahri. These 
letters are being quoted in this House. I do not 
know what reply the lion. Minister will give 
and what approaches he has got to Mr. Bahri 
and Madame Svetlana. At least, Mr. 
Rajnarain has not been able to say whether 
Svetlana had made any formal request to the 
Government of India for any asylum. But if 
such letters are quoted and the Ministers do 
not contradict them because they are not in a 
position to contradict such letters and these 
letters hecome the property of this House, is it 
going .   .   . 
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SHRI G. MURAHARI: (Uttar Pradesh): 

That letter is a public document. That was 
laid on the Table of the Lok Sabha. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Great men 
like Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia and Mr. 
Rajnarain may be interested in Svetlana. I 
understand their whole heart going x>ut to 
her. We may also feel some sympathy for her. 
But Mr. Chairman, the dignity of this House 
should also be kept in mind. He has tried to 
bring in intenational relations; he has tried to 
bring in our relations with the Soviet Union. 
Mr. Chairman, without any business on the 
agenda, on the basis of a private letter, I do not 
know whether such vital matters of public 
importance and our international policy can be 
"brought in in the House. And Members like 
me feel ashamed that we have no opportunity 
to contradict or discuss these points which are 
made, and I do not know what the hon. 
Minister is going to do in this direction. So, I 
request you to do something in future. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: There should he .   .   
.   (Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, no. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE (West Bengal): 
Sir, I rise on a point of order. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, what is the point 
of order? 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: It is true that 
nobody can dispute that the Svetlana episode 
is a little mystifying. Now, not a little has 
been contributed to the mystification of the 
Svetlana episode because the person 
concerned who has personal knowledge of the 
entire thing, namely the Minister, Mr. Dinesh 
Singh, is not coming forward to make a 
statement to the House. That is why all these 
rumours are being floated. My point of order 
is this. When his name and his uncle's name 
are in the picture so much, is 

it in order for the External Affairs Minister to 
reply to all these questions? Let the Minister 
concerned who knows about it, namely Mr. 
Dinesh Singh, come forward and give the 
answer so that all this mystification may not 
expand and may not develop. 

MR.   CHAIRMAN:    I  have  understood  
your point  of  order.  I  request the  hon.   
Leader of  the  House    and the External 
Affairs Minister to make i   a statement. 

! THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(SHRI M. C. CHAGLA): Sir, it is a matter of 
deep regret that a purely private affair, a 
matter between a private host and his guest, 
should be agitated on the floor of this House 
and should hive taken up so much time of this 
House. As I shall presently point out—I have 
the privilege of representing the 
Government— Government has nothing 
whatever to do with this matter. I wish Mr. 
Rajnarain had use^ his exuberant energy and 
enthusiasm for a better cause. Perhaps he does 
not realise that from the way he talks, he may 
be prejudicing our relations with friendly 
powers and if he has the interest of the 
country at heart which he flourishes before 
the House when he talks of the dignity of 
Bharat and of the justice which we should do, 
he does not realise that by many things he has 
said, he may be seriously prejudicing our 
relations with friendly powers. Therefore, I 
would appeal to him to give up this chase and 
apply his energy: to something of greater pub-
lic importance. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have a 
request   to  make  .   .   . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal): It is 
no use saying in this way. We do not consider 
that America is a friendly power. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: I did not mention 
any country. I said, friendly countries. 
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AN  HUN. MEMBER: Powers. 
SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: The whole object 

of Mr. Rajnarain is to get publicity. This will 
be fullly reported in the Press. And therefore 
it is my duty to make a considered statement 
so that the position of the Government of 
India should be absolutely clear. I want this to 
be on the record. Forgive me if I take little 
more time of the House. 

I made a statement in the Rajyp Sabha and 
in the Lok Sabha on the 21st March, 1967 and 
subsequently answered questions put by the 
hon. Members. I do not have anything to add 
to that statement so far as the factual 
information is concerned. It is understandable 
that hon. Members should show a lively 
interest in the sudden departure of Madame 
Svetlana from New Delhi to Rome as this is 
admittedly an unusual occurrence. But I 
would request hon. Members not to be 
swayed by speculations in the newspapers or 
jump to conclusions on the basis of 
information provided by persons who have 
met Svetlana or who have received private 
letters from her. The Government of India 
have carefully investigated the circumstances 
of her departure for Rome and 'my previous 
statement incorporates all the relevant facts. 
However, I would like to repeat certain 
essential and incontrovertible facts. 

(1) Svetlana did not at any time ask our 
Government for asylum in India and the 
Government, therefore, had no occasion to 
consider this question. 

(2) Svetlana  .   .   . 

(Interruptions). 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Did she ask 
any individual Minister for asylum? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You should have a  
little patience. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: I will come 
to it. 

(2) Svetlana applied through the 
Soviet Embassy for the extension of 
her visa up to the 15th March, 1967 
and this was granted. Thereafter, the 
Government of India did not receive 
either from her or from the Soviet 
Embassy on her behalf any application 
for further extension of her stay in. 
India after the 15th March, 1967. 
There can, therefore, be no question 
of the Government having refused 
her further extension beyond the 15th   March, 
1967. 

(3) It may well be that she wanted.    to 
say longer in India and may have    expressed 
such views to the  various i   people she  had met  
in     India.   The ;   Government  of India  
cannot    surely ;   take official cognizance of 
such state-!

: ments made by her to various private 
persons.   As      in the    case    of    the 
extension of the visa up to the 15th March, the 
Government of India could act only> on an 
application either from her  or from  the  Soviet 
Embassy on her behalf for further extension, but 
no  such  application was  received by the 
Government.    No Indian Government  Minister 
.   .   . 

SHRI A. P.  CHATTERJEE:      Will I  you 
indicate the name of these persons?    That   is   
suppression.   At  least one or two names. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: Have patience 
please. No Indian Government Minister or 
official invited her to visit India as his guest. 
She had been permitted at her request by the 
Soviet Government to bring the ashes of the 
late Mr. Brajesh Singh to India. On her arrival 
here she was given local private hospitality, as 
is our custom, by the relations of Mr. Brajesh 
Singh in their personal and private capacity. 
No Indian Minister or official had any fore-
knowledge or advance information about her   
intend- 
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ed departure for Rome on the night of the 6th or 
7th March. There was certainly no question of 
any Indian Minister or official influencing her 
decision to leave India in the manner she did. I 
categorically reiterate that no Indian official or 
Minister had anything to do with her decision or 
her plans to leave India with the assis- j tance of 
the U.S. Embassy. It is en-tirely mischievous 
and incorrect to suggest that there has been any 
collusion between Indian and American officials 
in regard to her departure from India for Rome. 
She did not meet any Indian Minister or official 
after shifting to the Soviet Embassy. I repeat) 
she did not meet any Indian Minister or official 
after shifting to the Soviet Embassy on the 
morning of the 6th March, 1967, nor did she 
meet any American officials at the residence of 
any Indian Minister of official. 

Here I wish to contradict what Mr. Rajnarain 
said about Mr. T. N. Kaul. I want to say that he 
did not into-   I duce  Svetlana to  any  outsider,     
any   i foreigner,  American  or  other  official 
or non-official. 

(6) She gave the impression on the 
morning of the 6th March, ,vhen she went to 
the Soviet Embassy along with the Second 
Secretary of the Embassy, that she intended to 
return to the Soviet Union on the 8th March. 
It is totally baseless to suggest that there was 
any conspiracy, that we drove her out of India 
and that we did not give her shelter. As far HS 
we know, she left India of her own free will 
and for reasons which were regarded as purely 
personal. She had evidently kept h«r plans 
strictly to herself and did no' share them with 
anybody until she entered the U.S. Embassy 
here. 

Some hon'ble Members seem to think that 
she should be invited to return, to India. 
There is no reason why the Government of 
India should take any initiative in this matter. 
It she wishes to come to India agni»\ H 

is for her to apply for the necessary visa to the 
nearest Indian Embassy who will no doubt 
refer it to the Ministry of External Affairs. 
Thereafter the Government will give her 
application due consideration. 

Now coming to the actual letter. 
(Interruption by Shri Rajnarain) I have not 
finished. Svetlana was staying at Kalakankar 
as a private individual and not as the guest of 
the Government of India. What she may have 
told her friends and others in her personal 
capacity is no concern of the Government of 
India. I am not concerned with private 
conversations. I am not concerned with 
private correspondence. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point of 
order. One thing, I hope, Mr.  Chagla will 
clarify 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: May I finish it?    
I would, not be long. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: On a point of 
order, Sir. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him make the 
statement. Points of order should not be 
raised for making a Jong speech. Let him 
make the statement. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: What she may 
have told her host or hostess is a personal 
matter between them and the Government of 
India is not concerned with it. It was never 
impressed upon her on behalf of the 
Government of India that her stay in India 
would impair India's relationship with Russia 
or that the summer here could be intolerable 
to her, that her two children in Russia would 
be inconvenienced, or that although it might 
be peaceful for her in the beginning the fact 
that she was the daughter of Stalin would 
result in journalistic and political notoriety 
for her. 

So far as the Government of India is 
aware, Svetlana came back to Delhi on the 
5th March, 1967 willingly and voluntarily of 
her own accord, and went the next   morning 
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[Shri M. G. Chagla.] to the Soviet Embassy 
willingly and voluntarily when a Second Secretary 
of the Embassy called for her. Her visits to 
Kalakankar, to Allahabad and to other places were 
private like her visit from Moscow to Delhi. They 
were private visits which the Government of India 
had no concern. The question of weakness or 
cowardice of the Indian Gov-Iernment does not 
arise. Now I just refer to the 1-ttar on which Mr. 
Rajnarain has put ^o much emphasis. In the first 
place this is a letter written by this lady to Mr. Bahri, 
I do not know who he is.    It is a private letter. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: He is an Advocate of 
the Allahabad High Gourt. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: It    is    my 
misfortune that I do not know   this 
gentleman.    I have never met   him. 
I do not know him. 
 

SHRI M C. CHAGLA: This is a private 
letter from Svetlana to Dr, Bahri. In the 
second place it is an ex parte statement made 
by her to somebody, which statement has not 
been tested in any way. We do not know 
whether what she says to him is correct or 
not. It is a statement made, as I said, ex parte 
to somebody whom we do not know. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: What 
prevents you from verifying that statement? 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: The important 
thing is the date of the letter This is a most 
crucial fact which has been overlooked. The 
letter is dated 10-2-67. As a matter Of fact, 
her visa was extended by us after that date. 
Therefore, if we wanted her to go back, if we 
did wot Ilk'; her to be in India, why did we ex- 

tend  the  visa?     We    extended    the visa 
right up to the 15th March. 

 I 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: Mr. Dinesh Singh 
extended it ones. When he was asked to 
extend it again he refused to do it. 

 
SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: Mr. Rajnarain has 

emphasised this sentence: "Raja Saheb was 
very happy to Larn that and now he is ^ery 
nice to him". As I said, I am not concerned 
with the conversation between Mr. Dinesh 
Singh   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point of 
order. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: May I finish? I 
would not take more than two minutes. But 
even so, assuming that Mr. Dinesh Singh 
wanted her to cease to be his. guest, what was 
wrong about it? There are guests who  
overstay  their welcome. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:    Like 
your Government. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: It Is a had 
reflection on Mr. Dinesh Singh. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA:    I    do    not 
know whether my hon'ble friend Iras seen the 
play "The Man who Came to Dinner". The 
man who came to dinner stayed on for 
breakfast, takes lunch and dinner the next 
day. I do not know the truth about it. 

Now I am told why we did not investigate. 
Why should we? Is the Government of India 
expected to investigate into the private affairs 
of people or what transpires between a host 
and a guest? That is not our business. As I 
said, as far as the official    conduct of the    
Government 
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of India is concerned, it is completely 
blameless and no charge can be made as 
regards the conduct of the Government of 
India. She was r.o the guest of the 
Government of India. She was a private guest. 
The Government of India had nothing lo do 
with her departure to Rome. If she wants to 
come back to India she can apply for a visa. 
Why should we drive her out of India as a 
Government? We were not interested in doing 
that. She came as a ori-vate person. She left as 
a private person. Her reasons are her own, and 
I do not think it is right for "us   .    .   . 

 
 
SHRI NIREN GHOSH: On a point  of order, 
Sir. I do not rise very frequently on points of 
order. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Point of order under 
what rule? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: On making a 
statement which seems lo be not correct. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: He is making the 
statement as the Minister. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH; May I know 
whether a Minister is within his right to say 
that he is not concerned with any conversation 
when this lady, Svetlana, had conversations 
with the Prime Minister of India? That should 
form part of the record. I understand the 
Prime Minister told her 'We have embittered 
our relations with China by giving asylum to 
the Dalai Lama, we cannot embitter our 
relations vich the Soviet Union by giving 
asylum to you". If that is so, it should form 
cart of the official record of the Government 
of India. How can he say that this does not 
come within the purview of the Government? 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: As the Prime 
Minister's name has been mentioned so I 
want to make a statement with her consent 
and with her knowledge. The Prime Minister 
met her only once, for a minute or two in 
Allahabad   .   .   . 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Twice. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: That does not 
matter but she never asked the Prime 
Minister that she wanted to stay on in India 
and that she wanted the Prime Minister's 
assistance or that the Prime Minister told her 
'No, you must not stay in India, you must go 
back to Russia'. The conversation between 
the Prime Minister and this lady was of a 
casual character. I think she enquired about 
her health and that was about all Any 
suggestion that any pressure was put by the 
Prime Minister upon her to leave this country 
and to go back to Russia is absolutely false. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: One 
clarification I want. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I do not want any 
discussion. I know it is your speciality. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would like the 
Government record to be set clear so that the 
controversy does not go in the way it is going. 
The Minister again and again was saying that 
what she may have told in a personal capacity 
to anybody is not the concern of the 
Government of India. Normally I would have 
accepted it but here the trouble is one of the 
relevant personalities iV«s a Member of the 
Government of India and in charge, partly at 
least, of the External Affairs Ministry as a 
Minister of State. We would like to know 
whether, once you take a ^n<3 like this, 
suppose I go to Mr. Chagla and ask for 
something and he    does 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 

not transmit it to the Government, can the 
Government come ind say that I had made no 
request whatsoever simply because I had 
talked to Mr. Chagla in the lobby or some-
where? That fact has to be explained. In the 
long statement he has made nowhere—I have 
listened to it very carefully—is there a 
statement like this: 'At no point did Madame 
Svetlana ask Mr. Dinesh Singh, 1he Minister 
of State in the Ministry of External Affairs, 
for asylum'. He should have said it and 
thrown som* light on it. Do I understand that 
his omission here means that no icquest was 
made even, what you call, in a personal 
capacity by Madame Svetlana t0 the Minister 
of State for External Affairs? I should like to 
know that. Why is that omitted here? It is 
again and again said in the statement. 'No 
request was made to the Government' in a 
collective sense but what is not said is 
whether any such request was at all made in 
whatever capacity, to 3 gentleman called Mr. 
Dinesh Singh, who to Ihe knowledge of the 
Government at that time and to the 
knowledge of Svetlana, was connected with 
the Ministry of External Affairs. the relevant 
Ministry in such matters. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE: She -
was his 'Chachi'. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That point he 
should clarify. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: Even a Minister is 
entitled to have some private life. Let us not 
forget, as my friend said, that she is his 
'Chaehi' or his aunt. Therefore the Govern-
ment of India is not concerned with the 
relations of Mr. Dinesh Singh with his aunt. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I want 
protection. 

(Interruptions.) 
SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: The Government 

is concerned with the actions of Mr.  Dir^y,    
Singh    as    *he 

Minister of State in the External Affairs 
Ministry. If he has done anything wrong as a 
Minister of State in the Ministry of External 
Affairs, he is answerable to this House. He is 
not answerable to this House with regard to 
his relations with his  aunt,  or sister or his 
wife. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   No, this is very 
very unfair to us.    I am not saying  that  the  
Government is  connected with  the    private 
affairs    or private relation of anybody but 
when a  person,   a  foreign   national—I    d& 
not know whether she has assumed Indian  
nationality—asks     for   something from a 
member of the Government,  then  it  should  
be    presumed, since she was asking for this    
thing, in the capacity among other    things if 
you like,    also of that    gentleman being a 
member of the   Government. (Interruptions).    
I know you understand it very    much.    It is a 
question of constructive    approach.    You 
know it very   well.    Suppose I go to you in 
your house, T am related    to you, I ask for 
something which    you can give to me in your 
official   capacity, can it be then said   simply 
because I am a relative of yours, what I ask 
you has nothing to do with the Government or 
can you just say xhat it was none of your duty 
to transmit j   it to the Government? That   is 
very I   very important. The    Government is |   
making the whole thing   complicated |   and 
mysterious.   Mr. Dinesh Singh is i   a member 
of the Government and he j   can    come and 
say    it straightaway ,   that Svetlana never 
mada such a request to him in any capacity. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Why is Mr. 
Dinesh Singh not coming here? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am trying to 
help you because you are not involved in it 
either. I do nt,t-say that anybody is involved. I 
have very carefully listened to your long 
statement One thing was missing. The 
moment Is .comes to you    it    is 



 

only the col'ective noun, 'Government'. The 
relevant fact is Svetlana came in contact with 
a member of the Government, no matter how 
she came—and that too a member of the 
Government and the concerned Minister—
and so is it not to be presumed? Any 
reasonable person would have thought that 
she was making a request, when she was 
making a request to Mr. Dinesh Singh, that 
she was also in fact making the request to the 
Government? That is very very important. 
What makes you think that it was such a 
private affair, this Svetlana talk and that she 
might have said 'No, you cannot tell it to the 
Government' or that this is a matter of uncle's 
wife or something like that? It is not like that. 
What makes you think so? Therefore the 
Government's omission over this simple 
matter is creating all controversies. Therefore 
I think the best way of handling it would be 
not by Mr. Chagla trying or acting for the 
collective but for Mr. Dinesh singh coming 
and telling here what exactly was his specific 
part in it, what exactly he was told, no matter 
in which capacity. He can say: 'She made a 
personal request to me but I thought it was a 
bad request and I did not transmit it to the 
Government' or he can say: 'No request of 
that kind was made.' That is how the record 
should be set right. Do not try to bypass it 
because people have commonsense and 
intelligence and they will not take your 
answer. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: I want to set the 
record right. I categorically want to state that 
no application of  any   .    .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No 
application . . . 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: Mr. Gupta "has a 
bad habit of interrupting. No application of 
any sort was made to the External Affairs 
Ministry, no letter of any kind was written by 
her to the External Affairs Ministry. I have 
searched. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But was it 
communicated orally? 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: When she did 
apply for a visa, it was given. 

(Interruptions.) 
Please do not interrupt. When she did apply 
for an extension of the visa, it was granted. It 
was perfectly open to her and she was not a 
prisoner, it was perfectly open to her to apply 
again to us for a further extension.    She 
never did so. 

(Interruptions.) 
MR. CHAIRMAN; I cannot allow a 

discussion now. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Mr. Chairman   
.   .   . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I will not allow further 
discussion. That is the end of it. There is a 
point in what Mr. Gupta said. I wish you 
assured yourself that even an oral request for 
an asylum in India was not made to Mr. 
Dinesh Singh. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: I said, no request 
was made. 

(Interruptions). 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: To Mr. Dinesh 

Singh, you ascertain it. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: I said, to Mr. 
Dinesh Singh. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:   I pass on to the 
next item. 

THE APPROPRIATION (VOTE ON 
ACCOUNTS) BILL, 1967. 

THE APPROPRIATION BILL   1967 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE (SHRi. K. C. 
PANT): Sir, I beg to move: 

"That the Bill to provide for the 
withdrawal of certain   sums    from 

1425 Appropriation [ 30  MAR.  1967 ] Appropriation 1426 
(Vote on Account) Bill. 1967 Bill. 1967 


