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STATEMENT BY MINISTER

Regarding Shri Ram Jethmalani's resign&tiofi from Union
Council of Ministers

THE PRIME MINISTER (SHRI ATAL BIHAR! VAJPAYEE): Mr.
Chairman, Sir, certain statements have been made by Shri Ram
Airaks, with regard'to the Chief Justice of India and the Attorney
Genera: of mrjia. | have gone through those statements. My
Government does not share the views of Shri jethmalani with regard to
the subject matter on which he has spoken. We completely disagree
with hie- perception of the facts. The Government believes in
promoting a harmonious relationship between the different wings of the
State. Without going into the ques'ion of the correctness of any
possible view involved on the issues on which Shri Jethmalani
corresponded with the hon. Chief Justice of India, | was of the opinion
that even the difference of opinion between the Chief Justice of India
and the Law Minister should not create any imbalance in the
harmonious relationship. Thus, ‘n order to ensure that this harmonious
relationship is not only maintained but also strengthened, i exercised
my prerogative and asked Shri Jethmalanf to resign. ! have gone into
'n& toxt of his slate rr** |3 issued yesterday, that is, 27" July, against
the Chit; Ji-sties of India and the Attorney General of India. | reiterate
that my Government completely disagrees with his perception.
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THE LFADER OF THE OPPOSITION PR. MANMOHAN
SINGH): Mr. Chairman, Sir, i thank the hon. Prime Minister for the
statement that he has made. | submit to him, through you, Sir, that this
statement doesn't clarify all the doubts that we have in this matter.
This matter is figuring in public debates. Therefore, | have a few
specific queries which | would request the hon. Prime Minister to
attend.

Sir, Mr. Jethmalani has stated that he has been sacked. He
has further aiieged that the Prime Minister was pressurised or
manipulated by some persons to sack him. This is a grave charge. Will
the Prime Minister be kind enuugh to tell us if-there is any t'uth in
those allegations? He has mentioned Hie circumstances which have
led him to ask for the resignation of Shri Jethmalani. But the matter
cannot rest here in view of what has been stated oy Shri Jethmalani.

Secondly the public statements of both Shri Jethmalani and
the learned Attorney General bring out that the relation between these
two high dignitaries was far from being cordial Both have ievelled
grave allegations amounting io impropriety, if not misconduct, against
each other. Will the Pnme Minister be kind enough to go into these
allegations and counter-allegations, and inform the House about the
results of any such investigation? We need a firm assurance in this
matter.

Sir. the third issue relates to the public statements of the
former Law Minister. These statements bring out that the relation
between the eAecutive and the judiciary is also far from beinp normal,
leave aside cordial.

We are greatly distressed about this sad state of afiaiis. Wiil
the Prime Minister inform us of the steps he is planning to take to end
this state of mistrust and lack of confidence between the two vital
branches 01' the Government? Fourthly, there is a question of some
secret documents of the Government being in the possession of the
former Law Minister. The hon. Law Minister said yesterday that he
would look into the matter. We would like to know from the l.on.
Minister as to what action is being contemplated by the Government
against the learned former Law Minister. Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Niiotpal Basu; Please seek short
clarifications.
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SHRI NILOTPAL BASU (West Bengal): Mr. Chairman, Sir, the
statement which has been just now read out by the hon. Prime Minister
addresses nothing because he has reiterated certain general
principles, which the polity of the country has been informed over the
years, about the maintenance of normalcy and harmony between the
executive and the judiciary. The statement has not addressed the
specific issues which have led to this kind of unseemly developments.
The statement of the hon. Prime Minister shows that he had exercised
his prerogative. We would like to know from in detail about the timing
of the exercising of that prerogative. It appears from the statement that
it has been quite a protracted process. Now why has he exercised this
prerogative at this point of time? What were the steps taken by the
hon. Prime Minister at different stages when this development was
taking place? There is no mention about this in the statement.
Secondly, there are two very serious issues which have been raised by
Shri Ram Jethmalani in his public statement. We have also gone
through the statement very carefully and cautiously. There are two
fundamental questions which have been raised by Shri Ram
Jethmalani. One issue relates to holding brief for the Hinduja power
company by the learned Attorney General. Whether the Law Minister
gave permission or not, that is not relevant. As a matter of principle,
can a Principal Law Officer of the country hold brief for a private
company or not? We know about the well-known Bofors case. In this
case the perception of the Government is at variance with that of the
Hinduja's case. By having them on his clientele will the Attorney
General not be prejudiced in advising the Government on the Bofors
case. This issue is of vital importance. We all know about the well-
known and well-stated position of the Government on the Bofors issue.
We would like to know whether the Government had taken this into
consideration as well when it had allowed the Attorney General to take
up that case for the Bofors company, as admitted by the Attorney
General.

My next question is about the well-known telecom case. Mr.
Chairman, Sir, if you allow me, t can authenticate and place on the
Table of the House - it is already a public document - the two versions
of the Attorney General's opinion which he had given to the
Government in pursuance of the telecom migration case. The first
opinion was given on 6™ January, 1999 and the second opinion was
given on 16" January, 1999. Here Shri Ram Jethmalani has raised a
fundamental question. What is the prerogative of the Attorney
General? Can he give an opinionated observation on policy issue? Or
can he advise the Government on the legality of its action?
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Now, a cursory reading of the two opinions, that of 6* January
and that of 16™ June, 1999, which are totally at variance with each other,
reveals that it is an opinionated observation and in the realm of policy
making which is beyond the mandate of the Attorney-General. And, |
think, the fundamental issue is this. What is the prerogative and. purview of
the Attorney-General? Those are the issues which have to be
addressed by the Government. And, fourthly, the point is that the
Government has already moved the Bill on Right to Information.
Therefore, in keeping with that spirit, | would like to know whether the
Government is prepared to place all the papers, which have been
referred to in Shri Jethmalani's statement, on the Table of the House so
that the House can take a view, because there are troubles which
cannot be pushed under the carpet. For the sake of the prestige and the
dignity of this institution, we do not want to join issue with the
Government on those issues at this point of time. But, I. think, in
consistent with the stand taken by the Government, as reflected in the
piloting of the Right to Information Bill, those facts should also come up
because these are the issues which the public at large and the media in
particular are discussing and it will not be in keeping with the rote that
Parliament was conceived of in the Constitution that we do not take
cognisance of all those serious issues which vitally affect the future of this
institution, the future of the Indian polity and the Indian society.

SHRI C.M. IBRAHIM (Karnataka): Sir, | am very happy that
the Prime Minister has taken the right stand. <A H JSIRRRT 99 4

g1 fUeR & | 35T I 50 ATel & shaerd # food) off e 7 giiwr <o &
91 39 TR & AT DI M ST & ATHA AT BT BT a1 B1 oY | gTedifeh
R g a8 ol e 9 I9 I IT! BIH! ARSI off, AT I=TiH
T el fhar | 99 § Rh Ua dekifthded aredn § [P OReR 59 W) a1
TR ol ? SHG!T SUTST 4] §Tex el i+l d1feq Riifd diw SIRed, TSR]
SRS T AT AR AT 4 g &l JEIRRRT # U el s |
I R PIs Heid T8l o & | JSIRIIL B IoTe A 57 2 H SHIHH! Bl BIh]
FHEd! el § iR S 1 991 3l & | 39 YR & g4 AR o afh 4
IR-9R, 79 ARE q TTHE AT 8, IS Tob <Ieiol & | US <Ieiol SRR Bl
0 2 3R Ig oIl ARBR BT W 8 | 59 IR 3T RIT HSH ISR 5D ABTs
31 7 7Y SIS &, IE ST B MU fhar & gl € 3FR H) < A1 g
39 a<h g el M | bR |t werrs w30 SfY, S1Tus St &R o, 31 o, ofe
fepa, ot gai cifes b garT |
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SHR! T. N. CHATURVEDI (Uttar Pradesh): Mr Chairman, Sir, | am of
the view that the Prime Minister has made the right statement at the right and
the most appropriate time after taking into account the facts, the various views
of different opposition parties and also what has appeared in the Pies?. | think
the statment really answers all the questions that have been raised. It
addresses itself to all the issues and the misgivings that have been mentioned
in the House earlier and even today, in the first place, when If is said in the
statement that completely disagree with the perception of facts, it fully bears out
that- whatever may be the factual accuracy or otherwise in the statements so
far as the Government is concerned, it does not consider them as the right
ones, That is why this question of satya or asatya does not arice. In the second
place. | would like to mention that all along the Prima Minister's emphasis has
been on two very important facts. The first one is the question maintenance of a
harmonious relationship between the different wings of the State because all
the wings of the State are subservient to the Constitution, it is not a question of
one being superior to the others. Many a time, questions have beer raised in
this House itself i will not go into that But there was a case filed against a
forme, Minister in the Allahabad High Court and then there was a very long
discussion in the House and only one or two persons at that time upheld the so
called majesty of the law and of the Constitution; | will just like to remind this
House Many a time, there have been other questions of PIL. In the PIL, this
guestion has beers raised. But | have no doubt that all the section.- of the
House are interested in the... (Interruptions} i will also like to mention
that...(Interruptions) ! will also like to mention tnat references have been made
to the Attorney Genera!, another constitutional authority. Eve-; while asking for
certain clarifications, | think needless statements have bean made which may
cast or which may be construed to having cast reflections so far as the
Attorney General is concerned, whereas the Government and the Prime
Minister have very
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categorically mentioned that any perception of people in this regard is
absolutely unfounded. (Interruptions) ! will also like to mention that
many questions have bevn asked. (Interruptions) My question is this.
Is it not a fact that what the' Prime Minister has said sets at rest M\ ine
controversies because this question has to be seen in the light and the
context of the harmonious relationship between the different wings of
the State- and that there should not be any imbalance - a phrase
which the her,. Prime Minister has used not only between tne Chief
Justice of India and the Law-Minister, but amongst the three wings
envisaged in the Constitution, about which the hon. Members have
very often spoken? Sometimes, Parliaments supremacy has been
sacrificed. 3c, | think the statement of the hon. Prime Minister sets a?
rest all controversies, tiou. Is and misgivings which ho v." needlessly
been raised by some of the Mernc jrs.

3 IFTeE ST (RER) : A9y Heled, versal i 7 oru- g J
P Il IR THIR SISl & AR FEHAT Sff Bl 14l 9gd A1 a1 deil & Sl
e I ST I1edT © | Heled, e Sff 5 sREag Reiei &) a1d
FE! 2 | 984 378! 91 © [P Sl IR & Agaqul e €, I96 49 e
Rerera 8 =1fey, eRAEIfIg Reei 89 a1t offhs 3 9 Uh-al fea1 §
TE1 g2 8 | H e § % v &% Qi 9 91 5 wEN1 9 g 9 U ofddg
et VBT AT FId! SIHGRT TeHA Sff BT 811 3R 3R WeTH3 Sif < U8l
T fora BT 1 WIS I8 Fiad Tl Il |

HAEIGY, SIGHAT! S f I8 W $al & fb S8 yea=+=i Sft & firer &1
Ps IR T fhar, I 379 91 b AE- X1 dred I TR YLTE] Sff
TeTTAT ST Bl A-T AT U1 AHTs o & oY | H81e Y, I8 984 TR A 2 |
PR &b ga- Aedqul fd7e] Yh-gar & Raah ARIY oM & 8 | $fely
T TR I8 wen 2, S 81 HRargd® a9t siid Wi g =1y |

ARG, SIoHa™! St 7 U8 WY B8l & f S=i dip SiRed & e
& {971 7H.MR. W, F T & w3 Sifeed 1.uH. A1 ot g o oft |
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| g ST ¥ S ey W STERT A1g T 5 a1 U /Tl 3 fafer 538 a1
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Tl S @t TR% @ V&7 § | 3 99 BRSSPI v & i TRIY-
TAT274319 §U & | AT HETHT Sl I H 31qRIg A1 g b 9 foaR &
S ATTel B S PRIG 3R T 1R R e 3 MThR YRI 11 BT Gl B |
AT |
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SHRI KULDIP NAYYAR (Nominated) : Sir, | am referring to a
particular subject, and { agree with the Prime Minister on what he is
saying about the Chief Justice™ But this refers to the two letters which |
wrote to the Prime Minister. Some time last year, | wrote a letter to the
Prime Minister, when my question in this House regarding Shri Ram
Jethmalani's certain way of functioning was rejected, and it was said that
information cannot be given in public interest. Sir, | wrote to the Prime
Minister that | could understand if it was some defence matter, but why
secrecy regarding Shri Ram Jethmalar.i's way of functioning? He did
not reply, but he told me on phone that he had referred the matter to
the Attorney Genelal. This was last year. Then | met him and he said,
"You can check with the Attorney General." | did approach the Attorney
General who said it would take him some time to look into the file. The
Attorney General took some months, but then, very recently, he said
that he had sent back the file to the Prime Minister.

One of the things was M.S. Shoes Company. There were
allegations in the House regarding how Mr. Tarn Jethmalani was trying
to favour the company. So, in the last letter which | wrote very recently
to the Prime Minister | had said, "I have checked with the Attorney
General and the Attorney General is very evasive but he has assured
that the file was sent back. What is the view of the Attorney General? i
await your reply." Five days later, Mr. Jethmalani was asked to resign.
(Interruptions) | have not attacked anybody but i have given the factual
information.

My information is that the Attorney General has written in that
file that there should be a further probe by the CBI into the affairs of
Mr. Ram Jethmalani and that Mr. Ram Jethmalani should be kept out
of the inquiry. Now, in place of that, firstly, | would like that those
adverse remarks of the Attorney General should be placed before the
House. Sir, this is what | have raised. This is what the Prime Minister
has promised that he would refer it to the Attorney General. It follows
that | should be told as to what the Attorney General has said.

The second thing t would like to implore upon the Prime
Minister is that, when he knows certain things, then why did he give a
clean chit to him? If | have read the statement correctly, he has said
that there was nothing against Ram Jethmalani as far as other charges
against him are concerned. Whatever it may be, | would like that those
adverse remarks be made public. Also, please tell us what has
happened.
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SHRI J. CHITHARANJAN (Kerala): Sir, the hon. Prime
Minister has made it dear that the Government did not share the views
expressed by Ram Jethmalaniji, and he had also said that he
disagreed with his perceptions. But, in this case, already Shri Ram
Jethmalani has made certain allegations against the Attorney General
as afso against the Chief Justice of India. By the mere making of a
statement that you do not agree with what is said by Jethmalani, things
do not see an end. Suspicions have been already created in the minds
of the Members as also in the public because it has come in the Press
also. Therefore, will the hon. Prime Minister make the position clear
with regard to the -allegations so that the doubts in the minds of the
hon. Members as also the public are cleared?

SHRI NX. PREMACHANDRAN (Kerala): Sir, with due respect
| submit that 'the-statement made by the Prime Minister is incomplete.
Jt also creates a cloud of suspicion in the country. The message is
that there is a conflict between the judiciary and the executive.

In his statement, the Prime Minister has said, "My Government
does not share the views of Shri Jethmalani with regard to the subject
matter on which he has spoken. We completely disagree with the
perception of the facts." Again, it is said, "The Law Minister should not
create .any imbalance in the harmonious relationship." That is the
opinion of the hon. Prime Minister. Sir, it creates a doubt that there is a
conflict between the judiciary and the executive. After resigning from
the post of a Minister, Mr. Jethmalani has made a statement. Now, he
is not the Law Minister. The former Law Minister makes specific
allegations against the Constitutional authorities of our country,
especially the Chief Justice of India and the Attorney General.

Therefore, | would like to know as to what steps the hon.
Prime Minister is going to take because he disagrees with the views of
Shri Jethmalani. He has been making specific allegations in the public.
Therefore, a dispute has arisen. How are you going to resolve this
dispute? What steps the Government is going to take to bring out the
truth because there are some allegations before the country and this
House levelled by the former Law Minister? This dispute has to be
resolved by way of an inquiry and by taking further action in the matter.
The second clarification that | want to seek is that yesterday the hon.
Law Minister stated that Mr.
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Jethmalani is in possession of certain documents which are
confidential and secret. He also stated before this House that it was a
criminal offence. | would like to know whether the Government would
take some steps in this regard because he is in possession of some
secret documents. These are rhe two clarifications that | want to seek.
Thank you.

£} Iofa YF (SR U2 = Ui Sft, § J-1g e 4350 off 9
TS 11 UR TICIHRVN ATEdT § | H 396 9979 9 f[dege 9gqd g b o/ 32
o o Aw SIiRes & 91 S ga Rear off-ffRex &1 81 9nfey a8 fars
8T & 1 I81+ 31U+ BRI BT SHIHTT HRb S SWIBT T | TR T
SIGHAT St & Hed & Al wewg uRfId € | I8 IR HTH! aaid & Sl 39 599
DI IEI AT AXE W S § | D! Tl A a7 © 98 o1 731 uar 721
T 1 IR AR ¥ QT o e § 6 Srewar St 7 i1 fhar SH@t S Je fireh
3R I A1 fFel) T FErgYfar W e & 3R 7 {5 @t 5157 © | olfp 5=
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T SRAFIR B TG ST, T8 I 81 8 | ARBR BT 3 MRIYT & IR H w7
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SHRI SWARAJ KAUSHAL: Mr. Chairman, Sir, | thank you for
this opportunity. | am sorry that the statement of the Prime Minister is
vague on a couple of counts. The first is that throughout the Statement
reference is made to the Chief Justice and the Law Minister on two
occasions. . | have seen the earlier statement of the Government as
well. Now, in the statement itself the language is, "Certain statements
have been issued by Shri Ram Jethmalani former Union Law Minister
for Law, Justice and Company Affairs with regard to the Chief Justice
of India and the Attorney General of India." Then | come to the
concluding part, "I have gone into the text of his statements issued
yesterday against the Chief Justice of India and the Attorney General
of India. | reiterate that my Government completely disagrees with his
perception." Sir, the Chief Justice is occupying a very high
Constitutional position. He heads the judiciary. You cannot discuss his
conduct in the House. While in the case of Attorney
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General 1 would say that he works under the overall supervision and
gi:-dance of the Law Minister. The two officers cannot be bracketed
together As regards the Chief Justice, please see the middle part of
the statement, "Without going into the question of the correctness or
any possible view involved on the issues on which Shri Jethmalani
corresponded with the hon. Chief Justice of India.." Here you are
creating further doubts about The con eatress of the views of the Chief
Justice. Why to create this doubt now? Why don't yet- convey to the
Chief Justice what the entire House feels? We cannot discuss his
conduct. We are not in agreement with Mr. Jethmalani as regards
what he says about the Chief Justice of India. As regards the Attorney
General, if the Attorney General opines and says that the former Law
Minister ought to be prosecuted by the CBI, well, re deserves some
kind oi a comment from the Law Minister.

| think he asked for it; and, in that case, we should not brush
aside tbs statement of Shri Jethmalani as regards-the Ath/Apv G-
rerai. Since the Attorney General is an important officer and a
functionary of the Government, i think the learned Attorney General!
should be advised to restrain himself from making the kind of
statements that he his making right now.

SHRI R. K. AN AND (Bihar): Sir, for the benefit of the
Members, | would like to say that when a Minister assumes charge of
the office, he takes the oath of secrecy which is contained in the Third
Schedule of the Constitution. | would like to read that part of the oath,
it says, 'l will not, directly or indirectly, communicate or reveal to any
person or persons any matter which shall be brought under my
consideration or siidil become available to me as a Minister in the
Union, except as may be rec, "ed for the due discharge of my duties
as a Minister." If you read the Statement of the former Law Minister we
find that he has breached the oath of secrecy. | would like to ask the
Prime Minister, what action is proposed to be taken against the former
Law Minister,

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH (Andhra Pradesh): Sir, | was
about to seek the same clarification as my predecessor. | do not want
to bring the Prime Minister into a more precarious position. He is
already in a predicament. Sir, politically, he has taken a decision by
exercising his prerogative, by asking the Minister to resign. Sir, the
Minister is under an oath of secrecy. He has violated it. So, other
than this action, what action
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is the Government going to take so that in future, ministers can
procure the information by virtue of their capacity as Minister and use
it, according to their convenience, to blackmail the Government or the
Prime Minister and other Ministers. Sir, the second aspect is, nobody
has gone into the veracity of the allegations that have been levelled by
Mr. Jethmalani. So, is it fair on the part of the Government to initiate
action against a person who has levelled allegations against other
persons though they are the highest Constitutional authorities and
dignitaries? Sir, will the Government initiate action against him? It may
not initiate action against the Chief Justice? But will it initiate action
against the Attorney General so that the avowed objective of creating
total harmony among the various wings of the Government can be
achieved? That is one aspect. The second aspect, is, | am aware that
the documents that have not been referred to by Mr. Jethmalani are
not the property of this House because they have been laid on the
Table of the House. But can the Chair allow the Members to have
access to those documents?

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL (Bihar): Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Sir. |
am a little, not a little but deeply disabled by the statement that has
been made by the Prime Minister today because it seeks to put under
the carpet all the issues that have arisen on account of Mr.
Jethmalani's statement. What worries me more, Mr. Prime Minister, is
your Statement* here to the effect - | quote - "My Government does not
share the views of Shri Jethmalani with regard to the subject-matter on
which he has spoken. We completely disagree with his perception of
the facts." Now, fact number one which Mr. Jethmalani has made in
his statement is that, with respect to a power project in Andhra
Pradesh, the learned Attorney General gave an opinion to a private
party who was also at the same time being investigated by the CBI.
You cannot possibly disagree with those facts. Admittedly, when an
Attorney General gives an opinion to a private party, he disables
trmseif in the process to advice the Government in the Bofors
investigation because the private party happens to be a client in
another case. That is point. That is point number two.

Point number three is, | invite your attention to article 76(2) of
the Constitution of India. This is what it says. | quote, "It shall be the
duty of the Attorney-General to give advice to the Government of India
upon such
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legal matters, and to perform such other duties of a legal character, as
may, from time to time, be referred or assigned to him by the
President, and to discharge the functions conferred on him by or under
this Constitution or any other law for the time being in force."

MR. CHAIRMAN: Just one minute. It is 1 o'clock. We will
continue till this is over.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: It is clear from this article that whatever
advice the Attorney-General has to give has to emanate either from
the President of India or from the Government of India or in the
discharge of his functions conferred on him under the Constitution or
under any other law. He cannot give advice to any private party in view
of article 76(2) of the Constitution. And | am surprised as to how the
hon. Prime Minister says that he completely disagrees with Mr.
Jethmalani in regard to the facts, because the fact is that the Attorney-
General gave an advice in favour of Hindujas, when the Government
of India itself was involved in the counter-guarantee. What is the
reason for it? The, reason is simple. And, he says so in his statement;
| quote that. | would like to have a clarification from the hon. Prime
Minister on this. This is what he says regarding the Bofors
investigation. He says, "To the best of my knowledge, no serious
investigation is taking place even now." This is hi§ statement. This is
his statement, as of yesterday, and the hon. Prime Minister, in one
day, has conducted an inquiry and says that he completely' disagrees
with that perception. In one day! What inquiry did the hon. Prime
Minister conduct? | would like to know as to what inquiry did you, Mr.
Pjirne Minister, conduct between yesterday and today to find that the
investigation is going on as desired by this. Government and you are
in complete disagreement with what Mr. Jethmalani has said.

THE MINISTER OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS
(SHRI ARUN JAITLEY): No chargesheet has been filed.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: | am sorry. Oh! 1 am talking about the
investigation which Is going on now. Because, a chargesheet is yet to
be filed with reference to some other people because investigation is
still going on, as you know, Mr. Law Minister, and the Attorney-General
had given advice to those people and had also been advising the
Bofors Investigation, What is that public perception? It is that the
Attorney General is a pliable
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person. This is what Mr. Ram Jethmalani has said. That is exactly
what Mr. Ram Jethmalani has said.

The next point is this. The Law Minister knows about it. This
Attorney-General also gave a private advice to Mr. Kishore Chand
Chabria, without seeking a permission from the Law Ministry, in the
past, it was-the subject matter of a case in the Delhi High Court. This
Attorney-General is in the habit of giving private advice, contrary to
article 78(2) of the Constitution. What is the answer of the hon. Prime
Minister and how does the Prime Minister say, in his statement,
solemnly, that he completely disagrees with Mr. Jethmalani? | am sorry
to say, Mr. Prime Minister, the matter cannot, possibly, rest here. | had,
in fact, expected that the hon. Prime Minster would, once.and for a!!,
clarify all the issues that have come up before the people of this
country; not just the issue relating to the Attorney-General. It is not as if
the differences with the hon. former Law Minister did.not exist prior to
yesterday. They existed over the last several months. Then how is it
that you sacked him only yesterday? It is because you have realised
that this Government woufd be embarrassed. You have realised that
you may be pu: in the dock..(Interruptions)...Not you; but the
Government ...(Interruptions)... So, I would like to
know..(Interruptions)...

SHRI B.P. SINGHAL: -Address the Chair...(Interruptions)...

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: What | would like to know from the hon.
Prime Minister is, is he willing to conduct a thorough inquiry, through
an independent agency, in respect of all that had happened and
brought out by Mr. Jethmalani, not only in respect of his statement, but
also other matters relating thereto? In the fitness of things and in the
context of the probity of the constitutional office that the Attorney-
General holds, I think, you should request him to step down before that
inquiry is conducted. We, expect this, at least, from the hon. Prime
Minister and from the Government, which, in fact, swears by probity in
public life and transparency in public life. That is the least | expect from
this Government. (Interruptions) No; Rs. 7 lakhs fa seven days. In the
hay, he got Rs. 7 lakhs. But that's a matter between the Government
and the Attorney General. | don't want to enter into that controversy. In
fact,-what you give to your Attorney General, is a matter between you
and the Attorney General. It is his concept of his respor.-iibiuties as to
what he charges.. That has nothing to do with us. But what concerns
us is the manner in which the Attorney General used his
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office and the manner in which he has given private opinion to a
private party. This is not the frsi time that he has done it. In this
context, Mr. Prime Minister, we 60 expect a thorough inquiry. We
expect transparency from this Government.

SHB! ARUN JAITLEY: Sir, | am very grateful for the
opportunity you have given to me. Certainly, the Prime Minister would
be responding to a lot of questions which have been raised. My friend,
Shri Kapii Sibal, has levelled certain allegations against the Attorney
General. | must confess that Mr. Sibal, being a former law officer of the
Government, is certainly in the know of both the precedents and
factual situations. So, | expect him, at least, to know certain
procedures. We fiave also here a former Law Minister, Shri Bhardwaj.
The Attorney General is appointed by the Government. Somebody
said he is subordinate to the Law Minister. It is not a factual position.
He is an independent constitutional authority, created under the
Constitution. When an Attorney General is appointed, it is his duty,
under the Constitution, to advise the Government of India and to
appear on behalf of the Government of India. There are terms of
appointment which, inter alia, enable law officers of the Government, if
they are ever called upon to advise in any private matter, or, to appear
in a private matter, to seek the prior permission of the Law Ministry.
This is not the first time that the Law Ministry has granted such a
permission. Mr. Bhardwaj is here. He, probably, knows that durir 3 his
tenure permissions to law officers to appear in private briefs on some
occasions have regularly been granted even in the past. Mr. Sibal and
myself had occasion to have been law officers in the same
Government. We are aware of this precedent. (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: During my tenure, as Solicitor General, |
never (Interruptions) gave any private advice to any private client,
(interruption) The issue is not of Government's permission.
(Interruptions) Let him point out even a single instance of my giving
any private advice. Please do not.,(Interruptions) It is a question of
propriety. It is not a question of permission. (Interruptions) | am not in
any pending investigation... (Interruptions)

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: It is certainly a question of propriety.
Mr. Sibal would realise that | have not said that Mr. Sibal had been
doing it. | certainly don't say that. | have no fact before me to say
that. Butit has
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been a settled practice. Mr. Bhardwaj, former law Minister, who is
sitting here, cannot dispute that in the past... (Interruptions)

SHRI HANSRAJ BHARDWAJ (Madhya Pradesh): As he has
taken my name, | would like to clarify that... (Interruptions)

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: You have taken his name. He
has a right to speak, interruptions}

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Yes, yes; he has a right, but | am not
yielding. Let me complete. There are several precedents...
Interruptions) Yes; | am consciously referring to it because there have
been several precedents where law officers, including Attorney
Generals, have been permitted to appear in private briefs. | am
prepared to place the entire list before any Member of this House if he
wants to see that. In this particular case, when Mr. Sorabji was
consulted by a lawyer, he refused any consultation. On 3" May, 1999
he wrote to the Law Minister, It has nothing to do with the Bofors
investigation. In the Bofors case, part-chargesheet has been filed. The
GBI is investigating the rest of the matter. He wrote to the Law
Minister, who at that time was also the Power Minister, "In relation to
the interpretation of a particular counter-guarantee, my opinion is being
sought, and J have been told that the Power Ministry also desires that |
should advise on the implications of the counter-guarantee.” His letter
to the Law Minister, who was also the Power Minister at that time,
clearly says, "I have been orally informed by the advocate representing
the querries. He set out the two queries that the Government of India is
anxious to have an opinion about the true scope and effects of the
counter-guarantee. The Law Minister, who was also the Power
Minister, went into the whole question, passed an order, directed that
he may be permitted to do so on a written consent. This was a
permission which he sought on 3¢ May, 1909; saying "since it has
been brought to my notice, is there any objection that the Government
has, or, does the Government permit me?"

On the 21° May, 1999, the Law Ministry specifically permitted
Mr. Soli Sorabjee to give that, interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Why did the Attorney General
seek the permission? (Interruptions)
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SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: We are taking up the issue, Mr. Sibal.
(Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Why did the Attorney General seek that
permission? (Interruptions) Was he short of advice? interruptions)

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY : The issue is between the Attorney.
General and the Government of India, interruptions/.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Why did the Attorney General seek that
permission? (Interruptions) That is why | am talking of propriety.
(Interruptions) | would like to know why he sought the permission of the
Government of India, interruptions) This is not fair. (Interruptions) This
is not in the fitness of things. (Interruptions)

MR CHAIRMAN: Let him speak (Interruptions) Let him speak
and then Mr. Bhardwaj can speak (Interruptions)

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Mr. Chairman; Sir, | am prepared to
place before this House the entire list of cases where law officers in the
past have sought permission under the Congress Government, under the
United Front Government, to appear in private cases, or, advise in private
cases, and the Law Ministers have granted that permission.
(Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: The issue is not that. (Interruptions)
Therefore, itis a case of bofors. (Interruptions).

it sg B Maq (SR 999) : 99N J8igy, f9aT1 <ifviy s
.(TaT)..

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: | am afraid . . . (Interruptions) ... a power
project .. .. (Interruptions) | want only one minute.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him complete. (Interruptions)

SHRI JIBON ROY (West Bengal) : Who sought the permission?
(Interruptions)

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU (West Bengal): This is a political
question, (Interruptions)
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nilotpai Basu, let him complete.
(Interruptions) Lot him complete, (interruptions} ‘c, Mr. S'bal, let him
complete. (Interruptions).

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: He has not answered the question; that is
the point, (interruptions).

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him complete. (Interruptions) No, Mr.
Jibon Roy, let him complete. (Interruptions)

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: A power project has been granted to a
private party in the State of Andhra Pradesh, in relation to the counter-
guarantee on that power project, if an interpretation is sought, | fail to
understand how it can be suggested that (hat interpretation on counter-
guarantee ha'"s some henriuj on the Bofors case merely because the
promoters happen to be persons under investigation, (Interruptions)

it g oy witaw : 9uufy 981y, fer oifve s=.. ..(2aasem)..

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: it is a counter-guarantee of the
Government of India and the Attorney General mentioned
(interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: So, the Government of India should Kwe
sought the opinion. (Interruptions) Why did the Hindujas seek opin.on?
‘interruptions) And why did the Hindujas seek permission?
(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN. .Let him complete. (Interruptions).

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: It is a counter-guarantee . . .
(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him complete. (Interruptions). After that,
Mr. Bhardwaj will speak. (Interruptions)

it W= g iaw : 9wl 98ie, e v far o f §ig § =&l
e ....(FAHH)...

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: It is a counte*gnmrtse of the
Government of India and that's why the learned Attorney General
in bis request
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mentioned, 'with regard to tho interpretation of this counter-guarantee,
my opinion is t:-eing sought. Is the Government of India prepared to
permit me and giv;? a Nonobjection to the granting of the advice?'
(interruptions) The Government of India said so. (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPII SIBAL: Why did the Attorney Genera! seek the
permission of the Government of sndia? {interruptions)

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: There is absolutely../Interruptions).
There is absolutel/ no wolction of any procedure or propnety. It is
perfectly in accordance with the precedents and conventions. The
Attorney General was right when he sought the permissicn of the
Government of India. He set out the complete facts. After going into
the facts, the Government of India granted him the permission.
(Interruptions) There is absolutely no violation of any convention or
precedent. (Interruptions)

SHR! KAFIL SIBAL: In other words, you are permitting ins
future Attorney Generals to give private advice. (Interruptions)

SHR! ARUN JAITLEY: This is wrong, (Interruptions) Ir the past
also, Attorney Generals had been permitted to apoear ir, private
matters. This is not the first time that it has happened. (Interruptions)

SHR! JIBON ROY: Where? (interruptions)

SHR! KAPIL SIBAL: No; | am scry, that is not the point.
(interruptions)

Mr. Jaitley, that is relating tc ortiy pari-heard matters and not
in fresh matters. | have never sought if. You have never
sought it.

Interruptions)

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALJA (Bihar) : Mr.Chairman, Sir, are we
discussing the conduct of the Attorney General in this House?
(Interruptions)

SHR! KAPIL SIBAL: That is the subject-matter. (Interruptions)

SHRI MD. SALIM (West Benga') : If necessary, we would
discuss \l, p-iteration3)
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SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA: You are talking about the Hinduja
power project. Who had sanctioned that power project? (Interruptions)

SHRI MD. SALIM: You are accountable to Parliament.
(Interruptions) We will discuss it. It is the right of the House.
(Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Let him come to the House.
(Interruptions) We can discuss it.

AN HON. MEMBER: Under what law, under what rule?
(Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: According to article 88 of the Constitution,
the Attorney General can come to the House to give an explanation.
(Interruptions)

it o1 R (e o) 99Tl wRle Y, ued Wi S e A gen ®
| ITCTHT TR X S 519 Bls g1 SSTs IS & Al ST ST Rl bl 39 de |
A & o0 BaT TR 11963 H o9 fS< Brg-iv fAif ey 7 wede fear e @
39 e H URTd UTRG o 3iR 31Tl SvRel 39 &+ H 3¢ | U=ft §7d 781 §
| JTCT SRS BT o1d HI YHNH AT § 1 $9 F&T 7 YK IR Hh gl &
| SCTHT ST9Rdl ¥ Wefdd gl w) 9gd 4R 91 SoTs s © | $Afey 3feH|
SR B AT H g1 ST 1 g8 BT g9 AR U1 BT Uil 81 SY | G&
T 21 STt ¥ I8 el & fb IR 929 S9N 21 12y <ifdh 928 SR -l
BT | SHfeTY JCTHT SR DI 5 TE H o1 3MIeTS ¢ |

SHRI MD. SALIM: The Attorney General should be
summoned. (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: The Prime Minister is going out. How can
he go? interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him complete, interruptions)
SHRI MD. SALIM: What is this, Sir? (Interruptions)
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Now we should walk out. The Prime

Minister has gone. (Interruptions)
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ft PTG 2 ST SRS DI H&H H JAIT G | ...(FFEH)...
SHRI MD. SALIM: This is very unfortunate, interruptions) aig# fifex
Al Tl MY | ...(TAET)..

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: The Attorney General must come.
(Interruptions)

2} G gAY < YETTHET AT Y 3 T B | . (FFHT)..

SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI: The Prime Minister is coming back.
(Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: The Attorney General should come to this
House. (Interruptions)

SHRI MD. SALIM: We are discussing the Prime Minister's
statement. How can he go? (Interruptions)

AN HON. MEMBER: On a point of order, Sir. (Interruptions)

St e TN AR, (AT, 98T @ AT I
...(TELT)..| TSI SRS B A& B URNFST | AT o7 BT PR T |
...(LT).. T 91 71 & b Ugell IR I8 91 BT BT B 11963 31K 1996 H 4
T YHR P 91 So! 2

MR. CHAIRMAN : After Mr. Jaitley, you can speak
...(Interruptions)...

SHRI MD. SALIM : Sir, | want to know whether Shri Ram
Jethmalani will come to the House or not. ...(interruptions)... Sir, the
Government appoints the Attroney-Generai to defend it. Here, one
Law Minister has been sacked. Now, another Law Minister is
defending the Attroney-Generai. .. .(Interruptions)..

i X TN TR ISy, ST SR Pl FE H eIl Sy
I...(GLTH).. g4 T T AT FGRAT 7 IOTS © | ...(FALYH)... AT SRS
DI BTHW H T 1Y dTfeh R T 81 MY I...(QeT™)..
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it AeFg Welld : IEATferar S A 89 WeAd &...(aU).. I8
B Bl ATBR 2 | ...(TIEH)...

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please sit down, i am not afcy'e to hear
anything. ..“nteruptions).... ! am not able to hear anything, who is
saying what. What | suggest to (he Members is mat, iet Mr. Jaitiey
complete. Then Mr. Eha.'dwaj will have his say, and, at«r thai <f there
is anything, we can certainly consider ..as to how to go abou' h.
Everything should be done h a systematic .manner. If ail the Members
speak at the same time, neither i viil I-e*r no." anybody else wiii hear.
., {tnterrupiions}..,

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH . &.. i arn en a point of order.
S»r, the State of Andhra Pradesh has sa-:otlo?>x1 the project am they
have asked.. (interruptions)...

SHRI PRANAB MUKKERJCE : “; -v does the fyroieci come
here? ... (Interruptions)...

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH : Xindiy aliow me for a minute
so that you can understand. ..<Interruption&)...”*H\W\oUi hearing me, how
can you ascertain the facts?

MR. CHAIRMAN : As every Member has a light to raise point
of order, he Is raising a point of order. Let me hear him. Either i will
reject it or accept it ...(Interruptions).,.

SHRi C. RAMACHANDRAIAH ; Just .because we are hers, do
not think we will support everything. Don't arrive at such a conclusion
... (Interruptions)... Sir, the State- of Andhra Pradesh has sanctioned
the project, and it has asked tne *-indujas to open the escrow account.
...(Interruptions)...

AN HON. MEMBER : It has nothing to do with this issue. ».
(interruptions)...

SHRi C. RAMACWANDRAIAH : You are iosina vour case bv
this way. ... (In terruptions)...
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AN HON. MEMBER : Under which rule is he speaking?
...(Interruptions),..

MR. CHAIRMAN.: He will quote some rule. You also know.
...(Interrupt/ins),..Ptaase, please.

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAIAJ f : if you kindly bear with me for
a couple of minutes, you will understand. Sir, the Hindujas have
approached the IDBI for financial assistance. They want to have the
financial closure within the stipulated time. Sir, trie IDBI is the creation
of the Government of India. The Government of Irdia owns r, 100%.
There is one State Governmertf,. he opinion has been sought bout the
escrow account. Will it not be against a public sector undertaking or
the State Government? Can an opinion be giver against the IDS! -
which is the creation of the Central Government or against the State
Government? Will he be permitted? J question the prudence and the
p.-opnety of the Law Minister. How has he gb/en the permission? ...
(Interruptions)...

SHRI ARUN JAITLE7: Sir, on the first issue, | have already
made the statement that the Attorney General sought the permission.
As per the practice, the permission was granted. There was no
deviation from any procedure or practice. The Attorney General
committed no impropriety. There is absolutely none.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Sir, the point is not of procure.
..(Interruptions).

MR. CHAIRMAN: No; no, please. 1 will ask Mr, Bhardwaj to
speak. .. (Interruptions)... Ho. Don't interrupt. When Mr. Bhardwaj
speaks, nobody should interrupt him.-

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: No impropriety is involved in this. The
Attorney General sought the requisite consent, which was granted to
him.

A question was also raised with regard to the content of the
statement of the former Law Minister with regard to the amount of fee
etc. paid to the Attorney General for the advice sought by the
Government from him on the telecom matter. | have read in the
newspaper today the statement .of the Attorney General. | have also
verified the facts. The
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Attorney Genera) gives advice on matters, on which his advice is
sought. It is between the Attorney General and the client involved the
concerned Ministry of the Government of India at that t-ne. The
Attorney General raises his bills to the Government for the
appearances he puts up in courts. The Law Ministry clears those Bills.
The Law Ministry has cleared those bills. | see absolutely nothing
unconventional or unprecedented in the matter. Everything has been
done according to the procedure, and the former Law Minister himself
who made the statement yesterday, had cleared a/l those bills....
{Interruptions}...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please don't interrupt.

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: With-regard to the third factor, some
hon.
Members want to know whether the Chief Justice is being consulted in
the matter relating to the appointment of the MRTP Commission"
Chairman. | wish to clarify that the process of consultation with the
hon. Chief Justice is on.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: What about Mr. Chhabria?

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Well, this is not an issue that has
been...

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: You know the facts.

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: | am sorry, Mr. Sibal...(Interruptions)...

Yesterday, when the statement was made, you were certainly
entitled to object to it. But 1 urge upon you earnestly; please don't
translate the references from the cases that you are arguing in courts
and that are sub judice. ..(Interruptions)....

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: | am not. The fact is that he gave a
private opinion to Mr. Chhabria, and he never sought the permission of
the Government.

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Let me illustrate it.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: These are the facts.
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SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: These are certainly issues-...

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: You cannot seek the protection under
'sub

judice' because the people of the country know it.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: It is not fair, interruptions) ....
MR. CHAIRMAN: No, please. Mr. Bhardwaj.

SHRI HANSRAJ BHARDWAJ: Mr. Chairman, Sir, | am not
aware of. what this Government is doing with its Attorney General or its
Law Minister. The new Minister perhaps is not aware of what has gone
on. | have been putting question and questions. This Government
has not heard me, and this is the fate that it is meeting today.

Attorneys General hold a constitutional office primarily to advise
the President. They are not to do private practice. If they do so, the
Government has to own the responsibility for it. | do not know how much
opinion this law officer in this Government has given. | remember, in
1985 or 1086, a law officer argued a case against the interest of the
Government, in the Delhi High Court. The Chief Justice, Shri Prakash
Narayari, wrote to the Delhi Administration. He was dismissed. | do not
remember whether it was in 1986 or 1987. Primarily, law officers are
appointed to defend the interest of the State. If the State makes an
exception, they can do so under rule 7 of the rules on appointment of
law officers. That is done where the Government feels that there is no
State interest involved in it. That is the prerogative of the Government.

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: 1 am grateful for this clarification. Please
also state whether you gave such permissions or not.

SHRI HANSRAJ BHARDWAJ: But, Mr. Jaitley, | do not find a
case in the last 50 years where a Law Minister had to go for an Attorney
General. It should have been the other way round because he is
accountable to the Cabinet.

It happened with one Attorney General during my tenure. He did

something. | never permitted him to do that. The Opposition raised
that
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guestion on the floor of the House. Next day that Attorney General was
out. He is no more in the world today. | will not mention his name.
These new precedents are being set up.

I have no regard for that Law Minister. It was unfortunate that
your Prime Minister appointed him. He knows how his Government
went out of office within 13 days of his being appointed as Law
Minister. It is well-known to the Prime Minister and to Mr. Joshi,
particularly. It was unfortunate io have a Law Minister who had no
regards either for the Judiciary or for the Attorney-General or for the
Prime Minister. It is for you to judge. | know, whenever | did not want
my law officer to appear, and if he appeared, the next day, he was no
more in the Law Ministry. It is for you to decide. Why do you drag me
into this controversy?

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: | am grateful to Mr. Bhardwaj, at least
for pointing out -Rule 7 under which law officers are granted
permission to appear.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: The point is not that. It is a matter of
propriety.

MR. CHAIRMAN: On the clarifications, the Prime Minister will
now speak.

i} st foert arero—lt: Tl Sf, 59 =0l § Aecaqul wavl | 9T
foran & ok ardl i HEyol FE 1E § | T a1d AR &I W 37TS © b e 1 A1
AT & PO AGRII BT O Bl AT AT 3R 37 $B A & | § 1 ST
U1 /T 87 A 1§ ghed faam & 994 AR B W HRa gY W I8
FraeT gt T8 g o weiiaygfed ik IR & §i o B18 v e g
MY | ATIAIABT Vb He@qul W 8 | Waid TIRUTADT SR ORI BT
YR & | ST 89 HST H STSl b FISR B Tl 6] DR | STP TR0 Bl
A TE <A | H FA F A A g7 eR ot 5 7 5 iR
IR TISliagfed & di9 H I8 S Aol & I8 Fe! Aol HIId I8 | 7a9e 8
FHd & | <HS G ARR =171 AfehT AqGT BI Tbe B BT AIIH T 8 MR
o5 fawll 1 A” AanGl & AdSIS far Sy a1 7 fhar Sme? it W Jalre
< & f et werg <1 8, 98 |ars el AR R €, U W | DT
AIGSIE TR T2l 91 ARy | 3R A5 SieHer @ gfewnd 97 § 6 =
Y & DI Dol Bl 4 Teb WA 81 AT & | d U T8I X8 Tl | B R
U Hic 3ATY STd So FITqel &1 3 sl 71 o <1 4wy anmaes SffereprR &rs 4
&I 31T I TR MY dIeid &, B 9 Ped © f$ T8 3 Ffehra I off | I8
PIE
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3Te8T RIS TEl ¥ | <ifer # sud fathet <1 § | 519 A9 <t o wret ot W
T B 3R SRR & &R wwsiiagfed & 19 § 91 783 @Ts g &1 8, I
T SIGHAT St § BT o 3 @IFT-u= < IRIY | S |ImT-u3 < foan | 39
I FHEd © [ G T [Ha1 1 2 1 3719 § T Sa1 b SHi d Fam iR © |
Afp {9 ATT-UF 7T, I_ AFT-9F < 321 | 89 SR o= foram | wem=
HAT & AT HY 3199 IMfYBR BT SYANT foban, <1 o1 fHafs fooan | & v
X 39 AMBR DI AN ST AT 872

P A G Aol 7ET |

3} a1 fEr areadt: F1 60 &1 FgfRh & forg a1 fevlt 1 S9b
U § 8 & oy, #31 B g™ b oy vgr @3 Bl deur § Wl fhar
SITQ? ...(SFET) 3119 Y8 Wbl & b febe1 aRIRufcral 7 QT g3t (aaer)

3l OF [HIE SRSl (SR U<2): TP PR Bl doiol bl
fopan?...(eaaem)

it sreet fEr arrRlY: s=rare -g=are |

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: When you knew the character and
ability of the person to challenge, why did you make such a person as
Law Minister twice?

it srcd faEr) arorat: JHaiy #EIGY, 3T H $HEI RIT IR § S,
HHIE (48 Sl 71 B8 {$ 1 A HUR 919 STl -7 AT, &1 J31 AFYele
o 1 o1 | foh 917 & I ? STSHTT 1 8 & g AT ST 7 911G, 9
a1 & g ? Sa1d &1 A1 FaTel 81 UaT1 81 1A 3R H {6l qa1a H s 14
B, Tg W) UHIT TE B, T8 A1 w@Hg e & | R 5T v fears < fe
ST STl ST ¥ET © fh¥l TTeld B BI B & forg, o § ga # 781 g, i
e # eI RGN <ifeh S hed SSTAT T, G FHSTHR ISHAT 7T, faaR-
fafr & 1< ISTAT AT BT H3T PI ESIT Yb PO R HaH 8 AR A9S $ Yd
thTel hRT AT 3R 3P FoIU S ITavR T 717 o s 91”1 319 e ST
TS §, HI-hd JGAR AT TT AT, IT 91 §s, I8 ol 7N 3R I d1 g A
DT B, 399 & AT Bl YRNER 8! 997 Thdl, oife Sdh 84 b BRI
e T 8T 1 gafely gl T 7311 I8 SIRIY oY 1Y 1, ST 3R oY
MY &, 37T o 31T Y Y &, BN 73 #ff poiaiy IR HEl 87 Tae 9 W
TR Y 811 H Big fewofi 781 o= 381 ..(aem™)..

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: Why did you mention Pakistan? ...
(Interruptions)...
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SHRI MD. SALIM: 1t is a very uncharitabte comment.
..(Interruptions)..,

SHRI KHAGEN DAS (Tripura) : It is very unfair.
..(Interruptions)...

it TA0H0I0 AT (WERTS) : 3T AT AT TV A YIfhT | .(HGeH)..

st srcd e TR : Gy 98Iy, BT B qHd | des 9
9 81 IE1 B | SIoHA] BT I8 IRIT T 8] & B! IS SAfY SIBi &
g H featrs =l S &1 & fooits sRa- & 9a1d 81 981 8, IR HTHell Sofsi
T 2, ATl I I BT © MR &9 a9 dR-eR 9ot = 72 €, «ifd 9 9qa
S[CTY {31 Aot B STeTerd # o ST Sl T8l & | $B HHel AaTerd 4 U &,
T Nl & Raamd Y 8, Afeh R forg a8 ==f 81 <81 2, Rgon sed &
fore it gt 81 <8 7, SH ANRET 98 off 8, I HRd 311 A SR &R 1
2, T STHT T ST &, STP (91 IRT 64 9971 72, 94 e # &9 &
I gU B, 519 H yfcrder § o1, 99 § B @1 91 BR ST AT, 3171 A1 G314 AN
B & 3R § ST § b R forg Pl StaTe <1 gfeehe 81a1 & | AT 48 & 1%
TS, 319 A1 Hed I fob &9 15 faT H H= <31, 31aeh =11 7 BT o7 fh &9 789 W
H PR I s 9T gaAT? {1 T fob Ufrder § d5hR $B a1l HRAT A Il
¥, ST <1 § 317 & A7 B8 al wHst 7 Ml € [...(;ae ). .

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE : Thank you for your
candid admission.

it srce fEr) IRl R EAR MRV R BIS Hog Tal B
Ahdl, SHFGR! TR P 8! fhar S Fhdl S <X 7 R 8, I8 Uidh
HRON 7 T2 &, STl BRUN | & T2 &, IR &H I STeal HR-1 18 © |
I B AT A STSTS H g 3BT HTH bl 2 31K 3! WIS I1E e B,
9 ISTHHT H GBI & Al IR 989 gs o A1 H S¥1 984 &1 9a U7 3R
QI FIfRY WIR A9 B WIS H Sl AT 3Nl §, 98 8l 81 al8g o7 |
319 TH SN AT BT YT ST AT8d & | SISHATH! Sff BT JIRIY el 781 § |

|UMURT Heled, Y AMdl R Il § 6 B Ahe SIRPFHCH,
BIpSRITA STRHCH UfeeTel &7 3T Y £ | 47t SIeAar ! off dad € i 3=
YE BICRCT P11 HTADR JGIR aTell HI &1 & | 379 I TRV SN 8l ¢ |
! U8 R F S B€ ST 2, IFD! W B RN 81l § difed 89 9 3%
R T | IR Sl FB FHET B, ITD! g B 32 & 31 S & oIy v wHet o
Ao foma e 2 o
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dRTifed feurdHe & A faftterd Siifthax € | S9Ta! I8 e fen & f
J 39 A B QR S HRb qAl DI GEA AV | AR 72T AR A F d18
Tl ST o ey aRE W ol gar, dIH RTATR §7 99 1 379 89 GaT dael
faSg® o1 X8 €, R BIps PRI & 3R RIT Ahe 8, SBT3 & F g
P ST V2T © oAfdhe U #ft & AT #N SIoHAT STt &1 Ia8R S el © | 37U
AT BITS o ST, T SIF T8l & | 3R &7 18t ol 89 1l 1B & BTl of
M | BH W HH 3G ol HI & Fhd & AR &9 S9H a9 el ¢ B B |
A .3mE. S R & foly Wda § | 9 WR B Sd1d T8l STl off Y& &,
el faem 7 PIS <979 TET STel Sff &7 § 3R &9 39 URURT Bl HIIH G-I
e © | 39 URURT B 7oIgd BT A8 & |

JHURT HelGd, Gad & PO AMG GGl 1 Yl SHRe Bl
afredT @l 2 | g9 faearg g & <fagm Al @1 <@d gy & S=i o
IR Udhe B BT [TSTH] SR ¥ SR & I8 & AR §H S] 741 b
g | Tl Ig 989 g3 A o S ft BT ¥ 1 9 BEd § fF g9 dewr 7
o1 B o T & | § 37 AH1s Wl 8 < el |

7t Feircael 9 : BTH9 H AR S |
2} YT WS : W1 I18% dIcT X2 8, I8 Y8l AT 9 dic] bl & |

4} srcat et arerddt : 3y gt a7a 1 g AT |

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Article 88 of the Constitution entitles
the Attorney-General to come to this House and give an explanation.
Please let him come.

it 3reet e aorRf): SIRIY e R A o T F

st BT Rieget : &RT 88 B! ® b I 31 Fhd © SR 1YAT <1919 I&i
THARAR |

it srcet e aoTiRl : 996! 59 W PR feAT S |

it Bfret Rieget : ITH gaET |

sft sree fer) aroTRlY : 59 A # SN U WHTS oY ARl § b,
3T &7 3T el BN Fhdl, SAD! Ihls <] URBR Bl DTSR 8 | d Th
FALTh T R E |

277



RAJYA SABHA [28 JULY, 2000]
s} st Rysget: 319 T ST BT <9 ?
st 3redt fEr) aoTRlY : 3R &l 89 IR 39 dRE & JIRIY 7 Y ST

T A1 J IH PR T ABTS o AR T & gHR 7 3ft 31501 Sicel! Y ARy
fIaROT G P Yoo IR G e |

37} STe TR : S8R o A8V | AT YBATS Pl |

it sree et arEt : ST S AT ST o1 S W SN dradia
B TE1 B, UF-Fa8R 4l g1 § | U1 SRl Pl 5 A Bl ST & oy
AT AT AT | TS SRS -+ 371 RYIE &7 & 3R SqH TH.UF.YS &b aR 4
W Y R & | H S HRA1 ST § | I8 Il U & Wleil ARGSH BT Sl
7} 30T STcel! Bl forar T § | )1 uF § 7€ Ug 8T §, SHHl U R o
e A [T g1 & S Bl Sgad PR E1E : Regarding M.S. Shoes, on the

main question of sanction for prosecution, my answer was in the
negative and in favour .of Ram. However, | did opine about the need
for further investigation in view of the leakage of the file containing the
rotes and orders of the Minister and their reproduction by M.S. Shoes
in the litigation against the Government. $dd! ST7d 81 Y81 © 3R T2 e+

P T W S, GRS b A I S | AT el e e
PEERIS 914 & | o7 A8 BI IS <2 3 9 81 8 3R o 4 § ff Sofe
AT §, I HHI-HH 981 Bl 2, W1 Bill © | 89 fheR 1 <8 &, Paf v
BHI? Afp AHS &, HAS DI BT 8 | b ISP qraoiolg Wl I8 Jae a1
RET A2y 6 R <9 3 JfeRRR), veiwfed ok d9e g 4= 4
FHAIA 91 I8, A 991 I8 | WRA AR BT q94 T91 Albeid 81 BT S1dT
PRAT & 3R I8 Sl €3 Pl (TS [T, ATST AT IHRSBR WA AT I8 Ao o
B BHSIRT | &1 AT §, I8 b= Bl Wb &, Hifd NI H SR FHl
39 XM & Bl O & [ Sl =raqol 8 a8 1 =18 SR Tefell 3R Hig Al B
1 D! AP T8l fhr ST =12y | 3R S AER UR &4 =0l 2 & 3R qRI
foreamy faetrar g 5 59 91el 9 89 Sl $8 N1 Al FHIBR BN, AT Bl
forear A AR A |

MR. CHAIRMAN; The House is adjourned for lunch till 2.30
P.M.

The Houso then adjourned for lunch at forty-eight minutes
past one of the clock.

The House reassembled after lunch at thirty-seven minutes

past two of tie clock, THE VICE-CHAIRMAN, SHRI T.N.
CHATURVEDI, in the Chair:
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