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STATEMENT BY PRIME MINISTER
SUPREME COURT'S ORDER ON AYODHYA ISSUE

THE PRIME MINISTER (SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE): Mr.
Chairman, Sir, | rise fo make a statement on the Supreme Court's interim
order yesterday, on the Ayodhya issue.

At the outset, | wish to categorically and unambigucusly state that
the Government will implement the Court’'s order in letter and spirit. | had
said this in Lok Sabha on March 11, even before the Court had delivered its
ruling. | reiterate it today.

| have said on numerous occasions, both in Parliament and outside,
that the Ayodhya issue can be resolved either through a mutual agreement
between the concerned parties or through a judicial verdict. The same was
also restated by the Government, through the President's Address, to the
two Houses of Parliament on February 25, 2002.

The Government has requested the Lucknow Bench of the
Allahabad High Court to expeditiously give its verdict on the title suit in
respect of the disputed site in Ayodhya. Simultaneously, in the past few
weeks, | have received several organisations and individuals belonging to
both Hindu and Muslim communities for a consultation on the Ayodhya
issue. The Government is pleased that a dialogue process betwseen
representatives of the two communities has resumed. His Holiness
Jagadguru Shankaracharya of Kanchi Kamakoti Peetham held discussions
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with members of certain Muslim organisations and eminent Muslim individuals
on a possible basis for an amicable and mutually acceaptable resolution of the
issue.

Although his efforts have so far not yielded the desired results, the
Government believes that the dialogue between representatives of the two
communities should continue. If negotiations do not produce a mutually
agreeable resolution of the issue, both sides should abide by the Court's
verdict.

The Government raceived a letter from the Ram Janmabhoomi Nyas
on March 8, 2002, requesting pasrmission for parforming a symbolic puja on
March 15 on the acquired undisputed land in Ayodhya, as a part of its
hundred-day Poornahuti Yagya. The Nyas is a permanent lessee of 42 out
of 87 acres of this acquired land, adjacent to the disputed site in Ayodhya.
It is also the owner of an additional 1 acte, out of this acquired undisputed
land.

Before the Government could decide on this matter, a Writ Petition
was filed in the Supreme Court by Shri Mohammed Astam Bhure, seeking,
among other things, that the Court prohibit the Government from permitting
the performance of puja on the acquired land.. The Court listed the petition
and application for various directions for hearing on March 13.

The Government then took the view that the decision to allow a
puja or not would be in accordance with the orders that may be passed by
the Supreme Court on March 13,

No affidavit or written submissions were filed on behalf of tha
Government. It was only after the conclusion of the petitioner's counsel's
arguments, on being asked by the Court, that the Attorney General
submitted that, on his reading and interpretation of the Supreme Court's
judgment in Farooqi's case in 1894, temporary use of the undisputed
adjacent land for the purpose of performing puja was not, per se, prohibited
and wouid not violate the status quo order passed by the Supreme Court, as
this status quo order was raferable only to the disputed site and not to the
undisputed acquired land. The Government had made this point clear
through the President's Address to the two Houses of Parliament on
February 25, 2002. | gquote the relevant sentence: *The Governmant of India,
being the statutory receiver, is duty-bound to maintain the status quo at the
disputed site in Ayodhya.”

It is the constitutional duty of the Attorney General to interpret a law
or a judgement of the court, when asked by the court to do so. This is
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what the Attorney General did when the Suprems Court asked him yesterday
if a symbolic puwja on the undisputed acquired land in Ayodhya was
permissible.

The Attorney General submitted that, even if the puja was not
prohibited by any previous judgement or order of the Supreme Court, the
same could be permitted only under well-defined conditions and strict
restrictions, which, by way of illustration, he indicated for the court's
consideration, He further stressed that if any further safeguards and
restrictions were considered necessary, the same could be imposed by the
court,

The court, however, expressed the view that no puja or religious
activity of any kind should be permitted or allowed to take place con the 67
acres of landing vilage Kot Ramachandra, which is vested with the Central
Government,

The court made it clear that its order was an interim order and was
subjected to further orders, which may bs passed in the pending writ
petition,

It is clear from all this that the Government has kept its commitment
of going by the order of the, Supreme Court in the matter of symbolic puja
on the undisputed acquired land in Ayodhya on March 15,

| wish to assure the House that adequate preparations have been
made to maintain law and order in Ayodhya and to ensure that the 13™
March order of the Supreme Court is adhered to.

| take this opportunity to appeal to all the political and non-political
organizations across the country to cooperate with the Central Government
as wall as with respective State Govarnments to maintain peace and
communal harmony.
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SHRI ARJUN SINGH {Madhya Pradesh): Mr, Chairman, Sir, we are
grateful to the hon, Prime Minister for the statement he has made today in
the House. 1 join my friend, Shri Mishraji, in commending the concluding
part of the statement made by the hon. Prime Minister. The point is that this
whole matter has gone through many twists and turns, with each twist and
turn Impinging on national peace and order, and the fiaring up of communat
violence. A misunderstanding has been created all around as to what is
compelling the Prime Minister or what is forcing his hands to say one thing
here and ancther thing eisewhere. 1 think, aft this could be brought out
clearly if the hon, Prirme Minister were to tell the House as to what advice he
raceived from the Ministry of Law on this very issue. This issue was referred
16 the Ministry of Law much before the letter of 8" March which is bei
lalked about here today in his statement. Everything did not start on the 8
of March. The impression is being given that all this started after the
Government had received the letter from the Ram Janmabhoomi Nyas on 8"
March. In fact, it was publicly stated on your behalf that this matter bad
been referred to the Ministry of Law for seeking its advice. | would like the
Prime Minister to racall that on 1* of March, when he convened an all-party
meeting, | had raised the issue as to whether we could know what advice
the Ministry of Law had given to you on that issue so that we could
anlighten ourselves. There was tolal silence on the part of the hon. Law
Minister as well as the hon. Home Minister, who were present thera. Now, |
am again asking this, for a very specific reason. Did the Ministry of Law
give you the same kind of advice at that timg? Was it the same ‘advice
which the Attorney-General wantad the Supreme Court to endorse
yosterday? Wera they similar in terms and meaning? [f yes, then, we have
no other option but to understand that all this is make-believe and an after-
thought which is being put into shape now. We want to know whether the
court had asked the Attorney-General, or, he on his own stocod up and gave
this intarpretation  of the judgment of 1994. The second point is, whatever
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you have said about thg future, will unfold after tomorrow. Because of the
background of all those whom you are trusting, | am sure, you must have
also taken into account as to what could happen if they do not abide by
their understanding. That is why | am saying that if you want to maintain
peace, if you want to maintain communal harmony in the country for which
you have made an appeal -- we all endorse this appeal -- then, something
more needs to be done now. That the Supreme Court has alsc endorsed
some part of that judgment in relation to the land, disputed and undisputed,
Even today, my information is that the Supreme Court has mentioned about
this issue and has made certain observations. In the light of those
observations, | would still appsal to the hon, Prime Minister that he should
take the House into confidence so that, in letter and spirit, we could endorse
what he wants from the country. And, even today, after the judgment was
delivered yesterday, the Attorney-General has- said something, What is the
motivation behind that? Is the Attorney-General saying something on his
own, day after day? Even after the Supreme Court has made it cizar that
there could be no puja, what provoked him 1o speak again today, when he
was guite aware as to what the court had already said? Thank you.
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SHRI NILOTPAL BASU {West Bengal): Mr. Chairman, at the very
outset, | would refer to the third paragraph of the statement whers the hon.
Prima Minister says, “| have said on numerous occasions, both in Parliament
and outside, that the Ayodhya issus can be resolved either through a mutual
agreement between the concerned parties or through a judicial verdict. The
same was also restated by the Government through thé. President's
Address......". The first clarification | would seek is this. Wa have seen in the
electronic media and aiso read in the Press that when the hon. Prime
Minister, as the leader of the National Democratic Alliance, was releasing the
elaction manifesto for the 1999 Lok Sabha elections, thers was no refersnce
to Ayodhya in the election manifesto. So, when the Press asked the hon.
Prime Minister *“What vyour approach would be to the contentious issue of
Ayodhya? Are you going to put it in deop freeze for five years if you are
elected to office?", he said, "Yes", categorically. So, | would like to know
whether the point now being made in the statement is consistent with that
position. Or, is there-a departure from that earlier position?

4
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Tha second point, which | would like to seek clarification on, is this.
We have actually had two versions about the developments in the court
yesterday. We maintain, as we stated yesterday, here, in this House, that
this is essentially a political question and not a legal question. The Attorney-
General, in his Press confersnce and in his discussions with the Press, which
were very widsely covered in the electronic media, has maintained that, "I had
no brief from the Government. | was acting suvo motu . In the evening, while
talking to a section of the Press, the hon, Prime Minister maintained that he .
was briefed by the Government. There have been widely circulated reports
in most of the media that for 3-4 days preceding yesterday, there had beean
extansive consultations, in which officials of the Ministry of Home Affairs, the
hon. Law Minister, all, were involved, Therefore, 1 want to know whether the
intervention, the content of the intervention, in keeping with the political
approach of the Government, was a swe moltu action by the Attorney-
General. Or, was it authorised by the Governmert? That point has to be
clarified because there clearly is a major difference in the stand taken by the
Government and the stand taken by the Attorney-General.

My third point is this, There was an all-Party meeting which all the
Party leaders attended, to which hon. Arjun Singhji was referring. There, on
being asked what would happen in terms of status giso, In the face of a very
pointed question by several Opposition leaders, the Government had
maintained, "We will remain neutral*, Now, | understand that there was no
request by the minority community to offer a 'namaaz'. So, will a
Government, which is wedded to a secular Constitution, suggest that a
‘puja’ can be held in a positive, affirmative, sense, not in the manner of
providing information to the court, but clearly in a mode of advising the court
that a 'puja’ may be allowsd? Is this in consistency with the stand taken by
the Government or with the secular basis of our Constitution? That point
has to clarified because the Prime Minister had categorically assured the
Opposition lsaders in the all-Party meeting that the Government would be
neutral vis-a-vis the communities.

Fourthly, | would like to have a claritication on this point. There was
an observation by some of the judges abolt the bona fidec of the VHP. The
hon. Prime Minister had referred to the continuation of the dialogue batween
the communities, So, what wil be the role of the VHP? Doss the
Government consider that the VHP or the Ram Janmabhoomi Nyas as the
proper representative organisation of the Hindus to conduct this on-geing
dialogue with other communities in resolving the dispute? What is the locus
standi of the VHP in the eyes of the Government? What is the bona fide of
‘the VHP in the eyes of the Government? Finally, Sir, | will just refer to a
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news report that the Deputy Commissioner of Faizabad Zone--we heard it on
the TV-- will receive a piece of stone, which is going to be presented as part
of tomorrow's ceremony. We think that this is not consistent with the spirit
of the Supreame Court order, Sir, | would like to know whether it will be
appropriate on the part of the Government officer, and more so, the court-
appointed statutory receiver, to perform that action which is part of a
refigious programme.
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Transiiteration of the speech In Parsian Script is available In the Hindi version of the dabate.
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SHRI C.P. THIRUNAVUKKARASU (Pondicherry): We, the DMK, are
totally and strongly opposed to the idea of performing puja in any manner
and in any form, without the valid permission of the Supreme Court or
without mutual settlement between both the two communities. It is a well
known to all that secularism is the basic structure of our Constitution,

The common man does not understand the difference between the
disputed and the undisputed site, as well as the meaning and significance of
the word “slatus guo”.

Today, the entire nation, from Kanyakumari to Kashmir, is very
jubilant and happy because of the unquestionable verdict given by the
Supreme Court on the Ayodhya issue to maintain social harmony and rule of
law, The Supreme Court has categorically stated, and | quote:

"We direct no refigious activity of any kind by anyons either
symbolic or actual including bhoomi puja or shila puja, shall be
permitted or allowed to take place. Furthermors, no part of the
aforesaid land shall be handed over by the Government to anyone
and the same shall be retained by the Government till the disposal
of this writ petition nor shall any part of this land be permitted to
be occupied or used for any religious purpose or in connection
therewith”,

The Supreme Court judgement Is a historic and unprecedented ons.

We have faith and repose our confidence on the hon. Prime
Minister. His credibility and sense of safeguarding the rule of law should be
maintained at any cost. Any failure in that respect will violate the letter and
spirit of the Supreme Court's verdict and the fabric of the society would be
severely jeopardised. All that is well, ends well.
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Since there is President's rule in Uttar Pradesh, the Central
Government is accountable, and it is the incumbent duty of the Government
to maintain law and order and see that no violation or attempt to violate the
verdict of the Supreme Court takes place in Ayodhya.

We, therefore, urge upon the Government of India to take stringent
action, with an iron hand, if any mischief or violation is committed by any
force, in any form or in any manner, against the order of the Supreme Court.

Finalty, | would like to put a question. The hon, Prime Minister
says, "l wish to assure the House that adequate preparations have been
made to maintain law and order in Ayodhya and to ensure that the 13"
March order of the Supreme Court is adhered to". | would like to know from
the hon, Prime Minister . We want to know what action has been taken so
far? What action is intended to be taken subsequently, to comply with the
order of the Supreme Court and to maintain peace and social harmony in
Ayodhya on 15" March?

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA [West Bengall: Mr.Vice-Chairman,
at the very outset, | thank the hon, Prime Minister for making this statement.
| would like to know from the hon. Prime Minister that whethar he considers
this as an issue, at all, 1o be nationally addressed, when the country is
confronted with serious problems of poverty, unemployment, industrial
unrest, industrial recession and economic sickness, which are to be
addressed urgently. | would like to know whather this is a problem or an
issue at all. | am a little periurbed to know that the Attorney-General, Mr.
Soli Sorabji, had acted on his own, He is not only the Attorney-General,
the main Law Officer of the Government, but he isalso the Chief Law Officer
for the people of the country. If the Government is by the peopla, for the
people and of the people, the Attorney-General is the Chief Law Officer for
the peéople of the country. In this connection, | would like to seek one
clarification from the hon. Primg Minister, whether the Chief Law Officer was
well within his capacity to act in a suo motu manner, as was reported in the
media or as was stated by the hon, Law Minister yesterday and alsc by the
hon. Prime Minister today. Not only that. He has also defined; he has also
tried to elaborate how the puia would be performed; when the puja would be
performed; how many people would be present in the puja and how long it
would go. Was he within his brief? If at all he was not within his brief,
what action has the Government aken against the Attorney-General who had
exceeded his brief? My first question is whether Ayodhya or a Mandir or a
Masiid is an issue at all. | would like to know from the Government of India
whether they have taken note that it is not only a question of perferming
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puja at the disputed or undisputed site, but it is also a question of passion
that has been whipped up over a period of almost 12 years, Right from the
year 1989-00, the passion has been whipped up and in that passion
thousand of innocent lives have been lost. Who is responsible for that? |
would like to know whether the Government has taken note of it. | would
also like to know what preventive steps the Government has taken so that
these sorts of things do not continue unabated.

SHRI M.P, ABDUSSAMAD SAMADANI (Kerala): Sir, we are thankful
to the hon. Prime Minister for his statement, | think all the hon. Members
who are present here, including the hon, Prime Minister, would agree with
me, if | say that we are at the cross-roads of history, It is a very important
juncturg of history. The whole world is looking towards us; towards the
nation; towards the leadership of the country; towards the viewpoints they
are going to express, and towards the steps that are going to be taken by
the hon. Prime Minister and the Govemment. The whole world is watching
these things. In this very sensitive hour, | think the most important thing is
to establish the rule of law. The unfortunate incidents In Gujarat have
proved that there is a great necessity that the rule of law should be
astablished in the country. The Government should take firm steps with all
political and administrative determination to see that nothing untoward is
allowed to happen. | am referring to it because after the Supreme Court
verdict, as has been mentioned here, some many people are saying that
they would not abide by the Supreme Court order. These kinds of
utterances are being made. | would like to know from the hon, Prime
Minister: What strong steps is the Government going to take to solve this
problem which, if not solved, might prove to be a disaster? [f these kinds of
utterances continue, the country would not be existing at all because the
country exists on the basis of the rule of law and the Constitution, If some
sections of the people continue te make such utterances, the role of the
Government becomes very important. In the 3™ paragraph of the
statament, the Prime Minister has said, *The Government is pieased that a
dialogue process between representatives of the two communities has
resumed®. At one point of time, this dialogua process had stopped. Now
the Prime Minister is saying that the dialogue process has resumed. It gives
us some hope. 1 would like to know from the Prime Minister: What new
steps is the Government taking to continue the dialogue process?
Everybody admits that there are only two ways of solving this problem, i.e.
either through a dialogue or through a court verdict. | would request the
Prime Minister tc make every effort to start the dialogue process.
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As has been mentioned earlier, the Commissioner is going to
recaeive donations. It has come in the Press. Sir, he is the representative of
a secular Government. How can he be a party to such religious rituals in
Ayodhya? That is the lalest news which has come in the Press. On the
one hand, there is a commitment by the Prime Minister that the
Government would be neutral and the Government would not be siding with
any party, and, on 1ihe other hand, there is the Ilatest news that a
Government Officer would receive donations: So, | would like to know from
the hon. Prime Minister the steps that are being taken to control this kind of
a situation in which a Government representative openly told the madia that
he was qoing to receive donation from an interested party which was going
to conduct a religious ritual.

SHRI R, 8. GAVAI (Maharashtra): Mr. Chairman, Sir, at the outset, |
am grateful to the hon. Prime Minister for his categorical statement that the
Govarnment will implement the Court's order in letter and spirit. Sir, para 11
mentions, "When asked by the Court* -- and then para 12 says -- "the
Attorney-General submitted that, even if the puja was not prohibited by any
previous judgment or order of the Supreme Court, the same could be
permitted only under well-defined conditions and strict restrictions, which, by
way of illustration, he indicated for the Court’s conesideration. He further
stressed that if any further safeguards and restrictions were considered
necessary, the same could be imposed by the Court". Sir, para 13 of the
statement mentions, "The Court, however, expressed the view that no puja
or religious activity of any kind should be permitted or allowed 1o take place
on the &7 acres of land in Village Kot Ramchandra, which is vested with the
Central Government". | sum up and say that the important part of the
statement of the Prime Minister is paragraph 13 wherein he has again
assured that the views expresssd by the Supreme Court are final. | want his
reaction on this particular part of his statement.

DR. ALLADI P. RAJKUMAR (Andhra Pradesh): On behalf of the
Telegu Desamn Party and myself, | welcome the hon, Prime Minister's
statement. The hon, Prime Minister had given the assurance to the country
that he would abide by the Court's decision. We have full faith and
confidence in the hon. Prime Minister. Yesterday, my Chief Minister spoke
to the hon. Prime Minister. But, in the Supreme Count yesterday, the way
thae Attorney-General spoke -- we do not know whether he spoke on behalf
of the Union Government or on his own behalf -- it has created
unpleasantness and made the Telugu Desam Party unhappy. So, | once
again make an appeal, through you, Sir, to the hon. Prime Minister in this
regard. Today, my Chief Minister has also released a statement that the
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Government of india should take all measures to implement the Supreme
Court's order in letter and spirit,. The TDP once again appeals to the
Government, to ali the political parties, to the religicus lsaders and to the
peopls in general to work for peace and progress of our great natior.

SHRI SHANKAR ROY CHOWDHURY (West Bengal): Mr. Chairman,
Sir, 1 have just a few, short, clarifications to seek from the Prime Minister,
Let me begin by saying that | have full faith in the Prime Minister and in his
assurances, and | feel that no Government in its right senses, faced with
such a grave matter, will allow such a catastrophe to happen. So, | have full
faith in the Prime Minister. But | would like to have a few clarifications.

Firstly, the paragraph that says, "The Attorney-General submitted
that, even if puja was not prohibited by any previous judgment or order of
the Supreme Court, the same could be permitted only under well-defined
conditions and strict restrictions...”. Fins. In the media, the Attornay-
General has mentioned certain details like ‘puja can be performed between 2
and 5 p.m.', if | remember correctly; "Two hundred saints can take part in
the puja. A thousangd karsewseks can watch it from a distance.” Are these
suo motu statemeants by the Attorney-General, or, has there been any kind of
a briefing given to him? | would like an assurance on this,

Secondly, in the last, but one paragraph, the Prime Minister assures
the House that adequate preparations have been made to maintain law and
order in Ayodhya and to ensure that tha 13™ March order of the Supreme
Court is adhered to. As | said, | have full faith in the Prime Minister. But |
would like to mention that adequate preparations also include certain
precautionary measures; and one of them is apprehending certain people, in
anticipation of trouble. Has there been any preventive detention carried out,
under the POTO if necessary, of those individuals who have mads
statemants to the effect that they will not cbey the Supreme Court order?
Thase are the two clarifications | would like to seek from the hon. Prime
Minister. Thank you very much.

st v fir gE (S wRw) . wwfy A, # gam R St @
sfery wedtewm g & fow @er gan § 9P 39 R w9 7 A & asen
e o1 ufafifce sear § ok 1049 /¥ AR 3@ T B AR TR @
yagedt wE £ ¥ $ed ) TFaN B AU HAL St A S " § 6
1980 ¥ AT 1984 TP, Vafd I fAafed WA W AT 5 O H T WHR
& 99 7F U ¢ 5 56 w9y ¥ e Sl oA o aenw F g A ufy
a8 e Sod Poee & saem, A 5 o fhenfier &, a8 oWt o1 o) §q
M ) e e 8 a1, WS oY SR g8 a9 Fwal o1, T FRal O
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3R WY wArm O o711 WE o7l 4% B ¥ Yd o UR 9§ ugd &)
gl &1 W gHE WA uyr HH o B 87 R gEel 9 We@ & A
HIT AT w7 IR 9 aw B oo & AR RaRe we w gon 7 @
Al & o wadt o @ arw W Rafea we 7 &, 99 W) gon I & fay
Fqafey A W 3l 29§ WER B . iy 87

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI (Maharashtra): Mr. Chairman, Sir, i thank
you veary much for giving me a little time. Sir, | speak for no political party.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You have 1o seek only clarifications because no
Member has made any speech.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANE When | say, 'l ask', | can‘'t ask without
speaking. Sir, | have really two clarifications to seek. But that does involve a
little bit of speaking. The first clarification which | wish to seek is this. Does
the Government accept my understanding of the role and the office of the
Attorney-General of India? The second clarification | want to seek is this.
Who Is responsible for the dereliction of duty which the Farooki judgment of
1994 did, in very clear terms, cast upon the Government of the day? This
Gevernment has been in power for tha last couple of years. There have been
other Governments between 1994 and the date of coming to power of this
Government. Somebody” has to reply as to why the duty cast by that
judgment, which | will point out praesently, has not been performed? Sir, this
is the ancther clarification | want to seek from the hon. Prime Minister. The
Attorney-General is not a law officer of the Government. In constitutional
theory, he is a law officer of the entire nation and the people of this country.
The relationship of a lawyer and a client does not fully exist in the case of
the Government and the Attorney-General. it exists only to a very limited
extent. The limited extent to which it exists is that even an Attorney-General
is bound by the obligation of sections 126 and 129 of the indian Evidence
Act in the matter of confidentiality of communications which pass bsetwesn
the Government and the Attorney General. For all other purposes, he is an
independent Constitutional authority and, in no sense, bound by the
instructions of the Government given to him on any of the matters.

In fact, he is entitied to reject instructions exprassly given' to him
and proceed to declare to the court or whatever authority; he has the power
to put forth his own independent views, as a Constitutional authority, Of
course, in the process, like me, he might invite a dismissal, But it is his
moral duty and his professional duty to do so.

Sir, does the Government, therefore, accept that the Govemrment
can't issue any binding instructions to him? | want the Prime Minister to
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clarify that. | hope that they didn't purport to issue any such binding
instructions to the Attorney-General. When he went and told the Supreme
Court, "I am on my own®", he was strictly right. it may be that the
Government might have expressed its wishes to him, but they are not
instructions by which he was bound,

Sir, when | say that the Attorney-General is also, in a sense, a
lawyar, but for a limited purpose, of sections 126 and 129 of the indian
Evidence Act, it means, no court can compel or even permit a law officer or
an advocate of any kind to disclose confidential communications between
him and the ctient.

This Parllarment Is not strictly a court, but averybody knows what
May's Parliamentary Practice says. You will find a whole chapter on
*Parliament as the High Court of Justice®. We inherit that rote and this aiso
is, therefore, the highest court of the nation, and must not this Parliament
also observe the restrictions which are put by the Indian Evidence Act on the
confidentiality of communications? Virtually, are we not, Mr. Prime Minister,
asking you to teli us what passed between you and the Attorney-General?
And do you think that we, in this Parliament, are bound to observe that
confidentiality restriction?

Then, the next is--and this is & rmuch more Important issue, Mr.
Prime Minister--all these things happened yesterday before the court, before
the moment of passing that judgment, and tomorrow or the day after, they
will cease to be matters of consequence. But what is important is the
Farooqgi judgment. Here, Sir, since | am speaking--if you don't like the word
'speak’ | will use some other word, but | am speaking; it is my misfortune
that because as | speak as an independent, | satisfy nobody. Nobody is
happy with what | say. So, | want to ask the Prime Minister: Has the Farooqi
judgment been read? The Farcoqi judgment says-- pages 410-11 of the Law
Report--and | think, this is the paragraph which the Attorney-General was
spoaking about when he went to the Supreme Court and made that
observation, *The embarge on transfer till adjudication..” In other words, the
Supreme Court had said that this property can't be transferrsd until all the
sults are finally settled; until the litigation comes to a final conclusion, there
will ba no transfer of property. But, said the judgment in very clear terms,
"The embargo on transfer till adjudication relates only to the disputed areas,
while transfer of any part of access area, retention of which till adjudication
of the dispute relating to the disputed area may not be necessary, is not
inhibited il then.”
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In other words, this judgment tells you that there is a piece of land,
the titfe of which is undisputed. You have acquired it. The reason given was,
"We have acquired it for the safety of the disputed area.” But, said the
Supreme Court, "You don't need all that disputed area for the purpose of
meraly securing the law and order situation in the small little disputed area.”

Therefore, they told you, "Do not wait for the adjudication. Return
that land which is not necessary, which is in excess of the requirements of
the situation.” (1 was the duty under this judgement that every Government
that existed in October 1994 till today to understand this judgement and to
act upon it because you may not like the owners of that property. But the
attachment to Constitutional principles means that you are attached to those
principles being observed in the case of people whom you do not like. For
example, the freedom of thought is not for of thought which you like, but it
is the freedom of thought which you hate to circulate. Why did you not tell
these owners that out of this undisputed land, we need only so much for
safeguarding the disputed land and the other part of the land we are
prepared to return. You never did it. !t three or four other Governrnents
that have existed from 1994 did not do it, what prevented you, Mr. Prime
Minister, from taking this responsibility? This is what | want to know. |
assure you that if you had acted according to this judgement in time, if you
had not made this particular decision to coincide with the 15" of March, this
mess would have not have arisen., Now the situation has become tco
complicated. Therafore, the Supreme Court -- | cannot blame the Supreme
Court -- has obviously taken a lesson from what happened many years ago.
After all, nobody wanted -- at least, some people did not want -- the
mosque to be demolished. But it came to be democlished. So, the Supreme
Court has now learnt a lesson from the past. It is not prepared to take a
risk, That is why they have said that they will not permit anything on this
land. | do not blame them at all. But | blame the successive Governments
for having created this mess. You shoutd have returned a large part of this-
property long, long ago to the real owners of that property. Thank you,

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shrimati Ambika Soni wants to point out some
factual errors. What is that factual error?

SHRIMATI AMBIKA SONI (Dethi): Mr, Chairman, Sir, | just want to
bring small correction which should be there in the statement of the Prime
Minister, it may be an unobtrusive mistake, but surreptitiously brought into
the statement. It can become record and we can pay for it later on. The
last but one paragraph says, "The Nyas is a permanent lessee of 42 out of
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67 acres of this acquired land..." 1t also goes on to say, "It is also the
owner of an additional one acre, out of this acquired undisputed fand.” Sir, |
think, this is factually incorrect because in 1993 under the Acquisition Act of
Ayodhya, this entire land was taken over by the Government. At best, the
staternent could have said that the Nyas was a permanent lessee of the 42
acres. It no longer is. By brining this point, you are again raising a
contentious issus, This is happening all the time that your hidden agenda or
your hidden thoughts do get in surreplitiously into every statement you make.
That is why this House does not have confidence....{nterruptions).. That is
why you do not have the confidence of this House. ...interruptions).. .

st arca fid aend - ey ey, wdtevw ¥ vy § R T San
R E, T A9 Toc Y MW | 3% 5w Brm 5 999 ) aeen @ |ge A v e )
mm_mmmﬁﬂnmmmﬁﬁﬁwﬁaﬁ?mﬁﬁﬁ

mﬁwmwwmmﬁﬁmmmmm%mﬁﬂﬁm
TR R F el oegdi R AER s & g M AR A d 3o ) 7E
wirar g i g & AfF o 79 A § of gewa BreR &

ot qw e 9o B drE kw239 & wara §, % "o ar i
AT B ¥ L R g & 5 Sowerh ot A o =) ad wh £ AfET 9w
AW R E 1R I AT A w9 g7 waE 39 5 1994 & woie ¥ AR
FoH IO O gha € a # S99 o1 gvquE R ofed 2V 4 9, W
IR 1% T Gar ¥ | I9 ol F aR F A Tt R @ =i w3l
i fa e R aRRM T Rt

e w1 fFrofa & | 8w wieR & | 9% T uegs
A srared § 9 o P ware T 8, o 9 s @Y iR A swrew ¥

IH WY 0 G ol 13 A et e e fvlr w e sa@
o1 veT & | ot fofm gan, A o s w W & AfE Tt wmaen
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o o = am & fog g Nt 1 79 TRl R o & g wmaTerm § W
&1 g el Té IEd € |

7z A go1 T & awe Yewd wmE @ € 7 A T W & el wew @
VA W@ Y R A § 7 o W YE B Ye }, 9% @ aW & 7 3N W W@
g @ &, e w8 w1 vE ¥ afee orte W aw @ € 1wl - wE aW
2 & | ..(F=aaE).. 3 fremm o o 3 @ g TR #) srer-aem w3l
FE Texd 78 &, 9 P oFR ¥ YeEm @ A amavgear ¥ L w@a ot F wE B
4.3.0...(3aE)... fida &, 99a @ 2. (=Ear). .

. e g (9ffeh ma): < f & L (srEeE)..
it digime gael (vl ) @ 3R fer wa T L (aEa)...

St s Rerdl and® © TR wiw § 9 @ AT e fwm B
[T F wu ¥ v RBRr & e H.aHe ¥ S W wdw T4 o | afE
o 3 ax 78 ¢ & S R o Ldie A miia o, sl ok wmet & R
I fg s Ry 2 | te @i aotar & fow awsitan gan @, fored g7 e @
alr gEifaT oEd T Bis fan ol e e & o, e wara de e

g | 9w 9w Tl ﬁwtﬁﬁwqumgaﬂ% t fLad @
aFy VvH 7 &, 731 AR ware ¥ . (aEEam)...

s} Sftaa ¢ (afefl ) ;- 4 9 & Who afe they?

it ared faprdt aoddl - v Fem ¢ iR oA we &, vfifaf @
& e & L (Eaa)...

) S v ;. e wfaffr 8, S 9 #19 €, a® e e\ € 7
o (FAEF).. . FF R L (amEaE)..? Who are they?

st arzd Rl et | e g g wReg @1 =8 a8 FEW o 5w
ygea & Fae o sl T A q@ @ o Rk fig TRy @1 afftam iR
A ¥ o, 7w R 3 F Oy AR ¢8R we & 5 s o wearh &,
T At Yo few & 6 212 =1 aen 9E A (o).

oft Sffa ¥4 : ge ) & T ...(=maue)...0x who are they {nferruptions)
TE ARG HEH ;TR HIgA TE & ol 919 1 9 .. (Faum)...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him complete. {rterruptions) Nothing will go
on record except the Prime Minister. {nterruptions}

ot oew faErdt ot . wwmfa SR, A Prew o RO

..(zm@Em).. 2Ry, arr Aradl. ¥ AW W S Suw T & @ SHaT dew
Rodl S FO B AT | .. (m@am).. aaafy off, § 859 arg wE w9 |

364



(14 March, 2002] RAJYA SABHA

W g e A TRl F gawA & fov Rewert waet st demfra s
F araeIsal & I AW ¥ R I e § W aFe wieA &, anfw e
o9 B, 9gAdEr 2 &, ' HMeT g dga AUl Al fig WY, 17
anaeas Te1 & R T @ o affie &3 N, Wil &= § tw T ar
UF A $ WA & | oY 99 @d &R uied € @ =l ween O aw
e vty o1 avF & . (wEam)...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing will go on record. {nterruptions)

A F T B A FER F G ES oo, gw R v A am b | W fiwg
A O WA gA ¥ 9 Faw e @ g ¥ Tt dwn o mikd | ww A
IHA HEmaT 3, ovel 6 WU Y @ U497 IR oF 9ol @ 5 a1 waEm
B gEa & | 39 99 g Y oRfRfy § o oRedw & ¥
-y e oY @ B od R, Ied O v MR g9 dmarl ) aewa &
FEIAEIE TAYR F UIY, & 59 4 ) o oewa & ¥ areh
ikl & wreafee fewr oy, S amY o & o ww Wy s g wEE o
M ) L (EEer). .

A afa R ;o smereflm g o, oMo @Y arew aeh
yefgd o gft o | GHeE €, 9% W ¥ | wad T
R §, o7 W R &3 arehl ofekmai, S 7 Tl vfdagl R S99 A
A arelt wfdaat, T omue off aga A @ g il W)W ) o wfd e
AN dAen dEd € P 97 S B w9l A oy fred o
TS, IA AW T ESH SN 7 L (mag). .
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A1 AT ik & 5 B9 oI $ MR ¥ 4Rem 4 @Y | o o 1w Wl
TR T W gu fra @ 75 o & AR AfRw Pk g e | s oo
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FE 7 5 U 95 A $F, UF JEEN A O, (2mar)...

dSft R g AA ® g @ 1. (=maE)...
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ot e ferh ol . T o e £ FASS D g ad }, 9
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Hag ¥ g iR $ FUR W) 91 R gee o &, 98 sl avr & veEdE
oA o oue wmer £ o1 A wme) aftew & W s oiE, oF woa £ | aumfy
AErea, # gawan § 5 iR W v 9o M A, v w1 IR A1 IR Evad Al
¥ .. (oaur)...
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(e

it srea faerfl Aot : =, &1 RfA) A o) o & | 99 R vern
ST g & ... (wmam)...

it . WA @A WHFE @9 F R H O] (@) REFe 9 &
a # forar mam & the Nyas is a permanent lease of 42 out of 67 acres ...
e o a5 A tmRR # TR How can it be a permanent lease to Nyas?
...{nterruptions)...

St WA=y v fed e o L, (smee)
it %, EUF A SES TR fhar T k)
s sze fwrd o f - & v 2w ... (mmErR)

SHRIMATI AMBIKA SCONI:  The word should be 'was' in place of
'is'. It makes a world of difference. ...(nterruptions)... '

o s frer® Ao : B ol @Een W AXE ¥ ToR vl a vl d
...(zmaam)...

shrht s |/ ooy e fafrer @O &9 £ L (mmma)...
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, Dr. GC.P. Thakur has to lay a statement.
regarding outbreak of pneumonic ptague in Himachal Pradesh.

STATEMENT BY MINISTER

OUTBREAK OF PNEUMONIC PLAGUE IN VILLAGE HAT KOT!, HIMACHAL
PRADESH

THE MINISTER OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE (DR. C.P.
THAKUR): Sir, | beg to lay on the Table of the House a brief statemant on
the outbreak of Pneumonic Plague in Village Hat Koti, District Shimia,
Himachal Pradesh and subssquent incidence of plague-like diseass in
Chandigarh andg the steps taken by the Government to check this.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The House stands adjourned till 11.00 am. on
Friday, the 15" March, 2001.

The House then adjourned at twenty-one minutes past six of the clock,
till eleven of the clock on Friday, the 15 March, 2002.
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