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FIFTH REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(Third Lok Sabha) 

I. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURE 

I, the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having been 
authorised to submit the report on their behalf, present this report to 
the House on the question of privilege referred1 to the Committee 
by the House on the 4th March, 1966, regarding the following passage 
occurring in a brochure titled "Punjab at Cross-Roads", at page 11, 
written and published by one Shri H. L. Sally of Chandigarh:-

"A Partisan Chairman 
The Central leaders raked up the settled question of th~ so

called Punjabi Suba to appease the Sikhs in a weak 
moment when they did not want to annoy anybody in 
view of Pakistani aggression. They made a further mis
take in ~aving appointment of members of the Parlia
mentary Committee to a confirmed Akali who was to 
preside over their deliberations. He may have acquitted 
himself well in dealing with different parties in the Indian 
Parliament. It was too much to expect that his natural 
pro-Akali bias would change. A High Court Judge can 
dispose of thousands of cases in a most impartial spirit but 
he will refuse to preside over a case in which his personal 
~elings are involved or regarding which he has recorded 
his personal opinion at an earlier stage. But Sardar 
Hukam Singh belied his exalted position as Speaker of the 
Parliament by accepting this offer. He was probably happy 
to get this opportunity to serve his community. Naturally 
enough he selected such men for membership on whom he 
could depend for support. The first proof of h$8 natural in
clinations getting the better of him can be seen in his going 
beyond the terms of reference. According to his appoint. 
ment order he was to submit his recommendations to the 
Cabinet Sub-Committee. But he wants to get his recom
mendations confirmed and backed by _the Parliament over 
which he himself presides:. In this way he seeks to make 
his recommendations mandatory on the Cabinet. The Gov
ernment should have nominated some neutral members on 
the Parliamentary Committee and permitted them to elect 
their Chairman. By acting as they did, they have only 
added to their difficulties." 

2. The Committee held seven sittings. 

3. At the first sitting held on the 10th March, 1966, the Committee 
directed that Shri H. L. Sally, the author of the brochure "Punjab at 
Cross-Roads" be asked, in the first instance, to state what he had 

._-------- -----------
lL.S. Deb .• dateq 4th March. 1966. 
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to say in the matter for the com ideration of the Committee and also 
to appear before the Committee in person. 

The Committee also directed that the Government be requested 
to find out and inform the Committee of the name of the printer and 
place of printing of the brochure which had not be;cn indicated in the 
brochure as required Wlder Section 3 of the Press and Registration 
of Books Act, 1867. 

4. At the second sitting held on the 21st March, 1966, the Com
mittee decided to give more time to Shri H. L. Sally for submitting 
his written statempnt and to appear before the Committee in person 
as requestjed by him. 

5. At the third sitting held on the 24th March, 1966, the Com
mittee noted the information received from the Government of 
Punjab, giving particulars regarding Shri H. L. Sally and about the 
printer, publishjer and the place of printing of the pamphlet "PWljab 
at Cross-Roads". 

The Committee also noted that the question of ta~g legal action 
against the printer and pUblisher of the brochure for offences under 
the Press and Registration of Books Act, 1867 was under considera
tion of the Government of Punjab. 

6. At tbefourth sitting held on the 7th April, 1966 the Committee 
examined Shri H. L. Sally and considered his written statement2 and 
came to their conclusions. 

I 

7. At the fifth sittin~ held on the 19th April, 1966, the Committee 
considered their draft report and adopted it. 

II. FINDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

8. It is well-established that speeches or writings reflecting upon 
the character of the Speaker and accusations of partiality in the 
discharge of his duty or casting reflections upon any member of the 
House for or relating to his service therein or concerning the charac
ter or conduct of the member in that capacity. constitute a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House on the principle that such acts 
tend to obstruct the Hotise and its members in the performance of 
their functions and duties by diminishing the respect due to them 
and by bringing them into odium, contempt and ridiculei'. 

9. The Committee are of the opinion that the impugned passage 
under the heading" A Partisan Chairman" occurring at page 11 in the 
brochure tilled "Punjab at Cross-Roads" written and published by 
Shri H. L. Sally, constitutes a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House as it casts reflections on the character and conduct of the 
Speaker in the discharge of his duty and also upon the members of 
the Parliamentary Committee on the Demand for Punjabi SUba. 

JSee Appendix, pp 21-29. 
'MClII" ParUatnentG", PrcIctice, 17th Ed, pp. 117, 124-125. 
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10. The Committee are, therefore, of the view that Shri H. L. Sally 
has committed a breach of privilege and contempt of the House. 

11. Shri H. L. sally, however, in his letter dated the 6th April, 
1966, has tendered full and unqualified apology to the Speaker, the 
Members of the Parliamentary Committee on the Deman.d for Pun
jabi Suba and the House, in the following terms:-

"In my statement' on the subject submitted. on 30-3-1966, I 
had expressed. genuine regrets over certain observations 
made by me. Further, I, hereby, tender full and unquali
fied apology both to ~ Speaker and the members of the 
Parliamentary Committee on the Demand for Punjab! 
Suba [and the House (Lok Sabba) ]11". 

12. Shri H. L. Sally, in the course of his oral evidence" given 
before the Committee, admitted that he had not realised befor,e that 
the Speaker was functioning as the Chairman of the Parliamentary 
Committee on the ~mand for Punjabi Suba in his capacity as Speak
er and tbat his action in criticiSing the Speaker and members of the 
said Committee was not correct. He submitted that he bowed to the 
judgment of the Committee and apologised for his action. 

13. The Committee are satisfied that the apology tendered by" Shri 
H. L. Sally is full and unqualified. 

III. RECOMMENDA1'ION OF THE COMMITTEE 

14. The Committee recommend that in view of the full and un-
qualified apology tendered by Shri H. L. Sally, no further action be 
taken by the House in the matter. 

NEW DELHI; 

The 19th April, 1966. 

'See Appendix, pp 21-29. 

S. V. KRISHNAMOORTHY RAO, 
Chairman. 

Committee of Privilege,. 

lIThese words were added by Shri Sally when he appeared befol'e the 
Committee on the 7th ADriJ. 1966. 

"See pp 18-20. 



NOTE BY SAROAR KAPUR SINGH 

I agree with the Report that (a) the brochure, "Punjab at Cross~ 
Roads" published by Mr. H. L. S8lly "did constitute 8 breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House," by adding that this breach 
and contempt was gross, in so far as it attributed highly improper 
motives to the Speaker of the House and the Members of the Parlia
mentary Committee on thle Punjabi Suba, and that it was highly 
contumacious in so far as it was deliberately made by a retired pub
lic servant and pensioner of the status of an Executive Engineer. I, 
however, do not agree with the majority view that Mr. H. L. Sally 
had tendered "a full and unqualified apology" such as justified "no, 
further action (to) be taken by the House in the matter." 

2. I maintain that (8) no ufull and unquaUfted apology" has at 
all been tendered in this case by the delinquent, and that, as a matter 
of fact, (b) there has been no 'apology' tendered such as might be 
worth considering by the Committee of Privileges or the House, and 
that, at all events, (c) his so called, 'apology', does not entitle him 
to any leniency in the matter of a just and condign punishment 
which he, on merits of the case, deserves. 

3. His apology is neither "full", nor "unqualified" is apparent 
from a cursory reading of his letter, dated the 7th April, 1966, along 
with his oral examination. Firstly, in the original letter, he express
ed regrets to the Speaker and members and not to the HouSe, till he 
was persuaded to do so, by the Chairman in the cross examination 
and so, his so called, 'apology' is not spontaneous but coaxed. A 
coaxed apology is sharply distinguishable from a spontaneous 
apology, and when an apology is not spontaneous, it lacks the 
potency of taking the sting out of contempt. This principle is well
known and well-accepted. Secondly, the 'apology' tendered 
relates not to any remorse born in the heart of this highly educ~ted 
citizen at the cowardly wounds inflicted by him on the dignity and 
tntegrity of the Speaker of the House and the members of a Parlia
mentary Committee, but it relates to what the Committee of Privi
leges might have felt about the matter. In other words, he is sorry 
not because he acted in a highly irresponsible and reprehensible 
manner, but he is sorry, because, the Committee of Privileges, (some
what, perversely, as he would seem to imagine), feels that he has act
ed improperly. Even this concession, he makes reluctantly and after 
a considerable amount of coaxing and persuasion through his cross 
examination by the Members of the Committee of Privileges. To 
describe such a statement as a "full and unqualified apology" is to 
take a great deal of liberty with the accepted meanings of tH~ words, 
and it is a wholly untenable position, as I will show presently, by 
quoting the highest authorities on the subject. Thirdly, Mr. H. L. 
Sally, in his cross examination before our Committee, has made it 
absolutely and unambiguously clear that his true position is and 
remains, even after his so cal&d, 'apology' letter, dated the 7th April. 
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1the same as was set-forth, in detail and with much elaboration, in his 
previol'ls letter of the 30th March, 1966. "I stand by my letter of the 
,30th March and I do not wish to make any change in it," he says. In 
his letter of the 30th March, he clearly takes up the position that 
(1) he was fully justified in saying what he said about the dignity and 

integrity of the Speaker and the members of the Parliamentary 
Committee, that (ii) though he has all respect for the office of the 
Speaker and the Parliament as such, he is not prepared to say as 
much about the present incumbent of the office as well as the parti
cular members of the Parliamentary Committee, traduced by him in 
the impugned publication, and, also that (iii) Punjab Congress 
Committee's President Shri Bhagvat Dyal, the General Secretary of 
the Punjab Jana Sangha, Dr. Baldev Parkash, the President of the 
Punjab Ekta ,Sammittee, Mr. Keshab Chandra and the Editor of the 
DaLiy Pratap, Jullundur, Shri Vircndra, have' widely published 
similar and even more contemptuous criticism of the Speaker of the 
House and the members of the Parliamentary Committee. With uniu
hibited frankness, this retirpd Executive Engineer informs us, in his 
eross examination, that the fact that he is in the distinguished com
pany of the aforementioned four top-public men of the Punjab, is "an 
extenuating circumstance" mitigatory of any gravity that might be 
felt to be attached to his conduct, of which he is, in no manner, visib
ly contrite and remorseful. 

4. Now, it is a well-established principle relating to apologies in 
such matters that when an apology is accompanied by a plea of justi
fication, it ceases to be genuine. The apology implies that the act 
causing contempt was not justified. Co-existence of the two pleas is 
tantamount to blowing hot and cold in the same breath (Emperor 
Vs. P. C. Tarapore, 1940, Sind. 239-191 Indian cases, 519). 

5. Ag~in, where it is strenuously contended that no contempt had 
been committed, the subsequent apology can only be regarded as an 
after-thought put forward in the hope of avoiding the wrath to 
come, ~nd hence it is not a genUine apology at all. This principle has 
been dc-arly enunciated in a judicial pronouncement (Hakim Karl 
Nasib Ahmed, Vs. Anis Ahmed Abbasi and another, 1941, Oudh 67-
Indian I.aw Reporter, 16, Lucknow, 506). 

6. Evt!n where there is an unqualified ~nd full apology, which is 
not the case here, it will not confer upon the delinquent any immun-

" ity whatsoE.'Ver,' from being visited with the full punishment which 
he deserves, if he has attacked the integrity and personal character 
of the authority who!le contempt has been committed. This principle 
is direetly implicated in a weighty judicial pronouncement (The 
Government Advocate, Burma Vs. Saya Sein, 7. Rangoon, 844). In 
view of this clear prinCiple It i!l, somewhat puzzling, if not also 
mystifying, how the majoritv Report can justifiably recommend no 
further action in this case. It is not from any exaggerated notions of 
personal dignity of the Speaker or the individuals of our Parliament
ary Committee, that a case for action arises here. This House is sensi
tive to its contempts and breach of privileges for preventing brevi 
manu, attempts to interfere wjth proper functionin~ of th'e House. 
"The underlying object is protection of the public from the· evil 



which is l1kely to follow if its faith in the authority and integrity ot 
itschoaenrepresentatives is shaken or Impaired. How this faith is tOl 
l)e kept unimpaired by not punishing condignely, Mr.H. L. Sally, in. 
the circumstances of this case, is by no means, obvious to me. 

7. What constitutes an apology to a contempt committed? What 
are the characteristics of a genuine and acceptable apology? What is
the effect of an apology upon the question and quantum of punish
ment which a contempt or breach of privilJege invites? These ques
tions lie at the root of the case of Mr. H. L. Sally that we are con· 
sidering, and, fortunately for us, there exist clear and concifte ans
wers to these questions in a highest judicial pronouncement of 
t:.efreshing frankness. Mr. Justice Vivian Bose, in Sub..Judge, Fir8t 
CLass, Hosh.angabad Vs. Jawahartat Ram Chand PanoaT, 1940, Nag-
put', 407 (408-409), laid down. inter alia: 

ICThere appears to be an impression abroad that an apology 
consists of a magic formula of words which has but to be 
uttered as an incantation, at the last possible moment ... 
when all else has failed, and it is evident that retribution 
is inevitable, to stave off punishment. It appears to be felt 
that a man should be free to continue unfounded attacks 
upon another's honour and character and integrity with 
the utmost license till the last possible moment and then 
when he is unable to stave off the consequences of his in
famous conduct any longer, aU he need do is to make this 
magic formula referred to as an apology, to emerge 
triumphantly from the fray .. Nothing can be further from 
the truth. An apology is not a weapon of defence forged 
to purge the guilty of their offences. It is not an additional 
insult to be hurled at the heads of those who have been 
wronged. It is intended to be evidience of real contrite
ness, the manly consciousness of a wrong done, of injury 
inflicted, and the earnest desire to make such reparation 
as lies in the wrong doer's power. Only then is it of any 
avail. . . . . . .. But before it can have that eftect, it should 
be tendered at the earliest possible stage, not the latest, 
and even if the wisdom dawns only at .......... (the latest 
stage) the apology should be tendered unreservedly and 
unconditionally. . . . .. before the person tendering the 
apolo~y discovers that he has a weak case ...... unless that 
is done, not only the tendered apology is robbed of all 
grace, but it ceases to be an apology; it ceases to be full 
frank, manly a confession of a wrong done. It becomes, 
instead. the crin~ing of a coward ...... It then deserves to 
be treated with thie .contempt with which the cowards and 
the bullies ...... arf! treated. Mere lip-~rvice to a formula. 
without any contrition of heart, will not do." 

8. The recommendation made by the Report, in the context of' 
established facts iIi Mr. Sally's case, seems to me, to fly directly in 
the face 'of the above quoted weighty pronouncement. 

9. Lastly, with regard to the other identical, and allegedly graver
contempts committed of our Speaker and the members of our Parlia':' 
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mentaryCommittee by the four top public men of the Punjab, men
tioned in the foregaingparagraph, Three, it is impossible to shut our 
~C!8,though' the material evidence available has not been circulated" 
to the members of the Committee. 

W. I, therefore, humbly recommend to the Howie, that, 
(a) Shri H. L. Sally be duly convicted of contempt of the HoU!e 

and breach of its privileges, and, 
(b) he should be produced at the Bar of the House to be 

ievetely reprimanded for the cowardly attacks he has 
published on the integrity and dignity of the Speaker of 
t~ House and on the integrity and dignity of the members 
of the Parliamentary Committee on Punjabi Suba. 

(c) The aUeged actlSof contempt .and breach of privilege, com
mitted 'by Messrs. 13hagvat Dyal, Baldev PQ.rkash, K:eshab 
Chandra, and Virendra be placed before the House for such 
action as the Hoose may deem fit to take in the matter. 

DClten 19th April, 1966. Sdf- KAPUR SINGH. 

COMMITTEE'S NOTE 

Sardar Kapur Singh'!'; contention in his Note appended to this 
Report that Shri H. L. Sally offered his apology to the House "reluc
tantly and after a c.:onsidarable amount of coaxin~ and persuasion 
t.hrough his cross examination by tho(> Members of the Committee of 
Privileges and the Chairman", is not correct. This is amply borne 
out by the verbatim record of the oral evidence of Shri Sally append
ed to the Report. In fact. Shri Sally's letter tencrerin~ full and 
unqualified apology to the Speaker and Members of the Committee 
on the Demand fOr Punjabi Suba had been received much earlier in 
the day on which the Committee met. Even then, the Committee 
were keen to examine him in person to sa.tisfy themselves from his 
demeanour and behaviour that his apology was really genuine, 
unqualified and fu1l. As the Committee felt that Shri Sally should 
tender an apology to the H(lUl'ie us well, it was pointed out to him 
that he must make a mention of the Hous,. also in his apolo~y and 
he readily did it. There was no question of any persuasion or coax
ing by the Chairma:l or Members of the Committee. The Committee 
were satisfied from his behaviour and demeanour that he had offered 
a genuine apology. 

2. Sardar Kapur Sinllb has argued at great length that the recom
mendation of the Com'l1ittee (that in view of the full and unqualified 
apology tendered by Shri H. L. Sally, no further action be taken by 
the House in the matter) is not in accordance with the Judicial pro
nouncements in contemot cases .• HE contention is that where an 
apology is tendered aftf.!r a plea d justification. it is not a genuine 
apoiogy at all. The CaSf$ cited by Sardar Kapur Singh in support 

'rThe clipping from the Urdu Da.illl Pratap (Jullundur), dated 28th ,March. 
1966, wail aVAilable before the Committee in original and is reproduced 
in the Appendix fo this Report at pages 26--29 alongwith its translation in 
English. 



.fhis contention are old cases and there have been many more 
recent cases of con~mpt of court in which, apart from the variolla 
High Courts, the Supreme Court of India has made pronouncementIJ 
regarding the acceptance of apology in cases of contempt. As aJl 
example, the following observations of the Supreme Court in the 
case of M. Y. Sharee! and another Vs. Hon'ble Judges of the Nagpur 
High Court, are pertinent:--

"Once the fact is recognized a~ was done by the High Court 
here, that the members ot the Bar have not fully realized 
the implications of their signing such applications and are 
firmly under the belief that their conduct in doing so is in 
accordance with professional ethics, it has to be held that 
the act of the two appellants in this case was done under 
a mistaken view of their rights and duties, and in such 
cases even a qualified apology may well be considered by 
a Court. 

In border line cases where a question of principle about the 
rights of counsel and their duties has to be settled, an alter
native plea of apology merits consideration: for it is possi
ble for a judge who hear!! the case to hold that there is 
no contempt in which case a defence of unqualified apology 
is meaningless. because that would amount to the admis
sion of the co:mmission of an offerice . 

* • * .. 
The counsel ~eem to have genuinely believed that they were 

right in what they did, thou,gh as a matter of fact if they 
had studied the law mere deeply, they would not have 
done so. 

In these cjr~umstan~es it cannot be said that what they did 
was wilful and their conduct in lI!ettin~ the law settled in 
this matter bv raising the defence that they did, was con
tumaciol!s. The authorities relierl upon by the Irigh Court 
have no application to cases of this character. How else 
is the validity of a defence of this kind to be settled, 
except by an argument that the counsel was entitled in the 
interests of his client to advise a transfer and give grounds 
for that transfer which were 'bona fide' believed by the 
client. Every fonn of defence in a contempt Case cannot 
be re~arded as an act of contumacy. It depends on the 
circumstancec; of each car-£' and on the general impression 
about a particular rule of ethics amongst the members of 
the profession. The learned Judges, as already said, have 
themselves said that such an impression was prevalent 
since along time amongst a section of the Bar in Nagpur. 
It ",'as thus necessary to have that question settled and 
any effort on the part of these two learned counsel to have 
that point settled cannot. be regarded as contumacy or a 
circumstance which aggravates the contempt. We think 
tKat the expression of regret in the alternative in this case 
should not have been ignored but should have been given 
due consideration, It was made in the earliest written 
statement submitted by the counsel and cited above. 

• • • • 
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As Foon as We indicated to the learned counsel that they were 
in error, they and their counsel immediately tendered aa 
unqualified apology which as already indicated was repeat
ed again in absolute terms at the second hearing. We have 
not been able to appreciate why the learned Judges of the 
High Court should have doubted the genuineness of thi. 
apology. 

• • • • 
In the peculiar circumstanCe5 of this case and in view of the 

cireumltanee that the learned Judges themselves were of 
the opinion that there would not have been a sentence of 
fine at all if there was no plea of justification and there 
was no contumacy. we arp of the opinion that the unqua
lified apology was sufficient to purge the contempt com
mitted by the two appellants as we have reached the 
conclusion contrary to that arrived at by the High Court 
that the plea of justification in this case did not amount to 
contumacy. 

• • • • 
After a caref'II consideration of the situation that arises in thil 

case we haVe reached the decision that the dignity of the 
Hillh Court would be sufficiently upheld if the unqualified 
apology tendered in this Court in the first instance and 
reiterated in absolute terms by Dr. Tek Chand again at the 
next hearing is accepted and that apology is regarded as 
sufficient to purge the contempt." 

[A.I.R. 1955 S.C. 19(23-~)J 

It is thus clear that it depends on the circumstances of each case 
and the general impression about thf~ demeanour and behaviour of 
the accused, whether the apology tendered by him is genuine or not. 
A mere plea of justification or defence at the initial stage does not 
make the genuineness of an apology doubtful if it is tendered as 
soon as it is realised by the person concerned that he was in error. 
It may be mentioned that Shri Sally readilv bowed to the judgement 
of the Committee and apologised for his action as soon as he realiSed 
that he was in error. 

3. Sardar Kapur Singh has also complained that material evidence 
(referrin~ to the clipping from the Urdu Daily Partap, Jullundur 
dated the 28th March. 1966. which Shri H. L. Sally had enclosed with 
his written :;;tatemr'nt dated the 30th March, 1966) was not circulated 
to the members of the Committee. This clipping was available when 
. ',~ Committee originally considered this matter and later when they 
a'Dproved their Report, and is reproduced in the Appendix to the 
Report at pageR ii-M alongwith its translation in English. 

2'-1.' 

Dated. 25th April, 1966. 
S. V. KRISHNAMOORTHY RAO, 

Chairman, 
Committee of Privileges. 



MINUTES 

I 

Firat Sittin£ 

New Delhi. Thu.rsday, the 10th Mareh. 1966. 

The Committee met from 15·00 to 15· ~hours. 

PRESENT 

CHAIRMAN 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

2. Sardar Kapur Singh 

3. Shri H. N. Muke:t:jee 

4. Shri Purushottamd'is R. Patel 

5-. Shrl C. R. Pattabhi Raman 

6. Shri Jaganath Rao 

7. Shri Sumat PtasaP. 

SIlCItJ!:TARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-D'epttty Secretary. 
2. The Committee considered the question of privilege referred 

to them by the House on the 4th March, 1966, regarding a passage in 
a brochure titled "Punjab at Cross-Roads" by Shri H. L. Sally, 
allegedly castin~ reflections on the Speaker and Members of the 
Parliamentary Committee on the Demand for Punjabi Suba. 

3. The Committee directed that Shri H. L. Sally, the author of 
the brochure "Punjab at Cross-Roads" be asked, in the first instance, 
to state what he has to say in the matter for the consideration of 
the Committee, by the 21st March, 1966, and also to appear before the 
Committee in person at 15·00 hours on the 25th March, 1966. 

4. The Committee noted that the brochure "Punjab at Cross
Roads" did not indicate th~ name of the printer. the place of printing 
and the place of publication. as required under Section 3 of the Press 
and Registration of Books Act, 1867. 

10 
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'llbe Committee directed that the Minis\ry of Home Affairs, be 
requested, to find out the name of, the printer, and the pla~e of 
printing and puoIication, for th~ information of the Committee. 

The Committee also directed that the Ministry of Home Atfairi 
be, furth& requested to initiate nece5Sary legal proceedings againat the 
-author, printer and publi~hel' of the brochure "Punjab at cros~ 
Roads" for violation of the provisions of Section 3 Qf the Press and 
Registration of Books Act, 1867, as provided for in Section 12 of the 
said Act. 

The Committee also directed that a copy of the communication 
addressed to th0 Ministry of Home Affairs be endorsed to the Chief 
Secretary to the Government of Pu~jab for information and necessary 
:action. 

The Committee then ad~. 

n 
~coDd Si~iDr 

New Delhi, Monday, the 21st March, 1966 . 
.t~ 

'The Committee met from 15·00 to 15· .. hours. 

PRrS:NT 

~HAIBM.Uf 
Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao.' 

MEMBERS 
"2. Sardar Kapur Singh 
'3. Shri H. N, Mukerjee 
'4. Shri V. C. Parashar 
'5. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 
6. Shri Jaganatb Rao 
7. Shrimati Yashoda Reddy 
8. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SICRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 
• • • • • • 

5. The Committee then considered the request of Shri H. L. Sally 
to grant hUn more time for submitting his written statement to the 
Committee and also asking for information on certain points. 

The Committee decided that the request of Shri H. L. Sally for 
more time for submitting his written statement be agreed to. The 

·Paragraphs 2 to 4 relate to another calle and have been included in the 
Minutes of the Fourth Rep()rt ,of the Committee of Privileges, p. 16, presenkd 
'to the House on the 30th March, 1966. 
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Committee directed that Shri H. L. Sally be asked to submit his. 
written statement to the Committee by the 7th April, 1966, at th •. 
latest, and also to appear before the Committee in person at 15·00 
hours on that date. 

The Committee also directed that the position regarding th& 
points on which Shri H. L. Sally had asked for information be. 
explained to him in reply. 

The Committee then adjourned. 

m 
Third SittiDr 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 24th March, 1966. 

The Co~ttee met from 15· 00 to 15·25 hours. 

CHAIRMAN 

Shr\ S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

MuoDS 
2. Sardar Kapur Singh 

3. Shri Nihar Ranjan Laskar 

4. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

5. Shri V. C. Parashar 

6. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 

7. Shri Jaganath Rao 

8. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 
-. • • • • • 
~. The Chairman then apprised the Committee about the contents 

of a letter, dated the 19th March, 1966, from the Government of 
Punjab, giving particulars regarding Shri H. L. Sally and about the 
printer and publisher of the pamphlet "Punjab at Cross-Roads". 

The Committee then adjourned sine die. 

·Paragraphs 2 to 4 relate to another case and have been included in the 
Minutes of the Fourth Report of the Committee of Privileges, p. 16, presented! 
to the House on the 30th March, 1966. 
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IV 
Fourth SittiGl 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 7th April, 1966. 

The Committee met from 15·00 to 15·30 hours. 

PRESENT 

CIIAIllMAN 

8hri 8. V. Krtshnamoorthy Rao. 

MEMBERS 

2. 8hri N. C. Chatterjee 

3. Sardar Kapur Singh 

4. Shri Nihar Ranjan Laskar 

5. 8hri V. C. Parashar 

6. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 
7. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SI!IcarAIuA'f 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Depu.ty Sec:re_v. 

WITNESS 

8hri H. L. Sally. 

2. The Chairman read out to the Committee, a letter, dated the· 
8th April, 1966 from Shri H. L. Sally, tendering "full and unqualified 
apology" to the Speaker, the Members of the Parliamentary Com
mittee on the Demand for Punjabi Suba and the Lok Sabha. 

3. Shri H. L. Sally was then called in and examined by the· 
Committee. 

The witness then withdrew. 
4. The Committee observed that the passage under the heading 

fAA Partisan Chairman" appearing at page 11 in the brochure titled 
"Punjab at Cross-Roads", written by Shri H. L. SaHy, did constitute 
a breach of privilege and contempt of the House. The Committee, 
however, decided to recommend that in view of the full and un
qualified apology tendered by Shri H. L. Sally, no further action 
be taken by the House in the matter. 

5. Sardar Kapur Singh expressed his dissent from the recommen
dation of the Committee and expressed the view that the apology 
tendered by Shri H. L. Sally should not be accepted as suffieient. 
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8. The Committee decided to meet again on Tuesday, the 1911 
April, 1966 at 15·00 hours to consider tl\eir draft report. 

7. The Committee decided that the written statement submitted 
by Shri H. L. Sally a.nd th~ oral evidence given by him before the 
Committee be appended to the report of the Committee . 

• • • • • 
The CommittEfe then ad1ourned. 

V 
Fifth SlttiD, 

New Delhi, Tuesday, the 19th April, 1966. 

The Committee met from 15·00 to 15·40 ,holU'& 

PRESENT 

CHAIRMAN 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 
3. Sardar Kapur Singh 
4. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
5. Shri C. R. Pattabbi, ~m.en 
6. Shri J aganatb Rao 
7. Shrimati Yashoda Reddy 
8. Shri Surnat Prasad. 

SJDcu::r.\lUAT 

Shri M~ C. Chawla-Deputy SeC1retary. 

• 

2. The Conu:xUttee. considered their draft Filth Report ~d adopted 
it. ' 

3. The Chairman read out to the Committee the Note given by 
Sardar Kapur Singh for being appended to the report of the Com
mittee. 

As desired by Sardar Kapur Singh, the Committee directed that 
the Note submitted by him be circulated to the Members of the 
Committee. 

4. The Committee then decided to meet again on Thursday, the 
21st April, 1966, at 17·00 hours to consider Sardar Kapur Singh's 
Note. 

The Committee then adjourned. 
·PlU'atr@hs 8 to 11 relate to other cases and will be included in the 

Minutes of' the relevant Reports. 
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V,I 

SJxtb Sittiq 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 2lst April, 1966. 

Th,e Committee met from 17·00 to 17·25 hours. 

PRESENT 

CILUItM.\N 
Shrl S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 

3. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

4. Shri V. C. Parashar 

5. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 

fi. Shri J agana th Rao 

7. Shrimati Yashoda Reddy 

8. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SIlCRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secreta.ry • 

• • • 
4. The Committee th@ took up consideration of the Note sub

mitted by Sardar Kapur Singh, M.P., for being appended to the Fifth 
~p6rt of the Coounjttee (Sally's ca$E!). The Committee, however. 
Obtierveq t}wt Sardar Kapur Singh. at whose request the date and 
time of this sitting (21st April, 1966) had been fixed to suit his con
venitmce. was not present. The Committee desired that he should be 
present at the sitting and sent for him. Sardar Kapur Singh, how
ever, expressed his inability to attend the sitting of the Committee 
at that time, as he wished to be present in the House. 

5. The Committee thereupon decided to defer consideration of 
Sardar Kapur Singh's Note to Monday, the 25th April, 1966, when 
he might be present. 

6. The Committee then adjourned to meet again on Monday, the 
25th April, 1966 at 15·00 hours. 

·Paragraphs 2 to 3 relate to another case and will be included in the 
Minutes of the relevant Report. 
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Seventh Sittm, 

New Delhi, Monday, the 25th April, 1966. 

The Committee met'from 15·00 to 16·05 hours. 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rat'. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee . 
3. Shri Nihar Ranjan T .pekar 
.. Shri H. N.Mukerjee 

5. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 

6. Sbri J agaaath Rao 

7. Shri Asoke K. Sen 

8. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

2. The Committee approved a Notet (Annexure) clarifying certain 
pOints raised by Sardar Kapur Singh, M.P., in the Note given by him 
~garding the apology tendered by Shri H. L. Sally in connection 
with the question of privilege arising out of a certain passage in the 
brochure entitled "Punjab at Cross-Roads" published by him for 
being appended to the Report of the Committee dealing with this 
matter and decided that Sardar Kapur Singh's Note as well as the 
Committee's Note thereon be appended to that Report. 

In this connection, th:e Committee observed that they had in the 
past also accepted apologies tendered by the persons concerned and 
recommended to ,the House the closure of the matter. For example: 

(i) The Hindustan Standard Case-Seventh Report of the Com
mitte!e of Privileges (Second Lok Sabha); 

------
tSee pages 7--9. 
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(il) Shri M. O. Mathai's Case-Ninth Report of the Committee 
of Privileges (Second Lok Sabha); and 

(iii) The Indian Nation Case-First ~port of the Committee 
of Privileges (Third Lok Sabha). 

3. The Committee authorised the Chainnan and, in his absence, 
Shri Sumat Prasad, to present their Fifth Report to the House on 
the 30th April, 1966. 

• • • • 
The Committee then adjourned . 

• Paragraphs 4 to 7 relate to other cases and will be included in the Minute. 
of the relevant 1Uaports. 



IIDRrI'I.'S OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEI'ORE TB~ coMM'rrrBE 
. OF PRIVILEGES 

Thurmay, the 7th April, 1986 

PRESENT 

CHAIRMAN 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 
3. Sardar Kapur Singh 
4. Shri Nihar Ranjan Laskar 
5. Shri V. C. Parashar 
6. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 
7. Shri Surnat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 
WITNESS 

Shri H. L. Sally. 

(The Committee m€'t at 15·00 hours). 

EVIDENCE OF SHRI H. L. SALLY. 

Mr. Chairman: You are Mr. Sally? 

8hri H. L. Sally: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: We have received your letter of apology. Is it 
by you? 

Shri B. L. Sally: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: You may also add 'to the House'. 

Shri V. C. Parashar: Speaker, Members, and to the Lok Sabha. 

Mr. Chairman: Please add: And to the House (Lok Sabba). 

8hrl B. L. Sally: Yes. 

8hri Kapur Singh: In your letter of the 30th March, hardly a 
week ago, you gave us to understand that, after examining tbe 
matter carefully, you were convinced that no matter· of privilege 
was involved here, because the Members and the Speaker were 
performing functions which can be termed, 'political'. What baa 
happened in the mean time that you have changed that stand? 

18 
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·ShriQ. L. SaiIl)': I still'hold that view. -But because the House

considers -that wrong, ] offer my apology. 

Shri Kap1l1" Singh: You say: 'I apologise because House con· 
siders me wrong; my views are the same as in the letter of the 
J<tth March.' Is that what you say? 

'SJnot H. L. s.J1y: 1 offer all respect to the House and all the
Mem:betB. 

Shri Kapur Singh: That you have already done in your letter. 

Shri H. L. Sally: I don't change anything. I have got my full 
respects for the House. 

SllriKapur stagb: Whatever you have said in your letter of the 
80th Match, you stand by it ? j 

Shri H. L. Sally: Yes. I stand by my letter of the 80th and I 
do not wish to make any change in it. 

Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman: What is your point? Are you trying 
to distinguish between the Speaker and the House here? 

fihri B. L.S.ly: There is the Speaker and the House. There is. 
a ditterence. There is difference between the S~aker and Sardar 
Hukam Singh. iI make the distinction between the Speaker and 
Sardar Hukam Singh. 

Shri C. R. Pattabhi Kaman: Speaker is the Chairman of the 
Committee of the House in this case. 

Shri H. L. Sally: In this case he is performing functions apart 
from the functions of Parliament. 

Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman: Supposing we tell you now that there 
is a committee of the House that had dealt with it? Mr. Nanda 
appointed the committee of the House of Parliament to deal With. 
it. You have made it clear in your letter. 

Shri H. L Sally: To your superior wisdom I bow and I offer my 
apology. 

Shri ltapur Singh: "If, however, the Committee considers that 
I am in the wrong, then I can apologise." That is your position? 

Sbri H. L. Sally: Yes. 

Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman: You may consider that the Speaker' 
as the Chairman of the Committee was not functioning as Speaker. 
We are te1ling you toda:y that you may take it from us how he was 
functioning. 

Sbri H. L. Sally: Therefore I bow to your superior judgement, 
and apologise. 

Shri Kapur Singh: In your letter of the 30th March you said: 
Rather, my grievance is that most of them (that is, including 

the Speaker) far too . committed honestly to the views 
already held by them to mak,~ an objective report. Acting 
honestly they could not but say what was in their mind: 
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already about the desirability of Punjabi Suba. 0Razatherwi~1 
they could not ignore the report of the AJl 
Commission ..... . 

You were saying this about the Comntittee members. 
Shri H. L. Sally: Many of them. 
Shri Kapur Singh: You say, " 'most of them' were already com

mitted and they could not honestly accept their nomination to the 
Punjabi Suba Committee, because, they were not in a position to 
make an objective assessment". Is that your position? 

Shri H. L. Sally: Yes. That is what your own Members of Par
liament have also said. 

Shri' Kapur Singh: Vou have also brought out to our notice 
four further cases of similar acts which this Committee regard as 
prima facie breaches of privilege. Those four cases, rather, the 
existence of those four cases, is an extenuating circumstance in 
your case. 

Is that your position? 

Shri H. L. Sally: That should be an extenuating circumstance. 
Shri Kapur. Singh: Those four cases are about Shri Bhagwat 

Dayal Sharma, Dr. Baldev Parkash, Mr. Keshab Chander and Mr. 
Virendra. These four gentlemen have also criticised the appoint
rnent of the Committee and its members almost in the same terms 
as you have. 

Shri H. L. Sally: Ev:en much more adversely,. 
Shri Kapur Singh: Much more adversely. I have 1inlsheci. 

Thank you. 
Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Supposing I tell you that the Speaker 

was functioning as the Chairman of this Committee in his capacity 
as Speaker, then you are prepared to tender your apology? 

Shri H. L. Sally: That is what I have said. What I thought ·",,.as 
that it was different. But I bow to your judgement. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Nobody is infallible. One may err in his 
judgement. Suppose we tell you that your judgement or view is not 
correct but he was really functioning in the Commitfee as Speaker, 
then I take it that you are prepared to express your regret. 

Shrl II. L. Sally: Yes. That is what I have done. 
Shri N. C. Chatterjee: And then you will tender your apology on 

that basis? , i 
Shri H. L. Sally: Yes. When I wrote this brochure, I did not 

realise this because I was carried away by what was happening in 
the House itself and the Press. 

Shri V. C. Parashar: You are apologising because you feel that 
in spite of your views, the action of criticising the Speaker and the 
Members is not correct on your part? I am not talking about your 
view. I I 

Shri B. L. Sally: That is correct. 
(The 'lditness then withdrew) 



APPENDIX 
Statement submitted by Shri H. L. Sally for the consideration of the 

Committee of Privileges 
Swapnil, Sector 5, 

Chandigarh. 
30-3-66 

Dear Shri Chawla, 
As desired in your letter No. 76/1/C/S6, dated 22-3-1966, I am 

enclOSing my statement. I may now be kindly informed if I can be 
assisted by a lawyer on 7th April, 1966 when· r appear before the 
Committee. 

I contacted the Sales Section of the Lok Sabha Secretariat by 
sending a special man. The enclosed copy of telegram will show that 
1. could not get them. I will be obliged if you kindly direct your 
office to supply these V.P.P. I reserve the right to modify my state
ment, if necessary, when I get the'3e documents. 

To 

From 

To 

Shri M. C. Chawla, 
Deputy Secretary, 
Lok Sabha. 

Shri H. L. Sally, 
Swapnil, Sector 5, 
Chandigarh (Punjab). 

8hri M. C. Chawla, 
Deputy Secretary, 
Parliament House, 
New Delhi. 

Yours sincerely, 
(Sd.) H. L. SALLY. 

Dated Chandigarh the 30th March, 1966. 
SUBJECT: Question of privilege raised in Lok Sabha regarding a 

passage ip, a brochure titled "Punjab at Cross-Roads" 
allegedly' casting reflection! on the Speaker and Mem-
bers of the Parliamentary Committee on the Demand 
for Punjabi Suba. 

Sir, 
With reference to your letter No. 761l/C/66, dated 11th March, 

1966 and its enclosure I have the honour to forward herewith my 
statement for consideration by the Privileges Committee of the Lok 
Sabha. 

21 
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1 would like to submit very clearly at the outset that I have the 
highest regard for the Indian Parliament, its members and its 
officers. In particular, I hold in high esteem the position of the 
Speaker of the Lok Sabha. Nothing was farther from my mind 
when I published the brochure than to cast reflections on the 
Speaker or any member of the Parliament as such. 

In a Parliamentary system like ours, every citizen has a right to 
express himself freely, frankly and fearlessly on all public ques
tions. I maintain that I am entitled to express my views on the 
demand for Punjabi Suba. I believe there are many Punjabls, 
Hindus as well as Sikhs, who believe that the demand for Punjabi 
Suba is a communal demand of a section of people led by Akalis. 
On the other hand, many Hindus and Sikhs would like the present 
political structure of the Punjab to remain intact in the larger in
terest of the peace and progress of this border State and its in
habitants. To them what is happening under pressure from extre
mist elements in the so-called Punjabi and Hindi speaking areas of 
the Punjab is nothing short of madness. Commenting on this issue, 
the 'Telegraph' of London has said on March 22, 1966, ''The new 
Sikh State can never break aWay {rom the vast body of India. Of 
course, more than a mere language is at stake. Jobbery and oftice 
go with it and that is why every language issue in India is fiercely 
contended". I only tried my little bit to prevent India's image falling 
so low in the international field. 

When under the stress and strain of foreign invasion the Home 
Minister; Shri Nanda, announced the formation of the Committee 
to be presided over by Shri Hukam Singh to advise the Central 
Government on the solution to the above question, thinking and 
knowledgeable people in the Punjab, in all walks of life nodded 
their heads in mis-giving and disapproval. Shri Hukam Singh can
not deny his active association with the political aspirations of 
Akalis. This is clear from his Presidential address at the Akali Con
ference held at Ludhiana in 1952. He did not even dissOciate him
self from the Akalis when they restarted their political activities 
after having resolved in 1956 that they would henceforth be only a 
religious body. I only expressed my doubts if he could keep him
self clear of his past notions while fOrming the Consultative Com
mittee and presiding over its deliberations. This was psychologi
cally impossible for any person and Shri Hukam Singh could be no 
exception. An objective assessment of any case cannot be expected 
from people who have set opinions already. The Speaker of a 
Legislature is under an obligation to be above party politics. It was 
therefore, incumbent on Shri Hukam Singh to keep himself clear 
of the Punjabi Suba issue. Shri Hukam Singh himself is reported 
to have said in the Parliament On 1st March, 1966 that 'he wondered 
after all that had been said against him, whether he had done the 
right thing in accepting the Chairmanship of the Committee'. I can
not be held to have committed a breach of privileges of Parliament 
by saying the same thing. 

In the copy of the proceedings attached to your letter under reply 
there is a reference to my attributing dishonesty to the members of 
the Parliament. I never attributed any dishonesty to either Shri 



Hukam Singh br' any membet of the Committee. Rather my griev
ance is that most of them were far too committed honestly to the 
views already held by them to make an objective report. Acting 
honestly they could not but say what was in their mind already 
about the desirability of Punjabi Suba. Otherwise they could not 
ignore the report of the Raza Ali Commission of 1954 after having 
taken their stand on the Dar Report of 1948. No cogent reasons have 
either been advanced to throw overboard the recommendations of 
the State Reorganisation Commission. There has to be a conti
nuity in administrative policies in a democracy. A political body 
should not have summarily upset the recorded decisions of Commis
lions consisting of eminent Judges, administrators and legislators. 

In your letter you have taken it for granted that the Consulta
tive Committee presided over by Shri Hukam Singh was a Parlia
mentary Committee. No resolution of the Parliament constituted 
this conunittee which was a purely Consultative body formed on an 
ad hoc basis to advise the Union Executive to enable the latter to 
take a firm decision in the mat~r. Qw~stions repeatedly put in both 
the Houses of the Parliament and the replies given on behalf of 
the Government clearly show that a non-padiamentary committee 
has made its report to the Parliament. But thereby the Committee 
cannot be termed as a Parliamentary Committee. The Speaker was 
not presiding over the Committee Ex-OtJicio, but because he was 
appointed as such by the Union Government. Debates in the House 
clearly show 'that many members of the Parliament shared my 
views. The status of the Committee was still under dispute in the 
Lok Sabha on March 2, 1966 when the Prime Minister agreed to 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta's suggestion that this 'delicate' matter should 
be discussed by her with leaders of all groups and settled. Be that 
as it may, the fact remains that the status of the Consultative Com
mittee has throughout remained in doubt. The benefit of doubt 
always goes to the accused. All that I said was directed against 
Shri Hukam Singh as the Chairman of the Consultative Committee 
which did not enjoy privileges of the Parliament. 

I, therefore, submit that no ,question of privilege is involved. 
Certain privilege is attaclied to the members of the Parliament and 
to the Speaker while they are acting (J8 such whether in the Parlia
ment or in its various Committees. This privilege cannot be carried 
by them into their private life or even in their political activity 
outside the Parliamentary work. It is my finn belief that while 
acting- as the members of the Consultative Committee, Shri Hukam 
Singh and the other members of the Committee were discharging 
political functions -apart from their Parliamentary business. Cri· 
ticism df such a political body cannot be, classed as a breach of privi
leges of the Parliament. I • ' 

The Parliament enjoys its position and privileges because its 
members are the elected representatives of the people to whom 
they are responsible. The electorate has to watch if their delegates 
are faithfully carrying out the duties entrusted to them. This can 
only be done by a healthy criticism of their performance. In a 
democracy this is the only way to keep things going On the rigbt 
track. The Press and the public are daily criticising the measures 
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approved by Parliament. They are not considered to be guilty of 
any breach of privileges. If Parliament or its officers become so 
sensitive to public criticism, the very idea of democratic institu· 
tions will evaporate. I have only ventured to offer such a criticism 
on the personnel of this Committee. 

Even if it is held that a question of privilege is involved the facts 
and circumstances of the case do not warrant any further action. 
The paragraph titled cA Partisan Chairman' only mildly repeats 
the sentiments expressed in much sTronger words by responsi11le 
persons as published in Widely circulated newspapers like UlI'he 
Tribune", Ambala. As the point of privilege was not raised against 
them. it confirmed my impression that the Committee members and 
their Chairman were not above criticism. Three typical examples 
are "quoted below: I I 

(1) Tribune 29-1~1965 
P.P.C.C. Chief Demands Dissolve Parliamentary Body on 
Punjabi Suba. I j 

{From our Special Correspmt4enij 
Chandigarh Dec. 28.-: 

"Mr. Sharma, who was addressing a Press Conference here, 
explained the reasons for his demands and suggestions, as well 
as his opposition to the bifurcation of the State .... " 

"Party to the case. 

In addition, the P.P.C.C. Chief said, the Consultative Committee 
had now become a party to the case. It was no longer impartial and, 
therefore, could not be expected to do justice. The Speaker's views 
in favour of Punjabi Suba were too pronounced as it was evIdent 
frcnn his speeches in the Constituent Assembly and elsewhere": 

(2) The sarile issue of "The Tribune" published a Press state
ment from Dr. Baldev Parkash, President and Mr. Yagya Datt, 
General Secretary of Jan Sangh. They said, 'By assuming the role of 
a regular and bonafide committee oj Parliament, it has simply re'; 
f#,ected its partisan attitude or at least eagerness on the part of the 
majority of its members to facilitate the dismemberment of this 
border State in furtherance Of their pre-conceived but quite well 
known notions". 

(3) The same issue of "The Tribune", Ambala, published yet an
other piece of news. It was about a telegram from Mr. Keshab 
Chander, President of the Punjab Ekta Samiti, to the President, 
Prime Minister and some other Ministers of the Union Govern
ment. It read, "Mr. Hukam Singh, Speaker of Lok Sabha, defied 
Inaia's Constitution in changing the terms of reference of the Par
liamentary Sub-Committee on Punjabi Suba demand. His pro
Punjabi Suba tactics have been exposed and public confidence in 
his impartiality shattered. The Samiti strongly urges his imme
diate removal and dissolution of the Parliamentary Sub-Committee". 

The leading article over the signatures of the editor, Shri Viren
dra, as published in the Daily Pratap of Jlillundur on 28th March. 
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1966, is also brought to notice as corroborative of what I said. 
(Cutting· from the paper is enclosed in original as I better refrain 
from commenting on it). 

I repeat I have the highest regard for Members of the Parliament 
and its Speaker-an august body which shapes our destiny. The" 
whole brochure was the out-pouring of a mind deeply distressed at 
the impending breaking up of the proud -sword-arm of India into 
three pieces. ~y heart bled at the thought of further division of 
Punjab on parochial gr9unds. I took it as an insult to the memory of 
Pandit Nehru who had rejected this de~d. If in the opinion of 
the House, lover-stepped some constitutional technicalities in my 
zeal to save Punjab and the impugned remarks seem to affect the 
privileges of the Parliament by hurting their dignity in any way, I 
have not the least hesitation in expressing my genuine regrets. 

I, therefore, pray that the rule issued against me may kindly be 
discharged. . -. 

Yours faithfully, 

(Sd.) H. L. SALLY. 

-" 
-Reproduced at pages 26-29 alongwith its translation in English. 
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(English translation of the above) 

WHEREFROM DID WE START? WHERE HAVE WE REACHED? 

Yesterday, I had written that it was an interesting story as to 
how the Parliamentary Committee on Punjabi Suba was consti
tuted. Today I intend to place a few facts in this regard for the 
perusal of the readers. . 

Our cpnflict with Pakistan came to an end on the 23rd September, 
1965 and on the 25th September the Home Minister, Shri Gulzari 
LaI Nanda, announced in Lok Sabha that it had been decided to set 
up two Committees to consider the issue of Punjabi Suba, one an 
advisory committee of the Parliament and the other a Sub-Com
mittee of the Cabinet. In this connection, I wrote a letter to the 
Prime Minister Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri and to Shri GuIzari Lal 
Nanda. I wrote that the fire of the pyres of the martyrs had hardly 
cooled down when they had laid foundation of a new civil war. After 
all, wily an this? On this I received a letter from Shastriji that lie 
would talk on the matter when they met as to why that step had 
been taken. And Shri N anda told me over the telephone that it 
would be better if I met him in Delhi so that the misunderstanding 
caused by his statement might be removed. I went to Delhi and met 
him. The very first question that I asked him was as to what was the 
necessity of taking up this issue so soon when the conflict with 
Pakistan had j~t come to an end and nobody could say when the 
same may start -again. At that time I got only this reply that the 
issue was likely to cause some unpleasantness and Sant Fateh Singh 
might possibly give an ultimatum to the Government agairi. 
Therefore it was thought a better course that some final decision 

-might be taken on the issue. When 1 enquired as to why Sara~r 
Hukam Singh was appointed the Chairman of that Committee 
when his ideas in regard to tlle Punjabi Suba were already well
known, I got the reply that the opinion of Sardar Hukam Singh haa 
changed and that he (Sardar Hukam Singh) thought that as to what 
would the Sikhs do with a Suba comprising of water-logged areas 
of the Punjab and that he would therefore try to find a solution to 
this issue acceptable to all. This reply was given not onry to me 
but also to Shrimati Indira Gandhi. She was appointed as the 
Chairman of the Cabinet Sub-Committee on Punjabi Suba. When 
she enquired fro~ Shrl Gulzari Lal Nanda the basis on which Sardar 
Hukam Singh was appointed the Chairman .of the Parliamentary 
Committee, wnen everybody was aware of his views, she also was 
given the same reply, that is, the views of Sardar Hukam Singh had 
since undergone a change. On this Shrimati Gandhi enqUired from 
Sardar Hukam Singh whether his opinion had actually changed. He 
(Sardar Hukam Singh) emphatically denied. Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi stated that after listening to this reply she became certain 
that none could now prevent the formation of the Punjabi Suba. 



29 

Regarding Sardar Hukam Singh, how far the idea of Shri LaI 
Bahadur Shastri and Shri Gulzari Lal Nanda was mistaken ca~ be 
judged also from the fact that at the time the Parliamentary Com
mittee was constituted by them, they had thought that the Com
mittee would present its report to the Cabinet, and that the Cabinet, 
after considering it, would submit its proposals to the Parliament. 
But Sardar Hukam Singh did not allow them to have their way and 
ultimately the Report of the Committee was presented to the Parlia
ment. The .Congress High Command had already realised that 
Sardar Hukam Singh would present his report essentially to Par
liament and in that way the formation of Punjabi Suba was a fore
gone conclusion. Therefore the Working Committee made its an
nouncement in favour of the Punjabi Suba without waiting for the 
report of this Committee. Had it wished it could have decided 
against the l'unjabi Suba. In that event the Congress Members of 
the Parliamentary Committee also would have expressed their 
opinion in accordance with the decision of the Working Committee 
and the Report of the Committee would not have carried so much 
weight as it did afterwards. 

From the facts stated above by me the readers can well con~ 
clude the type of complications created by the wrong assessments 
made and faulty decisions taken by our leaders. Had these persons 
stuck to the stand like Pandit Jawaharlal that Punjabi Suba could 
never come into being, they would not have stumbled on every step 
in this manner? . I 

(Sd.) VIRENDRA. 
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