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SIXTEENTIl REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

(FIFTH LOK SABHA) 

I. Int$duetion and Procedure 

I, the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having been 
authorised by the Committee to submit the Report on their behalf, 
pt'esent this their Sixteenth Report to the Speaker on the com-
plaints against one Shri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, 
Public Relations Counsel of India, New Delhi", regarding circula-
tion of objectionable publicity material by him relating to his firm 
and his lobbying work in Parliament. 

The matter was referred to the Committee by the Speaker on 
the 26th February, 1974, under Rule 227 of the Rules of Procedure 
and Conduct of Business in !.ok Sabha. 

2. The Committee held fifteen sittings. The relevant minutes 
of these sittings form part of the Report and are appended hereto. 

3, At the first sitting held on the 25th March, 1974, the Com-
mittee decided to call for a note from the Ministry of Law, Justice 
and Company Affairs (Department of Legal Affairs) on the legal 
and other aspects of the matter. 

4. At the second and third sittings held on the 17th and 31st 
Nay, 1974, the Committee deliberated on the matter. 

5. At the fourth sitting held on the 1st October, 1974, the Com-
mittee decided to examine in person Shri M. L. Vinayak. 

6, At the fifth, sixth, seventh and eighth sittings held on the 
17th October, 6th November and 30th and 31st December, 1974, 
respectively, the Committee examined Shri M. L. Vinayak on oath. 

7. At the ninth and tenth sittings held on the 31st January and 
19th February, 1975, respectively, the Committee deliberated on the 
matter. 

8. At the eleventh sitting held on the 8th May, 1975, the Com-
mjttee considered the request of Shri M. L. Vinayak for giving him 
a .further hearing before the Committee. The Committee decided 
that it was not necessary to take any further evidence of Shri M. L. 
Vinayak. 



9. At the twelfth and thirteenth sittings held on the 20th May 
and 8th July, 1975, the Committee further deliberated on the matter 
and arrived at their conclusions. 

1'0. At the fourteenth sitting held on the 17th September 1975 
Shri M. L. Vinayak was called before the Committee and h~ wa~ 
informed that the Committee considered that his and his firm's 
activities were clearly objectionable and constituted a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House. The Committee directEd that 
he shOUld discontinue his objectionable activities. Shrt Vinayak 
submitted to the Committee a written undertaking to that effect. 

11. At the fifteenth sitting held on the 15th November, 1975, the 
Committee considered their draft Report on the matter and adopted 
it. 

n. Facts of the Case 

12,. A number of representations have been received by the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, from time to time, complaining that one Shri 
M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as the "Director, Public Relations 
Counsel of India, New Delhi", has been issuing objectionable cir-
cular letters to private firms/individuals regarding the services 
which can be rendered to them by his firm relating to the business 
in Parliament and "lobbying work· in Parliament", on payment. 

13. Recently, when the following two communications were re-
ceived by the Speaker, he referred the matter to the Committee of 
Privileges, under Rule 227 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct 
of Business in Lok Sabha, for examination and report:-

(i) From the Department of Parliamentary Affairs, forward-
ing a letter received by Mis. Acharya Electronics, Nagpur, 
from Shri M. L. Vinayak (See Appendix I); and 

(ii) From the Secretary to the Minister for Legislative AfI~irs, 
Government of Maharashtra, forwarding a letter receIVed 
by the MInister for Legislative Affairs from Shri M. L. 
Vinayak (See Appendix II). 

14. These two letters are almost identical and inter alia read as 
follows:-

"The above subject had come before Parliament and it also 
relates to your Company, Business and Industry. The 
statement as discussed in Parliament about your Company 
can be had against our fee Rs. 75/- cash. Please add 



3 

:B.s. 2/- on out-station cheque. This is not a Circular 
Letter and it is being sent as it contains reference about 
your Company. Please quote subject matter of our 
Letter. 

We can also place your point of view on this matter 
or any other and do lobbying work at the highest level. 
Our minimum fee for lobbying work is Rs. 25001- or 
more according to the nature of. the case strictly paid in 
advance. All expenses in lobbying work are paid by 
firms. Many Government policies were changed or modi-
fied. Detail'S can be discussed." 

15. Similar complaints against Shri M. L. Vinayak were also re-
-ceived in the past in 1960, 1962, 1966, 1969, 1972 and 1973. 

16. In July, 1960, on receipt of a similar complaint against 8hrt 
M. L. Vinayak, the pass of 8hri M. L. Vinayak for entry into the 
'Central Hall of Parliament House was cancelled.. 

17. In 1966, when a complaint was received that Shri M. L. 
Vinayak was indulging in objectionable activities in connection 
with his firm's 'Lobbying work in Parliament', which included mak-
ing out copies of proceedings of Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha and 
other Papers and Reports laid on the Table of the Houses, including 
those which were not available on sale, and supplying them to inte-
rested parties on payment, the then Speaker referred the matter to 
the Committee of Privileges under Rules 227 of the Rules of Proce-
dure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. 

18. The Committee of Privileges (Third Lok Sabha), after mak-
ing an investigation into the matter and after examining Shri M. L. 
Vinayak in person, submitted their Report (See Appendix III) to 
the Speaker, on the 15th December, 1966 in which that Com-
mittee reported inter alia as follows:-

" .... Making out copies of the debates of the Lok Sabha and 
other Parliamentary papers and Reports and selling those 
copies would be unauthorised and a breach of the copy-
right of the Lok Sabha Secretariat . 

. . . . The publicity material being circulated by Shri M. L. 
Vinayak regarding his firm's, 'Lobbying Work' in Parlia-
ment and his activities as publicised by him are highly 
objectionable and unauthorised . 

. . . . . The whole tone and tenor of Shri M. L. Vinayak's oral 
evidence before the Committee was highly objectionable, 
apart from being circumambient. 
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The Committee recommend that Shri M. L. Vinayak 
be summoned to the Bar of the House and reprimanded 
for his objectionable activities in conn~tion with his. 
firm's 'Lobbying Work in Parliament' and for his conduct 
in making false statements in his evidence before the 
Committee while on oath, in prevaricating before the 
Committee and in evading his appearance before the Com-
mittee ..... " 

19. No further action. was, however, taken against Shri M. L.. 
Vinayak as the matter lapsed on the dissolution of the Third Lok 
Sabha. 

20. The Committee examined Shri M. L. Vinayak on oath at a 
number of sittings in order to make a thorough investigation into-
the activities of Shri M. L. Vinayak and allO to give him the fullest 
opportunity to have his say before the Committee. In his evidence 
before the Committee, Shri M. L. Vinayak stated inter alia as 
follows:-

...... If you will. go through the brochure issued by the Lok 
Sabha Secretariat, there is a Sales Section there. You 

. will find that anybody can go and get copies of the 
Questions and Answers against payment. Secondly, they 
have appointed certain agents also for selling Parlia-
mentary publications. Thirdly, they have authorised cer-
tain individuals and firms to make a certain deposit in 
theSale& Section and get things regularly from there. I 
have made a deposit and I go almost every day. Gene-
rally, people go to the Lok Sabha during Sessions, but 1 
go during the inter-Sessions also .... I study those things, 
because that is my profession, and if somebody asks me 
which Bill has been passed when, I give them that infor-
mation because I get the details from the Lok Sabha on 
payment .... Whatever is discussed in LokSabha and 
Rajya Sabha is available to everybody in lndia on sale. 
This is not a secret document. 

,People come to me to take my advice on certain 
matters. I give the advice. I give them the questionlr 
that they want to be framed, against payment .... 

. . . . the first thing is to draft out a Memorandum for 
the party concerned (i.e. the people who approach me); 
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then I ask them to get it printed; then they circulate it 
to the Members of Parliament .... I do not go to any M.P. 
I draft things and send them the material. They them-
selves approach M.Ps. They send the matter and get it 
settled .... They explain things to them. When they find 
some difficulties, they contact me. Again I draft things 
for them .... I give them only the advice as to how a 
particular work can be done and who are the particular 
Members of Parliament he should meet for that work, I 
charge this fee. 

Many Members of Parliament have been my clients 
also .... I have been educating the Members of Parlia-
ment and drafting their questions .... They (the Mem-
bers) approached me on telephone, by writing letters and 
they have also met me. I have been very intimate with 
several Members of Parliament. . It is a business affair 
.... I only draft what the Member wants .... Several 
Members of Parliament have got it done. I shall show 
their letters written to me .... 

I have been doing lobbying work .... I will tell you 
what lobbying is, the contents of the legislation and what 
efforts should be made to educate· Members of Parlia-
ment .... Government drafts certain things. They come 
before the Parliament and they get the approval of Par-
liament. Sometimes, amendments are accep~d there. 
There, a man like me comes who should educate the busi-
ness people and the public as to how their rights should· 
be safeguarded, what new· amendments may be put there 
and how can the legislations affecting either 'A' or 'B' 
suitably amended .... Lobbying means to change Gov-
ernment's policy or modify it through Parliament. Lor-
bying work means that when certain things come up be-
fore Parliament wh·:> carry the brains of hundreds of 
people, you place certain facts before them in order to 
find out whether a particular legislation is harmful to 
the people there. Nowadays there is large-scale interferen-
ce of the Government in their day-to-day working and 
it is the job of the people to ~tudy and inform 'them what 
legislation is harmful to the people-and this has ttl be 
·done only through the backing of Parliament . 

. . . . in many' eases GovEftnment's policies have been 
changed; I will prOVe it, I will give you· instances ... · 
when I say 'highest level' , it means the Parliament of 
India .... 
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.... It was some years back some particular firm fr'Jm 
Bombay asked me why certain Questions were coming 
against them (in Parliament). I told them that I was a 
professional man and I could find out why Questions 
were coming aganist them. I askEd one of my men and 
it transpired that brother-in-law was giving certain ques-
tions against that firm because brothers-in-law were wor-
king against each ·Jther .... There are so many detective 
agencies in Delhi. They just investigate the matters .... 
I think I have paid them (the detective agency) Rs. 2ool
.... I do not know their modus operandi. . . . . I did it only 
once., 

I send thousands of such letters (as complained of). 
I do not deny that. This was a printed circular letter; 
about ten thousand copies were published. 

Previously, I used to visit Members of Parliament 
but since 1971 I have stopped. I do not meet any mem-
bers of Parliament .... I draft things and send them (those 
who want information) the material. They themselves 
approach MPs. They send the matter and get it settled. 

I feel as a Parliamentary consultant I am not doing 
any thing wl".)ng. I am doing everything legitimate. This 
is my profession .... If y'.Ju feel that some of my activi-
ties are bad, I can withdraw from those activities .... it 
may be bad and after I have talked to the hon. Mem-
bers of the (Committee), I feel that this is not a legiti-
mate thing. I think it is not proper .... " 

21. The Committee requested the Ministry of Law, Justice and 
Company Affairs (Department of Legal Affairs) to furnish a com-
prehensive note on the legal and other aspects of circulation of 
objectionable publicity material by Shri M. L. Vinayak. The De-
partment of LegaJl Affairs, accordingly, submitted to the Committee 
a Note on the subject on the 8th May, 1974 (See Appendix IV). 
Being not satisfied with the Note prepared by the Department of 
Legal Affairs, the Committee requested the Minister of Law, Justice 
and Company Affalrs (Shri H. R. Gokhale), who is also a member 
of the Committee, to give his views on the legal and other aspects 
of the matter. Accordingly, the Minister of Law, Justice and Com-
pany Affairs furnished to the Committee a written Note on the 19th 
May, 1975, which reads as foLlows:-

"(1) The question whether the various types of activities car-
ried on by Shri Vinayak and his firm would constitute a 
breach of privilege of Parliament or a contempt, has to 
be considered in the context of the relevant practice and 
procedure of the House of Commons. 
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(II) The main activities of Shri Vinayak or his firm may be 
divided into two groups: 

(i) Making out copies of the proceedings of the Lok Sabha 
and the Rajya Sabha and other papers and Reports laid 
on the Table of the House, including those which are 
not available on sale and supplying them to interested 
parties on payment; and 

(ii) Doing 'lobbying work' in PaI1liament on behalf of the 
interested parties on payment. 

(III) As far as making out of copies of the proceedings etc. 
and supplying them to interested parties is concerned, it 
has to be seen whether there is any contravention of the 
Rules of Procedure of the Lok Sabha. Under Rules 379 
& 382 of the Rules of Ptocedure of Lok Sabha, the Speaker 
may authorise the printing and publication of the Reports 
of proceedings and other document'S in connection with 
the proceedings. Rule 220 of the Rules of Procedure of 
the Rajya Sabha contains a similar provision. The copy-
right of Parliamentary debates and other publications relat-
ing to Lok Sabha and Raj ya Sabha is vested in the Parlia-
ment and making out copies and selling them by others 
is unauthorised and amounts to a breach of the copyright. 
In this connection, the po'Sition obtaining in England in 
the matter may also be summed up as follows:-

(i) Disobedience to the orders of either House, whether such 
orders are of general application or require a particular 
individual to do or abstain from doing a particular act, 
or contravention of any rules of either House is a 
contempt of that House. 1 The various offences com-
ing under the penal jurisdiction of the Houses of Parlia-
ment haVe been enumerated in Halsbury's Laws of 
England and these include disobedience of rules or 
orders of the House. 2 

(ii) The publication of debates of either House has ~en 
repeatedly declared to be a breach of privilege. On 13th 
and 22nd July, 1641, it was ordered by the Commons 

1 May's Parliamentary Practice, 18th Edition, p. 134. 
2Halsbury's Laws of England, 3rd edition Vol. 28, p. 465. 
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'that no Member shall either give a copy, or publish in 
print anything that he shall speak here, without leave 
of the House'; and 'that all the Members of the House 
are enjoined to deliver out no copy or notes of anything 
that is brought into the House, or that is propounded or 
agitated in the House.a It can be inferrej from the 
above that not only the giver of the copy of the docu-
ment but also the aeceptor would be guilty of the breach 
of privilege. 

(iii) The publication of evidence taken before a Select Com-
mittee before it has been reported to· the House would 
constitute a contempt.4 

(iv) To abstract any record or other document from the 
custody of the Clerk will constitute a contempt. II On 
4th May, 1780, the Commons resolved inter alia that 'the 
papers and accounts presented to' this House be carefully 
preserved by the Clerk in whose custody they are 
entrulsted; and that no person be permitted to take the 
same from the House under any pretence whatever.'6 

(v) By the ancient custom of Parliament, no act done at any 
Committee should be divulged before the same be 
reported to the House. Upon this principle, the Com-
mons resolved on 2ist April, 1837 that 'the evidence 
taken by any Select Committee cJ this House, and the 
documents presented to such Committee, . and which 
have not been reported to the House, ought not to be 
published by any Member of such Committee or any 
other person.'7 

(IV) In view of the above-mentioned practice followed by 
the House of Commons ,of 1he United Kingdom and also 
having regard to the provisions of rules 379 and 382 of the 

--------" _._. ,-,------ -,--' .... 
3Ma,..s PMlliamcntmll Practice. 18th edition. p. 76. 
4lbid, p. '17. 
5Ibid, p. 137. 
6Ibid, p. 138. 
'lIbid, pp. 142-143. 
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BuIes of Procedure of Lok Sabha it can be stated that Shri 
Vinayak has contravened the rules of the Parliament to 
the extent that he pl'OCured and sold copies of Parliamen-
tary papers unauthorisedly to interested parties. In this 
respect Shri Vinayak as well as the person who helps him 
to procure these papers will also be guilty of a breach of 
privilege. 

(V) The second question is regarding the legality or propriety 
of doing 'lobbying work' in Parliament by Shri Vinayak 
and his firni on behalf of the interested parties on pay-
ment. It may be mentioned that the practice of lobbying 
is no doubt prevalent in the United King\1·.)m but not to 
the same extent as in the United States. However, the 
work carried on by Shri Vinayak cannot be characterised. 
as 'lobbying work' as generally understood in other coun-
tries. In countries where lobbying is prevalent, the lobby-
ist 'supplies information to the Members of Parliament and 
tries to seek influence with them. The lobbyist does some 
research or analysis without charges. 8 Comparing the 
pr.actice in the United Kingdom with that of the United 
States, Anthony Barker has observed: 

'So far as we know, there is no equivalent at Westminster 
to the American lobbyist who is physically about the 
place on a daily basis. seeking influence and offering any 
such service to Members; if M.Ps. do receive favours of 

thi3 kind, it would probably be done discreetly since it 
is aaainst the present political culture of the House for 

Members to be seen dealing with interest groups' repre-
sentatives on anything other than an ad hoc basis linked 
to the House's current business'.9 . 

(VI) The activities of Shri Vinayak include placing the points 
of view of his clients 'at the highest level'. During his 
examination by the Committee, he has admitted that the 
highest level is Parliament. He claims that 'many Gov-
ernment policies were changed or modified' as a result of 
his lobbying work. He is claiming that he' can supply, 
on payment, information to the interested. parties on 

--_._--- ._---
:8The Members of Parliament and his Information by Anthony Barker, 

1970, p. 287. 
9IbKt, p. 289. 
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papers laid in Parliament which are not available for sale. 
He admits of indulging in the task of drafting questions 
anc} putting s.upplementaries in the Lok Sabha and the 
Rajy.aSabha about the difficulties of business people for 
eliciting information about any particular subject, on pro-
per payment. He also ulldertakes to supply any interested 
party, on payment of fees, the background to any question 
asked in the Lok Sabha, why it has been asked and who 
are the persons interested behind the move. These types 
of activities are not carried on by the lobbyists or pressure 
groups in other countries. Shri Vinayak is, in fact, carry-
ing on a business on the work done in Parliament. 
During his evidence before the Committee, though 
he has admitted that MPs have been utilising his services 
and making payments to him, he has refrained from men-
tioning their names. The crucial question is whet'Rer 
Shri Vinayak can be allowed to carr~ on the above men-
tioned type of, activities under the garb of 'lobbying'. 

(VII) The practice and procedure of the House of O.:>mmons in 
the United Kingdom that may have a bearing on the is-
sue may be summed up as follows:-

(i) Each House claims the right to punish actions which, while 
not breaches qf any specific privilege, are offences against 
its authority or dignity, such as disobedience to its legiti-

. mate commands or libels upon itself, its officers or Members. 
Such actions would constitute contempts.10 It follows 
from this that any action which affects the authority or 
dignity of Parliament will be construed to be a contempt. 
It will not, therefore, be open to anybody to do anything 
which may tend to affect or influence the course of business 
in Parliament. Making interested parties believe that 
(ffi,vernment policies could be got changed or modified by 
lobbying work will amount to an affront to the dignity of 
Parliament. 

(ii) The right to exclude strangers from the House of Com-
mMS is based on the ground that such strangers should 
not attempt to influence debate from the galleries." Any 
attempt to influence the debate even from outside the 
House may also constitute a breach of privilege. 

IOMay's Parliamentary Practice, 18th edition. pp. 64-65. 
llIbid, p. 75 
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"(iii) It is inconsistent with the' dignity of the House, with the 
duty of a Member to his constituents, and maintenance of 
the privilege of freedom of speech, for any Member of the 
House to, enter into any contractual agr~ment with an 
outside body, controlling or limiting the Member's com-
plete independence and freedom of action in Parliament 
or stipulating that he shall act in any way as the repre-
sentative of such outside body in regard to any matters to 
'be transacted in Parliament.12 It can be reasonably in-
ferred that not only the Member but also'the other party 
to the agreement is equally guilty of having committed 
indignity of the House. 

(iv) 

'J 

(v) 

(vi) 

Any acts reflecting Upon either House or its proceedings 
which. though they do not tend directly to obstruct or 
impede either House in the performanc2 of its functions, 
yet have a tendency to produce this result indirectly by 
bringing such House into odium, cont-empt or ridicule or 
by lowering its authority may constitute contempts. 1a 

This is wide enough to cover any indignity to either House, 
including any representation that the policies discussed in 
the House could be changed or modified by lobbyi1'l~ work. 

The corrupt acceptance of payment for the disclosure of 
information about matters to be proceeded with in Parlia-
ment obtained from other Members under th~ obligatio.n of 
secrecy, while fl'Jt held to be a breach of privilege or a 
contempt, has been stigmatised by the House as dishonour-
able conduct deserving to be severely punished. 14 If this 
be the posi&n applicable to the Member of the House, a 
stranger disclosing information about matters proceeded 
with in Parliament would be guilty of dishonourable con-
duct of a rugher order. 

It is no~ only acts or omissions which obstruct or impede 
either House of Parliament in the performance of its func-
tions or any Member or Officer of such House in the dis-
charge of his duty that would constitute a contempt; any 
act or omissio,n which has a tendency, directly or indirect-
ly, to produce such results may also be treated as a 

12Resolution of the House of Commons dated 15th July, 1947, dted in 
May, p. 74. 

ISMay's Parliamentary Practice, 18th edition, p. 143. 
141bid, p. 139. 
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contempt, even though there is no precedent of the 
offence. 11$ 

'(vii) Conduct not amounting to a direct attempt to influence a 
Member in the discharge of his duties, but having a tend-
ency to impair his independence in the performance of his 
duty, will also be treated a breach o~ privilege.lII 

(VIII) In the light of the above practice and procooure of Par-
liament in the United Kingdom, it can be stated that the 
activities of Shri Vinayak and his firm are clearly objec-
tionable and would constitute a bre~ch of privilege or 
contempt. Shri Vinayak or his firm make the members 
of the general public believe that due to lo~bbying work, 
the Government policy could be got changed or modi-
fioo, if the fee as demanded is given. If as claimed by 
Shri Vinayak or his firm this could be got done at the 
highest level or any level, it would have the effect of 
bringing or attempting to bring pressures on the Parlia-
ment by employing any means. It would also have the 
effect of lowering the image and dignity of Parliament." 

22. The Committee have duly considered all aspects of the matter, 
including the points made in the Note by the Minister of Law, 
.Justice and Company Affairs. 

23. While this matter was still before the Committee, a fresh 
complaint (See Appendix V), was received on t~e 25th August, 1975, 

'ag,ainst Shri M. L. Vinayak from Mis. Haribhakti and Co., Chartered 
Accountants, Bombay. M!s. Haribhakti and Co. forwarded a printed 
circular letter daten the 14th August, 1975, received by them from 
"Shri Vinayak in which Shri Vinayak had iTlter at;,~ stated that 
·certain matter "had recently come before Parliament and it also 
relates to your Business and Industry" and, if the firm so liked, they 
could have a full statement of the discussion in Parliament on a 
payment of Rs. 751-. M!s. Haribhakti and Co. complained that there 
was no reference to their company in Parliament and, therefore, the 
statement of Shri Vinayak was false. They felt that Shri Vinayak 
was misusing the name of Parliament and his activities amounted 
to cheating. 

24. The Committee are of the opinion that the activities of 
Shri M. L. Vinayak and his firVl are clearly objectionable ann have 
the effect of lowering the image and dignity of ParH,,~ment and that, 
therefore, those activities constitute a breach of privilege and 
cOT'~~mpt of the House. 

15Ibid, p. 132. 
161bid. p. 147. 



25. The Committee decided to give an opportunity to Shri M. L. 
Vinayak to appear before the Committee and that he should be 
directed to discontinue his objectionable lobbying and other activities 
as they offended against the dignity and authority of Parliament. 

26. Shri M. L. Vinayak was, accordingly, called before the Com-
mittee again on the 17th September, 1975 and he was informed of the 
following decision of the Committee:-' 

"The Committee have come to the conclusion that your and 
your firm's activities in this connection are unauthorised 
and highly objectionable and they have the effect of 
lowering the image and dignity of Parliament. Those 
activities constitute a breach of privilege and contempt 
of the House. 

The Committee also feel that making out copies of the debates 
of Lok Sabha and of other PaTliamentary papers and 
Reports and sel'ling those copies is unauthorised and a 
breach 0$ the copyright of the Lok Sabha. 

The Cbmmittee have taken note of the assurance given by you 
to· the Committee during your evidence that if any of 
your activities were considered by the Committee as bad 
or objectionable, you would discontinue those activities. 
Now, tile Committee would, therefore, like to know from 
you whether you are prepared to give a written under-
taking to this effect so that the Committee may decic\e 
their further course of action." 

27. Shri M. L. Vinayak submitted before the Committee that he 
was prepared to give a written undertaking to discontinue his objec-
tionable activities about which the Speaker and the Committee had 
received the aforesaid complaints. Accordingly, Shri Vinayak 
immediately submitted. the following written undertaking to the 
Committee: -

• "I have been informed that my activities styling myself as 
'Director, Public Relations Counsel of India' as evidenced 
from the letters which I have been sending to various 
individJ.lals and parties and which have come to the notice 
of the Committee of Privileges of Lok Sabha in :respect pf 
my firm's lobbying work connected with the proceedings 
and business of Parliament are unauthorised and highly 
objectionable and that they have the effect of lowering the 
image and dignity of Parliament. I now understand 
that those activities constitute a breach of privilege and 

1442 LS-2. 
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contempt of the House. I also now understand that mak-
ing out copies of the nebates of Lok Sabha ~nd other-
Parliamentary papers and Reports and selling those' 
copies is unauthorised and a breach of t~ copyright of 
Lok Sabha. 

2. I hereby give an undertaking that I will discontinue forth-
with all my aforesaid activities which are considered 
objectionable and a breach of privilege and contempt of' 
the House." 

28. In view o~ the categorical undertaking given by Shri M. L. 
Vinayak to discontinue his and his firm's aforesaid objectionable 
activities, the Committee feel that a lenient view may be taken of 
the breach of privilege and contempt of the House committed by 
Shri M. L. Vinayak ann the matter may be closed. The Com-
mittee hope that having given the above undertaking Shri Vinayak 
wil'I not indulge in those activities again. 

However, the Committee recommend that if Shri Vinayak indul-
.«es in any of those activities again, a severe punishment may be 
given to him. 

IV. Recommendation of the Committee 

29. The Committee recommend that no further action be taken 
in the matter and, in view of the categorical and written undertak-
ing 'given by Shri M. L. Vinayak, it may be closed. 

N. K. P. SALVE, 
NEW DELHI; Chairman. 

The 15th November, 1975, Committee of Privilege8. 



ORDERS OF THE SPEAKER 

The Report may be laid on th~ Table of the House. 
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SD/- G. S. DHILLON, 
26-11-1975. 



MINUTES 

I 
First Sitting 

New Delhi, Monday, the 25th March, 1974. 

The Committee sat from 16.00 to 17.05 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chairmun 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat 
3. Shri Darbara Singh 
4. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
5. Shri Maddi Sudarsanam 
6. Dr. Shankar Dayal Sharma 
7. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Under Secretary . 

• • • • • 
6. The Committee then considered the complaints against 

Shri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, Public Relations 
Counsel of India" regarding circulation of objectionable publicity 
material by him about his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. The 
Committee desired that, in the first instance, a note might be 
obtained from the Ministry of Law on the legal and other aspects 
of the matter. 

The Committee then adjourned. 

·"Paras 2--5 relate to other cases and have accordingly been omitted. 

16 



17 

II 
Second sitting 

New Delhi, Friday, the 17th May, 1974. 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 14.35 hours. 
PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 
MEMBERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat 
3. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
4. Shri Darbara Singh 
5. Shri N ihar Laskar 
6. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
7. Shri Vasant Sathe 
8. Dr. Shankar Dayal Sharma 
9. Shri R. P. Ulaganambi 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Under Secretary . 

• • • • • 
7. The Committee then considered the question regarding cir-

culation of objectionable publicity material by Shri M. L. Vinayak, 
styling himself as "Director, Public Relations Counsel of India" 
regarding his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. 

The Committee decided to defer further consideration of the 
matter to their next sitting. 

• • • 
The Committee then adj01Lrned. 

m 
Third sittiDg 

• 

New Delhi, Friday. the 31st May. 1974. 

-'!be Committee sat from 11.00 to 13.05 hours. 

PRESENT 
Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat 
3. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
4. Shri Darbara Singh 

• 

···Paras 2-6 and 8 and 9 relate to other cases and have accordin.gly 
been oqlitted. '. I . ,,~ 
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5. Shri Nihar Laskar 
6. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
7. Shri Vasant Sathe 
8. Dr. Shankar Dayal Sharma 
9. Shri Maddi Sudarsanam 

10. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri J. R Kapur-Under Secretary . 

* • * • • 
7. The Committee considered further the question of privi'lege 

regarding circulation of objectionable publicity material by Shri 
M. L. Vinayak, stylin'g, himself as "Director, Public Relations 
Counsel of India", regarding his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. 
The consideration of· the matter was not concluded . 

* • * • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

IV 
Fourth sitting 

New. Delhi, Tuesday, the 1st October, 1974 
,:"'''' ~ 
'j 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 11.50 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 

MEM~ERS 

2. Sardar Buta Singh 
3. Shri M ... C, Daga 
4. Shri K. G. Deshmukh, 
5. Shri Chintamani Panigrahi 
6. Shri K. Raghu Ramaiah 
7. Shri B. R. Shukla 
8. Shri Maddi Sudarsanam 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri J. R Kapur-Under SeC7'etary . 

,/ 

• "Paras 2-6 and 8 and 9 relate to othw cases- and have accordj~y 
been omitted. 
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• ... • ... ... • 
3. The Committee took up further corisideration of the question 

Te. circulation of objectionable publicity material by Shri M. L. 
Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, Public RelatIons Counsel of 
IncUa" regarding his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. 

The Committee directed that Shri M. L. Vinayak be asked to 
appear before the Committee for oral examination. 

4. The Committee decided to hold their next sittings on the 17th 
and 19th October, 1974. 

The Committee then adjourned 

V 
Fifth sitting 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 17th October, 1974. 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 13.20 hours· and again from 
15.00 to 17.05 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
3. Shri M. C. Daga 
4. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 
5. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 
6. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
7. Shri Chintamani Panigrahi 
8. Shri B. R. Shukla 
9. Shri Maddi Sudarsanam 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri Y. Sahai-Deputy Secretary. 

Shrf J. R. Kapur-Under Secretary. 

WITNESS 

Shri M. L. Vinayak-ClDirector, Public Relations Cc:>unsel of 
India", New Delhi. . 

·"Para·-2 relates to another case and has accordingly· been omitted. 
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2. The Committee took up further consideration of the question 
regarding circulation of objectionable publicity material by 
Shri M. L. Vinayak, "Director, Public Relations Counsel of India". 
New Delhi, regarding his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. 

3. Shri M. L. Vinayak was called in and examined by the Com-
mittee on oath. 

(Verbatim Tecord was kept) 

4. The evidence of Shri M. L. Vinayak was not concluded and" 
the Committee directed Shri M. L. Vinayak to appear before the 
Committee 'again on the 4th November, 1974* for further examina-
tion and to produce certain documentslpapers relating to his firm's 
activities, before the Committee at their next sitting. 

(The witness then withdrew) 
The Committee then adjourned. 

VI 
SiMth sitting 

New Delhi, Wednesday, the 6th November, 1974 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 13.30 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Ch.4irman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri ),(. C. Daga 
3. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 
.. Shri Chintamani Panigrahi 
5. Shri Mactdi Sudarsanam 
e. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpay~ 
7. Shri G. Viswanathan. 

, -. 

SBCRETAlUAT 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Under Secretary. 

WITNJSS 

.1 
Shri M. L. Vinayak-"DiTectOT, Public ReIationl Counsel of 

India", New Delhi • 

• • • • * * ------------------------------------------------------·On the 4th November, 1974, Shri M. L. Vinayak was asked to appear 
before the Committee on the 6th November, 19'74. 

···Paras 2-6 relate to other cases and have accordingly 'been omitted. 
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7. The Committee then took up further consideration of the 
question regarding circulation of objectionable publicity material 
by Shri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, Public Rela-
tions Counsel of India" regarding his firm's lobbying work in. 
Parliament. 

8. Shri M. L. Vinayak was called in and examined by the Com-
mittee on oath. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak, submitted before the Committee copies of 
two documents and informed the Committee that he was unab'le to. 
produce before the Committee the remaining documents asked for 
by the Committee at their last sitting. He requested that four to 
six week's further time might be granted to him by the Committee 
to proci.uce those documents. The Committee took a serious view of 
the failure on the part of Shri M. L. Vinayak in producing all the 
relevant documents asked for by them. The Committee directed 
him to produce the requisite documents within a month's time. 

(Verbatim record was kept) 

(The witness then withdrew) 

The Committee then adjourned. 

vu 
Seventh sitting 

New Delhi, Monday, The 30th December, 1974. 

The Committee sat from 15.00 to 16.35 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Ch4irman 

2. Shri M. C. Daga 

3. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 

4. Shri Popatlal M. Joshi 

5. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 

6. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

7. Shri B. R. Shukla 

• 
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S!lCRETARIAT 

Shri Y. Sahai-Chief Legi8lative Committee Officer. 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Senior Legislative Committee Officer. 

WITNESS 

Shri M. L. Vinayak-"Director, Public Relations Counsel of 
India", New Delhi. 

2. The Committee took up further consideration of the question 
regarding circulation of objectionable publicity material by Shri 
M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as 'Director, Public Relations Coun-
sel of India" regarding his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. 

3. Shri M. L. Vinayak was callen in and examined by the Com-
mittee on oath. • 

(Verbatim record was kept) 

4. Shri M. L. Vinayak submitted to the Committee copies of 
some of the document!; ca1led for by the Committee earlier. The 
Committee observed that Shri M. L. Vinayak had l1':lt so far pro-
duced most of the documents called for from him and took a serious 
view of his lapse. The Committee directed him to produce the 
cash books regarding his firm before the Committee on the 31st 
December, 1974 at 12.00 hours. 

(The witness then withdrew) 

The Committee then adjourned to meet again on the 31st 
December, 1974. 

VIU 

Eighth sittbit 

New Delhi, Tuesday, The 31st December;"1974. 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 13.30 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chat"man 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri M. C. Daga 
3. Shri Popatlal M. Joshi 
4. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 



5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
6. Shri B. R. Shukla 
7. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri Y. Sahai-Chief Legislative Committee OtJicer. 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Senior Legisbtive Committee OtJicer. 

WITNESS 

Shri M. L. Vinayak-"DirectoT, Public Relations Counsel of 
India", New Delhi. . 

• • • • • 
6. The Committee then took up further consideration of . the 

question regarc:ling circulation of objectionable publicity material 
by Shri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, Public Rela-
tlcxls Counsel of India" regarding his firm's lobbying work in 
Parliament. 

7. Shri M. L. Vinayak was called in and examined by the Com-
mittee on oath. 

(Verbatim record was kept.) 

8. Shri M. L. Vinayak submitted before the Committee two 
small note books as "Cash Note Books" containing entries of certaill 
payments receiven by him during the year 1974. 

The witness then withdrew. 

The Committee then adjourned. 

IX 

Ninth sitting 

New Delhi, Friday, The 31st January, 1975 . 

•• 
The Committe~sat from 11.00 to 12.45 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 

• 
·"Paras 2-5 relate to other cases and have aocordingly ,been. omitted. 
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2. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 
3. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 
4. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
5. Shri Chintamani Panigrahi. 

SECRETARIAT 

1. Shri Y. Sahai-Chief Legislative Committee Officer. 
1. Shri Y. Sahai-Chiej Legislative Committee Officer . 

• • • • • 
3. The Committee then took up further consideration of the ques-

tion regarding circulation of objectionable publicity material by 
Shri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, Public Relations 
Counsel of India" regarding his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. 

In this connection, the Committee considered the suggestion of 
Shri B. R. Shukla, a member of the Committee, for calling further 
evidence of some of the employees and ex-employees of Shri 
Vinayak and also of the Investigating Officer of the Police regard-
ing the theft of papers alleged by Shri Vinayak during his evidence 
earlier before the Committee. The Committee decic\ed that it was 
not necessary to take any further evidence in the matter. 

4. The Committee also noted that the note containing the con-
sidered views of the Minister of Law, Justice and Company Affairs 
en this matter had not yet been"received from the Minister. 

The Committee decided to postpone further consideration of this 
matter to their next sitting on the 13th February, 1975 . 

• • • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

X 
Tenth sitting 

• 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 13th February, 1975. 
~e Committee sat from 14.00 to 15.50 hours. 

PRESENT 
Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 

"·Paras 2 and 5 relate to other cases and have accordingly been 
omitted. 
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MDOIBRS 
2. Shri Somnath Chatterjee , .. .i'i::- ".' 

3. Shri M. C. Daga 
4. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 
5. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 
6. Shri H. N. Mukerjee. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Senior Legislative Committee OffICer . 

• • • • • 
9. The Committee then took up further consideration of the 

question regarding circulation of objectionable publicity material 
by Shri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, Public Rela-
tions Counsel of India" regarding his firm's lobbying work in Par-
liament. 

The Committee decided to defer further consideration of the 
matter to a sitting to be held after the note containing the considered 
views of the Minister of Law, Justice and Company Affairs on this 
matter was received. 

The Committee then adjourned. 

XI 
Eleventh sittiog 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 8th May, 1975. 

The Committee sat from 16.00 to 17.15 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
3. Shri M. C. Daga 
4. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 
5. Shri Popatlal M. Joshi 
6. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
7. Shri B. R. Shukla 
8. Shri Maddi Sudarsanam 

-------
".Paras 2-8 relate to other cases and have a.ccordingly been omitted. 



SECRETARIAT . '. 

Shri Y. Sahai-Chief Legi8lative Committee Officer. 

Shri J. R. Kapur-SeniOr Legislative Committee Officer. '. -. • .' . • 
5. The Committee consinered the request of Shri M. L. Vinayak 

for further evidence by him before the. Committee on the question 
of privilege against him. The Committee decided that it was not 
necessary to take any further evidence of Shri M. L. Vinayak. 

6. The Committee decided to hold their next sittings on the 19th 
and 20th May, 1975,to consider the cases pending before them. 

The Committee then adjourned. 

XII 
Twelfth sitting 

New Delhi, Tuesday, the 20th May, 1975. 

The Committee sat from 15.00 to 16.40 hours. 

PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
3. ShriK. G. Deshmukh 
4. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 
5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
6. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee 

SECRETARIAT 

1. Shri B. K. Mukherjee-Chief Legislative Committee 0fJiceT. 
2. Shri J. R. Kapur-Senior Legislative Committee Officer. 

2. The Committee took up further consideration of the question 
regarding circulation of objectionable publicity material by Shrl 
M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as 'Director, Public Relations Counsel 
Of India' regarciing his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. 
---- ------- -------- ... -_._.,,--_ ........ _._ .... _-----

"·Paras 2--4 relate to other cases and have accordingly been omitted. 



<.27 

The Committee peruseg ,t:be. note,.on the legal aspects of circula-
tion of objectionable publicity material by Shri M. L. :Vinayak and 
his lobbying work, received from. the Minister of Law, Justice and 
Company Affairs. r-

3. The Committee came to the conclusion that the activities of 
Shri M. L. Vinayak and his firm were clear'ly objectionable and had 
the effect of lowering the image and dignity of Parliament and those 
activities constituted a breach of privilege and contempt of the 
. House. 

4. The Committee directed that Shri M. L. Vinayak be called 
before the Committee and be informed of the decision of the Com-
mittee on the matter and also be directed to discontinue his said 
activities .. 

• • • • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

XIII 
Thirteenth sitting 

New Delhi, Tuesday, the 8th July, 1975. 

The Committee sat from 10.30 to 11.45 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri N. K. P. Salve-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Chakleshwar Singh 
3. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
4. Shri M. C. Daga 
5. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 
6. Shri Popatlal M. Joshi 
7. Shri V. Mayavan 
8. Shri Chin tam ani Panigrahi 
9. Shri Erasmo de Sequeira 

10. Shri B. R. Shukla. 

···Para 5 relates to another case and has aa:ordiJllly been omitted. 
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SIlCRZTARIAT 

Shri B. K. Mukherjee-Chief Legislative Committee OfJicer. 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Senior Legislative Committee Officer . 

• • • • • 
4. The Committee then considered further the question regard-

ing circulation of objectionable publicity material by Shri M. L. 
Vinayak, styling himself as "Director, Public Relations Counsel of 
lndia" regarding his firm's lobbying work in Parliament. The Com-
mittee decided that Shri M. L. Vinayak be called before the Com-
mittee at their next sitting to be informecl that his own as well as 
his firm's activities were clearly objectionable and had the effect of 
10weriItg the image and dignity of Parliament and those activities 
·constituted a breach of privilege and contempt of the House and ..... 
also to be directed to discontinue his said activities. The Committee 
also decided that if Shri Vinayak gave an undertaking to the Com-
-mittee to discontinue his saici. activities, the Committee might recom-
mend to the Speaker that a lenient view might be taken. in the 
matter. However, if Shri Vinayak declined to give an undertaking. 
to discontinue his activities, or after having given an undertaking 
indulge in those activities again, a severer punishment to him might 
be recommended. 

• • • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

XIV 
Fourteenth sitting 

• 

New Delhi, Wednesday, the 17th September, 1975. 

The Committee sat from 10.00 to 13.05 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri N. K. P. Salve-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Chakleshwar Singh 
3. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
4. Shri M. C. Daga 
5. Shri Popatlal M. Joshi 

------------------~~~ ."Paras 21 and 3 and 5-7 relate to other cases and have 'a.ccordinlT 
been omitted. 
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6. 8hri V. Mayavan 
7. 8hri Chintamani Panigrahi 
8. Shri Erasmo de Sequeira 
9. 8hri· Arjun Sethi 

10. 8hri \J. R. Shukla 

Shri B. K. Mukherjee-Chief Le9isl~~ive Committee Officer. 

Shri J. R. Kapur~enior Legislative Committee OfJicer. 

WITNESS 

Shri M. L. Vinayak-ClDirector, .f»ublic Relations Counsel (1/ 
,., India, New Delhi." 

2. The Committee took up further consideratioD of the question 
regarding circulation of objectionablepq.plicity material by Shri M. L. 
Vinayak, styling himseU as "Director ,fublic ~lations Counsel of 
India", New Delhi, regarding his firm's lobbying work in farliament. 

8hri M. L. Vinayak was called in and examined on oath. 

As per the decision taken by the Comnuttee at tqeir sitting held 
~n the 8th July, 1975, the Chairman informed Shri Vinayak that tpe 
Committee had come to the conclusion that his and his firm's activi-:-
ties in connection with his firm's lobbying work relating to the pra. 
ceedings and business of Parliament were unauthorised .and highly 
objectionable and had the effect of lowering the image and dignity 
of Parliament. The Chairmlln ~so informed him that those activi-
ties constituted a breach of privilege .and coniNtnpt of the House. 
The Chairman further informed him that the Committee felt that 
ma1dnt out copies of the debates of Lok Sabha and of other Parlia-
mentary papers and Reports and seiUng those copies was unauthoris-
ed and a breach of the copyright of the Lok. S~bha. . The Chairman 
asked him whether he was prepared t,o give a written und:erUlJ:ting 
to the effect tl¥1t he would discontinue his .aforesaid objeCtionable 
activities which constituted a ;breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House. 

8hri M. L. Vinayak agreed to give the required written undertak-
ing to the said effect. 

(The witness then withdrew) 
1442 LS-3. 
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.Shri Vinayak then submitted the following letter dated the 17tb 
September, 1975, addressed to the Chairman, Committee of Privi-
leges:-

"1 have been informed that my activities styling myself as 
'Director, Public Relations Counsel of India' as evidenced 
from the letters which I have been sending to various indi-
viduals and parties and which have come to the notice of 
the Committee of Privileges of Lok Sabha in respect of 
my firm's lobbying work connected with the proceedings 
and business of Parliament are unauthorised and highly 
objectionable and that they have the effect of lowering the 
image and dignity of Parliament. I now understand that 
those activities constitute a breach of privilege and con-
tempt of the Homte. r also now understand that making 
out copies of the debates of Lok Sabha and of other Par-
liamentary papers and Reports and selling those copies is 
unauthorised and a breach of the copyright of Lok Sabha. 

2. I hereby give an undertaking that I will discontinue forth-
with all my aforesaid activities which are considered objec-
tionable and a breach of privilege and contempt of the 
House." ,. 

Thereafter, the Committee deliberated on the matter and decided 
to r!C'ommend that the matter might be treated as closed in view of' 
the above written undertaking given by Shri M. L. Vinayak to dis-
continue his and his firm's said activities. The Committee also decid-
ed to recommend that in case he indulged in those activities again, & 

severe punishment might be given to him. 
• • • • • 

The Committee then ad;otllrned to meet again on Thursday, the 18th. 
September, 1975, at 10.00 hours. 

xv 
Fifteenth sitting 

New Delht, Saturcfay, the 15th November, 1975. 

The Committee sat from 10.30 to 12.05 hours. 
PRESENT 

8hri N. K. P. Salve-Chairman 
MEMBERS 

2. Shri Chakleshwar Singh 
3. 8hri Somnath Chatterjee 

••• Para 3 relates to another case and has accordingly been omitted .. 



4. 8hri M. C. Daga 
5.8m1 K. G. Deahmukh 
6. Shri Arj un Sethi 
7. Shri B. R. Shukla 
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SECRETARIAT 

r~' • j , 

Shri B. K. Mukherjee-Chief Legislative Committee Oflicer. 
Shri J. R. Kapur-Senior Legislative Committee O[fice'r • 
• • • • • 

5. The Committee then took up consideration of tlaeir draft Six .. 
teenth Report reo circulation of objectionable publicity material by 
8hri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself as IlDirector, Public Relations 
Counsel of India, New Delhi" 

The Committee adopted the draft Report with the folloWing modi-
ftcation:-

For the existing para 22 of the draft Report, the following 
shall be substituted- ----"22. The Committee have duly considered all aspects of the 

matter, including the POints made in the Note by the 
Minister of Law, Justice and Company Mairs." 

The Committee then ad;ou.rned to meet again on Saturday, the 27th 
December, 1975. 

·"Paras 2-4 relate to other cases and have accoringly been omitted. 
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE COMMITTEE 
OF PRIVILEGES 

'l'hursday, the 17,th October, 1974 

PRESENT 
Dr. Henry Austin-Chair'm.Gn 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
3. Shri M. C. Daga 
4. Shri K. G. Deslunukh 
5. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 
6. Shri H. N. 1rfukerjee 
7. Shri Chintamani Panigrahi 
8. Shri B. R. Shukla 
9. Shri Maddi Sudarsanam 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri Y. Sahai-Deputy Secretar31 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Under Secretary 

WITNESS 

Shri M. L. Vinayak-"Director, Public Relations Counsel of 
Indl\l", New Delhi. 

(The Committee met at 11.00 hours) 

Evidence of Shri M. L. Vinayak, "Director, Public Relations Counsel 
of India", New Delhi 

(The witness, Shri M. L. Vinayak, took the oath) 

Mr. Chainnan: Mr. Vinayak, are you running any firm? What 
is the name of your firm? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: It is known as Public Relations Counsel of 
India. 

Mr. Chairman: What is the position you hold in it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I am the Director of the Public Relations 
Counsel of Inelia. I started this office. 
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Mr. Chainaan: In which year did you start? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: In the year 1957. 

8bri 8. R. Shukla: Is it correct that you have issued circulars to 
c:ertain firms styling yourself as Director, Public Relations Counsel 
of India, New Delhi. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Since when did you start doing this? 

Shd M. L. Vinayak: From 1957. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Do you visit Members o~ Parliament? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak.: No, Sir. Previously, r used to visit Members 
I()f Parliament but since 1971 I have stopped. 

8hri B. R. Shukla: You try to know as to what questions relatiq.g 
to particular firms are scheduled to be asked in Parliament. 

Shri M. L. Villayak: No, Sir. 

Sbri B. B. Shukla: Apart from your individual interest have 
you any profeSsional interest in knowing the nature of discussions, 
debates affecting certain individuals or firms? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

I want to make a submission. I will not hide anything from this 
Committee. r am very happy this Committee has been ploeas~d to call 
me. I will explain all the things for hours together about the 
nature of work I do. But I have got an important engagement to see 
my daughter at Hyderabad. Accordingly, I wrote a letter to the Com-
mittee that r will not be able to come on the 17th. But I again thought 
it better that my absence may not be misunderstood by hon. Mem-
bers of this Committee, so I cancelled my reservation for the 15th. 
r request that my evidence be postponed to some other date as I am 
mentally perturbed and at a later date I can give evidence in a cool 
manner and to the entire satisfaction of the Committee. I feel as a 
Parliamentary consultant r am not doing anything wrong. I am 
doing everything legitimate. This is my profession. Perhaps, I am the 
only person doing this profession in India and, as such, some people 
are jealous about it. 

Mr. Chairman: What is the engagement that' holds you in Hyde-
rabad? 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: Sir, a son has been born to my daughter and 
in OUr Hindu society there are certain customs and my daughter 
asked me that I shoUlld come on the 15th. 

My second submission is when I got a letter from the Lok Sabha ' 
on the 4th October they were not pleased to send me a copy of the 
complaint. They have sent me a copy of letter dated 11th December, 
1973 but it does not show to whom it is addressed. I send th'.:>usands 
of such letters. I do not deny that. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: I think, the Committee may give you further 
extension of time for giving you an opportunity to put forth your 
views but I shall confine myself to general aspects of the matter. 
Since how long have you been carrying on lobbying work in Parlia-
ment? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Since 1961. 
Shri B. R. Sbulda: Do you choose to visit the preCincts of Parlia-

ment? .. ' 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: You don't get passes. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will tell later on as to what was the method. 
I have got so many things to tell to the Committee. 

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Vinayak, please be specific. 
Sbri B. R. Shukla: Do you charge any fee from any individual 

or finn for helping them in their work in Parliament, 

Shri M. L. Vlnayak.: People come to me to take my advice on 
certain matters. I give the advice. 

I give them the questions that they want to be framed. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Whatever work you do or whatever advice you 
tender to a particular individual or firm, you do it 'against payment. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. S~ You also advertise about your profession to 
individuals and firms. 

SIm M. L. Vinayak.: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What kind of advice is generally sought from 
you and what advice do you give, 
, S~ M. L. Vinayak: People come to m~ to take advice on different 

matters. 
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Shri B. R. Shukla: Please giv\~an example. 

Shri M. L Vinayak: A few days back I was approached to give 
them the names of the Muslim Members of the CPI(M). I went 
through the list of members of Parliament. Party aftUiation is given 
,there. I could know that they were two-one from West Bengal and 
one from Assam. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Do you charge the fee? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: Yes,Si'r. 

Sbri B. R. Shukla: What is the rate of fee that you charge? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: My minimum fee is Rs. 50/-. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: People come to you getting the questions 
framed. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: So many people come to me to take advice 
saying that thi:s question is to be drafted. r draft it and give the 
.same to them. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: You do not draft the question a't the instance of 
the Member of Parliament. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Your approach is only to firms and individuals 
and not to Members and you do.) it at your own place. 

Shri M. L. VinlWyak: Yes, Sir. That is correct. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: You have represented to some firm that you can 
supply information as to why certain question is being put in Par-
liament. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: It is correct but I do not know why it is being 
mentioned. It was some years back some particular firm from Bom-
bay asked me why certain questions were coming against them. I 
told them that I was a professional man and I could find out why 
questions were coming against them. I asked one of my men and it 
transpired that his own brother-in-law was giving certain questions 
against that firm because brother-tn-law were working against each 
other. 

Shrl B. B. Shalda: You see nothing objectionable in making a 
probe into the causes and circumstances which induce a Member to 
put certain questions in Parfiament. You think it a legitimate affair 
of yours to go into the motives behind putting certain questions in 
Parliament against certain individuals. 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. That was only once. Personally I 
'feel I may be right. -

Mr. Chairmaa: There is a specific question being put to yo,+. 
Whether it is right or wrong, that is a different matter. We want to-
know facts. You did probe. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Once I did. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Since 1971 i.e. during 'the tenure of the present 
Parliament how many business Houses or cortcerns or individuals 
have approached you for ascertaining the caU8eS which led to the 
putting of questions in Parliament regarding them? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: None. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Do you pay income tax? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Do you keep a record of the payments which 
are made to you from time to time? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: You carry on no other profession? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I carryon no other profession. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Accounts since 1971 up-to-<iate are in your 
possession? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: The names of the firms are recorded there? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukl~: You maintain the record showing what work 
has been done by you for a particular individual? 

8hri M. L. Vin_yak: Since 1971 II have not been doing this work. I 
have stopped lobbying. 

When any particular firm. wattta--questiOI1s 'to1,1Mt~,-dtafted/ r do the-
same. Previously I used tel charge Rs. 50/- now I charge Rs.75/-. 

sbri B~ R. Shukla: Records will be 'available in your office that 
you have charged this much for a parti'cular work? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 
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Shri B. R. Shukla: You have written that we draft questions and~ 
put supplementaries in the Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha about the 
difficulties of business people or to elicit information about a parti ... · 
culoar subject and our charges are Rs. 75/- to Rs. 350/- per question 
according to the nature of the work. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I am not doing it. The material that Y0\:l. 

have got pertains to some years back. My he~th has fallen down. 
I am not doing any lobbying work since 1971. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you written to the Managing Director, Mis. 
Acharya Electronics, Nagpur? 

Shri M. L. V'mayak: Offhand I cannot say. Ftom the copy I have 
received, there is no mention about whom I have written to. 

Mr. Chairman: Is there a usual standard form for writing? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. If the name would have been men-
tioned on the copy I got, I would have said 'yes' or 'no'. 

Sbri B. R. Shukla: The letter which I am reading to you is dated' 
11-12-1973. It is written here. 

"Managing Director, 

MIS Acharya Electronics, 

Nagpur. 

Subject:-Your Company given licences for TV sets, capacity, 
others, several steps to assist to commerce production, 
value of capital goods, foreign allocation to import the 

necessary equipment, raw materials, etc. etc. 

The above subject had come before Parliament and it also relates 
to your Company, business and industry. The statement as discussed 
in Parliament about your Company can be had against our fee 
Rs. 75/- each. Please add Rs. 2/- on out-station cheque. This is not 
a circu,lar letter and it is being sent as it contains reference about 
your Company. Please quote subject matter of our Letter. 

We. can also place your point of view on this matter or any other 
and do lobb;{ing work at· the highest level. . Our mi'nimurn fee for 
lobbying work is Rs. 2500/- or more according to the nature of the 
case strictly paid dn advance. All expenses in lobbying work are 
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paid by firms. Many Government policies were changed or modified. 
~Details can be discussed. 

Thanking you, 

Yours faithfully, 

SdI-
(M. L. Vinayak) 

Director." 

You said, you ceased to do lobbying work since 1971, but here there 
'is a clear adm!ission by you that you can do lobbying work at the 
highest level. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak.: I have said, Sir, that since 1971 I am not 
doing this work. 

This was a printed circular letter about ten thousand copies were 
published. We have since dropped this thing. I am not doing lob-
bying work since 1971 because of my failing health. 

Sbri B. R. Shukla: You mean to say that this old form was issued 
inadvertently. 

Sirri M. L. Vinayak: I do not deny having sent this letter. What 
I have said was that since 1971 I had not done any lobbying work. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Your letter is at variance with and is contradic~ 
tory to what you say today before this Committee. 

Reverting to your old activities, upto 1971 you used to do lobby-
ing work against payment of Rs. 2500/- or more according to the 
nature of the work. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What was the nature of the lobbying work 
at the highest level done by you upto 1971? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak.: I cannot give you an answer off-hand. I 
have handled many cases. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: That was not your isolated act. It was your 
delliberate professtonal job. And when a person carries on a certain 
professional job, he may not be able to tell exactly the individual 
instances, but he can very well remember the nature of his profes-

,sional work. That cannot escape his memory. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will give you each and every item of the 
work I have done. But 'as requested in the beginnmg, my evidence 
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may be postponed to some other day. I will explain everything to the 
Committee. 

Mr. Chairman: If you wanted to apply for adjournment, you 
;should have done earlier. I would advise you to simply answer the 
questions. 

Shri B. R. Shukila: Please teU us, what type of lobbying work you 
used to do upto 1971 and what was the highest level at which yeu 
promised to the people that you could do that WQrk? 

Shri M. L. VlDayak: There is no promise in lobbying. What is 
Parliamentary Democracy after aU? It is to place the viewpoint 
'of the individuals before the Parliament, and see that if something 
is coming, that is set right. In 1971, one man from Calcutta came to 
me. He said, "we have gone to each and every man in the Govern-
ment on one problem and we are unable to Convil!ce them." That was 
about the seizure of enemy property by Pakistan Government during 
1965 war. In West Pakistan, after the transfer of power and the 
migration of people to India, the entire evacuee property of Hindus 
and Sikhs was taken over by the Pakistan Government There was 
Nehru-LiaqatPact. That transfer was not applicable to East Pakistan 
at that time. StiR even after that partition, there were certain Indian 
firms which had their offices in West Pakistan and East Pakistan and 
they were carrying on their activities and business; their mills were 
running there. The profits, however could not be repatriated. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What lobbying work did you do? 

Shri. M. L. Vinayak: Those people told me that the Pakistan 
"Government had taken away all their properties and those had been 
declared as enemy properties. They were not getting any compen-
sation. I worked out on that matter and I told them that this was 
a contravention of the Nehru-Li~qat Pact. II drafted large scale 
representations for them; they met so many Members of ParHament. 
I do not meet any Members of Parliament. No Member of Parlia-
ment will agree to what they used to say. 

As a Paruiamentary consultant, I have got a brain; I can visualise 
things which are coming after five years. I have got that capacity. 
I can tell you what is going to come in 1980. 

Mr. Chairman: Do not go into all these things. First talk slowly, 
"distinctly and clearly, and then be brief in your answers. We are 
also, at the moment, not very much worried about y<>ur political 
-clairvoyance. May be you are right, but it is not relevant here. 
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Shri M.· L. Vinayak: Very well. 

So, I drafted the calling attention notice for them an4 they appro· 
ached certain Members of Parliament. But the Foreign Minister 
said that they cannot give any compensation for the property seized 
by West Pakistan and East Pakistan. Then I made a study to see 
whether West Gennany or Japan gave any compensation to the people 
whose properties were seized by Bunna or Czechoslovakia or France ... 

Shri B. R. Shukla: I have tried to follow what Parliamentary work 
you do. As 1 understand it, on the presentation of some difficulties 
found by certain individuals or firms who approach you, you study 
their case, you consult law, you utilise your acqirements and your 
intuitiv.e talents 'to help them. But the question is, did you approach 
any M.P. or any officer of the Government or any Minister of the 
Government? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: I think you understand the import and connot· 
ation of the word 'lobbying'? What is the meaning of 'lobbying'? 

Shri M. L. Villayak: To change Government's policy or modify 
it through Parliament. 

Shri B. B. Shukla: So, if you write an article in the newspaper 
that such and such a policy of Government is not correct and it should 
be like this etc., would you call it 'lobbying' work? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

ShPi B. R. Shuldla: If you frame a question and hand it over to 
the person concerned to be put in Parliament, is it lobbying work? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: That is not lobbying work. Lobbying work 
means that when certain things come up before Parliament who 
carry the brains of hundreds of people, you place certain facts before-
them in order to find out whether a particular legislation is hannful 
to the people there. Nowadays there is large-scale interference of 
the Government in their day-to-day working and it is the job of the 
people to study and inform them what Jegislation is harmful to the 
people-and this has to be done only through the backing of Parlia-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman: What kind of work do you inv~ve yourself in with 
a view to changing Government's policies? Your interpretation of' 
'lobbying' is to 'change Government's policies', as you have said: 
so what are the ways you are adopting or the measures you are taking 
to change Government's policies? 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: The first thing is to draft out a memorandum 
for the party conoe!'ned (i.e. the people who approach me); then I 
_ them to get it printed.; then they circulate it to the Me~bers of 
Parliament. 

Mr. Chairman: What is your part in it? You only write the 
memorandum and you have no other part? 

Shri M. L. Vina,.:; I give them advice. I am a Parliamentary 
Consultant. 

Mr. Chahman: Would you say that your part is only to write a 
memorandum? Don't tell me what others are doing but tell us what 
you are doing. 

ShI'i M. L. Vinayak: As far as this particular case is concerned, I 
only drafted it out for them and they circulated it. 

Mr. Chaiman: I am not bothered about what others are doing. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I gave them advice as to how the Govern-
ment can be influenced. 

Mr. Chairman: What was your advice? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I asked them to put up a Call-Attention 
Notice in Parliament, first. 

Mr. Chainnan: So you first advised them to put up a Call .. Atten-
tion Notice and you drafted the notice; what is the next stage? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: The Minister did not agree to the draft 
which I had drafted. He said that it would be a contravention of the 
Act. Then I studied some cases, in the cause of my clients, to see 
whether any compensation has been paid by any other couptry dur-
ing the Second World War. 

Mr. Chairman: After drafting it, what did you do? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have to explain it to you. 

Mr. Chairman: So much explanation is not ne~essary. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: There are so many things, and. since I have 
been called, I have to explain them to you so tha ~ you can consider 
whether what I am doing is wrong. Personally, I feel that nothing 
is bad about it. 

Mr. Chairmaru) We have also not decided anything as yet; at the 
moment we consider you innocent. 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have come before the Committee to give 
evidence. You can examine me for hours together and I will satisfy 
the Committee that in many cases Government's policies have been 
changed; I will prove it; I will give you instances. But I have not 
brought those papers now. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: So, according to you, there is nothing objec-
tionable in the lobbying work that you used to do upto 19'11. Now, 
may I know what induced you to discontinue that work after 1971? 

Shri M~ L. Vinayak: So far, I am not doing any lobbying job after 
1971. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: My last question is' this. Were you used to 
supplying literature concerning the discussions in Parliament or con-
cerning the questions and answers in Parliament? 

Shri M.. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shrl B. R. ShuJdla: Did you circulate or sell this type of literature 
on the basis of authorised copies or did you get it done through unau-
thorised sources? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: If you will go through. the brochure issued 
by the Lok Sabha Secretariat, there is a Sales Section there. You: 
will find that anybody can go and get copies of the questions and 
answers against payment. Secondly, they have appointed certain 
agents also for selling Parliamentary publications. Thirdly, they have 
authorised certain individuals and firms to make a certain depoSit in 
the Sales Section and get things regularly from there. 

I have made a deposit, and I go almost every day. Generally 
people go to the Lok Sabha during session_s, but I go during the 
inter-sessions also. For example. a few days back the Lok Sabha 
issued a bulletin showing the legislations pending and the legislations 
passed. I study those things, because that is my profession, and if 
somebody asks me which Bill has been passed when, I give them 
that information because I get the details from the Lok Sabha on 
payment. I tell them that such and such a Bill has been passed on 
such and such a date. I read it from the publications issued by 
Lok Sabha Secretariat. So I charge from them a fee of Rs. 75 for 
giving that information. Anybody who comes to me for my service 
!I charge them for my work. 

Shri Sonmath Chatterjee: Is my impression correct that you 
have not done any lobbying work since 1971 because you have not 
got a client? 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: It is because my health has failed and I 
have been advised by the doctor not to strain much that I have! 
stopped lobbying work. 

Sbri Somnath Chatterjee: Your usual fee is Rs. 50. Now you 
have increased it to Rs. 75. 

SIui M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. I have increased the fee ever 
since Lok Sabha Secretariat incre'ased the cost of Notices from ten 
paise to fifty paise. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: 
what would be your fee? 

Now for drafting a Memorandum 

Shri M. II Vinayak: That may be Rs. 200, Rs. 300 or Rs. 500. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: What is the maximum fee? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: It all depends on the nature of work. 

Shri Somnath Olatterjee: When you charge, say, RI. 500 for 
drafting a Memorandum, do you charge !'K>mething else for giving 
advice? 

Shri M. L. ViDayak: Only to give them the advice as to how a 
particular work can be done and who are the particular Members of 
Parliament he should meet for that work, I, charge this fee. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee~ Only for giving this advice and for 
drafting the Memorandum you are charging Rs. 2500 as your fee. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: As I have already said, this was a Circular 
letter already printed. 

Shri SoJ:nnath Chatterjee: But for your drafting work, you may 
charge a maximum fee of Rs. 500. 

Shri M. I.. Vinayak: May be more, Sir. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You have said that the maximum. fee" 
is Rs. 500. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. It may be Rs. 300, Rs. 500 ... or Rs. 700. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You have said in this letter that your 
minimum fee is Rs. 2500 or more which will include, according to 
you, drafting of Memorandum and giving advice as to how that 
Memorandum should be utilised. 

Sbri M. U Vinayak: That fee may be for six months or for II: 
year and it may be for 15 months, that Is, till that matter is decided. 
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But on that particular matter I charged Rs. 2500. It took me about 
10 months. 

Shri Somnatb Chatterjee: You have mentioned that a particu-
lar fee was the minimum for lobbying work and so far as the other 
work like giving advice, etc. you were charging Rs. 75. That means 
you were charging Rs. 2575. 

Shri M. L. Viaayak: The fee of Rs. 75 is for supplying individual 
information on any matter. It has nothing to do with the lobbying 
work. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Do you incur expenses for doing this 
lobbying work? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Would your account show anything 
,\ of this kind? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: No. Sir. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: What is your staff? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have got 4 people. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: What sort of work are they doing? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They are stenos and typists. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You have said that for lobbying work 
you engaged a man to find out why certain questions were put in 
regard to a firm in Bombay. Was he one of your four staff? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Who was he? 

Shri M. L. VinaYak: There are so many detective agencies in 
Delhi. They just investigate the matters. 

Shri Somna*h Chatterjee: You engaged a detective agency to 
find out this matter. 

Mr. Chairman: You are diluting the matter with so many other 
things. 
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Shri Somnath .Chatterjee: Therefore, in this particular case you 
engaged a detective to find out whether certain Members of Parlia-
ment put the questions. But you did not advise the detective as to 
what procedure he should follow. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: How much have you paid to that 
agency? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: I think I have paid them Rs. 200. 

Shi Somnath Chatterjee: Have you got the copy of that report? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I cannot say that now, Sir. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: How would the detective agency know 
this fact unless they approach the Members? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not lmow their modus operandi. 

Mr. Chairman: As a Director of the firm, are you interested in 
giving sound advice to your clients? In that case, your advice can 
enly be based on facts and figures. Is it not so? 

8hri M.. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: Therefore. when the detective gives you the 
report naturally you should be satisfied that the report must be 
based on facts and figures and you should have asked him where-
from he got this report. It is your responsibility to see that your 
advice is a sound one. Have you asked your detective the source 
from where he had collected the information? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. I did only once. 

Mr. Chairman: Why is it that you did not verify it? If some-
body gave you some incorrect report, why did you not verify it? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: As I have said in the beginning, L am the 
only person doing' this kind of job. If you feel that some of my 
activities are bad, I can withdraw from those activities. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Is that detective firm still acting as 
your agent? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I cannot say that, Sir. Ii asked them to find 
out this particular report and after that they did not come to me. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: One of your jobs is to find out the 
background of questions that are put in the House and also the 
background of the debate raised in the House. Is that not your job? 



46 

Shri M. L Vinayak: It is not my job. Only once, somebody ap-
proached me. Then, I mentioned that thing. It was some years 
back. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Once you did it? 
Mr. Chairman: You answer specifically that one question. Then. 

you say only once you did it. 
Shri M. LI. Vinayak: This was only once. 

Mr. Chairman: You did once. 
Shri Somnatb Chatterjee: You issued circulars also saying that 

your services were available to ascertain the background to any 
question that may be put in the House? 

Shri M. L. Vmayak: Only once somebody approached me: That 
Is all. 

Shri Somnatb Chatterjee: You issued circulars to that effect, 
offering your services for that job? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Ii the Committee feels, I can withdraw that. 

Shri Somnatb Chatterjee: Kindly say 'yes' or 'no'. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak:: Yes. I admit. 
Shri Somnatb Chatterjee: For which you want Rs. 700? 

Shri M. L VlDayak: Yes. 
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: When you issued that circular, you 

must have had in your mind that if somebody approaches you to 
find out the background, you would help him? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: This is a very hypothetical question. No-
body approached me. So, the question of my agreeing does not arise. 

Sbri Somnath Chatterjee: Plea,se appreciate. You have yourself 
said that you can supply the background to the question. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Correct, Sir. 
Shri Somnatb Chatterjee: This is an invitation to the public. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: Correct, Sir. 
Shri Scmmath Chatterjee: If somebody in answer to that ap-

proaches you, you have to find out. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 
Shri Somnatb Chatterjee: But, you had decided that in such a 

ease, what would be your fees, namely, Rs. 700. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: Correct, Sir. 
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Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Therefore, you must have known 
what efforts you will have to make to find out the background . 

. Shri M. L. Vittayak: As I said, after 1971, I 'have stopped this 
thmg. If somebody comes to me, II can refuse it even, because I am 
only concentrating on giving individual information charging Rs. 75. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Therefore, you want to tell us that 
these circulars were issued without any consideration by you, with-
out any application of mind by you and in a casual marmer, whether 
you wanted to do this job or not, you got them printed and circulated. 
Is that so? 

Shri M. L. Vioayak: I have done in good faith, not with any bad 
rootives because I feel that in lobbying of this nature. this may be 
one of the jobs. I have done in good faith. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: So, do II take it that-if I am wrong, 
please correct me:...-according to you, trying to find out the back-
ground of a question being put in Parliament is not a proper work 
to do? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: It may be bad and after I have talked to 
the hon. Members, I feel that this is not a legitimate thing. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You now realise? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. Correct, Sir. 

Shri SOIIllnath Chatterjee: What do you do.), if somebody tries to 
find out who are the persons interested behind the question being 
put? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: As I said, since 1971, I am not doing this 
work. I, am ,only concentrating on giving advice on a particular 
thing coming in the Parliament. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Do you think it is proper to try to 
find out the background to any question? 

Shri M. L. Vinrayak: I think it is not proper. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You did that, as you said. 

Shri M. 4 Vinayak: I have said that. Th~ Constitution was 
d t d' 1950. From that time, till today, Parhament has not de-

a op e In h Pri'1 f the House fined its privileges nor has it said that t e Vl eges a . 
of Commons will be applicable. Discussions have been gomg on. 

Shri Siomnath Chatterjee: What question are you answering? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: What I am trying to say is .... 
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Shrl Somnath Chatterjee: Are you answering a .question? 

.~. ~irman: I am very soft. I can simply stop you from 
brmgmg m extraneous matters. We are trying to find out the facts. 
Don't explain too many things and circumlocute. Please confine 
your answers to specific questions. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: The last question Ii wish to put to you 
is this. Whom did you refer to as the highest level in the circular 
of 11th December, 1973? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: That is Parliament of India. In my next 
evidence, I will tell you what lobbying is, the contents of the legis-
lation and what efforts 'should be made to educate Members of Par-
liament ..... 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: We are not interested in your general 
theories about lobbying. We are only interested to find out what 
are your activities. You have said that on payment of a minimum 
charge of Rs. 2500 you can do lobbying work at the highest level.. 
You have again tried to define the scope of your lobbying work as 
meaning drafting of memoranda and giving advice to your clients. 
How does Parliament of India as such come in, in your activities? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: If the Government is to be rue. by Ordin-
ances and other things, there is no need for Parliament. Govern-
ment drafts certain things. They come before the Parliament and 
they get the approval of Parliament. Sometimes, amendments are 
accepted there. There, a man like me comes who should educate 
the business people and the pUblic as to how their rights should be 
safeguarded, what new amsdments may be put there and how can 
the legislations affecting either A or B be suitably amended. 

Shri SolllD8th Chatterjee: Educating the people about their 
rights, how are they being affected etc. you have equated that with 
your job of lobbying at the highest level. Is that so? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: When I say' 'highest level', it means the 
Parliament of India. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: What work you do in relation to Par-
liament? That is what I am asking you. I am not interested in 
what advice you give to the parties. You have mentioned lobbying 
work at the highest level, for which you charge a special fee of 
minimum Rs. 2500. What do you do? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: In 1970, I, took up this question of compen-
sation to the Indian nationals in East Pakistan and West Pakistan. 
So, I did the work. First, I advised them to put a Calling Attention. 
The Minister did not agree. Then. I cited them the example of West 
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Germany and Japan where they have paid compensation. Then. 
those people met the Members of Parliament. They were educated 
there, how in Japan, after the Second World War, they have paid 
compensation for the enemy properties. 

Mr. Chairman: You can just say that you have mentioned this. 
Don't repeat this. 

Shri M. L. VinaYak: Hon. Member was asking me. So. I, said 
that. It is the fundamental right .... 

Mr. Chairman: By highest level, you mean Parliament? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. Every legislation can be changed 
by Parliament. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: After drafting the Calling Attention 
Notice, did you hand it over to a Membe!'? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. I do not meet any Member of Parlia-
ment. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You have never met any Member of 
Parliament? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have met thousands of Members. Many 
Members have been my clients also. But, I will tell you in my 
next evidence why I stopped that work. I,t may be very embarras-
sing to Members of Parliament. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: After the new Parliament came into 
being in 1971, you stopped it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

S~ri Ch!ntamani Panigrahi: You said that you also draft ques-
tions for ParliameJ)t. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: For those people who come to me. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Those people. those MEUllbers who 
come to you? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: As I have said .... 
Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: The parties who come. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Anybody in India c.an come to me. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: How many questions you draft for 
a Session? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: If ten people come, I dra·£( ten questions. 
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,Shri Chifttamani PMligrahi: You must have been basing y.our 
income on the number of questions. 

Shri M. L. ~inayak: II charge Rs. 75. If there is one person, I 
-\lraft .one question. If tnere are ten people, I ~raft ten questions, 
chargtng Rs. 750. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: How many you drafted during the 
last Session of Parliament? How many people came to you? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: None. As I said, from 1971, I have stopped 
lobbying work. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Are you still draWng questions? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. As I said, I, stopped. Whatever is dis-
cussed in Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha is available to everybody in 
India on sale. This is not a secret document. That is not a Secret 
document. 

Shri Chintamani Pani~i: You are not drafting any questions 
now. I think. Now nobody is coming to you. But you were drafting 
till 1971. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Till 1970. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: After 1970 you stopped it. You 
might be knowing that a Member only can put a question in the 
"House. Nobody else can put a question. When you draft a question 
you give to a particular Member. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will tell you later on. Business people 
are more intelligent than me, they know whom to approach,-there 
are no Tul Mohan Rams in the Parliament now. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Please don't speak in that way. 

Shri M. L. VinaYak: In my next evidence I. will tell you about 
this. There are so many things which r have to mention. IIf r 
1iivulge these things, they may be embarrassing to Members of Par-
liament. 

Shri Chintamaai Panigrahi: You should divulge; you should do 
it. You said business people are more clever than yourself. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Trey knoW. After 1971 elections the con-
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ception of the people has changed. They know whom to go, how to 
get the work done. They don't need me now. After 1971 they don't 
need me now. I mean, the March elections . . . 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: You mean, the business people don't 
come to you ... 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They know where to go, they know where 
the work is to be done and whom to approach. There is no 
need for a man like' me. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Your importance ceased after 1971. 

Shri M. L. VinaYak: Yes. 

Sbl'i Chintamani Panigrahi: You said, you employed some 
detective agency in Delhi. How many agencies you know? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: In the Telephone Directory you can find. 
There are 8 or 9. We may say, please find out the information. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Are they Government? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, they are private people. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: How many agencies are now work-
ing in Delhi who supply this sort of information? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: There was a question in Parliament some 
years back. Then it was said, there were atout 5 or 6 detective agen-
cies or so. Even during the last session there was some question. The 
question was whether the American Embassy has employed any 
detective agency to do watch and ward duties and to collect impor-
tant intelligent information. The Minister for Foreign Affairs, as 
far as I could recollect, replied on these lines that USIS has taken 
this work. They have employed certain agency and given them 
watch and ward duties and the Government is thinking of having 
some sort of control and legislation, and what will happen if o~her 
missions also do like that. I think this was in the last session of 
Parliament. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: How many times you have done 
that? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Only once when somebody came to me and 
wanted some information. 

Shri Olintamani Panigrahi: Your income must have gone down 
after 1971. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: It has gone down.-
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Shri Cbintamani Panigrahi: What was your income before 1971 
for doing this sort of lobbying work? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: In terms of profit and 10.55, Rs. 8 to 9 thou-
sand a year. I pay income-tax. 

Sb.ri Chintamani Panigrahi: You said about the people employed. 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Staff of 4 people. typists and others. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Do they go? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: They don't go; the entire work is done by 
me. They only type what I ask. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: We have come across two circu18l'Sp 
one dated 11th December, 1973 and another dated 15th December, 
1973. You said, you stopped this work since 1971. 

Sbri M. L Vinayak: I, have stopped lobbying job since 1971. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Here it is 15th and 11th December. 

Slui M. L. VinaYak.: It is typed .... I send letters in hundreds. I 
don't keep a record. The last lobbying work which I did was on 
27th of February, when Government of India decided to give ad hoc 
compensation of Rs. 25 lakhs. After that II have not done any lobby-
ing job so far. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Then how were these dates print-
ed? This i,s 15th December and 11th December. How they were 
printed in your circular? What about the dates? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: The dates are typed. Every day or every 
week I send so many letters. 

Shri Chint8mani Panigrahi: For the whole year ... 

Shri M. L Vinayak: For the whole year I may have sent 2,000 
letters. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Till 15th December, 1973 you have 
sent 2.000 circulars like this. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: For the whole year. 

Shri Cbintamani Panigrahi: That means in 1973 you were 8igB-
ing a circular. 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. 
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Shri K. G. Deshmukh: I will be brief; you may also please be 
brief. What is your educational qualification? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: M.A, Political Science. I have been a very 
senior Government official also. I will tell you later what sacrifice 
I, have made for the COWl try and how ungrateful the country has 
been to me. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: When did you leave that service? 

Shri M. 1. Vinayak: Left in 1947, Punjab Government service 
at Lahore. 

Shri K. G. Deshmuklh: What I am asking now relates prior to 
1971. After that you. said you have left the job. But earlier to that 
you framed questi0t:ls. And also, according to your circular, you 
say, you can put supplementary in Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha. 
How can you put questions in Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I draft supplementary for any questions and 
give to the party concerned. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: Please say yes or no to my question. 

Mr. Chairman: Did you put questions? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I did not put questions. 

Shri K. Go Deshmukh: You said, you supplied copies of Demands 
for Grants to your clients. There are separate books containing the 
various Demands of various Ministries. They give us the expendi-
ture for the next year. For different items it seep1s you can procure 
them through your influence. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Sir, you are asking me a certain thing. Ona 
of the fundamental principles of justice is that when you ask anYbody 
~ come before you and when he himself appears before the Com-
mittee, he should be given all those things which have been circula-
ted sO that he can answer those things. I am not hiding anything. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: It seems that you had a Central Hall Pass 
to enter it. ' 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: Our information is that the Central Hall 
Pass issued to Shri Vinayak was cancelled under the orders of the 
Speaker in 1959. 
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Sbri M. L. ViDa yak: I shall explain to you later why it was done. 
I say that was not cancelled. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: That is my informa'tion. Tell us 'Yes' or 
"No' to this. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Since you want me to be very frank, I should 
be permitted to give my answers. I was called in 1966 before the 
Privileges Committee. I shall tell you why the Speaker did not agree 
with the findings and no ac'tion was taken. As far as that is concerned 
as one of the accused, I shall not mention any name. That is why 
I discontinued my connections with the Members of Parliament. 
Moreover I did not get payments fro~ so many Members of Parlia-
ment. Their cheques were also dishonoured. I made payments for 
'their electricity far the houses. Those payments were never made 
to me. I thought it better not to have any connections with the 
Members of Parliament. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: You are charging us. I ask a simple ques-
tion. You answer that specifically. Why are you going into de't'ails 
and saying something whiCh has no relevance at all? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: 'It has got relevance. So far I have never com-
municated with anyone. The Central Hall pass was not canc~lled. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: Now tell us whether it was cancelled or not. 

shri M,. L. Vinayak: It was not cancelled. 

Mr. Chairman: Please put your question about the central hall 
pass. Was it cancelled or not? Tell us. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Never. 

Mr. Chainnan: That matter is over. It is the hon. Member's infor-
mation that that pass was cancelled. Tell us whether it is right or 
not. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Never. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: You procured some leaflets and books 
regarding the Parliament from the Publications Counter. 

Shrl M. L. Vinayak: Correct. 

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: What is the procedure in getting them? I 
think that only during the sessi'~n a Member can procure them. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Anybody in India can go and get them. The 
Lok Sabha has given instructions in this regard. Anyone can get 
these Parliamentary papers from there. 
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Shri K. G. Desbmukh: If budget is pre"sented 'to-day in Parliament, 
you may get the budget papers tomoI'row from there. Is that so? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They are available from the Lok Sabha Sales. 
Section for Rs. 15/-. The supplementary budget paper is available 
for Rs. 2f>/-. Anybody can go there and pay Rs. 15 and get: the budgEt 
papers. Similarly, as I said, for the supplementary budget, the Lok 
Sabha will charge Rs.25/-. I am not the only one person who gets 
them from there and there are thousands of people who go to the 
Sales Sedt'i.on and by paying the amount' can get the papers. 

Shri Chintamani Panig:rahi: While he was speaking, in answer to 
a question, he remarked that the report of the Privileges Committee 
was not agreed to by the Speaker. Did you make this observation? 

Mr. Chairman: Did you make such a statement? 

8hri Chintamani Panigrahi: You made the statement that the 
Speaker did. oot agree with the findings of the Privileges Committ'ee 
of Parliament. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: There are certain rules under which the 
Committee was asked to inquire into certain allegations made against 
me. The Committee was to send that report to the Speaker. I wrote 
a letter to the hon. Speaker, Shri Hukam Singh in March, 1967 giv-
ing my infonnation. I was penalised ror nothing at all at that t.ime. 
I "shall tell you later on how it was manoeuvred. by the Deputy 
Secretary. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: I asked my question in a minute. 
You take so much time to reply to it. It will only embarrass you. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Why I take so much time is this. I have been 
given these two papers. I have to reply. I never knew that the mem-
bers of the Committee have supplied with certain papers. 

Smi C..,tamani Panigrahi: We shall come to that: later. You 
answer my main question. 

Mr'. CblJUrman: I find that in spite of repeated warning to you 
in reply to questions, you go on replying with all kinds of things. 
I must tell you that' if this is the position, the examination of yours 
will have to be conducted for days and days. You talk all sorts of 
things. We will have to find out the truth. 

I would tell you that if you go on saying these irrelevant things 
they would not help you. We are lawyers ana we know how to pro-
ceed with these things. Y QU shQuld first realise that when you make 
some allegations against anybody, you will be held responsible fer 
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that unless you are able to substantiate them. Be careful in all 
. these things and answer specifically the questions put to you. I 
shall rule out any answer which is ndt' germane to Mr. Panigrahi's 
question. 

Shri Chintamani Panigrahi: Well, in reply to some question you 
made a certain observation that the findings of the Privileges Com-
mittee of Third Lok Sabha were not agreed upon by the Speaker. 
You know about 'the Privileges Committee and how it functions. 

Mr. Chainnan: Did you make a statement that the Speaker did 
not agree with the recommendations of the Privilegeg Committee? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I do not think I have made this specific 
statement. 

Mr. Chairman: We want )'Qur explanation. Do not say any 
other thing. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have been asked to appear bei'.)re the Com-
mittee. I have not come prepared to give answers to the very thing. 
I am being asked certain questions which· pertain to 1966. That is 
why I have said that I do not have that material with me, I cannot 
answer it. 

Mr. Chairman: You say you do not know. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Since the Committee may be pleased to 
supply those things, I will help you to know what things happened 
because So many ... 

Mr. Chairman: He said he has not said that. 

We shall now adjourn to meet again at 3 P.M. 

(The Committee then adjourned jor lunch) 

The Committee re-assembled after Lunch. 

(DR. HENRY AUSTIN in the Chair.) 

Shri M. C. Daga: The Public Relations Counsel of India':""is it a· 
Company or a firm or society? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: It is a firm. 

Sbri M. C. Daga: How many partners are there in this firm? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Myself only. 

ShriM. C. Daga: When did yoou start this firm? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I added this name in 19157. 

Sb.ri M. C. Daga: Since 1957 you have been paying income-tax?· 
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~i M. L. ViDayak; I have been paying income-tax only from 
1965-66 because earlier to 'that, I had no taxable income. 

Shri M. C. Daga: From 1965 you have been maintaining regular 
accounts? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Just now you said that Y'OU charged them Rs. 75 
and you gave them Ute list of CPI(M) Members. When was it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not remember. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Have you issued him a receipt? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. 

8hri M. C. Dap: Whenever you charge Rs. 75 or Rs. 100 or Rs. 200 
or Rs. 2500, do you not issue receipts? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Whenever I receiVe a cheque: I issue a receipt. 

Shri M. C. Daga: You have the counterfoil? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. 

Shri M. C. Dag'a: Can you produce it? You have got the counter-
foils of the years 1972, 1973 and 1974? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Who are the persons working with you and 
their names? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They are typists. One is Bhupinder Kumar 
who is with me for the last two years. Second is Gulshan Kumar 
who is with me for the last two months. Third is a part-time. He 
was a Member of the Rajya Sabha and I would not like to mention 
his name. 

Shri M. C. Daga: What remuneration you pay to these people? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I pay Rs. 400/- to Shri Bhupinder Kumar 
and Rs. 200/- to Shri Gulshan Kumar. 

Shri M. C. Daga: PriOl' to 1970 how many persons approached you 
for lobbying work and paid Rs. 2,500/- and also what are their 
names? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I cannot say off-hand. In 1970 a Marwari 
from Calcutta paid me Rs. 2,5001- for this work. There is another 
firm Steam Navigation Company. 



58 

Sui M. C. Daga: How many customers you had in the years 1968, 
1969, 1970, etc. 

Shri M. L Vi.yak: I will submit the list. I cannot say off-hand.-

8bri M. C. Daga: You have a complete list about Rs. 75/-.. 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

8hri M. C. Da ... : About Rs. 700/-? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: Only one firm, that is, Meckenzie Ltd., 
Bombay came to me. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Supposing you stopped your lobbying business 
in 1971 but this letter is dated 15th December, 1973. 

Shri M. L. Viaayak: Sir, this is a printed circular letter which is 
being sent. In early 1974 the previous papers were exhausted and 
I got printed a new circular. eliminating this portion. 

8hri M. C. Daga: Have you got the second circular with you? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Have )'lou got an inward and outward register? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Daga: You have said: 

"We can also place your point of view on this matter ..... . 
lobbying work at the highest level." 

Have you been attending Parliament'? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

8hri M. C. Daga: You have never visited the Parliament? 

8bri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

8hri M. C. Daga: You do not know how discussions take place in 
Lok Sabha? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I know the rules of procedure. I have been 
educating the Members of Parliament and drafting their questions. 
I have gdt with me the debates after the C»nstituent Assembly from 
1946. I have also got the printed debates of Lok Sabha and Rajya 
Sabha. I have got the reports of Estimates Committee and other 
committees. I study these report's. 
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Shri M. C. Daga: There are certain papers which ate laid on the 
Table of the Hoose and there is no publication. Then how do you 
manage to have those papers? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I am not concerned with it. A businessman 
is cOncerned with Questions and Answers. He is ndt concerned. 
with the papers laid. In the next hearing I will tell you how the 
papers are laid and from where they are available. 

Shri M. C. Dap: Here is a letter addressed to the Managing Direc-
tor, Acharya Electronics in which you have said your licence No .... 
How do you get i't'? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Sir, I have been only sent a copy of a blank 
letter. So, I cannot go through my own record. 

\ 

Shri M. C. Daga: I· presume these are not the oopies. Did you 
meet the Managing Director of the Company or did you exchange 
correspondence with him? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Dags: This second l~tter to Abdul-no allegation of 
smuggling against Minister, etc., was it written by you? 

Shri M. 1. Vinayak: No, Sir. If any let'ters are written by me, 
offi!)e copies are maintained by my office. If circulars are sent, I 
do not keep copies. I write in the out register that '50 circular letters 
have been sent to such and such persons. 

These are the two blank documents which have been sent to 
me by the Committee and I have been feeling handicapped. 

Shri M. C. Daga: You were examined in 1966. You must have 
known then that these ac't'ivities of yours are not appreciated. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: If the Commit'tee would have hd;:lted to me 
I would certainly have been pleased to stop it. I am the only person 
in India who has created intereSt. You ask your Sales Department 
and see the sale which has increased by 20 per cent. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Did you receive letter from Mr. Hukam Singh 
or did you write to him? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. It is about eight years old thing and 
I will have to find out. 

Shri M. C. Daga: After 1967 did you prepare questions for Mem-
bers of Parliamen't'? 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: I used to prepare. 

Slui M. C. Da,a: You stopped it after 1971. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir, becaUSe my health has gone down. 

Shri M. C. Dap: In the years 1968-70 you had been preparing 
~uestions and the Members of Parliament used to come personaUy. 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I shall show the copies of the letters which 
1 have been sending. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Have the Members approached you personally? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: They approached me on telephone, by writing 
letters and they have also met me. 

Shri M. C. naga: Can you give names of the Members of Parlia-
ment who had been coming to your residence? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have been very intimate with several Mem-
bers of Parliament. It is a busineSs affaiI'. So, I would request you 
that this question may ndt be asked. 

Sbri M. C. Daga: If a Member has come to you and he must have 
paid you the amount, I want to know who are the Members So that 
we can find out whether 'this is so. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will show their letters. Right from 1954 I 
have been taking money in cash or through cheques--a cheque was 
for Rs. 2000. on the State Bank of India, Parliament House. 

Shri M. C. Dap: Have you any say in politics? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak.: I only draft what 'the MembeI' wants. I have 
no say or have no politics of my own. 

Shri M. C. naga: Have they given Y'.:>U in writing? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I ma~ have letters but some time it! is oral. 

Shri M. C. naga: Do you draft questions only, or half-an-hour 
discussion too? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Half-an-hour and points for discussion too. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Has anybody got half-an-hour prepared? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak:' Several Members of Parliament have got it 
done. I shall show their letters written to me. 

Shri M. C. Daga: 'We can supply infomation about your one in-
dustry and our subscription is Rs. 600'. Was this written by you? 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sil'o 

Shri M. C. Daga: To whom was this letter addressed? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not know whom it has been addressed. 
This is a printed matter which is dated 11. 1974. Who can remember? 

Sbri M. C. Daga: But it is correct that this Was written by you. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. 
Shrj M. C. Daga: I want to know the name of 'that industry. 

Sbri M. L Vlnayak: SuppOse somebody wants infoI'mation about 
Cement Industry. I can supply information. So many people from 
the Sales Se:mon come. At least 20 people come. They get the ques-
'dons drafted. 

Shri M. C. Dagll! Are some Members your regular customers or 
every year you have new members? Suppose one member comes to 
you in 1965, does he become your :regular customer. 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Not a regular customer. Whenever they 
require anything, they write to me and I charge Rs. 75/- previously 
it was Rs. 50/-, but since the Sales Section has increased the prices 
of synopses and other publications, I also increased my rates. As 
I make a regular deposit, I just take things and study them very 
minutely. In the synopses, everything is mentioned, and if people 
ask me anything, I charge Rs. 75/- and give them fhe information. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: The learned witness claims 'tID have 
discontinued the business of lobbying in the year 1971 or t'hereabouts, 
and yet we find that, as it has been rightly pointed aut by some 
Hon'ble Members of the Commi'ttee, this busineSs has st'1l1 figured 
in his circular letters in 197'3 also. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: CoI'reet. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: I am not able to get it. Was it due 
to inadvertence or simply slackness 'on your part that you allowed 
'dhe same business to come into all the circulars which have been 
issued since 1971 when you claim to have discontinued the business 
of lobbying? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: It may be by oversight; it should not have 
gone into them. 

Shri Shyamnandan Misbra: Can it be attributed to mere slaclmess 
or inadvett'ence on your part? 
1442 LS-5 
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Shri M. L. Vma!ak: It can be either slackness or inadvertence, 
because there were eight to nine thousand copies. 

Mr. Chairman: Since you decided not to do any lobby1ng after 
1971, what steps did you take in pursuance of tha't decision? It is a 
high office that you are holding in an all-India organisation; what 
responsibility have you shown? 

Shri ShYamnandan Mishra: How do you explain the fact that it 
continued fi.guring in all the correspondence you. carried on with 
your potential customers even after you discontinued this function 
of. yours? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: I had got printed about eight to nine thousand 
copies of the leltter which was circulated; and so it continued. 

Shri Sbya,mnandan Mishra: What is this nine thousand business? 
I am not able to understand it. 

Shri M. L. ViDayak: It may be a mistake; it should not have con-
tinued in my letters. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: You had sent one of the circulars to 
an Electronics company and it was mentioned there -also. Now, what 
would you expect any reasonable perSOn to infer from this circular 
letter of yours da.ted 11th December 1003 which you had written 
to the Managing Director of Acharya Electronics, Nagpur? You don't 
deny sending it? 

Shri M. L. Vilaayak: I do not know whether I had sent it oI' not 
because, in the copy, there is no mention of the name; but it must 
have been sent. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishr.: What does the wording of the letter 
convey to any reasonable person? I am reading from that letter: 

" 

"Dear Sir, 

Sub; Your Company given licences for T.V. Sets, Capacity, 
others, several steps to assist commence ptoductiton, 
value of capital goods, foreign allocation to impor'tl the 
necessary equipment, raw materials, etc. 

The above subject had come befure Parliament and it also 
relates to your Company Business and Industry. The 
Statement as discussed in Parliament about your Com-
pany can be had against our fee of Rs. 751- cash". 
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You are making a oommitment to your potential customer that you. 
can get this information on the basis of Rs. 751- cash. Then, the 
last para says: 

"We can also place your point of view on this matter or any 
other and do lobbying work at the highest level. Our mini-
mum fee for lobbying work is Rs. 2500/_ or mo~ accord-
ing to the nature of the case." 

That means that you are trying to sell two of your functions to 
your potential customer. One is that you can tell them, for Rs. 75/-, 
all that has taken place in Parliament on this subject and, 
secondly, for the pUrpose of lobbying also you are available to them 
if they pay Rs. 2500. Now, is if your view thaIr one would infer from 
correspondence of this kind that you ha,re disoontinued the function 
of lobbying; and do you attribute it to mere inadvertence or slack-
ness on your part' that it was not taken away? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I feel that I will get the same impression 
that you have drawn before me-that I do this work still; anybody 
would get that impression. But, even if any letter had come to me 
asking me to do this work, since I am not doing that work now, I 
would have refused. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mlshra: That is a different thing-that because 
of cett'ain difficulties or handicaps )1'01\.1 may not' be able to perform 
this function. But this function continues to be one of your firm's. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Sbri Shyamnandan Mishra: Then, I would put it to you whether 
you have taken any definite actil()'ll to wi'thdraw this function from 
the functions of your firm. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: After the copies of this letter were exhausted, 
I deleted this portion in my neX\' circular which I got printed. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: Since when? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Since January 1974. I win show you that 
letter. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishm: So it is only since 1974 that you have 
not mentioned it in your cirCUJlar; otherwise it did figure till 1974? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 
Shri Shyanmandan Mishra: The reason given by you for discon-

tinuing this function, so far as I can recollect, was that yoor health 
did not'permit you to undertake this function? 
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Sbri M. L. Vinayak: There were certain other reasons also. 

SIDi. Shyamnandan Mishra: That is the impression I gathered in 
the morning. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Correct; that is what I mentioned. But I had 
said in ItIhe beginning that since I have come prepared only for thes'e 
two things and certain other matters are also being raised .... 

Shri Shyaumandan Mishra: But I am not raising any other matter; 
I am only asking you whether the Teason for discontinuing this 
fundt'ion was not your indifferent health, as you' seem to have con-
veyed. You seem to have conveyed in the morning that it was 
only because of your indifferent health that you discontinued it. 

Shri M. L. ViDayak: I mentioned two reasons; one was my health 
and the second was a change in 'the attitude of business people from 
1971. They now know where to go, where to pay money, what is 
the work to be done etc. and they don't need the services of Mr. 
Vinayak. 

Sbri B. R. Shukla: Then the second reason is that there has been 
a change in the a'ttitude of the businessmen, that is not to utilise your 
services. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Now, they do not come to me, Sir. 

Shft B. R. Shukla: It is a very lucrative business because the fee 
is Rs. 25001-. I do not know why you should stop this business. I 
think that because they have stopped coming Ito you, you stopped 
working fur them. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: There may be two reasons. First is that my 
health does not pennit me to do the job. I was suffering from ar'thrltis 
and I was in the Medical Institute and I am still undergoing treat-
ment. I cannot take Ithat laborious job. The second reason is that 
because people s~opped coming to me, I stdpped working. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: I would like to know about your 
activities. Has any enquiry been made by the authorities concerned 
about your activiltles? If so, can you recollect and tell me how many 
times such enquiries have been made since your firm came into 
being? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not know, Sir. It was only in 1966 when 
I was asked to appear befote the ....... . 

Shri 'Shyamnandan Mishra: So, please say that there was only 
one enqUiry made about your activities. 
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Shri M.L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Sh'ri Shyamnandan Misbra: But earlier you said 'No'. After the 
enquiry, entry pass to Parliament House was cancelled in your case. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not know anything bee'ause no intimation 
was sent to me. I got no intimation informing me that my pass had 
been cancelled or I was debarred from entering Parliament Hous~. 

Sbri Shyamnandan Mishra: Was that pass valid for the whole 
season-that is for five years? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri ShyaDUWldan Mishra: Did you not apply for it 'again? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: Have you applied for admission fib 
Lok Sa:bha at any time through any Member? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: What type of admission, Sir? 

Slui Shyamnandan Mishl'a: For admission to the visitors' gallery. 

Slui M. L. Vinayak: I think it was in 1957 when Mundra affair 
was discussed I had ap.plied for admission. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: After that, did you not apply for it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Never, Sir. 

Shri Shyamnandan Muhra: Will there not be any record 100 show 
that you had applied for admission? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have never come to Lok Sabha. 
Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: Have you at any time applied for 

admission to Rajya Sabha? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I go there. 

Shri Sbyamnandan Mishra: Are you going to the visitors' gal-
lery of Rajya Sabha? Or you are only keeping touch with the peo-
ple at the counter to get the papers and the publications? 

Shri M.. L Vinayak: Sir, I get all the papers, Memoranda, bills 
etc. from the sales counter of Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha. I 
have got a library of my own having collections and all the publica-
tions right from the Constituent Assembly period, that is, from 1946. 

Shri Shyamnandan Misbra: Were you at any time informed 
that you were violating the rules governing the copy right assigned 
to Lok Sabha? 
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8hri M. L. Vinayak: 1 do not remember that because as I have 

said I have com~ prepared to answer these two questions only. If 
I had been suppbed with the copies of the material which had been 
clrculated I would have studied and would have given aU the infor-
mation. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: You simply answer this question. 
Whether at any time it was pointed out to you that you were violat-
ing the copy right of Lok Sabha Secretariat? 

8hri M. L. ViDayak: I cannot recollect a thing which had hap-
pened eight years back. 

Sbri Sh,yamnaadan Mishra: Now, was there any doubt, at any 
point of time, when you were asked to appear before the Committee 
as a witness in connection with the signature that you would have 
appended in the Memorandum? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: Yes, ~ admitted having signed it. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: Was there a great effort on the part 
Qf the Committee to get you here as witness? 

Slui M. L Vinayak: It is because that was the first time for me 
to appear before the Committee and at that time no papers were 
sent to me. Even I was denied the opportunity of knowing who 
was the complainant. I was not at all informed and I was confused 
in this matter. Only when the hon. Member Mr. Mukerjee explain-
ed to me this matter that I had said they were my signatures. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: You claim that you had rendere:i 
service to Members of Parliament and in that connection you have 
mentioned some names. Did those hon. Members deny the fact of 
having utilised your services? 

8hri M. L. Vinay'ak: t do not lmow anything. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: But you claim that those hon. Mem-
bers whom you have mentioned, had received your services. 

8hri M. L. Vina,ak: I can sh~w the lett~rs written by them. 

Sbri Slayampandan Misbro: Can you produce those letters? 

Shri M. L. ViDayak: Yes, Sir. 
Shri ShyamnM1dan Mishra: The witness has claimed that he had 

been rendering service to the Members of Parliament. In that c~n
nedion he has also received letters from the Members of Parlla-
ment. 'Now, he says that he has certain letters which would go to 
show that they had been received. 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will produce. 

Shri Shyamnandan Mishra: Is it a fact that you did not appear 
before the Committee, that is, the Committee of Privileges, on a 
number of occasions, when the Committee requited -your attendance? 

Shri M. 1. Vinayak: I cannot recollect. because this is a matter 
about eight years back. I, cannot recollect. 

Shri8hyamnandatl Mishra: Did not the Co:tnm1ttee Eixpress their 
displeasure to you that you were not making yourself available to 
the Committee? That also, you do not remember? 

Shri M. 1. Yin_yak: As far as I remember, whenever I was ask-
ed, I came before the Committee. I never missed any meeting. As 
far as I remember, 1, never missed any meeting. 

Shri ShyallUll8lldan Mbhra: Then, finally, we would Jjke to bmw 
this. You have mentioned earlier in reply to a question that one 
Member of Rajya Sabha had been wo"rking on your' slaft'. 'Do t get 
it correctly? 

Shri M. 1. Vinayak: No, Sir. This is absolutely wrong;; 

Shri B. R. Sbakla: Yau have -just said in reply to· It ttueS't1on. I 
think in reply to Mr. Daga's question, that your fttm is a one-man -
concern, that is yourself, and that others are workin" toa.st you-
two stenos, one of them engaged only for the last two months and 
the third one . . . ,: 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Clerk, I said. 

Shri B. R.. Shukla: You said that one Member rif Ra.t1a Sa'bha 
was working on your staff, whose name you cUd not like to disclose. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla! You &ay that you h~ve not said it .. Let ~~ go 
on record. We shall consult the record. 

Shri M. 1. V:inayak: What I said was, a clerk from the Rajya 
Sabha. He has been typing my work. That is all. . 

Shri B. R.. Shukla: Tr:\t word he says now. Previously? 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: Rajya Sabha staff. 
Shri B. R.. Shukla: Were the persona with whose .assistan~e y~u 

prepared questions and other relevant things, on your pay roll. 1?ld 
they render their services free or did they obt:in your remuneration 
from you for assisting you hi YOUT activities. . 
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Sbri M. L ViDa yak: Who? 

Shri B. R. Shukla: The clerk; the stenographer. 

Shri M. L Vinayak: Paid part-time. 

Slui B. R. Shukla: So, it means that even the member of the 
staff from Rajya Sabha used to get something from you. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. There are so many people from the 
Government of India. They were working part-time. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: They may be working part-time. My point 
is, a member of the staff of Rajya Babha used to work in your firm 
and whose name you did not like to disclose. 

Shri M. L ViDayak: I can disclose. 

Shri B. B. Shukla: So, he used to get some money? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He used to get Rs. 70/- for typing my work. 

Shri II. C. D ... a: We should get all the documents from him. 

Mr. Cbairman: What are the documedt's? 

$lui Sby8JDn an dan Misbra: We can discuss this among our-
selves. Why should we menwn it here? 

Shri M. C. Daga: Receipts foI' the payments made to him. 

saari B. B. Shukla: Also,' the accOUlnt D':>oks showing the names 
of the persons from whom you used to receive money for the years 
1970 and onwards, 'till now. 

Shri M. C. Daga: For the period before 1970 also. 

Shri II. L. Vinayak: I can produce the records from 1971. 

Shri II. C. Daga: The cOI'respondence file. 

Shri Sllyamnandan Mlshra: The notices you have received from 
the Privileges Committee in the past. 

Shri M. C. Dap: The names of Members of Parliament who have 
been receiving your se~ces and from whom you received paym~nts. 

Mr. Cbai.nnan: I would like to have another document'. You 
said you were issuing circulars, in printed form, previOUsly and that 
you made certain amendments in that. We want both, the earlier 
one and the modified one. 

Shri M. C. Dara: The names of MPs from whom ..... . 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: I shall show you their dishonoured cheques. 

They have not re'tUrned. SO far the m'cmey which they have taken 
from me. 

Mr. Chai.nnan: Why have they taken from you? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not know. 

Mr. Chairman: Did they borrow from you? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They borrowed from me and one Member 
wanted to stand for election. He did not have money for paying 
the security deposit. 

Shrl B. R. Shukla: We are not concerned with Ithat. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: That is why, I severed my connection with 
the Members. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: We do n'Ot want that. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will produce. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: You cannot force your documents on us. 

Mr. Chairman: Has it any relevance to this matter? You said 
that you have no contact at all with Members of Parliament with 
reference to your work and you just give advice to firms and indi-
viduals. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. 

Mr. Chairman: Please listen. You have no other corine,::tion 
with Members of Parliament or the Secretariat staff. This is a 
different matter. You may have, in your individual capacity, loaned 
money to so many persons. We are not cOncel'Iled with that. It 
has no relation to this. 

Now, I would like to ask some questions. How many persons are 
working? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Four. 

Mr. Chairman: In 1971? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak:1 In 1971, two. 

Mr. Chainnan: What are the names? You have given. Can you 
say it again? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have mentioned the names: Bhupendra 
Kumar. Mr. Gulshan. 
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Mr. Chainnan: What are the newspapers you read? 

Shri M. L. Vin.yak: All important papers I get. 1 read practi-
cally most of the newspapers from Delhi. 

Mr. Chairman: Most' of the important newspapers from Delhi 
you read. Was any of the clerks working in your orpniaation 
apprehended by the police or arrested or was there any case Uke 
that? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, one of my employees .... 

Mr. Chairman: When was he arrested? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I made report against him to police in July 
and he was arrested. 

Mr. Chainnan: When was it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: 13th of July. 

Mr. Chaipnan: Reports of his arrest came in papers? Do 
you know? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: May have come. He stole away some of 
my papers, correspondence etc. He started a firm of his oWn. He 
felt that he has gained experience. 

Mr. Chairman: What was the reason for his arrest? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He stole away my papers. He was 
arrested. 

MT. Chairman: You complained. At your instance this was 
done. He was arrested. What has transpired later? 

Shri M. L Vina"'~ Still pending. 

Mr. Chainnan: You have infotrl'Iled the police and you took 
initiative. 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I am only complainant. The case becomes 
State versus . ... 

Mr. Chairman: You say, certain documents have been stolen. 
They can't just shirk responsibility. Did you enquire at what stage 
'the case is? 

Shri M. ,L. Vlnayak: I have not received summons from the 
magistrate. He was arrested and was bailed oui. After that, I 
have not received any intimation. 

-' 

Mr. Chairman: Documents were stQlen, according to you. Wha't 
was there'! Any idea? 
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smi M. L. Vinayak: Question papers, Lok Sabha, Rajya Sabha 
correspondence etc. These are the files. He has destroyed some 
of the files. 

Mr. Chairman: What were the <aOrrespondence which he stole? 
How many? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: He stole about 14 or 13 files. 

Mr. Chairman: Some correspondence files were also stolen. 
What were they? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He stole certain correspondence file with 
Members of Parliament and other Chief Ministers. 

Mr. Chairman: Your correspondence wifu Members of Parlia-
ment were stolen, and with Chief Ministers. Who were the Chief 
Ministers whom yo~ con'tacted? 

SJu,i M. L Vi:nayak: I will supply information. I sent letters to 
about 18 or 19 Chief Ministers. That' was in March. I got l1€ply 
from one or two. One was Chief Minister fOf Nagaland. He sent 
me cheque of Rs. 1,000. There was the Chief Minister from Mysol"e, 
Dev Raj Urs. Also, one Chief Minis't'er from Haryana. The other 
Chief Ministers said, the matter is under consideration. 

Mr. Chairman: What were the contents roI the correspondence? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: If there is any political reference aD.:mt any 
Chief Minister, about them specifically, if they want information, 
I can collect it and sent it on to them. The Chief Minister of 
Nagaland said he would like to get that. 

Mr. Chainnan: Dki yOUi supply any information? 

~ M. L. Vi:nayak: There was a Calling At!t!enti1on in Rajya 
Sabha. I sent them a copy. 

Mr. Chairman: Rs. 1,000 for .. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: For one full year. 

Mr. Chainnan: They were supplied .... 

Shri M. L Vinayak: Only political reference about Chief Minis-
ter, not about the State. Many of the States halVe got liaison de-
partments here. They circulate material to Members of Parliament', 
posting them with various points, about Kerala also this was done. 
The late Mr. Ha.rish Chandra Mathur used to speak and he pointed 
this out once in Rajya Sabha that this practice of State Governments 
to have liaison officers and approaching Members of Parliament 
etc. should be stopped. 
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Mr. Chairman: There was this report of the arrest of your 
clerk. Did you try to find out what appeared. in the PreSs?' 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: We came to know that he has been arrested. 

Mr. Chairman: I put a simple question. You were told by the 
police that this was done. Did you try to find. oul.' what kind of 
news has .appea red , is it derogatory to you, because you will be 
naturally very much concerned? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak.: It appeared in one newspaper, may be 
Motherland. I read that cutting. 

Mr. Chairman: Did you get back the correspondence or they 
are with the police? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: The police raided his office which was non-
existent. They got hold of all the papers. 

Mr. Chairman: When they raided did they recover documents 
from him? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I think they have recovered. 

Mr. Chainnan: Did they call you after that? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They did ndt call. 

Mr. Chairman: You also did not think you,should go to the 
police. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak.: I took up once Qf twice. They said We have 
sent challan to magistrate and you will get intimated. 

Mr. Chainnan: What are the number of documen't's they seized? 
You should be naturally concerned, as all-India organisation. Did 
you make any effort with the polke to find out these things? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak.: Whatever documents were recovered the 
police had made a mention in the challan. 

Mr. Chairman: That is all right. The point is this. Did they 
check up with you when so many had been recovered. as to how 
many more you had lost? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They recovered only the two documents. 

Mr. Chairman: How many have you lost? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I think I have lost about 12 files. 
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Mr. Chairman: Did you make any further representation to the 
police for the remaining ten to be recovered? In 'other words, what 
efforts did you make in tha t regard? . 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I 'think I have gone to the police once or 
twice to take the case to its logical end. But, I cannot force them 
to do that. 

Mr. Chairman: That isa different ma1!ter. Were you sufficiently 
vigilant enough to pursue the matter so that the entire files could 
be traced? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I just wrote a letter to the LG of Police. 

Mr. Chairman: The information that you first gave was that you 
had lost about 12 files. Of these, tWIQ were recovered by the police. 
Did you make further representation to see that the twelve more 
should also be recovered? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I wrote a letter to the highest authority. 

Mr. Chairman: Can you produce a ropy of the letter? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. 

Mfr. Chairman: Ple,ase give us a copy of the F.I.R. with the 
police and further letters that you have written. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: This is a Parliamentary Committee. Tell us why 
you did not mention the name, that is, Shri Chandradhar Saini when 
you mentioned the names of all the persons who had worked with 
you in 1964. We have to get the truth from you. Why did you not 
mention this name? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have forgotten to mention the name of Shri 
Chandradhar Saini. 

Mr. Chainnan: I asked you to mention all the names. You men-
tioned the name of Shri Kumar also. When I put the question clear-
ly, you did not mention that. You now mention that because so 
many things have happened and on your own admission you were 
apprehended -by the police. The newspaper reports have given that. 
How is it that you had failed to mention the name? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I can only say that it is by mistake or due 
to loss of my memory. 

Mr. Chairman: Is it by mistake or you were deliberately trying 
to hide tMs? You just answer this. 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have told you that it is mistake or due to 
loss of my memory that I have failed to mention his name. 

Mr. Chairman: AU right. In the printed circular you have stated 
that 'we can place your point of view on this matter or any othe!' 
matter at the highest level'. Wh'at do you mean by saying that 'we 
can place your point of view on this matter at the highest level'? 
That is what you have writtec. In an earlier answer to a speciftc 
question you said that it is your business to receive papers. How 
can you tell us that you can place their point of view on this matter? 
What do you mean by this? Do not give too much of your explana-
tion. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have explained to you that this is a printed 
circular letter. 

Mr. Chairman: It is under your signature. Do not bring in any 
explanation. Do you place the point of view of an individual or a 
firm at the highest level. This is in contradiction to your earlier 
statement that your duty ends by giving your draft or sending some 
material asked. What do you mean by that? 

Shri M. L. 'Whayak: I said in the beginning and in the morning 
also that I have been doing lobbying work. I had been doing all 
sorts of things till 1970. 

Mr. Chairman: I am reading to you from a circular that you 
have written i'n 1973. Under your signature, you have writilel1 on 
the 11th December 1973-you explained this position and how do you 
reconcile this position-that you will place their point of view at 
the highest level? That is the statement that you have made while 
despatching these papers. 

Shri ~ L. Vmayak: What I said was that this Jetter was printed 
some three years back. About 9,000 copies were printed. 

Mr. Chairman: That may be so. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: This is continuing. Nobody has come to me. 
I have now stopped that work. 

Mr. Chairman: You just explain why in 1971 you stopped this 
kind of lobbying. Y·.)ur explanation does not support that you had 
four members on your staff. You later said that there was some 
trouble and you have lost your memory or you are not well. You 
can always give standing instructions that this portion might be 
deleted. Now that you have stopped lobbying activity. you explain 
that as to why have you stopped it? 
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Shri M. L. Viaayak: It has escaped my attention. That should 
not have happened. I have deleted it now. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you been told that you should not enter the 
Central Hall by, the Lok Sabha? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have never received any letter. It was, 
for the first time, that I hear from you. I did not have anything in 
writing with me and so I could not write to the Speaker. 

Mr. Chairman: You wanted to go to Hyderabad. 

Sbri M. L. Vtn.yak: Yes Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: Did you make your reservation? 

Shri M. L. Viaayak: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you ever applied for a Parliament House 
entry pass? 

Shri M. L. Vinay_: Never. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you deputed any of your staff or anybody 
connected with your organisation to go to Parliament to collect the 
materials? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: We go to the Sales Section. 

Mr. Chainnan: That is part of the Parliament House. Who are 
the persons whom you have deputed? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Sometimes I go myself and sometimes my 
staff themselves go. 

Mr. Chairman: So, you occasionally collect the materials? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: Otherwise, you send your people. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you gone at any time after 1973 to Parlia-
ment House to collect the materials? 

Sh;ri M. L. Vinayak: Even nQW I am coming. Sometimes I go 
and collect the papers myself from the Sales Section. 

Mr. Chairman: From whom do you get this permission to come 
to Parliament House? From a parliament member? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Anybody in India can go to the sales section-
Everyday thousands of people go there. 
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Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Mr. Vinayak, you are a journalist by 
profession? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You are not a journalist. You are by 
chance a lawyer? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: No. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You are just a man of all work. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. I am a professionaL' I learnt this 
method from Mr. Feroze Gandhi during the Mundhra affair. 

Shri H. N. Muke.rjee: You set up a Public Relations Counsel on 
the basis of your knowJedge of the world? 

Sui M. L. Vinayak: Correct. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You have already had occasion to be haul-
ed up before this Committee? 

Sui M. L. Vinayak: In 19W6. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Our information is that you did have a 
Central Han Pass which was cancelled on the orders of the Speaker. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not know. 
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You deny it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Because I have not got in writing any inti-
mation from the Speaker or from the Lok Sabha that 'your paSs has 
been cancelled'. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: If I put it to you that you did have a Cen-
tral Hall Pass issued to you and then that pass was countermanded 
by the orders of the Speaker, do you deny it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, what I say is that after 1958, I have not 
come to the LaIC Sabha and no intimation has been sent to me that 
'your pass has been cancelled'. I do not require to come to the Lok 
Sabha because I get all the debates. I pay for it. I have got debates 
of the Constituent Assembly right from 1946. I get reports of the 
Select Committees on payment. By roaming here and going there, 
you cannot get anything. It is the debate which gives information. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I am not interested in what went on in your 
mind. I want to know from you as a matter of fact whether or not 
you did have a Central Halll pass issued to you whiCh Pass was later 
countermanded by order of the Speaker. 
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Sltri M. t. Vinayak: I never had any Central Hall Pass. At that 

time, if I rememb~r correctly, in 1958, dally a pass could be issued by 
any member to the Central Hall. I was doing certain work of cer-
tain MPs. One ~, a lady, did not pay me my fee, the charge for the 
work I was domg. I asked her to pay. But in order not to pay, she 
wrote a letter to the Speaker that 'Mr. Vinayak is harassing me'. 

Shri H. N. M·ukerjee: Do you recall any occasion when your pre-
sence in Parliament House and its environments was considered un- . 
desirable by the authorities of Parliament? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: L do not know. I did not have any intima-
tion in writing that 'we will not issue any pass'. 

Shri R. N. Mukerjee: On this, we shall have to find out the fact 
of the matter. 

Repeatedly, you have been asked about your letter dated 15 De-
cember, 1973 where you say your minimum fee for lobbying work is 
Rs. 2500 or more. That is a matter of fact? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Correct. 

Shri H. N. nIukerjce: Which means to say that by the use of 
money you influence the conduct of people in Parliament? 

, Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. I take my professional fee. That is all. 
I am not concerned with any MP. 

Shri H. N. Mukel'jee: You were explaining that you would per-
form. certain service to your clients in relation to all sorts of things, 
that is \0 say, their requirement of licence for TV sets, capacity. 
assistance to commence production in factories, capital allocation, 
foreign allocation, raw material etc. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, no. 
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Is this the kind of work that you under-

take? 
Sliri M. L. Vinayar. No. Professor, I have got very great regard 

for you because you· were vety kind to me in the previous Com~it
tee also. What I, have mentioned is this. Two or three questions 
came in the Lok Sabha or Rajya Sabha-I do not know which. These 
are the subjects mentioned' there. So I hav.e mentioned the 
subjects, three or four subjects. The question was alrea?r 
asked. The answer was also given. I sent them a letter saying, 1 

yoU want this information concerning your company, I will charge 
Rs. 75'. If somebody sends me Rs: 75, I send the answer to him. 
That is all. 
·.1442 L.S.-6. 
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Sui H. N. Mukerjee: You have told us in the beginning ~.pat you 
are a man of the world well aware of how the world conducts itSelf. 
Do you expect us to believe that your clients would pay you Rs. 2,500 
or more and they would not expect any recompense, anything in re-
turn for it? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: No, they must. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: How would they get it? In the shape of 
some benefit from governmental sources through the instrumentality 
of MPs? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, I may tell you I do not go to any MP. 
I draft things and send them the material. They themselves ap-
proach MPs. They send the matter and get it settled. For instance, 
take the en~:-n-! property matter. The Government did not do it. 
They said it j!': a contravention of the Nehru-Liaqut Pact. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Do you mean to say that you expect to get 
results in your favour and in the favour of your clients without con-
tacting MPs and influencing them to do something in favour of your 
clients? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not go; I never meet any MP. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: In that case, do you pray to God and ask 
for results? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not pray to God; I work for it. 

Shri B. N. Mukerjee: What is your modus operandi as Public 
Relations Counsel? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I just draft things and send them. They 
go to the MPs. They explain things to them. When they find some 
difficulties, they contact me. Again I draft things for them. 

Shri B. N. Mukerjee: If t want a licence or permit and I want 
your assistance, I give you some money and you would arrange for 
me with the particular section that licence? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No. I have nothing 110 do with any licenc-
ing, with any permit. I do not visit any government department. 
In licence, 1 do not do lobbying. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: What is your benevolent agency? Why 
do you charge Rs. 2500 from your clients? For service which appears 
to be very peculiar and imponderable? 
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Shri M. L. Vi_yak: That is for them to think about. Beeauit I 
know that in regard to the enemy property matter, it was my braiD' 
and my work. Government and Parliament was pleased to be influ-
enced because I asked them to meet them. The Government made 
an announcement on 27 February saying that Government had de-
cided to give an ad hoc compensation upto a maximum of Rs. 25 lakhs 
and they should send their claims and other things to the Custodian 
of Enemy Propet1y. Many firms did so. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I cannot go into all the details. If I, put it: 
to you that you tell the world that you can get some advantage from 
members of the Government and members of Parliament are your 
clients and, therefore, you charge them? ' 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I only give them advice. I draft things for 
them. That is all. 

Sbri H. N. Mukerjee: Do you draft petitions on behalf of citizens 
of this country to Government, to Parliament, or applications to Min-
istries or things of that kind? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: No. I do not do anything with the Minis-
tries, no licensing, no permit; only to Parliament. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You charge Rs. 2500 from Mr. X to do some 
service, 1. expect? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Correct. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: What is it exactly that you do? 

Shri M. L Vin.yak: I just draft things. They get it printed. 
They circulate it. If Mr. X says this is the result, again I do the 
drafting. 

Shri II. N. ~luke;jee: You are neither a lawyer nor a journalist 
nor anything that we can label on. According to you. you do this 
work. Yon pay income tax, if I correctly remember what you said 
earlier. You carryon this work. You make some money. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not make money. L .... 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You tell the world you are a Public Rela-
tions Counsel? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: Yes. 
Sbri B. R. Shukla: I think the evidence will be circulated. 
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111'. 0Uairma! Yes. Now, the next meeting may be at 3 p.m. on 
UIe 4th November, provisionally. The witness may come with all the 
documents. -Mr. Vinayak, I would have asked you to come here on another day, 
but you did lilot advance any plea that you were not well or anything 
like that, but that you wanteti to go to Hyderabad. If you had said 
you were not well, it would have been a different matter. You said 
you wanted to go to Hyderabad. It was not a sufficient reason for 
postponing the meeting. 

Shri M. L ViDayak: My daughter wanted it. L have now cancel-
led it. 

Mr. Chairman: That is all right. I just wanted to mention it 
Don't feel that we wanted to put you to any inconvenience. You 
may go now. 

(The witness then withdrew) 

Wed~sday, the 6th November, 1974 

PRESENT 
Dr. Henry Austin~hairrnan. - MEMBERS 

2. Shri M. C. Daga 
3. Shri K. G. Deshmukh 
4. Shri Chintamani Panigrahi 
5. Shri Maddi Sudarsanam 
6. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee 
7. Shri G. Viswanathan 

SECRETARIAT 

8hri J. R. Kapur-Under Secretary. 

WITNESS 

8hri M. L. Vinayak-"Director, Public Relations Counsel of 
India," New Delhi. 

(The Committee met at 11.00 hours) 

Evidence of Shri M. L. Vinayak, "Director, Public Relations Counsel 
of India", New DeihL 

Mr. Chairman: You may kindly take the oath. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: I~ M. L. Vinayak do swear in the name of 

God that the evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true 
and that I will conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall 
be false. 
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Mr. Chairman: Last time you were asked to produce certain 
documents. What are the documents you have brought? 

(Shri Vinayak passed on documents to the Chairman) 

Have you brought the counter-foils of receipts of payments re-
ceived by your firm in 1971? 

Shri M. L Vinay_: I need time for it because as I had said at 
the end of my evidence, one of my servants had stolen away certain 
files and I have to reconstruct my accounts. In my police report I 
stated that he had taken the file of accounts also. I am trying to re-
concile my things from my bank papers. 

Mr. Chairman: How much time do you require? 

Shri M. L. Vlnayak: I want four weeks. 

Mr. Chairman: All right you take one month. 

What about the Account Books from 1971 onwards? 

Have you brought your firm's correspondence file? 

Yeu have to produce seven documents listed here. You have 
complied with only two items 5 and 6, and that al9.'> not completely. 
Where are the copies of old and new forms of circulars? 

Shri M. L Vinayak: I have these two documents. I will bring 
them. 1 have forgotten. 

Mr. Chainnan: How is it that you have not complied with the 
directions of the Comrmttee. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have got a copy of the letter that I have 
sent to the police authorities. I am sorry, I forgot to bring that. 

Mr. Chairman: You cannot forget like that. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: If you like, Sir, ~ can give these copies to-
morrow to the office. 

Mr. Chairman: I tell you that serious action will follow, if you 
do not produce these documents. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I am not concealing anything. 1t may be 
my mistake. I felt that the report that I made to the police was need-
ed and I have brought that. 

Mr. Chairman: Partial fulfilment would not help you. You wih 
have to produce all the documents called for; otherwise we would 
make such presumptions as law would warrant. 
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'Shri M. C. Daga: Where is the F.I.R.? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: The police took action on this report only. 

Shri M. C. Dala: Here is the list of documents. Where is the 
F.I .. R. ? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I can get a copy of that. 

Shri M. C. Dap: In your letter, you have written 'This is with 
l.'eference to the complaint .... '. Where is that complaint? 

Sbri M. L Vinayak: They said that they wanted a complete list 
of the documents found missing. 

Shri M. C. Daga: You lodged a report on 9th July and later on 
the police wanted a list. I want to have a copy of the FIR lodged 
with the police. 

Mr. Chairman: Where is the first letter? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will bring that. This was the complaint 
'On which the police took action. 

Mr. Chairman: You are referring to some letter. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: One of my employees was absconding from 
my office. They said that no action could be taken unless the list of 
missing documents was given. I gave them the list on the next day. 
The police asked me to do that orally. I have got a copy of the letter 
of 9th July. I will produce that. 

Mr. Chairman: You are not complying with the directions of the 
Committee. When the Committee takes a decision, you will have to 
bear the consequences. You should produce all these documents 
within a month's time. That is the maximum we can give YQu. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Should I get the FIR also from the police, 
ilr should I send my copy. Sir? 

Mr. Chairman: We will get that from the Pollee Officer. You 
bring the first report. At what stage is the case? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: So far I, have not received any summons 
&rom the court for giving evidence. They have· filed the case. 

Mr. Chairman: Was the accused traced? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He was arrested and was in jail for three 
days. He was bailed out later. 
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Mr. Chairman: Has the examination of the accused taken place? 
Sbri M. L. Vinayak: The police has charge-sheeted him. The case 

is before the coUrt. 

Mr. Chairman: Has the court summoned any witness? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have not received any summons so far. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Mr. Vinayak, do you want to hide anything 
from this Committee or would you undertake that you will tell this 
Committee everything that is within your knowledge? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: PreviOUSly also, when I was called here, I 
had stated all the facts. I have nothing to hide from YOI1 because my 
own belief is that I have done nothing objectionable or un-constitu-
tional. But I, place myself entirely before the Committee and if they 
feel that such and such a thing is objectionable, I will stop it at once. 

Shri G. Viswanatban: You have stated before this Corinnittee 
that in many cases Government policies have been changed 'by your 
lobbying; can you narrate a few instances? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I have mentioned that I will submit all the 
papers which have circulated to the Members of Parliament, .. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Your circulating them is a different thing. 
Can you mention a few cases where the Government policies have 
been changed because of your lobbying? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: One was in regard to ad hoc compensation 
to Indian nationals whose properties were seized in East Pakistan and 
West Pakistan. 

Sbri G. Viswanatban: You had already mentioned that. Is there 
any other case? 

Sbrl M. L. Vinayak: There are so many cases. 

Shri G. Viswanatban: Can you mention one or two? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: One was the Merchant Shipping Bill, in 
1968. 

Shri G. Viswanathon: How was it changed? 
Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I, am talking off-hand from memory and, if 

I remember correctly, (although I am not a la~yerl I st~dy them 
minutely) in the Bill there was one clause in WhiCh. the Mmistry. of 
Shipping sugge5ted that foreign capital should be inVited for th~ sh~p
ping industry and that it should be 70 per cent while the ~nd;:n ~n
terest would be 30 per cent, and that the management s ou a so 
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be in the hands of foreigners. I studied it and, when certain people 
also appl'oached me, II circulated material to all the Members of the 
Select Committee on the Merchant Shipping Bill and I told them the 
dangers which would be there if foreigners w~re given a hand in the 
management of the shipping industry. I also canvassed with the 
Members of Parliament. If I remember aright, foreign interests 
were lobbying among the Members of Parliament; and one Mr. Haji 
who was ex-MLA of the Central Legislative Assembly and a former 
General Manager of the India Navigation Company was going, aftel' 
retirement into collaboration with certain foreign shipping magnates 
of Greece and wanted to bring them here. I met Members of Par-
liament and convinced them, and that clause was amended. After 

,that, you know about the Jayanti Shipping Company and Dharam 
Teja's case also. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: So, you met Members of the Select Com-
mittee and convinced them? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. Sir. I sent letters also and, eventually, 
the Government reversed the p.:>licy. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: In other cases also, when the aggrieved 
parties approach you, you prepare memoranda and other material, 
meet the Members of the Select Committees and convince them? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. , 
Shri G. Viswanathan: But you had stated previously that' you 

never used to meet Members of Parliament and that you only ask 
the parties to meet the Members? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: That was in 1971, when my health failed-
because I had an attack Of arthritis and I was in a medical institute 
for one year. Then I was all right but, again, this March, all of a 
sudden-due to adulterated medicine-my hands were frozen and 
legs were frozen and the doctor advised me not to do strenous work. 
I now do haroly one hour's work; I cannot help it. But previous 
to that, I had been meeting Members of the Committees, talking 
to them, sending letters to them, sending memoranda to them and 
convincing them. I had been doing all these things openly. 

Some time back, in 1967 (again, I am talking from memory) 
there was a case where the Government gave a contract to a con-
tractor for the Ashoka Hotel. Here, also, I made the history of the 
contractor known and Calling Attention notices were issued by cer-
tain Members and the matter even went up to the Public Accounts 
Committee. A few days back, I was reading the Report of the 
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Public Accounts Committee and, if I remember aright, they took 
certain .ctton against the contractor and, pr.evious to that, they 
toolr c~rta1n action againat the Chairman. All this is just profe. 
sional. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: In convincing the Members, have you in-
curred any expenses? 

Sbri "- L. Vin,yak: No, Sir, nothipg; because I had association 
with Members of Parliament from 1953 onwards. What to talk of 
my giving money to them, they gave me money and took my advice. 

8hri G. Viswanathan: So, to put it bluntly, you have not paid any 
money to MFs but have received money from them? 

8hri M. L. Vinayak: I will give you copies of my circular letters. 
I openly send letters to Members of Parliament saying that I can 
give advice on the following matters regarding Parliamentary 
work-because, in foreign countries, MFs take advice from experts. 
I do it professionally. There are no politics. Of course, I have my 
own political views but, if it is a Communist Member, I do the 
work according to his wishes, if it is a Jana Sangh Member, accord-
ing to his wishes etc. and there are no politics involved. 

Shri G. Viswanatban: You have stated: "Many Members of 
Parliament have been my clients also, but I will tell you in my 
:text evidence why I stopped that work; it may be embarrassing 
to, Members of Parliament". What does this mean? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I had stated that I could produce evidence 
but sinCe the Committee does not want it, I won't do so. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: What is that? I want it. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: At certain times, when the cheques of cer-
tain MPs were dishonoured, I paid to the parties from my own 
pocket. Sometimes I paid their electricity bills also. These amounts 
were not paid back it:> me. So, then, I thought it is of no use work-
\ng for Members of Parliament. 

Shri G. Viswanatban: If certain firms were to ask you to put 
certain questions through Members of Parliament, you will do so? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Neper. I had two functions. In 1952 or 
1953 I thought it over-taking a clue from the House of Commons 
and the Congress in America where the experts adviR! the Me~
bers of Parliament-and I sent letters to the Members of Parha-
ment of the Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha. Certain Members 
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wanted to utilise my services and I was doing what they wanted 
of me; if they wanted a questio1\ to be drafted or a certain speech 
to be drafted or certain points for arguments, I have been drafting 
them myself-but only what they· wanted, because I cannot force 
my views on them. In my letters it is clearly mentioned that I will 
nevel disclose the names of my clients to other MPs an(i so far I 
swear that I have never disclosed that I am doing the work of so 
and so. Even a few days ago an MP wanted certain questions to 
be drafted, but I will never disclose his name. I have even got a 
cheque for Rs. 400/- from the Member, but I will never disclose 
his name. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Do they give you the subject matter 
or do they simply sign a blank form {)f the Lok Sabha and give it to 
you? 

Shri M. L. ViBayak: No, Sir, they say that these are the points, 
and then I draft them, because, I may have my own views on cer-
tain matters and the Members may have their own views. 

Shri G. V'iswanatban: If some other client, apart from an M.P., 
wants to put certain questions, and the Member also wants to put 
questions on the same matter, how do you draft them? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Under no circumstances do I impose myself 
on Members of Parliament. I do only whatever they want. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: But what about your other clients all over 
India? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They get information from me about the 
work done in Parliament. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: If they want to put certain questions? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will never do it. 
Shri G. Viswanathan: You have said that you will draft the 

questions for them and also you will give instructions to them. You 
have stated that you will meet certain MPs. Can you tell who are 
those MPs? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have already stated that I would give 
those names within four weeks. 

Shri G. Viawanathan: Before 1971, you used to get clients from 
all over India. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. I had been drafting Memorandum 
for them suggesting various amendments to the proposed Bills 
which were before the Select Committee. 
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Shri G. Viswanathan: Do you take. the parties with 'you when 
~u meet the Members? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I meet the MPs alone and I do not take the 
parties with me, because I have got my own brain. 

Shri G. Viswanatban: In the last meeting you have stated in 
answer to a question put by Mr. Panigrahi that you would tell later 
the names of the MPs and the parties for whom you prepared Me-
moranda. You have further stated that "business people are more 
intelligent than I in approaching the Member." What do you mean 
by this? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Because there are certain things about which 
I should not speak ..... . 

Shri G. Viswanathan: But here you will have to speak the truth. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will now read out the relevant portion 

from the Daily MiZap dated 13-10-74. 

ItqTfi;m~ ~T q~ tfif ~ ~. ? 

~;: .or ~R ;f; .~ 'It''f m~ cr'li n itw if ~ ~r ~r wrm: ~1:a-
" :1.' ~' ",j' " ~ I 'l'I11SI1 ~ ;jfJfT~Q I •.• 

Shri G. Viswanathan: How is it relevant here? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: This is to show that I have been a ve~ close 
observer of things at all levels. Now, I will read out some other 
pQI'tion from the Blitz dated 5-10-74. 

II According to a report, one of the signatories to the memo-
randum recommending the import licence for the Yanam 
and Mahe industrialists put his signature because he 
wanted the money very badly to hold a reception in con-
necthm with his daughter's marriage." 

Mr. Chairman: How is that relevant here? You simply answer 
the questions put by the hon. Members. 

Shrl G. Viswanathan: Is it because the clients are more inteli-
gent that they do not come to you nowadays? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: There may be certain other reasons for their 
not coming to me. One of the reasons which I have already men-
tioned is that my health does not permit me to hard work nowadays. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: You have stated that the previous findings 
of the Privileges Committee have not been accepted by the Spea-
ker and therefore no action was taken on them. 
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Sbri M. L. Viuyak: I have been asked to give a letter to this 
effect and accordingly I have sent a letter to the STJcaker. I think 
that letter must be with the Committee. 

Sbri G. Viswanatban: You have stated that among the 4 emplo-
yees who were working under you, one of them was Member of 
Rajya Sabha-they were workinS as part-time employee&-and you 
would not mention their names. But after a few minutes in conti-
nuation of your reply, you have stated he was not Member of Rajya 
Sabha. :11 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He was only a staff in the Rajya Sabha. It 
may be misreporting. What I said at that time was that he was a 
staff of the Rajya Sabha and when I was again asked about this. 
I corrected myself and said that he was a staif of the Rajya Sabha 

Shri G. Vlswanathan: So, he was not a Member of the Rajya 
Sabha. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. He was not a Member of the 
Rajya Sabha. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: You have stated that you used to "ike mo-
ney from MFs. Was it only for drafting the questions or for some-
thing else? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I was taking money from them only for 
helping them in the preliminary work and for nothing else. It was 
purely a professional work. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: So far as your work is concerned, have 
you any jurisdiction or does it cover the whole of India? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: First, I send letters to MPs. They will then 
call me and I talk ~;) them and settle with them. After that I do 
the work for them. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: How much you have charged from them? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not charge any fixed amount. I have 
drafted letters for Ministers. Whatever they want I draft for them. 
I also give them political advice as 10 how they could go up. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: You have stated that you have stopped aU 
your business from 1971 onwards. But you go on circulating letters 
or the printed papers even now. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have explained that I continue to do my 
work in so far as the parliamentary information is concerned. I am 
doing it even today. I charge Rs. 75/- for sending any reference-
made in Parliament on any matter. People ask me and I type it 
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out and lend the same to them. I have got the old letter-head. 
which were previously used for other than the circular letters and 
which are now being used ior the restricted purposes, that is for 
sending information only. As soon as these letter-heads are exhaus-
ted, I would start using new forms. 

slni G. VIswanat'Ium: Who contacted you for getting the refe-
rence made in ParlLament? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Many people. Even the Chief Ministers of 
various States contacted me. 

Sbri G. Viswanathan: You have also stat'ed that one of the Chief 
Ministers had contacted you. For what purpose the Chief Minister 
contacted you? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He had asked for some info1'mation con-
nected with Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha. 

Shri G. Yiswanathan: But they have not their own offices in 
Delhi. Why should they contact you? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not know that, Sir. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Can you produce the correspondence in 
this connection? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. Even the DMK Chief Minister once 
wrote a letter to me. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: I want to know whether all the Chief Mi-
nisters wrote letters to you. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. When the no-confidence motion was 
moved here, against the Prime Minister or some such discussion 
was there, the Deputy Principal Information Officer or the Principal 
Information Officer or some such officer came here from Madras. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Did you go to the Oapitals of some of the 
Chief Ministers? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Have you met any Chief Ministers in this 
connection in person? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: What are their names? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I met one Dr. Parmar Personally. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: What about others? 



90 

Shri M. L. Vb)ayak: I did not meet them because there was a 
clash Of time. 

Shrl G. Viswanathan: Has Dr. Parma!' paid you anything? 

Shri M. L. VinaYak: Nothing. He is not my client. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Do they pay in cash and is it by the. Gov-
ernment of the State? 

Shri M. L. Vineyak: By cheques. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Have you received payment from the 
Chief Ministers? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have received payment from one Chief 
Minister and bills have been sent to other Chief Ministers. 

SbIri G. Viswanathan: From which Chief Ministers have you 
«ot payment? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: From the Nagaland Chief Minister. 

Smi G. Viswanathan: From the State Government of Nagaland, 
is it a Government cheque? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Ye'i!', Sir. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: That means you are an employee of the 
Government, that is, part-time employee of the Government. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. I am a professional. 

:Shri G. Viswanathan: From which department it has been paid? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: From Chief Minister's Secretariat. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Who bas signed it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: The private Secretary to the Chief Minister. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: Do you remember who has signed those 
cbeques? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not lmow. I can find out and tell you. 

Shri G. Viswanathan: At the time of your producing the other 
documents, you also produce full details regarding the cheques. 

Shri Atat Bibari Vajpayee: Mr. Vinayak, you must be having a 
big staff to do this job? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Four People. 
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Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee: What are your expeDies ill. this re-
lard? 

Shri II. L. ViDayak: About RB. 1000/- on the salary side. 

Mr. Chairman: We will hold another meeting of this Committee 
after four weeks. Mr. Vinayak, in the meantime, you should try to 
cet all those documents ready with you and you will be further exa-
mined with reference to those documents. Now, you may withdraw. 

The witness then withdrew 
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Mr. Chairman: Last time, when you were examined, we felt that 
certain documents should be produced, and we had called for them. 
Have you brought all of them? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. 
Shri B. R. Shukla: All 'the documents? 
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SIui M. L. Tlnayak: All the documents. Only, one or two letters 
are missing, which I have mentioned, because my letter to the 
police, to the higher authclrities, to 'talle further ~on, ,Flat It!itter 
I may get tomorrow or the day after, because I oould not find it 
in my file. All others are complete. 

. These papers which I have brought are very bulky, and if they 
are circulated to the Members of the Committee, then I thinJ41. my' 
evidence and cross-examination would be very useful, because, as 
I mentioned last time al90, I find that all the hon. Members of the 
Committee are very nice to me, and I do not want to hide anything, 
butt you cannot usefully cross-examine me unless and until these 
documents, which I have brought with me, are perused by all the 
Members of the Committee. 

Mr. Chairman: In that case, you should have sent us a copy of 
these documents. Have you brought a list of the documen'ts? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Everything. 

Mr. Chairman: List also? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. No.1, then the whole document, No.2, 
then the whole document etc. 

Shri Popatlal M. Joshi: When did 'the theft ~ke place? , 
Sbri M. L. Vinayak: In July. My employee was absconding some 

time in the third week of April, 1974, and I only came to know that 
he had taken most of my papers when I got a ring from Bombay 
from SIOme company, because he had an identical name of my firm. 
So, he was sending letters, and they gave me a ring, and then I 
checked up my papers. For 'the last six or seven months I have 
been ailing, and have not been taking any interest. 

Sbri Popatlal M. Joshi: When did the theft take pl:-ce? 
l , 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: In April, on 20th. 

Shri Popatial M. Joshi: When did yoU come to knl()w that the 
papers were missing? 

Shri M. L. Vinaynk: Some papers I found were'missing in June. 

Sbri Popatlal M. Joshi: When did you know that the~e papera 
which we had asked for were missing? , . 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: When I made a report to the police also, 
when I searched my papers. 
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Sbri Popatlal M. Joshi: You have mentioned all these papers to 
the police also? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, I have given a copy of my F.I.R., my 
letter also, that is also attached with 'this. And all th!Se things are 
mentioned, all the papers that' are miSSing from my offtce and what 
he h, taken. 

Sbri PopadaJ M. Joshi: When were you summoned'fol' evidence? 
, 
Shri M. L. Vinayak: I think in Mober, 1974. 

Shri B. B. Shukla: You have brought the counterfoils of receipts 
of payments received by you I()r your firm from 1971? 

"Shri M. L. Vinayak: As I have said in my letter, when I appear-
ed before the Committee on 6th November, all my papers, account 
books, bad been taken away. So, I have prepared the 'things which 
are with me from my bank papers of 1974. 

Shri B. R. Sh.ulda: That is, the original papers, according to you, 
are missing? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Practically he has taken my account books 
and the ledger also. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Let us oonfine ourselves to the list of papers 
which were summoned from you. You have got 'the list I()f documents 
which were sum~1>ned from you. No. 1 is: counterfoils of receipts 
of payments received by you, Y'0ur firm, since 1971. Have you 
brought them, or they are not with you? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak.: I have mentioned here the dates and the 
amounts I have received in 1974. 

Mr. Chairman: From where did you get 'them? 
j 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: From my bank ac::ount. 

Shri Popatlal M. Joshi: Names also? 

Shri PIt. L. Vinayak: Names I have not mentioned. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Let us be precise. The counterfoils as such 
are not in your possession, they have been stolen. That is yQur 
case? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: What I mentioned last' time was that all my 
~ccount books have been stolen, but now, from 1974, I only main-
tain my Cash Book. 

1442 LS-7. 
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Shri B. R. Shukla: That is only a seco:l.dary type of evidence. 
Fr~Itl your" bank account you have .again prepared a list of persons 
from whom you have received amounts, but the point is that you' 
mJlSt have been maintaining a Receipt Book in which' there wer~ 
countedoils. 

Shri M. L."Vinayu: I do not maintain any Receipt 'Book or Bill 
Book. I only send cash memos. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: That is, when your clients, send money, ,to 
you' ~ither through a cheque or in cash, you enter the amount in 
some accounts book" is it so? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I issue a cash memo to the party. 

Shri' B. R. Shukla: You send some receipt to the person? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Just a cash memo to the party. I issue a 
cash memo only. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: So, the cash memo is maintained in dup~h:a'te 
or not? 

Sbl'i M. L. Vinayak: No. In my diary I note down: Received 
Rs. 75 from so-and-so. 

Slui B. R. Shukla: Do you maint3in duplicates also, duplicates 
in book form or loose paper? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: In my book. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: WheI'e is the book? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: That I have' not brought. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Why? 

SIui M. L. Vinayak: Becau<se you wanted the amounts which I 
received. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: No, no. Counterfoil means nothing but the 
receipt issued to the person wbO' pays, and its cOI?Y is retained by 
you. That is the meaning of a counterfoil. ' 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: But for a cash memo, no copies are retained. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: You have just said that when you issue a 
cash. memo, you aIS() maintain i'ts duplicate. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Duplicate in my book. I just mention: on 
this date 1 have received so mu':h. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Have you brought that diary? 



95 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir, I can give that, but I have mentioned 
the dates and amount:s received. 

Shri B. R. Sbukla: That is a secondary thing that you have pre-
pared <)n the basis of papers which are in YOUr possession. We want 
to see the original from which you have prepared this. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I can give. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: When? To-morrow, can you give? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: After some time. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What about 'the Account Books of ytQur firm? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I do not maintain any ac::ount books. 

Shri M. C. Daga: He maintains diaries and hand-books. 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I just maintain the date on which amount 
was received, amount received and the name of the party. You can 
say i't is a cash book. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Have you been maintaining it since 1971? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I submitted that my servant had taken 
away my account books. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What is the use of giving you date again and 
again for a purpose which will never be fulfilled? You should 
state categorically that Y'ou have or do not have the account's referred 
to. 

You have not brought a:'count books of your firm since 1971. 
The account books prepared with the help of some other papers 

relate only to the curI'en't year and not to the years 1971, 1972 or 
1973. 

What about your firm's correspondence files with your clients? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have submitted. They are there. 
Shri B. R. Sbukla: That also relates to the year 1974. What about 

item No. 4--the names of MPs. (and correspondence with them) who 
have been utilising your service and making payments to you? 
Have you submitted the document? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I will not show the names. This has been 
clearly mentioned in the letters to the M.Ps. that we have not got 
political views of our own in parliamentary work .and the work 
done by us remains confidential. 
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We do not disclose the names of M.Ps. at any cost. 

Shri B. R. SIrukIa: So, you are not in a position to disclose 'the 
names of M.Ps. and the corresp~ndence with them, because you treat 
that as confidential. 

Shri M. L. Viaayak: I have brought circular letter which I sent 
'1;'0 all the 760 Members of Parliament. Suppose I am working for 
'A', it is professional dishonesty if I disclose his name. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What about the copies of old and new forms 
of circular letters? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have already submitted them. These are 
't'here in the bunch given by me. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: This relates to 30th December, 1974. 

Mr. Chairman: We sent you a letter dated 21-10-1974 asking you 
to send us counter-foils of receipts given by your firm since 1971. 
Did you get that letter? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you conformed 'to the direction in that 
letter? Please be brief. I have got the papers before me that you 
h3ve given. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I had papers for the year 1974. I have 
brought all the payments which I received right from 3rd or 4th 
of January, 1974 up to 22nd of December, 1974. 

Mr. Chairman: Item No. 1 is counter-foils of paymen'ts received 
by you since 1971. From where did you collect it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: From my bank papers and cash book which 
1 maintain. 

Mr. Chairman: Your transactions are through bank? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Some are through bank. 

Mr. Chairman: If you had gone to the Bank you could have cer-
tainly got your receipts from 1971. That is whaot' We want. Wha.t 
ie; the point of giving it from 1974? We gave you one month's time. 
What is your justification for not producing receipts from 1971? 
Assuming tha't your things were lost but you are having bank 
account, you could have given information from 1971. 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have got this statement hom my cash 
book which I maintain. 

Mr. Chairman: Where is that cash book? 

Shri M. L. Vlnayak: I will produce that. 

Mr. CbairmaD: You should have produced. We are going to 
make our own presumption. This Statement, as it is produced in 
response to item 1, cannot be accepted. It is a loo/ie sheet. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I can sign it'. The letter is signed by me . 

• Shri Sbyamnandan Mishra: You should not give an assurance 
which you are not going to fulfil. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Please do not cast any aSpersion on my 
inTegrity. I am a man of integrity. You do not know my background. 
I have sacrificed my 'Official career at the age of 24. 

Sbri M. C. Daga: When did the theft take place in your house? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: In April, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Daga: We must get copies of all the relevant docu-
men~. ~ 

Mr. Chairman: You said that you had prepared this list from 
't'he bank. You should have said on this list, something like "Copy 
of a statement prepared from my ledger book" etc. Of 'from such 
and such bank'. You have only said, 'Payments received on diffe-
rent dates; from whom? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I can write that. 

Mr. Chairman: Y<ou say that you are a man of integrity and ex-
perience; that should be reflected in your actions. This is a loose 
sheet with no signatures. You have marked it 'confidential'. What 
is confidential about it? Eash statement has to be signed by you. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I can sign it now. 

Mr. Chairman: Y!()U should have also said 'payment J'eceived 
from such and such party'. We wan'ted counterfoils of receip~ of 
payment received by you from 1971. Their names and everything 
would have been there. 
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Shri B. R. Shukla: Should We infer that despite the fact that 
you were given a list of papers to be produced before this Com-
mittee, you are in a position to produce only these papers and you 
are not in a positi;on to produce any other papers besides these? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: It is just possible that there may have been 
some lapse on my part. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: It is upto you to produce 'the documents sum-
moned by the Committee. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I am not going to hide anything. It may be 
a lapse on my part. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: You have been given ample time. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I can give you the cash book and the names 
of the patt'ies also. 

Mr. Chairman: When did you complain ta the police? 

Shri M. L. Vmayak: On 9/10th July, 1974. 

Mr. Chairman: In the letter addressed by you to the Statian 
House Officer, Sabzi Mandi Palice Station, yau have mentioned a 
number of files and documents missing or stolen by your employee. 
In our last cross-examination, we wanted you to produce certain 
dxuments. Thase documents are not mentioned in the list. For 
instance, item 1, 'counterloils', it is not mentioned there. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Please see item (10) 'file of accounts and 
vouchers of his salary, signed receipts till April, 1974'. 

Mr. Chairman: We wanted counterfoils 'Of receipts. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: File of accounts means all the account books 
also. 

Mr. Chairman: I cannot believe that' story. It does not mean that. 
Shri B. R. Shukla: It would not be expedient to allow the pro-

c~edings to linger on. He was summoned to produce certain docu-
ments. In response to that he has come with cet'tain papers. Let 
us receive those papers, examine them on merits and draw our awn 
presumption. 

Shri M. C. Daga: When you submitted the FIR before the SHO, 
was your statemen't recorded? 

Shri M. L. Vioayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Da,a: Did you mention that these things hS"e been 
stolen? 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

, Mr. Chairman: Copy of the letter is there. 

Sbri B. R. Shukla: l;itatement made by any person during 'the 
course of investigation is limited for' that purpose. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Where is the copy of the FIR? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak~ It' is there in the documents. 

Shri M. C. Daga: It is only 't'he list of documents. Is this the FIR? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Deea: Where is the FIR? Please get a copy of the FIR. 

Shri M.. L. Vinayak: It is there. It starts:-

"One of 'Our employees, Shri Chander Saini, is absconding 
from office since April 10, 1974". 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Is your servant, who was responsible for the 
disappearance of these papers, still untraceable or has he been 
.a:rested? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He has been arres't'ed and is on bail. 

Sbri B. R. Shukla: Do you know his whereabouts? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What are his whereabouts? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: It is mentioned in the FIR. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: His present whereabouts? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 
Sbri B. R. Shukla: The present whereabouts are the same as 

'are mentioned in the FIR? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir . 

. Shri M. C. Daga: You have said that your papers were missing 
since April 20, but' you have lodged the first information report 
,only on 9th July. Why did you lodge the FIR after nearly three 
months? What was the rpason? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have said in the beginning that I was in 
bed and was not moving about. I had an attack of arthrMs and 
could not work. I could t\l)t even move from my bed. 

Shri M. C. Daga: You have n_c mentioned this fact' in the FIR. 
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Shri M. L. Vin.yak: I am not a legal man.. I came to know on the 

9th July from Messrs Mukand ITon and Steel. Company Limited,. 
who j.ust telephoned to me that they had got ,a, letter signed by 
somebody else. Then I sent my man to find out and came to know 
of it. Immediately.when I came't'o know of it, I lodged a report. 

Sbri Popatlal M. Joshi: You have .said that yOU' W~e not welT 
and you were not working. Was there anyone workinf' in your 
ofBee? ' .; 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: My staff used to work: 

Sbri M. C. Bag.: What is the progress of the case! 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He bas been arrested. Bnd haslleen bailed 
out by 'the magistrate. 

Shri M. C. Dap: Have you given any evidence for 'this? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: So far the summons 'haw' 'bot come to me-
from the court. 

Shri M. C. Dap: You were simply examined by the polke and 
ll() other evidence was recorded. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: The po~ice raided his house aOO office and 
recorded the statement of some people there. On the basis of 'that 
he was atTested and his record was seized. He was in jail for- about 
t'hree or four days. 

Sbri M. C. Deaa: Have yo~ produced. any o~Q.er evidence from 
your side to the police? 

j, ' .. ' 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I gave my statement. 'The police recorded 
my ~atement. 

SlDi M.C. Daga: Was there simply your statement or was any 
other clerk from your side also t·xamined? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: There is only my statement. 
Sbri M. C. Daga: Did the police not ask fOf fut:ther e:vidence?' 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. 
! 

Shri M. C. Daga: Did the police make an inventory or not?· 

SlId M. L. Vinayak.: They made a list according to the law~ 

sh:iM. C. Daga: On whatda,te did you give your statement?' 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: On the 11th or 12th July, I think. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Nothing has been done since then, 
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Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Nothing. 

Shri M. C. Daga: And you are silent on this? 

'sari M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. I wrote certain letters to the 
higher authorities saying that this case should be proceeded with> 
further. 

Sbri M. C. DagB: Where are those letters? Ha.ve you got copies 
of those letters? 

Slui M. L. V •• yak: I have mentioned it in item No.2. I wrote 
to the IG, the DIG and the DSP saying that this man .had done other 
.things also. He has cbanged his name also from Chander S. Saini 
to C.S. Pow.ar and action should be taken against him for that also. 
He has opened an account in the name of C.S. Powar. So, I have 
said that action should be taken not only for theft but also on other 
issues. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Have you got a copy of it? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: They are misplaced in my office and I am 
tracing them out. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: What you are referring to is itself a reminder 
drawing attention of the authorities that previous to this letter you. 
have been drawing the attention of the authorities that no action has 
been taken. 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: That is correct. 

Shri M. C. Daga: At the time of theft who were working in your 
office? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Shri Saini and one man more. 

Shri M. C. Daga: What is his name? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Shri Bhupinder Kumar. 

Shri M. C. Dags: Is he still working with you? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He is still working with me. 

Shri M. C. Daga: Has he appeared before the police and given' 
ius statement? 

Shri M. 'L. Vinayak: No, Sir. The police recorded only my state-, 
ment. 

Sh . M C D What is Shri Bhupinder Kumar's father's , Ill' . . aga: 
name? 
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Shri M. L. Vinayak: He is my son. 

Mr. Chairman: You could have avoided all this by saying earlier 
that he was your son. 

Shri B. B. Shukla: Mr. Chairman, the point is that for further 
elucidation we summoned certain documents from the witness. For 
good, bad or indifferent reasons, he is not in a position to produce 
all those papers. He has come with certain papers. What would 
be the worth of those papers will be decided by the Committee. Now 
let us extend no more time. He has been heard and it is for him 
to satisfy us on certain points on whieh he is being indicated. No 
useful purpose wm be served by extending time for the production 

-of those very documents for which he has various pleas and reasons 
for not producing. 

Mr. Chairman: We will discuss it among ourselves. 

Shri M. C. Daga: You have said in this list that documents for 
the year 1974 are missing. What about documents for 1971. 1972 and 
1973? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: After the sessi"on is over I sell away all the 
papers because there are printed debates and I get them. 

Mr. Chairman: Before your first statement of 9th July ·you had 
not taken action earlier because, as you said, you were ill. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I wrote a letter after three or four days to 
the higher authorities in the police in July saying that on my com· 
plaint the police has been pleased to arrest my employee and certain 
facts have been brought to notice and that I want that action should 

.be taken against him on those counts also. 

Mr. Chairman: Earlier, you said, you were not well. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: That was from March to July. 

Mr. Chairman: What did you suffer from? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I was suffering from arthritis. 

Mr. ChairllUlD: What type of work Mr. Saini was doing? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He was looking after all the records and 
• also doing some typing work. 

Mr. !Chairman: Then your son joined. Is it not so? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: He was working with me for two years. 

Mr. Chairman: Since which month he was working with you? 
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Shri M. L. Vlnayak: From 1973. 

Mrr. Chairman: Now, when you were 'Suffering from arthritis, 
you could not have worked. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, because my hand was affected and my 
left leg was also affected. 

Mr. Chairman: Now, your hand was affected. But did you 
receive any payment during the months from March to July? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: For what purpose? 

Shri M. L. V,inayak: Because I sent the letters already to the 
:,persons who wanted information from me. They may need the 
.information further after one month, two months, three months or 
four months. Since I have already started the work, I must have 
to send thousand of letters. Today I send a letter to a person 'A'. 

'That person may not requ~re further information immediately. But 
he may need some more information after two or three months for 
which I may have to send letters to him. 

Mr. Chairman: It is noted from the papers supplied by you that 
you had been receiving payments several times during the months 
from March to JUly. How would you account for having received 
these payments? How could you write the accounts and issue 
receipts when you were sufferi'ng from arthritis? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: My son could sign the cash memos. My 
.employees, Mr. Saini, could sign the Cash Memos. Anybody can 
sign the cash memos. 

Mr. Chairman: Now, you can withdraw for a wMle. 

(The witness withdrew) 

The witness was called in again and examined. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: Mr. Vinayak, you have to produce the d'Ocu-
ments, the cash memo. . 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: The cash book, I will produce the cash 
book. 

Mr. Chairman: In regard to Item No.1, in regard to counter-
toils and all that, which we have asked for, instead of producing 
the original thing, which we wanted you to do, you have produced 
~ sheet of paper quoting certain figures. On questioning you as to 
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from where you got all these things, you said you had the guidance 
of certain cash book from which you copied this thing. That is what 
he means. 

Sbri B. R. Shukla: You may produce by tomorrow those cash 
books on the basis of which you produced the alleged accounts, sub-
mitted to us. 

Mr. Chairman: Tomorrow, we are meeting at 11 A.M. We will 
give you time up to 12 Noon. 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I think if some more time is giveD. • • 

Mr. Cbainnao: No time, not even one minute. We have already 
given you two months' time. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: The Committee has been kind to me so· 
far ... 

Mr. Chairman: The cash book is with you. Where is the need-
for time? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: There are other papers. I want to produce 
my representations to the police authorities also. 

Mr. Chairman: You may produce it by 12 Noon tomorrow or 
take the risk yourself. You may also note that the documents 
which you have produced on perusal do not conform to our re-
quirements as communicated to you in our leUer dated 21st Ocrober, 
1974. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: You can tell me if there is any lapse on my 
part. 

Mr. Chairman: You have been given enough time. The Com-
mittee cannot give you any more ti'me. 

Shri B. R. Shukla: The papers were fully specified in that 
lettter. There should have been compliance. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I have complied with it according to my 
ability. It is just possible, there may be some lap~e on my part. 

Mr. Cha'irman: All right. You may please withdraw. 

(The witness then withdrew) 

Mr. Chail'JDan: We adjourn now and we shaLl meet tomorrow 
at 11 A.M. 

(The Committee then adjourned) 
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Tuesday, the 31st December 1974 , 
PRESENT 

Dr. Henry Austin-Chainnan 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri M. C. Daga 
3. Shri Popatlal M. Joshi 
4. Shri Shyamnandan Mishra 
5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
6. Shri B. R. Shukla 
7. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri Y. Sahai-Chief Legislative Committee officer. 

Shri J. R. Kapur-Senior Legislative Committee Officer. 

WITNESS 

Shri M. L. Vinayak, "Director, Public Relations Coun.~el of 
India," New Delhi. 

(The Committee met at 11.00 hours) 
Evidence of Shri M. L. Vinayak, "Director, Public Relations 

Counsel of India", New Delhi. 

Mr. Cbmrman: Mr. Vinayak, please take the oath. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: I, M. L. Vinayak, do swear in the name of 
God that the evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true, 
that I will conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall 
be false. 

Mr. Chairman: Yesterday you were directed 1>;, produce the 
cash books and other documents. Have you brought them with you 
now? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: This is the cash book. 

(At this stage, two cash books were handed over to the 
Commitee). 

Before we proceed further, yesterday, I gave some papers to the 
Committee. There is a small correction which I would like to 
make. On page 3, there is an error in typing. Against 16-9-74 



106 

instead of Rs. 600/- it should be Rs. 1000/-. This is the amount 
which I got from the Nagaland Government. 

Sbri M. C. Daga: This note-book is not numbered. It is correct? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. I don't think there is any need to-
number it. 

Mr. Chairman: He is only putting you a question. 

Shri M. L. Vinayak~ It is not numbered, Sir. 

Shri M. C. Daga: ,Whose hand writing is this? 

Shri M. L. Vinoyak: This is my staff's hand writing. 

Sbri M. C. Daga: What is his name? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: Shri Bhupinder Kumar. 

Shri M. C. Daga: This writing is with the same pen and same 
in!k? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: This is written with a ball point. 

Sbri M. C. Daga: You have not given the number of yoOu cash 
memo? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: As I said, I have got a note-book where I 
note down the amount as and when I receive. 

Mr. Cbairman: Do we have to return it to him or shall we keep 
it for perusal in the next sitting? 

tit ~ 0 mo .111r : ~~ tr~ ~if ~ f~IJ~~ if~T g' ? 

,,) ~o ~o fif"'lfIII: ~~'( ~ i rn 1l{ ~ IfiT ~ t I ~ 
'ifT~ m i f«'l'~ ~ ~r ~ I 

Mr. Chairman: Is your signature there? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: No, Sir. If you want, I can sign. 

Shri M. C. Daga: You do not mention the receipt No. Or money 
order number, etc.? 

Mr. Chairman: Are you paying income tax? 
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Sbri M.L. Vinayak: Yes. I have been paying right from 1944. 

lb. Cbairmen: In that case, do not the income tax people ask you 
to produce vouchers in original? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: I had just now given you a statement that 
I' am a regular income-tax payee. 

Mr. Chairman: Did not the income-tax people ask you to pro-
duce some documents? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Whatever they wanted. I just produced 
them. They want the accounts books and the cash books. I tell 
them by saying that this is my income and this is my expenditure. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you got any letter to say that you have 
received such and such amount from such and such person? 

Shri M. L. Vinayak: This is a letter from the Private Secretary 
to the Chief Minister of Nagaland. My contacts are with the Chief 
Ministers o.ot in their personal capacity. 

, Sbri Sbyamnandan Mhbra: Why don't you have some interna-
tional contacts so that you can get information about foreign parlia-
ments on exchac.:ge basis and then feed it to your clients? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Yesterday, I requested that my letter should 
be circulated. If that docume'nt had been circulated, then you 
would have come to know. As I said, I am an authority on public 
relations in India. 

Sbri H. N. Mukerjee: Are these the only books which you can 
produce in substantiation of the summary list you gave? 

Sbri M. L. Vinayak: Yes. 

Sir, I would also like to submit this' letter to the Chairman. I 
have said here: 

"Though Parliamentary information service was started by 
me for the first time in India in 1957 and besides me 
folJowing firms and persons are also supplying informa-
tions about questions and answers to people on payment. 

•• •• •• 
(2) Indian Press Service, French Colony, New Delhi and 

they are issuing weekly bulletin. 
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(3) Business Information Bureau, Friend Colony, New 

Delhi. They are publishing Parliamentary Digest. 

(4) United News and Information Bureau, 95, Krishan 
Nagar, New Delhi. 

(5) Associated 
Allahabad. 
Delhi. 

Chamber of Commerce and Industry, 
Bank Building, Parliament Street, New 

(6) Birla Institute for Scientific and Industrial Research, 
Ring Road, New Delhi-24. It is being presided by 
Shri Sur~sh Desai, ex. M. P . 

tit, ,~" "'" f ... " : f~(:fT ~i,~,!o! i "lq'~T IflfT ~r~~ t ? 
'1' ~IfQ ~o fqrq« : ~r ~" ltilt ~~~ ~r ~. 

What I am saying is, the work which I am doing, for which 
1 am being called upon by the Committee to produce all the docu-
ments is also being done by other people. These are the organisa-
tions which are also supplying questions and answers to the people, 
business firms, on payment. 

"(7) Bureau of Parliamentary Information Service, 118 
M. M. Road, New Delhi-55. 

(8) Orient Press Service owned by Press Correspondent for 
Muslim Mission in India and foreign countries. 

(9) National Federation of Cooperative Sugar Factories, 
South Extension, New Delhi, 

(10) Free News and Features Service owned by Shri Ram 
Swarup of Anti Communist League, Sujan Singh Park, 
New Delhi-3. 

Besides this, I am told many foreign embassies and business 
firms have got deposit accounts with the Sales Section of 

the Lok Sabha as I have got also deposit account." 

S.r, I would also like to say that I am at the disposal of the Com-
mittee. Whatever is wanted from me, I am prepared to give to the 
Committee. If I just give a word of honour, if there have been 
some errors, the Committee can direct me and I will not do that. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. 

(The witness then withdrew) 

(The Committee then adjou.rned) 



APPENDIX I 
(See Para 13 of the Report) 

DEPARTMENT OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS 
(SANSADIYA KARYA VIBHAG) 

SUBJEI,::T.-Activities of Shri M. L. Viuayak, Director of the Public 
Rel,ations Ccrunsel of India. 

Will the Lok Sabha Secretariat kindly refer to their U.O. 
No .. 17!3ICII73, dated the 12th April, 1973, on the 'above subject? . 

2. A copy of the letter No. PMS-22704, dated the 28th December, 
1973, received from the Private Secretary to the Prime Minister is 
.sent herewith (See Annexure) for informati'On and for such action 
as may be deemed necessary. 

Sd/-

(K. N. KRISHNAN) 
Deputy Secretary. 

Lok Sabha Secretariat (Committee Branch-I). 
---------
DPA U.O. No. F.4(3)j71-Leg., dated 6th February, 1974. 

·S. P. Khanna, 
Private Secretary 
·to the Prime Minister 

pros 22704 

Dear Shri Krishnan, 

ANNEXURE 
to 

APPENDIX-I 

Prime Minister's Secretariat 
New Delhi-ll. 

Deeember 28, 1973. 

In continuation of N. S. Sreeraman's letter No. PMS-3543. date4 
the 22nd February, 1973 regarding the activities of the public Re18-

1~ 

1442 LS-S. 
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lions Counsel of India, I forward herewith another letter (see 
Annexure) (No. PRCj45j73, dated the 11th December, 1973) which 
Shri M. L. Vinayak has addressed to the Managing Director, Messrs. 
Acharya Electronics, Nagpur. 

8hri K. N. Krishnan, 
Deputy Secretary, 
Department of Parliamentary Affairs, 
New Delhi. 

ENCLOSURE 

to 

ANNEXURE 

Yours sincerely, 
Sdl-

(S. P. Khanna) 

Phone: 516455 Cable: 'Publations' New Delhi. 

Public Relations Counsel of India 
PRC/45/73 Press & Public Affairs Counsellors 

Post Box No. 52, New Delhi-I. 

Managing Director, 
Mis. Acharya Electronics, 11th December, 1973. 
Nagpur. 

Dear Sir, 
SUBJB:T.-YOUT Ccrmpany given Licences fOT T.V. Sets, Capacity, 

others, severa.l steps to assist to commence production, 
va.lue oj capitnl goods, foreign allocation to import the 
necessary equipment, raw materials, etc. etc. 

The above subject had come before Parliament and it also 
relates to your Company, Business and Industry. The statement as 
discussed in Parliament about your Company can be had against 
our fee Rs. 75/- cash. Please add Rs. 2/- on out Station Cheque. 
This is not a Circular Letter and it is being sent as it contains 
reference about your Company. Please quote subject matter of our 
Letter. 

We can also place your point of view on this matter or any other 
and do lobbyinlZ work at the highest level. Our minimum fee for 
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lobbying work is Rs. 2500/- or more according to the nature of the 
case strictly paid in advance. All expenses in lobbying work are 
paid by firms. Many Govt. policies were changed or modified. De-
tails can be discuS'Sed. 

Thanking you, 
Yours faithfully, 

Sdl-
(M. L. Vinayak) 

Director. 



APPENDIX II 

(See para 13 of the Report) 

CONFIDENTIAL No. MTS-I074-LC, 
Office of the Secretary to the Minister 

for Legislative Affairs, 
Sachivalaya, Bornbay-400'32. 

From 

To 

Sir, 

Dated the 11th January, 1974. 

Shri S. H. Belavadi, 
Secretary to the Minister for Legislative Affairs, 
Bombay. 

The Secretary, 
Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
Parliament House, 
New Delhi. 

I am directed to forward herewith (See Annexure) a copy of 
letter No. PRC!15!73, dated the 15th December, 1973, from 
Shri M. L. Vinayak, Director, Public Relations Counsel of India, 
New Delhi, addressed to the Minister for Law, Government of Ma-
harashtra, Bombay, for such action as deemed fit. 

Encl.-As above. 
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Yours faithfully, 
Sdl-

(S. H. Belavadi) 
Secretary to the Minister for 

Legislative Aftairl.. 
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ANNEXURE 
to 

APPENDIX 11 

Phone. 516455 Cable: 'PUBLATIONS' NEW DELHI. 

PUBLIC RELATIONS COUNSEL OF INDIA 
PRESS &: PUBLIC AFfAIRS COUNSELLORS 

Post Box No. 52, New Delhi-l (India). 

PRC/15/73 

Private and Confid.ential 

Mr.' Abdul Raheman Abdul Gafoor Antualay, 
Maharashtra Minister of Law and Judiciary, 
Bombay. 

·15th December, 1973. 

SUBJECT.-No allegation of smuggling against the Minister, etc. et •• 

, . 
The above subject had come before Parliament and it also relates 

to your Company, Business and Industry. The full 'statement as 
diseussed in .Parliament about your Company can be had . against 
our fee Rs. 75/- cash. Please add Rs. 2/- on out Station Cheque. 
This is not a Circular Letter and it is being sent as it contains 
reference about your Company.' Please quote BUbject matt~r of eur 
Letter. 

'ou We can also place your point of view on this matter er any 
other and do lobbying work at the. highest level. Our minimum·fee 
for lobbying work is Rs. 25001- or more according to the nature of 
the case strictly paid in advance. All expenses in lobby"in, werk 
are paid by firms. Many Govt. policies were changed or modified. 
Detaiis can be discussed. 

Thanking you, 

Yours faithfully, 
Sdl-

(M. L. Vinayak) 
Dil'ecter. 



FOUNDED 1950 

Regrl. Office; Mohan Bhawan, 12-R, Indira Market, Subzi Manen. 
Delhi-7. 

THE ONLY COUNSEL IN WHOLE OF INDIA AND THE J!:AST. 

ENCLOSURE 

to 
ANNEXURE 

OFFICIAL STATEMEN'l' 

1. The full statement as discussed in Parliament about .rou or 
Company can be had against our fee of Rs. 75/- payable- in adVaDce 
strictly by Bank Draft, Cheque M.O. or CASH. Please quote Bub-
ject matteT of our Letter. On re<:eipt of our fee, a typed copy of 
statement will be sent by Ordinary Post No V. F. is sent. Please 
add Rs. 21- on out Station cheque. 

BACKGROUND TO QUESTION 

2. We can supply you the background to this Question or debate 
and the(peop~e interet~· behind the move, against our fee 700/-
payable in aclvance strictly. We.will .only collect the information 
when· the fee baa been received. Thi. will be sent by registered 
pos~.· . 

3. Reports, Speeches, Bills and. Papers can be had against our 
fee of Rs. 

4. We can supply you information about your one Industry and 
"Our ~nual Subscription is. Rs. 600/,... 
PUBLIC RELATIONS COUNSEL OF INDIA, Post Box No. 52, 

New Delhi-l (India). 

Nom-Please send M.O. and Registered letters at Mohan Bhawan. 
12-R, Indira Market, Subzi Mandi, 

Delhi-7. Phone: 516455. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(Third Lok Sabha) 

Report on the complaint .gainst Shri M. L 
Viaayak (Director, Public Relations Counsel oC 
ladia, Delhi) for his objectionable activities ia 
cbd:tlectioa with his Firm's lobbying work in 
Parliament. 

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT 
NEW DELHI 

December, 1966 



CONFIDENTIAL 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(Third Lok Sabha) 

I-lntroduc:tiOD and Proc~e 

I, the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having bee .. 
authori~d to submit the report on; their behalf, present tbis report 
to. the Speaker in regard to tl)e complaint agai,. ahri M.L. 
Vinayak (Director, Public ltelations Counsel of Inelia, Delhi) ter 
bis objectionable activities in connection witli his firm's lobbying. 
work in Parliament. . 

The matter was referred w the Committee by the Speaker under 
Rule 'J:J,7 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of B1olsine88 in LGk 
Sabha (Fifth Edition). 

2. The Committee held fifteen sittings. 

3. At the first sitting held en the 5th August, 1966, the Com-
mittee decided that Shri 14. L. Vinayak De asked to appear before 
the Committee in person on tke 19th August, 1966. 

4. At the second sitting held on the 19th August, 196&, Ute Com-
mittee noted that Shri M. L. Vinayak, who had been asked flhre1olg1t 
a Rqistered A.D. letter to appear before the Committee, was not 
present. The Committee also noted that the postal acknowledge-
ment card, duly signed by Shri M. L. Vinayak, had not been receiv-
ed back in the Lok Sabha Secretariat. The Committee directed. 
that another letter be issued to 8hri M. L. Vinayak through the· 
8.1hi Administration authorities, asking him te appear before the 
Committee on the 31st August, 1966. 

5. At the third ilitting held on the 31st August, 1966, the Chair-
DUlD informed the Committee that he had received a letter from 
~hri M. L. Vinayak stating that he weuld not be able to appear 
before the Committee on that date as he was going to Jullundv 
tG attend the marriage of the daurhter of Shri Jagat Narain, M.P., 
and requesting for bein8 given another date aftar fifteen days. The-
Committee decided that Shri Y. L. Vinayak be asked to appear 
llefore the Committee on the 5th September, 1966. 

116 
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6. At the fourth and fifth sittings held on the 5th and 6th Sep~ 
tember, 1966, the Committee examined Shri M. 1·. Vinayak on oath. 
The Committee directed him to appear again before them on the 
5th October, 1966 and to produce certain documents. 

7.· At the sxith, seventh and tenth sittings held on the 5th and 
27th October and 17th November, 1966, the Committee noted that. 
Shri M. L. Vinayak failed to appear before the Committee giving 
one ground or another. 

S. At the ninth sitting held on the 10th November, 1966, the 
C;::ommittee examined Shri D. D. Mantri, M.P., who had authorised 
Shri M. L. Vinayak to purchase Parliamentary papers at conces-
siona! rates by operating upon his deposit account tram the Sales 
Section of the Lok Sabha Secretariat. 

9. At the tenth sitting held on the 17th November, 1966, the· 
<;::ommittee arrived at theior conclusions. 

10. At the eleventh sitting held on the 24th November, 1966, the . 
Committee considered the matter further and decided to give a 
final opportunity to ShriM. L. Vinayak ~ ap~ar befpre the Com-
mittee and to explain his position, as requested by him in his 
letter dated the 22nd November, 1966. The CommJ.ttee also decided 
that Shri Hari Bedi, Public Relations Manager of the . ESSO . 
Standard Eastern. Inc. New Delhi, who had origina~1y brought the 
matter to the notice of the . LOk Sabha Secretariat be asked to 
nppeal before the Committee and to produce the material l'eCeived 
by his firm during the last 2 or 3 years from ·Shri N. L. Vinayak 
and a statement of the payments made to him by the firm. 

11. At the twelfth sitting held on the 29th November, 1966, the 
Committee examined Shri Hari Bedi. 

12. At the fourteenth aI'ld ftfteenth sittings held on the 3rd and 
5th December, 1956, the Committee further examined Shri M. L. 
Vinayak and arrived at their conclusions. 

II-Facts of the Case 

13. It had been brought to the notice of the Speaker by the 
Public Relations Officer, ESSO, Standard Ealiltern, Inc., New Delhi, 
that a person named M. L. Vinayak, "Director, Public Relations 
Counsel of India, New Delhi" had issued a Circular Letter. dated 
the 12th March, 1966, regarding his firm's lobbyiRg work in the 
Parliament". Along with the said circular letter, Shri Vinayak 
had circulated some other stencilled papers reproducin~ certain 
-----------------
·See Appendix I. (Not enclosed). 
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,questions (both Starred and Unstarred) and their answers given in 
the Lok Sabha Rajya Sabha. In one of these papers, Shri Vinayak 
had further given details of the sernces rendered by his firm to his 

,clients regarding the business in Parliament. Relevant extracts 
,from this paper are given in Appendix-II.·. 

14. Some of the claims made by Shri M. L. Vinayak in his 
Circular Letter and other papers referred to above (Appendices I 
and II)" were as follows:-

(i) "DEMANDS OF GRANTS; In the Budget Papers, there 
are separate booklets containing Demands of Grants and 
expenditure of different Ministries, i.e. Food, Commerce. 
Steel, Mines, Coal, Industry, Transport, P. & T., Defence, 
Finance and other Ministries and this gives details of the 
spendings of the Govemment for' the next year fer 
different items. We can procure the' same againSt out 
fee of Rs. 25/- per Report, to be paid by Cheque in 
advanee~" 

(ti) "PAPER.S LAID IN PAaLlA1tlENT: Many papers are laid 
every day in the Parliament ab9ut' difterent' Ministries 
but these papers are ~ priced publications and are not 
available for sale. We can procure these papers laid in 
the Parliament against our fee of Rs. 50!- per paper or 
Report." 

(iii) "DRAFTING OF -QUESTIONS: We 'draft questions and 
'abrcY put suppl~mentarles in 'the Lolt" Sabha and Rajya 
Sabha about the diftleultiesof buailless people or to , , . 
elicit 'information about a particular subject, and ..u' 
charges are Rs. 73J/- to Rs. 35tH-per question, according 
to the nature of the work". 

f iv) "We can supply you the ,background to this question 
(S.Q. No. 415 dt. 8th March, 1966 in Lok Sabha re: 
abolition of Managing agency System etc.), why it has 
bee!' asked and who are the persons interestE'd behind 
this move, on payment ot our fee of Rs. 450/- payable in 
advance." 

15, Shri M. L. Vinayak also made out stencilled ~pies of the 
roceedings of the Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha relatIng to ques-

p --- ------- ----------_. -----'~- - - -" 

.-Note enclosed 
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tions (both Starred and Unstarred) and their answers (including 
supplementaries) and supplied them to the interested parties on 
payment. 

16. Shri Vinayak's activities may thus be divided into two groups 
.viz.-

(i) Making out copies of the proceedings of the Lok Sabha 
and Rajya Sabha and other papers and Reports laid on 
the Table of the Housf' including those which are not 
available on sale, and supplying them to interested 
parties on payment; and 

(ii) doing "lobbying work' in Parliament on behalf of the 
interested parties on payment. 

17. It may be mentioned that complaints regarding Shri M. L. 
'Vinayak's lobbying activities in Parliament had been received in 
the past also. The Central Hall Pass of Shri Vinayak was cancel-
led under the orders of the then Speaker as early as May, 1958 
and since then no pass had been issued to him. That dt"Cision was 
.also conveyed to the Rajya Sabha Secretariat on the 19th May, 
1959 who have not also issued any pass to. Shri Vinayak enabling 
him to have admission to the Central Hall. Even the Parliament 
House building. passes were barred for Shri Vinayak. These orden; 
were confirmed by the Speaker in 1960 and 1962 on receipt of fresh 
complaints about Shri Vinayak's objectionable activitieS. 

18. Shri Vinayak has been purchaiing such of the parliamentary 
papers as are available on sale from the Sales Counter of the Lok 
'Sabha Secretariat at concessional rates through some membem. 
Till recently, he has been purchasing such papers through a Deposit 
Account opened by Shri Dwarka Das Mantri, M.P., who had autho-
rised Shri Vinayak to operate. upon it and to purchase from the 
Sales Section of the Lok Sabha Secretariat I8rliamentary papers at 
concessional rates on his behalf. Previous to that, Shri Vinayak 
-used to purchase Parliamentary papers at concession a! rates through 
the Deposit Account of the late Maharajkumar of Vizianagram. 

III-Finding$ of the CommUtee 

19. On the 5th September, 1966, when Shri M. L. Vinayak 
appeared befolle the Committee, he was shown by the Chairman a 
stencilled "Memorandum" dated the 12th March, 1966 on a printed 
letter-head captioned "Public Relations Counsel of India, Post Box 
No. 52, New Delhi-! (India)" which bore the signatures of "M. L. 
V inayak" , and which formed the basis of the complaint against 
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him. Shri Vinayak at first denied that those were his signatures 
and said that his signatures might have been forged. The Com-
Illiittee, thereupon, asked Shri Vinayak to give his specimen signa-
tures for examination, which he did. Later, howev~r, when he 
was warned that he was giving evidence on oath and that if hit;. 
statement was proved false, he would be liable for perjury he 
admitted that th~ signature on the "Memorandum" resembled his 
signatures but he would have to verify from his records whether 
any such "Memorandum" was circulated by him on that date. 

20. On the 6th September, 1966, when Shri M. L. Vinayak again 
appeared before the Committee, he admitted that the signatures on 
the stencilled "Memorandum" dated the 12th March, 1966, on a 
printed letter-head captioned "Public Relations Counsel of India" 
were his signatures. He also handed over a copy of the said 
"Memorandum" together with its enclosures for the perusal of the· 
Committee. He then apologised to the Committee fer having' 
denied, in the first instanee, before the Committee on the 5th Sep-
tember, 1966 that the signatures on the said "Memorandum" were 
his. 

21. In his evidence before the Committee, Shri M. L. Vinayak 
stated that he had been purchasing parliamentary papers from the 
Sales Counter of the Lok Sabha Secretariat at concessional rates 
tbl-ough some Members for their use. He specifically named 
Shri Dwarka Das Mantri, M.P., in that conneetion. He claimed that 
he had got Members of Parliament as his clients and -tllat he did 
their entire Parliamentary Work, viz., drafting of questions and 
resolutions etc. and preparing background material for their use. 
m that connection, he gave the names of ·Sarvashri Dwarka DasB 
liantri, Yashpal Singh and R. N. Barua, Members, Lok Sabha. He 
said that he had charged the Members monthly from Rs. 150/- to 
RI. 300/-. He also said that he was supplying information abo1tt 
parliamentary papers • certain busine9S finns also on payment. 

22. Shri Dwarka Dass Mantri, M.P., in his evidence before the 
Committee, said that Shri M. L. Vinayak had been operating upOll 
his deposit account with the Sales Section of the Lok Sabha Secre-
tariat for about one and a half years for the purchase of parlia-
melltary publications at concessional rates. He alse!) said that he 
was not aware of the objectionable activities of Shrl Vinayak and 
bad he known them, he would not have permitted him to operate 
on his account. He, however, stated that he had since closed that 
AC(lount after receiving the letter to appear ~fore the Committee 
of Privileges. 
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Shr.i Mantri, however, denied that Shri M. L. Vinayak had been 

rendermg any service to him like drafting of questjons or resolu-
tio~ etc. . He I also denied that he had paid anything directly to 
Shn M. L. Vmayak for helping him in his parliamentary work. 
He also denied that Shri M. L. Vinayak had been purchasing 
parliamentary papers from the Sales Counter of Lok Sabha Secre-
tariat fot' his (Shri Mantri's) use. 

23. The copy-right of all parliamentary Debl;ltf~ and other 
publications relating to Lok Sabha is vested in the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat. 

Further, under Rule 382 (1) of the Rules of Procedure of Lok 
.sabha, the Speaker may authorise printing, publication, distribu-
tion or sale of any paper, document of report in connection with 
the business of the House or any paper, document or report laid 
on the Table or presented to the House or a Committee thereof. 

Making out copies of the debates of the Lok Sabha and other 
Parliamentary Papers and Reports and selling those copies would 
be unauthorised and a breach of the copyright of the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat. 

24. The Committee are of the opinion that the publicity material 
being circulated by Shri M. L. Vinayak regarding his firm's 
"Lobbying Work" in Parliament and his a-ctivities as publicised by 
him (se€ paras 13, 14 and 15 above and Appendices I and II) * afe 
highly objectionable and unauthorised. 

25. The Committee also consider that the conduct of Shri M. L. 
Vinayak in deliberately and falsely denying in the first instance. 
before the Committee, while he was giving evidence on oath, that 
the signatures on the stencilled "Memorandum" dated the 12th 
March, 1966, which formed the basi'S of the complaint against him, 
were his, in prevaricating before the Committee and in evading his 
appearance before the Committee on one pretext or another in 
response to repeated directives of the Committee, is highly repre-
hensible and constitutes a contempt of the House. 

The Committee also feel constrained to observe that the whole 
tone and tenor of Shri Vinayak's oral evidence before the Com-
mittee was highly objectionable, apart from being circumambient. 

IV -Reeommeadatioft of the Committee 
26. The Committee recommend that Shri M. L. Vinayak be sum-

moned to the Bar of the House and reprimanded for his objection-
able activities in connection with his firm's "Lobbying Work in 

*Not enclosed. 
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Parliament" and for his conduct in making false statements in his 
evidence before the Committee while on oath, in prevaricating be-
fore the Committee and in evading his appearance before the Com-
mittee in spite of repeated directives of the Committee. 

27. The Committee note with regret that a Member of Parlia-
ment should have acted in such an ill-advised manner and permitted' 
such a person to operate an account opened by the former with the 
Lok Sabha Secretariat for the purchase of Parliamentary papers at 
concessional rates and exploit it for his peraonal gain. 

NEW DELHI; 

The 15th December, 196ft 
Sd!-

(S. V. KRISHNAMOORTHY RAv) 
ChaiTman 

Committee of Privileges. 



APPENDIX IV 

(See para 21 of the Report) 

MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF LEGAL AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT:-Note on thle legal aspects of circulation of objec:tionabZ6 
publicity material by Shri M. L. Vinayak, styling himself 
as "Director, Public Relations Counsel of lndW'. 

At the very outset we may briefly recall the facts leading to the 
pre!*!nt reference. Complaints were received in the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat in 1960. 1962, 1969, 1972 and 1973 regarding certain ac-
tivities of Shri Vinayak, the self-'Styled Director of Public Relations 
Counsel, Press and Public Affairs Counsellors founded in 1950 and 
having its registered office in Delhi. At the foot of one of the letter-
heads of the firm occurs the inscription that they are "the only 
Counsel in whole of India and the East". The main activities of the 
firm, as summarised in para 16 of the Report of the Committee of 
Privileges (Third Lok Sabha), December 1966, may be divided into 
two groups:-

(1) making out copies of the proceedings of the Lok Sabha 
and Rajya Sabha and other papers and Reports laid on the 
Table of the HQuse, including those which are not avail-
able on sale and supplying them to intert!sted parties on 
payment; and 

(2) doing 'lobbying work' in Parliament on behalf of the in-
terested parties on payment. 

The modus operandi of the firm so far as can be gathered from the 
papers, is that such of the Parliamentary papers as are available on 
sale from the Sale Counter of the Lo,k Sabha Secretariat will be pur-
chased at concessional rates through some Members. Some of the 
client!! of the firm are Members of Parliament who get their entire 
Parliamentary wwk done through the firm including drafting of 
questions, resolutions etc. and preparing background material for 
their use, on payment of a monthly sum. The firm will procure and 
sell to the interested parties on certain rates. budget papers Imd 
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"repOrts and other papers laid before '.the HQuse which are not avail-
able for sale. The firm also drafts questions and also supplementar-
ies to be put in the Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha about difficulties of 
business people or to elicit infoo-mation on a particular subject and 
wHl also procur~ and supply on payment the background material 
to any question, the reason why it is being asked and the persons 
interested in the move etc. The firm alsO! undertiikes on behalf of 
the interested parti-es to place their point of view on any matter in 
Parliament and do "lobbying work at the highest level" on payment 
ranging from Rs. 2,500 to unlimited amount. In the circular letters 

:sent to the interested parties, it has also been claimed that "many 
Government policies were changed and modified" through the activity 
of the firm. All payments in cash or cheque are to be made in 
advance. Information will be given about any industry on payment 

·of an annual subscription. 

2. In July 1900 the pass of Shri Vinayak for entry into the Central 
Hall of Parliament House was cancelled. In 1966, the Committee of 
Privileges recommended that he be summoned to the Bar of the 
House and reprimanded for his "objectionable activities in connec-
tion with his firm's 'lobbying work in Parliam-ent' and for his con-
duct in making false statements in his evidence before the Commit-
tee .... " Nothing could be done pursuant to the Committee's recom-
mendations and the Report was also not laid on the Table of the 
House and the matter lapsed on the dissolution of the Third Lok 
Sabha. 

3. On receipt of further cOjlllplaints, the C.B.I. got the matter ref-
erred to their legal adviser whose views have been reproduced in 

;para 9 of the note of the Lok Sabha Secretariat as follows:-

"Shri Vinayak cannot be prosecuted merely for soliciting cus-
tomers for either supplying copies of Parliamentary pro-
ceedings which have been released to the Press, or for 
doing lobbying work unless some specific criminal offence 
against him, e.g., cheating, bribery can be established. So 
far nobody has complained to us of having been cheated 
by Shri Vinayak and ~ no action on that account was 
possible .... " 

4. The Committee of Privileges. has asked this Ministry in the 
'present reference to furnish for their consideration a comprehensive 
note on the subject dealing with the various aspects mentioned in 
the reference. All the questions raised by the Committee for our 

.consideration boil down to the main issue as regards the ('ompetence 
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of the Committee to deal with the type of activities carried ('n by 
ShIi Vinayak. 

5. The powers, privileges and immunities o.f Parliament or State 
Legislatures and its members have been set out in Articles 105 and 
194 of the Constitution respectively. Clauses 2 and 3 of these 
Articles are relevant for our present purpose. Under clause 2 of 
-Article 105 no person shall be liable in respect oj. the publication by 
or under the authority of either. House of Parliament of any Report, 
paper, votes or proceedings. Under clause 3, the PQWers,privn.s 
and immunities of each House of Parliament and of ,the members 
and Committees of each House, in other respects, shall be such as 
may from time tq time be defined by Parliament by law, and, until 
so defined, shall be those of the H<.'use of Commons of the Parliament 
of the United Kingdom, and of its members and C~mittees. at the 
commencement of the Constitution. 

6. In order to consider the content of powers, privileges and im-
munities of 'Our Parliament in respect Of matters not governed by the 
provisions of Article 105 of the Constitution, we have to look to the 
position obtaining in the United Kingdom at the commencement of 
the ConstitutiGn. As regards the publication of the debates and pro-
ceedings is concerned, the positio,n in the United Kingdom is that the 
House has the right to restrain publication by others without its 
authority. whether by a member or a stranger. In Erskine May's 
Pa'rZUtm.enta.,.y Practice it has, however, been stated that "so long 
as the del)ates are correctly and faithfully reported, however, the 
privilege which prohibits their publication is waived" (see 18th 
Edition 1971 page 77). So far as publication in newspapers and 
broadcasting programmes is concerned, the matter is governed by a 
law made by our Parliament entitled the Parliamentary Proceedings 
(Protection of Publication) Act, 1956. Section 3 of the Act provides 

. that no person shall be liable to any proceedings, civil or criminal, 
in any court in respect of the publicatiOl'l in a newspaper of a sub-
stantially true report qf any proceedings of either' House of ParHa· 
ment, unless the publication is proved to have been made with 
malice. In the case of C. K. Daphtary vs. O. P. Gupta (AIR 1971 
SC 1132), the Supreme Court ,has held that the protection un~el' 
Section 3 is only given to the newspapers and broadcasting agencies 
(at page 1148). 

7. Rules 379 and 382 o,f the Rules of Procedure of Lok Sabha 
authorise the printing and publication of the Reports of proceedings 

1442 L.S.-9. 
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and other documents in conpection with the proceedings. The copy-
right ~ Parliamentary debates and other pUblications relating to 
Lok Sabha is vested in the Lok Sabha Secretariat and making out 
copies and selling them by others is unauthorised and in breach of 
the copyright. In the p~esent case, Shri Vinayak may be said to 
have violated-the aforesaid rules to the extent that he has Qffered to 
procure and sell to interestediparties on payment certain papers re-
lating to Parliamentary busines~ which are not available for sale. 
In the United Kingdo~l diso~dien<:e to the qrders of either House, 
whether such orders aN! ~f general application or require a particu-
lar individua1 to do or abstain' frpm doing a particular act, Q1' con-
travention of any rules of either House is a contempt of that House 
{see May's Parliamentary Practice page 134). It is. therefore, possi-
blE! to take the view that procuring and selling papers relating to 
'Parliamehtary business which are not intended for. salp and in an 
unauthorised manner in contravention of the rules constitute a preach 
of privilege and contempt of the House. 

8. Shrl Vina):"ak's activities are not merely confined to such un-
authorised sales of Parliamentary papers, as mentiened above. He 
is carrying on certain activities Which may come within the conno-
tation of what is commonly called "lobbying". Before we proceed to 
examiIl€ the relevant rules and practicer. obtaining in othercountr-
ies baving democratic forms 'of Government, we may consider the 
juciicial,4lterpretation of the Parliamentary privileges by our Sup-
reme Court in the President's Reference No.1 of 1964 (AIR 1965 SC 
745). It may be recalled that:in ~t case~, Keshav Singh, haviJlg 

. been h~d guilty of contempt of th~ U.P. Assembly. was produced 
.. before the House and was reRrimanded under the orders of the 
House. He was also held guilty of a second CWltemp~, namely. his 
disrespectful behaviour towards the House within the Chamber of 
tp.e, House. and his letter written to. the Hon. Spe~er, in discourte-
ous, intemperate and unparliamentary language and sentenced to 7 
ciays imprisonment by t~ House. In the course of the advisory 
QPinion given by the Suprexne CouI1, the Court has referred .to its 
;earlier decision in the case of, M.SM. Sharma (AIR 1959 SC 395) 
'where ~he CQurt held that)Nhere Article 19(1) (a) of the Constitution 
wa& in direct conflict with Article 194 (3), the particular provision 
in the latter Article would p~vail over the general provision con-

I 

tained in the former. In other words Article 19(1) (L\) will not be 
applicable if it comes in conflict with Article 194 (3). In the Refer
e;we case, the Court has observed that Artides 20, 21 ,and 22 of the 
Constitution would be applicable and that the uncodified privileges 
were subject to tht:'se constitutional prOVisions (at page 786). The 
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C~rt has further observed that Articles 32 and 226 would also be 
applicable (at ~ge 788). 

In the President's Reference No.1 of 1964 or in other decisions, 
the Court had no occasion to copsider the relevance of the provisions 
of Article 19(1) (g) of the Constitution vis-a-vis the uncodified privi. 
leges. The prqvisions of Article 19 (1) (g) .of the Constitution would 
seem to be relevant in the present context. Under this clause.' all 
citizens shall have the right to practice any prof~ion, or to. carEY 
on ~y occupation, trade or business. Under clause 6, this right 'is 
subject to any law impqsing reasonable restrictions in the interests 
of general public. The right of a citizen to earn his livelihood is 
covered by the right enumerated in Article 19(1) (g) of the Consti-
tution, as has been observed by the Supreme ,Court in In He'Sant Ram 
(AIR 1960 SC 932, at page 935). In the present case it has to be 
conceded that Shri Vinayak has the right to carryon any occupation, 
trade or business as guaranteed in Article 19 (1) (g) provided he does 
not contravene any law under which reasonable restrictions . have 
been im~ on the exercise of this right in the interests of the 
general public. This takes us to the further question whether lobby-
ing is permitted under the la~. i In India no law has been enacted 
specifically on the subject. It would, therefore, be necessary to con-
sider the position obtaining in other countries having a democratic 
form of Government. i' 

1Q. The term "lobbying" Qfiginated in Americ!U) governmental 
experience in 1830. Certain representatives of interest .grouploiter-
ed in the lobbies of the Assembly Halls of the American· 'Congress 
and State Legislatures, hoping to get a chance to speak to legislators 
and thereby attempt to influence their decisions. After a review of 
the development of the institution of lobbying in the United Stat~s, 
it has been concluded in the International Encyclopedia of the Social 
Sciences that "assuming that this leads to better-informed and higher-
quality decisions, the net contribution of· lobbying tQ the political 
process is probably positive" (see volumes 9 and 10, 1968. page 445). 
To begin with, the practice of lobbying in the United States was 
viewed with contempt and Vituperation. Prof. Herman Finer bal' 
referred to the earlier practices when even "women wme employed 
to trim the locks of Congressional Sam sons" (see The Theory and 
Practice of Modern Governmlent, Fourth Edition 1961 p~ge, 459) but, 
according to him, today "the lone wolf has vanished, and there j.s no 
slinking about upon unsavOll'Y errands. Contempt is not entIrely 
dissipated but fear and respect have taken its place. For t~e 
"lobbyist" has come out in the open, advertises himself: to th~ pubhc 
ratheJ;' thlU1. hide:; from it, and has sources of revenue whu;ft are 



128 
cheerfully, if not fully, disclosed and even vaunted." In other words, 
the propriety of lobbying activities has been admitted in the United 
States. The persons doing the lobbying work in the United States 
possess a special knowledge of the byways of legislation ~nd the 
habits of Congress. According to Prof. Herman Finer, "they are 
recruited from lawyers, journalists, self-constituted agents and touts, 
public ,relations counseLlors, former civil servants and ex-Congress-
men" (see ibid page 460). According to him, "the lobby is the 
neeetsary adjunct to the American Party System" (see ibid page 
462). 

11. In the Reviaed and Annotated Commentary on the Constitu
tion of the United Stat., 1964, it has been stated that "Today lobby-
ing is frequently regarded' as the most important expression of the 
right of petition" (page 920). In 1946 the Congress passed the 
Federal Regulation qf Lobbying Act under which more than 2,000 
lobbyiatl have registered and 495 organisations report lobbying con-
tribution and expenditures (see ibid page 920). The Federal Act of 
llK6 requires all persons seeking the passage or defeat of legislatiQIl 
by Congress or to inftuence directly or indirecj;ly the passage or 
defeat of any such legislation to register and to give an annual ftnan-
cial accqunting (see United States Code 1964 Edition, pages 75 to 77). 

12. The constitutionality of the Federal Act of 1946 came up for 
consideration in the case of Unitled States vs. Rumely (345 US 41). 
In 1949 the Congress had authorised an investigation of all lobbying 
activities intended to influence, encourage, promote or retard legis-
lation. In the course· of the investigation, one Rumely of the Com-
mittee for Constitutional Government, a private organisation refus-
ed to tell the Ho.use Committee, who it was that had made bulk pur-
chaees of certain politically oriented books distributed by the C.C.G. 
To· avoid grave constitutional questions, the Supreme Court inter-
preted "lobbying activity" as meaning "representations made direct-
ly to the CORgresS, its members, or its Committees" rather than 
attempts to "saturate the thinking of the community". As so inter-
preted, the House Committee had no authority to request this infor-
mation of Rumely. In the case of US vs. Harms (347 US 612), the 
Supreme Court narrQWed the application of the 1946 Act as fol-
loWS':-

(1) The person must have solicited, collected or receivQd con-
tributions; 

(2) One of· the main purposes of such person or of such. con-
tributions must have been to influence the passage or 
defeat ()f legislation by Congress; and 
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(3) The intended method. of accomplishing this purpose must 

have been through direct communication with Members of 
Congress. 

In this light the Act was held not unconstitutionally vague nor in 
violation of the First Amendment! guarantee of the right to petition. 
The Court observed:-

"Congre&s has not sought to prohibit these pressures. It has 
merely provided for a modicum of information from those 
who for hire attempt to influence legist.tion or who collect 
or spend fund! for that purpose" <at page 625). 

13. From the foregoing examination of the practice prevailing in 
the United Slates, it would appear that the institution of lobbying 
has come to stay and it has stQod the test of judicial scrutiny. The 
Federal Legislation on the subject merely seeks to regulate some as-
pec;lts of lobbying though without much success. Incidentally it may 
also be pointed out that tli"e lobbyists in the United States employ 
every conceivable means including entertainment and bribery of 
legislators (see Inte1rnational Encyclopaedia of Social Sciences, page 
4*). 

14. Lobbying is prevalent even in the United Kingdom, though 
individual l~bbyists are less in number. Prof. Herman Finer has 
observed that on the whole an organised lobby of the sizej import-
ance and system of the United States does not exist in the United 
Kingdom. The reason is that "party is too strongly in control of 
English politics for members to be liable to inftuence by lobbyists" 
(The Theory and PT4ctice of Modern. Govern.mm.t, page 463). The 
Committee oj Privileges of the House of Commons had occasion to 
consider the breach of privilege in a case which occurred in 1947. 
Two Members of the House of Commons were found guilty of dis-
closing information to newspapers of the proceedings at a Labour 
Party meeting of Labour Members of the House of Commons held 
in the House. It was alleged that Members gave information for 
payor while in a semi-drunken state or in return for favourable 
attention in the press. The Committee took a strong view of the 
matter and adopted a resolution expressing grave displeasure of the 
House. Commenting on this episode, Prof. Herman Finer has re-
marked: "the House was warning the tempte'r as well as the tempt
ed, for, in this case. the buyers had not been punished". (see ibid 
467). 

15. It would thus appear that in the United Kingdom as well, the 
practice of lobbying is prevalent though not to the extent as in the 
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United States. The Constitutio,ns of Canada, Australia and New 
2'.ealand have, by and large, adopted the uncodified privileges of the 
House of Commons of the United Kingdom. It may be inferred that 
the same position exists in these countries. As regards the relevance 
of lobbying in a free society, we may refer to the following observa-
tions of Prof. Julius Stqn.e:-

" .... lively activities of a multitude of voluntary associations. 
intermediate between the mass of individuals and the 
centres of political authority, seem indispensable f~ well-
ordered government which is also free" (see Social Dimen
tiona of Law. and J'lUtice, 19'66, page 634). 

16. In the light of the provisions of the Indian Constitution, 
the Rules of Procedure of the Lok Sabha and the posi-
tion prevailing in the United States, the United Kingdom 
and other countries having similar democratic forms of Gov-
ernment, it cannot be 'Said that doing lobbying work is in 
any way improper or illegal. To the extent however that Shri 
Vinayak may have contravened any specific Rule of Procedure of the 
Lok Sabha, he can be deemed to have committed a breach of prlvi~ 
lege or contempt of Parliament. This would apply only to the pro-
curing and selling of copies of Parliamentary papers unauthorisedly. 
In this respect. the person who helps him to procure these papers, 
whether he is a Member of Parliament or nqt, will also be guilty of 
8 breach of privilege. As regards the other activities of Shri 
Vinayak, there is no law prohibiting the carrying on of any occupa-
tion or busines~ like the o,ne pursued by Shri Vinayak. In other 
countries as well, lobbying work is sometimes done not merely to 
advance a cause but also to attain private ends. 



APPENDIX V , . 
(See para 23 of the Report) 

HARIBHAKTI & CO. 
CHARTERED ACCOUNTANTS. 

BOMBAY MUTUAL CHAMBERS, 
19-21, AMBALAL DOSHI MARG, 

(HAMAM STREET) 
ASSOCIATED OFFICES FORT, BOMBAY-400M3. 
AHMiDABAD, NEW DELHI, MADRAS. 2lBt Auguat, 1975 

No. M-247/75 

Dear Sir, 

FOR PERSONAL ATT. OF SECRETARY 

Secretary to the Lok Sabha, 

Lok Sabha Secretariat, Pa'rliament Street, 
NEW DELHI. 

We are sending herewith the original letter received from an 
organisation which has styled itself "PUBLIC RELA,TIONS COUN-
SEL OF INDIA". 

lIn our opinion, the activity carried out by this organisation is 
not very much different from cheating. They are trying to fleece 
members ·of the public, taking advantage of the name of the'Parlia-
ment. It il ridiculOUI for them to ask people pay' price of •• . 7J.I-
for a copy of the report of the proceedings of the Parliament. They 
lite sending a printed letter and stating that it is "not ;a cireular 
letter" and they also aUege that there was a reference· to ·our ; oOm-
pany-which, of course, is false. 

As the fair name. of Parliament is involved and ~ an attempt 
.is made to collect dishonest money- from the members Qf, the Pub-
lic in the name of the Parliament, we would request you ·w 
kindly take immediate action to stop this activity and .hand over 
the papers to the appropriate authQr;i.ties for Pros~utinl the. so-
called Directors ot this organisation. 

;' 
We shall be grateful if you will kindly acknowledge receipt of 

this letter and let us know the steps taken by yo,u in this matter. 

..... ,,_~"'::IIIIIIrV.' .... ', ~ 1,,_ ... ~_ .. 131 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/-



ANNEXURE 
Phone: 516455 Cable: "PUBLATIONS" NEW DELHI. 

PUBLIC RELATIONS COUNSEL OF INDIA 
PRESS & PUBLIC AFFAIRS COUNSEI"LORS 

POST BOX NO. 52, NEW DELHI-l (INDIA) 
PRIVATE·& CONFIDENTIAL 

No. p:BCI4Q/1e; August 14, 19'7.5. 
Sr. Partner. 
Haribhakti & Co., 
BOMBAY. 

Dear Sir, 

SUBJECT.-Statutory auditors a.ppointed by the Government, proce-
dure adopted, give priority to firms of young chartered 
accounfants, 815 assessed for income-ta.x, filed complaints 
for their fcrilure to perform their st4tutO'l'Y duties, action 
etc. etc. 

The .above subject bad recently come before Parliament,ad it 
800 lelates to your Business ad Industry. The full statement as 

-dilcUlleCi in Parliament can be had .instoW' fee RI. '15/ - ~, 
,M.O. or Bank Draft. Please add Rts. ,3/- on out Station Cheque . 
. Tbisis Slot a Circular Letter and it is being sent al it contaiDs 
llefereDOe about your company. PIe4Be quote .aub;ect matter of our 
J.etter. No. V.P. is sent. 

On receipt of our fee, typed cop)" 6f the statement will be sent 
'1;)Y -'Ordinary -Post. If desired registeredldndly aMRs. 5/- uour 
'-'SerVice Charges. Extra typed copies can be had at Rs. 7fI/ - . each 
copy: 'Only M.O. and Registered letters be sent at Mohan Bhavail, 
12-R, IniiI'a 'MaTket, Subzi Mandi, Delhi-7. 

A reply will be highly appreciated. 

'132 

Yeurs faithfully. 
Sd/-

(M. L. Vinayak) 
Director. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INFORMATION SERVICE 

We Will supply you necessary infonnation pertaining to ques-
tions and answers about your Industry. 90 per cent of the material 
sent by us is not published in newspapers. Our charges are 
R'S. 600/- per year. Kindly send your subSCription alongwith a 
note about your bUSiness interests and one Industry about which 
Information is desired. Rs. 75/- will lie charged for individual in-
formation about your company or Directors or others. Eminent 
Firms are our client for more than 50 Industries since 1957. 

Reports, Speeches, bills and Papers can be had against extra cost. 
FOUNDED 1949 

Regd. Office: Mohan Bhavan, 12V Ir.dira Market, Subzi Mandi, 
Delhi-7. 

THE ONLY COUNSE,L, IN WHOLE OF INDIA AND THE EAST. 

GMGIPND-LS 1-1442 LS-27-12-7~750. 
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