
C. B. No. 17 

HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE 

COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(THE SUNDARAYYA CASE) 

(RePOrt, Minutes, Appendices and Debates in the House) 

PARLIAMENT SECRETARIAT 
NEW DELHI 

December, 1952. 
eRe-printed January, 1959) 



CONTENTS 

Memben of the Committee of Privileges 
Report: 

Introduction and Procedure 
Facts of the case 
Findings of the Committee 
Minutes 
Appendices 
Debates in the HOUle 

PAOBS 

(Ii) 

1-2 
2-3 

7-8 
11-20 
23-14 



MEMBERS OF THE COMMITl'EE OF PRIVILEGES 

1. Dr. Kailas Nath Katju:.....awirman 
2. Shri Satya Narayan Sinha 
3. Shri A. K. Gopalan 
4. Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee 
5. Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani 
6. Shri Sarangadhar Das 
7. Shri B. Shiva Rao 
8. Shri R. Venkataraman 
9. Dr. Syed Mahmud 

10. Shri Radhelal Vyas 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. N. Kaul-Secretary. 
Shri S. L. Shakdher-Deputll SeCTetaf1l. 

eU) 



REPORT 

(iii) 



I 

lNTl«>DUCTION AND PROCEDURE 

I, 1he Chainnm of tAe Committee of Privileges. present this report to tbe 
Louse 011 the following question of privilege which Wa5 raised by Shri B. Shiva 
~ao, M.P. in the House and referred to the Committee.. by the Speaker on tAe 
2th July, 1952:-' 

"That a breach of privilege of the House has been committed by the pub-
lication of the following passage in the Delhi edition of the "Times 
of 1n4ia" gf the 51th July, 1952:-

'About Dr. Sinha's allegations in Parliament, Mr. Sundarayya stated that 
Ute documents in question were false, fraudulent and forged and the 
Privileges Conunittee of Parliament had now almost eompleted its 
inve91:iptioo.s and Dr. Sinha was finding it difficult to get out of the 
situation.' " 

2. The Committee decided to ask the Editor of the ''Times of India" and Shri 
'. Sundarayya to make their submissions in writing {see Appendices I and ll). 

3. The Committee .helld two sittings. At the first sitting held on the 2nd 
.ugust, 1952 the Committee considered the replies received fram the Editor of the 
Times of India" and Shri P. Sundarayya, Member, Council of States (see Appen-
ices III and IV) and had a general discussion on the points of privilege involved 
1 the case. 

4. The Committee also directed that the Secretary should prepare for the 
onsideration of the Committee a memorandum setting out the facts of the cese 
nd law, practice and preeedents on the strojeet. 

5. At the secend &itting be'1';! 'Oft the 24th November, 19S! the Committee 
IJRsidered the memM"andum (see Appendix V) prepared by the Secretary and 
__ 'ia 'C!OlfellJltiuM. 

U 

FACTS OF THE CASE 

U. The '"T"unes of India'" to whom the matter was referred have forwarded 
everal cuttings of newspapers in which references on the same subject have 
Aleaft!d. The "H:industan Standani" 'of the .ath July, the ''Tribune" of the 6th 
;vly.au4 an TJ17du daily ''Sawent''af .Delhi .of the 7th July ha?e carried the JleIIIVS 
n .identical tenDs. ..Anutber cutting fmm''KayaZ8IIIWls'' (of tile 'TthJuly) an 
frftdailyof Jullumdar, which .is stated to be the organ of the Punjab Commu-
list Party also carried the statement, but in a smnewhat diftel'ent fonn. The 
I1Wds 'USaG ,by this paper are somewhat as foIlows:-
~, he (Mr. 'Sundarayya) while speaking abuut the charges made by 

Dr. SinhadeelaTed that all of them were false and now Dr. Sinha 
WIl'S findinghimseH involved in the' situation." 

7_ The "Times of India" while forwardiDg these cuttinp also forwarded a 
tatement (see Appendix III), from their correspondent in Moga, Shri Gurnam 
;ingh Tir, who testified that the statement which appeltl'ed in the ''Times of 
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India" was in fact made by Shri Sundarayya at Moga and in support of his 
contention forwarded certain written statements by three other individuals who 
claimed that they were present at the meeting. One of the witnesses is a repre-
sentdive of the P.T.I., Ludhiana, the other two are local residents of Moga 
whose status in public life is not known. 

8. From the letter-head paper on which Shri Gurnam Singh Tir has furnished 
his statement, it is observed that he also represents the "Tribune", "Delhi 
Express", ''Tej'', "Naya Zamana~ and "Sawera". The statement in question has 
appeared in all these papers in addition to the ''Times of India" which he 
represen~ 

9. Shri Sundarayya, to whom the matter was referred has given the following 
version (see Appendix IV):-

"Later on ~hen a few of my Party workers asked me what had happened to 
Mr. Sinha's allegations, this is what I told them:-

'The question was referred to Privileges Coinmittee and it will be going 
.. into the whole matter. Now. it will be for Mr. Sinha to prove his 

allegations which it will be a. very h!lTCj, job for. him to do.' 
. -' ." 

have never said that 'the Privileges Committee has now completed its 
inve~tigations.' The whole report of that correspondent from the 
beginning to the end is so grossly distorted and false that it was 
evident the basis of whole of his report was mere hearsay. So I 
thought no useful purpose would be served by issuing a Press 
contradiction. " 

m 
FINDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

10. The Committee observe that while Shl'i Gurnam Singh Tir, the Correspon-
dent of the ''Times of India" has stated that tAe rePort published in the ''Times 
of Indi8." of the 5th July, 1952 to the effect that "the docum~n.ts in question were 
false, fraudulent and forged and the Privileges Committee of Parliament had 
now almost completed its investigation and Dr. Sinha was finding it difficult to 
get out the situation" was in fact from the speech of Shri Sundarayya, Member, 
Council of States, Shri S'undarayya on. the other hand had stated that what he 
said at the meeting was as follows:-, 

''The question was referred to the Privileges Committee and it will be 
going into th~ whole matter. Now it will be for Mr. Sinha to prove 
his allegations which it will be a very hard job for him to do." 

It is, therefore, a question of two different versions, one given by Shri 
· Sundarayya, Member, Council of States and the other by Shri Gurnam Singh Tir, 
· ~e. Correspondent. In a case like this it is difficult for the Committee to base its 
decision on what was said at an informal Press Conference unless a verbatim 

· and authorised record had been kept al}d it was absolutely conclusive about the 
matter. Although a report similar to that published in the ''Times of India" 
appeared in some other newspapers it appears that all these reports in the different 
papers emanated from the same correspondent. There is no evidence to show 
that the other Correspondents who are said to have been present at the meeting 
gave a similar version of Shri Sundarayya's statement. In fact it appears that 
they did not at all send to their papers any report of Shri Sundarayya's speech 
at the meeting.' . 
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11. It is in accordance with the law and practice of the privilege of Parliament 

that while a Committee of Parliament is holding its sittings from day to day its 
proceedings should not be published nor any documents or papers which may 
have been presented to the Committee or the conclusions to which it may have 
arrived at referred to in the Press. In the present case, however, the situation is 
rather peculiar inasmuch as the Committee had not met to consider the matter 
at all when Shri Sundarayya is reported to have made the statement in question. 
It is, therefore, not a case of inaccurate reporting of the proceedings of the Com-
mittee but of making or publishing a factually incorrect statement. The Committee 
must however point out that it is highly desirable that no person including a 
member of Parliament or Press should without proper verification make or publish 
a statement or comment about any matter which is under consideration or investi-
gation by a Committee of Parliament. In the present case the Committee recom-
mend that no further action may be taken in the matter. 

KAlLAS NATH KATJU. 
NEW DELm, 

Dated 12th December, 1952. 



MINUTES 



I 
FIRST ··MEETING 

New Deihl: Saturday~ lhe 2nd August, 1952 

The Committee met from 6-40 to 7-50 P.M. 

2. The following were present: .. ' 
Dr. Kailas N·ath Katju-Chainnan. 

.. . . . ~.. . ..... MEMBERS 

Shri A. K. Gopalan. 
Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee.·· 
Shrimati Sucheta Kripal~ .. 
Shri Sarangadhar Das.· 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri B. shiva Rao. 
Shri R. Venkataraman. 
Shri Radhelal Vyas. 

Shri M. N. Kaul-Secretary. 
Shri· S. . L. Shakdher-Deputy SeCTetary. 

3: The Committee deliberated on the question of privilege raised by Shri B. 
lva Rao regarding a statement alleged to have be~. Pl8de. by. Shri P. 
ildarayya, Member, Council of States.·' 

4. The Committee directed that the Secretary should prepare a memorandum 
the law, practice and precedents bearing on the question. • 

The Committee t"en ad;ourned. 



n 
SECOND ~ING 

New Deihl: Mon.4a¥, ~e ~Ul November, 1952 

The Committee met from 5-15 to 6 P.M. 

2. The following were present: 

Dr. Kailas Nath Katju-C%ai1'Jtlf&n. 

Muoua 
Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee. 
Shrimati Sl1eh~ l(ri~lani. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. N. Kaul-SeCTetarv. 

Shri S'llrangadh~ Das. 
Shri ~~el.l Vy~. 

Shri S. L. Shakdher-Deputy Secretarv. 
3. The Committee decided to recommend to the House that no breach of 

privilege was involved in the qu~tion reterred to them. 

4. The Committee felt that they should in this connection suggest that it would 
be desirable that no per50n including a member of Parliament £If Pfesl\ aho\Jld 
without a proper verification make a public statement or co~CIIlt on llRY m~t~ 
pending before a Committee of Parliament. 

The Cammittee then a4jQu.med sine die. 



APPD(~ICI!S . 



From 

To 

APPENDIX I 

No. 150-C/52. 

PARLIAMENT SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. N. Kaul, Bar-at-Law, 
Secretary. 

The Editor, 
Times of India (Delhi Edition), 

Delhi. 

PARLIAMENT HouSll, 

New Delhi-I, the 16th July, 1952. 

SUBJECT: Question of privilege raised by Shri B. Sh~va Rao regarding II .state-
ment alleged to have been made by Shri P. SundarllllYa, MembeT, Council 
of States. 

Sir. 
I am directed by the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges to refer you to 

a report which appeared in the 'Times of India" dated the 5th July, 1952 (Delhi 
Edition) regarding a statement alleged to have been made by Shri P. Sundarayya, 
Member of the Council of States, concerning certain documents laid 00 the 
Table of the House by Dr. Satyanarain Sinha, M.P. 

I am to state that the question concerning this matter was raised in the 
House of the People on the 12th July, 1952, by Shri B. Shiva Rao, M.P. and has 
been referred by the Speaker to the Committee of Privileges fo.r investigation 
and report. The relevant extract from the Parliamentary Debates is enclosed 
herewith for your information. 

In this connection I am to request you kindly to forward to me such infCh-ma-
tiOD as you may possess about the report from Moga which was published in 
the ''Times of India" dated the 5th July, 1952 (Delhi Edition), so as to reach 
me by Friday, the 18th July, 1952. 

II 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- M. N. KAUL, 

Secretary. 



From 

To 

APPENDIX D 

No. 150-C/52 

HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE 

Shri M. N. Kaul, Bar-at-Law, 
Secretary. 

Shri Puchalapalli Sundarayya, 
Member, Council of States. 

_ F ARLlAMENT HousB, 
New Delhi-I, the 16th July, 1952. 

SUBJECT: Question of privilege raised by Shri B. Shiva Rao regarding a state-
ment alleged to have been made by Shri P. Sundarayya, Member, Council 
of States. 

Sir, 

I am directed by the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges of the House 
of the People to forward herewith a copy of extract from Parliamentary Debates 
dated the 12th July, 1952 in connection with the question of privilege raised by 
Shri B. Shiva Rao regarding a report which appeared in the "Times of India" 
dated the 5th July, 1952 (Delhi Edition), concerning certain papers laid on the 
Table of the House by Dr. Satyanarain Sinha on the 12th June, 1952. 

I am to state that if you have any submissions to make to the Committee in 
this connection, you may kindly do so in writing so as to reach me by Friday, 
the 18th July, 1952. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- M. N. KAUL, 

Secretary. 



APPENDIX m 

THE TIMES OF INDIA 

P. O. Box No. 1046 

10, Daryaganj 

DELHI. 

Shri M. N. Kaul, Bar-at-Law, 
Sec.retary , 
Parliament Secretariat, 
Parliament House, 
New Delhi-I. 

Jul1l 21, 1952. 

SUBJECT: Question of priviLege raised by Snri B. Sh.iva Rao regarding a state-
ment alleged to nave been made by Snri P. Sundarayya, Member, CounciL of 
States. 

Sir, 
Further to my letter of 17th inst., I have pleasure in submitting herewith the 

relevant info.rmation desired by you regarding the report from Moga covering 
Mr. Sundarayya's speech, published in the Times of India, dated July 5, 1952. 

I am herewith enclosing the original letter received by me from Mr. Gurnam 
Singh Tir, our correspondent in Moga, who reported the aforesaid speech by 
Mr. Sundarayya. As the letter makes it clear, our correspondent was personally 
present at the workers' meeting, being permitted by its organiser3 to attend it 
in his professional capacity. 

Our correspondent Mr. Gurnam Singh avers that Mr. Sundarayya made the 
remarks that he is .reported to have made in the press report in question and 
also cites three other witnesses in support of his contention. Three signed 
statements by Mr. S. S. Saroj, P.T.I. Correspondent, Ludhiana, Mr. Bharpur Singh 
Grewal and Mr. Kapur Singh Bhullar, respectively, are also enclosed herewith 
in original. In addition, four newspaper clippings reporting Mr. Sundarayya's 
speech in question-two from English newspapers and two from Urdu newspapers 
~ also enclosed as fu.rther evidence. 

Our correspondent Mr. Gurnam Singh's letter is self explanatory. I have, 
however, to point out that the organisers permitted our correspondent to attend 
the meeting and also to report the proceedings of the meeting, as he openly took 
down notes of the proceedings of the meeting and at no stage was he told not 
to take down notes o.r not to report the proceedings, including Mr. Sundarayya's 
speech. 

13 
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Our correspondent and the gentlemen who have submitted written statements 
testifying to the correctness of the press report of Mr. Sundarayya's speech in 
question are prepared to appear and testify before the Committee of Privileges 
to the fact that Mr. Sundarayya did make the following remarks which were 
reported in the Times of India:-

"About Mr. Sinha's allegations in Parliament, Mr. Sundarayya said that the 
documents in question were false, fraudulent and forged and the 
Privilege Committee of Parliament had now almost completed the 
investigations and Dr. Sinha was in great trouble as to how to get 
out of the situation." 

GURNAM SINGH 'TIR'-Joumalist: 

REPRESENTATIVE: The Tribune, Times of India, 
Bombay Chronicle, Hindustan Times, States-
man, Hindustan Standard, Delhi Express, 
Milap, Pratap, Tej, Desh Darpan, Sawera, 
Naya Zamana, Press Trust of India, etc. &: 
Chairman, The Punjab News Corporation. 

The Resident Editor, 
The Times of India, Delhi. 

Dear Sir, 

Yours faithfully, 

Sd./- D. R. MANKEKAR, 

Resident Editor. 

6, New Town, Moga, 
Dated: 19th July, 1952. 

In connection with Mr. Sundarayya's speech at Moga on July 3, please find 
below some substantiating facts of which you may make use in any way you 
like. 

I. The utterance in question w·as made by Mr. Sundarayya at a workers' meet-
ing (not a public meeting, nor it was reported as a public meeting) held hcre to 
which I myself was permitted by Local Organisers in the capacity of a pressman 
which clearly meant that the Communists know it fully well th'at the report 
would go to the press. In fact I was invited by the local party leaders to attend 
the meeting for press purposes. I heard Mr. Sundarayya pass not only the 
remarks in question but even more than that, which was: "For your informa-
tion I may add that Dr. Sinha is a confirmed forger. He was dismissed from 
Deputy Collectorship on the. charge of forging some documents." Mr. Sundara'y"ya 
was Ifeplying to a question while he made these assertions about Dr. Sinha. My 
presence in the meeting and Mr. Sundarayya's assertions can both be testified by 
the following gentlemen: 

1. Mr. S. S. Saroj, P.T.I. Representative, Ludhian'a, (who cam!,! here on 
that day on a personal business and attended the meeting after 
permission from the organizers). 

2. Mr. Bharpoor Singh of village Gholia Kalan near Moga. 
3. Mr. Kapoo.r Singh Bhullar of village Kokari-Kalan, near Moga. 

may get evidence from more people. 
II. As for the C.I.D. report, I contacted some gentlemen of the pepartment who 

have expressed their inability to hand over any copy of the report to me all 
according to them I am not an authorized person in this respect. They are, how-



IS 
ever prepared to submit their report to the Government or the Privilege Com-
mitt~e if it is called for by any of the latter. Verbally they have admitted ~fore 
me that the assertions in question were made by Mr. Sundarayya, according to 
their SOUl"ce, as no staff-man of C.I.D. was allowed any, admittance to the 
meeting. 

Ill. The report of the speech was published not only in the Times of India, but 
also in the following newspapers, the available cuttinp from which I am attach-in, herewith. 

1. Hindustan Standard, Delhi (Dak Edn., July 8). 
2. Tribune, Ambala (Local Edn., July 6). 
3. Delhi Express, Delhi (July 5). 
4. Daily Tej (Urdu), De:hi, 7iB-7~52. 
5. Naya Zamana (Urdu) (Communist), Jullundur, July 7. 
i. Sawera Daily (Urdu), New Delhi, Communist, 7-7-52. 

IV. I, myself and the gentlemen whose names I have referred for evidence 
may be called in person at any time for testifying before the Privileges Committee. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sci/ - GURNAM SINGH TIR, 

Times of India Correspondent. 

1. Statement by Mr. S. S. Saro;, B.A., Repre:rentative of the Press TTUBt of 
India Ltd., Ludhiana. 

I hereby testify that Mr. Sundarayya, M.P. (Communist) made the follow-
ing utterance when some one of the workers at a workers' meeting at Moga on 
Ju y 3, asked him a question about Dr. Sinha's allegations against Communists 
in the Parliament. 

"Well, that's quite clear and plain. All of the so-called documents pro-
duced by Dr. Sinha were false, forged and fraudulent. It is now 
established that they were not genuine and were produced by Dr. 
Sinha simply to put the Communist Party in disrepute. The privi-
leges Committee has almost completed its findings and Dr. Sinha 
is now confronted 'with a problematic situation. He does not now 
know how to get out of the present situation. (After some pause) 
I may add another thing for your information. Dr. Sinha, whi:e be 
was a Deputy Collector, was dismissed from his post on the charge 
of forging some documents." 

I may further assert that I attended the meeting with the previous consent 
of the Secretary of the Punjab Committee of the Communist Party who gave 
this permIssion to me while coming back in a bus from the village of Katahni 
Kalan in Ludhiana district where I was taken by the partymen themselves to 
cover the speech of Mr. Sundarayya. Later this permission was also given by 
Mr. Avtar Singh Malhotra, another Communist leader, who organised the Moga 
workers' meeting. 

It would, too, not be out of place if I mention in this respect that the asser-
tions referred to above were also made by Mr. Sundarayya, at the workers' 
meeting at Ludhiana on July 2. 

I prepared a news report of that meeting for the P.T.I. but the Teleprinter man 
of P.T.I. at Ludhiana did not creed it for reasons best known to him. 

Sd!- S. S. SAROJ, 
Representative of the P.T.I., 

Ludhiana. 
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2. Statement by Mr. Kapur Singh Bhullar of Kokri Kalan, District Ferozepur. 

I stand evidence to the fact that Mr. Sundarayya, Communist leader, made 
the following observation when he replied to a question from a worker. The remarks 
of Mr. Sundarayya were immediately translated into Punjabi by Communist leader, 
Mr. Avtar Singh Malhotra. 

Mr. Sundarayya said like this: "As for Dr. Sinha's allegations against Commu-
nists in the Parliament, I must say that the documents in question are all false, 
forged and fraudu:ent. The Privileges Committee has nearly completed its investi-
lations and Dr. Sinha is now finding it hard to get out of the situation. I may add 
that Dr. Sinha is an old forger and he was dismissed from Deputy Collectorship 
for forging some documents." 

I may further say, that I myself was present in the aforesaid meeting. I also 
.aw Mr. Gurnam Singh Tir, Journalist, taking down notes in the meeting. 

Sd/ - KAPUR SINGH BHULLAR, 
Village: Kokari Kalan, (District-Ferozepur). 

3. Statement by Mr. BharpuT Singh Grewal, Village GhoLiakalan, (Moga Sub-
Division). ' 

I testify that Mr. Sundarayya, M.P., made the following observation, when at 
the workers meeting held at Moga on July 3, he replied to a questioner. 

"You will be amused to know that all the documents produced by Dr. Sinha were 
false, forged and fraudulent. The Privileges Committee has almost finished its 
inquiry and Dr. Sinha is now finding it difficult as to how to get out of the situation. 
I may further tell you that Dr. Sinha is a confirmed forger and he was dismissed 
from Deputy Collectorship on the charge of forging some documents." 

I was present in the meeting. I saw Gurnam Singh Tir, Journalist, writing 
clown notes as Mr. Sundarayya was speaking. 

Sd/- BHARPUR SINGH GREWAL, 
Village: Gho:ia Kalan, (Moga Sub-Division). 



Puchalapalli Sundarayya, 
Member, Council of States, 
Hyderabad (Dn.). 

To 

Sir, 

Shri M. N. Kaul, 
Secretary. 

APPENDIX IV 
Camp: I, Windsor Place, 

Date: 18-7-52. 

I received your communication No. 150-C/52, dated 16th July regarding my 
alleged speech at Moga as reported in Times of India of 5th instant. 

I want to submit to the Chairman of the Privileges Committee of House of 
People the following:-

There was no public meeting at all at Moga. There was only our party workers 
and sympathisers meeting, to which no press correspondent was allowed. Even in 
the party workers meeting the question of Mr.· Sinha's papers did not come at 
all. Later on when a few of my party workers asked me what had happened to 
Mr. Sinha's allegations, this is what I told them. ''The question was referred 
to Privileges Committee and it will be going into the whole matter. Now it will 
be for Mr. Sinha to prove his allegations which it will be a very hard job for 
him to do." 

I have never said that "the Privileges Committee has now completed its investi-
gations." The whole report of that correspondent from the beginning to the end 
is so grossly distorted and false that it was evident the basis of whole of his 
report was mere hearsay. So, I thought no useful purpose would be served by 
issuing a press contradiction. 

Sir, the facts being as above, I have not said or done anything that can in 
anyway be construed as breach of privilege of any committee of the House of 
People. 

Yours sincerely, 
Sd/- P. SUNDARAYYA. 
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SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM 

QUesUOD of PrivUece raised by Sbri B. Sbiva RaG, M.P. relating to ~ statemeat 
alleged to have been made by Sbri P. Sundarayya, Member, CoaacU of States. 

Facts of the case 
1. On the 12th July, 1952, Shri B. Shiva Rao, M.P. drew the attention of the 

House to the following passage which appeared in the Delhi edition of the "Times 
of India" of the 5th July, 1952:-

"About Dr. Sinha's allegations in Parliament, Mr. Sundarayyastated that the 
documents in question were false, fraudulent and forged and the 
Privileges Committee of Parliament had now almost completed 
its investigations and Dr. Sinha was finding it difficult to get out of 
the situation." 

2. The ''Times of India" to whom the matter was referred under the direction 
of the Committee have forwarded several cuttings of newspapers in which refer-
ences on the same subject have appeared. The "Hindustan Standard" of the 8th 
July, the ''Tribune'' of the 6th July and an Urdu daily "Sawera" of Delhi of the 
7th July have carried the news in identical terms. Another cutting from "Naya 
Zamana", (of the 7th July) an Urdu daily of Jullundur, which is supposed to be 
the organ of the Punjab Communist Party also carried the statement; but in a 
lIODlewhat different form. The words used by this paper are as follows:-

"Then, he (Mr. Sundarayya) while speaking about the charges made by 
Dr. Sinha declared that all of them were false and now Dr. Sinha 
was finding himself involved in the situation." 

3. The "Times of India" while forwarding these cuttings also forwarded a 
statement from their correspondent in Moga, Shri Gurnam Singh Tir who testified 
that the statement which appeared in the ''Times of India" was in fact made by 
Shri Sundarayya at Moga and in support of his contention forwarded certain written 
statements by three other individuals who claimed that they were present at the 
meeting. One of the witnesses is a representative of the P.T.I., Ludhiana-the 
other two are local residents of Moga whose status in publi,c life is not known. 

4. It may be stated in this connection that from the letter-head paper on which 
Shri Gurnam Singh Tir has furnished his statement, it is observed that he also 
represents the ''Tribune'', "Delhi Express", "Tej", "Naya Zamana" and "Sawera". 
'l\\e statement in question has appeared in all these papers in addition to the 
''Times of India" which he represents, and the "Hindustan Standard". It, there-
fore, appears that the author of the statements in all these papers is the same 
press correspondent, Shri Gurnam Singh Tir. 

5. Shri Sundarayya, to whom the matter was referred under the direction of the 
Committee, has given the following version:-

"Later on when a few of my Party workers asked me what had happened 
to Mr. Sinha's allegations, this ,is what I told them:-

'The ~uestion was referred to Privileges Committee and it will be going 
mto the whole matter. Now it will be for Mr. Sinha to prove his 
allegations which it will be a verY hard job for him to do.' 

I have never said that 'the Privileges Committee had now completed its 
investigations.' The whole report of that correspondent from the 
beginning to the end is so grossly distorted and false that it was 
evident the basis of whole of his report was mere hearsay. So I thought 
no useful purpose would be served by issuing a Press contradiction." 

18 
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LCHD and practice 

e. If on investigation of the matter the Committee came to the conclusion that 
the statement that has appeared in the various newspapers is in fact a distorted 
version of what Shri SWldarayya actually said-as reported by him in his letter 
to the Committee-the question of any breach of privilege by Shri Sundarayya does 
not arise. The question however arises as to how far the correspondent or the 
Editor of the paper is responsible for the breach of privilege, if any. This aspect 
of the matter is dealt with in para. 9 below. 

1. If, on the other hand, the Committee come to the conclusion that the press 
correspondent gave a faithful summary or a full versiBD of what Shri Sundarayya 
actually said at the meeting, a question arises whether Shri SWldarayya has com-
mitted a breach of privilege of the House. The statement contained in the ''Times 
of India" can be divided into two parts:-

(i) "that the documents in question were false, fraudulent and forged; and 
(ii) that the Privileges Committee of Parliament had now almost completed 

its investigations and Dr. Sinha was finding it difficult to get out of 
the situation." 

The first part of the statement is an independent statement and it cannot be held 
to be an allegation against a Member with regard to his work in Parliament. ''To 
constitute a breach of privilege a libel upon a Member must concern the character 
or conduct of the Member in that capacity, and the conduct or language on which 
the libel is based must be actions performed or words uttered in the actual trans-
action of the business of the House." (May's 15th Edition-page 125). The state-
ment would appear to have been made by the Member on his own responsibility 
without reference to the actual proceedings in the House. It is open to Dr. Sinha 
to take such action as he considers necessary Wlder the ordinary law of the land. 
The words do not necessarily cast reflection upon Dr. Sinha as a Member of the 
House and therefore the privileges of the House do not appear to be affected. 

8. As regards the second part of the statement, it may be stated that the Com-
mittee had not met to consider the matter at all. The question of premature publi-
cation or wilful misrepresentation of the proceedings of the Committee does not 
therefore arise. All that can be said is that the statement is Wlwise or is factually 
wrong. On the other hand, it may be argued that it is wrong to comment at all 
on a matter Wlder enquiry of the Committee of Privileges because the matter is 
sub-judice, and that it is a contempt of the House to discuss a matter which has 
been referred by the House to a Committee. There are however no exact prece-
dents to guide us in the matter. It is a case of first impression and the Com-
mittee will have to come to its own conclusion. 

9. The Committee has also to consider whether any action is called for against 
the paper or papers which published the statement alleged to have been made by 
Shri SWldarayya. Technically speaking, the newspaper and its Editor have offended 
on the same groWlds as stated in para. 8 above, but actually it is their job to 
report ~ews ~or the public to read. P~obably the papers reported the speech in 
good faIth WIthout themselves commentmg upon it. In many cases no action haa 
been suggested or taken against the newspapers in the U.K. for such offences. 
For example, on the 24th November, 1950, Mr. Leslie Hale complained about a 
speech. by the Attorney General of Northern Ireland reported in the Mancheste1' 
Guardtan (Hansard, Vol. 481, cols. 653-662), and on the 25th April 1952 Mr 
Castle comp 'ained about a speech by Lord Mancroft reported in the Stdr (~sar~ 
Vol. 499, cols. 891-898). 

1~. If, ~owever, the Committee come to the conCLusion that the statement 
publIshed m the paper was a distorted version of Shri SWldarayya's speech th 
matter stands on a different footing. The newspaper would then appear to h e 
acted solely on its own responsibility. ave 
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PToceduTe when a complaint is made against a MembeT of the other House 

11. U any complatnt is made against any Member of the other House, the usual 
procedure is to examine into the fact and then lay a statement of that evidence 
before the House of which the person complained of is a Member (May's 15th Ed., 
p. 145). If upon considering the Committee's report, the House resolves that the 
speech amounts to a breach of privilege and contempt of the House, the House 
should· send a message to the Council communicating their resolution and it will 
then be for the Council to take such action as they may like which must normally 
be the same as that which the House would have taken if the nerson concerned 
were not a Member of the Council. 
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EXTRACT FROM THE HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE DEBATES DATED THE 
12TH JULY, 1952 REGARDING CO MMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES ON THE 

SUNDARAYYA CASE. 

POINT OF PRIVILEGE 

Alleged speech of Shri Suftda1"Clwa. 

Shri B. Shiva Rao (South Karana-
South): Irlr. Speaker, Sir, I am 'grate-
ful to you for giving me permission 
under rule 199 of the Rules of Proce-
dure to raise a question which, in Diy 
view, concerns a privilege of the Com-
mittee of Privileges. 

I do not think it is necessary to 
argue at any length that a Committee 
which has been constituted by you is 
entitled to expect that no part of its 
proceedings will be published either 
prematurely or in an unauthorised 
fashion. I am raising this matter 
because I want to invite your attention 
and the attention of the House to a 
report which has been published, and 
which, to me, seems to be much more 
serious than either premature or Wl-
authorised. 

About two or three weeks ago, on a 
statement made by my hon. friend, 
the Leader of the Communist Party in 
this House, Mr. Gopalan, you were 
pleased to refer the Question of the 
authenticity of certain documents 
placed on the Table of the House by 
Dr. Satyanarain Sinha, and from which 
documents he had made extensive 
quotations in the course of his speech 
on the Defence estimates, to the Com-
mittee of Privileges. So far the Com-
mi.ttee has not made any report. To 
my great surprise, I saw in the Times 
of India, a few days ago, a reference 
to the proceedings of the Committee 
in regard to this matter. I have be-
fore me the Delhi Edition of the 
Times of India of the 5th July. On 
page five of that iss.e, the .. e is a fairly 
detailed report of a speech alleged to 
have been made by Mr. Sundarayya, 
who is the Leader of the Communist 
Party in Parliament. I do not want 
to detain the House by reading the 
whole of the report, because it is :1ot 
relevant to my purpose. But I may 
invite the attention of the House to 

one passage. I am quoting it from 
this paper: 

. "About Dr. Sinha's allegations 
in Parliament, Mr. Sundarayya 
stated that the documents in 
question were false, fraudulent and 
forged and the Privileges Com-
mittee of Parliament had now 
almost completed its investigations 
and Dr. Sinha was finding it diffi-
cult to get out of the situation." 

I am assuming that this report is a 
fairly and substantially correct ver-
sion of what Mr. Sundarayya said in 
the course of his speech. If my 
assumption is correct, I have no hesi-
tation in saying that that report is 
utterly improper and highly objection-
able from every point of view. I 
invite your attention in order that 
appropriate action may be taken 
under rule 203 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure. 

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated-
Anglo-Indians): May I know where 
Mr. Sundarayya made the statement? 

Shri B. Shiva ... : At Mo~a. in the 
Punjab. 

Mr. Speaker: The report is there. 
Hon. Members may refer to the 
report. 1 do not think it is Mr. Shiva 
Rao's contention that the report cor-
rectly represents what Mr. Sundarayya 
said. Anyway, prima facie, I think, 
this is a case which should go to the 
Privileges Committee, and may be 
considered along with main question 
of privilege which they are consider-
ing. The Committee will, of course, 
go into the question as to how far the 
report is correct and, if so, whether 
it constitutes a breach and, if so, what 
steps this House should take will also 
be recommended by the Committee in 
their report. I think that is enough 
for the present. 

Shri Velayudhan (Quilon eum 
Mavelikkara-Reserved-Sch. Castes): 
On a point of information, Sir. Are 
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<ve taking into account anything ap-
oearing in the Press? 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. The 
hon. Member's question is entirely 
irrelevant. It is not anything in the 
Press that we are taking note of. 

Shri Velayudhan: You gave a simi-
lar ruling ..... . 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. The 
report in the Press distinctly mentions 
Mr. Sundarayya and it· attributes to 
him certain statements in connection 
with a matter which is under investi-
gation by the Privileges Committee 
and admittedly, the House has not yet 
received the report of the Privileges 
Committee. It is therefore necessary, 
I think, to investigate the facts. There-
fore, I said that the Committee will 
investigate as to whether Mr. 
Sundarayya did say SO as a matter of 
fact, and if so, it is for the Committee 
to consider further the circumstances 
in which he said so and whether his 
statement constitutes a breach of pri-
vilege, and state what the recommen-
dations of the Committee are. The 
report will be before the House and 
ultimately the House will decide. 

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur): Is not 
Mr. Sundarayya outside the purview 
of this House? 

Mr. Speaker: No one in the Indian 
Union is outside the jurisdiction of 
this House. 

, Shri S. S. More: As tar, as this 
question is concerned? 

Mr. Speaker: As far as the privi-
leges are concerned. It is not com· 
petent for any person high or low, 
inside or outside the House, to act 
or speak in a manner which offends 
the dignity or interferes with the 
privileges of this House or any Mem-
ber of this House. Let there be no 
misunderstanding or misapprehen-
sion that anybody, on the ground that 
he is not a Member of this House, is 
entitled· to say anything about this 
House. 

, Shri S. S. More: Will the Committee 
go into the question of the responsi-
bility of the Times of India l>eople? 

Mr. Speaker: That would be for the 
Committee. I do not want. to anti-
cipate that. The Committee will 
certainly examine whether Mr. 
Sundarayya said so. Then the Times 
of India comes. It has reported. It 
the Committee 'finds that Mr. 
Sundarayya did not say so, the burden 
will be heavily upon. the Times of 
India. 
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