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1 Shri Joachim Alva: Sir, want to 
I ask YOJ whether Shri Bagri can 
i change four places in one day? Can 
'he jump from place to placp and 

spcak? One day when your Chair 
is vacant he will jump to your place 
and ST>eak from there. 

Mr. Speaker: He might not have 
intended that up to now, but giving 
him a suggestion might encourage 
him. 

Shri Joachim Alva: The other day 
also he changed four places. 1 want 
you to pormit him to speak fr~m One 
place only. 

Mr. bp~aker: As I have not been 
able to allot him a particular place, 
I have to tolerate. it. 

Shri Hem Barua (Gauhati): Sir, 
what ;,appened to item No. 20 of the 
Order Paper? 

Mr. Speaker: That statement has 
been placed on the Table. 

Shrl Hem Darua: Sir, I wrote to 
you th,t I want to seek a clarifica-
tion. Can I seek that clarification 
from the Prime Minister? 

Mr. Spt"aker: Let Shri Dinesh Singh 
come, I will allow him. 

Shrl 
comes. 

Hem Darua: Sir, when he 

Mr. Speaker: I will call him. Let 
Shri Dinesh Singh be asked to be 
present 

13.45 hrs. 

MOTION RE: ELEVENTH REPORT 
OF THE COMMITTEE OF 

PRIVILEGES 

Shri Kapur Singh (Ludhiana): Mr. 
Speaker, Sir, the genesis of the sub-
ject matter over which the Eleventh 
Report of the Committee of Privileges 
has been presented to this House on 

,the 30th November, 1966 has been 

Report 
given in the opening paragraph of this 
report. It arises out of a question of 
privilege, raised by Shri Madhu 
Limaye on the 18th August and re-
ferred to the Committee by the House, 
against Col. Amrik Singh with regard 
to a letter dated 4th August, 1966 
written by Col. Amrik Singh to the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, which mentioned 
of a document alleged to have been 
sent by Shri Jit" Paul shOWing an 
entry of payment of a sum of 
Rs. 40,000 against the name of Sardar 
Hukam Singh, Speaker, Lok Sabha. 

:It will be recalled that there was a 
lapse of a rew days, I think three or 
four days, before the matter was re-
ferred to this Committee and between 
the date on which the letter of Shri 
Madhu LimaYe reached your hands. 
As subsequent developments in this 
case show, this was one of the most 
unfortunat<, things that could have 
happened, becausp. a careful perusal 
of the report shows that, throughout, 
the Committee was burdened with the 
most terrible alternative of either 
paying attention to the words which 
you spoke when you referred the 
matter to the House or to proceed in 
accordance with the rules which are 
mentioned in the book of Rules of 
Procedure. The words with which 
you referred this case to the Com-
mittee were, in substance, io the effect 
that if such a document at all exists 
or ever existed then III shall resign 
my office". It became a burden on 
the mind of the Committee. 11 would 
seem from a perusal of the report that 
they felt that either they have to pro-
ceed in accordance with the require-
ments of the Rules of Procedure and 
find out the facts in regard to the 
matter referred to it, or to resign to 
the alternative which you had offered 
to this House, namely, to resign your 
seat if the existence of this document 
at all can be shown to be a fact. 

Mr. Speaker: Does he mean to say 
thnt the Committee came to that con-
clusion because they had before them 
the fact that I had said that I would 
f£'sign? 
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Sui Kapur Singh: I am coming to 
that point. 

Mr. Speaker: That imputation 
should not be made against the Com-
mittee that they were dishonest peo-
ple and beca use I had said I would 
resign they came to that conclusion. 

Shri Kapur Singh: I have sa;r 
nothing of that sort. 

Mr. Speaker: It comes to that. 

Shri Kapur Singh: Sir, in this the 
Committee has proceeded in a manner 
which is in contravention of the Rules 
of Procedure and also in contravention 
of the rules of taking evidence hy the 
Commit tee, and this might have 
been dore owing to the terrible pre-
dicament under which the Committee 
had to work .... 

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominatcd-
Anglo-L1dians): Sir, I rise to 3 point 
of order. In the committee w~ func-
tioned as a court. Even if we extend 
the proc~edings on an analogy with 
a court, ('an one member of a court 
impute motives and malign fellow 
memb2rst 

Shrl Kapur Singh: I am not imput·· 
ing any motive. 

Shri Frank Anthemy: He says by 
way); an ipse dlxlt that he i. no~ 
imputillg motives, but whatever he 
has said imputes motives to fellow 
rnembels. 

Shd N, C. Chatterjee (Burdwan): 
Sir, it 1::: an imputation on a quasi-
judicial tribunal. The House appoim· 
ed th;; t tribunal. It was 'a sNiou., 
charge that was referred to It. We 
dealt with it with a sense of responsi-
bility. We were never influenced by 
whatever you said, whether you were 
goi'ng to resign Or not. We wanted 
to get at the truth. I may tell the 
House that we gave this gentleman, 
Co!. Amrik Singh, ample opportunity 
to produce the document. In spite of 
repeated opportunities given he never 
produced it, and that was the whole 
hasis of this charge. 

Shri Kapur Singh: Sir, it has made 
me very happy to hear trom my two 
learned colleagues that they were 
not influenced by what you said in 
the House. 

~i~ (~"'I"T'~) : lmo~T'I'iT 
IT!R " I .:~ ~iRT ~ f,;r;r Ci~!I'i 'li't ;'ifi, 
"'-':GT, ~ f~~ 1T~t <:!"ll' w 
«I'q ;;., ~T t ""~ ~ '1fT<: 'Off if ~'aI 
itm 0flT '{T ~ f~ <1't f?:'l'ti ml1'T ~ '1fT<: 
<1'r 'i't1T 1T~ q;- ni ;;rT l 1 ':'T.;' !>.'il61 

" I <fT "iiT ci'l: f", 'It: ~T f.,-q'ri '1fT<- ~l1 
'li'T ~T 'f.T1t'fTiT lR'f if; 11'TTfit 'f ~r. f.'1 
'fl; '!RT;;rT 'lit .fIIT 'T~.'r t f. 'Jl1 it 
'lIlT Cf"'T ~ I ~q'f<fT ~t-.;r;f.t 

'f; f<'!'·; '1'5 'll'f'l'lTlf ~ f~ ~T 

'li'T ';\€t lI'tll'rf~ f~ if, om: li: 6:'IT'1T 
~ ~~ 'It: ~T lR'f ~ m~:t miT I 

~ ~'R1f: 'fl; 'Ii't{ ~('; mq; 
wh~T ~ I 

Shrl Kapur Singh: It has indeed 
made me very happy to hear from 
two of my hon. colleagues that what 
Was lurking in my mind, namely, that 
the remarks which you had made then 
regarding this matter had some psy-
OOologic1l1 effect, some sub-conscious 
effect that has absolutely no basis 
whatsoever. J am very happy to hee" 
about it. But, unfortunately, the j:;, t 
remains that in this case things have 
happened which nonnally, in the case 
of the Committee of Privileges, as my 
experience for the last four or five 
years shows, have never happened. 
There must be some explanation for 
it and I hope that explanation may be 
forthcoming. I do not impute any 
motive to anybody. I am merely 
stating facts and drawing the infer-
ences which I can draw trom them. 

It may be recalled that on a previous 
occasion the question arose as to whe-
ther a part, portion or paragraph from 
a rrunute of dissent given by a Memo 
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ber of the Privileges Committee can 
be expunged, and at that time it was 
sought to be justified by one of the 
brilliant legal luminaries of this HOUSe 
on thc argument, namely, that if the 
rules permit that an expression or 
phrase may be expunged, it follows 
that sentences and paragraphs may 
also be expunged. Sir, this House 
passed that report and accepted that 
report, but thereby it inflicted such a 
grievous harm to the democratic pro-
cesses of this Parliament that I beg 
your leave to be permitted to point 
that out here on this occasion. 

The essenCe of the argument which 
was advanced by the hon. Member, to 
which the heavy weight of your own 
authority was also lent by your state-
ment, 'II have nothing more to add" is 
that while discussing matters of dis-
cursive logic, it is to be presumed that 

..... a part contains the whole. Sir, if this 
is the new postulate of logic which 
We have laid down in this House, and 
which we have accepted as the basis 
of our discussions and democratic dia-
logue in this House, then, I must say 
that the souls of J'3imini, Shavar-
sWami and Kumaril Bhatt our an-

·cient givers of logical law's, must be 
perturbed in the Swargaloka at what 
We are doing to the logical traditions 
of India. (lau.ghteT). It is not a 
matter for laughter. It is one of the 
most serious things that has happened 
to the parliamentary traditions of this 
country; it is one of the most serious 
things that has happened to the very 
basis of the tYPe of life whi,ch we 
have given to ourselves in our Con-
stitution, a life to be regulated and 
to be governed through a democratic 
dialogue. 

Now, in this particular, case, my 
note of dissent has been excluded on 
another ground, because it is argued 
that rule 314 of the Rules of Proce-
dure merely says that a report shall 
be prcsentea, but it does not say that 
a note of dissent shall be presented. 
Sir, I will not argue this point any 
further. I will merely ask a few 

• questions for the consideration of tbe 

HOU3e. Does a report mean merely 
the majority report? Docs not a 
report mean the views and conclusions 
arrived at by all the members of the 
Committee? Why, for the IIrst time 
in the history of Indian Parliament, is 
it felt necessary to exclude the dissent-
ing opinion altogether from the body 
of the report? These are very in-
teresting questions, of which the 
House may take note, so that healthy 
traditions may be set for the guid. 
ance of oUr future generations. 

Now, I will take a cursory look at 
this report and try to show how the 
remarks which I have made are rele-
vant. 

Mr. Speaker: He should be brief. 

Shrl KapW' Singh: Since it is o"le 
of the most important points which I 
am raising I hope, Sir, you in your 
indulgence will give me a little more 
time. In my note of dissent I have 
pointed out certain very pertinent 
things which I wanted the Conunittee 
to take note of. 

Shrl Khadllkar (Khed): Sir, may I 
seek a clarification? The minute of 
dissent is not before us and the han. 
Member is referring to that. 

Mr. Speaker: I was also about to 
refer to it. 

Sh-l Kapur Singh: I am merely tell· 
ing you the points that I have men-
tioned in my note of dissent. I will 
not read the minute of dissent. 

Shri Kbadllkar: Sir, it is a very 
important question. If he is to give 
arguments, based upon his minute of 
dissent, which is not before us . . . 

Mr. Speaker: I am saying the same 
thing: In this manner, the han. Mem-
ber cannot bring in the note of dis-
set here on record, when it has been 
excluded by the Committee. 

Shrl Kapur Slnch: Even if the Com-
mittee has excluded it from the report, 
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I have a right as a member of the 
House to speak on the report and 
give my views. I am not reading the 
minute of dissent. I am merely read-
ing the salient POints from the minute 
of dissent. What is wrong with it? I 
could not make those points before the 
Committee; therefore, I want to make 
them before the House, so that the 
HOUSe may have a proper considera-
tion of the report. What is wrong 
about it? 

Mr. Speaker: He should not b~ 
angry with me. Every time he ad-
dresses me, he addresses me in such a 
manner which gives the impres-
sion ... 

Shri Kapur Sinl'h: I am not angry 
with you, but I am angry with the 
type of objections that are made from 
that side. 

Shri Khadllkar: This is not the way 
of I'pferring to an han. Member. I 
take strong exception to that. Firstly. 
ihis is a parliamentary committee, a 
qURsi-judicial body or tribunal, what-
ever you call it. Now he cannot 
directly refer to the minute of dissent 
which has been excluded . . . 

Shri Kapur Sial'h: Why not? It is 
my own note which I am referring to. 

Shrl Khadl\kar: He should confine 
his remarks to that matter or report 
which has been presented to the 
House. He cannot by some dubious 
methods try to bring about certain 
arguments that he has advanced in the 
minute of dissent. That should not be 
on record.... (II nteTTuptions) . 

Shrt N. C. Chatterjee: Sir, may I 
draw your attention to rule 315, su·jr 
rule (2), which makes it perfectly 
clear that nothing can be referred to 
except what is mentioned in the 
report? Rule 315 refers to "consi-
deration of report" and sulrclause 
(2) of that rule say.: 

"Before putting the question to 
the House, the Speaker may permit 
a debate On the motion, not exceed· 
ing half an hour in duration, end 

such debate .hall not refer to the 
details of the report further than ia 
necessary to make out a case for 
the consideration of the report by 
the House." 

Therefore, all that he can do here is 
to make submissions on the report, 
criticise what is mentioned there. 

Shrl Kapur Sinl'h: That is what I 
am doing. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Ple~se, let 
me complete. Your Direction No. 68 
clparly says: 

There shali be no minute of dis-
sent to the report." 

You have put it down in your direc-
tions, and so long as that stands, that 
is the low which we have to follow. 

The Minister of State in the Minis-
try of Law (Shrt C. R. Pattabhl 
Raman) : My esteemed [delld jusl 
now reod out from Direction No. 66 
to show thaI there can be no minute 
of dissent. Here may I, by your leave 
re~r to rule 275 from Chapter XXVI-
Parliamentary Committee. It is not 
a Select Committee so that you can 
have a minute of dissent. This Com-
mittee consists of members of Parlia-
ment and it is a parliamenlary com-
mittee. So. we are governed by thi. 
Chapter. Now. what does rule 275 
say? It says, fir'Uy, that the whole or 
a part of the evidence Or swnmary 
thereof may be laid on the Table. 
Secondly, it says that the evidence, 
l'l"'port of proceedjng~ not 13.id on the 
Table cannot ·be inspected by anyone 
except with the permission of the 
Speaker. Thirdly, it says that tha 
evidence given .before the Committee 
shall not be published by anybody 
until ;t is laid on the Table. The pr0-
viso says that the evidence can be 
conHdentially made available to mem-
bers by the Speaker. The position jo; 
very clear. . So far 8B thls Commltt.., 
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is concerned, there is no provision for 
a minute of dissent, as has been point-
ed out by Shri Chatterjee. What is 
more important, as you are awan', 
Sir, the Committee went very deeply 
into this matter and two members of 
the Committee went and examined 
the documents. It is only after that 
that the Committee has come to its 
conclusion, which it has given in its 
report. Therefore, I do not think 
ttlere is any provision at all in the 
rules under which the han. Member 
can refer to his minute of dissent, 
which has been 'excluded from the 
report. while considering the report 
of the Committee. 

Shri Tyagi (Dehra Dun): In this 
connection, I would also like to refer 
to one thing. This Committee func-
tions like a !COurt, as my han. friend 
has already stated. In the High Court, 
are the judges not permitted to give 
dissenting judgments? Sometimes, the 
majority judges give a majority 
judgement and the minority of 
judges give a minority judgement. 
So, to deprive a Member of submit. 
ting his minute of dissent is some-
thing which is novel. I do not know 
whether this could be done. It might 
be examined whether One of the 
members of this Committee, if he 
differed from the majority view, 
could also give his version; otherwise. 
where will he go? I think, he should 
not be denied that benefit. 

14.00 brs. 

Mr. Speaker: There is no question 
of denial. Shri Tyagi has been the 
Chairm:CIl of the Public Accounts 
Committee. From the very start it 
was intended that the reports of par· 
liamentary committees ought to bE. 
unanimous and no minute of dissent 
should be attached to them. That has 
&Iways been the practice here so far 
as these are concerned. In the re-
ports of Select Committee on Bills 
there are minutes of dissent and 
every Member is entitled to submit 

• them. 

Rep",r! 

""I ~ f",,~: fufR:;" <r~tT ?i 'lir 
"5T 'I'T I 'ifHr ," /.' it ~ f,,;p: ~ 
f~;>; I 

~ ~m: ~ft f;;fi~ >rn: ST~· 

tflR 6 8 ~ I itu lIl1'T9' Uor. ""1'V 
'r '11' f.r'f 'r 'll ~ fiF,<T '0'1' '1'1 
f,'I'11; f,n<!T 1!:)1TT f'f. No minute of 

dissent should be attached to it. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: There shall 
be no minute of dissent. 

Mr. Speaker: There shall be nO 
minute of dissent. ~T ~ ll1' Ii 
f'f.;;i~ QTt~'l'<fT'B"T 'l7i!1.'1 Ii ;;'11 <f.T 
ii'~ ;i.t 7'lfli, ~I f,~ .n ,'fl'j 
'fTfiF 'fl[t ;;iT 'll f~!1R' ~t . 

'1ft If'! ~q : ~ ~zm. 

lfolii'r ~i;~ ~1l'tr ;ri.\T ~ I 

~ ~: me- 'fiili'r it. f<'I'11; 
~~I 

""I ~ f~ : "10 ~o 1110 >;f'rr 
f~~lfTfcr:fl">: mmff i\' Oi'l'R 9;fT'fl;f"f 

",r WcR: ~ I ~'fi «l1''11''flT j!; >;f'tT 11;'f. 
;;ri"if !1fmif Ii 

Shrj Tyqi: If it was conventional, 
they ought not to have mentioned it. 

Mr. Speaker: It is a direction by 
the Speaker. 

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty (Bar. 
rackporc): As far as the PAC and 
EC are concerned, there has been a 
convention which now, I think, we 
·have chonged a little bit. namely. 
that we never discussed their reports 
in the House. But here is a com· 
mittee whose report can be discussed 
in this House. For half an hour a 
debate can be permitted. To my 
mind there is quite a difference bet· 
Ween the Estimates Committee and 
the Public Accounts Committee, on 
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the one hand, and any other com-
mittee of this House, on the other. 
What Shri Tyagi said also occurred 
to me. I am not a lawyer by any 
means but I do feel that if in a judg-
ment the opinion of a judge who 
wants to give a minority opinion is 
permitted, I do not see any reason 
why any particular nlember of that 
Committee who has differed with 
the majority opinion should not be 
permitted to place his point of view 
before the House or append a minute 
of dissent-one or the other. Not 
only are wp not allowing him to put 
in a minute of dissent, he cannot even 
(>xpress hi~ opinion here. His right 
of speech is there. To exclude that, 
I think, shows a little bit of nervous-
ness on the part of the judges. 

Mr. Speaker: It is mentioned in the 
Report itself that he clilfers trom the 
majority report. 

Shrl Hari Vishnu Kamath (Hosh· 
an~abad): If I heard you right you 
said that it is intended that the 
reports of these cpmmit1.ees should 
be unanimous. 

Mr. Speaker: That direction wa" 
there. That had b,.en done by an ear-
lier Speaker. Therefore, I thought 
that way. 

Sbri S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): In 
the case of Shri R K. Karanjia. 
(Interruption) . 

Shri Harl Vishnn Kamath: Rules 313, 
314, 315 and 316 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure, which deal with this parti-
cular committee. the Committee of 
Privileges, refer to the report and say 
that the Report will be submitted by 
the Committee but now here in these 
rules do I find he word "unanimous" 
that it should be unanimous. 11 the 
word uunanimous" is not there, it is 
presumed that it may not be unani-
mous If there is no unanUnity, a 
M~mber, who differs from the majority 
view, is entitled under the rules to 
submit II ~nute of dissent. I do noW 
know how it can be ruled out. I, do 
hoPe that even if you hold otherwise, 

which I hope you will not, the Mem-
bers of the House must have every 
right, as yoU have ruled on another 
occasion ...... (Interruption). 

Mr, Speaker: Even yesterday when 
Shri Diwivedy asked me .... 

Sbri Hart Vi!llmu Kamath: J made 
the request. 

Mr. Speaker: I said, "Yes". 

Shl'i Harl Vi!llmu Kamath: Having 
read the minute of dissent in your 
Chamber, a Member should have II 
right under the rules. I do not think 
it is expressly barred. You referred to 
it in the House in the courSe of the 
discussion and said that it should not 
be used in the House. 

Mr. Speaker: Last time also I said 
the same thing. 

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: The 
rules governing the Committee ot 
Privilege::; not barring expressly a 
Member either from submitting a mi-
nute of dissent or a Member from 
w~ing it. ... 

Mr. Speaker: Please see Direction 
68. 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: I know. 
It is about evidence, J belive. But 
you have already ruled on one oc-
casion that no direction can override 
the rule; just as no rule can override 
the Constitution. so also no direoction 
can override the rules. 

Mr. Speaker: The direction does not 
override the rule. 

Shri Hart VIshnu Kamath: Well and 
good. Then I am on strong ground. 

Mr. Speaker: There is no rule whieb 
this direction overrides. 

Shri Bari Vi!llmu J[amath: milt 
does it do then? If It does not over-
ride the rule and if the rule does not 
prohibit a M~ from lubmittinc ('" 
a minute of dissent .... 
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Mr. Speaker: The rule does not 
.ay that he can submit. 

Shri Dar! VI!dmu Kamath: The rule 
does not also say that he cannot Bub-
mit. 

The Minister of State in the Depart-
menta Of Parliamentary Aftall"'! and 
Commtmieatlons (Shri Jaganatba 
"0): Rule 315, sub-rule (I) says:-

"Mter the motion made under 
sub-rule (I) is agreed to, the Chair_ 
man or any member of the Com-
mittee or any other member, as the 
case may be may mOVe that the 
House agrees, or disagrees or agrees 
with amendments, with the recom-
mendations contained in the report," 

He can speak against the report but 
he cannot speak on the minute of dis-
Bent, 

Shri Kapur Singb: I am merely 
paving way for moving the motio" 
before the House that the Eleventh 
Report of the Committee of Privileges 
may not be adopted because it is in-
flicted with grave lacunae. In support 
of that I have made a few observa-
tions and now I want to adduce a few 
facts in support of my casco 

Mr. Speaker: If he wants that it 
should not be adopted, then that would 
be the second stage when a motion is 
made that it should be agreed to, re-
jected or whatever is to be done. 

Shri Kapur Slngb: I have to place 
material before this House before I 
can make that motion. 

Mr. Speaker: There are two stages. 
One is that this Report be taken into 
cOll.:idcration; the second is that this 
Rpport be agreed to, or disagreed to 
or agreed to with some modillcations 
or s{tnt back. At that stage he might 
say wh"tcver he has to say. 

Sbl'!' Kapur 81n&b: I have notilled 
.you in advance why 1 am making 
certain observations, why I want to 

Report 
bring on the recoro of this House 
certain facts .... (Interruption). 

Shrlmatl Renu Cllakravartty: Let 
us heaT him. 

Shri Ragbunath Sln&b (Varanasi): 
We are hearing him for a long time. 
We have heard him in the Committee 
also. How long are we going to hear 
him? 

Shrl Kapur Singh: The hap. 
Member from Banaras is very im-
patient. If he is hungry or thirsty. 
he may be pemitted to leave the 
House. I have hardly spoken for three 
or four minutes at the most but he 
says that he has heard enough of me. 
I protest against his saying that he 
has heard enough of me. I have 
every right to make a speech bere 
and he has no business to say that. I 
haVe heard enough of that. I have 
seen enough of this man, I want him 
to be out of this House. Kindly ask 
him to go out. 

Shrl Raghunath Singb: If you have 
the right to say that, I also can say 
that. 

An hon. Member: Om! Shanti, 
Shanti, Shanti!! 

Shrl Kapur Singh: This Report is 
inflicted with many grave lacunae. 

Shrl D. C. Sharma (Gurdaspur): 
Sir, he is my great friend. J want to 
know whst his actual motion is. Hl'" 
must put it in very clear, concise and 
precise terms so that we can under-
staoo what he i. aiming at. 

Shri Tyagl: Emotion! 

Shri Kapur Singh: Sir, I confess, as 
far as this life of mine is concerned, 
I shall never be able to attain the 
clarity, understanding, expression and 
comprehension which my han. friend, 
Professor Sharma, possesses; therefore 
I request the House to bear with me. 

This Report is inflicted with a num-
ber Of grave lacunae. It has been 
drafted after a procedure which con-
troven"" almost all the rules of pro-
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cedure laid down for such matters. It 
contravenes rule 270, it contravenes 
rule 271 and it contravenes rule 273. 
It is also based on exclusion and sup-
pression of available material and 
admissible evidence. 

The facts in support of what I have 
just now said are as follows. There 
are four facts to support it. The first 
tact is that during the examination of 
Colonel Amrik Singh it was insinuated 
and suggested against him that he was 
falsely claiming a military rank, that 
he was a dismissed public servant, 
that he was convicted or involved in 
serious criminal offences. But each 
time, when Colonel Amrik Singh 
attempted to produce or indicate docu-
mentary evidence to rebut these in-
sinuations he was not allowed to do 
so . ... (Interruption). 

This is evident from the Report it-
sel1. 

The second point which I wish to 
mention is. 

Mr. Speaker: Now, to go into .... 

Shrl Kapur Singh: I am gOing into 
what the Report itself contains. You 
read the Report yourself. 

Mr. Speaker: I will read it too. 

Shri Kapur Singh: Col. Amrik Singh 
has testified on oath-in this Report, 
his evidence is given-that the aUeged 
letter by Jit Paul to one Gen. Thappa 
of Kathmandu disclosing an illicit pay-
ment of a sum of Rs. 40.000 to one 
S. Hukam Singh was filed by his 
counsel in judicial proceedings, fully 
in(ii",,! od by him. (InteTruption). 
It is a part of the Report. What 
objection hav,· you got against that? 
It is mpntiuned in the Report. 

He further states on oath here, in 
this Report, that there is evidence and 
indication that this document has been 
secreted away from the judicial file. 
He has alSo produced legoaJ. evidence 
that aU his altenlpts to obtain a copy 
of the document from the judicial 

records have failed and been frustrat-
ed as weU as his requests for attested 
copies of his applications made on this 
behalf. In the circumstances, he haa 
prayed to the Committee that he may 
be permitted to produce and file an 
original letter written at the material 
time by his counsel, attesting (rue 
content 1 of the letter of Jit Paul filed 
in the Court about six years ago and 
also an original letter by this counsel 
indicating thoat "S. Hukam Singh" 
mentioned in the letter of Jit Paul is 
our present respected Speaker. Under 
the law of evidence, these two docu-
ments constitute most relevant and 
admissible secondary evidence 
and also, in view Of the fact that thi.., 
counsel for Col. Amrik Singh is now 
dead, these documents are admissible 
as primary evidence under the Law of 
Evidence. 

Another hct is this. Col. Amrik 
Singh, in reply to a question put to 
him, expressed his willingness that 
Gen, Thappa, the recipient and 
addressee of t.he letter by Jit Paul 
should be examined, as he is alive and 
avnilable. The Committee has not 
examined him. 

Again, Rule 270 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure empowers the committee to 
"send for persons, papers and records". 
In this case, the committee have 
continued to exercise theSe powers 
with a view to obtain available mate-
rial, and admissible evidence, and 
relevant evidence, and, on the contra-
ry, has obliged and has tried to compel 
Col. Amrik Singh to produce a docu-
ment which he never claimed to be in 
his possession and from thoat they haVe 
drawn a wholly unwarranted conclu-
sion that this docume.,t does not exist. 

Mr. Speaker: Is that all? 

Shri Kapur Sinrh: No, Sir. 

Mr. Speaker: He has taken .10 
minutes already. 

Shrl Kapnr Slnrh: Then, Rule 273 
of the Rules of Procedure lays down 
the procedure for examining a witnesa. 
As the recorda of thl. ""Be will show •. 
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[Shri Kapoor Singhl 
the procedure laid down by the Rule 
Was not followed while examining 
Col. Amrik Singh. He was systemati-
Cally browbeaten to answer all types 
of questions relating to his personal 
integrity as well a8 the impugned let-
ter by .Tit Paul. 

The provisions of sub-rule (iii) ..... 

Shri Raghunath Slnch: Is he read-
ing from some document or is it his 
speech? 

Shri Kapur Sinrh: These are my 
notes. This is not '3 document. Sit 
down I am holding the tloor. Who 
is he? 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. He is 
also a Member. 

Shri Kapur Singh: He may be a 
Member. But he is not holding the 
floor now. 

Shri Raghunath Singh: A written 
speech is not allowed to be read here. 

Shri Kapur Singh: That is for the 
'Chair to decide, You keep quiet. 

Shri Raghunath Singh: I am addres-
sing the Chair. 

8hrl Kapur Singh: These are my 
notes. 

Sub-rule (iii) lays down .. 

Shri Tyagi: On a point Of order, 
.Sir. 

Mr. Speaker: Mr. Tyagi, Let him 
. continue. Because it is my personal 
matter, I would appeal to the Members 
to let him go on. 

8hrl Tyagl: I will not take mueh 
time. 

Mr. Speaker: Let him go on with 
whatever he wants to say. 

Shri Tyagi: A speech or a document 
which is not permitted cannot be 

cahowed like this. 

Shri Kapur Singh: I am reading no 
document. 

Shri Tyagi: If somebody introduces 
into his speech certain things which 
are not proved, which the Committee 
itself did not permit, they should not 
be allowed. He can only express his 
opinion on it. 

Mr. Speaker: Because it concerns 
me, let him go on. I cannot put any-
body else in the Chair. 

Shri Tyagi: It concerns us also. We 
have to establish some conventions. I 
h'3ve myself pleaded with my hon. 
friend that he must have full liberty 
to express his views upon the judg-
ment given by the Committee. I still 
hold that. But to bring in certain 
points which were not proved before 
the Committee could not be regularis-
ed here on the floor of the House, 

Mr. Speaker: I have asked the 
Member but he does not listen to that. 

Shri Kapur Singh: Rule 273 gives a 
witness the option to add anything to 
the answers he has already given to 
the questions, Even a cursery perusal 
of the record of the proceedings of 
this Committee. in this case, will 
show that Col. Amrik Singh was 
never allowed this option of adding 
under Rule 273(iv). 

In view of this and in view of many 
other facts which I could point out to 
which many of the Members on the 
Treasury Benches are not in a mood 
to listen, on the basis of the evidence 
which has already been produced be-
fore this Committee, I am of the opi-
nion that a prima fa.cie C'ase has been 
made that a document does exist, 
written by .Tit Paul to one Gen. 
Thappa of Kathmandu in which the 
citations which have been alleged in 
1lhe letter of Col. Amrik Singh do 
exist, I do not go beyond that. The 
conclusions to which the Committee 
has come are the tonclusions which 
are woarranted neither by the evidenc~ 
on the tile nor are they the conc1u-
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siowI which could be arrived at in the 
manner in which they have bern in 
eIJlltravention of the Rules of Proee-
<lure. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Sir, I wanl 
10 a."~ure this House that We were not 
lDfiuenced in any way because certain 
allegations were made ag'3inst thp 
Speaker or that It would deflect us in 
any way from the rules of procedure 
or the principles of natural justice. 

I ask: What was the charge? 
invitr your attention to p. 74 of the 
n.,port, paragraph 2-Mr. Madhu 
Limey;, pointed out Md it was refer-
red to the Privileges Committee---
whi~h reads: 

"A vital doeument submitted on 
""""rd with statements u/a 164 Cr. 
P.C., shoWl! details at bribe money 
paid to several persons, signed by 
the "oid Shri Paul, and e sum of 
Rs 40.000/. is shown against your 
nrune .... 

--,hal is. a letter addre5Sed to you, 
'he Speaker-

...... The Nosience of these 
documents h",s been admitted by 
the Government before the IDgh 
Court in proceedings relating to 
the connected cases (Cr. Writ No. 
JS-D/Sr.) after denYing the very 
"xistence of the proceedings for 
Jl years." 

Now, the first question that we put 
1~ him waa: 

"Where is that document?" 

That is the vital point. We said. 
Produce it and you will prove your 
case. That Is the CTUX of the matter. 
'Would you kJndly look at p. 21? 

"Shri N. C. Chatterjee: In your 
letter \0 the Speaker, there is thi. 
seatence:-

.. A vital document submitted on 
record with 8t3tements under see-
tion 164 Cr. P.C., shows details 01 
bribe money paid to several per-
fOODS, signed by the .aid Shrl Paul, 
~(Ai) LSD-8 

and a s'un of P.... 40,000 is shown 
against your name." 
Where i, that doeument? 

Col. Amrik Singh: That was 
filed by me in the Court of the 
Special Magistrate, D .. llli." 

"Shri Frank Anthony: There are 
sc,"('ral Sp!'Ci31 Magistrates." 

When Mr. ~'rank Anthony pointed out 
that there were several Special Magill-
trat,,", th('n he gav,' .ome detallo. 

We wanted him to produCe that' 
document. I:t the document is produ .... 
ed, it proves a good part of the C8II8 
and then the basi. is laid and thell 
We can go on further. We gave hl1n 
time after time to produce that dOl!U-
ment. 

Shrl Kapur SiDIh: Mr. SP<>8ker, 
Sir .... (lnterrupti<m) 

Shr! N. C. Chatterjee: I am ,at 
yIe'dlng. There .hould be some limtt 
to character BSSall8ination. 

Shrt Kapar Slagh: When I W8II "-
my legs, I was interrupted eeYt!I'Il .. 
Um.".. 

Mr. Speaker: Let him proceed'. 

Shrl Kapur SIagh: He lmowII It 
very well that on 30th November, U. 
Ch:lirrnan of the P.A.C., Shri lfDrarka; 
presented a Report of the P.A.c. t. 
which he alle§ed ..... . 

Mr. Speaker: This i5 not the maft-
ncr. When another Member ;,. on ... 
legs, why should he Interrupt him. 

Shri Kapur SIIl,h: When I was oa 
my le/!ll, I was interrupted ~ 
times. In this House, there have bee!). 
instanees. Only three day' ago, & 
30th November, the ChaJrman 01 tilt 
PAC., Shrl Morarka, pre.ented" 
PAC. Report in which he "lIc~ tW 
a vila I document was missing froin {fie 
Government file. Has anybody ever 
thought of asking Mr. Morarka to plolto-
du~ that document or shut up? 
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Sbri N. C. Chatterjee: What was the 
complaint of .Mr. Madhu Limaye? 

-<Kindly look at p:lge 3, paragraph 9. 

"On the 18th August, 1966, Shri 
Madhu Limaye, M.P., rai!led a 
question of priv:ilege in the House 
on the subject. While raising the 
matter in the House, Shri Madhu 
Limayc urged ... II 

What did he urge? 

.Shri Madhu !...imaYe urged 
that Colonel Amrik Singh should 
be brought b,'f01'c lhe Hou';~ and 
be asked to prodUce evidenr!' in 
support of hi< all.-gation about 
the exist"nc.- of th" docum"nt 
p!'rtaining to Shri Jit ?:luI.. 

Tn" first question that lhe Committee 
put to him was, "product> the docu-
mrnt". This was MCactly what Mr. 
A4adhu Lima)"" had indicated and that 
was the first thing that WC' wantt'CI. 
-If it was proved that such a document 
('xisted. lhen Jit Paul shOUld be PUll-
ioohl'd and in case of alleged failure to 
do so, Amrik Singh should be severely 
l'~primanded. The whole C:lS(I was 
1his. He failed to clo S0 and has to 
be rl'j>rimanded. 

Klndly look at th" facts. The first 
.. tting was held on the 19th A ugust in 
order to find out wh"t is the truth. 
W" requested two member< of the 
Committee, Mr. Frank Anthony and 
Mr. Parashar. who were Advocates, to 
iP down to the High Court; W(' told 
them, "the writ number is there. the 
Gase number is there, look "t the 
record a,nd if you find that there is 
any such document which says that 
""me bribe money hM been paid as 
Idleged hy this man, plcase let us 
lblow'·. 

8hri J[ap1lJ' SlnKh: Did they testify 
Ioefore the Committee? 

Shpl N. C. Chatterjee: The,. went 
dpWD to. the Court. Mr. Anthony L. 
here. I think Mr. Parashar i. also 
.here. They will tell you. Nothing of 
Ifli .• kind was there. (Interruptions). 

On the 22nd August, we held the 
se<X>nd sitting. We ordered Col. 
Amrik Singh to 'llppear. He appeared, 
The fourth sitting was on 19t Septem-
ber, 1966. KIndly look at it. What 
did We do? On the !lrst document 
after examining him and after ques-
tiocing him, when he said, "yes, it ~ 
absolutely true, the document is 
the'ro", we asked him to produce the 
document. Klndly look at th.· 
Minutes of the fourth sitting, page 11 

·"n1.e Committee asked Colonel 
Anlrik Singh to furnish the fol-
lowing documents by the 20th 
September, 1966." 

R''1Ilcmber the date. This is 1st Sep-
tember. We had consulted him. We 
did not W1Ult to be rude to him. We 
did not want to hustle him. He want-
ed some time and We Solid, "very well. 
produce it by th" 20th SE'ptember and 
appear before the Committee on the 
].::;t October". 

.. (1) The original document. .. " 

T"al is, th .. VItal document in which 
this alll'gation. this noting of bribery 
is there. 

. .. Or a certified COPy thereof, 
stated to be signed by Shri Jlt 
Paul." 

He never produced th" original docu-
ment. he newr produced a certified 
copy. He never prod uCed enytbing 
to substantiate that the document was 
actually flied In the court. (Inte,.,...p.. 
lions) 

Shri Kapur Sblgh: When the dol'u-
rnent is not in his po.,ses:lion, bow can 
you ask him to produce It' Has such 
a thing cv~r happened that you ask (l 

person to move the heaven down to 
earth? 

Mr. Speaker: Order. order. He H 
on his legs. 

8hrl N. C. Chatt<>rjee: I do not kno", 
why my friend Is taking this partisan. 
attltudp. I "m sorry to lUly this. 
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I wanted him to produce this docu-
ment. But he did not produce it. It 
It is in the court, We asked him to 
produce a certified capy. You know 
the Indian Evidence Act. You know 
"e law about the production of pub-
lic doeument. A public documel" 
means (Int<'T'1'l'ptions) a document 
which is on the record of a court or 
Tribunal, ,,(Interrupt;""") 

Shrl Tyaf\: Wn. Mr, Kapur Singh 
there whpn this qUl'stion was put to 
him? 

Shrl Kapur Singh: I was there. Hi. 
an..wer was th3t, these documents have 
been spirited aWay from the court's 
111"", 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Kindly look 
at thC' lL"t of mCmbf"fs.-

Mr, hank Anthony, !II, C, Chatter-
jee, Mr. Kapur Sing:) and others. He 
wa<.; th(~n··-a very important member. 
We a~kt."d him to produce. 

"(ii) Certified ropy Of the appli-
cation ma:l" by him to the Magis-
trate "t Ambala applying for the 
return or re-covery 01 the docu-
ments and the order of the 
Magistrate th"J.con!' 

He said. "I have applied, but the 
Magistrate i~ not Giving it". Then we 
said, "very well, prod uce a certi1led 
eapy of the application", It never 
.. arne, (Interruptions) 

AD hon. Member: Evpn the npplica-
t40n! 

Shri N. C. Ch&terjee: "(Jii) 
Certified copy of the order of the 
District Magistrat" at Ambala re-
turning his application stating 
that the doc,un""ts were not 
traceable .... " 

This 'R the crux Of it. He said. ''the 
document cannot b .. traced; the Magl.-
\rate ha. recorded it". 

Then we said. "very well, produce 
the order of the Magistrate that it Is 
.iot tracee bIe". He cannot produce 
it. 

The next is: 

"(iv) Certified copy 01 the 
application made by him to the 
Magistrate at Deihl/New Delhi 
applying for the return of thP 
documents and the Magistrate', 
urder thereon". 

Nothing came, Thpn: 

"( v) Certified COpy of the peti-
tion or appli('otion made by him 
when the document in qut>9tion 
was fi1f'd b,v him in the Court." 

Nothing came, Then: 

"(vi) Certiti"d copy of the 
Order Sheet or the ,original 
thereof in thLq ('n~('." 

Nothing ~am(', 

You rem"mber, 21st Septemb.," 
was the date, Unterruption.', l 

Shri K,pnr Singh: It is not f",c 
tually true, HI' should not lnislead 
thp House. He sa)~8. "nothing", 

Mr. Spal< .. : Order, order. 

Shrl N. C. Chatterjee: Why is my 
friend pleading Col, Amrik SiTtJ:h" 
case? 

The next sitting was held on the 
4th October, Not a single docun ... nt 
comcs--neither the relevant original 
document nor a certified copy of It 
nor a certified copy of the applic .... 
tion he mad" to the court nor a copy 
of the alleged order of the Magistrate 
or judg" that th" documents aro not 
trnceabl", Nothing came, 

Shri Kapur Singb: You made it im-
possible for him to produce any docu-
ment. 

Shrl S. C. Chatterjee: On thaI day 
he did not produce any, :But' he 
came, Kindly see page 13, 

"Colonel Amrik Sin&h pro-
dueed a phot""tat copy ot SOIOO 
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[Shri N. C. Chatterje,,] 
tYJX'd document alleged to be s 
COpy of a letter dated nil alleg-
edl,y written by Shri Jit Paul to 
one Shri D. B. Thapa, K,thmandu 
(Nepal)." 

811r1 Maurya: Start prosecution 
against Jit Paul and you will come 
to know what the truth is. Then we 
.... ilI rome to know of the details. 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: May I poinl 
out to you with great respect .... 
(Iftter"'~') 

8bri MaDrY.: Criminal proceed-
l'nga may be started against him, 90 
that we may come to know of the 
truth. 

~ ~)« W'T pr 'IT(!' 'li) 

~ ii7f"{f~W'l ~ 'l;r~ ~ 
~. qr'l ,'1' 'l"'l" if 'l;f,{C5 ~ , . aq. "f~," lH'l"'fTIf ~ 'If. 

.5 "Irif I 

I!Imt N. C. Chatterjee: We have nD! 
deviated from law. 

81lrt J[apur Singh: The hon. Mem· 
ber III exceeding the provisions of 
rule 271. 

Mr. oSpeRker: Order, order. I have-
given him latitude. But he should 
not misuse it. I have been asking 
him again and again. There ought 
to be liOIrle end to It. I have given 
bim enough time. 

8hri KaPIlI' SlBc1l: I am gratet't:l 
to Y'N for giving me latitude. But 
70u 1Y~"e nOI given me onough lati-
tude. 

8Uf N. C. Cbalerjee: Section 65 of 
thf! Inoi:an Evidence Act says when 

Report 

secondary eVldence can be given: YOi.l 
must prove the loss or destruction 01 
the original before you can turn to 
the secnndary evidence I need not 
waste your time. You know the law. 
It was laid down by the Privy 
Council in 1887 -I am reading XIV 
Indian Appea!.s: 

"Held that the loss or destruc-
tion of '3 document not having 
bpen proved, secondary evidence 
was not admissible," 

It is there in the Indion Evidence Ad. 
This is also in consonance with the 
principle. of natural iustie". No 
document was there. The eXlStencf' 
of the document was not at all proved. 
He says that somebody gave some 
documents to a pleader and the plea-
der vouchsafed. That pleader Is dead 
and gone. We do not know who 18 
that pleader. Anywhy, We do not 
want to cast any reJ\ection on any-
body. (Inten'1Lptiom) 

We also gave him anoth'T diance. 
We gave him two months I haft 
given you the dates. On the 1st Scp-
tem""r, Col. Amrik Singh was asked 
to produce the document.. He was 
given time, but he did not produce. 
On the 4th Octnber. the Committee 
directed him to submit those d""",-
ments which he wanted to file by the 
31st October at the latesL Then, be 
was asked to produee a certified copy 
of the alleged finding Of the district 
and sessions judge. You will find thh< 
at page 13 of the report. No docu-
ments were flied and there was IS&-
thing of the kind. 

The Committee, I submit WIth r.-
pect therefore, rlghUy decided that 
ther~ was absolutely no case wbieiIo 
they could decide. That Is the fotm-
dation of the whOle thing. Thereftm!. 
they decided that "mp\e opportunlt;f 
had been ginn to Col. Amrlk Siftgll 
and CoL Amrik Singh failed to pre.-
duee the documents asked tor. WI' 
gave him opportunity after opportu-
nity. Kindly remember that 1stSep-
tember was the first date. and _ 



7043 .'I1"lions re: AGRAHAYANA 11, 1888 (SAKA) Privileges Comm. 7044 
Report 

were saying this on the Srd of Novem-
ber. Immediately comes a letter from 
Shri Kapur Singh, saying 'Why are 
you doing it?' He wanted further 
examination of Col. Amrik Singh. 
Further examination for what pur-
pose? We did not know; further 
examination to prove what? He had 
been given time after time, week after 
werk. month after month. He was 
deliberatelv playing with the commit-
tee. He did not produce any docu-
ment not even a certified copy, not 
even' a certified copy of his applica-
tion not even a certified copy of the 
ord~r where the district judge had 
.aid that the document was not trace-
able and was gone. There was noth-
ing Of the kind. 

Therefore, a draft report was placed 
betore the Committee on the lOth 
November, and the committee adopted 
the draft report. 

Then, the que!'!ion of minute of 
dissent was raised. But I shall read 
out only one page from Campion's 
book on parliamenta"y procedure. In 
committee of privilege or a com-
mittee of this character, there is no 
question of any note of dissent. In 
England, the position is very clear. I 
shall read out from Lord Campion', 
book On parliamentary procedure, At 
page 251 this is what he has to say: 

Preparation of a draft report 
for the consideration of the 
committee is usuP.lly left to the 
chairman. It is, however, open 
to any member of the committee 
to submit his draft report for 
COnsideration, and if more than 
one draft Is submitted, the first 
• tep I. to decide which drart 
shall be taken into considera-
tlon .... 

ThIs will determine the question whe.. 
ther the draft report prepared by A 
IJI read. Then, they take the other 
report and discuss: then they produ-
ce their report which Is the result 01 
• COlIRnsU8. 

lily hon. friend was saying that a 
judge had ,ot an initereD"; right to 

deliver a di9Sentlent judgment, but 
you know, Sir, that In the PrIvy 
Council they do not do It; there are 
also other judicial committee where 
they do not do it, because they want 
the opinion of the committee, 

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Are 
We the Privy Council? That l. the 
point. 

Shrl N. C. Chatterjee: All that J wn 
pointing out is that there is no minutp 
of dissent and there cannot be any 
minute of dissent. I only want to 
tell you that Shri Kapur Singh never 
produced any draft report. He wa, 
only pleading that thiB man should 
be called again and given a chance, to 
produce, what, I do not know. The'!'<! 
was only some secondary evidence. 
namely something which was given to 
some lawyer who is dead or 8OIDt! 
Jetter which has been given to som.,.. 
body in Nepal. What have we got to 
do with it? 

Parliament had asked us to consider 
this. Shri Madhu Llmaye had a...,ecl 
whetl1er this document wBg there, 
and whether this document was III 
existence, and if It was In e.x\SteDcll 
then we must proceed in one w87 
and if it was not In existen'ce then We 
must proceed against this man and 
give him condign punishment. Thai 
was all that we did. We were 
satisfied that there was absolutely no 
document whatsoever; it was a figment 
of imagination. The whole thing Is 8 
manufactured thing. We have him 
ample time. The sooner this kind of 
character-assassination stops, the bett.f'" 
it would Jxo. The Committee. of Prlvil 
ge. should not Jxo used for ",,~h p' 
poses . 

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominol<:' 
Anglo-Indians): On a point o~ p 
sonal explanation. 

Mr. Speaker: Only half an hu. r 
can he given tor the diSCUIIIOD. Jilowo. 
hoD. Member. should reauma ·thdr 
oeat •. 

Shrl Frank AlIthony: On a point 01 
personal explanation. There I. an 
allegation.; I noticed it onl, thi8 
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[Sbri Frank Anthony] 
morning; I read it for the first time 
in the moming. There is an allega-
tion against me. I would like to sup-
port Shri N. C. Chatterjee on the 
facts. But I found one allegation this 
morning against me at page 70. I 
had been examining this gentleman at 
some length. pcrhaps a little more 
than the others, and he waited for 
me to leave the committee to make 
an ab60lutely vicious, brazen and 
false al'egation that I had been an 
adviser, that is, a legal adviser to 
Aminchand Pyarelal. I do not know 
thi. firm from Adam. 

Shrl N. C. Chatterjee: He said 'at 
Jabbalpur and NagpUT'. 

Shri FraIIk Anthllll7: I do not know 
them today. I have never known them 
from Adam. Obviously he was a man 
without any principles Bl1d without 
any scruples and We could not just 
pin him down to anything, and I was 
trying to bring oll't the fact that he 
was lying. Therefore, he waited till I 
had lett and then bt"Ought thia utterly 
vicious and false allegation agaln&t 
me. 

Shri Bade (Khargone): May I seek 
one clarification? Shri N. C. Chatter-
jee had said that' Shri Kapur Singh 
hOd not aPpended any minute of dis-
sent. At page 17 of the report it has 
been .to ted: 

"The Committee also decided 
that in view of the fact that there 
did not exist any provision in the 
Rules of Procedure to permit a 
note of dissent being appended to 
the Report of the Committee of 
Privileges, sardar Kapur Singh'. 
note of dis.ent should not be ap-
pended to the report." 

So, hoW could Shri Kapur Singh 
bave submitted a minute of dissent? 

Shri Khadllkar: May I seek one 
c\8rl1Ication? 

~ fi>!ri : ~~ ~~, 
q"'if~1fI1 ~<f'rf~~~ 
I q'\"(' l{II' lift ~ ¥it? lit fir;n q'I'q' 

¥~I 

Report 

Mr. Speak .... : He may kindly finish 
in two minutes. 

~1I"!fm : m;!m ~tr.Q', 11'it ~ 
q: f~ 'li"T ifT ", it 'nl'ii 'to{ """('1'1 
'R'1'1: f~ 'R:'fl1.r~ '" 'IT'l' .t ~ m<r ~ 
qm ~T 'R'TT W'l' ~r ~ g~ glff (fJfT 
~~ '!it it!1T f'F1IT ,'1' fW'f'lq'(f it IT it 
ll'il: 'li"f!1' 'IT 

'Either this document exists or it 
does not exist. If it is a figment 
of the letter-writer's imagination, 
then he i. guilty of a very grave 
contempt of the House. It is for 
the House and the Privileges 
Committee to look into the exist-
ence or otherwise of this docu-
ment and haul up Col. Amrik 
Singh or Mr. Jit Paul; as the case 
may be, for breach of privilege.'. 

'R'if ~!'f ~ 1" 1:1 '17 ~I ';Rf;{.n 
'!i"I' f>f'li fw;r • 

"At the outset, the chairman 
informed the committee that Col. 
Amrik Singh bad submitted 
copies of some documents certifi-
ed by himself as true copies.". 

mit qi': ,,;,f-f~ 

"Col. Amrlk Singh produced a 
photostate copy of some typed 
document alleged to be a copy of a 
letter dated Nil. allegedly written 
by Shri Jit Paul to one Shri D. 
B. Thapa. Khatmandu, Nepal.". 

'R'if m;!rer ~l'G>f, if T '!I'T'l' i!r Irr.r'!T ~ 
f'li" 'lq ";1 fll'f~~:w 'FittT 'li"T ~ ~ 
~ <:'1 'li"T""'1 'li"1 ~~ 'fIT''RT' :t, furt 
'li"ittT it'l'ffi .q;;rT "IT" I WI";;Tn Wi\'I!; I 

~ ~ "Q ~ f:j; ",,-";1 "",l'Tif"l' ~~, 
~!R'f.:(Il1' ~m ",'f,t it ~ ~ it 
~~~rn;;lJtmit 'R"f'fi~~ 
flnffi ~itll'il:~iI(f~,~ 
,.;T (<< ~~ 'R'Tlm: ~ ~,liT ~ t I 
It">qm I 
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;;;rtf 'ffii 'Inn, ",~, '''" if orl 
~ftr 'fif r.m ~ ;oil'!il '1' 1§1<f.t 

~m ~~ ~f~ 1orr(W ~ .,-T;.ft I 
t'!lf;;r~ ittt Sfflilfl ~ f'!i';o'1' '!i'T 'I') ~rl!
'liM ~, :;rl ~;'i 'l;r 'r. n'{1' ;o,{fir 
<lIl"I']' f'!i'~ ~, "I'; '1'1 {;f.f ~;flfofQ' f'li'~ 
'lIT'1' I '!i'ittr;o!l' '1, '1ft 'Will TIl.! ~ '" 
"I'<HI ;:(t ~ "1C ~ I >;f'\T WJ it 
~~ mil' ft ~1fT I ;',fl; f;p;1fi if >;1''11;-
'il'fCl' '1if ~ fll'''IT'li 'iiI{ iITJ ~f ~, it 
<ro'ro 'iiI ~i'f 'Ii~ 'iP' ~ 'fIlft:;rr f>l"f'l'-
t.r;;r 'li'qa-I 'Ii'''1C ~ :m if 'Innprfu 'fif 

w ',;101 ~ ~:rf~ ~fPf'l' 'iiI f'liCl'lif '!i'T 
~ 'liTt 'If:!';;rif ~ ~ I ~I ITI'; <ro=-
<ro ~ "li'l ~ f'li';,fif; ~ 'li'lti!:1 '~~lf 
1111 W'li'0l' if ~ ~:rfOl'ct ~ff '1Of ;;rTn 
~'" ;Off ~ orrt if 'li'lti!:1 fi!;, <fi T<n' 
~ I tll'f<111; it ~ s:r~ '\It' 'iP' ! 
ti!; "6 lq'C ~ >n fu;f'1l'i!: fil;~ .,-T" I 

.n q : ~Oi '1il:~ , it 'li'i';"IT 
~~ ......... (~)I 

WI'ftt ,,~ : "I'if '!I'f'lR ~ ~ 
~~'l'1 I iliifft!1'if'litCl'I~T,!:;;rr 
'I"Ii':rT I 

8hrj G. N. Dixit: On this point, I 
have given notice of a breach of pri-
vilege motion against Shri Madhu 
Limaye, and I may also be permitte<l 
to speak because the report is under 
consideration 

sJui KhadIlkar: I want two c'arifi-
,ations from you. The first is this. 
Can a Member of this House, while 
speaking, act as if he is a counsel for 
one who has been considered an ac-
cused before this House? From my 
hon. friend's speech it appeared to me 
that he is acting as eounsel of Col. 
AmTIk Singh. 

Shri Kapor Sblgh: I protest agairut 
"this. It Is he who is acting as counsel. 

Shri Khad.l1kar: The second i. 'his. 
Are there ather allegations agaiMt 
him? 

ShrI KapUr SiDgh: If the han. Mem-
ber wanta to be a real counsel, he 
should look elsewhere. 

Shrl Khadl1kar: For, regarding the 
antecedents of Col. Amrik Singh I hear 
that he Is wanted in some cases. If 
this is true, then let those things be 
placed before this House. 

'f) '@f W~ lfm: (~~) : 
>'{I lI"a: f;;r>:r¢ it 'fi>r 'li'l 11ft flF ;0« ~;:r 
~ ~,p:r;rl ~r ;;rT'i, "3'!f'lft lFr.mt n'T 
;ft ;;rr 'ifl ~ 7 ;:'1' ~ ~ VIlF .~ ~lm, 

IftTf'li' "HI .rrt ~;rT ifi';T <:'1 '1{, ~ 
~ff 'li'l IJT~ f<:'I(T 1f'Il'T ~ , 

Sbrlmatl Beaa Chakravartt)': 
think a very important point has com .. 
out of this discussion. There Is no 
doubt that we want to get at the truth. 
Earlier I also had urged and wanted 
that in principle the riiht of dissent 
should be there. But I also feel th.\ 
Members of Parliament must be verT 
careful about the BOUTce from which 
they get information. We must bl> 
very careful to see that the people 
who give Us this information are pet>-
pIe whose word we can believe. Thi. 
is something very important becausf' 
aftN' all, we are bringing up certain 
very serious allegations. r know that 
manv wrong things take place. I "Iso 
kno';" that it is very difBcult to prove 
them. 

A, n 'matter of fact, the Chair h •• 
always insisted that very great detall" 
should be provided to you, becau",,, 
you even allowing anything to be 
said on the floor of the House waUl 
to be sure that what is said has 8 
prima facie case In it. Therefore. t 
do agree that we should exe~ 

great care In convincing ourselve 
about the realiablUty or the SOUTef" 
01 Informatioa. 



[Shrunati Renu Chakravartty 1 
As regards the person who has 

raised this point-I did not know it 
... as this gentleman-he ia not a very 
reliable persoh. 

8hri t'rank Anthony: A classic 
under-statement. 

Bhrlmati RenD ChakraYartty: As 
""ch, we should also be very carefu ~ 
when material is brought before us 
to sift it properly before we bring it 
up befOTe the House. 

Mr. Speaker: She was one of :he 
JlIembers who brought this. 

Shrlmati RenD ChakraTBrtty: I did 
not know. You must remember wha\ 
I told you .... 

Shrl Ranga (Chi ttoor): All that is 
under.tood. Why bother! 

Mr. Speaker: I do not bother. 

8hrl Ranga: Let her say what she 
want. to. 

Mr. Speaker: I am not obstructing 
her. 

Shrlmati RenD Chakravartty: 
think you may be a little sentimental 
because your name hal been drag,ed 
into it. But I think We shOUld look 
.t it in a different manner. If Mr. 
Amrik Singh is this type of man-his 
past i. sO obviously shady-in such a 
8ltuation, we must be careful because 
'YOU may when I came to you I said 
these things are being said and as this 
is a matter dealing with the Chair, I 
want you to think the pros and 
cons a. if whether to send it to the 
Privileges Committee, and letting the 
whole thing to be Cleared. 

8hrl N. C. Chatterjee: Does she 
know that he had 14 allues-only 14! 

Shrimatl Renu ChakraTBrtty: No, I 
did not. Therefore, I feel that we 
mould go into the matter properly 
before we bring it uP here. We 
should ascertain Rnd find out the 
trustworthiness of the lIOuree which 
~TeII the i.formation. 
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ShrI JIarj VlBlmu Kamath (HOlIhan-
gabad): I agree with my hon. friend, 
Shrimali Renu Chakravartty, that the 
issue of minute of dissent shl>uld be 
kept separate. 

Shrlmatl Renu Cbakravartty: It is 
quite a different matter. 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: On the 
other matter, may I ask on a point of 
information whether the secretariat Or 
any Committee of the House can give 
us reliable information? I haVe been 
given to understand that this Col. 
Amrik Singh-I do nnt know hOw 
many aliases he has had. . . 

Shrl Frank Anthony: 14. 

Shrl Hari Vishnu Kamath. . . did, 
onCe upon a time, some yean ago, 
plant himself, it not foist himselt On 
some accommodation available with 
a responsible Member of this House .. 
I do not want to mention the name· 

Shrl D. C. Sharma: Why not name 
him? 

Shri Hart VIshn1l Kamath: And 
when he was asked to vacate-the 
Member also wanted him to vacate-
he refused to do so and finally he had 
to be evicted by force. I want to 
know whether this is correct. 

Mr. Speaker: It Is correct. 

Sbrl D. C. Sharma: It Is being mg-
gested that the Privileges Committee 
should examine the whole thing again. 
I want to ask a question. The gentl .... 
man on whose letter, on whose evi-
dence, the whole thing is based, h. 
been proved to be unreliable by Shri-
mati Renu Chakravartty and has been 
proved to be a person of shady cha-
Tacter by Shri H. V. Kamnth. It yOll 
ask the Committee to re-examine the 
case, can this unreliable man become 
reliable? If so, by what law or cOn-
ception of truth or scruple or moraU~ 
can he become reliable? 

8hri S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): I 
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am surprised at the conclusion arriv-
ed at by the Committee. They Bay 
that this so-called Col. AmrIk Sllllh 
was unable to produce that document. 
There is nO doubt that the allegation 
made is a serious one. It does amount 
to character assassination of many 
Kembers of the House. So why has 
the Committee not recommended 0 
Evere punishment for this man? 
You remember that Shri Karaniia 
was brought before the Bar of the 
House and reprimanded. When ShTi 
Ram Sevak Yadav interrupted the 
hon. President when he was addres-
ling the two Houses assembled to-
gether he was reprimanded. If this 
Amrik Sing has not produced the 
document, if he is a fictitious character 
involved In shady deals, hoW Is it that 
the Committee has simply let him 
off? What is the recommendation of 
the Committee? The Committee is 
very generous to hlm. They say it Is 
too small a matter Bnd we shall not 
proceed against him. He shOUld have 
been brought here and punished 
severely. 

Mr. Speaker: I have to put th" 
KotiOn to vote. 

"'I ,""",r (f ~'''TT') : it't ift "?U '" 
~<T'n ~;~, ~ C'IOi'fro m~: ~, 
~ f<'[~ xm 'lfl "iof,f ~II'~ I 

WUM ~: '14 -if ori,t '1"!TV" 
~ Jf'Im t I 

.\ lfTtTjI : <;I'on 'fli; ';1 ;pt;m 
";1:, 'f·h «"it!il"T ~<'fi 'lit foil" ~"!Tl!T 'T'l1"' 

8hrl G. N. Dl:dt: I had given notice 
or a privilege .... 

1Ir. Speaker: Let me proceed now. 

The question Is: 
'"l'hat the E1eyenth Repon of 

the Committee 01 PrivUe,e& pre-

sented to the House On the 30th 
November, 1966, be taken into 
consideration". 

The motion tDC13 adopted. 

8hrl Krlshnamoorthy Rae 
(Shimoga): I move: 

"That this House agrees .... ith 
the' Eleventh Report of the Com-
mittee of Privilcgs presented to 
the House on the 30th November, 
1966." 

~,,~ r,,~:t : li t:?;'f, 'l'r1lR" 'i'f 
OR:'lT "IT (i'fT ~ I 

"That the Eleventh Report of 
the Committee of Privileges be 
recommitted to the Committee 
with the direction that it M>-
"onsiders its decision about not 
Incl uding Sardar Kapur Sln.Ch's 
minute of dissent". 

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved: 

"That the Eleventh Report of 
the Committee of PTivllelleo be re-
..ammitted to the Committee with 
the direction that it reconslderll 
Its decisiOn about not includ1ng 
Sardar KapUr Singh'. mlnute of 
dissent". 

First I .... iII put Shri Limaye's motion 
to vote. 

The question Is: 

"That the Eleventh Report of 
the Committee of PrivilelZes be 
recommitted to the Committee 
.. Ith the directions that It re-
..amiders it. decision about not 
including Sardar Kapu~ Singh's 
minute of dissent". 

SlIrl D. N. Dl:dt: t have al80 ~ 
amendment. 
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~Mr:'8peaker: The question is: 

"That this HouSe agrees with 
the Eleventh Report of the Com-
mittee of Privileges presented to 
the House on the 30th November, 
1966." 

The motiOn wa.. adopted, 

14.48 hn. 

RE: QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE 

Shri G. N. Dixit (Etawab): Mr. 
·Speaker, when I heard .... 

8hrt S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): He 
ill reallY a Rebert Bruce! 

Sbrt G. N. Dixit: When I heard Shri 
Limaye raise the Issue of privilege 
wbich D the subject-matter of this 
Report, I applied for inspection of the 
writ petition papers, because I do not 
happen to be a member of this 
august Committee. I looked into the 
papers, I inspected them from A to 
Z. Shri Frank Anthony and Shri 
Parashar also happened to be there 
after I had reached there for the ins-
pection. Having looked into the 
papers from A to Z, through every 
letter, I was amazed to find neither 
the Speaker's name nOr that of any 
other Member, nOr did I find the name 
of the firm, Aminchand Payarelal. 

But I formed one impression. If 
hon. Members read this writ petition 
which is filed in the high Court care-
fully. I am sure every Member who 
has not got either some screw IOOI!" 
Or is not otherwise deficient, will 
form the same opinion, that this 
Amrik Singh is a man who is ~ither 
mad or is on the way to madness. 

I will substantiate from his writ 
petition that this man appears to be 
oJ! bJ. head. 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. ODe 
thin, I must Bay. This Is not fair to 
say that except those members or that 
member who h .. some screw 1_. 

Tbat is not fair, that should not be 
sald. WhOever might differ from WI, 
from another member, or from the 
House in any extreme, should not be 
iJDputed BUch things. That is not good. 
That he should withdraw. 

8hrI G. N. Dixit: I withdraw it. 
bow to your ruling. 

I am reading para 19 on page 85. 
What doe,; this man say: 

"That after the conviction of 
the Petitioner On the baSis of the 
evidence produced by the Respon-
dents, fully accepted by all the 
I188eSsora aDd the hon 'hie Sessions 
Judge, the Petitioner was sentenc-
ed to death' uPOn the charge of 
murder and to 7 years plus 6 
months rigorous Imprisonment 011 
the remaining three charges at 
attempted murder and .ulelda .•. 

"That the Petitioner's appeal 
against the above mentioned sen-
tence and the reference made by 
the Respondents for the conJlrma-
mation of the 'death sentence' 
came up before Your Lordships' 
Division Bench consisting of :I 
eminent Judges including the pre-
sent Chief Justice .... before 
whom the Respondent Btrongly 
urged and maintained their 
ground to convince Your Lord-
ships that the Petitioner was the 
same person who had committed 
the alleged foul crimes with the 
result that the Petitioners' appeal 
was dismissed, as evident !rom 
the judicial records sought to be 
produced as mentioned above. 

"Tbat because the Petitione'r 
had absconded from Police Cus-
tody and could not therefore be 
punished personalIy, the Respon-
dents caught hold of aDother citi-
zen, subject to the legal and 
constitutional proteetlon Your 
Lordships jurisdiction, AmU' 
Sarup aDd made him undergo the 
sentence in .pile of his prote.ta-
tloDa IIIId in spite of , • '. 




