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I1M'H REPORT OF THE COMMlTfEE OF PRIVILEGES 

(SEVENTH LOK SABRA) 

I. Introductloo- aad Procedure 

I, the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having been authorised 
by the Committee to submit the Report on their behalf present this their 
Fifth Report to the House on the question of privilege raised by Shri Satish 
Agarwal, M.P., ~gainst Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-Chief of Blitz.. 
Bombay and Shri RajpaJ Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi Recorder, for 
allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of the House and casting 
reftcdons on Shri Satish Ag-arwal, M.P., in a ncws report and in an article 
published in the Blitz in its issue dated 21 November, 1981 and referred! 
to 'he Commil1ce by the House on 17 March, J 98:'. 

'2. The Committee held twelve sittings. The rclevant minuk~ of these 
sittings fonn part of the Rcport and arc appended herdo. 

3. At their first and second sittings held on 14 April :.tnd 4 May, 19H2. 
the Committee decided that in the first instance, Shri Sat ish Agarwal, M.P .. 
be requested to appear hefore the Committee for oral examination. 

4. At their third ~ilting held on ] 0 June, 1982, the Cornmillec 
~xamincd on oath, Shri Salish Agarwal, M.P. 

The C-Ommittec also decided' that Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-Chief 
of BUr;;, BOmbay and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury. Editor of Delhi 
I?ecortler. be asked to appear before the Committ(,'C for oral examination. 

5. At their fourth sitting held on 2 July, 1982, the Committ.:!: l'xamincd 
-on oath,Shri RajpaJ Singh Chowdhury, Edito!' of Delhi Reco,.der and 
Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-Chicf of Blitz, Bombay. 

6, At their ftCth sitting held on 10 August, 1982, the Commitll!t' 
<:onsidcred th~ matter further. 

7. At their sixth sitting held on 27 September, 1982. the OlllllnittCr 
noted the upoJogy published by Shri R. K. Karanjia in the BUt;: dated 
10 July, ]982. . 

_. - -.. 
I L. S. Deb., dr. I '7-J-19R2, cc _ 2 NS-90. 
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The Committee' directed that Shri Rajpal Singh Olowdhury be asked 

to publi'lh hiB ap610gy in ·the next issue of hi!l magu\fte B.,hi" Recorder, 

prominently. 

8. At their seventh sitting held on 5 November, 1982, the Committee 
!lotcd that no intimation bad been rtlCeiVocl from Shri Rajpal Singh 
Chowdhury that he had published his apology in the Delhi Recorder. The 
Committee directed that he be asked to appcIWr before the Committee 
again. 

9. At their eighth sitting held 011 18 November, 1982. the Committee 
further examined Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury. 

10. At their ninth sitting held on 24 January. 1983. the Committc.: 
n~lcd the apology published by Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury in :hi~ 
magazine Velhi Recorder in its November. t 982, issue. 

11. At their tenth and eleventh sittings held on 30 May and 28 JUlle, 
1983. the Committee deliberated 011 the matter and arrived at their 
wnclusions. 

12. At their twelfth sitting held on 8 July, ]983. th;: Committee 
considered their draft Report and adopt'cd if. 

II. Facts of the case 

]3. On 9 December. 1981, Shri Satish Agarwal. M.P., gave notice' 
of a question of privilege against Shri R.· K. Karanjia. Editor~in-Chief !Jf 

filii:' and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowd~ury, Editor of Delhi Recorder fcr 
allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of the Houso and casting reflections 
on him in a news report3 published on the front page under the caption 
"Did Agarwal lie to Parlia'lllent 1", and in all artic1e4 under the caption 
"C'ha~gc of ho~pital site irked Agarwal. .. Planned tarring of Antulay··. 
published in Rlit:: dated. 21 November. ]981. 

14. In the impugned news report. Shri R. K. Karanjia had ;nter (ilia 
stated as follows :-

"One of these votaries of truth Satish Agarwal himself concealed 
the truth when he focussed attcnHon tn 'Antulay'" links with 

, SI'i" Appendix I. 
3 See Appendix II. 
, See ApPendix III. 
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LondIon millionaire Nirmal Sethia in Parnamcot early September' 
this year conv~niently for~etting his very OWJl ~thia cOnoection." 

"As Minister of State for Finance in the lanata Government. 
Agarwal himself pulled Sethia's chestnuts out of the Customs 
fire on ihe intervention of the latc Bishwanalb. Jhunjhunwala 
then lanata M,P." 

15. Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, in iUs article published in the Blitz 
had intl!r, alia stated 3S follows ;-

"The question, it seemed to me, underlying the whole sordid affair 
was why would Agarwal launch an attack in Parliament Hgainst 
Scthia and ask for the files 0:1 the London-based business 
magnil'te to be n:opened whik at the same timc, taking very 
great care to conceal from his fellow MPs the crucial fact at 
his own relationship and assistance to Sethia in the past," 

"Th~' question that cries out fo!' an answer is, why did Agarwal 
mislead the public by hiding the fact in Parliament that he 
was well acquainted and had, indeed, helped th.: wry person 
against whom his accusations were levelled? Could it be only 
a mattcr of pique because Scthia had changed his mind about 
financing a hospital in RajltSthan and decided to respond to 
Antulay's appeal to build the hospital in the Konkan. instl':1ll? 
Or was Agarwal exploiting the sheer good fortune or hcing 
able to combine his attaek on Sethia with the more amhitious 
goal of mounting a campaign against the Maharashtra Chief 
Minister T' 

16. Sbri Salish Agarwal had inter alia stated in hi·; notice; that "I never 
spoke in Parliament at any time either in September or at any other time 
referring to any alleged links of Antulay with London millionaire Nirmal 
Sethia. There was no occasion of any kind when 1 suppressed any truth 
whatsoever." He had contended that "articles such as these based as 
they are basically upon a wilful misrepresentation of the procecdings of 
the House constitute a gross breach of privilege by themselves." 

17. Under the directions of the Speaker, copies of the notice of question 
of privilege given by Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P., were fOlwarded to Shri R. K. 
Kamnjia and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, and they were ill>k.:d to state 
what they might have to say in the matter for consideration of the Speaker. 

• See Appendix I. 
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18. Sbri R. K. Karanjia in his T':ply dated 29 December, 1981, inter 
aliastatedf as fonows :- • 

.. . . . . . . when the question of Mr. A. R. Antulay's Trusts was 
railied by Mr. Arun Shourie in the Indian Expre.;s the atmos-
phere in the Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha .was very tense. All 
kinds of allegations W(''fC being made. The Finance Minister's 
statement in the Rajya Sabha was termed as 'Iles' ; the Prime 
Minister's version of the Pratibba Pratishthan Trust was doubted; 
and the ru1ings given by you and the Hon'ble Chairman ot 
the Rajya Sabha, Mr. HidayatuUah, were challenged with motives 
openly imputed in the daily papers. Even though the cases 
pertRining to these trusts are pending and the matter is 
.5td, jrrdice, all kinds of conl'roversial statements were and arc 
being made. 

It was in this atmosphere that I came across the November 
is'iue d the T>elhi Recorder. On page 80 of the issue, an 
interview with Mr. Nirmal Sethia was published by the Editor, 
Mr. RajpaJ Singh Chowdhury; and amongst other issues it 
dealt with Mr. Satish Agarwal. 

It was surprised by the contents of this interview; so I 
contacted MI'. Chowdhury to find out whether he hau really 
checked up on the lettcrs he referred to in the interview to 
support his version. Hc brought me photo copies of th~ 

letters together with ~is version. After reading them, I 
requested him to let me publish the photo copies together with 
an article writt~n by him on the controversy. 

He agreed; and the article in question was written by 
Mr. Chowdhury. The portion published on the front page is 
only the summary of his article appearing on pages 22 and 23. 

Here I would invite your attention to the heading of the 
article, 'Did Agarwal lie to Parliament l' Blitz has not asserted, 
or mnde a positive statement such as 'Agarwal to1d lies to 
Parliament'. From the contents of the article, I could have 
easily made such a statement if I had any malicc or ill-will 
towards Mr. Agarwal. 

In fact, I had expected MI'. Agarwal to send us his version 
of what actually had happened; and We wou1d have. without 
the least hestitation, published it. But neither <.lid 
Mr. Otowdhury. nor did we receive any repudiation or explana~ --_. -------- ~ .. - ~-----~-.-- -- ---... -- -- .... - .... --- ..... --_. __ ... 

• Stt APPendix IV. 
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tion from Mr. Agarwal. Had he sent us such It statement 
and we had not published it, then it would certainly have 
established malice on our part. 

Even now we would request Mr. Agarwal to send us his 
v~rsion, and assure him that we would gladly publish the 
same. On the other hand if by the publication of the article 
in Blitz we have in any way hurt the feelings of Mr. Agarwal, 
we regret the same, and once more, through you we request 
Mr. Agarwal to send his rejoinder for publication in Blitz." 

19. In his further letter dated 2 February, 1982, Shri R. K. KllTanjia 
stated7 as follows :-

"Point No.1 .... under reply states 'I never spoke in 
Parliament at any time either in September or at aoy other 
time referring to any aJlcged link'i of Antulay with London 
millionaire Nirmal Sethia. There was no occasion of any kind 
when I suppressed any truth whatsoever.' 

In answer, I invite your attention to the article in Biltz 
of 21st November, 1982, wbere on page 22, under the sub-
heading 'Harassment by Customs', you will find the rdevant 
matter which reads as under: 

'lbe question, it seemed to me, underlying the whole sordid affair 
was wby would Agarwal launch an attack in Parliament against 
Setbia and ask for the files on the London-blWScd business 
maguate to be reopened while, at the same time, taking VCl"y 
great care to conceal from his feJIow-MPs, the crucial fact of 
his own reladonship and assistance to Sethia in the past.' 

1 further iuvite your attention to page 82 of Delhi Recorder 
issue dated November 1981, wberein there is a reference to 
Mr. Agarwal's statement in Parliament in the course or an 
interview by Mr. Ra.ipal Chowdhury with Mr. Nirmal Sethla: 

'0 : But it was Mr. Satish Agarwal who has raised the matter about 
the enforcement cas~ against you in Parliament. Do you hav,> 
any comment about this l' 

'A. Basically T think these arc Oppo!oition tricks. Mr. Satish 
Agarwal is trying bard to hring my letter to the attention of 
the present Finance Minister but what I don't understand is 
why is he trying to hide the fact that he had met me and that 
h~ had written a letter to me himself saying that the incidents 
of airpOlt harassment would not rc-occur .... 'o" 

, St'f! Appendix V. 
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20. Sbri Rajpal Slnah Chowdhury in his reply datl?d 18 February, 
1982, inter alia, stated- as follows :-

"The expressions (i) 'conceakd the truth when he focused attention 
on Antula-y's links with 1.oodon millionaire, Nirmal Sethia in 
Parliament early September this year ....................... .'; and 
(ii) ' ............... Truth surfaced with the discovery of tell-tale 
letters which damn clusader APJ.:Wal as the culprit who knlJow-
ingly and deliberately got Setbi~' out of trouble •.. '.' cited by 
Shri Agarwal in sub-paras (a) and (b) of para 2 of his undated 
letter addressed to the Speaker, Lok Sabhll were used in the 
November 21, 1981 issue of the weekly 'Blitz' by its editor 
"'hile introducing and presenting my article captioned, 'Change 
of hospital site irekd Agrawal' in the same issue. As I am 
not the autbor of these expreuiolls, you will kindly agree that 
the Ciuestion of a breach of privilege against me on account of 
them does not· arise. 

In the aforesaid atticle contributed by me I iltter alia stated, 
'Check Sethia's connections with a Janata Cabinet MInister', 
one of my sources said: 'Find out if Sethi a antagonised any 
of the politicians in Parliament because he decided to build 
a hospital in the Konkan rather tban in Rajasthan' said another 
sonrce. And a fhird murmured in my ear, 'who is the person 
who fed the journalists the line about Antulay's trusts being 
illegal and why did a f~rmer Janata Cabinet Minister make 
accusations about Sethia in Parliament while taking great pains. 
to conceal the relationship he had established with Sethia during 
the JanatlY regime?' As you will kindly observe, I quoted ~ 
'~ourcc' posing to me informally the ~uestion : 'who is the person' 
who fed the journalists the line about Antulay's trusts being 
iJlega} and why did a former Janata Cabinet Minister make 
accusations about Sethia in Parliament while taking great pains 
to conceal the relationship he had established with Sethia during 
the J anata Regime' and I did not myself moot or propound a 
charge against a'Ilyone of making accusations about Shri Serbia 
in Parliament. What followed in that article as my analysis 
of the matter flowed from the basic premise sugaested to me 
by my informant or 'source', believing which to be true, I 
mentioned it in my article. 

If I ga'Ve credence to an assertion which ill now not borne-
out by facts in sofar as Shri Agarwal did not, as be claim.". 

• S~ ApPendix VI. 
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actually speak in Phrliatnent about any alle,ed links of 
Shri Arltultly with Sbti :Nirmal Setbla, r haYe no hesitation in 
expressing my sincet~ regrets for any wrong impres!ion' that 
my article may have caused. 

I may assure you, Sir, that through my article mentioned 
above I had no intention wbatsocvl!r of either misrepresenting 
the proceedings of the Lok 'Sabha or of m~ligning an Hon'ble 
Member of our august Parliament. 

1 may also point out that I ha\e nothing personal against 
Shri Satish Agarwal, MP, and had he brought to my notice the 
fact of his not having referred to the alleged links of 
Shrj Antulay and Set'hia on the noor ot the House I would 
ha'Ve gladly published his. version in my magazine, Delh, 
Recorder and put the record :;traight. I am evclt prepared fa 
do it now if Shri Agarwal so desires." , 

21. On 17 March, 1982, Shri Satish Agarwal raised the qucstion of 
privilege in the House with the consent of thi! Speaker and moved the 
following motion' which was a,!opted by the House :-

"that the que~tion of pri'Yilege against Shti R. le. Karanjia, Editor-
in-Chief of the Blitz and Shri Rajpal. Singh Chowdhury, Editor 
of lJelhi Recorder for aUegediy misrepresenting the proceedings 
of the- House and casting reflections on Shri Satish Agarwal .. 
a Member of this House, in a neWs report and an article 
published in Blitz dated 21 November, 1981, be referred to the 
COmmittee of Privileges for examination and report." 

'22. Shri Salish Agarwal, M.P., during the cours,' of his evidencc10 

before the Committee stated, inter alia, as follows ':-. 

" •.... , ... I have not known NirmaJ Sethia at any timc. Neither I 
as-ked, nor he agreed to construct any hospital in Rajasthan at 
my instance, Not did I know t~:rr he had changed his plans 
at Antulay's instance. There was no qu\!stion of my cntertaining 
any.,.animus against him (Sethia) and T have not in any manner 
displayed that animus against him ... the insinuation that I got 
him out of trouble or 'pulled his chestnuts out of Custom~ 

• L. S. Deb., dt. 17.3.1982, CC. 288-90. 
10 SH Minutes or Evidence. 
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fire' is a clumsy and irresponsible insinuation, It is solely 
inicnded to tarnish my image as a Parliamentarian and is 

• meant to deter me from raising issu~ of public importance in 
the House." 

Shri Sat ish Agarwal added that .............. this is absolutely false that 
I raised any question in the lok Sabha either in 1980 or ir. 1981 or even 
In 1982 or even till this date. Not a single sentence I have uttered in 
Parliament againl'f Mr. Sethia regarding Enforcement Directorate or 
enforcement ca~cs pending against him or aDY other issue." 

23. Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, during his evideneell before the 
CommIttee was :.pccifically asked: "Did you make any enquiries to 'finJ 
'out whether in fact Shri Satish Agarwal had mad..: :"llch a statement in 
Parliam~'nr 1" He replied: 'Truthfully, T hav~ not gone through Ihe 
proceedings of Parliament as yet. But, if you read my earlier letter, 1 
did ml'ntil'n that if Shri Salish Agarwal did not make any statement· in 
Parliament. , tl'nder iny apologies, a condirionul apology." Subsequently, 
~hcn he conceded that "I do reaJise that he has not made a statement in 
Parliament", tlle witness was asked: "you have just now said that you did 
veriry filially and discovered that Shri Sa~ish Agarwal did not make a 
statement in Parliament. When did you mak:: this discovery ?" .. Shri 
Rujpal Singh Chowdhury replied: "This was in the last two months." 

24. Shri R. K. Karlfnjia, during his cvidenc.::12 before the Committee 
stated iI/tel' alia: "Unfortunately I took whatever was published by the 
Delhi Rfl'crael' as true." He conceded that it was an error on his part 

10 have pllblisllCd it. 

Shri Karanjia added: "I am sorry for it. I said so. Not only th!1t, 
it w:ts certainly not motivated by wilful misrepresentation as has been said. 
I think 1 :\In as much a victim of a plant as was Mr. Satish Agarwal. t 
took whnt,'wr had appeared as true." 

. Sllri R. K. Karanjia readily agreed to puhlish his apology 10 tTlc 
.BI,tz. 

25. The Committee note the regrets publisher\ by Shrj R. K. KaranJla 
in the Blitz in its issue dated 10 Jply, J982, under the caphon 'Agarwal 
-did not lic to Parliament' in the following term" ,- . 

"I n the heat of the Antulay controveTNY, BUtz of. N ovcmbcr 21, 
1<)81. published a story titled 'DID AGARWAL LIE TO 

---
11 See Minutes of Evidence. 
11 Su Minutes of EVidence. 
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PARLIAMENT 1', submitted to us by Rajpal Singh Chowdhury .. 
Editor of the Delhi Recorder, and ba;,ed on his reportedly welt 
researched findings. 

The report stated, inter alia. that "Satish Agarwal 
(BJP·MP) concealed the truth -when he focused attention on 
Antulay's links with London millionaire Nirmal Sethla ID 

Parliament early September this year............ conveniently 
forgetting bis very QWD connection" and that 'the truth surfaced 
wIth the discovery of tell-tale lettl<rs which damn crusader 
Agarwal as the culprit who knowingly and deliberately got 
Sethia out of trouble.' 

At that time, BLITZ had no reason to doubt the veracity 
of' these statements as several photocopies were furnished by 
Fditor Chowdhury in support of his contentions. 

'Mr. Sctlish Agarwal. however. subsequcnt(v repudiated it 
as "false and malicious accusatio/l", wirh. tlte Ulfequil'()cal 
denial that 1 never .fpoke ;n Parliament at all); time. either 
in Sepiember 1981 or at any other time. referring to any 
alleged links of Antulay with LOI,do.'1 miIliOP/Dire. NimUJI 
St'thia. There was no occa~ion of any kind when 1 iff 
any man~r whatsoever concealeel any truth from the House 
or even remotely misled the House.' 

BLITZ's own enquiries since reveal that Mr. Agarwal's 
contentions are correct. He never spoke in Parliament on the 
aUeged links of Antulay with Nirmal Sethia, nor could we find 
zmy evidence that he concealed any truth from Parliament or 
In any way misled the House. 

BLm, therefore, coosidcrs it its duty to withdraw,' 
voluntarily and of its own accord, all charges agaimt 
Mr. Agarwal in the story and regrets the embarassment cau~ 
to him by the publication." 

16. Shri Rajpa. Singh Chowdhury submitted to the Committee a letter 
dilled 2 July, 1982, containing his unconditional and unqualified apology 
in the loUowing terms :-

"This morning when I gave evidence, I made my position clear by' 
tendering uncondit'ional and unqualified apology for the matter 
of breach of privilege which is under inquiry by the Committee 
of Privileges. Even though I had no reservationOD my part,. 
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yet .I Jeft witlt a feeling ~at I gav~ art inmression to the 
Hon"lc Members of the COJllm.itt~ that the .~logy offered 
by me was not unreserVed. I lilli extremely gr~teful to the 
ComRJittee for having thrown. the suggestion that I should 
tender _ written apology ,for ,the'~ CQ,sideration of the 
Committee. I siacerdy regret .if J ·bJv~aiYen. an impression 
,that J was acting in a reeervedmannel: in oCiorjn, the apology. 
I am only sorry that my way Qf elpressi9n wpqh is the usuaJ 
way of eOltversation soems to ,have ,givont'his .iJupression, but 
fa"5Urc the Hon'hIe Members of lhe CQIIIIQit'ec that in no 
m •• merwhatsoever I had any reservation in otferiog my apology 
:md that further J had no intuntion whatsoever' oC giving' an 
o:hcrwise imp~ession l'han the unqualit.i~d apology that I 
Lendered, I reiterate that my statement in the Delhi Recorder 
was bused on wrong facts that Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P., had 
launched an attack in the Parliament against Shri Nirmal Sethia, 
and that he had misled the public and fellow M.Ps. by hiding 
the fact in the Purliament. 

te. 

I regret for the inconvenience .cau,ictt ,to ,Shri Agarwal and 
ul'KI to .I1on'ble Members of Parliament and the Committee 
Members. I seek the permission of the Committe!! to publish 
the apology in my maguine, namely .[)did Recorder. I assure 
the Commit.tee of my fullest 'cooperation and request that my 
unqualified and unconditional :rpolo~ may please ~e accepted!' 

27. The Committee note that in his apology", published.ill November, 
1982 issue of Delhi Recorder, Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury stated, intCl" 
alta, as follows :-

"In retrospect and upon further investigation it wa~ !oundthat the 
story' publiShed in 'Btitz' dated 21 November, 1981, was 
.Inaccurate as the (ex) minister never spoke in the Parliament 
. on the concerned subject and had on no occasion concealed 
any truth from the House' or even .remotely misled it. .......... . 

Tho Editor acc:eplstbat tho story as it was carried did 
misrepr·escDt proc:ecdings oftbe Lok Sabh and caused . distress 
to Mr. Agarwal. The reputation of the House and· of . tbe 
ex-minister arc the foremost concern of the Editof) personally 
and pr~fessionalIy. The Editor tenders his deep regrets and 
apology for this sc.ious mistake.1f ___ ..,. .... ~. ___ .... -------"'P'T--- -___ . _______ . 

I> s,e.Agponuix YI,l. .. 
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IV.Coadu8ioM 

2!t It is well-established that misrepresenting the proceedings of the 
Housc and casting reflections on a member in regard to his conduct in 
Parliament con€tifutes a gross breach of privilege IfOd contempt of tbe 
House. 

29. In the present case, it is obvious irom the evidence and documents 
before Ihe Committee that the impugned news report and the article 
published in the Biltz in its issue dated 21 November, 1981, grossly 
misrepresented the proceedings of the House and cast serious reflections 
on Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P., which constitute a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 

30. The Committee are, therefore, of the opinion that both Shri Ra'jpal 
Singh Chowdhury' as well as Shri R. K. Kal"dnjia aTt' guilty of committing 
a breach of privilege and cOntempt of the Housc. 

31 The Committee are, however, of the view thaI the unconditional 
and unqualified apologies t'cndered by Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury and 
Shri R. K. Karanjia to the Committee and publication thereof by them in 
the De'"i U('corder and the Blitz, respectively, may be considered 3S 
adequate and thnt no further action be faken by the Hous·'! in the matter. 

V. RecommendatioD of the Committee 

32. The Committee recommend that no "Irther action be taken by the 
House in the mattu and it may be dropped.-

NEW DELHI; 
July 8, 1983 
Asadha 17, 1905 (Saka) 

R. R. BHOLE 
Chtzirman, 

Committee of Prilli~gBS. 
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• MINUTES 
I 

F1ntSMdlll 
New Delhi, Wednnday, 14 Apr/I, 1982 

ibe Committee sat from 16.00 to 16.40 hours. 

PRESENT 
5hri Harinatha Misra-ChairmGn. 

MEMBERS 

2. Sbri R. L. Bhatia 
3. Shri G. L. DoJra 
4. Shri Ram Jethmalani 
S. Stui Jagan Nath Kaushal 
6. Slui P. Shiv Shankar 
7. Sbri P. Venkatasubbaiah 

SaCRBTAUAT 
Shri M. P. Oupta---sellior Table Of1jcer 

2--4. •• •• •• 
S. The Committee then considered Mcmoraadum No. 9 on the question 

of privilege raised by Sbri Satish Agarwal M.P., again'iit Shri R. K K8'faojia. 
F,ditor-io-Chicf of Blitz, Bombay and Sbri Rajpel Singh Chowdhury, ,Editor 
of Delhi Recorder, for allegedly misrepresenting the proccediltgs of the 
House and casting refIectioas on him. in a news report and an article 
published in the Blitz. in ita iauo dll&ed 21 N~"ember. 1981. 

. . . 
The Committee decided that in the fint itlstance, Shri .Satish Agarwal, 

M.P., might be ~ to appear before the Comridttee f(YC oral cviaen~ 
• a subeequeut sittlng.of the Committee. 

6. '.. •• •• •• 

TIll! Commhtee r!ten atljolll"Mll. 

··Para.2-4 aDd ~ relate tc? otborcAlol and have accordiD,ly beeD omitted. 



II 

SecoRd Siltiag 
. ',' 

New Dtflhi, Tuesday, 4 Ml'l}', 1982 

The Committee sat from. 16.00 to 16.30 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairmtm 

MEMBERS 

2. Sliri G. L. Dogra 

3. Shri Japn Nath Kaushal 

4. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 

S. Sbri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SBc:aETAlUAT , 
Shri K. K. S~eD.a....:..chief Examl"". of BUt, Qnd Resolutions. 

Shri M. P. Gupta-4Senior Table Officer. 

2. The Committee coasidered the ~.d, aittiap.·of . ~C' 
Committee for consideration of the questions··of privilege poading. before 
the Committee of Privileges. 

3. The Committee decided .that in the ftrat instance, Shli Salish AgarWal. 
M.P., might be requested to appear belore the Committee for oral evidence 
OIl Thursday, 10 June, 1982, in connection with the question ofprlvlleae 
raised by him against Sbri R. K. Karanjia, Bdttor-in~ie[ uf SUlz. Bombay 
aDd Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of lkUIi RecOrder, for allegedly 
misrepresenting the proceedings of the House and easting reftect.ioDl on 
him in a news report and 111 article published in the BUtz in its issue .dated 
2 t November, 1981. . ...... . 

'/ 

The Committee then adjourned. 
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m 
. ThIrd Slttiac 

New Dslhi, TIulrsd4y, 10 IlfM, 1982 

The Coouniuee ~. from. 10.30 to 11.50 hc,urs. 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairnuln 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri George Fernandes 

3. Shri J~ Nath Kaushal 

4. Shri A. A. Rahim 

S. Shri P. Shiv Shankar 

6. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 

7. Shri Ram Singh Yadav 

8. Shri Vijay Kutnar Yadav 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chief Examiner of Bills and Resolutionr. 

WITNESS 

Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P. 

2. The Committee took up consideration of the question of privilege 
rabed by Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P., agaiDSt Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-
in-Chief of Blitz. Bombay and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor 01 
Delhi Recorder, for allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of the House 
and casting re1lections on him in a news report and an a/ticle published in 
the Blitz in its issue dated 21 November, 1981. 

17 
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3. Shri Satiih Agarwal, M.P., was then called in and exlftDiaed by the 
. Committee on oath. 

(Jlerbdlim r«Ord of the evidence war kept) 

. (The wiinessthen withdrew) 

4. The Committee direct~ that the verbatim record Of the' initial 
statement made by Shri Salish Agarwal, M.P., before the Committee be 
circulated to the members of the Committee. 

S. The Committee decided that 8hri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-Chiet 
oi Blitz, Bombay and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi 
Recorder, be asked to appear before the. Committee for oral evidence on 
Friday, 2 Iuly, 1982. 

The Committee directed that Sarvashri R. K. Kal'anjia aDd Rajpai 
Singh Chowdhury might also be asked to submit written stateme0t5 to tbe 
Committee, if they wished to state anything in addition to what they had 
stated in their earlier letters addressed to the Speaker, so as to reach the 
Committee at least a week before the date of their appearance before the 
Committee. 

6. "'''' •• .'" •• 
The Committee then IMljourned. 



IV 
FoarfII-.., 

New Delhi, Friday, 2 lu('1, 1982 

The Committee sat from 10.30 to 12.25 bours. 

PRESENT 

Shrf Harinatha Misr......chGlrman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat 
3. Shri Chandulal 0w1drakar 
4. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
5. Shri George Fernandes 
6. Shri Rim Jethmalani 
7. Shri Jagan Na~ KaUlbal 
8 Sbri P. Shiv Sbanbr 
9. Shri Dhar~ Bit Sinha 

10. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 
11. Shrf Zainul Baber 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Joint Secretary 

WITNESSES 

( 1) Shri Rajpal Singh Oiowdhury, Editor of Delhi Recorder, New 
Delhi. 

(2) Shri R. K. Karanjia Editor-in-chief of Blitz, Be·mbay. 

2. Shri Rajpal Sioah Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi Rec:ortUr, was c:a.Ucd 
in and examined on oath by the Committee in coonectiOil with the question 

19 
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of privileae raised by Shri Salish Aprwal, M.P., against Shri R. K. Karanjia, 
Editor-in Chief .of Blitz, Bombay, and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, 
Editor of Delhi Recorder, for allepdly misrepresenting the proceedings 
-of the House and casting rc1lections OIl hiJI1 in a news report and an article 
published in tbe BUt: in its issue dated 21 Novembet, 1981. 

Shri Rajpai Singh Chowdhury made a statement before the Committee 
and submitted a copy thereof to the CoJnmittee at their directioD. 

The Committee were not satisfied with the statement made by 
Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury aa4 ~ed him to give in writing what he 
had to say. 

(Verbatim r.ecordof evidence ltftJ$ kepi) 

(The witness then withdrf~w) 

3. Shri R. K. Karaajia, Editor-in-Chief of Blitz was then caJled in and 
examined on oath by the Committee. sbri R. K. Karanjia tendered his 
unconditional apology for writing the impugned news report in BHtz dated 
21 November, 1981. 

The Committee were generally satisfied w:ith his apology. 

(Verbatim record of eviden-ue .WQ6' k~pJ) 

( The witness then withdrew) 

The Committee then tldjo"",e,f 1 



<» ',., 
.11fth SIaiq 

New Delhi, Tuesday! 10 August, 1982 

The Committee sat fron1 16.00 to 17.15 hour. 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat 

3. Shri ChanduJal Chandrakar 

4. ~hri Somnath Chatterjee 

5. Shri lagan Nath Kaushal 

6. Shri Y. S. Mahajiln 

7. Shri K. Ramamurthy 

8. Shri P. Shiv Shankar 

9. Shri Dharam Bie Sinha 

10. Shri Zainul Basher 

SECRETARIAT 

,'ihri M. P. Gupta-Chie! Examiller of Bills and ReJolutio.lS . 

2··-4. •• •• .... • • 
5. The Committee also decided to further consider at their next 

sitting the question of privilege raillCd by Shri Salish Agarwal. MP. again sf 
Shri R. K. Karrmjia, Editor-in-Chief of Blitz. Bombay and Sbri RajpaJ 
Singh Chowdhury, Editor of f)~11Ji Recorder, for allegedly misrepresenting 

··Paras 2-4 relate to other cases and haVe accordin,ly been omitted. 

21 



22 

the proceedings of the House and casting re8cctioos OIl him in a news report 
and an artklc published in the Blitz in its issue dated 21 November, 1981. 

6. •• • • ... •• 
7. The Committee then adjourned to meet again on 9 and 10 September, 

1982 . 

. ----------------.. Par a 6 relates &0 another case and has accordin,ly bren (lmltted. 



VI 

New Deihl, MorulaJi. 27 September, 1982 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 12.10 ho~rs. 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Ciulirmon 

ME~BERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat 
3. Shri Chandulal Chandrakar 
4. Shri George Fernandes 
! Shri Jagan Natb Kaushal 
6. ~hri K. Ramamurthy 
7. Shri P. Shiv Shankar 
8. Shri Krishna Prakash Tewari 
S. Sltri P. Venkatasubbaiah 

10. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 
11. Shri 2'.ainul Basber 

SECRETAlUAT 

(1) Shri K. K. Saxena-Ioint Secretary. 

(2) Shri M. P. Guptlf--Chief Examiner of Rills and Resolutions . 

2. •• •• •• •• 

3. The Committee then deliberated on the question of privilege raised 
by ~ Satish Agarwal, MP. against Shri R. K. Kal'3njia, Editor-in-Chief of 
Blit:.. BomblfY and Shri RajpaJ Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi Recorder 
for allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of the House and eastins 
reflections on him in a news report and in an artic1~ publisbed in the Blitz 
in its issue dated 21 Novomber. 1981. 

"Para 2 relates to another case and has accordinlly been omitted . . 
23 
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The Committee noted the apology published by Shri R. K. Karanjia, 
on the third page of the Biltz in its issue dated 10 July, 1982, under tbe 
<:apt ion "Agarwal did not lie to Parliament" and were satisfied. 

The Committee were also satisfied with the written apology tendered 
to the Committee by Sbri Rajpal Sindt ChowdhUry on 2 July, 1982. The 
Committee decided that Shri Rajpal Sinih Chowdbury mi,ht be directed 
to publish his apology in the next issue of his magazine, Delhi RecordeT 
prominently. 

The Committee also decided that the matter m,igl1t be considcrcil 
further after publication of his apolo~ by Slui Rajpal Singh ChOWdhury in 
his magazine. 

Thr (.ofl/II/itt!'(' then adjourned. 



VII 

Seventb~ 

·Ntw DeIhl, Friday, S Novembu, 1982 

The Committee sat from 16.00 to 16.30 hOUI'S. 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatlur Misra--Chairmalt 

. MEMBERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhapt 
3. Sbri GeorJe Fernandes 
4. Sbri Ram Jethmatani 
S. Sbri Y. S. Mahajan 
6. Sbri Dharam Dir Sinha 
7. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 
8. Shri Zainul Dasher 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Chief Examiner of Bil!s and Resolutions. 

2. The Committee considered their future pregramme of sittings to 
consider the cases pending before them. The Committee decided to hold 
their sittings on 17 and 18 November, 1982. 

3~. •• •• •• • • 
5. The Chairman theIJ apprised the Committee that, as directed by 

the Committee at their sitting held on 27 September, 1982, Sbri Rajpal 
Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi Recorder was asked on 4 October, 
1982, to publish his apology in the next issue of his magazine and forward 
a copy thereof for being placed before the Committee. When DO reply 

··Paras 3-4 rolate to other' cases aDd bavo accord loll, bean omitCod. 
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was received from him. a written reminder was sent to him on 19 October. 
1982, to do the needful expeditiously. But no reply had 10 far been 
received from Shri Rajpal Singh Otowdhury that his apology had bc£n 
published in the Delhi Recorder. 

The CommiUee d~ that Shri Rajpal .sin8h Chowdhury might be 
asked to appear before the Committee on 18 November, 1982. 

6. •• •• •• • • 
7. The Committee then adjoUrned to meet apin on 17 and 18 

November, 1882. 

----------------------------------.----------------"Para 6 relates to other calCll aDd hll accordina1y been omitted. 



''10 

New Delhi. Thursdlly, 18 November, 1982 

The Committee sat from 10.30 to 12.40 hours. 

PRESENT 

. Shri Vijay Ku.mar YadtrV-ln the Chair. 

MEMBEIlS 

2. Shri Otandulal Clandrakar 
3. Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal 
4. 'Sbri K. Ramamurthy 
S. Shri Dharam Bir Sinha 
6. Shri Krishna Prakash Tewari 
7. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 
8. Shri Zainu! Basher 

SECRETAlUAT 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Chief Exami1Jl!r of Bills and Resolutions . .. . 

WITNESSES 

(1) Shri Rajpal Singh Otowdhury, Editor of Delhi Recorder. 

(2) (3) •• •• •• • • 
2. The Committee, in the absence of the Cltairman, chose Shri Vijay 

Kumar Yadav, to take the Clair. 

3. The Committee took up consideration of the question of privilege 
raised by Shri Satish Agarwal, MP, against Shri R. K. Kanmjia, Editor-
in-Chief of Blitz. Bombay and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of 
Delhi Recorder for allegedly misrepresenting tbe proceedings of the House 

"Serial NOI. (2) and (3) relate to another case aDd have accordinlly bceo omtttod. 
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and casting reftections on him in a news· report and an article published 
in the Blitz in its issue dated 21 November, 1981. 

4. Shri Rajpal Singh chowdhury, Editor of Delhi Recorder, was then 
called in and exami.Decl by the Committee. . . 

'Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury. inf~ed the Committee that he had 
published his apology in the November, 1982, issue of his magazine Delhi I 

Recorder, as directed by the Committee. He also handed over some 
copies of Delhi Recorder, November, 1982 issue, containing his apology 
(See Appendix VII). 

5-6. 

(Verbatim record of evidence was kept) 

(The wliness tMn withdrew) 

•• •• ** "'* 
7. The Committee then adjourned to meet again on 20 and 21 

December, 1982. 

"Paras S--6 relate to IlDOtber case and have accordinaly been omitted. 



IX 

New Delhi, )10""', 24 /fIIffI/I1Y, 1983 

The CozpJUittce sat from 15.00 to 16.30 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chlrirman 

MaMBOS 

2. Sbri CbanduJal ChaDdratar 
3. Shri Somnath Oultterjee 

4. Shri George Femanciea 

5. Shri lagan Nath Kaashal 

6. Shri Y. S. Mahajan 

7. Shri K. Ramamurthy 

8. Shri Dbaram Bir Sinha 
9. SI!ri Krishna Prakash Tewari 

10. Sbri P. Venkatasubbadah 

11. Shri Vijay Kumar 'Yadav 

12. Shri Zainu} Basher 

SBCRBTARIAT 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Chie/ Exandner of Bills anti R.JOlutloru • 

2·-3. •• •• •• 

, . 

• • 
4. The Committee then took·up consideration of the qllestion of privilege 

raised by Shri Satish Agarwal. MP, against Shri R. K. Kan\njia, Editor··in-
Chief of Blitz. Bombay and Shri Rajpal Singb Chowdhury, Editor of DBlhl 
Recorder for anegedly mis-representing the proceedings of the House and 

--Para, 2-3 relate to other caSCI and have aceordmlly been omitted. 
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cas(mg reflections on him in a news report and an article publisbed in thf' 
Blitz in its issue dated 21 November, 1981. The Committee perused the 
~logy publisbed by Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdbury in his magazine "Del~ 
Recorder". 

The Committee decij1~ '9 postpone further consideration of the matter 
to a subsequent sitting of the Committee. 

The Committee then adjourned to meet aloin on ZS January, 1983. 



x 
Tenth SItdq 

New Delhi, Monda) I, 30 May, 1983 

. The Commjttee sat frOIQ 11.00 !O 12.15 hours 

PRESENT 

Shri R. R. Bholc--Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri H. K. L. Bhagal 
3. Shri George FernandeA 
4. Shri Jagan Nath K;rushal 
S. Shn Y. S. Mahajan 
6. Shri P. Shiv Shankar 
7. Shri Krishna Prakash Tewarl 
8. Shr~ P. Venkatasubbaiah 
9. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Chief Examiner of Bills an:! Resolutions 

2-3. •• •• • • . .. 
4: The Committee ~o decided to take up further consideration of tbe 

question of privilege.raised by Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P., against Shri R. K. 
. Karanjia, Editor-in-Chief of Blitz, Bombay and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, 

Editor of DrY,; RecOrder for allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of 
the House and casting reflections on bim in If news repon and an articlo 
published in the Blitz in its issue dated 21 November. 1981, at their next 
utting. r:: 

5. The Committee decided to hold their next sitting on 28 June, 1983. 

The Committee then adjourned. 

··paras 2-3 relate to other cases and have accordl;;'-Iy-been"---omi~t-ted-. ---
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XI 

....... 1IItIag 

New Delhi, Tuesday, 2S JUN, 1983 

The . Committee sat from 11.00 to It.SO hoors and llain from 
15.30 to 16.30 hours. 

PRESENT 
Shrl· R .. R. Bhole-Chcairman 

2. Sbri H. K. L. Bbagat 
3. Shri Cbandulal Cbandrakar 
4. Shri George Fernandes 
S. Shri }aipa] Singh Kasbyap 
6. ShrJ Jagan Natb Knusbal 
7 .. Shrl K. Ramamurtby 
8. Shrl Ramayan Rai 
9. Shri P. Shiv Shankar 

10. Shri Zainul Bnher 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-IoiPlt Secretary 

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the Members at. the New 
Committee. 

3-5. •• •• • • 
6. The Committee then took up consideration of'the question of pri¥ilege 

raised by Sbrl Salish Agarwal, M.P., against Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-
in-Chief of Blitz. Bombay and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of 
Delhi Recorder for allegedly misrepresenting the proc~edings of the House 
and casting reflections on him in a news report and an article published 
in the BlilZ in its issue dated 21 November, 1981. 

"para. 3-5 relate to another case and have accordinaly been oOlittocL 
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The C('DUJJittcc decided to accept the apology tendered before the 
Ccmmittee by Sbrl RajpaJ. Singh Chowdhury and published by him in his 
magazine Delhi Recorder. The Committee also decided to accept the 
apology tendered by Shri R. K. Karanjilf and published by him in Blitl.. 

7. The Committee decided thatthed~ft Report on the matter might 
be . prepared and cimulatod to .. membeR 'of th~ Committee for 
coDSideratioD at their next sitting. 

8-10. •• •• •• 
The Committee then t:UijQrU'Md. 



\ 

2-3. 

xu 

Twelfth S~ 

New Delhi; Friday, 8 lui)', 1983 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 12.00 hours 

PRESENT 

Shri R. R. Bhole-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri ChanduIal Cbandrakllr 
3. Sbri Somnat'h Chatterjee 
4. Shri Jaipal Singh Kashyap 
5.Sbri Y. S. Mabajan 
6. Shri K. Ramamurthy 

SECRET ARJAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-loint Secretary. 

•• •• • • 
4. The Committee then considered their draft Fifth Report on the 

question of privilege raised by Sbri Salish Agarwal, M.P., against Shri R. K. 
Karanjia, Editor-in-Cbief of Blitr., Bombay and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, 
Editor of Delhi RecQrder for allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of 
the House and casting reftections on him in a new!; report and an article 
published in the Blitz in its issue qated 21 November, 1981 and adopted 
it. 

S. The Committee decided that the evidence taken before the Committee 
be IlppCnded to the Report of the Committee. 

6. The Committee authorised the Chairman and, in his absence, 
Shri Y. S. Mahajan, M.P., to present their Fifth Report to the House. 

7-9. •• •• •• 
The Committee then adjourned. 

"Paras 2-3 and 7-JJ relate to other cases and have accordilllly been omitted, 
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 
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Sbri Sadlb Aaarwal, M.P. 

un op WITNESSES 

71rur.rday. 10 June, 1982 

• .. 
Fridoy. 2 J,,,~. 1982 

(1) 8bri RaJpal Sinah Chowdhury. Bdftor of Deihl &ctJ" •• Now DeIhl 

(2) Sbri R. K. KarRJUia, Editor-in-Chior of Blitz, Bombay • 

ThurMiay. 18 NOHmber, 1982 

Shri Rajpal Sinah Chowdhury, Editor of D.lh/ &corder. New Delhi 

37 

• 

PAOli 

38 

S4 

75 

81 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORB THE COMMIITEE 
OF PRIVILEGES 

'Thursday, 10. June, 1982 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Mishra-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri George Fernandes 
3. ~hri J agan Nath Kaushal 
4. Shri A. A. Rahim 
5. Shri P. Shiv Shankar 
6. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 
7. Shri Ram Singh Yadav 
8. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SBCJlETAlUAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chie/ Examiner of BiUs and Resolutions 

WITNESS 

Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P. 

(The Committee met at 10.30 hours) 

Evidence of Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P. 

MR., CHAIRMAN: Sbri Agarwal, you have been requested to appear 
before this Committee to give evidence in connection with the question 
of privilege raised by you rgainst Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-cbief, 
HUtz. and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi Recorder for 
allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of the House and casting retlections 
nR you in a news report and an article published in Blitz dated 21st 
November, 1981. I hope, you will state the factual position frankly 
and freely to enable this Committee to arrive at correct findings. 

38 



I 

39 

1'm.uy further inform you that your evidence will be treated as confidential 
till the report of the Committee and its proceedings arc presented to 
Lok Sabha. Any premature disclosure of the proceedings would amount 
to breach of privilege. The evidence whtch you will give before the 
Committee may be reported to the House. You may now take oath or 
affirmation as you may desire. 

(Shri Satislt Agarwal then took the oath). 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Agarwal, if you want to make any statement 
or place any written document, or both, you may do s,o. 

~H,RI SAlISH AGARWAL: 'Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Hon. Chairman and members of this august body, I wish to state as 
follows, in connection with the privilege Motion that I moved in the 
House: 

A notice of breach of privilege and contempt of the House was given 
by me on 9th December, 1981 against Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor, Blitz 
and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor; Delhi Rec()rder. 

Shri Karanjia replied to this notice of mine vide his letters dated 
29th lDt:cember, 1981 and 2nd February, 1982 while Shri Rajpal Singh 
Chowdhury, Editor, Delhi Recorder replied to this notice on 18th February, 
1982. 

The Hon. Speaker, Lok Sabha granted me permission to raise this issue 
in the Lok Sabha on the 17th March, 1982. After thi~ mattcr having 
been raised by me in the Lok Sabha, the House unanimously referred this 
matter to this augusr body for examination and report. The facts leading 
to 'my moving this motion are briefty as under: 

In'the issue of November 21. 1981 of the weekly Blitz published by 
Sitfi R. K. Karanjia on the front page, appeared a news item under the 
caption: "Did AglU'Wal lie to Parliament 7" A fun story about this very 
news item appears' on pages 22 and 23 of the same issue. The said story 
had' ·been contributed by Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor, Delhi 
Recorder. Both 'Shrl R. K. Karanjia and Sbri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, 
ate'lguilty of gross and palpable breacb of privilege and C9ntempt of the 
House inasmuch as--

(a) a false and malicious accusation bas been JCVfDcdagainst 
me in my capacity as _ Member of the Lok Sabba for baving 
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"concealed the truth. when I focussed attention on Anblley's 
links with London millionaire Nirmal Sethia in Parliament arl}' 
in September 1981.. ...................... " 

The said st&tement is a oomplete tissue of ties ........................... ,' •• 

MR. CHAIRMAN: May I point' out to you, Mr. Agarwal, that.t 
you are reading is being recorded. So, in crder to enable the Reponers 
to do it, kindly read a little slowly, so that YOllr statement may be recorded 
ptoperly. 

SHRI SATlSH AGARWAL: Yes, Sir. 

" ......... The said statement is a complete tissu'! of lies. I uever 
spoke in Parliament' either in September or at any other time 
referring to any alleged links of Antlltay with London miUioaaire 

. Nirmal Sethia. There was no occasiOn of any kind whea J 
in any manner whatsoever concealed any truth from the ~e 
or even remotely misled the House. 

(b) There is a further insinuation that the " ......................... .. 
tru!h surfaced with the discovery of teU-iale letter:: which ·damn 
cru~ader Agarwal as the culprit who knowingly and deliberately 
got Sethi a out of trouble ............... " 

This statement is also a complete distortion of facts since 
truth had never been suppressed and so, there is no q\dian 
of its being discovered, much l~ss ,that trnth was dis~ 
because of the fourth letters mentioned in the article, photo 
copies of which have been printed in tIle same issue. 

The tetter of 25th of April, 1978 is a letter addreSled to 
me by Shri Bishwanath Jhunjhunwala, an ex-Memt.r of 
Parliament from Rajasthan. As it was my duty as a Milllileet, 
J got the matter examined and· informed Shri 1hunjhuDWlJa 
that r was getting the matter examined vld~ Jetter dated 19th 
April, 1978.1 never issued apy instructions to .the 
CoHeeior of Customs. When the enquiry auric to ,8e 
madr, obviously, the action was taken by the departmenfillliU. 
Whatever· action the departmeD1 took, wa. communicated ~ 
me through a letter dated 26th A\lgufit', 1978 to Shri Bi!in,--.tl 
Jbunjhunwlla. Vide 1etterdated the 4th September,t9H, 
Shri 1hunjhunwala in turn appeltrs to have conveyed to ~l 
Sethia in London what he had heard from me. To suggest 
that I got Sethia out or any trouble, or that I had suppreued 
fl1is fact from the tlouse, j~ a tt>tal concciction. 
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(c) Equally false is the story ,that I had some animus against 
Sethia bacause he bad decided, at the instance of Mr. Antulay, 
(0 change t'be venue of his proposed hospital from Rajasthan 
to Konba ' 

According to Mr. Nirmal SeUtia, it was the decision to chrmge the 
ve~ue of the hospital he intended to build in Raj:l3than at my instance to 
KOIJkan which led me to whip the very man whom I had met, known 
and belped. As stated above, this in wholly false and fabricated story. 
I have not known Nirmal Sethia at any time. Neither 1 asked, nor be 
~eed to cnn!;truct any hospital in -Rajasthan at my instance. Nor did 
J know that he had changed his plans at Antulay's instance. There was 
no qu~stion of my entertaining any antmus against hin. (Sethia) and I 
Ba¥e not in any manner displayed that animus against him. It is obvious 
fr_ the letter of 25th April, 1978 that Nirmal Sethia was being roughly 
treated &fiI an undesirable person by the Cusloms 'authoritie!l 
in India'. When a respectable ex-Member of Parliament personaDy 
eertiletl that he (Sethia) comes from a respectable family and he should 
not be unnecessarily harassed' in future, it was my duty, as Minister, to 
haw the matter investigated in. the routine course; and this is ex.ctly what 
happened. 

The aurhor of the article, Mr .. Rlrjpal Singh Cbowdhury himself asserts 
thet Scthia is so respectable and has such a reputable family background 
tbat it is impo~sible that he was engaged in anything shady. Under these 
circumstances, the insinuation that I got him out of trouble or "pulled 
b~ chestnuts out of Customs fire" i~ a' clumsy and irresponsible insinuation. 
It ~, lolcly intended to tarnish my image as a Parliamentarian and is meant 
to defer me from raising issues of public importance in the House. 

The whole tenor of the article, and the manner of its presentation leave 
no doubt whatsoever that the article is an in:iDiicd defence of former 
Chief Minister Antulay who is depicted as a "vktlm of a plot" and Setbia 
wbn ill depicted as "baring facts" and me as living in a glass house. 

Articles such as these, based as they are basica:lly upon a wilful 
misrepresentation of the proceedings of the House, constitute a gross 
breach of privilege by themselves. The further morh'c of maligning a 
Membt.-r of ParIlamcnt to screen a corrupt politiciall or hi, friend is an 
aggravating circumstance which makes the offence of Shri R. K. Kanmj,ia. 
Editor, Hill;;' anJ Shri Rajpal ~ngh ChoY'dhury, Editbr, Delhi RecGrder 
un .... ally Le.inour.. Both of them are guilty of breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 
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The explanation offered by Shri R. K. Karanjia in his reply to the notice 
of brench of privilege vide his two letters dated 29th December, 1981 and 
2nd February, 1982 as also the reply furnished by Shri Rajpal Singh 
Chowdhury. vide his letter dated 18th February, 1982 are not at all 
satisfactory and a plain reading of these replies will amply prove my 
contentions. 

Mr. Karanjia is seeking shelter under the plea that the article as publ!shed 
in the Blitz. of 21st November, 1981 was written by Mr. Rajpal S,ingh 
Chowdhury and the' same has only been reproduced in the issue dated 
21st November, 1981. He probably means to suggest that if any b.ne is 
liable for contempt or breach of privilege it 'is not he, but Mr. RajpaI~ingh 
Chowdhury. 

On the other band, Mr. Rajpal Singh Chowdhury is trying to!;hield 
his guilt'under t'he garb of some source having passed this informatioD'to 
him. ' 

The explanations now being offered are absolutely untenable and: ·these 
two gentlemen cannot be absolved of their liability for contempt and ,bl1cach 
of privilege which is manifest per se. The way in which the explanati9ns 
have been offered. further aggravates their crime and they do not deserve 
any sympathy whatsoever at the hands of this august body. 

In his reply dated 29th December, '1981, Mr. Karanjia has statcd that 
the caption, "Did Agarwal lie to Parliament 1" was not It positivc statement 
such as "Agarwal told lies to Parliament" and this proves his absence' of 
malice or ill-will towards me. Drawing of such a distinction does not 
absolve him of his misrepresenting or misreporting the proceedings of'the 
House or making false chm-ges and insinuations which were wholly unfounded 
and unwarrantetl. ' . 

1n Ws letter dated 2nd February, 1982, Mr. Karanjia while replying 
to point No. I, has not replied to this point at all. Point No. 1 is: "I 
never spoke in Parliament at any time either in September or at any other 
time referring fo any alleged links of Antulay with London millionaire 
Nirmal Setbia, there was no occasion of any kind when I suppressed any 
truth· whatsoever". 

On the contrary, he has reproduced those very facts in his reply 
which arc absolutely incorrect and baseless. By re-asserting these facts· 
in his reply he has not only evaded .8 faithful reply to the pOints 
raised in the notice issued by Lok Sabha, but has further aggravated his 
crime by reproducing these facts and this repetition of unfounded charges 
and insinuations makes him guilty of further misleading the House and 
the C\:)mmittee: 
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. Sinll1arly, Shri RajpS'l Singh Chowdhury in his reply dated 18th Feblll)aty, 
·1982 has tried to shift the burden on Shri Karanjia for using this caption 
as may' be clear from para 3 of his reply wherein he has stated : 

"The expressions (i) "concealed the truth when 1 focussed att~ntion 
on Antulay's links with London millionaire Nirmal Set'bia in 
Parliament early September this y!ur ......... " and (ii) ....... .. 
Truth surfaced with the" discovery of tell-tale tettets which 
damn cruslfder Agarwal as the culprit who knowingly,,' ~d 
deliberately got Sethia out of ~ouble" .. "." ..................... : ;.:-
cited by Shri Agarwal in sub-paras (a) and (b) of para 2 of 
his undated letter addressed to the Speaker, Lok Sabha were 
used in the November 21, 1981 issue of the weekly 'Blitz' by 
its editor while introducing and presenting my article captioned. 
'change of hospital site irked Agarwal' in the same issue. As 
I am not the author of these expressions, you will kindly agree 
that the question of a breach of privilege ag$st me on account 
of them does not arise." 

This is the reply dated l8th February, 1982 given by Shri Rajpal <Singh 
Chowdhury. 

The prime objective of these two gentlemen was tC' misreport, misrepresent 
and malign me in order to deter me from raising or highlighting t~e gross 
misuse of authority by the former Chief Minister of Mflharashtra, 
Shri A. R. Antulay in the distribution of cement against receipt of" crores 
of rupees by way of donations to the severlfl trusts created by him. This 
chlft'ge was ultimately established beyond any doubt vide judgement delivered 
by Justice Lentin of Bombay High Court on 12th January, 1982. 

If severe punishment is not a~ded to these gentlemen for grossly 
misrepresenting the proceedings of the House and for making insinu;rtions 
and charges wholly unfounded and unwarranted against a Member of 
Parliament with a view to deter him from performing his Parliamentary 
duties in the public interest, this will amount to putting a premium on 
yellow journalism and will lelfd to a degeneration of the whole democratic 
~~ . 

Further, I would like to add a few more sentences to show why I was 
made a target for this. On 31st August, 1981, a lor of adjournment motions 
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weN &hen notice of by the Opposition Members about the ceU)eUl ~l 
in Maharasbtra, and tlw hon. Speaker did nor allow any on the plea tUt 
the Maharashtra Assembly wu in session; it was a State subject and should 
be discussed there. It was only I who had suggested one way out. You 
will kiodly find it on page 325 .of the Lok Sabha debates dated 31&t Angust, 
19&1. wherein 1 had suggested that this issue can be discussed in the House 
bec::ause the eX('mptions had been granted under the Income-tax Law, and 
tM ~tDe-tax was (f Central subjeet. It was only I who made this point. 
Later on the Ulotion was admitted in the form of tl calling attention motion 
and it was discussed on 2nd September, 1981. It is very much relevant 
in, uu. i~ue. The form of t'be motion was : 

"Reported irreguJaritiC$ in granting income-tax exemptions to certain 
trusts in Mabarashtra and mal-distribution of all essential 
commodities in that State." 

Probably. Shri Antulty or his friends were very much angered with 
tbe cntire OpPOSition and particularly' with me nn this account. It was 
at their instance that they tried to sort out these matters in t~s way. 
Probably at their instance, Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury might have gone 
to L.oon to meet Shri Nirmal Sethia and got copies of these letters, which 
I penomrUy never wrote to him. It is absolutely false that I wrote any 
letter to Shri Sethia. I only replied to the ex-Member of ParIiamen~, 
Shri Bishwanath lhunjhunwala. In the article, it was made to show that 
I wnlte' to Shri Sethia. In fact, I did not know him, and I have never 
met him. Perhaps, his wife, Mrs. Chetna Sethia is one of the contributors 
10 these trusts. Shri Sethia gOt angry with me md passed on these letters 
to Shri RajpaJ Singh Chowdhury. But Ihis i. n ml;ltter for investigation 
by this lIOn. Committee. The question is how a journalist of the ltanding 
of Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, whose Delhi Recorder is a recent 
publication and whose circulation is not very large could go to London 
to meet Mr. Sethin at his own expense. I have my own apprehensions 
and my information from certain journalists is that he was sent to London 
1'0 fetch Eome material against me in order to malign me and to deter me 
from performing my parliamentary duties. 

Th;\t is all I have to say. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Satish Agarwal has made an elaborate 
statement. The letter which he wrote to Secretary. Lok Sabha, has also 
been mainly repeated here and has become the property of this Committee. 

The hon. Members m&y like to ask any questions. 
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SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: There are paras in the article whic~ 
I think you have obviously clarified. You see page 4SS--:-Harassment by 
Customs. It says as follows: 

"The question, it seemed to me underlying the whole sordid affair 
was· why would J\garwal launch an attack: in Parliament against 
Sethia and ask for the files on the London based business 
magnate to be reopened while, at the same time, taking very 
great care to conceal f!'Om his fellow-MPs the crucial fact of 
his own relationship and assistance to Setbia in the past." 

There J.tas been no assistance, there has been no relationship. Then 
it further says as follows : 

"Agarwal did not consider it worthwhile to mention in Parliament 
that he had been intl'oduced to Sethia by the late Bishwanath 
lhunjhunwala, a former lanata MP, and that he had devoted 
considerable effort to be of help to Sethia. 

The Indian born millionaire explained that he had com-
plained to Agarwal during a meeting in the latter's house in 
New Delhi that he was being unduly harassed by Customs 
Department officials at Santa Cruz Airport." 

I would like to .know whether they have been contradicted because 
I came late. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: As far as Nirmal Sethia is concerned. 
I had at no point of time met him; J did not know him. I do not know 
who this gentleman is. For the first time, Mr. Jhunjhunwala, who was an 
MP from Rajasthan in 1971 from Chiltorgarh Constituency wrote'a letter 
to mc regarding harassment being caused by the Customs Department. 
I acknowledged .that letter. Then i instructed the Department to maKe 
an enquiry about it. because the general policy of the Government then 
was not to cause any ha1'8Sllment to any gendeman. This is absolutely 
false that [ raised any question in the lok Sabha either in 1980 or in 1981 
or even in 1982 or even till this date. Not a single 'irntcnee I have 
utterl'd in Parliament against Mr. Selhia regarding Enforcement Directonrte 
or enforcement cases pending against him or any other issue. It wa~ only 
written ~ MI'. lhunjhunwala. After four months. the Department was 
told that the Collector of Customs should be addressed suitably. I did not 
write any letter directly to the Colle.clorof Customs that no harassment 
should be caused to anybody incJudin~ thi" gentleman. I communicated 
S/1 1.55{83-4 
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to Mr. Jhulljhunwala that suitable instructions had been sent to the 
Collector of Customs. I do not remember to have . met him. I do not 
know his family. This is all false. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR ~ If an MP or ex-MP goes on writing, we 
just acknowledge by saying that this will be examined or this is being 
examined. This does not establish our relationship with the person 
concerned. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: I received a letter and I acknowledged 
it. 

SHRJ P. VENKATASUBBAJAH: One thing is intriguing. On page 
456, it says as follows: , 

"Sethia told me that both he and lhun.lhunwala wrote separately 
to Agarwal regarding the Customs Department harassment and 
Agarwal had acknowledged the letters in a note to lhunjhun-
wala, dated April 29, 1978, assuring him that the matter 
would be examined. 

The examination, Sethia. noted, must have been exhaustive 
because it took four moths and it was' not until August 26, 
1978, that. Agarwal wrote to Jhunjhunwala to say that the 
complaint had been investigated, the Collector of Customs 
had been 'addressed suitably in the matter', and expre~sed 

the hope that 'such incidents would not recur'. Smiling 
ironically, Sethia said the hope did, indeed, come true, because 
'ever after Agarwal wrote that' 1ettcr'to me, I have been going 
to India regularly, I have never been bothered, never been 
harassed and nothing unusual has taken place'." 

Mr. Sethia seemed to have told this to Mr. Chowdhury when 
Mr. Chowdhury met him in London. This is another allegation. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: As I submitted earlier, ) never addressed 
any letter to Mr. Scthia. If he was being harassed at the customs office 
or for that purpose if anybody else is being harassed, then, naturally it is 
the duty of the Minister incharge to see to it that there is no more 
harassment. If there is no material proof against him, then why should 
he be harassed? 

SHRJ P. SHIV SHANKAR: You have already made your position 
dear that you did not know this mlln at all. It is -a matter for us to 
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cross-examine him and ultimately if Mr. Sethia' is produced as a witness, 
that would be a different story. You confine yourself to this aspect. My 
presumption is that your comments stand. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: You see page 46l. It says as follows: 

"0: But it was Mr. Satish Agarwal who has raised the matter 
about the enforcement cases against you in Parliament. Do 
you have any comment about this?" 

"A: Basically I think these are opposition tricks. Mr. Satish 
Agarwal is trying hard to bring my letter to the attention of 
the present Finance Minister, but what I don't understand is 
why is he trying to hide the fact that he had met me and 
that he had written a letter to me himself saying that the 
incidents of airport harassment would not re-occur." 

This is absolutely false. Th~ four letters that have been printed were 
not addressed to Nirmal Sethia. I have not r8.ised any question in 
Parliament. ~,the questions are misdirected, concocted or motivated. 
This is a concocted story. 

SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH: You have made two points. (1) The 
statement made by ~hri Sethia that he met you in your house is not correct. 
(2) The statement that you saved him from customs harassment is not 
COlTect. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: I do not remember to have received any 
letter from Shri Nirmal Sethia. 

SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH: One statement was that he met you 
in your house. That has been contradicted by you. Secondly, he said 
that he and Shri Ihunjhunwala have written letters to Shri Agarwal, 
complaining about customs harassment. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: So far as the-1cttcr from Shri Jhunjhunwala 
is concerned, it is all printed. I did not receive any letter from Shri Sethia 
nor write to him. Suppose he has sent a letter to the Department in the 
normal course, they might have disposed it of. But I do not remember 
to have written any letter to Shri Nirmal Scthia. 
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SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: The letter from Shri Jhunjhunwala 
says: 

"Reference OUl' talks in Delhi regarding Mr. Sethia of London, I am 
attaching herewith a letter which is self-explanatory." 

1here are two points. T!tere were some d!scussions before this letter 
came, when Shri Jhunjhunwala met you. You yourself mentioned that 
peopic come and one does not remember all these things. It is quite-
possible that when Shri Jhunjhunwala came and met you, he . was 
accompanied by Shri Sethia. Secondly he says that he is att~ching a letter, 
which is self-explanatory. That could be a letter from Shri Scthia;. it 
could not be from anybody else. 

SHRI ·P. SHIV SHANKAR: May I I'equcst that the entire correspon-
dence from the- Finance Ministry may be called for so that we can 
properly go through the same. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will examine it. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: So far as Shri Agarwal is concerned, he 
has made his position clear, Now the I'ecords will speak 'for themselves. 
He has categorically stated that he has not addressed any letter to 
Shri Sethia. But it is quite possible that the department might have 
received a letter and it was replied in the normal course. If the documents 
are there. we could ourselves look into and find out the position. 

MR. CHAIRMAN; I quite realise that serious issues are raised, which 
should be considered. But off. hand I would not be able to give a reply. 
We will consider it. 

SHRI SA TISH AGARWAL ;. I may say in reply to Shri Fernandes 
that it is possibk when I received a lett(.'!" from Shri Jhunjhunwala there 
might have been a representation addressed to me as Miniskr by Shri Nirmal 
Scthia. My normal practice was to acknowledge the letters received from 
Members of Parliament and not to acknowlcdge or send rcplks to all those 
who arc making reprcsi:ntations. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: On one point you are categorical that Shri Sdhia 
never met you other than in New Delhi. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: I am 100 per cent sure about it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Chowdhury never met you '? , ........ 
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SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: Never. 

SHRI RAM SINGH Y ADA V : You have mentioned in your statement 
that Shri Sethia Wa'S never in trouble or had any harassment from the 
Collector of Customs. The letter of Shri Jhunjhunwala Annexure II, says: 

"I know Mr. Sethia since last 25 years and I do not think he is 
an undesirable person." 

So, ShriJhunjhunwala testified to his character and you relied on 
him. You have stated that there was no difficulty for Shri Sethia from 
the Collector of Customs. But' in your letter of 26th August 1978 you 
have stated : 

"J have got the matter looked into. It has been reported that the 
Collectors of Customs have Leen addressed suitably in the 
matter. I hope such incidents would not recur," 

Can you say what type of "incident" took place with ~hri Sethia, 
because you have stated that there will be no recurrence of such incidents? 

SHRJ SATISH AGARWAL: Shri Scthia in his representation, which 
accompanied the letter of Shri Jhunjhunwala, had alleged some harassment 
at the Customs. The matter was investigated by the Department 
concerned. So, J communicated that the "Collectors of Customs have been 
addressed suitably in the matter." The object was that nobody should 
be unnecessarily harassed, because it was the general policy of the then 
Government that no harassment should be caused to anybody. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now. I put a simple question to you. Why 
were you chosen, particularly when you did not take part in the delibera-
tions, by these two journalists who are supposed to be intelligent persons for 
all sort of these remarks against you ? 

SHRI SATlSH AGARWAL: There are two types of evidence. One 
is, direct evidence and the other is, circumstantial evidence. r have no 
direct evidence to link it up with Mr. Chowdhury or Mr. Nirmal Sethi a 
or Mr. Kai'anjia. But there is one circumstantial evidence which your 
honour may consider. In the month of September, 1981, I had addressed 
a letter to the Finance Minister, Mr. R. Venkataraman, regarding the with-
drawal of cases against Galadhari brothers. In that letter, I had mentioned 
that these Galadhari brothers had their links at the centres of power, not 
only in Bombay but even in Delhi. In that particular letter, I had also 
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mentioned that we must not allow foreign poison to be swallowed by this 
country. I had· also given some background material with regard to Gala-
dhari brothers, how they were indulging in smuggling activities into this 
country for more than two decades, how one of them jumped bail and how 
they are carrying on their activities. . These particular facts regarding Gala-
dhari brothers were brought out in my letter addressed to· the Finance 
Minister sometime in the month of September, 1981. In that particular 
letter, I had mentioned, without mentioning Mr. Antulay's name, that one 
M).'s. Chitra, wife of Mr. Nirmal Sethia, is said to have contributed Rs. 4 
crores to Antulay's Trusts. I did not leak it to the press; 1 did not release it 
to the press. Somehow, it got leaked to the press through some quarters; 
I do not know whether it was from the Finance Ministry. It found a place 
in the Hindustan Times. There it was stated that Mrs. Chitra, wife of Mr. 
Nirmal Sethia and one of the Galadhari brothers were in Delhi. staying in 
Taj Mahal Hotel in Delhi, and watching the proceedings of the discussions 
in the Lok Sabha, in the Rajya Sabha and in the Congress Party. That 
appeared in the newspaper. Mrs. Chitra happens to be the wife of Mr. 
Nirmal Sethia. Naturally, Mr. Nirmal Sethia got angry. Mr. Nirmal 
Sethia had very good relations with Mr. Antulay because Mr. Nirmal Sethia 
had publicly expressed that Mr. Antulay was the finesi person in the world. 
So, naturally, they have got very good contacts. That is how Mr. Antulay 
has got very good relations with Mr. Nirmal Sethia and Mr. Antulay utilised 
the services of Mr. Chowdhury. Mr. Chowdhury got a chance to go abroad 
and collect material from Mr. Nirmal Sethia. This is how the things must 
have developed. 

As you know, there are two types of evidence. I have no direct 
evidence to link it up with the issue. This is only circumstantial evidence. 
This is to be considered and appreciated by you and not by me. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: This will be considered by the Committee. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: It is for the Committee to find out 
how a particular journalist with very modest means with a little circulation 
of his recent pUblication, could afford to go to London· and interview that 
man in London. I could understand Mr. Karanjia going to London, but 
not Mr. Rajpal Singh Chowdhury. 

SHRI P. VENKATASU88AIAH: Mr. Raj pal Singh Chowdhury 
had also recorded one very interesting thing. I would like to invite the 
attention of the Committee to that. The article says: 

"The Indian-born millionaire explained tbat he had complained 
to Agarwal during a meeting in the latter's house in New Delhi that 
he was being unduly harassed by Customs Department officials at 
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Santa Cruz airport. Agarwal offered as an excuse, the plea that 
many innocent persons, such as Setllia, had been similarly harassed 
during tile Congress regime, but he promised he would look into the 
matter and take whatever action was necessary to remedy the situation", 

This has got much relevance to the letter. Mr. Ram Singh Yadav read 
out. 

Mr. Sethia has testified before Mr. Chowdhury that-he met you in Delhi. 

SHRI SATlSH AGARWAL: Mr. Sethia also replied to a question 
of Mr. Chowdhury that Mr. Agarwal was raising questions against him in 
Parliament. I never raised any questions. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: So far as you are concerned, you have 
made your position absolutely clear. I think, if the Chairman agrees, we 

. would stop here as no further elucidation seems to be necessary because 
the witness has put his case absolutely clearly. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: My only suggestion is-he can go out, but 
before he leaves, he may just take a cup of tea. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: This is a statement that was read 
out by the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs : 

"The Indian-born millionaire explained that he had complained 
to Agarwal during a meeting in the latter's house in New Delhi that 
he was being unduly harassed by Customs Department officials at 
Santa Cruz airport. Agarwal offered as an excuse, the plea that 
many innocent persons, such as Sethia, had been similarly harassed 
during the Congress regime, but he promised he would look into the 
matter and take whatever action was necessary to remedy the situation". 

He is also making a statement that he has addressed a letter to you-which 
letter is still not there before us as part of the record and which, I'hope, with 
the decision that the Chairman takes, will become relevant to us. Is it 
possible or not that Mr. Jhunjhunwala might have been accompanied by 
Mr. Sethia? At this point of time it would be difficult for you to really 
remember. Mr. Jhunjhunwala is somebody whom we knew. He was a 
Member of the Fourth Lok Sabha. If Mr. Jhunjhunwala seeks an appoint-
ment with a Minister, he will not be refused. It is quite likely that that man 
might have been accompanied by another gentleman who mayor may not 
have been Sethia but who may now say, 'I was with Mr. JhunjhunwaJa when 
he met you'. Why I am asking this question is this. We have Dot seen 
Mr. Sethia's letter and I do not think we should, therefore, completely 
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He might have stayed behind in the outside room or when Mr. Jhunjhunwala 
was leaving, he might have been introduced. So would you rule out this 
possibility ? 

SHRf SATlSH AGARWAL: That possibility cannot be ruled out. 
In any case I knew Mr. Jhunjhunwala from I~71 when he contested Lok 
Sabha election from Chithorgarh Parliamentary constituency. I went for 
canvassing for Mr. Jhunjhunwala in 1971 and apart from that, I was the 
Convener of the four party front so far as Rajasthan was concerned. So 
practically 1 knew every Member of Parliament from Rajasthan. I knew 
Mr. Jhunjhunwala quite well. He came to my house. He met me in the 
Central Hall also. 1f anybody else came along with him to my house and 
was sitting outside. I might have met Mr. Jhunjhunwala in the drawing 
room and that man might have been sitting in the office room. So I cannot 
say that nobody accompanied him. So far as ) remember. T can definitely 
say that I have not seen Mr. Nirmal Sethia. ] do not know Mr. Nirmal 
Sethia. I did not write any letter to him. Any representation of Mr. 
Sethia that might have accompanied Mr. Jhunjhunwala's letter might have 
gone to the Department. This august body can summon that file. But 
so far as raising questions against Mr. Sethia and maligning him or being 
angry with him or raising questions against him in Parliament, that is all 
absolutely falsc. 

MR. CJ-M.IRMAN: In addition to what Mr. Satish Agarwal has 
stated, I would like to draw your attention to page 456. There it is said: 

"Sethia told me that both he and Jhunjhunwala wrote separately 
to Agarwal regarding the Customs Department harassment and Agarwal 
had acknowledged the letters in a note to lhunjhunwala, dated April 
29, 1978 (see photo copy), assuring him that the matter would be 
examined." ' 

Here if you look to the photo copy of the letters exchanged, on the face of 
.the letters, what Chowdhury writes appears to me not relevant. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Please do not come to the conclusion. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I am not comin& to any conclusion. Now 
-Shri 'Shiv Shankar has vast experience. The question is whether the rele-
'vant information may be obtained from the Finance Ministry? All that 
.must be considered. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: 1 would like to know whether my 
presumption is correct 1 This is based on tbe question that .bas been put 
.by my hon. colleague and the answer that has been given by you. I am 
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assuming-because I would like to know whether my presumption is correct 
or not-that my hon. colleague has put the question on the premise that 
what has been written here is correct. Assuming for a moment that this 
man was not with him when he met you, it is on this assumption that he 
has explained the position and said, 'Could it not be possible to meet a 
Minister l' An M.P. or an ex-M.P. may go over and see the Minister and 
along with him sometimes 2 or 3 people may come. The Minister may not 
know who has come. He gives the credibility to the person who comes 
up because he is an ex-M.P. and during the conversation those people will 
sit outside without the Minister knowing who those persons are and it is 
possible that some persons might have accompanied and it is very difficult 
for you to recall at this stage whether anybody accompanied or not accom-
panied and it is possible that such a person ~ight emerge ultimately as Mr. 
Sethia and he might say, 'Look, I was the person who accompanied Mr . 

. Ihunjhunwala.' 

So, it is on this premise that my coUeague put the question 
to you and it is obviously not possible for a Minister to clearly lay 
his mind on this factor and say "No, I did not mean him at all," 
because it is impossible if you don't know a man and if he has followed the 
M.P., he might sit down separately, the entire conversation might go on with 
tht M.P. or the M.L.A. and ultimately this man says that he followed. It 
is all only an assumption and that is the assumption which my hon. friend 
has brought out and it is not possible for you to accept. Your answer in 
pursuance of this question is that it is not possible. I think my presumption is 
cornet. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL: Your presumption is quite c:crrect. 
Moreover, it is possible tor anyone 10 remember as to who was accompany-
ing a Member of Parliament or an ex-Membet of Parliament. Perhaps the 
p:rson to justify this fact is MI. Bishwanath 1bunjhunwala. Even if he had 
met me and I had assured him that AO harassment would be C'aused, it was 
always my attitude. Even if Mrs. Gandhi and MI. Sanjay Gandhi had come 
for jUitice to m:-, I would give them justic.;.. This was my attitude at that 
point. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR ;' Even assuming that Mr. Sethia comes 
and gives an evidence that he has come and talked to you, well that evidtnce 
will have to. be weighed on its own merits. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL; That is correct. 

(The witness then withdrew). 
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(1) Evidence of Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi 
Recorder. New Dtlhi. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri RajpaJ Singh Chowdhury, you have been 
asked to appear before thi~ Committee to give evidence in connection with 
the question of privilege raised by Shri Sat ish Agarwal, M.P.,againr.t you 
and Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-Chief, 'Blitz', fOl allegedly misreplesent-
iog the proceedings of the House and casting rdkctic-ns cn him in a news 
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report and an article published in the 'Blitz' in its issue da~d 2} November, 
1981. 

. 
I hope you will state the factual po~ition frankly and truthfully to 

enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding . 

.I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may give before 
the Committee is to be treated by you as confidential tin. the Report of the 
Committee and its proceedings are presented to Lok Sabha. Any premature 
disclosure or publkation of the proceedings of the Committee would consti-
tute a breach of privilege and contempt of the Committee. The evidence 
which you will give before the Committee may be reported to the House. 

Now you may please take oath 01 affirmation as you like. 

(The witness then took oath) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: If you have atiy statement to make or any docu-
ment to place before the Committee, you may do so. 

SHR.I RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have a letter to place 
before the Committee. I 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It will be better if you read out this letter slowly 
so that every word of it is recorded. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: This is a letter written 
by me to the hon. Chairman and Members of the Committt.e of Privileges, 
Lok Sabha Secretariat, New Delhi. The text is like this : 

"Most respectfully, I beg to submit the following written statement 
on the question of privilege raised by Shri Satish Agarwal. 
M.P. against me in respect of an article published in "Blitz' dated 21st 
November. 1981. 

. 1. I beg to draw the attention of the Hon'ble Committee to the fact 
that the whole written complaint given by Shri Satish Agarwat 
does not contain any allegations against me personally. A bare 
reading of the notice should satisfy the Hon'ble Committee that 
Shri S. C. Agarwal has a grievance against the front page story 
captioned as "Did Agarwal lie to Parliament". I may say at the 
outset that r am not the author of the front page story of the. 
'Blitz'. 
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2. Taking the complaint of Shl i S. C. Agarwal parawise I may point 
out that paragraph (a) of his complaint deals with the front page 
story contained in paragraph marked I in red in t~ copy of the 
, Blitz' which I am filing along with my written statement. Since 
I am not the author of the allegations contained io this para, I 
,cannot be asked to explain them. 

3. Similarly, paragraph (b) of his complaint relates to the front page 
writing of the 'Blitz' marked II in red of this said newspaper. 
The fact remains that I had not written these columns and as 
such I am not liable to answer these allegations. 

·4. Shri S. C. Agarwal in paragraph (c) has also complained about 
the allegations contained in the column marked III in red on the 
front page of 'Blitz'. My reply to this also remains the same that 
I have not written this column and the charge in respect of these 
allegations cannot be levdled against me. Even in respect of 
the remaining part of the complaint of Shri S. C. Agarwal, I 
may state that all allegations form part of the front page s tory of 
the 'Blitz' and have nothing to do with my story which appeared 
on pages 22 and 23 of the same issue of the Blitz. As a matter of 
fact, this complaint is only confined to the front page of the 
'Blitz' including captions and the photographs. Jt will be con-
ceded by Shri S. C. Agarwal that the front page of 'Blitz' is cer-
tainly not my article. It is mentioned on the front page of 'Blitz' 
itself that my story is printed on page 22 and 23 about which 
Shri S. C. Agarwal has not made any complaint in the notice of 
the privileges sent to the Hon'ble Committee. 

'5. I have already submitted another written' statement Oll 18 
February, 1982 which may kindly be read as a part of this written 
statement. 

I sincerely rtsret that I could not fil~ this written statement a week 
·earlier as I was out of station. 

In view of my above submissions, I humbly request that this Hon'ble 
Committee may kindly hold that I had not committed any breach of the 
privilege as complained by Shri S. C. Agarwal, M.P. and drop the pro-
·oeedings against me." 

SHRJ RAM JETHMALANI: Did you see the article, which 
.appeared in 'Blitz' which mentioned that Shri Satish Agarwal made a 
certain statement in Parliament in which he suppressed the truth? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 
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SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Did you make any enquiries to find 
out whether in fact Shri Satish Agarwal had made such a statement in-
Parliament? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Truthfully, I have not 
gone through the proceedings of Parliament as yet. But, if you read my earlier 
letter, I did mention that if Shri Satish Agarwal did not make any statement 
in Parliament. J tender my apologies, a conditional apology. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You think you have no duty or obli-
gation to the country and to your readers? When a Member of Parliament, 
solemnJy declares that he has not made any statement, you should at least 
take the trouble of v~rifying it. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINOH CHOWDHURY: My first contention is. 
that I am not a party to the article, which is lhe subject matter of privilege. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI : The notice to you was not sent by Shri 
Satish Agarwal. You received a notice from Lok Sabha that your statement 
that Shri Satish Agarwal madea statement in Parl4ament on this subject is. 
a false report. 

SHR[ RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: First of all. there is noth-
ing against me in the notice. Still, as I mentioned in my earlier letter, I have 
tendered my apology. If he has not said anything in Parliament. I have 
regretted. In fact, if Shri Agarwal had mentioned it earlier to me, I was. 
willing to correct myself. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Jt is only in very exceptional cirum-
stances that conditional apologies are accepted. [t was your duty to have 
found out whether your statement was correct or not because the statement 
of Shri Agarwal is a matter of public record. Instead of trying to find out 
the truth,' you say you are not responsible for it. You refuse to say you are 
responsible for it. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: As I have already men-
tioned, if he has not said it in Parliament, I have regretted it. That is all. 
What more can [do? I am still maintaining that stand. . 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: You should remember that you are 
hefore a Committee and that you have got to speak in a manner that main-
tains the dignity of the Committee. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I am hearing that in mind. 
I am not in iouating anything. I am stating what I know. I am not a law-
yer. What I am saying is that technically Shri Satish Agarwal has not 
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.alleged anything against me. He is referring to the front page story in Blitz. 
If you go through the front page story, you will know what I am talking 
about. > 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Your contention is that Shri Satish 
Agarwal has not made any complaint against you. Is that correct ? 

SHR] RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: It is right. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: If you look at the complaint, Shri 
Agarwal has said : 

·'The said story purports to have been contrjbuted by Shri Raj pal 
Singh Chowdhury, Editor, Delhi Recorder. Both Shri R. K. Karanjia 
and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury are guilty of gross and palpable 
breach of privilege ana contempt of House ... " 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: In the following para he 
says: 

"a false and a malicious accusation has been levelled against me in 
my capacity as a Member of the Lok Sabha by having concealed the 
truth when I focussed attention on Antutay's links with London 
millionaire Nirmal Sethia. > ... 

This is not part of my story. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Am I to understand that it is your 
-case that notwithstanding the fact that tbe earlier part of the statement 
made a specific reference to you, it is offset by the subsequent paragraph ? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is my case. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Wilt you kindly look at the last para 
-of his complaint, where he says: 

"Articles such as these, based as they are basically upon a wilful mis-
representation of the proceedings of the House constitute a grOtiS 

. breach of privilege by themselves. The further motive of maliguing 
a Member of Parliament to screen a corrupt politician or his friend is 
an aggravating circumstance which makes the offence of Shri R. K. 
Karanjia, 'Editor Blitz and Shri Raj pal Singh Chowdhury, Editor, 
Delhi Recorder unusually heinous. Both of them are guilty of breach 
of privilege and contempt of the House." 

Do you mean to say this is also nothing against you? By your letter, which 
you read now, you seem to take the stand that Shri Satish Asarwal has not 
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made a complaint against you, therefore, the jurisdiction of this committee 
is non-existent and hence you must be discharged of the contempt of the 
House. Is that what you want to say? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: I read out to you the first portion and 
you have explained what you think. On the last para also, is it your case that 
even this also does not involve you in whatsoever manner? . 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I am trying to say that 
what he has stated in the first and last paragraph are on the basis of what is 
mentioned in paras A to D. They do not relate to me. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Do you know that notwithstanding a 
complaint not being filed, if it is a scurrilous matter or a matter which 
affects the dignity of the House, the House can take cognisance of that matter 
and refer it to the Privileges Committee for deciding whether a contempt of 
the House is involved? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: 1 am aware of it. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Have you seen the reference that has 
been made to the Privileges Committee? 

SHRI· RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have. 

SHRJ P. SHIV SHANKAR: The Resolution of the House reads: 

"That the question of privilege against Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-
Chief of the Biltz and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi 
Recorder for allegedly misrepresenting the proceedings of the House 
and casting re6ections on Shri Sat ish Agarwal, a Member of this 
House, in a news report and an article published in Blitz dated 21st 
November, 1981 be referred to the Committee of Privileges for exami-
nation and report." 

So, are you aware that the House has passed a Resolution, referring the 
matter of privilege against you also to this Committee? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Yes, Sir. May I say that 
I have mentioned all this in my earlier letter? I will read out those para-
graphs. 

!III! SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Now what have you to say on the merits 
of the case? It was the article in the Delhi Recorder which was published 
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in the Blit:. Are you in a position to give any explanation on that? Or, 
do you feel that you have made a mistake and, therefore, you want to offer 
an unconditional apology before this Committee? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Whatever I have to say,. 
I have said in that letter. I have mentioned there : 

"I may assure you, Sir, that through my article mentioned above I 
had no intention whatsoever of either misrepresenting the proceedings 
of the Lok Sabha or of maligning an hon. Member of our august 
Parliament. I may also point out that I have nothing personal against 
Shri Satish Agarwal, MP, and had he brought to my notice the fact 
of his not having referred to the alleged links of Shri Antulay and . 
Sethia on the floor of the House I would have gladly published his 
version in my magazine, Delhi Recorder and put the record straight." 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: We have read your letter. Is it your case 
that you have nothing to add to what you have rcad today and what you 
have stated in your earlier letter? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have nothing more' to 
say. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Your article contains the following 
statement: 

"And a thir~ murmured in my ear, 'who is the person who fed the 
journalists the line about Antulay's trusts being ilIegel and why did a 
former 'Janata Cabinet Minister make accusations about Sethia in 
Parliament, while taking great pains to conceal the relationship he 
had established with Sethia during the Janata regime ?' " 

Do you concede that this is a para written by you? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI : In this para you said that Shri Satish 
Agarwal made a statement in Parliament. 

SHRI RAJPAl SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: When you wrote that article, did you 
verify it and find out for yourself whether Shri Agarwal made a statement in 
Parliament or you published that statement without taking care to find out 
the truth? I want a simple answer to this question. 
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, I }~RI RA~fA:~ SIN,<?¥ Ca:9WDHUR~, : 1 i , fr9JJ1 ,01l\e t source. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Some source told you and you did not 
verify it? 

SHRJ RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY : Some source t9kl me, 

SHru RAM JETHMALANI: You are a reSponsibJejourna!ist. You 
kn<\w that the proceedings of the House can very easily be verified. You 
havo not read,of such proceedio~ of the House in atlY n~w~paPOr, ;Yet, on .1._ I. ..... ' f ..' fi I , I (' • r;; .. '... ~ "" ~L __ ..t' 
~ 'll""-3IS 0 some se"ret 10 orma lon, you hl1srepresen~ t11e prO~~J.Ilgs 
of tho House. I') I " ~" I " 

l' ,I \ 
SaRI RAJPAL SINGH CS:9W~HURY . • Fp tl}at l,.h~ Ie ndcted 

my _P910gy to the Houso. 

SHRI p, Smv SHANKAR: Aoology is no a weapon 0 defdIoe. 
Whether it sb6uld be accepted h tlsJ ebtireiy at the discretion of the 
CO_ttee. Of COl.lr e. it is for you to '<led&- b'ow you'sb:oUld put uptH.c 

.~' ",'I 
SHRI RAM JETHUALANI : Even till today yo'll! have not verified 

it. Even a~ter a ole.jlln de W . '?p( ~ .. ber ofl ratl: e), 'I \l have 
not cared 0 look at the recordS to find out whether your statement was 
ri~t or not. II 

( , 
., SHRI RAJPAt SINGH CHOWOlrVRY : There) was po auem ton 

my part to tni~TePtoSbnt' my J caSe 0 to malign' him in J any way. It . 
Satish Agarwal bad written to me bis YeI~iort , I wo Id hJive 'published it. 

" I I,' ' I "- f- r .! 
I SHRI RAM ,itBTHMALANI I I am 'asking you. as a respob ible 

journalist ,what have you dODC'Z ' 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have apologized. 
Ii I ' r , 

SHRI RAM .JJrrBM;ALA1){I: Apologize,d for what? 

, S~ ~PA SIN~H P iIOWDHURY ; It w~J no~ nw~tion d in 
r~rlialnent . ,SO"1 , a:pol gtzed, • 

sItRr RAM IE'rHMALANI' : Mtu gettiot a solenui iiotict ft6m ft,e 
Cot\iniitti:e, ~ou nave not bated to verify wllether ~h t ydu lIa e stated I 
right or not. What kind orr,sponsibte j utnahs a~e You 1 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGli C~9WD u~; ! vcr'~ ~ to t~f ~xtcnt I 
could verify. 

S/l lSS/8j;....S 
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SHRt RAM JETHMALANI: When did you verify? What did you 
verify? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I will not get into an argu-
ment. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You have put yow self in this posi-
tion. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I stick to my point; The 
notice is DOt against me personally. Secondly, if I have made a·mistake, I 
have tendered my apology. That is all I can say. 

SUR! RAM JETHMALANI: Do you realise that you have made a 
mistake? 

SIQU RA1PAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I do realise that he..Jlas 
not .. m~ a statement ill Parliament. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You have found out that Shri Satish 
Agarwal has not made a statement in the House. 

·stI·!U RMPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY : That is right. 

SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT: My question is simple and you give a 
straight answer without any 'irs' and 'buts'. When you heard from some 
source that Shri Agarwal has made some statement in Parliament, as a res-
ponsible journalist it was your duty to verify it from the records of Parlia-
ment, or from the Member concerned whether he had said it. You did not 
do that. Even at that stage we expect when some reference is made to the 
proceedings of Parliament the journalist should verify. You should 
have verified. 

The whole thing must be made straight. There is no question of ifs 
and buts. You yourself hav~ said that you could know about it. When 
he has nO,1I said anything in Parliament where is the question of saying 'if 
he haS nouaid this in ParUamefit'1 Why do you not say that your regret is 
sincere? Having known now that it is wrong and you committed a mistake, 
you are absolutely sorry for this. I want a straightan&wer. Instead of using 
ifs and buts do you not feel that you committed a mistake by saying that he 
said this thing in Parliament and having come~to)mow that he has not said 
you 'offer an unqualified apology? 

SHRi RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY; Yes, Sir. I do offer aD 
unqualified apology. 
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SHRI . RAM JETHMALANI: Will you publicly state it in your 
newspaper? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No ifs and buts. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY; r am ready to tender 
apology and shaH do so publicly itt 'my paper. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You will publish that yow original 
statement was wrong. You' found out that Shri Satish A,arwal made no 
such statement. You have tendered an unqualified-apology. All these. facts 
you are putting. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: You have just now said that you 
~ did verify finally anB discovered that Shri Satish Agarwal did not make a 

statement in Parliament. When did you make this discovery? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: This was in the last 
two months. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Was it after you wrote this letter 
to the Privileges Committee or before that? 

SHRI RAlPAL SINGH CHOwDHURY: Part of it I had verified. 
All the' sources were not avaiiablc. I, therefore; wanted to be very sure. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: I am asking about Shri Satish 
Agarwal having made the statement or not having made the statement. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: While I wrote my first 
lett~r. my sources were not very clear. But it was confirmed from the same 
S'ource and a few others after I had written the first letter. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: The defence that you took before 
and which I presume is still your posi~on is, you have said in the second 
letter that various points have been raised, etc. etc. Are you very' technical 
when you take this position or you are taking ..•.. , 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I am being very technical 
. ~ .. SHRI ClEOR-GE FERNANDES: I would like to draw your atten-

tIOn to- • . 

"Concealed the truth when I focussed attention on Antulay's links with 
London Millionaire Nirmal Sethia in Parliament early September thilI 
year", 

Your point is that you did not make that statement. 
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!, SHRl RAiPAL'SINGH 'CHOWDHURY: 'fhat;fa'ri~ht; 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Will you look into that article" 

Harassment by Customs. 

"The question, it s~~d to llw,~deriy~ the ~hql~ sorJial~~~~ ,was 
why would Agarwallaullch an attack in Parlianient against Sethiaand 
as'k for tlle filC*' titt the'IA'I1dOn~1il9od btIimesi 1i1agnato'to bne-opened 

, ; w1lile,'at' the 'Sam~'time.:taIciDg'very great care to CQDCeQHlom his 
reUd~-MPa the erud.t, fi.~ df his own relationship and, .aaiJtaIKle to 
Setbia in the past." 

Do you seC :any simj'l'~ithri pad 8' ~d' wbat yoil 1{a~ Writttn'l 

'SHRlRA.JPAL'SINGH cHO\Vt)H't1RY :'~pt "~~cealed". 
The reSt is on th6frOtit 'page. 

" :1 , " 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: The article of the Editor of Blitz 
is a: synopSis' or'~hat yb(J ba~ ~tteri. 

" 

, " , .S~~U.~AL,SINGI1 ~O~D,H,-!RY:, May be, Mr. Karanjia 
bas given his statement. I cannot say. . 

! 

SlJRI! QEQRGij FIi~~P,BS, ,W~)' ,did Mr. :~prwa1 ip1ead that 
-he, waa' woqq\l&lifiod and, ~Cii held the pCJint against whom the acc,u~ons 
were levelled'! ' ", , 

: ,'P.a 'c': of~ri Aaarwal'slettcr whc54; agajn yoU' deny t1¥: quole,' Do 
you sec any similarity in what Shri Kar~njiahaswritten in hi~ synopsis and 

: whitt, yoii have wrltten'l" '" ' 

,', SHRI RAI:PAl.. SINGH CI;iOWDHUR. Y: I am purely ,omg by 
notie<;. Agarwal Customs victim, etc. is not written by me. Whatever he has 
~:ven in the BtUz. I am not aware. You have to ~ihim. 

Even going fl1rt~r, victim of plot, etc., is on the front page. 

I am vcry technical. Sofai' as my .conscience 'says r have apolol1ted. 

"SaRI SOMNATH CHAttERJEE: You do not dispute that your 
.!tiole 'Was based' on (he· pte1nise: that 'Shti Agarwal bad u,f1' certain thiDga 
on the floor of Parliament. Is it right or not'! ' ' , 

"-'SUru: RAJPAL Small CHOWDHURY: Myusumpti~n was on 
the basis or certain sources. I have mentioned' that earlier. 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: Do you agree with me that 
if was the premise? 
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SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: My article is about 
Shri Nirmal Setma and Satish Agarwal. That is my basic story. My 
story is not based on whether he said in the Parliament or he had not aaid 
In the Parliament. The breach is because of that technical problem. But 
my story was something else. 

SHRI SOMNATH CHAITERJBE: That was not the premj~. 
You say, yes or no. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Yes Sir. 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: Would you now look at your 
letter of 18th February, 1982 addressed to the hon. Speaker? You come 
to the 4th paragraph beginning with the words "In the aforesaid article 
(4)ntributed by me .... ". You see that last sentence. For this premise, 
you relied on your so-called source information and not the proceedings of 
the Parliamcnl which are available very easily. Is that the position? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I wiH go into detail. 
When I was doing this article, I was not in tM country. I was talking 
more on tlte telephone. The people in the office were preparing thia article. 
I was in New York.. So, I had to back on my so~rces. It is only when 
I got baek to India, I got to know about the facts. 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: We are concerned about the 
facts of Mr. Agarwal and about his making this 'statement in the House 
or not. Please do not run away ftomthis. 

~HRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have verified it only 
after my return. 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: Mr. Chowdhury. we under-
stand that in respect of proceedings in Parliament, what one Member may 
have said or may not have said, you 'roly on yaur so.ca1Jed source informa-
tion and not the records of Parliament. You arc prepared Ilo make .tate--
mcnts, allegations, insinuation against a Member of Parliament without 
caring to ascertain what are the records of the Honse. 

SHR[ RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I did not say that. 

MR. CHAIRMAN·~ If you rely on your source information which 
proved to be utterly unreliable,have you not to pay the price as a sea.soned 
and responsible journalist? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: What is the price? 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: The price may be unqualified apology. 

SHRI JAGANNATH KAUSHAL: No. Th~ price is, if yo~ 

commit contempt of the Houst=, yOl.l( source will not he ab.le to save you. 
You please again try to understand. All the hQQ. .Member~ EIl'e tJ;ying to 
tell you that there is a simple issue which you are facing. You said, on the 
basis of some information given to you, 'Mr Salish Agarwal has made certain 
statement in Parliament'. In that case, (1) it is the duty of a journalist to 
verify from the record of Parliament whether such a statement was made 
or not; (2) if the statement which was given to you by the sOW'Ce proves to 
be incorrect, you have to pay the price unless you rectify your mistake at 
the appropriate time. This is what all the hon. Members of the Committee 
are trying to tell you. 

P SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have already mentioned 
to you. I am willing to give an apology, an unqualified apology and I am 
willing to publish it in my paper. 

SHRI JAGANNATH KAUSHAL: Again, may I say,the question 
of willing or unwilling·to give an apology does not arise? Are you really. 
sorry '1 Are you really repentant that this is a mistake you committed? 

SHR~ 'R.A.,rt!A{'SINGH 'CHOWDHURY: This is what I wanted 
to say. 

I :. '..,' •. . • . " . : 

SHlU CHANP:U ~AL CHANPR~K~~: I t,hjnk,.y~u have.alr~dy, 
heard c;>ur colleagues very carefully,..~ ,I thio~~s.. ~ .~esJ?onSiblej,QurtiaIi~k 
you would like to realise what the feelings of the Members are. At the same 
time, you would like to consider ali these thiBgs" tbat y~u . have written. today 
or you want some time to say somethiog finally? Do you think tha,t you , 
require some more ,time fpr it? Have you studied everything or you want 
to study something' uiore ? 

.'.' .. ", ,'. • •• ' ._ J I : ) • L • ; ; • ~ ~ , , 
·SHRI RAlPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is what I say. 

express my apology . 
I 

. ;'~ ;.; · .. :u·; .. ;.:~ '\"J;(.:.,~ , ~". ~ ,:" .',}: ..... 
SHRI P. SHIV SH4.N~~,: ,:.00 th~ qQ~~tioJl Rf,apptqp. I'l~~p(). 

make one thing clear. As I said earlier, apology 18 not a weapon of dd'cnce. 
Those who offer tile apology'·must _purge their conacien~ .. '. It.. D)~,90me 
from the heart. You must feel innately that you have committed the mis-take ;and yo" should give an impresskin that. y.ou a[~J'~lyvcry,. ~. and 
tllet must come from the. bQttom .of. the .hcal1as .thoqh you,~ ~. 
The way in which you arc trying to say is not COQvi~i.nI.thQ C9.t~. 
It gives_an impression $lt aa.if we are very keen to get an apology. I do 
not think"anybOdy 'here is kceo't~ 'g~t'aD 'apoloi):: PleaSe don~t be under 
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the impression that merely because you will give an apology that we will 
accept it. That is also not the point. The choice is yours-absolutely 
yours. The tenor and tone is also yours. Nohody is in a position to 
control you. At the outset, I made certain positions ekar to you. 1 thought 
at thig stage, I must make the position clearer on the basis of what my learned 
colleagues have observed. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY; I am trying to explain 
in the best possible way. It is my sincere apology--may be, not the way in 
which you expect me to express. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Insofar as the willingness to 
express the apology is concerned, is it only with regard to the simple ques-
tion of Mr. Agarwal not having made the statement in Parliament '! All 
for the rest of the article, do you stand by it ? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Yes Sir. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: If he says that he stands by the rest 
of the story, it means he stilI maintains that Mr. Salish Ag<irwal has sup-
pressed the truth. If you remove the "Parliament" factor, you maintain 
that he has suppressed the truth somewhere. Right '? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Outside the Parliamcnt, 
may be, yes; in the public, may be, yes. I am a journalist. J haw stilJ 
not completed my story_ 

SH'RI RAM JETHMALANI: You stilJ maintain tha't he has con-
cealed the truth from his fellow Members of Parliament, b~t nol on the 
floor. of the Housc. If you still maintain that, then 1 have a few qu~tioD\i 
to ask you. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I think. I h."toot been 
called here to say that my whole story is wrong. 

SHRI.RAM JETHMALANl: After.a few questions, you will admit 
that even that is wrong. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINOH. CHOWDHURY: Whatever I am able to 
answer, I will do, For whatever I cannot answer, you wiU'havc to give me 
some more time. 

SIIRI RAM·' JETHMALANI: Whep you wrote this article, you 
knew &t YOllwere,auackingMr. Salish Agarwal's char:acter as a Member 
of Parliameot-forgct,whether itv.ras on the floor of the House or elsewhere. 
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SHRl'iRAJpAL S~G:H:_ qrOWDHtitif: L<it :uiefirstlinak~ Clear 
that I knew the story I wa. dOing .... 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Wheo·you wtote -thfs artieJe~'-ybu' 
intended to attack Mr. Satish Agarwlt's -tharacier asa Meriibbr of 'hi-liit,;, 
ment that he was guilty of suppressing the truth. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: After interviewiD.J~r~ 
Nirmal Scthia, after taking his version. and arter seeins the other documents; --

1 

yea. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: By writing this article you did intend 
to teU the public that Mr. Satish Agarwal was a dishonourable Member of 
Parliament. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWOHURY: I would not like to 
answer that at this moment. I am not -8 lawyer. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You do not have to be a taw1er' to 
answer that. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: This question I cannot 
answer attbis moment. I will have to consult my lawyer. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You refuse to answer the question. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I do not say, I refuse to 
answer; I say, 'at this moment, I cannot answer. 

SIiRi RAM JETHMALANI: Before you wrote this article attackins 
Mr. S&tish Agarwal's character, did you have the decency to contact Mr. 
Sadsh Agarwal and ask his version ? 

SHRI' RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Before publishing the 
article in Blitz. I did. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Before writing this article, did you 
contact Mr. Satish Agarwal and find out what he had to say? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Through a 'source', 
yee; Dot parsonally. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI : Did your 'source' intimate to you that 
he bad contacted Mr. Satish Agarwal? Did your 'source' report back to 
you'l You told Mr. George Ferenandes that you still maintain tho rest 
of tho story as truth. I want t9 show you how irresponsible you are. , 
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SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: My article was on the 
basis of an interview with Mr. Nirmal Sethia and the documents which I 
received. That is all. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Did your 'sourcc' inform you, after 
contacting Mr. Satish Agarwal, that Mr. Satish Agarwal had admitted tp 
him that he had made a statement in Parliament? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I am not trying to go 
round. What I am trying to explain Is that it is on the basis of an interview 
with Mr. Nirmal Sethia. He mentioned it to me. I did not mention it. 
I just published my interview with him. I am only quoting him, not me. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Why did you not in your article 
publish what Mr. Sat ish Agarwal had told your sourcc ? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I could not get him. 
Even after having published the article, if be had anything to say, I am still 
willing to publish it. I had gone by the interview given by Mr. Nirmal 
Sethia and the facts given to me. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You had not contacted Mr. Sati~h 

Agarwal personally before the article was published. 
SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: He was just not avail-

able. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Your article in Delhi Recorder wa~ 
published after you interviewed Mr. NirmAISetbia. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 

SHRI P.SHIV SHANKAR: I am just referring to your questioh 
on page si· of Delhi Recorder. You put a question to Mr. Nirmal Sethla. 
I quote: 

"Q.: But it was Mr. Satish Agarwal who has raised the matter 
about the enforcement cases against you in Parliament. Do ydu have 
any comment about this ? 

A.: Basically, I think, these are' Opposition tricks. Mr; Satish 
Agarwal is trying hard to bring my letter to the attention of the present 
Finance Minister but what I don't understand is why is he trying to 
hide the fact that he had met me and that he has written a letter 
to me himself saying that the incidents of airport harassment would 
not re-occur ...... 

Is tbis position correct? You put the que~tion and the answer waagiven. 
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SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Yes. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You tried to contact Mr: Satish 
Agarwal through a 'source' and that 'source' never reported back to you 
what Mr. Agarwal had to say. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I did not say, he never 
reported back to me. I think, he was out of station; he was not available. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Therefore, your 'source' did not re-
port that he has not been able to contact Mr. Satish Agarwal. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: My conscience is very 
clear, . , , 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: I am not worried about your con-
science; I am worried about the facts. Bd"ore you published this article, 
you neither contacted Mr. Satish Agarwal personally nM succeeded in 
contacting' him throUgh any source. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Tllefefbre,. yOU did not'know 'at, all 
what Mr. Satish Agarwal had to say on thepoio'.· 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is right. 
• SHRI RAM JETHMALANI.: About -these letter~ from· where <lid 

they Come, from whom? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINOH CHOWDHURY: I cannot tcll you my 
'sourCe" witliout cortStiltiilgmy lawyer about this. How can I give )'ou my 
'sourCe'? I 'am a journalist. I canMt 'live you my soutce, wbo satd what t-() 
me. 

SHRi p, SHiV SHANKAR.: The question that is bCiAg. asked is, 
whether these letters blLVe been b4ndedover to you through your ·source'. 

SHRI RAJPALSINGH CHOWDHURY': It hal to be thr.ugh some 
'SoUI'CC~: 

SRiu P. SHtV SHANKAR: I thlDk, you ·caD be .s~c.The ques-
tion that is being.asked is, whether these letters that came to your poueuion 
were banded over to you through your own ·source'. 

SHRl RAJPAlJ SINGH GHOWDHUaV.: TbU· is. ri ..... 
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SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Beyond the letters or the links which 
these letters disclose, you say, you have no other material. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Besides these letters, [ 
had other material which I have not published as yet. I still have some 

, material with me. Whatever I wanted to publish at that stage, J did. 

SHRt RAM JETHMALANI: Whatever you have puhlished is based 
only 'on the basis of those letters . 

• SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: It is based on those letters 
and the interview given to me by Mr, NirmaJ Sethia. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: All the three letters disclose that the 
Mcm.ber of Parliament wrote something to th.e Minister and the Minister 
said, "I will have it examined in due course." 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I do not know what you 
are trying to get at. 

SHIh RAM JETHMALANI: You have read these letters? 

SH1U RAJPACSINGH CHOWDHARY': Yes. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: You know, whenever any Member of 
Parliament or ex-'Membet of P~rllcimen£ has any grievance to mltlCe to tbe 
Minister, the Minister in the normal routine course of things gets the matter 
examined by the Department. Do you know it as' a responslb1e jouritaUst'1 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I will not go into the de-
tailS" of my stoi"yrikht'now~ It'is an unfinished story.' I havebei:ohauled 
up for a breach of privilege. That is wby I have stopped writing it. J haW 
cctlain proofs that h~ had links with Mr. Ninnal Sethia. I take his word. 
He gave me an interview, 

This is what Mr. Nirmal Sethia told me and tbis is what I have written. 
I have not gone irii6' further dethiis.' 

SHR1RAM JETHMAtANI ': How much care had you-tifCen to 
exanune1tbe' AritJI~y affair? ' Ybu"have 'mentibl1ed ;abour.'M'f.: A'ntuhlf 'in 
this' ~rticTe: H6w much of' investiga:tlOrl 'had' you done on tliat? 

SRRI RAJpAL SmGR CHOWDHURY': I 'have';~n' wtitibg' on 
Mr, Aritulay'fofa·16hg'titne. Thili was not myfirsr atr'Ic:le 'onhtm: 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Since when? 
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SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY·: For quite some time. 
1 do not remember, sillce when, But I have written quite a few articlC8~ 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: I want to know about the material 
publisbooabout him in this article. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I am quite familiar with 
Mr. Antulay and the Maharashtra politics. I have been writing about him 
and about the Maharashtra scene for a long time. But what I am trying to 
say now is that. if my breech is restricted to the fact whether he said or not 
in Parliament, I apologize sincerely. The rest of my story has nothing to 
do with it. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: If you were thoroughly' irresponsible 
and were making nn attack on a Member of Parliament without verification 
of facts, without talking to him, we may not accept your apology. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I am willmg to apologise 
very sincerely. But what you are trying to say is that my story is incorrect. 
That iii a different thing altogether. Let us not mix up the two things. 

SHRI RAM JETI-lMALANJ : Unl~ I am satisfied about the 8~J,1uinc­
ness of your apology .... 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY; I . will ~atisfy you to any 
extent on that. But my story has nothing to do with that. I regret that 
my source was not a good source, J should, not have relied upon him. and 
1 sincerely regret for that. 

SliRI RAM JETHMALANI: It is the sam!; source .which has again 
given this .... 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have 110t said, the 
same source. There are many other sources. 

SHRI RA M JETHMALANI: I am still not satisfied. 

SHRI II. K. L. BHAGAT: We shall sec ,after the witness goes away 
whether we are willing to accept his apology or not. As far as I am con-
cerned, I am not going into the qe~tion of the rest of your story, Mr. Rajpal 
Singh Choudhury, what Mr. Nirmal Sethia said, and so on. If nC(;C8Sary 
and if the Committee thinks it proper to,go into that queslion. we,,,,,jU do 
that. Here one thing which needs to be made clear is this. You did Dot 
make an enquiry about his speech in Parliament, whether he spoke or not, 
which you. should have made. Any souroe Olay tell you anything, but it is 
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YQur responsibility as a journalist to make an enquiry from the person con-
~ ,or to check up from the record of Parliament. Bu.t you did not do 
~& alld you published it on the basis of what the source told you., and you 
feel sorry for it. As Mr. Shiv Shankar has said,we are not out to extract an 
apology from you. We mayor may not accept your apology, but we want to 
be satisfied with your apology so far as your reference to his making the 
,spe.edl in Parliament is con~rued. whether you sincerely, from the core 
of your heart, tender an unqualified apology which you will publish in your 
paper. That is my straight question. You may say 'yes' or 'no' without 
Bny atrBUmenta~ 

SHIH RAlPAl SINOH CHOWDHURY: yes, Sir. 

'SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: The martcrwas railed inPaTlia-
ment by Mr. Satish Aprwal on 9th December, 1981. You came to 
know about it from newspapers, I ~e it. 

,SHRIRAJPAL SINOH CHOWDHURY ~ Yes, Sir. 

SHRI SOMNA nt' CHATTERJEE: ThcJ;! you sent a reply, pursuant to 
a notice from the Lok Sabha, on the' 18th February, 1982, that is, more 

. thaD two months later. In -that letter, in the, la_ portion, you ",y: 
"If I gave credence to an assertion which is now not borne out by facts 
in so far as Mr. Agarwal did nOl, as he claims. actually speak in 
Parliament about any alleged links of Mr: Atitulay withShri Nirmal 
Sethia, I have no hesitation in expressing my sincere regrets for any 
w.rong impCCS5ion that my article may laav~ caused." 
Even after more than two months, you had not verified it. Was that 

the position then when you wrote this letter? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWbHURY: At that time I was not 
fully satisfied. 

SHRI SOMNA TIl CHA TTER1EE: Before writing 'the letter to the 
Speaker, LolL Sabha, you had not verified that at all ! 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHlJR Y: I had not. The realon 
, (or this WIS, I had been told by my source, he had made a certain statement, 
ud I was trying to go .through newspapers and others. In the meantime 
I had to give a reply and I went ahead with the reply. 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: If you conie to your article which 
was published in the Blitz under the heading "Harassment by Customs", 
you have said in one of the paragraphs: 

"The question, it seemed to me underlying the whole sordid affair was 
why would Me. Agarw~, lMriJoh an attack in Parliament agaiiiST 
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Mr. Sethia and ask for the files on the London-based business mag-
nate to be reopened while, at the same time, taking very great can: to 

. conceal from his fellow MPs the crucial fact of his own relatidnship. 
and assistance to Mr. Sethia in the past. to 

In the ~ext .p~uagraph you say : 

" ... that he had devoted a considerable effort to be of help' to Mr. 
Sethia ... " ' ' " 

These two paragraphs clearly refer to his conduct as a Member of Parliament. 
What you intended to refer or mention in these two paragraphs was the 
conduct of Mr. Satish Agarwal as a Member of Ptuliament' clearly; un-
equivocally these two paragraphs refer to his conduct in Parliament. Did 
you ,not intend that? Answer 'yes' or 'no'. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I have apologized, and 
I sincerely apologize, I am very sorry, that my source 'Was inconect; I 
should have checked up whether he said on tQe floor of ~ House OJ not. 
I regret very sincerely for that, and 'I well,mew) it. ' , 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: Does your apology also extend 
to those two paragraphs? 

SHRl RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: That is something also 
altogether. That is my story.:. . ' , '" 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTEIVEE: I have again to go back to my 
question. Did you not intend to lefer to Mr. J\,garwal's conduct in Parlia-
ment when you wrote these two paragraphs? Say 'yes' or 'no' . 

. SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I don't think sa. That 
was not my intention. 

SHRI P. smv SHANKAR ~ Have you anything more to say? 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: I would like to sum up 
by saying that I sincerdy regret that T did not go through, check with, the 
proceedings of the HO\L.,e More publishing or writing the fact that he said 
in Parliament. I should have checked up. For that I bincerely regret. 

SHRI P', SillV SHANKAR;. Speaking for myself, your tone and 
tenor of speaking have been such that we are notl satisfied, at least I am not 
satisfied, with the sincerity of your apology. Please put it in writing and pass 
~t on to us. We shall consider. 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY·: I shall do that. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: You may go back, and after some time, send 
in- writing what you have to say; because may be, at times people are agita~ 
ted, and only in cooler moments, when they are calm and collected, the true 
feelings are expressed. And then whatever you write is supposed to ~ the 
true feelings.... -

, 
SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT: If you are giving an unqalified apology 

for that, give it in writing. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: On this isSue you have understood the wholt: 
tenor of the discussion. So whatever you have to- say, you please give it in 
writing. It will be helpful to the Committee as also to you. ' 

SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY: Could I do it tDmorrow 
or do you want it to-day1 

. MR. CHAIRMAN: To-day after an hoUl~if that is posaible. 

SHRI DHARAM BIR SINHA: Will you take into consideration 
the two paragraphs Mr. Chatterjee referred to. You say: 

"The question, it seemed to me, underlying the whole sordid affair 
was why would Agarwal launch at attack in Parliament against 
Sethia ..... 

Whether it did reftection Mr Agarwal's conduct as a Member of Parlia-
ment-when you write your letter, you clarify that point. 

SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT: lust I am endorsina what Mr. Sinha has 
said., In these two paragraphs there is a reference that Mr. Agarwal as a 
Member of Parliament is not honest. In the apology you make it clear that 
you had no intention to attack Mr. Agarwal as a Member of Parliament. 

The witness then withdrew. 

(2) ETldeace of Shrl R. K. Karaajia, Editor-ia-Chlef, BLITZ, Bombay. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri R. K. Karanjia, you have been asked to 
appear before this Committee to give evidence in connection with the 
question of privilege raised by Shri Satish Agarwal, M. P., against you and 
Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi !Recorderl for allegedly 
misrepresenting the proceedings of the House and casting reflections on 
him in a news report and an article published in the Blitz in its issue 
dated 21st November, 1981. -

I hope you will state the factual position frankly and truthfully to enable 
this Committee to arrive at a correct finding. 
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I may i~form you that und.er Rule 275 pf t~ R.qle~, ()( ~oG94~rc and 

'Conduct of Business in Lok Sa"ha, the evidence tha~ you may,give,hefore 
the Committee is to be ,treated by you as confide~tial ,till theRepqrt of, the 
Committee and' its , proceedings ,~rc presente4 t~ Lok, .sabha.,~y 
premature disclosure or publication of the proceedings of the Cqmmittec 
would oonstitute a breach of privilege and contempt of the Committee. The 
,ovidcQCQ. whioh you will' give ,beforetht COI1llmittoe may be fepomed to the 
House. 

Now you may pleaIIC ,take .oath or aftil:matioA 8r$:fQUi like. 

The witness then ,made tlu:" 4lfiJrnat,ion. 

'. MR.' CHAtaMAN : Ifyoo ha'ie -ally do¢umei1tS that:you want ,to plac:c 
before the Committee, you may do so. 

"'SHRI R: K:. KARANIIA : Nothing beyond whaf'I' ba~; already placed 
," ¥~~ ,the cp~it$ee. 

SHRI R*M JETHMALANI: The communicatitll1 which you have 
.' ,?,~his cil~it~~-l J1aYQJ~ne t,hrp~a9i~I"'~ t~keJqhaq'(H,I'rstand is 

, ~. ~OUPQ,1;>~~ aJ,1. a:f~~, ~rit~,by; sRmc;p,o~y F.~~C: and,ypu~qblished 
more or less a synopsis of what that article says without ,anyip~pendent 
inquiry of your own. 

SHRI R.K.. KARANIlA: That is Jtrue. UnfortunatelyJ,took wbat-
eYer ~ P!lblished by the Delhi ~eco~der .a~ tn'~.,.I qUe$Jio.l!ep 9t~ editor 
andthelll aSke;d, him ~o contribute an arti!=le together with t~ extra. ipatt:rials 
tbat be bad in hi· pnsse.ssion in. the form of ph<>tostat copies of the let~JS. 
Of rour~, I too~ his. word. '.' . . . . 

SHRI RAM lETHMALANI : In the light of the subsequent events 
I think you have discovered that it was an 'error on your part to have pub-
li~ it. 

SHRI KARANlIA: Absolutely. There is no doubt at all. 

SHRI RA,M lETHMALANI:. I think Y911 are. sorry for it. 

SHRI KARANlIA: I am sorry for it. ~ .said so. Not pnly~at. it 
. was <:ertainly not m'ltiyated by wilrul misreprcsentation,as has been said. 
I drlnk I am as .much a vi~tiJJl ora plan as was Mr. Satish Agarwal. I took 
whatever had app;,arcd as true. 

. SHRI RAM lETHMALANI: 1, ho~ you will give due publicity to 
i(in your paper. 
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SHR I R. K. KARANJIA: Yes, of course, J have nlaiotaiaed in 
my lc;t~'1 that if Mr. Agarwal or any b:>dy rise fl'pudiatcs what we had 
published or what had been published three weeks previously in the ~/hi 
Recorder. I would out of my own sense of honesty and (airness have 
publishe4 it and also o-xpresse4 my regret for it. 

SHRI RAM lETHMALANI: We hope you will do that now. 

SHRI R. K. KARANlIA: With pleasure. , 

SHRl P. SHIV SHANKAR: Repudiation is a 4ifferent a~ al-
together. The main point is and I quote: I 

"One of these votaries of truth Satish Agarwal himSelf conuaJed the 
truth when he focussed attention on Antulay's links with LoDdon 
millionaire Nirmal Sethia in Parliament early September this 'year 
conveniently forgetting his very own Sethia connecti(ln." 

It transpires that so far as Mr. Agarwal is concerned he did Dot make 
any reference or eVen did not speak in Parliament itself. Of coune, you 
have said whatever had appeared in the Delhi Recorder and on the beais of 
what was haqded down to you by Mr. Chowdhury you published. I pre-
sume that once you had come to knt'>w that Mr. Agarwal himself did Do,t 
make any statement you must have felt sorry from the very bottom of yoar 
heart .... 

SHRI R. K. KARANJIA: I did. 
SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: .. , and at) Mr.lethmalani put it wbethCr 

Mr. Satish Agarwal repudiates it or not the correct position would be that 
in the apologetic tone you would certainly publish it in your paper. 

SHRI R. K. KARANJIA: Yes. 
SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: Mr. Karanjia, you me aD ex-

perienced journalist. Here you have not only reproduced an Artiele but you 
. have aL~o given your commeDts. Do I take it that your comments were 
based solely on your appreciation or understading of what was written by 
Mr. Chowdhury? 

SHRI R. K. KARAN1IA : To the best of my knowledge, yeti. Since 
the sam~ Mr. ChowdbutY had contributed, a similar Article to his own 
Paper and I was in Delhi and also in Bombay where I saw the walls plaRtered 
with poster~ and in the packground of w~t had become a turbulent contIo-
Versy at that time where everything was said on all sides in that kind <1f eli 
mate I thought I would call Mr. Chowdhury, speak to him and ask him to 
corroborate his Articles. He had mentioned about iome photo copies. J 

S/J LSS/R3-6 
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did not see the photo copies but when he came to me he managed to con-
vince me ab'lut his bonafides and somehow or other I did not make the 
necessaryinquiries as to the basis of the Article whethcl Mr. Satish Agarwal 
hid m!tde such a speech in Parliament or not. 

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE: We appreciate what you say 
but do I take it that your news report was based on your understanding of 
Mr. Chowdhury's Article or on some inaependent inquiIy? 

'SHRI R. K. KARANJIA: Just MI. Chowdhury's Article. 

SHRI SO~NATH CHATTERJEE: Do I take it that you appreciate 
'When an Article ref~'I's to a speech made in Palliament the best way to verify 
it is from the records of- the House1 

SHRJ R. K. KARANJIA, Yes. 

~HRI SOMNA.T~ CHATTERJEE: J\nd that was not done. 

·SHRI R. K. KARANJlA: It was not done. 

SHRf SOMNATH CHATI'ERJEE: There was some reference in 
Mr. ChowdhUlY's Article to Mr. Satish Agarwal's conduct as Mem~ of 
Pai'liament. Have you to say anything about that? 

SHRI R. K. KARANJIA: Since Delhi Recorder had come out with 
all fanfare of pubficity and there was no rejoinder and I also asked Mr. 
Ch.owdhury as to whether he received any reply. He said what reply can 
,~re be. He had been to two continents and done investigatory reporting 
and get the photo copies and met the persons ... 

SHRI RAM JETHMALi'\NI: Except the person whom he attacked. 

~iIRI R. ~ .. KARANJIA ~ May be so, 

MR. CHAIRMAN; Am I correct that 'whatever might hav~ beell the 
reaSon for your publishing what you did in the issue of Blitz Nov, 21, 1981 
you sincerely regret that . 

. ~HRI ~~ K. ~NJIA; I do .. I have nothing but admiI~on for 
Ml\ Agarwal and tb!' way he stood. up fOF popufar causes. \}nfQft;.una,tely, 
0,11. ~s particluhu \ssue we were involved in. an angry controversy ov,et 
Mr, ,fultu.J.ay-whether he was right or 90t-and that controversy had drag-
.Je4 \he Presiding ~cers of both the Houses~ .. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: That we understand. 
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SHRI DHARAM BIR SINHA: There are other, aspects in the 
Article which reflect on Mr. Satish Agarwal's conduct as Member of Parlia-
ment. Are you sorry about that also? 

SHRI R. K. KARANJJA: Yes, Once the basis of the Article is 
blown up the rest follows. ' If you want me I would be happy to publish a 
statement. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: When you publish the necessary Article express-
ing regrets please send a copy of the same to the committee. 

SliRI R. K. KARANJIA: Yes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It should be published on the front page. 

, SHRI R. K. KARANJIA: I will do so. I hope the Committee will 
realise that it was not done out of any ... 

MR. CHAIRMAN: That you have already explained. 

SaRI P. SHIV SHANKAR : Since you have expressed your intention 
to publish plea~e don't write that you are doing it at our instance. Please 
don't make any reference to the committee: 

SHRI R. K. KARANIIA: Yes. 

, SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: In your letter. you have mentioned 
~t whatever you wrote ·on the front page is but a summary of what Mr. 
Chowdhury had written on pages 22-i3.' Do you feel that it wa.~ a faithful 
summary or synopsis of Mr. Chowdhury's article ? 

SHRI R. K. KARANJIA: I will tell you why I did it: It does not 
itself say anythi~g: it is only just a re-production of another publication. 
I think: I have said it already. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: You &aid that it is a brief summary. 
Now, I think, what my learned friend would like to know is this: You have 
Just relied on what i~ published in the 'Delhi Recorder' and you have re-

o produced-perhaps in your own language, but the substance is the same. 

say. 

SHRI R. K. KARANIIA:- I don't think there was anything added. 

SHRI RAM lETHM~LANI: No part of it is your document, sO to 

SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT: We very much apprecite the right stand 
you have taken-you have been'a journalist of national and international 
reputation-and We sp;:cially appreciate the straightforward attitude 
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which you have taken in this matter. YOl\ said, Mr. Agarwal did not send 
his version. If he had sent his version, you would have very gladly published 
it. AB a matter of principle what is the correct practice, I just want to know. 
When Ruch a story comes to you for publication, should it not filst be verified 
independently with the persons who are actually concerned? It should run.e 
been done automatically, without any body complaining to you, without 
the Privilege Committee taking note of it. When did you come to know of 
this fact, that Agarwal did not make a speech in Parliament '1 If you came 
to know of it, why was it not published then and there? . 

SHRI R. K. KARANIIA : I came to know after the Privileges Com-
mittee was seized of the matter. 

My Legal Adviser said, if I say anything, it was likely to be treated as 
contempt; the better thing is that I should keep quite. I should not say 
anything till the matter is finished. 

But, on the other hand, if Mr. Agarwal or any body, any Member of 
Parliament had pointed out to me that such a speech was never made and 
so on, I would certainly have published it on my oWD-I would not say 
'apology', but the other version of it-so that teaders are aware of the ver-
sion of both the sides. 

SHRI H.K. L. BHAGAT: The front-page headline says: 'Did 
Mr. Agarwal lie to the Parliament?' Would you not agree with me that if the 
story is wrong, and if such a headline is put, it would not be proper; such 
innuendoes should never be made. It is not proper; and without verification 
such a thing should Dever be published. Actually, without verification it has 
been put. 

SHRI R. K. KARANIIA: The·fault was, I did not verify it. 

SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT: Thank you very much. I have finished. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: You will, I think, put it in the same 
type of bold letters, so that people will be satisfied that you have put the 
truth corrlX:tly. We leave it to you. Thank you very much. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: So that the damage done is t:ifectively 
repaired. We leave it \0 you; Y(/U do it as e;tIcctively 8i poSbible. Thank 
you. 

Mit. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Karanjia, you may now retire. 

SHRI R. K. KARANnA: Thank you, Sir. 

(The witness then withdrew). 



Thursday, 18 November. 1982 

PRESENT 
Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav -In the Chair. 

MBMBJIIUl 
2. Shri Chandulal Chandrakar 
3. Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal 
4. Shri K. Ramamurthy 
S. Shr i Dharam Bir Sinha 
6. Shri Krishna'Prakash Tewari 
7. Shri P. Venkatac;ubbaiah 
8. Shri 7.ainul Basher. 

SeCRETARIAT 

'Shri M. P. Gupta-Chief Examiner of Bills and Resolutlo1U 

WITNESS 

Sbri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, 
Editor of Delhi Recorder. 

(The Committee met at 10.30 hours) 

Evidence of Shri Rajpl Singh Chowdhury. Editor of Delhi Recorder. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury : You have been 
asked to appear before the Committee of Privileges in connection with the 
question of privilege raised by Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P. agaiDIit YciU and 
Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor-in-Chief of Blitz, Bombay for allegedly mi~­
repre8t"Dting the proceedings of the House and casting reflections o~ him in 
a news report and an article published in the Blitz in its issue dau.d 
21 November, 1981. 

As decided by the Committee, you were asked on 4 October, 1982, 
to publish your apology promill('ntly in your magazine, Delhi Recorder, 
in its next issue and forward a copy thereof expeditiously for being placed 
before thC Committ~c. You were also reminded on 19 October. 1982 to 
publish your apology expeditiously. 

Plca:;e explain the reasons for not publishing your apology so far. 
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SHRI RAJPAL SINGH CHOWDHURY : I got the letter. My 
office received the letter on 4th October when I was out of town. I had left 
instructions to the office that no confide.ntialletter addressed to me should be 
opened, since I was in tru, field. When 1 came back, I was told about the 
lettel by the office. Lakr on, the letter dated 19th October was sent when I 
was still out of station. That explains the delay in replying to your letter. 

As far as printing is concerned, we normally close it 15 to 16 days 
before the-date of issue. We received the letter only on the 4th Octl,bt;r. We 
should hav~ closed the magazine latest by the 25th of the earlil.:r month. 
Hence it was not possible to plint it in the Octob~r issue. A reply to your 
letter dated 5-11-1982 was sent on 10-11-1982, explaining my position. 
It says : 

....... However, in this connection it may be mentioned that your 
letlJ!r No. 18/1/82-Priv./L-l dated 19-10-198~ was duly acknowledged 
on October 20, 1982 by Registered A.D. Post. It was pointed out 
therein that as the Editor, Mr. Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, was out of 
station, the apology will be published in our next issue. 

It was followed by another letter dated Octobc.-r 25, 1982 in 
which we had mentioned that we will certainly accommodate the 
apol.)gy in the next issue "in the manner suggesttld by you. 

This is to confirm that the matter for the apology has already 
been sent to the Press, and it will be carried ill the November issue. 
A copy of the same will be sent to you as soon as the magazine is 
out." 

I have got the lQagazine before me now. There was a strike. What 
I llave with me is oot a ~mplete issue. Anyway. I wiD DOW circulate it to 
the Mombers of the Committee. It is at page 2. 

SHRl K. RAMAMVRTHY: tdost of the conespondenoc with tbK 
~iat was made "only through your G.M. You Devor s~ ~y one 
of the letters. This particular privilege issue was raised .inst you sinoe 
you are incharge of this magazine. What made you not to sign ~t corres-
po1ldenoe'l 

SHRI CHOWDHURY: As a normal practice, I do not lIip speoiaRy 
wIleD I am out of station. 

SHRI K. RAMAMURTHY : Then how did you come to know about 
this correa.ponderice1 

SHRI CHOWDHURY; I gave instructions to open it. 
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SHRI K. RAMAMURTHY: This particular issue is against you 
particuiar.y,not against the company. He may be the executive head of 
your concern. What made you not to sign any letter? 

. SHRI CHOWDHURY: I have no objection in signing any letter. 
This is a matter of practice. 

SHRI K. RAMAMURTHY: It is peculiar to know that these papers 
were not signed by you. This is a matter concerning yourself and your 
magazine. I thought you deliberately did not sign. 

SHRI CHOWDHURY: That is not the case. 

SHRI K. RAMAMURTHY; Your GM cannot carry out all sort of 
responsibilities. 

SHRI CHOWDHURY: He is not carrying out all sort of responsibi-
lities. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You may go now. 

The witness then withdrew. 
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APPENDIX I 
(See paras 13 and 16 of the Report) 

Copy of Notice dated 9 December. 1981. by Shri Salish Agarwal. M.P. 

Shri Satilh Aprwal. M.P. 
3, Ferozeshah Road, 
New Delhi. 

The Secretary. 
Lok Sabha, 
New Delhi. 

Dear Sir. 

I hereby give notice of breach of privilege and contempt of House 
under Rule 222 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok 
Sabha against Shri R. K~ Karanjia, Editor. Blitz and Shri Rajpal Singh 
Chowdhury, Editor, Delhi Recorder as under alongwith the relevant copy 
of the Blitz dated the 21st November, 1981 :-

In the issue of November 21, 1981 of the Weekly Blitz published 
by Shri R. K. Karanjia on the front page appeared a news item under 
the caption: "Did Agarwal lie to Parliament" A full story about 
this very news item appean on pages 22 and 23 of the same issue. 
The said story purports to have been contributed by Shri Rajpal 
Singh Chowdhury. Editor, Delhi Recorder. Both Shri R. K. Karanjia 
and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury are guilty of gross and palpable 
breacb of privilege and contempt of House in as much as-

(a) a false and malicious accusation has been levelled against me 
in my capacity as a Member of the Lok Sabha by having 
"concealed the truth when I focussed attention on Antlllay·.\' 
links with London millionaire Nirmal Selhia in Parliament 
earlier September this year.. . . . . .. The said statement is a 
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complete tissue of lies. I never spoke in Parliament at any 
time either in September or at any other time referring to 
any alleged links of Antulay with London millionaire Ninnal 
Sethia. There was no occasion of any kind when I suppressed 
any truth whatsoever. There was no occasion of any kind 
when I in any manner whatsoever concealed any truth from 
tbe House or even remotely misled the House. 

(b) Ther¢ is a furth:r inshuation that th! " .... Truth surfaced with 
the discovery of tell-tale letters which damn crusader Agarwal as 
the culprit who knowingly and deliberately got Sethia out of 
trouble. . . . .. This statement is also a complete distortion of 
facts since truth had never been suppressed and so there is no 
question of its being discovered, much less that truth was dis-
covered because of the four letters mentioned in the article 
photocopies of which have been printed in the same issue. 

The letter of 25th of April, 1978, is a letter addressed to 
me by Sbri Bishwanatb Jhunjhunwala, an ex-Member of Parlia-
ment from Rajasthan. As it was my duty as a Minister I got 
the matter examined and informed Mr. Jhunjhunwala that I 
was getting the matter examined vide letter dated 29th April, 
1978. I never issued any instructions to the Collector of 
Customs. When the enquiry came to be made obviously the 
action was taken by the department itself. Whatever action 
the department took 'Was communicated by me throush a 
Jetter dated 26th August, 1978 to Shri Bishwanath Jhunjhunwala. 
Vide letter dated the 4th September, 1978 Shri Jhunjhunwala 
in tum appears to have conveyed to Nirmal Scthia in London 
what he had heard from me. To suggest that I got Sethia out 
of any trouble or that I had suppressed this fact from the House 
is a total concoction. 

(c) Equally false is the story that I bad some animus against Sethia 
because he had decided at the instance of Mr. Antulay to change: 
the venue of his proposed Hospital from Rajasthan to Konbn. 

According to Mr. Nirmal Sethia it was the decision to 
change the venue of the Hospital he intended to build in Rajas-
than at Agarwal's instance, to the Konkan which led me to whip 
the very man whom I had met, known and helped. As stated 
above, this is wholly false and fabricated story J have not 
known Nirmal Sethia at any time. Neither I asked nor he 
agreed to construct any hospital in Rajasthan at my instance. 
Nor did I know that he had changed his plans at Antulay's 
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instance. There was no question of my entertaining any animus 
against him and I have not in any manner displayed tbat animus 
against him. It is obvious from the letter of 25th April, 1978 
that Nirmal Sethia was being roughly treated as an undesirable 
person by the customs authorities in India. When a respec-
table ex-Member of Parliament personally certified that he 
comes from a respectable family and he should not be unneces-
sarily harassed in future, it was my duty to have the matter 
investigated in the routine course arid this is exactly what 
happened. 

The author of the article Mr: Rajpal Singh Chowdhury 
himself asserts that Sethia is so respectable and has such a 
reputable family background that it is impossible that he was 
engaged in anything shady. Under the circumstances, the 
insinuation that I got him out of trouble or "pulled his chest­
nuts out of customs fire" is a clumsy an~ irresponsible insinua-
tion. It is solely intended to tarnish my image as a Parlia-
me~tarian and is meant to deter me from t:~ising issues of 
Public Importance in the House. 

The whole tenor of the article' and the manner of its 
presentation leave no doubt whatsoever that the article is an 
inspired defence of Chief Minister Antulay who is depicted 
as a "viCtim of a plot" and Sethia who is depicted as "baring 
facts" and me as living in a glass house. 

Articles such as these based as they are basically upon 
a Wilful misrepresentation of the proceedings of the House 
-constitute a gross breach of privilege' by themselves. The 
further motive of maligning a Member of Parliament to screen 
a corrupt politician or his friend is aD aggravating circums-
tance which makes the offence of Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor, 
Blitz and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor, Delhi Recorder 
unusually heinous; Both of them are guilty of breach of pri-
vilege and contempt of the House. 

Enol: Copy of the Blitz dt. 21-11-81. 

Yours faithfully, 

Sd/-
SATISH AGARWAL 

Division No. 457 
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(See para 13 of the Report) 

Copy of News Report by Shri R. K. Karanjia publisltPd in BLITZ dated 
November 21. 1981. 

DID AGARWAL LIE TO PARLIAMENT? 

Critics of Chief Minister A. R. Antulay, who have been freely throwing 
the' charge of "LIES" at everybody, including Prime Minister Indira 
Gan,dhi. Rajya Sabha Cnairman HidayatuUah and Lok Sabha Speaker 
J~khar, themselves c~nnoi escape the taint of black kettles, 

One of these votaries of truth Satish Agarwal, himself concealed the 
truth when he focussed attention on Antulay's" links with London milltonaire 
Nirmal Sethia in Parliament early September this year, conveniently for-
getting his very own Sethia connection. 

As Minister of State for Finance in the Janata Government, Agarwal 
himself pulled Sethia's chestnuts out of the Customs fire on the intervention 
of the late Bishwanath Jhunjhunwala, then Janata M.P. 

This shocking truth surfaced with the discovery of tell-tale letters· 
(see photocopies) which damn crusader Agarwal as the culprit who know· 
iogly and deliberately got Sethia out of trouble, as one of his subsequent 
letters to Jhunjhunwala clearly assured "Collectors of Customs have been 
addressed suitably in the matter ...... such incidents would not recur." 

While launChing a tirade against Antulay, Agarwal evidently thought 
his own role in helping Sethia whould not be revealed, and merrily opened 
a broadside against his friend Sethia and Antulay, to the delight of the 
latter's critics, little realising that, one day, his own part in a sordid episode 
would be exposed. 

What led Agarwal to whip tbe very man he had met" knOWD. and 
helped? 

According to Sethia, it was tbe decision to change the yenlU! ()f the 
hospital he intended to build in Rajasthan, at Agarwal's instance, to the 
Konkan, on Antulay's persuasion. Evidently, any stick is good enough 
in politics, even if, in the end, it lands on ones own back. 

---
• S~e Annexure. 
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ANNEXURE TO APPENDIX II 

. Bishwanath Jhunjhunwala 
Ex-Member of Parliament 

(Lok Sabba) 

My dear Syt. Satish ji, 

Phones: Off: 21-3631/32/33 
33-A, Chowringhee Road. 
10th Floor, Caleutta-700071 
25th April, 1978 

Reference our talks in Delhi regarding' Mr. Sethia of London, I am 
attaching herewith a letter which is self-explanatory. I know Mr. Sethia 
ainee last 25 years and I do not think he is an undesirable person. I would 
be grateful if you would personally look into the matter so that this gentle-
man who comes from a respectable family may not be unnecessarily haraued 
in future. I am ~ming to Delhi on the 23rd morning to attend Kanwarlalji'. 
daulhter'. marriage when I will have the pleasure to meet you and I do 
hope that by that time you will be familiar with the matter. 

With kind regards, 

Enel : As above. 

Syt. Satish Agarwal, 
Minister of State for Finance, 
Government of India, 
New Delhi. 
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Yours sincerely, 
Sd/-

(8. N. JHUNJHUNWAL A) 



Dear Shri Jhunjhunwala, 
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3261/115 (EC)78 
MINISTER OF STATE FOR FINANCE 

INDIA 
NEW DELHI 

April 29, 1978 

I have received your letter of 25th April regarding Shri Selma of 
LoDdoa. I am getting the matter examined. 

2. I look forward to meet you in Delhi on 24th May when you ere. 
comia. to attond the marriage of Shri Kanwarla1ji's daughter. 

With regards, 

Shri BiabMDath Jbunjhunwala, 
BII-'Member of Parliament, 

YoUR lincerely, 
Sd/-

(SAnSH AGARWAL) 

33-A. Chowringbee Road (10th 800r), 
calcutta-700071. 

Dear Shri Bishwanathji, 

D.O. No. 2693/P.S/SC/78 
MINISTER OF STATE FOR FIJIlANCE 

INDIA 
NEW DELHI 

August 26, 1978 

Please refer to your letter dated 2'-4-1978 conc:erninl Shri Sechia. 
2. I have got the matter looked into. It has been reported dlat the 
CollectOR of Customs have been addressed suitably in the matter. I bope 
sucb incidents would not recur. 

With regards, 

Sbri Bishwanath JhuDjhunwala, 
Ex-Member of Parliament, 
33-A. ChowriDJhCC Road, 
(10th Floor), 
Calcutta-70007 I . 

Yours Sincerely, 
Sd/-

(SAnSH AGARWAL) 



Bisbwanatb Jhunjhunwala 

My dear Nirmalji, 

33-A, Chowringhee Road, 
(10th Floor), 
CALCUTT A-700071. 

4th September, 1978 

,. 11m sending herewith a copy of' a letter received from the Minister 
of State for Finance, which is self-explanatory, for your information.. 

With kind resards, 

; ,1 ... " .', i: 

.. 

Encl : As above. 

Mr. N. K., Sethia. 
69, :rho iJdgcway. f 

London NWll 8 PH. 

.• 1', ) 

Yours sincerely, 
.. ;. 

Sd/- ,.:;,' :.; 
(eo N. lHUNJHUNWAJ",A) 

. "';'0 )_1. : 
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Copy of article by Shr; Rajpal ~ingh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi 
Recorder published in BLITZ dated November 21, 1981. 

CHANGE OF HOSPITAL SITE IRKED AGARWAL ...... PLANNED 
T ARRIN.G OF ANTULA Y • 

Raj pal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi· Recorder, 
has done valuable research into the Antulay afl'l!ir all the 
way from Bombay and Delhi to London. BLITZ there-
fore invited him to contribute an article on THE OTHER 
SIDE of the case on which the rest of the press has appa-
rently put an embargo-Editor. 

., 

Every so often a journalist gets a gut feeling that a story still in a 
nascent stage will ultimately let loose shock waves that will reverberate 
tbroughout the land. This was the feeling I had last May, when I ~ in 
BOmbay doing the spadework on a story for the Deihl Recorder .. 

My instincts told me then that Maharashtra Chief Minister A. R. 
Antulay was heading for a barrel of trouble because the spectacular schemes 
he planned to implement for the betterment of the city of Bombay and 
the State of Maharashtra were antagonising too many vested interests. 

Vested conspiracy for CM's ouster 

Antulay and his plans to decongest Bombay, clean up the city's horren-
~ous slums, to move the textile industries out of the island city, to rel~cate 
Mantralaya and all government establishments on the mainland and to 
make the administration work for the poor and the needy, would soon 
have to deal with an Opposition united only in their common leisure to 
thwart the Chief Minister and safeguard their long-held preserves of power 
and patronage. 

~ . .... . 
Intimations of the coming storm came to me from a top operator in 

the real estate and construction business who expressed his concern at the 

9S 
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"lunatic act" which would cause a crash in the housing and building ec0-
nomy. Since the "economy" had been thriving on an appalling situation 
where a flat in Bombay cost anything between Rs. five lakhs to a crore, 
the repercussions of Antulay's determination to decongest the ,ity by moviog 
both the government and industry out can wen be imagined. 

This announcement at a time when the Maharashtra government 
was under pressure to raise the FSI which would have put a few more 
huBdred crores into the pockets of the sharks completed the background 
to the vested conspiracy for the Chief Minister's ouster. 

Once the 5torm over his bold plan to decongest, clean up and beautify 
Bombay broke over his head, it was certain that the Maratha power based 
on the susar lobby he had crushed would join the Opposition he bad managed 
to defeat for a determined counter-attack. '*' . 

Echoing my fears for Antulay's political future was no less a personage 
tban the country's leading industrialist J. R. D. Tata. 

When the storm broke, I had that instinctive feeling again that under-
lying the fury was a carefully orchestrated campaign that was making 
AntWaY its victim rather than its target. Careful analysis of the treatment 
of the trust funds that Antulay had set up clearly revealed that each new 
revttation was merely a rehash of the original, carefully contrived articles 
that bad been crafted with a malicious touch by a self-avowed oppooent 
of the Prime Minister. 

PlIlDIIed artid. with malicious touch 

My enquiries also elicited whispers of a namc:-Nirmal Scthia-3nd 
tantalising tidbits about a young millionaire who left India, :is a teenager, 
apprenticed him~elf in the tea trade in Londlln and rapidly built his com-
pany into a multinational. 

"Check Scthia's connections with a Janata Cabinet minister", one of 
my sources said: "Find out if Sethia antagonised any of the politicians in 
Parliament because he decided to build a hospital in the Konkan rather 
than in Rajasthan," said another source. And a third murmured in my 
car, "Who is the person who fed the journalists the line about Antulay's 
trusts being illegal and why did a former Janata Cabinet minister make 
accusations about Sethia in Parliament while taking great pains to concoal 
the relationship he bad established with Sethia during the Janata regime 1" 

Following the trail of these tips took me to London and a lensthy 
interview with Setma, who talked with the frankness of someone who has 
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nothing to hide. The young, personable business magnate, who has wlde-
sproacl trading interests in Africa, struck me as someone who had initially 
bocn bewildered by the gossip and speculation centring on his name. but 
was angry now because he had come to realise that he had become the 
innocent weapon with Which vested interests wished to spear the honour 
aDd fCPutation of Antulay. whom Sethia described firmly as "one of the 
bst persons I have met in my life." 

Setbia related how he had come to meet Antolay and discussed with 
him a plan to build a major hospital in Jaipur to honour his father's memory. 
He went on to narrate how Antulay had convinced him that Jaipur had 
sufficient hospitals ano that the elder Sethia's life would be better comme-
morated by locating the hospital in the Konkan, an area that desperately 
needed medical facilities. 

The young businessman explained, that in agreeing to locate the 
hospital complex in the Konkan. he must have aroused the wrath of Satish 
Agarwal. the Minister of State for Finance in the Janata Government and 
a native son of R.ajasthan. Sethia speculated this must have been the re&aOn 
why A&arwai went out of his way to cast aspersions on Sethia's relationship 
wi~ the Maharashtra Cbief Minister by linking Sethia to enforoement 
cases and Mrs. Sethia to income-tax cases. ' 

Har ..... t bJ CQItoIDl 

Sethia categorically denied that his wife was involved in any case 
under the income-tax laws. As for the Enforcement cases against him, 
Sethia clarified that the cases had been 1i1~, indeed, but they had been 
filed against his father's business firm, and Sethia, himself. was involved in 
them only because as a teenager he bad been designated a director in the 
firm by his father. 

The question, it seemed to me underlying the WhoJc sordid affair was 
why wou.ki Agarwal.launch an attack in Parliament against Sethia aod ask 
for the files on the London based business magnate to be reopened while, 
at the same tiine. taking very great care to conceal from his fcDow-MPs 
the crucial fact of his own relationship and assistance to Sethia in the past. 

Agarwal did not consider it worthwhile to mention in Par1iament 
that he had been introduced to Sethia by the late Bishwanath JbunjbunwaJa, 
a former Janata MP. and that he had devoted coniiclerable effor' to be of 
help to Scthia. 

'The Indian-born millionaire explained tbat he had complained to 
Agarwal during a meeting in the latter's hoUle in New Delhi that he was 
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being unduly harassed by Customs Department officials at Santa Cruz air-
port. A.garwal offered as an excuse. the plea that many innocent persons. 
such as Sethia. had been similarly harassed during the Congress regiIIie. 
but he promised he would look into the matter and take what ever action 
was necessary to remedy the situation. 

Sethia told me that both he and Jhunjhunwala wrote separate I} to 
Agarwal regarding the Customs Department harassment and Agarwal had 
acknowledged the letters in a note to JhunjhunwaIa. dated April 29. 1978 
(sec photocopy)·. assuring him that the matter would be examined. 

Unmerited Innuendos 

The examination. Sethia noted. must have been eXhaustive because 
it took four months and it was not until August 26. 1978. that Agarwal 
wrote to Jhunjhunwala (photocopy)· to say that the complaint had been 
investigated. the Collector of Customs had been "addresseo suitably i~ the 
matter". and expressed the hope that "such incidents would not recur", 
Smiling ironically. Sethia said the hope did. indeed, come true, because 
"ever after Agarwal wrote that letter to me, I have been going to India 
regularly. I have never been bothered. never been harassed and nothip,g 
unusual has taken place." . 

The question that cties out for an answer is! why did Agarwal mislead 
the public by hidil\8 the fact in Parliament that he was well acquainted and 
had. indeed. helped the very person against whom his accusations were 
levelled 1 Could it be only a matter of pique because Sethia had chan,sed 
his mind about financing a hospital in Rajasthan and decided to respond to 
Antulay's appeal to build the hospital in the Konkan. instead? Or was 
Agarwal exploiting the sheer good fortune of being able to combine his 
attack on Sethia with the more ambitious goal of mounting a campaign 
a$Rinst the Maharashtra Chief Minister 1 

I am convinced the answers to these questions will sbed light on the 
whole sorry episode. If this is the strategy. then it tao succeed only if' 
the innuendos and alleptions against Sethia and Antulay hold up under 
scrutiny. The iliformatlon 1 collected· in London. and later in Bombay. 
unequivocally show they are without merit . 

. CONSIDBR.: Sethia is a millionaire and the scion of a long estab-
lishCd business house. His personal fortune and reputation of' his family 
both preclude the possibility of his engaging himself in so risky and dis-
rep,,~bJe an activity as smuuli",· __ .. ___ .... ., 

, , 'S- ADDfIlUh'e tel Appeadix D. 



99 

CONSIDER ~ Sethia maue no effort to hide the fact that there had 
been Enforcement cases filed against him. But he pointed out, that these 
cases- were actually filed against his father's business firm in which b<; 
happened to have been: a director appointed by his father. ' 

~. ~ . 
Q)NSIDER.: Another int~resting revelation by Sethia was, that 

these same Enforcement cases against him were very much alive dtJring the 
Janata regime. which would mean that de~pit.c an exhaustive investi8a'tion 
by Agarwal lasting four months, the Janala Minister had rated Sethia suffi-
ciently "clean" to help him in a matter involving the Customs Depart~nent. 

'CONSIDER: Much has been made about Sethia paying medical 
bills'incurred by Antulay during a hospital stay in London. ~thia explajned 
that the Maharashtra Chief Minister did have a minor medical problem 
attended to while in London and the bill in question that Sethia paid did 
not aniount to more than a couple of hundred pounds.' There had been 
other instances of friends from India being his guests in London and Sethia 
considered it a pleasure to pay their bills in his role as their host. 

PllDDed character assassloatiou 

Now that the hoopla has died down and the "scandalous revelations" 
about the Maharashtra Chief Minister's "misdeeds" have turned out to 
be much sound and no fury, the question that arises is, whether Sethia and 
Antulay are the victims of a well-planned campaign of character assassi-
nation? 

Antulay may have been taken aback initially by the viciousness of 
the attack against him, but it didn't take him long to recover and counter 
attack with facts. 

And the facts are, Antulay has nev:r tried to hide the trusts. Instead, 
he started them with a great deal of publicity, to maximise the response to 
them. Even his detractors have been photographed presenting him with 
cnequcs f(;r impressive amounts donated to one of the Antulay trusts. 

The facts are, the people who have benefited from Lbe trusts are clearly 
men and women in need but too proUd and dignified to ask for financial 
a:o;sistancc. 

AntuJay unhesitatingly conceded that a trust was named for the Prime 
Minister. but fte bad not obtained prior formal approval from Mrs. Gandhi. 
To atone for this lapse, Antulayapologised to Mrs. 9andhi for any embar-
rassIDCnthe may have caused her, and offered her his resignation as Chief 
Minister. It is only simple justice to Antulay that Mrs. Gandhi wisely 
refused to accept the resignation. 
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No aeed for PM" DaIIle to raile dOll.tioal 

It has been insinuated. that one of the trusts was deliberately named 
after Mrs. Gandhi, in the hope that this would result in attracting vast 
donations. I am a journalist, but it does not need a journalist'. acumen 
to realise tbat the Cbief Minister of so important and rich a state as Maha-
rashtra cannot on his own-and without the help of the "magic" of Mrs. 
oandhi's oamo-collect a mere Rs. 4.4 crores in contributions I 

Antulay's critics cannot eat their cake and have it too. If he i. the 
unacrupulous. arm-twisting person they are trying to make him out to be, 
then with assistance from Mrs. Gandhi's name. he would have been able to 
colloet quite easily at least Rs. ISO crores for the trust. But the trust fund 
amounts to less than Rs. 5 crores-and there is no question .that the Chief 
Minister of any state in India should be able to raise this amount in dons-
tions. without having to use Mrs. Gandhi's name. 



APPENDIX IV 
(See para 18 of the Report) 

Copy of letter dated 29 December. 1981 from Shrt R. K. KfUtllljia. 
EdItor-in-Chief, Blitz, to the Speaker, £Ok Sabha. 

BLITZ PUBLICATIONS PRIVATE LTD. 
Editor-in-Chief: R. K. KARANlIA 

To 
The Honourable Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, 
Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
NEW DELHl-lIO 001. 

Dear Sir. 

17/17H Cowasji Patel Street. 
BOMBAY-40000l. 

29th December. 1981 

I have received a letter from Mr. M. P. Gupta, Senior Table OlBcer. 
asking me to state what I have to say in the matter of the Privilege Notice 
given by Mr. Satish Agarwal in regard to an. ar}icte published in BLITZ 
dated 21st November. 1981. 

To begin with, I have to aubmit that I bear no ill-will or malice towards 
Mr. Salish Agarwal. on the contrary, I have the highest reprd for him 
both as a person and a politician. 

You will recall. Sir, that when the question of Mr. A. R. Antulay's 
Trusts was raised by Mr. Arun Shourie in the Indian Express, the atmos-
pbcro in the Lok Sabba and Rajya Sabha was very tense. All kiDda of 
allegations wele being made. The Finance Minister's statemc.nt in the 
Rajya Sabba was termed as "lies"; the Prime Ministel's version oC the 
Pratibba Pratistban Trust was doubted; and the rulings givt.n by )'Ou and 
the HOD'ble Chairman oC the Rajya Sabba, Mr. Hidayatullah. were chal-
lenged with motives openly imputed in the daily papers. Even thoush tile 
cases pertaining to these trusts are pending and the matter is sub Judice. 
all kinds of controversial statements were and are being made. 

It was in this atmosphere that I came across the November is&uc of 
the Deihl Recorder. On page 80 of the issue. an interview with Mr. Nfrmal 
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Scthia was published by the editor, Mr. Rajpal Singh Chowdhury; and 
amongst other issues it dealt with Mr. Satish Agarwal. 

I was surprised by the contents of this interview; so I contacted Mr. 
Chowdhury to find out whether he had really checked up on the letters 
he referred to in the interview to support his' version. He brought me 
photo copies of the letters together with his version. After .reading them, 
l requested him to let me publish the photo copie~ together with an article 
written by him on the controversy. 

He agreed and the article in question was written by Mr. Chowdhury. 
The portion published on the front page is only the summary of his arfiole 
appearing on pages 2~ and 23. 

Here I would invite your attention to the heading of the article, "Did 
Agarwal lie to Parliament 1" BLITZ has not asserted, or made a positive 
statement such as "Agarwal told lies to Parliament". From the contents 
of the article, I could have easily made such a statement if I had any malice 
or ill-will towards Mr. Agarwal. 

In fact, I had expected Mr. Agarwal to send us his version of what 
actually had happened; and we would have, without the least hesitation, 
published it.' But neither did Mr. Chowdhury, nor did we receive any 
repudiation or explanation from Mr. Agarwal. Had he sent us such a 
statement and we had not published it, then it would certainly have esta.:. 
bUshed malice on our part. 

Even now we would request Mr. Agarwal to send us his version, and 
assure him that we would gladly publish the same. On the other hand, 
if by the publication of the article in BLITZ we have in any way hurt the 
Ii .. -clings of Mr. Agarwal, we regret the same, and once m6re, through you 
we request Mr. Agarwal to send his rejoinder for publication in BLITZ. , 

In the end, I would request you, Sir, to take into account the atmos-
phere prevailing in Parliament and among the public at the time, as also 
our willingness, then as now, to publish Mr. Agarwal's Version of the contro-
ver':>'j in the same public interest that prompted us to feature Mr. Chowdhury's 
artwk. . 

Assurina you of Our cooperation, 1 remain, 

,', . 

'\ " Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- R. K. KARANJIA 
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Copy of letter dated 2 February, 1982,Jrom Shri R. K. K(JI'(Jnjia, Editor­
in-Ch;e!. Blitz to the Speaker, Lok SaMa. 

BLITZ PUBLICATIONS PRIVATE LTD. 
Editor-in-Chief: R. K. KARANJIA 

17/17H Cowasji Patel Street, 
Bombay-400 001. 

To 

The Honourable Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, 
Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
New Delhi-110 001. 

2nd February, 1982 

Dear Sir, 

With reference to the letter from Mr. M. P.. Gupta, Senior Table 
Offioer, dated 27th January, 1982, and in contin~tion of OUt letter dated 
30th January, 1982, I have to state as under: 

Point No.1 in his letter under reply states: "I never spoke in Parlia-
mentat any time either in September or at any other time referring to any 
alleged links of Antulay with London, millionaire Nirmal Sethia, there \Y48 
no oocasion of any kind when I suppressed any truth whatsoever." 

In 8Il8wcr, I invite your attention to the article in BLITZ of 21st 
November, 1982, where, on page 22, under the sub-headina "Harassmen' 
by Qlstoms", you will find the relevant matter which reads as under: 

"The question, ~t seemed to me, underlyiog the whole sordid 
affair was why would Agarwal launch an attack in Parliament against 
Sethia and ask for the files 00 the London-based business mapatc 
to be reopened while, at the same time, talcing very great care to 
conceal from his feUow-MPs the crucial fact of his OWD reJatioDlhip 
and assistance to Sethia in the past." 
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I further invite your attention to page 82 of Deihl Recorder issue 
dated November 1981, wherein there is a reference to Mr. Agarwal's &tatc-
ment in Parliament in the course of an intelview by Mr. Rajpal Chowdhury 
with Mr. Nirmal Sethia : 

"Q: But it was Mr. Satish Agarwal who has raised the matter 
about the enforcement cases against you in Parliament. Do you 
have any comment about this 7" 

"A: Basically I think these are Opposition tricks. Mr. Sati!>h 
Agarwal is trying hard to bring my letter to the attention of the pre&ent 
Finance Minister, but what I don't 'understand is why is he trying to 
hide the fact that: he had met me and that he had written a lo~r to 
me him~lf saying that the incidents of airport harassment would 
not' re-occur .... ". 

With refclence to Point No.2, concerning the letters dated 10th and 
23rd December 1981, and January I, 1982, in the first place it was cIoarly 
stated in the introduction. to the article it'>c1f, ~that Mr. Rajpal Singh 
Chowdhury Editor of Delhi Recorder. had written it. My staff presumed 
that the letters sent to our office were copies of Mr. Gupta's letters to 
Rajpal Singh Chowdhury and not int.cnded to be forwarded to him. They 
also presumed that these letters were sent to us for our reference. siDOO the 
address of Rajpal Chowdhury and the Delhi Recorder must have been 
known to everyone' in Delhi. 

In addition to this, I may state that: Rajpal ChowdhulY came to our 
office some time mid-January, inspected the correspondence and took 
copies of the same including our replies to you; hence I think that thia issue 
bas arison due to some misunderstanding. 

Yours faithfuUJ~ 
Sd/- R. K. KARANlIA 



APPENDIX ,VI 
(See para 20 of the Report) 

Copy of letter dated 18 February. 1982. from Shrt RJJjpal Slnrh 
Chowdhury. Editor &: Publisher. Delhi Recorder to the Speaker. Lok 
SlIbha. 

IJIdia', Feature Monthly 
DBLHI RECORDER 

DR/RSC/I079 

MOST IMMEDIATE 
CONFIDENTIAL 
February 18, 1982 

From 

To 

Mr. Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, 
Editor & Publisher, 
DELHI REOORDER. 

The Hon 'ble Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, 
New Delhi. 

SUBIBCT: Notice of question of privilege by Shri Satish Agarwal, MP, 
against Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor BUTZ and Shri RajpaJ 
Singb Chowdhury, Editor DELHI RECORDER for aUceedly 
misrepresenting the proce~ings of the House and casting rc1lcc-
lions on him in a IlC;WS report and an article published in BLITZ 
daGod November 21, 1981. 

Sir, 

May I invite your kind attention to the corlcspondencc resting with 
my letter dated February 17, 1982 to Shri M. P. Gupta, Senior Table 
08icer. Lok Sebha $.."Cretariat on the subject indicated above 1 

In letter No. 17/106/81/Priv./L-I dated December 10, 1981 which 
Sbri Gupta wrote under your direction I was asked to state what I have to 
say in the matter for consideration by you. ,My comments are contained 
in the succeeding paragraphs. 
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The expres3ions (i) "concealed the truth when I focussed attention 
-on Antulay's links with London millionaire Nirmal Sethia in Parliament 
early Septembel this year .... "; and (ii) ...... Truth surfaced with the 
discovery of tell-tale letters which damn crusader Agarwal as the culprit 
who kndwingly and deliberately got Sethia O'Ot of trouble .... " cited by 
Shri Agarwal in sub-paras (a) and (b) of para 2 ot his undated lettel addleS-
sed to the Speaker, Lok Sabha were used in the November 21, 1981 issue of 
the weekly 'BLITZ' by its .:ditor while introducing and presenting my article 
captioned, "Change of hospital ~ite irked Agarwal" in the same issue. As 
I am not the authol of these expressions, you will kindly agree what the 
question of a breach of privilege against me on account of them does q-01r 
arise. 

In the aforesaid article contributed by me I inter alia stated, "Check 
Sethia's connections with a Janata Cabinet Minister", one of my sources 
said : "Find out if Sethia antagonised any of the politicians in Parliament 
becau~e he decided to build a hospital in the Konkan rather than in Rajas-
than" said another source. And a third murmured in my ear, "Who is the 
person who fed the journalists the line about Antulay's trusts being illegal 
and why did a former Janata Cabinet Minister make accusations about 
Sethi a in Parliament while taking great pains to conee'al the relationship 
he had established with Sethia during the Janata regime 1" As yl;ri1 will 
kindly observe, I quoted a 'source' posing to me informally the question : 
"who is the person who fed the journalists the line about AntuJay's trusts . 
being illegal and why did a former ]anata Cabinet Minister make accusa-
tions about Sethia in Parliament while taking great pains to conccal the 
relationship he had established with Sethia during the Janata regime?" 
and I did not myself moot or propound a oharge against anyone of making 
accusations about Shri Sethia in Parliament. What followed in that article 
as my anal)sis of the matter flowed from the basic premise suggested to me 
by my informant or "source", believing which to be true, I mentioned it 
i~ my article. 

If I gave credence to an assertion which is now not borne OU~ by 
facts in so fiLT as Shri Agarwai did not, as he claims, actually speak in p~­
Jiament about any alleged links of Shri Antulay With Shri Nirma] Sethia, 
I have no hesitation in expressing my sincere, regrets for any wrong impres-
sion that my article may have caused. 

I may assure you, Sir, that through my article mentioned above I 
had no intention whatsoever of either misrepresenting the proceedings of 
the Lok Sabba or of maligning an Hon'ble Member of our August Parlia-
ment. 
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I may also point out that I have nothing personal against Shri Satish 
Agarwal, MP, and had he brought to my notice the fact of his not having 
referred to the alleged links of Shri Antulay and Sethi a on the fioor of the 
House I would have gladly published his version in my magazine, 'Delhi 
Recorder' and put the record straight. I am even prepared to do it now if 
Slid Agarwal so desires. . 

I submit, therefore, that viewed in the true perspective, the matter 
will hardly permit any question of breach of privilege of the Lok Sabha 
being admitted against me. 

Shri Bal Ram lakhar, 
Speaker, Lolc Sabha, 
New Delhi. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- RATPALSlNOH CHOWDHURY 



APPENDIX vn 
(See para 27 of the Report) 

Apology by Shrl Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor, Delhi RHIOfdN, 
publisMd on page 4 of Delhi Recorder of November, 1982. 

AI...,..aI Did Not Lie 

The Press has a diffic:u1t role to play in matters of public importaDce. 
Collecting or receiving information, processing it, and publishing it with 
appropriate perspective upon authentication of the reported facts all has to 
be done with the strict constraint of deadlines. Judgem ent plays an impor-
taDt part and all human judgement is prone to error . . 

The Editor regrets that such a bona fidl errol of judgement crept into 
his assessment of the facts regarding the involvement of Mr. Satish Agarwal, 
ex-Minister of State for Finance in the affairs of ono Mr. Nirmal Sethia. 
10 retrospect and upon further investigation it wa. .. found that the story 
published in 'Blitz' dated 21 November, 1981, was inaccurate as the minister 
never spoke in the Parliament on the cOncerned subject and had on no 
oc:casion concealed any truth from the House or even remotely mislead it. 
Tbo truth was that the mini~ter was ac;ting in his formal capacity in response 
to a spacific request made by a respectable member of Parliament and had 
DO personal knowledge or reason to believe that his attention had been 
drawn to anything but a legitimate grievance. 

The Editor ac:cepts that the story as it was carried did misrepresent 
proooedings of the Lok Sabha and caused distress to Mr. Agarwal. T:be 
reputation of the House and of the ell-minister are the foremost CODcern 
of the Editor, personally and professionally. The Editor tenders his deep 
regrets and apology for this serious mistake and assures the readers of 
greater effort in ascertaining the tnlth of controversial stories. 
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-Editor 


	001
	003
	005
	007
	008
	009
	010
	011
	012
	013
	014
	015
	016
	017
	019
	021
	022
	023
	024
	025
	026
	027
	028
	029
	030
	031
	032
	033
	034
	035
	036
	037
	038
	039
	040
	041
	043
	044
	045
	046
	047
	048
	049
	050
	051
	052
	053
	054
	055
	056
	057
	058
	059
	060
	061
	062
	063
	064
	065
	066
	067
	068
	069
	070
	071
	072
	073
	074
	075
	076
	077
	078
	079
	080
	081
	082
	083
	084
	085
	086
	087
	088
	089
	091
	093
	094
	095
	096
	097
	098
	099
	100
	101
	102
	103
	104
	105
	106
	107
	108
	109
	110
	111
	112
	113
	114

