By A Staff Reporter

Appearing as a p::asecu_t*nn
Witness in the case in which
|| Madhubala, a leading film star,
{iand her father, Ataullah Khan,
were charged  with cheating,
Dilip Kumar, one of India’s fore-
| most film artistes, deseribed be-
fore Mr. R, S. Parikh, Presi-
dency  Magistrate, (zirgaum
Court, on Thursday, ‘how his|
efforts at bringing ahout a rap-
Prochement between them and
the complainant had failed,
Bilip Kumar  said that | he
found it “hard to d igest" when |\
he heard from the prod ucers of |\

the film in which he

iven |\

given

Led | | . 11
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He said that he repeatedly
told her, *not only as one per-
SOn to another, but alsg as a
member of the Industry to which
We all owe moral and legal ob-
ligations,” that what they had

done was wrong and that they
should return

the money they
had obtaineq f

rom the prodyc.
€Ts and compensate for their Jog-
ses.

But hig appeals
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Case Against
Film Actress

By A Staff Reporter
Dﬂipq Kumar, the Indian : screen J
iﬂal was churged with lmving

war. Shastry,. Prnduutimi C:on-_"
troller of ‘B, R. to  file




tions for a film ynde ictior
in Wthh she had I}IE}

the feminine lead

When Dilip Kumar was givihg
evidence for  he prosecution, Mr.
B. M. Mistry, advocate for
Madhubala, accused him of “pe-
Ing the man behind the prosecu-
tion.” “He (Dilip Kumar) is a
Jilted lover,” he asserted,

Answering a question whether |
he was in love with Madhubala, |
Dilip Kumar said that she want. |

#

ed to marry him, “1, too, loved .

_Why he could not
Etarry her, Wilness stated thga

was because of Madhubalg'’s|

riage,

To andﬂ_mr ~ Question |} _
a:wgred thﬁ.t th_aq 9 h&a“




LETTER SHOWN
Witness denied that he was
drunk on July 4 1956, when he
had gone to Madhubala's house

al Bandra. He also denied that
he slgpped her twice.

Dilip' Kumar was then shown

8. letter written by Madhu-
bala's father tol him reprimand-
ing him for his misbehaviour.

Witness, thereupon,  stated
that there was

at a difference of .
opinion with her

, . regarding pro- |
duction of pictures il |

| by her fa- |
ther and also regarding her in.
gistence that he should work in |\
her father's fiim. TR
M{'urther Crogs-
8. it “_"11 N ‘"‘.‘?";‘?‘.“_E- (TR
I yf‘% B.M.  Mistry with My
Maghoasddha . Ppeared for ||
81 appeared for i r: H. Pl Dal |
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Not ‘Jilted Lover,
- days Film Star |

By A Staf Reporter -
_YUsufkhan Sarwerkhan Khan
alias Dilip Kumar the film star,
giving evidence in the case in
which Ataullah Khan ‘and his
daughter, Mumtaz alias Madhu-
bala, are charged with cheating,

told Mr. R. S, Parikh, Pregi-




V. & Saatry '."_.?- n Con-
troller of B. R.
Dihp Kumar, who was giving
| evldence for the complainant.
| said that he had told Madhy-
{bala that he would not be tak-
{Ing any part in the production
of Madhubala/ (Private) Ltd.
Wltness said | that Madhubala

(W88 @ little disappointed at his

| Fetusal to work in her pmduc-
| /tions, |

| for 'Ataullah Khan, asied wit-
| h¢88. what made him throw a
fle when he once saw Madhu-

|| Diliy 1Kumar ‘It wa*s' :-my re—
gari for her f&mﬂy A
{me do it 1| did not
;_members of her family tq Iﬁse
their mone}'.”

i Wltness smﬂ h
_a letter-




My, Mistry; “Are a con-
ceited person ?"

Dillp Kumar: “I am not a
conceited man. I have a certain
measure of self-respect.”

Witness denied that he had
asked Madhubala to choose be-
tween him and her father. “I do

not believe in such dramatics,’
he said.

Mr. Mistry: “1 k

a good actor.”
Dilip Kumar:

act well."

In rep]y tﬂ'
attitude
lover. It is
I and Madhy
1n S'Um.e S
Aﬂﬂording il
film,” _
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pEE Rl AR
’ At one stage when witness re-
ferred to Ataullah K

Khan as a|

'high-strung” person, Mr. H.
P. Desai, advocate for Madhu-
bala, interrupted the proceed-
mgs and stated that he had no
business to make such remarks.
The Magistrate theretipon,
told Witness to desist from of-
fering such comments unless |

tl'gg_w,_r_“__yyere warranted.

Eﬂl? Kumar stated that when.ﬁ;
¢ urned from g trip toe the |
U.K. the complainant had tolqd

he ret

him that
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~ Further hearis
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ACCUSED NOT COMPETENT TO
PRODUCE FILM .

oz zmx e woulld Iov o o
T - L s 5 -

duce that ourssl
Mr. Desa: ‘Did you lowe
Assertion By n S
& b‘ber l:l [1 . humpar g s 3 s
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allegiance to persona who are
incompetent: this iz one of the
reasons why I had refused to
act in any films produced by the
accused,” he added,

Cross-examined by Mr. Hari-
bhai P. Desai, counsel for Ataul-
lah Khan, Dilip Kumar stated
that [Madhubala (Private) Ltd,
had announced the production
of films, but he did not remenm-
ber whether they had announced
the production of a specific film
in 1956,

Witness said after the pro-
duction of a film entitleq “Nata",
the accused contemplated pro-
ducing another fijm. Madhubala,’
d him thaf she
1 nroduce
another film entitled “Sham-e-

" An announcement thgt
flm would be produced ap-

red in a t_;'q,de journal, wit-

any affairs affecting the film in-
dustry. The allegations made by
Mr, C. V., K. Sastry, com-
plainant in the .case, if they
were true, disclosed a “mon-
strous situation,” he added.

CONTINUED REGARD

Dilip Kumar said that he con-
tiniled to have regard for Ma-
dhubala. My regard for her
will continue til] her death,” he
asserted,

Mr., Deszaj complained that
wilhess wasg loquacious and cip.
cumloeutory, “I do not want tp
him narrate his biography., T
want him to give g str*aigﬁtfm‘-

\ My guestiong.

Wilness stated that he could

oL say at present Whether he
had the same feelings for Ma. 3:
dhubala gag he once had,
~ Further hearing was
lourned to Apri; ap.

ad- .
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FILM STAR DENIES CHARGES
OF CHEATING

“Case Filed Out
Of Spite”

By A Staft Reporter
Ataullah Khan, Managing Di-
rector, Madiubalal (Private,
Ltd., and his daughter, Mumtaz
alias, Madhubala] fi)eq written
Statements hefore My, R. 8. Pg-
rikh, Freaiﬂency Mnglalrate.1
Lrirgaum Court, Bombay, om
Tueaday, denying the charges of

cheating and extortion levellad
Againat them by C. V. K. 8as.
try, Production Controller of
- R. Filmas,

that the case was
filed REAINBL them qyy of apite,

Ataullah Khan denied the 'n!.ll
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sald Y 2—HiinG ditl -
founded. He stated that he had
not asked the complainant to
engage the services of Nis
daughter, Chanchal, and (0 pay
o her Rs. 30,000, -
8 He further submitted that his
8 daughter, Madhubala, was an
artiste of renown and that he
could not be a party to impair-
ing her reputation by advising
her to adopt a course of &ction
which would have been auicidai'
to her career.

The accused said that refusal
to attend work did not amount
tg} 8 threat as envisaged in Sec- |
tion 383 (IP.C). In the cage |
of extortion the offence wasl
carried out by overpowering the
Will of the owner and thereb
lﬂduclng him io g-hre u h*y
property. = A

He stated that wh

for Rs. 10,000 ang Rs. 20,000]




He further submitied tht
there was no allegation ma 5
by the prosecution that he an
his daughter had threatened to

Y cause any injury to the persnn‘

of the complainant. -

Madh'ubala,P in her statement,
said that she was a paid em-’
ployee of  Madhubala (Private)
Ltd. She denied having given any
personal assurances to any pro- ‘

ducers for the performance of NG
agreement or its condition. §, e
also denied having met the cnm-’
Plainant or the producer, Mr, B.
R. Chopra, for discusséing the
film, “Naya Daur.*

She submitted that the actual f
facts that had led to the wee,g.

ful termination of the contract
with dhu

bala (Phrlva_tej Lad.
d been broy ht
Ut in the Cross-examination hllf
=8P Kumar gnd M

¢ accused saiq-:

_________



e threw the office files in my
i{;usih and slapped me twice and
W left in & rage, The next morning
S my father wrote a letter to Dilip
| Kumar expressing disgust- over
B hiz behaviour.

“HUMILIATED LOVER”.

“Dilip Kumar, on account ~of

his great conceit. hap behaved
like a rejected ang humilisted
lover and his intention has been
0 ruin my career and to shatter
my professional reputation

She further submitted that ghe
had been wantonly harrasged by |
these Proceedings which had been
instituted maiq fide and

which
ere, ‘at best, matters to be ggi-
tated in g civil court of law.

Mr.J M Gandhi, dvocat, |
the .cumplainant; ;uhm_it_tgﬂ' k eﬂf:i .
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vally 1088, ne addaed, .
Mr, Haribhai P, Deeal| and| Mr.
B, M. Mstry, advocates for | the
accused, stated that charges
should not be framed an there

were materia] discrepancies in
the evidence,

Further hgari
to Wednesday, _

g was adjourned




