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t [CHILDREN'S KLMS

82. SHrRI B. N. BHARGAVA: Will the
Minister of INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING
be pleased to state whether the film industry
has suggested that the restrictions on the
length of the children's films should be
removed for purposes of giving State awards;
and if so, what action Government have taken
on this suggestion?]
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t{THE MINISTER OF  PARLIA-
MENTARY  AFFAIRS  (SHRI  SATYA
NARAYAN  SINHA) Yes, Madam. The

suggestion was considered by the Film
Consultative Committee in December. 1962
and, On its recommendation, the maximum
permissible length of Children's films for
purposes of giving State awards has been
increased from 2,500 metres to 3,400 metres
in 35 mm. and from 1,000 metres to 1,360
metres in 16 mm.]
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t [PRODUCTION PROGRAMME OF CHILDREN'S
FiLm SocIETY

83. SHRI B. N. BHARGAVA: Will the
Minister of INFORMATION AXD BROADCASTING
be pleased to state:

(a) whether Government have made any
investigation in regard to the production
programme of Children's Film Society and the
production of animated cartoon films for
children; and if so, what was the result
thereof; and

(b) whether any investigation nas been
made as regards the effect of these films on
the minds of tne children?]
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t{THB MINISTER ofF PARLIAMEN-
TARY AFFAIRS (SHRI SATYA NARAYAN
SINHA): (a) arid (b) Not yet, Madarn.]

SUPPLEMENTARY DEMANDS FOR
GRANTS FOR EXPENDITURE OF
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT (EX-
CLUDING RAILWAYS) FOR 1963-64

THE DEPUTY MINISTER 1IN THE
MINISTRY ofF LABOUR AND EM-
PLOYMENT AND FOR PLANNING (SHr1 C.
R. PATTABHT RAMAN) : Madan- on behalf of
Shri T. T. Krishnamachari, I beg to lay on the
Table

slation.
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a statement showing the Supplementary

Demands for Grants for Expenditure of the

Central Government (excluding Railways) for

the J ear 1963-64.

REFERENCE TO CORRECTION IN
THE NAME OF ONE OF THE
ACCUSED IN THE HAZRATBAL

HOLY RELIC THEFT CASE

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal);
Madarn, before I raise my point, I should like
to have your permission to express our deep
latisfac-tion and happiness that the Prime
Minister is back amongst us. I think the entire
House will agree with me when I express the
deep sentiments of our best wishes to him and
wish him the speediest and fullest recovery.
That is all that I would say on tiat.

Madarn, 1 have sought your permission to
raise a matter of rather great Importance. |
would invite your attention in this connection
to the :wo Press releases of the Press Informa-
tion Bureau yesterday on the proceedings of
the House. As you know, Madam Deputy
Chairman, yesterday immediately after the
Question Hour the Union Home Minister, Shri
Guiza-rilal Nanda, made a statement in this
House giving the names of the accused in the
Hazratbal sacred relic theft case, and he gave
three names. The third name in the serial
which he gave was Ghulam Mohd. Butt. Fol-
lowing this announcement in 'his House the
P.EB. issued its Press release No. 416|/1 in
which lit was correctly given. Mention was
made of Ghulam Mohd. Butt. The Proceedings
of Parliament were correctly given there. Later
on, four hours afterwards in the afternoon, the
Minister of State in the Ministry of Home
Affairs, Mr. Hajarnavis came and made a
correction and said that it was not Ghulam
Mohd. Butt but it should be Kadir Butt, or
whatever you spell it—anyhow being a
Bengali and that too from East Bengal it is
rather difficult for me. Anyhow the point i
this. We do not know the
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the Accused in the 1016

Hazratbal Holy Relic Theft Case
circumstances to which and the reasons why
the mistakes were committed.

In this connection we would like to know
from the Government now whether any of the
accused made a statement and many names
were given in the statement. That is very
relevant because only then we can have some
idea as to why suddenly a change was made
that it was a different Butt After the statement
of the Minister of State in this House making
tha alleged correction the P.I.B. issued another
Press release No. 43611 in which —I would
just read out a few lines: "In the hand-out on
the theft of the sacred relic three accused
persons' named issued by the evening delivery,
for the name of the third accused in serial 3
please read Kadir Butt instead of Ghulam
Butt". Now Madam Deputy Chairman, the
point I want seriously to raise before the
House is, is it permissible for the P.I.B. to issut
a Press release in regard to the proceedings of
Parliament suppressing the material fact that
the amendment was made on the floor of the
House? The mistaken statement of the Home
Minister was corrected by Mr. Hajarnavis four
hours later, that was how the change was
made, and this is not at all suggested in the
second P.I.B. release. It would give the
impression that some typing error took place
in the first release. Therefore, the Government
of India itself, in this matter the Ministry of
Information and Broadcasting, is guilty of
violating its responsibilities with regard to
reporting the proceedings of the House.
Whereas all the papers have reported how the
change came to be made, who committed the
mistake and who corrected it, the P.I.B. which
is supposed to brief all newspapers did not do
anything of the kind but on the contrary tried
to suppress the most relevant fact that another
name was given in the place of one name bv
the Minister later on on the floor of the House
on the same day in a matter of four hours. The
fact itself is serious that after so many days the
hon. Home Minister should have committed
such



