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SMnitl  M M n M   floba:
(Baxh): May 1 say something?

Mf. |pt|k(r.  Not now.

fihrtmati  ffcrfceshwari  Sinha: 
Be has said that he has not  been 
associated with it He has been asso
ciated qttyh one of the sister organi
sations of iCgTO.
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CLARIFICATION BY MINISTER

(S h r i  V id y a   O u tr a n   S h u k la )

Mr. Speaker:  Now, clarification by 
Shri V. C. Shukla.

The Minister of State in the Minis
try of Home  Attain  (Shri  Vldya 
Ggnfaa Shnkia): Mr. Speaker.  S**1 
I rise to clarify certain points arising 
out of the allegations made by Shri 
A. K. CJqpalan, tyEP, in his statement 
Under rule 357 on 27-3-1967.

Whpn this  question first  arôe on 
March 11, 1965, the then hon. Speak
er pbfserved as follows:

If someone writes to me that 
this is incorrect, certainly I would 
find put from the Member from 
where he sot it and the Housft 
has the authority to take action 
against the Member if any wrong 
statement is made.  That is the 
usual practice."

Alter this  my  comments  ware 
called for by the hon.  Speaker on 
1.7.1965.  I furnished my  comments 
and also sent certain documents lor 
Speaker to be satisfied that the alle
gations made  by me  were p rim a 

facie justifiable on the basis of the 
evidence.  No further action W** 
taken by the Speaker.  1 was there
fore well justified in presuming that 
the material furnished by me  had

satisged  §peakar in QM1U QM1U of his 
obMmtkuli  fcra&ted ihovB.  sm 
6opal|jft may [n1 [n1 probative
value of evidence. But'il logically 
presumed that the Speaker was con
vinced «f there being prima facia 
ground for what I had alleged. And 
this  is all that I mentioned on thia 
point on 1&3.1967.

About my remarks on' the issue of 
expuncti-ori, there is no Justification 
in motives being attributed to me. It 
is a matter of  record  and  what Z 
spoke irom memory could always bo 
checked with the  record and  duly 
corrected.

Shri A. K. Gepalan rose—

Mr. Speaker: No further reply now.

Sfcri A. K- Qopalaa (Kasergod):  1 
am not giving any reply.  A copy of 
the statement of the bon. Minister was 
supplied to me in Which Hhere is a 
sentence which reads:

'"The mistake is bona ft4e in
advertence but even for this very 
minor slip I have  hardly any 
hesitation in saying  that  I em 
sorry.”

I do not know why this sentence was 
left out while reading.

K̂r. Speyer; The copy supplfed to 
me alsp contains that statement.

Shri NamMar (Tiruchirappalli): Let 

Shri Shukla read out that sentence 
also.
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SUrt V.  KriAmamrthi (Cudda-

lore): Let him show his respect to the 
House by expressing regret for this. 
What is the meaning of supplying a 
cop? and then reading only a portion 
of it?  Let us hear it from his mouth.

^ »nj fta?  :  srreft | ?

i frirt ̂ rr  £ i

Mr. Speaker: is it a fact that this 

sentence was there in the copy sup
plied to Shri Gopalan also?

Shri Vidya Chanm Shukla:  Yes,
Sir.  But I omitted it while reading. 
1 read only the factual portion of the 
statement

tft  fiw# : t̂tnn*5fuT3mn

fliri Snrendrsnath Dwivedy (Ken- 
drapara): That is the point. Hoar can 
he supply a copy and then read only 
a part of it?

Mr. Speaker: Whenever any Minis
ter makes a statement, he supplies a 
copy to the Speaker.  In ttxis case 
also I have been supplied with  a 
copy.

tft *TW fM  :  iff *

I

Mr. Speaker; A copy has been sup
plied to Shri Gopalan also.  I receiv
ed this copiy on# this lftoming.  I 
w&ir seeing the cofry When  he was 
xn&lhg the statement. The particular 
sentence Which  Shri  Gopalan  his 
pointed out is there.

V. Ifttt ft was
adt read dut.

Mr. Speaker: Why should the issue 
lie further complicated?  That sen
tence Is there in my copy.  Nobody 
can deny it.

Shri SnrewiraiMUh Btotvadgr: Unlets 
he reads it, it does not become part 
of the  proceedings.  Whatever  be 
might have written to you, unless he 
reads it in the House, it cannot form 
part oi the proceedings.

Mr. Speaker:  We will  consider
that

Shri Hem Baraa (Mangaldai):  On 
a point of order, Sir.  A copy- of the 
statement was supplied to you and 
that is supposed to be authentic. It 
is on the basis of that copy that you 
have allowed Shri Shukla to make 
a statement here.  If it is on the basis 
of that copy that was supplied to you 
that he was making a statement, he 
should not depart from the  text of 
that copy which has given to you. On 
the other hand, this should go on re
cord,  that is, the  entire statement, 
and the  press should  report that 
particular sentence,  which is very 
important.  When Shri Shukla floM 
not read that  out it does not  forrti 
part of the proceedings of the House 
and the press cannot report the re
levant portion of his statement.  I 
submit that you give a ruling on the 

basis of it.

Mr. Speaker: As it stands, it i* the 
statement signed by him and sent to 
me. Now he wants to delete a sen
tence from the statement.  Whether 

it can forjn part of the proceedings 
and can be allowed is a thing which 
I will consider.  I will keep it pen
ding___(Interruption)

Shri .S.  Mt  Banerjee  (Kanpur): 

There are rules.

Mr. Speaker:  I know; but suppose 
he says  that he  wants to  makers 
statement in clarification and sends 
a statement todipr and then tomor
row he says that  does n<jt want 
to make a statement, you cannot com
pel him to make tfie statement.

Vtaft TmB6a*h  (PUdukkottai): 
Then he must take your permission.. 
Yon have  taken *  decision on the 
basis of the paper before you and « 
he  wants tft  change  anything he
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should take your permission; other
wise, it would mean giving one un
derstanding to you and then doing 
entirely contrary to that.  It is mis
leading the Speaker and the House.

Mr. Speaker: I shall consider whe
ther It will form part  of the pro
ceedings.

«ft  fcww : s.tftfirs *r srt *rr 

$ *TTT I  IT?r f f* ̂

fvmr  i  wn?r«n̂t i

Shri  Jyotirmoy Basra  (Diamond 
Harbour): It is a breach of privilege.

Shri A. K. Gepalan:  What I have 
said in the House becomes a part of 
the proceedings.  I have  said  that 
the last sentence  has been omitted 
Mud I have read out the last sentence 
So, that becomes a part of the pro
ceedings.

Mr. Speaker:  It will be recorded 
in the  proceedings as suggested by 
Shri Gopalan.

Shrt H. N. Mukerjee  (Calcutta 
North Bast): That is a different mat
ter.  It has been pointed out to  you 
that the difficulty arises on  account 
of the fact that a Member sends  to 
you a copy of the statement which he 
intends to read and makes some cor
rections himself without any warrant 
and without any prior intimation to 
you. If here and now you do not give 
a ruling in regard to this, it would 
open a floodgate of all  kinds  of 
abuses to be practised in this House. 
I can give a statement which I am 
proposing to read in the House and 
read something very different and you 
will have to hold your hand in regard 
to whether I do the right thing or 
not. Therefore, there  need be  no 
time taken by you in spite of your 
being rather too modest about your 
rights and authority and you have 
to take a decision  here and now. 
Here is • Member, official or non*

official is a different  matter, who 
proposed to read a statement in the 
House and sent you a prior copy of 
it as well as to Shri Gopalan and be 
read something different by deleting 
a very crucial sentence or two at the 
end of it.  This is a practice which 
has got to be censured and for you 
it is certainly Incumbent to say that 
he should read the entire text of the- 
statement and make H a part of the 
proceedings.

Shri Hem Barua: Shri Shukla ha* 
maligned you and this House. There- 
fore, he should  tender  an  open 
apology.
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Shri M. R- Mawwi  (Rajkot):  I
would like to support the point made 
by Mr. Mukerjee and Mr. Vajpayee. 
This is a matter of propriety.  We 
are not concerned with the merits of 
the sentence or the alteration made. 
But it is correct to say that the hon. 
Member should be asked to read fully 
the statement for which he obtained 
your permission.  I think it involves 
the dignity of the Chair as well as 
of the House es a whole
(Interruption).
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Mr. Speaker*.  May X request the 
Prime Minister to say something ip 
this matter?  Here is the statement 
which was given to me this morning.

The Prime Minister and Minister of 
Atomic  Energy  (Shrimati  Indira 
Gandhi): He will say it himself.

Mr. Speaker: I join with the appeal 
made by the hon. Members that Shri 
Shukla himself may say it.

Shri Vldya Charan Shukla: I will 
read the whole statement again.

I rise to clarify certain points aris
ing out of the allegations made by 
Shri A. K. Gopalan, M.P.  in  his 
statement under rule 357  on  27th 
March, 1967.

When this question first arose on 
March 11, 1965,  the then  Hon’ble 
Speaker observed as follows:

“If someone writes to me that 
this was incorrect, certainly  I 

would find out from the Member 
from where he got it and the 
House has the authority to take 
action against the Member if any 
wrong statement is made.  That 
is the usual practice.”

After this,  my  comments  were 
called for by the Hon’ble Speaker on 
1st July, 1965.  I furnished my com
ments  and  also  sent certain do
cuments  for  the Speaker  to  be 
satisfied that  the allegations  made 
by me were prima fade  justifiable 
on the basis of the  evidence.  No 
further action was  taken  by the 
Speaker,  I was, therefore, well jus
tified in presuming that the material 
furnished by me had satisfied  the 
Speaker in view of his observations 
quoted above.  Shri  Gopalan  may 
dispute the probative value of evi
dence. But  I  logically  presumed 
that the Speaker was convinced  of 
there being prima facie ground for 
what I had alleged.  And this is all 
that I mentioned  on this point  on 
18th March, 1987.

About my remarks on the issue of 
expunction, there is no justification 
in motives being attributed to me. It 
is a matter of record and  what I 
spoke from memory could always be 

checked with the record and  duly 
corrected.  The mistake is bona fide 

inadvertence but even for this very 
minor slip I have hardly any hesita
tion in saying that I am sorry.

1248 hrs.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE 

Central Silk Board

The Minister of  Commerce  (Shri 

Dinesh Singh): I beg to move:

“That in pursuance of sub-sec
tion (3) (c) of Section 4 of the 
Central Silk Board Act, 1948, the 
members of Lok Sabha do pro
ceed to elect, in such  manner 
as the Speaker may direct, four 
members from among themselves 
to serve as members of the Cen
tral Silk Board, for the term com
mencing from the9th April, 1987” 

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

"That in pursuance  of  sub
section (3) (c) of Section 4 of the 
Central Silk Board Act,  1948, 
the members of Lok Sabha  do 
proceed to elect, in such manner 
as the Speaker may direct, four 
members from among themselves 
to serve as members of the Cen
tral Silk Board, for  the  term 
commencing from the 9th April,
1967."

The motion too* adopted.

12JB9 hrs.

ELECTION OF DEPUTY SPEAKER

Shri M. R. Masanl  (Rajkot):  Mr. 
Speaker,  Sir, Mr. Kunte had agreed 
to accept nomination on the basis of 
an understanding that, as the unani
mous choice of the Opposition pa*'- 
ties, he was acceptable to the Prim*


