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Lastly, with your permission, I would like
to say that the question of resettlement on
new colonised land is an important matter.
But we cannot repeat what the Britishers
did 70 or 80 years back because the pressure
on land was not so great at that time. All
these factors should be kept in mind before
any concrete suggestions are made.

SHORT NOTICE QUESTION

With-holding of Telegrams sent by School
Teachers in U. P.

SNQ. 14. SHRI S. lE'l-JNDU:
SHRI S. S. KOTHARI:
SHRI RABI RAY:
SHRI N. K. SOMANI:

Will the Minister of COMMUNI-

CATIONS be pleased to state:

(a) whether thc telegrams sent by the
school teachers through Lucknow Telegraph
Officc were with-held by the Post and Tele-
graph authorities in U.P.;

(b) if so, how many such telegrams werc
with-held; and

(c) the reasons for with-holding the same ?

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMEN-
TARY AFFAIRS AND COMMUNICA-
TIONS (DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH):
(a) Yes, Sir. Fifty identical telegrams booked
by the Action Committee of the Secondary
Teachers’ Association were not transmitted
to destination.

(b) It is not a fact that the telegraph office
refused to book the telegrams; after book-
ing they were found to be objectionable and
hence with-held.

it W WA qE gt W
FETTEY wo @ Q7w o A s
t. .. (Interryptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Order, order. Will you
kindly sit down ?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: What is
objectionable ? Isterruptions)
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MR. SPEAKER: Order, order. You
want to know what is objectionable. 1t is
so simple a thing. The names of four Mem-
bers are here. Mr. Kundu's name is on the
top. He can ask that. It is a simple thing.
The Minister says, it is objectionable, and
you do not agree with him. (Interruptions)

it W e g @ T
7g T avn # fafe s g ?

MR. SPEAKER: It is out of the ques-
tion now. I will have to expunge everything.
Order, order. It is such a simple thing. He
says, it i3 objectionable and you do not agree
with it. There are four names here. Mr.
Kundu can get up and ask how it is objec-
tionable. It is so simple a thing. But so many
of you begin to shout. Mr. Kundu will get
a chance immediately and he can ask about
it.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: (¢) All
these telegrams being of an objectionable
nature were with-held under section 5 (1)
(b) of Indian Telegraph Act on the advice
of the compctent authority.

SHRI S. KUNDU: Sir, it is a matter of
great shame and also tragedy, as we live in
a democracy, thousands of U. P. school
teachers when wanted to communicate with
the authorities here, they were not allowed
because the hon. Minister says, the telegram
they sent was objectionable.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
shame!

Shame,

SHRI S. KUNDU: This is just what a
dictator would fear not to do, what to speak
of this hon. Minister. Thousands of teachers
are behind the bars. Everyday, they are
requesting us to speak to the Government.
But they are not allowed the access to the
Education Minister. My first question is,
what is objectionable in the telegram, and
let him place it on the Table of the House.

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Read
the text of the telegram. (Interruptions)

af§d 1

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: The hon.
Momber, Mr. Kundu, has used so many
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adjectives. I welcome all those adjectives.
I pity his intelligence that he did not care to
get that rule changed. Had he been not
having a mind of a dictator, he would have
cared to get that rule change democratically.
He is teaching us a lesson that we are living
in a democracy. But neither Mr. George
Fernandes nor Mr. Kundu has cared to
get that rule changed. (Interruptions). You
are only having a drama here. Your action
is shameful that you are dramatising the
whole affair. . . (Interruptions)

«t wd srATe ;. 3y WAT
Az €. . . (swaw). . .

st darow wwd:  fawEr =@
. (cmem). | .

SHRI SURENDRANATH DWIVEDY:
The other part of the question has not becn
answered. What was the telegram? What
were the contents of the telegram? Will he
place it on the Table of the House?

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: 1 will
place the contents of the telegram on the
Table of the House.

SHRI UMANATH: What was the tele-
gram? Why was it objectionable? He has
not ed that. . . (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Order, order. I am on
my legs.

oft fow areraw . AT, a@ v
fe sitr Y oY 2. . .

MR. SPEAKER: You were very silent
till now.
ft fow At Oy dRw &
s &gt ? e T w6 gt
MR. SPEAKER: What was the telegram ?
They want it to be read out.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: They
have also got it. Mr. Somani has got.

MR. SPEAKER: Some of them do not
have it.
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DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: It is this:

“CONGRATULATIONS. STRIKE
COMPLETE. GO AHEAD PEACE-
FULLY.". . . (Interryptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Now I will not allow
any one. ..

SHRI UMANATH: What is objection-
able in that?

MR. SPEAKER: I have not called Mr.
Umanath. Mr. Kundu may put his second
question.

SHRI S. KUNDU: The Indian Tele-
graph Act was enacted by the Britishers in
1885. Dr. Ram Subhag Singh said...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Order, order. Even
assuming that someone is mad, all of us need
not be mad. The hon. Member should sit
down. I have called Mr. Kundu. Mr. Kundu
may continue.

SHRI 8. KUNDU: Most respectfully
I would like to submit this. The hon. Minis-
ter said that by a government order these
telegrams were withheld. Section 5 of the
Indian Telegraph Act which was enacted by
the British people says that on the occurrence
of a public emergency, government officers
take the necessary steps to withhold, and for
doing that, they must get an order from the
particular authority and a certificate to that
effect from the Central, or as the case may
be, the State Government. Was there a
public emergency in U.P.? What was the
matter in the telegram? It was a message
congratulating that the strike was successful.
Was there a public emergency? The British
people did not use this provision capriciously
but this Government, after 21 years, are
using this as they like, 1 would like to say
that they have misused and abused section §
of the Indian Telegraph Act.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: It was
done at the instance of the State Government.
It was at the instance of the Home Ministry
of the UP Government that it was done.

o feufr ;o g,
weTw wvea, U A A ay ey g

®Theso words were lator withdrewn by Shri George Fornandos, Vide Col. No, 24143
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fF g s &Y s § Suwy aaw N
wrdargr § & fere fifsg

oft qorrry sy Y WY ST
I FoTY @ WYF ¥ IoT AW §
T AT IaET oaTE W & g &

off Sw wx wwf:  HE T TR
fog ag wAwl Y TR ATl AT FRY
RN R e F
sHAAI & E?

oft Tz fg: S A AR
et q@ FgAT WG Y | e
wg, g At fgrgeartaal 1 M9 §
S A Wi § 7

oft frr Aoy : @ ART HAS
A YT gY, LAY TFF ATAT A HE
T W ! sy A AT Fd & R
7% A N WA § @Y TPH TA
T awr & ?

MR. SPEAKER: Will you kindly sit
down please? 1 will see what has been said.
If there is anything objectionable 1 will
expunge it. 1 will read the record. If some-
thing is wrong it will be cxpunged. It won't
be published also ®

Now, may I appeal to both sides to keep
on peace?

oft Aeg gEw:  FER FEF WY
& freaarge waw &,

MR. SPEAKER: The hon. Member
should not get up like this. I cannot answer
his question. 1 am not a Minister. My only
point is, you have got ample opportunity to
shout outside from the 2ist onwards. Why
do you do it here?

SHRI UMANATH: Opportunity here
is' coming to an end. That is why we are
shouting.
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MR. SPEAKER: Shri S. S. Kothari.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: Some over-
enthusiastic officer there wanted to show his
authority and he acted in a hurry. I would
like to say, Sir, that this code is somewhat
outdated. Will the Minister and the Govern-
ment give attention to this matter, to have
the code revised and come before the House
for necessary revision, to set right any
lacunae that may be found in this code?
Also, I would like to ask the hon. Minister
whether he would try to fix certain specific
criteria for determining the ground on which
an officer may refuse a telegram given by
the public, because, it is the basic right of a
citizen, to transmit messages.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: We will
keep this suggestion in view.

st ofx w@: AT SAeWT WY
@ aaw W dw gd @ oy fawgw
wwfas § 1 & e 9gar g 5
Ffeqm e Oae & IoQ a8 AR
J FEEAEr A AR W fF o A w
& A fF & 1950 ¥ &faww &
A N F a7 fege & @ w
gfrae ofs a9 w1 g% fear o @
qr IEHT AT @Y gU wT gfemw
AT T B afEdT s8@ WK
3% qfadw @ & fav ag wwmd
T dva & w8 g g afem
e ! O e X @ ag T AR
fear & f o=t faggies frar oy S|
oY g w7 fregw fear @ slown
0 fordr awE & fawrs w1 519-
T w @ ?

o v gwn fay: off Frd
F AW F I A wwAT qE
IETHY T oY v T I A TR &
¥ ®T § | W WEAT ¥ FE o Al
ot o v oy SO foar @ SEw
dawt ¥ M afeT awae o W

*Shri George Fernandes later withdrew tho words used by him. (vide col. No. 241-43) -
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A9 | W gt aw gfegw FwTE
e ¥ ofadw & fag wraws -
W AR ¥ AR T AT wEE R
qoT A & JaF A ¥ Qv g w4
) W a0 TG X qwaAr g |

oft fira areraw ;. & & o A
tww aw &g

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: It appears that

the hon. Minister is standing on prestige in

regard to an act of indiscretion committed

by one of his officers. I would therefore like

to appeal to him that in addition to Govern-

ment’s re-examining this whole question of

codification of the grounds on which mes-
sages, whether obscene or extremely objection-
able or seditious or antinational erc. should
be banned, and in addition to clearly demar-
cating these areas, he should also take action
against the officer concerned, so that this
particular right of people to transmit mes-
sages is upheld.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: Actually,
I had replied to this question when Shri
Rabi Ray had put a similar question before.
T do not contemplete any action being taken

against the officer. As regards the reviewing

and codification of the Act, I do not make
any promise, but Parliament is intended to
review all the statutes that are there.

SHRIMATI SUSHILA ROHATGI: Ido
not know how and why the contents of the
telegram were found to be objectionable;
the reasons may be best known to the officer
concerned. But we feel that it is something
more than that. May I know whether when
the telegrams were withheld, the reasons were
oonveyed to the teachers so that they could
rewrite it and send another telegram?

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: We had
not only given the reasons but we had also
requested the Joint Action Committee to take
back the money that they had deposited
while booking the telegram.

oo o walt: e e,
WY e frar AT o1 I9E AW

AGRAHAYANA 27, 1890 (SAKA)

Oral Answers 42

A AT gEr i o fe gk ff ) W)@
FaTaT T 97 fF g s
AR fraget W TR @ A ST
# wrgr g gE A A aur & v
ot | "R XaT g fie Iad et &
wWRfaw v & fex § ok
T qofa® ge Y b w aurd
& § fr o g § wifaget @<
I HUN WTRIAT B ANTAT A
% fF R i Al A ot s d e
H=d 7 miawg 7 ¥ wrew frar
o #ré drewre d gf &1 o S
ol 9gT 929 ¥ o7 mar § SO AW
FaL S A wifawy $v § |res a9
9 quré § & 7€ § o F awwar g e
TR Tro W guw fag www ww
WA qaANe § ag OF v a7 §
AR W AW § Iy 7y qoAT g §
f 77 ag Q¥ Shwm =Y N fir g
ot g1 i frad 9 2w WY
w1 THaT @ Ao A a1 99 fag-
er s AT T ! gEI AR EWY
7 fF gl dr=d freE @ T 9
A Toqare, war Jr o forer gy
Tm@aa R A fF ag
aAad Y gEaw @w @ o awan
gIR, W % 9T 3y Tmw W
frggiee w<x w7 fead wdw fear @
I qIFEY F7 AW q@AHET AT |

To Tagwn fag: & v I
ey §r & e g e g Rw ¥
farwrr & wfew & w3 o< dar fear
™ |

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: The first part
of my question can be answered. May |
know whether as a national lcader, he feel

that this was wrong?

MR. SPEAKER: That is not a question
for an answer.
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oft |@o WMo WAt : TR F Uw
AT §TE & g FgA 9 5 wg wwon
N wios § ag Araw Y ag AfeT ad
AT P N @ Y awr A}
wifE st F arfe & wv F ag 787 7T
8.

MR. SPEAKER: Hei s a national leader.
There is no doubt about it. The hon. Minis-
ter need not answer this question.

ot fim aromwm: gfeaw S
U § W & fadwT ar wEriew
TR Y g § @ & @@ a=R &
AT AT § 6 ¥ ag §T wETHEw
TeEH = faggr #5 ? A0 § R
2ofruma fear &Y I¥ A 1 Fa7 Aifaen
qr R R I A e gar @
®\F |7 9G¥ 2T q¥AT ! W 3@ "iE-
O T IX AT HC 9 @A F wer-
¥z TEE HY AEY A & W v gl
AR ¥ e AwET &1 @ AR
¥ A qwa 4Gt ?

ToTmygwrfag: " a3E
o forgr ATqEw ¥ g wgAgw W
JemET | I faw Y qr & o §
s Q= & fag 9% fawr § fpaem <2
& T fraar S v welY W fren
wefy ¥ faer T I Sfsra wiwl # A=-
aw & forg s feam § 1 o R e
) A § Iew sEifET & @ oS
w1 # wian g fe s o &
ag T Frenn dud o i @
4

SHRI SURENDRANATH DWIVEDY:
From the contents of the telegram read out
just now, it appears that there is nothing
objectionable. May I know whether when the
hon. Minister had received this question, and
got this information form the concerned
authorities he made inquiries and wheth
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able and whether he found out why it was
withheld? Was it because some general
instruction was issued to the postal authori-
ties that as long as the strike continued,
they would not permit any telegram or
message to be transmitted to the Central
authoritics or to Delhi by any agency what-
soever ?

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: It all
happened at Lucknow, and it was with a
view to giving precise details that I had
accepted this short notice question.

SHRI K. NARAYANA RAO: Ifind that
there is nothing particularly objectionable
at all, in the section as it stands, but the
question is about the proper implementation
of the provisions of the section. So far as
this particular telegram is concerned, we
have all read it and we find absolutely
nothing wrong in this particular telegram
nor is therc anything objectionable in it.
In this context, I would like to know whether
the order given by the concerned officer is
a general order prohibiting the sending of
telegrams in connection with strikes as such
or there was individual discretion with re-
ference to the merits of each telegram. In
view of these things, will Government con-
sider the matter further and see that even if
a general order is issued, the merits and
demerits of the order are also taken into
consideration before it is accepted?

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: There is
no general order; whenever any officer feels
anything, he does consult the appropriate
State authority, and it was in pursuance of
this that this had happened. Anyway, as
has been suggested by the hon. Member,
1 shall examine the matter.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN: We have been
all along under the impression that the duty
of the telegraphic department is to com-
municate messages. But, unfortunately here
we are given to understand that they have
been given power to screen and process
messages which are given to them for trans-
mission. This is a very serious mmu-
It will have far hi
the light of what has hlppened lt kanow,
1 would hh: to know whether Government

it struck him that there was nothing objection-

pared to give a categorical assurance

bt 83 far as the Telegraph Department fa
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concerned, the duty of screening or process-
ing will never be done by them and whatever
objection might be there to the contents of
the telegram, it should not be withheld;
probably they may have the power to inform
the Home Ministry, but the Telegraph
Department should not take upon itself the
duty of screening the telegrams. That is
highly objectionable. 1 would like to know
the reaction of Government to this.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: 1 accept
this. Our misfortune is that we are guided by
the State authority.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN: My question
has not been answered. In this particular
department, they need not be guided by the
State authorities, because this is a Central
Department. . . .

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: It was
not screened by the booking clerk or the
CTO officer, but he consulted thc appro-
priate authority and then only it was withheld
and the presons concerned were intimated.

SHRI SHIVAJI RAO S. DESHMUKH:
May 1 draw the attention of the hon. Minister
to a recent judgment of the Supreme Court
in this regard? Under the Bihar regulations,
the Sugarcane Commissioner of Bihar was
supposed to exercise a particular discretion
in the matter of imposing or lifting a par-
ticular restriction. The Chief Minister ordered
that the discretion should be exercised in
a particular way, and the sugarcane Commis-
sioner issued the notifications accordingly.
The Supreme Court has held that such
exercise of discretion at the dictation of a
Chief Minister who is not the specified
authority under the statute is wrong. So,
on the basis of that judgment, the action of
the postal authorities who exercised their
discretion on the recommendation of the UP
Government was cqually wrong. On the
basis of that judgment, the action of the
postal authorities who exercised their dis-
cretion on the recommendation of the UP
Government was cqually wrong. On the
basis of the same judgment do Government
propose to take action against the officer for
the wrong exercise of discretion construing
it lpso facto as an act of indiscipline ?

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH: Not
indiscipline; but I will go into the matter.
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oft dwc o e & Al wgRa
& wT g § fe Ot dwew R
aqT, fora® afere qRTAwT ¥ I
¥ §, 3w gfe & ¢ oftare § ofewrs
AT # Wy v o ?

a—fww  wfeerd —w
PR @ a1 2 Wk wfwwrd f—
@H iF ot Af fear—
HTERT T T N G247 T §, Wit
TR AW A §, R qw g g, W
TER # fR2s (g a9 -
aifefad &1 KM arfe wer @
ard & T Qe W7 ?

wo ww gwn fay: W At &
AR X W O | WOET gAY
TIF g |

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: He has

not replied what is the public emergency
involved.

MR. SPEAKER: He has roplied. It is a
repetition of the question.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: Arc
you convinced about the public emergency ?

MR. SPEAKER: He has answered.

SHRI TENNETI VISWANATHAM:
The hon. Minister is relying upon the advice
given by the Home Department to his
official. As has alrcady been pointed out,
it was not the duty of the Home Dept. of UP
to give any advice to the postal department
which is exclusively under the | of the
Centre. But before amending the Act, could
he give instructions to the postal officials not
to obstruct transmission of asy message,
unless it contained positively objoctionable
or obscene language or was a positive incite-
ment to violence? Of course, it is within his
pawer to give imstructions. We want an
assurance from him that he will do so.

DR. RAM SUBHAQ SINGH: As the
hon. Momber knows, 1 use my power very
scrupulously, and [ hope that | shall never
use it in a wyong way.
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st fawfar fasr:  womw wERT,
I FFT aOw WAt o $T3 §, T
¥z W FTU MY | F AWER Y
T areaT § S gw ag # W
¥ are 3 & |1 a@L I fawrs
NEFAH Q@ F q@a= G g ?
wifs IH-q0 FT AFT T WeT
T F W &, cafoe w1 § w aw
¥ afcad foFn o, anfs 9= faes
oY srdardy #Y 97 7% ?

o T gwn fag: o7 & aw@
& A AT A B IET ¥ A
ITHY ag I A Aferw w7ww )

oft swnreftT wreft:  werw WE)-
T, JAT T2 FT ¥@ q&A ¥ whafafw
N F AR, & frewl F A X
quiean afifaa g | fw @ ag w=l-
A ATW AT, I W2 & vy A
ooy arfadt B 7 aeEdt W § qg
T vy & fi afz v o g7 R
¥ fear a1 deww w1 qEmRw g,
A AT W WIR WA 8 AN
¥ &R g fawmr (IO wRW) A A
TRW qd de-ufeEfew ) an
% & fog fear—an s @@
o 0t e fael o fe g
Wz ¥7 wd wwfw SEw @1 E—
afz Q9T 97 AX A I VW §) q6AT
fif 7 A W Q@ 9@ | A o=
I WA 6T STOW - wifage g,
ey wifaqw §, @ W fawmr v o
W qrereeT w1 feg aEe o qer g,
a1 T W frwrr & vk ot st
W Y 6o me g
™ w ¥ vl ¥ e sy faemr
wt ooty 39 e F wgt aw wfr d ?

o T gww fog: T dw
T ®1 wTE YA & A www g o
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SHRI PILOO MODY: May I ask one
question ?

MR. SPEAKER: If it is only one ques-
tion, I do not mind. But Shri Hem Barua,
Shri Nambiar, Bakshi Sahib, all want to
ask questions. I have already given half an
hour to this. Therefore, it is not proper to
spend more time on this.

WRITTEN ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
Interpreters in External Affairs Ministry

® 813. SHRI KAMESHWAR SINGH:
Will the Minister of EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
be pleased to state:

(a) the total number of I. F. S. Officers
who know foreign language other than
English and are able to accompany the
Heads of the Missions on top diplomatic
missions; and

(b) the total amount spent annually on
the Interpreters and their numbers?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(SHRI B. R. BHAGAT): (a) Out of 294
Indian Foreign Service officers 224 have
qualified in a foreign language at the advanced
level. Besides these 116 1FS(B) and 25 Infor-
mation Officer have a working knowledge of
at least one foreign language. Qualification
in atleast one foreign language, other than
English, at the advanced level is now compul-
sory for all direct recruits to the 1FS selected
as a result of competitive examinations.

(b) 103 persons are employed as interpre-
ters cum-transalators in Indian Missions and
Posts abroad. Government spends a sum
of Rs. 18,26,425/— on them. In addition,
there are 6 interpreters and translators
employed in the Ministry of External Affairs.
The annual expenditure on them is Rs.
53,135/—.

A. 1. R. Programmes

¢ 817. SHRI S. C. SAMANTA: Wwill
the Minister of INFORMATION AND
BROADCASTING be pleased to state:

(a) the reasons for the All India Radio





