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qﬁ;?r:; aﬁ; m ﬁﬂgﬁl % | The ‘ljndian Gm{(emmen:l la(s)tb week
T iz Fresr 9% Semar o F% aunched an attack on the Observer

during a debate in the Indian Parlia-
ment on the troubles in Nagaland.
The Deputy Exteinal Affairs Mini-
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[y Fax s =) ¢ e gl s 7 wm
ster Shri Surinder Pal Singh said &R 1 F a@ 71 F WA
“T(l;e Obseg'ef‘ have made the Naga #1% g ‘mew@< #1 foar &1
underground theii cause ond are giving g 3
them their Assistance.” He alleged e ?ﬁ bl ﬁqﬁv? “;
that the Indian High Commission in MR T aTr EE oAw
London had written to this paper 91 W97 fawmr &1 s=17 & fag
contradicting two articles published Wdd@ g FIA AT AT
:_ast June al]JJout cl(])nditions alongIndia’s 2 fear 1 a9 o Ig gWEA &
rontiers, but the Observer was not  gzfiy faeg ¥ mTed ST
prepared to publish our replies. %:ﬁT ;— fr ma ;ﬂ’qw‘ah e ¥
The Indian High Commissioner in 3§ fF 9% 7 WA # w2q ¥ fIu
London has confirmed that no such T IWT FY EF FITN

letter was sent to the Observer. A
letter received last Friday is published
today on page 19.
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“U.K. Paper Accuses India Govt.”
WY T I@ W W g oSl

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AF-
FAIRS (SHRI SURENDRA PAL
SINGH) : With your permission, may
I submit that it was not my intention
to make any statement deliberately
to mislead the House in any manner.
I regret if I gave any such impression
in regard to the exchanges that took
place during supplementaries on 7th
August, 1968 following my answer to
the Starred Question No. 362.

Sir, I should like to explain that what -
1 had in mind was the continuous anti-
Indian approach of the Observer in
regard to Nagaland over the past
several years. In spite of direct ap-
proaches to the Editorial staff of this
newspaper by our senior officers in
the High Commission, this newspaper
has, particularly since 1961, adopted
a biased approach on this question.

Infontation concerning Nagaland
was sers to the Observer by our High
Commision in London in our INDIA-
GRAM on 10th and 18th June, 20th
and 25th July, 5th and 7th August,
as well as through our India Weekly
on 13th, 20th and 27th June, 4th,
11th and 25th July, and on Ist and
8th August. The Observer, however,
took no note of this information. A
letter sent to them on thel4h of January
1966 by our Public Relations Officer
in London was not published. It was
against this background that I made
my observations in reply to the supple-
mentaries. | would invite the
attention of this House to the fact
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that it was only after the answer that

~J gave in the House on 7th August
that the Observer published a letter of
our Public Relations Officer on the
11th August for the first time after
a very long time.

I hope this background will clear
any misunderstanding I may have crea-
ted in the minds of some Hon’ble
Members for which I once again ex-
press regret.

SHRI HEM BARUA (Man-
galdai): I had also written to
you about this. This London Ob-
server is consistently pursuing an anti-
India posture. This paper has not
excused India becoming free. In its
article by Colin Legnum published
on 11 August, It has called the pro-
blem of Naga hostiles as a ‘problem
of minority’. It is not a problem of
minority. But unfortunately, our
London High Commission was slee-
ping over this matter all through.
It did not contradict the articles pub-
_lished in the Observer during June.
Would you not direct the Minister to
take action against the High Commis-
sioner ?

12.18 HRs.

PUNJAB STATE LEGISLATURE
(DELEGATION OF POWERS) BILL*

THE MINISTER OF HOME AF’
FAIRS (SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN):
I beg to move for leave to introduce a
Bill to confer on the President the
power of the Legislature of the State
of Punjab to make laws.

MR. SPEAKER : The question is :
“That leave be granted to introduce
a Bill to confer on the President the
power of the Legislature of the State
of Punjab to make laws.”

The motion was adopted.

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I intro-
duce the Bill.
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MOTION UNDER RULE 338 IN
RESPECT OF FOREIGN MARRI-
AGE BILL

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN
THE MINISTRY OF LAW (SHRI
M. YUNUS SALEEM): I beg to
move : “That rule 338 of the Rules
of Procedure and Conduct of Business
in Lok Sabha in its application to the
motion for concurrence in the recom-
mendation of Rajya Sabha for refe-
rence of the Foreign Marriage Bill,
1963, to a Joint Committee, adopted
by Lok Sabha on the 13th August
1968, be suspended”.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE *
Why? Without any explanation ?

MR. SPEAKER : One Member is
being substituted by another. The
question is :

“That rule 338 of the Rules of
Procedure and Conduct of Business
in Lok Sabha in its application to
the motion for concurrence in the
recommendation of Rajya Sabha
for reference of the Foreign Mar-
riage Bill, 1963, to a Joint Com-
mittee, adopted by Lok Sabha, on
the 13th August 1968, be suspended.

The motion was adopted.

MOTIONS RE: JOINT COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN MARRIAGE BILL

THE DEPUTY MINISTRY IN
THE MINISTRY OF LAW (SHRI
M. YUNUS SALEEM): I beg to

move: That the decision taken

by Lok Sabha on the 13th August,

1968, on the motion for concurrence

in the recommendation of Rajya

Sabha for reference of the Foreign

Marriage Bill, 1963, to a Joint

Committee, be rescinded”.

MR. SPEAKER : The question is :

“That the decision taken by Lok
Sabha on the 13th August, 1968,
on the motion for concurrence in
the recommendation of Rajya
Sabha for reference of the Foreign

*Published in Gazette of India Extra ordinary, Part II, Section 2, dated 28-8-68.



