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wfaat & am o fodr 7 & 1 99 7
Wi A g wagi W a @
-

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : May I
request Mr. Sharma to rcsume his
speech tomorrow? Before we proceed

to the next item, I call upon the Minis-
ter, Shri Bhagat.

15.59 Hrs.

MOTION RE. STATEMENT ON

‘COMMONWEALTH IMMIGRANTS
BILL OF UK.

SHRI D. N. PATODIA (Jalore)
At what time would the half-an-hour
-discussion be taken up, Sir?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : It is
doubtful. 1 cannot off-hand say any-
thing on that now.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN
THE MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL
AFFAIRS (SHRI B, R. BHAGAT)
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, a statement
was laid on the Table of the House on
the 29th February in connection with
the new Immigration Law which was
passed by the British Parliament on the
1st March. 1 have also made a similar
statement in thc other House. Various
suggestions have beecn made as to how
this situation can bc met.

ot waz @ T (faeer 7ww)
TN WERY N g1 NIz ? TE
g7
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Before
you move your motion, I have permitted
him to make a statement, That is all.
He is entitled to make a statement if he

3o desires, and 1 have permitted him.
You may move your motion later on.

16 HRs.

SHRI NATH PAI (Rajapur) : The
man in possession of the floor is the
man in whose name the motion stands.
But since it has becn your pleasure to
allow the minister to make a statement,
we would not quarrel about it. But the
rules are clear. It is a set debate. At
a later stage, the minister can make a
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statement, but he cannot take prece-
dence over us. in whose names the
motion stands.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : I have
not yet called Mr. Gupta. Before that
1 have made my observation that I have
permitted Mr. Bhagat to make a state-
ment so that it may be helpful to the
debate.

=t $AT AR AW : I ARIGT,
¥ g1 @ [ oy oF AEeE S aw
g W sERE &Y am 2 1 vSE ¥ feum
F AT WO 4 a6 qT R AR
AR 5 T ¥ TAfAT AR 2 qe
A I FTH A IH 97 FgA T AT
SUTEY WA 1 247 =1fEn | Afew
T 9 F@T FT HeAl WA T qFA
ST FATH T AT 7F & qA FHAArg R
z UF AT TR ZE 1 zafag
T wgar 2 f& e A o gee
73 FT a7 fed | 9 w1 wEEd
FG FEAT AT Z AT ag &19 7 TETEN
FL DA § ATATE T AGAT 19 E AFA § |
aff7 wax ¥ W AT T4 7 T8/
LAY AR IET AT I U7 1A AT U AT
QTR F1 g0 9% FEW FIAT R |
SHRI B, R. BHAGAT : I only want-
cd to be of help to the House. This is
not a new precedent. Many times in
the past not only in this Parliament but
in the carlicr Parliaments also Statements
were made in the beginning. It is not
a new precedent. But I am not insist-

ing on making the statement, if they do
not want it.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : It should
be helpful to the debate and therefore
I permitted. But since he himself has
withdrawn, Mr. Gupta may begin now.
But I will have to be firm about the
time—20 minutes,

SHRI PILOO MODY (Godhra) : Is
it a punishment of objecting to the
minister making the statement?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : He him-
self on his own has withdrawn. I have
not asked h'm to withdraw.
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SHRI THIRUMALA RAO (Kaki-
nada) : The subject is before the House.
It is the property of the House. The
House wants to know the background.
It has been the practice for a long time
that when such an important question
is raised on the floor of the House,
Government will first come with a state-
ment giving the background and full
details. Nobody can prevent you from
ruling that the statement must first come
before the House.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : I have
already ruled that he can make a state-
ment, He said the statement would have
provided some useful information and
the debate would have been more fruit-
ful. Therefore, 1 permitted him. But
when objection was raised from the other
side, he himsclf on his own will has
withdrawn.

SHR]I AMRIT NAHATA (Barmer):
He said, if the members do not want,
he will not make the statcment. But
members want it.

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH (Rohtak):
He wants to speak. He has not with-
drawn.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : I cannot
compel him to make the statcment. 1
have given him permission to make it.

SHRI S. M. BANERIJEE (Kanpur) :
You have alrcady given your ruling, Sir.
They are destroying the image of the
Speaker like this.

SHRI A. S, SAIGAL (Bilaspur)
He cannot withdraw umless he takes the
permission of the House. The House
has not permitted him to withdraw.
The House is more important than your
ruling; please excuse me for saying this.

SHRI PILOO MODY : All this rift
within ‘the Congress party should be
resolved outside,

THE PRIME MINISTER, MINIS-
TER OF PLANNING AND MINIS-
TER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI) :
This is a matter for you to decide. The
minister, has not withdrawn. We
thought it would help the discussion if
the Government’s point of view was put
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forward first. It is for you to decide.
You need not regard the statement as
having been withdrawn.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : So far
as this question is concerned, my im-
pression was that he was withdrawing.
Therefore, T said that 1 would call Shri
K. L. Gupta. If he wants to make a
statcment, 1 have already given a ruling
that he can give the background of the
issuc and help the discussion. He i8
entitled to make that statement.

SHRI SEZHIYAN (Kumbakonam) :
Sir, 1 rise to a point of order. In the
Order Paper it is stated that at 4.00 P.M.
this motion is to be moved by Shri
Kanwar Lal Gupta. Therefore, at 4.00
you called him correctly to make the
motion. Supposing the Government
wants to give some information to the
House to help the discussion, it can be
donc after Shri Gupta has moved his
motion, If you create this precedent
today of allowing the Minister to make
a statement before the actual motion is
moved by the Member in whose name
it stands, we will also be cntitled to
claim the sume privilege of sceking your
permission to make a statement giving
background material which the Minister
concerned may mnot have before he
moves a motion on behalf of the Gov-
crnment.  This motion has been put
down to be taken up at 4.00, it is already
4.05 and 1 would request you to allow
Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta to move the
motion.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : Sir, I rise
to a point of order. This particular
motion tabled by us, headed by Shri
Kanwar Lal Gupta, has been admitted
under rule 184 or rule 193—these are
the two rules under which such motions
are admitted. ] take it that this has
been admitted under rule 184. This
rule says :

“Save in so far as is otherwise pro-
vided in the Constitution or in these
rules, no discussion of a matter of
general public interest shall take place
cxcept on a motion made with the
consent of the Speaker.”

Here 'is a motion which has been duly
consented to by the Speaker and this
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motion has been admitted after hearing
‘the hon. Minister on 29th February,
1968. Had we been satisfied that day
we are not insane enough to move such
a motion.

AN HON. MEMBER :
sure?

SHRI S. M. BANERIJEE : Sir, insa-
nity is a disqualification, but I dare to
say that in the case of some this has
been waived. You have already given
your ruling. I know that certain extra-
ordinary rulings have been given in the
past by the Chair, but we have obeyed
them. Here is the Prime Minister who
comes to the rescue of some of the
Members, By interrupting you, Sir,
they want to destroy the image of the
Speaker in the House (Interruption).
Sir, I am very sorry they are interrupting
me. I am not interrupting them, I
have left it long back. I only say, Sir,
that if you change your ruling like a
pendulum this way or that way it will
be difficult for this House to run. You
have given a ruling and you must stick
to it. You should ask Shri Gupta to pro-
ceed with his motion.

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI :

Sir, there is no need for any argument
on this issue.

AN. HON. MEMBER : He should
.withdraw the word “pendulum”.

SHRI SONAVANE (Pandharpur)
Sir, we cannot stand this. He said that
you change your ruling like a pendu-
lum.

Are you

SHRI S. M. BANERIJEE : Sir, I with-
draw the word “pendulum”.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : As you
will realise, when the Minister stated
that he would like to make a statement,
giving the background, I permitted him.
But, later on, my impression was that
he had withdrawn his request. There-
fore, I called Shri Gupta. If I had call-
ed the Minister, it was not for prejudic-
ing the debate or forestalling the debate
which is going to take place. But, if
hon. Members are insisting that the
*Minister need not give background in-
formation, I will call Shri Gupta.
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SHRI B, R. BHAGAT : I hope it will

not be treated as a precedent.

e ww o (R @)
YT AZET, & A9 AT § &
¥ 9T ag e @A g 5
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“That this House takes note of the
statement laid on the Table by the
Deputy Minister of External Affairs
on the 29th February, 1968 regarding
the Commonwealth Immigrants Bill
of the United Kingdom and calls
upon the Government of India to take
appropriate counter measures.”

JoFo TR A Tg griiy fasr
FH T UF A1 T S F I,
ST ofmr F WA A § sfdeeer
dr s g fafewr o &, 3®
g A N fF ag goFo & AT TEY
a1 993 | g & zfagw | 9y ogar
qHT 2 99 e oF aE A e &
et &, sgq &Y fafes=w &, sO%
g Tar W fr ag fafesmfag
3T @Y U AT I W F FRL AGH
T EHY | WG qAH F O § T AE
F1 FYE o gfar # sfaga 7 98 &)
(swEA) | R @IEIR QAT ar
LRI AL U

1962 & g8 THR F1 fa=1, 2w,
faar, T A FATT 91, AR AG IF
TR I 93T }, 99 WG RS AR
2z o qeax 4 | wia I 48 faw
T §89 & T, @ 9% A=Y qg
gifaa a1 fF F1E ol FEEdew F A
UF I A Jo Fo T AT TG AT AWK,
I’} % qm, fegeae &1 qreee
g, T} nfeamm &1 o g &
FA, T|WIo Fo & FAN AT
gFa | 4 g fewean fawww aRe
1 fF 3g gua  ITEY Ot Seiew
| Y 3T S 99 q97 g Fa7 9T f
1z Ww feferframm 2 @R &<
et zawT fadm FTf & 1 o s
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f g ¢ @ s
FAT F FREL  TAT TF ATE 90§,
IF FAX qg T qrEadr T Ay
&1 S sfasie § 1 & s Srear
g§fF 97 1063 # ¥71 @A gam
aw  fafewr g@R I W T
sfaede 7 fer o1 5 =g fafew
qEae T §, a8 fafew amfes &
AR I A FreRRrd go Fo FFR
NgM?@AT a6 geegalk &
FamaTg @ faoe g A oo
# gga qE OFET W G | S I
FUN AT FY GMfAE FEd &, 99 98
Fordfea qEt #Y Prfears w &
e fefesfraem st &, dfe &
qear argar § fF o oSEw dRm &
& AT ArefAat 9T S 6 a8t @9 g,
W A A IE A s ? S
oforaT & @A a1 & 9% ST g TTEEY
e &1 gz W fefesfma &
fafew oo fafew omad &
qITE & FIT T IZT & AT AN
T 2, 38R oaw 7Y g afed
AT o Fo A FFTY T ag famw a1
4 nAr |9 A g fF s og A
qear T q gfT & aRY uF agd
e wgfaw 481 @) W@ | @Ew
FpFT F QefwArd I go Fo
TR Z AT GF T FT HSH Felt o7
@Y Y, AfFq A ag qLFTL AT T
TE RATEIY | 7 awmarg fF i oF
ufaagy nze § fafesafag 7, Sea
Wt gAAFR § 3Ty 9T § 59 faw
& grr

1963 ¥ qTWIE A F AR Fo Fo
TAARE T AT, R, Fifiggguad,
agdsfmmzfe agag &
AN & wrAeE A, NfE s awfuwar
¥ afawd §, @ Fwehe & qEA
woit | g ! T R e 9 ww
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AT AT, TG 9T N AT Fggeaw
#1 anfefoa & § R Forgid 70 Fo a1
amifcrar &@F #1 & Ao Fo F
T §, I% a9 WY 9e-wTT & | Iy
Y grefer =W §, sAw swwT WY
fergeaml €, g o | AT T
# Y aga A W g, I ag adl
I W A ATFAT W g A W
IFFT AFT = srifE A 2 | Arwfeay
FIRA, AEEA F AR, IOATF
qIX F UF GEAC qAE ¥ 1967 F
79 g a1 9 vawt fod ag d fr
w7 Aafar § a1 o Awfat
FT3T ARAAAT Y S 9K OF Ty
AIHT F1 TEA | T AT F A
w4 ¥ QA grET ety sy
faddt e oF wEkT wrr Ay faRema
TAT Y AR, To Fo TV AT aTE ¥
ag Ty & o g fod 7 wga
T AT ¢ 1

d s wfvd ¥ qeAr dgar §
for Fm a2 7Y 7T & fF go Fo & araT
AGT MET & AT BT AT T 6,000
AHT o Fo F g gHO AAMqT
FE.9 & AW §, 791 97 U § ?
ITF TG0 Fo ¥ fafeqafoe & weem
TEYE | T AT H AT 0T A AW
Faz, wifw o9 % fafeqa § ok s &
qTEYIE 1§, §AL AW F WY A, Nfew
ofaeea g, fireim A& | 7 gwwar
g f ag fell WY ave & Sfecwrmes 7@t
2 & a0 at faeeq Aga & aqr
FT qeT  F1 fedmewa famn, gud
T 78 faw q@ &% SR aud
qeae #1 feaquwa faam it oW
st fafew dwm #amat w1iedegu
FWRE | A AR I ¥ qET B
FASTAT AT § o orror qww a F
et g S w1 & e A, qo
Fo & = oY fawmow @ 1 WA Ay
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[t waz e o]
agig, ME FAET 97 §, FI-AS
& &, farald gawr faa e

feT ux A WY asha ara g1 e
FaAr Iftz ¥ q@r od A1 0T aE
a’tusﬂ w g fF vaw om fafew

e & AR fafew qreeE @9 #

g %t IT% o afeanoed §, I 3
wr3q ®1 wAfow g agt 23 a1 ag fafen
e 7 A 2 wwa g o I ¥ foa
IAR] FIET FY qorr &7 AT qFAT &, AN
qF ST ULEH T E ¢ W T
afed ¥ gAemn A g fx @y W
oy fafeda & faws anfeeames a1 &,
Afwa Trea w1 1 7E wWifw agl A
TG I9F F1E VI Agl AT
AN AT A 97 T UF @ A
¥ fafesafog  <wgEd € FT IaF7
g T I8 gfam & sfera A
qa?ﬁa'rr TN I AE T o Fo AT
Afwar 2 1 9T & A &, afeaw
FFAT ITH AT TIEH, 1963 F,
fora & FI7 o Fo FTHIT A ST gEAT-
a< fear &, 7 Fe FTAT F@AT § |
Igq FEaar g fw .

“No one shall be deprived of the

right to enter of which he is a
national,”

9 IR 39 9T gEawiT 77 gu §
A AT FE 5T @Wt Y qg AfawTe
g aE} Y ? Sl A Fy
ST A A€ Fer AT ! FE @A,
Y GTAT AIEA, IART ST T FAT
fgara @m ? WY I emefwdi &
qufegar &, 1 fr afex wide
g fafoafass &1, 371 &Y ¥ &9

TR T ? AT o Fo ATHX TIH

mwﬁ'«mfxwtx

16.19 Hrs.
[MR. SPEAKER in the Chair)
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LT qF FATACT FT gFAeT & AW
FEe 7E ImA AW AT FIGo
Fo RN MAAHZ T W ATAT &1 § FHEAT
Z f& ag &1 amAdeq sATEAwT
TE A TA T T AT NAATSANA
& zAgETT A EE A
gl & | T99 qve-Tvg & faw &
A EY qATHT £ | WA I ITTL A
fer aamay s @ AL 9 wwwar g R
FINAA 29 FT FT TG § IAFT I
97 g TS farmmm% Eucaks
Eics w%n* AT & AT FAAT &
Eika-lc ?a?gna‘g"r I, ITET AT
arzfean & a2 @H g1 oM 917 IR
TAT A & AT ST o Fo FT AT
FIT 97 ZWM, 999 27 2147 ¥ a8 9%
IS F7 TR 2 | gEHT aEIR
FIAZT & AT AT AT & A1 g
¥ AW ET ATEAAT T To Fo FT HI-
17 F1 9@ F71 g Afeq | foaaw
¥7x7 qANA g, IAFT aar AT A
fF gaar Fioia fraer #7120

FgT A% FfAEn &1 qvFTT 7T qFEY
gam i€ smafe 7Y et o Az 7y
faAr w7 % 29 aWEAEduT FE@w
ARY Z | AT IAF FITAT HEX
g " eAq TA T AwE
afga & 7Y AT ¥ UF I T
ARATE | 7 97 715 g frgEAmy
arfefaa T 0F @/ € fogim Ffaay
FY fafrwafs ¥ faow 5% ma go
ITEATR 2 7@ £ AfFT FvETo g fe
I AT AR TTERATRAT 9T A 1% Fvig
gt far mar & 7 WA w1 TR0
72t aaman & fr w0 haew 7€ gam &
ad T T fr ww A g T
A qgw A gmeErd & v oY 3}
qagT g f& #¥fa s A | o
dagafer owd ¢ fr ag aer 37 vl
FY fafewafog ozz a9 af e 3
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st welY AgET ¥ FFT & I
& o fafewm § i fegm sifom &
St € 9% FAT AIE qrEEr A8 @ 0
H =g g F qgi maw zeay
w1 § gAee § v ag Y fae
2 98 349 FrNT 9X @ g W
& wwer ¥, forde & Ame ¥, asda
F A A, e W I F g A
agi sww # fewr feur SmEr &
TR AT 19 F 9T FY a9 A1 A g
gafFT T F 97 A A A g
g aR T @ w3 vF fafaq a@ ame
AT E 1 KA AZIRT § AT TR
g & w1 Ffaen & fafzem & afew it ferg-
T Ao ®7 & & 97 Iy o fshren
MR AT ag gy WY g fw ey
W 3% faams  wrErer fear o
TERAR F1 ! ¥ 9w ¥ e
sgarg fr 21-8-66 F1 dfemw g
wfawT off Sq wfewr 7 z@¥ A d
Newe WY fFar a1 S = & R
T IFTT FT AL FT Tod 8 |

ag 1 AWET & AT TS AL AWEAT

AR 1963 F WEATH FAT T @I
2aged wew g fafew @R ™
AgFay Ffafa e .8 ad
AR ¢ 1 AfFT F gom wAr S &
ST AvEn g fE I aveTe F oy
IE T AT &) sy FRAGES WIEH
fafest wvda & st & 1 @ wwi
FET AW G X T G F@E A
A H I AN g I aAaR §
foar mar & 7 soaY g A s o
qaIST @I ITWET, WL ISMAT & aY,
TOF 1 2 famren, ®v waw @
frem ? s 0w A g A
1 54T faa @R g0 Fo #y wE A
w1 faar | R FAw Ay A T
IS AT TF q /N LY IIEAT

Tg F39 TF AT AN HT FATH A
g 1| 0 i @19 fegeart ame

PHALGUNA 16, 1889 (SAKA)
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WIE | A Fgm owEw § f5 o
AR & I 5T aga D dew
wERIE §, I 2 famr g
T A #Y Ay R fex AR dwT ¥
i F, ant & @, e @
a1 &fr & & 1 fow aER 9w
TSt gt § IR @E A ¢ alx AT
TER @A WA & 1 gH e A
aTfert AT e, s A vdegE
T Med 9 g vk Ay F @
Tfed

# 75 9% g f5 zan fedard
AAT: Go Fo ATH F I | AfeA
FEHRIN F TSN & | I997 @R (%
zﬁmwrf‘am%n 3111'(1!:03?0 *T |-
T feow = s Y sanfaga & @
T AIGT & IaF1ad fawrar =nfid
AT FIAr ATed, ¥ AT Ao
any § at vaF faw gfaud +r wifed,
fegfafreom & s gfawd
wifed s fom e Y agfamy
A awt £, § agarr =ifed ?

st ®o ATo ford (3fam) A
EELE A RS e S o

MR. SPEAKER : I think it is an im-
proper procedure. It is not parliamen-
tary. to address the Member directly and
then talk to him direct, as though the
Chair is not there.

Y waT T a - AT qrFEr Efw
a7y foreard 3o Fo wTE A
¢, Mg T vERY & Afew defaaa
¥ A g |y wfed

i ¥ & 5 gw gaw amg Q=
Mgy € 1 Afew DR F AW W
A1 AR IqTAT AT TC aY ey oY
2w ¥ qaFT Q&Y g @i 0 FTewy
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[sft W sme g ]

T T A9GT TEAT FTAT g0 |
=N FT A999 TS TG QAT )
AT T A9 T FQ@ q@T A
Y AR g AT IR I A
FMGN | I G Io9G FT AT
Qag g ffage & s ifed
# ¥ g9 I { T ATEAT E |
AT g & fF Wi 3 F guw wel
fast, swE & T F AR qEE
¥ @ wwEnm FogEmm ) it
FL | PR TH AT G qg GHEAT T gAH
qA g Faeq ew  fafreew &t
Hifew ger wfgd R @@l W™
FHET 1 T@AT  AMMed | Ig FaAA
AT FT AT AL & | TG IR FTAAGH
T N THEAT E | W TG W AG
e g geEmdr € ar fee awR
M ag oft dr AEg w7 iR
Jo Fo F WM F FIT qTfw FAT 4T
FFE AW A AT | MR JT " qg
AT W A Al @ a1 A A
it QT g F FWASew & S
TAZ § R TqHT 9 G2 Jo Fo A
F@ER @R @ 2 A TH 79 FHAGH
# W BN ) fau FET e AR
TH g s T A e =T
wH o ¥ fau g da @
=fed |

TR F A | O T A
wEA F ;N @A E |

MR. SPEAKER : Motion moved :

‘“That this House takes note of the
statement laid on the Table by the
Deputy Minister of External Affairs
on the 29th February, 1968 regarding
the Commonwealth Immigrants Bill
of the United Kingdom and calls
upon the Government of India to
take appropriate counter measures.”

MARCH 6, 1968

Immigrants Bill 2006
of UK. (M.)

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : I be to

move :

That in the motion, for ‘calls upon
the Government of India to take ap-
propriate  counter-measures’  substi-
tute ‘recommends to the Government
to quit Commonwealth to high-light
the worst type of racial discrimination
practised by UK.

MR. SPEAKER : This amendment is

also before the House.

it Sl aRA (IVWE) T
T TF 9gd IR 9W 2 | S
F T T il FTHAGET TR
Fg faor o fRar & 1 =9 FTE A
g & e 7 F FE 5 wY
# QT AT | T FA T AW FF
frga & TR I i A
sfai o, wifas sfawd ox =23
SlEFT | 98 UF Q@1 IHATE EA
& fora® o gfvar & e &wi & Wi
1 fafqa gm1 @rafaw & 1 g
M A g R gafeu famar & f& ot
Y wTfad g & SHY AT @] &
T §; FTET AT gAIR W & g
F 9 WA G & | 9 aw aQ
IHFTY & 99T aTg T &0 ¢ T
FIwg WG & & Y S g & weafaw
M F wA & I ¥ U 3@ AW
o gvarg g | e fafew go 9
63 T FTA A g TR F e
a1 qg EwEdT T FaA Ffwar 7 qv  Ri
afe ot 99 +X A ¥ Aeafow
am #, ufmm ¥ yeafew W F W@
4gT @RIt | Ig W FAS TF AT QY
Sffal 1 T ¢, afed 99w 9
oy fial &1 &, o g AWM
gy @ AR W e gfr &
g Fdvgue ) MRrv@aw
& fareg 39« gt 3w & & wfafwn i
gt ® afw gz fds & WA
sfafrr gl ¥ fom feelt § fafew



2007 Commonwealth

ofeariz # frew o T e #
itferT #1 T &, 39T g wEgH
T grmt f agi T 5w FTE B A
Tl AR Y 7 aEr ¥ qET ¥
w21 & fF 737 A F @A
fafewr  amf=i & =ma fawar

2

0 AT § % 1963 § Ffaar ¥
AT ¥ AR B & 7 Aot @7 97
IR AITE A T F H1R I qg famwrfor
F1 o f wfar & @ 0wy fafeoramfear
FTAFTT FT A | IART AGAT TR,
I F99 [ 9X, faa @wit § fafew
AMEEAT  THHIT T AT 4N, qTor W
FAA F T I 9T 98 Ve fFar
2 T g | 9] T A
AT g fr s s ¥ fqdw F o
quaTd G @Y s fvgw s
gfaad T8 X TET; S AW 7 FE
Tt Sfoarear §ar g1 sy, Tafan
A IE A IAT @WE AR A AW £
Tgee &1 faafaq @ ST €
% NG F1E AA-IT 47 097 77
AT 7ET &

a7z & f& 9z F19m @ w A
HTATIEAT T T ! F T ®T
FEAT ATEATE F 99 qF O I q
q¥r w9 & fafew Amfew $eive
# Y TE, AT aF TAT AL FTA AL
JAET T, FAfFA FT IT 1,30 A
oforar F AW & TN ST FT g4I
4zt ga, faw ov #fvar & oF e
FTUAE TT @I WX A fafow
@t fmEw AN Fuw w7 fatw
‘qifeTie § ag F1eT w1 AW fRaT
T AT AFEE TH AT H E F A¥
FHITATET AHT FAT §, S99 TT-9T
Wk wfe-wz = smf@ @@ F

L10 LSS/68—7
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T g 1 # fafew s =W
FXAn g fF g ag o oft e 2, A
TAFEA FIS I 0 AR nfr-aw
FX WA §

zafa frdT 1 9 F" qET &
fAm oF AR} | wg g w1
TH I IR H99 THf9w F1E Ifaq #7717
T A ¢ R T wA § e
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“Protests came from both sides of
the House. Some Labour backben-
chers were as hot as Liberals and
Tories in saying that it would be un-
dignified, indccent and irregular for
the executive to take shortcuts through
procedure with a Bill that so closely
touches human rights. It is against
the Declaration of Human Rights.”
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SHRI S. K. TAPURIAH (Pali) : A
very serious. very disturbing and very
disgusting—disgusting because we seem
to have forgotten all humanitarian
values,—situation has been created.
After hearing the previous speaker, I
started wondering whether it was all the
fault of Britain, whether Britain alone
is responsible for what is happening
in Kenya or whether there are some
other parties also. It appears to me
that there are four parties to the situa-
tion. Of course th¢ Immigrants Bill
which had been passed by the British
Parliament is the most shamcless act.
U.K. had suggested to the Indians in
Kenya that they could retain their loyal-
ties to Britain. Possibly on the sug-
gestion of Britain the Indians in Kenya
declined to accept the Kenyan citizen-
ship which was offered to them after
Kenya became independent.

But what the Kenya Government has
done is much worse; possibly they had
gone too fast in their process of Afri-
canisation. In spite of India always try-
ing to offer its fricndship to them, they
did not rcciprocate, It has been re-
ported that onc of the Kenyan Ministers
recently stated that he hated Indians
and that his Government would do
cverything it could to find loopholes in
its laws so that thcy could drive out
Indians.

The third party to the dispute is the
Kenya Indians themselves. No onc can
deny that an injustice had been done
to them, but it is also true that some
of the blame for this unfortunate situa-
tion lies with the Kenya Indians them-
schves. :

The first point that comes to my mind
in this regard is that as reports go, as
history gocs. they offered very little or
no support to the cause of African In-
dependence. Sccondly., why did the
Kenyan Indians reject the offer of
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Kenyan citizenship when it was offered
to them? From this, the question would
also arise as to why they looked towards
Britain and not towards India, and why
do they choose to have Britain citizen-
ship and why do they not choose Indian
citizenship.

In this connection, it is also leamt
that within the two years allowed to
them to apply for Kenyan citizenship,
only 20,000 out of about 1,80,000 ap-
plied for Kenyan citizenship, and only
about 4,000 opted for India,

Finally, we come to the fourth party,
and that is, the Government of India
itself which has blundered all along in
its forcign policy. We have heard the
slogans—Hindi—Chini-Bhai-Bhai, Hindi-
Ceylon Bhai-Bhai and Hindi-Kenya
Bhai-Bhai, and God knows what. These
slogans for ihe first time were musical,
melodious chimes when they rang in
our ears, but when those slogans rang
back again after sometime, they were
just in the form of loud, harsh unfriend-
ly voices, and ultimately, those whom
we used to call Bhai-Bhai let us down.
We are secing what has happened in
Kenya., and recently, we saw how that
tiny, little Island of Ceylon has been
impertinent.  And we can do nothing.
Everywhere. we seem to be failing mis-
erably in our foreign policy. We can-
not visualisc, we cannot sec what might
possibly happen in future, and ultimate-
ly we find that our own people are let
down in all respects.

Now. the question comes as to what
we cun do in this situation. Condemn-
ing the United Kingdom only would not
help. Shri Gupta talked about retalia-
tion. 1 do not think that a few zulus
or hartals or a few public meetings here
and there would help the cause. Let
us se¢ what can be done to meet the
situation that has arisen. Let us sec
it only on humanitarian grounds. Those
people have been kicked out or will be
kicked out from Kenya. Britain has
refused to accept them. Government of
India is not willing to accept them. Only
this morning’s newspapers gave us an
indication that possibly our Government.
at its party meeting yesterday, had pro-
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posed that we might allow them to
enter, with entry permits or something.
1 feel that we must, in the circumstances,
aiiow them to come to India. Of course
they have been bad boys, but our Gov-
ernment have not been very wise in its
foreign policy also. Let us absorb them
and after all, when we are 52 crores,
som¢ 52,000 or a lakh more would not
be much. We have been through trou-
bles, and we have faced worse situations
in the past and possibly we will have to
face such situations and we can solve
them also.

In this connection, it has been esti-
mated that the Indians in Kenya have
about Rs, 400 to Rs. 500 crores in
foreign exchange in the London and
Switzerland banks. I was also told that
the former Finance Minister, Shri T. T.
Krishnamachari, was possibly working
on a scheme as to how that money could
be repatriated into India. These people
should be asked to come to this country
and we can utilise their entrepreneur-
ship, their endeavour, their enterprise
and their capabilities.

The actual position is not known to
me, but it is worth exploring whether
we can absorb these people and their
funds. Maybe our Government will
have to be a little more practical about
their money being brought back. Let
no questions bz asked about their past
sources of income. Let us not harass
them, and possibly we could utilise that
foreign exchange much to our own bene-
fit.

A little more condemnation possibly
is necessary, of the Kenyan Government.
Only condemning Great Britain or the
United Kingdom would not help, Let
us try to meet the situation; let us also
try to review our relations with all other
countries right now again, lest we should
be let down by another country whom
we call friends now, in the future.

SHRI G, S. DHILLON (Taran
Taran) : Mr. Speaker, Sir, this situa-
tion which has arisen because of the
general exodus of Indians from Kenya
is quite a serious matter. 1 have been
to Kenya. I am one of those who
sincerely believe that the attitude of
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the Kenyan Government is very friend-
ly, but at the same time, when they say
“nationalisation” they do not mean it
in the typical economic sense of the
term, but they mean Africanisation.

I happened to be in Kenya just at
the time when Mr. Jomo Kenya:a was
released. I spent some time with him
and 1 also happened to know other
leaders like Tom Mboya, Ngala and
others, The former Vice-President of
Kenya, Mr. Oginga-Odinga, was with
me in London and, I also met him- in
Kenya and know his views. I can say
from my personal observations that all
these leaders are quite friendly towards
India as a nation and as a people, But
when we talk of Indians who had settled
there and the Government of Kenya's
attitude towards them, we have to look
at it from a different perspective. A
number of times after independence, I
met those leaders and they had a griev-
ance that the Indians do not like to
adopt Kenya as their own country. The
Indians, on the other hand, had their
own fears and preferences also. The
Government of India always kept ad-
vising them to adapt chemselves accord-
ing to the new situation. In spite of
that and in spite of the views expressed
by various leaders so many times, the
situation remained quite fluid and the
result is we are facing the problem which
we arz discussing today.

In this matter, the attitude of the
Indian citizens who hold British pass-
ports was perhaps based less on fears
than on the fact that most of them pre-
arred British citizenship to Kenyan
citizenship or even to reversion to Indian
citizenship. But it is very unfortunate
that the British Govermnment should
have taken this step in spite of the fact
that we have very cordial relations with
that country and we are a member of
the Commonwealth. The hastz with
which this legislation was pushed
through there has attracted everybody's
attention and criticism from all quarters
in this country and elsewhere.

T have been perusing the proceedings
of the House of Commons. It was
really very perplexing and exasperating
sometimes—the way the British Home
Secretary, Mr, Callaghan put this pro-
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blem before the members of the British
Parliament. At one stage he said, “We
do accept the rights of the Indians and
ultimately we will have to accept them.”
At that time, another member Mr.
John Hurst retorted : “Then what does
this non-sense of the Bill mean?” There
is an all-round confusion, but in a way
there is this assurance given by the
British Home Secretary. Of cqurse, it
is an assurance and not a commitment.
It should be the immediate duty of the
Government of India to proceed with
the negotiations. After all, 1,500 jmmi-
grants a year is a very small number,
compared to the huge population that
is waiting to go there,

It was very commendable on the
part of Shri Bhagat that he should have
mentioned that not 1,500 but 15,000 im-
migrants should be allowed annually to
settle in UK. I think even at that rate
many people will have to wait for so
many years. I read yesterday, and also in
the newspapers this morning, that what-
ever be the position—let it develop any
way it takes place—the Indians are also
welcome to this country and this country
will serve as a clearing house. Well,
they are welcome. This is their country.
But by their choice they preferred
British passports. Their stay in this
country should be taken as a matter of
courtesy or a visit to their brothers. But,
ultimately, this reference or hint to-
wards ‘clcaring house’ or other expres-
sions as expressed by him should also
be strictly defined and brought to the
notice of the British Government. After
all, once they come here and the whole
matter is allowed to be prolonged a day
may come when the British Govern-
ment may refuse to take back these
citizens also. They must be taken in
India with somc assurance from UK.
Government. After all, this is our
own view, that we are good temporary
hosts to them and we welcome them.
They can come anytime, but that is a
matter about which we should be very
cautious.

I must say, also, that during all
these years—it is a different matter that
the situation about our people in Kenya
has arisen—we have been in the Com-
monweakth. We must not ignore to
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review the relationship so far as our
position. in tha Commonwealth is
concerned. Since the 1965 conflict
with Pakistan, we being a Common-
wealth country, I have been noting
that there has been shown a lot of

discrimination from the side of the
British Government so0 far as our
interests are concerned. 1 happen to

belong to a district in which all the
three fronts of the war are situated,
and every time the BBC came out with
entirely concocted and distorted news.
We brought it to the notice of the
authorities then. Even when a few
British correspondents visited we told
them that the news we received
through BBC were entirely baseless. The
British Government, knowing that so
much propaganda was going on, so
much distortion was going on the other
side, did not care even later on to
amend the matters. The situation in
the present context is in no way dissi-
milar.

Kenya is a Commonwealth country.
We are all members of the Common-
wealth. They should have devised a
certain machinery so that such awk-
ward and ugly situation could have been
avoided. But we see that on the assump-
tion of these relations, ourselves being
placed in the Commonwealth circle, we
are neither shown that courtesy nor
that consideration specially when it
directly hits our interest.

So I would request the hon. Minister
to keep all these matters in view and
also the views of the hon. Members of
this House. If such a situation is
allowed to develop, if in their own
words they say that the whole matter
will be approached in very human terms,
as a Member of the British Parliament
said, then what was the nonsense in
bringing all these measures before the
British Parliament. Even members of
the British public may not like them.
1 strongly appreciate the views express-
ed by my hon. friend, Shri Yadav. and
I associate with those views so far as
the demand to review our relations
with Commonwealth  countries are
concerned.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN (Mettur) :
Mr. Speaker, Sir, as the previous
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speakers have pointed out, we are dis-
cussing a very distressing item which
involves some of the Commonwealth
countries, We have reached a stage
when we have to take some decision
on humanitarian grounds. Pecople try
to absolve this goverment of its responsi-
bility in this matter. I for one think
that the real culprit in this sorry chap-
ter is the attitude taken by the Govern-
ment of India all along with regard to
Indians residing abroad. After inde-
pendence this Government had no
clear cut policy on this question and it
did not give any directions to our
people who are living abroad, whether
it is in Africa, Ceylon, Burma or some
other country.

When the Indigns left this sacred
soil and settled elsewhere, they did not
go there just to suck the blood of the
people there. They did not go there as
trader or busincssman. Most of them
went there as honest labourers, toiled
there very hard and by their blood and

sweat raised the economy of those
countries. Countries like Ceylon and
Burma have frankly admitted the fact

that but for the Indians their economy
would have been nowhere.

When that is the position, it was the
duty of our Government to have taken
a clear and categorical stand from the
very beginning. It is the moral obliga-
tion of this Government to protect the
rights of the people who once belong-
ed to this country. It is the lack of
firmness on the part of our government
from the very beginning that has led to
this kind of chaotic situation in which
we find thousands of our brethern to-
day. They are facing a crisis and they
do not know where to reside, where
to resettle, and where to go.

The latest news that we have receiv-
ed from Kenya is this:

“The Kenya Government said to-
day that Kenya Asians who emigrat-
ed to Britain were not and never had
been Kenya's responsibility since
they opted to become British subjects.
Kenya has no obligations to these
people.

Kenya’s duty is to her own citizens.”
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I think we cannot blame the Kenya
Government for this. That is my per-
sonal view. When they achieved inde-
pendence in 1963, they gave a grace
period of two years during which they
called for applications for citizenship.
Opinions may differ on that but, know-
ing as I do the attitude of Ceylon,
Burma and other Governments, I say
that the attitude of Kenya was some-
what better and more commendable.
Even though four ycars have elapsed
since that offer, there are more than
1,30,000 people who have not opted for
Kenyan citizenship.

2018

Onc hon. Member asked why is it
that these people are very keen to go
to Britain. I can appreciate the feclings
of those people. Because, even after
the agreement for repatriation from
Ceylon, 1 know that many Indians in
Ceylon are not personally very much
keen to come to India, because they
know very well the cconomic position
here, 1 am giving factual information.
Actually, our Embassy in Ceylon is
trying through various magazines and
papers to attract peoplc to opt for
India. Tt is raising false hopes in the
minds of the Indians in Ceylon and
trying to lure them for repatriation.
That is how our Embassy is trying to
manoeuvre a strength of 5 lakhs and
odd, which has becn agreed upon. We
know thc economic situation in this
country. So, it is no wonder that the
Indians in Kenya, who have got British
passport and who have got every right
to demand entry into the United
Kingdom do not opt to reside either in
Kenya or in India.

17 HRrs.

Now, they, of their own sweet will,
want to go to Britain. What exercised
my mind and pained me very much is
that in the reasons given for this kind
of a' Bill, I do not find any mention of
an economic reason for it. The reasons
given by them are—I rely on their
own Information Services—what they
have circulated here. Introducing new
legislation to slow down the flow of
migrants, the Home Sccretary, Mr.
Callaghan, said:—

“It is not possible for this. country
to absorb these persons....... at a
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pace which I fear would cause racial
disharmony.”

‘That was the ground on which they
-have introduced this Bill in the House.
At another place it says:i—

“phasing the entry of these im-
migrants in the light of social condi-
tions. ..... in Britain”.

These are the two reasons that they
have given to justify the introduction
-of this Bill and the passing of this Bill.
I am afraid to use strong words, but it
looks like a different version of apar-
theid. If in this age a developed coun-
try like the UK fecls so in this racial
matter. I am afraid, where it will lead
to.

It is ecverybody's knowledge that
there arc many English people elscwhere
in the world and they are enjoying a
very well sccure life. T do not want to
takc an extreme view at this stage, just
as somc of my friends demand and
say, “Snap our ties with the Common-
wealth™ and all that. I do not want to
go to that extreme attitude at this
stage, because I do not think that at
this stage the British Government have
completely disclaimed that they do not
owe a moral responsibility to these
people. I think so because we find that
when the Home Secretary was asked,
“What about those who will be thrown
out of Kenya?”, his rcply was:—

“l was asked what we would do
about a man who was thrown out of
work and ejected from the country;
we shall have to take him. We can-
not do anything else in those circum-

T think, this is still the attitude of the
British Government and the Govern-
ment of India should pursue this mat-
ter with the UK. I think, they have
already taken up the question of en-
hancement of the quota that is being
envisaged; they want 15,000 families
to be taken in instead of 1,500. That,
I think, was the suggestion made by
‘the Government of India.

This phased programme of absorbing
these people at the rate of 1,500 per
.annum is something very ridiculous. It
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will take decades; at that rate it is im-
possible for the Asians in Kenya to be
absorbed in the UK. T think, the UK
Government knows it very well. So,
when they give this kind of a reason, we
fear that probably they want to shirk
their responsibility.

So, it is for the Government of India
to take up this matter at all possible
levels and see that our countrymen, who
went abroad ages ago and who helped
to raise those countries economically
to come up, are given a decent living in
the UK where they would like to go
and settle.
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MR. SPEAKER : We are going ahead
with this debate well in regard to time.
We have still got 80 minutes left. Shri
H. N. Mukerjee, Shri Rabi Ray, Shri
Anirudhan and Shri Nath Pai have yet
to spcak from the Opposition and
naturally an equal number of Members
from the Congress Party also have got
to speak. [ have got the list with me

AN HON. MEMBER : They are
saying the same thing. So, the time may
be given to the Opposition.

MR SPEAKER: If they are saying
the saume thing, why should they not
allow them to speak ? In this debate at
least 1 do not see any difference. Let
me now give a chance to an Indepen-
dent Member.

SHRI SHEO NARAIN (Basti) : We
want to know who sends this list to
you. We are sitting here from 11 am.
onwards. .

MR. SPEAKER: The hon. Member
may ask his party leader or party
whip. I am not interested in it. What-
ever names the parties give me, I call
from the list.

SHRI SHEO NARAIN: You must
change the system. You are the
guardian of our rights and you must
come o our rescue,

MR SPEAKER: 1 shall pay special
consideration to Shri Sheo Narain apart
from the question of party,

;| o Fo @R (FTIEIR) :
7T AT 7 faw fae fom w9

At fea 9F st aF gV 7Y v =T

MR. SPEAKER : Every party has
sent sO many names,

st Ao Ko Wft : oy AT,
TE AT AFA F1 yqwg Ay Hfed
Fife T8 37 faudi &1 g 9 Sy

MR. SPEAKER : Will he kindly sit
down now ?
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SHRI SHEO NARAIN: I am the
only Member in this House, who was
born in the British West Indies and yet
you are not permitting me to say any-
thing on this.

MR SPEAKER: I entircly agrec with
him. But I think his party does not
appreciate that good point. Anyway, let

mc sce. Now, Shri Swell.
SHRI SWELL (Autonomous Dist-
ricts): During the last few days this

country has been subjected to a num-
ber of agonising tribulations in our
relations with other foreign countries.
There was the question of our rela-
tionship with Pakistan over the issue
of the Rann of Kutch. There is at the
moment our relationship with the friend-
ly country Ceylon over the ownership
of the small island Kachchathivu in the
Indian Ocean. On top of it there is this
question of our relationship with a
friendly Commonwealth country, name-
ly the United Kingdom, over this
question of the Immigration Act which
the British Parliament has just passcd.

Personally, T would have welcomed
the Minister of State in the Ministry
of External Affairs making a statement
before we are called upon to participate
in this discussion, because in that case,
I would be in a better position to par-
ticipate more purposefully, I am happy
to note that despite all the rumblings in
the press which we have read during
the last few days, there is a distinct
note of sobriety and pragamatism in
the approach to this problem. Despite
the fact that my hon. friends like Shri
Chandra Jeet Yadav and others from
the Congress side have put forward
very indignant claims and have sug-
gested retaliatory measures such as the
withdrawal from the Commonwealth
and the nationalisation of British assets
in this country, I think by and large
this House has taken a very pragmatic
approach to this problem. I beg to
submit that this is not a legal question.
Legally, we have reiterated our posi-
tion that these unfortunate people of
Kenya are British citizens and, there-
fore, are none of our responsibility, It
is for them to take up the matter legal-
ly, and I think they arc considering the
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-question of approaching the United
Nations and some of them are also
contemplating to make an appeal to
the International Court at the Hague. 1
would also submit that this is not even
a political question. Politically these
people, as we have said. are none of
our responsioilitv. Politically, it is a
question for the British citizens, whe-
ther in England or in the Common-
wealth, to take up with their Govern-
ent.

I would also submit that this is not
an occasion to utilisc this forum as a
platform for political mudslinging. |
would submit that this is a human ques-
tion, it is a moral question; it is on the
basis of a moral consideration, ¢f our
revulsion against raciol discrimination
that we feel that we arc involved

in
this question. It is also becausc the
majority of these people who have

settled down in Kenya and subsequent-
ly taken British citizenship originated
from this country and had played a
very great rolc in the building up of
Kenya, whether it was as  indentured
labourers in building up the Kenya-
Uganda Railway track or as business-
men who built up trade and commerce
of Kenya at the time when the Africans
were not in a position to discharge
their responsibilitics in ¢hesc respects.

If we are to look at it from that
moral angle and human angle, then the
question we should put before us is not
who is right, but what is right, what
will be right by these people, what
should we do at this moment to see that
the sufferings of these pcople are alle-
viated, that the undesirable aspects of
this Act are eliminated, and how
best we can overcome this problem.
If we look at it this way, I think we
should be clear in our minds as to
what is the problem we have on hand,
the problem with which we are im-
mediately concerned. The problem
refers to about 100,000 or even 120,000

Kenyans of Indian origin who are
holders of British passports.
Newspapers in the last few days

report that during the period when
there was a rush from Kenya to beat
the date-line of the Act, roughly about
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15,000 heads of families had been able
to reach England and are now therc.
The present calculation is that there are
about three dependents to a head of
family. If you go by that calculation,
today out of 120,000 pcople. about
60,000 have been able to reach
England.

AN HON. MEMBER :
not yet reached.

SHRI SWELL: The heads of families

2026

They have

have reached and the dependants
will follow. Anyway, it is for the
Minister to deny or confirm thesc
figures.

Therefore, the problem in our hands
today relates to about 60,000 people.
What is the way to help them out of
their difficulty?

Now I will point out what the
British Home Sccretary has said on
the floor of the House of Commons to
which one of my hon. friends also has
drawn attention. The first thing he
said was that there was nothing in the
Act which specified the number of
people who would be admitted into
UK. T would submi¢ here that this is
not a question of denying these people
the right of entry into England. That
is not what the British Government or
the Act has said. Tt is a questicn of
regulating entry.

An HON. MEMBER: How?

SHRI SWELL: There is no hard and
fast number fixed by this Act. We are
told that about 1500 persons will be
taken into England every ycar, But the
Act itself does not say that it will be
confined to that number of 1500. There
is room here for negotiation. 1 think
this Government has taken the right
step in trying to bring moral pressure
on the British Government, in trying to
arouse the conscience of the fellow
Commonwealth countries and in trying
to arouse the conscience of the world
and have this number suitably increas-
ed.

There is another news item today or
yesterdav which says that as a result of
the flight of these Indians from Kenya
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—these are persons trained in trade
and commerce and various other crafts,

persons who are the backbone of the
Kenyan economy—there is today a
sort of economic chaos in Kenya and

even the Kenyan Government is realis-
ing that this kind of flight would have
a very adverse effect on the Kcnyan
cconomy. We have at the top of the
Kenyan Government today a person of
the stature, age and experience of
Jomo Kenyatta, a man who had been
tempered in the struggle for the free-
«dom of the people. 1 refuse to belicve
that a man with that kind of back-
ground would not realise what is good
for his peoplc. Is not this an oppor-
tunity for the Minister of Externa!
Affairs to take up this matter of thesc
60,000 persons with Jomo Kecnyatta so
that they could be given work permits
10 remain in Kenya as long as they arc
not absorbed into the U.K.? Simultane-
ously the question should be pursued
with the British Government to incrcasc
the annual quota of the people who
should be admitted. If a pragmatic
approach is made in this way, the solu-
tion to the problem of these 60,000
persons should not be an impossible
task.

I do not subscribe to the idea of
rctaliatory measures such® us freezing
or nationalisation of British assets in
India. We have to remember that for
a few hundreds of Britishers who are
in India today we have a million citi-
zens of India or people of Indian vrigin
living in Britain, Before taking any hasty
or precipitate step in this matter, wc
should consider what would befall those
people who are in Britain today. I do not
subscribe also to the proposal that we
should ban the entry of the Common-
wealth citizens holding British passports
to India, Who would suffer if we do so ?
Firstly, it is these 60,000 persons who
would be thrown out from Kenya and
whom we are trying to help. We have
also to remember that if we insist on per-
mits for the Commonwealth citizens
living in India, I think the other coun-
tries including the United Kingdom
‘will have the same right to insist on
permits for our nationals in those
countries. These are the things that
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this Government and Parliament
take into consideration.

must

I would submit to the Government
that we give time and make approaches
to the United Kingdom Government
and the Kenyan Government on the
lines that I have suggested.

SHRI H. N. MUKERIJEE (Calcutta
North East) : Mr. Speaker, Sir, I think
it is generally realised that what he
United Kingdom Government has
recently done is an instance of the ab-
dication of human decency and a
blatant rcpudiation of the pledges
which had been given repeatedly at
different times to the Asians in East
Africa.

I am worried also because this
appears to be part of the combined
offensive of racism. There does appear
a joint cffort 10 promote this racist
idea which is going perhaps to play a
most blackguardly role in the coming
phase of history. This morning I read
about the refusal of the United King-
dom and the United States’ representa-
tives in the United Nations even to
censurc—let alone expel—South Africa
on account of South Africa’s refusal to
call off the so-called terrorist trials of
30 South-west African patriots fighting
for frcedom, who have been jailed for
life.

We know how the Rhodesian court
has refused the British Queen’s prero-
gative of mercy and Britain looks on.
I read in the papers this morning of a
report of thc United ‘States National
Advisory Commission on civil dis-
orders, how all-pervasive racism is a
feature of Amecrican life today.

British citizenship was at one timc
looked upon as something very worth-
while and in the middle of the 19th
century, men like Lord Palmerston
would make a lot of arrogant noisc
about it, but the British lion today is
a toothless animal. But the lion is a
noble animal and the lion, even when
it is old and toothless, should know
how to behave. Obviously Britain does
not know how to behave.
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[Shri H. N. Mukerjee]
17.27 Hgs.

[MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

In Britain today there is, we see
from the papers, a lobby whose slogan
is “Keep Britain White”, and the Prime
Minister of Britain happens to be Mr.
Harold Wilson, who when his crony.
Mr. Gardon Walker was defeated by a
racialist, said he was a parliamentary
leper. Now, leprosy is a visitation for
which the victim should be pitied rather
than be condemned. But 1 am afraid
Mr. Wikon and his tribe have got
themselves into a position where they
should be called lepers and they should
not be pitied but they should be con-
demned because they are moving joint-
ly with the racialists among the Tories
and they have done this dirty work.
And they have even dropped a pre-
tence that there is nothing racial about
it in the Bill which is now an Act. In
that Bill there is a reference to the
“citizens of the United Kingdom hold-
ing United Kingdom passports who
have no substantial connection with
this country by birth or by parentage.”
If you are linked by birth or parentage
with the United Kingdom you can get
away from any of the provisions in this
most deleterious Bill,

1 know the Kenya-Indians cannot be

cxonerated from responsibility. But T
am very glad that my friend over
there, a Congress colleague. po.nted

out how it was Mr. Malcolm Mac-
Donald who had gone particularly
to persuade the Kenyan-Indians to stick
to British citizenship when free Kenya
had given them the offer that either
they should become nationals of that
free country or they should choose to
belong where they wish to belong—Bri-
tain or India—wherever it might be.
They chose Britain. They took very little
advantage of the Kenyan Government's
offer which has been therec for more
than two years. And yet, they did not
take advantage of the offer. Only
10,000 Indians or so have opted for
Kenyan nationality and the rest trusted
Britain. They trusted Mr. Malcolm.
MacDonald’s  blandishments,  They
forgot that at one point of time Britain
had been given the appellation of “per-
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fidious Albion.” I hate to have to talk
like this about a country where I had
lived five years of my life and I have
nothing against that country and its
people. '

But I do say that this ruling class,
the ruling circle of labour lieutenants of
the capitalist class who are bossing
over Britain at the present moment,
continue to be a tribe for whom we can
have nothing but hatred and disgust.

I would like to know from this Gov-
ernment—the Prime Minister has more
important preoccupations, but the
Minister of State is here—have we
tried genuinely to make a move in
regard to contacting President Kenyatta?
I was very glad when Mr. Swell
said that Jomo Kenyatta has gone
through fire and he is a kind of per-
son who will not do a wrong thing just
like that. How far have we gonc in
our talks with him? I have been read-
ing Government’s statements and there
is no mention about our conversation:
with Kenyatta or with the Kenyan
Government or any report from our
High Commissioner in Nairobi. I find
reports about thc contacts which our
High Commissioner in London had
with the British Government and our
contact here with the UK High Com-
missioner, but there is not a word, not
a syllable in so far as Kenyatta himself
is concerned.

1 would also like to know this.
Pakistan is in thc picture. Pakistan is.
of course, treated in a preferential

way by Britain for its own pseudo-
imperialist reasons. Pakistan in this
case is also a sufferer. Are we making
any move along with Pakistan in regard
to this matter ? I do not know. There
is nothing at all to suggest from the
papers already laid before the House by
Government that we are making any
moves along with Pakistan in regard to
this matter. Every opportunity to
work with Pakistan on a friendly basis
has its repercussions, which have an
importance which  should not be
ignored.

If the Kenyan Indians come home,
I have a feeling that they do not
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«deserve to be welcomed here, because
-of their having disregarded the advice
-of our own Government that they
should have adapted themselves to
their country of adoption and should
have looked upon that country as their
.own. They have not done so. But if
they come to us, bold India has strength
and resilience enough to absorb some
-of her erring children. But we cannot
send them a blanket invitation. They
are Britain’s headache for the time
being. We should tell Britain straight
what we think in regard to this matter.

1 am glad the suggestion of India
Jeaving the Commonwealth a very old
idea which many of us have been
pressing here without success—has
been mentioned not only in an amend-
ment before the House, but also in two
speeches made by Congress members of
the House. When India joined the
«Commonwealth, it was on the basis of
common citizenship, conditioned by
reciprocity. But the British are behav-
ing in a kind of way which shows that
breach of faith comes easy to them. So
far as this country goes, they are
practising a variety of apartheid and we
should do something about it. There is
no doubt about our having to do
something about it. It is about time,
more than time, that we made a ges-
ture, so badly needed for sometime, of
leaving the Commonwealth. What good
is there about it? What is the advan-
tage we get? If belonging to a large
community embracing a very consider-
able part of the world gives you some
moral satisfaction, I can understand it.
But how can we have moral satisfac-

tion from an association with the
Commonwealth whose head is the
head of the Government which be-

haves in this most egregious fashion?

I would suggest, as this amendment
has also promulgated, that we quit the
Commonwealth, that we stop thc re-
patriation of dividends on British
capital and we freeze the British assets
that we have got here. There are
many other reasons for it. Look at the
behaviour of British big money inter-
ests, like the Calcutta Tramway Com-
~pany who ran away and who arc now
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coming squealing back to get their
assets with compensation and God
knows with what other benefits. Look
at the BOAC which has been rvcently
behaving, not for the first time, in a
manner which is against the kind of
objective we have got. On the UKk
citizens in India, a certain amount of
curb has surely to be put as a kind of
retaliation. We do not like the word
“retaliation”, but if this kind of thing
is done, India should certainly sit up.
The more liberal British papers like the
New Stiatesman have expressed fears
that an agitation might start in Britain
—it has already started in somec kind
of way—for coloured citizens to be
expelled. Surely these chaps who
shout “Keep Britain White” would be
in the picture and they would clamour
for a scheme of repatriation of emi-
grants and all those things.

Britain is taking recourse to apartheid
on an instalment plan. In Wolverhamp-
ton Sikh bus drivers and conductors are
demonstrating as because of their beard
and turban they are to be pushed out
of their office. Two of the British
sovereigns till recently wore a beard,
and wear a turban I would not get a
job in Britain. This is the kind of thing
going on, this is the kind of apartheid
being practised not only by Pretoria but
also Rhodesia and Rhodesia’s unspoken
patron the United Kingdom. India
should do something about it in order
that her image, which is already so
dark in so far as ex-colonial countries

of the world is concerned, might be
refurbished to a certain extent.
SHRIMATI TARKESHWARI

SINHA (Barh) : Mr. Deputy-Speaker,
Sir, I am grateful to you for this oppor-
tunity. I was in TL.ondon when this Bill
was being passed by British Parliament
and some of the dclegations from Kenya
Asians mct me. Sir, this is not merely
a question to be solved for the people
of Indian origin who have been in Kenya
but, as the previous speakers have point-
ed out, this is a very serious problem
of denial of British citizenship to those
people who have already been given
British citizenship.
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The British Government has passed
a law which it has no moral or legal
authority to pass. The fact is that the
British Parliament is supreme. They
have no Supreme Court there. If there
would have been a Supreme Court, as
we have in India, to interpret the lega-
lity of the laws passed by Parliament, I
am sure this law would have been de-
clared completely illegal. How can a
country deny citizenship to its own
poople. Once they were given British
passports those Asians did not remain
Asians or Kenyans; they became de
jure and de facto Britishers except with
difference in the colour of their skin. A
country which has been preaching de-
mocracy, a country which has been
preaching rule of law has become the
country to provide for the burial of the
rule of law. This is the biggest irony
of this legislation which has been passed
by British Parliament. I know that
there 'is some conscience even in the
Britishers and it has revolted. The Arch
Bishop of Canterbury revolted against
immigration laws. Many members in
British Parliament have revolted against
this law. A very eminent personality
of the Labour Party, Mrs. Gaitskel, who
is now a Member of the House of Lords,
revolted against this law. I could say
that the Members of the British Parlia-
ment who even brought this Bill, who
made this as law, were completely in
defencc. They were completely demo-
ralised, fully realising that they were
doing something very inhuman. When
Mr. Callaghan made the statement that
the implementation and success of this
law will depend upon the situations, he
did realise that the world is not going
to sit quiet. It is good this Parliament
has taken this opportunity to debate
this. People from Asian countries, who
had Asian origin, arc spread over a
large part of this world. There are peo-
plc of Indian origin, Pakistani origin, in
West Indies South-East-Asian in the
Middle East in Africa and so on. This
problem is haunting all those Indians
or Asians like Pakistanis and others, like
a ghost. They are living from day to
day and month to month. There is a
fecling of complete insecurity among
them, T would not blame those Asians
who were in Kenya at that time, who
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were tempted to accept British passports,
because they had a lot of faith in the
sense of morality and legality of the
British Government and British Parlia-
ment. They could not imagine that any
decent civilised government would be-
have in the manner in which Britain has
behaved.

How any citizen of Britain would be
feeling when that country, which they
have made as their home, is going to
deny them the right of existence. We
are the citizens of this country. It is
by chance that we are born in this coun-
try. There are Indians who are born
in some other country. But anybody is
an Indian, if he is given Indian citizen-
ship, he feels that he is an Indian in
cvery respect. He will certainly feel
disappointed if he is denied the rights
of citizenship and that is why we feel
it, It is really, as Shri Mukerjee put it,
not a question of India accepting them.
We have all sympathies for them, but
it is a matter which is much bigger than
India. It is a matter of dividing the
world into colour,

1 also do not blame Mr. Jomo Ken-
vatta for this. But I certainly blame
our own Government in this respect, our
own High Commissioner in this respect.
When the process of Africanisation
startzd in Kenya in a very big way, when
every day newspapers were reporting it.
our High Commissioner kept us in the
dark. Was it not in the knowledge of
our High Commissioner that the British
Government has been able to establish
this kind of arrangement with the Ken-
van Government? Does our High Com-
missioner deny this fact, saying this was
not within his knowledge that this is
going to happen? Why did he not warn
the Government of India? Why did he
not inform the Government of India
for the last two years that this is going
to happen, so that we must take recoursc
to <ome action?

AN HON. MEMBER : He has done
it.

SHRIMATI TARKESHWARI
SINHA : I do not think so. Only a
few months back. our own Members of
Parliament, visited Kenya—Shri Mahida
was the leader of our delegation—and
he came back and said that he met the
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British High Commissioner and others
and that he was assured that everything
is all right there, everything is rosy. He
said that he was assured that the Asians
can live there as loyal citizens. So, it
gives us lot of pain, now to know that
10,000 applications of the people who
have not been given scitizenship, are
pending. What was happening to the
Indian High Commissioner in Kenya
and what was he doing all this time?
Why did he not bring this fact to the
notice of the Indian Government lso
that the Indian Government could have
taken this matter with the British Gov-
ernment before this law came into exis-
tence? Now it would be crying for
spilt milk becausc that law has become
law with the approval of the British
Parliament. It is too late now for doing
those things which we could have done
before this law became a law. We could
have previailed upon  them. we could
have insisted upon them. upon Britain,
that reciprocal retaliation will be very
very dangerous for Britain. However,
I am not onc of those hard-hcaded per-
sons who would sav that by sheer
words we take decisions of scrious con-
sequence. 1 am not one of those peo-
ple who would advise that the first reac-
tion of India should be to quit the
Commonwealth because, the Common-
wealth, atter all, is the Commonwealth.
The people in the world today are com-
ing together. Wc have formed in the
United Nations the Afro-Asian group.
Though there may not be anything
common between Afro-Asian countries.
we have to cooperate because the world
moves in such a way. Because we cannot
live in isolation. we form into a groups
and worl: there as long as our interests
are there,  Sometimes we may not agree.
sometimes we do not come to arrange-
ments and sometimes we agree (o dis-
agree ard take recourse to our  own
methods, but we form into groups be-
cause we realise that even for some kind
of considvration some joint effort is
necded.

After all, we have been making the
mistake of assuming Britain as autho-
rity over the Commonwealth. Who has
made Britain the authority for the Com-
monwealth? The Commonwealth is
symbolically presided over by the
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Queen. But jt is only by our pleasure
that the Queen is presiding over the
Commonwealth. If we want to have
relationship with Canada, if we want to
have relationship with Australia, if we
want relationship even with African
countries of the Commonwealth like
Nigeria and others, this is the forum
where we can exchange our points of
view and pressurise cven Britain that
this is our stand and this is the right
stand. .

By leaving the Commonwealth on
whom are we going to take our revenge?
On oursclves. because we will be quitting
our association with other countries of
the Commonwealth and not with Britain
only. Our association with other coun-
trics of the Commonwealth is very im-
portant. By quitting thc Commonwealth
we are going to create a situation where
we will be in isolation and not others.

But there is method. We can take up
this subject in the Human Rights Com-
mission. In  April the international
conference on human rights is going to
take place in Techeran, Let this Gov-
emment have serious thinking about
this matter and present a very, very
convincing case to the Human Rights
Commission. We can arouse the con-
science of the world. You remember
those days when we were not indepen-
dent, Then we went to every country,
created public opinion and we did suc-
ceed. We went to the United States of
America: we went to many countries of
Latin America: we went to many coun-
tries of Europe and crcated large and
wide public opinion in our favour. I
wish that kind of public opinion to be
created. India will stand as one, in this.
This Parliament by discussing this has
strengthened the hands of Government
of India and T hope they will take this
support with great seriousness. I think,
we will succeed. T am surc about it.

=t tfg T (971) : IIAY AEET,
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2037 Commonwealth MARCH 6, 1968 Immigrants Bill 2038

=it <fw 7]

BIET AT FT AEAT I F TR
afaw @ge A fegeom & weElw
ARAT & Al F awgeal T ENET

FY 47, 1 G ToqN ATE G8F T IAHT

AT I T FEr AT fF et A g

J v Ry FT 1y A @, wfwa

W T8 g Fgar o3 fF s@er A

efmar e T | .

fada gy 9T IQ FEAITT TIHI-

AT UF FT ZH AW AT WIT AT
qrferade, S aWT, § T §7 7F
g frr agagaant Namfegms
¥ §© gfaardy A A @Y gEFT FI0
faQrg frar & | @9® saer 4y o
oy a7 fwar §, S wrAEEr &
o a9 T | 98 =AY & A= famg
T Fee T, Mo T | faeqr Avmag
¥ g qT s faagw oifke frar &,
T fad fog wmr § o W |
foar &, 9 snafawy snw FeeENE
AT grelve  F ux Avaifaq safe g,
# IAERT ATF AHA 9T FT FATAT
AT §
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[SHRI G. S. DHILLON in the Chair]
“The Bill appears to the committce
to involve this country in breaking
its pledged word, in as much as per-
sons granted United Kingdom citi-
zenship have through the Bill had
this citizenship made nugatory. This
causes distress and distrust of the
Government’s word in the immigrant
communities and among those who
have devoted themselves to the pro-
motion of integration, trust and good-
will. The committee and its staff are
perplexed to see how they may con-
tinue their work under these circums-
tances.

If it is even now possible for the Bill
to be amended attention is drawn to
those features of it which are thorough-
ly wrong :—

1. In clause 1 of the Bill racial

classification is, it is believed

of UK. (M.)

for the first time, formally em-
bodied into the law of the United
Kingdom.

. The Bill fails to include now the
recommendations of the Wilson
committee about appeals and
about the provision of a com-
prehensive welfare service.

3. The numbers for which entry is
permitted are unreasonably timid
and are unjust for people classed
as United Kingdom citizens.

4. The Bill creates a class of per-
sons who are virtually stateless
as they are made to have effec-
tive citizenship in no state.

[

The committee has assumed the exis-
tence of immigration controls and has
cooperated with their operation in this
country. But the Bill introduces into
the controls a measure of injustices and
indeed bad faith, which unless it is con-
siderably modified can do the gravest
harm to the progress of community re-
lations.”

¥ AEE, qg WHfEaeT o
FIEN FT FE0 & | a7 4 o195
A S gfeEaa & 93E 9@ @A
faorr= § faeev forer gz 9aeT o1 137
& 9 WY 9% F7 FATAT AEATE

“Sir Dingle Foot takes his stand
on the legislation that gave Kenya
independence in 1963 and enabled
the European and Asian citizens there
cither to apply for citizenship of
Kenya or to retain their citizenship
of the United Kingdom. Those who
retained United Kingdom citizenship
received British passports as a matter
of course and were entitled to come
to the United Kingdom.

Now, Sir Dingle Foot says. the
British Governmert is making a dis-
tinction between the European and
the Asian community in the new Bill,
saying that those who had a father
or grand-father in Britain could come
back. This applied to nearly all the
Europeans, thus giving them free
entry, but the Government intended
to refuse the same right to the Asians.
That was why he condemned the Bill

v 9

as ‘racialist legislation’.
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7 A% AN T ST F qIY
¥ v famm ot feny g v
A afefame e Fa@d 1 @™
93 FT gATT | TN g wrfex ¥ fF
femams ¥ amgT  ITFT R &)
e A g fEs s g &
AT I FTAT TIT VT, TWE T @1
& 1 g A JmET agg e & fE
vt gfar o foraa) i #23 § sraciedty
SfETY 74T A AW T 1 S g
fergeama & s e fmn & srez e fmar
7 9fs a@ T 200-300 NIAT AW
T § o areefoan A, qwafar &
afg axidl=r 6, 7ar 10 AT FET TR
g1 AT us T T @ & ot
g7 gfar & sg s w1 AW, W
AMIFT F AWT g AT wfoan F A
§ ag wred frar AT rzafear § sae
& wfgaras 1 v fgaons v &
2 fF gad ot &Y, g7 agt AmEw
F @7 | 78 UF  IfAad) waw ¢
Iy FE WA GET FIX G GETAE
F ar § fx gfaar & s=if w0 v
FA ¥ raT g 9T a7 § JawAT
AET, AT A ALTE g ARG | Tg
fas gfmmars 7 Y fa= v F< faar
T g fadw s F w1 g
T | HEY giAAT & T O T A
7 afrgET @ @ar o3 gafag
# ATH EATAH CF ANT AT AGATE
for &% mfew qa v aga §, 8 2@t
AT o MR AT F ey #7 ¥
& ey AW B saren gfaag 3 &
foe a3y T R} § 1 ImOR T
argT, AN g B oty QY W age
T Mfgar wmdwr U § sgeET
favafaarea & wew &\ & forg &Y
sz 7 gt B s & e iR
it forg giew ¥ & ' § agi w1
AT AT 1 "Hy w3 o M oz
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TT ], I AW FT T F HT Iy
agi q< firceare faomy war 91 ) TWo
Stfear Y wre ar f g F gw awe
F 7 TS F AT TR AN A DA
Y § | T AT § W T FT I
famfad & wa fior #) o1 sq17 fowmay
STEAT § | AT YA T AWIET &
IR T P TAO TG FAT ¥ I8 T
A we qar F qaar v awrEr ¥ qii
7 agd o8y awiq gw F R E A
# ¥ wf g I+ eary faetraw gar
g 9 seefear #1 weg e
I TET AT aY 47 4AT G BT G7A
WTXT GCFT § WFgaT g & ) SrgAr
FTHTT ¥ ITFT T8 qreqar &7 | Fo-
A Mg T ELHAT I [ grgw |
T ? THAvg qg o G A5
FY % A7 q1 IF AHIC FT GFA ATZAT
F Argar &Y | WIRE ST A qE) &Y
FaifE T TFT JrAar 47 fF ower
W FT GATX qTY ALAT 9397 | Y
A ¥ "ifqaq FEFT BT gAqE 24T
g g 5 qrrara e swfa gof
F UEEF & AU Fi0Y 7 9 Iawy
QAT ®Y qAE - Id G A), I
IAFT AYAT HET AT 9L, % qfT
fegeam #v o widsy R agiT
@A wfeq g A& TR AT afan
gffam & A%t wify & faq e
fawafaarg  aar fear 1 ¥fes v
FTHTT F1E QAT W7 T ATEATT
FI¥ &YW & fag AT srwlwT A TaT
& fag weimy 7 FT @97 | T WA
TEFR N g Afy 7 R
g1

WM 98T ¥ gwra 1% ¢ fw
TF FE S AT 919 AfeT qg 99
Y g7 G & T T WY afed A
wifeq qaT o aga &, I dwarer
g a1 AT AHFT WY F dAAaT AR
TR RAT N, ITHT TFAAT T
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W1 AT WG AT TR amaArE
F e N FeT Mo T g sw @
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TR 4 AT q@ ITF FFgA ¥ 796
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FIHI AT AT S ey o @ & )
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7§ 1 i S R g &
qE FF AW T AR I w9
i 7 frare € @ &, Tt s oredy
B & fr g AR o ot
@ FEN § AW ARG G
TEEFE FT T | AR fmw Fw
qa 73 § fr o sfear € axe
| o W A AT, R gEE )
. T A A fRR SR W amfr €
I3 fegeam o & fag Y fawr &
AT H AT | AE AT ST & A
R g AN FO a9 {6 Fror Al
¥ 7 A gk wfv wEmwfa, @, wmar
AR I o AR TR AW ST A
qg AT F WA T@T AT, T A
T T w1 R MR SR A g
Tt §, 59 A9 F TR 9T AGE
Yo I | W AW A o9 e
s ar fee gfan & fegem #
TR & 4T 1 GH FW 7 7@ o4 3
fafe s @M AR AR F A A
AT ATYOT FHTR FIATE |

SHRI D, C. SHARMA (Gurdaspur):
1 do not think that I should reiterate
what has already been said, but I want
to urge upon the Government of India
that this is not merely an Indian pro-
blem or a Pakistan problem but it is a
problem that concerns all the countries
that are inhabited by Asians and also
some of the countries that are inhabited
by Africans, Therefore, we should
look at this problem from a wider pers-
pective and from an angle which is
more or less the angle of the whole
world.

Somebody asked ‘What have the In-
dians done for Kenya?. Anybody may
ask ‘What have the Indians dome for
India?”. It was the Indians who had
built the railways in Kenya. I think
you must have read The Man-eaters of
Tsavon by Col. Patterson, in which he
has given the story of the Kenyan rail-
ways which were built by the Indians.
It was the Indians who had built up
the railways of Kenya. It was the
Indians who had built up the cities and
multi-storeyed  buildings in Kenya.
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Indians were the back-bone, economic
and political and I should say, the inter-
national back-bone of Kenya, They
were a part and parcel of Kenya. Now
it looks very odd that these very Indians
who have given all their support and
help, moral, economic and political, for
the liberation of Kenya from the
clutches of the British Empire should be
thrown out.

18 HRs,

Somebody says that they were not
into a trap by Mr, Malcom Macdonald.
1 do not know this. I do not think
there was any trap. But one thing is
certain, that they opted for UK citizen-
ship, as some of them opted for Kenya
citizenship and some others opted for
Indian citizenship. Whether they opted
for this citizenship or that, we cannot
wash our hands off those persons who
are Indians, who are of Indian descent.
If anyone wants to do that, I think the
prestige of India would go down into
the deepest ocean.

Therefore, whether a man lives in
UK or in Kenya or any other part of
Africa or Asia or Europe, if he is a
person of Indian origin, we have to
own him. We cannot disown him; if
we do so, we shall be disowning these
persons here after some 10 or 15 years.
Disowning Indians, whether they have
opted for this citizenship or that, is, I
think, a moral crime, a political suicide
and a constitutional absurdity. We
must own these Indians,

I do not want to read from papers.
But even a paper like the New Stotes-
man, which the present UK High Com-
missioner for India, Mr. John Freeman,
was editing till recently, has said some-
thing on this echoing our sentiments.
I shall read only one sentence of what
the paper has written, though I can read
many sentences from it. It says that ‘this
enactment is not feasible on any grounds’
—morally, politically or constitutionally.
But that does not make those Indians
who are not allowed entry into UK
happy. Mr. Harold Wilson has become
Mr. Hitler Wilson. As Hitler tried to
raise the bogey of the Jews, so Mr.
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Hitler Wilson is raising the bogey of
Indians and Asians. If I read the New
Statesman a right, I can tell you that the
Labour Government is on the way out.
This legislation which they have enacted
has blackened the statute book of UK;
it has brought the UK a very bad name.
This Act is going to be the last nail in
the coffin of the Labour Government.
This is what the New Statesman also
thinks.

What is the way out ? There are two
ways. One is that these people who arc
denied their right of entry and are
asked to come in driblets should stage a
satyagraha outside 10, Downing Street.
They are a brave people, they are the
children of Mahatma Gandhi; they have
learnt their lessons at the feet of
Mahatma Gandhi. They should, there-
fore, stage a peaceful, non-violent satya-
graha.

Secondly.. .

SHRI K. ANIRUDHAN (Chirayin-
kil) : Send a delegation !

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : No,

SHRI K. ANIRUDHAN : He himself
can go and offer satyagraha at 10, Down-
ing Street.

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : I will go
with him.

Our Government should call a meeting
immediately of rcpresentatives of India,
Pakistan, Ceylon and some other South
East Asian countries. It should devise
ways and means so that some moral
pressure could be brought to bear upon
them. The hon. lady Member was talk-
ing about human rights. I think
human rights are to be found only
on pieces of paper and as charters and
in the archives of the United Nations.
Who practices human rights ? Nobody.
There is no use preaching the gospel of
human rights. The UK Government has
done this to its most friendly country
in this world. All the time we have been
friendly to the UK and our Prime
Minister the late Pandit UJawabarlal
Nehru would have quit Common-
wealth. In order to keep us there, the
name was changed from the British
Commonwealth to the Commonwealth
of nations. We have been very friendly
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with them and they have done this to a
friendly nation. Gratitude is not a
political virtue and it may not be even
a moral virtue in the 20th century. But
what India has done to Britain should
be remembered with gratitude and 1
think that these persons should be taken
not in 15 years, or ten years but in one
instalment. We should make this de-
mand unitedly and firmly and if we did
so I am sure the Government of Harold
Wilson which is already crumbling and
tottering and feeling insecure will come
to terms with us sooner than is imagin-
ed.

18.07 Hrs.

STATEMENT RE EXECUTION OF
AFRICANS BY SOUTH RHODESIAN
GOVERNMENT

THE PRIME MINISTER, MINIS-
TER OF ATOMIC ENERGY, MINIS-
TER OF PLANNING AND MINIS-
TER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI) : Sir,
1 wanted to draw the attention of the
House to an event elsewhere in Africa,
in that part of the Continent which is
still disfigured by racism, We have
learnt with inexpressible horrow that
the South Rhodesian regime has perpe-
trated a heinous crime by executing
three Africans. The world has followed
their fate with great anxiety in the last
few days. This monstrous deed of the
white racist regime evokes our wrath
and our condemnation. I am sure every-
one in the House and the country will
condemn this barbarous act and honour
the name of the three African martyrs :
James Dhlamini, Victor Mhlambo and
Duly Shadreck.

SHRI NATH PAI (Rajapur) : I join
the Prime Minister in paying our hom-
age to these three brave men who, what-
ever the court in Southern Rhodesia
may say, will be described as martyrs
who died on the altar of the liberation
of Africa.

This sad announcement has lent a
new poignancy and perhaps helps us to
focus our attention on the main issue
of the motion before the House today.
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1t is vitally important that we should
not allow legal niceties and economic
copsiderations to cloud the main issue
and it is necessary that we focus our
attention on the major issue which this
debate has raised.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
that by this single piece of legislation—
I am at a handicap because 1 cannot
find adcquate adjectives to convey both
my anger and my sadness at what Wilson
has tricd to do, and because we are at
a handicap since you could not have
found a stronger epithet and adjective
to convey the resentment that we feel,
than have been employed in his own
country by the remaining section of de-
cency in Britain. The London Times
called this in its editorial, “a shameless
piece of legislation”. Bishop Malien, an
ex-Attorney-General, said that “we hang
down our head in shame.” 1 do not
think stronger words can be used by us.

Mr. Chairman, I want to concentrate
on the effect this piece of legislation
rather than on its other aspects. Mr.
Harold Wilson, by this single—

SHRI SWELL (Autonomous Dis-
tricts) : Just one minute, Mr. Nath Pai.
After what the Prime Minister has an-
nounced, we feel so overwhelmed that
any debate on this question becomes un-
real. May I request that you adjourn
the House as a mark of sorrow and
sympathy for those martyrs and we take
up and discuss this subject afterwards?

AN HON. MEMBER : I suggest that
we stand for onc minute, in silence.

ot mfewew Tddr (FTEEE)
e wEIEw, UF fAee gW S
aTHIRIE

SHRI NATH PAI : May I submit
one thing. While we are all sympathy
for those who have been executed, while
paying our homage, we are bound by
certain other decorums too. Normally,
the House never adjourns except on the
death of a head of State. While we
deeply lament and mourn the death of
these three martyrs, 1 would like to say
this, It is not as if I am more concern-
ed with the indictment against Mr.



