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[Mr. Speaker]

of Private Resolutions  are to be dis
posed of some reasonable time has to be 
fixed up within which discussion on a  ̂
Resolution may be finished. To carry, 
on a Resolution from day to day means 
practically blocking all other Resolu
tions.

Shrl S. S. More (Sholapur):  Which 
is the final authority to decide?

Mr. Speaker: The House itself, prac
tically. They can move for closure.

Shri S. S. More:  We will decide
when the discussion shall be over.

Mr. Speaker; Yes. But the complaint 
is, (Interruption).

Order, order.  The hon. Member is 
in the habit  of interfering while the 
Chair is on his legs.  Let him hear 
first,

I am merely inviting  the attention 
of all the hon.  Members—the entire 
House—to a grievance of some Mem
bers which, I believe,  is prima facie 
legitimate.  The House  is sovereign 
indeed.  The  majority  may decide 
anything it likes.  But the  question 
is whether the majority should have 
some regard or not, and whether there 
could be any  compromise on  such 
questions.  Of course, we have a Com
mittee on Private Members* Bills.

The matter comes to me by way of 
representation that private Members* 
resolutions may also be included  in 
the jurisdiction  of that  Committee. 
But that is a different matter. What I 
wanted to invite the attention of the 
hon. Members to is that they should 
see that the discussion has some limi
tations so as to leave time for other 
resolutions to come in, some time dur* 
ing the current session at least.  That 
is the only thing which I wish to in
vite the attention of the hon. Members 
to.  There are so many ways in which 
this can be done, if the Members are 
anxious to cooperate with each other 
for the purpose of bringing more mat
ters for discussion in the House, in
stead of taking up all the time by one

matter.  I quite appreciate that  all 
matters are not of  equal importance. 
Some matters may require very long 
discussion.  Granting all that, it has 
to be conceded, to my mind, in fair
ness to the Members  of all sections 
of the House that, there must be some 
limit to the discussions so as to give a 
chance to others to bring forward their 
resolutions before the House.

The Minister of Commerce and In
dustry (Shri T. T.  Krishnamachari):
May I make a submission, Sir? So far 
as Government is concerned, they do 
not want to precipitate  a closure for 
the reason that they might be misun
derstood that on a very important sub
ject like this Government  does not 
want full discussion of the matter.  I 
am informed, Sir, that my colleague,, 
the Minister of Planning would inter-- 
vene in the debate today  and  after 
that Government  is entirely in  the 
hands of the House and the Chair whe
ther the discussion should continue or 
be closed.

Sardar A. S. Saigal (Bilaspur): May 
I make a submission, Sir?

Mr. Speaker: No submissions,

I may inform the hon. Minister that 
many of the hon. Members who have 
come to me and complained are mem
bers of the majority party.

TELEGRAPH  WIRES  (UNLAWFUL 
POSSESSION) AMENDMENT  BILL

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
proceed with the  further considera
tion of the motion “That the Bill  to 
amend the Telegraph Wires (Unlawful 
Possession) Act, 1950, be taken  into 
consideration.”  Mr. N. B. Chowdhury 
was speaking.

Shri N. B. Chowdhury (Ghatal): Sir̂ 
when I was speaking on this Bill, I 
raised the fundamental question about 
jurisprudence, and my intention was 
that no innocent people are punished 
as a result  of this measure.  Previ
ously, under the Principal Act there 
was a provision that the Governnient
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would have to prove that the particu
lar piece  of  telegraph wire  which 
might be found in the possession  of 
some person belongs to the Posts and 
Telegraph  Department.  But, now, 
clause 4 of the amending Bill says:

“which the court has reason to 
believe to be, or to have been, the 
property of the Posts and  Tele
graphs Department of the Central , 
Government”,

would be omitted.

Sir, if this is omitted, the responsi
bility of bringing  in evidence as to 
the telegraph wire being the property 
of the Posts and  Telegraphs Depart
ment is altogether dispensed with. So, 
it is likely that innocent people who 
may not know  whether a particular 
piece of copper wire is  a  telegraph 
wire within the scope of the definition 
of the Act.

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

Sir. as we all know,  the telegraph 
wire is not .manufactured in large 
quantities in this country; it is mostly 
imported from U.K. and U.S.A.  So, 
when this thing is imported, we have 
to be sure that this is imported by the 
Government totally or any other im
porter who might  be importing this 
commodity  into the country delivers 
the goods to the Government and does 
not deal in it privately.

Sir, in this connection, I may point 
out that so far as I have come to know, 
there is a private company at Jamshed
pur which manufactures a little quan*- 
tity of this  telegraph wire.  If it is 
so, then some  quantity of telegraph 
wire may come into the possession of 
some innocent persons.  It may be 
that they may not at all know that that 
comes within the scope of the defini
tion in this Act.  Or it may be any 
other particular  piece of wire which 
is not covered by this definition.  So, 
what will happen in that case? It may 
be that a copper wire is not a tele
graph wire according to this definition. 
But, as the prosecution  has no res
ponsibility to let in evidence that the 
particular copper wire is the property

of the Government, innocent persons 
might suffer.

It has been reported that the police 
in different parts of the country do 
not sufficiently  co-operate with  the 
staff or the people who want to detect 
the offenders.  We  have  come  to 
know that at a place called Villivak- 
kam in Madras,  or near about that 
place a gang is reported to be operat
ing and when even linemen and En
gineering supervisors  want to detect 
such Offenders, the police do not  co
operate with them.  So, if this  mea
sure is adopted, Government have to 
be particularly  careful that innocent 
persons are not harassed.

Then, expert opinion  says that in
stead of copper wire, aluminium wire 
can be used  at least in the case of 
trunk lines.  So, the Government may 
ask the National Physical Laboratory 
to examine the question and in that 
case Government will have the advant
age of manufacturing it in this coun
try.  Moreover, when the matter is a 
very important one and when this com
modity is not being manufactured  in 
this country  and it is necessary to 
maintain the essential services  here, 
the Government would do well to con
sider the proposal of setting up a fac
tory to manufacture  this  particular 
kind of telegraph wire  in this coun
try.  So far as we know. Sir, there is 
the Hindustan  Cables Factory which 
is entrusted with  the work of manu
facturing only telephone wires;  why 
not they manufacture telegraph wires 
in this country?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: If that alumi
nium wire is also stolen?

Shri N. B. Chowdhury: The copper 
wire is very costly, Sir, and it is not 
to be found here.  They have to im
port  it.  Suppose  an embargo  is 
placed on this commodity, it will not 
be possible to import it.  So, in such 
circumstances, it would be very diffi
cult to maintain the essential services. 
For those reasorls it is very necesiiry 
that a telegraph wire factory is wt up 
in this country.

(Unlawful Possession) 1456
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With these words, 1 would like  to 
say. that the Government should take 
greater care to see that innocent peo
ple are not harassed because the pro
secution in this case has no responsibi
lity of letting in initial  evidence re* 
garbling the particular telegraph wire 
beir̂g Government property.

Sbvl T. B. Vittal Rao (Khammam): 
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, this  is  a 
Central subject. When telegraph wires 
are stolen, the  Arst thing the  local 
police do is, in order  to short-circuit 
the proceedings, to catch hold of the 
line-man and supervisor  and harass 
them, but the department  does  not 
provide any sort of protection to them. 
What I want to ask the Minister  is 
whether some sort of safeguards  are 
provided to them from police harass
ment.  Somebody  steals away  the 
wires, and the departmental linemen 
and engineering supervisors are haras* 
sed and put all sorts of questions. Sir, 
I would like the Minister to give them 
somie safeguards  from police harass
ment.  That is al) that 1 have to say 
on this Bill.

Shri Raghavachari  (Penukonda): 
This is no doubt a simple matter.  I 
think that the law of evidence, in so 
far as the burden of proof is concern
ed, is sought to be inverted in this 
case.  We know of offence, particu
larly of 'being in possession of stolen 
property*; but now the case here is of 
one being in possession of copper wire 
of a particular manufacture.  There
fore, the Government want to  make 
mere  possession  of an  article  an 
offence unless the man in  possession 
explains his innocence.  It is rather 
a very strange kind of thing.  There 
are two or three difficulties.  One is 
that there is absolutely no place for a 
‘guilty mind* in this case and to make 
the mere possession an offence is most 
unjust.  Secondly, they have no doubt 
described the copper wire to be of a 
particular gauge or something of the 
kind.  The question is wheUier cop* 
per wires of that gauge were not avail
able for sale:  in other words,  were

not people already importing or pur
chasing and selling such wires?  In 
all such cases he  must establish his 
< lawful possession.  We do not expect 
' vouchers  and  accounts  and  other 
things to prove  it.  If those  wires 
were already available in the country 
by purchase or gift or by any way, to 
make a law to-day  that if you  are 
found in possession of such wires, you 
had better explain your lawful  pos
session, would mean serious injustice.

The other point I wish to say is this. 
The language  here in  Section 5  is 
“Penalty for unlawful possession  of 
telegraph wires”,  but what is stated 
below is penalty for possession. What 
Is “being lawfully in possession”?  I 
pay for something and get into posses
sion.  Is  it  unlawful  possession? 
Therefore you should omit the words 
“unless he proves  that the telegraph 
wires came into his possession lawful
ly”.  It is  only some people that 
get permission to sell, but here it is 
said to apply to every person who is 
in possession.  So, if the ‘guilty mind* 
is taken away,  it becomes  difficult. 
Without any kind of a regard to the 
mmd of a person  namely the guilty 
mind, I feel. Sir, that this is taking 
too much of powers  simply because 
telegraph  wires  are  often stolen— 
though they  are valuable  property; 
they are kept in the fields and every
where and available therefore to any
body.  Therefore, the matter, though 
simple, requires  to be carefully con
sidered as it involves  a principle of 
criminal  jurisprudence  where  the 
guilty mind is entirely taken away.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur): I do not 
wish to repeat the points which have 
been put to the House by my learned 
friend, Shri  Haghavachari.  I would 
like to ask one or two questions of the 
Minister.  In the Statement  of Ob
jects and Reasons, it has been stated 
that in some cases,  interpretation by 
rourts was adverse to Government and 
therefore  this  reference  has  been 
made,—

‘Tn interpreting  this section, the
courts have held in one or two in
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stances that before the onus shifts 
to the accused to prove that he 
came into possession of the wires 
lawfully,  the prosecution has to 
îischarge the initial onus of fur
nishing evidence  on which  the 
courts would have reason to  be
lieve that the wires were or had 
been the property  of the  Posts 
and Telegraphs Department.”

The Deputy Minister of Communica
tions (Shri Raj Bahadur):  The hon.
Member is not audible to me.  Will 
he speak a little louder please?

Shri S. S. More: I was referring to 
the Statement of Objects and Reasons 
and it is stated there that Government 
found it extremely difficult to establish 
the identity of the property in ques** 
tion and that some courts came to the 
conclusion that Government did  not 
discharge the initial onus of furnish
ing evidence  before the  onus  was 
shifted on to the person  in dock to 
prove the legality of his own posses
sion.  Here the  reference is to one 
or two courts. * I should like to know 
from the Minister which courts gave 
that decision.  Were they courts  of 
the lowest order or ̂ district courts or 
High Courts  or the Supreme Court? 
Supposing in some  cases which were 
being tried in the  lower subordinate 
magistrate’s court it was found diffl- 
cuU to prove the identity, is it fair to 
amend the Act  casting the onus on 
the accused in every case? So, I would 
like the Minister to specify definitely 
in what particular  cases such an in
terpretation was given.  It was per
haps a natural interpretation and the 
court did not go wrong in holding in 
those cases that  it was the Govern
ment’s responsibility to prove that the 
property  belonged to the Posts  and 
Telegraphs  Department.  If Govern
ment failed  to discharge that Initial 
onus, they cannot  blame the courts 
for putting that sort of interpretation.
I think that bringing in this reference 
the adverse deciîions of the courts in 
this vague manner is likely to mislead 
the House.  We must know why the 
courts came  to this conclusion  and 
whether there was any legal defeet in 
our own statute or whether it was the

Incompetence of those men in charge 
of the case to prove it.  For the in
competence of those persons, certain 
provisions  are being  sought to  be 
placed on the  statute book.  As a 
matter of fact, by this provision  we 
shall be giving shield and cover to in- 
rompetent prosecutors or persons con
ducting the case on behalf of the pro
secution.  The rustics, in many cases, 
do not know the make of the wires.

Paiidit K. C. Sharma (Meerut Distt. 
—South):  Why should  rustics have
this?

Shri S. S. More: As a matter of fact, 
they are not endowed with that amount 
of education.  Some innocent persons 
may casually  come in possession of 
these wires. (Interruption). My hon. 
friends have better experience of the 
wires, but I plead that I am very in
nocent in this matter.  My submis
sion is that I do know something of 
law and I should say that the Minis
ter owes to this House an explanation 
as to what forced Government to come 
with this sort of drastic amendment.

Paiidit K. C. Sharma: I beg to submit 
that in view of the addition of another 
section, namely, section 4A. and fur
ther in view of the amendment of sec
tion 6, this controversial clause,  i.e. 
the omission of words in section 5, is 
unnecessary, because the very posses
sion, under section 6 as amended, be
comes unlawful and punishable. There
fore, the removal of these words from 
section 5 which, Mr. More referred to 
as being controversial, is unn̂essary.

3 RM. '

I have further to submit that I do 
not agree with my friends that there 
is any question of a principle involv
ed so far as the onus of proof of in
nocence  is concerned.  As a matter 
of fact, there have been a number of 
cases of theft of this kind of wire. This 
sort of commodity is not available any
where.  It is Government  property. 
So, the very fact that one is in posses
sion of this kind of wire presupposes— 
it prima facie proves—that the wire i» 
stolen  property.  The  courts may 
have given  a Judgement, sometimes

(Unlawful Possession) i46c>’
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courts give wrong judgment, and the 
courts are not always right; but the 
lawyer’s stand is perfectly right. With
out even removing the word, the court 
has no option but to come to the con- 
elusion that the type of wire involved 
is stolen property.  ‘‘Believe” means, 
“believe  under the  circumstances/’ 
When I say that property  belongs to 
A,  it  cannot  belong  to B, it 
cannot belong to • C, it cannot be
long to D. There are four persons who 
are likely  to possess  the  property. 
When B, C and D are eliminated, only 
one remains with the property.  That 
property belongs to A. It cannot  be
long to a private citizen, because it can
not be imported  except by the Gov
ernment.  The  presumption is that 
the property belongs to Government— 
Government has the right of presump
tion—and  whosoever  possesses  it, 
other than Government, is in posses
sion of unlawful property and, as such, 
must be punished.

Further, this  sort of offence must 
be taken very serious note of.  I  am
one of those who would plead that a 
law should be passed  that any man 
who is interfering with the telegraph 
wire or with  communications of this 
kind in the country must be shot  at 
first sight. Otherwise, the whole set
up will go wrong.  It is a very seri
ous things, and this sort of offence  is 
a very serious one. With these words, 
§jL I conclude.

I  Shri  Sarmah  (Golaghat-Jorhat):
I The hon. Mem*ber  Mr.  More sai'd
that he knows a little bit  of  law
and  as a person who knows  law
thought that this piece of legislation, 
particularly this amendment, was not 
necessary.  Perhaps the hon.  Mem
ber has b̂ome, with his knowledge 
of law, an idealist unrelated to facts. 
I know also a little bit of law and  I 
also know a little bit of facts concern
ed with such offences.  Overnight, a 
mile or two-mile length of copper wire 
is stolen away and the telephone comi- 
munication for a place for a distance 
of four or six miles  goes completely 
oiit of contact.  Now, Sir, ever under 
Section 411, I.P.C., a prima facie cdse

has to be made out.  But then, recent 
possession of the property is also evi
dence in support  of that  offence,  a 
pfima facie case.  In such offences, 
there are a set of  unscrupulous tra
ders or blackmarketers  who  incite 
bad characters to cut and steal away 
these wires from the poles in consi
derable length and give them to those 
people who have got good resources. 
These blackmarketers  who purchase 
from the thieves have good resources. 
They have  long arms.  They have 
got organization.  In  certain States 
it is found  that  overnight  wagon
loads of mustard seed becomes sesa- 
mum, rice becomes  something else 
and sometimes potato becomes tobacco. 
All these things happen because  the 
traders are resourceful  people  and 
they have got  plenty of money  in 
their hands.  Since the price of cop
per  rose,  the  blackmarketers made 
good profit out of them.  Therefore, 
I submit. Sir, that my idealist lawyer 
friends would please come down  to 
brass tacks  and face facts.  I hope 
they will unequivocally support  this 
salutary  measure,  particularly  the 
Ĵ endment to clause 5.

Shri N. Rachiali (Mysore—Reserved 
—Sch.  Castes):  I  wholeheartedly
support this amending Bill, because 1 
come from Mysore  State  where  I 
know of many cases in which copper 
wires in large quantities, belonging to 
the Posts and Telegraphs Department, 
have been stolen by the people there 
and the people have been arrested. I 
think on the 7th November there was 
a theft committed in Mysore State, of 
the copper wire, when I was just leav
ing Mysore.  One telephone operator 
whom I know came and told me that 
certain quantities of wire were actu
ally cut and were stolen and he was 
hurrying  to go and investigate  the 
matter.  In Mysore  generally there 
are so many  instances where  these 
thefts are common.  In our country 
many a time, even without the sanc
tion of law, very many  people  are 
subject to all sorts of inconveniences, 
exploitation and the like. When such 
is the case in our  society, naturally.
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unscrupulous  people will  certainly 
try to knock off the Government pro
perty with the result  that there will 
toe no law and  order, no respect or 
honour for the Government. As such, 
it is quite essential  to see that  the 
•Government property at least should 
1)0 protected in the interests of  the 
nation.  There must be a fear and 
apprehension in the minds of the peo
ple that theft of a property belonging 
to the  Government  is  a  serious 
•offence.  “First,  it is our property, 
and we should not  touch it and we 
should not steal it.**  That should be 
the mentality or the attitude of the 
citizens of the country.  When such 
things are happening without realis
ing the seriousness of the theft,  my 
iriends say there should  not be any 
harassment. The police officer can never 
harass anybody unless there is a com
plaint by the department  concerned 
or the officer concerned that such and 
such a theft has been committed. How 
can the police officer go and arrest the 
people and harass them?  There must 
he a complaint,  because theft  is a 
cognizable  offence.  It is only  on 
receipt of the complaint that a police 
officer goes and arrests the person.  I 
am sure any police officer, as a matter 
of fact—I have experience  of  this 
thing—will  never go  and arrest a 
man unnecessarily  and without  the 
law behind his action.  So, it is very 
•essential that the  law must be there 
to see that such things should not be 
repeated, in the interests of the coun
try.

Now, in the second  paragraph  of 
the Statement of Objects and Reasons, 
the onus of proving  that the copper 
-wires were not  the property of the 
Department will lie on the accused. 
It is  Quite reasonable  and  justifi
able, because, when a man is in pos
session of stolen  property,  he  can 
prove that “I bought it from somebody. 
I never got the receipt.  I am in pos
session of this  property by  lawful 
means.”  Further whenever there is 
theft of a Government property, there 
is little question of the quantity  or 
site from which it is stolen. The site 
can easily be identified  and the wire

also can be identified as Government 
property and not private property. As 
such, the onus  of proving that  the 
copper wires were not the property of 
the Department  should  lie on  the 
accused is quite justifiable and proper. 
I wholeheartedly support  this  Bill, 
Sir, because it is in the interests of 
the Government property, and there 
must be fear and apprehension in the 
minds of the people.

Shri N.  Somana  (Coorg):  Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, I also associate my
self in fully supporting this Bill.  I 
feel that in this measure the question 
of mens rea is not important. This is 
a very salutary measure; it is not only 
a curative but a preventive measure. 
The description of telegraph wire  is 
made clear in Section 2(b) and reads 
thus:

‘‘telegraph wire means any cop
per wire the gauge of which, as 
measured in terms of pounds per 
mile, is between 147 and 153, or 
between 196  and 204 or between 
294 and 306.’̂

It is made clear that no person can 
possess such wire unlawfully.  If he 
is able to show that it is lawful pos
session that he has, then it is all right; 
otherwise, every  possession becomes 
unlawful ipso facto.  It is made clear 
that this is a special law.  My hon. 
friends Shri Raghavachari and  Shri 
More were referring  to the question 
of .the general law  and said that the 
prosecution ought  to prove the case, 
but this is a special  Jaw and I  am 
sure my hon. friends will admit that 
in all special laws the onus can shift 
to the accused.  Since this is a spe
cial law, the onus can shift to the ac
cused because  there is a preventive 
section which  says that copper wire 
of a certain description shall not  be 
sold or purchased except with the per
mission of the authorities.  This mea
sure does not go against any princi
ple of jurisprudence.  It is a neces
sary measure.  As  has been made 
clear in the Statement of Objects and 
Reasons, in cases of thefts, it will be 
very difficult for the  Postal Depart
ment or for the prosecution to ©rove



1465 Telegraph Wires  4 DECEMBXR 1953

[Shri N. Somana]

that the wire belonged  to the Postal 
Department.  That  is  why  some 
courts rightly  felt—we need not go 
into the question  as to which courts  ̂
felt—̂that unless the prosecution was , 
able to prove that the wires belonged 
to the Postal Department, no case can 
be established of theft.  In order to 
get over this difficulty of the  Postal 
Department and the prosecution, this 
Bill has been brought forward.  My 
humble opinion  is that it is a  very 
salutary measure and I hope the House 
will wholeheartedly support it.

Shri V. P. Nayar  <Chirayinkil): 
May I seek  a clarification from  the 
hon. Member?

Mr. rDepHtj-Speaken  No clarifica
tion from one hon.  Member to  an
other.  All clarifications will be made 
by the hon. Minister.

Shri V. P. Nayar: I only thought that 
if it was clarified,  it might possibly 
avoid a long speech.

Mr. Deputy<Speaker:  Each  hon.
Member is entitled to say something 
and not make clarifications across the 
benches.

Shri Tek  Chand (Ambala-Simla): 
Sir, copper  wire is a very  precious 
commodity,  but more precious than 
copper wire are the liberties of human 
beings;  more precious than  copper 
wire are the  cardinal principles  of 
criminal  jurisprudence.  For  cen
turies,  there is one elementary  and 
fundamental  principle  of  criminal 
jurisprudence: Ac  ̂ noTi.., fa^

ni&i mem jî  reâ  We have 
given a go-by to that principle.

The Minister of  Communications 
(Shri Jagjivan Ram); Many principles 
have been given a go-by.

Shri Tek Chand: This principle has 
been established in this country just 
as much as in other old libertŷloving. 
Justice-loving and fairplaŷoving coun̂ 
tries of the world.

; iSNr t

Shri Tek Chand:  Therefore,  it is
very important that anybody who  is. 
found in possession of the banned cop
per wire—before his guilt is establish* 
ed in a court of law by the prosecu
tion on whom the onus heavily rests; 
to prove his guilt—should not be de
prived of his liberty  simply because 
somebody has planted a little copper 
wire on him, or  simply because  he 
has been in possession of the banned 
quantity or the banned quality of cop
per y/ire.  The important point to be 
considered  by Government is  this, 
just as in the  case of a receiver  of 
stolen property you have to prove two 
things, viz, (a) that the property was 
in fact stolen and (b) that the accus
ed was a conscious  receiver of  the 
property, similarly so far as this pre
cious article  is concerned,  it would 
have been desirable that before a man 
forfeits his liberty  for a period uptô 
five years it should  be established— 
it should  not be for him to establish 
but for the prosecution to establish— 
that he is the guilty man,

Mr. Depotŷpeaker:  I am  afraid
hon. Members have lost sight of the 
scope of the Bill.  It is not as if the 
burden of a criminal  case is thrown 
on the accused.  They merely say 
that after the passing of this Bill no
body shall purchase  or sell  copper 
wire except  with the permission  of 
the Government.  If anybody obtains; 
copper wire of this description with
out a licence, then it becomes unlaw
ful possession.

Shri Tek Chand:  May I elucidate
the point?  Suppose  a person pur
chases a heap of junk of barbed wire 
or some old iron and in that heap of 
junk there has  crept in some yard- 
lengths of this precious  commodity 
also, it makes the possession of that 
commodity a dangerous  and unlaw- 
full possession.

Mr.xDepntgrvSpeaker. Possession  is 
not harmful.̂

Shri HagliaTaeliari: If you will read 
Section 5 in the Annexure, you  will 
see that is says:—

‘‘Whoever is found or is proved
to have been in possession of anr
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quantity of telegraph wires which 
the court has reason to believe to 
be......etc. etc/’

This was the old Section. Now, they 
want to omit the words “which  tho 
court has reason to believe to be» or 
to have been,  the property  of  the 
Posts and Telegraphs Department  of 
the  Central  Government**.  That
means, everybody in possession is an 
offender. '

Mr.  Deputy-Speaken
without a licence.

Possession

Shri Raghavachari: In this, there is 
no question of licence.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 1 see the point.. 
The hon.  Member may proceed.

Shri Raj Bahadur: May I intervene 
to clarify the point or reserve my re
marks till the time I reply?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He may reply 
at the end once and for all.

Shri Tek Chand:  I was giving you
an illustration, Sir.  Suppose a per
son purchases  some junk containing 
rusty material  like barbed wire etc. 
and in that heaPr there happen to be 
a few yards  of this precious copper 
wire, he becomes guilty and in order 
to avert the  impending disaster  of 
five years incarceration and/or fine, he 
has to prove  that he purchased thî 
junk with his eyes shut and he was 
therefore innocent.  The burden of 
proof rests on him.  Take the ana
logy a step further.  Suppose  this 
individual  who  has purchased  this 
junk innocently sells it innocently to 
another.  Then that other person ir» 
in the same jeopardy.  It is not that 
the length of wire has to be so many 
yards  or feet.  Even one  yard  is 
enough, and the innocent possessor or 
seller or purchaser  of one yard  cf 
this copper wire stands to forfeit his 
liberty,  and he has to establish  his 
innocence.  Therefore, whereas  it is 
important that Government property 
should not be stolen, whereas it is of 
great moment  that this copper, wire 
should not change hands or should not 
be a subject  matter of private deal
ings. it is equally  important  that

innocent people who come by its pos
session innocently  ought not to be 
harassed and their  liberty ought not 
to be jeopardised.  If the danger  is 
so great, as is being made out to be. 
Government  could very well say:  if
a man is in possession of this quantity 
in a certain  measure and the limit 
were given (that is half a ton or one 
quarter of a ton, whatever the unit of 
measure is) in that event the presump
tion would be against him and he has 
got to discharge  the  weight of  the 
onus, the weight of the presumption. 
But in this case  the law has become 
so strict that if it is to be found in any 
quantity, even if it happens to be half 
a seer, a pound of it, he stands to lose 
his liberty.  This aspect is worthy of 
consideration  of the hon.  Minister. 
This is a matter which his Department 
should ponder  over, and they should 
see that the liberty of the people  is 
not trifled with, because a particular 
individual happens to be a persona 
non grata with the local police. There
fore,  the danger  of planting  one 
yard......

I see the hon.  Deputy Minister is 
laughing.  Well, I wish only to point 
out to him that there are cases virtu
ally in every State where bottles of illi
cit liquor are planted, arms are plant
ed and other articles are planted upon 
the opposite faction; or because  the 
police agency  or the excise  agency 
which wants its palms to .be greased 
which the man is not in a position to> 
do, or in order to settle old scores these 
things are planted  and an  innocent 
man is on the wrong side of law.

Shri 8. S. More: Perfectly correct!

Shri Tek Chand: That being so, it 
is extremely  desirable that adequate 
steps should be taken to see that in
nocent men  are not punished.  Let 
the prosecution establish his guilt and 
then let the court impose upon him the 
appropriate punishment in the circum
stances of the case.

Shri K. K. Bamk (Diamond Harbour): 
Mr. Deputy Speaker, Sir, the Bill has 
been represented  to be an innocuou»r 
one.  In fact, it is a dangerous mea
sure.  The Statement of Objects and 
Reasons says that in one or two case»
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the courts of law held that under the 
existing  law mere possession is  not 
illegal.

Sir, yesterday I enquired of the hon 
Deputy Minister  whether apart from 
the cases that took place......

Shri Raj Bahadur: I wish to bring
to your notice that the hon. Member 
Mr, Basu has spoken once yesterday.

Shri K. K. Basu: I put a question: i 
did not speak.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am afraid at 
this rate we cannot conclude any de
bate.  Hon. members  have two me
thods of voicing their opinion.  Some 
people ma:' be satisfied by merely eli
citing an answer  to a question. By 
putting that question  their  turn  is 
over. Other Members who have got 
some argument  to be placed before 
the House, will be caUed upon to do 
so.  How long can I go on?

Shri K. K. Basu: Let us then know 
the procedure of the House: is a mem
ber not entitled to put a question with
out giving up his right of speaking?

Shri Raj Bahadur: I would invite
3'our attention to page 3755 of yester
day’s  proceedings.  After  I  spoke 
Shri H. K. Chaudhuri spoke, and later 
Shri K. K. Basu.  I have not spoken 
after that.

Shri R. K. Chaudhuri (Gauhati): 
May I know which R. K. Chaudhuri— 
Kanbir Singh Chaudhuri?

Shri Raj Bahadur: The hon. Mem
ber is too familiar to be mistaken.  Of 
course, I have no objection, if you pro
pose to give Shri Basu a chance again. 
If he was merely seeking a clarifica
tion, I should have been given an op
portunity to reply.

Shri R. K. Chaudhuri: May I ask
the hon. Minister whether he is sure  ̂
spoke  yesterday?  My  hon.  friend 
knows me very  well and he cannot 
forget me.

Shri Raj Bahadur: I can assure no
body can forget Mr. R. K. Chaudhuri.
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: This is what I 
find in yesterday's proceedings.

“Shri Raj Bahadur: The Bill it
self says that if anybody wants to 
 ̂be in possession of such wires, he 
, can do so only with the permission 
of the prescribed authority.”

The Minister does not continue: he 
sits down.  Shri R. K.  Chaudhuri 
never escapes  my eye and I  called 
upon him.  He spoke as follows:

“During war-time a lot of these 
wires was disposed  of.  Certain 
American officers gave certificates 
which ended  in the acquittal  of 
certain persons who had been pro
ceeded against.

Shri K. K. Basu: I would like to 
know for clarification whether such 
types of wires, even if they are im
ported under licence, can be sold 
in the open market and any private 
individual can legally purchase it 
or be in possession of it? We would 
also like to know whether in recent 
times there have been thefts only 
of wires of this gauge. The Min
ister’s speech  does  not  explain 
these things.”

Then I  called upon Shri N. B. 
Chowdhury to speak.  It is not as if 
these are interruptions to  the  hon. 
Minister’s speech.  He had  conclud
ed his speech.  Then 1 looked round 
and called one Member  after an
other, Some hon.  Member may  put 
it in the form  of questions;  other 
hon. Members may speak  and  ask 
for some elucidation.  If during  the 
speech of  a  Minister an  interjec
tion is made for clarification  it  is 
a different  question.  In  this  case 
the  hon.  Member  has  his
chance.  The hon.  Member,  if  he 
wanted could have continued.

Shri K. K. Basu: I sat  down  be
cause I thought the hon. Minister was 
going to reply me.  In the meantime 
you called another hon. Member.

Shri Raj Bahadur: If the hon. Mem
ber wants to contribute  anything  I 
welcome it.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: This  leads to 
all sorts of confusion  both in  the
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minds of the Chair and of hon. Miun- 
bers. I do not want any hon. Mem
ber to go away with the  impression 
that he has been denied an opportu
nity of speakinif.

After the hon. Minister has conclu- 
■ded, if any hon. Member  wants to 
partake in the discussion he  should 
follow up with a speech. During the 
course of the Minister’s speech if any 
q̂uestion is put, he will answer it, if 
lie chooses to, then and  there. Let 
hon. Members, either by way of ques
tions or suggestions, have  only one 
chance, because otherwise it leads to 
difficulty.

I am prepared to call upon  Shri 
Basu now.

Shri R. K. Cbaudhuri: Not me ?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am not going 
to allow Shri Chaudhuri.

Shri R. K. Chaudhuri: Usually  the 
points of information are asked dur
ing the speech of a Minister or a par
ticular Member. But you, Sir, have 
ruled more than once that the ques
tions should be put to the Minister at 
the end of  his  speech. Yesterday, 
therefore, I drew his pointed  atten
tion to the fact that a lot of  these 
wires was disposed of during war time. 
That is all. If you require any evi
dence I can cite my friend Shri Jhunr- 
jhunwala because I told him ‘I am not 
going to speak now*, and he  said 
"you speak tomorrow’.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: To  avoid any 
misunderstanding, hereafter let us fol
low one procedure.

Shri S. S. More: Y.ou should not be 
ô rigid, Sir.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. Mem
ber has got a knack of saying things. 
It is not a question of rigidity. There 
must be an end to this. I did not ask 
the hon. Minister to point  out that 
hon. Members have spoken.

During the course of the speech, as 
and when necessary for  clarification, 
if a Member gets up and the Minis
ter yields and gives  way,  he may 
answer then and there. At the end

of it, if a Member wants to put any 
questions, whoever wants, let him do 
so. But if he wants to speak, let him 
reserve those questions to the end of 
his speech. Otherwise it creates con
fusion. Then in his speech if he puts 
a question let the Minister, if he is 
prepared, get up and answer it. If an 
hon. Member wants to put only ques
tions, let him put those questions and 
sit down. Shri R.  K.  Chaudhuri 
might have continued  yesterday. I 
do not want to prevent  hon.  Mem
bers from speaking. But this confu
sion may be avoided.

Shri K, K. Basu: Sir, 1 want to em
phasise two points. As  I read the 
existing Act,  there  are  provisions 
under section 3 where a  particular 
time is given within which the per̂ 
sons who possess  certain  types of 
telegraph wires should make a decla
ration. There is also a time given to 
convert and sell out if  persons have 
in their possession telegraph  wires 
which exceed a certain quantity.  In 
spite of these two specific provisions 
in the parent Act, the  Minister has 
brought forward this amending  Bill 
in order to avoid certain judicial de
cisions. As my friend Mr. More has 
put it, I would like to know if  the 
Minister has got  an  overwhelming 
number of cases supporting the point 
of view that normally under the exist
ing law persons who possess certain 
types of telegraph wires can be pro
secuted under those provisions, why 
did he not go up to the highest court 
of appeal? That point he  has not 
clarified. There are thousands of judi
ciaries and  courts  In our  country. 
One or two of them might have de
cided in a particular fashion, whereas 
others might completely  accept  the 
intention of the legislators as  enun
ciated in the parent Act. Therefore, 
unless this provision is made  clear 
enough, this particular amending Bill 
has very dangerous potentialities.

Now the position is that  Jtiybody 
who possesses these wires is  deemed 
to be in illegal  possession  of  the 
same. But the fact that the pattlcu- 
lar wire belongs to the  Posts  and
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Telegraphs Department  has  to be 
proved. The words “which the court 
has reason to believe” give the courts 
a wide discretionary  power. II we 
accept thâ tli'e courts are  certainly 
reasonable and very judicious,  they 
will normally support  the  Govern
ment that these being telegraph wires 
which are not normally found in the 
market, they belong to the Posts and 
Telegraphs Department  in  view of 
the specific provisions  contained in 
section 3 of the parent Act.

The hon. Minister wants to delete 
the provision “which the court  has 
reason to believe to be, or  to have 
been, the property of the Posts  and 
Telegraphs Department of the Central 
Government”. Therefore  what hap
pens now is, as my friends have put 
it, anybody who has even a foot of 
telegraph wire inadvertently  or by 
curiosity—«ome villager  might have 
kept it out of curiosity—he  is to be 
prosecuted.

Also, the provisions of  section 4A 
which is going to be inserted are very 
dangerous. As you have rightly point
ed out, these sales and purchase have 
to be under licence, by permit. Sup
pose an importer is allowed—Govern
ment does not say that this particular 
type of telegraph wires can be manu
factured or imported only at govern
mental level—Government  may give 
licence to an importer. If an impor
ter buys them and keeps  them in 
stock, from where a portion is stolen. 
The person who stocks from the im
port  will  be  prosecuted  because 
he happens to possess a  particular 
type of wire which is used  only by 
the Government or  Government is 
the only purchaser. Here the stockist 
will have a special advantage  from 
his counterpart of other goods.

Therefore I consider that though the 
Bill might look very innocuous it has 
very dangerous potentialities. I feel 
that under the existing provisions In 
the parent Act 4here are enough pro
visions under which a person who is 
in lllegal ipossession of this particular

type of telegraph wires can be prose
cuted. That being so I consider that 
the present measure is, if I may say 

,  so, the thin end of the wedge. Out 
of about five hundred cases only in 
two or three instances the courts have 
not agreed with the institution or accep.- 
ted the mind of the  legislators. If 
we allow such things to continue and 
give such powers to the executive and 
allow such an attitude on their part 
so far' as judicial institutions are con
cerned, if we allow all the  normally 
accepted  principles  of law  to be 
given the go-by, whatever  semblance 
of democracy we have in our country 
will be destroyed. I would  like the 
Minister to consider it carefully  and 
I hope he will take the best possible 
legal advice that Government has. It 
is not necessary to amend the provi
sions of the existing Act. This will 
have dangerous potentialities  which 
might affect the interests and liberties 
of the common man. That is all that 
I wanted to say. Sir.

Shri R. K. Chaudburl: Mr. Deputy- 
Speaker, Sir, it is said in our country 
that there is nothing  like a  small 
river or a big river, and there is noth
ing like a small snake or a big snake. 
A small river can drown a man as 
much as a big  river  can.  A  per
son  will  die  from  the bite of 
a  small  snake  as  quickly  as 
he will die from the bite of  a big 
snake. Similarly, there is no differen
ce so far as this House is concerned 
between a big Bill and a small Bill. 
In fact I have found that the  small 
Bills are more dangerous and require 
much greater attention than the big
ger ones. Therefore I hope, Sir. that 
you will kindly pardon me if I take a 
little time in bringing to the notice 
of the hon. Minister the  grievances 
which I feel on account of this Bill.

Hon. Members who were present at 
yesterday evening’s  ̂gathering  when 
Mr. Nixon spoke Would temttrtber this. 
He said that there is some similarity 
between India and the United States. 
He said: The air you breathe here is 
free: there is tolerance  of  religion, 
freedom of speech,  freedom  of the
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press, Justice under law and dedica
tion to the way of peace. I do not 
itnow what Mr. Nixon will say after 
he hears that in this House  we are 
just indulging in introducing  a new 
idea of criminal jurisprudence,  and 
that new idea is that the burden of 
proving his innocence will be on the 
accused. I do not  know  what the 
American law on this subject is.  1 
know that the French people have got 
 ̂sort of a maxim that the  burden 
of proving his innocence is  on the 
accused. But there is one stage where 
the Police goes into the case  very 
-carefully and then the burden falls on 
the accused person. We were so long 
following the salutary  principle  of 
British jurisprudence. We  have  al
ways been wanting that a person who 
wants the accused to  be  adjudged 
guilty, should give his  evidence in 
rsupport of his case. I have been ra
ther pained from the way in  which 
we are  proceeding. Yesterday  and 
day before yesterday, while  discus- 
:sing the  Banking  Companies  Act 
Amendment Bijll, I heard a mild echo 
of the days of  Warren  Hastings; I 
heard a mild echo of  the  idays of 
Justice  Rowlett. , Warren  Hastings 
hanged a man because, according to 
him, he was guilty of forgery. Hund
reds of men will be hanged, I say from 
the way in which the Banking Com.- 
panies Act Amendment Bill was dis
cussed yesterday and day before, if 
we follow the way of Warren  Has- 
ilntfs.

Shri JagJivan Ram:  Try to adjust
yourself to the changing circumstan
ces.

Shri E. K. duuidburi: Justice Row
lett wanted to do the very thing which 
my hon. friend Shri Raj Bahadur is 
going to do now. He wanted  that 
-everybody should be found guilty, clap
ped into jail, unless he cap prove his 
innocence. That is the principle which 
is being followed  now. Sir. I am a 
lawyer. I have regretfully to observe 
this. A lawyer gets his fame and en
ters into public life for his practice 
at the Bar. But the moment he be
comes a Minister or some authority, 
be flings off the ladder  and forgets

Amendment Bill 

hi.̂ law. It is as if somebody  has 
saidw unless you. forget the . law and 
overcome the sicruples of a ; sense of 
justice, you. cannot become  a good 
Minister.

-An Hon; Member: Is that your ex
perience?

Pandit miakur Pas Bhargava (Gur- 
gaon): He is speaking of others.

Shri JagJIyaii Ram:
perhaps he failed.

That is why

Shri R. K. duuidhuri: Whatever you 
say, I would bear calmly and cheer
fully because I know that you have 
not ..

Mr. Oeputy-Speaker: The hon. Menv- 
ber will kindly address the Chair.

Shri R. K. Clia«dhuri: That is a mis
take which I always commit. Some
times, the Chair is otherwise  occu
pied—I mean no reflection—and does 
not stare at us.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I always like 
to see the cheerful face of the hon. 
Member.

Shri R. K. Chaudhuri:  I also feel
that there will be no mischief in star
ing at you.

Saîr A. S. Saigal (Bilaspur): That 
is a reflection on the Chair.

, Pandii Tlialciif Daa Bhargaya: No, 
no. He is incapable of making  any 
reflection.

gbri R. K. Oiandhuri: What I was 
trying to impress was this. There are 
a few lines at the end of the State
ment of Objects and Reasons and they 
can also be found in the section it
self. The section  provides  that a 
sale or purchase can be effected only 
with the permission of the prescribed 
authority. Such a sale as I had men
tioned yesterday by way of  enquiry 
did actually take place in the  year 
1946, particularly in those areas where 
there were war materials. The Ameri
can army sold large  quantities  of 
telegraph  and  telephone wires and 
when  they  were  prosecuted 
afterwards,  particularly I remem
ber cases in  Tinsukia  and  Dibru- 
garh, they produced the receipts from
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the Army officers and the  prosecu
tions were withdrawn. Does my hon. 
friend the Minister contend  that all 
these wires have now been entirely ' 
rendered useless and have not passed' 
from hand to hand? If such a thing 
had already happened,  it  would be 
difficult for the person now  in pos
session of the wires to show that he 
purchased it during the war at such 
and such a time, or that he himself 
did not purchase it but he purchased 
it from such and such a person who 
purchased it from the Army depart
ment.

Then, again, you have provided in 
this very law that a purchase or sale 
can take place with the permission of 
the prescribed authority. One person 
purchases with permission  from the 
prescribed  authority.  After  some 
years, he sells it to somebody  elcs 
without any permission. No  permis
sion is perhaps needed for such sales. 
The other man will  be  prosecuted 
and prosecuted with success because 
he would not be able to prove that he 
has the permission of the  prescribed 
authority. This is the loophole through 
which the persons actually  in pos
session of these materials will escape 
and the whole object of the law will 
not be achieved. When the previous 
provision was introduced under clause 
4, there was some idea  that  they 
would be able to rope in all crimi
nals of this nature. It was found ac
tually in the trial that the charge could 
not be proved. Similarly  here when 
you have left this loophole,  whereas 
purchase and sale can be effected with 
the permission of the prescribed au
thority, further change of hands can
not be stopped by this law at all. A 
clever and guilty man may escape; 
an innocent man  may  suffer. The 
object of the hon. Minister will  not 
be achieved. Similarly, again, there 
is one great thing which cannot be 
got over however much you may like 
to arrest men and hang them in the 
next lamp post. That sort of  idea 
may come in the future, if, unfortu
nately, the Congress  gets  unseated

and some other party  comes  into 
power.

Shri S. S. More: If you continue ia 
power for some time.

Shri R K. Chaudtjuri: So long  as
you have any scruples for  criminal 
jurisprudence,  you  cannot  succeed 
in the prosecution merely on account 
of these two clauses. Conscious posr- 
session will have to be proved. I may 
have hundreds of bundles of wires in 
my courtyard.  Unlesg conscious pos
session is established, you cannot get 
away with the prosecution.  unless 
you have got a telegraph magistrate,, 
just as you have Railway magistrateŝ 
who can try cases in  a  telegraphic* 
method and convict people.

Shri Raj Bahadur: Does  the  hon. 
Member want that the provisions of 
the Bill should be more rigid?  He 
is arguing for that.

Shri R. K. Chaudhuri: My point is: 
that he will not achieve the  object 
with which he has brought  forward 
this measure. The only thing will be„ 
it will throw into mud the fair name- 
of India. That is what I am saying. 
You will pass such drastic laws cal
ling upon the accused to prove his 
innocence. You will pass laws which 
will only bring discredit to you. At 
the same time, the object with which 
the laws are made will not be achieved. 
How much of these telegraph  and 
telephone wires will be there through
out India? For the purpose of these 
worn out telegraph  and  telephone 
wires, you are introducing a measure 
which does not bring any credit to 
the Government.
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JîfviPT qr  «TT,  iff  TT  ̂ 

tw*T 113TTsr  amf̂ ftw % 

5̂Rrir ftiJTT 3tT  ? aftr ̂  srr 

T?r 5 f%  arn> jĵ*b tt 
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VT  T̂ VTcfri 3f̂

amflr̂T firw % jprftr jrrtftŵ?Fr ¥t

 ̂   ̂ ̂)77T ̂  3T̂T̂   ̂I

*f arw ̂r 3T3f %vir f*r aftO'-Ji'H'̂ f̂̂ w 

^ iT5vif|3fT TnT»fFT<TT

Tf̂ #  ̂ % 3i??rT ^ JT? ar̂'t 

erTFv̂ mm: ̂ 5n7R̂ jr?«irTft?rFw 

sTRrr %  j?ytTTrK srmr w <h.'k' «pt 

im51 irr  arrfro ^ srrrT̂t f 1

Shri R. K. Chaudhuri: On a point 
of information, does the hon. Mem
ber want that in all criminal olTen- 
ces the burden of proof should be 
on the accused, or. if he has made 
any distinction, what is the reason 
for making? the distinction? That should 
be made clear.

f̂fFT 3TVT ̂TTH

5  ^ 1̂̂+  *T *T|[  ^

?rft%̂ 5®rF*F 3ft F<»̂ ?nw f̂rFsr? 
5T ?ft tTTT?3r 5T̂ ft̂ T 14' iftH FJTHT̂<»rr

f  ̂ armft  *r  srmr  arrsr

% 3?TT  STWT 4ldl ? \C '

anr  ̂artr F^ptct ^ F»Wiw rft 

^  »if,  ’frrft ¥T?9r  am

t F̂r apR ̂ *t w  r^ %

T«3f >f 'TRf 3iW,   ̂ <T3f!T5T

ft ?ft ̂’ET Tt an̂ft ?̂ ?Rr ?tT̂

5̂ t f I am ^

am̂ Tnr arw ar̂r-

?yrR?y ft, ?ft   ̂0 % *i;?nf5Rr 
5IW  ̂ T̂TSTT j[kr i Ft 9Tf

arn̂ ̂  % TW  37? % amf artr

f®  «FT iTf wim

•R5TT f% f>T TFfT % srdwwTC arr
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Tm i, ̂3̂  ^

f I «pt  t, % ^

% ?TT̂ «rtJrC  ,̂ JT?   ̂JTT*!̂

?̂fl-irre ?TJn:̂rj3rcr̂ i', jt? ̂  % 

H  fffif 5 ̂  ?*rf̂ 

»̂TT ftr iT5 3iT? cftr qr »rw?

t, 5̂??r 5 I n n

5̂ff5<!»w r̂ f%5?lpT  %Psrf%̂

^  «TT, 5>f jf '(OT *TT

ftr frWiT 5TR 3W cW ĉt ’Pf I, ?r> 

•35flw aT'TJft   ̂̂   iRT*rr <TT

3rtr  5yT*T̂   ̂ ?>fN' ̂  shr 

5fr ^3  ̂*TF55  5><TT f*l> 

 ̂ "TT f% ^

% 3T?̂

I WT WHRT 5
% ir?  W ’tl̂ 3ft ftwfpT yrVR

% «Tl<  T̂ »T̂  ?r̂>«TT,  w

' ̂fn*̂ w* *t>̂ ̂  vt$

"̂ V̂WT ̂rîTrT ̂  ̂ ̂   I  ^

ii5t 5 ff; 3M % mfiwf̂ R 

«Ft IT?  IRsf # 3T  ̂fffif ; f%

w  5PRT jf iwhiri) ^

 ̂arVr ?r? ?T3rT w 5, aw ?r*T? 
»̂wj5 ̂  ftniT 3imT % IT? e»fhm; 
T̂iTT  ̂ rsm<îc % ? ark

4 5T̂ ÎKHcTI ftp ^  f

*TW?ft 5 I  JT̂T Tt  f̂t̂r »ftT-

f̂tr ?l7?nTST  T̂T ̂?rr’Tf?»

f̂f4)'Jiw Tt ̂ ft’TT *rr, 5TOT

^ *5? ’fnp5TT ? ft>  JT? 3ft *TT?9

Jr̂ «TT̂  f:iTWT I, iTf ifsf fiSFTt̂ 

% 0̂̂ 1 ̂ 1 M 3T̂ W f%

. V %  JTf ̂ -qm farr sfrc

^  ̂  JT? «ft \
 ̂??:î

5TW ̂  JT? ̂  »raT «TT pp  *nw

 ̂̂  ̂  % 'rnr ̂   ^ % r̂tr

<TT ̂  qr  arnr?

»̂TT 3iVt ̂   ^ ̂  qiriw qr

JT? srr# fêTT »nrr *rr Pp r̂H% ^
5TR ,̂' ̂  SPT ?j afhc

 ̂ ̂  ̂ Pt»m  ^

3T̂ V)wl 1̂5(11 JTlPl'Jt't

j)?  ̂ftr̂T ̂ WTf % qlRr ?rrc t?t ^

3fk  3R rRT ̂  ̂   JT?f ̂

'3ft VT T̂%,

arrsr  ^ i' f%  5ft

*r? *TT̂ JIJrT % fêTT T̂T

aftr aTT3T >Tf 3ft ̂ s   ̂ % flT??r

^   ̂ftff 3PR

>rft̂ aftr fnYiT̂TT arrrift ftra% 

qro *̂P *T3T WTT ^  afnTT, ?? 

 ̂art ̂T>T*rr,  ?TTft ̂  ̂(ft ̂ ¥̂t

13r<n̂«̂ 5yrf̂q>T*TR»f 

ffT \0 ̂ ?>T*f «Tt  TT̂ fspTT 

*rr, ̂ 3̂ ar?<T ?̂t!t  ^

JT? *pt<T’f3f5T̂5y  51lff ti f«q̂ - 

iRfe T *r̂ wfewTT

? ftr ̂  v**T9'Y  <T$, artr  ^̂ivt

êpnf fiRft en̂ rt* *Tftref3 Jit 

WTO %  *i?t  «̂it,

JT? ars® r̂ 3f5# *TRr?f? % tt̂  

nwifr, v#iifft  *TT=  P̂BW

!ft ̂ i>t 

j f«p «PTT 5RT? sftr ar#*T %

*rff i, %Pp<T wr 5n3TPT'̂ 5ttt̂
51̂ 3TRft ITT apiStir ?rr̂ m rftr «TT xeft 

»Tî 3TRft,  ^ ?nr %  *A'«j?

 ̂sftr WVT ’I? IT̂RHT ?ft ST]̂  WRIT
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%  ̂  ^ I

 ̂  ̂  ^  niw+

%  ̂ i\ 5rT̂ % i I

JrrV  ?rftf  ̂   5̂^

 ̂    ̂tT̂  %•

11 n̂r  f̂ îi   ̂ f

81̂ ̂   ̂ n̂f̂Fr  i, ̂ '̂*ii

f% ̂ ?f ^

 ̂  rPT̂  ^ R'̂T̂nr

^  5>arr3Tkwf̂

^ F̂T̂rr  w%

 ̂ 3TT̂ ^

!T̂ t  I  T̂TT  ^

objects and reasons
T̂ :̂q  J\q   ̂0̂ % f̂ T̂  JT

TTR ‘̂R̂T H  ^   ?̂ITJfV  ^
O  c- '

jx  ?ot;5t % 3r?f3»r

?rrf i, frt arf ^

 ̂ttm' .̂TiTT arrr̂ î ?r

?TiT ̂   'S’d̂cT  # 5f?

 ̂̂rrq’ ̂  »T̂'f ?r,TTR

 ̂ ST ̂ 13fk  3rr5T f'PT ̂

n  %w#hft ̂Jr̂
ftr? ark srwsr i', «r̂.n  #

^ ?T̂- f̂fVJT  T̂̂TT  ?fwr,

 ̂   rW ?T51[ Ho %  V? 3T̂f̂

fjr̂r 5rrf f afVt n ̂ q ̂   :t̂

■̂r̂cTr % *r  îî fti

^ ..-(T f+'fft «PP{;̂ % <t%m; m

 ̂   % yrfwRi sfrnr vr

«B̂  I n  JTTf̂ ?̂<iit «Tf 3ft̂

%  >PT?rr f i

wî ftm  (f̂fT ^

: r̂xTTTfir »r ,̂  mf

S72 PSD

01̂  ̂ 9TVQF  sftx

ar®̂  % JTR *T̂  ^

 ̂̂1  n̂f̂RT   ̂ 5̂
t ark 3T?t ̂  ̂  5t,  ̂ % fe»T 

?TTf̂  ̂  ̂fv f® ift  ? I

fjTr#'?? 'ifl' rrT<?> r̂,  ftr̂ T  ̂

?n:’R ̂ i’it; ?fVT itt J4-?t "tt  feT 

*FiT 5 pK STT'T ^ pT̂f'T t̂'lfSRT VTT 
TT r̂pK̂ Î'tfV TT Tt»TT I   ̂ W 

 ̂ m? 5ft fffiT

?f?r  ̂ i ftra% ar̂ rr  ̂  

sirftFrr ît ?rrf̂  tsot f ft; sr? 

Pn?h i i Jkt  t  3T3T p- ̂-ppT 

f̂n%  t-

fê Srt f,.T ?̂5T 5T ̂  3(Y?:  #■ Tifr

T̂   ̂fv ajTST ̂   % 5TO

^  ̂ er  fti-3T̂ S.T   ̂TfT 11 

3TT̂  ̂f̂̂TSTcTf  ft* ̂  3tw)<(I

ftr»ft  q'  t ft.' ?>ft aniTTif  ̂

r̂rfsra’ spt’tf t? ft>' ̂  ̂ ctrtt   ̂i

n̂rrrfiT  ̂  r̂prr

5 ft> ST*T?  ‘̂, tr Tt̂  anw # 

T̂cTT ̂1 ft>«fl ^ '3Rf T̂ ̂  VT̂r v$«Tr 

l̂̂TT t eft f̂t’T arrft̂ anftar ?tt5 % 
<̂T[nT i aftr #>̂5rr? arnr»ft ^

i| ark ft!?fr  ̂«n:  ̂arh:

sTPTRar 3̂r 'fV ft 5Tt?ft f arh am 

3TR% 5 ft> "dti arnpft ̂  apT̂  ^̂I’ll̂ 

n̂fsRT *PTsrr ft>  ̂ r̂fer  ̂arrar 

5̂ jo’TT T̂fax 5 ftr *wr ît 
T̂TffiT  ̂ arretfV  % ftr«TO firo% 

fttwTO   ̂   ̂WT ir? mfirar

sT̂ ̂  ̂ np̂ft ftr anjv arr?jft «f 

<̂n*»T̂, fiTT?iT̂ %'mr?̂ ?n»Rr 

^ *rr 97vr(t aîîvn:  ’#t«r

Pp ̂ *T5 9Tf̂ ̂   ftf *t? *nw 3ft
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3̂  % «mr  ̂aPTTC garr t. ̂ 3^

5  «ftr JT? ?n?in7: %  ar̂   apr

I  sftr 3iK»fr   ̂ i

%(tK  mr f*T55!f|-

% ?rt 5̂ f5T̂>TT %

#iT5rr 5T|f F’T̂fi’ arR*fV

TT JT5  ̂ ^ 3TT5̂

 ̂ftr«rfT ̂rrTsr̂r  artr   ̂  ^

5T̂  ̂  ¥ĈIT sra  ?|?T ?? 

ftrarf̂T >pr   ̂  ̂  ̂ ? 1

4 P. M.

*1̂ sftfjT «ft  aftr grri# qrff

arrsr |̂jtct  ̂|', wk

3TT*ft 'Trff̂r H<T4<T̂JTr ̂ TĴrr  ̂1 

Wrift  JT? >ft f

tf?y if ̂   f 'sft ftr 3T<T# few ^

 ̂ 501 C

^ IT  3fr ̂  r I

5??T crd’̂ ̂ fr§r,  CTfx

5Tt *r?r  *PT I  ̂ ^  ^

 ̂ sT'TC f® sfffT  f̂t  arr̂r 5,

r 3ft f̂lTcl if'

,; , -cf ̂  5 fr JT? afr̂r ̂  5T|f jr,

 ̂  ’TTTET  ̂ I  I  ft crt

irft  ’fV'Sr  ̂  ̂ tpet ^

3rr?rr (,  5if*TcT  ft =5rr| feft f̂t 

wt»T flf aftr t|̂ 1

Pp  trlr f̂JTflff

am JT̂r 5T arrsf 1  *f arrr  ̂«»!  ̂

Pf %3r:  ’fPfTTT̂  3rfi?<pnT

if aftr  ^T  ftr arm ̂ sr

lT?t 'TT 3IT̂, ’TTSn̂TSI  ’T 3TT̂ I

<if»n 5i^T vm  ̂  arf̂ -̂

 ̂ % JIT ’f>T|jT r̂ STTT f I

wif îiwifm  fti5 :  %

if' arf«nPR, '̂?r55T  ̂   ̂  ̂  

14| ̂  ̂  %?rr 11’t' 'PtI «fRT ?!ft 

fr w ?TOT ̂   3ft 3rf«mT i 

TSTT TT5T  arrr  t, ^

TPJ-T f I JT5 5F̂ ̂  I % f*r̂T?2T

?rrTaftT<Tnr?Frât

»T ^  ftv

Jl?  ̂  1$ f% TTff̂r % ?R?IT,  ̂  

'Tafm̂ ̂ <T,  ̂ fwm  ̂ t|

5 5̂ fjf’iK VX’TT îf̂if I

 ̂  rTR ̂  5>«ft ̂  H

frPft jftnrarr  r̂rf̂ % ar?

^ % 3T̂ sr(̂ #  qft 

i  3mRK  51̂ t.  ̂irPRR 

5 13T̂ îr«(<i

?rmT ̂|f t 5ft HTSPIT Tt *K %

 ̂ r̂pTT  I

Some Hon, Members: Sir, the time 
is over.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  l shall  ex-
lend the time for the Private Mem
bers’ Resolutions, by whatever time 
we exceed the time allotted for Gov
ernment business.

«TS  TTwmrer fa? : nwrfir

>f 3R ̂  <(R T?T J, f5RT ir

^ ^ Om HT ftniw

W ?>T %  ̂^̂THT

5ft srwT I ̂  .  .  .

m̂TVt *Nt («f̂ anniNn Tm) :

afR >ft §̂tr m ̂   t I

WT̂ TT*PTtTWT»r  ; 5?sr
 ̂m  f«ii f̂ % ?m# ̂rcvn: ir 

?r«T #  t ^ ̂   ̂ ̂ 

TTIŴ Z  ̂T575T «I?t  5ft  XWT sp̂

3mr aftr f®  ̂ *PT  I; 1



The  Minister  of  ParUamentary 
Affairs (Shri Satya Narayan Sinha):
I beg to move:

“That the question be now put.”

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. Minr 
ister.

Shri Raj Bahadur: Mr.  Deputy
Speaker, Sir, I think a full and com-' 
plete answer to the points raised in 
the course of the debate has  been 
given by  my  hon.  friend  Pandit 
Thakur Das Bhargava. I can assure 
hon. Members that there is no ques
tion of breaking or violating any recog
nised principles  of  jurisprudence. 
The question is that the  gauges  of 
the wires have to be proved first. It 
is alijo well-known that wire of these 
particular  gauges  is  not  available 
anywhere, excepting with the  Posts 
and Telegraphs Department.  There
fore, if anybody is found to be  in 
possession of telegraph wire of these 
gauges, the onus Hes on the accused 
to prove that the wire has come in
to his possession lawfully.

With these few remarks. I beg to
move: '

“That the Bill to amend  the 
Telegraph Wires (Unlawful  Pos
session) Act, 1950, be taken into 
consideration.”

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question

is :

“That the Bill to amend  the 
Telegraph Wires (Unlawful  Pos
session) Act. 1950, be taken into 
consideration.”

The motion was adoptea. 

Clauses 2 to 5 were added to the Bill.

X!lause 1. —(Short title) 

Amendment made:

In page 1, line 3, for “1952” substi
tute ‘‘1953”.

—[Shri Raj Bahadur]

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That clause 1, - as  amended, 
stand part of the Bill”.
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The motion was adopted.
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Clause 1, as amended, was added to 
the Bill

The Title and the Enacting Formula 
were added to the Bill,

Shri BaJ Bahadur: I beg to move:

“That the Bill, as  amended, 
be passed”.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That the Bill,  as  amended, 
be passed.”

The motion was adopted.

RESOLUTION RE: UNEMPLOYMENT

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The  House
will now proceed with the  further 
discussion of the following Resolution 
moved by Shri A. K. Gopalan,  on 
the 22nd August 1953, as also  the 
various amendments moved thereto: 

“This House is of opinion that 
immediate  steps  be  taken  to 
arrest the growth of  unemploy»- 
ment in the country and to pro
vide relief for the unemployed.”

We have exceeded the time  allot
ted for Government business by five 
minutes, and I shall therefore extend 
the time for the Resolution, by five 
minutes.

Shri T. K. Cbaudhuri (Berhampore) 
May I ask how long we shall carry 
on with this Resolution?

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker: I  do  not
know. As long as the House wants 
it, we shall go on with this Resolu
tion.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur):  That
is the correct reply.

Shri  H.  N.  Mukerjee (Calcutta 
North-East): Last time,  there was a 
suggestion to begin with,  that we 
might close the discussion at 6 p.m . 

but then when it was found  that 
two of the hon. Ministers  were to 
speak, the House decided  that  the 
discussion should be continued  for 
another day or so. That  being so,




