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DISPLACED PERSONS (CLAIMS)
SUPPLEMENTARY BILL

The Minister of Rehabilitation
(Shri A. P, Jain): I beg 10 move for
leave to introduce a Bill to provide
for the continuance of certain procee-
dings pending under the Displaced
Persons (Claims) Act, 1950, and for
matters connected therewith.

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That leave be granted to in-
troduce a Bill to provide for the
continuance of certain procee-
dingg pending under the Displaced
Persons (Claims) Aect. 1950, and
for matters connected there-
with.”

The motion was adopted.

Shri A. P. Jain: I introduce the
Bill ~

MOTION RE: WORKING QF THE
PREVENTIVE DETENTION ACT—
(contd.) -

Mr. Speaker: The House will now
proceed with the further considera-
tion of the following motjon moved by
Dr. Katju on the 21st December 1953:

“That the report on the work-
ing of the Preventive Detention
Act. 1950, during-the period 30th
Sentember. 1952 to 30th Septem-
ber, 1853, be taken into considera-
tion.”

The House will also further consider
the amendments moved by Shri
Raghubir Sahai and Shri M. §. Guru-
padaswamy on the 21st December,
1953

The Minister of Home Affairs and
States (Dr. Katju): Mr. Speaker Sir,
1 had just begum yesterday when the
House rose for the day. I do not
wan' to take much time of the House,
and leaving aside or ignoring the
very kind referenceg which have been
made to me by almost all my hon.
friends. and particularly by Shri
Frank Anthony, on the opposite side,
and which require no answer at all,
I should like to deal with the few
constructive points that have been
raised

the Preventive Deten-
tion Act

There was a romplaint made in a
very innocent and childlike manner,
what is the existing situation, we do
not know it, the Home Minister has
said nothing. 7T refuse to believe this
sort of professions of ignorance. The
newspapers are full of what is hap-
pening day after day. The latest and

.the new device that was adopted was

called in Calcutta by the euphemistic
phrase ‘ghirao’. The ‘ghirao’ was not
a sort of stay-in strike, but it was a
strike for the purpose of preventing
people from coming out. The result
of that strike was orie only, that mem-
bers of the Calcutta Corporation were
compelled to remain in their rvom
till 2 o' clock at night; and the same
thing happened in numerous mills
and factories.

When I went to Travancore, the
other day, I was told that the students
had, in connection with their Union,
resolved tn picket the dplleges, and
were marching in numbers to prevent
classes bemng held. My hon. friend
Shrimati Renu Chakravartly had very
innocently said, well, I find from your
statement that this Act i being used
for suppressing labour, strikes, de-
mand for wages and bonuses. 1 say
with confidence that this was really
not a very fair way of dealing with
me. There have been no such cases.

I told you the case in which it
should have been used, but owing to
the moderation of the State Govern-
ment, was not used. I have got be-
fore me here the judgment of the High
Court in that case. There wag some
sort of a quarrel or a dispute about
wages or something like that. The
secretary of a colliery union in the
Manbhum dlistrict went to the house
of the poor wife of the manager, and
according to the High Court Judg-
ment, this is what he told that lady.
Mrs. Pratima Banerjee. He told her
that he wag thinking of having her
husband killed. Thig is violence. thiz
is not embracing.

Shri T. K. Chaudhurl (Berhampore):
Ig the hon. Minister referring to a
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Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Dr. Eatju: I am reading from the
High Court judgment. If the hon.
Member and the House so desire, I
shall place a copy of this judgment on
the Table of the House. This is
dated August 1953. It is a very re-
<cent affair.

“He had told her that he was
thinking of having her husband
killed, but out of sympathy for
her he wag desisted from so do-
ing, and he further said that as
she was young and her vermilion
would be washed off, he was
taking pity on her. He alsp added
that she should warn her husband
to yield to his dictates and that
if her husband would not act ac-
cording to his wishes and direc-
tions, he would have him killed
wherever and whenever he would
find him.”

.
1 would not take up the time of the
House by reading the next page. The
prosecution case, after some such
things, extended over a periog «f
about twelve months; this gentleman
held a meeting of the workers, because
he thought that the workers were
being tortured and that they could
not suffer these totures any longer.
He held a meeting of the workers at
midnight, and he told them, that they
‘should go and kill the manager the
next day. The State Government
‘efther had no intelligence or were
‘moderate. The mnext morning, at 10
o'clock, while this poor young man—
he wag 35, not a ripe age, because
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty referred
to other cases also—had gone down a
mine, had come wup and was
walking omr the road, fifty of the
workers fell upon him, ang cut him
1o pieces. There is the judgment of
the High Court. The sessions judge
tried... ...... .

Shri 8. 8. More (Sholapur): May I
interrupt the hon. Minister.........

Reveral Hon. Members: No, no.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. let
theres be no interference.

23 DECEMBER 1953

Working of the 2952
Preventive Detention Act
Shri 8. 8, More: It is'a case under

the Indian Penal Code...... (Interrup-
tions),

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. The
hen. Minister ig making out g case
according to his lines. Let there be
nn interruptions, ang let him be heard
patiently.

Shri K. K. Basu (Diamond Har-
bour): Dr. Katju stated that it took
place three years back. What is the
use of distorting the facts? If he has
got the guts, let him say........ (In-
terruptions).

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Dr. Katju: This incident is of the
date 28th April 1952. The Sessions
Judge tried the case and gave his
judgment on the 22nq April 1953—
this year. The High Court decided
the case on the 26th August 1853, All
these facts were proved and the
High Court sentenced............

Shri H. N. Mukerjee (Calcutta
North-East): Ig that an argument
for preventive detention?

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Dr. Katju: What I am saying is
this, that the Preventive Detention
Act is intended . for such cases. 1f
this man, the man who incited, if in
hig case preventive detention had
been put intp force and he had been
detained, then this murder would not
have happened and there would not
have been a widow and there would
not have been three fatherless child-
remn. Please remember, the High
Court has sentenced this man to im-
prisonment for life—the inciter. The
High Court has sentenced many others
to life imprisonment and three men
to death. (Interruptions). What is
thig preventive detention for? It |is
for the purpose of preventing crime.,

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You have
faileq to administer your criminal
law. Is that what you admit?

Mr, Speaker: Let there be no ques-
tions and cross questions. I think the
purpose will be better served by not
interfering and not having a running
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reply and comment. If they really
have a case, their case will be sup-
ported better by hearing patiently
what the hon. Minister has to say and
then find out whatever reply they
have to give on proper occasion. not
now.

Dr. N. B. Khare (Gwalior): He is
also provoking, Sir.

Dr. Katju: Mr, Speaker, I am some-
times interrupted by gentlemen who
are not familiar with these things.

.Now, as I said, it is not the inten-
tion of the State Governments, nor of
the Central Government, that this
Act should be used lighily or should
be used as a matter of course. The
very number of cases in which it was
utilised would show that it has been
used with extreme
only refer to this case because I
thought Shrimati Renu Chakravartty
said that all the labour workers were
angels, they were all very very soft-
hearted men and they were engaged
in all their normal activities, and
when we put somebody in jail or de-
tention, they were there.

The second case was this. Oh,
there was the usual argument, the
copy-book argument, about the
shamefulness of detention without
trial, and all that. I do not under-
stand this. I am talking now ag a
lawyer. What 1Is detention without
trial? I go to the jails on inspection
visits. I have been doing it for the
last five years. Im every jail 1 find
500 undertrials, under detention
awaiting trial. Now, here I say with
confildence that this Preventive De-
tention Act under the wisdom of
Parliament has provided a method of
trial. You remember all that, The
moment a man ig arrested, the State
Government is bound to hand him
over the grounds of detention. He
is given the legal advice to submit
his answer. There is the Advisory
Board and that Advisory Board jud-
ges, sits, sends for him, sends for
anybody whom he may mention,
1ooks into all the papers and gives a
decigion.
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Shrimati Renu Chakravarity
(Basirhat): What about cross-exami-
nation?

Dr. Katju: The case lasts less
than two months, Ordinarily, if you
go into other cases where the police
;akes cognisance, arrests, no bail is
given. The case may be a case of
dacoity, may be of murder, may be
cheating. The man remains in cus-
tody for 8 months, 6 months, 12
months, awaiting trial. Which is
better? This one or that one? (In-
terruptions). 1 would ask my hon.
friends to consider this. This is not
a matter of joking. I would rather
prefer it. (Interruption.)

The very fact that the Advisory
Boards have been responsible, very
seriously, is shown by the number of
cases in which they had intervened.
My hon. friend said this: well, let us
say, the total number of cases were
800. They said the Advisory Boards
have intervened in about 300. And
the argument was: Oh, all this was
zabardasthi, and the poor Advisory
Boards had to come to tiheir rescue!
But I would ask them to consider
the ordinary law courts. A man is
arrested, put up on a charge of mur-
der, remaing in detention for about
12 months, comeg before the Sessions
Judge and is acquitted. Very well—
12 months. Or the Sessions Judge
convicts. I have got these figures.
In Uttar Pradesh, out of 100 appeals,
33 per cent. are allowed in full. Now.
please remember what happens.
That is a case imr which the man has
been, as an undertrial, under deten-
tlon for nearly 12 months or 8
months, till the sesslons trial opens.
He is anr undertrial after the Sessions
Judge's judgment. It is the High
Court which comes to his rescue, be-
cause it is in human nature ty err.
The State Government get some in-
formation in their possession; they
think it is reliable. Imr the interests
of public safety, They take action
under the Preventive Detention Act
and the matter immediately comeg bhe-
fore the Advisory Board. If the Ad-
visory Board thinks that K is not
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[Dr. Katju]

substantial or it ig not sufficiently
grave, they say: ‘Release him’. If
they think that it is sufficiently
grave, then the man goes to jail and
remains, for what period? One
year. Thig is simply raising up a
bogey of detention without trial and
something being done in contraven-
tion of the fundamental rights of
India and so on and sg forth. I can
go on in that manner—being a lawyer
—for three days. But let us look at
the facts, The facts are, 1 suggest
to you, that last year............

Shri Nambiar (Mayuram): You
were put in jail. You know it,

Dr. Katju: It is very difficult to
restrain you.

I say last year, Parliament in its
wisdom, thought of all possible de-
vices to secure two objects: one, to
take measures so that safety and

order in India might not be jeopardi- -

zed; on the other hand, they took
steps to see that {he person detained
—his case—was examined at the
earliest possible moment by a judicia:
‘tribunal, which had all the materials
before it. What more do you want?
Just as in a police case or a com-
plaint matter, the matter goes before
the Magistrate. He says there is a
prima facie case. He commits the man.
The Sessions Judgee tries the case after
8 months, 6 months or 5 months and
either acquitg or releases him, or nat.
You are not so much concerned with
the fact of detention ag you are con-
cerned as to whether the detenu has
or has not got a speedy remedy and
an early occasion to put forward his
view of the case. I do submit, Sir,
that that has been provided under
the existing Act.

Then I was rather hauled over the
court—they  are becoming  very
fashionable—saying: ‘Oh, look at tie
Hpme Minister. He wag guilty of
almost contempt of court. He refer-
red to the Supreme Court in terms of
levity’. As I said, I have spent most
of my lifé in the law courts. There
ig no ome in this Parliament more

23 DECEMBER 1983

Working of the 2056
Preventive Detention Act

anxious and, I tell you, more punctili-
ous, in hig references, hig esteem, his
réspect, his reverence for the judiciary
{n India—be it the court of a Munsif
or be it the highest court, the Sup-
reme Court of India—than myself.
But there is another fundamental
principle and that fundamental prin-
ciple is that when a judgment is once
delivered, it is open to public eriti-
cism. You must criticise it, in a res-
pectful manner. No Judge can say,
be he a Munsif or a Magistrate or be
he a Judge of the Supreme Court.
‘My judgment is sacrosanct. Do nnt
mention it. If you mention it, men-
tion it in Biblical terms—entitled to
no error’. And what did I say? 1
said I have got the judgment.—1 do
not want to rtake your time. The
Supreme Court has said: ‘Our juri-
sdiction ig very limited. We can ouly
see into the charge, what is called
the ground for detention’. ‘And. if
we come to the conclusion, that out
of 12 grounds enumerated, there s
one ground which is somewhat ob-
scure, somewhat hazy, somewhat
vague, then we are not going to con-
sider the 11 grounds at all; we con-
centrate on thg 12th ground and we:
will give the detenu the benefit of
holding that his detention wag under
that vague and obscure ground and
we will release him. Now, if this
matter comeg under criticism—it is
not my criticism,—I make ng com-
ment on it—the ‘learned Judges them-
selves have said that. So far as I
am told thig ig not a unanimous judg-
ment. There is, I understand, a
minority judgment and a learned
Judge said in the Supreme Court, ‘we
are really going too far’. Mr.
Frank Anthony with great zeal said—
he read a passage from the judgment

2 PM.

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated—
Anglo-Indians): Here s the Judg-
ment.

Dr. Katju: I have got it here also.
He said that the Chief Justice of
India ig reported to have saiq that he
wag greatly distressed. What .did
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happen in that case? There was a
charge-sheet. Many grounds of de-
tention were enumerated. The de-
tenu was put under arrest on the 10in
March. There was something flowing
from the previous events which con-
tinued and there was a meeting held
on the 11th March. I believe, by
a  mistake, in enumerating th2
grounds, the meeting of the 1l1th
March, in which objectionablc
speecheg were delivered, the incident
about the 11th March was also made.
Please listen to me. When it was
argued before the Supreme Court, the
Attorney-General said that it was
more a thistorical narrative and it
wag not of any importance. The
Chief Justice agreed with the Attus-
ney-General. My hon. friend did not
read the following lines; he only read
the distressing portion.

Shri Frank Anthony: On a point
of personal explanation Sir, I did
not try to mislead the House at all.
I unly quoted a categorical statement
by the Chief Justice that. in spite of
repeated admonitions by the Supreme
Court with regard to the liberty of
the individual, it is distressing to tfind
that such matlers are dealt with in a
casual and careless manner,

Dr. Katju: My hon. friend read this
statormnent, Jt ig there. But, [ do not
understand why he did not read whka!
followed, namely, this was ihe ground
to which the Chief Justice objected.
But, I say, what is the ground. It is
not that the charge is obscure. In
the various States there are people
who are not very clever draftsmen.

I have not really much to say now.
My hon. colleague the Deputy Minis-
ter has said all that could be said
and other Members here also have
said. I say in conclusion one sen-
tence. So far as the principles of the
Bill are concermed, this Parliament is
committed to them. So far as the
other fundamental thing is concerned,
namely, whether there should he de-
tention without trial or not, the Con-
stitutiom is committed to it. When
the Constitution wag framed—please
remember thet it does not go back to
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half a century or a century, it was
framed only in 1949—everybody knew
what the state of affairg in India was
and therefore the constitution
makers, in spite of their anxiety for
the freedom of the individual and
the various rights and privileges and
the four fundamental freedoms, de-
liberately inserted this and Parlia-
,ment has been year after year passing
this Act. And, the only thing that
the House has got to see now is, has
this Act been worked well, has it
been worked in a bona fide manner-
and is there any necessity for conti-
nuing it for another year; and........

Shri Nambiar: No, no.

Dr. Katju: You may say, ‘No’; but
I say that it ig our point of view that
the Preventive Detention Act should
continue for at least one year more. I
hinteq that next year you may have
to consider whether it should be ex-
tended.

An Hon. Member: Chew it down.

Dr. Katju: If you behave in this
manner, I do not know what Parlia-
ment will have to do.

Sir, I have nothing more to say.

Mr, Speaker: I shall first put to.
the vote of the House the amendments.
There are two amendments.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram (Visakhapat-
nam): 8ir, I think, it would appear,
that the Opposition would like to-
divide on the amendment of Mr.
Gurupadaswamy.

Mr. Speaker: After I put it to the
vote, the occasion for divisigh may
arise. If one of the amendments is
carried, I am inclined to think that
the other will automatically fall
through and the occasion for division:
will be on the main motion.

Dr. Lankg Sundaram: Sir, it is a
well known convention that the Oppo-
sition’s substantive amendment is first-
taken up; we don't want to record our-
votes on the general motion.
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Mr, Speaker: Then I shall put to

vote first the amendment

“Gurupadaswamy.
The question is:

That in the motion, the
.be added at the end:—

Division No. §

. Achalu, Shri
Ajit Singh, Shri
Amin, Dr,

Amijsd Ali, Shri
Anthony, Shri Frank
Bagdi, Shri Magan Lal
Bahadur Singh, Shri
Barrow, Shri
Basu, Shri K, K.
Bhawani Singh, Shri
Boovaraghasamy, Shri
Buchhikotaish, Shri

- Chakravartty, Shrimati Renu
Chatterjea, Shri Tushar

-Chattopadhyaya, Shri
Chaudhuri, Shri T. K.

-Chowdary, Shri C.R
Chowdhury, Shri N. B,
Damodaran, Shri N. P.
Das, Shri B. C.

_Das, Shri Sarangadbar
Deo, Shri R. N. S.
Deogam, Shri
Deshpande, Shri V. G.
Gam Malludors, Shri

- Gidwani, Shri
Giridhari Bhoi, Shri

. Gowd, 5hri Y. Gudilingana
Gupta, Shri S. C.

~Cyurupadaswamy, Shri M. S.
Hukam Singh, Sardar

_ Abduliabhai, Mulla
Abdus Sattar, Shri
Achal Singh, Seth
Achint Ram, Lala
Achuthan, Shri
Agarawal, Shri H. L
Agarwal, Shri M. L.
Am.l, Shri 5. N.
Akarpuri, Sardar
Alagesan, Shri
Altekar, Shri
Alva, Shri Joachim
_Amrit Kaur, Rajkumari
Anwari, Dr.
Asthans, Shri
Ayyangar, Shri M. A.
Asad, Maulans
Ihlmlki Shri

of Shri

“and having
same, this House is of
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opinion
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that there is no sufficient justifi-
cation for continuing the Act upto

following

irJouse

AYES

Jayaraman, Shri

Jena, Shri Lakshmidhar
Kachiroyar, Shri
Kandasamy, Shri
Kelappan, Shri
Khardekar, Shri

Khare, Dr. N, B,
Kripalani, Shri J. B.
Krishna, Shri M. R.
Krishneswami, Dr,

Lal Singh, Sardar
Mahata, Shri B,

Majhi, Shri Chaitan
Muscarene, Kumari Annic
Mehta, Shri J. R.
Menon, Shri Damodara
Missir, Shri V.

More, Shri 8. 8,
Mukerjee, Shri H. N.
Muniswamy, Shri
Naidu, Shri N. R.

Nair, Shri N, Sreekantan
Nambier, Shri

Nanadas, Shri
Narasimham, Shri 8, V. L.
Nayar, Shri V. P,
Pandey, Dr. Natabar
Patnaik, Shri U. C,
Punnoose, Shri
Raghavacheri, Shri

NOES

Barman, Shri
Barupal, Shri P, L.
Basappa, Shri

Basuy, Shri A. K.
Bhagat, Shri B. R,
Bhakta Darshan, Shri
Bhandari, Shri
Bharati, Shri G. S,
Bhargava, Pandit Thakur Das
Bhatkar, Shri

Bhatt, Shri C,
Bhawaniji, Shri
Bheekha Bhai, Shri
Bhonsle, Shri J. K.
Bidari, Shri

Birbal Singh, Shri
Bogawat, Shri

Bose, Shri P. C.

the specified period.”
divided: Ayes, 90; Noes, 285.

[2-1T P.M,

Raghavaiah, Shri
Ramaswami, Shri M, D.
Remnarayan Singh, Babu
Randaman Singh, Shri
Rao, Shri P. Subba
Rao, Shri Vittal

Razmi, Shri 8. K.
Reddi, $hri Madhao
Reddy, Shri Bswars
Rishang Keishing, Shri
Sahs, Shri Meghnad
Sen, Shri R, C.

- Shah, Shrimati Kamlendu Mati

Shakuntala, Shrimati
Shaostri, Shri B, D.
Singh, Shri G. 8.
Singh, Shri R. N.
Sinha, Thakur J. K.
Subrahmanyam, Shri K.
Subrahmanyam, Shri T,
Sundaram, Dr. Lanka
Swami, Shri Sivamurthi
Swamy, Shri N. R. M.
‘Trivedi, Shri U, M.

-

Vallatharas, Shri
Veeraswamy, Shri
Velayudhan, Shri
Verma, Shri Ramiji
Waghmare, Shri

Brajeshwar I’rasad, Shri

Brohmo-Choudhury, Shri
Chandak, Shri
Chandrasekhar, Shrimati
Charak, Shri

Chatterjee, Dr, Susilranjan
Chaturvedi, Shri

Chavda, Shri

Chinaris, Shri

Chouudhri, Shri M. Shaffee
Dabhi, Shri
Damar, Shri

Das, Dr. M. M.
Das, Shri B,

Das, Shri B, K.
Das, Shri Beli Ram
Das, 5hri K. K.
Duas, Shri N. T,

esThe name of Shri Tulsidas Kilachand has been excluded from the Di
Lists un%er the orders of tl‘:f Speaker as the member subsequently Inﬁmstedﬂgn

.lsa wanted to



Motion re:

2961

Das, Shri Ramansnda
Das, Shri §. N,

Deb, Shri 8. C.
Deshmukh, Shri C. D.
Deshmukh Shri, K, G.
Deshpande, Shri G. H.
Dholakis, Shri
Dhusiya, Shri

Diwan, ShriR. §.
Dube, Shri Mulchand
Dube, Shri U. S,
Dubey, Shri R. G.
Dutta, Shri S, K.
Dwivedi, Shri D, P.
Dwivedi, Shri M. L,
ABbenezer, Dr.
Blayaperumal, Shri
Fotedar, Pandit
-Gadgil, Shri

Gandhi, Shri Feroxe
Gandhi, Shri M. M,
«Gandhi, Shri V. B.
~<Ganpati Ram, Shri
Garg, Shri R. P.
«Gautarn, Shri C, D,
“Ghose, Shri 5. M.
Gulam Qader, Shri
Giri, Shri V. V.
-Gohain, Shri

‘Gopi Ram, Shri .
~Gounder, Shri K. P.
Gounder, Shri K., 8.
Govind Das, Seth
Gupta, Shri Badshak
Hari Mohan, Dr.,
Hazarika, Shri J. N,
‘Heda, Shri

Hem Raj, Shri
Hembrom, Shri
Hyder Husein, Ch.,
Ibrahim, Shri
Islamuddin, Shri M.
dyyani, Shri B,
Iyyunai, Shri C, R.
Jain, Shri A. P,
Jajware, Shri

Jangde, Shri

Jayashri, Shrimati
Jena, Shri Niranjan -
Jha, Shri Bhagwat
Jogendra Singh, Sarder
Joahi. Shri Jethalal '
Joahi, Shri Krishnacharys
J whi, Shri Liladhar
Joahi, Shri M. D.
Joshi, ShriN. L.
Joshi, Shrimati Subhadra
Jwala Prashad, Shri
Kajrolkar, Shri
Kakkan Shri

Kale, Shrimati A.
‘Karmarkar, Shri
Kasliwed, Shrl
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Katham, Shri

Katju, Dr.
Keshavaiengar, Shri
Khan, Shri Sadath Ali
Khedkar, $hri G. B.
Khongmen, Shrimati
Khauda Baksh, Shri M.
Kirolikar, Shri
Krishna Chandra, Shri
Krishnappa, Shri M. V. -
Kothikapellil, Shri T.
Kureel, Shri B. N.
Kureel, Shri P, L.
Lakshmayya, Shri

Lal, ShriR. S.
Lallanji, Shri

Laskar, P. Shri
Lingam, Shri N. M.
Madiah Gowda, Shri
Mahodaya, Shri
Maijhi, Shri R. C.
Malvia, Shri B. N.
Malviya, Pandit C, N,

. Malviys, Shri Motilal

Mandal, Dr. P,
Masuodi, Maulana
Mathew, Shri C. P,
Matthen, Shri

Mehta, Shri Balwant Sinha
Mehta, Shri B, G,
Minimata, Shrimati
Mishra, Shri 5. N.
Mishra, Shri Bibhuti
Mishra, Shri L. N.
Misra, Shri M. P,
Misra, Pandit Lingarsj
Misrs, ShriR. D.
Maisra, Shri S. P,
Mohd. Akbar, Sofi
Mohiuddin, Shri
Morarka, Shri

More, Shri K. L.
Mudaliar, Shri C. R.
Muthukrishnan, Shri
Nair, Shri C. K.
Nanda, Shri
Narasimhan, Shri C. R.
Naskar, Shri P. 8.
Nitawadkar, Shri
Natesan, Shri
Nathwani, Shri N, P.
Nehru, Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru, Shrimati Uma
MNeswi, Shri

Nevatia, Shri
Nijalingappa, Shri
Palchoudhuri, ShrimatiIla
Pande, Shri C. D,
Pannalal, Shri

Paragi Lal, Ch.

Parikh, Shri S. G.
Parmar, Shri R. B,
Patel, Shri B, K,
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Patel, Shri Rajeshwar
Pateria, Shri
Pathrikar, Dr. D, N.
Patil, Shri Kanavade
Patil, Shri Shankargauds
Pawar, Shri V., P,
Pillai, Shri Thanu
Prabhakar, Shri N.
Rachiah, Shri N,
Redha Raman, Shri
Raghunath Singh, Shri
Raghuramaish, Shri
Raghubir Sahai, Shri
Raghubir Singh, Ch.
Ram Dawm, Shri
Ram Saran, Prof,
Ram Subhag Singh, Dr,
Ramaswamy, Shri P,
Ramaswamy, Shri §. V.
Ramchander, Dr, D,
Ranbir Singh, Ch.
Rane, Shri
Rao, Shri Sashagiri
Raut, Shri Bhola
Reddy, Shri Janardhan
Reddy, Shri Viswanaths
Rup Narain, Shri
Sahu, Shri Bhagabat
Sahu, Shri Rameshwar
Saigal, Sardar A, S,
Saksena, Shri Mohanlail
Samanta, Shri 8, C,
Sanganna, Shri
Sankarapandian, Shri
Sarmah, Shri
Setyawadi, Dr,
Sen, Shri P, G,
Sen, Shrimati Sushama
Sewal, Shri A, R,
Shah, Shri C, C.
Shah, Shri R, B,
Shahnewaz Khan, Shei
Sharma, Pandit Balkrishna
Sherma, Pandit K, C,
Sharma, Shri D, C,
Sharma, Shri K. R.
Sharma, ShriR, C.
Shastri, Shri Algu Rai
Shivananjappa, Shri
Siddananjappa, Shri
Singh, Shri D. N,
Singh, Shri Babunath
Singh, Shri H. P,
Singh, Shri L. J.
Singh, Shri M. N.
Singh, Shri T. N,
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Sinha, Shri N. P,
Sinha, Shri §.

Sinha, Shri Satya Narayan
Sinha, Shri Satyendra Narayan
Sinha, Shrimatl Tarkeshwari
Sinhasan Singh, Shri

Siva, Dr. Gangadhara

Snatek, Shri

Sodhia, Shri K, C.

Somana, Shri N.

Sundar 1.al, Shri

Suresh Chandra, Dr.
Swaminadhan, Shrimati Ammu

Syed Ahmed, Shri
Syed Mahmud, Dr.

Mr. Speaker: Now,
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Telkikar, hri Upadhysy, Shri Shiva Dayal

Tewari, Sardar R, B, S, Upadhysy, Shri 8. D.

Thimmuiah, Shri . Vaishnav, Shri H. G.

Thirani, Shri , Vaishya, Shri M. B,

Thomas. Shri A, M. Varma, Shri B. B,

Tivary, Shri V. N, Varma, Shri B. R.

Tiwari, Pandit B, L. Varma, Shri M. L.

Tiwari, Shri R. 8. Venkataraman, Shri

Tiwury, Pandit D. N. Vijnya Lokshmi, Shrimati

Triputhi, Shri H. V. Vishwanath Prasad, Shii

Triputhi, Shri K, P Vyas, Shri Radhelal

Tripathi, Shri V. D. *Wilson, Shri J. N,

. Wodeyar, Shri

Uikey, Shri

Upadhyay, Pandit Munishwar Datt
The motion was negatived.

I put to the MOTION RE: INTERNATIONAL.
SITUATION

House the other amendment by Mr.
Raghubir Sahai.

The question is:

Thep in the motion, the following
be added at the end:

“anq having considered the
same, thig House is of opinion that
there is ample justification for
continuing the Act upto the speci-
fied period.”

The motion was adopted.
to the

Mr. Speaker: Now, I put
House the amended motion.

The question is:

“That the report on the working
of the Preventive Detention Act,
1950, during the period 30th Sep-
tember, 1952 to 30th September,
1953, be taken into consideration,
ang having considered the same,
thig House is of opinion that there
is ample justification for conti-
nuing the Act upto the specified
peﬂ()d."

The motion was adopted

Mr. Speaker: The House will now
proceed to the next item.

The Prime Minister and Minister of
External Affajrs and Defenc- (Shri
Jawaharlal Nehru): I beg to move:

“That the present international
situation ang the policy of the

Government of India in relation

thereto be taken into considera-

tion".

It hag become almost the conven-
iion of this House to have a discus-
sion on foreign affairs during every
session. I welcome this because wa
live in troubled times when difficult
problems have to be faced. Hence a
consideration of this House on these
matters is of the greatest assistance
to those who have the responsibilizy
to deal with those problems. Former-
ly. I had moved some such motion as
1 have done today. and as it is wora
ed, it covers the world—every ques-
tion that might arise im relation to
foreign affairs—and there are a multi-
tude of such questions. But I wven-
ture to suggest to this House that we
might perhaps concentrate, whenever
we have such a discussion, on one or
two important matters rather than
discuss every subject that afflicts
bumanity. That would make our de-
bate and our discussion a little more
realistic and bring those particular
point; before all hom. Members here
as well a; before others who may
listen to us outside+ I propose, there-
fore, to conflne my remarks to two. or

+#The name of Shri Tulsidas Kilachand has been excluded from the Division

Lists under the orders of the Speaker
he wanted to remain neutral

as the member

subsequently intimated that





