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HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE 
Wednesday, 9th July, 1952.

The House met at a Q’l r̂rf. r P?st 
of the Clock.

[M.i, S :t \K t n  in the ChcirJ

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 
(See Part 1)

9-15 A,M.
PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 

P r e s e n t a t i o n  of report on arrest o f  
Shri V. G. D e s h ta n d e

Tlie Minister of Home AITain 
States (Dr. Katja): I beg to present
t';e report of the Committee of Privi
leges on the Q u e s tio n  of orivilege in
volved in the arrest of Shri Vishnu 
Ghanashyam Deshpande, a Member of 
this House, which was referred to the 
Comnrattee on the 27th May, 1952.

Dr. 8. P. Mookerjee (Calcutta South
East): For the first time we are having 
a report like this. I would like to 
kfiow what will be the procedure 
adopted. Will a date be fixed for 
discussion of the report, or will any 
other procedure be adopted?

Mr, Speaker: I will consider the mat
ter. and then let the hon. Member 
know about it.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEES 
C e n t r a l  A d v is o r y  B o a rd  op

EDyCATXON
The MteMer of FarYkuBestary A A te  

(Shri Satya Narayan SM m): I beg to
move:

* ^ a t  this House do proceed to 
elect, in sHch manner as the 
Speaker may direct, three mem-* 
bers from the House of the 
to serve oq the Central Advlm i^  
^ ^ ^ ^ J ^ i c a t t o n  for a pMo4 ̂
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Mr. Speaker The question is:
'*That this House do proceed to 

elect, in such manner as the 
Speaker may direct, three mem^ 
bers from the House of the People 
to serve on the Central Advisory 
BDard of Education for a period of 
three years.”

The motion was adopted.
C:oi>-:t o? UxrvERsiTY o f  D e lh i

Shri Satya Narayaa Sinha: I beg to
move:

“T :a t in pursuance of item (xvi) 
of Clause (1) of Statute 2 of the 
revised Statutes of the University 
of Delhi, this House do proceed to 
elect, in such manner as the 
Speaker may direct, two members 
from among themselves to be 
members of the Court of the Uni
versity of Delhi for a period of five 
years."* ■
Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That in pursuance of item (xvi) 
of Clause (1) of Statute 2 of the 
revised Statutes of the University 
of Delhi, this House do proceed to 
elect, in such manner as the 
Soeaker may direct, two members 
from among themselves to be 
members of the Court of the Uni
versity of Delhi for a period of five 
years.”

The motion was adopted.

Mr. . ,̂«ieaker: I have to inform hon."* 
Members that the following dates 
have been fixed for recelv:n«f nomi
nations and holding elections, if neces
sary, in connection with the followhig 
Committees:

(l)Cettiral 
▼fsory Bca^ 
4»fBdoeation

(I) Court
Vnlvenr'i^ of 
D elhi

Date ^  Date for 
KocBinat'oa Election
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[Mr. Speakerl
The nominations fw  t h ^  

mittees will be received in the Parlia
mentary Kbtice Office up to 12 Noon 
on the date mentioned fw  the p u p ^ .  
The elections, which will be co n d u c ^  
by means of the single transferable 
vote, wUl be held in the Deputy 
tary s Room (No, 21) in the ParU^ 
ment House between the hours 10^0 
A.M. and 1 P.M.

PREVENTIVE DETENTION (SECOND 
AMENDMENT) BILL

The Mlnlsler of Home Aflalrs and 
States (Br. Kaljn): I beg to move for 
leave to introduce a Bill further to 
amend the Preventive Detention Act. 
1950.

Mr, Speaker: Motion moved:
*‘T.iat leave be granted to intro

duce a Bill further to amend the
Preventive Detention Act. 1950.”
Dr. S. P. Mookerjee (CalcutU South

East): Sir. I rise to oppose the motion 
under rule 72 of the Rules of Proce
dure. In doing so. with your leave. 
1 shall make a very brief statement. 
It is not customary for any Member to 
oppose the motion asking for leave to 
introduce a Bill. But in view of the 
extraordinary nature of the Bill which 
is now sought to be introduced we 
deem it our duty to oppose it at this 
stage, as we shall oppose it at every 
stage later on.

I do not wish to make a long speech 
now, because I am not allow ^ to do 
so under the rules. But I shall very 
briefly state the reasons why we oppose 
the BDl from the very beginning. It 
has been admitted by all that the prin
ciple of detention without trial is in
consistent with and repugnant to the 
basic pxinciples of democracy. In 
fact, we have been trying to And out 
from the laws of various countries 
w^hether such an enactment exists in 
any democratic country, but we do not 
find it to be so. (Interruption), The 
bon. Minister of Finance will visit 
Russia next time and give us a flrst 
hand report, and we will await that 
report (Interrvption). In any case 
we are prepared to concede that an 
emergency may ariae, and special 
circumstances may require in the his
tory of any country, including ours, 
wlien iu d i a Bill has to be paiied into 
liiw. But the ixuestion U whether 
fuch conditions d6 exist in India today. 
And there our emphatic answer is 
that such conditicM do not «dft.

Some time must come when the coun« 
try  must be governed accordinie to the 
nUe of law, and this is the most pro-
Sitious time when Government should 

ave allowed the country to be govern
ed according to the ordinary laws of 
the land. If it is necessary to amend 
the existing penal laws for any special 
purposes, that matter might be con
sidered separately. But any Bill for 
the purpose of detaining persons with
out trial which is completely repugnant 
to democracy should not be proceeded 
with.

The last point which I would like to 
stress is that the manner in which the 
Act has been administered does no 
credit to Government. This will 
appear from the observations and 
judgments, not of politicians, but of 
Judges of High Courts and the Sup
reme Court, who have expressed their 
helplessness in dealing with matters 
where they felt obvious injustice was 
d > le and even where they had a sus
picion that Government was acting in 
a mala fide manner. For this reason 
and for other reasons which we will 
have the chance to place before the 
Ho’j s j  later on. wp oppose the motion 
at ihis stage of introduction.

Dr. Katju: Sir. I am really astonish
ed that my hon. friend—I do not know 
w'hether he has read the Bill which 
I have sought leave to introduce— 
has just risen to oopose the introduc
tion of the Bill, by opposing the motion 
made by me asking for leave to intro
duce the Bill. In the Constitution, 
the Constitution-framers reco^rnised 
the possibility of having such an Act on 
the Statute-Book, and have made de
tailed provisions about preventive 
detention. I do not want to enter 
into a controversy at this stage. If 
leave is granted, and the Bill comes 
up for consideration, I shall satisfy 
this House, irrespective of party can- 
siderations that the need exists and 
shall continue to exist for a consider
able time. It may be—I speak with 
great respect—that my hon. friend 
who has just risen to oppose leave, 
has been speaking, I do not know, for 
party considerations; it may be that 
he himself probably will always act 
within the law and therefore will 
never be exposed to the dangers of 
preventive detention. But there are 
others who are engaged in acUvitiea 
prejudicial to public safety. There 
are, for instance, people who still bold 
arms without a licence, and say that 
t h ^  will continue to hold arms without 
licence, unless and until something is 
done by way of a settlement with them. 
Is that consistent with the srevateiice 
of law here?




