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[Secretary]

(ii) The Public Premises (Evic-
tion of Unauthorised Occu-
pants) Amendment Bill, 1968.

MR. SPEAKER: The question 1s:

“That thig House do recommena

12.23 hrs,

GOVERNMENT (LIABILITY IN
TORT) BILL

SHRI A. K. SEN
West): I beg to move:

“That this House do appoint
Shri Baij Nath Kuree] to the
Joint Committee on the Bijll to
define and amend the Law with
respect to the liability of the Gov-
ernment in tort and to provide for
certain matters connected there-
with, in the vacancy caused by the
death of Shri Mali Mariyappa.”

MR. SPEAKER: The question 1s:

“That this House do appoint
Shri Baij Nath Kuree] to the
Joint Committee on the Bijll to
define and amend the Law with
respect to the liability of the Gov-
ernment in tort and to provide
for certain matters connected
therewith in the vacancy caused
by the death of Shri Mali
Mariyappa.”

The motion was adopted.

SHRI A. K. SEN: I beg to move:

“That thjs House do recommend
to Rajya Sabha that Rajya Sabha
do appoint a member of Rajya
Sabha to the Joint Committee on
the Bill to define and amend the
law with respect to the liability
of the Government in tort and to
provide for certain matters con-
nected therewith, in the vacancy
caused by the resignation of Sardm
Raghbir Singh Panjhazari and do
communicate to this House the
name of the member so appointea
by Rajye Sabha to the Joint Com-
mittee.”

(Calcutta North

to Rajya Sabha that Rajya Sabha
do appoint a member of Rajya
Sabha to the Joint Committee on
the Bill t0 define and amend the
law with respect to the liability
of the Government intort and to
provide for certain matters con-
nected therewith, in the vacancy
caused by the resignation of Sardar
Raghbir Singh Panjhazari anq do
communicate to this House the
name of the member so appointed
by Rajya Sabha to the Joint Com-
mittee.”

The motion way adopted,

12,24 hrs,

ENEMY PROPERTY BILL
MR. SPEAKER: Shri Dinesh
Singh.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: How does
it come under Commerce Ministry?

We are unable to understand.

MR. SPEAKER: He may throw
some light on it. Let us hear him.

aforsa Wt (st femr fag)
AT e 6T WEE, W YEAE S F7En
Z:
fr wq wwfa fagas, 1968
7= fa=m fFar s

Tx faggs &1 wiw W@
froamaet, 1962 ¥ W@ W@ &
e et wiwers  fafem war, avafa
71 3 frfer TaT et Ty ¥ frr
o IaY wrag ARl % oy sqaedr
o ¢ | fouas & @19 g SgwEl
va FTeo F famzor & wew AaEEl

*Moved with the recommendation of the President.



2805 Enemy

[+t fAw fe)

7 7z @ fear g fr 5w fadas v
32w WA, FTAfa WerRw, 1968 FT
WA AR T weRw,  S6g
¥ wfdw 7 7 F oo, sfqar
F w32 123 F @ve (1) g oEw
wieFTl &1 TR F7 gy, Tegata #
6 I=rE, 1968 ¥t wefow FTar
qET 4T |

Sar fF gwr ® AT &, 1962 F
= F ArrRe & gWE W feag Sy
afegst 1 www swafear, [ez ww=
afwar v ®%, ot aer =
28, 85 ATE o IT, WIT & Wi -Hrafe
wfacers ¥, wa v frgmray,
1962 ¥ =y faw fear mar o,
fafea F7 & af f 1 g ™ faaaw,
1965 ¥ Wg arffeara 99 F 797,
wa § fegg vt w=me qqr 6
fafese = arfesamr avafaat &1+,
o o1 qea T 27 FIS To Wi
T 91, WA Ty ey, 1962
¥ g wfawd ¥ wilw ww avafa
afaters # fafeg < fam mar am

12.26 hrs,
[Mr, DepuTy-SPEAKER in the Cluir]

Iodad avafedl &1 FATEA WA
7e77 wiafaaw, 1962 UF 99 & wwwq
gy i frdit ¥ waar wfaras
gra fFar s wmr g

10 SEd, 1968 & U@ AT
Ieemer aifqw g 9 9%, W@
wr wfafaw qur 3898 weR @91
o frasY & wetw w3 wiaswre, SA
AT0a ¥ 6 W w1 waty & o, waig
10 9aTE, 1968 aF ¥ folk #F ¥ )

SRAVANA 8, 1890 (SAKA)
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.

HE: I AT B aifeea awfag
& guraT & fau, O uw off e §
g wwfe sfvws & fafie &, 9o
a9 &, w9 10 IE, 1968 ¥,
Aat dafas sfawr< wrg <1 wawas
& AT | W ST 399G WERy
st fat war 1w awfa st
g 9% Fvafadi #1 Tavw S e
wa Wt wifaa &, w@ife 97 2w
AW & A1 T qvafagi & qrX &
1% TR FT 9T AT 9% §6T
A g
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H9, §T UKk & W19 & gewrg
F7ar § % wq wwafa weaiw, 1968
(1965 F 7) & &1+ &% a1 fagas
% 9L fwar @ @ 3w qife
T o7

SHRI RANGA (Srikakulam): I
have no objection to the Minister
choosing any language he likes in
which to introduce the Bi]] or to ex-
Plain the objects. But I would like to
know whether he has done it ag a
matter of exercise in improving hLis
Hindi or it is because he does not
want to follow the usual practice of
saying these things in the very be-
ginning at the introductory stage, in
the Second Reading, in English so
that the others also may be able to
follow him. I have no objection at
all to his saying these things in
Hindi, but he will be good enough to
spare two minutes at least to say
something in English so that we
will be able to understand.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: At
siderable expense you have been
pieased to allow certain translation
facilities in this House, and I would
respectfully beg of the hon. Member
to make use of them,

con=
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SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR
(Quilon):  The pmnactice generally
followed by the Ministers is to say
these things first in English.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: There is
the facility of simultaneous transla-
tion.

SHRI RANGA: Even the introduc-
tory speech in Hindi! It is not as if
he is ignorant of English. Certainly
his knowledge of English is mucn
better than his ability to read in
Hindi from the manuscript.

SHRI LOBO PRABHU (Udipi): I
know Hindi, but I cannot undergtand

the Minister's Hindi. Would be
speak in simple Hindi? (Interrup-
tions).

SHRI KIRUTTINAM (Sivaganja):

As far as Hindi ig concerned, there
is simultaneous translation facility.
But what about our language Tamil?
There is no translation facility.

st ar s (aEaiafan)
IqTEA WERA, IF ATA KT GATHI
ag gar 2 f5 g9 fados +v s
fafreze & % dw frar ?

sitweft wardw g (AT )
JAETT WRrad, 9 ¥ maA # fEEh
T wA AT At wrarAt wr oA e
T &, Y FIE WIAAT T A AT
% gor 7wy § 5 fdY az=gq a1 57t
w1 waa #, ar fry & g T
wifeg 1+ ag =1 e @ § a
arrdarcfra M mga vy Wy E
mifigT fgedd & A w4y ard I )
fig=ar 7 w1 far o fpar v mmar g
g9 feY #1717 agrar =nfgy

sh amrer @t (WHIEE) ¢ w9
sqq ;@ra, A0 AT 7 A owryer
fzar &, ag €7 fagaw § 539 ¥ =
FTON ® TEEA R § | 97 4T AR
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FTO0T & farareor &7 wwet sfiy ot 99-
T | W AT dEer =@,
MagIa ST 93 avx &1 gt 0%
AT AR F W g g
arfe for amx & ¥fFT gad et
WIS & Fraew ¥ gETer Ag ST |
ST FIE WINOT 47 I Aq A F femw
STAT ], Y AT T IW R GAA§ | W
o At g A i A go g @,
N HIAHT GEEE TF A AAAT W
et &1 ware vord, ag wrar Ad v
g 1 wfe fgrdy &Y W aY agt g

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
hon. lady Member is perfectly with-
in her rights in saying that. I have
not asked the hon. Minister to make
his speech in English, because there
is the facility of simultaneous transla-
tion. Because a request came from
a senior Member like Shri Ranga,
therefore, I had given him a hearing,
but I had not ruled thay the Minister
should speak in English,

st gaTw AT ¢ & sqaEqT T 999
ISET A1gAT §

SHR1 RANGA: I have not object-
ed to his speaking in Hindi. 1T  only
wanted him as a responsible member
of the Cabinet to be good enough (o
say a few words in English and ex-
plain,

st gwxe mwt ¢ K oF sugEAT &
¥¥T 9T @y gAT g, qA qQF faAe g

g

SHRI RANGA: If my hon. friends
are going to raise objections like this,
then I may tell them that they are
putting their finger in a hornet's nest.
They are unnecessarily  creating
trouble.

oft gwew Wi U FEET O
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I have
said already that because a senior
Member like Shri Ranga had raisea
this point I permitted him. But
when there is the facility of simulta-
neous translation. ...

st wrek st ;g OF e wr
S ¥ gradw gar &, FA g g

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: But
there is one point to which the hon.
Minister may reply namely wny e
4s Commerce Minister has come tor=
ward with this Bill.

SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR:
After you have given a ruling on this,
why should there be objection now?

SHRI C. K. BHATTACHARYYA
(Raiganj): May I point out that the
Lonstitution provides that the text ot
the Bill in English will be the autho-
ritative version or authoritative text?
I hope that the hon. Minister will ac-
cept it that the text of the Bill in
English is the authoritative text as
provided in the Constitution.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Not
only js the tex{ of the Bil] in English
authoritative, but what is accepted 1n
the judiciary is the English version of
the enactment. But here while
moving a Bill tor consideration, th2
hon. Minister has the right to make
his submissiong cither in English or
in Hindi.

SHRI C. K. BHATTACHARYYA: 1
agree.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: So, I

cannot take objection and nobody can
take objection to that.

SHRI C. K. BHATTACHARYYA:
I agree with you, but the position
which I have pointed out will have
to be accepted.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA (Contai): It
is absolutely undesirable that when
a senior Member like Shri Ranga re-
quests the hon. Minister to say a few

2810

words in English, there should be
any row created in this manner.
That ig very bad. They forget that
India consists of non-Hindi-speaking
people also, It is this over-zealous
Hindi sentiment which ig creating a
lot of trouble and doing harm and
disservice to the cause of Hindi.

ot qwaer gt ¢ w19 & wef) HA
wEEq ¥ %471 i ag 7o wes  wWaA ¥
aw

1890 (SAKA)  Property Bill

TSR WEY : ¢AT XY 56 AG
Fg1 |

st gwre smf @ < oS & WA
o W9 A F 1 wgg #1 Fgr fw
A 9E QTAIF | F AW WICEN
qAAY ¥ 17 g S ERr W AW F
fag &g a1 a1 W favig & fF J4)
a3y w1 feT feet & remT @ ?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The hon.
Member is making a mistake. I have
not said that. I have not made such
an observation. What I  said was
this. The hon. Member is perfectly
withip his rights to mmake a speech in
Hindi while moving the Bil] for con-
sideration, especially when there is
provision for simultaneous transla-
tion. So, no objection can be taken
to that. I have not requested the hon.
Minister that he should make a few
observations in English. What 1 said
was only this. Some hon., Member
had asked why the hon. Minister of
Commerce had come forward with
this measure. So, an explanation is
called for in that behalf, and the hon.
Minister should give that explana-
tion. The language in which he will
say that is his choice. I shall not
say anything on that,

ot fidw fg : Sorems AT,
T maTA ATAAE wEEq AT aAAl A
3 1ar &, A9 177 § fE g e
faora & fymra & made wre gfean
¥ g¢ garw arfoew HATET.
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SHRI SAMAR GUHA: This is not
very fair. Ignoring the request of a
senior Member like Shri Ranga is
not very fair. It assumes a different
meaning altogether, 72 &t fofw

gfrar REAT Uz 57 @R E ow
difaae #rav #1 fEge & 07 da

AgrE

Shri Ranga is not merely a senior
Member but he is also a senior poli-
tical leader of the country, ever since
the days of the freedom movement.

TT F AT F 730 F, A4 F
NFAT M 1 7 gy F miee @
2 ¥/ gzaadwadiz

The hon, Minister should observe
some sort of propriety at least and
should respect his sentimeng at least.

FART |WAA H QYA T

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: It is
not as simple as the hon. Member is
trying to make out.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA: He should
have some sense of propriety at least.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: If I had
said something from the Chair that
the hon. Minister should repeat it
again in English or give a transla-
tion in English just to oblige or just
to show  courtesy towards  Shri
Ranga, then that also would have
been questioned . .. .

st ®RT Y @ IR WA F qav
g, 39 FT ST ATAT # AT A0fE. .

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I have
only followed the practice which we
have been following so far and I am
sticking to that.

SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR:
On a point of order. There has been
a ruling here that when a question is
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raised in English it must be answered
by the hon. Minister in English un-
less it be that he does mnot know
English well,

sit fow fog : gareas w Yaw,
Fagag rerar. ...
SHRI SAMAR GUHA: This is not
fair. He is not honouring the request

made by a senior member like Shri
Ranga.

MR.

DEPUTY-SPEAKER: We
have followed the pracuce....
SHRI SAMAR GUHA: I am not

averse to Hindi.

st s o (faedremT) o
St fora & S =0z 3z A9 0 wEs
F qrar w2z wgar § @iy fodr @
Fraar 1z, fg=r § 5 1 a¢ FErEHT
gt fazdr =rfem |

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
Constitution gives the right to a
Member either to speak in English or
to speak in Hindi. That is his choice.
The Chair never dictates it, and 1
shall not dictate that. I shall not
order g Minister to give a summary
in English. No, it ig his choice. So,
let not that controversy be raised
again.

off ®RT Mg : ATEE WIF WIS
T Z | 9T /1E ArET FATH AT
par P wr H ag aara B I T AT
¥ 9N AT AFT HF F, I WA A Y
St AT 737 a7 AGY ¢

I want a ruling from you.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
Chair has ruled already on this. If a
question is put, whether a  supple-
mentary question or an original
question, it is for the hon. Minister
concerned to choose the language.
Since there is simultaneous transla-
tion, we cannot dictate in regard to
the langauge. Thig has been ruled
here before, and that practice has
been followed in this House.
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st few ey : & fdes sT o
niEsafiararogfr @ e 9%
YA QERV W% fawrE 20
T iz o §fear # a¢ wor arfosy
garwg &) faar o § Argzag %
feafy 7€f @ | w7 meew AR
FE A 94T 7 €7 aravq § 7 790
fogr g8 § @ frg 9 AR ga F
g arfosy garag 7 faar 1w
i &% g Y ¥ %@ awg ¥ WA
Fifeg gawg & Fmma <% §ooar
FE AT A & 91 o 3 &
TmEFETH

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Motion
‘moved:

“That the Bil] to provide for the
conunued vesting of enemy  pro-
perty vested in the Custodian of
Enemy Propoery for India under
the Defence of India Rules, 1962,
and for matters connected there-
with, be taken into consideration.”

SHHI B. K. DASCHOWDHURY:
(Cou:n-Behar): On a point or order.
Wy point of order is regarding the
memorandum on delegated legislation.
‘This Bill provides for delegated legis-
lation in regard to the following very
important matters:

#....the registers in which the
returng relating to enemy property
shall be recorded, the fees for the
inspection of registers and for ob-
taining copies of the relevant
portions from the registers and the
manner in which enemy property
vested in the Custodian may be re-
turned to the owner thereof.

These are the types of powers which
have been delegated to other authori-
ties. These have no connection with
the parliamentary enactment con=
cerned. I would submit that this basi-
cally comes in conflict with articles
710 and 117 of the Constitution. It

is true that on a proper interpretation
of those articles, even though this
Bill provides for the levying of fees
etc, it is not to be strictly construed
as a money Bill. This has to be con-
strued as something other than a
money Bill or concerning financia)
matters. In al] such cases, the ques-
tion is whether this matter which is
particularly within the competence
of Parliament can be delegated to
other authority.

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER: 110 and
what other article?

SHRI B. K. DASCHOWDHURY:
II0 read with 117.

“For the purposes of this
Chapter, a Bill shal be deemed to
be a money Bill if it contains
only provisions dealing with all
or any of the folowing matters..

Then follow (a) to (f),
Article 117 says:

“A Bill or amendment making
provision for any of the matters
specified in sub-clauses (a) to
(f) of cl.1 of article 110 shall not
be introduced or moved except on
the recomendation of the Presi
dent and a Bill making such pro-
vision shall not be introduced in
the Council of States..... B

“A Bill or amendment shall not
be deemed to make provision for
any of the matters aforesaia by
reason only that it provides for
the imposition of fines or other
{pecuniary penalties...."”

This js cl. 2 of 117. This is clear. L.t
it i not clear whether the power to
exact fees and to fix registration
charges as contempleted in the Bill
can be delegated to any other autho-
rity than Parliament itself.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: If he is
raising the question whether this
power could be delegated or not, that
is a different matter. But so far as
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[Mr. Deputy-Speaker]

provsion in articles 110 and 117 are
concerned, they have been fully
satisfied so far as the President’s re-
commendation is concerned. Regard-
ing delegation, it is an administrative
matter. We are following this proce-
dure. If that power is abused or has
been exceeded, Parliament has a
right to guestion it. So there is no
point of order.

SHRI B. K. DASCHOWDHURY:
what are the powers? The powers are
regarding financial matters. Can these
be given to any other authorily?
There are innumerable case laws.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Ulti=-
mately the House will decide. It
there is any point in it, the Com-

mittee on Subordinate Legislation
will take it up. If in the debate this
is not noticed or if it is found that
some power is given which is ip ex-
cesg of our scope, then it will be
examined in the Committee, Here
at the present juncture, I do not
think there is any point of order.

SHRI SHINIBAS MISRA (Cut-
tack): Please look at clause 17 of the
Bill—Levy of fees, We are well aware
of the distinction between fees and
taxes. Althgugh it is named as a fee
here, it is really a tax because 2 per
cent shall be levied by the Custniiia
on the amount of moneyg paid to him,
the proceeds of the sale or transfer of
any property and the value of the
residua] property. So it is really a
tax. It cannot be a fee for anything
done by the Custodian because he may
not do anything, bujy still he will

realise 2 per cent. It is a tax. As
soon as it is a tax, it comes within
the power of the House—to levy

tax, It cannot be delgated. Hence it
is excessive delegation. Therefore, cl.
17 or any other clause delegating the
power to levy tax to someboedy else
is ultra vires the Constitution.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:
does he term a levy a tax?

How
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SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA: Tax
something which is levied for the
continuance of Government, Fee :s
something levied for something done
by the authorities

is

1 levying  it,
They do somehing for the enemy
property and levy something

That is fee. Here a flat 2 per cent is
fixed and there is nothing that s
done. If you do somecthing, you can
levy that fee, but without doing any-
thing, the Custodian will levy the
fees. So this ig something like de-
legated legislation for levying tax.
It cannot be done. It ig excessive
delegation as a matter of faet.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Thig is
not, as the member says, for doing
nothing. The Custodian will he
managing the entire enemy property.
A certain fee is being charged for
that. It is nol tax in my opinion.

SHRI B. K. DASCHOWDHURY:
Article 366 of the Constitution under
item No (29) says:

“tax on income” includes a tax
in the nature of an excess profits
tax;"”

So, this fee is also a tax.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thc
Custodian is supposed to manage the
property, and for that management
a certain fee is charged. According

to this particular sub-section that
you have pointed out, it dose not
obviously come under tax. Mr.

Misra has created some confusion.

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA: Clause

17 says:
“(1) There shall be levied by
the Custodian fees equa] to-

two per centum of—

(a) the amount of moneys
paid to him;”

Some person in charge of enemy
property wil] pay money to the Cus-
todian on his account and on that the



2817 Enemy SRAVANA 8,

Custodian wil] charge 2 per cent.
What is the work that the Custodian
is doing? Simply money is given
to him and he will take 2 per cent.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: As 1

have already stated, it is a fee for
the management of the property.
There was also a case where the

Supreme Court has held that a fee
is not a tax of this nature.

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA; Whether
it is designated a fee a toll or any-
thing else, it may become a tax if it
does not conform to the definition of
fees.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: If your
interpretation is accepted by the
House, that is a different matter. So
far as I am concerned, I do not think
that you can put that meaning in this
particular section. I do not think that
interpretation is warranted by  the
section or by the article of the Con-
stitution referred to. Besides, there
is the Supreme Court decision.

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA: Will you
please refer to clause 17(i) (b)
which reads:

“the proceeds of the sale or
transfer of any property which
has been vested in him under
this Act: and”

Somebody is selling the property and
he takes 2 per cent out of it. That will
be a tax, there is no doubt about it.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: This is
commission for administration of
propesty. Is it not permitted? Be-
cause certain administrative expenses
wil] be incurred to maintain the pro-
perty, the Custodian is entitled to
levy a fee. You cannot call it a
tax.

SHRI R. R. SINGH DEO (Bolangir)
At the outset, I am sorry to state that
our Government has become too
much accustomed to the easy way of
proulgating  Ordinances and the
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Enemy Property Ordinance is a
glaring example of it.

The reason justifying the  Ordi-
nance is given in the Statement of
Objects and Reasons which is ex-
tremely unsatisfactory. The  Emer-
gency proclamation wag revoked on
the 10th of January, 1968 and the
Government knew very well that the
powers enjoyed by it under ‘he
Defence of India Act 1962 and the
rules under it would remain in force
till six monthg thereafter upto 10th
of July 1968. The Budget session
continued for about three months
and this legislation was not brought
in that session which ended as late
ag on 10th May, 1968. The Ordinance
is meant for measures which are un-
foreseen. But it is a pity that it
is used indiscriminately by this Gov-
ernment.

Even the information given in Lhe
Statement of Objects and Reasons is
very inadequate. The data regarding
the details of property held under
Enemy Property by India, Pakistan
and China immediately after the
wars or even now are nowhere given.
This House would have been able lo
appreciate the necessity of the Bill
more if this information had been
given. It js either because of the in-
efficiency of the Ministry or because
the Minister has taken the consent of
the House for granted that the basic
information necessary for this legis-
lation is not given. There may be a
third reason for it, and that seems to
me to be the most feasible one. The
Enemy Proerty held by India as
against the property held by Pakistan
and China is so unbalanced that the
Minister thought it wise to keep it &
secret than to divulge it.

During the Pakistan aggression in
1965 we were in possession of huge
proporety belonging to Pakistan. In
spite of the fact that under the Emer-
gency provisions that property should
have been passed over to the
Custodian of Enemy Property of
India, it was not done for reasons
best nown to Government. Our brave
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jawans had penetrated deep into the
enemy territory and hag taken pos-
session of it. But under the Tash-
lgcnt Agreement a settlement was ar-
.rived at and India returned the entire
“occupied territory”, But it is not
clear whether and to what extent
Pakistan implemented the provisions

of that agreement. Was it not the
duty of the Government to see that
whatever was laid down in ‘the
agreement was fulfilled by  both
parties.

The information available shows

that we released to Pakistan all her
property inecluding territory, unilate-
rally without even looking into their
intention. Pakistan continues to siton
our property inspite of the Tashkent
agreement signed three years back.
Information collected from the Lib-
rary by me shows that Pakistan has
.about Rs. 101 crores worth of Indian
assets and goods, which include a
ship, 190 inland water vessels, as-
setg of Indian firms and cargo as
against Rs. 27 crores of Pakistani as-
setg held by India. If it is so, who is
responsible for this imbalance and
how was this allowed? At some stage
when we were returning Pakistani
property so generously this fact could
have been indicated so that at least
parity could have been maintained.
When I say all this it should not be
misconstrued that I am not in
favour of friendly relations with
Pakistan or any other neighbouring
country. In fact I am of opinion
that all efforts should be made for
such friendship, but not at the cost
of our honour and property.

As far as China is concerned, India
is in possession of Chinese property
worth a paltry sum of Rs. 28.85 lakhs.
It is surprising to find how  this
amount could be so small. As against
this. I do not know how much of cur
Indian propetry has been confiscated
by them in China? It is impossible to
know the fact through non-Goverr!-
mental channels, because of their
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system of Government. To add insult
to injury the Chinese are still ille-
gally occupying over 20,000 square
miles which is a big precious chunk
of our motherland. The Government
seems to be so passive about thus.

Lastly, coming to the custodian, I
beg to say that there are many com-
plaints against the way the custodian
is administering the property. All
efforts should be made by him to ad-
minister it so as not to invite any
complaints. The individual properties
should be properly maintained. The

. enemy firms should be well managed

so ag to maintain their previous rate
of profits. With the experience of
management of the public sector
undertakings, I have my doubts as
to how they are managing the firms.

I hope the hon, Minister would
clarify the position before he expects
me to support this Bill.

SHRI VIKRAM CHAND MAHAJAN
(Chamba): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir
the present legislation is a welcome
legislation because it is  necessary
that enemy property should be mana-
ged for the benefit of the country and
if necessary it can be sold so that the
assets can be used for the nation-
building project, The present legisla-
tion is necessary also because we
want to preserve the property which
those people on the other side had
left so that it is not wasted or looted
by unruly elements but preserved
for the benefit of the country.

By virtue of this ordinance which
has come now, property worth Rs.
27 crores belonging to the Pakistanis
and property worth about Rs. 28
lakhg belonging to the Chinese has
been kept by the Custodian for pur-
poses mentioned in the Act. But there
are a few lacunae which I want to
bring forth and which may be looked
into. One of them is that there is &
practice whereby we normally ex-
clude the State of Jammu and Kash-



o821 Enemy

SRAVANA 8,
mir from the purview of any Act. It
is the pormal practice followed in all
the legislative enactments passed Ly
Parliament. What I submit is that
the time hag come when we should
stop excluding the Jammu &nd
Kashmir State from parliamentary
legislation and a specific Act should
be passed by virtue of which this
particular provision should be de-
leted from al] the Acts, whether
it is the Code of Civil Procedure or
the Criminal Procedure Code or the

Enemy Property Act or any other
Act. This provision to exclude
Jammu and Kashmir State should

be omitted. That is my submission.

Actually, we are also guilty of
creating a feeling of exclusion in
that particular part of our country,
because we specifically give them a
discriminatory  treatment. Whether
it ig for their benefit or for somebody
else’s benefit, I am not going into that
matter, But when a particular part of
our country is there, why should we
exclude it or not include it? By
doing so we are giving a  special
treatment which is harmful to our in-
terests. Therefore, I submit that this
practice should be given up and even
from this Bill this particular clause
should be deleted.

The second point is that we have
given exemption from attachment
from decreeg of courts or from exe-
cution—the property which vests in
the Custodian. Who are the people
that are given this exemption? It is
the citizens of India who have pend-
ing cases against those people who
have gone over to Pakistan or China.
Their property vests in the Custodian.
In *he process of preserving their
prope.ty, you are depriving the
citizens of India from executing
their legitimite claim against those
properties. My submission is that
this is also harmful for the citizens
of India. Therefore I submit that this
particular clause should also be
amended.

There ig a third clause which 1
should think should also be amended.
Power is given to the Custodian to
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decide the claims. It is a new type
of legislation which is coming in, and
it is better, for the benefit of the
peaple of India and for preserving
the property, that this power is given
to the judicially-trained officers. For
example, there are the district judges
or the magistrates who are trained
in the process of deciding the cases,
What you do is, you take but the ad-
ministrative officers and give them
the power to decide and their entire
approach is the administrative ap-
proach.. The administrative officer
cannot give the same justice which is
available in the normal courts.
Therefore, I submit that this
power should also be taken away
from the administrative officers,
and given to the norma] courts.
It does not harm the interests of
the State, On the other hand, it
saves expenditure on the officers who
will be deputed for this purpose,
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With these words, I support the
Bill,

13 hrs,

The Lok Sabha adjourned
lunch till Fourteen of the clock.

for

The Lok Sabha re-assembled after
lunch at five minutes past Fourteen
of the Clock.

[MR, DEPuTY-SPEARER in the Chair.]
ENEMY PROPERTY BILL—Contd.

SHRI TRIDIB KUMAR CHAU-
DHURI (Berhampore): Mr. De-
puty-Speaker, Sir, I feel that this is
a very necessary piece of ‘egislation
and there would have been no occa-
sion for me to speak if 1 did not feel
that in some respects the Bill does
not go far enough. Also, there is
the fact that the Government has
not chosen in reintroducing this Bill
—it is really the reintroduction of the
Enemy Property Rules in a new form
—to give ug the background. I have
no objection and no quarrel with the
hon. Minister over that, that he is
bringing forward this legislation, but
he ought to have given us the back-
ground.
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The very fact that we have to con-
tinue this legislation—angd I may tell
you that this sort of legislation is be-
ing continued in Pakistan™also—these
two facts are a sad commentary on
what hag come to be known ag the
‘Tashkent Pact. Article 8 of the Tash-
kent Pact lays down:—
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“The Prime Minister of India
and the President of Pakistan
have agreed to consider measures
towards the restoration of econo-
mic and trade relations, commu-
nications as well as cultural ex-
changes between India and Pak-
istan and to take measures to im-
plement the existing agreements
between India and Pakistan.”

But as we find after nearly two years
or more than two years after the sign-
ing of the Tashkent Pact we have to
continue this enemy property legisla-
tion and consider Pakistani citizens
and Pakistan as our enemy. Pakis-
tan also, because they also have the
counterpart of this legislation in their
country, regards us as to its enemy.

“In the statement of objects and rea-
sons we find that it has been stated
that the management of the said pro-
perties by the Custodian of Enemy
Property for India has to continue as
it has not been possible for the Gov-
ernment of India so far to arrive at
a  settlement with the Govern=-
ments of those countries. I do not
know whether our very great friends
in the Soviet Union have been told
about these facts and about how Pak-
istan has behaved in regard to those
items which relate to trade, commu-
nications and other things mentioned
in article 68 of the Tashkent Declara-
tion, But I may tel] you that so far
as the properties of Indians in Pak-
istan are concerned, they have not
only been taken over by the Custo-
dian of Enemy Property Th Pakistan
but they are going to be sold off or
disposed off, and our Indian citizens
who own those properties have no
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assurance or surety from our Gov-
ernment about what will happen to
their properties or what will be their
fate,

I do not know whether Govern-
ment keep themselves or our High
Commission in Pakistan keeps itself
informed about the management of
Indian-owned property in Pakistan by
the Custodian of Enemy Property
there. But there was a news item
some time back in the Pakistan Ob-
server of Ducca with regard to these
things, and I shall read out just one
or two portions from it. I am quot-
ing from the Puakistan Observer of
Dacca dated Thursday, 2nd May, 1968
under the title ‘Disposa] of Enemy
properties’. This news item is from
the staff correspondent of that paper.
It reads thus:

“Government is exploring the
possibility of disposing of big units
of enemy property against pay-
ment in foreign exchange, Pros-
pective buyers of enemy property
were asked by the Enemy Pro-
perty Management Board to let it
know if they were in a position to
make payments in foreign ex-
change.”,

Then the Vice-chairman of the East
Pakistan Enemy Property Manage-
ment Board was contacted by the staff
correspondent of this paper, and this
is what the staff correspondent re-

ports:

“Mr. A. O. Raziur Rahman,
Vice-chairman, East Pakistan
Enemy Property Management

Board when contacted over the
telephone on Thursday said that
all enemy property units should

be advertised  before sale-
and tender should be invited
ffor  each. The property

would naturally go to the highest
bidder provided the bidder fulfil-
led the termg and conditions laid
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down by the board. He also said
that different district authorities
had been informed to call tenders
for the smaller units and the ten-
ders when received would be exa-
mined by the board. About the
bigger units such as industries,
tea gardens, etc. Mr. Raziur Rah-
man said that they were now be-
ing valued and tenders would be
called for before completion of
valuation. This would take about
a month’s time.”.

Enemy

That month has passed, and we do
not know what has happened to those
properties, But in all likelihood they
would have been sold as'the plan was
for earning foreign exchange by their
sale.

Now, what is the position of the
Indian nationals who own those pro-
perties? Are they entitled to get any
relief from Government? Is it neces-
sary or not to have some kind of legis-
lation on the lines of the evacuee pro-
perty legislation so that those people
can get some compensation and some
relief and some redress? It may not be
known to many that in East Pakistan
there were severa] Indian industrial
units functioning. The biggest textile
mills in East Bengal were all Indian-
owned. There were six or seven Indian
textile mills which have been taken
over by the East Pakistan Enemy Pro-
perty Management Board. First, they
were handed over to the Pakistan In-
dustrial Development Corporation for
management, and then they were
handed over to the East Pakistan
Enemy Property Management Bourd.
and now this board is preparing to
sell off those assets for earning foreign
exchange. Perhaps, when these pro-
perties are sold, some money in Pakis-
tan currency will be vested in the
Custodian of Enemy Property there
or the Enemy Propertv Management
Board, and perhaps that will be put
in Pakistan securities; so far as the
Indian nationals owning those indus-
tria] concern and industrial establish-
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ments are concerned, they would
mnot get anything.

I may refer to one such company
whose mills were taken over by the
Pakistan Government. They wrote
to the Prime Minister. The Prime-
Ministrs's secretariat very kindly re-
plied and said that it was a fit case
for help, and the Prime Minister's
secretariat sent it on to the Ministry
of Rehabilitation who in turn sent
it to the Ministry of Commerce, to be
disposed of by the Deputy Custodian
of Enemy Property, In the end they
were told that so far as the claim for
compensation was concerned, it had
been registered with the Custodian
of Enemy Property and it would
be taken up with the Government of
Pakistan along with the other claims
of Indians and at a time when it
would be possible to hold discussions
with that Government for the settle-
ment of such claims. They have fur-
ther been told that it is regretted
that it is not possible either to pay
them any compensation in lieu of
their claims at thig stage or render
any other financial assistance to their
concern, This may be very correct in
law, but we are entitled to ask whe-
ther there should not be some kind
of paritv in this respect. Should we
not follow Pakistan's practice in this
repard? Are we not entitled to ask
our Government whether our High
Commission there keep themselves
informed about the fate of the pro-
perties owned by Indian nationals?

I may tel] you that so far as East
Bengal or East Pakistan is concerned
considerable property owned by
Indian nationals was sold there, as I
have just stated, and industria] con-
cerns owned by Indians are now
being disposed of and they may even
be ronfiscated. ‘The owners of these
assets do not know where they stand,
berause our Government are helpless
before the cussedness of the Pakis-
tan Government. As we all know, the
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vessels seized by Pakistan at the
Pakistani pdrts during the time of
the hostilities have not been released,
and valuable cargo relating to tele-
communication equipment etc. had
been sold off. But we on our part,
of our own accord, released Pakistanl
vessels held at our ports, even though
there has been no reciprocal gesture
of friendliness or any easement of the
situation from Pakistan's side. That
is why I fee] that, so far ag this
piece of legislation is concerned, it
is still very much a necessary piece
of legislation.

Here, we have been told, although
no details are given, 'that the total
value of Pakistani property in India
has been, approximately, estimated
at Rs. 27 crores. We have not been
1old whether this is all the Pakistani
property or the property vested in
the Custoedian for the present. That
thing must be made clear.

Then, if I may say so, this estab-
lishment of the Custodian of Enemy
Property, so far as India is concerned
is some kind of a make-believe show.
That will be proved by the fact that
in the Financial Memorandum it has
been mentioned that the entire exis-
ting establishment of the office of
the Custodian of Enemy Property is
about Rs. 67,800, I know there is
an office but T do not know if there
is a Custodian now. Sometime back,
there was only a Deputy Custodian
because the Custodian had left office
or he wag transferred to some other
job or he went on leave and he was
not replaced.

In clause 4 of the Bill, there is a
provision for the appointment of
Inspectors. There was such a pro-
‘vision in the Enemy Property Rules
also. But I do not know whether any
Inspectors have been appointed. 1
do not know what work they do. Has
a proper inventory of all enemy pro-
perty beén made or has it been left
to enemy nations or to banks or to
other industrial ‘concerns, by mnoti-
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fication, to furnish returns of pro-
perty owned by enemy nationals? 1
want to know whether any indepen-
dent inquiry has been made. Aj] these
things have not been told. I would
very much like to know how many
Inspectors are there and how far
the powers given to the Inspectors
have been properly exercised to find
out what enemy properties are there
individually-owned or owned by firms
and whether a proper inventory has
been made out,

Now, I come to clause 8 of the Bill
There is a provision in sub-section
(vi1) of clause 8.

“transfer by way of sale, mort-
gage or lease or otherwise dispose
of any of the properties;”

1 would like some provision to be
inserted here on the lines of the Eva-
cuee Property Act and on the lines of
provision which  empowers the
Government to give compensation
to evacuees who. have come over
to India. I think, some provision may
be made under rule-making power—
I do not know whether that is pos-
sible or not. But the Government
should take some power so that from
the proceeds of the sale, mortage,
lease or whatever it may be, the
Indian natioalg having counter-claims
for their properties held in Pakistan
by the Pakistan enemy property
authorities should get some compensa
tion, some relief. Some such pro-
vision should be there.

Lastly, I would like another pro-
vision to be inserted that the Custo-
dian of enemy property—I would like
the hon. Minister to consider this as-
pe-t also—should submit a report to
the Government and it should be
laid every year before the Parliamcut
because we do not know how long
this will go on_ how long this Enemy
Property Act will continue and how
long their Enemy Property Act will
continue. In spite of all the inter-
national goodwil] for Indo-Pak
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firendship and the latest blessings
that we have received from the
Soviet Union, let us be realists so far
as Indo-Pak, relations are concerned.
‘We have to live with Pakistan. So far
ag the management of enemy pro-
perty is concerned, let us be ralists,
let us have some reciprocity about it
so far ag Pakistan is concerned, and
let the whole thing be treated on the
basis of parity.

SHRI D. C. SHARMA (Gurdaspur)
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I am afraid
the Ministry of Commerce has called
this Bill by a wrong name. It is doing
a right thing but calling it by a
wrong name. Are we at war With
Pakistan? Certainly not, When the
Tashkent Pact, to which so many re-
ferences have been made in  this
House, ig here, it means that we are
at peace with Pakistan. Are we at war
with China? I donot think we areat
war with China because the Chinese
staged a unilateral withdrawa] from
our soil; of course, they have not re-
turned our landg to us, they have not
returned our property to us that is
true. But I would not say that we
are at war with China or at war with
Pakistan. Therefore, I  think that
this Bil] is apt to give a worng Iim-
pression about the intentions of our
Government, a&bout the peaceful in-
tentions of Co-existence, about the
peaceful intentions of settling our
quarrels, to the outside world. They
will say: here is this country, India,
standing for non-alignment
peacefu] co-existence and here is this
country bringing forward a Bill, ‘The
Enemy Property Bill, 1968'. I would.
therefore, say that this Bill should
have been called by some other name.
Bv what name it should have been
called, I leave it to the bureaucracy.
This bureaucracy is very prolific and
they can find any name for anything
So. thev can find some other name for
this Bill. ‘This is my first point.

My second point is this. T want to
ask you, Mr. Deputy-Speaker, one
thing. You are one of the most
judicious persons that I have seen in
this House. T ask you, why is it that
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Indians are always under-rating what
the so-called ‘enemy’ has left and
Pakistan and China are always try-
ing to over-rate what they have left?
Why are we the victim of under-
rating and why are they the apostles
of over-rating? I think, this ig in
herent in the weakness of our
bureaucracy; they never try to
assess fthings at their proper value.
I do not want them to under-rate;
nor do I want them to over-rate, but
I want them to give a correct picture
of things as they are. I challenge the
bureaucracy of India which has
brought forward this Bill to say that
the Chinese have eft properties worth
Rs. 28.85 lakhs and the Pakistanis
have left properties worth Rs. 27
crores. It is uter understatement.
the Chinese have left properties worth
wherever they go; they can turn
stone into marble wherever they go.
The Pakistanig know how to filch the
properties of their neighbours; they
have made an art of that. And here
we are told that they have left Rs.
27 crores of properties and the
Chinesg have left Rs. 28 lakhs worth
of properties.
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I think the Custodian has not done
his work properly. The inspectors
have not been diligent in the perfor-
mance of their duties. They have not
given correct facts and figures; they
have not given us a correct assess-
ment. If this had been done I think
we would have been on firmer
ground than we are. Unfortunately,
this bill comes to us in a climate of
under-estimation. I think this is not
the right thing to do.

SHRI R, D. BHANDARE (Bombay
Central): Climate of underestima-
tion?

SHRI D. C, SHARMA: He does
not understand English. What can I
do? My third point is this. We have
appointed a Custodian of Enemy Pro-
perty. What powers have been given

to him? Somebody was saving that
he has Yeen given this power and
that. I say the Custodian has not



{Shri D. C. Sharma]

been given any power? How long
are we going to look after these pro-
perties? How long are we going to
keep them in repair? How long are
we to the self-appointed ‘“proprie-
tors” of these properties

You know that we all hold Rabin-
dranath Tagore in the highest esti-
mation. I am a humble follower of
him as you are. The other day 1 read
in the papers that the House of
Rabindranath Tagore in East Pakis-
tap is in a state of utter decay, One
part of it was occupied by an office.
The study in which Tagore used to
write hig poems, stories and dramas
was crumbling, They were thinking
of disposing of that house.

Instead of calling this functionary
the Custodian of Enemy Property, we
should call him the Custodian of
disposal of Enemy Property. Because
they are trying to dispose of the
properties of one of our great men,
that international figure, that great
poet who brought a great name to
this country. They are going to dis-
pose of that property, and here we
are trying to preserve the properties
of some merchants, some Khojas and
some Bohras and some others--I have
great rgard for Khojas and Bohras.
We are trying to preserve the pro-
perty of those persons while they are
trying to demolish and dispose of the
properties of even a great savant like
Rabindra Nath Tagore. Therefore, I
say that this Custodian cannot have
even as much power as the Assistant
in the Ministry has.

Some time back I said that the
Government of India wag not run by
Ministers or by Secretaries or Joint
Secretaries or Deputy  Secretaries,
we have a battalion of them, but is
run by the Assistant. The Assistant
is a great man in this country and I
tel] you that this Custodian does not
have as much power ag an Assistant
has in the Government of India.

Then, what is this fee of 2 per cent?
We have been reduced to the status
of a commission agent or contractor.

Even contractors charge a greater
amount, but this Custodian wil] have
a fee of only two per cent. What kind
of contractors is he, what kind of
Commission agent is he? Who will
respect him, who wil look up to him
for the redress of any grievance?
Who will care for him. Nobody will
do so. Therefore, I think that this
Bill is misconceived and misdrafted
and that this Bil] has not been pro-
perly used for the interests of
Indians.

1 am not going to be here the
agent of somebody for ages and ages
to come. We left properties worth
Rs. 500 crores in West Pakistan and
we got property here worth Rs, 100
crores. I think the time has come
when this institution of the Custodian
of Enemy Property should be 'wound
up. It should be woung up at once,
without any delay, and all the
moneys received from the sale of
that propetry should be distributed
among those nationals of India who
have been deprived of their property
there. It is a very strange thing.
One hand washes the other, but
here we are washing both the hands
of the enemy, both the feet of the
enemy. I think this state of affairs
should come to an end. This Custo-
dian should also become, if nothing
nse a distributor of the proceeds of
the sale of the property of the
Chinese. Is our country worse than
the Phillippines or Indonesia or Mala-
ysia? How did they treat the Chi-
nese?—with a great deal of self-res-
pect for their own country. And
here we are pot showing any kind of
self-respect so far as our country is
concerned, and s0 We are carrying on
the business of the enemy. Our
Government has bcome a mercantile
government,

I thought it was the Raja's Govern-
ment. I thought is was the princes
Government, that it was a socialist
Government and a Government of
the people, by the people and for the
people. But our Government is now
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going to carry on the business of
the enemy. You, Sir, do not carry
on my business even though I am
your f{riend. They want to carry
on the business of the enemy and take
action for recovering any money due
to th enemy, What odly persons
we are; we are saints and mehar-
‘babas of the 20th century. Then, we
shall take action for “recovering any
money due to the enemy.” There is
also provision to ‘make any contract
and execute any document in the
name and on behalf of the enemy.
We are agents, This Bill slanderg the
good name of India. It is a scanda-
lous Bill in this sense, A necessary
Bill no doubt, but scandalous in the
sense that it wants to ‘institute, de-
fend or continue any suit or other
legal proceeding, refer any dispute to
arbitration and compromise any
debts, claims or liabilities’, as our
Government has become munshis of
these peope, as if we have become
the solicitors of these people. What
road are we adopting? You will say
that al] this is written in our panch
sheel. I agree with you but even
Panch Sheel cannot go beyond a cer-
tain limit. 1 therefore say that the
bureaucracy should have done better
and brought forward a Bill which
would have been in conformity with
the needs of the Indians and not in
conformity with the needs of Pakis-
tan or China. In this House you
want us to do something for Pakistan
and China which Pakistan and China
are not going to do for you for one
hundred years. What wonderful re-
lations we have and what & great
country we are and what great bu-
reaucracy we have and what great
ideas do we have. My heart bleeds
when I read this Bill bcause I know
it is not in conformity with the as-
pirations of the common man in this
country. It may be in conformity
with the bureaucracy of the country
but is certainly not in keeping with
the needs of the country,

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: 1 should
like to point out that the time allot-
ted is three hours and we have al-
ready taken more than an hour. We
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may need about an hour for clause
by. cluse consideration. I request
Members to confine their remarks to
ten minutes, )
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SHRI RANDHIR SINGH (Rohtak):
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I have stood
up to support this Bill fully. I quite
realise the position of Government in
this regard. Our relations with Pak-
istan are not at all satisfactory, They
are very strained. So is the case with
China also, In these circumstances,
if you go through the provisions of
the Bill you will find that it was very .
much warranted that this Bill should
have come forward. Hence the Mini-
ster has brought forward this Bill be-
fore the House.

I may be permitted to go through
the provisions of the Bill and make
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my own -observations. I hope the
Minister would kindly consider them.
Firstly, if you will take clause 1(2)
of the Bil] I am pained to see thatit
extends for the whole of India except
the State of Jammu and Kashmir, It
applies also to wll citizens of India
outside India and to branches and
agencies outside India of companies or
bodies corporate registered or incor-
porated in India. By this, Sir, we are
only strengthening the hands of nwt
only Pakistan and China but also all
our enemies who are not at all one
with us so far as Kashmir is concer-
ned, As a matter of fact, Kashmir is
the bone of contention so far as our
relations with Pakistan are concerned,
and to keep Kashmir outside the
gcope of this Bill does not seem to
be proper, 1 feel that this Bill should
have been made equally applicable to
every part, every corner and every
inch of territory of our country.

Secondaly, let us take up clause 6.
There is something very contradictory
in this also. In clause 6 it is said:
“after giving a reasonable opportu-
nity to the transferee to be heard in
the matter”. ‘This applies to such
cases when the Custodian is vested
with the property or when the proper-
ty is pending with the Custodian, and
if any transfer is made in respect of
that property then the transferee has
a right to be heard. This is a very
strange procedure. As a matter of
fact, the very vesting of the property
with the Custodian is not something
of a permanent nature, It is only
something transsitional  something
temporary, and a provision like this
wil]l result in a lot of litigation and
transfers being made by interested
persons on behals of the enemy. Then
the transferees will be interested in
.getting hold of the property somehow
or the other. They have a right to
be heard. There wil be a large num-
ber of custodians who will be dealing
with such cases. This provision, as I
said, will give rise to a multiplicity
of unnecessary litigation. What I feel
is, one or two simple sentences would
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have been sufficient in this clause
saying that during the pendency of
this property with the Custodiap a
transfers in favour of anybody would
be void. That would have been suffi-
cient, This is what I wanted to say
in respect of clause 6.

Property Bill
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Now kindly take clause 8. So far
as the maintenance of the property or
preservation of the property is son-
cerned, it is all right. But if you go
a little further you will find that it
says:—

“may incur such expenditure
out of the property as he consi-
ders necessary or expedient for
the maintenance of that individual
or his family in India".

We are going to maintain the families
of the enemies here in India out of
the proceds of the property which is
in dispute, is something, absolutely in-
correct. We are holding this property
as a sort of a hostage or ransom and
we are getting so kind towards the
enemy that even individua] member
of his family are going to be main-
tained by us out of the proceeds of
the property, It does not only look
nice but the very purpose of the Bill
is defeated. So I would like that at
least the last three lineg of this
clause should be deleted. So far as
the maintenance of the property is
concerned, it can be maintained out of
the proceeds of the property jtself.

Then, kindly take clause 8. This s
something very crucial. It has been
saxd by my two friends—my friend
from the side oppousite and my friend,
Shri Mahajan—that this provision of
exemption from attachment ig the very
crux of the whole Bill. Nearly Rs,
100 crores worth of our property is
on the other side. Property worth
hundreds of crores of rupees are in
Pukistan and nothing hag been opaid
to our displaced persons from East
and West Pakistan.” They have not
been compensated even to the extent
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of 2 per cent. Nobody knows how
long this bad relationship with Pak-
istan would continue, So I feel that
the exemption of this property from
attachment for a bona fide claim with
a decree of a competent court, is too
much and earnestly through you, I
would request the hon. Minister that
this exemption should be deleted;
clause 9 should be suitably amended,

Finally I would like to say some-
thing about the penalty clause, clause
20. If you would kindly go throucgh
the clause. you would appreciate that
the sentence provided is extremely
meagre and rather ridiculous, It is
six months.
sections 323, 324 and 325 for just
showing a slap, it is three years. But
it somebody colludes with the enemy
or the enemy colludes with somebody
in the country and the property is
disposed of or there is cheating of that
kind, the penalty is only six months
or fine. This is something extremely
ridiculous and very meagre. It does
not meet the ends of justicer It
should be deterrent and should not be
less than three years and fine just as
it is under section 420 IPC. If any
offence is made out under clause 7,
sub-clause (1), the sentence is six
months and if it is under clause 10,
sub-clause (2), clause 11, sub-clauses
(1) and (2) and clause 15, sub-clause
(2), the penalty is Rs. 500—it 1s fur-
ther reduced. I maintain very vigor-
ously and most vehemently that the
penalty should be deterrent so that
the property may not be disposed ot
so easily and conveniently by the in-
terested sections,

Lastly I would like to put it with
all the emphasis at my command that
the vesting of the property with the
Custodian should not be an endless
process. It should be of a temporary
nature. Let us pray that our rela-
lations with Pakistan improve, but if
they continue to be as they are after
the lapse of a certain time may be
two years or three years, this pro-
perty should be made availab’e to
those people who have lost in East or
West Pakistan. In whatever manner

JULY 30, 1068

You know, Sir, under .
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we can compensate them, we should
compensate these people becaus these
are the people who have suffered
much,
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SHRI C. K. BHATTACHARYVA
(Raiganj); Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir,
our young Commerce Minister today
Jaunched on a new voyage. Of
course, I should not say that it was
an uncharted voyage. He introduced
some novelty by making a speech in
Hindi while introducing the Bill. 1
drew your attention to the fact thau
in any casc when he placed a Bill he-
fore the House for consideration, it
would have to be a Bill the text of
which would have to be in English,
and the clauses of the Bill which you
put before the House for acceptance
would also have to be clauses which
were drafted in English, On that
matter there should be no doubt., If
you refer to article 348 of the Cons-
titution, you will find that it provides:
that all proceedings and all Bills to pe
introduced or amended or to be moved
in either House of Parliament shall
be in the English language.

Having said this, I should now 2o
on to the Bill itself. The Bill is cer-
tainly a necessary piece of legislation.
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_MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: 1 would
lgke to say a word on the interpreta-
tion that the hon, Member has put
0:11 article 348 (1) (b) which reads
thus;

“(b) the authoritative taxts—

(i) of all Bills to be introduced
or amendments thereto to be
moved in either House of
Parliament or in the House or
either House of ithe Legisla-
ture of a State”,

It refers to the text of the Bill and
not to the Minister's speech. When
he introduces a Bill or moves a Bill
for consideration, is it contended that
the speech must be made in English?

SHRI C. K. BHATTACHARYYA: 1
am quite at one with you when you
say that the Minister has the undis-
puted right to speak in Hindi whila
introducing the Bill.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:
left it to him.

I have

SHRI C, K. BHATTACHARYYA:
On that there i no doubt. 1t is our
good luck that we have a Minister
who can speak in Hindi as well ag In
English, In future we may have
Ministers who may not be able to
speak in English at all and who may
be able to speak only in Hindi while
introducing the Bill ior consideration.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Or any
other language, for that matter, re-
cognised by the Constitution.

SHRI C. K, BHATTACHARYYA:
As regands any other language reccog-
nised by the Constitution, the Cons-
titution does not permit the use of
any other language in the House ex-
cept with the permission of the Spea-
ker on the ground that the Member
cannot express himself sufficiently in
Hindi or English. The Speaker lLas
now allowed a new convention to
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grow that a Member may. speak in
any language which he chooses. In
fact, at times I think of making a
speech in Sanskrit which with your
permission or that of the Speaker 1
hope to do some day.

Coming to the Bill itself, this Bill
1s certainly a very necessary piece of
legislation and has to be accepted by
the House. There are certain matters
relating 1o the conduct of Pakistan
about the properties of persons who
are Indian nationals but who have or
had their properties in Pakistan.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri had
referred to certain texlile mills which
had been seized in Pakistan, There
were five or six very big textile mills
such as the Dakeshwari Textile Mills,
the Laxminarayan Mills, the Mohini
Mills and so on. These had been seiz-
ed and no compensation could be had
even with all the authority of the
Government of India to help the per-
sons aggrieved by the conduct of
Pakistan. In any case, what :he Bill
proposes to do with the property ieft
by Pakistanis after the declaration of
war has been done or more than that
has been done in relation to Indian
property in Pakistan even before the
war. Vast landed properties were
seized and put to sale. Big houses
have been put to sale,

Shri Randhir Singh was suggesting
some amendments to clause 8. Under
sub-clause (7) the custodian has been
given the authority to transfer by way
of sale, mortgage or lease or other-
wise dispose of any of the properties,
Would jt be possible for us to give the
custodian the authority to confiscate
the property in case conditions like
that arose? All the procedures may
not be applicable or there may not be
time to apply all those procedures in
cases which we might easily contem-
plate. Those things may not be pre-
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sent at this time but may develop at
any time,

There has been some reference to
the fact that Kashmir should also
have been included within the scope
of this Bill. It is a matter of pro-
priety and justification that Kashmir
should have been so included, parti-
cularly when we consider it to be an
integral part of India and about
one-third of it is beyond the occupa-
tion of the Indian Government and
under the occupation of Pakistan.
Kashmir is the State where particu-
larly this Bill should have been made
applicable, and the properties which
have been left behind in that part of
Kashmir which is under the Govern-
ment of India might be placed under
the Custodian of Enemy Property so
that the persons who have lost their
properties, having been ousted from
the other part of Kashmir, may be
compensated in case of necessity by
the propertiies which will come under
the Custodian under the Government
of India on this side of Kashmir, The
properties left by Pakisltanis are esti-
mated to be Rs. 27 crores, and as Mr.
Randhir Singh has pointed out, the
income of that is to be ulilised for
maintaining their families. This
is not clear. I hope, the hon. Minister
will make it clear as to how the fami-
lies of those whom we describe as
enemies under the Bill can still be in
India and under the care and mai-
tenance of our Government. 1 be-
lieve, it would be best gor the Govern-
ment of India to negotliate with Pak-
istan and allow them to go over (o
the other side to which they right-
fully belong and where they may be
wanting to go. So, this should be
made clear.

I support this Bill, as it is, with the
observations that I have made and I
suggest that the hon. Minister should
make it his business to find out from
the persons ousted from Pakistan the
amount of propertles that have been
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left there and compensation, whatever
posgible, must be got from Pakistan
for them. In fact, this was being
dealt with by the Finance Ministry
under certain circumstances, I had
started correspondence with our pre-
sent Finance Minister for the recovery
of certain moneys held back in Pak-
istan belonging to persons who have
come over to India; he took it up very
sympathetically, but not all of them
could recover what they have left
there or what they are entitled to get
back. I think, between the Finance
Ministry and the Ministry in charge of
this Bill, it should be possible to
arrange that not only do we protect
and maintain here the properties of
Pakisianis under the Custedian of the
Enemy Properiy Act, but we find also
meang of preserving and maintaiping
properties of Indians left over in Pak-
istan.

Shri D, C. Sharma was referring to
the house of Tagore in Shajahadpur;
it is a very well known house; the
productive  years of the poet were
spent in that house and in the sur-
rounding areas; most of his contribu-
lions in glories, in novels, and all his
youthfu] poems, were done in Shaja-
hadpur and in the rivers surrounding
that area. That house should have
been preserved as a national monu-
ment by Pakistan. But the Pakistan
authorities have a craze for creating
anti-Tagore feelings because the peo-
ple of East Pakistan are very fond of
Tagore, the people of East Pakistan
are very fond of Bankim Chandra
Chatterjee, Even when the works of
these masters of literature are banned
by the Pakistan Government, they get
them somehow and women in thelr
families make it their business to go
through these books. The Pakistan
Government is trying outwardly to
put as much anti-Tagore feelings in
the people as they possibly can. They
may try that. That would only speak
of the standard of culture and the
standard of civilisation of the present
ruling authorities of Pakistan. To
accuse the people of East Pakistan of
the same characteristics which are be-
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ing betrayed by the present ruling
authorities of Pakistan is not correct,
The people of East Pakistan have a
different temperament. I know that
and that is what should be realised
by the Government. If the Govern-
ment tries, they will be able to safe-
guard not only the Shajahadpur House
of Tagore but also many of the other:
known and reputed Indian properties
in East Pakistan.

IJUTEAE WENTT, WETAMT Y F WrAT F
FFT A q@H T 4F I A1 F
qfr wifegar 318 M gamr feard
AT F AFT AT AT T q7g 1 491
Y T & 7Y e gag Wt ww agtaw
g frgow Frdw  famar o vy 4m,
T AAT

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I have
already disposed of that. Let him come
to the Bill,

STt W FIAAN : ITH qraed
# g wEEET ®1 Wileww 343
#1 a2 ferm area g fom & agr
3 fis e Y Ty fewdt @it
F AT T FAH T F G A BT
forgqm a7 & WY 9 ae §  fokw &
forgr T g A gw w1 & AE AAWATE
fr el 929 §  gzAT Iifgd A7
7 1 /& FTATG A ATE & T FAT
wrfed | @g AT FER qv0 R AT AN
AHAT 2 WY EH 5T AT S wH X
sy 717 a7 37 ¥ #Y get 7 I |

[sﬁ TTo o WeAIY TBEHA l’q]

o qaE W AW AW A TF G
Iz a1 S geT a7 fr 77 far wT
fafree wmgw 1 w1r ¥ ¥ aw
frmarrd g far o R W



259

Enemy

CUEERIEEE ]
& A owETr oy wHReEw
WEE AT O WHA AT Gl & IEAI
WA A Fggaawr i d fe
i g fafre Sy faw
1 9w ffar T & AR a4t Y
fafreer o dar fedt WY wamem
R H I T g AT 8
o7 G fF ST | 9T 6T wg g
IWH TN A7 A FEOAT ¥ Ffaad
T a1 sufer %1 §fema & a1 grE
%1 gfaga & 3w 9w 4T AT 9
F1 farerdr wq goidt AR W
FAXA @Y E AR A{FF T3 3T ot §
ZH AN &1 &7 JAT 2 gAfaq 4
fafst #1 7@ aro & m F A
W, qE FAFI I Z |

farIragy fam+ fagraar 2
ST FX A HEFNT 2 IAFT wAT ST
Frar garar T & e g o e
tfp ol sEwfaas FFTaT=a
S a1 g FE ey v g
azar 2 fegodqz dorgr o
F& mry Fwma 8(2) (1) FIAG 17T
Hfamrganz -

“Without prejudice to the gene-
rality of the foregoing provision,
the Custodian or such person as
may be specifically authorised by
him in this behalf, may, for the
said purpose—

(i) éarry on the business of the
enemy.”

;A wg ¥ FFWE IN FH A
wq gard e W W agt s
FOC X FHAT §, TAH! AT Tg ATHR
FT aHAY § | TEY GART FRGEAA T |
Haga waft O @ A g
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g wgramd ot o owwf At oar
AR N qgw A aga woew
qisft NeT J0 97 § 3 TAFT @
WG TR GATHIFT FHA & A
74w F ar gy grr & fE 4
o &Y fasHa |7rE & Y %1 qqew
gl frwaar & sew €& w HAAT
AMT AT |AAT § IAW AT gAET WA
7Y frerar 2 i o Y 7@t T FTH FT
g1 9T, qgt T ATAT F7 77T AT, FW
® s 641 g4 fawrd &1 9 w1 17,

AT T FF AT AR AT T FH

FT T 41 7 AH FH W ZAT
T FodT | w1 7w 3 fafods

A% AN TAT #7 Ao a1 agy gn
AFAT Z |

st ik fag 0 frar-faw
STt |

oY ST GTAWNR : AT qgT AT

HTHAT £ | IS AT safF ﬁm T qHa
AIIAT AT qHAT & AT Tg qAEHTL
AUAT Z597 97 FT FTH | FT qFdAT
2, TAFT  AET &N AT F A 2
AT F9G F T 97§ ga9 39 ferar 2 1
T AN TGEIT § CEH A EET
qATE § 7 F | TR § §F 9T AT
faare &7 | W felt agEe A
e fafpet § gaar faar g, atwe
wig 7 foar & AT IR TWMAT F
ag 9T & @1 § Fgr ¥ Iasr A
it faem &1 % fwar smar arfed
W A IR AT & AT
afgd | W= § AT ATRET T
ar Logemft d=T g1 Ewdr g

N ATy EW

“to take action for recovering
any money due to the enemy”
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T wL F ANT W AT 77 07 )

“make any contract and execute
any document in the name and on
behalf of the enemy.”

FORTT %161 ¥ w1 F AT 37-
T, T+ g4 FY 07 71 Federd
@1 owrdr ¥ 3aF fag e 3
ATFTT  TAT AT FU W IATH 17
W g A w0 T A
FTFR A7 ar«t &; & =rgar g v
I fawr w1t gl W w7 agmr
am w7 w99 [wfaer qizw ww
faare 5%, mfmr & A frare
FT, #fr gaun faqft € fardh
gk a7 &, for = 3 fomr qdr Y
famdt gdam &1 arfa=re & ardr &
famdr 2§ a9 &, 37w &1 g3
F7% 77 faa & oo ag7 ¥ ams 7y

faa ¥ araeg ¥ FE X g9
aA urd &, fsa w1 arg e afgx
g fag & @e¥z qre wradTE vw
Pt & Farman & & 1962 ®, o9
f& #Yo w¥o ATLo T mrLer T,
fegeam & fega ftdr At #r
ATqTX 28,85 AT wIA AT 47 1 F
ag AT wrgar g fr oag wwn few
fra fgam & aoFed ow qwrgAT ,
Iq% ¥ wq wea iFaal, seofi
ot wF #1 fradt fradt smaarg ¢
afm s WMad o @R a8
ATTFT §EA T AT A0fgy ot 1w
TFTT 1965 H GTfFEEr  WTHRO
waam  fpgeam # afesr am-
fent &Y amE F0F 27 F W@
TRAHN & | @ F N g FwTh
er P awry , §9 e ww
g aFdl § Wi O Fwalaal wrg
aedt § 1 g¥ag e faedh
afge e femfrafeam & mwaw
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e Ot g€ R, 7 W vyl wwr gw
&1 vad go QT AT WY gt awar 2,
N ATEF AT ¥ gAr wor e
Hfaar ar, 4% 7% wga ok
formt & @ wara @r ) ogwE
¥ ¥o g QT WY g gwar &, o
T 97 1% ey wwar & 1w fam
grawarg 5 27707 @ ftag
@A FE Toa 7 fawe | e
ARE T A &1 IwEd gu a5 v
FAFTE e WX KA WA F1f20 o

15.32 hrs.
[SHRI THIRUMALA Rao in the Chair]

g T I 7 wme o gt
F A A ® v F o gdws
T F wEew § gt dmiE g
e gy i fred ity arel & tégd
L U R T Sy
oY R aFar @ e wwd Ay o,
T #q1 gigfaat w@ 5

AL H K ow A o g
qa AT &1 TF 7o o o WifRHT
qTa T gfamm # ¢ | g g & v g
7 arat g, afew w5 g% 7 ooy
FHT AT TGT F AWT w1 awix
fear, wrafs ag wfma s ddfafs-
2w a1 Yfeem ar vw fam gw s
Tga & & wg amfen & e
feedt v A o s ¥ qr
¢ mfs #1f Nwwag seefegy o
fegdt s=fema =@ #¢ wdT At
F & oWy ¥ A0 ol aEmmY A W
a7 fef e sraar v ew ) gw
foq o 7w fewme-feama gar? e
oA AT A€ G|

& g oft el wcar g s onor
av o gt oeET & ot # agw W
Q@ &, g welt i Farta o
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oo Strof AT |

¥ @ gy | arfeeTT w27
FUAT  TIY T AR W T FY
28 W@ TIY FY ATYIE AL TH & |
Ffew g9 g WY g @ arfgy 5
fegeam &) fadt o1 &7 997 91T
s afeera & qe g | 99 F1 91 fgara
AT 1Y | T T g e
FT AAA qTE T FLASTPAT &, AR
W e gl & A edft oy T o1
T TET a1 ST A9 #7 61
F YA TE AT F Y AT ag g
foF gAY ST g - S A E
T H §, I F AR A A AT FESAT
R

15 AT &7 f&T ANLT W7 W
£1 T OEXAW 26 TEAHIR 15
wred ¥ fam #% W AT AT 7
oF THTNT @ F @, AEF a1 7
g, deTHY ST 9§, Ae-awe’ #ir
W 2, @ TO gy | AfeT w;m
FET 15 WTET AT 26 TAAL AT 9
sed 9y f@dl 9T FT ¥ AT
e gf Iq o F A A Araw
gfF ot wam @ ar ofeerT &
B9 ¥ §, 48 EETO AR € | T
AT AL W AT 28 AW WE
qr 27 FUT TIG FT TEAE FY AT
#T Y E | AfET gwry foaw s
* 9T (GO I w9 g 7
fay 43 2, T AWIT A FAY IEHT
o AT T Gy fpar R 7 FArIw A
w¥ gware § faare o fpar 7

WY F AR H I®T qraAr 93
sTor o g fadns W g, O e
w987 HYET WA T f wear
fr YA EALT AR & AU F@TTAT
& FL W TF S ATTT AT T W
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| UF 919 9fgd O WK W
et # wevd g€ oY | i feT #7 wevs
H gwoad 7 s ai T wY FTer
FHA ¥ A e ¥ wwar
frewr wis fadf & ggare & dfes 9w
¥ @Y gW AT 99T ¥, we
Fifg AT qawElEr & @l W T
4t f§ g W #r 4 ardta #1 I9
TeFl & AETT OF Fweq-faA A
#, 728 & f& 29 9 99 g7 e
TAUAT & J1T Z, WA F A4 2, IHST
arfire forr far @ @R |

AL A WSHT ®1 g SQHT WH
WET R | T qHTT gra faee g
I § 47 aar &1 oy fE7r agr § war
WaRH g FWr arar ¢ fF gura
Fw T A e g 33
Z, Sa®r arfew 27 afe =
FECT &7 AMGET F FTOT A
IWH  gAAT wiww AET §, W AT IWA
W3 *1 faegw fAqas & FT @
¢, afes orit 97 FC Fr g RW &
qEuTe 1 A7 0% 99 ST F Y Ao
AT, FTEGATHIT A FAY &9 4
FeT aaA &1 Furw fear §, qav
FHT THARH arr W g 7

qg HTEE 28 AT ®IT H/IT 27
Faz gy &t ofFdr gdt F fao
faw «w@r & 97 IW F =MT-EE
Y AT FT ATTT FET E, T KA
wiix Ot fafas o qfawi =7 gaT
FETE | AT AT FUE, A €
s fafady ¥ o ¥ FOEr W
¥ aw S & AT fegmw #r
I FEA AT AR gATL TEET
o forr @8 & 9 O W S e
F¥ PRt 2w woA TR R & & g
f 5 o7 97ET R 7 ¥ 7 IF OAT
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X TAAR FT JT AT FT FFeT
w0 Afgy, T €@ feew & w7
H¥E T T T

w foldgs & @ & e
arfis & o, F9ifw g ¥ wraT Y TECE
T g 1 W & weer 348 &
afes  wast § o fear g
FA WA HAAT AAT ATAT, AT AT
T FT AT § FEAE GaT g Fv
TEATEAT g1 oAwdY &1 g9 faw st
#qur 91 Tzafeat & Y gE wT
ZA WX darfeow gfee & o wreafeat
, 97 FY A quE FT A | ar
& & 7 %1 &, 541 AgT g\ faw A
AR F FA | ACEIC F qF R
THY G WAERR AR &, 9 IEEr
feara-feara @z % a7 @ FR @
A9 GHS FT T T AN OF A41
fagas g5 737 & A™MT AT |

AN, HON. MEMBER: Shri Samar
Guha may please speak in Hindi.

oF UT 9.7 A0 90 1 {87 0 @17 |

SHRI SAMAR GUHA (Contai): Ap-
parently, this Bill seems to be simple-
looking although invisibly it involves
the fate of millions of people. We
know that the butchery perpetrated
by Mountbatten has condemned the
new class of people who are known
as minorities on this side and that
side of the Radcliffe line. 1 quite agree
with Prof. Sharma when he said that
the title of the Bill was a misnomer.
Even legally, India did not declare war
against Pakistan, Let us leave aside the
legal aspect. Morally and historical-
ly, I am the last person to accept that
the people of the land of Mohenjadaro
and Harappa, Taxila and Purushpur
and the land of the Indus and Sutlej,
Padma, Meghna, Brahmaputra, Buri-
ganga and Dhaleswari are my enemies,
The lord of Pindi may indulge in
hostile activities against India but
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never the people of that country can
be called our enemy. The past his-
tory of the last twenty years cannot
obliterate the earlier relation of 2,000
years. They are the blood of our
blood and flesh of our flesh. I will
not go into the obliteration of the
future. I still believe in what Shri
Aurobindo said on the 15th August,
1847. He said that the “partition of
India will and must go by whatever
means.” This is the voice of a great
savant and seer. I believe it. This
year, on the 15th of August, one of
his principal disciples Shri Arabindo,
Shri Anilbaran Roy, is going to stage
a Token satyagraha on the frontier of
West Bengal, near Basirhat, just asa
protest against that butchery on the
personality of the age-old Indian Na-
tion and the historical entity of India.
Therefore, T should say- that the whole
title, “Fnemy Property Bill" is a
misnomer,

With this preamble, as I have said,
let me repeat that this Bill involves
the fate of minorities, millions of
them on both sides of the border. Whe-
ther the property belongs to the mino-
rities of India or even to the so-called
Pak citizens—their properties, their
trade or business, whatever they may
be I would humbly request the Gov-
ernment pot to treat them in the ri-
gorous sense as enemy property. Even
if it means unilaterally, those pro-
perties should be handed over to
them, only with »ne rider, namely,
nobody will be allowed to do espionage
work or sabotage work on behalf of
the Pindi lord sitting over the destin-
jes of a hundred million people of
Indus and Padma on the two sides of
the Indian frontier.

Rs. 27 crores does not reslly mean
much for us. We should give at back
to the real owners. This Bil i a mis-
nomer, and its objective is also vague,
vain and purposeless. Historically
looking, it is harmful also. What does
this 27 crores mean? Leave aside the
Chinese property but glve back the
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rest to Indian minorities or Pak citi-
zens, who owe them. The point actu-
ally is, have faith in the futuie, This
bleak present perpetrated by partition
is not the whole truth for the future.
The future will be built not by the
people who conspired againsi Gandhi-
ji behind the purdah with Mountbat-
ten, who did not care fo- the words of
warning uttered by Netaji against the
partition of India, who believed thar
that partition is going tc be a perma-
nent feature. History has a greater
force; history has a greater spirit; his-
tory has a greater strength than ihe
conspiracy entered into by the power-
lusty, tired politicians on this side and
that side of the border,

Therefore, I would say, to earn the
goodwill of the people of Pakistan,
pardeularly its eastern wing, with-
draw this Bill, Give all the property
to their real owners—with one rider,
which T have already said, namely,
you should see that espionage and
sabotage work is not done by that
fascist junty ruling over Pindi there.

I come [rom East Bengal; I remem-
ber the day when ihe voices of
Panditji and Sardarji on this side and
that of Mr. Jinnah on that side on the
waves of the radio were going out all
over the country. I remember that
day. the momentous hour, 12 of mud-
night. From that very moment, sud-
denly I became an alien; I became
nobody; all my sufferings, ali my past,
all my chanting of Vande Matarams,
instantly became nothing. In all the
jails of East Pakistan, in all the jails
of East Bengal the revolutionaries
who embraced martyrdom on the gal-
lows in the name of Vande Mataram.
Who the mother they worshipped?
Where is that mother now? I waited;
1 waited for the whole night. I could

not sleep even for a moment.
(Laughter). I know these people
laugh—haartless, cruel, brutish, I
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should say. Only brutes can laugh on
this; none else. Five years.I have
spent in Pakistan and sometimes in
Pakistanj jails also, | have been wit-
ness to the butchery of the minorities
there. I am in close contact with the
people there and therefore I say that
this term “enemy property” will have
its action and reaction. It should be
thought over once again whether such
an Act should be passeq in this way.

Everybody has forgotten that 35 per
cvent of the minorities had the owner-
ship of 81 per cent of the urban pro-
perty, nearly 77 per cent of the trade,
business and industry and nearly 73
per cent of the landed property of
East Bengal. After parlition, you will
remember that therc was exchange of
population on the West TPakistan side.
There was the Evacuce Proverty Act
and compensation was given to the
rmigrants this side and that side of
the West but not to the other side, I
still remember the voice of Pandilji
and Sardar ringing in my ears: “Our
heart goes to our brothers on that
side”. Are not those words now sounds
ironical? Everybody has forgotten
that. Not only have they forgoticn it
but they want to seal the fate of more
than 10 million people living in East
Pakistan for good? The Nehru-Liaquat
Pact of 1950-was entered into on the
understanding that there will be no
passport and there will be free move-
ment on both sides, so that the mino-
rities here and there could come and
go back and deal with their properties
on both sides, The Nehru-Noon Pact
ratified it and strengthened it. But
now what is the position? The border
is sealed. Nobody is allowed to g0
this side or that side. The pitiable-
condition of Maharaj Triloka Chakra-
varti, one of the founder members of
the Anushilan Samiti, a pioneer re-
volutionary organisation is now 81
vears old, and although he is patheti-
cally trying in the least days of his
life top come here for some time for
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medical treaiment and to see his near
relatives. But he is not allowed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I dp not want to
interrupt the hon. Member, but he
should deal with the relevant clauses
of the Bil] instead of going into old
history. There are several other hon.
members who want to speak on this
Bill.

SHR]I SAMAR GUHA: I am coming
to the provisions of the Bill. Now the
position is that free movement ig dis-
allowed. The result iz, those who are
now known as Indian citizens here
have their properties worth crores of
rupees there. They are not only not
allowed to go there, but their propert-
ies have been seizeq by the Pakistan
Government. They have taken for-
cible possession of those properties.
What is the condition of the minorit-
ieg there? They are known as Jirmmes
thera. They are second class citizens.
God knows what miserable life they
are leading there. The only saving
feature s the newly awakened
Bengali Muslim intelligentsia there
who are now standing behind the
minorities there.

After the 1965 war what has hap-
pened? The Government there has
taken possession of all the cotton
mills. -Dakeshwari Cotton Mills and
Adarshan Cotton Mills, employing to-
gether 15,000 workers, Chittaranjan
Cotton Mills, Lakshmi Narayan Cot-
ton Mills, Dacca Cotton Mills, Mohini
Cottun Mills, Chittagong Cotton Mills,
etc. They are all owned mostly by the
Indian citizens, who were formerly
East Bengalis.

Almost 99 per cent of the shares are
still with Indian citizens here. There
are many sugar mills; there were
glass factories and the United Bank
of India operated there. Formerly
there was the Comilla Banking Cor-
poration and Comilla Union Bank.
Those banking companies have all
been taken possession of by the Pak
Government.

The director of the Dhakeswari Cot-
ton Mill was a classmate of mine and
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I still remember our school days. In

- 1985 he was director of three cotton

mills. From 1865 Shri Sunil Bose is
in jail. Another eminent textile in-
dustmalist, Shri Dhirendra Nath Bose,
who was the director of the Chittran-
jan Cotton Mill, is just a pauper on
this ride of the border.

Wliether they may be minorities
thery or Indian citizens here, our un-
derstanding the sacred and avowed un-
derstanding, was that the minorities on
both sides will have free access to
their properties, will be allowed to
conduct their trade and business and
lookx efter their properties or sell them
as they liked. Everything has been
stopped, banned, prohibited.

Therefore I urge that if you really

want to pass the Enemy Property
Bill, it is the duty of the Government
to see that those Indians, the East
Bengal  people, who have crossed
over 1o this side, are given compensa-
tioy for the properties left there be-
cause now they have no chance what-
soever to cross the border and look
after their properties there, As I have
already, said the Bill apparently sim-
ple but the invisible risk, the respon-
sibilities, involved in it should be
understood by the Government before
it is enacled.

=t gesiaTe W () ¢
A9 ARe, 77 faw N W owww
AT & AR T 2, zAd Mfew wy
A ¥ AR F W A 0w Qe
N g7 & Far A far # R s
WMFogA AT wE IT A I
1 TH NqAA= T W94 arar fear
AT T & W I T AFY qF F1
T § @ aoqT gar & | Adaww A
78X wraT & fir g S 3w F v e
fafeorr & 97 ox, e Y Ay afes
aw & age Wt A fafeorwr §, o
wr§ sTeiee qgt e A §, -
& e At | g &, Afe o o
wrofir ®) ¥ frerer foar mar 4



2871 Enemy

[ gawrRmE AraT]
TAF WY °g A & AR W FHIT
fegea %7 9 A § a9r 94 wg
FIA AT &, T FA H AW AT
O ® wFT fAETeT 9T wr oo
¥ "rgA ag g € f& awe &
W w7 FT @ fgrgeam
AT AT, Ak gafm & oy
¥ 1% A AT AT & R T A4
FOARF qIX T 9 41 FJ97 2,
1 gfrar & dcq 39 I E A g
¥ o= fggmm &1 ARAT A
faeara &, d5% wIFwdw ¥ ag 76
FgaFa s aggaro e & 1 ag fas
[T I3 T2 AT AT &, AT S FOA
# wtgt f arfear 1 @ s 2,
wgt wisr WY 7 A e dw Tx g
fasia =madr wmel, awi€ g1, Taw
T FAT TY EIT, QST FIAT-ATAT FHAT
AT, IH /T FT 79 H AL AT AT —
I aTq AT A9G 7 AL w04 £ )
Favgw AT, HAOF AT
T qZ4 gI§ T ARG A FA
2 Az W WA AT FEL, AL
fer & a4 wf | wa FTHIT W
ZHAT GAT 41 HIT WUT FOHT I
aFq AT 74T q1, A AT 1T &
9 149 QAT § gt FhEa wAE w
THRIC & w9 gé A, aq ¥ 74 femwnw
7 az a1+ fF Jeq FOA, g I
z, Gar Y€ 3T Fgw  # A AT FEY
AT 97T & W 2 )
o wR gET A (ORI
FUIF T A AT HE@ B |
Sl g AT AT : FIAT 6l
AR E | EHT FEE T A AT wA
Fqr, it fat & ag A agr fedi 7,
AT & gAAT QAT GT A9 § AW G AT
afep sgTaT § SUTET WIAT g TE
sy weed g, ...
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ol gro Ao foraydt (Myarg W) :
TZ G O F Ty 9, 32 A E7

ot g wrww : dw g
# @@ @ 8, qfew g W
Fgdl B 1 ®F ¥ W9 I9EI QU
& T, 99 a9 CF ©HT ATE A GAR
w21 fiF 20 719 aF W T E0E wG
W, g7 T T8 @, AT 1 2
ATl ¥ WY OHT ®1§ o Ag &
fs  faa®d smwic g 2
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Ig ¥gT & fa@ & w amEa
fad, € sroe fre | o oam
ey Ml wqq fageaT &, T 0®

o FT ¥ 7 gH I9 &I gHOT FC &
AT & — UAT A wgT €7 49 A 2
HT [T {9 O/ F1 Y, a7 W A 97
& ufgawas gnm , a8 T W wgr e,
afew #9 & F9 gAT a9 a1 g I
FTO(T A AT FT K¢ q=2HT A1
fegeam & #&% Wt 9w A qw WA
T qFAT &, F0AT FAT AT 2,
T A1 fefl T mwAT E, Suw
| q%AT 2, AT 7 F71 gt 397
IAqT A AT AE T @A ¥ Ay
q{E wwar 2 W A IHE &

agfatﬁqwz‘ra‘rwaf ¥
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e afww , 7 dfaw, Ffer wfae
& FT AT T & AT TR g™
g afasc g, et Wk &, &
zATT qe & Fr 3w Of & a1 i
afgse # e Fqar@gar 21 gm0
¥ 7oA g g & fe s el |
=t qr§ afgw &, g A4 F1E SraE=
B 4T ¢ a1 78t ¥ B ey faet
FET AHT FE AFT AT A AT AR
argly @1 e § — AT wEA AT
AT IR AL E ... ..

“rRe Jardw g (FARAY)
aaT Azt &Y gegfy fgrgem & gam 27

it geriare wmww . wesfy Al
a1 w9 AGY | AL A #T IR 7%
g f& &8 ot quTa § wETOR ®
AN M AFA €, G H AgTIE F AWy
AT AF7 &, 39 7 feaaeqT dar g &
79w §  HrzeAq 91 gET €, T IIT
o g, 4T araAT ST g 8, wA T "
FTIE AFT £, GHT AT GG Ak w7
FFT | WT AR 97 1T F gAAT
gH1 9T A1 H agr T 41, W ARG
Tfea ot & @17 z€ A1 A w7 o
AR AT AwEfa @ v we
LA 9q 7, A1 ag wiag fane g,
AlFagraw § =AM 38 I wg
™ ™ §¥% 7 &\ g
g1 @, WFY FOET A1 EH T AT
FET AT WA | qEFT T wHL gar
Z vasr o1 gA =T T1fed | W w
ar wREET T oAA A A Ay A
af 7¢7 fr  gaw @i gg  FgFAT
T @ e qera @
wa 5 qu @7 & #1797 F w27 9q%7
AT AT ZY | IAET CH AHTL & AT
g7 F qady aNghr £t s g @
AT AT fema ot gn sRTEF AT
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A AT | I wR Fe ¥
wrigl ¥ oY 7g atw dar @A E W
Fgagwmma s frgmmrarar ard
AT TEIE T TIQIGP RIS
Tl ard E9 Fag 9T ST ERA
§ 1 7w wAr ¥ & oW W ¥ ST
7@ - fr ooy ad ok wwf A
TATE | AT EH T 97 gART AT HTAT
arfed | wry woefie & Wi 7gt O<
THe Yo E, gAFY IAY HgsAw ¢, B9
393 arq  3s3-dsd § | Afwa & g
2, SFg FOAT F A THo Tro § ITHT
Fedfs wqswiRFaR d aw
F ¥ AT AT | §HA GiE@T § | THH
AT ¥ UF g w1 AqEfh da
graTgt g s Hammarg =
Frfgd |

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1 should like to
concivde the discussion but there are
two members who are interested in
this Bill with regard to their corsti-
tucnr‘es namely, Shri Shinkre and
Shrimati Ila Palchoudhury. I would

like to give them five minutes each
and then conclude thig discusion.

I now call Mr. Shinkre,

st feet  (dfwq) o mamfa o,
4 gq fador & A99T @ ¥ A0
/3t gwg 1 7a faw o wady w77
gU Y AT AT OF qEE W 3
AT g | q| amEr ¢ fE gy o
fadas =TT & A, qE7 9T WA H
g w7 oifeem & g
tyms AT AU g aE g fw
mr oA fadaw gAr Sfg@ o«
faad fr faa¥ ot gat  ofefisr
# s gaar ggr St @, =ToR ®=w
¥ ol w1 war fwar S0 oawar
wife sma wAa ¢ fF oar 6 ae
TR FEA gET | AT B Swaar ¥
arz, oy qefreft agt o7 TR ¥ & e
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[ frs):

I | Tt fafeaey W 7 vgd
7 o Qe Ffesmafon <@ wmed
7 3 g 9§ 0 AfeT g
ST gy Y | 3w el ¥ fod awr
9T A WA GFe o TR
# gWEAT §  TF IFTT g7 UF qHA
# fme sw & fod sewwem
Fifeqs fraas 0 & aorg 0w &
sefer fam fear s o1
A% gACST ®Y WIOE 5T WAy &7
% | g weli-FY wed & froagr @
TH TS FAT | TH 7757 E1AT A1 qfows
gA v Tw sy wEY g ¥
g i &t Wi f #w 9=
ofasftsr <30 @1 gAFT gedls & waw
77 & fa@ gw a1 & g

W { qef 97 U AT K I

F@AT TG

“make payments on behalf of
the enemy to persons other than
those who are enemies, of dues
outstanding on the 25th October,
1962, ."

E AL ] § &g fF awr aw gwrw
T 1 uFAdEes &, agr A FE-
femm @@ &3 ‘S dw’ AR
afws o a5 @ DT & Ay
sl & 1 WA g & ag A FE-
feqq a0 ¢ AfFTMyga R ¢ a2
For et A I E 1A Tw F o
T 1WA § @t et F 1000
ww foed 6 @ ¥ 93 gu & Afwr
FAACF WA AN AT qF Ao
AR GET & | T NHTC FT AT ATEAS
o aifeemt  STeEf & AT F W gt
awt § 1 whR AT wEm A e
weifeas & Nt Aife g w A
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dTat § T N oafw ]/ oaww
W faT w1 3w I A o
W aEwsd ) far ¥
T I AT | IT A qgA W o
TR 1 AfFw 9w Famw e
W I 7A@ A &
for & ow Rt o Ao At
gL

TF AAAT qqER : FrIS gAY
gar wf?

o fed a1 e o
AT afeea & o gaenE ok &
qifser™ /17 A F ) garT asfAE
qray AT # St g ¥ gei ArE
audifes T fF a8 & o
3y e A A Rer T
H U TERE &1 WA ¥ fx TEA
A N7 AT W qedt AR
Far T ! owra & oqAme e
qFY AT 1 AgaT & 7 gafed
7O AT 8 6 9T qw A 3 3 T
gt ot favg e d 1 @i wETOTAT
% 5 oy Feeifen i ag AT e
F AT FFT F, AH FT AT §
afsT & F9@ar § g0 I A
quwe 97 favEw § 1 3@ "ewdr @
f& WTFTSAT FHTO OAHTE IR AAT
aq ®T gAY ot I FHAT E AT
AW IT FY NI9ET & I HT R AT
& e @ W omm &
grm mﬁﬁmﬁﬁqﬁm
A AL Hem w1 wtw @l
qw AR F A g oo
Fqamfaat # 9yl § |wArFI
g, AT, s E AR
W oA @mw & wenfas
Y ¥ § ag 40 WAT WA ¥ A
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wET #t At rmam W
97 SATRT AR T@A FT WIAEHAT &
e 517 & 7q% & st ot 7g Feem
w1 gaq fEar o

- MR. CHAIRMAN: Shrimati "la Pal-
clienidhury.

st S TwT W@ 0 AR "I
wET | & ow a@ WEAT 9Ear gl
ATFT  FAARIT  F  9¥EE €T
T4 7 qrfawd@ F1 ORI WHAT 7T
77 fear g ®iw 347 & w17 @f -
SAMT W fegeam &1 oA /EAr
gz #7 faargar ferag ofsr
goet £ g€ 7 Fur gW Arfaear &l
OATHT A &7 AAIZE T

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is jus* a mark
of identification; let not too much
meaning be read into it,

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH: Let it be
Sinu-Pak Property Bill.

T S s @i a8 TIfEeT
7 aEEl A1 g1 "'wAT # AT 3w 99
FT UTHTHZ TAMT &H HIT qEd

E g
z !

MR. CHAIRMAN:
this now.

I do not permit

SHRIMATI 1LA PALCHOUDHURI
(Krishnagar): It must be realized
that this legislation was necessitated
by the partition of India where thou-
sands and millions of our brothers
gave their lives for the frecdom of
India. I realize the nccessity of this
law, but what has been said in this
Bill about those people for whom this
Custodian of Enemy Property was
created, those people who had given
their own lives and very often their
honour more dear than their iives, for
the freedom of India? Has any asses-
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sment of the property left behind by
them been made? Do we have any
idea of the amount involved?

I cannot understand this clause 3
about which many things have been
said, We are going to maintain the
families of the enemy. The Custodian
will be able to transfer or do anything
with that property, make payments to
the enemy and his dependeni:. But,
there is only one clause which says:

“make payments on behalf of
the enemy to persons other than
those who are enemies, of dues
outstanding on the 26th Oclcber,
1962;"

-

On]y upto 1962 dues can be paid to
people who are other than enemies
from this enemy property. Why not
even after 19627 How do you know
that al] the dues will be over by 19627

According to this Bill, the Custodian
holds Rs. 27 crores. - Our people who
have come away held vast properties
in East Pakistan in the form ol mills.
Many people have made this point,
but I want to stress this that those
mills that were owned at that time
by the whole of Bengal contributed
their utmost to the freedom of India,
because those mills not only made
profits and pocketed them, but they
paid that money to the freedomy move-
ment of India, and if at any time those
people go back to Pakistan when
things become better, why should they
not be able to get back their share in
those properties? Should you not have
something in this Bill {o let us nego-
tiate over this matter, so that they are
not absolutely deprived of their pro-
perty? At the moment, when you hold
Rs. 27 .crores, if they are in dire nezes-
sity why should they not be compen-
sated here also to a certain extent?

The house of Tagore has been ab-
solutely desecrated in Pakistan. The
house where he spent so much of his
youth and from where s0 much cul-
ture was given to the world. We hear
that the ground-floor of that house is
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being used, it ig aliameful to mention
it, today as a public convenience, Can
it be believed? We make no protest
about, but we take care of their pro-
peruir: ana see that wney are properly
administered. I have no quarrel with
that, but at least let us make some
portest against this kind of think. Let
us see that our brothers who are in
dire j.eed are helped. We beve spent
cros«s op rehabilitation, bu, we can
never give them back that which they
have left behind, that sentiment those
fields, rivers, those skies, but at least
we can see that they get some com-
pensation from Pakistan should they
ever be able to go back. If they can-
not go back at least let us rehabilitate
the people from some part of this
enemy property, if we can do it, so
that they can at least feel that their
trou'e ans their sacrifice Mas been
somewhat compensated.

This Bill was necessary and I hope
it will be passed.

st frdmr fog ¢ vty w@Yeg,
# wraArg aEEai 1 avary § i i
Ffagms Fant ¥ faaw zw a0
felr | g7 faqas & weawy & aga @
a1y AT AE gaTe 2w ¥ o aifgEe
y wrafas & 9 Mg AT 99 97 oY
AAAT ARl & ogy fawie wwe
i |

wrw faw a0F § 77 o fon

Al ¥ qifweaT 997 a5 #g WA F1E
7€ a1 g 77 Y & 1 aga A wear
HY A=A 64Y7 3w § gy Awl 9% o

TH T HIH! IgH I WL A AV
TRAT mEEat 3w fawre swe vy
zg faare O @® g7 T ¥ A
mIF & FITF AT § famargds
TF AFY AGY ATAT ATZAT FA4F IT qARE-
gl gt € wdar agi ava gt | A
¥ o wot T mFEA R Y IR F A §
ag 78T ¥gAr wigm fr 7z fadas
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ATX G A FE Gt A &1 wrfweary
FT ATFA ZAT FTT ZAT, I8 F O
FIT FT ATHRAT FAT T AW A €T
ATAAT ®Y 0 5T AGT FTOT § 1 w07
TG & fF ag AT ATAN R & 3A W
T nF FTHRT gq TEr fawwar 3
T grg 7oA af o w3 g7
a w7t aT% 7 9 fiforor FY fF AT
gATY, W@ WY ST FI ATT ¥I,
1 WY 97 B faat W) weT 7 2,
afpa A AT wET § ez A E
atq gi o1 w1y wifeess § oarq g
Iq FT g7 AW MEATT T & a7 F7
& w71 freeaT o)y g waeT o w7
TR & AfET WA WY 9 AT g7 AAT
31 & wwwar g B gerdy vt
3 & 781 fratfra @y ot 2 f 77
W AT FIF & | FATA Arfa AT gmTT
gegpfa § 91 wrae & 39 @ fagifa
grawdr 2 A Aifs gar Y 9T 2
AT A g7 w2 F A o Ay

Al

gfaar @ 3y ay Anensy 79 Aw
ag arersy faz ag 1 A 37 37 A0
WY 37 gfaar & sy Afwa & awAr
z fF S adt 79 wa g Ay
EATY 3W F IT, IA W1 IT AT
1T 3T 7% T AN F 717 AR AL
gar | Wi Ar gfaer F F AR ¥
37 &1 fas & A7 ag safay f 35
AT uF fagra 97 f 357 A1 QF
Ay Aife o gt 29y oo 39
qx ¥ WY Awmafa wEEa 2y araand
WTT & ATAA WIS | Td 4% ¥ $&7
TET, ¥ AT H A T AEEF A1
wat ¥ wt fos foar 5= w1 (v ag 7r
gt &, oifeer amfrst 1, gaf
AR TAATIWGZUE ! AR &
AT I IF@ EAT AR Ew IT
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earn a tremendous amount of good-

T A X & 7 WITC WY WIAAIg WE
i o A 3= v 3o g A fax
I9 &Y g7 AT Y 797 A W& 7
T Y@ gzen oft vt & @67 fw ag
ST & I AT AT gw wY o w Y el
# 37Y Y afeg FT AT AT AT
A ®Y gq 7 AT yvofer 79 T 797
w1§ agl A FT K1 IEQ@ § |
affa 78Xy aow & agr @ fF w9
EX ®Y W9AY 0% § ¥ FerCd frardr
1fgT /1% 39 7 fgara & ¥ ¢4 *7
atfeg w7 a1 srfem | ag AW H AT
A F |

st xororwr wrw (zfirr faelt )
oy fer frmrsh | faest €T 2 €, sy,
FIT Y 23 1wy g fa framed

st fm fag : qu ST, oo A
waz gare agY fean fs & 37 amd=
qHEEY T ATT FE W AT, L,

{1 FAOW WuhE : IF O AT FF
TE | IEAATAYAT E | AT IT FY
ATATIAT &Y v o790 A5 FL T2 2 |

ot fedw fog @ 3¢ YAz & A
FIAT FIAAT FEEq IA AT I T
ANT | aggT @ F AT IR
FT 3¢ 2 AE WY 1T & |

TELRT ag WAty agh v =g,
Atz & a¢ wear g & g £ F AwA
gTeqTT A, AT gAr T ey Segnx §,
I ¥ fgmra & qmAT & 1 AY wod Aw
¥ foq & 7R

SHRI SAMAR GUHA: If you vork
out my suggestion, it will have a
tremendous effect on East Pakistan;
it will benefit 12 million people there.
1t is only Rs. 27 crores; but there
properties worth crores of rupees
belonging to minorities ihere. If you
give up this Rs. 27 crores, it will

will and affection for the reasons that
1 mentioned.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Now, on
this particular matter it is for my
friend Shri Samar Guhu to convince
my friend opposite, Mr. Madhok, who
thought that he had said something
else,

SHRI SAMAR GUHA: I krow their
mind.

ot fod fog @ &7 gz fag
AN TS AT T FT I& FEA A Hrfoww
&1 1 7 WEATRI & 19 ¥ gEer L@
dqar § f gwrt Us & fgo & 741 B,
A gq W1 I % fgAma ¥ w09 w0

g

¥xgar g fraga st a1d ga i
AT F TA AIGIT A & | aga W
wm fel | qafya 3 gad ST rrad
o=91 A W1 T &1, ¥fEwT 77 5 @
T g8 & fF g o fagra an ey
¥ FITAN AT L7 IW A O A
& YT wrgE JERTA grar TEar A,
afFt Iw A BREr AR & T8
frr ST 2, AW 37 wATATR § 2T
w1 g fom w1 R (ggra & igT
¥ A qrawar 2 gR 39 & fearg
TIAAT Y

uWl 58 F1 g1 9741 5 R gAR
v gvafa & Twgy & 7 sifay gw
&1 gt wrar 5 gw 3w fagaw &1
FgaaT AL R AW TR 4 AT A AR
fadaw & wawT q@w a1 aga 2 e
2| 9T EATL FTT AT guT ~7 fadm
w1 % fear w5 & figara & A1 w13y
T & 9w awa ofwt STeEt T w
grafe #1 Tawir &Y w1 ¥ wré e
w1 3¢ fgeqT fag w1 aga a8 fagw g0
qT I TN GUT qX IT H W4T F
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[s fedm feg)
for gm ag fagas =17 § | ag feet
7% grafe & fawa # 78 & we g af
AT F GF AGH AT TG & | AT GIAT
wrqfaat gaTe B19 | 4T 3¢ IEY 0
T a7 & foad a¢ fagaw ¢ swaw
ag wEAT Wa H7 OfgEam & =9
¥ qu A &1 ST |

=7t W ST @Y FIATT
A1 v weuafa Ag E

st fom fag ¢ w AwAE
ATETH AL H qF AOATHT IATFEAT |

SHRI LOBO PRABHU: On a
point of clarification, if you do not
mind. Is there any reciprocal Act in
Pakistar.  corresponding to  this?
Secondly, under clause 7 which is
really the wvery kernel of the whole

legislation, the utilisaiiva of this pro-

perty is left entirely “in such
manner as the Central Government
may decide.” It is very relevant for
this House to know whether this
property is used for the benefit of the
evacuees or for compensating the
people. It is left entirely to the dis-
cretion of the Government, On this
ulso, I would like to know the corres-
ponding provision in the Pakistani
legislation, if any.

sifemmg:dmaaf
mirgrarmnifrfmae &
T wrafadt 1, fom %1 g 7w frag
& ware foar ar @ 9 fraw wa
THE T E

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK: Can't
you reply to his query?

sft fdw fog : e o &, K w9
ATt w1 SETE g

whkfag oz fadawr s fe =@
BT a1F § g wrd A afi wrg § A

éﬂﬁﬂ#wﬁalﬂﬁwﬁﬁu
I W AR H oA ¥ Ay w
g4 & I @ 3@ H I47TST HRT
Ui

agt A F At & o w1 qfE
fowr a# ag awafe o 0f ot 59 F99
g wq weafa € @ gw S wToR
R ITT AR E g
AT FIWA FT AELT AGT w7 )
oo o og o od ot i 7 wrg et
4t AR 7T 349 A g9 F) A
o Fo W oFX @ ¢ 5 oeA
arafeat €1 91 grafa arfecarT & =7
wE 41 3% ¥ F1E g G fwar £
o s 95 #7 g Frae w99
TIT T T @A BT AT IO AL
TR | S F AT H AT AT FTALE
F A1 q9TT ISAT AT 7 IH FT AL
qATE AE TEAT |

7gt 9 aga mgfagm &1 wf fy
qiffear #1 @1 wg Fv9fq & 39 &
aFaey # gH A TR W Feeie AT
gt foar | & ag Fem a9 g fF
zw fadas % g=< gaTa FE Er
i g few g aw F waq feei &
R # T wow a0F § 9 | S
gw &t a1 dfqu ¥ wTER q9_T |
dfaar ¥ s a4 Fleargat § faa w
awE & 7% fadaw T FHR § 7T
ary AgY o 1 | 8 | 4% qA
agt ¥ So @ W@ WA R W
& ATy # ara w301 v qfqar w1 fraar
e <t fF 3w ¥ e fgedd & @0
g, wwr d WY @ g =iEd
wfw foda sme gfear &= & €7 Q92
& A1, 9 fr qg® ar, o FeA A
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#1é g wofe ) & mE ft | g fol
arw 7 fagas # @t arr s w6
FYE wawa 7@ g 2

st TECH WEE : FAT HIT THA
¢ fr_agt #1¢ v vfa adt & 7

st fedwr fag : 2 a7 =4%, 9g 5=
gt 2 gwufa 72t & 78 7

St AT /W < {19 gATL @19 agl
=fay w Afay foam oifdwanfaar &
soofe agt #ag 2 fom &1 faan a8
AT | THY FEO T T FH FEA HT
agt Al &1 &7 7% & W9 T WET F7T
5 agi q qaurfas wfeamgat £ | @
A1 & g7 FF17 77 faw gmar § 2
IH QAT Avrfagt 92 A E,
Fqa ara o 3519 & A fadnd T2
1, 77 719 F2q § fr qqarfaw wfe-

at § 1 sma agAeT fr Far sdafas

Ffearegt § 1 Wy oF wEAg 74T §
T F A2 | HypIragAg e

= FfeATE i g7 w7 B Ay 37y 7
oWl &9 ZHIY FSF7 7 g1, A 5 &7
7 &% 7 ord §, {7 ®w § agt w:E)
ag a7 AR 7 F27 o 7 o a6 gn
T grerr Ay fzan | Afsm qu a @
qTH & WET W § A0 FITHIRT §
are ® 7t fear 7 g 7 agh 9T A
sfequr A1 A1 7EF fear . A@ agew
Fga ¢ fo waafrs wfemgat &
# 39 § JA e § oW e
digrfaw wfeamgal &1 g G 7
FIT qg WY F a9 T M AL Z 7

it fom g : et aw Afagw
¥ FWHIT § AT 717 H1 74T £, AT
7T wa ¢ fe Fwl ff W §
ST ¥ AT IW FT OF W
o I fema ¥ *@ w9@T 91 @
# s dfqar @ v arod W R
1198 (ai) LSD—I14.
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F A FHI W FE | AT
T THT 919 FA H1 KW @
¢ fie dfggm &1 Fvfi & S wEwT
oy

St qEOw A9 @ AT A 5 R
gdurfrs sfemgat § 1 & qear §
f ag wfaarsat =g g adY & awdt
7

st e fag : @@ 39 & awan
2| oWy W 9T Fg WY g g
(e )

amdg aeer A1 fafes gaw
ST 7 g1 9T a1 IITE off | I
qet & wr wgifeas & ar 7€ | @
# g7 %) g1 ¥ A7 wgAT A0gAm
fop gy FEETfenT # o1 qqe Fo wTT |
I qor a1 fx & I 27 0%
%o F /1% % w417 {341 & Aqr 99 A
arafa &1 q77 & 91 FRIfeaT ¥ &=
Fdt & ar 77w w7 e
Faw T ¥ & 39 wgAT ArEQT §
& @i avafa 98w agh 9T odwaT srged

& am § g€ dt, ag waw & 1 AT,

I9 ¥ 4% A AMFAT FUT WR gW A
Aifefrra faemr f& 91 s
arafeei %Y awqfagt § 57 &7 g7 &
ger 41 9, &t 9w gaEerHl § =ik
g€ wwafadi &1 T 4 27 FAF ¥o
grar & (e & oAy F oA ®
IR #g 91 5 I v § fr A
Feafar 1 QAT F¢ AT TEE] GATE
®] ¥ IFT |

fote & art § & armiy axet
7wz ¢ fs @ sRfeqr & foid
& I9%1 ag & wray omg ) & wrww
w7 i g s oy g gy o
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[=r fewr farg)
#fer w8t aF amd aREl & sy

& w=a7g § fr ag foi amt & oo
# g% art A wavw |G |

fart ot & war 3 fF v & fordr
Wt ag fao v gt 1 & 97 & wE
g § i e o7 waaE @ T A
FT WM EAT I AWA F@T I AR FY
Y 9T A IAR w7 w7 e
YT Ay AT IAFT T FT G
2| @ § IUET FEIw TN & 1 gAE
TRy d1 99 Il & § 91 39
Ft 19Ztq § fora & wmpmm W 97 g
g 4% 7w arfemary 70

AART FHEIT 7 B a1 TEL |
Wrgi A aR I WAoo g &

M AT FIE A A€W R OWTER

Gl gT € 39 A+ |

= gAgIT avewe T §8 fax fen
f& s e s sarrg ag wE E an
% A AT 8 | 48 AR IATT 49
AT faaTor 2 57 & ga®r & @ AFar
g | &few fomet s IRgA avi
2 § gad 2@ g0 & 97 AvAe F o
F ST T AARATE . . .

SHRI H. N. HUKERJEE (Calcutta
North East): Thé House has taken
note of it.

'!ﬁﬁiﬂﬁ!:ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ
faaor A€} faar & | qF #7E AT W
A ¢ e wgrqudar gwr 3 1 &Y qar
At AT F1 FAferw 7 AR @
o § f felt oY Gaard &% ar fet
it "YeF &1 fer o grem & o
A TET 1 WT ITE qTH AT W
FAET @ A A R @ W
TEL IS 3G FO |
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St gemTer A A aer W
Wt #% WA qeEl A @er A
TET F AFH & are § o fear @
dife @f wfdea & & 1 & awwar
g fr w7 & avil gt weegi #1 aga
g9 FFM AT TR g e &7 o1
qIEMT & a1 I &18 g8 1 § 3Ty
arf fLarg | & wmma £ fF 98 ©F
aga =31 o faw 9 /it & wfy
R e S Fraad § AfET T 2w
& 7€ afew art qare & wfa ag oF
=gd 31 60 g1 597 T/ AT § B1E
F@TE

ot /o WYo aAW (FTAYT) : Tro
o ATE 71 7qF ATE o AT IZH FA1T
ft =T 91 3EF A% § 5 faw wwy
HZMT 181 2 w7 f@r F7a 7 A7
for #5¢ & a7 framar wet g€ €
IFET fA9 ®gar T1fgd a1 F %1
Fiforer ®1 € 37 fFarat w1 faeem
F a1q gEaAe fear om = g # "ngen
2 & z=a1 o 77 97 faar am
aisn fafams oge az wr e
fA| | FTUHIT & JIHET A1 G2 @7
a1 wfda zaT nw gretvRe
/e g | IFFT AT AT § FE ar
gifea AT =ifew

sit fadw fag : & " A
FERO QO IR T REATE | L&
X 9T gH TAE art § SM0w w
aifgy arfs g4 < 1 feera §
% WX FT g Sifww WY TEE
R § war |

N T Wi T AT A% T
fgmm g ?
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ot fedm fag : &t A gAY
W F@ # W FHG gem ¥ 1 WY
98 B 7€ § ITET A7 AW 24T A4
afr fez gaw1 &7 @@ ®1 799
QI |

ARy g9 FEgAqer ¢ 5o
aifeema & W g 9T @ 77 7 o
ugt #a1 FR § 1 fFmm E drs A
FFAT 29T T it ga fomts Hawr
qig R E | XfeT an wammw oA &
f& 3= A1 wrem ot £ gxfa
ot TAF q=H0 TAAm AL e d
FT IAIR FTIRE |

| qECW WEw : FAT NG FT
71 & f& siffem 7707 7 0% qe
agiar fagrm & fora o =t fefge
siamn gk ag amraar &
st |1 ®wrE et fgrz Arfeat w5 @,
wrAE At $0 8 osarr faea
wq Z1, f&86T Z0 7 299 =7 H w7 AL
famr a1 Avg wawr fgwmA 79 ZMT
aifza, 3% = A31 TTa WifEd |
§4 39 THIA7 FIAT @R H siiAAT
=EAT g & #ar 7z miaw Aifza g o
T g ¢

st fadm fag : ww wqy 3q
1 @ A IFE AT H 9F TG F7A
F1werT @ g 1 ¥ AF T w7 mwAr
g & oy & vl 2| @ 1 war qw g
grrg g 7w mfvema T
F1 7% wrar famr § fF 2o Ao &7
fedt 77 & 77 foar sim gart Ane
RIFTTF T, 37 Aealgi & A mifeaw
& sT%1 T7 avafagi w1 Aemr wm,
Fr§ &3 %7 g fawerr wifed, g
w w2 wifgd, T e
Té% § dw7 8 faear amm fed,
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W TF AW FAAWA I gen
¢ o fme ¥ @A @A wfed,
#fem g gur & fr arfrea ) wove
® W & £ W o % qawaTs
o 7 wmar & e dt gurk fod
At 'FrE st S A & fead gaR
fe g7 wor fradi & wqae wow
faema & wgame o ot gw wf Twwa
§ 3% m{E, ¥ oF W} A
aeoferd} Y 3 e ¥ rewr &%
I @@ wa A% fr wE gw A
frger wmat &

g w"rafaq #ewat § mifeeasr
amrfesi & afm=d &1 frs faar 2
a7 wgr & f& @ ® & 3wy 4w
aga faemm & | &9 ot sHE @ ®
OAT FAET & | Y AW gt & TfEea
a9 @ T owaw g ¥ qfrre
gt @ AT & 1 FAT  wA,
F  FEA AT F | TARI AT
ArE7 w7 sag fasAT & 1 & aawAr
z f gar fam am sfaa @7 & fx
v vasy farga wiz 7 1 fagr 4.
=% §, gt faar @ F s §
E AT AFATE Z0T, = e &
s FEMr R swEr a7 ¥ fam
smae A fFar s @gF 3d oArne
q 1§ aga T¥r TEW AE AT AT H
2 g o ofmw 7, s fae
g Ffm Arfm s =g

s K5 wE 2 ogg mH qeTAT
F1AA & ST =T o T WL 3ANT
ATy AT Y smERT g AT ST TR
F1§ af 17 790 T I AT
& grot w2 g e gaa 20 @A fam
T A&LT AL ET AT FH WY
fr 2§ g9 v frrw wed
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[#ft fear fag)

FE wdar aIuwz Smom &1 5%
HAT 1 ZH g3 wrwT o fr qewz
giqaT & 12 aifEeaTT §9 X FIW
s3@m faq & f5 5t qaw € F @
g 1 FfeT wz7 amar @ fa Az
zarr g arfofor &, qrosa gqon
® 1 AT T wf1 % §, gW A1 HAGAT
ITE T T AIE F IAT FAAT FH
77 @ § Afny wfsema e A
T Zrg AT AZ¥ 30 8, AA AF | 98
3@ @1 A g | F Amar § fr g
qifpema & fgm & o1 7 & f 72
M adw® 1 g | Afe fead
=% f5 za wm F T AR {Fia
FIA § AL AT ATF § F1§ g4 719
a w2 foq® Ara 71 A7 F7 | qrey
39 21 a1 fawga dar g1 arfe graT
g F ®maT oAw Zowd ...

st W wEta @l o Tifsema
HIC AT FET TAHI AL FT W
FwAr @nr, A1 odr feqfs 5 ogrrw
FI @A EIOY e

ot feim fag : wadm ageg =
weqfq v #1€ g9 FT W@ A
Far ag gAY A1 FEAE F1 gIH &
FiAT [ THRT FIE ATAT TETEMATE |
ZART AT FTAZ &§ FH T §, O
9 Wl ¥ | g7 395 718 1T 78 1§
AaTfag @17 781 & |

SHRI SAMAR GUHA: I want to
ask one question. I want to know
whether it is known to the Minister
that in Dacca in respect of almost a
similar Act, known @as the Enemy
Property Act, the word ‘Enemy’' was
challenged by one Muslim gentleman
saying that the Hindus cannot be
called as enemijes of Pakistan. The
Chief Justice of the Dacca High Court,
Mr. Syed Mahboob Murshid who s
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the nephew of late Fazul Haq, gave
the verdict that the word ‘Enemy’ is
illegal and that it cannot be used.
Now, that matter has gone to the
Supreme Court of Pakistan. What I
would like to say is that even Muslims
in Pakistan are feeling that Hindus
cannot be called as enemies, There-
fore, you should reconsider whether
you should use the word ‘Enemy’.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: What the
hon. Member is trying to say is that a
particular community could not be
called an enemy. We are not calling
any particuar community as enemy.
All 1 say is that certain properties
seized of Pakistani nationals irres-
pective of their religious belief and
taken over by Government at a
particular time are sought to be con-
tinued in the same manner till a
solution is found.

SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE (Calcutta
North East): Could I have a clarifica-
tion from the Minister?

There is no question of Hindu or
Muslim. There is the question of
international law involved in this
matter, It scems that Pakistan has a
corresponding legislation. Their legis-
lation is entitled “enemy property”
and ours also js entitled “enemy
property.” But are we in a position,
legally speaking, to call the property
belonging to each other's nationals
as enemy property at a time when
we do continue diplomatic relation-
shipT'when we do have Ambassadors,
High Commissioners and so on? Is it
possible from the point of view of in-
ternational law? Has the Minister
examined the position from the point
of view of external relations and in-
ternational law?

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Yes, Sir.
The position is that properties seized
as enemy properties continue to be
so till a solution is reached. We are
not saying that a country is an enemy
country. We are only saying that
properties seized under a certain
nomenclature continue to be so till a
solution is found....(Interruptions).



_2393 Enemy
SHRI SAMAR GUHA: You can say,
Pakistan nationals’ properties,

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Pakistan
nationals’ properties seized at a time
when the two countries were in an
armeqd conflict . . .

SHRI SAMAR GUHA: Here we
are enacting a law.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: I would
beg of the hon. members to permit
us to pass this Bill without any

further . , .,

SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE: You have
defined ‘enemy property’ in the Bill
as follows:—

“‘enemy property’ means any
property for the time being belong-
ing to or held or managed on
behalf of an enemy, an enemy sub-
ject or an enemy firm".

Is a Pakistan subject an enemy? I
cannot understand. There must be
something in what you say, but you
must make it clear and tell the

country very positively that there is.

no violation of international law or
convention or courtesies involved in
this matter. '

SHRI DINESH SINGH: 1 quite
understand the anxiety of the hon.
Member. But these properties
seized ush enemy properties continue
to be so till a solution is found. That
is why I said at the very beginning
that what we are now doing is only
extending what has been the posl-
tion earlier. There 13 nothing new
that is sought to be done under this
Act.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA: The word
can be “Pakistan Nationals’ property”.
The word ‘enemy’ can be changed.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: There is
no choosing the word of our liking;
it is choosing the technical word.

SHRI TULSHIDAS JADHAV: 1
want to know how long this exception
about Jammu & Kashmir will be
there and when this exoception will be
removed.

i
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SHRI DINESH SINGH: So far as
this Act is concerned, Jammu &
Kashmir does not come in the picture
at all. I have already explained that.
So far as the wider question of sepa-
rate position under the Constitution
is concerned, that is a matter that we
still have to discuss,

st gao qio e (TAT) - T
garR fra sy F weasdia, F war
TEiTg ® AR T (FHE FT 47F @i
a1 : %< wta fr faads ww fr ofas
FAT AT 77T 3T 7 F9 o &1
ar i ?

MR, CHAIRMAN: You need
answer that,

not

The question is:

“That the Bill to provide for
the continued vesting of enemy
property vested in the Custodian
of Enemy Property for India
under the Defence of India
Rules, 1962, and for matters con-
nected therewith be taken into
consideration.”

The motion was adopted.

Clause 2 (Definitions)

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA: I beg to
move:

Page 2, line 16, for “territories to
which this Act extends” substitute
—“territory of India". (7).

This amendment is to the proviso
which says:

“Provided that where an indi-
vidual enemy subject dies in the
territories to which this Act
extends , . ."”

Here I want to substitute ‘terri-
tories to which this Act extends by
‘erritory of India’. This is conse-
quential upon the smendment to cl 1
where I want to omit the words
‘except the State of Jammu and
Kagshmir, If timt amendment is
accepted, it will evidently cover the
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[Shri Srinibas Misra]

whole of India, not in the restricted
way in which it is sought to be done
under the Bill.

Enemy

Regarding Jammu and Kashmir, I
want to make this clear. It is the stock

answer of the Ministry when this
question is raised that there are
certain constitutional difficulties. I

would like the Minister to clarify the
position.  There are three possible
eniries under which this enactment
is sought to be brought forward, after
the DIR has lapsed. One is List III,
entry 41—Custody, management and
disposal of property (including agri-
cultura)l land) declared by law to be
evacuee property. This is mot
evacuee property. ‘Therefore, this
entry does not apply. Then there is
List I, entry 1—Defence of India and
every part thereof including prepara-
tion for defence and all such acts as
may be conducive in times of war to
its prosecution and after its termina-
tion to effective demobilisation. It
may come under this or under entry
15—War and peace, because the
enemy properties were taken over
when there was a declared or undec-
lared war.

If List I is applicable to Jammu and
Kashmir under the Presidential
Order, there is absolutely no diffi-
culty and the Minister cannot say that
there is difficulty in applying it. He
could apply it and then omit the
words ‘except the State of Jammu and
-Kashmir’. There is no constitutional
bar. If under the Presidential Order,
List I was not extended to Jammu
and Kashmir, then he could have
taken shelter under that. But it is
not that. It is rather a sort of timi-
dity on the part of the Ministry due
to which they want to say that they
do not want to extend it to Jammu
and Kashmir. I say this because very
recently Pakistan has complained to
the UN . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: May I say that
the time allotted for this is already
over. He could take a minute or two,
but he is covering the whole ground.
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a k. sle o wiiou
SHRI SURENDRANATH DWI-
VEDY: Amendment can be discussed
and if there is a point raised which
is important, discussion can go on.
You cannot say. that it cannot be
discussed. It does not matter what is
the time allotted. It is a constitu-
tional point that is raised. One or
two hours may have been allotted
originally, but nobody visualised this
constitutional difficulty then.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Notice of this
amendment was already given when
the allocation of time was considered
by the Business Advisory Committee,
Therefore, he can confine his re-
marks to two or three minutes,

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA: Very re-
cently the appellate jurisdiction of
the Supreme Court in election matters
was extended to Jammu and
Kashmir.

Pakistan has gone to the United
Nations and so perhaps our Govern-
ment is greately terrified that the
matter may be again raised elsewhere.
As has been already observed by
some hon. members, they are timid
in their approach, because there is no
constitutional bar  The Presidential
Order applies the whole of List No. 1
except the residuary power to jJammu
and Kashmir. So, it is only the psy-
chological difficulty.

.

What is meant by this sub-clause
(2)? What does the Government
want? It reads:

“It extends to the whole of India
except the State of Jammu and
Kashmir and it applies also to all
citizens of India outside India ,..”

Are citizens of Jammu and Kashmir
covered by this? Are they not
citizens of India? When Sheikh
Abdullah did not want to say that he
was a citizen of India, they were all
very sore, but here by implication you
yourself say that the citizens of
Jammu and Kashmir are not citizens
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of-India, as if Jammu and Kashmir js
outside the territory of India. It is
strange, as if Jammu and Kashmir 1is
more foreign than Africa.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: I think
Mr, Misra has himshelf seen what
the constitutional position is. The
subject-matter of the Bill is related
to Entry No. 97 in the Union List
which does not extend to the State of
Jammu and Kashmir.

Division No. 4]

Amin, Shri R. K.

Banerjee, Shri S. M.

Bansh Narain Singh, Shri
Basu, Shri Jyotirmoy
Berwa, Shri Onkar Lal
Bharti, Shri Maharaj Singh
Chaudhuri, Shri Tridib Kumar
Chauhan, Shri Bharat Singh
Dandeker, Shri N.

Devgun, Shri Hardayal
Dwivedy, Shri Surendranath
Gowd, Shri Gadilingana
Gowda, Shri M. H.

Gowder, Shri Nanja

Guha, Shri Samar

Gupta, Shri Indrajit

Gupta, Shri Kanwar Lal
Jena, Shri'D. D.

Jha, Shri Bhogendra

Jha, Shri Shiva Chandra
Joshi, Shri S. M.

Kachwai, Shri Hukam Chand
Kalita, Shri Dhireswar
Kameshwar Singh, Shri
Kiruttinan, Shri

Kushwah, Shri Y. §,
Lakkappa, Shri K.

Arumugam, Shri R. S,
Awadesh Chandra Singh, Shr .
Bajpal, Shri Vidya Dhar
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Page 2, line 16,—

for “territories to which this

Act extends” (7).,
substitute—
“territory of India”.

The Lok Sabha divided.

[1658 hrs,

Limaye, Shri Madhu
Madhok, Shri Bal Raj
Majhi, Shri Mahendra
Misra, Shri Srinibas
Mohammed Imam, Shri J.
Mohan Swarup, Shri

Naik, Shri G. C.

Nihal Singh, Shri

Patel, Shri J. H,

Patil, Shri N. R.

Patodia, Shri D. N.
Ramamoorthy, Shri S. P,
Ranjit Singh, Shri

Saboo, Shri Shri Gopal
Samanta, Shri 8, C.

Sen, Shri Deven

Shah, Shri T. P,

Sharda Nand, Shri
Sharma, Shri Beni Shanker
Singh, Shri J. B,
Sreedharan, Shri A,
Subravelu, Shri

Thakur, Shri Gunanand
Tyagi, Shri O. P.
Vidyarthi, Shri Ram Swarup
Viswambharan, Shri P,
Viswanatham, Shri Tennet!

NOES
Barua, Shri Bedabrata
Barua, Shri R.
Basumatari, Shri
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Bhagaban Das, Shri
Bhagavati, Shri

Bhanu Prakash Singh, Shri
Bhattacharyya, Shri C. K.
Bohra, Shri Onkarlal
Chavan, Shri D, R,

Dass, Shri C.

Deoghare, Shri N. R.
Desai, Shri Morarji
Deshmukh, Shri B. D.

Deshmukh, Shri Shivajirao S.

Dhuleshwar Meena, Shri
Dinesh Singh, Shri
Dixit, Shri G. C.
Dwivedi, Shri Nageshwar
Bsthose, Shri P. P.
Gajraj Singh Rao, Shri
Ganesh, Shri K. R-
Ghosh, Shri Bimalkanti
Ghosh, Shri Parimal
Hazarika, Shri J. N.
Heerji Bhai, Shri
Jadhav, Shri Tulshidas
Jadhav, Shri V. N,
Jamir, Shri S. C.

Karan Singh, Dr.
Katham, Shri B. N.
Kedaria, Shri C. M.
Kinder Lal, Shri
Krishna, Shri M. R.
Xureel, Shri B. N.
Laskar, Shri N. R.

Laxmi Bai, Shrimati
Lulfal Haque, Shri
Maharaj Singh, Shri
Mandal, Shri Yamung Prasad
Master, Shri Bhola Nath
Menon, Shri Vishwanatha
Mirza, Shri Bakar All
Mishra, Shri G. 8.
Mohinder Kaur, Shrimat
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Nayanar, Shri E. K,
Palchoudhuri, Shrimati Ila
Pant, Shri K. C.

Parmar, Shri Bhaljibhai
Partap Singh, Shri
Parthasarathy, Shri

Patel, Shri Manibhai J.
Patil, Shri Anantrao

Pati], Shri Deorao

Patil, Shri S. D.
Poonacha, Shri C. M.
Prasad, Shri Y. A,
Qureshi, Shri Mohd. Shaffl
Radhabai, Shrimati B

Raj Deo Singh, Shri

Ram, Shri T.

Ram Subhag Singh, Dr.

Ramshekhar Prasad Singh, Shri

Randhir Singh, Shri
Rane, Shri

Rao, Dr. K. L.

Rao, Shri J. Ramapathil
Rao, Shri Thirumala
Rohatgi, Shrimati Sushila
Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Sadhu Ram, Shri

Saha, Dr. S. K.
Sambasivam, Shri

Sant Bux Singh, Shri
Satya Narain Singh, Shrl
Sayyad All, Shri

Sen, Shri Dwaipayan
Sen, Shri P. G.

Shah, Shrimati Jayaben
Shah, Shri Shantilal
Shambhu Nath, Shri
Shankaranand, Shri B.
Sharma, Shri M. R.
Sharma, Shri Nawal Kishore
Shastri, Shri Ramavatar
Shastri, Shri Ramanand
Sheo Narain, Shri

290"



2901 Strike by

Siddheshwar Prasad, Shrj
Singh, Shri D, N.

Sinha, Shri Mudrika
Snatak, Shri Nar Deo
Sudarsanam, Shri M.
Supakar, Shri Sradhakar

MR. CHAIRMAN: The result* of
the division is as follows:

Ayes: 54; Noes 103.

The motion was negatived.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall now put
clause 2 to the vote of the House,

The question is:

“That clause 2 stand part of the
Bill.”

The motion was adopied.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.
Clauses 3 to 6 were added to the Bill.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It i now 5
QO’clock and Mr, Joshi may raise his
discussion,

17 hrs,

[Mr. DEPUTY-SPAEKER in the Chair.]

DISCUSSION RE. STRIKE BY
NEWSPAPERS EMPLOYEES

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur):
Before Mr. Joshi starts hig speech, I
request you to ask the hon, Labour
Minister who is here to make a brief
statement about the negotiations, their
failure or utility, so that his speech
may be purposeful,

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER: If the
Minister concelned so desires, I would
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Newspapers
Employees (Dis.)

Tiwary, Shri D, N.

Tiwary, Shri K. N.

Uikey, Shri M. G,
Venkatasubbaiah, Shri P,
Venkataswamy, Shri G.
Vyas, Shri‘ Ramesh Chandra

2902:

ask him. If he so desires, he will
make it. Let Shri Joshi begin. But
I would like to regulate the time:
within one hour we have to fnish.
We can go for half an hour more as
the maximum. (Interruption) When
it was decided as one hour, we accep-
ted some regulation of time. I will
give him 10 minutes and to the others
five minutes, Let us start.

it QHoQWo Wil (YAT): IUTSAE
HEEA, §F F FIHA WA 4 OF oF
wTAE /1 I8 @ formwt sgfaga &
oWl aga AT AR A AEN aWET §
TR 97 AT A A @EF 6
TT-qaaT HT gEaTe 99 E §, I
HATATE O 92 AT 1 & oy ey W
g WA § fad oF fasie st
G W & | qafe & gea & fad
T gZ9TH g, W & I wrafagt §
g fr 5@ a% €1 /% ggaT™ w7 g¥ EreAr
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*The following Members also re corded their votes:

AYRES: Shri S. M. Krishna.
NOKS: Shri N. P. Yadab,



