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honour to be a student, the University of 
Allahabad, and I quote : 

"A university stands for humanism, for 
tolerance, for reason, for progress, for 
the adventure of ideas and for the 
search of truth. It stands for onward 
march of human race towards even 
greater objectives. If the universities 
discharge their duties adequately, then 
it is well with the nation and the 
people." 

Thanking   you,   Sir. 
THE PARLIAMENT (PREVENTION OF ' 

DISQUALIFICATIONS) AMENDMENT   
| BILL, 1974 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE j 
MINISTRY OF LAW, IUSTICE AND j 
COMPANY AFFAIRS (DR. (SMT.) i 
SAROJINI MAHISHI) : Mr. Chairman, | 
Sir, I beg to move:— : 

"That the Bill further to amend    the 1 
Parliament   (Prevention   of   Disqualifica-
tion) Act, 1959, as passed by the    Lok 
Sabha, be taken into consideration." 

Sir, at the outset I would like to say a few 
words regarding this Bill. 

Article 102 (1) of the Constitution lays 
down certain disqualifications on account of 
which a Member is disqualified. Clause (1) 
therein says that if he holds an office of 
profit, he is disqualified from being a 
Member. Then, what this office of profit is 
has got to be decided and for this purpose in 
1957 a Bill was prepared mentioning what 
the disqualifications were and what 
exemptions could be given. The Bill was 
submitted to a Joint Committee. The Joint 
Committee went through it. They submitted 
a report in turn and the Bill was passed in 
1959. That was called the Parliament 
(Prevention of Disqualification) Act, 1959. 
Section 3 contains certain exemptions to the 
disqualifications and it mentions what are 
not offices of profit. Those which are not 
offices of profit and the holding of which 
will not disqualify a person from becoming a 
Member of Parliament have been mentioned 
in section 3 of the Act of 1959.   The Joint 
Commi- 

ttee, to which this Bill was referred, further 
said   this.    Because  a  continuous  
scrutiny of   the  committees  that   are  
existing  and a continuous scrutiny    of the 
committee's which may come into existence 
later on is necessary, a Standing Committee 
should be formed. This Standing 
Committee should rte •here  to continuously     
scrutinise  the  new committees  and  the     
existing  committees that may require to be 
scrutinised and report whether a 
disqualification will be there for a  Member 
of    Parliament.       On  this occasion I  
wish to mention  that    earlier there were 
various statutes, viz-, the Acts of 1951, 
1952 and 1953 and these statutes relating to 
the prevention of disqualification ot   
Members  of  Parliament  were repealed by 
the 1959 Act.    The 1959 Act was consi-
dered to be the authentic Act as far as this 
was  concerned.    I  think  the  House  does 
remember why this disqualification clause 
was introduced in the Constitution and also 
why exemptions to that were also introdu-
ced.   While  introducing the   1959  Bill  in 
the House the then Law Minister remarked 
that  perhaps  this  was  a  legacy  of  British 
history.   There     came  a conflict between 
the  Members of Parliament  and  the em-
ployees of the     Crown  at that time.     In 
order to see  that the     employees of the 
Crown did' not unnecessarily interfere W'ib 
the  independence of     Parliament  and  the 
freedom of Parliament Members, there were 
restrictions put on those who were emplo-
yees of the Crown.  Later on  it    assumed 
different forms. In course of time, it must 
have  assumed  this form  also,  viz.,  people 
who   were   holding     Government     
offices, people who had some interest in the 
Government's commercial transactions or 
something like that might not be able    to 
discharge their duties in an independent 
way. They may feel embarrassed     also in 
dis-! charging their duties freely on the 
floor cf the  House in  Parliament. 
Therefore, there [ were  restrictions  put on 
persons     holding such offices of profit 
from becoming Members of  Parliament or     
Members of the I Legislature also. These 
disqualifications were j laid   down   in   the 
Constitution   in   article 102. To this 
certain exemptions were neces-i sary and 
these were laid down in section j 3 of the 
1959 Act. Later on, as this con- 
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tinuously needs some scrutiny a 
Standing Committee  wag set  up,  
according to the recommendation  of  
the  Joint  Committee which was set up 
in 1957.   Since the time of the    Second 
Lok    Sabha,    Third Lok Sabha, Fourth 
Lok  Sabha and  the Fifth I Lok Sabha,  
this  Standing  Committee  hai been  
working continuously.    It   is  scruti- l 
nising the Committees that came into 
existence,   the   Committees   that   are   
existing j and it will also scrutinise the 
Committees ! 

that  will  come  into existence  
in j 12 P.M.   future.        The    main    
criterion  

or     the     purpose     for     
which [ the   Joint   Committee   was   
set   up was I to   study   the   
composition   and   the  con- ! stitution 
of the Committee and to find out j 
whether it could be treated as an office 
or. ! profit or it could not be treated like 
that whether   the   holding   of   
chairmanship   oi secretaryship   or  
directorship   or   membership in any  
particular company might be considered  
as  holding  an  office of  profu or not.   
And the third thing was that the 
Standing Committee  shall  continuously 
be scrutinising  the    Committees    that 
might come   into  existence  in  the  
future    also. These were the three terms 
that were referred to the Committee, and 
the Committee  has  since  been doing its 
work  in  a I very laudable manner. 

In the Second Lok Sabha, the 
Standing Committee submitted five 
Reports and in the Third  Lok  Sabha,  it 
submitted, again five Reports and in the 
Fourth Lok Sabha, it submitted  seven  
Reports.   In  all  they i have submitted 
17 Reports up to the end of the    Fourth    
Lok  Sabha,    and  in the Fifth  Lok  
Sabha,   up  to  this  time,  they j have      
submitted   13   Reports.   And      the ] 
House  will  very  well  appreciate  how 
the Committees are being scrutinised 
and how continuously  the Standing 
Committee  has been taking the trouble 
of going through the   composition   and   
the   constitution   ot the Committees    
that have      been conti- ] nuously 
coming into existence in the State I and 
also here at the Centre, and they have 
been  recommending as  to  what  will  
con- j stitute an office of profit. Of 
course, main- I 

ly, they have taken a few things to 
find out whether a particular office is 
an office of profit or not. The 
criterion, as Members will be able to 
understand while going through the 
Reports, is, firstly, whether any 
member is exercising executive 
powers or financial powers in the 
Committee whether he has got an 
opportunity «f distributing 
patronage, whether he has got any 
pecuniary advantage there or has 
anything more than the 
compensatory allowances, etc. That 
are usually given to the sitting 
Member on the Committee. And 
there may be a few more other things 
also depending upon the merits of 
each case. But these mainly are the 
criteria on which, of course, the 
Committee comes to the conclusion 
whether a particular office is an 
office of profit or not. 

One special thing about this particular Bill 
is that the Bill was introduced in December, 
1973 in the Lok Sabha. It was passed on the 
17th December, 1974 in the Lok Sabha. It 
has been introduced in the Rajya Sabha in 
1975. Therefore it will be a  1975 Bill. 
A speciality or peculiarity of this Bill is, 
there is an appendage which has been added 
to the Schedule which was added to the 
1959 Bill. Schedule I is there. But the 
difference here is in Schedule I, Part I, Part 
II, Part III. and Schedule II, Part t, Part II 
and Part III. The speciality is that in the 
Schedule the first Part consists of Central 
Government departments and Central 
Government organisations under which it is 
a disqualification. Part II consists of State 
Government organisations and Part III 
consists of Union territory organisations, 
according to which the holding of 
chairmanship or secretaryship is considered 
to be a disqualification. Part II consists of 
such organisations. Schedule II consists of 
such organisations wherein also you will 
find Part I, Part II and Part III— again, the 
Central Government, the State Government, 
and the Union territory— wherein the 
holding of the office either of the chairman 
or the secretary or the director or a member 
of this Committee also will disqualify a 
person from sitting as a Member of 
Parliament. This is the addition that 
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has been made, and the addition has been 
made in keeping with the consistent report 
made by the Joint Committee regarding 
these things that in the case of certain 
Committees that holding of office as a dir-
ector or as a member also entails certain 
pecuniary responsibilities, the discharge of 
executive powers and other things and 
therefore the holding of directorship or 
membership of that Committee should also 
disqualify a person1 from sitting as a Mem-
ber of Parliament or as a member of the 
legislature. 

Therefore, all precautions have been 
taken to see that the Report given by the 
Joint Committee is submitted to the 
different Ministries of the Central 
Government and also the State 
Governments. 

Only on the receipt of their reaction to 
these things, the Joint Committee has again 
gone through the thing and submitted a 
consolidated report. This consolidated 
report you will find in the 2nd report of the 
Fifth Lok Sabha on the basis of which, by 
and large, this particular Bill has been  
brought. 

Sir, with these words I commend the Bill 
for the consideration of the House. 

Tht question was proposed. 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH (Gujarat): Sir, 
I very much welcome the Parliament 
(Prevention of Disqualification) Amend-
ment Bill, 1974 moved by the hon'ble 
Minister. While placing this Bill for our 
consideration the Minister said that there 
were two valid reasons why a conflict 
between the elected representatives and l he 
economic activities of the Government had 
inspired thinking in other pountries that 
those who hold the post of law-makers 
should not be associated with any economic 
transaction. 

Sir, I was a member of the Krishna 
Menon Committee and, for many years, in 
charge of a public undertaking. Actually, till 
1959 when this restrictive Bill was brought, 
practically we used to nominate Members 
of Parliament on every Board of 
Corporation of the public sector 

i because the origin of public sector in this 
country is quite different from the Canadian 
Parliament or the Australian Parliament or the 
House of Commons from which the 
inspiration was drawn that there is divergence 
between the interest of a Member of a House 
and a public sector corporation which is really 
ushered in order to achieve commanding    
heights ot 

! the economy. 

Sir, this concept of divorce which was 
brought about for the last so many years, 
nearly 15 years, has made the Members of 
Parliament ineffective. While they re-
commend certain policies of the Government 
on the floor of the House, when it comes to 
execution, there being a total divorce and their 
not being on the board of directors, the entire 
implementation has gone somewhat defective. 
Therefore, the real point was not whether he 
will be able to discharge his responsibility 
while remaining Member of Parliament but 
whether his patronage is of such a nature that 
the Member instead of discharging his duty in 
an impartial manner will be prone to grant 
patronage to his own political party so as to 
bring benefit of that nature in the elections etc. 
Sir, this was a very erroneous view because 
we did not bring the public sector in this 
country in a fringe with too small a free 
economy unlike Australia, Canada or England 
and many other countries as against the 
American public sector which is entirely a sort 
of more or less free enterprise sector. In those 
countries where also there is a regulated 
public sector the whole idea is to have fringe 
type of controls which will bring the economy 
to proper regulation. Whereas in this country 
in order to remove backwardness of the vast 
millions of people, to see that they get the 
benefit of development through planning we 
ushered in the public sector with higher 
motivation than was prevalent in the free 
enterprise countries. Therefore, in this country 
representatives, as represented in the Lok 
Sabha and the Rajya Sabha, are not only the 
people who have to represent the voice but 
they are the custodians of the public good so 
that public good must be trans- 
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mitteii through the working of the public 
sector in a more profitable manner. My own 
personal experience is that so long as a large 
number of Members of this House and the 
other House were associated in one capacity 
or the other, either as chairman or secretary or 
being members of the board of directors or the 
board of governors they used to reflect the 
feelings of this House or the other House in 
the administration of these enterprises and 
bring back the difficulties of the public-sector 
to the fore of the House so that the Members 
of Parliament were getting more informed to 
expand the public sector as well as to bring to 
it greater efficiency. So I am glad that this 
type of dichotomy which had come out of a 
conservative thinking and all the time fear that 
the Members of Parliament of this House and 
the other House and the Members of the 
legislature in the States will take up a 
parochial view and extend patronage was a 
remote thing as far as the Indian economy is 
concerned. It can be misused to an extent that 
every officer can misuse the office or every 
Minister can misuse the office for which there 
are enough preventive measures and powers 
with the House. In order to do away with a 
small evil, we had given way to such a factor 
that all the Members of Parliament and the 
people's representatives became defunct with 
regard to the public undertakings. It is, 
therefore, high time that this overdue reform 
was brought and we allowed Members of 
Parliament to function without let or 
hindrance. The general consensus of feeling as 
well as the morality of the political party will 
be enough deterrent to see that no patronage is 
misused on this account. 

Secondly, why were the public under-
takings instituted in our country. Because 
there was no industrialisation. Actually 
speaking, if any historian writes the history of 
industrialisation in this country, he will see 
that the public sector was the prima donna 
which initiated new technologies and new 
enterprises in this country which were 

totally unknown to us. We were hewers 
of wood and drawers of water during the 
British days. The British colonial system 
allowed only a little textile industry and 
the jute industry with a few sugar industries 
thrown in. No industrial machinery was 
manufactured in this country till 1951. It 
is only when we ushered in the public sec 
tor that larger enterprises with greater ini 
tiative and the capacity to take risk came 
into being. How did the latin word ''entre 
preneur" come to be used ? It mean the 
capacity to take risk. There was no risk- 
taking    capacity    before. The    private 
industrialists went into the traditional in-
dustries and they only manufactured those 
items which gave them profit. If I recall the 
history of the Hindusthan Antibiotics, we 
established the Hindustan Antibiotics country 
asking them to put up a basic drug industry to 
produce tetracyclic au-reomycin, sulpha 
drugs, alkaloids and vitamins. But nobody was 
prepared to come forward. No foreign 
enterprise was even prepared to give 
collaboration. Therefore, we established the 
Hindusthan Antibiotics and the Indian Drugs 
and Pharmaceuticals Limited. After we broke 
the barrier, these people came saying "We can 
also do it". Therefore, the leadership in in-
dustrialisation squarely rested on the public 
sector. Nobody made transformers, heavy 
electrical equipment, turbines or power 
generators. It was only when the Bhopal 
Factory came into being, with all its teething 
trouble, that we could rjianu-facture such 
equipment. The Russians and the Americans 
and the British were laughing at us and saying 
"How can a country like yours manufacture 
turbines?" Actuary one of the collaborators, 
the Associated Electricals, England, told me 
"It will take you 12 years to turn a turbine. 
Why are you in a hurry?" According to them, 
we had to wait for at least 12 years to turn a 
turbine. At that rate, this country can never be 
industrialised. We established a public sector 
industry and we are now producing 250 MW 
turbines, one of the biggest made in this 
country and of a satisfactory character. In 
terms of machine tools, in terms' of heavy 
electricals, in terms of earth-movhrg 
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equipment, in terms of steel-making capacity, 
in terms of drugs and in terms of fertilizers 
our Public sector has made good progress. I 
do not mean to give a full certificate that they 
have done all that is wanted. They have also 
gone sick. The prices are high; there is over-
employment; many of the products are 
outpriced; and the management of the public 
sector requires to be improved. In my humble 
opinion, if a proper chance is given to 
Members of Parliament to be nominated to 
the different boards with guidelines from the 
Government as well as  from  the party. . . 

SHRI RANB1R SINGH : The members are 
debarred. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH : No, no, if you 
see the Schedule. . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You should face the 
Chair. 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH: Schedule I is 
now more enlarged than before. I am pleading 
that more items could be added to Schedule I 
from Schedule II. 1 was just giving the back 
ground to see that proper appreciation is 
made. The First Schedule is now more 
enlarged as compared to the total restrictions 
so far placed. If you see the list, there are 
many, many bodies, for example, the Central 
Warehousing Corporation, Air India, Indian 
Airlines, Tariff Commission, Handlooms and 
Handicrafts Corporation, Industrial Finance 
Corporation of India, Life Insurance Corpora-
tion and so on. These were bodies which were 
never exposed to public gaze up till now. 
Now, if this principle is accepted that 
Members of Parliament and Members of 
Legislatures are custodians of public good and 
that the public sector is not merely a profit-
making body or merely a body for 
commercial activity but a real ideological as 
well as a necessary thing for the country's 
economy, then I would like to say that the 
Minister should have taken a bolder step and 
enlarged the Schedule to bring in as many 
more such corporations as possible.    I have 
listed them but 

I do not want to take up the time of the 
House. There are 49 central corporations 
which they have listed in Part II of the 
Schedule. 1 would draw   the  attention   of  
the     House   to   it. 

There are 46 items here. Out of these 46, at 
least 30 corporations are really not of that 
character in which patronage can a! all be 
assigned by any stretch of imagination. If the 
Minister finds time, we can have further 
discussion. There are public sector 
corporations which can help employment, 
which can encourage import substitution and 
which can save foreign exchange and bring in 
new technology. For instance, let us take the 
Metals and Mines Corporation. They have 
done Rs. 150 crores worth of export which 
was zero for 15 years. If it is not getting the 
public gaze and advice and guidance of 
Parliamentarians, it is not proper. We want to 
see that the policies which we adumbrate here 
are implemented. Therefore I feel that with 
the new economic programme a bolder step 
should have been taken by allowing most of 
these corporations to have the benefit of 
guidance from Members of Parliament except 
some purely commercial corporations like the 
Food Corporation which is not capital 
intensive. The rest of the Corporations are 
capital intensive. The relationship between 
capital invested and turnover may be even less 
than 1 per cent in some. For instance, the 
Ranchi project has got Rs. 150 crores 
investment and the turnover is Rs. 90 crores. 
It is this type of Corporations which will 
really build this country. I support this Bill 
because it has adopted a liberalised approach 
by making Schedule 1. But I still do believe 
that a stage has come when the hon. Minister 
and the Central Government should bring in 
many of the items from Part II Schedule into 
Part J Schedule so that our public sector is 
further expanded. I hope the hon. Minister 
will look into the matter. That will help the 
implementation of our views made on the 
floor of the House outside and reciprocally the 
difficulties and problems that come in the way 
of running the public sector undertakings can 
be brought to the floor of Parliament 
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and thus there will be a better liaison between 
the Parliament and the public sector 
corporations. 

Lastly, I welcome the transitional provision 
given on page 14 of the Bill. This is very 
exemplary. When a man is just going to be a 
candidate in the elections, he has to resign 
from the Corporation as otherwise he will be 
disqualified. Now this transitional provision 
does protect him. He is given three months' 
time. In order to fulfil this transitional 
provision it is better that the prevention or bar 
against the Members of Parliament in respect 
of Part II Corporations is reduced to the 
minimum. 

 
Parliament Members should not be appointed 
on any Board of the Corporation. 

 Is it a fact that the Gov-
ernment has taken a decision not to appoint 
Members of Parliament on any Corporation? 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH   :  I am glad 
that my friend is supporting me. 

 

 
Once again I support this measure with this 

strong request to the Government that before 
long they should immediately look into this 
and reduce the number of Corporations in 
Schedule II and bring as many Corporations 
as possible under Schedule I so that the 
benefit of their experience and the knowledge 
and the wisdom and the ideological approach 
as well as the necessity of the times can be 
translated into the working of the public 
sector Corporations which are going to 
occupy more and more vital positions and 
reach commanding heights in strategic 
matters and in the economic development of 
the country as a whole.    Thank you, Sir. 
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in the Chair]. 
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PROF. RASHEEDUDDIN KHAN (Nomi-
nated) : Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, it is an 
important Bill that we are discussing in the 
House. I have to make, Sir, just two 
submissions of a very specific character. 
Firstly, from reading the First Schedule, it 
seems to me, and I am not indulging in any 
levity or cynicism, that the title could as well 
be changed to 'the Parliament (Extension of 
Disqualification) Amendment Bill,' rather than 
the 'Parliament (Prevention of 
Disqualification) Amendment Bill,' because, I 
feel that two things are happenings. Firstly, 
there is no clear categorisation or 
classification by which you disqualify a 
person from becoming a Member of 
Parliament. A host of things have been hudled 
together, and the distinction has been 
conspicuous by its absence. If a Member 
presides over a body which generates capital, 
which is a sin in a mixed economy, he is also 
here. A Member who sits in disbursement of 
small emoluments for the purpose of 
promotion of education, he is also here. 
Therefore, we have not made a distinction 
between the representative  of  a   big  
monopoly  house  and  a 

I school teacher.    We have not made a dis- 
' tinction between a man working on social 

welfare and man who commands a very large 
amount of national wealth. I would submit to 
the Minister concerned that there should be 
very clear categorisation and classification for 
two reasons. Firstly, we  call  ourselves  a     
participatory  parlia- 

! mentary democracy. What is the art of 
participation in the parliamentary democracy? 
The art is that different segments of people 
should have the opportunity to air their own 
problems in order to give to the nation the 
possibility of examining the issues in a wide 
spectrum. There are series of small acts which 
disqualify several sectors of people. Then, 
ultimately what we are doing is that we 
concentrate political power in the hands of a 
few categories by excluding a large number of 
categories. Particularly when the ruling party 
commands two-thirds majority in each House, 
it is possible for the ruling party—and I have 
got a lot of sympathy for it apart from the fact 
that I am almost identified with the ruling 
party—that you certain specific problems to 
your notice. But, if the purpose of legislation 
is to make legislation an instrument for 
expan- 

j sion of parliamentary opportunities, not 
restriction of parliamentary opportunities, this 
must be very carefully taken into con-
sideration. Here I would like to bring certain 
specific problems to your notice. Some of my 
otherwise sensible Members here found it 
expedient to mention that lecturers, readers, 
professors and vice-chancellors ought to be 
excluded from being Members of Parliament. 
If it is an act of minor debating point and the 
point has to be scored, it is one thing. But, if 
one is very seriously thinking that the whole 
educational community should be thrown out 
from the working of the parliamentary system, 
then this is a verv serious matter. As a matter 
of fact ther^ are many arguments why people 
with some experience and some knowledge 
should be inducted into the very processes of 
the parliamentary mechanism in a country 
where the range of illiteracy is very high and 
where the number of tech- 

i nical    personnel is so low.       Instead of 
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saying that a large number of teachers 
should be inducted into the State Assem-
blies and in Parliament, we are taking the 
contrary view. 

I found that there was some such talk last 
year with which both my friend. Professor 
Vidya Parkash Dutt, and myself have been 
a little concerned, not for any personal 
benefit, I would like to say so because it 
might almost appear as an act of arrogance, 
that it does not particularly give us an 
opportunity to spend our time in Parliament 
alone, because we consider ourselves to be 
life-lone teachere. And, probably, the 
biggest achievement of a teacher is the help 
rendered by him in the enlightenment of the 
country. When we come here as a result of 
an act of confidence which the Parliament 
has reposed in us and as an act of faith in 
Parliament, we come to give such of 'lis 
opinions which are worthy of consideration 
by this Parliament. If we exclude all the 
teachers, then what we are doing is that we 
are excluding a very important segment. 
There was some talk last year that members 
of the Indian Council of Social Science 
Research, to which both Professor V. P. 
Dutt and I belong, should be excluded from 
being Members of Parliament by bringing 
them under disqualification by declaring 
that office as an office of profit. Now, we 
must define what an office of profit means. 

If an office of profit means that if any-
one presides over a committee which dis-
burses any sum from Re. 1 to Rs. 1 crore, 
he will be holding an office of profit, then. 
Sir, all of us disburse at some given time 
from Re. 1 to Rs. 1 crore. That h not the 
point. Therefore, 1 would appeal to the 
Minister who herself is a scholar of repute 
that she must give some clear classification 
and categorisation and exclude several 
things from the First Schedule and if the 
idea is to include cer- 

I tain  other  things  in     the   First  
Schedule ! subsequently, thai also can be 
done. 
I 
Now, take, for instance, the board of 

examinations. Every university has got a 
board of examinations. You see on page 2, 
item No. 3, board of examinations, it says 
engineering, agriculture, rural services. You 
might include science. You can include 
physics, chemistry and all the other things. 
Then, ultimately, you would exclude 
everybody. Then, Sir, you have got the 
Central Board of Geophysics. You have the 
Central Board of Astro-I nomy. You have the 
Central Board of \ Economics. You have the 
Central Board | of Accountancy. You thus 
exclude a I very large number of people. 
Then you i have got the Durgah Committee 
of Ajmer and to get away with the Durgah 
Committee of Ajmer; you have got the 
Executive Committee for National Atlas. The 
Executive Committee for National Atlas is 
preparing a national atlas for India and ! in 
the process they must be appointing people 
and asking people : "You come and work for 
us for Rs. 2,000 or Rs. 2,500", not because 
anybody is extending patronage but because 
everybody is trying to help build a national 
atlas. Then, you have got the Kcndriya Hindi 
Shikshan Mandal. The Kendriya Hindi 
Shikshan Mandal is helping in the 
propagation of the national language. If you 
exclude people who are nominated on that 
body, then you are excluding a very 
important segment. Similarly, you have here 
Price Fixation Committee for Prize Winning 
Books. Every teacher at some point of time 
must have been a member of the Committee 
of Price Fixation for Prize Winning Books. It 
could be a prize winning book for a first 
primary class student or for a short story book 
or for a poetry book. But this is not an office 
of profit. If these things are not changed, then 
ultimately what would happen is that either 
we will land ourselves in litigation or there 
will be several cases where people will say 
that the intention of the law-makers was dif-
ferent and that by an error of judgment they 
have been  disqualified. 
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I would submit thitt even now the Minister 
should give a second and not hurry up with 
the passage of this Bill because passage of the 
Bill is the easiest thing to do now. Passage of 
the Bill, because it is the easiest thing to do 
now, must not be an act of irresponsibility. J 
appeal to her to exclude from this 
educationists and people who are doing some 
social work and include only those who come 
within the purview of granting patronage of 
financial character which impinges on the 
building of a secular, social democracy. 
Thank you very much. 

DR. V. P. DUTT (Nominated) : 1 entirely 
share my friend's view. Though I am not a 
speaker, 1 should like to say (hat the logic of 
what you are doing would mean that 
practically everybody i-Y-c etcep! who earns 
fat business income can become a Member of 
Parliament and everybody else will be 
excluded. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. 
RAJU) : Your feelings are understood. 

 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. 
RAJU): There was a Committee which did it. 
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