3601 Parliament (Prevention

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: e
guestion is:

“That the Bill be returned.”
The motion was adopted.

THE PARLIAMENT (PREVENTION
OF DISQUALIFICATION) BILL, 1957

Tar MINISTER ofF LAW (SHRI
A. K. SEN): Mr. Deputy Chairman, I
beg to move the following Motion:—

“That this House concurs in the
recommendation of the Lok Sabha
that the Rajya Sabha do join in
the Joint Committee of the Houses
on the Bill to declare that certain
offices of profit under the Govern-
ment shall not disqualify the
holders thereof for being chosen as,
or for being, members of Parlia-
ment, and resolves that the follow-
ing members of the Rajya Sabha
be nominated to serve on the said

Joint Committee: — im]
(1) Dr. Shrimati Seeta P: a-
nand
(2) Shri Amolakh Chand|
(3) Shri S. D. Misra ’

(4) Kazi Karimuddin

(5) Shri Purna Chandra
Sharma

(6) Shri N. Ramakrishna Iyer

(7 Shri C. L. Varma

(8) Shri Abdur Rezzak Khan

(9) Shri Rajendra Pratap Sinha

(10) Shei H. D. Rajah.”

The House will recollect that there
have been three Acts since the
Constitution, by which exemptions
have been conferred on certain offices
under article 102 of the Constitution,
which prescribes that any person who
holds any office of profit under the
Government of India or the Gov-
ernment of any State, other than an
office declared by Parliament by law
not to disqualify its holder, shall be
disqualified for being chosen or
continuing as a Member of farlia-
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ment. Look at the list. So far as this
Bill is concerned, it is enough to
convince the House that some of the
offices at least are very important
offices and it is absolutely necessary
that they must remain Members of
Parliament. For instance, in clause
2(a) the office of a Minister. This
flows from the principle of ministerial

responsibility = which you  have
accepted as a cardinal feature of
our Constitution. We have accepted

as one of the main features of our
Constitution the institution of Gov-
ernment being responsible to Parlia-
ment, Therefore, it is absolutely
necessary that Ministers must be
Members of Parliament. Since they
held an office of profit, unless this
disqualification is removed, they
would not be able to continue as
Members of Parliament. Then (b) is
the office of the Chief Whip or a
Deputy Chief Whip. Everyone will
agree that it is absolutely necessary
that the holders of these offices should
be Members of Parliament. Then, (c)
relates to the office of a member of
any force raised or maintained under
the National Cadet Corps Act, 1948,
the Territorial Army Act, 1948, or
the Reserve and Auxiliary Air Forces
Act, 1952. Hon. Members are aware
that considering the vastness of our
country and the meagre resources
which we can afford, we are not
capable of maintaining a large
regular army, an army sufficient to

defend our freedom. Further, we
have not also accepted it as an
objective that any country should

fritter away its resources in maintain-
ing large armies. But nevertheless in
order to prepare the people for
defending their country, it is neces-
sary to train people in military work
and in Defence Services. And, there-
fore, the National Cadet Corps in the
Universities have been established or
our Territorial Army units have been
established in various parts of the °
country. We are glad to say that we °
have been attracting very able young
men into these services who are
acquitting themselves excellently. It
will be absolutely illogical and, if T

may say so, unfair to disqualify these
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persons who have joined the Defence
or semi-Defence Services from a
sense of patriotism, from a sense of
service to our country, from being
Members of Parliament. There is no
reason whatsoever why a man who
chooses to remain idle and not take
training in defence should be qualified
to be a Member of Parliament,
whereas a bright young man who has
chosen to learn the art of defending
the country and also who goes
through the arduous process of making
himself a good soldier so that if the
call comes he can defend the
country, should be disabled from
standing as a Member of Parliament.
The same thing with regard to Home
Guards who perform very useful
functions.

With regard to the offices of sheriff,
hon. Members are aware that in the
Presidency High Courts we have the
offices of sheriff. They are really the
executive part of the courts. They
are the carriers of the processes of the
court, and do all other scts necessary
to make the judgments and orders of
these High Courts effective. In other
words, they form the arms of the
Courts, They are appointed by the
High Courts concerned, 4nd they per-
form extremely useful functions, and
throughout the history of these ser-
vices the best men have been recruit-
ed from public life to be sheriffs.
There is no reason why a sheriff
should be disabled from standing as
a Member of Parliament.

With regard to Vice-Chancellors,
members of the syndicates, senates,
executive committees, councils or any
other bodies connected with the
Universities, the same reasoning
applies. Hon. Members are aware that
so far as Upper Houses in the States
are concerned, there are special con-
stituencies for teachers and graduates.
We have accepted it as a very
important feature of our Constitution
to give representation for teachers in
the States. We have also followed the
same principle in sending represen-
tatives to the Upper House here from
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Universities and from teachers, so that
the cultural life of the country may be
properly represented here.

BHUPESH GUPTA
But by nomination.

SHRI1 (West

Bengal):

Surr A. K. SEN: Even here, though
the Constitution does not provide a
special constituency, as I have said
we have taken care in choosing the
representatives to get reputable
teachers and other experts in our
educational life so that their voice
may be heard.

Sart AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh): Through nomination.

SHRr A, K. SEN: That is what I am
saying. We have taken care to send
representatives from these groups
because it is felt necessary that
teachers—teachers not only of the
letters, of the humanities, but
also of science—should be here to
assist the Parliament in the work

of legislation. Whether in a parti-
cular matter in fact a Vice-
Chancellor will be elected or not

elected is a different matter. That
depends upon the electorate and the
parties who will choose their candi-
date. The point here is, is there any-
thing attached to these offices which
should disqualify them technically to
be Members of Parliament? That does
not mean that they will be automati-
cally brought here as Members of
Parliament. It may be necessary that
a particular Vice-Chancellor might
be required here or the electorate
may feel that they should send him
to Parliament. That is the point. The
same observation with regard to mem-
bers of senate, syndicate, and so on.
These are offices of dignity. These
people perform  extremely useful °
functions. and it is absolutely illogical
to disable them from being Members
of Parliament technically.

Then, with regard to members of
delegations we send out abroad, dele-
gations to the United Nations, dele-
gations to international conferences
and various other special copferences.
They draw allowances during their
stay abroad. It is senseless to disable
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them from being Members of Pa(rlia-

With regard to statutory b(‘)dies
created Dby statutes, the Joint
Committee appointed by the Speaker
of Lok Sabha reported that they
should not be disqualified from
being Members of Parliament.
If hon. Members refer to that
report, they will find the hole
list of statutory bodies set out in the
report, a glance at which will show
immediately that it is absolutely
necessary that in  these statutory
bodies Parliament is represented by
its Members. More and more the
State will be undertaking functions in
the matter of indusiry and trade and
other forms of social and economic
aclivities, in which it will be necessary
for Parliament to be represented, so
that these statutory bodies may func-
tion in accordance with the policies
ard desire of Parliament. It is to give
effect to this recommendation of the
unanimoug report of the Committee
appointed by the Speaker of Lok
Sabha that we have introduced these
exemptions.

Then with regard to advisory bodies
also, they have recommended that
they should be exempted.

With regard to officers like lambar-
dars, malguzars, patels and the like,
it is the same as in the last Act which
is due to expire on the 31st December.
These are, hon, Members are agware,
hereditary offices which are not really
created by Government but offices
which are inherited by the incumbents
by reason of their birth. They have
been treated in law as heritable pro-
perty, partable sometimes, ;Ed by
custom transferable. These ersons
perform certain important functions
so far as village units are concerned,
and they have been rendering great
services in the matter of revenue col-
lection, though they have not been
appointed by the revenue authorities.
When the Representation of the People
Act of 1951 was passed and the pro-
visions about corrupt practice were
inserted, the participation of |la‘mbar—
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| dars, patels and desmukhs was not
| regarded as corrupt practice under the
Act—in fact the provision lays down
that participation by revenue officers
like village accountants—that is the
example given—would be regarded
corrupt practice. It was accepted by
the House that these persons who
inherit these offices as property may,
like other citizens. participate in elec.
tions. If they can do so, it logically
follows that they should not be tech-
nically disqualified from standing as
Members of Parliament. My own per-
sonal view is that they are not. They
are not offices of profit in the sense
that the term is used, but this is pro-
bably, with a view to setting at rest
ail doubts on the matter, inserted by
way of abundant caution.

The next is, there are certain States
which have exempted certain part-
time officers like visiting surgeons,
physicians and other experts, part-
time teachers in polytechnics and so
on, who are not whole-time officers
of Government but who render part-
time services, mostly experts. Some
States have exempted these officers
from disqualification. We are only
saying that those officers who come
within sub-clause (j) of clause 2 and
who are exempted in their own
States from disqualification and are
entitled to stand for the local Legis~
latures, should logically be entitled
to stand for Parliament. They should
be exempted from disqualification so
far as Membership of Parliament is
concerned.

That is mainly the structure, and
as I explained when I moved the
motion for consideration before the
Lok Sabha, this falls much short of
what I should have personally liked
to go in the matter of exemption, and
I told that House on that occasion,
and I repeat the same here, that the
whole concept of office of profit to
disquality the holder from standing
as or being a Member of Parliament is
a legacy of British history, It is
really an accident of British history.
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Sert BHUPESH GUPTA: The his-
tory itself is an accident.

Ser1 A. K. SEN: All histories are
uccidents. It is an accident of British
history. It owes its origin to the
period when the Crown was in con-
stant conflict with Parliament, and
both were contending for ultimate
supremacy. The long and bitter strug-
gle which ended in the supremacy of
Parliament, ending a despotic mon-
arch, marked the beginning and the
ultimate establishment of this theory
of office of profic. Even when respon-
sible Government had almost been
accepted in England, even as late
as Waulpole’s time, Members of Par-
liament were won over by slow temp-
tations in the way of offices of profit.
In order to ensure that the Crown
was not able to win over recalcitrant
Members of Parliament on the side of
the Crown, Parliament made it per-
fectly clear, carrying on its long
struggle, that the Crown shall not
employ a person who was entitled to
be a Member of Parliament, as hold-
ing an office of profit. The length to
which the rigour of that doctrine
went ig illusirated by a case where a
man drew only a shilling ayear as his
honorarium, but held a high office.
Only a shlling a year—it was a token
remuneration. The man was elected
to Parliament successfully beating his
rival. The election Was challenged
and the tribunal set aside the election
on the ground that, however small the
remuneration, it was nevertheless a
profit and the holder of it was g holder
of office of profit. But the rigour of
that doctrine had to suffer abetments
as the State entered more and more
into social and national life, when the
whole field of employment came to be
occupied predominantly by the State
in many important matters. Take,
for instance, England of today, the
home of this doctrine of office of pro-
fit. The entire medical profession is
nationalised including the gpecialists.
The members of the profession are
not entitled to practise on their own.

But they depend on the State for their |

livelihood.
snecialists, it is so.

In the case of even
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pay of the State and in exchange of
the services they render to the nation,
they get their pay—they call it ‘pay’
or possibly, by some other name, I
forget which. If this rigour is to be
observed, then no doctor in future
can be a Member of Parliament in
Fngland. The same thing will happen
here when more and more branches
of our life are nationalised. Take,
for instance, the entire zamindari sys-
tem. It is now completely nationalised.
Those who were originally connected
with the zamindaris holding some
offices—a large number of people all
over the country—and were entitled,
before nationalisation, to be Members
of the State Legislatures and also
Members of Parliament, are today dis-
qualified from becoming Members of

Parliament or Members of State
Legislatures. We have been able to
provide for these people. Take, for

instance, the large number of doctors
who are employed in hospitals today
as part-time surgeons and visiting
physicians who draw very little allow-
ance possibly, which hardly covers
even their motor car expenses. They
are disqualifie§ today and we have
not ‘removed thelr ] disqualification
even under this Bill. There ere tea-
chers in polytechnics who render part-
time service; there are good engineers
and good lecturers from commercial
firms. I know of Calcutta University
where in the evenings, they have
good people from the business world
to lecture to the students on business

administration. These people come
and lecture for an hour or two
possibly and they get some odd

remuneration. All these large number
of people who are now brought within
the ambit of State activity stand dis-
qualified for election to Parliament.
Take the case of a completely socialis-

‘ed State which Mr. Gupta refers to,

where there will be none of the
offices of profit. Who will then be a
Member of Parliament under such a
State?

Samr H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pra-

. desh): We are not legislating for such
They are in the ! a State.
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Sarr A. K. SEN: No, no

PANDIT ALGURAI SHASTRI
(Uttar Pradesh): You are right.

Surr A. K. SEN: In many instances,
we have legistated, As I said, there
is the nationalisation of land, nation-
alisation of various industries, the
State trading and so on.

As 1 said, left to myself, possibly 1
would have been in support of
exempting these large number of use-
ful people so that their services might
be made equally available for our
counsel here. But we have taken care
or rather we have proceeded Wiﬂh
caution and have confined ourselves to
the minimum of categories which are
necessary, at the present moment, to
be exempted. All the parties thought
—and they expressed this through
their representatives in the Business
Advisory Committee—that this matter
should go to a Joint Select Committee,
They informed me that, since that
might take some time, in the mean-
time, the parent Act might be extend-
ed as many stand disqualified—mem-
bers who are serving in their advisory
capacities, who are delegates abroad
and so on. It was the desire expressed
by all the parties in the Business
Advisory Committee and the Govern-
ment agreed to the reference of this
Bill to a Joint Select Committee. We
have also introduced a Bill for the
extension of the existing Act up to
81st December, 1958 and that Bill is
posted immediately after this one.

So, with these words, I recommend
that this motion be accepted by the
House. [

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Motion
moved:

“That this House concurs in tLe
recommendation of the Lok Sabha
that the Rajya Sabha do join in the
Joint Committee of the Houses on
the Bill to declare that certain
offices of profit under the Govern-
ment shall not disqualify the holders
thereof for being chosen as, or for
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being members of Parliament, and
resolves that the following mem-
bers of the Rajya Sabha be nomi~
nated to serve on the said Joint
Committee: —

(1) Dr. Shrimati Seeta Parma-
nand.

(2) Shri Amolakh Chand.
(3) Shri S. D. Misra.
(4) Kazi Karimuddin.

(5) Shri Purna
Sharma.

(6) Shri N, Ramakrishna Iyer.
(7) Shri C. L. Varma.
(8) Shri Abdur Rezzak Khan.

Chandra

(9) Shri Rajendra  Pratap
Sinha.
(10) Shri H. D. Rajah.”
Time allotted 1s 2 hours. We have

to close this at 5-20 p.m. So, hon.
Members may please be brief.

Surr KISHEN CHAND (Andhra
Pradesh): Sir, this a motion for
Ieference to the Joint Select Commit~
tee. The hon. Minister when moving
this motion was very eloquent. In a
long-drawn out statement he tried to
hake out that we are moving towards
the socialistic pattern of society angd
almost everybody will become a
holder of office of profit and that,
therefore, we must extend the bounds
of this disqualification law to cover
everybody, whether he gets any
salary or does not get any salary from
the State. He gave the example of the
medical profession in the United King-
dom where, according to him, every
doctor is a paid servant of the State.
‘Well, Sir, I beg to differ from him. ¥
fundamentally differ from him. And
‘when the matter is referred fo the
Joint Select Committee, I want them
to very carefully examine the very
first principles of it. First of all ¥
maintain that a Member of Parlia-
ment should Ye like a Caesar’s wife,
above suspicion. That should be the
first criterion. The second criterion
is this. India is a big country; it is
not like the United Kingdom—a small
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country—where the maximum distance
is 10 hours. Even in Scotland you
entrain on the previous evening and
you can be in London on the following
morning to attend Parligment. India
is a vast country with long distances
and a Federal Constitution. Therefore,
we have got to lay down the first
criterion that a Member of Parliament
is above suspicion and above tempta-
tion, and the second criterion is that
whether he can devote enough {ime,
whether he has got spare time, and
whether by permitting a dual mem-
bership, that is, of Parliament and a
profession—whatever he may be doing
in his own sphere of life—we are
not sacrificing the interests of both.
T do not want to mention any names,
but several Members have got to
attend to their business in their
constituencies and they  cannot
devote as much time as they would
like to in Delhi in the Houses of
Parliament. I know, Sir, that there
have been cases of Vice-Chancellors
having been Members of Parliament.
But the whole-time Vice-Chancellor-
ghip is a very heavy job. It requires
at least 12 hours of work every day,
and seven days in a week and 30
days in a month. And if you expect
the Vice-Chancellor of a  distant
University to be a Member of Par-
liament, the result will be that the
interests of both will be sacrificed.
He will neither be able to be a good
Vice-Chancellor nor a good Parlia-
mentarian. So 1 submit that the
second criterion according to me is
the availability of time, And the
third criterion is that he is not hold-
ing directly or indirectly an office
of profit by which he can indirectly
build his future career by advancing
his prospects. This is not a right
thing for a Member of Parliament to
follow. Sir, with these preliminary
remarks disagreeing with  general
principles as enunciated by the hon.
Law Minister while commending this
motion, I come to the various cate-
gories of offices of profit and I would
take to point out to you, Sir,+nd
request the Joint Select Committee
through you that they should care-
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fully examine these offices of profit.
I shall begin in general terms with
the Life Insurance Corporation which
has hundreds and hundreds of
insurance agents.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, I
find the Law Minister is going away.
And my friend here is only a Par-
liamentary Secretary. )

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He re-
presents the Government.

Sarr BHUPESH GUPTA: If the
Law Minister wants to go, somebody
else should be here.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
go on.

Surt KISHEN CHAND: Sir, 1 was
saying that take the case of the Life
Insurance Corporation. There are
hundreds of insurance agents. They
are getting a commission and they are
doing absolutely personal business in'

insuring anybody’s life. Now would
you allow them to be Members of
Parliament? At present, you do

not permit them to be Members
of Parliament. I can point out
several categories of persons who
come under this Bijll and are at par
with the life insurance agents. Sir the
hon. Minister said: What about the
Public Prosecutor? He may be a part-
time man. As far as part-time surgeons
and physicians are concerned, he gave
an example. They can remain part-
time surgeons possibly in Tuticorin and
stand for Parliament and become
Members of Parliament. Now, Sir. I
cannot understand how a part-time job
in Bombay can be carried on with a
full-time job of Parliament in Delhi.
It is an enigma to me, I cannot under
stand it, I suppose he has got to attend
three days a week in the hospital at
his place and three days a week he
will be flying to Delhi and again flying
back from Delhi. I submit that the
whole idea behind the principles enun-
ciated by the Law Minister was incor-
rect and was basically wrong, and it
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has been incorporated in this
Therefore I oppose very many
in this Bill.

Bill.
items

I come first of all to the members[of
Armed Forces. 1 think the members
of the Armed Forces cannot be Mem-
bers of Parliament. That is recognis-
ed. Here a distinction is made bet-
ween the National Cadet Corps and the
Territorial Army. If a member has
been trained and he is not undergoing
training at the time, he can certainly
be a Member of Parliament. I will
have no objection to that. But during
the period he is a regular member of
the Territorial Army or the National
Cadet Corps undergoing training, he
should not be a Member of Parliament.
So here also there should be that
qualifying clause by which members
of the National Cadet Corps, Terri-
torial Army, Reserve and Auxiliary
Air Force, during the period in which
they are undergoing training—and
with some other restricted period
extending to, say, a year on this side
or that side—cannot be Members of
Parliament.

.

Then, I come to the office of sheriff.
Well, I wag rather surprised because
the hon. Minister said that he was the
arm of the judiciary to carry out and
ex>-cute the orders of the judiciary.
He is a sheriff of Madras, and he ought
to be there to execute the orders of the
court. But instead of being in Madras
he will be sitting in Delhi carrying on
the duties of a Member of Parliament.
Sir, is it possible? It is a contradiction
in terms. How can he be a sheriff
with active duties in Madras and yet
be a Member of Parliament? It is
absolutely beyond my comprehension.

Then, about Vice-Chancellors I have
already explained the position. The
Vice-Chancellorship is a whole-time
job and a Vice-Chancellor should
never be allowed to be a Member of
Parliament. We want to keep our edu-
cational institutions free from politics.
We do not want politics to enter into
our educational institutions.

|
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you make a Vice-Chancellor a Mem-
ber of Parliament, he will certainly
be elected on a party ticket.

Suri1 H. D. RAJAH
Vice-Chancellors
local legislatures.

(Madras):
are Members of

Surt KISHEN CHAND: I will
answer that point in a moment. Now,
SI.I‘, the whole question is whether a
Vice-Chancellor can find time to come
to Delhi. If the Vice-Chancellor of
Osmania University who is sitting in
the Andhra Pradesh Legislature—
within the same ambit—finds that he
has to spend half an hour or one hour
on some days, 1t is practicable. The
hon. Minister tried to make an analegy
and stated that because we have a
teachers’ constituency for the Legisla-
tive Council,—and the Vice-Chancellor
is a super-teacher—he can be a Mem-
ber of Parliament. Well, as I pointed
out, a local teacher may be a Member
of the Legislative Council because it
may not interfere with his work,
because it is in the same city. He has
to attend only for a few hours. But
carrying on two jobs—Vice-Chancel-
lorship and Membership of Parliament
—with distances varying up to 1,000
or 1,200 miles is impracticable, and
moreover the analogy of Legislative
Councils cannot be applied to Parlia-
ment. The hon, Minister said that
the constitution had taken care to
give due representation to art, litera-
ture and science by nominating some
hon. Members to the Rajya
Sabha. It is all right, as
very good care has been
taken to see that the incumbents are
not whole-time officers somewhere else
and their activities do nat suffer. 1
don’t want to name anyone but a Mem-
ber of this House is a Vice-Chancellor
of Shantiniketan and the result is
that he cannot attend to this House.
He is seldom seen. The late Shyam
Nandan Sahaya was Vice-Chancellor of
Bihar University and he could not
devote any time either to Parliament
or to that place.

Sart TAJAMUL HUSAIN (Bihar):

4 P.M.

And if | He could not attend . . .

e
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Surr KISHEN CHAND: These
examples can be multiplied and I
don’t think the analogy of Legislative
Councils where we have a teacher’s
constituency is applicable here. If that
is a wrong step, if Parliament finds
that teachers’ constituency is not
working well, it will be far better to
remove it and not introduce a defec-
tive thing in Parliament on the ana-
logy that some other defective system
is prevalent somewhere else,

Then I come to members of syndi-
cate, senate and executive Committee.
I don’t mind that because they are
not whole-time people. A member of
a senate or syndicate

Suarr BHUPESH GUPTA: Members
of Senate are even now there.

Surr KISHEN CHAND: So I said
I am taking objection not to the entire
sub-clause but only to that part which
relates to Vice-Chancellor. I am try-
ing to make my position clear; because
I have raised an objection against
Vice-Chancellor, the hon. Minister will
get up and say ‘Have you taken objec-
tion against the member of syndicate
or senate’. I am ftrying to make it
clear the olher officers who are not
whole-time officers and whose time is
not taken up, they are in a different
category. I am in full sympathy with
the office of member of any delegation
sent abroad and I agree that they can
be Members of Parliament.

I come to statutory bodies. Here
also I have been trying to understand
what he means by statutory bodies.
Does he mean the Board of Directors
of the Sindri Fertilizers, which is
entirelv owned by the Government, or
the Industrial Finance Corporation?
As the Government goes on establish-
ing industrial concerns, there will be
large number of corporate bodies. Do
you think ¥ is right and proper that
Parliament, which sits in judgment
and which scrutinises and examines
the accounts and activities of the
management of an industrial concern
by the Board of Directors, should leave
open membership to their representa-
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tives. Because if a member of that
body is a Member®of Parliament, it
amounts to really sending a represen-
tative. Do you think it is right and
fair? I strongly oppose it. I think
members of any Statutory Body which
is connected with an industrial under-
taking of the Central Government or
the local Government should not be
Members of Parliament. But it is
quite a different thing that by an Act
of Parliament we set up, say, a Coir
Industry Board or a Coffee Board, and
Parliament speclMically selects and
nominates an individual on its behalf
on that Committee or Board; to that
I will have no objection. Distinction
have to be made but in a generalised
way, the hon. Minister has tried to
mix up many officers and if an hon,
Member raises an objection against one
of them (Time bell rings.)
I have almost finished.

I now come to (i) which mentions
lambardar, malguzar, patel, deshmukh
etec. If they have to perform some
functions in a village, it they are only
nominal officers doing no functions,
then I would not mind; but it
they are getting a commission out
of the land revenue collected—a
Patel and a .Patwari gets a regular
commission from land revenue
collected—they are at par with
the gtommission Agent of the Life
Insurance Corporation. The Insu-
rance agenf also gets a commission
while the Patel and .Patwari also
get some amount of commission from
land nevenue collected. So the two
are at par with each other. I have
raised objection against the Commis-
sion Agent of the L.I.C. and 1 strongly
\1ke abjection against Patel Lambar-
dar, Malguzar and Patwari. I don’t
know what deshmukh is and what his
office is; so I cannot say anything
about it but I can say what is lambar-
dar, malguzar and patel. They should
not bel there. .

(Time bell rings.)
I willl end by reminding the hon.

Minister to keep in mind these
points | and not be led away by
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certain ideas of the 15th Century pr
what prevailed in the United Kingdom
when there was a struggle between
the Royalists and the Commoners.
Those days are gone and I think he
was reading history quite incorrectly.
Even now in the UK. there is a Bill
like this and they have not included
many of the posts which the hon.
Minister has included here. Quoting
the example of UK. in the 15th Cen-
tury or 16th Century and forgettihg
the example of UK. in the 20th Cdn-
tury is a surprising thing from the
hon. Minister. I would request the
Joint Select Committee to carefully
examine it.

Serr B. K. B. SINHA  (Bihat):
Mr. Deputy Chairman, at the outset I
mayv like to sound a note of caution.
This is a measure which affects the
purity, integrity and independence of
Parliament and this measure should
not be treated as a party measure.
In the UK. whenever a measure of
this sort is put before the House, i is
not treated as a party measure and
Members from the various parties are
not only free but they express their
opinion freely. We here, while we are
in one sense party-men, in another
sense we are the custodians of the
democratic rights of the people which
are represented by this Parliament

Sert BHUPESH GUPTA:  There
is conflict between the two positigns.

Surr B. K. P. SINHA: When there
is conflict between the two ‘p%si—
tions, the demands of the purity and
independence of Parliament come first
and party considerations have to be
subordinated to that. I would there-
fore deal with this measure from that
broad point of view and not in a party
gpirit, in the spirit of one belonging
to a party.

While many of the offices enumerat-
ed here have been properly excluded,
I ferl that many which should not have
been are being excluded. Shri Kishen
Chand rightly pointed out that several
factors are to be considered, and one
of them is the availability of Members
for service in Parliament. Now this

|
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exclusion of Members from Parlia-
ment has passed through various
phases in the UX. The earliest phase
was one of Parliamentary privilege.
There was then no law excluding the
holders of offices of profit from sitting
in Parliament but all the same since
Parliament demanded that Members
should be {ree to be present in Parlia-
ment, if their work was of such a
nature that they could not physically
or humanly be present both in their
offices and in Parliament, they were by
a special Resolution of Parliament,
debarred from sitting in Parliament.
And that phase is even now not dead
in the UX. I feel that it is a consi-
deration which should weigh even
with us while we think of excluding
certain offices of profit from the pur-
view of disqualifications laid down in
the Constitution. I therefore feel that
the office of Vice-Chancellor should
not, in propriety, be excluded. When
this measure was brought, several
years back, there was very strong
opposition in this House but all the
same the measure went through and
the office of Vice-Chancellor was
excluded. The hon. Minister for Law
has advanced as an argument the exis-
tence of Teachers’ constituencies but
there are Teachers’ Constituencieg only
in Legislative Councils. There is no
such provision so far as the Parlia-
ment of India is concerned, neither
for the Lok Sabha nor for the Rajya
Sabha. It is not difficult to get
teachers who are not Vice-Chancellors
who can, with advantage, shed light
on the problems that are discussed in
Parliament. I do not know how
many vice-chancellors are still gracing
the benches of Parliament. I would
like to know from the hon. Law Minis-
ter how many there are in Parliament
and whether in their absence the work
of Parliament has proceeded efficiently
and smoothly or not. And I would
further like to know if there is a
vice-chancellor in Parliament, or two
vice-chancellors or three vice-chancel-
lors; I would like to know what has
been their contribution to the activi-
ties or the debates in Parliament.

AN Hon. MEMBER: Nil.



1957

3619 Parliament (Prevention [ RAJYA SABHI 1 of Disqualification) Bill 3620
ta

Sarr B. K. P. SINHA: If that is ni},
then there is no justification for
excluding them. Mr. Kishen Chand
rightly pointed out that they are now
whole-time workers. When we were
students, even a judge could be on this
job. The job meant dignity and noth-
ing more. But now a vice-chancellor-
ship entails hard whole-time work and
therefore, to exclude such offices would
mean putting in Members, giving latti-
tude to people who would not be able
to devote their time to Parliament, to
come and sit in Parliament.

Next I come to sub-clause (h) which
speaks of “the office of—

(i) chairman, director or member of
a statutory body”

I read the report of a Committee
appointed by Parliament to consider
the question of offices of profit. I read
about it a long long time back and
therefore, I speak subject to correc-
tion. As far as I remember, that body
recommended that statutory bodies
which are connected with executive
work should not be excluded. But
l.ere not only statutory bodies which
would be advisory in nature but also
statutory bodies which would be of an
exaecutive nature are also being exclud-
ed. The clause is worded in very
general terms.

Next I come to sub-clause (j) which
deals with any part-time office. That
means that if for the State Legislature
there is no such disqualification then
ipso facto, the person who is entitled
to sit in the State legislature can sit
in Parliament. Now, every State,
according to our Constitution has as
much right vis-a-vis a State Legisla-
ture as Parliament has, in regard to
its own membership, to exclude office
of profit from disqualification and we
do not know what are the State laws
on this subject. We do not know what
are their exact provisions so far as
these offices are concerned. And
there may be a wide variety between

'
i
[

one te and another. Therefore, to
ask us to exclude all these offices,
without knowing what offices are
excluded by the States, would, in my

opinidn, be improper.

These are only two or three clauses.
to which I wanted to draw the pointed
attention of the hon. the Law Minister
and this House. By and large, I feek
that the exclusions embodied in this
Bill are proper. The hon. Law Minis-
ter has so far as the exclusions, by
and large, are concerned, hit the right
nail with the wrong hammer. I do not
agree with his enunciation that history
is the outcome of accidents. It is not
s0o and one need not be a Marxist to
know that history is always purpose-
ful. If he had read under Toynbee—
I am sure he would have—he would
know that history is always purpose-
ful. It is with a purpose that these
offices were excluded and their holders
were disqualified from sitting in Par-
liament. In the early stages no doubt,
there was the conflict between the
Crown and Parliament in England.
But then came a stage when govern-
ment meant Parliament and when gov-
ernment meant the ministers sitting in
Parliament and history records that
the danger was greater under these
conditions when Government was in
control of Parliament than when the
Crown controlled the executive. The
danger was that the government in
power may win over the opposition
party members or win over the inde-
pendents. In India there is greater
risk in that respect because in India
the party system is not fully establish-
ed and there are many independents
too. I am afraid, in times to come,
independent members will have to
play a more important part and it
would be open to the government to
win over some of them by luring them
with some reward or office and the
parliamentary majority may tilt very
heavily in favour of the government
which may not hesitate to bribe mem-
bers and thus win them over. There-
fore, 1 feel that while the Select Com-
mittee |deals with this measure, they

|
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will keep these considerations in mind
and keep the paramount consideration
of maintaining the integrity and the
purity and independence of Parlia-
ment in mind.

Sum1 BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr.
Deputy Chairman, at the very begin-
ning, I must express my thanks to the
hon. the Law Minister for not having
confined his remarks to the provisions
of this Bill. Not that he was irrele-
vant; but he gave expression to his
thoughts over this problem, where he
said that he would like to go a little
further. Whether I agree with him or
not ig a different matter. I think,
sometimes, this way of speaking helps
the discussions and debates and it
creates a homely atmosphere in the
House which I would like to have.

The hon. Law Minister touched on
a very important political point,
namely, the British doctrine of dis-
qualification or office of profit. wa,
I am not enamoured, as you know, of
the British systems. There are some
things which we may take for the
present and there are others which|we
should reject outright. I am not per-

petually in love with whatever has |

happened in the Anglo-Saxon world,
and I think we should not stick to
them or to the doctrine of office of pro-
fit as understood in England. There-
fore, whatever I am going to say
should not be judged from the point
of view of how things are in England.
I do not take my lessons from Eng-
land, but sometimes we quote prece-
dents in order to wunderstand things
better.

The hon. Minister said that that Lys-
tem of office of profit developed in
England in the background of the con-
flict between the Crown and Parlia-
ment, and he stopped at that. He was
quite right when he mentioned that
thing, although this was not the only
factor and there were many other
factors which dominated the scene at
that time. But that was an impor-
tant factor. Now, naturally in that

|
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situation, the people became suspicious
about those who were getting any
benefits from the Crown whether it be
one shilling or something else. It
was not the amount that mattered. So
this principle was laid down at that
time. Now we must judge this matter,
the House and the Select Committee
must consider this matter against the
background of our political conditions,
because we must judge it from our
point of view. We must judge it from
them and consider this question against’
those conditions, see all the factors
against and those in favour and weigh
in the balance and find out the course
that we should strike in this matter.
That should be our approach. While
England had its conflict between the
Crown and Parliament there, do not
we have a conflict in this country bet-
ween the ways of the Congress Gov-
ernment, the Congress party and the
ends of democracy?

Surt B. K. P. SINHA: Not at all.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: There
are such conflicts and contradictions
and we will have to resolve them and
keeping those conflicts in view, we
have to form our own doctrine, or our
own approach to this matter.

Therefore, Sir, in this country we
find today that there is a lot of suspi-
cion about these offices of profit. There
is reluctance to extend the qualifica-
tion for membership of Parliament to
those people who are deriving some
material benefits from the Govern-
ment posts or quasi-government posts,
It is understandable that there should
be such fears. Why is there such a
fear? The British have left that
legacy we know but hon. Members
opposite have yet to outlive the Bri-
tish past in many ways. They are often
found hugging that legacy in abun-
dance. Naturally, we on this side of
the House are also apprehensive when-
ever such things come because we
know that legacy on the other side
dies very very hard. Under the British
we had every reason to question the
office of profit and debar it from such
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positions as membership of Parlia-
ment. But, has the situation been
created in the country today, political
or otherwise, that we can say that no
longer the doctrine should obtain in
this country and that, irrespective of
whether one holds an office of profit
or not, he should be eligible for mem-
bership of the Parliament? I wish
that situation had come. I do not
make it a very fundamental principle;
there are countries in the world where
the office of profit does not disqualify
any individual; I know that but I am
talking about our situation. The time
has not yet come. We find that people
who are holding such offices somehow
or other are connected in a partisan
way with the particular party ir. the
country, namely, the ruling party.
Secondly, when it comes to the ques-
tion of selection, there is always a
tendency to choose such people . . .

Surr B. K. P. SINHA: May 1 appeal
to the hon. Member not to make this
a party affair by adopting this attitude
in his speech?

Sart BHUPESH GUPTA: I am not
a cosmopolitan in politics of the kind
that the hon. Member is. I am a party
man but I have a national approach.
I think both the parties could sit to-
gether and approach the issue. I need
not abandon my party and the hon.
Member need not abandon his party.
I think both the parties could sit to-
gether and strive on a national basis.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Your
time is limited.

Sarr BHUPESH GUPTA: Don't
treat this as a partisan issue. That
is what I am saying. What happens is
that the Congress party chooses its
candidates from among the people who
keep positions of authority where
wire-pulling becomes easier and where
the election battle can be easily fought.
That is why we are afraid of this and
many people on that side are also
afraid. I know that. We have seen

at the time of the nominations of the
Congress candidates a few months ago
what happened. That is why we are
afraid.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
will be making a greater contribution
if you speak on the provisions of the
Bill,

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: I am
dealing with the office of profit. This
is my contribution. Others will judge
it for whatever it is worth.

That is our trouble sometimes.

Suri AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh): The question is not one of
making a contribution but of making
propaganda for the party.

Surr P. D. HIMATSINGKA
Bengal): Confusion.

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA: Now, a
great contribution has been made by
this hon. Member. Some gems should
drop from time to time as otherwise
I cannot get on.

(West

The fear is there and that is why
people on this side of the House are
opposed to certain exemp#ions being

given. I am not going into the ques-
tion of the Vice-Chancellors and
others. It is conceivable that some

Vice-Chancellors, especially the Vice-
Chancellor of the Delhi University,
may be useful and the Vice-Chancellor
who is in Trivandrum or Gauhati may
nov 3¢ available but, Sir, we have
seen that when a Mayor contests an
election, he uses everything, motor
cars and everything, for his electoral
campaign. When somebody connected
with the Government, remotely even,
having access to the advantages there,
contests an election, technically his
candidature is valid, he mobilises
every single resource within his reach
against the other party. Now, even
without holding what is called an
office of profit under the law, they do
such things., If they hold offices of
profit, there would be day light rob-
bery. That is all I can say. 1 have
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seen it with my own eyes as to how
this thing happens. Now, the Sheriff
is exempted. We will discuss it  in
the Select Committee but, take j\is
counterpart, another person called the
Mayor. I have seen a Mayor contest-
ing an election, pressing into service
the whole of the Corporation for his
election campaign.

' .

|
SuErr P. D. HIMATSINGKA: He dLes
not hold any office of profit.

Sart BHUPESH GUPTA: The Chair-
man of the Sindri Fertilisers is in a
position to get elected. Such a person
will not be a person who is not in the
liking of the Congress Party. Always
the Chairman will be a person whp is
persona grata with the ruling party.
That is number one; number two is he
will perhaps be in a position to con-
test in that constituency where things
are concentrated. He will use all his
authority and power of his position to
influence the voters. Now, imagine
the Tata Company in the public sec-
tor or under some statutory body or
committee as envisaged here. The
Chairman of that board or comm}ttee
is not disqualified. If he wishes to
contest an election to this House, he
will be getting their nomination, not
ours. After all, the Tatas give funds
to them and naturally the candiddture
will also go to them and that person
will be contesting the election. What
will happen is that he will be mobilis-
ing everything under him and the
workers there will all be influenced,
terrorised and Intimidated. Such
things will happen and that is why we
are apprehensive of this
would ask my friend not to be idea-
listic because we are living a
rather harsh, cruel and tedious world
under the Congress Government.
Idealism has got very little scope and
we can think of other things regard—
ing this disqualification - when| the
situation is better and brighter. 'Now,
take the case of the Territorial Army.
The hon. Minister is a very eloguent
person and he chooses his words. He
vaxed eloquence on the Territorial

thing. I !
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Army, linked it up with the defences
of our country and said that they have
to defend such a vast country, that
the best sons of the land will be drawn
into the Territorial Army and all that.
He also said that they may not like to
come into the professional army. 1
am sorry, he said this about the
Cadets. When he came to the Terri-
torial Army, he spoke at a lower key.
It is understandable. The Territorial
Army consists of people (Time bell
rings) of different kinds, some types

of people who are not always
the best. The delinquent child-
ren of the rich find places in the
Territorial Army. Sometimes, good

for nothing fellows I see in Calcutta

are in the Terriforial Army. The
Home Guard is used for breaking
strikes and for doing this sort of

thing. When the postal strike notice
was published, we came across reports
in the press in Calcutta that the great
Territorial Army and the Home
Guards, supposed to be defending the
frontiers of India, will be acting as
blacklegs. Therefore, Mr. Deputy
Chairman, my heart does not very
much gladden when I hear that such
people are being now qualified for
membership of Parliament. :

I need not say anything about the
other things. These things have got
to be seriously considered. We should
look at who could make the greatest
contribution to democracy and the
parliamentary institution in our coun-
try and we should see that such peo-
ple are not debarred. At the same
time, we have to guara agamst cer-
tain tendencies and practices of the
party in power which always places
its own interests above the interests
of the growth of parliamentary insti-
tution. We have to keep that in mind
and, having regard to that, we have -
to make our own choices in this mat-
ter and come to our own judgment in
regard to his matter.

Theretore, Sir, it is from that angle,
I say, that disqualification or removal
of disqualification or exemption, as
you call it, should be viewed. It is a
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political question; it is a question
which should take fully into account
the present set up and, as far as we
of the Opposition are concerned, we
are apprehensive about it not because
of certain unalterable principle, not
because of certain  preconceived
notions but because of the hard
knocks that we are getting from the
party in power, because of its desire
to utilise the offices and posts of
authority for pushing its own partisan
ends.

Even now, Sir, I may mention this.
The hon. Member referred to nomina-
tion of men of science, culture and
art. He comes from Calcutta and
knows there are many men of science,
culture and art belonging or support-
ing the opposition point of view. Has
one been nominated? Culture dis-
appears when it belongs to the Oppo-
sition. Science becomes sort of an
impedimental thing or preventive
thing when it comes to the Opposition.
These things had been happening.
Therefore, even in the matter of selec-
tion, nomination, we find that parti-
san mentality. There are people
belonging to both sides, the opposite
side and this side, who are contribut-
ing to science, art and culture and
selections and nominations can be
made but even their smallness is
exhibited by the party in power.

Therefore, Sir, I say I would
like the Joint Select Committee
to discuss this matter not from

doctrinaise view but from
considerations keeping in
conditions which obtain

any
practical
view the
today.

SHRI SONUSING DHANSING
PATIL (Bombay): Sir, I rise on 2
point of order.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: There
rises the champion of democracy.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.

Basu Please sit down, Mr. Patil.
SHRT SONUSING DHANSING
PATIL: Sir the hon. Member made
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a reflection on the powers of the Presi-
dent and the Governors.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I do not
think he referred to the President.

SHRI SONUSING DHANSING
PATIL: He spoke about the question
of nominations. It is the power of the
Governors and the President.

Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Nomi-
nation of the candidate for election.

SHRI SANTOSH KUMAR BASU
(West Bengal): Mr. Deputy Chairman,
it would not have been necessary for
me to take part in this discussion in
view of the comprehensive and lucid
manner in which the hon. the Law
Minister made out the case in favour
of his Bill. But I find that in the
course of the debate certain points
nave been raised which require an
answer. Now, for us to take our les-
sons in parliamentary system of Gov-
ernment from the Leader of the Com-
munist Party, I hope such a day will
not arrive in this country.

Surt. BHUPESH GUPTA.:
arrived; I am giving it.

It has

Sarr SANTOSH KUMAR BASU:
We are wedded to parliamentary
system of government, and the two-
party system of government, which is
probably unknown to my friend, Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, so far as the land of
his inspiration is concerned.

Sarr BHUPESH GUPTA: My land
of inspiration is India and it is very
well known.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order. Hear him.

Sarr  SANTOSH KUMAR BASU:
Now, there is another point to which
I would like to refer, namely, the
point raised by my hon. friend, Mr.
B. K. P. Sinha, for whom I have the
greatest respect. He says that
because the independents play a large
part in parliamentary government in
this country, these categories which
have been mentioned in the Bill could
very well be the recruiting ground for
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independent members. I will tell my
friend that independent members are
a negation in a sound and efficient
system of parliamentary government.
I am not unmindful of the very valu-
able contributions that some respect-
ed independent members are making
to our deliberations at present. But if
we are to visualise a perfect system
of parliamentary government, it is
only a two-party system of govern-
ment that must be our goal., That is
what has been achieved successfully
in England and successfully in the
United States of America where the
parliamentary system of Government
has reached its acme of perfection.
It is the continuance of other systems
prevailing in France and some other
countries which is having repeated
reverses for their governments so far
as the formation of Ministries is ¢on-
cerned. The two-party system of. . .

Surr B. K. P. SINHA: Sir, I did npt..

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order. No explanation now,

Surr B. K. P. SINHA: I do not want
to disturb him but he has put some
words . . . l

~

Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not
necessary; he is not yielding. Please
sit down.

Smrr SANTOSH KUMAR BASU:
That has always been the goal of the
parliamentary system; right from the
Montagu-Chelmsford reports onwards,
in every deliberation, in every com-
mittee, in every conference including
the All Parties Conference and so on
jt has been the aim that the indepen-
dents should be ruled out when we
have a perfect system of parliamentary
Government.

Surt H. D. RAJAH: No; no.
not correct.

It is

SErt SANTOSH KUMAR BASU:
As regards these categories in the Bill,
may I draw the attention of the House
to the fact that adult {franchise has
been adopted by us and constitutional-
1y everybody is entitled to be returned

as a Member of Parliament but there
are certain disqualifications also and
those disqualifications should be
removed as far as possible in order to
give the widest possible latitude to
our people to come in through the
open door. What is the spirit under-
tying these provisions? The spirit is
this that those who are acting in the
interests of the country, in the service
of the people in a Welfare State, should
have no bar set against them to their
entry into Parliament. These cate-
gories if they are analysed will go to
show that people who are either giv-
ing honorary service or practically
honorary service should not be dis-
enfranchised, if I may wuse that
expression, so far as their entry into
Parliament is concerned. Our aim is
to enlist every son and every daugh-
ter of India in the service of the State
in an honorary or a semi-honorary
capacity and if that be our goal, then
the door should be left wide open to
enable them to come into the legisla-
tures and Parliament. I submit that
from that point of view this list is
rather limited. It may be that in
course of time further expansion will
be necessary if we are to make our
welfare State conform to a parliamen-
tary system of Government which is
based upon adult franchise. I sup-
port the Bill.

Surr H. N. KUNZRU: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, the Law Minister in his
exposition of the principles underly-
ing this Bill, I think, went so far as
almost to express a wish that the cate-
gories from which Members of Par-
liament could be drawn could be
widened, that some more people should
be qualified for being Members of
Parliament and the hon. Member
who spoke last said that the indepen-
dents are misfits

Sert BHUPESH GUPTA: Are a
negation, he said.

Sert H N. KUNZRU: ...or a
negation of the parliamentary system.
He is enamoured of the British sys-
tem where there are, for all practical
purposes, only two parties. If his
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view is taken literally, then we might
fill the legislatures with G¢vernment
servants. Since no independent mem-
bers are needed, what does it matter
wnether a Member of Parliament
occupies a place of profit under the
Government or not? The Bill before
us 1s totally unnecessary if this view
is accepted. But the fact

Suri SANTOSH KUMAR BASU:
May I just clarify the position? The
position that I took was this that in a
two-party system of Government all
these people might come in as mem-
bers of a constitutional Opposition
Party—those who are in the cate-
gories, there is nothing to prevent
them.

Sarr BHUPESH GUPTA: We are
trying to

Surr B. K. P. SINHA: Sir, I would
again request that I may be
allowed to clarify . . .

Surr R. P. N. SINHA (Bihar): It is
not necessary now.

Surr B. K. P. SINHA: You are not
the Deputy Chairman,

Sir, what I said was that conditions
in India being what they are, we have
independents and in future we are
likely to have more independents and
those independents can be easily won
over by the lure of these offices.
That was the only argument that I
used. I never spoke about the two-
party system.

Surt H: N. KUNZRU: I was not
referring to Shri Sinha; I was refer-
ring to the hon. Member who spoke
last.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He
wanted to explain the position while
Mr. Basu was speaking. Now I gave
him an opportunity, that is all.

Suert H. N. KUNZRU: I shall now
examine the character of the Bill that
has been laid before us. As the Law
Minister said, there are already three
faws on the subject, three Acts that
were passed by Parliament on this
subject. The most recent of these
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laws is the Prevention of Disqualifi-
cation (Parliament and Part C States
Legislatures) Act, 1953 and it will
be useful to compare the provisions
of this Act with those of the Bill
We all know that Ministers are not
disqualified for being Members of
Parliament because they are drawing
salaries as Ministers. The two Acts
that we should examine are the
Parliament (Prevention of Disquali-
fication) Act, 1950 and the Preven-
tion of Disqualification (Parliament
and Part C States Legislatures) Act,
1953. Now, the Act of 1950 says that
a person who holds an office of a
Minister of State or a Deputy Minis-
ter or a Parliamentary Secretary or
a Parliamentary  Under-Secretary
shall not be disqualified for being a
Member of Parliament and the Act
of 1953 adds to these certain other
offices the holders of which shall
not be subject to disqualification.
They are, (a) the offices of Chair-
man and member of a Committee set
up for the purpose of advising the
Government or any other authority
in respect of any matter of public
importance or for the purpose of
making an enquiry into or collecting

statistics in respect of any such
matter, provided that the holder of
any such office is not in receipt of

or entitled to, any fee or remunera-
tion other than compensatory allow-
ance; (b) the offices of Vice-Chancel-
lors of Universities; (¢) the offices
of the Deputy Chief Whips in Parlia-
ment; (d) and the offices held by
officers in the National Cadet Corps,

raised and maintained under the
National Cadet Corps Act, 1948
(XXXI of 1948) and in Territorial

Army raised and maintained under

the Territorial Army Act of 1948,
Now, this Bill goes further than
these two Acts taken together and
asks us to agree that people who

occupy the office of a member of a
Home Guard, or chajrman, director
or member of a statutory body other
than a body connected with a Univer-
sity, unless the law by or under
which the statutory body is establish-
ed otherwise expressly provides; the
chairman or member of a non-
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statutory body, etc.; and the office
of village revenue officer, such as
lambardar, malguzar, patel, deshmukh
and the like, who is remunerated
by a share of, or commission on,
the amount of land revenue collect-
ed by him. There are other cite-
gories too that are referred to in this
Bill, but I shall deal only with those
categories that I have read out. The

Lok Sabha appointed a Committee
to submit a report on offices of
profit. This Committee which had

these two Acts before it made this
observation with regard to the posi-
tion of the office of Vice-Chancellor.
Vice-Chancellors, it said, fall under
the following two categories: (i)
those appointed and removable by
Government, and (ii) those elected

by the Senates, etc. Now, this 'Bill
makes no distinction between these
two types of Vice-Chancellors. The

Act of 1953 also says that the persons
holding the office of Vice-Chancellor
of a University should not be dis-
qualified for being Members of
Parliament. Nevertheless, the Offices
of Profit Committee made a distinc-
tion between these two categories of
Vice-Chancellors and further quoted
with approval the following observa-

tion of the Law Minister in 1953
with regard to the duties of Vice-
Chancellors: “They are execiitive

officers. They carry patronage and
all that.” Again, referring to what
the same Minister said, it quotes the
following words from his speech: “I
may tell you that it is quite a redson-
able objection that as Viece-Chancel-
lors do whole-time job in the Univer-
sities they find little time to aitend
to duties of Parliament. As a matter
of fact, they are so busy that we
very seldom find them in this House
or in the other House.” Then,| the
Committee says, “for these reasons
the Committee feel that if these
Vice-Chancellors, either appointed or
elected, are exempted from disquali-
fication, such exemption will be to
the detriment of both the offices, The
Committee, therefore, are of the
opinion that the office of 'Vice-
Chancellor should not be exempted
from disqualification.”

The Law Minister while speaking °
on this Bill did not, so far as I could
hear him, refer to the views of the
Report of the Committee on Offices
of Profit.

Surt AKBAR ALI KHAN: He did
not.

Surr H. N. KUNZRU: Even if the
office of Vice-Chancellor is 1o be
treated as an office, the whole of it
should not be disqualified from being
a Member of Parliament. I think
the decision arrived at by the Com-
mittee on Offices of Profit should be
seriously considered and we should
like to know why this recommenda-
tion has been departed from not
merely in the case of elected Vice-

Chancellors but also in the case of
those who are appointed and are
removable by Government. Then,

again, I refer to the Committee. The
Committee on page 34 of its Report
refers to Commodity Committees
and Development Councils and it
says: The Committee, though they
have recommended exemption from
disqualification of a Member of
Parliament for being members of
these Committees, are not prepared
to treat these office bearers on the
same level as ordinary members and
recommend that those offices should
be treated as offices of profit. That
is, the Committee makes a distine-
tion between the membership of such
a Committee and being an office
bearer in it and the reason given by
it is this: “As regards the Chair-
manship, Vice-Chairmanship or
Secretaryship of such committees,
standing committees or sub-com-
mittees, the Committee feel that the
duties of these office-holders entail
regular long hours of work, and the
powers exercised by them are of
considerable executive and adminis-
trative character.” It is clear from
these words and from other obser-
vations made by the Committee that
it regarded an office to be an office
of profit not merely when its holder
received a salary but also when he
could exercise patronage or enjoyed
large executive and administrative
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powers. But no regard seems to
have been paid to this by those who
are responsible for bringing the Bill
before us. There are other observa-
tions of the Committee that merit
attention, but I do not want to
detain the House long by my obser-
vations.

I shall refer only to one more
point, and that is for allowing village
revenue officers to be Members of
Parliament. This question was consi-
dered in connection with the passing
of the Representation of the People
Act of 1951. Section 123 of this Act
which deals with corrupt practices
says ‘“taking the help of any person
in the service of the Government
and belonging to any of the follow-
ing classes in the interest of any
candidate” would be a corrupt prac-
tice, Several offices are mentioned,
but the one that I am concerned
with is that of revenue officers, and
this is what section 123(7)(f) refers
to: ‘“revenue officers including village
accountants such as patwaris”
‘That is, when the Representation of
the People Act was passed and this
matter was considered, it was decided
to hold that the revenue officers
should not be treated as non-offi-
cials. Otherwise there would have
been no reason for trying to describe
their assistance in the interests of a
<andidate as a corrupt practice.

Now without any explanation we
are asked to reverse our previous

decision. We have to decide what
an office of profit is, and what the
consequence of an increase in the

number of persons holding offices of
profit in Parliament will be. The
question has a long history behind
it. The question concerns not only
those countries where in the past
there were serious conflicts between
Parliament and Crown but other
countries. So long as we have a
Parliament, and a democratic Parlia-
ment, it must be our prime duty te
see that the Members are persons

ete.
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' who can express their views freely
and independently. By joining a
party voluntarily they may sacrifice
some of their independence. But the
conditions of their work should not
be such as to compel them to be
subservient to the Government. If
we increase the number of offices,
the holders of which are free to be
Members of Parliament, I think in
course of time the character of Parlia-
ment is bound to be affected. We have
to see in connection with any office
how much of patronage or power or
influence its holder can exercise, Even
though the office may carry no salary
with it, yet the other advantage that
it carries may be such as to affect
the independence and outlook of a
Member. Even under a two party
system if we want to fill our Parlia-
ment with people who are of the
character of those who were called
placemen in England in former times,
we ought to be very careful with
regard to defining the categories of
offices the holding of which is not
incompatible with the membership of
Parliament. Even when there is a
two party system, care will have to be
taken to see that the Members of
Parliament are people who can give
free expression to their views and are
not, because of the temptations placed
in their way, prevented from exercis-
ing that freedom and sense of respon-
sibility which their electors expect
from them.

Sert TAJAMUL HUSAIN: Mr.
Deputy Chairman, I am strongly of
opinion that no one should be prevent-
ed from becoming a Member of
Parliament. There should be no dis-
qualification. There should be no
qualification for a Member of Parlia-
ment. If a person—let him be a
Government servant, for instance, a
District Magistrate or a District Judge
or a High Court Judge—wishes to
become a Member of Parliament, let
him be elected. But there should be
a provision that the moment he is
elected and before he takes his oath
as a Member of Parliament, he ceases
to be a Government servant,
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Surt KISHEN CHAND: Let
resign before filling his
paper.

him

nominatipn

Surr TAJAMUL HUSAIN: Whether
he resigns before or after makes no
difference. That is not my point. My
point is, let any one who wishes to
stand for Parliament stand. Nothing
should prevent him from doing that.
When once he is elected and before
taking the oath either he should
resign his post in Government or
there must be provision that he ceases
to be a Government servant. Suppose
at the time of filing nomination papex
a person i1s a High Court Judge and
about to retire from the Bench within
two months. He is about 60. If he
does not resign before election, he will
not become a Member of Parliament.
But he has to wait for five years to
enable him to file his nomination
paper. So, if a High Court Judge
wants to become a Member of Parlia-
ment, let him do so. Do not prevent
him. After his election he miust
resign or cease to be a Judge. We
are going to have two categories of
people: those who can become Mem-
bers of Parliament and those who can-
not; which means that voters cannot
send to Parliament any one they like.
Their choice is restricted and limited.
Sir, we are a democratic
country. What does demo-
cracy mean? In democracy
we are not masters; the people,
the janata, are the real masters
of the country. It is a kind of a joint
family and their property is India.
We are nothing more than their rep-

5 p.M,

resentatives, We may call ourselves
as managers, but we are not the
masters, Our real masters are the

people of this country. They have
sent us here for a certain number ot
years, for a fixed period. After that
they will judge whether we have
done our work properly or not. There-
fore, what right have we to tell them,
“Thou shalt do this thou shalt not do
that”. Have we any right to tell such
masters to send such and such a per-
son and not to send such and such
person?
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I will give you an extreme example.
Suppose the people, our masters, want
to send a particular elass of people.
Who can prevent them from doing so?
Suppose they want to send idiots.
Who can prevent them from doing
it?  (Interruptions.) It will then
become a Parliament of idiots and of
course, the greatest idiot will be the
Leader of the House and he will
become the Prime Minister. There is
some advantage also in having a
Parliament of idiots. The saying is
that idiots never disagree. There will
be no discussion here; there will be
no adjournment motion; there will
be no point of order or npoint of
information and you will have a very
easy and good time.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: What wilk
be

Serr TAJAMUL  HUSAIN: The
Parliament of idiots will order their
generals, “Go on, march to Goa and
take it.” (Interruptions.) But we are
not idiots. We discuss points here.
They will order, “Take Kashmir in
four or five days. Take that part of
Kashmir which Pakistan has taken
possession of illegally.” But we are
not such. We discuss the matter here,
go to the United Nations.

Since this Bill is going tc the Joint
Select Committee, I shall make one
or two suggestions.

My first suggestion is—as I have
already said—do not have any qualifi-
cation. I do want to repeat what F
have already said. I want the Joint
Select Committee to think seriously
this point. Then there would not be
any discussion whether the Vice-
Chancellor should come in or not. But
the Joint Select Committee may not
agree with me. They will agree with
the Law Minister, with the Govern-
ment and may say that so and so
must come in and so and so must not
come in. In that case, I would sug-
gest that only those people should be
allowed to come in who can give their
whole time service to Parliament. I
do not want a Vice-Chancellor to come
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into Parliament. Suppose the Vice-
«Chancellor from Trivandrum comes
into Parliament, can he do the work
of Parliament? He will not be able to
do his work as Vice-Chancellor also.
We have the experience of so many
Vice-Chancellors who were here; they
«could do nothing; they could not con-
tribute anything. I do not want any-
one who cannot give his whole time
service to Parliament to be here. I
would even go te the extent of saying
that a busy lawyer should not be
taken in unless there is an agreement
between the Government and the law-
yer candidate that he will not go and
-attend the law courts during Parlia-
ment session. Any lawyer who gets
-elected gets merely Rs. 21 per day
and he can run away. I am a lawyer,
T do not get a pie. So I am here.

(Interruptions.)

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: He did not
know it so far. I understand it.

Surt TAJAMUL HUSAIN: I am too
old to practise. So, why do you have
people, lawyers, advocates, who cannot
devote their full time and enrich the
work of Parliar.nent?

Y eg-

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
-your time is up.

Surr TAJAMUL HUSAIN: My time
s up? You have given two minutes.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no.
it is over.

SHrr TAJAMUL HUSAIN: As re-
sgards honorary magistrates, I think
somebody said about them.

(Time bell rings.)

Then, I do not discuss these things.
That is all I have to say.

q T FANI AEH (I JET )
sgew et #gia, ag fagas 9%
HEE FT§ | 93 &€ THW I3[ I
AV w7 yg 33T gAr n 5 am
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F Q3 F FOU UF G AT OFT
ag  HqIAT FaT AT ¥ 7 (5w w7 fqmw
AT g ar ST fEar T gwar g ) w2
ax W AT ¥ Ag g 5 v oA
3fear Wemt F o A7 TF ] F
ﬁwg@n fww%ﬁrm@
Fi2de G F@T 93T @ fF omm
o qx moaT faey ¥ v a@nfem
AR I9F Fg wrg A faedr &, A
“FRFE’ FeE F T HEAT T A
FT9E & A A1 39w R faarg
I5T WIE | AT TIE 3T TA 9%
WofsEm T ow ook e
AETL ST § AR A FoS AT
=aTg A FHAT FT HIS A § al
ATAT 9 ATT & 9% I & AT TG ] |
T Hag I35 F7F T A AW T =ZA T
IR FA § WATHET ool 39 9
s & faver wRw ¥ agq & A%
oo wgerdr & dfaq ¥ fgq w7 4
it Iwr fFr ag #1 qAEe A
w71 9 Ty o1 MWT ag qA FT 9]
ar foar mar a1 fR @@ 9T A
T 9w faxy ffy 97 +@& g
s feggnfaferaa dar &1 7 oY
IR g fFamar ) @ oo A
I 95T &7 fafq #7 sraggsar w899
T @A IER A9 oF FAE
g, Imq uF freg w9
gaafa & WR SEF AR 9 ag
fages qmeogwr & fo@ At
i fagar & zaw fafy =4 o |
9 graed § 9zi 9% 9w {gar, sast
g 8T F AT HR IaF WITT R
IR F A A1 a7 WY AT
frt fe =/ A1 7 AR 37F wmAg
g 391 faxr afs gaaarg ga= I
g 9 FEF IAFRT AT qraAAT 7 99
g g1 W W9 ag fauas wE)
afufd ¥ qug & w & T F gu=ar
Z % 99 Jarad f gGexawar &, 0
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W e maa#ag’rﬁ%aﬁ
e gAT aTed 7 deT ¥ & |

A g7 AIET AT W I AT W
9, F3 U0 AHw R oAgy W
St s=Ar #71 wiafaw €, v g0 sar
2 9% (A8 Traar a1 AFEgET & I
8 95T & F g gwerar fe fedr
fafa 3777 arr wag &7 a7 595 FY 04T
FamT =rler & Oros "ger sam
gl fafe am oawr awr fasrl
AT F W A1fed 7K I 79§
g Framr gz & v 3 fadg gR
=ifzd 1 W g g IEF T
H AT qoAT AT GATAZT | AL
gfywriar &1 AT W avae Gy
AT 17 7T F 97T T4 EAT AT |
Not an iota of executive authority
should enter into the legislative autho-

rity or field. I &1 X AT A(EA |
THI & A AT TAT AN F
“wagaeg fifoardr, s drer wrf%”
THT g9 9X &1 Swar &7 gt
grar 1w ag g, T & A
Iz AR ag 3T AFT A &
9 AT FT | ATHA 4 FT q199 R
T Heelt 8, gt wiatafaer agrag’}
AT Arfed, FAAL AT F ST T
g FEF 97 ¢, giw & F I
g STt AT FIA F WG ALY A[E
A FTfEeqaT F30 @A &; Ak 3G
t ggr fazar fgar soq @ oy Al
F AT 93 Fogf ATTT AZ7 AT )
Surt TAJAMUL HUSAIN: On a

point of order, there should be no
reflection on the High Court or the

Supreme Court. & TF I AT
T T § |
Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He did
not cast any reflection.

qfer wey T e o R
qHAT AqGL | o T
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Surr TAJAMUL HUSAIN: He says
that I do not understand Hindi, He

is wrong.

TART Ag A FgAT AT fFF
fft af awaar — ¥ f&-d ag@
Y=gl qIg "RAAT §

qfes sy T wRAT ¢ WK
UMY AW §17 A1 IFAFRIT AT 17 947
Fgd | FNfAd wA Aw Fwd  w
TAZIFAT T |

Sarr SANTOSH KUMAR BASU: It
was no reflection on the High Court.
On the contrary, the hon. Member
has said that the High Courts have
been acting quite independently.

ifsa AT @ wWeest ¢ A7 AX
Fer fw o fafy gw s &, 394 3
o1 s, aifam gy 8. a9its gw
saaT & giifaly § o swar v
gfafals s & 2w &1 wrady
Fo@FRar &1 WAG  #9d &y
F F A BT ATAT & WY AT T oG
¥ 9% wiatafaal gra J1 oA
gar &, 397 &1 A §TqT g, ar
qAT N AAET FOSF AN Tgt
T WAl F TIET 1 Fifed, SAT
gos fFar ga ¥ whrefar &
g T g Afed, I aw wR
FEA & | T UF qCE T9 @ A
gramEr & @ @ f& o9 aw
A F1dt § 9 #7 9] YT FF e
qIEET AT IAFT FZwar ¥ dfaq wwy
4, I I WewRE fadar aifeg
a7 AT a7 g AT A28 47 Bn
AT 9 HIT A T § A TH ZH) G
aaT W TEY g w1fe v 97 2w 9w
TE 93 7 A7 FT 9% 0 T g, I
TG &, T SEFT TAAT A A @A A
a1 & o | A & 9% S g1 o )
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[afeT e wre i)
et a1 ar 78 € fa faeafaeraat &
ST arRH-AEEE § SEET WX HT
THFRA | I AT A 77 9%l § 5
frafrgey et & ToRA AR
w@TE 9 PR W) faemedt I'w was
T arga-AigaT 9ET @3 g,
faenfaat &1 S99 agr e AT faw
T FT AE T T g3 R IF & F
fadeft st @R AW g afew o
fgm =affe & fagg sare &9 1 @
319 Fuifae Afqary 7 30 g g9 W
stagiiewar &1 araT & 5 ogw
TE &7 AT 91T qgt 7 @ | fqawr
TR ww & A 2, fawwr wer ag
W #7 A% § 98 99 92 @ G WK
T TCHTSA | T e et
HWT FT aTT TAH AT & & ) W
fadraes ot TT oAt a1 M ITH WA
# gg a7 €3 ¥ A 1 AW
T & g afr a1 difwme g
¥ RFEE &7 gRT AT A F9
o Wt N | R fafaed oar
aATTITEY Ul ®EW FAET B qg AN
QY W1 AT A7 & 9T Ty @ SfET
WX g9 95 a9 @ ar B g9
ALY &P | ¥ g TEI waar fiF o I
¥ ¥ @ § 9 wgig ofET ag de
X aww g LT A AT TF IR
FerdagfargdfFrgg o d
AT AT AF § 9 TR § A A
UF At & R F &1 gfF 9 yax
afafa & a3 oz fadgs o1 w@r &
gafad It & ®7 § 7 39 99 A
FEATE | I A@ A AU IZ 7T &
G ©oH 7 @99 Jaq AT /T T
a9 & fa9 Fmq @ a© sHfa)
&Y o aer ag sty far & i F
A% faar-aw # o 9eE a9 aahy
Fravgwag oI AE AT 2 R E
ff & ogt 9 ft o1 O F | T qF @

195"
S T Y, SEY T FgA T@T I8-
[qAT AT & ) qH ag FeT & fF
Iq TG ¥ gv fafeyg &9 & ww 937
W U AT g0 @ T @ §
ET T &Y AT &, Tl TITHE F¥
AT AT T 8, 9T 38 TFR A
fremefamst #@ R T88 & FT
FYET AEY gar & ; SA | AR
37 gonfet & At & § ®E arq Tgl
FEAT, HfeHA g IEA N0 ¥ qgl
7g I T A &, F51 WARL §
saTEw & fAd, F uw WA § WA
v FeAE § S f 2rae< § o) 939y
TF qHT FE9qT § 91T § 999 &
o &7 F3 FT 3y AR FT 5 wra
aEl T ffed #wR 9eT 6 &9
Afsd, am-wtx A I WG FT
7a7 Hfwd, M f5T or fere T &€
& 3! arfearie § q37 3 | MV
g} FT TET HAT JT § HEHA FTT
A I AL & frer & A fw &w
T FTEt & g9 9T FY 0T
| AW A e ¥ F, @
T HT FL F G FHAT AT
T W A § AR IA WAA F W AT
G & AR TEH AT A F FT
¥ W9 S¥ 9% FT gq AT TEAANT
¥ AT g% Jqrat | 3 Awmr g R
w9 #gF wax afafa @ = st
g9 a9 w1 39 fr wE An ary
qdi @7 ST FET HATF g, AME
s & ufas wgedi 1 feowfa-
®E B F FET AT qF, T8 9 AT
WY @A FY T W wraEIwar
t F o a= o A5S &
gis afrmad e Fam o d
fayaad o ag ¥ g
T N | T gEaey § I A q919-

gHY TEA T HrEEEar o0
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T AR F g # AR AR T
59 foas Frands FT § At a8
Jarat ¥t 47 arar § & 5w e
¥ o1 ¥FT AR §, ITH X
FT AT 7T (

Surr A. K. SEN: Mr. Deputy Chair-
man, there is little to answer and little
to add to what I have already said.
But a few points which seem to he
common in the speeches of the various
Members need to be answered. Shri
Kishen Chand referred to the questian
of Vice-Chancellors, and he was sup-
ported by Shri Kunzru and a few
others over this question. They said
that the main argument against having
them here is that they had no time
to devote to parliamentary work hav-
ing regard to their preoccupations. In
support of this argument it has also
been said that the test for qualifying
persons to become Members of Parlia-
ment must be the availability of time
at the disposal of such Members. That
means only those who can devote their
24 hours for parliamentary work will
be comrpetent to become Members of
Parliament, or in other words gentle-
men of leisure or who are not depen-
dent upon any work could come here.
Sir, having regard to the various fiscal
policies we have been pursuing, the
programme of nationalisation of land
and various other means of income, it
is doubtful to forecast whether in the
future there will be any gentlemen
left who can be dependent upon some
sort of an income which will allow
them to devote their whole time in
Parliament. There was that time
when we had gentlemen of leisure
with plenty of money who could
devote their time, but that time is
gone now and every one must work
for his living. There will be no
parasites in the society who can devote
their 24 hours, in Parliament, and the
allowance paid to Members of Parlia-
ment would hardly be enough to sus-
tain Members and their families. It
will therefore be necessary to draw
upon other flelds where people have
to work in other occupation, but
nevertheless have time to devote for
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parliamentary work. If availability
of time was the sole test, I doubt how
many of us would be competent to be
here today. Look at the House, Sir.
We are debating on the question of
qualification or disqualification for
membership. How many of us are
here? They are not all Vice-Chancel-
lors. They are not all preoccupied
with their work elsewhere. They, I
take it, claim that they have time to
spare for parliamentary work. But
on a vital subject like this how many
of us are here present today? It is
impossible to lay that test down to be
adhered to as an infallible test. What
i3 necessary is that whenever one's
services are required by Parliament,
he may be available in his special
field from which he has been drawn.
Legislation will b® a matter for
experts more and more. There is no
doubt about that, and we must draw
experts from every field of our life.
The professional politician has not a
very long life to live in this country
and in other countries. The days of
professional politicians are gone. In
every country it is the man who
works with his hands, who toils with
his body, who is now coming forward
to undertake the vesponsibility of
parliamentary work and legislation,
and that will be the sole test in
future. I have no doubt about it.
How far is a man contributing, with
his own hands, with his own brain
and with his own skill, to the welfare
of the State, what is he doing in his
daily life for increasing the prosperity
and wealth of the country and for
adding to the welfare of the nation,
that will be the sole test, and not how
much time he is left with in his own
walk of life or how much leisure he
can command having regard to his
patrimony or having regard to the
wealth he might have amassed in the
past, for such persons will rather be

tare in future, thanks fo our wealth-
tax, our inheritance-tax and various
other taxes. It will be a forgotton
species very soon, people coming with
patrimony, people supported by pat-
rimony.
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Sart BHUPESH GUPTA: Provided

the Life Insurance Corporation
believes in that.
SHrr A. K. SEN: My learned

friend can never forget little incidents
or big incidents. He seems to be
obsessed by various matters including
the Congress Party and 1 was coming
to him immediately.

Sert AKBAR ALI KHAN:
mare for him.

Night-

SHRI A. K. SEN: Mr. Sinha said the
same thing, availahility qf time Let
us take that test.

St H. N. KUNZRU: What about
Vice-Chancellors who are appointed by
the Government?

SHrr A, K. SEN: It is only they who
come under disqualification, not others
because they will not be offices of pro-
fit under the Central Government.
When we talk of Vice-Chancellors, we
talk of Vice-Chancellors appointed by
the Government. Other Vice-Chan-
cellors are not disqualified by the
terms of article 102, whether they are
appointed by the Government or
appointed by institutions or supported
by the Government. There is hardly
any distinction because today the
whole field of education is financed
by Government—primary schools,
secondary schools, colleges, Universi-
ties etc. Which educational institu-
tion is there today like Eton or Har-
row which does not depend upon gov-
ernmental finance? It is no use for-
getting realities, it is no use shutting
our eyes to hard facts. There is no
educational institution today, there is
no research laboratory today, there is
no scientific institution today which
ean carry on except with govern.
mental aid because the sources of
private aid are all dried up. There-
fore whether it is indirectly financed
by Government or directly fAnanced
by Government, the question is the
same. We cannot have gentlemen of
leisure for long. As I said, that spe-
cies will cease to exist and will meet
its natural death very soon. People
who toil, who will work will be
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drawn as Members. People who sus-
tain themselves by the sweat of their
own brows will be those who will
fll the Parliament of the future.
There is no doubt about it. The signs
are on the wall because freely and
daily we talk about destroying the
influence of the propertied classes.
Legislation is, directed increas-
ingly towards curbing the power
of accumulation of wealth, Therefore
if that is the spirit of our legislation,
it that is the spirit of our policy, 1
cannot see how we can still think or
dream of drawing people from the
leisured class. As I said, there will be
no leisured class in the future. Now
the next speaker was my very good
friend Shri Bhupesh Gupta.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
want to finish this Bill before 5-30.

Surt KISHEN CHAND: The other
Bill also before 5-30.

Surr A. K. SEN: I shall finish in
two minutes. There is hardly any-
thing in his speech worth answering
excepting his favourite subject of
Congress Party. That was a little irre-
levant in the context of the discussion
today. He seems to be suffering from
a chronic obsession regarding the
imaginary misdeeds and imaginary
policies of the Congress Party. The
Congress Party answers its deeds or
its misdeeds to the nation.

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA: But Mr.
T, T. Krishnamachari could not do
it. . .

SHrI A. K. SEN: If anyone does not
answer it, he will not come here whe-
ther he is a Congressman or not.

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA: How was
the answer given to Shri Feroz
Gandhi’s charges?

Sarr A. K. SEN: We have dealt
with that. Now that really answers
everything and we shall certainly
discuss all these categories in the
Joint Select Committee and will come
to a decision.
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Mz. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

“That this House concurs in the
recommendation of the Lok Sabha
that the Rajya Sabha do join in the
Joint Committee of the Houses on
the Bill to declare that certain offi-
ces of profit under the Government
shall not disqualify the holders
thereof for being chosen as, or for
being, members of Parliament, and
resolves that the following members
of the Rajya Sabha be nominated to
serve on the said Joint Committee:

(1) Dr. Shrimati Seeta Parma-
nand

(2) Shri Amolakh Chand

(3) Shri S. D. Misra

(4) Kazi Karimuddin

(5) Shri Purna Chandra Sharma

(6) Shri N. Ramakrishna Iyer

(7) Shri C. L. Varma

(8) Shri Abdur Rezzak Khan

(9) Shri Rajendra Pratap Sinha
and

(10) Shri H. D. Rajah’
The motion was adopted.

THE PREVENTION OF DISQUALI-

FICATION (AMENDMENT) BILL,
1957
Tae MINISTER or LAW  (SHrt

A. K. SEN): Sir, I beg to move: r

“That the Bill further to amend
the Prevention of Disqualification
Act, 1953, as passed by the Lok
Sabha, be taken into consideration.”

Sir, it is really consequential. As
I explained to the House, there was a
unanimous desire expressed in the
Business Advisory Committee that the
motion which we have just now
accepted should be really moved in
the Lok Sabha for reference to the
Joint Select Committee. It was also
agreed that the existing Act should be
extended so that many of our Mem-
bers may not be disqualified. So it is
really for the purpose of carrying on
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the existing Act during the passing of
the Bill which we have introduced.
So I submit that the House may pass
it.

Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: ‘The
qQuestion is:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Prevention of Disqualification
Act, 1953, as passed by the Lok
Sabha, be taken into consideration.”

The motion was udopted.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
shall now take up clause by clause
consideration of the Bill.

Clauses 2, 1, the Enacting Formula
and the Title were added to the Bill,

Surt A. K. SEN: Sir, I move:
“That the Bill be passed.”

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
question is:

“That the Bill be passed.”
The motion was adopted.

HALF-AN-HOUR DISCUSSION

STATEMENTS MADE IN U.S.A. BY THR
GOVERNOR OF THE RESERVE BANK AND
THE FINANCE MINISTER

Surt H. D. RAJAH (Madras): Sir,
this discussion which I initiate today
in this House is borne out of certain
questions put in this House and
answers received from the Finance
Minister. The answer was very un-
satisfactory form our point of view
and hence this is brought before the
House.

The Finance Minister and the
Governor of the Reserve Bank had
occasion recently to go to America
and when they went there, certain
views were aired by them which were
not exactly, according to us, in the
interests of our country. When cer-
tain officers go outside our country, it
is not, according to diplomatic eti-
quette or according to the policy
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