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has met twice and the deliberations are still
continuing. I am afraid that it will not be
possible to lay before the House or to present
to you any recommendations before the
Council rises. It may have to go over to the
next session.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: We would like
to know, even if it is not possible for the Joint
Privileges Committee to present any agreed
report, since we are adjourning today, what
steps the Chairman is going to take, at least
immediately after receiving it; or are we to
leave this question pending for the next three
months, because we are likely to meet only in
September?

MR. CHAIRMAN: If the Joint Committee
of the two Houses presents a unanimous
report even after the House rises, if I get it,
with your permission I shall take suitable
action.

SHRI RAJAGOPAL NAIDU (Madras) :
May I ask a hypothetical question?

MR. CHAIRMAN: No hypothetical
question.
SHRI RAJAGOPAL NAIDU: Sup
pose they don't come to an agree
ment........

MR CHAIRMAN: If they don't come to an
agreement, then we will discuss it when we
meet next.

SHrI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): Even
if they don't come to an agreement, I
think the pfoper procedure would be
to place the report before the two
Houses and discuss it............

MR. CHAIRMAN: If it is an agreed thing,
if the Joint Committee comes to a unanimous
decision,—then I don't know what action is
expected of me— but when I find it is
something which I can take, with the
permission of the House, I shall try to do it,
otherwise not.

i Bill 1954
THE SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES
OF MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT
BILL. 1954

THE MINISTER FOR PARLIAMENTARY
AFFAIRS (SHRI SATYANARAYAN SINHA):
Sir, I beg to move:

"That the Salaries and Allowances of
Members of Parliament Bill, 1954, as
passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken into
consideration."

Mr. Chairman, while moving this Bill in
the other House, I made the position of the
Government absolutely clear with regard to
this measure. The House is aware of the
history behind this Bill. In the year 1952, a
Joint Committee of both the Houses was con-
stituted to go into the matter in pursuance of
article 106 of the Constitution. The report of
that Committee was placed before the
House—I mean the Lok Sabha—in July
1952, but it was shelved. You are aware, Sir,
that I was very adversely criticised in this
House for that action. I plead guilty to the
charge. But I did it because of the fact that a
very large number of Members of both the
Houses did nol like the recommendations
made by that Committee.

On the 27th of March of this year. ?
motion was moved by me in the other House
requesting the Speaker to revive the said
Committee and I further requested that the
matter of Travelling Allowance and Daily
Allowance of Members of both the Houses be
referred back to the said Committee for re-
consideration in the light of the changed
circumstances, particularly on the abolition of
the First Class on some railways. Hon.
Members of this House are fully aware
regarding the contents of that Committee's
report which was placed before both the
Houses. When the matter came up before the
Government, they came to the conclusion that
as the report of the said Committee, which
was representative of all the groups of both
the Houses, was almost unanimous in its
recommendations, it was neither proper nor
desirable on the part of the Government
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{Shri Satyanarayan Sinha.] to interfere in
the matter. The Government accepted the
decisions of the Committee and got the Bill
drafted which incorporated its decisions
except for one or two very minor changes.

The attitude of the Government in the other
House and also here is one of complete
neutrality.

After some discussion, the Bill has been
passed by the other House and the
Government neither opposed nor supported
any amendments which were moved by
several Members in the other House. All the
amendments which were either accepted or
rejected, were by the unfettered majority
votes. I was responsible, on behalf of Gov-
ernment, for moving one or two verbal
amendments which were ultimately accepted
by the other House. The amended Bill, as
passed by the Lok Sabha, is before this House.

I hope and trust that this House will not
take much time over this measure and will
see that it is put through without any change.

Sir. I move.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Motion moved:

"That the Bill to provide for the salaries
and allowances of Members of Parliament,
as passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken into
consideration."

SHR1 P. SUNDARAYYA (Andhra): Mr.
Chairman, I have to submit that this is one of
the most amazing—and [ would even say
shameless—pieces of legislation that has
come before this House.

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: No, no.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Temperate language
will always be effective.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Yes, Sir, it is
very temperate language that I am using. Why
I say so is this. And I also know why there is
so much of vociferous interruption.
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SHrI B. K. MUKERJEE (Uttar Pradesh):
Consult a dictionary and know the meaning
of the word.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Yes, I know the
meaning of the word. It is the other side that
does notl know the meaning of the words it
uses. Why I say this deliberately is because I
want to go into the history of this whole
question, this question of salary and
allowances of Members. Sir, in July 1952,
when we came here after election, this
question was referred to a Joint Select
Committee because the emoluments that were
being given at that time, that is to say, Rs. 40
per day, were considered as high and it was
felt that they should be cut and there should be
economy effected. In that Joint Select
Committee, our Party put forward the proposal
that the salary should be Rs. 300 and the daily
allowance should be Rs. 10 per day. But the
Committee at that time did not accept our
suggestion; but they accepted the suggestion
that the allowance be Rs. 35 per day. Another
recommendation of that Committee was that
that the rent charged for the houses of the
Members of  Parliament should be
approximately 10 per cent, of the total
emoluments which they got per month and this
was calculated on the basis of Rs. 35 per day
which comes to Rs. 1,050 per month and so it
was said that the house-rent should not exceed
Rs. 105. This recommendation was given
effect to immediately, though the other
recommendation, namely, that the emolument
should be cut from Rs. 40 per day to Rs. 35 a
day has not been acted upon, though it is two
years since that recommendation was made. I
do not know how and under what rule or what
legality the Government, while the Members
of Parliament are getting Rs. 40 a day, have
acted upon the recommendation that the rent
should not be above 10 per cent. In this
connection, we have written to the Ministry
for Parliamentary Affairs, explaining the
whole anomaly. And now, after keeping the
report for two years in  cold storage,
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and not acting upon it, the hon. Minister
comes here and he himself says that many, or
rather a large number of Members do not like
a cut in the salary. And they again refer it back
to the Select Committee. In the Select
Committee this question was again discussed
and various proposals were made. The
proposal has been made that there should be
salary plus an allowance and whatever it may
be, the total should not exceed what the
Members at present are getting. That was the
basis on which the thing started. So now that
earlier decision of the Committee that there
should be a cut has been given the go-by. Not
only that, when the proposal was made that the
salary should be Rs. 400 and «daily allowance
Rs. 15 or salary Rs. 300 and allowance Rs. 20
many Members pleaded that there should be
no cut. Some said that for those who have big
incomes, a fixed salary would mean paying a
large sum as income-tax, that whatever they
got in the form of salary would be taken away
in the form of income-tax. Therefore they
insisted upon the basis of Rs. 40 daily
allowance and they could also choose between
the two systems. We, on our .side, objected to
this arrangement and .said there should be
income-tax, that everything should be subject
to payment of income-tax and that in that case
there would be no need for any option to be
given. Then in the Salaries Committee they
agreed to Rs. 300 salary, plus Rs. 20 daily
allowance and now, most amazingly, it has
been amended and it has been suggested that
the salary should be Rs. 400 and the daily
allowance Rs. 21 per day. That means that by
this measure, the Members of Parliament, if
this Bill passes into law, will be getting an en-
hanced emolument. They would be getting at
least Rs. 1,000 more than what they were
getting under the old allowance regulations of
Rs. 40 per *day. In fact it will be more than
Rs. 1.200 because this Rs. 40 per day -will be
for the days they attend. Now when they
attend continuously, they get Rs. 4,800 per
year and also allowance at the rate of Rs. 21
per day.
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This way, there is a guaranteed salary
irrespective of the number of days they
attend. I do not quarrel with the principle that
every Member of Parliament must be paid
some salary which would enable him to lead
a normal life, not a luxurious life and not a
stringent life but a life which is moderate and
which is well within the real income of our
people and which will be considered by the
masses as reasonable because the Members
of Parliament are expected not only to work
when Parliament functions or sits but they
are considered as representatives of the
people and as whole-time workers. They
have to go into the grievances of the people
and they have to represent the grievances of
the people and it is from that angle that it is
necessary to fix a salary for the Members of
Parliament. It is possible only then for
ordinary Members, who do not have separate
incomes and who do not have big riches to
rely upon, to represent the people. Sir, that
welcome principle, that wholesome principle
has been taken advantage of and salaries
which have nothing to do with and which
bear no proportion to the real income of the
people are being voted upon.

Sir, in 1953, the House of the People met
for 210 days. Normally I do not expect it will
meet for more than that period which means
that every Member gets Rs. 8,400 if everyone
has attended all the 210 days at the old rate of
Rs. 40. It is our experience that it is very
rarely that all the Members or even a majority
of the Members attend all the 210 days. It is
only a very very few that could attend for all
the 210 days because every Member of
Parliament has to go and attend his own
constituency and attend to so much other
work connected with it even during the
session of Parliament, and as such all the
people do not attend for all the 210 days. But,
for purposes of calculation, even if we take it
that all the Members attend for all the 210
days, the biggest emolument on that basis
would be Rs. 8,400. Under this Bill as
originally reported by the
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[Shri P. Sundarayya.] Joint Select
Committee, every Member would have
received Rs. 3,600 as salary and on the basis
of a sitting of 210 days and at the rate of Rs.
20 per sitting, they would have received Rs.
4,200 as daily allowance which would have
given & Member Rs. 7,800. This would have
meant a decrease of at least Rs, 600 from their
emoluments as drawn under the old
regulations. As a result of the amendment that
has been carried and as the Bill stands before
the House, at the rate of Rs. 400, they will get
Rs. 4,800 and at the rate of Rs. 21 per day
they will get Rs. 4,410 which comes to a total
of Rs. 9,210 This means a clear increase of]
Rs. 1,400.

The whole salary and allowance
question which we started with the
ostensible purpose of reducing the salary
and allowances and bringing them within
reasonable limits as compared with the income
of our own people, instead of reducing
them have increased them by an amount of not
less than Rs. 1.200. In the case of the Council
of States, last year we met for about 150
days. This would have meant Rs. 4,800
as salary and Rs. 3,150 as daily allowance

which would have come to Rs. 7.950. This is
also an increase by Rs. 1,200 over what
the Select Committee itself had  recom-

mended. Sir, I do not agree that because we sit
for a little less number of days—about fifty
days less—than the other House our salary
should be reduced proportionately because
the principle of salary has been arrived at as
every Legislatoris a whole-time worker and
whether he works here or outside, his
maintenance  should be guaranteed. As
such, I am not support-ins differentiation, but
the main thins is that there is no reason
whatsoever to increase the salaries this way.

I now come to another clause in the Bill.
We have been provided with an all-India pass
naturally to enable us to go round the country
to discharge our responsibilities to the
people, to enquire into their conditions and
to
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represent their grievances. That is the only
justification for the pass being given. When
one second class pass has been given to us over
and above that, Government wants to pay—if
the Bill is passed as it is—another second class
fare and a third class fare whenever a Member
comes to attend Parliament, whenever a
Member comes to attend a Committee meeting
either in Delhi or anywhere in any part of the
country. I can understand, when Members
come to attend the Parliament session for three
months, their wishing to bring their families
and for that purpose the extra second class fare
being given. But when they come to attend
Select Committee meetings or when they go
touring the country, I do not expect, nor does
the country expect, that the Members of
Parliament would take their wives and their
relatives along with them but still when . they
attend Select Committee meetings or any
other work connected with Parliament, they are
allowed an extra second class fare. 1 would
take it that this is not to enable the Members to
discharge their duties and responsibilities but
in fact it is an additional emolument to the
Members concerned. That emolument—even
if there are no Select Committees, even if the
Members do not attend any other work
connected with Parliament—would be a
large sum.  The other House meets  three
times and we meet four times which means
that in the case of the other House, based on
the distance from which the Members
come, it may vary from a few hundred rupees
to Rs. 1,500' to Rs. 2.000. Taking all these
facts together, 1 have made an approximate
calculation that the House of the People
Members receive about Rs. 10,000 in
cash, quite apart .from other facilities like the
second class pass, and the Council of States
Members get Rs. 9,000.  In the case of the
Members of the Council of States it works out
to Rs. 750 per month and in the case of the
Members of the House of the People it works
out to Rs. 800 or Rs. 825 per month. I would
like to know whether the = Members of
Parliament are justified in drawing
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this huge salary. I purposely use the word
'huge'. Arguments have been advanced that
the Members of Parliament should lead a
comfortable life. Of course, they need not
lead a life of starvation. Nobody wants
anybody to lead such a life, but is it
necessary, especially having in view the
condition of our masses, the hundreds and
millions of our people, that we should vote
for ourselves such huge sums as salaries? The
other argument is that Delhi is more costly. I
for one refuse to accept that Delhi is more
costly. Take the food prices and the various
other amenities in any part of the country, in
any big town. The costs are no more and no
less than what they are in Delhi. It is only a
question of conveyance which is more costly
when compared to Calcutta, Bombay or
Madras. Delhi is a city of distances, palatial
buildings, vast gardens and other things and
if the Members are dispersed, it may be
difficult but as far as the Members of
Parliament are concerned, they have been
provided with quarters very near Parliament
and round about offices, within easy walking
distance of ten to fifteen minutes. Why is it
then that the Members have to be provided,
on the basis that it becomes too costly for
them, huge salaries?

Sir, another argument that has been
brought is that the Members of Parliament are
expected to work for eight months here, and
as such they have to keep two establishments,
one at their own place of residence so that the
education of their children is not interfered
with, and another establishment here. Sir, I
do agree even if we have to maintain our
family establishments in the places of our
usual residence—because the family cannot
become a shuttle-cock to be moved from that
place to this place every month; either the
family stays here in Delhi or it stays in our
own locality— Sir, even then their needs can
be met within the salary of Rs. 300 and when
we come here we are paid Rs. 21 daily
allowance. That Rs. 21 daily allowance in
Delhi is more than enough.
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Even if we have to put up at the Western
Court or the Constitution Club it is more than
enough to meet, our expenses.

Now as far as the maintenance of our
families in our own usual places of residence
is concerned, I ask whether Rs. 300 is not a
decent amount. | certainly say it is a decent
amount and I would like Members of
Parliament to consider in this connection how
much the legislators are getting in the various
States. Sir, in Travancore-Cochin it is Rs. 125
(monthly allowance) and when they attend
the sessions the daily allowance is about Rs.
12-8-0. In certain other States it is Rs. 150
only and when attending the sessions the
daily allowance is between Rs. 12-8-0 and
Rs. 15 only. In still other States it is Rs. 200
per month but the daily allowance is only Rs.
12-8-0. In Madhya Pradesh the monthly
allowance is Rs. 250 and the daily allowance
is only Rs. 10. In Punjab it is Rs. 300 per
month but they do not get this Rs. 300
automatically during the period when there is
a session of the legislature. The amount paid
to them during this period will be in
proportion to the number of days they attend
the sessions in a month. Suppose the session
there in a particular month is for ten days. If
the Members attend on all the ten days then
only they get the salary of Rs. 300. If they
attend for five days only then they will get
only Rs. 150. During other times in the year,
when the session is not there, they get the full
salary so that it means a linking-up. The
linking up of their salary with the session
period" has the indirect effect of compelling
them to attend the sessions and if they want
to draw full salary during that period then
they will have to attend all the sittings of the
legislature. This condition applies only
during the session period. Therefore, Sir,
whatever the principle may be in all our
legislatures throughout our whole country the
salary varies only within the range of Rs. 125
to Rs. 250. Sir, if our own colleagues in the
different States car-
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[Shri P Sundarayya.] manage their family
affairs with a sum between Rs. 125 and Rs.
250 why can't the Members of Parliament
manage their family affairs also when they
keep their families in their own places, in
some State or other, on the same sum,
because it is the same in-.come level which
our own colleague legislators get in those
places? Why should the M.Ps. be put in a
special category different from the legislators
in the States? In my opinion there is no
reason why it should be so done.

Sir, I shall now make another comparison.
Including the dearness allowance the wages
paid to class IV employees by the Central
Government, that which is the highest paid to
class IV Government service does not come
to more than Rs. 70. Sir, I do not know how
much the attendants who are here in
Parliament will get or are getting. Perhaps
many of them are casual; many of them are
temporary and, in any case, | do not think
they are getting anything more than that fixed
Rs. 70 including dearness allowance. That
works out at the Tate of about Rs. 2/,8/ a day.

Sir, as you know, the other day the hon. the
Labour Minister was saying that the national
minimum wage will vary from Rs. 1/2/ to Rs.
2 per day. That is the way they want to fix the
minimum wage and at the rate of Rs. 1/2/ per
day it works out to Rs. 35. They have no
qualms when they say that the national
minimum wage should be only Rs. 35 per
month on the basis of eight hours' hard work
per day while they say, Sir, that Members of
Parliament must get a salary somewhere
between Rs. 750 and Rs. 900 plus an other
facilities. Is it* justified, Sir? This is thirty
times what the Government proposed to fix as
the national minimum wage. On what basis
can we justify these things? You may say, Sir,
that class IV employees are accustomed to
this life, that we are all
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coming from the middle-classes and as such
we must have something more than that. So
let us take the question of the middle-class
employees. In the case of the upper division
and lower division clerks of the Central
Government their pay starts from Rs. 55—
and it may vary—including dearness
allowance, the maximum which an upper
division clerk normally gets cannot be more
than Rs. 250. That means we are getting three
times what normally an upper division clerk
also is entitled to under the present pay scales
recommended by the Central Pay
Commission. Sir, it is only the Central
Government employees, the upper class, who
get this much. The clerks in all the States do
not get even half of this amount.

Let us take another category of employees
in our country. Take the question of teachers,
Sir, the high school teachers, the graduates
who are employed in the various high schools
and other schools. How much do they get?
They do not get more than Rs. 150 to Rs. 200
and that is the maximum. Recently, Sir, as
everyone of us *knows, the University Grants
Commission has pointed out that the lecturers
must be paid between Rs. 250 and Rs. 500.
They are now paid less than Rs. 250 and they
will get the scale of Rs. 250 to Rs. 500 if that
recommendation is implemented. And if I
remember correctly the professors are ex-
pected to be paid more than Rs. 500. That is
the salary scale proposed to our professors in
the universities, who are expected' to train a
whole new generation of politicians, of
scientists, of builders of the nation, and for
them we say that the scale of pay should be
between Rs. 500 and Rs. 750 whereas in our
case we are ourselves vcting a salary of more
than Rs. 750.

Sir, I would now like to go to another
point. I know, Sir, that the salary of the
under-secretaries in the Government of India,
which is one of the highly paid section, is
from Rs. 750 and odd'. That means that
Members of Parliament are voting, apart
from



6801 Salaries and Allowances of [ 19 MAY 1954 ] Members of Parliament 6802

other facilities, a salary of not less than Rs.
750. Sir, 1T would like to point out to the
Congress Members that because of their
insistence this thing has come in this form.

Sir, I would like them to consider what the
Deputy Ministers in the various States get.
Sir, in most of the States, the Deputy
Ministers get Rs. 750 plus some house
allowance and other things which do not
exceed Rs. 250. Sir, that means that we, the
Members of Parliament, are voting for
ourselves the salary of Rs. 750 which is the
salary of a Deputy Minister in the States, and
in some cases more than that of even a
Minister in some States. Now in Travancore-
Cochin the Ministers are drawing only Rs.
500 as salary but we vote for ourselves a
salary of Rs. 750 to Rs. 850. Sir, is it justified
that we vote for ourselves such a big salary
which is completely out of proportion to the
income of the average mass of the people,
which is completely out of proportion to the
salaries of our middle-class employees, which
is completely out of proportion to the salaries
derived by our scientists and our professors?

Not only this, Sir. I would like to know
what has happened to Mahatma-ji's principle
of simple living? What has happened to
Mahatmaji's teaching of simple living? Am I
to understand, Sir, that you cannot lead a
simple life on any thing less than a salary of
Rs. 750 to Rs. 850? Of course Gandhiji is
dead and six years have passed. Do the
Congress Members think that six years is
long enough to forget Gandhiji's ideals by
which they swore and they swear in season
and out of season? {Interruption.)

Then implement it at least in one of these
simple things.

Dr. P. C. MITRA (Bihar): Will not the
Member draw this salary if this Bill is
passed?

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: I am exactly
going to answer that simple point.

BiU, 1954
Not only you and people like you,
but people in the other House also-
said ...... (Interruptions.)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, this
kind of interruption is not going to
stop me. I know, Sir, it is a question
concerning their purse and such inter
ruptions.........

MB. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sundarayya, do not
get excited.

SHrRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, I
would like to point out one thing.
Accusations are levelled against us

and we are asked, "You oppose these
salaries, but are you not going to take
at these rates? Are you going to take

Rs. 300?" 1 say that if you do not
accept our amendments arid if you
pass the law, we are going to take

every pie that we are entitled to under
the law. (Interruptions.) Have
patience. Hear me fully. We are going:
to take every single pie that we are
entitled to under the law and we are-
going to spend that money for the or
ganisation of the people, and see....................

MR. CHAIRMAN: All that they say is that
they will be law-abiding.

SHRIP. SUNDARAYYA............. and see
that such people who vote for this.
kind of emoluments are not returned

again to Parliament ............
DR.P. C. MITRA: But, is it ................

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: What is; the use
of your jumping like that,, which you always
do?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, L should
like to declare that from the emoluments that
we used to draw at the rate of Rs. 40 per
day—many of us were not here—
(Interruptions). We d'o not come here only to
At for 210 days; we come here and then go
back-to the people And that is how we-
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fShri P. Sundarayya.] understand the work
of a Member of Parliament. Sir, we in both
Houses do not exceed 40 in number but we
have paid to the party funds and public
organisation funds to the tune of Rs. 2 lakhs
in the last two years.

SHRI GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore): i Sir,
how are we concerned with how his party
works? (ITitemiptio?is.)

THE DEPUTY MINISTER FOR LABOUR
(SHRI ABID ALIl): With foreign money.
(Interruptions.)

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: I would like to
reply to Mr. Abid Ali. He speaks of foreign
money. Yes, Sir, he gets foreign money from
the Ameri--cans, not we. Let him not talk this
kind of rot and nonsense.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

Suri B. K. MUKERJEE: May I know from
the hon. Member whether a member of the
Communist Party who was just expelled from
England was in the pay of Russia or not?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question does not
arise.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: I challenge the
Government to give the name. I deny that
any such person is employed in any of our
offices.

SHRI B. GUPTA (West Bengal): They are
cowards.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, this kind of
nonsense should not be allowed. When there
is an insinuation we have got the right to

reply.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I think it is time for
you to w:*nd up. You have taken half an
hour.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: But the Bill is
such a Bill, Sir. I know that the other side has
got a majority and therefore they do not
bother =~ what  .argument we  give.
(Interruptions.)
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SHRI B. GUPTA: You see, Sir, how they
are shouting all the time.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Let me declare
to the slanderers of our party that it is not for
political purposes that we oppose these
things. When the Bill is passed we have
decided that 50 per cent, of our salary and
emoluments would go to the party and to the
public organisation. Let the Congress also
make that as a rule. Then there will be some
sense in that.

In this connection I would like to point out
one thing. Why is it that they are not satisfied
with Rs. 400 plus Rs. 20? Why did they
increase it to Rs. 21? I am told that they do
not want to get Rs. 420 because 420 will be
interpreted by the people, as per section 420
of the I.P.C. as frauds.

SHRI T. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh): You are
misinformed.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: I am correctly
informed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order,
dialogues here.

order. No

SHrR1 P. SUNDARAYYA: In order to
escape this charge of coming under section
420 they are now doing 420; to escape from
being called 420s, they have increased the
allowance by Re. 1. They have not thought of
reducing it by Re. 1; it is always a question of
increasing that occurs to them. Let me tell
them that if this Bill is passed in the present
form the people will not stop calling them
420s; in fact, they will call them 420s plus
one better.

We have therefore given notice of
amendments to bring the salaries and
allowances within reasonable limits. 1 say
that the Government has no business to keep
neutral. The Government cannot escape its
responsibility by saying that it is a matter
concerning the Members. The Government
and the Congress Party which runs the
Government cannot go before the country
and say that they were neutral in this matter
but that the
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Members have voted for this. Let us not cheat
ourselves; let us not cheat the public. If you
want these high .salaries and emoluments
then say it frankly to the electorate. Do not
take recourse to this subterfuge. Sir, this Bill
must be radically amended before we can go
to the people or before anybody can go to the
people to justify their actions.

SHri K. B. LALL (Bihar): Sir, as
-the debate..........

MR. CHAIRMAN: Be as brief as possible.
We have allotted three hours for this Bill. We
started at 8-35 and we must finish by 11-35.

SHRI K. B. LALL: As the debate has been
given the start as expected by the other party,
I feel that I should speak on the subject. The
first thing that I would like to say is that I do
not want to import any heat in the * debate but
at the same time in as dispassionate a
language as possible, I would like to appeal to
the party represented by the Member who
spoke just now not to import any heat. It
seems that this House or the Houses of
Parliament have been made the forum for
propaganda and I think it will not pay any
party to take advantage of such a thing. They
know in their heart of hearts that they are least
capable of making sacrifices.

SHRI B. GUPTA: We do not possess
ablack heart. Butitis......ccccc....

MR. CHAIRMAN: Do not interrupt.
Behave better. v

SHrI K. B. LALL: By taking such
advantage they would be fouling the
atmosphere of the country and confusing the
minds of the masses. I think it is only the
smallness of mind that can say that this sum
of Rs. 400 is a huge amount. Does it bear any
meaning to . characterise this sum of Rs. 400
per month to a Member of '.Parliament as a
huge amount? It is .nothing but the smallness
of the mind.

SHRI PRASADARAO (Andhra): What .-
about other things?
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SHRI K. B. LALL: I think that even those
persons who were responsible even including
an ex-president of the Congress who has
changed his side and who spoke in the other
House very charitably and gave expression to
such benevolent remarks should have taken
into consideration that it will in the long run
recoil upon their heads if they fouled the
atmosphere of the country in this way,
because are not people so intelligent as to
understand as to when they were getting Rs.
1,200 per month according to the old rate of
Rs. 40 per day, how much money did such
persons sacrifice? Even if they had left one
day's allowance of Rs. 40 to the Government
coffers at least they would have had better
face today tc come and say that they had
made sacrifices. (Interruptions.) I am not
introducing any heat; perhaps the Members
there are speaking in a heated way. Please
hear me. I am telling you some facts. As a
matter of fact, none of our friends made any
sacrifice, not even half a day's allowance, not
even quarter of a day's allowance, not even a
fraction of a day's allowance.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Look at the Chair and
speak. Let all Members address the Chair
and not each other.

SHRI K. B. LALL: They never made any
such sacrifice and how does it lie in their
mouths now to say that it is a gross mistake to
pay this Rs. 400 for a Member of Parliament?
It is nothing but propaganda for people insid'e
and outside this House so that in the next
election they can say that those who take such
a big amount do not deserve to be Members
of Parliament. This is the way you want to
approach. But as you will be drawing this
amount, people will ask you; how much
money did you sacrifice? How much, up till
now, was your sacrifice when you were draw-
ing forty rupees a day?

SHRIP. SUNDARAYYA: Two lakhs

SHRI K. B. LALL: And, even today. I can
throw a challenge to them that
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[Shri K. B. Lall.l from the day this higher
amount if voted if they will not take any
money and they will live on sacrifice, then it
will be the best reply instead of taking more
than half-an-hour of the House to give a
sermon to us. If you resolve like this, then it
will be a good slap in the face of all of us.

SHRIB. GUPTA: But the cheek in made
of brass!

Suri K. B. LALL: I know there may be
classes and classes of persons. Why not put
yourself in the first-class? Why not say that we
are in the first class and we have come to serve
the nation on a lesser salary? There may be
some persons to whom this amount is very
small and they may want still more. Let there
be classes of persons. You place yourself in the
first class and' refuse to touch even this huge
amount that is voted upon and say, "We will
leave it to the coffers of the nation, of the
country". That position you are not going to
accept and you are simply making it a forum
for your propaganda. This is not good; this is
bad inasmuch as it leaves a bad impression
outside the House, fouling the atmosphere and
poisoning the minds of the masses. Poisoning
the mind's of the masses on such occasions will
not pay. We know you are vociferous today but
when it comes to practice you are no better
than the other servants of the country; the
servants at least have given proof of their
loyalty up till “now. It is very easy to say all
these things in this House, that you want the
country to go on this path or on that path, but it
is not possible when it comes to practical
working. It will be proper for you as a
responsible opposition to confine yourself to
the fundamental points of difference and then
you will raise yourself certainly in the eyes of
the people and of the country. But, if you take
advantage of such petty things and brag about
big sacrifices which is no sacrifice and which
you are not capable of sacrificing and which
you will not sacrifice and talk about all these,
you are plac-
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ing yourself in an awkward position. Put a
co-operative attitude in all respects; you will
raise yourself in the eyes of the people if you
confine your remarks to the fundamentals of
the question so far as the policy is concerned.
In other matters, feel like one nation and act
like one people. That will raise the party and
you in the eyes of the country. But, if you are
thinking of grasping any stick and think that
to be good enough to beat the ruling party
with, then you will not place yourself in a
happy position.

People were not throwing away
previously what they got and we are not
throwing away what we are getting, because so
far as I know, it is not big enough and we are
not drawing more than what we were doing
before. It may be in your own paper calcula-
tion, in order to take advantage of this and
try to foul the atmosphere of the country.
You are putting a few calculations in your own
way, so that this amount of Rs. 400 plus
allowances may appear a huge amount.
That is that. You forget what the hon.
Members of  Parliament used tc get
before, when the value of money was much
more than it is today, and when it is compared
to the salary of other persons, this is nothing.
Even the clerks are laughing at us. I do not
know with what face those hon. Members feel
that this sum is a huge amount and say that we
make a big sacrifice. I can understand this if
you say, "We are working, or we are going to
work, in an honorary way", it will be a big
credit for you if you do that. If you feel that
you can make sacrifices of this four hundred
rupees or a big portion of'it. that will be a big
credit. If you don't take this four-
hundred even and yet you can serve the
country, you can keep the position-and
prestige of the party.  But if you feel that
you can grab this four-hundred rupees as
well as some aid from outside, what is the
fun in your speaking so magnanimously here
that, you are making a sacrifice? That,
means, it is neither here nor there.



6809 Salaries and Allowances of [ 19 MAY 1954 ]

MR. CHAIRMAN: Go on, go on, talk on
the Bill.

SHr1 K. B. LALL: There should not be
opposition tor the sake of opposition. They
should take a lesson that if they oppose in
this way, it will recoil on them.

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY (Orissa): Mr.
Chairman, I am sorry that so much heat is
aroused over the salary question. I think this
is a question which affects all of us and not
any one party. The question that has to be
considered is whether the Bill that was in-
troduced by the Member originally and
changed by the House of the People was a
justifiable change or not.

SHRI RAJAGOPAL NAIDU: Say, 'the Lok
Sabha'.

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY: Sorry, Sir, I stand
corrected, let us call it the Lok Sabha and let
us also have some name for our House.

To me it appears that there is no justification
for the change that has been effected in the
Lok Sabha. If you look at this question, as has
been pointed out, a Joint Select Committee
was appointed at the beginning of Parliament.
The main consideration before it was that wa
should effect an economy, that there should be
a cut. If you look at the report of the Joint
Select Committee, it was clearly mentioned
when the Speaker appointed the Committee
that we have either to consider changing the
present forty rupees into salary, or fix
allowance of a lesser amount. Now, the Joint
Select Committee produced almost a unani-
mous report. The Minister has already
admitted and has pleaded guilty that the matter
was delayed. I know that once it was on the
order paper of the House. It recommended a
voluntary cut of Rs. 5 to the allowance we are
getting. But, for reasons unknown to us—
perhaps members of the Congress party did
not agrae to that—that was withdrawn from
the order paper. And, after two years there is
nowa Bill

35CSD
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before us, a Government Bill. Another
Joint Select Committee was set up which
considered the matter from all points of view
and' came to the conclusion that there
would be a salary of Rs. 300 per month and
Rs. 20 daily allowance and they also gave
an option, which I didn't like very much.
Ultimately it was fixed that there will be one
system, not the option business. That is good
so far as it goes.  But here, Sir, my objection
to the increase is not because I consider it to be
a very huge amount, as my friend has stated,
but because we must see what effect it will
produce on the minds of the public.  The
Government has takena very queer attitude.
Government Members are not interfering.
They say they are neutral. I do not think that
this is a very helpful attitude. Perhaps they
want this increase. Otherwise they cannot
escape the responsibility of sticking to  the
Joint Select Committee Report.  If they are
true in their stand, they must obey the wishes
of all the sections of the House in this matter.
Sir, the first Joint Select Committee
recommended Rs. 35 per day as daily
allowance. But there is an increase proposed in
this Bill, in the emoluments. I do not
know what is the idea or the purpose behind
this increase. If it is said that Members of
Parliament must live comfortably and earn
their livelihood, 1 do not accept that
principle. We have not come here to earn our
livelihood. We have come here to serve the
people. That is the purpose for which they
have sent us here. Of course I do not say that
we should not have any allowance; I do not say
that the principle of fixation of a salary is
wrong. [ do not say that. But I am very much
concerned with the impression that this
increase in our emoluments will leave on the
minds of the people. They will say that after
two years deliberations they have come
forward with an increase in their own
emoluments. It has been argued that even
after this increase the Exchequer will be
getting more on account of an increase in the
rate of income-tax of some earning
Members. [do not think thisis a
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[Shri S. N. Dwivedy.]

very healthy principle. You are going to pay
the Members of Parliament more than what
they were getting, and then you want to
increase your own income by some other
source. Why should the Government leave it
to the Members to do things as they like?
They know it perfectly well that most of the
Congress members are in favour of an
increase.

SHrI K. S. HEGDE (Madras): Has your
party issued any whip in this matter?

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY: Yes, my party has
decided it, and we are against any increase in
the emoluments that we are getting now.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Have you seen the
opinions given by most of your members?

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY:: Individuals can ask
for anything. That has nothing to do with the
party. I would like the hon. Member to read
the first Joint Select Committee report. He can
find out the view that our party held. Then
Sir, a circular was issued to all the Members
to express their opinions. And some Members
have expressed their individual opinions. But
that has nothing to do with the party.

SHrI K. S. HEGDE: Has any one of the
Socialist Members demanded a pay less than
Rs. 500?

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY: My hon. friend
perhaps does not know that the Members who
were on the Select Committee were in favour
of Rs. 35 as daily allowance, i.e., a cut of Rs.
5. The question as to whether we should
voluntarily contribute so much amount to our
party or refrain from taking the increase, is
outside the consideration of this Bill. I think it
is wrong in principle to introduce this
question. That is an individual question alto-
gether. The only question that is for
consideration before us is whether the
increase that has been made in our allowances
is justified or not and whether it will create a
good impression
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Sir, already the impression is gaining ground
that democracy is a heavy burden upon th«
people, because there are so many Ministers,
Deputy  Ministers and  Parliamentary
Secretaries not only here in the Centre, but in
the States, and so on and so forth. Over and
above that, if we fix a salary which is more
than what we were getting previously, it will
create a bad impression on the minds of the
people of this country. I did not give an
amendment because I knew the Government's
attitude. 1 know that the Government
indirectly wants an increase. The Government
wants that the Members should draw more
than what they are drawing. Therefore there
was no point in giving an amendment.
Therefore, Sir, 1 refrained from giving an
amendment. Of course, Sir, I welcome the
provision made in this Bill regarding an All-
India Pass to the Members. That was in fact
very necessary for the Members of Parliament
to go round the country and see things for
themselves. But against this increase in the
emoluments of Members of Parliament I wish
to record my emphatic protest. Sir, today is
the last day of our sitting, and therefore I
would request the hon. Minister who has
moved' this Bill to accept the amendment that
has been moved by one of my friends for
reducing what has been provided in the Bill.
Thank you, Sir.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Mr. Chairman, we are
considering an extremely important Bill.
From certain points of view I must admit that
it is a very embarrassing situation for any
House of Parliament to determine the salaries
and allowances for its own Members. But we
must face facts and try to do something to the
best of our judgment and see that we are true
to the country in the true sense of it. The
Constitution of India has imposed a responsi-
bility on us, a peculiar responsibility, and the
power is given to Parliament to fix its own
remuneration.

There are two possibilities that might arise
because of this peculiar



5813 Salaries and Allowances of |19 MAY 1954 ] Members of Parliament 6814

responsibility. One is that in a spirit of
mendicancy we might say, "We do not want
anything at all; we shall serve the country
without any remuneration." That is one
possibility.

Another possibility is to clutch at the
powers that we have got and try to enrich
ourselves to the maximum possible extent.
Either of these alternatives will have to be
attempted. and we must try to stick to a course
oi action whereby we will be creating very
healthy conditions not only for this Parliament
but also for the Parliaments to come in the
future. 1 entirely agree with the general
principle enunciated by Mr. Sundarayya that a
Member of Parliament like any other person
in the country in any other sphere is entitled to
a  certain  re--muneration, reasonable
remuneration to put it in his own words. To be
a Member of Parliament today is not » hobby.
Whether it is the proper word or not, one can
safely call it a profession. For most Members
of Parliament, it would be a matter of eight or
nine months' work in the year. Membership of
Parliament is like any other profession. A
Member of Parliament is not expected to
remain a bachelor For all time; probably he
cannot do it. He must look to bis family
responsibility. Taking this viewpoint into
consideration, the question before us is what
exactly is reasonable remuneration. That is a
very important question for consideration.
Now, what one «calls a reasonable
remuneration, not a beggarly type, is a matter
on which there cau be difference of opinion.
In fact, as the Leader of the Communist Party
was pleased to say, a Member of Parliament is
not merely expected to work within the four
walls of this Parliament. He has got to attend
to the needs of his constituency. If he takes his
responsibility in the real spirit, he has to work
for the full twelve months, i.e. all the 365 days
in the year. Now, it is very easy to avail of
this opportunity to throw mud on the parties
which are suggesting this scale of
remuneration. I was

Bill, 1954

expecting to hear from my hon. friend of the
Socialist Party, Mr. Dwivedy, whether or not
the Socialist Party wanted a bigger
remuneration. I have read the
recommendations of most of the members of
his party who were pleased to submit their
recommendations to the Committee. I dare
say that some of the members of the Socialist
Party recommended a remuneration as high
as Rs. 1,000 a month.

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY; It is a lie. It is not
correct.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Mr. C. G. K. Reddy,
the Deputy Leader of the Socialist Party in
this House, recommended Rs. 1,000 a
month.

SHrI S. N. DWIVEDY: Here is the Joint
Committee Report. He recommended Rs.
600.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Not a single member
of the Socialist Party, to the best of my
recollection, recommended anything else
except Rs. 500 a month. You will appreciate,
Sir, that in this matter there could be
reasonable differences of opinion. What has
been recommended and what was recom-
mended by the Committee, not a Joint Select
Committee, appointed to investigate into the
matter? Rs. 300. The other House has
amended it to Rs. 400. The controversy is
only between Rs. 300 and Rs. 400. If we

examine the whole matter of what a
reasonable remuneration is, taking our
responsibilities, taking our needs, into

consideration, taking the fact that we have no
other sources of income, I do not think it can
be reasonably stated at any time that by fixing
a remuneration of Rs. 400 a month, we have
fixed something monstrous or that we have
acted in an irresponsible manner. I should like
really to commend the reasonableness that the
two Houses are showing in this matter.
Though we have immense power, when we
can have patronage for ourselves and many
advantages for ourselves, we have said this is
sufficient. It would be reasonable if it is
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[Shri K. S. Hegde.] fixed at Rs. 400. It
would be appreciated that most of the
Members have got to run two establishments,
not out of a sense of luxury but as a matter of
necessity. One establishment in the home
constituency for two purposes— for the
purpose of the education of his children and
for the purpose of attending to the
constituency. Another establishment here in
Delhi. It is true that some of us probably
would like to retain the old Rs. 40. I for one
would accept it, if there is no other
alternative. But we are now talking about the
generality of things. If you consider the
generality of things, about the only reasonable
conclusion that one can come to is Rs. 400
per month. Any person who has no other
source of income must naturally depend upon
this income. Can anybody say that this Rs.
400 is something extraordinary even taking
the poor conditions obtaining in the country?
What Is the remuneration that other countries
like us pay to their Members of Parliament? [
would welcome the figure if the hon. Member
has got it, as to what exactly a Member of
Parliament in Russia or China gets. If he has
the material, it will be welcome to us. There
are two sets of people who say that this
amount is excessive: one set is of those
people who are very rich, people who have
other sources of income. The other set is of
those people who have other sources of in-
come about which we do not know. So far as
I can judge, some of the Members who are
opposing this do not have any other sources
of income except the one that is provided for
in this Bill, but there are reasonable com-
plaints that there are some parties in this
country who have got not only their
inspiration but also their financial assistance
from sources outside India.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: It is pure
rubbish. Will he please say which party gets
its help from outside India?

SHRrI K. S. HEGDE: I did not indicate any
individual or party. If the cap fits his head, let
him have it. I have absolutely no objection.
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SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: What are the
organisations which get help from foreign
countries? The hon. Member has made this
statement and he cannot escape it.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: I can only sar that my
hon. friend suffers from a guilty conscience.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You need not raise all
these questions here.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: I would like to
know, Sir, whether you are going to expunge
these words or not.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is unnecessary to
raise all these questions here, Mr. Hegde.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: On a point of
order, are these words: 'my hon. friend suffers
from a guilty conscience' all right?

MR. CHAIRMAN: He only meant to-say
that people who protest too much suffer from
a guilty conscience.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: It is for this reason,
Sir, that one writer wrote, "The lady protests
too much."

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Then all that I
would say is that those people get money
from America. The hon. Member made a
statement that some-parties in India get their
funds from outside the country. When he is
challenged, he says, "If the cap fits hi* head,
let him have it." Is this logic?'

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is not logic.

SHRIK. S. HEGDE: It was not my desire to
create an atmosphere of heat. I wanted to
avoid it. But when a political stunt is made by
attacking, this amount, an explanation is
required to be given to the public why exactly
a particular group of individuals are objecting
to this. There must be some reasons. What are
those reasons? They must also be placed-
before this House and before the public for
examination. The legitimate complaint, as
you know, Sir, is—whether-
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it is true or not requires investigation—
that there is a party here in India
which gets outside help. There is some

circumstantial evidence to confirm it.
As you know, Sir, in this city of
Delhi........

MRr. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Hegde, you

need not go into all that.

Suri K. S. HEGDE: I am only giving .my
arguments as to why we are lor Rs. 400 and
some other Members are for Rs. 300. It is
only to justify my statement. A particular
political party has got a palatial building here
on rent. How it can manage the money we
don't know, but money flows like water. The
members are living a life *f luxury. They
have got all conveniences I have got my
profession and I do have some additions to
my income here, but I am not able to have
this kind of luxury, but the members of the
party I have mentioned have all their needs
met. They have everything provided for them
in the best manner possible. I am surprised to
esee that they are able to live this life of
luxury with the remuneration they get here.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Come and live
in our communes. You will know .how we
live.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: They have got only
one invitation to make. The invitation is,
"Come to the purgatory with us." I am not
prepared to oblige them.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Then do not
talk about it. Come and see how we are able
to live within Rs. 100.

SHrRI K. S. HEGDE: Just this morn
ing I had an occasion to draw the
attention of the House to one source of
income and in the minds of the public
there are other sources of income and

(Interruption.)

"We have no guilty conscience at all. j

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Nor have we.
You have a guilty conscience.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: I am sorry, you are
going off the track, Mr. Hegde.

SHRIK. S. HEGDE: I am not, Sir.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You are.

SHrI K. S. HEGDE: Sir, I always obey
your orders. The only question is, to my
mind it looks as if the arguments that have
been advanced here are not with a view to
convincing the other side or to accept his
amendment. Nobody will be more sorry than
Mr. Sundarayya himself if his amendment is
accepted.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Not at all. Let
him accept it. What is the use of saying
these things? (Interruption.)

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is wrong to say
these, Mr. Hegde.

SHrI K. S. HEGDE: It is a political
stunt........ (Interruption.)

MR. CHAIRMAN: May be.

Surr K. S. HEGDE: My friend was
challenging. "The country will judge
it." I have confidence in my country
as much as my friend has got and the
recent bye-elections have shown it. We

have seen. Today you stand exposed
completely.........

(Interruptions.)
Kurt P. SUNDARAYYA: The Tra\

ancore-Cochin elections have shown.

MR. CHAIRMAN: What have we to do
with elections and all the rest of it here? Let
us confine ourselves to the Bill. You are
making it a forum for propaganda.

SHrR1 K. S. HEGDE: I am sorry that
all the speeches have been made not
with a view to saying anything against
the Bill or for the Bill but with a view
to have propaganda.............

MR. CHAIRMAN: Why don't you behave
better?
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SHrl K. S. HEGDE: 1 should have
been only too glad to be in a position
where 1 need not have entered into
that controversy but some charges have
been made which, if not met, might be
taken in the minds of the public as
something established. It is for that
that........ (Interruption.)

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: That is exactly
why we are forced to deny your falsehoods.

(Interruption.)

Surt K. S. HEGDE: 1 have abso
lutely no objection to appointing a very
impartial committee to go into this
question—whether this Bill is passed
or not—but at least it should probe
into it and see whether the Members

of  Parliament are utilizing  other
sources of income. It is no good say
ing, 'l am only taking Rs. 200 from

you." Letussee.......

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: I am prepared to
take up that challenge. Let a committee be
appointed to investigate into these. I am
prepared to accept the challenge.

MR. CHAIRMAN: This is all absolutely
unnecessary. [ thought you .friends were all
more responsible this side, but you seem to
be as irresponsible as the other side.

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Irresponsibility, like
responsibility, is contagious. 1 shall not
proceed in the matter further but I shall just
ask the House not to be swayed by extraneous
considerations but to examine the matter in
the way it should be examined and if you
examine it in the way it should be done you
will see that a great trust is imposed on us by
the Constitution. You must see that
Membership of Parliament is not the
monopoly of a rich few who can live on their
own. You must provide adequately for
Members to live in a reasonable way— not in
a luxurious manner—and I don't think any
Parliament anywhere in the

[ COUNCIL ]
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world would have set a better example than
we have done. I have no doubt and I have no
hesitation in commending this Bill for the
acceptance of the-House.

Suri  S. MAHANTY (Orissa): Mr-

MR. CHAIRMAN: You are going to-set a
good example?

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Yes, Sir. T
don't believe in proletarian  million
aires or epicurean mendicants. There

fore personally I would have welcomed
a salary of Rs. 1.000 per month. Let:
it not be understood that we are the
riff-raff of society or the scum of the

earth. In any other walk of life we-
could have earned much more—as
business executive, as journalists, as

lawyers and what not. So when it is

urged that...........

AN HoN. MEMBER: Government service.

SHRI S. MAHANTY: May be Government
service also. When it is said that Members of
Parliament are voting for themselves the
enormous sum of Rs. 400 per month, I am
amazed to find into what a depravity of
valuations-we have landed ourselves. Is it
being suggested that a Member of Parlia-
ment's value is worth less than Rs. 400 a
month? I beg to differ. Sir, this morning I got
into friendship with a-taxi driver and after a
friendly exchange of cigarettes I asked him,
"How much are you earning?" He said. "Rs.
500 a month". A taxi driver in the streets of
Delhi can earn Rs. 500" a month.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Did you ask him
how much he paid for the taxi?

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Let me not be-
interrupted. If I am to be interrupted* let it be
by some intelligent interruptions.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Intelligent-
Members only can understand intelligent
interruptions.
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SHRI S. MAHANTY: I personally feel that
by increasing the salary from Rs. 300 to Rs. 400
the Government have sought to lessen the
charge on the Exchequer. Sir, I hope you will
agree, with me, that this Indian Parliament
represents a cross-section of the various
income-groups in this country. Now in the
original Bill it was stipulated that it would be
Rs. 40 as daily allowance or Rs. 300 salary plus
Rs. 20 as daily allowance. It was optional In
that case what would have happened was that
most of us would have gone j in for daily
allowance because thereby we would have got
exemption from income-tax and thereby the
Government would have lost quite a huge sum
which they could have otherwise got as income-
tax. Now Rs. 400 a month is obligatory. There
is no option. Every Member is going to accept a
salary of Rs. 400 per month and Rs. 21 as daily
allowance. This Rs. 400 will be accountable for
income-tax purposes and will be included in the
world pool of income and thereby I am sure, if
my calculation is correct, about 70 per cent, of
the Members of Parliament will be made to pay
income-tax. I know there are a good many
Members in this Parliament whose income is
above Rs. 25,000. Supposing the usual income
of a Member of Parliament is Rs. 25,000, and
this Rs. 400 per month will mean another Rs.
4,800 a year and if this is included in the world
pool of income—it will be above Rs. 25,000.
He will not only have to pay at the rate of 33
pies per rupee as income-tax but also a super-
tax. There are people whose income is Rs.
50,000 and above. They have to pay more than
50 per cent, as income-tax. Therefore I think
personally that by raising this salary to Rs. 400
and making it compulsory, the Government
have lessened the charge on the public
exchequer. Therefore it is futile to argue that
Rs. 300 would have been better. I have nothing
more to add. I personally believe that a salary of
Rs. 400 a month is inadequate and my
complaint against Government is that they have
fixed a salary which can rightly be considered
inadequate. I have nothing more to add.
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[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE) in the Chair.]

SHRIJ. P. AGRAWAL (Uttar Pradesh) :

st ®o Gt HwATS (3T wAW) ¢
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@ & fod amar §, ¥few ag amg
g f O T AW F TR e
€ | T2 UF FHAIK T FET FohY,
st v fews &Y e it | F &Y
Y T & saveT 7@} &

dorTH 7% 1 4w #1 7Er § 7
foht g 9%, woeR @ 2adi o
At € 4§, T o, Trer daEr o
ATHAFHET T, 7oA T AT TGN
TN e At § o] & Dnefie o )
qmg g, g9 & fod aeefiar A
%0 78 70 & i Qg F gawt vl
arfa® #17 § A f sadt el 0
# ag vy g o gw e ot gl
HO9 ZFHI | wRET AT @ gl o
gat AT fF qHeeE T %% i
I EFHLA AT AT ¥ O/ a1 0
7g et & 98 IR g and
&9 TIF & o, 9 e g )
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@Y, T AT G A, Y gy
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frew Ty @ 45 ag TgmT w0
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[Shri J. P, Agrawal.]

T, St W wegfaee E F 9
@ & for aga arseds &1 07 F,
T T wlEg Fr e qra & A
fatiey «dt w1 wfgq a1 =ifF 2z
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are taking any advantage of propa ganda against
the party in power. On the contrary it is
generally our endeavour to see that such
measures which relate to Parliament, to hon.
Members of Parliament, become so acceptable to
the people that we could all share a certain
amount of credit for them. In that, Sir, we have
failed and it is no use trying to hide that fact.
Why we have failed is a different matter. But the
fact is that we have failed.

oriT & for iaw F9aTT 21 @ & 4%
qErfes THE a7 97 @ E 1 I
it g & # 3asr ot @ afasy
#x qeawfas ssar § a1 waw foq
77 fee A dgaz ar fr 3 30 fam
1 A9rE  (support) FTy  anfE
HTRT 7 AT drar A q T4 GA
¥ @ ar 34 & forir 77 faer wrwdweR
wifaa a1 | @ 7% & T A O
U BAAT IS ATC FATH H AR T
gT Y ITET Hawa Wraqd o)

10 AM.

You will remember, Sir, that when the matter
was first broached, it was broached with the
object of reducing the earnings of Members of
Parliament, because it was felt that the country
was not quite agreeable to permit Members of
Parliament accepting such salaries or allowances
at that time. I remember, as a result of public
criticisms voiced in the press, the Members of
the Constituent Assembly of that time, mostly
belonging to the Congress, underwent a
voluntary cut to the extent of Rs. 5 and to that
extent they had to bow to public opinion. After
that, Sir, when the new Parliament was returned,
the question again came up before the public and
TTHHRA T AME T THHT AT Fear  the public was agitated and rightly agitated over

¢ ) this question. As has been mentioned, the Joint
g . ) Select Committee formulated certain provisions,

SHRI B.  GUPTA: Mr. Vice-Chairman, 1 certain scales of pay and allowances, whatever
would like to begin by saying that it is most they may be. Sir, in consonance with the wishes
unfortunate that the arguments advanced by of the people, in consonance with the situation in
the leader of our group, Shri Sundarayya, the country, some hon. Members sat across the
hgve not l?een met from the supporters of this (ahle and made suggestions and our party in its
Bill. Having not met any of those arguments yisdom also placed its memorandum. We did not
which the country I am sure wall consider 3y that time go out into the country and take
unassail.able, some hon. Members on the zdvantage of it. All that we wanted was to try in
other side of the House have resorted 10 the Select Committee to put forward suggestions
certain _extraneous things and tried to hprl and persuade others who would not see eye to eye
accusations against our party. I am not g0ing yith ys in this matter, and to come to a workable
into that matter, because I think the point at agreement so that we could produce something
issu§ here itself is of great public importance which would bo liked by the public, and be a
and is a matter to be discussed from the angle credit to this Parliament. With that outlook we
of public morality. Sir, it would have been a fiynctioned in that Committee and
great thing for this House if hon. Members
from both sides could combine together to
have such provisions in the Bill as would be
acceptable to the people at large. It is not at
all true to say that we
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I !
it is with that outlook that the leader of our
group has advanced his arguments.

Sir, the leader of our group did not use
intemperate language. Unfortunately, the Bill
is full of intemperance. Even so, he gave the
House figures, cited facts and worked out the
position, not merely in relation to how much
we shall gain or lose, but in relation to the
public policy and in relation to what the
people are getting outside and he showed that
it would be something exorbitant, relatively
speaking. At the same time he took pains to
explain to the House that the salaries
suggested by us, the emoluments suggested by
us would have given all the Members the
assurance *of a sum which would enable them
to function as responsible public functionaries
and discharge their duties properly. That was
the song of his argument. That was the theme
of his -whole case. Unfortunately hon. Mem-
bers got so much annoyed and also somewhat
irritated, that they missed the point and they
indulged in gibes and accusations which were
absolutely unnecessary and which only go to
show that their conscience is not clear. I am
not accusing everyone of the *Congress Party.
There are some who do net like these things. I
am not trying to fling personal aspersions on
anyone. I am only trying to explain that as a
matter of public policy, the Congress has lent
itself to a position absolutely unacceptable to
anyone who goes by good conscience, who
goes by standards of public behaviour.
(Interruptions.) I would request my hon. friend
to please hear me first. I say, that is my
contention. Now, Mr. Hegde is not here, but
he said that we were using this as a big stick.
But I ask him the question, why give us this
big stick? Take it away. If you like, accept our
amendment and thus deprive us of the big
stick. We do not want to take any political
advantage ovit of this matter. We would not do
anything of that sort.

Then why are these things being said?
I can well see the reason behind
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it—it is just to cloud the issue. If you cannot
meet an argument, sometimes it becomes the
practice of some people to drown such
arguments in pointless argumentations and in
bringing in irrelevant arguments. That is the
technique that is being used here but I think
our country is intelligent enough to see,
behind that argument, the absolute
incorrectness of the Congress case.

It has been pointed out—I would not go
into that—by our leader as to how our
proposals would have met the requirements
of the Members of Parliament, keeping in
view all the facts that need to be kept in view
in this matter. May I point out here that even
in England where the standard of living is
much higher, where the national per capita
income is -Rs. 3,000 compared to our Rs. 250
a year, the Members of Parliament get only
£1,000 a year, that is to say, Rs. 13,000. Our
standard of living is very low.

Suri B. K. MUKERJEE: May I know
about the Russian conditions? You are
talking only about the English conditions.
What about Russia?

Surl B. GUPTA: I am talking about the
country of your worship. Leave Russia alone.
Here I am talking about the temple in which
you pay homage.

Now, Sir, when I talk about it, they K«t
worried. I will not go further into it, but, as [
have said, they get £1,000 annually, that is to
say, roughly Rs. 13,000 a year. Their annual
national income is much higher as compared
to ours in India, yet we give ourselves salaries
much more than what would be justified by
the national income. This is a factor which
should be taken into account. The country
looks forward to increasing the wages of the
Government employees and the wages of the
workers in the Government concerns, people
who had been denied the barest living. That,
is what the people expect of us.
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[Shri B. Gupta.] Not having done that,
not having taken any steps to give the
people the barest living, we give unto
ourselves some salaries which are
absolutely out of proportion to the
national income.

Here again I would point out that 95 per
cent, to 96 per cent, of the people do not
enjoy this income. If you look at the
income-tax chart and the reports produced
by the Income-tax  Investigation
Commission and all that, you would find
that 95 per cent, to 93 per cent, of the
people do not come within the range of
people who pay income-tax. We are
giving, as salary much more and if we
include the allowances also, it means that
we place ourselves in that category of 4
per cent, or 5 per cent, of the people who
are enjoying things.

SHrRI D. K. MUKERIJEE: It does not
probably include the underground income
which is derived by the sale of Russian
books in this country.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): Order, order. Let him continue.

SHRI B. GUPTA: If I were to answer
this underworld argument, I will have
wasted the time of the House. So, I will
leave the underworld to them.

What I am saying is that as it is, with a
salary of Rs. 400, we are placing ourselves
within the category of the 4 per cent, or
the 5 per cent, of people who enjoy and
who are outside the category of the 95 per
cent, or 96 per cent, of the people who do
not pay any income-tax at all. Having
done that, we add the allowances and
so many other things which, taken as a
whole, make a huge sum, relatively
speaking. It may not sound very
huge in countries which are very rich but
it will certainly sound huge in the
context of  the situation of our
country. That is the point we are trying to
make out.
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SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Say, 'Physician, heal
thyself.

Suri B. GUPTA: That is the thing and it is
huge. Let there be no mistake about it.
Certainly it is not as huge as Birla's or the
Nizam's funds or that of some multi-
millionaire sitting there, but if you look at the
people and compare it with what they are
earning it would certainly seem a huge
amount. That is the point and that point has
not been answered.

Much has been said about how we live and
all that kind of thing. The hon. leader of the
group has said as to how we would spend the
money. That was beside the point, but be-
cause it had been forced upon us we had to
answer it. We consider no sacrifice to be big
enough for the cause of the people. Let there
be no mistake about it.

SHRI B. K. MUKERJEE: What about the
landed property of your' leader?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): Let him proceed.

SHRI B. GUPTA: We never brag about the
sacrifices. We have made known to the public
these facts and the people would bear it out.
We do not like bragging. All that we are-
trying to prove here is the vice of this measure
and that is the most important question for us
now.

Somebody suggested that this
amount should not be taken by us and
all that sort of thing. 1 think that
that argument is a little childish.
We shall certainly take the amount
and put it to public use................

Suri B. K. MUKERJEE: Charity begins at
home.

SHrRIB. GUPTA: ............ for the service
of the people because we do not want to save
for feeding your immoral public policy; we
want to save the money so that the people can
get the benefits of such saving. If you
do-
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not use such money for the welfare of the
people, we shall undoubtedly take matters
into our hands and see that the people are
served in whatever little way we can. That is
all. You may not like that.

In passing I should like to refer to the fact
that much was made of their patriotism. I am
not here to question that, but may I ask, how
many of the Congress members in the
Congress Parliamentary Party defaulted in
paying even the Rs. 175 that is supposed to be
collected from them annually? I would also
like to know whether it is not a fact that the
Prime Minister, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, in a
party meeting made a complaint about the fact
that a large number of Congress members had
defaulted even in paying this little sum a year.
I leave it to the Minister for Parliamentary
Affairs to tell the truth, because I know that
the Frime Minister would not have been
saying all these things if the situation had not
come to that point. That is, however, beside
the point.

Dr. R. B. GOUR (Hyderabad): But they
are nervous about it.

Surl B. GUPTA: They have said
that we get money for elections and
all that sort of thing. I do not know

how this is relevant, but they have
to find certain arguments and, there
fore, they are saying all that. In the
case of the Travancore-Cochin elec
tions they must be knowing from

where their money flowed, how it came
and from where it came. In the case
of a number of bye-elections, the Con
gress has been getting ...............

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): Let us come to the Bill. This is
beside the point.

SHRI B. GUPTA: I am just coming to tne
conclusion.

Surt K. S. HEGDE: May I interrupt?
Would the hon. Member kindly tell us as to
where the money that
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was got from the exhibition of Russian films
went?

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Certainly, I will
answer it, Sir. You can go and examine in the
office of the Board of Film Censors.

SHRI B. GUPTA: You have know-ledge,
Sir, as one of the members elevated to the
office of Vice-Chairman. You will have
noted, Sir, that we are having this argument
of the Russian films and all that sort of thing
brought in as if Russian films have got some-
thing to do with the Bill. These are all
absolutely irrelevant things. Hitler used to
say, "If you tell a lie, tell a big lie and then go
on repeating it so that some people may catch
it".

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI V. K.
DHAGE): Let us come to the Bill.

Suri B. GUPTA: I am trying to come to
the point but I am being diverted by this kind
of irresponsible snippings on the part of some
Members.

If they tell a big lie, let them do so, but the
country has called the bluff and will also call
the bluff as far as this Bill is concerned and ag
far as the arguments given here are concerned.
That is something which I want to say. We
want them to take all factors into
consideration. We are not asking them to live
as ascetics, not at all. Live as reasonable men
who are able to discharge the duties and func-
tions as responsible citizens, yet holding
certain ideals before the country and not trying
to bring a slur on Parliament that the Members
of Parliament are trying to take money with
both hands when the whole country is starving
and is denied even the minimum subsistence.
That is the' point.

I have said already that in a country like
ours, our efforts should be directed, especially
when we are in Parliament, to set certain
ideals and not to take undue advantage of the
pre-eminent position that we enjoy in this
House. That should have been,



6831 Salaries and Allowances of [ COUNCIL ] Members of Parliament

[Shri B. Gupta.] our line of approach but
nothing  of that sort has been done. I am
told that the hon. Minister for Parliamentary
Affairs—and now, of course, for
Parliamentary ~ Funds as far  asthe
other side is concerned—has told us that
the Government is neutral. Wonderful
neutrality it is! Now, Sir, I would like him to
say the same thing when it comes to the
Preventive Detention Act, when it comes to the
Press Bill, when it comes to the amendment of
the Criminal Procedure Code, and I would like
the hon. Minister getting up and saying: "We
do not give any whip to our Members, that
our Members are free to vote as they like." But
there of course there is no question of neutrality
atall. There is full scale aggression against the
people and the hon. Ministers are  in  the
vanguard of that aggression. =~ But  here of
course, when it comes to this thing, they say
they are neutral, as if they are so helpless, as if]
the Government .cannot do anything, and yet
it was necessary on the part of the Govern”
ment to persuade their Members and to bring
their influence to bear on them so that they

would agree t; a cut in their salaries and
allowances. The Government having
adopted an attitude of neutrality has

encouraged their lust for gain. I think that
does not speak well of a Government. Neu-
trality in this case is nothing but meekly
submitting to the wishes of the Congress
members, and being a party thereto. It ig no
use trying to eregale us with this sort of]
neutrality, and it is no use saying that the Gov-
ernment is neutral.

Sir, we have spoken often enough and our
viewpoints have been made known and I
wish, Sir, that even at this late stage, even
after the Lok Sabha has passed this measure in
this form, we set it right and, Sir, it would be
unbecoming of us as Members of Parliament
if we do not revert to a position which would
be acceptable to the people in the country, and
with that end in view I would impress upon
the Members of that side of the House to
accept our amendments which are very very
reasonable and
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! not cloud the matter by raising all kinds of
irrelevant issues. I think even at thig late stage
we can set right the situation. We can salvage
the public morality being surrendered in this
matter and I hope the Government side, the
so-called neutral side, would at least see that
for the sake of the people, to ensure public
interest and, if only for a change, they should
side with us in this matter. I think that, if
necessary, we can adjourn the House so that
the hon. Members' conscience can be made
clear and they can support the amendments
we have tabled.

Sir, I can tell you that this measure, if it
passes out of this House, if the Parliament
enacts this law, will be condemned on all
hands by every section of public opinion
including the Congressmen outside this
House. I am confident about it. If the hon.
Members think it will not be, 1 fling a
challenge to them, and I would invite them to
read the press, the Congress press, as to how
they react on the subject.

We never treat it as a party matter, nor do we
want to secure party advantages or make
political capital out of it. I say in the interests
of a democratic Parliament, in the interests
of the dignity of Parliament, in the interests of
the public standard of behaviour, in the
interest of code of public morality, "Let us all
even at this late stage accept the
amendments which we have proposed." Let
us see that the Bill does not passin
the form, in which it has come from the
other House. Let us bring our
constructive endeavours to bear upon it so
that, even at this late hour the amendments are
accepted, and we can pass the Bill in a form
acceptable to the people, so that we can at least
forge one bond with the people in this parti-
cular matter. This is all that I want tD say.

SHrR1 H. C. MATHUR (Rajasthan): Mr.
Vice-Chairman, I will only take two minutes.
It is really amazing that
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motives while
or against the

any one should impute
advancing arguments for
measure. As a matter of fact, Sir,
there has been very little argument
and, if I may say so, Sir, very little
which is relevant to this Bill has at all
been said. Only the first speaker, Mr.
Sundarayya, placed certain facts before
the House and he made certain compa
risons and he asked the House to draw
certain  conclusions  therefrom. But 1
submit, Sir, that I was most amazed to
find the hon. Member comparing tha
emoluments proposed for Members of
Parliament with those for the clerks or
with those of the Under Secretaries. It
would have been much better if he had
made no such comparison. It is most
disparaging that such comparisons
about Members of Parliament should
be made on any point with the mem
bers in the service of the Government.
If my hon. friend had any conception,
Sir, he would know that a Member of
Parliament takes precedence even over
a Secretary of the Central Government.
If there was any comparison which
could have been, as has been made, Sir
in fixing the salaries, well, Sir..................

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: The salary of a
Secretary is Rs. 4,000 and it comes to this that
we should get more than that.

SHRI H. C. MATHUR: I have answered that
too. Well, when the salaries of the hon.
Ministers and the salaries of the Deputy
Speaker and the salary of the other Members
and office beareirs of Parliament were fixed,
such comparisons were made. But I cannot by
any stretch of imagination consider Members
of Parliament being compared with the Under
Secretaries, that the Under Secretaries draw
Rs. 750 or a thousand rupees. I am not asking
for any amendment and I am not moving tor
raising the salary of Members of Parliament
to a thousand rupees or two thousand rupees.
There are many Members who are not here
for remuneration at all and they can say with
pardonable pride that their salaries or their
remuneration outside Parliament were much
more higher and with pardonable pride I may
mention
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that I have got offers with me which would
give me more than three times the salary that I
draw here. So it is not for the salary; it is not
for the remuneration that we are here and so it
is absolutely unfair for us to be compared with
those office-bearers in the Government. If you
say that their salaries will have to be fixed in
the context of the salaries obtaining in the
country at present, it is quite proper and I am
one with you there. If it is necessary, let us
revise the pay structure of this country. I have
on many other occasions asked for a better
uniformity. Even in the memoranda which I
have submitted—it is not here that I am
arguing simply where the Members of
Parliament are concerned—I have on more
than one occasion in the past pleaded with the
Government that if this country cannot afford
to pay any of the salaries even at present
obtaining in the country, let us have a
commission. Let the pay structure of the
country be examined. Let us scale down the
salary. That is one thing. But it is absolutely
absurd to think and to say that the salaries will
be absolutely out of context of the pay struc-
ture which is obtaining at present in the
country, and it is therefore, Sir, that I wish that,
instead of imputing motives, let us examine
facts. Let us examine how we stand in the
midst of that pay structure. I would like to
know whether there is any other country where
a Minister or Member of the Cabinet draws
three times a Member of Parliament does. If it
is necessary for us to scale down the salaries of
the Members of Parliament. I am one for it. I
do not mind if the salaries of Members are
fixed at a much lower level than my friend
here has himself agreed to. But that salary will
have to be in tha context of the structure that is
obtaining here, or the structure which we have
accepted. And to say that we are here out to
loot the Public Exchequer is absolutely wrong,
Sir, and it is absolutely creating a wrong
impression. I do not impute any motives to my
friend here. He may be obsessed
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[Shri H. C. Mathur.] with certain ideas.
That is another matter. As a matter of fact I
started by saying that it is unfair either for the
Congress Party or the Communist Party to
impute motives to each other, and particularly
where we are concerned with the salaries of
Members of Parliament we must take a very
detached view. We are not here out to take
another hundred rupees per month and to say
that we are so dishonest or that the House is
earried away by the consideration of bagging
another hundred rupees is to do the greatest
injustice to the Members of Parliament and to
the Parliament of which my hon. friends them-
selves are Members.

So I say, Sir, let us not be carried away
unnecessarily and I plead: Let us be realistic
about it and if it is necessary, we can revise
the, entire pay structure and see where we fit
in.

Thank you, Sir.

SHRI SATYANARAYAN SINHA: Having
stated the attitude of the Government at the
outset with regard to this measure, I do not
like to enter into a debate on the merits of the
Bill, but I would like to say one word with
regard to the speech made by my hon.
friend—I mean Mr. Sundarayya. I was really
shocked because he started his speech with the
word 'shameless' and ended with the word
'cheat'. I confess that our culture prevents ma
from paying him back in his own coin. I
would leave the whole thing to the judgment
of this House as to how far he was justified in
using this intemperate language particularly
when he is the leader of an important group in
this House.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Then you should
not have brought such legislation

SHRI SATYANARAYAN SINHA: The
second thing I would like to say about the
same friend is this. I have been very carefully
listening to his .speech. Over and over again
he was *emph&'izing one point and he was
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trying to make capital out of it, that the
Members under the present scheme, in
accordance with the amendments that have
been passed by the other House, will get Rs.
750 per month. I am not divulging any secret,
Sir, when I take the House into confidence,
and I think it is a matter which is known to
everybody that even if you calculate at this
rate of Rs. 300 per month and Rs. 20 daily
allowance for the days a Member attends the
sessions, it will come to Rs. 750 per month at
least for the six or seven months when the
House will be in session.

SHRI B. GUPTA: Very good arithmetic !

SHRI SATYANARAYAN SINHA: This
proposal came absolutely from my friend Mr.
Sundarayya himself and in the Committee we
accepted it and I may tell him and his other
friends also that when we accepted his
proposal and when I took this decision of the
Committee to the Govtrnment, the Govern-
ment really stood by it and therefore this Bill
has been brought forward. I was really
surprised to hear his colleague sitting by his
side because I know he is an intelligent man
and I could not believe how it could come
from him when he said that he could make no
distinction between this Bill and the Press Bill
and other things and he asked how the
Government could remain neutral on this
point. I placed before this House and the other
House why the Government remained neutral
and made it perfectly clear that because this
relates to the Members of both the Houses, the
public is not at all concerned with it.
Therefore, the Government decided that way
and said, "Here is the Majority report of the
Committee. Why not stand by it?" But in spite
of my friend and ourselves the House decided
otherwise. What can we do? This is the rule of
the majority. That is democracy. Perhaps my
friends may not believe in it, but we do
believe in it. Because it concerns the Members
alone, we have left it to the Members to
decide.
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SHRIB. GUPTA: That is not true.
It concerns the public exchequer and . as such
the public are concerned.

SHRI SATYANARAYAN SINHA: 'That is
a far-fetched interpretation. It is concerned
with the Members directly. In the Committee
all the groups of both the Houses were
represented and they reached a decision. The
Government said, "Here is the Bill; we have
incorporated that decision", and this is the
Bill. In spite of it if you do not accept our
bona fides, we cannot help it. There are some
people with whom we cannot carry
conviction. They go on deliberately making
some charge or other. I cannot help it. I wish
you the joy of'it.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
DHAGE): The question is:

(SHr1 V. K.

"That the Bill to provide for the salaries
and allowances of Members of Parliament,
as passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken into
consideration."

The motion was adopted.

THE
DHAGE) :
clause consideration of the

VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
Now, let us take up clause "by
Bill. Clause 2.

PanpDiT S. S. N. TANKHA (Uttar
Pradesh): Sir, I do not want to move
< my amendments.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
DHAGE) : The question is:

(SHRI V. K.

"That clause 2 stand part of the Bill."
The motion was adopted.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI V. K.
DHAGE) : Clause 3. There are amendments.

PANDIT S. S. N. TANKHA: Sir, I do m not
move my amendment.
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SHri P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir,  move.

"That at page 2,—

(1) in line 28, for the words 'four
hundred rupees' the words 'three hundred
rupees' be substituted; and

(ii) in line 30, for the words 'twenty-one
rupees' the words 'twenty-one rupees' be
substituted,".

"That at page 2, after line 31, the
following proviso be added, namely:--

'Provided that notwithstanding
anything contained in any other Act for
the time being in force, all allowances
so received shall be subject to income-
tax.""

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI V. K.
DHAGE): The clause and the amendments are
open for discussion.

SHrl  P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, my
amendment to clause 3 seeks to amend that
clause, to say that a Member shall be entitled
to receive a salary at the rate of three hundred
rupees, instead of as it is there, four hundred
rupees. It should be Rs. 300 per mensem dur-
ing the whole of his term of office plus an
allowance at the rate of Rs. 20 per day instead
of the present figure of Ks. 21. In the general
speech 1 have explained why this amendment
should be there. Now, the hon. Minister pilot-
ing this Bill—the Minister for Parliamentary
Affairs—has said that in the Joint Committee
which went into this matter we had accepted
Rs. 300 and Rs. 20. Nor would I be giving out
a secret if [ say that we agreed to Rs. 300 and
Rs. 20 with a view to taking away this matter
from the controversial plane and making it an
agreed proposition. Otherwise we have earlier
in the Select Committee stood for Rs. 300 and
Rs. 10 as daily allowance. Since we did not
want to make it a party matter, as a compro-
mise, discussions were held in the Joint
Committee and it was only in order to make it
a unanimous recommendation that we
accepted Rs. 300 and Rs. 20. We did not want
to make this question of salaries a party matter
and so we
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[Shri P. Sundarayya.] went to the farthest
limits to accommodate the Congress
Members and other groups also so that there
could be a unanimous report  of the Com-
mittee. The only objection taken was to the
question of income-tax, whether the allowance
of Members should be subject to income-
tax. That was the only thing with ~ which
we differed; but of course it is a material
difference. As I said we went to the
farthest limits to accommodate all of them
so that a unanimous decision could be

taken. Of course there was a heated
discussion; the representatives of  the
Congress Party were there,
representatives of other parties were
also  there, but in the end everybody

accepted that. Now, why is it that the
Congress has gone back and tried to increase
the salary from Rs. 300 to 400 and the daily al-
lowance from Rs. 20 to 21? That is exactly
why it has become a controversial matter. We
cannot go to the people and give them an
answer as to why we have increased our own
salaries and allowances. If the Congress
Members think that they can go and face the
people, let them do so, but it is our bounden
duty to move this amendment and make our
position absolutely clear. Sir, but for the
unnecessary interruptions and insinuations

which some of the Members indulged in,
we can have  argued out our case.
When [ compared the emoluments that we

are drawing with the emoluments which an
attendant in Parliament or a Class IV employee
gets, or when I compared them with the
emoluments of the clerical staff belonging to
Class III or of professors and teachers or even
of Under Secretaries. I only compared
them to show their relation to the pay
structure that exists in  the country. I know
that Members of Parliament as representatives
of the people have got higher priority in the
Order of Precedence and  they rank
above Secretaries. If that is the argument that

we, as representatives  of the people,
come after the Ministers even before
the Secretaries of the Government of

India in
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the Order of Precedence, is that an argument to
say that we should not take salary and
allowances which will be considered by our
people who have sent us here as reasonable, as
well within the means of" the country and
which people will not consider as fantastic?
People do consider the salaries of Secretariat
staff. Secretaries and the Ministers and others,
too high. There have been consistent demands
to reduce it, but when we make this suggestion
here, why should there be such-objections?

If we have to follow the hon. Member's
argument, then, we should not be satisfied
with Rs. 400 and Rs. 20 daily allowance, but
we have to take a salary of Rs. 3 to 4
thousands and then only we can keep our
precedence: over the Secretaries.

Then, I would like to remove one-
misconception which the hon. Minister for
Parliamentary Affairs stated that if we
accepted this Rs. 300 a month and a daily
allowance of Rs. 20 as a compromise, it works
out to Rs. 750 a' month. I don't imagine the
way he worked this out, and his arithmetic.
Perhaps he has not been assisted by his
Secretary in this. Sir, Rs. 300 a month comes
to Rs. 3,600 a year, and Rs. 20 a day, assuming
that I he House—I mean this House—sits for
about 150 days in a year, it works out to Rs.
3,000 a year. Then, the total emolument will
come to Rs. 6,600. I don't understand how this
could work out to Rs. 750 a month. It works
out. to Rs. 550 per month.

S«RT SATYANARAYAN SINHA: I said it
worked out to this figure only for about six or
seven months in the year.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, what kind of
arithmetic is it? In that case,, it is not even six
montbhs, it is only three months or at the
most Ave » months, that we sit.  You cannot
calculate things this way and tell us that. we are
agreed to getting a salary of a . very large
amount.  This kind nt quibbling with
arithmetic does not heltf" anyone.
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Sir, my next amendment also is there. It
reads:

"That at page 2, after line 31, the
following proviso be added, namely: —

'Provided  that notwithstanding
anything contained in any other Act for
the time being in force, all allowances so
received shall be subject to income-tax.'

Here, the income from this goes partly to
income-tax. Sir, we do not want this
pernicious principle that allowances shall be
exempted from income-tax. It is another way
of cheating the Public Exchequer. If the
income-tax is there for any income received, it
must operate for any income above a
particular level. Then, why should you try to
escape the income-tax? The more honest
course would be to fix a higher salary. So we
want that "notwithstanding anything contained
in any other Act for the time being in force, all
allowances so received shall be subject to
income-tax". Sir, these are the things that I
wanted to place before you just now.

SHRIPRASADARAO: Sir...............

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI V. K.
DHAGE): I hope you will not take a very long
time.

SHri  PRASADARAO: Mr.  Vice-
Chairman, I am amazed to hear the
arguments from hon. Members of the
other side with regard to the provi
sions contained in this measure. They
spoke of so many things, ‘'bhoo
dan', 'shram dan', 'sampat

dan' and so many 'dans'. Perhaps this is the
kind of 'sampat dan' they are going to make.
They are going to make this dan of public
money to themselves. This is their practice.
Similarly, they are speaking of implementing
the Five Year Plan and pooling all the
resources of the country. When they go to the
people, they want loans, public loans. For that
they want people to tighten their belts in
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order to implement the Five Year Plan and
make it a success. But what is this tightening
of the belt for? It is for increasing their
salaries. On the one hand, they are increasing
their salaries and on the other they are asking
the people to tighten their belts. Perhaps this
is their practice.

Similarly, Sir, whenever
persons, who are paid
want that their salaries should be
increased, whenever they agitated for
a little enhancement of their salaries,
they are not giving them. Recently,
we have seen in Calcutta what they
have  done. = The  primary  school
teachers there...............

any salaried
low salaries

SHRI GOVINDA REDDY: Their salaries
are enhanced there.

SHRI PRASADARAO: Once again, it has to
be repeated that this is the reward that they
are giving to low-paid people who want an
increase of a small amount in their salaries.
Now. we are increasing our salaries by hun-
dreds and hundreds of rupees per month.
Those people were given bullets and not
rupees. Perhaps that is their practice.

Sir.  hon.  Members are saying that
Parliamentary Members are very responsible
Members. All thatis very true.  But what
does it mean? It means that we are
responsible to the people; we are responsible to
the country and we do not want any special
privileges which our common people, who
have sentus here, who have elected us,
do not have. They have sent us here in order

to serve them. But what are we doing? In the
name of V.I.P.s we are voting for ourselves
more salaries. 1 am most amazed  at the
arguments made by the hon. Minister. How

are you getting the money for increasing your
salaries if not by appropriating the
public money. Therefore. I warn that  the
tragedy that the V.I.P.s brought at Allahabad,
at Prayag at the Kumbh Mela, will be repeated
if we accept this thing. I hope that the
amendment which has been moved by my
hon. friend may be accepted.
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SHRI SATYANARAIN SINHA: Sir, I have
nothing to say on this amendment. I am
neither opposing it nor supporting it; I shall
leave it to the House to decide.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE) : The question is:

"That at page 2, in line 28, for the words
'four hundred rupees', the word/4 'three
hundred rupees' be substituted."

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, you may put
the other amendment with regard to
allowance also.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrr V. K.
DHAGE) : The salaries are one part and the
allowances are another.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir, this is an
important issue and the names must be

recorded after a division. And the
Government is neutral.
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrr V.K.

DHAGE): All right, we will have a division.

The House divided:

Ayes—15;
Noes—84.
AYES
Abdul Razak, Shri (Travancore-

Cochin).

Abdur Razzak, Khan (West Bengal).
Banerjee, Shri S. (West Bengal).
Dwivedy, Shri S. N. (Orissa).
Gour, Dr. R. B. (Hyderabad).
Gupta, Shri B. (West Bengal).
Mazumdar, Shri S.N. (WestBengal).
Parvathi Krishnan,

(Madras).

Prasadarao, Shri (Andhra). Rao, Shri V. P.
(Hyderabad). Sinha,  Shri  Rajendra
Pratap (Bihar). Sundarayya, Shri P. (Andhra).
Suryanarayana, Shri K. (Andhra).

Shrimati
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Vallabharao, Shri J. V.K. (Andhra).

Venkata Narayana, Shri Pydah
(Andhra).

NOES

Adityendra, Shri (Rajasthan).

Agnibhoj, Shri R. U. (Madhya
Pradesh).

Agrawal, Shri A. N. (Uttar Pradesh).

Agrawal. Shri  J. P. (Uttar Pradesh).

Ahmed Hussain, Kazi (Bihar).

Ahmed. Shri Gulsher  (Vindhya
Pradesh).

Aizaz Rasul, Begum (Uttar Pradesh).

Anup Singh, Dr. (Punjab). Bharathi. Shrimati
K. (Travancore-Cochin). Bisht, ShriJ. S.
(Uttar Pradesh). Bodra, Shri T. (Bihar).
Chaman Lall, Diwan (Punjab).

Chandravati Lakhanpal, Shrimati (Uttar
Pradesh).

Chaturvedi. Shri B.D. (Vindhya
Pradesh).

Chauhan. Shri N. S.  (Uttar Pradesh) .

Daga, Shri Narayandas (Hyderabad).

Dasappa, Shri H. C. (Mysore).
Das, Shri Jagannath (Orissa).
Dharam Das, Shri A. (Uttar Pradesh) .
Doogar, Shri R. S. (West Bengal).
(Uttar Pradesh) .
Gupte, Shri B. M. (Bombay). Gurumurthy,
Shri B.V. (Hyderabad).

Hegde, Shri K. S. (Madras).

Hemrom, Shri S. M. (Orissa).
Shrimati Mona (Madras).

Indra Vidyavachaspati, Shri (Uttar
Pradesh).

Italia, Shri D. D. (Hyderabad).

Faruqi, Moulana M.

Hensman,
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Jafar Imam, Shri (Bihar).

Jalali, AgaS.M. (Jammu and

Kashmir).
Kamalaswamy, Shri T. V. (Madias).
Kapoor, Shri J. R. (Uttar Pradesh).

Karimuddin, Kazi (Madhya Pradesh).

Karumbaya, Shri K. C. (Ajmer and
Coorg).

Kishori Ram, Shri (Bihar).

Krishna Kumari, Shrimati (Vin-<dhya

Pradesh).

Lall, Shri K. B. (Bihar).

Leuva, Shri P. T. (Bombay).

Madhavan Nair, Shri K. P.
Cochin).

Mabhanty, ShriS. (Orissa).

Mahesh Saran, Shri (Bihar).

Mazumder. Shri S. C. (West Bengal).

Malviya, Shri Ratanlal Kishorilal
(Madhya Pradesh).

Maya Devi Chettry, Shrimati (West
Bengal).

(Tra-vancore-

Mazhar Imam, Syed (Bihar).

Misra, Shri S. D. (Uttar Pradesh).

Mitra, Dr. P. C. (Bihar).

Mookerji, Dr. Radha Kumud (No-
minated) .

Mukerjee, Shri B. K. (Uttar Pradesh).

Nagoke, Jathedar U. S.  (Punjab). Naidu,
Shri Rajagopal (Madras). Nihal Singh,
Shri (Punjab). Obaidullah, Shri (Madras).
Pande, Shri T. (Uttar Pradesh). Panigrahi,
Shri S. (Orissa).

Parmanand, Dr.
(Madhya Pradesh).

Pawar, Shri D. Y. (Bombay).
Pheruman, Sandar D. S. (Punjab).

Pillai. Shri C. N.
Cochin).

Shrimati  Seeta

(Travancore-

Bill. 1954
Prasad, Shri Bheron (Bhopal).
Pustake, Shri T. D. (Madhya Bha-rat).

Raghubir Sinh, Dr. (Madhya Bha-rat).

Rao, Shri Bhaskara (Madras).
Rao, Shri Raghavendra (Hyderabad).

Reddy, Shri A. B. (Andhra).

Reddy, Shri Channa (Hyderabad).
Reddy, Shri Govinda (Mysore).
Sarwate, Shri V. S. (Madhya Bha-rat).

Shaik Galib (Andhra).
Sharda Bhargava, Shrimati (Rajasthan) .
Sharma, Shri B. B. (Uttar Pradesh) .

Shetty, Shri Basappa (Mysore).

Singh, Babu Gopinath (Uttar Pradesh) .

Singh, Shri Ngangom Tompok (Manipur
and Tripura).

Singh, Shri R. K. (Uttar Pradesh).

Singh, Shri Vijay (Rajasthan).

Sinha, ShriR.B. (Bihar).

Surendra Ram, Shri V. M. (Madras).

Tamta. Shri R. P. (Uttar Pradesh).
Tankha, Pandit S. S. N. (Uttar Pradesh) .

Vaidya, Shri Kanhaiyalal D. (Madhya

Bharat).

Varma, Shri C. L. (Bilaspur and Himachal
Pradesh).

Vijaivargiya, Shri Gopikrishna (Madhya
Bharat).

Vyas, Shri Krishnakant (Madhya Bharat).

The motion was negatived.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI V. K.
DHAGE): Now we take up the second part of
the amendment,
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The question is:

"That at page 2, in line 30, for the words
'twenty-one rupees' the words ‘twenty
rupees' be substituted."

The motion was negatived.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIV. K.
DHAGE): The question is:

"That at page 2, after line 31, the
following proviso be added, namely:—

'Provided that notwithstanding
anything contained in any other Act for
the time being in force, all allowances so
received shall be subject to income-tax.'

"

The motion was negatived.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE) : The question is:

"That clause 3 stand part ol the Bill."

The motion was adopted.
Clause 3 was added to the Bill.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR1 V. K.
DHAGE): The motion is:

"That clause 4 stand part of the Bill."

There are three amendments.

PANDIT S. S. N. TANKHA: I am not
moving my amendment.

SHRIP. SUNDARAYYA: Sir. 1
move:

"That at page 2 —

(i) in lines 34 to 36, the words 'or a
meeting of a Committee or for the
purpose of attending to any other
business connected with his duties as a
member' be deleted.
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(i) in line 37, the words 'or the
meeting' be deleted; and,

(iii) in line 38, the words 'or the
other business is to be transacted' be
deleted."

"That at page 2, after line 45, the
following be added, namely: —

'Provided that where the journey
can be performed by rail, a sum equal
to one single second class fare rail is
deducted from this amount."

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): The clause and the amendments are
now open for discussion. May I just say that
the time for this Bill is up to 11.30 A.M. only?
I would request hon. Members to be as brief
in their speeches as possible.

SHrl P. SUNDARAYYA: In clause 4, my
amendments are firstly for the deletion of the
words "or a meeting of a Committee or for the
purpose of attending to any other business
connected with his duties as a member after
the words "a session of a House of Par-
liament". I also want the deletion of the words
"or the meeting" in line 37 and "or the oth«r
business is to be transacted" in line 38. My
purpose is very clear. This clause 4 speaks of
travelling allowances. It says that, when a
Member attends a session of Parliament or any
Committee thereof or any other business
connected with his duties as a Member, he
must be paid a second class fare plus a third
class fare. Under clause 6 we have provided
for a second class pass on an all-India basis.
When Parliament is in session, hon. Members
may like to bring their families. In that
connection they may have to incur additional
expense. It may be reasonable or necessary to
provide for this purpose another second class
fare plus a third, class fare, but when it is a
question of
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attending Committee meetings in pursuance of
a Member's parliamentary duties or some
other duties, we do not expect Parliament
Members to take their families along with
them. -As such, there is no reason whatsoever
to provide an additional second eclass fare and
an additional third class .fare. As such, my
amendment is for the deletion of this
provision. This is only giving extra
remuneration though mit is called travelling
allowance. Under sub-clause (b) also there is
another snag. If the journey is performed by
air, the Member will be paid an amount equal
to one and one-fourth of the air fare for each
such journey. We have an all-India pass with
which ~we can travel throughout the whole
country, but still we are given this benefit.
Suppose I come from
11 AM

Hyderabad or from Bombay «r
from Madras or Trivandrum. Though I can
travel comfortably in the train by second class,
still if I choose to travel by air, apart from my
second class pass, Government is prepared to
pay the air fare plus, one-fourth of the air fare.
Then why is the second class pass given at all?
Is it given only when Parliament is not in
session so that it may be used for just having
pleasure trips throughout the whole country?
Otherwise I can-Tiot understand this provision
at all. If the pass is to enable us to carry out
sour responsibilities, our task as Mem-'bers of
Parliament, why is there another provision that
in addition to this you will get an additional
second class fare and an additional third class
fare whenever you come to Parliament, or
attend any Committee meetings or whenever
you go out on other parliamentary business?
So my amendment is "Where the journey can
be performed by rail, a sum equal to one
single second class fare by rail is deducted
from this amount." Since you have got a
second class fare, if you want to travel by air,
you must pay for it. This is all that my amend-
ments seek to do.

AN HoN. MEMBER: If they are interim
journeys.
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SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: If they are
interim journeys, there is the other saving
clause. We have not moved any amendment to
it, because it will amount to less than the daily
allowance, because the daily allowance
question is there, because the minimum is
fixed. To pay an additional second class fare
for attending Committee meetings or other
parliamentary duties is completely unjustified,
when you pay us a salary plus Rs. 21 as daily
allowance. From Tri-vandrum to Pathankot it
would not take more than three days by rail.
Even if it takes three days, when the salary
and the daily allowance, which will be paid
immediately you arrive in Delhi, are there, to
pay another second class fare would be
unjustified. Let us not vote ourselves more
and more money from the Public Exchequer.
We have already voted ourselves a good
amount under clause 3. Let us be reasonable
and not goon voting ourselves more and more
in the name of travelling allowances. This is
the reason why I want that my amendment
should be accepted. Apart from this, I would
also like to mention that under clause 8 "a
Member shall be entitled to such medical,
housing, telephone and postal facilities as may
be prescribed by rules under Section 9." A
joint Committee of both the Houses will
decide what facilities a Member will be
entitled to. We can reasonably expect from the
composition of this Committee that some
more facilities will be given. As such, I would
like the House to accept my amendment.

SHRI RAJAGOPAL NAIDU (Madras): I
rise to oppose the amendment of I Mr.
Sundarayya, for if this amendment is
accepted, it will virtually mean that one will
be debarred from travelling by air. Sir. our
country is a country of distances. There are
several people here who are very busy in their
professions and other things and who cannot
afford to waste their time by travelling by
train. Many of the Members coming from the
South prefer to
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[Shri Rajagopal Naidu.] travel by air. I for
one in all my parliamentary career in the last
two years have travelled by rail only once or
twice. I have made it a rule to travel by air.
Sir, what does it matter if 1J air fair is paid?
What is gain to the Government in the
Communication Department may be a loss no
doubt to the Transport Department. My friend
probably is under the impression that if a free
railway pass is given, that means we are not
paying any amount. It may be that the
Member of Parliament will not pay anything
for the train journey but there is some other
department which will certainly pay for the
Member of Parliament for that. For instance,
supposing | travel from Madras to Delhi by
train utilizing the second-class pass, it may be
that so far as I am concerned, I don't pay any-
thing but there will be some other agency who
will be paying for the train journey that I had
performed from Madras to Delhi. It may be
that the Parliament Secretariat will pay for the
journey from Madras to Delhi. So Mr.
Sundarayya was under a wrong impression
when he moved his amendment, I don't know
whether I have made myself clear. We are
given a free railway pass. So far as we are
concerned, we don't pay anything but there
will be some other department—probably the
Parliament Secretariat or some other agency
who will be paying the Railway Department
for the journey that a Parliament Member has
performed.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
DHAGE): It is a mere

(SHrI V. K.
adjustment.

SHRI RAJAGOPAL NAIDU: So far as this
is concerned, I dare say that in the case of
such of those who travel by train, it will be a
loss to the Government and in the case of such
of those who travel by air, it will be a profit to
the Government. I can give one example. The
second class fare from Madras to Delhi is Rs.
114, third class is Rs. 45. If a Member travels
by train from Madras to Delhi, he *will get Rs.
2t0O or Rs. 250 if it is in
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the second class and one-third, and it he
travels by air, he will get only Rs. 200. or
about Rs. 230.

SHRIP. SUNDARAYYA: It is the same.

SHRI  RAJAGOPAL  NAIDU: The
difference is about Rs. 40. This ljth is really a
gain to Parliament and certainly not a loss to
Parliament. It is for this that I oppose the
amendment of Mr. Sundarayya.

SHrI B. GUPTA: Sir, 1 support this
amendment. [ think the previous hon. Member
has misconstrued the point behind this
amendment. The point is, it is expected that
the pass would not be used by the hon.
Members who are travelling by air. A
Member comes by air, maybe he has some
urgent business but when he comes by air, the
pass to that extent would be wasted. If he does
so, he should do it at his own cost. That is to
say, he will get the difference as pointed out
by Mr. Sundarayya.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI V. K.
DHAGE): What Mr. Naidu said was that the
saving to the individual will be less in the case
of travel by air than in the case of travel by
train.

SHRI B. GUPTA: We don't know,, we have
to make all these calculations here, how you
are travelling, what is the road mileage, etc.
We are concerned here with the approach and
certain basic stand should be taken. You give
a Member an all-India pass. He can come
within three days from any part of India.
Naturally a Member, when he comes to
Parliament, can adjust his time. If he does not
come, then this pass is not utilized and I don't
know how adjustments will be made by the
Government between the departments—it is
not explained here. I can only see that it will
be given, in addition to the pass which he
might have used, an additional sum on
account of journey by air. That is the point.
As such cases would not
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be too frequent, in such cases the hon.
Member should agree to this question of
deduction being made from the air fare. The
whole thing should be taken in the context of
the other proposal. The hon. Members divided
and they got Rs. 400. After having got it and
also Rs. 21 daily allowance, I think they can
at least agree to this. The deduction will not
be of such an order that it would make it
impossible for hon. Members to travel by air,
if it becomes very urgent to do so. It will not
be a case like that. Therefore I say that this
amendment should be accepted. I have
noticed how readily they stand up. So I don't
see much chance of its being accepted. After
all reason is reason and it has to be re-asserted
even if the hon. Members on that side of the
House in a phalanx stand up against this.

SHRI SATYANARAYAN SINHA: I have
nothing to say this way or that.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.

DHAGE) : The question is:
"That at page 2,—
<i) in lines 34 to 36. the words
'or a meeting of a Committee or
for the purpose of attending to any
other business connecter! with Ws

duties as a member' be deleted:

(i) in line 37. the words 'or the
meeting' be deleted; and

(iii) in line 38 the words 'or the other
business is to be transacted' be deleted."

The motion was negatived.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): The question is:

"That at page 2, after line 45. the
following be added, namely: —

'Provided that where the journey can
be performed by rail, a sum

Bill, 1954

equal to one single second ciass fare
by rail is deducted from this amount."

The motion was negatived.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE) : The question is:

"That clause 4 stand part of the Bill."
The motion was adopted.
Clause 4 was added to the Bill.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): Clause 5.

PANDIT S. S. N. TANKHA: Sir. I don't
move my amendment.

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: Sir I move:

"That at page 3, line 26. the words 'or a
sitting of a Committee' be deleted."

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): The clause and the amendment are
open for discussion

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA: My amendment
to clause 5 is a very simple one. I ask for the
deletion of the words 'or a sitting of a
Committee'. Sir, this is a question of
intermediate journey. I can understand when a
Parliament session is on which normally
meet'? once for 100 days and at another time
for 50 days that Members have to go to their
constituencies and perform their duties but I
cannot understand when a Member comes to
attend a Committee meeting or a Joint Select
Committee meeting or a PA.C. meeting or
Estimates Committee meeting which don't take
more than a week at all or a fortnight at the
maximum, and in between the sessions when
such meetings are called for a week or at the
most for a fortnight and when Members come
from long distances. If they immediately come
and say: "We have got some other work, so let
us I go and come back", if they do it, then !
also they are given T.A. etc. Is it
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[Shri P. Sundarayya.] the means to
encourage economy. Is it the way that the
hon. Members of Parliament are going to
take their responsibilities and attend to
Committee  meetings  seriously.  After
knowing fully well that a Committee
meeting was going to last for 10 or 15 days,
if they cannot adjust their public pro-
grammes in such a way that they can at
least, without going back, attend the
Committee meetings and stick to it, it is very
bad. Why is it that even then a provision is
made that additional T.A. is to be given?
This kind of thing does not look nice. You
cannot justify all these things to the people,
unless you consider them as foolish or such
as cannot see what you are doing. Those
days have gone when people could toe
deceived for ever. My amendment is a very
simple one that for Committee meetings this
provision of intermediate journey need not
be there. The Minister is completely neutral
in this matter. He does not know what is
happening and he leaves everything to God,
and to this House to do anything. I wish they
are neutral always, and they will learn some
good lessons. As such I would certainly urge
that this amendment should be accepted.

SHRISATYANARAYAN SINHA: 1
have nothing to say.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): The question is:

"That si n.iT 5 line i>H, thei words 'or

a sitting of a Committee' be deleted."

The motion was negatived.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRrI V. K.
DHAGE): The question is:

"That clause 5 stand part of the Bill."
The motion was adopted.

Clause 5 was added to the Bill.

Bill, 1954
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): Clause 6.

PANDIT S. S. N. TANKHA: Sir. I don't
move my amendments.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): The question is:

"That clause 6 stand part of the Bill." The
motion was adopted.

Clause 6 was added to the Bill.
Clause 7 was added to the Bill.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K.
DHAGE): There is one amendment given
notice of to clause 8, by Shri Prasadarao. but
it is a negative on« and so out of ..order.

The question is:
"That clause 8 stand part of the Bill."
The motion was adopted.
Clause 8 was added to the Bill.

Clauses 9 and 10 were added to the Bill.

Clause 1. the Title and the Enacting
Formula were added to the Bill.

SHrRl SATYANARAYAN SINHA: Sir, I
move:

"That the Bill be passed."

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. K
DHAGE): Motion moved.

"That the Bill be passed."

Any hon. Member desiring to speak on
this motion may do so.

AN HoN. MEMBER: No speeches. Sir.

Dr. R. B. GOUR (Hyderabad):
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[For English translation, see Ap~
pendix VII, Annexure No. 325.]

ShRt K. B. LALL: . ... T
st Fo fro 1% ¢ AT FWWS
Wo.o.t. ° : o

THe VICE-CHAIRMAN (Sur1 V., K.
Drace): There is no time.

SHr1 K. B. LALL:
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Rehabilitation) Bill, 1954
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[For English translation, see Ap-
pendix VII, Annexure No. 326.]

Surr SATYANARAYAN SINHA-

ot wqaw fag 0 IR
oA, ¥ 4E qawar a1 fr o fam &
¥ {fewr (third reading)
grit, 3fer g€ 1 7 o et 71X
@ 79 (House) # 3k 3w
ZrIa ¥ A7 4 Ja w1 Fferer 17 fw
frar 3g@ 9T a9z & ag ax frar
g frag oo e & vy & faea
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TF WIRINIZFTRE | T
74f auma g at S i s § o
FEAT &, IAET III | AR AT
@ FaT § A ®O T FT qwar
wmMRE :

"I can give reasoning
but not understanding".

[For English translation, see Appendix VII,
Annexure No. 327.]

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI V. K.
DHAGE): The question is:

"That the Bill be passed."
The motion was adopted.
THE DISPLACED PERSONS  (COM-
PENSATION AND REHABILITA-
TION) BILL, 1954

THE MINISTER ForR REHABILITATION
(SHRT A. P. JAIN): Sir, I beg-to move:

"That this Council concurs in the
recommendation of the Lok Sabha



