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COUNCIL OF STATES 

Wednesday, *>th August 1952 

The Council met at a quarter past eight of 
the clock, MR. CHAIRMAN in the Chair. 

PAPER   LAID   ON   THE   TABLE 

REPORT OF THE INDIAN  DELEGATION TO THE 
FIFTH WORLD   HEALTH ASSEMBLY 

THE MINISTER FOR DEFENCE (SHRI N. 
GOPALASWAMI) : Sir, on behalf of my hon. 
colleague the Health Minister, I lay on the 
Table a copy of the Report of the Indian 
Delegation to the Fifth World Health 
Assembly held in Geneva in May 1952. 
[Placed in Library, see No. IV E. O. (275/52.] 

SALARIES   AND   ALLOWANCES OF 
MINISTERS    BILL, 1952— concluded. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Further discussion on 
the motion moved by the hon. Leader of the 
Council on the 4th August   1952 : 

That the Bill to provide for the salaries and 
allowances of Ministers, as passed by the 
House of the People, be taken into considera-
tion. 

SHRI D. D. ITALIA (Hyderabad) : Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to support this Bill.    Let me 
inform the House that to my mind the salaries   
fixed   for the Ministers    and     Deputy     
Ministers are very inadequate.    After all, what 
will the Ministers and Deputy Ministers get 
after income-tax has been deducted ?    I think 
they will get  Rs. 1,800 and Rs. 1,400 
respectively.  Does anyone think that it is a 
high and huge salary ?   I say, not at all.   The 
Ministers have  to   maintain   two  houses— 
one at Delhi and   one    at their own place. 
Some hon. Members referred to Mahatmaji's 
suggestion at the Congress Aession at Karachi 
in 1931 that Ministers must not get more than  
Rs.    500 a month.    If you consider the value 
of the rupee which prevailed in 1931 and 
which prevails today, you will agree that today 
the rupee is worth only four 

oi     nan 

annas compared to 1931. So, the Ministers will 
get only Rs. 450 and Rs. 350 on that basis, which 
is even less than what was suggested by 
Mahatma) i in 1931. If Mahatmaji were alive to-
day, he would have suggested even a higher 
salary than what is proposed to be fixed today. 
After all, the Ministers have to maintain their 
dignity, . prestige, their honour and live a com-
fortable life. . Many of the hon. Members know 
that some of the managing agents and managing 
directors of companies get more remuneration 
than the Ministers get. Some of them get Rs. 
5,000 and even Rs. 6,000 a month. It was very 
good of the Ministers to have voluntarily come 
forward to forego 25 per cent, of their salaries. 
We are grateful to them. If they had not done that 
I would have suggested that they must get at least 
half of the salaries which the Councillors used to 
get in the British regime, that is, Rs. 40,000a year 
or Rs. 3,333-5-4 per month, a free furnished 
house and also a free motor car or at least a motor 
car allowance. 

Some hon. Members complained about the 
inadequate salaries which police constables 
and third-grade clerks are getting. According 
to my calculation, they are getting four times 
what they were getting 20 years ago. I do not 
mind if the salaries of constables and third-
grade clerks are increased. Lastly we must not 
degrade our Ministers in the eyes of people 
outside India. 

With these words, I support this Bill 
wholeheartedly. 

SHRI RAJAGOPAL NAIDU (Madras) : Mr. 
Chairman, I also rise to support this Bill. I am 
of opinion that the Ministers when they draw 
their salary should feel that they are above 
want, that their daily needs are met adequately. 
As the previous speaker has said, they have to 
maintain two establishments—one in their own 
place and one in the city of Delhi. And we 
know what the cost of living is nowadays. 
Most of us know how much it costs for a 
person to live in Delhi. I feel sure that this Rs. 
2,250 without 
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[Shri Rajagopal Naidu.] exemption from 
income-tax is not at all adequate for any 
Minister in these days. There are some 
Ministers who, I know for certain, are here at 
very great sacrifice. I may quote one or two 
instances. For instance, Dr. Katju, if only he 
had continued as an Advocate of the High 
Court, would be getting Rs. 15,000 or Rs. 
20,000 a month ; and his coming here as a 
Minister on Rs. 2,250 a month is a very great 
sacrifice indeed. From the point of view of 
age also, we find there are certain Ministers 
who are here at very great sacrifice so far as 
their health is concerned. They are here not 
because they are getting Rs. 2,250 per month, 
but out of love for their country. I do not want 
to mention any further names, but almost all 
the Ministers are here at a very great sacrifice. 

Sir, the Ministers have their own 
responsibilities, and they have their own 
expenses to meet. They have to maintain the 
dignity of their office. I know that if one 
happens to be a Minister many persons come 
to him for charity and all that. Apart from 
that, they have to entertain guests and re-
latives who come all the way from their place. 
They have got to pay something to party 
funds. I have got very good experience of 
that. One of the members of my family was 
Chief Minister of Madras, and though he was 
drawing about Rs. 5,500 a month, yet by the 
end of the month nothing was left with him. 
And when he relinquished his office, he had 
nothing with him. I know that however much 
a Minister may get,, towards the end of the 
month nothing will be left with him. 

I have to point out one serious matter in this 
Bill. I find that by issuing executive 
instructions Government j have provided 
medicai facilities to the i Ministers so far. That 
is in the Statement of Objects and Reasons. The 
hon. Minister will say it is only a very formal 
amendment. But I find that since 1947, in 
addition to the salaries, Ministers have been 
given medical facilities and also advances for 
purchase of motor cars. They say that though 
the previous Act, the Ministers' Salaries 

Act, 1947, had not provided for any medical 
facilities to the Ministers, yet these facilities 
have been availed of by Ministers through the 
issue of executive instructions' I do not know 
why when this Act was amended in 1950 this 
was not incorporated in the amending Act and 
that practice was not legalised. I also do not 
know why from the year 1947 tne Ministers 
have been drawing advances for the purchase 
of motors only through the issue of executive 
instructions. And I find that, conveniently, by 
clause 12 of the Bill, all the acts done by the 
Government under such executive instructions 
hitherto are sought to be covered by giving the 
provision retrospective effect. I very strongly 
object to clause 12 finding a place. We must 
say that we do not appreciate the acts by which 
amounts were drawn by Ministers by the issue 
of executive instructions. 

Again, Sir, I do not like any advances to be 
paid to the Ministers for the purchase of cars, 
for the simple reason that if the discretion is 
left to them, there will be no uniformity. I find 
that some Ministers are owning baby cars and 
some Ministers are owning big cars. There is 
absolutely no uniformity. If Ministers cannot 
afford to purchase cars, why should not the 
State purchase them and give them to the 
Ministers ? The Government can deduct 
something out of their pay. Let the car be 
owned by the State. Let it not be owned by the 
Minister. That will also go some way in 
reducing the amount of travelling allowance 
for the Minister. 

Lastly, I wish to make a suggestion. 
Hitherto the administration was run by a few 
Ministers. Now the number of Ministers has 
increased. There are some Ministers who have 
not shown their face to this House—though 
one hon. Minister sat here for the first time 
yesterday just to hear the Prime Minister's 
address. I wonder why there should be so many 
Ministers and Deputy Ministers and 
Parliamentary Secretaries, thus increasing the 
expenditure. I find that only very few Ministers 
are having a busy time in this House. So many 
Ministers are not necessary.    Let 
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us reduce the number of Ministers, or at least 
let us not increase the number of Ministers 
that we have now. Let us pay them 
adequately, so that the administration may be 
carried on efficiently. Hitherto the 
Government was run by only a very few 
Ministers. And I do not find any reason why 
we should go on increasing the number of 
Ministers, Deputy Ministers, Ministers of 
State and Parliamentary Secretaries and so 
on. That would be my simple suggestion, Sir.    
Thank you. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR (West Bengal) : I 
take my stand to oppose this Bill, Sir. It seems 
that some of our friends on the other side are 
very impatient of any opposition. Even the 
mildest criticism from the Opposition makes 
them impatient. I do not know the reasons, 
Sir, why it is so. Perhaps in the Provisional 
Parliament they were not accustomed to have 
a virile and stronger Opposition to face them 
with harsh truths. They want us to play the 
game of a docile Opposition. But we cannot 
oblige them. We shall continue to face them 
with harsh truths. In this House, Sir, the other 
day one of my hon. friends Shri Kailash 
Behari Lall said that the Opposition Members 
themselves do not live according to the 
standards which they profess. 

THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL (SHRI N. 
GOPALASWAMI) : Could the hon. Member 
speak a little more loudly ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : He says that Shri 
Kailash Behari Lall said yesterday that the 
hon. Members did not live up to the 
standards which they professed. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR : Well, Sir, I do 
not like to go out of my way to answer all 
these irrelevant arguments and thereby lose 
my time but I shall simply say that I invite 
those of my friends to come and compete 
with us in austerity standards. 

While listening to the arguments of thp T 
paHpr nf the House vesterdav I 

was wondering whether there are two 
standards   or   methods—one  for  the 
Ministers and the other for the poor workers,  
the  poor employees,  clerks etc.   The 
arguments which were advanced by my hon. 
friend tht Leader of the House  can equally 
apply io the case  of increase  in  wages,  
dearness allowances   and   other   amenities   
for labourers and poor employees but we find 
only few words of sympathy are spoken  for   
them.    I   shall   say   the Prime Minister 
himself was surprised to discover that the 
workers in Kanpur were living in the worst   
conditions— conditions in which human 
beings cannot live.    But that discovery is very 
late.    It is always there and it need not require 
any voyage of discovery to find out the 
conditions of labourers existing in   the   
country.   About   the   poorer middle   class   
employees   there  is   no question   of  
comfort.    They   simply want a little freedom 
from mental worry to look after their families.    
The poor employees are completely deprived 
of their just rights. Whenever the workers and 
employees have placed their requests, they 
have been asked to be a little more patient.   
They are asked to tighten their belt and they 
are given sermons about the Indian traditions 
of living in austerity,  sacrifice,  vairagya and 
all other things.    Sir, I do not know, whether 
there are two standards or two methods of  
following up the Indian  traditions, that the   
poor workers should live in austerity and 
Ministers  will  give  an  example  of being 
Rajarishi in Kaliyug. There are traditions and 
traditions.   There are traditions of Ashok and 
Harsh and in this very   city of Imperial Delhi 
Badshah Nasiruddin  earned   his   livelihood  
by copying out Quran.    I do not say that in 
the 20th century the Ministers should try to 
emulate those examples but I am forced to say 
these things because I find almost on every 
occasion there are these two standards, one for 
the poor workers and the other for Ministers. 
When employees and workers goaded by 
hunger, goaded by sickness, goaded by  
desperation  want  to   place  their claims, then 
the machinery of repressive measures is 
brought into action against them.    Instead of 
giving them a wage increase, instead of 
considerations fo 
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[Shri S. N. Mazumdar.] 
their ordinary comfort or giving them relief 
from mental worry, instead of considering their 
most human feelings for their families and for 
their children, they are answered with lathi 
charges, tear gases, bullets, preventive deten-
tions, etc. If the picture was other than this, I 
would not have had the need of speaking out 
thete harsh truths. 

About the medical allowance also I can say 
that the Ministers and their families are 
provided with free medical facilities and the 
same consideration is not shown to workers and 
poor employees. It is well-known, Sir, that the 
incidence of disease is higher with those who 
are poorly paid, who are poorly fed, because of 
malnutrition, because of insanitary conditions 
of living. And those who enjoy a better 
standard of living, among them the incidence of 
disease is comparatively lower. So from all 
these points of view priority should be given to 
the other side. 

And lastly about the dignity and honour of 
office, Sir, we are often reminded of the Indian 
traditions. Sir, in India is it necessary to live in 
luxury with high salaries in order to earn dig-
nity, in order to rise in stature in the eyes of the 
people ? Or is it by simple living, by good 
work, by honesty, by suffering and sacrifice 
that persons can rise in stature in the eyes of 
the people ? So, Sir, from all these arguments 
we find that these are wonderful arguments 
advanced by the other side. 

SHRIMATI   SHARDA BHARGAVA 
(Rajasthan)  : 

 

 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA (Madras): 
Yesterday, we supported the Kashmir policy 
of the Government. 

SHRIMATI SHARDA BHARGAVA : There 
too they had given some amendments. 
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SHRI P. SU^DARAYYA : On a point of 
order, Sir. She is referring to the Opposition as 
'Virodhi Bhai'. That means enemy. It is better 
she refers as 

SHRIMATI SHARDA BHARGAVA: 

MR. CHAIRMAN : By ' Virodhi' she means 
'Opposition'. You do not mean by it 'enemies'. 
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[For English translation, see Appendix II, 
Annexure No. 71.] 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. 
Chairman, I don't think that the salaries 
proposed in this Bill for the Ministers and the 
Deputy Ministers are too high. On the contrary, 
It hink that the Prime Minister because of the 
heavier expenses thrown on him on account of 
his position should have a higher salary. I feel 
sure that the present Prime Minister will not 
accept a higher salary than is given to any other 
Minister ; but I think that the principle of 
placing the Prime Minister and the other 
Ministers on the same footing in respect of 
salary is not sound. Everyone knows that the 
Prime Minister, because of the fact that he is the 
first Minister, has burdens thrown on him from 
which the other Ministers are free. In England 
for this reason, while the Cabinet Ministers get  
only £5,000  a  year,  the  Prime 

Minister gets £10,000 a year. This matter was 
considered for several years before the salary of 
the Prime Minister was increased. It was seen 
that the expenditure that he had to incur was 
much heavier than that which any other 
Minister had to bear. It was for this reason that 
British Parliament was compelled to recognize 
that the Prime Minister occupied a special 
position and voted for hirn a salary double that 
given to any other Cabinet Minister. The only 
other thing that I wish to say in connection with 
the Bill is that I fear that the privilege of a free 
residence which has now been accorded to all 
Ministers and Deputy Ministers may be abused. 
What I mean is that there may be a competition 
among the Ministers and the Deputy Ministers 
for the occupation of the best and the biggest 
houses in New Delhi. I hope that the 
Government will take this into account and see 
that no Minister takes advantage of this 
privilege to occupy houses the rent of which is 
too high, and if he does so, he will be open to 
the charge that he wants to live in a luxurious 
style and I am sure it is in the interest both of 
the Ministers and the Government that their 
action should not be open to any such criticism. 
I hope therefore that the Government will bear 
this point in mind and take steps to see that 
while Ministers get houses suitable to their 
position, the privilege of a free residence that is 
now being extended is not taken undue 
advantage of by any Minister or Deputy 
Minister. 

SHRI R. C. GUPTA (Uttar Pradesh): Sir, I 
rise to support this motion before the House. I 
think the House should be grateful for the cut 
which the hon. Ministers have themselves 
imposed. The salary which they now want is 
only Rs. 2,250 a month. The Leader of the 
House has given us an analysis of the salary the 
Ministers drew from the time when the British 
Government was here. The salary proposed in 
the Bill is nearly one-third of that which was 
paid to the Ministers occupying the same 
position in the British days. The arguments that 
have been advanced from the side of the 
Opposition can be divided under two heads—
financial and psychological.   So far as the  
financial 

MR. CHAIRMAN : 

SHRIMATI SHARDA BHARGAVA

SHRI   H.    P.    SAKSENA    (Uttar 
Pradesh) : Is there no time limit ? 

SHRIMATI SHARDA BHARGAVA : 
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aspect is concerned, my view is that it would 
not make much difference. If the salary is 
reduced to the figure of Rs. 1,000 that is 
proposed by the Opposition, the total saving 
would not be more than two lakhs a year. May 
I put this question to the Members of the 
Opposition whether this amount would be any 
saving in a Budget of Rs. 400 crores ? May I 
also put another question that if this saving of 
two lakhs is effected, would it improve the lot 
of the common man whose case has been 
argued here by the Opposition. Therefore 
looking from the point of view of financial 
saving, I submit that this aspect has no bearing 
on the question of salaries that they are going 
to vote today. I don't know to what limits the 
psychological aspect can go. If there can be 
any psychological effect, it should have been 
there when they have reduced their salaries 
from Rs. 6,666-10-8 to Rs. 2,250. If the 
reduction has any psychological effect, it 
should have had that effect when the Congress 
came to power, when the Cabinet Ministers 
reduced their salary to Rs. 3,000 a month, 
when they imposed again a cut of 15%, that is, 
when the salary was reduced to Rs. 2,550. In 
the present Bill they have again cut another 
300, that is, the salary is now Rs. 2,250. So if 
at all there can be any psychological effect by 
the reductions, it should be there by now. But 
if you carefully analyse this figure of Rs. 
2,250, I submit that the cut is not only Rs. 300 
a month but it cannot be less than 1,000 a 
month as I will presently show. The car which 
used to be given to the Ministers so far will 
have to be purchased and maintained by them. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : I don't think 
the hon. Member is right there. No car is 
given to the Ministers. 

SHRI R. C. GUPTA : At any rate, my point 
is that these cars are an absolute necessity if 
the Ministers are to do their work properly. 
No Minister can do his work properly without 
a car. And if a car is an absolute necessity, 
then the maintenance cost of the car, .and the 
interest he has to pay on the 

advance from the Government, all these will 
come to not less than Rs. 700 or Rs. 800 per 
month. If you deduct this and also the income-
tax, then the net salary that the Minister would 
be getting would be only somewhere about Rs. 
1,200 or Rs. 1,300 per month. Is this too high a 
sum to be paid as salary to a Minister who has 
to keep his position and work here day and 
night, as the previous speaker just now said ? If 
Members of this House were to compare their 
own emoluments with what is proposed to be 
given to the Ministers, then I feel they would 
find their emoluments camporing favourably 
with those of the Ministers. We are allowed Rs. 
40 a day which comes to Rs. 1,200 per month. 
And we are    getting  this   amount tax   free. 
Therefore,. .......... 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI (Nominate d) For 
how many months in the year ? 

SHRI R. C. GUPTA : So long as we work 
here, and for the period we do not work here 
we probably earn more than Rs. 40 a day. 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI : What about the 
high rents we pay ? 

SHRI R. C. GUPTA : My point is this. The 
Ministers are working here for eight months 
during the session. It is calculated that the 
period for which the House of the People would 
sit would be near about 240 days a year and 
during that period the Ministers have to work 
along with. us. Besides this work in the Houses 
of Parliament, they have tp do their own work, I 
mean the work connected with their portfolios 
that have been entrusted to them. That being so, 
can we contend that they are not working at 
least double the number of hours that we put in 
ourselves ? Therefore, my submission is that 
looking to the work and its nature and its 
duration, the remuneration that is proposed to 
be paid to our Ministers is not sufficient. That is 
the only conclusion that we can come to. In 
fact, as Dr. Kunzru said, the salaries seem-to be 
erring on the side of, shall I say, too much 
reduction ? They should have been given 
something more than the salary which has been 
proposed. 
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[Shri R. C. Gupta.] 
Something has been said with regard to 

medical attendance. I do not know what is the 
state of affairs in Delhi, but in Uttar Pradesh 
every government servant is entitled to free 
medical attendance and the Members of the 
Legislatures are also entitled to free medical 
service. So we can hardly make much of this 
facility. 

If we look to all the circumstances, we can 
come to this conclusion and only to this 
conclusion, that the salary which has been 
proposed is very reasonable and fair and so the 
Bill now before the House should be 
supported. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : There are so many 
Members standing up. Well, we begin with Mr. 
Sobhani ; but hereafter we will restrict each 
speech to five minutes. 

. SHRI O. SOBHANI (Hyderabad) : Sir, I will 
not take more than four minutes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I rise to support the 
amendment so ably moved by Shrimati Sharda 
Devi. 

9 a.m. 
MR. CHAIRMAN : Amendment ? No 

amendment has been moved. 
SHRI O. SOBHANI : Sir, I mean the 

suggestion made by Shrimati Sharda Devi. Sir, 
we have been told that since 1946 the salaries of 
the Ministers have been reduced by 67 per cent. 
Why was this done ? Has the cost of living gone 
down ? Are the Ministers given the Freedom of 
the City of Delhi ? Do they not have to pay for 
their food just as anybody else ? Do they get 
other things at cheaper rates ? Do they get any 
other facilities ? The workers have been given 
increase in salaries, and D. A. Is it a crime to be 
a Minister ? Sir, if you will permit me, I shall 
quote Hazrat Ali who says "If you employ a 
man, pay him so much that he does not need to 
be dishonest or does not need to look elsewhere 
to supplement his income." Sir, it is well known 
that our Ministers and Deputy Ministers work 
for more hours than we do. As Shri T. T. 
Krishnamachari stared the other day, some of 

them start at 5 o'clock in the morning and work 
right upto about 11 o'clock at night. They are 
also human like ourselves. Why should they 
not be paid in such a manner that they do not 
have to look elsewhere to supplement their 
income ? If we do not do that, then I submit 
that we must not expect them to be honest. The 
Ministers need cars, whether they are big or 
small it does not matter. And these cars have to 
be maintained. Shrimati Sharda Devi has 
rightly asked, what is the poor Minister to do 
after his term of office is over ? Sir, in both the 
Houses we have about 700 Members, the 
majority of whom are not rich. Do you want to 
prevent the middle-class or the poor persons 
from accepting offices ? If you want to have 
able men, then you must put them in a position 
where they can carry on their duties with 
dignity. 

With these few words, Sir, I wholeheartedly 
support the suggestion already made. 

SHRI P. C. BHANJ DEO (Orissa) : Mr. 
Chairman, while commending the excellent 
example shown by our Ministers in imposing a 
voluntary cut on their salaries, I rise to support 
the view that over and above that, they should 
go even further and of their own accord, limit 
their incomes and donate a large part of it to 
charities and other institutions useful to the 
nation, after the example of the great saint who 
wore the loin cloth and showed us the way to 
live economically and at the same time earn for 
ourselves a prestige that is respected throughout 
the world. 

THE MINISTER FOR LAW (SHRI C. C. 
BISWAS) : How does the hon. Member know 
that the Ministers do not pay for charities ? 

SHRI P. C. BHANJ DEO : I beg your pardon 
? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : He asks how do you 
know how the Ministers spend their money—
whether on charities or otherwise ? 

SHRI P. C. BHANJ DEO : I do not know, 
but I was only putting forward a humble 
suggestion of mine. 
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SHRI GULSHER AHMED (Vindhya 

Pradesh) : That is very good  of  you. 

MR.'CHAIRMAN : Order, order. 

SHRI P. C. BHANJ DEO : Sir, I would also 
like to draw your attention to the traditional 
example of Ministers in our land, as depicted 
in The "Mudra Rakshas" where a great 
Minister of the Mauryas—Chanakya—in 
spite of his great position, lived in the same 
state of poverty and in the same hut of the 
simple Brahmin, but wielding a power and 
earning a prestige that were unequalled 

SHRI T. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh) : All 
Ministers are not Brahmins and they cannot 
live like  Chanakya. 

SHRI P. C. BHANJ DEO : I could not 
catch what my hon. friend said. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : He says all Ministers 
are not Brahmins and they do not wish to 
live like Chanakya. 

SHRI P. C. BHANJ DEO : But I would 
plead that although all Ministers may not be 
Brahmins, the example set by this Brahmin 
Minister of old in our country can be 
followed by everyone here, irrespective of his 
caste, on the pattern shown to us by 
Mahatmaji who was not a Brahmin. To this 
statement of mine, this recommendation of 
mine, rather, I would like to add that the sight 
of the representatives, of Ministers, before 
me adds greater force, because, Sir, I see that 
they are in the fourth stage of our Ashrams 
(3nssR), i<e, social divisions, namely, the 
final stage of Vanprasth (3Hsr?«r), i<e> 
(retirement to the forest) or Sony as 
^fzrrer);i.e, (renunciation). When I look at 
them, I am forcefully reminded of the 
Sanskrit verse: 

 
HON: MEMBERS : What does it mean ? 

PROF. G. RANGA (Madras) : Don't 
translate it. 

SHRI   P.   C BHANJ   DEO : The 
translationjhas been^done more  orce- 

fully by the King of English Poets* namely, 
Shakespeare, in his 'Seven Age of Man', when 
he speaks of the sixth age : 

And  the  sixth  age  slips  into the lean and 
slippered pantaloon. 

With spectacles on nose  and   pouch  on 
side. 

His youthful nose well-wom,— 
A world too wide, for his shrunk shanks. 

Hence, Sir, I recommend to the House that by 
inflicting a further voluntary cut on their 
allowances they will not only be setting a good 
example but they will be helping themselves 
because they will be protecting themselves 
against criticism. 

SHRI TAJAMUL HUSAIN (Bihar) : On a 
point of information, Sir. Is the hon. Member 
prepared to wear lion cloth, accept one rupee a 
day and function as a Member and thus set a 
good example ? 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab) : Sir,. I rise to 
support the motion. AU that I want to say is that 
from the Opposition side there seems to be a 
presumption that those who are supporting this 
motion are perhaps indifferent or at least less 
solicitous about the welfare of the common man. 
I think there is hardly anybody in this country 
who is not painfully aware of the plight of the 
poor people in India. I think, this slight reduction 
or increase in the salaries of Ministers is not 
going to make any perceptible difference in the 
lot of the common man. If we want to help him, 
there are other ways of doing it, by having a 
more efficient administration and a more honest 
administration, eliminating grant and all the rest 
of it. As for the Ministers setting an example, I 
think we should all set an example. I am 
reminded of a very huge sign that I once saw in 
front of a restaurant near Los Angeles. This 
happened to be on the cross roads and during the 
time of depression. The situation there was that 
poor men, what are known as bums, they used to 
waalk in and ask the waiter to get him a euup of 
coffee and sandwich.    The    aiw 
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served and at the time of making payment, the 
customer will merely shrug his shoulders and say 
"Well, I'nt got it" that is," I have not got the 
money ". This went on for some time and in sheer 
desperation the proprietor put up this huge sign 
that I have seen with my own eyes : "The world 
may owe you a living but why pick on me?" 
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[For English translation, see Appendix II, 
Annexure No. 72.] 

"He is the employer of five thousand rupees 

salaried man". 
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[For English translation, see Appendix II, 
Annexure No. 74.] 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND (Hyderabad) : Sir, in 
supporting the Bill, I wish to bring one or two 
points to the attention of the House. It has been 
the practice in some of the State Governments 
that the salaries of Ministers are kept low at 
about Rs. 1,500 a month, but they are given 
motor cars, sumptuary allowance which in 
certain cases extends up to Rs. 750 a month and 
they are also given free furnished houses. As 
has been pointed out here, Sir, there is a 
likelihood of these houses being misused. May I 
suggest that it will be better, as per the 
recommendations of the Pay Commission which 
has fixed Rs. 3,000 as maximum salary, if we 
give to our Ministers Rs. 2,500 a month or even 
Rs. 3,060 a month, but nothing should be given 
free besides that. They should select houses 
according to their likes and dislikes. If certain 
Ministers who have got big families want a big 
house, they shall have to pay a higher rent. If 
another Minister wants a small house, then he 
need pay only smaller rent. I therefore suggest 
that instead of giving Rs. 2,250 and a free 
house, it will be far better if you give a salary of 
Rs. 2,500 for Ministers and Rs. 2,000 for 
Deputy Ministers, but no free house. It has been 
pointed out, Sir, that out of this 2,500 or Rs. 
2,250 plus house, about Rs. 500 a month will go 
towards  income-tax.    If we deduct 
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this Rs. 500 income-tax from Rs. 2,250 
they are left with Rs. 1,750 and if out 
of this something is allowed for con 
veyance charges which has been vari 
ously estimated between Rs. 300 and 
Rs.  500, a Minister is left with Rs. 
1,250 which I think is pretty low for 
maintaining his dignity and for being 
above any suspicion of corruption and 
bribery.    I do maintain, Sir, that in 
stead of giving a salary of Rs. 2,250 plus 
-free house, we should make it Rs. 3,000 
without  any free  items.    It  will  be 
much   better.   Then I    would    add 
one    word    more   to   what has been 
said     by     Pandit     Kunzru, that we 
must    make  a    distinction    in    the 
case of our Prime Minister.    It is very 
good of him that he is insisting on taking 
the same salary as is being given to 
other Ministers, but I would suggest 
that   we  should   give   to   our  Prime 
Minister at least Rs. 3,000 a month, a 
free official residence and about Rs. 
1,000 as sumptuary allowance.    It has 
been pointed out   that the per capita 
Income of our country is only Rs. 240 
per year, but some of the critics forget 
that it is to be calculated for a family of 
five persons and if you multiply 240 by 
five, because in poor families most of 
the   members   are  generally   earning 
members .............. 

_ SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : May I 
intervene and ask whether Rs. 240 is not 
per capita income of our country ? 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND : Rs. 240 is the 
per capita income of our country and as I 
said in a family of five persons if you 
multiply 240 by five it comes to Rs. 1,200 
which means Rs. ioo a month. It has been 
suggested that a ratio of 1 to 30 should be 
maintained between the lowest paid and the 
highest paid and according to that formula 
if you multiply ioo by 30 it comes to Rs. 
3,000 a month. 

SHRI RAMA RAO (Madras) : Mr. 
Chairman, Mr. Sundarayya's speech 
yesterday was   as   propagandist ......................  

AN HON. MEMBER : Every day it is 
propagandist. 

SHRI RAMA RAO : Yes, you are right. 
Every day his speech is propagandist. 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA : But the 
Government has not benefited by my 
propaganda. 

SHRI RAMA RAO : I pity him for it. Sir, his 
speech would be in place if he made it to a 
Communist society. I am not a Communist ; I 
am not going to be a Communist. The majority 
of the Members of Parliament are not 
Communists and we have no desire to be a 
Communist Republic. Therefore whatever he 
said was utterly irrelevant to the issues before 
us. He was talking about clerks. We are not 
discussing clerks here; we are discussing 
Ministers. When we discuss clerks, let him 
come out with a proposition of his own and we 
shall think about it. He asked : "What about the 
psychological effect of Ministers having such 
high salaries ?" The answer is simple. This Bill 
brings down the salaries of Ministers and the 
psychological effect of that should be that the 
clerks should themselves ask for lower salaries. 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA : Wonderful 
argument ! 

SHRI RAMA RAO : But I am not 
suggesting that. I am only pointing out that his 
is a very faulty line of argument. Let us level 
up, not level down. It was Bernard Shaw who 
said that he would shoot anybody who did not 
have 500 in the bank and that if a man did not 
have the money, the State should put it in for 
him. That would be an ideal State, but we are 
not yet quite advanced enough for it. We are 
striving to reach that ideal. I hope I shall live 
that long and pocket  ihe money. 

Often the example of Russia is quoted. I 
have not been to Russia, and they will not 
allow me into Russia, either. But I understand 
that there is a kind of varnashram dharma 
there too. It may be denied, but it is there. As 
regards China, the wine is new in the bottle. 
Do not discuss China in this House, because 
we do not want to pass adverse remarks against 
a neighbour whom we deeply love. 
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[Shri Rarria Rao.] 
Then, as regards the burden on the 

exchequer which this Bill throws, it is very 
little. Much has been already said about the 
value of money at the time of the Karachi 
Resolution and the much lower value of money 
today. I am not traversing that ground again, 
but it would be sufficient for my purpose to say 
that hard-worked Ministers, as the Prime 
Minister said, are entitled not only to a decent 
remuneration while they are working, but they 
have a right to think of the future and provide 
for their families. If I claim the right to look 
after my family, there is no reason why I 
should not concede that right to Ministers also. 
If the Communist argument is to be accepted, 
that Ministers should take only Rs. 1,000, as 
my hon. friend over there suggested, I would 
say that in a Government of the Communist 
conception, there will be place only for two 
sorts of men—very rich men and very poor 
men. I take it that the Communists are thinking 
of a future where the middle class is wiped out.   
We, Sir, refuse to be wiped out. 

It is more over false economy to reduce 
salaries at this time, because prices are rising. 
Sure, the Karachi Resloution laid down 
austerity standards, but not starvation 
standards. Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru is reported to 
have said, when he heard about the Karachi 
Resolution : "Well, well, if this is going to be 
the idea of the Congress Government of the 
future, and if the Chief Justice of the Allahabad 
High Court is going to be paid Rs. 500, then 
justice will be sold in the streets of Allahabad." 
Remember that we have got to maintain certain 
standards, and that will be possible in the 
present orthodox economy only by paying 
people well. Sir, our infant democracy is being 
called upon to set up new standards, and it can 
very well go by the examples set elsewhere. 
Democracy and the petit bourgeoisie are not 
free from that grand morality which the Com-
munists preach. If you take the case of the 
United Kingdom, you will recall the report of 
the Parliamentary Committee submitted at the 
time of Lloyd George's Ministry. Herbert 
Henry Asquith   giving    evidence  before  the 

Parliamentary Committee, said that when he 
was practising at the Bar he had ample income 
but when he retired as Prime Minister of 
England, he was poor as a church mouse. And 
we all know the tragedy of his later days when 
he had to be maintained by his friends. Averell 
Harriman, who is Adviser to' President Truman 
in matters concerning the New Deal legislation 
and administration, can, I am told, earn half a 
million dollars every year ; but at the call of 
duty he goes to the White House to advise the 
President and undertakes all kinds of onerous 
jobs. And for all that he gets very little. 

I would therefore suggest that the petit 
bourgeoisie have also their morality, and I am 
sure that in days to come when sacrifices have 
got to be made they will be made, and made in 
plenty. The Communists are not going to 
lecture Congressmen on that because the lives 
of Congressmen have been sagas of sacrifice. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : Sir, this Bill has 
on the whole had a very good reception, if I 
may say so. There have been a few criticisms 
offered against the provisions of this Bill. Most 
of them have related to details. But there was a 
fundamental resistance offered to the Bill by 
the Leader of the Communist Group. He 
'thought that the figures of salaries which we 
have provided for in this Bill were too high. He 
tried to prove it by certain arithmetical 
calculations which showed, according to him, 
how unsustainable our proposals are. For 
instance, he took the figure of the average per 
capita income in this country. He took it to be 
about Rs. 250 per> annum. He raised the figure 
of salaries provided for in this Bill by adding to 
it his own valuation of the privileges and 
amenities that are also provided for in the Bill, 
and arrived at a figure of something like Rs. 
4,000 per month for each Minister. Then he 
juxtaposed this Rs. 4,000 with the Rs. 250 
divided by 12, and arrived at the somewhat 
disquieting proportion of 200 : 1. In other 
words, his inference was that a Minister was 
going to get about 200 times the average per 
capita income in the country.    I will, 
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suggest a different kind of arithmetical 
calculation—though I may not be able to reach 
the proportions which my hon. friend was able 
to reach with his own arithmetic. Let us reduce 
the per capita income per annum to per capita 
income per day. I believe it will work out to io 
annas and 8 pies per day. You can compare it 
with the recommendation which my hon. friend 
and the Floor Leader of the Communist Group 
in the other House are supposed to have made 
with reference to the allowances for Members 
of Parliament. I believe their recommendation 
is that there should be a salary of Rs. 300 per 
mensem plus a daily allowance of Rs. io— 
which works out to something like Rs. 20 a 
day. Now, if you juxtapose io annas and 8 pies 
with Rs. 20, you would probably arrive at a 
proportion of 30 times. Well, that of course is 
very much less than 200 times, but it is 
certainly a very considerable measure of 
inequality of income. 

We can go on making arithmetical 
calculations of this sort, but we cannot blind 
ourselves to the actual reality that incomes are 
unequal. But I am quite prepared to justify the 
proposals made in this Bill on the basis of a 
principle which the great organisation which 
my hon. friend belongs subscribes to. I believe 
one of their tenets is : "To each according to his 
needs." I do not think we are conflicting with 
this principle so far as the emoluments we have 
entered in this Bill are concerned. As I said 
yesterday, these figures do not show that the 
emoluments are niggardly. On the other hand, 
they are not in any sense generous. I draw the 
inference that what is provided for each 
Minister is simply something which will satisfy 
his essential needs. So, I think that the 
proposals in this Bill are not out of tune With 
Communist doctrine. 

Let us consider some of the criticisms that 
have been advanced against certain provisions 
of this Bill. There were one or two points 
raised by my hon. friend from Madras, Mr. 
Rajagopal Naidu. His first point, I believe, was 
that there was an amending Act in 1950, and 
he wanted to know why the occasion 

ior that amending Act was not seized for the 
purpose of giving statutory sanction to certain 
matters provided for in this Bill. I would only 
take him through the history of this legislation. 
In 1947 we passed an Act in which we 
statutorily fixed the salary of each Minister. 
That Act did not differentiate between one 
class of Minister and another. Later these 
classes developed. We appointed Ministers of 
State and Deputy Ministers, and the question 
arose as to whether a salary fixed in the Act of 
1947 should be paid to each one of those two 
additional categories, because -under the 
Constitution they also were Members of the 
Council of Ministers. The decision taken was 
that there should be some distinction in regard 
to the salaries of Ministers also. So we 
provided that a Cabinet Minister should get a 
fully furnished house and a sumptuary allow-
ance in addition to his salary which was in a 
sense the salary of a Minister of State. A 
Deputy Minister's salary also was fixed at Rs. 
2,000 instead of Rs. 3,000 which a Cabinet 
Minister and a Minister of State were 
authorised to draw under tte amending Act. The 
purpose of the amending Act was only to make 
these particular points clear so far as salaries 
and amenities went. 

There are of course other things referred to 
in the present Bill, for example travelling 
allowances, motor car advances, free medical 
attention and so on and so forth. Now under the 
Constitution the salaries and allowances of 
members of the Council of Ministers were to 
be fixed by parliamentary enactment. But until 
they were so fixed, they were authorized to 
draw salaries and allowances that had been 
drawn by them before the commencement of 
the new Constitution. Now so far as the other 
allowances not mentioned in the Act of 1947 
are concerned, they continue to be governed by 
the saving clause. Now that we are making a 
fairly comprehensive Bill as regards both—the 
salaries and the allowances—of Ministers of all 
classes, they have been brought into this new 
statute. That is the explanation as to why these 
were nofstatutorily provided for in 1950. 

1 CSD 
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[Shri N. Gopalaswami.] 
With regard to the suggestion that clause 12 

of the Bill should be deleted altogether, clause 
12 is a transitory provision, if I may so put it. 
Certain things which on the assumption that 
certain legislation would come up had been 
drawn by certain classes of Ministers during 
the interval between their appointment and the 
passing of this Act. Such drawals of public 
money did not go beyond what was due to 
them under the old arrangements. If they came 
into confiict with the provisions of the new 
enactment, this clause provides that any small 
excess* that may have been drawn by them 
should not be recovered from them. That is all 
it is intended to do. 

Dr. Kunzru referred to two points. The first 
point he made was that the Prime Minister 
should get a higher salary than other Ministers. 
I personally appreciate this suggestion. But 
there is no prospect, so far as I am in a position 
to judge the mind of our Prime Minister, of his 
agreeirig to receive a higher salary than that of 
his colleagues. He is primus inter pares. He 
does not want to elevate himself by way of 
emoluments into a stature which is something 
apart from that of his colleagues. And in view 
of that I would like the House to leave th^ 
provision in the Bill as it stands alone. 

SHRI K. B. LALL (Bihar) : May I ask 
whetiier it is a question of the Prime Minister 
agreeing to this ? Why should there be any 
question of his agreeing to this or not ? We 
should not look to personalities. It is for the 
dignity of the office of the Prime Minister—
whether it is the present Prime Minister or any 
other Prime Minister— we have to look to. We 
should leave out personalities and preserve the 
dignity of the office of the Prime Minister. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI: I appreciate my 
hon. friend's point of view, but unfortunately 
the mind of the Prime Minister does not work 
in the way my hon. friend's mind works. We 
have got to take note of that fact. It is not a   
question of thrusting on a 

person a dignity which he does not consider 
that he acquires by reason of the fact that he is 
Prime Minister and so should get a higher 
salary than his other colleagues. There are 
points of view and I personally think that in a 
matter of this sort, we should defer to the point 
of view of the person who holds this office at 
the present moment. If we do get a Prime 
Minister later on who thinks in the terms of my 
hon. friend who has just spoken, perhaps my 
hon. friend will bring in an amending Bill. 

SHRI K.  B.  LALL : Again it becomes a 
question of personality. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : There was 
another point which my hon. friend, Pandit 
Kunzru, made, that it is possible that provision 
of a free residence for every Minister including 
a Deputy Minister might give rise to unhealthy 
competition amongst Ministers and Deputy 
Ministers as to who should capture which 
house. Well, I think my hon. friends should 
trust to the discretion of the persons whom 
they put into office as Ministers. If there is a 
tendency toward unhealthy competition and 
any kind of bad feeling is likely to result from 
any such thing, they might trust to the 
Government to take such steps as would 
regulate the allotment of houses to particular 
Ministers. As a matter of fact I believe even 
now such allotments are made in consultation 
with and with the concurrence of the Prime 
Minister. 

There was an interesting suggestion made by 
my hon. friend from Orissa who suggested that 
Ministers had not made sufficient sacrifices. In 
fact, he said that, ia addition to getting this 
reduced salary, they should make a greater 
portion of this salary over to charity. If there 
was that margin, any substantial margin 
between the needs of a Minister for sustaining 
himself in life and in his office and the salary 
that we are fixing under this Bill, the argument 
would be conclusive for reducing the salary by 
the amount which he can spare. There is no 
point in suggesting that Government, out of 
public funds, should place in the hands of a 
Minister a sum the bulk of which he will be in a 
position to make over to 
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private charity. That is certainly not the 
principle which unaerlie.5 this Bill. As I 
said, this is just sufficient to make a 
Minister live in comfort and without 
anxiety as to whether he will be able to 
make both ends meet so far as he himself is 
concerned. 

There   was   someining   said   about 
motor cars.    I greatly sympathise with the 
point of view which my hon. lady friend put 
to the House, viz., that motor cars should be 
supplied at Government cost to every 
Minister ; not only that, that the maintenance 
charges should be borne by Government.   All 
that I can say is that it will be a departure 
from the practice at the Centre we have been 
following hitherto.   Motor cars  have ibeen 
purchased only out of the private resources of 
Ministers who also maintain them out of the 
income they get, and it certainly would not be 
a response to public opinion which we 
wanted to respect by bringing in this measure, 
if we  now add to  the  emoluments  of 
Ministers sums on these two accounts. It must 
be taken by the House that in fixing the 
salaries that we have in this Billv we have 
taken notice of the fact that expenditure of 
this sort will have to be incurred out of the 
private resources of Ministers.    It will 
certainly make Ministers  much  more  
comfortable if they are found   the Rs. 15,000 
or Rs. 20,000 to invest in the motor cars. . It 
will be a very difficult thing for them, I think, 
to be able to get an average expenditure of 
Rs. 300 per month for maintenance and so on, 
but I think they have to make an effort and 
they have to continue the practice that has 
gone on. That is also the practice that is 
followed in  the  case  of the  permanent  civil 
servants of the State. 

PANDIT S. S. N. TANKHA (Uttar 
Pradesh) : May I point out that it was the 
practice when the salary of Ministers was 
Rs. 5,500 ? You have now •brought it down 
to Rs. 2,250. How can you expect them now 
to bear the expenditure on cars and their 
maintenance ? 

SHRIMATI SHARDA BHARGAVA : But 
they are getting more salary and their post is 
permanent. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : That point has been 
met. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : I made it clear 
that it was fixed at a time when the salary was 
Rs. 5,500, when persons were supposed to be 
able to put some little fortune by, but we are 
not fixing the salaries on that basis in this Bill. 
Sir, I have met most of the points that have 
been raised in the course of the debate.    I 
have nothing more to add. 

SHRI RAJAGOPAL NAIDU : Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, by clause 12 we try to 
regularise certain payments which had been 
made without proper authority. I find that three 
categories are mentioned in clause 12, i.e. (1) 
all salaries paid or payable for the period com-
mencing on the 14th day of May 1952 and 
ending with the commencement of this Act to 
Ministers described as Ministers of Cabinet 
rank (but not Ministers of the Cabinet), (ii) all 
charges incurred in respect of the accommo-
dation provided in any hospital maintained by 
the Central Government for the medical 
treatment of any Minister or any member of his 
family and (Hi) all payments by way of 
travelling or dailv allowances to any Deputy 
Minister. 

May I submit, Sir, that the advances made 
for the purchase of cars which we find in the 
Statement of Objects and Reasons have not 
been regularised in clause 12 ? I would submit 
that if the advances made for the purchase of 
motor cars also are not regularised, there will 
be a lacuna in the Act, and I suggest that the 
advances made for the purchase of cars should 
aho be included in  clause   12. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : The answer to 
that is simple. By the Constitution we are 
supposed to make statutory provisions only for 
fixing the salaries and allowances. Advance to 
a Minister is neither salary nor an allowance. It 
is a case of a loan made to a Minister for the 
purchase of a 
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[Shri N. Gopalaswami.] motor car and is liable 
to be repaid in instalments.   Hon. Members   
may ask : If that is so, why have a clause in 
this Bill for that purpose  ?   The only  reason  
for that  is  that,  when we are trying to enact a 
piece of legislation to  cover     all sorts of 
monies that might go into the hands of a 
Minister from the Government exchequer, we 
thought   that   though this   particular clause   
was   not   absolutely   necessary to be put into   
this Bill, it would be a   matter of convenience 
for all these things to come together   in  one   
enactment. 

SHRI K. SURYANARAYANA : (Madras) 
: May I ask the hon. Leader of the House 
whether the Ministers arc entitled to draw T. 
A. or D. A. when they file their nominations 
for election and when they go for doing 
propaganda for election   ? 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : My answer is 
'No'. If they go out for election purposes, 
they cannot draw T. A. or D. A. from the 
office. 

SHRI K. SURYANARAYANA : 
May I know whether any Minister 
is   allowed  to   have ..............  

' MR.   CHAIRMAN :   This   is   not 
Qusestion   Hour. 

The  question  is; 
That the Bill to provide for the salaries and 

allowances of Ministers, as passed by the 
House of ths People, be taken into considera-
tion. 

The motion was adopted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : We shall now take up 
clause by clause consideration of the Bill. 
There is no amendment to clause 2. 

Clause 2 was   added    to    the Bill. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question   is : 
That clause 3  stand part of the Bill. 

There is an amendment by Shri B. Gupta.    He 
may move it. 

SHRI B. GUPTA (West Bengal) l Sur, I 
yesterday the Leader of our Party made [ 
certain proposals for reduction which have 
been subjected to all kinds  of criticisms,     
some      naturally     misconceived,      others   
are      absolutely beside     the points.   Sir, the  
proposals   contained    in   our   amendments 
are,   to     our  judgment,     reasonable and if 
we had not thought so,    we would  not  have  
made  these  proposals at all.   It is   no use just 
trying to   brush  aside  what  we   have   said" 
by   all kinds of insinuations and suggestions.    
If we      thought   that   the proposals       
would   place   difficulties on   the   Ministers   
or   impede   their work,   we   would   not   
have   placed them at all here.    Sir, the 
Communist Party is also a ruling party in a 
third of the  world.   When  we talk,, we   talk  
with  some   amount  of responsibility  of the  
class  that has  become the ruling party in 
many countries     of the   world   today.    
Therefore it will not be wise for the Congress 
leaders to just dismiss our suggestions   in   the   
manner   they   have been  doing  it.    I  
listened  with  the: utmost    attention   to   the   
argument put   forward   by   the   hon.   
Defence Minister  in  support  of this  Bill.    I 
must confess that I felt not a little sorry at the 
manner in which he treated the  subject.    In 
fact,    in trying to make out a case for the Bill, 
he introduced  a  sort  of personal  touch when 
he gave arguments about da jght-er's   
marriage,   son's    education,  etc. I don't say 
that these are immaterial considerations.   They 
have got to be taken into  account.   For  us  
nothing human is alien-   But at the same time 
where a    question such    as this    has to be 
examined, it should be examined,    mainly 
from the point of view of public  policy, from  
the  point  of view of public morality, and it 
should be judged by the standards of   public 
behaviour.   Now  it will be  our endeavour  to  
establish  our  case  from :hat  angle.    I   hope  
the  House  wilL riew  it from a broader angle 
of vision. t feel, it is impossible to get on with, 
he discussion if we restrict ourselves 0   the   
narrow   confines   of   certain. /ery urgent 
needs of this or that family.. 
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Unfortunantely  some  of the  leading 
spokesmen     of  the   Party in   power 
appear to be strangers to trnse standards of 
public mo.uiity.     J..icy   don't consider 
them in a way they should. It appears to me 
that some of them have rather cultivated the 
art of miking small things look big and big 
things look small, and that is a very dinger-
•ous state of mind on the parL of rh >sc who 
sit     on  the  Treasury  Benches. 
Imagination should  be there.      It is no use 
trying to  get away by using all  kinds   of 
pettifogging  arguments. 

Now before I deal with the points 
that have been raised by the hon. 
Members on that side of the House 
—the hon. Minister and the remark 
ably obliging camp-followers, if I 
may say so ...........  
io a.m. 

AN HON. MEMBER : No camp-follower  
here. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : I mean the Congress 
camp. I should like to say if I am making any 
error here in this matter, I fear that I am 
•erring on the side of extravagance and not at 
all on the side of fruga1-Iity. For, probably 
even in our amendment we are making 
certain sanctions which are not admissible if 
you take into account the standard of living 
of the people and other social considerations. 
Some Members of the Congress Party have 
waxed eloquent on the merits of the 
Ministers as if the worth of the public men 
like Ministers has to be immediately price-
listed in a particular Bill. We don't judge the 
worth in that manner. The hon. Congress 
Members, many of whom swear by the name 
of Gandhiji, seem to forget that the greater 
the man the bigger must be the spirit of 
sacrifice, and readiness to sacrifice. It is by 
the sacrifice and it is by the readiness to 
conform to social norms that a man is judged 
today. 

Sir, I can understand their state of 
feeling. It seems some of them  have  come  
into   a  mental 

state through a political metamorphosis but into 
that I need not go— by which they judge 
people by the size of their cars or probably by 
the number of their leveried orderlies ; but that 
is not our way of judging public men in such 
high position. Far be it from me to teach morals 
to our Congressmen who have almost discarded 
all the principles at one time enshrined in many 
Congress Resolutions. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please speak on the   
amendment. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : I am speaking on the 
amendment. This is a matter of public    policy. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Public policy need not 
be dilated on at this stage. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : My speech will fall on 
deaf ears as far as that side is concerned. 

MR. CHAIRMAN  :   Not   at    all. 

SHRI B.   GUPTA : Some   mention has  been  
made of the old Congress Resolution   which   
fixed   the   highest salary at Rs.  500.   Now I am 
very much   to the point.   The hon.    Shri N. 
Gopalaswami Ayyanger,    with an ability that he 
will soon   demonstrate in the coming 
negotiations    perhaps, has    sought to make out 
a case magnificently in  ordur to show that the 
present salary—I mean the salary proposed in the   
Bill—is not out of tune with the Karachi 
Resolution.    I should only like to tell him that 
the Karachi Resolution  fixed the   salary   for   
the highest   paid     official  of the   State. And   
as   far  as    I  understand,   the . Ministers  today  
are  not the  highest paid  official so that  when 
they calculate their salaries  on the basis of rise in 
prices, they should take Rs. 500 as    the   starting   
point.    Quite   apart from that as has been   
pointed   out, the Ministers are   taking  much  
more than    what    the    Karachi    Resolution 
would  allow.   That,  of c urse, is   nothing new 
when you remember that the Congress Ministers 
from the moment they took up office in 1947 
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[Shri B. Gupta.] have   been   drawing   
salaries   far   in I excess  of all  Resolutions  
passed  by I the  Congress.   And here, if I  
may, j I would like to quote Dr. John Mathai 
who was one of the Ministers of the first 
interim  Government   formed in September 
1946.    Writing in an article which was  one of 
a series that be was w iting in the Times of 
India, entitled "Four   Years   in   Office"   he    
says: 

"When I reached Delhi, I found that the 
question of revising the salary had never been 
considered and that it was taken for granted 
that the Members of the New Cabinet would 
draw die same remunerations as their 
predecessors. One of us, a leading 
Congressman, even drew the outfit allowance 
prescribed in sterling for the Members of the 
Viceroy's Executive Council. Similarly we 
lived in the same large houses, with extensive 
grounds and spacious lawns as the Members 
of the former Council. " 

Sir, this is published in tbe Times of India of 
14th August 1951. This spirit has not 
departed the Congress leaders since they 
assumed office here. 

Sir, I think some facts have to be given.    I  
find  from  the  Budget  estimates of 1951-52 
that 26 Ministers, or   rather   13   Cabinet   
Ministers,   7 Ministers   of   State   and    6   
Deputy Ministers,   between   them  have   
been costing,   even   after   deducting   what 
are called voluntary cuts, about  Rs. 7,46,100.   
This may be a small amount to   people   who   
are   accustomed   to thinking in terms  of 
millions ;    but it is a very heavy amount for 
the poor persons who form the great majority 
of our citizens.     Sir, there is another 
interesting   fact  to    which   I   would like to 
invite your attention.   A former Minister went 
on tour to Orissa and here is something which 
I would like to tell the House—I do it with 
author-rity  as   I  always   do  when    speakinj 
of Government documents.   A certai] Minister 
went out to Orissa on   tou and here is     the 
expenditure incur red on him.    I take it from 
the   pro ceedings   of   the   Orissa   Legislativ 
Assembly   where   in    answer   to   ai 
interpellation, the Chief Minister ther replied, 
that certain guests from th Government of 
India had come am then revealed this startling 
fact abou "Hon'ble Shri H. K. Mahtab, Minis 

ter for Industry and Supply, Government of 
India." He was there for a period of three days 
or rather four days, if you include both the days, 
from 10th October 1950 to 13th October 1950, 
and the expenditure on this guest comes to Rs. 
5,340-12-3, If this is the sort of thing 
happening, if we are to spend Rs. 5000 and odd 
on a Minister, then probably the time will soon 
come when we shall hear people talking not of 
white elephants, but of Congress Ministers. Sir, 
these arc things to which I wanted to draw the 
attention of the House, because these things 
have got to stop. It is a question of public 
morality and that is what I am tiy ing to impress 
upon the House. 

Shri Gopalaswami Ayyangar has said that " the 
increment is very ecessary because of the rise in 
the cost of living. He has also proposed that there 
should be an increase of at least 400 per cent, 
over the amount sanctioned by the Karachi 
Resolution. Then why not make the same 
increment in regard to the government 
employees and other people who are much more 
needy and who are really starving, and live on 
the verge df destitution ? There is no indication 
that the moral principle so much upheld here 
would be applied in the case of these other 
people who ) are starving and are   famished. 

I would like to compare the figures prevailing in 
our country with those of other countries, but I 
would not take the figures of Russia or   China 
because  they  would  be  beyond  the 
comprehension of  some   of  my   hon. friends on 
the other side of the House. I     would   therefore   
mention     those countries   about   whom   they  
feel   so enthusiastic       and     inspired       and for    
whom    they     have     got     an abundance of  
love.    If  we   compare India's   position   in   
regard   to   this matter   with   what   is   prevailing   
in .    other   countries   it   is   like   this.    In :    
Britain, Sir, the annual salary of the Cabinet   
Minister   has   been   set   at £5,000    which is 
about    Rs.   71,COO per year.    And the per 
capita  income there  is   Rs.   2,577.   It   means    
that 
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the Cabinet Minister there gets about twenty-
eight'times the per capita average income of 
the British citizen. Now, I come to another 
country —the United States of America. 
There, according to Act XV of 1949, the 
States Secretary—they do not call them 
Cabinet Ministers there, but they call them 
State Secretaries— the State Secretary draws 
a salary of 22,500 dollars per year, including 
everything. That comes to Rs. 1,12,500 And 
there the per 'capita income is Rs. 5,119. That 
is to say, the American Minister or rather the 
State Secretary gets about 22 times the per 
capita income of the American citizen. In 
Canada—another country in the 
Commonwealth—a Minister gets —not the 
Prime Minister, but the other Ministers—
including car, seasonal indemnity! etc., 
16,000 dollars a year ; and the per capita 
income there is 900 dollars. And so it comes 
to about 17 times the per capita income. In 
Australia they do not have this kind of 
salaries. .They have a Cabinet Fund out of 
which the Ministers get their salaries and the 
salary there comes to about £1,500 and that is 
about io times the per capita income of a 
citizen in terms of the national income there. 
Therefore it is clear that in India we are 
outdoing all that, and our Ministers are 
outmarching all of these people in the 
countries I have mentioned who are their 
friends and from whom they get a lot of 
inspiration. But this is unbelievable and 
scandalous in India which is so poor and 
where poverty is writ large on the face of 
every common man. In this country the 
Ministers get 200 times the average earning of 
a citizen, as their salary, 200 times the per 
capita income   of   a   citizen. 

Shri Gopalaswami Ayyangar has also used 
statistics about our suggestions on M.P.'s 
allowances. In view of the majority that they 
have, we made these proposals about 
allowances so that the Congress may find 
them acceptable. But if we had our way we 
would have drastically cut the alowances and 
made our proposals accordingly. We have not 
done so. We 

have only made proposals which may appear 
reasonable to you and which you may be able 
to accept. 

Sir, before I go to the next point 
I would like to refer to a little arith 
metic, for that is necessary. You 
must calculate on the basis of arith 
metic and you cannot get away- 
from arithmetic when it does not 
suit you. On the basis of the per 
capita income in our land, we find 
that the basic wages that our Minis 
ters are drawing every month are 
equal to what an Indian citizen would 
earn in nine and a half years. Let 
us have that clear in our minds. That 
is to say, the basic wages that the 
Minister who is supposed to seive 
the country gets in a period of one 
month is equal to what the average 
citizen in this land earns in nine and 
a half years. After all, Sir ....................  

MR. CHAIRMAN : Move the amendment. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : I have nearly finished. I do 
not want to dilate upon this point. I think I have 
made it clear that there is no use saying that we 
are imposing on you certain austerity standards 
or ascetic standards. 

It is nothing of that kind. If you 
look at the Ministers and their 
definition of austerity—look at Shri 
Krishnamachari and the car which 
he drives—a M. G.—it would give 
us ........  

MR. CHAIRMAN : No personal reference. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : No, Sir. Since you are here, 
we cannot do, but look at that. After all we are 
not imposing austerity standards. By any means 
we do not want to do it. What we say is "Come 
to the standards that are permissible in this 
society today. Take into account the facts of life 
that exist ; take into account the sufferings and 
privations of millions 1 of people ; take into 
account the sufferings and privations of the Gov-
ernment employees who are running the 
machine for you.     You  cannot 
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[Shri B Gupta.] 
have an efficient administration when 
these people, thousands of them, 
are sunk in want and poverty. You 
can get neither efficiency nor devotion 
in that situation. Therefore, please 
standardise, whatever the values you 
hold dear. I say that the hon. Minis 
ters should have the courage to 
stand up and say that we have made 
cuts and we are prepared to make 
further cuts. I know that you have 
a little altered your position. But 
the I.C. S. officers arc there still drawing 
Rs. 4,000. Even then, you have made 
certain changes and from what I see 
in our province of West Bengal and 
what the Ministers are doing—I 
want you to set an example before 
them. When I think of the West 
Bengal Ministry, I am just 
reminded of Ali Baba's cave. 
They are running riot there. By 
all means set an example so that ................. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : No reference to other 
States. Have you moved your amendment ? 

SHRI B. GUPTA : Sir, I made 
a reference only to illustrate my 
points. If they can make reference to 
China and Soviet Union..................... 

MR. CHAIRMAN : No China. 
{Interruptions)     Order, order. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : With these words, I 
move my   amendment : 

That on page 1, in line 7, for the words 
'two thousand two hundred and fifty' the 
words 'one thousand' be substituted ; and in 
line 8 on that page the words 'one thousand' 
be deleted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Gopala-swami, 
would you like to say anything or shall I put 
it to the vote ? 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : I think, Sir, 
so far as the amendment and the speech of 
my hon. friend on this amendment are 
concerned, it is anly a continuation of the 
debate we had on the motion for taking the 
Bill into consideration. Of course, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta has put a case that was 
argued on behalf of his group by ht^     leader     
in     different     words. 

d*vy   Think there ls anyhting in the 
9Zti. .......  

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA : Different facts. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : ... which 
requires a serious reply from me. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question is : 

That on page 1, in line 7, for the words 'two 
thousand two hundred and fifty' the words 'one 
thousand' be substituted ; and in line 8 on that 
page the words 'one thousand' be deleted . 

The motion was negatived. 

MR.   CHAIRMAN :    The   question, is : 
That clause 3 stand  part of the Bill. 
The motion was   adopted. 

Clause 3 was added to the Bill. 

MR.   CHAIRMAN :    The  question is : 
That clause 4 stand part of the Bill. 

There is an amendment in your name, Mr. 
"Gupta, but confine yourself to the residence. 

SHRI B. G U P T A :  Yes, Sir. 
Absolutely. 

I move : 
That to clause 4 of the Bill, the following 

proviso be added :— 
"Provided that such a fully furnished resi-

dence shall not ordinarily contain more room-
space than a bungalow allotted to one or more   
Members of   Parliament." 

Now, Sir, this is a very simple 
amendment and I think this is more 
or less justified by the speech that the 
hon.   the Prime Minister................... 

PRINCIPAL DEVAPRASAD GHOSH (West 
Bengal) :   I suppose the former amendment was 
an arithmetical amendment,  while  the  present  
amendment    ' is  a  geometrical  amendment. 

SHRI B.   GUPTA :    ................. made   in 
the other House. He seems to have developed, 
and very rightly so, a dislike for these big 
houses. They are a waste for one to live or for 
one family to live. I suggest, Sir, that the hon. 
Ministers can go to the smaller houses in 
which we live. They can take one house where 
many of us are living.       They will have three 
rooms 
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and many more rooms also besides and they 
can discharge their duties very well there. 
Apart from this, they have got rooms in the 
Parliament House and have also rooms in the 
Secretariat. Therefore, there will be no 
difficulty in their discharging their 
responsibilities unless they want to hold 
courts in their own houses. We do not need 
such big houses at all. Therefore, I say, come 
out of these houses. They are a challenge to 
our sense of values. They were used by those 
people, the people whom we hated, the 
British. Turn over the houses for public use, 
start hospitals, nursing homes or put your 
children, also, if you like, in crechej there, 
but, for heaven's sake, come out of those 
houses. You cannot only set a good example, 
but also put the things to better u.ie. 
Therefore, I would like to ask the hon. the 
Defence Minister to accept my amendment. I 
know that he would not do it, but even so, I 
think that if this amendment is accepted, the 
housing problem to some extent would be 
solved. You do not use such big houses, I 
heard that one of the Ministers—he is no 
longer in the -Cabinet—had a house which 
contained about 27 or 28 rooms. I don't know 
how many of the rooms were used. I also do 
not know how many rooms a Mughal harem 
contained but there must not have been many 
more. If you like, you can put some of the M. 
P.s there who can share the accommodation. 
We would welcome it. In that way you can 
solve the problem and also to some extent 
save your face. 

PROF.   G.   R A N G A :       I   was unable 
to support   my    hon.    friend in   regard to 
the other    amendment and, therefore, I    did 
not    seek the j opportunity of rising.       So 
far as this amendment goes, it is not acceptable 
to me as it stands, but the idea behind it,   as 
presented by our friend and not the   manner in 
which he has done it, has   considerable  
attraction   to    me. I have seen these big 
bungalows and many of these Ministers are 
unable to maintain them properly.     I know 
the maintenance charges are met by 
Government, but they are not able to pay any 
attention even to the main- 

tenance of the thing. Many of the rooms are 
kept in a very bad condition. Even their 
dining rooms are not kept in good condition, 
as also the scullery and the various wash 
rooms. They are not looked after at all by 
anybody. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : How did you look 
into them all ? 

PROF. G. RANGA : Fortunately, Sir, after 
we had attained our independence, I had the 
opportunity of being invited by some of our 
friends. I went in there and had the 
opportunity of seeing how our friends were 
maintaining   their   houses. 

Then, there are these lawns. I think we 
can easily build four houses —commodious 
houses—in the four corners of these lawns 
while at the same time providing sufficient 
space for lawns, for gardens for airing and 
all these things for all these five families, 
including the Central building. 

Secondly, it was a wrong idea    on the part 
of the British to build one-storeyed houses 
here in New Delhi. We can very well afford to 
build two-storeyed houses at Least and that 
would go a long way in solving our housing 
problem and each one of these houses which 
are there for most  of   these Ministers can be 
repaired and   reconstructed so as to 
accommodate easily two Ministers and in that 
way we can economise  very  much.     It     
would help in easing the housing problem and 
also the space problem in New Delhi       This    
lush  portion  or  the healthy portion of New 
Delhi is important.     There   is   a   very     
great demand   for  this.      If it   is   broken up 
into a large   number of sites   and built upon 
with a much   larger number     of    houses—
not    bungalows— I am sure, Sir, not only the 
Ministers but all these Ministerial people—we 
have now nearly 35 of them and very soon it 
may come to 40  with   Parliamentary   
Secretaries  thrown  in—and I have no 
objection to that—our own Members of 
Parliament and some of the Secretaries also 
can come to be accommodated and it will help 
in the deve- 
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[Prof.    G. Ranga.] lopment of a better 
city and a better housing position for the 
Ministers as well as for others. 

SHRI N.   GOPALASWAMI : With the spirit 
underlying this amendment, I may say at once, 
that I personally have great sympathy, but so 
far as the actual terms  of the amendment go, 
it is not possible for me to accept it. I  
certainly believe that the kind of houses that 
have been provided for Ministers could 
certainly be improved upon both as regards 
the conveniences required for the occupant 
and from the standpoint perhaps of economy. 
These buildings    have    come      into    exis-
tence   in    the   course   of   years,   if we 
were now   engaged on trying to build houses 
which can be considered sufficient   for    
Ministers   and   locate them in the minimum 
possible space of land and so forth,   we 
should probably embark on a scheme of 
building houses   for   Ministers, which   
houses, when   completed,    would   look    
very different from certainly a good many of 
the houses which Ministers are now obliged to 
occupy.     But    that does not come into the 
provisions of this Bill at all.     What this Bill   
says is merely that a free furnished residence 
will be supplied  to  each  Minister.     As  to 
what    the   space     for   each      such 
residence should be, how it should be 
furnished and so on, is a matter for the   
Government   to   consider.     In fact, if hon. 
Members wish to see their ideas   translated   
into   practice,      we ought to set up a 
committee to evolve a type design for a 
Minister's residence, giving them the 
minimum of accommodation    as    they   are   
given the minimum of salary for discharging 
their functions.     I for one am not against it at 
all.   The only   thing I would say is,  I am    
not quite sure if the hon.   Member is trying to 
treat the bungalows that are provided for M. 
P.s as something like a model for a residence 
for anybody and everybody including   the   
Members   of   Parliament themselves.     
Those bungalows require   to be re-adapted to 
the needs of M. P.s themselves. There are 
certain things which would justify a certain 
amount of difference between the ac-
commodation that is provided for an 

M. P. and the accommodation that an 
unfortunate Minister has to occupy 
throughout the year in the climate of Delhi. 
So while I am in favour of a new type design- 
a type design which would reduce the 
accommodation in some of the larger 
bungalows which some of us are obliged to 
occupy— as I have said, certainly I am not in 
favour of inserting #ny amendment in this 
Bill. In fact, it is, I think* irrelevant to the 
provisions of the Bill. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : In view of the sentiments 
expressed now, I am withdrawing my 
amendment, Sir. 

The amendment* was, by leave, withdrawn. 

MR. CHAIRMAN :      The question is : 

That clause 4   stand part of the Bill, 

The motion was adopted. 

Clause 4 was added to the Bill. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The' amendment given 
notice of by Shri Bhu-pesh Gupta to clause 5 is 
an absolute negative and therefore it cannot be. 
permitted. 

Clause 5 was added to the Bill. 
Clause 6 was added to the Bill. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Jaspat Roy Kapoor 
who gave notice of an amendment to clause 7 is 
not here. Therefore the amendment is not 
moved.. 

Clause 7 was added to the Bill. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : There are two 
amendments to clause 8, one given notice of 
by Mr. Jaspat Roy Kapoor and the other by 
Shrimati Sharda Bhargava. Mr. Jaspat Roy 
Kapoor is not here and Shrimati Sharda 
Bhargava does not want to move her 
amendment. 

Clauses 8, 9, io, 11, 12 and 13 were added 
to the Bill. 

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

SHRI N.    GOPALASWAMI : Sir, move that 
the Bill be passed. 
♦For text of the amendment, see column 

3I38 ante. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN : The motion is : 

That the Bill to provide for the salaries and 
allowances of Ministers, as passed by the 
House of the People,   be passed. 

SHRI TAJAMUL HUSAIN : Sir, in 
England and other countries in the West, the 
salary of the Prime Minis xr is double that of 
his colleagues. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Tajamul Husain, 
that question was raised by Dr. Kunzru who 
made out that £5,000 was the salary of the 
Cabinet Minister and £10,000 was -the salary 
of the Prime Minister in U. K. Shri Gopala-
swami Ayyangar answered that question, but 
you were unfortunately away and we cannot 
allow that question to be raised again. 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA : I only want to 
refer to two points which the Leader of the 
House has pointed out in his reply. He pointed 
out, as a counter most probably to our argu-
ment without being able to meet my own 
arithmetic, that we ourselves had suggested 
that there should be 30 times the per capita 
income. Of course my colleague Mr. Gupta has 
already answered that point. When we suggest 
Rs. 500 for M. P. or Rs. 1,000 for a Minister, 
we do not contend that the present standard 
should be there. As I have been explaining in 
my speech, we were demanding certain other 
facilities, we were demanding a rise in the 
salaries of lower paid employees also. Without 
taking this into consideration, merely to say 
that we want thirty times the per capita income 
as salary for Members of Parliament is not 
correct. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : My hon. friend 
did not make that allowance in his own 
arithmetic when he deduced the 200-
proportion. 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA : I related this 
allowance to my proposal which the 
Government is not prepared to accept. My 
proposal was to raise the wages of lower paid 
employees and provide amenities like a free 
house, medical allowance, advance for 
purchase of a bicycle, and so on.     When they 
do not give all 

these, they should not come with proposals 
for salaries which will amount to Rs. 4,000 
per month. That is the point I have been 
making. When we suggested the pay of Rs. 
500 per month as salary and allowance when 
the M. P.s are here, it was on the 
understanding that our demand on behalf of 
lower paid employees would also be 
accepted, and that nobody would receive less 
than Rs. ioo with immediate effect. 

My second point is this. We are always 
told : "You are only putting forward 
suggestions for propaganda." Many Members 
on the opposite side always say that whatever 
we say is propaganda. There is nothing wrong 
in propaganda, if we can convert the 
Government on the other side. But they are so 
deaf that they refuse to accept our reasonable 
amendments. We suggested that Rs. 500 
should be the salary of an M. P. and Rs. 1,000 
should be the salary of a Minister. Further an 
M. P. is not given a house or a sumptuary 
allowance, whereas we suggested a free 
house •-• for the Ministers so that we should^ 
provide proper amenities to enable them to 
discharge their responsible duties. 

Another point which the Leader of the 
Council has made is that this salary is in 
accordance with the principles of Communism 
itself. I can understand this kind of statement 
coming from the Minister opposite, because he 
does not know anything about Communism. 
He quotes the Communist principle as being 
"To • each according to his needs." Sir, the 
Communist principle is this: "From each 
according to his ability ; to each according to 
his needs." «The Communists never say that 
this principle should apply only to Ministers. It 
should apply to the whole population. So, this 
principle can be quoted only when it is applied 
to all the people. We hold that it is possible 
only when our exploiting sections are deprived 
of their capacity to exploit. If that society is to 
be evolved, it will take years and years. Then 
only  can  the  principle  "From  each 
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[Shri P. Sundarayya.] according to his 
ability, and to each according to his needs" be 
applied. It is not correct to take one portion of 
this principle and say that Ministers need so 
much and therefore we are paying it. 
Therefore, to say that this Bill is in accordance 
with the princi pies of Communism is nothing 
but distortion ; it is nothing but ignorance of 
the  Communist  principle. 

Sir, we have moved certain amendments 
and the House has rejected them. It was never 
our intention to put forward impossible 
suggestions— sugestions which are not 
practicable. We wanted to suggest things 
which are practicable and which, if the Con-
gress Ministers desire, they can implement 
immediately, and which any democratic 
Government would implement immediately. It 
is unfortunate that the Government could not 
see its way to act according to our suggestions. 

PROF. G. RANGA : Sir, as I said at an 
earlier stage, I did not want to intervene in this 
debate. But after hearing my friend Mr. Sund-
arayya, I was wondering why my hon. friends 
from the Communist group were so very keen 
on this move. My hon. friend who preceded 
me said that it was not their intention to do 
propaganda. But he has no objection to doing 
propaganda. I agree with him. There should be 
no objection at all to doing propaganda, 
because we have got to educate our people in 
regard to what we believe in. What is it hat my 
hon. friend wishes to do ? 

He says that he is going to provide a 
minimum wage of Rs. ioo immediately for all 
the people in this country. I challenge him and 
all those from whom he learns his Com-
munism to achieve that within five years from 
now without violence. I tell him, and I tell his 
party also, that it is absolutely impossible. 
{Interruption.) I know they can do it through 
violence. They can rob my peasants of their 
produce—as it is happening in other countries 
behind the Iron Curtain like China.     Then 

they can say to the people : "You are being fed 
; you are being clothed ; you are being housed 
; and you are being paid Rs. ioo." But if they 
are to do justice to all sections of the people in 
this country and do it in a non-violent manner, 
in a truly parliamentary, democratic manner, 
they will find themselves, through their own 
experience, in the position of one who talks 
through his hat. 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA :    When we 
come into power, we will do it. 

PROF.   G. RANGA : They say that Rs.   1,000     
should   be    paid.     And they are now asking 
us to go back to the     Karachi   Resolution.      
As    regards this Resolution, I would like to 
remind the House that even when this 
Resolution   was   first being   proposed in  
Bombay,  when  the  Fundamental Rights   
Resolution   was    before    the A.-I.C.C.,I had 
the honour of warning the A.-I.C.C.  that Rs. 
500 would not be enough, and I moved an 
amendment suggesting   that   the maximum   
salary should  be  Rs.   1,000.     Whv   did   I do 
so ?   It is all right for me  to   try and appear to 
be living on very  little if I have various other 
sources from which I can    possibly enrich 
myself and manage my household.    If, on the 
other  hand,   I have     to remain as public 
functionary, either as a Minister or as a 
Secretary   of a Department, if I have to live as   
an honest citizen, as an honest functionary, then 
I should certainly be kept above want in society. 
My friend Mr. Sundarayya has said : "Well, it 
takes years and years to evolve a new society."     
That is  exactly my point.   It takes time.     In 
the meanwhile, you have got to take into ac-
count the fact that we are living in a certain 
society.     You may call it a capitalistic   
society,       or     anything you like ;    but this is 
the society in which we are living.      In this 
society you have to see that   your functionaries   
are kept so far above want that you can expect   
from them not only efficient service but also 
honest service. Only the other day my friends 
were very loud and eloquent, and rightly so, in 
favour of honesty in public service and in their 
passion against corruption. 
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If you have to put down corruption, if you have 
to enhance the standards of honesty  prevailing 
in our services, then, Sir,    we should be 
willing to look   to   their    needs.     My    hon. 
friend said here that he would not be so 
inclined as to ignore their needs for marriages, 
children's education and so on   and   so   forth.     
We   should   be willing to pay them not only 
adequate but    decent    salaries,   salaries 
which would keep these people above temp-
tation and that is most necessary.   My friends  
were themselves  agreeable  to this   when   
they   were   saying : "Pay the lower paid 
officers and Government employees adequate 
salaries and allowances so that they would be 
above want,    above temptation and so that you 
can expect honest   service   from these 
people."     Now if they were to be consistent 
with this, they should  be willing not to come 
forward with these puerile amendments which 
according to me are meaningless except for the 
fact that they want to do a propaganda which 
itself would be a misfire. 

SHRI   B.     GUPTA :      What   are you 
doing ? 

PROF. G. RANGA : I am doing the same 
propaganda which would not be misfired. But 
they should on the other hand appreciate the 
gesture made by the present Cabinet in coming 
forward to this House with their proposals. 
These are the proposals, as some of our friends 
had said, which seek to reduce the salary of a 
"Minister at the Centre by nearly two-thirds 
from the standards which obtained at one time. 
Now it is true that in some of the States the 
salaries are lower. But what is the position, Sir, 
with regard to the standard of living of the 
middle class people and others ? You can get a 
cup of coffee in Madras for two annas. Can 
you get it anywhere here in Delhi, in 
Connaught Circus or in Old Delhi ? You 
cannot get anything for less than four annas. 
The worst possible coffee you might be able to 
get here and there for three annas. Naturally 
everything else also is more costly and so you 
have got to pay more and what do we swggest 
to pay ? What is being suggested here ?    
Nothing  so   very  extraordi- 

nary. They want us to go back to those 
countries where after all these 30 years they 
have been able to achieve a gradation of 1 to 
20. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR : Those countries 
are a bugbear to you. 

PROF. G. RANGA : They arc no bugbear to 
me. The only thing is that I want to learn 
something from those countries. I am in a 
country where I am happier, people are happier, 
they are enjoying much greater liberty than in 
those countries. And that is why I do not want 
my people to go the way of those countries on 
behalf of which my friends are here as unpaid 
ambassadors and also advocates. (Interruption.) 
I have paid my friend a compliment by saying 
that he is an unpaid ambassador. If he ' wants to 
reverse that compliment, that is his lookout. 

MR. CHAIRMAN :   Speak on   the Bill. 

PROF. G. RANGA : Therefore, Sir, I think it 
is wrong on the part of my friends to tell us 
here in season and out of season that they stand 
for a different social philosophy and morality. 
Different social philosophy and morality we 
have got here in this country ever since 
Mahatma Gar.dhi has been teaching us. And 
what is the exact poci ion here in this country ? 
Our Prime Minis; er, I know it for a fact, is 
obliged to spend more than what he is paid 
today or what he was paid even a year ago. He 
was in fact depending upon his income from 
royali ics. I know of another Minister al: o v ho 
was drawing upon his private income. I know 
yet of another Minister who was helped by his 
friends. I do not want these Ministers to be 
treated in that way. I want ihese Ministeis to be 
able to maintain themselves in decency so that 
by the time they leave their ministerial gaddi 
they would not be the poorer. They would be 
able to go back to their home, whatever their 
home may be—without any more liabilities, if 
that is possible, With these salaries, I am sure, 
Sir. that we should be satisfied and that is  
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[Prof. G. Ranga.] why I am in favour of 
this Bill a'nd I am not prepared to  accept the 
criticisms made by our friends in regard to 
these -salaries. 

SHRI B. K/M'UKERJEE (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Mr. Chairman, Sir, this is the third reading of 
the Bill and I am doubtful whether we ' can go 
into the details of the provisions made in this 
Bill. But anyhow we have to support: this Bill 
and we do support the Bill though some of us 
very reluctantly, as we are not in favour of our 
Government and the Cabinet being subjected to 
criticism from the, other side. We wish that our 
Ministers should take courage and stand to defy 
all the criticisms levelled ' against them in order 
to bring about improved conditions in this 
country. I do not know hov to treat some of the 
amendments which were (US': now moved and 
negatived by this House. I do nor know whether 
those amendments an to be trotted with 
contempt or with sympathy. When I consider 
that these people want * o make use of the 
platform of this C >uncil of States for 
propaganda n>t for themselves, not for this 
country, but tor the countries which an not 
concerned here, I think these amendments must 
be treated with contempt by everybody, every 
national of this country. But these amendments 
may also be treated with sympathy because 
friends of the Opposition did not know what 
they w:re doing. Thoy are just like children. If 
you give a sword in the hands of a child to cu: 
the throat of his enemy and warn him by 
saying, "Be careful, it is very danger-pus. You 
must not cut your own hand or any part of your 
body", even then after some time the bov will 
try that sword on his own neck and cut his own 
neck. That i; the condition of our friends si ting 
on tne Opporition and sending this sort of 
amendments. I have got examples to show how 
they have brought about chaotic conditions in 
our country by their   unwise policy. 

MR. CHAIRMAN   :     That is not 
.neeessary here. % 

SHRI  B.  K.   MUKERJEE : I am only 
warning our Government to take note of what I 
am going to state now. I do not want the 
Government to reduce the   standard   of living 
any   fur:her. We    are    reluctant   to    pass     
this Bill of reduction.        We   wanted    to 
increase   the   emoluments of   Ministers 
because    we   know that on the Mnisters' 
standard of living depends the  prestige  and  
prosperity  of this country.    We    are not    in 
favour of reducing our standard  of living.    We 
have been fighting all   our  life to upgrade, to 
raise the standard of living of the masses and if 
we  initiate a policy today of reducing the 
standard of those men who arc to fight for 
raising the standard of living of the masses, 
automatically      the .standard    which    is 
contemplated goes   down. 

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA : You will start from 
the Minis.ers ? 

SHRI B.K. M U K E R J E E :  I wish our 
Ministers not to submit themselves to the 
threats of Opposition and further reduce the- 
emoluments that we are going to pars today. Of 
course we would have supported if they had 
brought out an amending Bill to increase these 
salaries because we want to raise the standard 
of living. 

Now I will cite one cxampje for 
fu ure guidance of this country, to 
show how ihe at.imde of tie hon. 
Membejs on the other side of this 
Hou .Tn the trade union movement of 
this country proved dangerous. 
These peorle tried to organise the work 
ing classes of our countiy and .hey 
initiated a policy because they were 
not true to organise or they were not 
true to raise the standard of the workers 
in our countiy ...............  

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. M.iker-jee, we are 
not now d:scussing the trade union movement. 
We are discussing the Sfiarks Bill. 

SHRI B. K. M U K E R J E E r l  want 
to cite an example that in the trade union 
movement they were opposed to the 
subscription to be paid by the members of 
trade unions and they    were      also    
opposed   to    the 
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Salaries to' be paid to the Secretaries and 
Assistant Secretaries of the trade unions.    
What was the result ?   They fought tooth and 
nail and I   have no hesitation   in   admitting    
here   today that as we made a mistake 30 
years back wheh   we were afraid   of their 
threats,  their  challenge,    their    criticism,    
the  trade   union   movement of this country 
could not prosper during these years   and I   
want everybody to take note of this that they 
did not want any subscription from the trade 
union workers, from the trade union members. 
Therefore,   the    trade   unions   could not   
pay   their   officials   and     when they could 
not pay the officials, either the   officials   did   
go   and   encourage corruption   somewhere   
or   depended on the pittance sent from other 
countries to corrupt this   country,   to   sell this 
country   to   another   foreign   nation. That 
was their theory then and wc are feeling   
today   the   disastrous    consequences of that 
propaganda,   of their threats,  of their    
criticism.    It is not good for us to submit to 
the crideisms, coming   from   the   other    
side.     We should not bo guided by their 
criticism. We should have the courage to stand 
up to them and rebut their   criticism. Whether      
the   hen    Ministers   take Rs..   2,200 or Rs.. 
3,300 or Rs. 4,400 they will always be 
criticised.    Tf   the hon. Ministers do 
honorary work, even then they will be 
criticising the Ministers.      Their   criticism    
will    always remain  because this  criticism  
which they level against the Congress and the 
Congress   Ministers   is   not   for   the 
betterment of this country but for the 
betterment of another land, which they call 
their fatherland. 

Another th ng, Sir. I cannot understand the 
meaning of this amendment. It is a 
contradiction in terms. A man should be paid 
according to the needs. I do not think 
anybody has read these amendments 
carefully. They are so fantastic that they 
should not be treated seriously.' IF any 
Member reads there amendments carefully, 
he will find that it is provided that Ministers 
should get Rs. 1,000 and Deputy Ministers 
should get Rs. 750. I do not know why this 
difference   between Ministers  and Deputy 

Ministers. They ire performing the same kind 
of duties, the same type of jobs, the same type 
of work. 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA : You ask Mr. 
Gopalaswami Ayyangar to Explain. 

SHRI B. K. _MUXERJEE : The 
whole difficulty is that they are not seri 
ous about these amendments. They arc 
not serious about the salaries which will 
be paid under this Hill. They are 
serious about one thing only and that 
is   to   criticise. Whatever        the 
measure  may be,  they  will criticise. Therefore 
my submission is that our Ministers should not 
try any.more to reduce their emoluments that 
have oi jn passed today.    If at  any time  they 
"feel    that    these    scales    of salaries and 
allowances are not sufficient, let them not feel 
shy to co.me forward again and ask us to 
increase the remuneration.     One friend said 
that   Ml listers are not living today in the  
position in which Ministers should live, they are 
not maintaining their houses as Ministers 
should.     This is not a very  good sign for the 
country where 40 crores of peop'e   live. 

MR.   C H A I R M A N  :   I   think 
you have spoken more on the amendments and 
other things. It is only the stage now for 
general consideration. 

SHRI B. K. M U K E R J E E : I'. request tha 
Government and our Ministers not to try to 
reduce the'.r remaajra-tion any far her because 
of criticism from he other side. If they bring a 
Bill again to increase their emoluments, we 
will be only too glad to pass it. 

11 a.m. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : We have been subjected to 
such harsh criticism at , this third reading stage 
that I would like o say a few words. It was not 
my intention to parricipate in ihe debate but we 
have been subjected to such malicious attacks 
which are nothing uncommon from those hon. 
Members. We have been accustomed to this kind 
of political delirium in his House before and it is 
not anything new. If we make suggestions and if 
we speak on the basis of certain facts, they 
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[Shri B. Gupta.] call us propagandists and 

various other kinds of names. When they do 
this, I think they are trampling under foot all 
sense of public morality. Do they want, Sir, I 
want to ask you, this Parliament to be turned 
into a Fascist Gm: d Council where these 
people can come and praise their Ministers, 
demonstrate their sycophancy and exhibit their 
propensity for flattery, or do they come here to 
accept Opposition criticism, to understand our 
point of view and try to give effect to it in so far 
as it is possible ? 

MR.   CHAIRMAN :   Mr. Bhupesh Gupta,    
I want   to point out to you that,    while  the    
Government  have negatived the first 
amendment,   so far as   the   second   
amendment   is concerned the Leader of the 
House has expressed     his     sympat hy with    
it. A gentleman got up and talked as you 
scmetimes talk also and so many other people   
talk.      I  am   merely   putting it to you that the 
Leader of the House had expressed his 
sympathy with your amendment and you were 
good enough to withdraw your second   
amendment in the light of the assurance given. 
That gentleman has spoken and you have 
spoken and I think that is enough now for the 
present. 

SHRI C. P. PARIKH (Bombay) : Mr. 
Chaiiman, I had no intention to speak on this 
Bill which I consider to be a harmless one and 
an ideal set before the country. The Leader of 
the Communist Party wants the minimum wage 
to be Rs. ioo for everyone in the countiy, 
especially the Government employees, and Rs. 
1,000 to be the maximum for Ministers who are 
carrying all ihe burdens of the State. I have a 
few observations to make on this point Mr. 
Ranga replied that trey cen achieve that ideal of 
Rs. ioo ici 'mum wagp cn'y by violent means. I 
say, Sir, that even by violent means this ideal 
of a minimum wage of Rs. ioo cannot be 
achieved in this country in a short time. It is not 
by violent means or by the distribution of 
wealth that the si andard of wages can be in-
creased. It can be done only by the production 
of additional wealth. It is only by this means 
that the standard 

of living can be raised in this   country. If my 
hon. friends on the other side put obstacles   in   
the   way   of the   constructive ideas by which 
this Government  stands and  which  they  want 
to translate into a reality in the next five years, 
I think the desire to have a minimum wage of 
Rs. ioo for the ordinary worker will be  delayed 
for a very much longer time.     It is only by  
the  creation  of wealth that  the standard of 
wages can   be   increased.. It is only with such 
ideals in view that the Ministers have accepted 
this low wage of Rs. 2,250 which is hardly 
sufficient    for     their   requirements* hardly 
commensurate with the onerous   duties    they   
discharge.    When thoy have accepted this 
wage, they have accepted it with the idea of 
showing, to  the  Indian  public that  sacrifices 
are      required   for     the     country. They  are  
setting an example  before-the   country.    I   
hope that Members; on the other side 
understand it in the right    spirit.     This   is   
all  what   1 wanted to say. 
SHRI KANHAIYALAL D. VAID  YA 

(Madhya Bharat): 

 

3153 
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[For English translation, see Appendix II, 
Annexure No. 75.] 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : Mr. Chairman, I 
do not wish to keep the Council for any length 
of time by way of replying to the speeches that 
have been made on the third reading of 
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[Shri N. Gopalaswami.] this Bill. I shall 
confine myself to two points. The first is that I 
wish to remove from the mind of hon. 
Members like my hon. friend Mr. Mookerji a 
thorough going misapprehension of the 
reasons which served to persuade Government 
to bring a Bill of this sort before this House. I 
do not know if he meant all that he said and 
implied. He suggested that Government had 
shown some weakness in yielding to 
criticisms from the parties or groups which 
compose the Opposition in this House and he 
warned us against repeating this weakness in 
the future and bringing in an amendment Bill 
which would reduce the emoluments of 
Ministers even further. This is a thorough 
going misconception. I thought I made it per-
fectly clear when I made my first motion for 
taking the Bill into consideration that the 
Government's decision was made in response 
to public opinion. Government did take into 
account all that public opinion and because 
they considered that opinion reasonable, they 
examined the whole matter and came forward 
with a Bill for enacting this legislation. That 
public opinion was largely that of the Indian 
National Congress in the country. It was not 
the opinion which was voiced by groups 
opposed to the Indian National Congress that 
persuaded us to come to this position and I 
think my hon. friend has misjudged public 
opinion if he thought that this Bill was not in 
consonance with the opinion of that section, 
the overwhelming section of the people of this 
country of whom he is himself a 
representative in this House. That is one thing 
I want to get clear. 

The second thing is a matter which arises 
from the speech of my hon. friend the Leader 
of the Communist Group on this third 
reading. He charged me with a certain 
amount of ignorance of the Communist doc-
trine. I believe he used the word ' ignorance'. 
It is perhaps difficult for me sitting where I 
am to claim the intimate familiarity with 
Communist doctrine that sitting where he is, 
he should be expected to claim.   But let 

me tell him that I have read his masters also—
Karl Marx. Engels and the rest of them—and 
while without entering into conversation with 
him on more intimate levels, it will be difficult 
for me to claim that my knowledge of what 
they had written is superior to his, I think I still 
can claim a certain amount of familiarity with 
the doctrine for which they stood and which my 
hon. friends on the other side are supposed to 
implement in the conditions of the present day. 
I respect a good deal of what they had said but 
I am not one of those who have placed Karl 
Marx above the Bhagvad Gita and if I 
sometimes have looked upon what they have 
said and written with a critical eye, it is only 
because I have tried to use such intelligence as 
I possess in trying to judge whether I would 
allow their dogma to guide my own life. 

Now, coming to the particular point about 
which he charged me with, ignorance, he said 
that I had used the words 'to each according to 
his needs' without understanding their full 
import. He made two points. One was that it 
was only half the doctrine as enunciated. The 
full doctrine was 'from each according to his 
capacity'. I think that was the word used 
though my hon. friend used the word 'ability'. 
"From each according to his capacity,. to each  
according to his needs." 

I certainly concede the position that these 
two things are usually juxtaposed. But it took 
my breath away to see the kind of inference he 
tried to draw from that juxtaposition. He 
seemed to suggest that unless you took from 
each according to his capacity, you could not 
give to each according to his needs. Now, what 
does this imply ? I think he agreed that when 
we say, "To each according to bis needs " we 
do not confine the "each" to the Ministers with 
whom this Bill is concerned. We are really 
referring to each person in the whole 
population of the country. What does it mean 
then ? Are you going to deny to each according 
to his needs, because you have not tsken from 
each   member of the population 
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of the country according to his capa 
city ? Or are you going to deny your 
self the application of the principle— 
"From each according to his capa 
city" until you have reached a stage 
when you could give to each accord 
ing to his needs ? If that is the propo 
sition for which the hon. Member 
stands .......... 

SHRI P. SUNDARAYYA : If I am given a 
little time, I will explain the position. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : No need. There is a 
well-known saying that nobody has full 
knowledge of Communism; there are only 
varying degrees of ignorance. So let us not get 
into doctrinal discussions. 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : Sir, the hon. 
Member launched upon a doctrinaire 
discussion snd charged me with ignorance, 
forgetting that there was very much greater 
ignorance on his part of his own doctrine than 
any ignorance on my pan of his doctrine. 

SHRI   P.   SUNDARAYYA   :   The 
very speech of the hon. Minister shows that  he  
is  ignorant. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Yes, there are different 
degrees, 

SHRI N. GOPALASWAMI : It is difficult, 
Sir. It must be a case of different degrees of 
ignorance when you enter into what is known 
as Marxian dialectics. There is so much ig-
norance ind so much knowledge also that it is 
difficult to say who is ignorant end who is 
well-informed. I shall say no more so far as the 
debate on the third reading of the Bill is con-
cerned. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question is: 

That   the Bill be   passed. The  

motion   was  adopted. 

THE COMMISSIONS OF INQUIRE BILL, 
1952 MR. CHAIRMAN :    We now tak* up   
the  next  item   : 

"That the Bill to provide for the appoint 
ment of Commissions of Inquiry and for vesl 

ing such Commissions with certain powers, as 
passed by the House of the People, be taken 
into consideration ." 

(MR. DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN   in   the Chair.) 

SHRI       RAJAGOPAL       NAIDU (Madras):    
Sir,     before     the     hon. Minister moves this 
Bill, may I submit that this is a Bill which affects 
the privileges of this House and as such, I   feel   
it   absolutely   necessary   that the author of this 
Bill—the hon. Shri Kailas   Nath   Katju—
should   himself move this Bill.   As it is, it is 
only the Lower House that is given the power to 
pass any Resolution fcr the appointment of 
Commissions and that m^ans that a privilege of 
this House is b;ing ignored.    The procedure in 
our   Parliament is based on that of the Parlia-
ment  of England  and   there   I  may point out 
that the English Constitution  has   provided    
that    the    Upper House also has the power to 
pass similar Resolutions along with the Lower 
House.    That   being    so,    I    cannot 
understand   why   this   provision   has been   
ignored   here.    It   is   for   this reason that I 
submit that the author of this  Bill might  kindly  
move this Bill. 

THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL (SHRI N. 
GOPALASWAMI) : May I say a word ? Sir, this 
Bill is one for which the Government as a 
whole are responsible. There is the principle of 
collective responsibility and foi everything 
that is put before the House it is the Cabmet as 
a \vhole that is responsible. 

Now it is true that the Member in charge of 
a Bill should be usually the person who should 
pilot it even in this House; but the exigencies 
of public business today fre such that the 
Minister is wanted in both the Houses at the 
same time and he cannot possibly be present at 
both the places at the same time. So far as my 
colleague the Law Minister is concerned, I am 
sure he will do more than full justice to any 
debate that may take place in this House en this 
Bill, J nd I suggest that my hon. friend may 
accept that position. 


