9thMarch 1921

THE

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY DEBATES

(Official Report)

FIRST SESSION
OF THE

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, 1921

SIMLA
SUPER'NTENDENT, GOVERNMENT CENTRAL P88
1921

Rs. 9-8 or 15s. 9d.




. " CONTENTS

» Picr
THuRsDAY, 38D FxeRUaRY, 1021 . . . . . . . . 1-3
Opening Speeth.
Ontbs. '
Eleetion of Deputy Presidont.
Closing Speech.

L]
8.TURDAY, 5TR PrpRUARY, 1921 . . . . . . . . b5~6
’OItM o
‘Blection of Deputy President.
Government Business for 15th February, 1921,

EDNESDAY, 828 FEpRUARY, 1921 . . . . . . . 7—18
[, WY ",
H,E thc Vioerey's Bpeech.

« H. R. H. the Dake of Connaught's Speech. %

ppeechea by the Pmudétu of the Council of Btate and Legislative
Assembly -

H. E. the Viceroy's Clo'mg Spoaeh

TureDay, 167H FEBRUARY, 1021 . . . . . . . . 10-

Questions and Answers.

Procedure ag regards Questions.

Legislative Assembly (Deputy President’s Snlng) Bill,
Indian Tea Cess (Amendment) Bill.

Resolution #¢ Martial Law Administration in the Panjab.

Tuceepay, 17tR EEBRUARY, 1021 . .« o+ ¥ . . . 108103

Oath.

Questions and Answera.

Presedonce of Resolations.

Resolution re Military Expenditure of the Government of Indis.
Resolution re Listed Posts in the Indian Civil Bervice.
Resolution re Third Class Passengers.

Rosolution r¢ Army in Indis.

[ J
SATUBRDAY, 1978 FEBRUARY, 1021, .

Questions and.Answers.

‘The®ndian Tea Cess (Amendment) Bill.

The Indian Penal Code (Amendmeut) Bil].

The Indian Limitation (Amendment) Bill.

TYe Indigo Cess (Amendment) Biil,

The eport and Export of Goods (Amendment) Bll.

Kegolutions re the Wushington Labour Conference.
o LAPtI



[ i) -

Tuvespay, 228D Fepsuany, 1981 . . . . . , &.

Traunspay, 24TH FrBRUARY, 1021 ,

TugrspaY, 1sT MigcH, 192}

anucsnn, 2xp MarcH, 1921 .

o
su'vnnn, 5tH MakcH, 1921 ,

Oath

Questions and Answers.:

Deputy President’s Salary Bill.

The 1ndian Limitation (Amendment) Bill,

The Indigo Cets (Amendment) Biil.

The Import and Export of Goods (Amendment) Bills
‘Committee on Public Accounts.

Standing Finanoe Committeo.

Resolution®e Press Legislations.

. 13 . . (] .

Quostions snd Anuwers,

Resolution ¢ Female Education.
solution re¢ Creation of an Indian Bar,

Résolution #e Reports of Commissions and Committees. .. -

Resolution »¢ Raids {n the N.-W. F. Provinoe. .

Nankane Sahib Tragedy.

Committee on Public Accounth and Btand:ng Finance Committeo.
Budget for 1921-22.

The Indian Finance Bill.

The Code’of Criminal Procedure (Amendment ) Bill,

Rills passed by the Council of State.

The Indian Penal Code (Amendment) Bill.

The Code of Civil Procedure (Amendment) Bill,

The Caicutta University Bill.

The Indian Eloctricity (smendmert) Bill.

The Indian Factories (Amendment) Bill.

The Hindu Transfers and Boquests (City of Madras) Bill,
Resolution re Legislation for Registration of Trade Unione.

Questions and Answers.

Resolution 7¢ Raids in the North-West Frontier Province.
Resnlution re Expoit of Cattle. .
Resolution re Equality of Status of Two Chambers,

Resolution re 3 and 8} por cent. Securities.

Rosolution re Mootings of the Legm'utxve Ass mbly.

Questions at_xd Answers.
Resolution r¢ Mestings of the Legislative Assembly.

PA;'B
. 206 —3564

. 286410

. 411-808

. 507574

. 676660
A

Resolution re English Tranelation of Acconnts and State: euts of nvome,

Renolution »e Bihgr and Oriess Exeontive Council.

‘Resolutign re Inquiry into the Osuses of Non-Co- Operation Movement.

A Y
-~

o
i



.
oy

[ i ]

Dacs

Moxpiy, 7T MaRcH, 1921 . A . . a . . . . 651—714

Oaths. ]

Questions and Answers.

Notice »e Discussion on General Demands.

Resolution e Select Committee on Esher Committee’s Report.

General Discussion on the Budget.
TcEspay, 81E MaRcH, 1921 ., . . ‘ . " . . . 715—794

Questions and Answers.

General Discussion on the Budget.

WEDNESDAY, 9TH MaRCH, 1921 - = . F .

Oath.
Statement laid on the Table.
The Budget :
Discussion on Demands.,
(Second Stage).

THURSDAY, 10rE MaRcH, 1921 . P . . . . . . 843—905

Questions and Answers.
The Budget :
Discussion on Demands.
(Second Stage).

APPENDIX ., ; 5 " & . . ~ o . i—lvii



LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Wednesday, 9th March 1921.

The Assembly met in the Assembly Chamber at Eleven of the Clock. The
Honourable the President was in the Chair.

MEMBER SWORN :

11 aa. Mr. Mahomed Ali Hajeebhoy, M.L.A.

L d

STATEMENT LAID ON THE TABLE.

Mr. H. Sharp: Sir, I beg to lay on the table the information promised
hubir Sinha on the 17th February*
1921, regarding the withdrawal of students from Governmeht and Govern-
ment aided colleges and the number of pleaders who have suspended their
ractice in pursuance of the Indian Nationil Congress Non-co-operation

in reply to a question b

esolution. .

Beohar

Statement showing offieial tnformation regarding the number of students wko

kave so0 far withdrawn hemselves

om Government and Government

atded colleges amd the number of pleaders who Rave suspended thesr
practice sn pursuance of the Indian Natiomal Congress Nom-co-operation

Resolution. .
Number of (N;lmeabdfr:f " i
Presidency or Province. ::;dl::‘t(: who have ;]!.xnuxl.
withdrawn. '“'P‘I';g:.d
Madras . . « | Not exoceed- | No instance
_ ing 40. officially re-

Bombay . . . t + 23 |t Absentees, mostly dae to non-
co-operation, from Govern-
ment aided or recognised eol-
leges, number 241. This
figure is not quite complete.

Bengal . . . 1163 9 |iIncluding 17 ecxpelled from
Daoca.College. :

United Provinces . . 840 ]

Punjab . . 26 17 -

Burma - . . 509 Nit |

Bihar and Ovigsa, 198 13§ §T{1ia figure is probably incom-

ete.

Contral Provinoces . . 165 30 F

A 1| 1 | ||Excluding 56 absentees.

North-West Frontier Provinoe Nil Nil

Coorg . . . Nil Nil

Delhi . . . 28 Nil

Administered Areas . b4 ! 1 | 9Excluding 2 absentees whose

i ! intentions are doubtful.
Norr.—Most of the above figures have reference to the condition of things existing in
the first part of February.

* Vido pages 1'31 and 182 of Legislative Assembly Debates, Voluine I, No. 4.
(795 )
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Sir Frank Carter: Sir, may I ask wh;ther this statement of provisional
meetings of the Legislative Assembly during March, dated the 1 7th February,
can be relied upon?

The Honourable the President : I think the Honourable - Member ma
rely on the statement, but the fact that it contains the word “provisional™
indicates its character. K

Sir Frank Carter: I wish to know, Sir, whether the dates of the
Assembly meetings for March are fixed ?

The Honourable the President: Is the Honourable Member reading
from a circular of the Department ?

8ir Frank Carter: Yes, I am, Sir.
The Honourable the President: The last circular issued by the Depart~
ment shows the dates as fixed on the date on which it was isauec{

L3
. Sm———

THE BUDGET—LIST OF DEMANDS

Tae SecoNp Bracs.
Ezpendsture from Revenue.

Mr. C. A. Innes; Sir, I beg to move

¢ That a sum not exceeding Rs. 66,95,000 be granted to the Governor General in Counoil
Custom to defray the charge which will come in the course of payment during the
5 year ending the 31st March 1922, for the administration of Customs.’

8ir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, I beg to move this Demand, that the
item . . o .

o Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: My motion on this head comes first,
Ir.

The Honourable the President: The motion which stands first on the
original list of motions is one which can only be moved when the vote as a-
whole is put from the Chair at the end. Demands for individual reductions
of parts of the vote must be put first, otherwise the Honourable Member's
motion excludes all the others.

Livenies axp Crorming For Surerior OFPICERS.

Sir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, I beg to move

¢ That the item on 2 of this* Bluebook under the head of Customs, Liveries and
Clothing for Superior Officers, Its. 1,000 be cut out.’

I can understand the necessity for liveries and clothing for inferior officers
or menial servants, but I do not understand the necessity for liveries for
saperior officers, or for clothing for superior officers, or for making a provi-
sion for these things at the expense of Government. That is my reason for
this proposal to cut out the item Liveries and Clothing for Superior Offices.

Mr. C. A. Innes: I should Like to explain, Sir, that the different Local
Governments are responsible for the direct administration of Customs, and

* Démands for gn.mtl for oxpenditixro of the Central Government for 1021-22.
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they prepare these Budgets. I have no defnite information as to what
Liveries and Clothing for Superior Officers means, but I think I am correct
in saying that it is a grant of a small amount of Rs, 30 a year which is given
to Preventive Officers for the uniform which those officers are required to
wear. In the circumstances I hope that the House will allow this small charge
to stand. It does not actually refer to superior officers. 1 do not think it is
intended to supply the Collector of Customs with khaki shorts and shirts. It
is only intended for these Preventive Officers.

8ir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: What is the pay of these officers ?
Mr. C. A. Innes: Their pay ranges from Rs. 40 to Rs. 300,
The Honourable the President: The question is,

¢ That the item on Bnge 2 of this Bluebook under the head of Customs, Livevies and
Clothing for Superior Officers, Rs. 1,000 be cut out.’

The motion was negatived.

[ J
RevisioxN or EstaBrisaMENT oF Mapras Customs Housk,

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju : I beg to move A

¢ That lump provision for revision of establishment at the Madras Customs House be
reduced by Rs. 50,000.’ : .

At page 3 we find that the lump provision for revision of establishment at
the Madras Customs House is Rs. 1.50.000. My proposal is to reduce it by
Rs. 50,000. My chief ground is that of economic considerations.

I think if the Government will take into consideration the present sjtua- «
tion and deficit in the Budget, they might as well be satisfied with a less
amount, and I think that this amount of Rs. 50,000 can very well be spared.

Mr. C. A. Innes : This provision is for the revision of the pay of the es-
tablishment of the Customs House. 1 agree with the Honourable Member
that the provision which is being made by the Government of Madras is
excessive having regard to the existing cost of these establi hments. I am quite

prepared to agree to the reduction of the grant by Rs. 50,000.

The Honourable the President: The question is,

“ That lump provision for revisidn of establishment at the Madras Customs House be
reduced by Rs. 50,000.' '

The motion was adopted.

Mr.J. K. N, Kabraji : May I ask if clause (2) has been dropped in
Mr. Venkatapatiraju s motion ? ‘

The Honeurable the President :;, Clause (2) happens to be printed in the
wrong place—it refers to all votable items under Customs. Therefore, the
motions for reduction dealing with each Government item in particular take
precedence of motions dealing with the whole.

EstimMate For LooaL ALLOWANCES.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju : Sir. on page 4 I see that last year in the Budget,
Rs. 69,576 was the estimate for local allowance. This year it is Rs. 94,139
I beg to move

* That the Government reduce it to last yes's estimate.’

. A2
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Mr. C. A. Innes: These local allowances are §iven to meet the high cost
of living in Bombay. The only explanation I can offer for the increase
in ‘the estimate for local allowance is that, as will be seen from the details
of establishment on page 4, the establishment has been increased. That
increase is probably the reason for the ,increase in the amount of local
allowances. -

Mr. B. Vonhtalpatira‘u: May I ask why, in the Budget for 1919) there

was no provision for local allowances ?

Mr. C. A. Innes: I can only suggest, Sir, that the local allowances were
iven owing to the increased cost of living during the last two years. My
giend Mr. Aiyer has explained to me that the Local Government has given
these allowanoes to.its own staff, and that the Customs establishment ‘are given

allowances on the same scaIQ;

The Honourable the President : The question is, that local allowance
(page 4) be reduced from Rs. 94,139 to Rs, 69,578. .

The motion was negatived.

CusroMs RecrratioNn CLus.

Sir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, I rise to move

¢ That the item at the end of e 4, ‘Contribution towards the maintenance of the
Customs Recreation Club Rs. 2,400," be cut out.’
)

T am not aware of any principle underlying this proposal to contribute
towards the maintenance of the Customs Recreation ngb. I do not know
that the Government make any provision for recreation clube for other depart-
ments, and I see no reason why a recreation club should be provided for the
Customs Department alone. In any event, there is no justification for this
provision, and I move that it be cut out.

Mr. C. A. Innes: I must explain, Sir, that this centribution towards the
maintenance of the Customs Recreation Club is made from certain fees which
are collected from steamers and owners for work done on Sundays. We
collect from steamers and owners fees for overtime, that is, we charge them
for the work performed by our preventive officers, who have to be on duty
when steamers work at night or on-holidays and Sundays; and in order to
reduce, as far as possible, the working of steamers on Sundays, we make a
special additional charge for Sunday work. It has been ruled by the
Secretary of State—and I think rightly—that as this charge is levied for this
particular object, that is for the {:urpoag of reducing Sunpday working,
that Government ought not to make any profit out of theke special fees,
The consequence is that these fees or the bulk of income are devoted to charity
in Calcutta and Rangoon and also in Bombay to a less extent, I quite agree
that the whole question of the disposal of these fees requires looking into, and T
have now on my table a file which I have not yet had time to study
regarding these Sunday fees. I hope to be able to regularise the distribution of
these fees on uniform lines throughout all ports. But I think this House
will recognise that since the fees are derived from the work of the preventive
officers on Sundays, it is only right that we should devote a small portion of
these fees to welfare work among our preventive officers, It is a small
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contribution and one of long Qtanding. In these circumstances, I hope the
House will not accept the motion. ’

- Babu K. C. Neogy : May I inquire whether the Club is open to the
Indian employees of the Customs Department ?

Mr. C. A. Innes: I haveno information, Sir. It is a Customs House,
Club and I presume therefore that it is open to all. ' '

_8ir Jamsetjee Jeejeebhoy : May I inquire where the Club is situated.
Is it in the three ports the Honourable Member mentioned just now ?

- Mr.C. A. Innes: I think that in all major ports there are these Recrea-
tion Clubs. In Calcutta we make a small contribution from the Sunday Fees
Fund not to any Club, but toa service fund established to help junior Preventive
Officers and Ndmbers of their family in cases of sickness. In Rangoona
very small contribution is made to g¢he Customs Club, and in Bombay, as I
have explained, this small contribution is similarly made to the Recreation Club,

Dr. H. 8. Gour: May I inquire what proportion this Rs."2,400 represents
to the total amount of fees realised ?

Mr. C. A. Innes: The answer to that is that the rule is that any contri-
butions made from these fees must not exceed the amount of fees levied in the
year.

Mr. Eardley Norton: Is there any separate Recreation Club in
Madras ?

Mr. C. A. Innes: There are no Sunday fees in Madras.

Mr. 8. C. Shahani: May I inquire if overtime allowanceis given to
those who work on Sundays?

Mr. C. A. Innes: Yes.

Mr. E. L. Price: Whatis done with the overtime fees and -Sunday fees
that we pay in Kerachi? ¢

Mr. C. A. Innes: Overtime feés are paid entirely to themen. Asregards
the disposal of Sunday fees in Karachi, as I have saig I have got the question
now under examination. I think that Government takes most of the special
Sunday fees. If so, the practice is not in accordance with the standing orders.
That is why I propose to examine the whole subject.

The Honourable the President : The original question was,

‘That & sum not exceeding Rs. 66,805,000 be granted to the Governor General in Council
to defrny the charge which will come in the course of payment during the year ending 31st
March 1622 for Customs’

since which an amendment has been moved,

¢ That the provision of Rs. 2,400 for contribution towards the maintenance of the
Cistoms Reoreation Club be omitted.’

The question és, that that reduction be made.
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The President.]
The Adembly divided as follows :
AYES—b1.

Aﬁniho&i. Mr.K.B.L.
Ahmed, Mr: K

Al]{i Buksh Muhammad Hussain,

r.

Amijad Ali, Mr.

Ayer, Bir Sivaswamy.
Ayyar, Mr. T. V. Seshagiri.
Bagde, Mr. K. G. -

Baipai, Mr..8. P.

Barus, 8rijut Debi Charan.

Bhargava, Mr. J.

Bishambhar Nath, Mr.

Currimbhoy, Mr. R.

Dalal, B. A.

Das, Babu Baraja Sundar.

Dwarkadss, Mr. J.

Ghose, Mr. 8. C.

Ghuolam Sarwar Khan, Mr.
Chaudhuri;

Girdhardas, Mr. N.

Gour, Dr. H. 8.

Gulab Singh, Sardar.

Hajeebhoy, Mr. Mahomed.
Hussanally, Mr. W. M.

Iswar Saran, Mr.

Jatkar, Mr. B H. R.

Jejesbhoy, Bir Jamsetjes.

Ahmed, Mr. Zahir-ud-din.

Aiyar, M1. A, V. V,

Bryant, Mr. J. F.

Carter, 8ir Frank.

Crookshank, Bir Sydney.

Fell, 8ir Godfrey.

Ginwala, Mr. P. P.

Habiballah, Mr. Mahomed,

Hailey, The Hononrable Mr. W. M.

Herbert, Lieut.-Col. D.

Holland, The Honourable 8ir Thomas.
* Hullah, Mr. J. .

Hutchinson, Mr. H. N. ;

Ikramullah Kban, Mr. Mirza Md,

Innes, Mr. C. A.

Joshi, Mr. N. M.

Kabraji, Mr. J. K. N.

Kamat, Mr. B. 8.

Keith, Mr. W. J.

Maw, Mr, W. N,

NOES—39

Lakshmi Narayan Lal, Mr.
Latthe, Mr. A. B.

Mshadeo Prasad, Mr.,
Majumdar, Mr. J. N.
Misra, Mr. Pyari Lal.
Mitter, Mr. N. C.
Mohammad Schamnad, Mr.
Mudaliar, Mr. Sambanda.
Muhammad Hussain, Mr. T,
Mnkheri::‘,) Babu J. N.
Neogy, Babu Khitish Chandra.
Pyari Lall, Mr.

Ramji, Mr. M.
Ranga-Chariar, Mr. Tiruvenkata.
Rao, Mr. P. V. Srinivasa.
Reddiyar Mr. M. K.
Samarth, Mr. N. M.
Shahani, Mr. 8. C,

Singh, Babu B. P.

Sinha, Beohar Raghubir.
Sinha, Mr. 3.

8Sohan Lall, Mr.
Subrahmanayam, Mr. C. 8.
an{sr Singh, Baba Bedi..
Venkatapatiraju, Mr. B.

Vishindas, Mr. Harchandrai.

McCarthy, Mr. Frank.
Mitter, Mr. 1. K,
%itabi H;fi' ler. . ; L
ayar, Mr. Kavala| Muppi
Nmy'ton. Mr. Emdlepl.’en P
O'Donnell, Mr. 8. P.
Percival, Mr. T. E.
Piokford, Mr. A. D.
Price, Mr. E. L.
Renouf, Mr. W. C.
Sapru, The Honourable Dr. T. B.
Sarfaraz Hussin Khan, Mr.
Sen, Mr. Nishikanta.
Sharp, Mr. H.
Sircar, Mr. N. C.
Spry, Mr. H. E.
aghorn, Colonel W.D,
‘Watson, Sir Logie Pirie.
Yamin Khan, Mr. Muhammad.

The motion was adopted.

Mr. B, Venkatapatiraju : Sir, I do not propose’to move the first amend-
ment on page 5, but 1 shall move the next amendment.

Sir, on page 5, against Sind Division, Preventive Officers, there is an
increase in salaries from Rs. 50,000 to Rs. 77,000. Though I wanted this
to be reduced to Rs. 60,00 ), I do not propose to move it. But at the same
time, I propose to move the next amendment. :

Looa1 ALrowaxnoes, SiNpE Divisiox.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: I beg to move:
* That the local allowance be reduced from Rs. 82,187 to Re. 42,689 (page 5).
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There was no local allowance before and this has been provided for only from
last year and they want to increase it to Rs. 62,137, I therefore submit that
the amount be reduced to Rs. 42,639.

Mr. C. A. Innes: These local allowances are allowances either given on
-account of the special cost of living in Sind orj as is more probable, they are
allowances which have been sanctioned by the Local Government temporarily
Eending revision of pay. It will be found that on page 6 a lump provision

as been made for revision of establishments. When the revision of establish-
ments is made, as I hope it will be made shortly, then these local allowances
will disappear. In the circumstances, I have no objection to accepting the
Honourable Member’s proposal. '

The Honourable the President: The question is,
“ That the local allowance be reduced from Re. 62,137 to Rs. 42,689 (page 6).’
The motion was adopted.
Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: My next amendmept is
¢ That the local allowance (page 7) be reduced from Rs. 5339 to Rs. 2,758 °
For the reasons I gave on my previous motion I beg to move that the
amount be reduced to that suggested in the last Budget.

Mr. C. A. Innes: The same remarks as I' made on the last motion apply
here also, but I should like to point out that the Honourable Member cannot
have it both ways. He has also a motion to reduce the provision for revision
of establishments. As long as the provision for revision of the salaries of
establishments, namely, Rs. 6,000, remains, I am prepared to accept the proposal
that the provision for local allowances be reduouf from Res. 5,089 to Rs. 2,758.

Mr. E. L. Price: I do not know why the Mover of these amendments
-should be attacking particularly Sind, a province which is, I think, so far remote
from his ohservation and about which he knows so little.

Mr. C. A. Innes: The amendment relates to the Cotton Excise establish«
‘ments at Bombay and not to Sind.

The Honourable the President : The quest.ion is that this reduction be

e.
The motion was adopted.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: I am not moving (y), Sir, viz.—
‘ T;mt the figure of revision of establishment be reduced from Rs. 6,000 to Rs. 5,000
(page 7).’ ‘

Exrcurivei SuBORDINATES.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: Sir, I move:

¢ That the provision for Executive Subardinates be reduced from Re. 5,256,000 to 15 lakhs
-of rupees (page B). ,

On page 8 you will find, under the head Preventive Establishment’ for
Executive Subordinates, that what was spent in 1919-20"was Rs.. 4,15,495,
That was increased to 6 lakhs in the revised estimate. Now, it is proposed to
increase it by another Rs. 25,000. I appeal to the Government to reduce
that extra Rs. 25,000 so that the figure will be 5 lakhs.

Mr. C. A, Innes: I should like to point out that this is a mere matter of
-estimating. The numbers of clerks are known, their rates of pay are known,
and it is known when the increment of each clerk is due. The pay of these
<lerks is incrgmental. We must expect it therafore £o be slightly bigger in
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[ Mr. C. A. Innes.]
the coming year than it is in the current year. It would, I think, be foolish
to make this small reduction, and I oppose this motion.

Mr. E. L. Price: Sir, I understand that if this reduction is made, it means
that the men working in those Departments will not get the monthly incre-
ments that they are entitled to.

Mr. C. A. Innes: Yes. )

The Honourable the President : The question is,

* That the provision for Executive Subordinates be reduced from Rs. 5,386,000 1to 6 lakhs
of rupees (page 8) P

The motion was negatived.

Lusp Provision ror REvVISION.
Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: Sir, I move: 3
( ‘ Th)a.t the lump provision for revision be reduced €rom Rs. §,83,000 to two lakhs of rupees
poge 8).
In spite of the increase of Rs 1,10,000 the Government in the plenitude

of their wisdom have thought it necessary to increase it to Rs. 3,383,000,
Therefore I propose that it should be reduced to two lakhs.

Mr. C. A. Innes: I do hope, Bir, that this House will realise that, when
they are dealing with this Budget, they are not dealing with figures, but with
flesh and blood, the pay of their own establishments and officers down in
the Provinces. Every reduction which this House may make in this Budget
may mean loss to these men, and may set up discontent and agitation with
which the Government will find it very difficult to deal. I do hope this House
will realise that labour in Indin is becoming more and more organised,
and that labour hopes, and has a right to expect, that the Goyernment,
now it has been reformed, will continue to deal with it fairly and to meet its
Just claims.

The position as regards this provision is as follows: We have not yet
received from the Bengal Government their proposals for the revision “of the

of clerks and servants of the Calcutta Customs House, of whom there are
848. Does Mr. Venkatapatiraju, does this House, suggest that because, owing
to pressure of work and owing to the numerous claims upon them, the Bengal
Government and the Government of India have not yet been able to deal with
the pay of the ministerinl establishment of the Customs House in Bengal, and
because this Government has been reformed, no revision is to be sanctioned for
these mer and that they are to remain on the same pay as they are at present
and as they have been for years past? There are also in Calcutta 233
Preventive officers, and certain proposals for improving the pay of these men
were sanctioned last year. The men, however, are not satisfied, and both the
Collector and the Local Government have stated that the proposals which they
submitted last year and which we sanctioned do not go far enough. They
bave therefore submitted revised proposals asking that they may be given
retrospective effect. The question of sanctioning these proposals is now
under consideration in the Finance Department of the Government of India.
‘It will depend on that Department whether they are sanctioned or not.
In the meantime, we are merely asking for a Budget provision in case all
these proposals are sanctioned. This Budget provision does not necessarily
mean that the proposalg will be sanctioned. 'The proposals will have to come
before the Government of India. They will be gyrutinised both «in the Com-~
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merce and in the Finance Departments, and this House may rest assured that
they will be serutinised most carefully. In the meantime, I suggest that this
lump provision, which will not necessarily be spent, may be allowed to stand.

-Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar : Sir, the Honourable Mr. Innes kas
apparently forgotten that there are such things as supplementary estimates.

ow, these lump provisions figure very largely in this Budget. As this
question has now arisen, my motion to reduce the demand by 10 lakhs was
mainly based upon this lump provision. The Honourable Member will find
these lump provisions on page after page. On page 14 there isa lump
provision for revision of establishment of Rs. 3,21,800. Again, at page 6,
there is a provision of Rs. 2,25,000 for revision of establishment. Mr. Innes
himself admitted, in the case of one of these lump provisions, that it was an
over-estimate and that he was willing to reduce it by Rs. 50,000. I think
this spirit of asking the House to sanction loose budgetting we must object
to at once. If we allow it, our power over the purse will really be nominal,
and I therefore insist on the Departments placing these demands before the
Finance Committee in the first instalce, and then bringing it up by supple-
mentary estimates. All these appeals for treating subordinates fairly have
been xeadily responded to. But the figures have not been examined properly.
We do not know what pay these oflicers are getting, what the proposed increase
to that pay is, whether it is really needed or not—all these questions have
to be carefully gone into; and I think this method of sanctioning lump sums
cannot be-too severely condemned, and I therefore strongly support the
motion before the House.

The Honourable Mr. W. M, Hailey : Sir, the Honourable Member,
Mr. Rangachariar, hag referred to a point which, I think, I ought to argue
to the House. He says there are such things as supplementary estimates..
That is perfectly true; but I should like to ask a question in. return. If
you cut these items out now, leaving it for us to bring the matter up on a
supslemenmry estimate, where are we going to get the money? You could
. no doubt reduce the deficit now anticipated by cutting out the items now

in dispute ; subsequently your standing Finance Committee would find that
certain expenditure had to be incurred on them; and we would bring the
matter up to you on a supplementary estimate in September next. Then
if you sanctioned it you would either have to sanction money for which
we have made no provision at all, or you would have to agree to fresh
taxation then or adopt the undesirable expedient of again indenting on
floating debt for the purpose. I claim that we have done the right thing by
the House. Knowing that certain demands are bound to be - made upon us,
knowing that we cannot give definite details yet until they have been
examined, we have quite correctly placed them in the budget asa warning
to the House thatthe money, or a greater part of it at all events, will
have to be met. I do not tﬁink myself, Sir, that the proposal of the
Honourable Member to leave everything to supplementary estimates is one
which in the circumstances of the present year could be commended to the
House. If we were budgetting for a very large surplus it might be a very
reasonable proposal. But as we are budgetting for a deficit and as we have:
to provide the money somehow, I say that the proposal to leave this amount,
to be brought up later by a supplementary estimate is an unsound one.

Mr. T. V. Seshagiri Ayfyar : I am sorry, Sir, I am unable to agree with
me friends on this question of a lump provision. I have very bitter experience '
of what took place in Madras regarding the pay of munsifs and subordinate
judges. We had been agitating for a long time to increase the pay of
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munsifs and subordinate judges from year to year; the mmtter was being
inquired into by the Madras Government and- again by the Government of
India, but there was no lump provision for & long time. Ulfimately wiren
the increased pay was sanctioned, we found that these people had to be paid
for some years {&ck. Then the Madras Government, I think, said ‘we
are not going to pay for a number of back years,” and it came up to the
Government of India; and although the Government of India said that
they had no objection and that the Madras Government could do what they
liked, the Madras Government, I understand, said that they could not find the
money and that they were not going to give back pay as arrears; and these
poor men, I am afraid, may have to remain without any compensation for the
feriod during which they were encouraged to expect increased emoluments.
think, therefore, & lump provision is the proper way of dealing with such
guestions. I hope that when the matter is being gone into by the Finance
Department, they will very carefully scrytinise as to whether there should be
these increases or not; and if they come fo the conclusion that there should
be these increases, the payment to these underpaid men will come out of this
lump provision. Under these circumstances, I do not think it is wise or
reasonable to object to this lump provision for improving the pay of the
ministerial establishments,

Sir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, notwithstanding the explanation which
has been offered by the Honourable the Finance Minister, and notwithstanding
‘the inconvenience which he has pointed out, I still think that it is objectionable
in principle to make lump provisions in the budget. I object to it for more
reasons than one. My first objection is this, that we shall be foregoing our
right and our duty to criticise and wateh the expenditure carefully and see to
what objects the expenditare proposed is going to be applied. At present we
do not know the details of the scheme for reorganisation or of any other
_purpose for which this lump provision is asked to be made. We are simply
asked to make a provigion in the gross. Now, it may be that when the
details are brought forward we shall find it necessary to take objection to one
matter or another. We shall be foregoing our right to take objection to those
items if we commit ourselves beforehand to this lump provision. I do
not think it will be proper on our part as persons responsible for the expendi-
ture of the country, to forego our right.

In the next place, the departments which are responsible for the prepara-
tion of schemer have a tendency to slackness if they know that their schemes
ean be sanctioned in advance in this rough way, even though the details are
not ready. It ought to be insisted upon that every department which wishes
to bring forward any scheme of expenditure must submit it in proper time with
all the available data, so as to obtain the sanction of the authorities concerned
in time for it to be voted upon at the time of the budget. Now, if we are to
give wa{ to the demand on this occasion and allow these lump grovisions,---
they will have no inducement whatever to prepare their schemes and plans in
sufficient detail in time. The temptation to s{)ackne'ss is a thing which ought
to be discouraged. For this reason also I object to making any lump
provision. ) »

As regards the question how we are to find ways and means for these
schemes, if they are eventually sanctioned, I am not aware that there is an
insuperable obstacle,to coming up with an additional measure devising addi-
tional ways and means. Now, we have to find Ways and means for financing
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the present estimates so far as they go, If later estimates show the necessity
for additional expenditure, means can be found for financing that expenditure.

Suppose there is some extraordinary circumstance, let us say & war, a famine or
some other emergency which calls for additional expenditure, say to the extent

of 2, 8 or even 10 millions; what will the Finance Minister do in that case?

In a case of that sort the Finance Minister will be obliged to come up to us

for finding additional ways and means, and he will have to propose some suit-

able measure for that purpose. Itis a correct principle in budgetting to

make provision only for such schemes as are already ripe. In all other cases

we ought not to waive our right to criticise, or be content with the scrutiny of

our Finance Committee, but should insist that the final voice shall rest with
ug, and that the power of saying ‘yes’ or ‘ no’ on any application for a grant.
should be in our hands and our hands alone. Iam sure that just asthe

Honourable Mr. Hailey will have no difficulty whatever in devising suitable wayd
and means for unforeseen cases of heavy expenditure, so also he ought to bave
no diffienlty in this case ; he can come up with a supplementary budget; he
can come up with a supplement#ry Finance Bill, and there .isno special
difficulty in this case which cannot be overcome by the department.

The Homourable Sir Thomas Holland : Sir, as thisis a matter of
principle bearing on a large number of the Resolutions of which we bave
received notice, 1 think it is wise that the House should be given as many
ideas as possible to guide them in deciding the question now before us. Now
I suppose everybody here agrees with most of the copy-book headings which -
my friend Sir P. 8. Sivaswami Iyer has quoted. It is quite true that the
House is responsible for our expenditure, and it is quite true that the House
cannot judge of the expenditure, unless full details are given. But at the
end of every year in making the budget there must be a certain number of
«cases which are not quite ready for complete analysis. Merely because the
charge is entered as a lump’ provision it does not mean in any sense that the ex-
penditure is extravagant or unjustified. Quite often it is entirely the reverse ;
and I will notice an instance of the sort which explains why I am speaking
now ; for I want, if possible, to save more speaking on my part and therefore
more listening on your part later on.

I notice that further on in the programme for to-day, Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer
is attacking a lump provision of Rs. 7 lakhs for improvement of our salt
sources. I will give you that as an illustration of the way in which a lamp
provision may be an economy and not an extravagance. The provision which
we wish to make for the improvement of our salt source at Sambhar, if carried
out in the way in which every adviser tells us we ought to do, will cost some-
thing like 28, lakhs. We have also other schemes for the improvement of the
salt sources in the Punjab, costing another 15 lakhs. We are told, however, by -
the Finance Department that it “is impossible this year to finance both these
schemes or even the whole of one of them. Our problem then is,—which
of the items shall we cut out ? The details which constitute this lump have
been worked out with the greatest care and were put before the Finance
Department in ‘full detail. The Finance Department tell us that we cannot
get any more this year than Rs. 7 lakhs, and we are now driven to cut up
our programme, first by cutting out certain items that- we are doubtful
about carrying through, but if we cut these out we destroy certain other parts
of the programme. And we are not able to say at this stage whether we can
get the labour for one part of the programme, or whether we can get rails—
that is one of our difficultigs ; whether we can get watey pipes to carry the
water, whether we can get certain parts of machinery necessary to complete
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other parts of our programme, etc. These are things which we ave unable to say
for certain that we can do, and so the Finance Department have told us to do
our best within 7 lakhs on behalf of this object of improving the salt mources.
Otherwise, we should have had to cut out the whole budget, and if we did that
your salt sources will degenerate ; and it will not be I who will pay for this
but my successor. These salt sources can go on quite happily as they are for
another four or five years, and would see me out of office, whilst none of you
would ever find out that I had been treating your property badly ; my sucoes-
sor would come in for the results. This is a case in which it is economical to
act now, and for this purpose we have a lump provision of Rs. 7 lakhs. If we
do not act now, we shall lose the next monsoon, and if we lose the next
monsoon the country will be short of salt in the following dry weather. I am
merely quoting that as an instance of how a lump provision is & real economy,
and is the result of our being pruned down and not the result of our being
%'ven a lump sum of money to play with. It is the result of the Finance

epartment trimming us down to the very bone, until there is nothing else
left for us but to call it a lump provision, because we really cannot carry out
our programme in full . . . .

8Sir P. 8. S8ivaswamy Aiyer: Is it for works or establishments ?

The Honourable Sir Thomas Holland: It happens to be for works,
mainly ; of course, there is a large amount of establishment involved.

Sir Bivaswamy Aiyer talks about budgetting for war, but that is in no way
analogous. Here we are asking you to provide for a ¢harge that we are certain
must eome some time in the year. There is not a business man in this House
who does not budget in this way for what he knows must come but cannot.
state in detail. The whole principle of con;l)a.ny promotion is that. When
you form a company, you state your nominal capital and youn call up a certain
amount of the capital. When you do so, you give a rough idea of what you
bope to do, but it is impossible to say in advance how you are going to spend
every penny of that money. When you come to practical questions here—and
this is & business proposition that we have before us—who is to say that
you should cat down Rs. 1,27,000 by Rs. 25,000? Why Rs. 25,0007 Why
not Rs. 30,0007 Why not Rs. 20,0007 Has the Honourable Member who
makes a proposal of that kind gone into the matter in detail that he is able to
name the exact figure of Rs. 25,000? And this matter cannot be met by’
supplementary votes, as Mr. Hailey has explained to you. The Assembly wi
probably not meet again till September; meanwhile, the men who are

, concerned are out of their pay, they lose their increments and are suffering
severely. It is not just to them, and what is more, it will react on the
country in consequence of the production of strikes. I hope, therefore,
that the Assembly will treat these questions on businesslike. lines and
this suggestion 1 will make to you. It is impossible in the whole of
this Assembly to go into the merits of each of these proposals, many of
which have only been received by us to-day. It is quite impossible for us now
to discuss in detail the merits of proposals as to whether Rs. 25,000 or
Rs. 20,000 should be cut off. But I am willing to make this offer on behalf
of my. own group of departments, and I have no doubt that the Honourable-
Myr. Hailey wi%l support it. We are quite willing that any one of these
challenges before us to-day shall be put before the Finance Committee, and,.
subject to the criticism of the Finance Committee, the Government is prepared
to act. If the Finance Committee will examint each of these in turn and

-
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ﬁo into the question in our offices and look into the books and look into the
etails, we are quite willing to receive their assistance in the work of revision ;
because there is not & Member of the Government who does not wish, and
has not tried, to cut down the estimates. There has not been a single estimate
that has not been pruned down to the very bone. This bas been done, first
of all, by the administrative department, and then in a much more vicious
way by the Finance Department, and I should advise you, gentlemen, as you
bave the interests of the country at heart, to realise that cutting down is not
the only form of economy. It may be a very very false form of economy,
and I should advise you to leave questions of detail of this sort to the investiga-
tion of the Finance Committee, and I speak only as a practical man -of
business speaking to business men on a purely business question.

Mr. Wali Mohamed Hussanally : 1 beg to suggest, Sir, that if all the
lump provisions are removed from the Budget and placed as an
. unappropriated balance earmarked for being spent on the revision
of establishments and to be spent only after the supplementary budget is
passed, it will meet the case. .

Mr. Harchandrai Vishindas: I am sorry to say, Sir, that Iam not
quite convinced by the reasoning of Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer. In the first
fls.ce he did not give any answer to the remarks of Mr. Sesbagiri Ayyar. "

n the next place he forgets that he is not going to wipe out the whole of
the lump provision, but only a part, and therefore all his arguments fall to
the ground. As Sir Thomas Holland bas pointed out, what is the data for
Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer to fix on a particular amount for reduction, and why
not more or less? On the other hand, the Government departments know
the ropes and must be approximating to a particular figure. The figure
which they are proposing is, in all probability, the figure that would be
wanted actually. 'Fl?at is one thing.

Another point is, that if we were to follow Sir 8. Aiyer's arguments there
should be no lump provision at all. But I think that all people who have
dealt with budgets —and I have dealt with them—know that lump provisions
are inevitable and we cannot do without them. For Sir 8. Aiyer to call upon
Government to be prepared with all the details in advance so asto give the
exact figure which will be required for a particular work is a very tall order,
becanse there are o many things for which it is impossible, in advance, to
make a full and exact estimate. I think we will not be doing our duty by
the public or by the Assembly if we in any way interfere with these lump
provisions. Government have not arrived at these figures haphazard or
arbitrarily ; they must bave worked on some data. All those who give
employment and have establishments on a large scale have this experience,
that you cannot have every thing cut and dried in advance and therefore
lump provisions are necessary, and in this matter we should trust the experts .
who have charge of these Departments for having arrived at a roughly
reasonable figure.

Rao Bahadur C. S. Subrahmanyam: Sir, the argument of the last
Honourahle Member that we ought to place implicit trust in the Government
is certainly an argument which we might bring into this discussion because
nobody here doubts the capacity or the sincerity of the. Department of Govern-
ment, with which this gquestion of whether there should be a lump provision or
not, is concerned. 'T'he question is that we in this Assembly have or have not
got to see that the provision made by Government is necessary. We have got
to scrutinise the Budget. We have got to pass it and mgke ourselves respon-

. .

12 ~oox,
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sible as regards all the items shown there that we have seen evidence of them
and are satisfied primd facte. ‘ . '

Then Sir Thomas Holland said that certain works should be undertaken—
works which would cost a large sum. I think that that is a question on which
we should have further information and when it comes to every individual
item having tacked on to it the item of ‘lump provision’, then T think that
we ought to know what it is. As this is the first time under the new system
of scrutiny by the Assembly that item after item is taken up for sanction, no
doubt Government would not be prepared to furnish us with details.  nd in
order that they may be aware of the natare of the information we ask for, I
would ask this Assembly that as soon as a member of the (iovernment gives
us an explanation in regard to the particular item, we, with the most cursory
view, should pass it if it is satisfactory. We do not propose, as it were, that
they should lay down the money at once. Now this lump provision is not
intended for things not really connected with the heads of expenditure. It
would be as the lawyers say—cases of ¢juadem generis.

The preparation of budgets is 8 question with which we, who were connected
with local hoards and municipalities, are well acquainted and it is not that we
bave no experience of dealing with lump provision ; the desirability of dealing
with this question without opposition is raised. As for Sir 8. Sivaswamy
Aiyer, I think we can give him credit for an extensive connection with budget
g;epnmtion. Then Mr. T. V. Seshagiri Ayyar said that the Government of

adras were willing to give the Munsifs the increases they asked for, but that
they did not give it is not due to the absence of lump provisjons, it is unwilling-
ness to pay. It is one thing to make lump provision and another thing for
the Administrative Department to pay out the money. That we do recognise.
The question really is that we want some definite explanation as to the lum
provision. But as regards the details of the lump provision, I suppose to as£
for them would really be a very tall order. '

Mr. F. McCarthy :—8ir, I think it would meet a great many objections
that have been raised in this debate to-day if Government would consent to
ut all these lumlg provisiong together as a lump sum and place it at the
Sinpc)ml of the Finance Committee of this House. The lump sum could then
be divided off amongst the various departments as occasion arose. .

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju :—Sir, in replying to the various criticisms, I
should like to say that it 18 an anomalous position we occupy, because we are
all aware that in no legislative body will such motions be made because any
motion passed will turn out the Executive Government. That is the reason
why such motions are not made. Here we are in this position that we are
not able to turn them out, but we are asked to share their responsibility. 1
do not know how we can share that responsibility unless we scrutinise all

ovision made. Now we see that the lump provision for revision is
s. 3.83,000. Now let us be a little more economical and be ratisfied with
2 lakhs.

We know very well where we have to spend money, but in this case there
is no provision "and there is no clear data that the amount is absolutely neces- .
sary. I do say that the Government should reduce the amount. 1In this case
it is suggested that we should place it as a lump sum at the disposal of the
Finance Committee so that they can provide for different departments. I
shall have no objectien whatever to this proposal if the Government are prepar-
ed to spend no more than what the Finance Committee recommends. But I



THE BUDGET—LIST OF DEMANDS. 809

am sure that if the Government get their Budget passed from the lst of April,
they will entertain an establishment to spend the full amount, and then it would
betfifﬁcult to reduce, human nature being what it is. If we allow them a free
hand in this way, I see no reason for discussing the Budget at all.

Mr. C. A. Innes: Sir, I should like to get this debate back to its proper
*point namely, the question whether Rs. 8,83,000 should be allowed to
stand in this Budget. "That is the practical point before us. I quite agree,
however, that there are difficulties which have made themselves felt to-day.
They arise from the fact that we are passing through a transitional period,
and that this is the first time that a Budget has been dealt with by this House.
I am not in & position to say whether the suggestion of Mr. McCarthy will
be acce because that is a point for the Honourable the Finance Member
to decide. But 1 do hope that next year we shall be able to place our Budget
before a Finance Committee so that everything can be properly threshed out
before it is brought before this House. »

Both Mr. Venkatapatiraju and Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer objected that they
did not know what this lump provision was for. They said that they did not
know what the details ave, or anythiny about them. Well, I have tried to
explain that we know that the Bengal Government are coming up_ with
E\posala for the revision of the pay of the clerical establishment of the Customs

ouse, and that they have come up with proposals for the revision of the pay of
the Preventive Staff. They estimate that the cost of these proposals will
be Rs. 3,883,000. As I have already tried to explain Budget provision is
a very different thing from administrative sanction, and I was very surprised
to find Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer falling into that error. 'The jere fact that.
this provision'is made does not necessarily mean that the proposals will be
sanctioned. The Administrative Departments have reason to know this, and
even if the Administrative Department accepts the proposals, they have still
to be passed by the Finance Department, and 1 can assure the House that
these days the Honourable the Finance Member is a very. difficult snag.

Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer said that we ought to arrange our revisions so that
they can come up in time to be considered in detail by this Assembly. I
suggest, Sir, that it is not the business of this House to spend its time on the
details of revision schemes. This House has & more important duty.

It is quite right that they should hold thé Executive Government
responsible to them. We should be held responsible for such revisions as
we make. But I suggest that it is not the business of this House to go
into details. The Reform Scheme Sir, will never work if the Legislature
interferes in details and refuses to place any trustin the Executive Govern-
ment. All these schemes are examined with the greatest care and are ost
carefully scrutinised. I am quite sure that this process will go on. I
have already explained that we have made this lump provision in order to
meet the cost of the revision of pay of clerks and servants in the Customs
House in Bengal and of the Preventive Officers, and I hope the House will
not accept the amendment. -

The Honourable the President: The original question was,

« That a sum not exceeding Rs. 66,895,000 be granted to the Governor General in Couneil
ﬁ defray the charge which will come in the course of payment during the year ending 3lst

arch 1922 in respect of Customs ' N
since which an amendment has been moved :
¢ That Lump provision for revision be reduced from Rs. 8,83,000 to Bs. 2,00,000 only

" (page 8) '

* Vide page 8ulof theso Debates, "

~
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The question is, that the proposed reduction be made.

The Assembly divided as follows :

AYES~—44.

Abdullah, Mr. 8. M.
Agnihotri, Mr. K. B. L.
Ahmed, Mr. K.

Amjad Ali, Mr.

Ayer, Sir Sivaswamy.
Bagde, Mr. K. G,
Bajpai, Mr. 8. P,
Barus, 8rijut Debi Charan.
Bhargava, Mr. J.
Bishambhar Nath, Mr.
Chsudhuri, Mr. J. C.
.Das, Babu Braja Sundar.
Ghose, Mr. 8. C.
Ginwals, Mr. P, P.
Girdhardas, Mr. N.
Gour, Dr. H. 8.

Gulab Singh, Sardar.
Hussanally, Mr. W. M.
Iewar Saran, Mr.
Jatkar, Mr. B. H. R.
Joshi, Mr. N. M.
Lathe, Mr. A. B.

Aiyar, Mr. A V. V.
Ayyar, Mr. T. V. Seshagiri,
Brysnt, Mr. J.F. .
Carter, 8ir Frank.
Crookshank, Sir Sydney.
Currimbhoy, Mr.

Dentith, Mr. A. W,
Dwarkadas, Mr. J.

Fell, Sir Godfrey. .
Gidney, Lt.-Col. H. A. J.
“Habibullah, Mr. Mahomed.
Hailey, The Honourable Mr. W. M.
Hajecbhoy, Mr. Mahomed.

Herbert, Lit.-Col. D.

Holland, The Honourable Sir Thomas.
Hullah, Mr. J.

Hutchineon, Mr. H. N.

Innes, Mr. C. A. .

Jejeebhoy, Sir Jamsetjee.

Kabraji, Mr. J. K. N,

Kamat, Mr. B. 8.

Lakshmi Narayan Lal, Mr.

Mahmood Schamnad, Mr.

The motion was negatived.

NOES

Mahadeo Prasad, Mr,

-Majid, Sheikh Abdul.
Majumdar, Mr. J. N,

Man Singh Bhai.

Misra,; Mr. Pyari Lal.

Mitter, Mr. N. C.

Mudsliar, Mr. Sambanda.
Mukherjea, Babu J. N.

Nabi Hadi, Mr.

Nag, Mr. Grish Chandra.
Neogy, Babu Khitish Chandra.
Pyari Lall, Mr. '

Ramji, Mr. M.

Ranga-Chariar, Mr. Teruvenkata.

oR80, Mr. P, V. Srinivasa.

Sen, Mr. Nishikanta. ¢

Sinha, Mr. 8.

Sircar, Mr. N. C.

Sohsn Lall, Mr. /
Subrahmanayam, Mr. C. 8. /
Venkatapatiraju, Mr. B.

Yamin Khan, Mr. Muhammad.

—48.

Maw, Mr. W. N.

Mitter, Mr. D. K.

Muhammad Hussain, Mr. T.
Nayar, Mr. K. M.

Norton, Mr. Eardley.

0'Donnell, Mr. 8. P.

Percival, Mr. T. E.

Pickford, Mr. A. D,

Price, Mr. E. L.

Raja 8. P. Singh,

Rao, Mra€. Krishnaswamy. o
Reddiyar, Mr. M. K.

Renouf, Mr. W. C.

Semarth, Mr. N. M.

Sapru, The Honourable Dr. T. B.
Sarfraz Husain Khan, Mr.
Shahani, Mr. 8. C.

Bharp, Mr. H.

Sinha, Babu Adit Prassd.

grgr , Mr. H. E.
uiindas, Mr. Harchandrai,
‘Waghorn, Colonel W. D.
Wateon, 8ir Logie Pirie,

[ 2N

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: I do not move 2 (), Sir, »iz,

*That another Lump provision in revision be

reduced from Rd. 35,000 to Bs. 16,000

{page 8)". .
OvenTiME AND HolipaY ALLOWANOCES.

“Mr. B. 'Venkltapltiraju: Sir, again we have a provision on page 8
under the heading ‘Oyertime and Holiday allowances’ in which there is an

increase from Rs. 2,26,000 to 8,75,000. I propose to reduce it. I beg to move

“ That it be reduced to Rs. 8,056,000 which was the figure in the Bevised Estimate “far

109N.21 °. ©
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T do not understand why in Overtime and Holiday allowances there should
be such an increase as Rs. 1,560,000 in two years, ’

Mr. C. A. Innes: It is quite evident from Mr. Venkatapatiraju’s
motion that he does not understand the system on which these overtime fees
are collected and distributed. As 1 explained- earlier in the day, steamers,
which naturally want to get away as quickly as possible, frequently ‘work at
night, and on” holidays and Sundays. Now when the steamers are working
we must have our preventive staff there to see that smuggling does not go on,
and since the preventive staff are required to work overtime and on holidays,
we pay them overtime allowances. The steamers are required to pay fees
for working at night and on Sundays, and so necessitating preventive duty, and
these foes are distributed among the preventive officers. The debit here there-
fore is purely a book transaction. On the one side, the reccipt side, we credit
the fees collected from the steamers. On the other side, we show a debit of
the fees paid to these officers. 'The fact that the amount shown in_the Budget
is bigger than it was last year, is bigger than it was in 1919-20, is simply
due to the fact that the Local Government thinks that in the Hooghly more
ships will be loading or unloading cargo in the coming year and- that
more of them will be working on Sundays and holi , and there-
fore that the credits from overtime fees will be greater, and consequently
the payments of those overtime fees to the staff will also be greater.
In these circumstances, I am quite sure that Mr. Venkatapatiraju will
withdraw his motion. :

; gr. B. Venkatapatiraju: Is this due to an increase in rate or in
ees :

Mr. C. A. Innes: There is no increasé in rateatall. The increase is simply
due to the fact that these fees, which are paid for overtime, are likely to increase
this year, owing to the fact that the Local Government thinks that there will
be more steamers in the port.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: If there is no increase lin rates, Sir, then I
do not press my amendment. )

The Honourable the President: The question is, that the amendment*
be withdrawn.

The amendment wus, by leave of the Assemply, withdrawn.

LuMr PROVISION FOR REVISION OF ESTABLISHMENT.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: Page 14 Sir, there is also a lump provision
here for revision of estiblishment which was not mentioned in the budget of
last year. I propose to move

‘ Thot the amountt be reduced to two lakhs’,

I think there was some misapprehension that these provisions would be
placed befors the Finance Committee before the amount 1s spent. I do not
think there is any such intention on the -part of Government. The matter
will come up for discussion before the Finance Committee, but that does not
mean that they are not dgoing to spend this amount without the sanction of the
Firlmmzf Committee, and I sherefore strongly press that this amount should be
reduced,

——

* Vide pags R10 of these Debates. . -
t Ra. 8,21,800 giveu in Blue Book,
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. Mr.C. A. Innes: This lump provision, Sir, is provision which has Leen
made by the Burma Government to allow for the revision of the pay of the
clerks in the Burma Customs Offices and to provide for an increase of staff
in those establishments, to provide for the revision of pay of the preventive
staff and appraising staff. The Local Government has wired to say that they
are considering the details of these varions revisions and has explained that
these proposals will very. shortly be submitted to the Government of India.
It has also explained that the pay of the other subordinate staffs in Burma has
been revised with effect from the 1st March, 1920, and it has suggested that
the Customs staff will have a legitimate cause for discontent if, merely owing
to the fact that accidentally or otherwise their revision has been taken up last,
thev should be deprived of the benefit of revision of pay also from March,
1920. Now, Sir, I explained when we were discussing tre lump provision for
Bengal establishments that these proposals will be'examined by the Commerce
Department and again by the Finance Department. The amount put down,
namely, 3,21,800, is merely an estimate of the’ amount which will cost to
revise the pay of these establishments. ‘It does not mean that the revirion
schemes as sanctioned will necessarily cost that amount, hut I think there will
be great discontent on the part of these establishments if the House reduces

" the provision.

The Honourable Mr. W. M. ‘Hailey: I feel that this lump provi-
sion question is still one which is troubling the minds of many Members in
this House, and it would, I think, be in the interests of the House and of our-
selves if we could arrive at some common line which we "bould take upon it.
It is perhaps-a misfortune that we have had to open to-day with estimates
many of which have been prepared by the Local Governments, and the conse-
quence is that we are neither able ourselves to give you in the House as full
information about them as we should like, nor has it been found feasible to
draw up the printed estimates exactly inthe form in which they would have
been drawn up had we had in advance that full information. That is the reason
why the lump estimates are shown in this particular form-—simply ¢ Lump
provision for revision of establishment’ and the like. I acknowledge that the
task of the House would have been easier if we had indicated the exact
details for which they were required. Then the House might bave felt dis--

tosay : * Well, we recoguise that provision must be made for revision ;
we will leave it in your hands, but our Public Accounts Committee will sub-
sequently see whether you have or huve not spent it within the scope of the
demand which we have given to you.” That is one course, and I believe
there are many Members of the House who think that if we could
give these matters in sufficient detail here and now, they would be
prepared to pass them on the understanding that the Public Accounts
Comméttee would certify that they were duly spent within the scope of the
demand. . .

There are other Members of the House who hold the view that these
matters fall properly within the purview of the other Committee—the
Standing Finance Committee. We have indeed had placed before us a
Goncrete proposal by M1~ McCarthy that the whole of these lumprgrants
should be taken together and put at the disposal of the Standing Finance
Conimittee. There is one objection to this—a technical objection—which I

- feel many of my friends will feel here, namely, that if we take all these lam

" sums together and place them under one head us a reserve to be dealt wit

by the Standing Committee, they will come to a large sum which will not be

“limited to the exatt'purpose of the different grants as they are now. 1f under
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the present circumstances, we have a lump provision under ‘ Customs’ we
cannot employ it for ¢ Income-tax’ or the like. But if the lump grants are
all amalgamated as is sometimes done in Local Government budgets—it is
clear that between us, that is to say, between the Government and the- Stand-
ing Finance Committee, we should have greatly enlarged powers. It would
perbaps suit us to adopt that course ; but on sound financial grounds, I am’
afraid that I could not as a responsible adviser recommend it to the House.

Now athird course it is a combination perbaps of the first and second - is

- that we should here and now give as full information as possible as to what these
grants are intended for, and, secondly, that we should, wherever it is possible
to do so, place them before the Standing Finance Committee. The Standing
Finance Committee cannot always be with us much as we should like their
constant attendance and "advice. I feel that many of them, as business men,
“would not be able to sit continuously with us day by day ; but, wherever possic
ble, we would put these grants hefore the Standing Finance Committee ; we
would take their advice on them and we would ask them in each case to report
to the House as to the measures we Imve taken as regards their expenditure.
Now, Sir, if this combination of numbers (1) and (2) —with of course &
reservation as to the powers of the Public Accounts Committee - will satisfy
the House, weare perfectly willing to take that course. My proposal therefore
is that we should now explain to the House exactly what we intend the money .
for, and where the matter is not of sufficient urgency—and sometimes, as
the House will realise, it is a matter of t urgency where establishments
are clamouring for revision. I remem%;?u case where I had to sanction the
revision of a police establishment during lunch on a Sunday afternoon by a
clear-the-line telegram ; but wherever it is possible, we should place them before
the Standing Finance Committee, and in every case they woul‘t)l report to the
House how the money is being expended.

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar : Sir, I' wish to explain 4he - difficulty
which I feel in this mattér. I have complained here very loudly that the
cost of Government establishments has heen mounting up by crores, and these
lump provisions, I find, are for revision of pay or re-organisation of establish-
ment. I have examined item after item anﬁ find that these lump grants
come in only for that purpose. An appeal has betn made to our hearts by
saying that these grants are intended for improving the position and pay and”
prospects of the subordinate services, most of whom are Indians and that
therefore Indians will profit by it. But whether they are Indians or
Europeans, the matter should be examined from a business-point of view.
My feeling is that many people who do not deserve any increase of pay have got
increases of pay and allowance. There is one matter which has now been elicited
in the Madras Council, namely, that the High Court Judgés are starving on
Rs. 4,000 & month and are wanting more pay. I believe the proposal is
seriously before the Government of India: That is what was elicited in the
Madras Council. If 1;eople on Rs. 4,000 a month can be said to be starving
and they want horse allowance and carriage allowance and what not, then that
is a matter which requires close investigation —not merely investigation by
officials, but, I say, it must be investigated carefully by a Committee of this
Asrembly before such reorganisation or revision of pay is sanctioned. We
Lave had enough of reorganisation and of revision of salary. I may mention
another instance here—the case of travelling allowance. How many of you
know that a Munsif when he ix transferred from one place to another gets’
three first class fares for himself, and then he is said to bealoser. It is easily
done—three first class fares for a Munsif on Rs. 200 or Re. 800 & month, and

B2
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1 daresay many a Peputy Collector, to say nothing of Collectors and Deputy
Comnmissioners, get more. We do not know these things ; we want to go 'into
them. What is the ﬁood of our being called here to pass this Budget, on this
lump sum method. If we do, 1 put it to you on principle that we are encoura-
ging extravagance by this sort of looseness on our part. We are not dise
charging our duty to our people by allowing this sort of thing. We must insist
on the separtments coming up with definite proposals which should be closely
examined before they are sanctioned by this House. It is not administrative
sanction ; it is a kind of moral sanction. 1 have been on the Committee of
the Madras Corporation and I know how difficult it is to deal with men who
clamour for more pay. They come up in batches, and when you have
appointed a committee to go into the grievances of one Department, another
Department comes up and says ‘'Oh, the Postal Department have not got any-
thing,” or ¢ The Europeans have had an increase ; Indian officers have not
had an increase,” and so on. And the Government says ¢ Well, there is a
liberal flow from the tap, let all get the *water.’ If-we allow this sort of
fimance, our national finances are bound to go toruin. And what is the good
of our coming here if we do not exercise the power which the law has given
us in this respect.

8ir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: - Sir, I should like the House to bear with
me for a few minutes if I agnin claim their attention on a question which
seems to me to involve very important constitutional principles. Let me
first clear the ground by saying that I do not desire the House to go into
small petty details of the working of the administrative machine. That is
not a thing which it is possible for us to undertake. It is for the Government
to devise suitable schemes for the working: of their machine, and for us to
criticise it in important matters. . -

But while] am perfectly aware of the impracticability of this House
taking upon itself the function of the Executive Government and going into
matters of detail, it is of the very greatest importance that all these schemes
should be put forward ip detail for-sanction; and my reason is this: that the
very fact that they are obliged to come forward to this Assembly with details
will compel them to be caveful. There is the light of publicity which will be
thrown upon all their pro which will necessarily comgel them to take
every possible care in the preparation of their estimates. That is one object
which I have in view in insisting that all these proposals should be brought
forward before us. Another object s, that it will give us an opportunity of
criticising any really important proposals which may scem to us to be open to
exception. There may be questions of reorganisation, there may be questions
of principle in it, and there may be large inoreases of salaries sanctioned, as to
which we may have no idea at all; but if they do come forward with all these .
proposals at the time of the Budget, we shall have an ogportunity of expressing
our opinion on such questions. These are the two objects which I hawe in
view in desiring that these schemes should be brought forwardin detail.
A third reason_perhaps is this, that it is a matter of constitational principle
for us as custodians of the public purse, if I may use that expression, to be
jealots of our powers and to maintain them. Now, there are varions solutions
which have been suggested; and I shall explain to the House the difficulty
{ feel in accepting some of those solutions as satisfactory. For instance, 1t
has been suggested -that there is a Public Accounts Committee which in its
sorutiny of the accovnts will consider whether monies which have been voted
by this House have been properly applied or not. But the Public Accounts

]
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Committee can go into the scrutiny of accounts only of the year which has.
closed, after the event, and all that it can decide is whether monies which
bave been voted have been spent in a proper way and applied to the
objects for which they were sanctioned. WE:re there is a lump provision
of this rort, even supposing that it is explained as involving so much 'for
reorganisation, so much for construction of works and-so on, it will be difficult
for the Public Accounts Committee to say that so much should not have been
paid on this sub-head, or that so much increase should not have been
granted to certain members of the staff or so much should not-have been
granted by way of travelling allowance and so on. They.would be exceeding
their powers if they did it, and they would have no sufficient-data if they went
into criticisms.of tﬁat sort, where they bad only a lump provision to consider.
The Government would thus have a free ﬁand in dealing with these lump
rovisions, unless they gave us the full details ; and the Public Accounts
‘ommittee would not be in a proper position to exercise any scrutiny over the
expenditure if the allotment was made in a vague and general form.

Then, again, another safeguard whas suggested and that .was that scrutiny
might be exercised by the Finance Committee. The difficulty that I feel
here with regard to' the Finance Committee is this : under the Statute it is
only a comvultutive body ; it cannot possibly vote any monies, and the
Government are not bound by the advice of the Finance Committee. If the
Government undertake —I do not say statutorily—but at least by way of
convention to be bound by the recommendations of this Finance Committee,
that would go a long way towards mitigating the objections which I have
on principle to these proposals. I do not know whether the Finance Depart-
ment will give an nmﬁertaking that they shall be bound by the recommend-
ations of the Finance Committee. If they are not prepared to give an under-
taking like that, but will at least give an undertaking that on matters where
they differ from tbhe Finance Committee, they will refer the matter to the
Assembly, there would be some sort of a guarantee that the expenditure will
be properly scrutinised. I am not aware that the Government are prepared
to give any undertaking of that sort. I have now explained my difficulties in
accepting the Public Accounts Committee or the Finance Committee as’
providing sufficient safeguards for the scrutiny of public expenditure. The
other difficulty is that constitutionally the power of voting monies vests with
us, and not with the Finance Committee.

The objection that the Honourable Mr. Haiiey pointed out to lumping
these sums together is, I must confess, & sound one, if I may venture to
express m{ concurrence with him. There is a difficulty in lumping all these
sume together. There is also an advantage in showing these lump sums under
different departments, because you know what the expenditure in each
_department is. It Wmay perhaps be useful also to know what the lump sums
all together amount to. Now, in the present Budget, the addition of all these
lump sums which are provided will, I am afraid, amount to some crores of’
rupees. There is one thing which I think the House may perhaps do, and it
is to give a certain sum, say half a crore, and place it at the disposal of the
Finance Department for meeting all these lump sum provisions out of it. But
T do not think it will meet their purposes ; they will not be satisfied with it;
they will require a very much larger sum for meeting their various schemes.
Now except by setting apart a small rum, say half a crore or a crore for
meeting these lump provisions, or by having an undertaking from the Finance
Department that on all matters they will be guided by the Finance Committee,
and, in case of difference of opinion, refer it to this House,T do not see how we
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can properly abdicate our functions and commit ourselves to all this expendis
ture. It is really a question of constitutional principle, and let me ask the
House once again to take it from me that I do not have the least desire that
this House should take upon iteelf the function of deciding whether ten peons
less or ten peons more should be employed or any trumpery matters of that
sort. The question of deciding how many officers are necessary for the
efficient administration of a department is one which a large body like this
cannot emsily or possibly undertake. There is a Resolution standing in my
name where I seek to cut down the pdy of two Deputy Commissioners. M
object is simply - fo elicit information and nothing more. I trust, Sir, that
have made my &ﬁiculties clear to the House. 1 think really it is a question of
conktitutional principle, and 1 am jealous of our powers and anxious that we
should not part with them lightly. ~Under all the circumstances of the case,
as a solution of the practical difficulties which have been experienced in this,
the first year of the reform budget, I would make the suggestion that, if the
Government agree to place all the details of all these schemes before the
Finance Committee and obtain their concurrence, we may waive our
objections ; if there is any difference between the Government and the Com-
mittee, they should come to us.

RaiJ. N. Iﬂnmdar Bahadur : Sir, I have listened carefully to what
' * the Honourable the Finance Member had to say ; he says that
these estimates are budget estimates of figures supplied by Local
Governments and that he had no hand therefore in framing them. But one
thing I cannot understand. 1 believe that each Local Government is
represented here by its delegate. , Are those delegates simply here to vote on
the Government side, or to help the Finance Minister in explaining the
details of the lump provisions there ? . .

Are they simply to draw so much salaries and allowance to vote on the
side of Government or to come to our rescue just at the time when we are
unable to explain these things ourselves? The Finance Department sa
¢ these things came from the Local Government, we have no hand in the
matter, therefore vou, gentlemen, must vofe blindly for these things as we
are not responsible.’ 1f that is the case, I think the Government might
dispense with the practice of Liocal Governments sending up their delegates.

It is quite right for the Honourable the Finance Minister to say that the
Members of this House shBuld not be over punctilious over these small items ;
hut, as it is said, ‘ Many a mickle makes a muckle, and these small things
drop by drop go to make up the large sums. It is not in the interests either
of the Finance Minister or of the Government or of this House that these
little things should he left to the sweet discretion of the local officers who can
spend the money just as they like. There is a suspicion at the back of the
minds o1 some of us that whenever we make lump provisions for anything,
the money does not go towards the promotion of Indian officers, but towards
the promotion of European officers. I personally do not share it, but
rightly or wrongly that is the impression; therefore it is right that the
details should come to this House end that we should bein a position to
serutinise whether they are necessary or not. Otherwise there is no use our
being here. Government might as well say, ‘We are all wise men, we are
all well paid to do this work, we devote our time to this, therefore there is no
need for you to scrutinise them.’ ’

~ Mr. P. E. Percival: The Honourable Member who spoke just now
‘miggested that the répresentatives of the Provincial Governments should make

1r.x.
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gome remarkg on the subject. I propose therefore to make one or two
remarks, though not quite on the lines that the Honourable Member expects.
My only point is this, speaking asa district officer—and district officers, district
Judges and Magistrates will support me—that the chief trouble we have is the
great delay that occurs in these matters. The Honourable gentleman who
raised the present objection seemed to imply that Government worked with
extraordinary rapidity, that they were very lavish, and their great forte
was extravagance and rapidity, 1 submit, Sir, that that is not the case. The
chief characteristic of Government is delay. 1 venture, Sir, to give just one
instance of this. It is the case of the allowances of the bailiffs and peons in
the judicial and revenue districts. During the war, as everybody knows,
expenses went up, and a war allowance was sanctioned for the bailiffs and

ns. None of us had great fault to find with the rate of that allowance;
m my point is that the allowance was not sanctioned until after the war was
over, It took three years to sanction the allowance. The proposal was made
in 1916° and was carried out in 1919. I am not charging the Secretariats in
connection with this ; it is the system of the Secretariat. The Honourable
Members who took objection to the items before the Assembly seemed to
imply that these things are rushed through the Secretariat, and that no full
inquiry is made. That is not at all the case. The mills of the Secretariat
grind slowly, but they grind exceeding small ; and what happens is that these
most important and necessary increases get quite unduly delayed. The
present ptoposal would tend to delay them even more.
~ Of course I know nothing about the particular item at present before the
Assembly ; it arises from the Customs Department. But as a general prin-
ciple I do say,and I beg to support the Honourable the Finance Member in
his contention, that these are matters for Government rather than for scrutin
by the Assembly ; 1 mean the lum‘g provisions. Of.course if an Honourable
" Member holds that a particular officer ought to receive a smaller increase,
it is quite right that that should be discussed ; but to decide generally that
these lump provisions should be reduced from Rs. 3 lakhs to Rs. 2 lakhs,
say, the only result of such action will be that the already excessive delay .will
grow even worse. .

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey : May I crave your indulgence,
Bir, to speak ai;ain on this question and to put a concrete proposal before
the House ? 1t is this; thatin regard to all these lump provisions, we should
now explain as fully as possible what they are for, and that if passed
by the House, we should incur no expenditure under them until we have
p{wed the case before the Standing Finance Committee. . That is to say
that if the Standing Finance Committee agrees, we shall incur expenditure
against them, and if not, we shall hold tve matter up until we have had an
opportunity of taking .the opinion of this House by Resolution or otherwise.
‘That would be subject only toone stipulation. I think Government ought
to make this and I hope that this House will accept it. There atre some cases
of extreme urgency. We frequently have cases in which we réceive wires
from Local Governments and it must be remembered that these ‘are la.gely
establishments employed by Local Governments on our behalf —stating that
unlefs we can agree to a revision of pay the work of these establishments will
come to an end. I think it will be cheaper on the whole, and more economical
if the House were to give us power of emergent action in this behalf, because if
you suddenly bring to a stop the work of your customs establishment (for
anstance, you also bring to an end the receipts of your customs revenue. I would
only ask, then, $ir, that the House should agree that we ¢hould have this power
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of emergent action, and where we take this action we ¢hall, of coupre, report:
to the Standing Finance Committee that we have done so. - ‘

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju : Sir, in view of the assurance given by the
Honourable Mr- Hailey that these lump sum provisions will be placed before
the Finance Committee, I do not wish to press my motion.

The Honourable the President : The question is, that the amendment*
be withdrawn.- :

The amendment was, by leave of the Assembly, withdrawn. .

., The Honourable the President : I understand the Honourable Finance
Member prog)ses to make a provieo at the end of the motion moved by
Mr. Innes. Would he supply me with the form which satisfies him ?

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju : I do not propose to move my next one.

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: In view of the happy termination of
the last hour’s debate I do not think that I need press my ‘motion.
My objection was mainly to the local allowances and to these lump grants.
The former the Government bave promised to examine and in regard to

lump sum grants we have come to a ratisfactory arrangement and, there-
fore, I do not propose to press my amendment.

The Honourable the President : I must first call on Mr. Innes to with-
draw his metion.

Mr. C. A. Innes: I beg leave to withdraw the motion.
The motion was, by leave of the Assembly, withdrawn.

‘The Honourable the President : The question is :

* That & sum not exceeding Rs. £6,21,000 be granted to the Governer Ger:eral in Council
to defray the charges which will come in the conrse ¢f payment during the year ending the
31st day of March 1922 in respect of Customs.’

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey: A« an addendum to that 1 beg to

move the following proviso, Sir:

¢ Provided that, in the case of items entered as ‘lump provision’ in the estimates, no
expenditure should be incurred save with the concurrence of the Btartding Finance Committee,
subject always to the right of Government to incur emergent expénditure against the lump
Frovision, under immediate report to the Standing Finance Committee.’ o .
The Honourable the President: The original question was :

‘That & sam not exceeding Rs, 66,21,000 be granted to the Governor General in
Council to defray the charge which will come in the course of payment during the year ending
the 31st March 1922 in respect of Customs.'

Since which the following proviso has been moved :

* Provided that, in the case of items entered as ‘Inmp provision' in' the estimates, no
expenditure shall be ineurred save with the concurrence of the Btanding Finance Committee,
subject always to the right of Governmept to incur emergenoy expendituxe agninat the lump
provision, under immediate report to the Btanding Finance Committee.’

The question is, that that amendment be made.
The motion was adopted.

The Honourable the President : The guestion is, that the original mot’ién’
as amended, be adopted.

- The motion was adoptéd. :
The Assembly then adjourned for Lunch till Half Past Two of the (lock.

* Vide page 811 of these Debates.
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The Aaserx;bly re-assembled after Lunch at Half Past Two of the Clock.
The Honourable the President was in the Chair. . .

The Honourable Mr. W. M, Hailey: I beg to move, Sir:

¢ That a sum not exceeding Rs. 28,38,000 be granted to the Governor General in Council
to defray the charge which will come in course of payment
Taxes on Income. during the year ending the 31st March 1922 in respect of Taxes

on Income.’

Provision ror Two Derury CoMmmissioNERS (MADRAS).

Sir P. B. Sivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, I beg to move: ‘

‘t ;l‘ga't the provision of Rs. 87,200 fur 2 Deputy Commissioners appearing on page 17 be
omitted.

Sir, my object in moving this Resolution is rather to elicit information
as to the necessity for the very large proposals for expenditure upon establish-
ments made by the Government of Madras. You will find that they propose
an addition to the income-tax establishment of 2 Deputy Commissioners
at a cost of Rs. 37,200, 9 Income-Tax Deputy Collectors at a cost of
Rs. 32,400, and 61 Tahsildars at a cost of Rs. 1,1)4-,120. A whole crowd of
officials is proposed to be created for the purpose of administering this head
of revenue. All this establishment is entirely new and the work used to be
done by the ordinary revenue establishment of the District and of the
Presidency town. It may be said that all this additional establishment is
required in the interests of efficiency and for the purpose of a more careful
collection of the Income-Tax upon which the Imperial Government is daily
becoming more and more dependent. I do not know what precisely are the
reasons which have induced the Government of Madras to put forward
these large proposals at a cost of nearly Rs. 2 lakhs. Even supposing that
as many as 61 Tahsildars and 9 Income-Tax Deputy Collectors are
necessary, I do not know whether it is necessary to have 2 separate
Deputy Commissioners. It may be said that the work of the
Income-Tax Deputy Collectors requires to be supervised by some other
authority, and that it is very necessarv to have 2 Deputy Commis-
sioners. But what has become of the Collectors, and why can they not
rupervise the work of the Income-Tax Deputy Collectors? A great part
of the work of the Collectors has now been transferred to other persons.
For instance, the whole of Local Self-Government work which used
to devolve upon the heads of Collectors has now been transferred to non-
dfficials. Most of our local bodies are now presided over by non-officials,
and having been relieved of their work to a very large extent, if not. wholly,
it is not eady to understand why Collectors should not be charged with the
work of supervising the work of the Income-Tax Department, as they bave
been doing hitherto. When I come to the next charge for 9 Income-Tax
Deputy C:ﬁlectors, I shall state my difficulty in understanding how the 9
Income-Tax Deputy Collectors are supposed to be able to do the work for
the whale Presidency. However, I shall not dwell upon that now. But
what I should like to have information about is the necessity for 2 Deputy
Commissioners at a cost of Rs. 37,200. Of course, if it is made out that it
is necessary in the interests of the efficient collection of the income-tax and
that it is ;not possible to devolve that work upon the Collectors, I do not wish
to press my motion. My object is really to elicit an explanation as to
the necessity for these huge increases of establishment for the purpose of
collecting the income-tax. - ’ ' .

L ]
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The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey : Sir, I recognise that thesd large
increases in income-tax establishment, not only in Madras but, as the House
will find on looking through our estimates, in other Provinces also, need
special explanation. For some years we bave found, that with the growing
complexity of income-tax work, due partly to the increase of rates and the
consequent increased attention that assessees themselves are paying to the pre-
paration of their accounts and the problems of law applying to assessment, our
‘existing establishments are insufficient to meet the case. fthink that in very
many cases it has been found also by assessees that they did not get the
rerﬁmsite attention from the ordinary revenue officials engaged in executive
and general revenue work. Certainly we found on our side, that is to sy,
as collectors of income-tax and interested in its progressiye increase, that
the existing agency was by no means adequate for the purpose. We
began, therefore, tentatively in the Punjab and, also, in the United
Provinces by appointing a special agency. In the first place, that Agency
was of the Deputy Collector or Extra Assistant Commissioner type and
the result of employing this special agency®was at once a very large increase
in our income-tax receipts. I do not wish to delay this House unduly, but
I desire to read to itan extract from a lettter from the Punjab Govern-
ment which advocated a further increase of their special establishment. It
said that the work done by this staff gave very remarkable results,
particularly in the citiex of Lahore and Amritear. Apart from increases
made in the assessment of old ascessees, 355 new cases were detected in Lahore
yielding an assessment of Rs. 34,000 and 625 new cases in' Amritsar yielding
an assessment of Re. 40,000. It added that advantages of the operation

were not limited to incressed assessments. The burden was also adjusted
more equitably.

Small men who ought not to have been included in the assessment lists had
been removed from them in the light of fuller information obtained and
friction had been reduced to the minimum. There are some interesting figures
regarding the rates of increase obtained in different towns as a result of
putting on a special staff of the class I have described. Excluding the
increase due to enhancement of rates and excluding also remissions on
objection, the increase had been in Lahore 49 .per cent., in~ Amritsar 38
per cent., in Ferozepore 28 per cent. and so on for other towns No doubt,
Sir, there are certain Members of this Assembly whd come from those towns
who may have cause individually to deplove these increases, but I cannob
help feeling that the Assembly on the whole will welcome the fact that
the tax has been at the same time assemsed more equitably and also-
more profitably to Government. Seceing the success that had followed
in the Punjab and in the United Provinces—1I will not read to the House
the results of the United Provinces, but they have been much the wame—
we proposed to other provinces the appointment of a similar staff purely for
income-tax work. Now that specldY staff takes two forms. In the first
place in the large presidency towns we are trying to get experts Yor the
purpose. Let me take one example. I am sure the Members of the Assembly
who' come from Burma will bear me out as to the result that has followed from

_the employment of an expert in Rangoon. The Local Government’s evidence
“ugn the suhject was that there was no doubt that the Act was much mare
“ efficiently administered in Rangoon than in any other part of the province,
and they ascribe the efficiency to the superintendence of the special Collec-
tor, Mr. Holdsworth. , It is interesting to note how cancurrently with
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‘Mr. Holdsworth’s appointment the annual income in Rangoon at once began
to exceed all previous records for the province. The figures are :

Lakhs.
1918' 1 7 . . L) . . . . . 25
1017-18 . . . . . . . 32
1918' 19 .. . . 3 . . . . . 50
1919'20 . L) - . . . - . . 69

That was the result of employing an expert in Rangoon itself. Mean-
while what was bappening in the other districts of the province, in which
there was no special establishment? The figures are curious :

1916-17 . . . . . . . . ‘ 8,27,000
1017-18 . . . . . . . . . 859000 -
1018-19 . . o .. 920,000

1910-20 back againto .. . . . . . . 821,000
* 'Well, Sir, that was one part of our proposals to employ a highly expert estab-
lishment, in the big commercial centres. The second part of our proposals was to
employ a special establishment noteso highly expert of course but of the nature
-of a special revenue establishment, working in the districts and the towns
enerally of the provinces. That estublishment was to be superintended by a
: missioner for income-tax. The Commissioner would have under him two
or more (according to the size of the province) Deputy Commissioners who
would be promoted from the special staff recruited for the purpose, who would
carry out the major assessments and hear appeals for all minor assessments,
‘They would be of the rank of Benior Deputy Collector or Extra Assistant
‘Commissioner ; under them would be Assistants of the type of Provincial
Service officers who would catry out all minor jassessments. Those proposals
have been accepted by the Punjab, the United Provinces and the Centsal
Provinces. They will, I admit, lead to a very considerable increase in
expenditure, but I myself believe and I think the House will agree after what
1 have read out to it that the increase of expenditure on the establishment
is likely to be made up many .times over by the increase in collections.
Coming now to the particular question that Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer bas put
to us, I may point out that the two Deputy Commissioners in Madras
arethe first provisional appointments for realising an establishment of this
nature. Madras has not yet got out its full proposals for the extended
specialised income-tax establishment, but it proposes to, begin with two Deputy
‘Commissioners. They will, I assume, hear the appeals, at-all events appeall: on
minor amounts, from the assessing officers in tﬁ)e province. I think I have
given the reason why in my opinion the ordinary Revenue Collectors to whom
ir Sivaswamy Aiyer referred are really no longer capable of undertaking this
highly expert work of income-tax assessment. I would remind my Honourable
friend that it was only a few days ago a Member of the Assembly from his
presidency, Mr. Narayandas Girdhardas, brought forward a Resolution in this.
House, which poihited out what he described as an inequitable arrangement,
from which certain -assessees in the province, namely, the Guzarati and
Marwadi traders, were suffering. He complained of a rule passed by the
Madras Government in regard to the prepavation of their accounts, We
_attributed that rule entirely to the fact that the Madras Government-had  not
.~ up to date employed a specialised establishment for income-tax work and we
told him, and I think he was satisfied with our answer, that we proposed to ask
the Government of Madras in a.é)pninting the specialised establishment to make
rovision for the.particular difficulty to which he referred in his Resolution.
J11‘1111.1; the need for an increase in'the Madras income-tax establishments is a real *
~one, I really beljeve, becaise I notice that both in this House and in the other
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House a very large number of -questions have been directed to us from
Madras regarding income-tax assessments and collections ; and it is on this
ground that I'would ask the' House to accept this," the ‘initial step in the
appointment of & specialised staff in thist préwdency. | |

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: In-arguing agaiust the motion the
Honourable the Finance Member has pointed out the advantage which acerues
to the Government from employing a specialised staff. That 1 readily admit.
We know from our own experience that whenever a specialised staff is
employed for a special department, there is always a tendency to show up the
income. :

There was one curious feature in the statement read to us to-day by the
Honourable Mr." Hailey in giving us an agcount of the operations in the
Punjab. The figures ave given of the increases and credit is taken for having °
excused certain people who ought not to have been on the books; but
curiously enough the number of such cases was not given. A special Depart-
ment always means working up—they desive to work up and to show
progress, and the only way.in which Revenue officers show progress is by
showing collections, The working of the Income-tax Act has caused, I know,
a great deal of heart-burning in the Madras Presidency. I do not know how
it & in the other Provinces. - The Honourable the Finance Member, in justi-
fying the extra burden, has referred to the Resolution moved by my Hon-
ourable friend, Mr. Narayandas Girdhardas, as a justification for his measure.
What that motion has to do with the present question I fail to ree,. He asked
that certain Marwadi and other merchants in the Madrus Presidency should
not be asked to keep their accounts in two langtages, and that the authorities
should make their own arrangements to examine their accounts. 1 wonder if
the Honourable the Finance Member considers that the employment ef these:
two Deputy Commissioners is going to relieve that situation. They will be,
whether they belong to the Provincial Service or the Civil Service, persons
wholly ignorant of the two languages with which we are concerned, and I do-
not see how that is an argument for introducing this new system.

My objection to this is twofold. 1In the first place, the ordinary Revenue
Department have not got enough work to do. You have got a very costly
Revenue Board in Madras—which. all attempts to remove have failed ; and
with that Revenue Board in existence the Collectors should have been relieved
of a number of their other duties, as was pointed out by Sir Sivaswamy Aliyer.
I can understand transposing some officials from that Department and making
them do special work ; but my objection is to creating new officers which will
add to the burden on the tax-payer. We want every pie we can save to be:
saved. What is the necessity for introducing this set of highly paid new
officers when onr old officers continue and they bave been relieved of a lot of
their other work, continue in larger numbers. As has been admitted by the
Honourable the Finance Member, this is the thin end of the wedge. This

roposal this year to employ two Deputy Commissioners and nine Deputy
ollectors is. the beginning of a system that means, Sir, 1 do not know in how
many divisions the Madims Presidency “ir to be divided. You have eight
divisions for agriculture and other things and 1 suppose you will have the
same number. That is, you will have eight Deputy Commissioners and an
army of Deputy Collectors. This multiilication of departments, and multi-
plication of officers, adds directly to the burden on the Exchequer and adds
%1indirectly to the burden on the people. We know that all these officers go on
circuit and the poof villagers have to find provisions, etc.,for them. You
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have dlready got a lot of these Departments, Forest, Salt, Police, -and you
have the ordinary Revenue; and you are .now going to add this special
Revenue, and all this means a heavy burden on the people. I do think, Sir,
that this should net be encouraged, and while 1 admit- the importance of
specialisation, I do not think there is any need for creating new officers. It
is 8 question whether you cannot divide the work among the existing
officers.

Mr. J. K. N, Kabraji: Sir, I should like to supplement the informa-
tion given to the House by the Honourable the Finance Member by what is
within my own knowledge regarding the working of the special income-tax
establishment in Bombay. 1t is not a new feature there but has been in force
for some years now, and there it hus been found advisable and desirable to
increase the special establishment in more and more districts as a.result of the
experience of their work. It is not merely, as Mr. Rangacharair suggested,
it is not merely that their work is to increase the income-tax collections; but
1 have generally found that the special establishment, by their expert know-
ledge, ave in a position to satisfy tlie assessees themselves in more ways than
one. Not only has the employment of the special establishment enabled the-
district authorities to knock off a good many assessees who were not rightly
assetsed, but in a large number of cases it has been found that the assessees ™
whose income-tax has been increased by the special establishment have not
thought it necessary to appeal, and 1 remember particularly well that in one
district where I was-—in Bijapur, 1 gean—when the special establishment was
newly introduced there, a large number of supplementary assessments were
made, but very few of them were appealed against. This is a result which I
think must be satisfactory to the public at large, because they feel convinced
that their accounts are Eroperly examined and overhauled, and that there is
not much ground left for them to complain about. Under the former system,
when the Revenue officers had to do this income-tax assessment work in addi-
tion to their other work, I must admit that they sometimes did it more or less
perfunctorily. And I can understand it too, because they have not a special
or expert kmowledge of accounts, whereas the special establishment does
nothing but this work, studies the accounts and compares them in various
Jirections, and the result is both an ificrease of income-tax and a reduction in
the number of appeals, since people have not much cause left to complain.

As regards the addition of these special establishments, I must say, from
my experience in several districts, that it is almost impossible for the ordinary
Revenue establishments to carry on this work, and if they have got to carry it
on, it is so much loss to the pu lic revenues, inasmuch as a good number of
persons linble to assessment or enhancements remain to be discovered. 'There
is, thevefore, real economy in having this extra special establishment, and the
expenditure is several times covered by the results.

Khan Bahadur Chaudhuri Wajid Hussain: Sir, I am extremely sorry’
8 m to find that my Honourable Colleague, Mr. Rangachariar, is very
. R hard on the sins of poor Government officials. He seemed
to imagine yesterday that the subordinate Government officials were like .50
fhany vampires sucking the blood out of the anemic body of Indian finance.
And he seems to have imagined to-day that the superior executive staff have
absolutely nothing to do and they spend their time fiddling away at the collect-
orate. All I can say is<that Mr. ngachariar has probably had nothing
to do with Government officials of the subordinate branch or the superi(;r
branch. My friend from Bombay has explained to the Hpuse how it is not
only in the interegts of the (Government, or of the Assembgy to be more correct,
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that the special staff for incomertax should be maintained, but that it is in the
intérests of the assessees themselves that such a staff should be maintained. I
shall explain to the House what the weak link of the existing organisation is,
so far aa it relates to income-tax work. Income-tax work presupposes a dertain
amount of special knowledge of the language in which accounts are kept. - Before
the prosent system was introduced in the United Provinces, the work of exam-
ining Baki Khkatas and other account books was often left to small clerks,
clerks on Rs. 13 or Rs. 20 a month, who alone could understand these books.
The consequence was that the over-worked executive staff had to depend almost.
entirely on the report, and, 1 am sorry to say, on the suggestions of this ill-
paid staff. It was all very well for people who could put a little money into
the pockets of these small clerks ; but for pqolile who were above it was a great
ship. The consequence of this was that a large nurmber of people who should
have been assessed to income-tax were left alone, and a large number of people
who should not have been assessed were assessed and there was a very large
number of appeals and a very great number of these ap were accepted.
But the present system bas enabled the income-tax officers to personally
inquire into the condition of each assessee, to personally examine the regis-
ters, and to make themselves acquainted with the tricks of the trade, and ‘the
results arve exceedingly satisfactory. 1 will ask the permission of the House to
present the results of the Lucknow district to which I had the honour of being
attached 4 or 5 years ago, and where I did part of the income-tax work. The
former arrangement was that all the Sub-Divisional Officers had to do income-
tax work and the work of these Sub-Divisional Officers has of late been
entrusted to one Deputy Collector who is known as the income-tax officer.
The result has been an increase of over a lakh of rupees per annum. The
number of appeals decreased immediately by half ; and as for the number of
appeals whicﬁ: have been accepted,.it was reduced, if I remember rightly, to
two. You will thys see, Sir, and- that it is really more in the interests
of the assessees themselves,—of those assesswes of course who want to be
fair and square—not assessees who do not want to be fair and sqnare—it is
in their interests that this staff should be maintained ; because, as I have said,
the practice, before the introduction of: this scheme, bad been that the

rabbits were muzzled while the great carnivores were left unmolested.
Beohar Raghubir Sinba: Sir, I have to express my agreement with
what the Honourable gentleman on my left (Mr.- Wajid Hussain) and my
Honourablefriend on the other side (Mr. Kabraji) have just said on this pbini.

Mr. Mohammad Yamin Khan: 8ir, I do not know anything about
other provinces except the United Provinces in this respect. I have had some
experience though I am not & Government servant, .but as a public man I
have some experience, and 1 know that formerly this work was carried on
almost entirely by Tahsildars and by their Sub-Divikional Officers who had
their own work to finish; and they were so much over-burdened thnt‘they
did not see this work properly. The result was, that, as Khan Bahadur Wajid .
Husenin has said, a lot of people who onght not to have been taxed were
taxed, and a lot of people who ought to have been tuxed at a higher income
were not taxed properly at all. The work was carried on very inefficiently
formerly. These gentlemen conld not understand the big Kkatas; théy
could not go through the aceounts properlv. Usually what they did was to
leave their work in the hands of minor officials, and the result was disastrous.
Now, Sir, we find thaf from the time the new m'mnfement has; been made,
the income-tax oﬁice::s have . been working vem- well ; and we find that there
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has Leen a considerable enhancement in the income, and there have Leen
very few complaints made on the assessments by the present officers. Iam
not only a public man, Sir, but I belong to the legal profession, and ‘I know
that 1 used to come across a lot of appeals on the income-tax side of the
assessments, and that their number has been reduced considerably since the
establishment of the present system.s It shows that the system has worked
very well. Besides, Sir, there is another point. We ought to have as income-
tax officers perspns who should possess great integrity and who should be
above any temptation ; and for this purpose their saliry should be proper.
Any reduction in this will mean not only a reduction in the revenue but also
it will lead to great® corruption. We have found invariably that wherever
income-tax establishment has been lowly paid there has been decrease of
revenue and greater corruption. If we do not grudge a good salary to the
income-tax officer the result will be a great benefit to the income of the
Government of India. With these few remarks, Sir, I think there should be
no reduction on this side. ’

L ]

The Honourable Dr. T. B. 8apru: Sir, there are just one or two
aspects of this question which I would like to place before the House. I
entirely endorse the observations which have fallen from my friend, Chaudhuri
Wajid Hussain and also from my friend, Mr. Yamin Khan. Now, so far as
the United Provinces afe concerned, I can say from my experience as a lawyer—
and that is by no means very antiquated for nearly two months ago I was
in the profession—that the general feeling is that the administration of the
income-tax has undoubtedly improved since the special agency came into
existence.

The Income-fax Act, as it now stands, is an exceedingly complicated
Act. Tt requires very careful study and an ordinary officer of the rank of a
Deputy Collector of a Taheildar, who has not given special thought to the
administration of that Act, will, I venture to think, be found in the lone run
to be ineflicient. I have been consulted in a number of.cases arising%{;t of
the Income-tax Act in my own province, and the general impression left on
my mind is that so far as the question of assessment is concerned, it has been
tackled much more efliciently during the last two or three yvears by this
specinl staff than used to. Lo the case when subordinate officials used to carry
onthe work in a more or less perfunctory manner. Again, it must be
remembered that so far as the United Provintes are conoerned, we have gob
some big commercial centres like Cawnpore and Hathras and cettain other
places and then we have got a large number of monev-lenders all over the
province. 1 have had a considerable amount of experience of the kind of
sccount books kept. I do not profess to be-an expert in account books but
I can say this much, that unless a man has given special time to the study
of the system of account books he will never be able to deal with the various
questions that may arise under the Income-tax Act. Well, I don’t know
anything about Madras and how things have been done, or are done there
at the present moment. But 1 can say, from my experience of the Uhnited
Provinces, that although there may be some feeling.in the minds of people
who want to save money at the expense of the public exchequer, yet the
general view taken is that the: Mfr)flinistmtion has certainly improvéd since
this staff cumé into existence. 1 would, therefore, venture to oppose the
Resolution of Mr. Rangacharinr.

-Mr. N. M. §amarth ¢ Sir, T believe this general discussion misses the
point of the specjfic proposal before the House which Sir Sivaswamv Aiyer
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has brought forward. I come from Bombay. Nobody can accuse Bombay
of inefficiency of administration in so far as income-tax is concerned. The
uestion is that in the column of ‘Salaries’ the total for Madras budgeted
or next yvear is Rs. 89,160. If you refer to Bombay, the total under
“Salaries’ is Rs. 80,700. With 1 Commissioner, 1 Collector, another
Collector and Superintendent and Deputy Collector and Chief Examiner of
Accounts, Bombay is able to manage very well, and manage, 1 think,
according to even the Honourable the Finance Member, very efficiently ite
administration of income-tax. Now what is the income-tax in Bombay ?
It is more than three times that of Madras and yet, with three times more of
the collection of income-tax in Bombay which has never been depreciated, at
any rate to my knowledge, as insufficient or inefficient—we have been alle to
manage with these high officers who cost only Rs. 80,700. Is it right or is
it wrang then on the part of Sir Sivaswamy Aiyver to say that for Madras
at any rate, let not the higher walaries go beyond Bombay and Madras be
made to pay Rs. 89,160. That is the isspe before the House and I trust
the House will decide in accordance with that.

Rai J. N. Majumdar Bahadur: Sir, this increase of salaries of officials
reminds me of the story of a nobleman in Bengal who was very fond of.buy-
ing mangoes at high prices howsoever sour the mangoes might have been.
If mangoes were brought to him and he was told they-cost Re. 1 each, he used
to say ‘excellent’. But if even fine mangoes were brought to him and he was
told that hey were bought at 100 mangoes for Rs. 10 he uned to say, they
were good for nothing. So, I say, if you pay an official a high salary, he is
worth much more than if you pay him a small salary. I think it will be
doing great injustice to our sub-divisional officers who have been doing all
this work, and to our magistrates and collectors who have been' all along
doing this work with great efficiency and whose administration of the income-
tax has not been found fault with by the Government.

Of course, I must place great reliance upon the testimony of my Honourable
friend, the Law Member, who says that the income-tax administration of the
Upited Provinces has grown very efficient because it has got a Commissioner
of Income-tax at Ra. 37,000 a year. Of couree, when a man is being paid a
bigh salary, his admiristration must be E)resumed*to be very good : but I find
at the same time that the pay of the chief adviser to the Government of India
onincome-tax is only Ks. 27 ,600 a year, lower than that of the Commissioner
of the United Provinces. The United Provinces must be a very lucky province
-in that it has been able to entertain a Commissioner of Income-tax at -Rs. 37,000
a year, and his income-tax administration has been very sucoessful. We
have heard from two lawyers that the }:}e:fle there are very - contented and
that their assessments have been very good. We accept that, and, following
the same prineiple, I think it would be' better to raise salaries all round in
Bengal, Bombay, Madras and so on. Why not make additional grants to
those provinces? Why give theni poor salaries ? For I find that in Bengal,
poor Bengal, the Collectors of Income-tax get Re. 1,660 and Rs. 1,500 ; two
persons are getting on’la’Rs. 36,000, and in the United Provinces one man is
getting Rs. 87,0001 hy not make them all more e(ﬁc_ient in this way ?

Simply absurd | Our Deputy Collectors are Ver&v efficient and I maintain
that they are as efficient as the so-called experts. -Where have these experts
been-trained ? s there a Collage of Income-taxin India where they teach
them all the intricacies of accounts? Itis people of -the same or even

L
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inferior qualification who are appointed to do these things. They are not
indented for from Ei\gland or anywhere else. The Deputy Collectors are
performing the same duties and will do the same work. But as they pay high
prides for mangoes, so they will become sweet.

Mr. E. L. Price: Sir, I do not think anybody yet has put forward this
uestion from the point of view of the people it most intimately concerns, and
that is the assessee. In Sind there is a constant complaint—it is tabulated at
great length in the papers—to the Commissioner in Sind about the methods of
the income-tax collectors, and we did hope that the whole trouble would be got
over by putting some sort of Income-tax Commissioner in charge who
would be able to deal with appeals and deal withthe matter in an effi-
cient way and get things put straight. I can assure Government that
in Sind there is a great deal of dissatisfaction arising from the inefficient—
well, alleged ineflicient—methods of collection. To my knowledge, in Karachi
itself, there area great number of questions outstanding with the Income-
tax Department and I say distinctly, Sir, that we do want a special
staff to deal with these income-tax questions which are too compli-
cated for a man with little er no special training in accounts.

Sir P. 8. 8ivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, my object in moving this Resolution
is mainly to elicit information as to the necessity for these proposals and to
some extent to give expression to the dissatisfaction which has prevailed with
regard to the administration of the income-tax. Dissatisfaction on the
administration of the income-tax is bound to prevail more or less
everywhere and T do not intend to refer to that aspect. But what 1 do
wish to draw attention to ix legitimate dissatisfaction—the feeling of the
assessees that their cases are not fully gone into.

1 know that there is dissatisfaction, and I have had considerable experience
in this matter and I know also that there is real ground for it. It may be
that one advantage of a special staff is that -it gives them more time to go into
cases and arrive at just conclusions. If the only object of the special staff was
to ensure efficiency and to deal justly with complaints, I should not caré to
press this motion. Having regard to the explanation given by the Honourable
the Finance Member, I do not believe it would be right for me to take the
+ responsibility of moving for the omission of this item. But I should like to

press it upon his attention, that side by side with efficiency in collection, it
should be impressed upon all officers concerned in the administration ‘of the
income-tax that the tax should be collected justly and not oppressively. That
is the injunction that ought to be brought home to the mind of every Income-
tax Collector. If this increase of establishment will facilitate the attainment
of that object, I for one would not grudge this expenditure. Therefore, if the
House has no objection, I am prepared to withdraw my motion.

The Honourable the President: The question is, that the motion be
withdrawn.

The motion was, by leave of the Assembly, withdrawn.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: Sir, I move

¢ That the provision for two Deputy Commissioners (Madres) be reduced from Re.. 87,200
to Ra. 12,000 by substituting two Deputy Collectors on Rs. 500 per mensem for two Deputy
Commissioners on Ra. 1,550 per mensem.’ B

Now you find there is another Deputy Commissioner and Secretary to
the Cl_ue_f Commissioner of Income-tax and you are®having two Deputy
Commissioners &t a cost of Rs. 25,000 more than if you bad two Deputy

. ) : c
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Collectors. Is it because they have not the power of hearing appeals, for
I am not rure that the new officers are given that power. If you do not give
the Deputy Commissioner the power of heariug appesls and of disposing of
cases that may be brought before him in regard to revenue, then I respectfully
urge you to appoint Deputy Collectors becaunse it is useless to spend more
money by employing higher salaried men. If they have not got these powers,
what is the reason for employing higher salaried men?

One more factor is that we know the reasons why the appeals are fewer now,
it is because they are rejected withontthe cases being heard sometimes. A vakil
in Madras cannot .appear in income-tax cases by right. They are obliged
to pay income-tax assessment besides paying Vakils’ fees when they are
frequently rejected. Why should they pay? We in this House can see that
no economic purpose would be serve«ly by having these high salaried officials.
I have nothing to say against them but I do think we should manage with a
low salaried official. We have got to mdke retrenchments and conserve our
finances and I do not see any necessity for two Deputy Commissioners when
two Deputy Collectors on & much less salary would do equally us well,

The Honourable the President : The question is, ‘ that the provision for
two Deputy Commisaioners ( Madras) be reduced from Ra. 37,200 to Rs. 12,000
by substituting two Deputy Collectors on Rs. 500 per mensem for two Deputy

‘ommissioners on Rs. 1,550 per mensem.’

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey: Sir, I should like to answer the
question which has just been agked us by reading out a portion of a despatch
which we sent to the Secretary of State on this subject. Our proposals were
these :

¢ Tt has generally boen agreed that in each province the specialised staff should be ander
the contro! of an Income-tax Commissioner ; under the Commissioner there will be a number
of Deputy Commissioners, varying according to the size of the province, and under the
Dopug Commissioners a staff of Collectors. The Collectors, whose status will be generally
that of officers of the Pro incial Civil Bervice, will do the actual work of assessment, while
the Deputy Commissioners will supervise the work of Collectors and also hear appeals from
their assessmonts.’ )

It is exactly, Sir, in order that we might have proper proceedings for hear-
ing appeals, that two Deputy Commissioners of this status have been proposed.

Now, my Honourable friend, Mr. Samarth, compared our proposals for
Madras with those of Bombay, and he said they managed in Bombay—and
managed very efliciently—with a far cheaper staff. 1 should like to remark
that these two Deputy Commissioners are not meant as I understand for
Madras City only ; they are meant for the Madras Presidency as a whole, and
if you compare the total scale of expenditure on income-tax establishments in
Madras with those in Bombay, you will find that Bombay spends over 2 lakhs—
or proposes to spend 2 lakhs—a year more than Madras.

I should like to point out to the House that big as these sums demanded
for income-tax establishments may seem, they are not on the whole of an
extravagant nature. Our total income-tax estimated collections are 22 crores
and 89 lakhs of rupees, and our estimate of expenditure is less than 2 per cent.
Now ? per cent. for the assessment and the collection of income-tax is not, I
think, a high figure when you come to consider the vast area of country over
which these colpctions extend, and the great variety of books that have to be
.translated and audited for the purpose, I think you will agree with me when I
say that in the eircuinstances 2 per cent. is not a very high figure for assess-
ment and collection. . !

L]
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As for the rest of the points under discussion, I do not think I need argue
them again. But my Honourable friend, Dr. Sapru; has asked me to read one
paragraph from a United Provinces report to confirm what he himself said a
short time ago, as his own experience gained as an outsider, regarding the
improvement of income-tax work. When I have a good case, Sir, I always
like to leave it for the support of other Members of this House, and I claim
that I have got a.mﬂf support here, and no special plea on my part is neces-
eary at all. This is what Dr. Saprn has asked m2 to read out :

¢ Tho appointment of a specinl agency to deal with the assessment of income-tax, on the
nocessity for which the Board laid great stress in their lnst triennial review, was distinctly an
experiment and has been fully justified by the financial results. But an equally important
oint was the need for caroful assessment in the interests of the tax-payers themaselves as
requently large sums aro involved. When the new Act camo into foree, the Government of
India expressed its desire that the Act should be administered in & sympathetic spirit, aud in

particular, that assistance should be given to assessees if they found any difficulty in filling
up their returns of income.

This object has besn kept in view b} assessing officers, many of whom, particularly in
the largor citiea and trading centres, have won the good will and respect of the assossees
while not whittling down assessments. An assossment to be accepted without cavil must be
understood by the assessee and the time devoted ungrudgingly by many officers to explaining
the mcthods followed and results obtained has been amply repaid. Not that the tax has
becotne popular, but friction has docreased in its administration.’

After that, Sir, I do not think it is in the slightest degree necessary to
answer ejither the gibe of Mr. Venkatapatiraju regarding the bribe-taking
propensities of our establishment or the suggestion that the whole of this work
could be done efficiently in spite of the altered circumstances regarding
Income-tax Law, by the Ordinary Revenue Collectors.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: I do not press my amendment, Sir..

Mr. E. L. Price: The Honse is faced, I should think, with a determined
effort on the part of Madras Members to get rid of competent and well-paid
officers and get cheaper ones in their place.

The Honourable the President : Order, order. I understand that the
Honourable Member wishes to withdraw his motion.

Mr. E. L. Price: But, Sir, I want to accept his offer and get such a good
officer transferred to Sind.

The Honourable the President: The Chair cannot be expected to make
itself a party to corrupt bargains! (Laughter). The question is, that the
motion* be withdrawn.

The motion was, by leave of the Assembly, withdrawn.

Provision ror NINE INcoMr-rax Drpury CorLecrors (MapRras).

8ir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, I do not move 2 (2), viz.,

.‘tggat the provision of Rs. 83,400 for ® Income-Tax Deputy Collectors (page 17) be
omitted.’

It covers more or less the same ground as my motion regarding Deputy
Commissioners. )
ComumissioNs To Private INDIvIDUALS.
8ir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer : Sir, I beg to move :

t.‘ That on page 17, the item ‘Commissions paid to private individuals—Rs. 1,200, be out
out. . : .

hd ]

. *Vide page 827 of these Debgte-.'

c
. :
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I take it, Sir, that this term ‘private individuals’ fs a euphemism for
tale-bearers and informers. I think the work of the Income-Tax Department
can be administered sufficiently well without the payment of bakehisk to inform-
érs, and that we might very well trust to envy and spite to help the Depart-
ment even better than to informers. 1t may be said, that after all, the amount
involved is very small. But I object on principle to the grant of this sum to
informers; and I do not think that the Department will stand to lose very
much by the omission of this small sum of Rs. 1,200. On the other hand, we
gain by the assertion of a principle that tale-bearers shall hot be paid.

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey : Sir, I must confess to ignor-
soce. I do not really know what this Rs. 1,200 is. I surmise thatasa
matter of fact it is not really’s commission; it is only a payment for collec-
tion which is made to certain heads of firms. If, Sir, it does really represent
what my Honourable friend thinks it mayedo, that is, a payment to informers
(which I cannot believe), I would unhesitatingly agree to cut it out. And, as
it is, Sir, the sum is 80 small one way or the other that if the House thinks
that it is undesirable, by all means let us cut it out.

Sir L. P. Watson : Up until recently Government allowed a very small
commission to those employers of labour who collected income-tax from their
employees, and as 1 was one of those who did this, it is just possible that a

portion of the sum of Rs. 1,200 found its way into my pockets. It was
not a bribe. ;

The Honourable the President : The question is,
b ‘ Tht:,td the provision of Rs. 1,200 for commnissions paid to private individuals (page 17)
omitted.

The motion was adopted.

8ir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiﬁer: Sir, I do not wish to move the other

motions. My objections to all these lump provisions are covered by the
understanding we arrived at this morning.

Mr. Piyari Lal Misra: Sir, my motion is a very simple one and it
is this :

RepuerioN oF Tarer AprrorNTMENTS IN THE CENTRAT PRroviNoes.

¢ That the sum of Rs. 1,47,720 be reduced to Rs. 96,720 by the rednction of three
a?poihtmenta of Income-tax officers, 1 Commissioner and 2 Deputy Commissioners, in the
Central Provinces on page 28, Demand No. 2.’ .

Sir, by this motion I ask the House for a saving of Rs. 51,000 by’ cutting
out three appointments, f.c., one Commissioner’s which carries a salary of
Rs. 27,000 per year and two Deputy Commissioners’ which carry a salary
of Rs. 24,000 per year. Sir, it is a well-known fact that the Central Provinces
is one of the poorest and backward provinces in India, and a saving of
Rs. 51,000 per year will be of immense use for fostering the industries and
other things which are very necessary for the province, Sir, you will notige
that, I have not touched the 18 Collectors under this heading whose pay is
Rs. 96,720, Therefore, my submission is that these 13 Collectors are quite
enough to look after the work of income-tax, The present Deputy Commis-
‘sioners in the Central Provinces have, if I may-be permitted to say so, very
ittle work to do. They have besides some miseellaneous Work to look after,
some revenue appedis and some criminal appeals. Therefore my submission
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is that this work of income-tax may be entrusted to these Deputy Commis-
-sionets in the Distriots, As regards the Commissioner’s work of income-tax,
the present Inspector-General of Registration wheris in charge of that work is

uite sufficient for the purpose. There has been a lot of discussion over these
ﬁlalmjan accounts and other things I wonder who these Deputy
Commissioners ate. As far as my experience goes, and as far as these
Income-Tax Collectors whose number is put down here as 13 are concerned,
about a couple of these Collectors who have recently been put in under the
Department of Income-Tax are fresh from colleges. They passed out about six
months ago, if not more, and they were at once putinas CZ)I ectors of Income-
tax. [ ask the House what experience of accounts, complicated accounts of
Mahajans, they have got? Practically none. Similarly, I am not in a
position to state the experience of the two Deputy Commissioners who have
been put down here. But so far as I understand, and so far as my knowledge
-and information go, these two Deputy Commissioners are not possessing that
-experience which a man ought to possess in checking the accounts of these
bankers and Mahajans. However, as I have submitted before, I have allowed
these 13 Collectors. The remainder of the work may go to the present
Deputy Commissionerg and the work of the Commissioner may be taken up
‘by the Inspector General of Registration.

This is all I have to say.

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey : I think the House would join with
me in wishing that :Mr. Piyari Lal Misra had discovered a little earlier
the iniquitous arrangement which we are proposing in the case of the
Central Provinces. It would have given the House and myself a little longer
time to think over it. But my answer will bea short one. If I have
-carried, as I hope I have, the House with me in regard to this system that we
‘propuse to introduce in other provinces there is no special reason why we
should not introduce it in the Central Provinces also. Whatever the virtues
of the Inspector (General of Registration and similar officers to whom my
Honourable friend referred, I believe that I am well advised in thinking
that a naipecial Income-tax Commissioner would probably be even more
successful Now, Sir, with regard to the particular points raised, I am afraid
that Mr. Piyari Lal, if he carries this amendment of his, will find himself in
the unfortunate position of one of those -careful housewives who by scraping
-and economising make savings in their daily expenses only to find those
savings taken away from them by a tyrannical husband. If the House cuts
out this sum of money from this budget, the saving will not go, as Mr. Piyari
Lal hopes, to his distressed province, but will be reappropriated by this
Assembly for its own sinister purposes. Now, Sir, he asks us who these two
Deputy Commissioners are. They are, if the Central Provinces is following °
the system followed elsewhere, promoted Provincial Civil Service officers.

He says that he docs not think that they are experts at their art. In that
«case the best thing would be, when the case comes up next year, for us to pro-
pose to the House that they should be paid Rs. 1,500 instead of Rs. 1,000, in
order to get special experts. For the present I should advise the House to
.allow that provision to stand.

The Honourable the President : The question is, that this reduction*
be made.
The motion was negatived.

*Vide page 880 of these Debates, o
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Repveriox oF THE DEMAXD UNDER BEAD ‘Taxxs ox Ixcouk ’ By Re. 8,08,0800

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: Sir, I beg to move, _
! That the demand under head Taxes on Income (No. 2) be reduced by Rs, 8,03,060.’

On page 16 of the Budget Estimates Honourable Members will find the total
expenditure under this head was only 8,11 809 and the revised estimate for last
year or rather for the outgoing year is 11,65,000 and Honourable Members will
notice that the proposed expenditure ix 20,758,000, that is more than three
times what it was in 1919-20, more than two times what it is in the current
)f'ear. Honourable Memters will also notice that for the United Provinces,

or which ro much credit was claimed a few minutes ago, from 1,88,000, the
proposal is to increase it to more than 5 ‘lakhs. Similarly for Bengal, the
})roposal is to raise the amount from 1,64,000 to nearly 4 lakhs and for Bombay

rom 3 lakbs to nearly 6 lakhs and for Madras from 1,78,000 to nearly 4 lakhs.
It appears to me that at a time when the financial position is what we are
iassing through, the Department is trying,to push through schemes rather

urriedly. On that ground, I appeal to the Honourable the Finance Member
that he should put some check on the pace at which this Department wants
to progress, for really we cannot afford at this time spend so much, it
is more than three times what the expenditure was in 1919-20. T.ooking at
the details also, we find a number of lump provisions which were dealt with
this morning, but even apart from the lump provisions, there must be some
way of checking this expenditure and I await the information to be given by

‘the Honourable the Finance Member for this extraordinary increase in this
Department.

Mr. J. Chandhuri: Sir, I would invite the attention of the Honourable
the Finance Member to the increase of income-tax establishments in Bengal,
which has risen from last year’s revised estimate of 1,064,000 to 8,96,000 and
I would also invite his attention to the fact that while the deficit in respect of
Establishment charges that the Government of Bengal had to make good was
1,15,928 in 1919-20, in the current year it is put down at 1,290,000 in the
1921-1022 Budget. That is, out of the provincial share, we shall have to pay
& contribution to the Government of Imﬁa to the extent of 1,20,000. Now
we have been demanding a share of the income-tax and we have been running
our province at a deficit of 24 crores and therefore I do not consider. it at all
fair to Bengal to further debit Bengnl to the extent of 1,20,000. At least

Ben

the Finance Member, in justice to Bengal, should give us relief to that extent
and that is my submission.

Babu K. C. Neogy: Inreply to my Honourable friend, Mr. Piyari
Lal Misra, the Honourable the Finance Member suggested that the provinces
would not gain by any reduction that we may make in the income-tax estab--
lishments. But I like to remind this House that under the new financial
arrangement each provincial Government is required to pay 20 per cent. of
‘the cost of the specinl income-tax establishments as a condition of being allowed

to enjoy 25 per cent. of the increase of assessment over the income-tax revenue
of 1920-21.

Ih regard to this matter I put some questions and it is quite clear now that

-the concession is altogether illusory, particularly in Bombay and Bengal. The
reason is that the income-tax revenue of the ensuing year is calculated to fall

Lelow the revenue of 1920-21 in some provinces and also that we have to find

» quarter of the cost,of the income-tax establishment in each province. Bo
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that if the cost of income-tax establishment goes on increasing and increas-
ing, the conoession which was intended to be made to the provinces by the
Joint Parliamentary Committee would be altogether worthless and Devolution
Rule No. 15, clause (1), would become a dead letter.

Rai J.N. Majumdar Bahadur : 8ir, the other day my Honourable friend,
Sir Godfrey Fell—whom, in spite of my prejudices, I have come to like for
reasons which 1 cannot tell—said that the more you spend on the Army, the
better for India. To-day I heard another Honourable Member say  The
more you spend on income-tax establishment, the better for India ’. The
idea seems to be that you benefit India by spending more money all round.
Why indeed should one Department have the monopoly of epending ? On
that basis, the Honourable the Finance Minister was quite justified in saying
that we should spend more on income-tax establishment. But I am rather
surprised that with the same establishment, with the same officers almost, we
shall have to pay more than thrice what we paid before. As I have already
said, we have not opened a speciad college for training income-tax officers,
neither are we going to indent for them on Germany or England. The very
men who are now doing the work will do it in future, but all of a sudden we
are raising our establishment to twice or thrice its present strength. This is
serving India with a vengeance and India may well exclaim ¢ Save me from
my friends.” The Government position appears to be that the more money
we spend on income-tax establishment, the richer we shall be ; the more men
you appoint to do this work, the more money will they secure from peojle who
cannot pay income-tax. That is, I' think, to gradually relieve them of their
all and to send them to‘ the bourne from which no traveller returns ’.

Now, in Bengal, there are two Income-tax Collectors at present and we are
%oing to increase that number to three. What justification is there for that ?

he same incomes have to be assessed ; then, why should there be three men if

two men were quite enough before. Then, in place of 120 clerks we are now
to have 164 clerks. All this increase means so much loss to the Government
itself, becanse the more we increase establishment the less income comes to the
‘Government. Therefore, 1 say, we ought to reduce our establishment-an
economise our administration as much as possible. The Government, on the
contrary, has been in the habit of spending money extravagantly for a long
time and cannot show any economy even in these days of high prices.

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey : Sir, I am afraid I did not gather
sufficient of that somewhat confused symposium which was presided over
just now by my Honourable friend, Rai J. g}) Majumdar Bahadur, to reply at
all effectively to the criticisms he may have given the House. No doubt those
in the immediate vicinity of that cheerful conversation may have gathered
more than I did of its exact purport. I merely, for my own part,

athered that he wished to be sayed from his friends (which is a little ungrate-
%ul in view of the prompting he has received from them) and reproved Govern-
ment for giving way to the extravagant course of paying the same officers
more money for doing the same work. I havetried to point out to the House,
Sir, that that is not the case. The proposed Department is in great part a
new Department. ‘ ’

As for Mr. Chaudhuri’s objection that the concession to Bengal was rapidly
becoming worthless owing to the increase in the cost of establishment, I
would point out, Sir, that we have made no attempt to force this establishment,
or any part of the cost .of this establishment, on the Bengal Government ;
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if the Bengal Government does not agree to an increased establishment, there
will be no increased establishment in' Bengal.

But, Sir, the Honourable Mover of this Resolution had a really
more important point. Taking the figures on page 16, he pointed out
what appeared to be a very great increase in cost as between the revised
estimates of 1920-21 and the budget estimates of 1921-22. I wish to
explain to the House that the figures of 1020-21 and 1921-22 both refer to the
Imperial share ; but in 1020-21, this was one-half, and it is now threc-quarters.
That is a partial explanation at all events of the great increase that appears to
have been made between the revised estimates of the existing year and the
budget estimate of the year to come.

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: Do I understand that we must
maltiply the second part by two ?

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailg\y: Yes, Sir; he may take it that
the total cost of the establishment in 192021 was 22 lakhs approximately,
Well, 8ir, I do not think it is necessary for me to re-argue the whole case.
Either we are justified in proposing what is practically a new income-tax
special establishment in order both to equalisc assessments and to bring in more
money, or not. We have framed our estimate of revenue for the coming year
on the understanding that we shall have such an establishment ang shall
benefit by its labours. Unless the House is willing that we shall employ such
an establishment, it will he necessary for us, I am afraid, to reduce our
estimates of the approximate revenue that is to come to us in the coming year.
We have deliberately, even at a time of difficulty like this, we have
spy,  Geliberately proposed this increase of establishment for two
7" reasons; firstly, in order that we may give full justice to the
asgessee in view of the fuct that our maximum assessment, if it is accepted by
the House, will now go up and secondly, in order to improve our collections.
I believe that by employing the extra staff we shall earn enough to pay for it
several times over. ,
The Honourable the President : The question is,
 That the demand under head ‘ Taxes on Income ’ (No. 2) be reducod by Rs. 8,08,0.0.’
The motion was negatived.

Luyr rrovision or Rs. 8,88,000.
Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: I move,
¢ That lump provision® of 38,88,000 be reduced by onelakh'. *
If the lump provisions have to be Ihwed before the Finance Committee,
emergencies excepted, I propose to withdraw my motion, -

The Honourable Mr. W. M. Hailey : Sir, you will perhaps allow me to
say that I have already given 8 guarantee to my friends opposite that the
proviso will apply to all lump estimates. I do not know, Sir, if you wish
that I should formally move that proviso to the motion.

Sir P. 8, Sivaswamy Aiyer: I think it is quite sufficient for us,
Sir, to have the assurance of the Honourable Member ; it is not necessary
that the formula should be formally repeated.

The motion was, by leave of the Assembly, withdrawn.
®¥1ds page 21 of Blue Book.
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The Honourable the President : The question is,

‘ That a sum mnot oxceeding Rs. 28,38,000 be granted to the Governor vGénerul in
Council to defray the charges which will come in course of payment during the year
ending the 31st March 1922 in respect of Demand No. 2, Taxes on Incomo .

The motion was adopted.
The Honourable Sir Thomas Holland : Mr. President, I beg to

move »
“That & sum not exceeding Rs. 1,17,95,000 be granted to the Governor General

in Counecil to defray the charge which will come in course of pa‘yment during
Balt. the year ending tho 31st day of March 1922 for the provision of Salt *.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: Sir, in view of the assurance given
that the concession will be applicable to all these lunp provisions, 1 do not
propose to move the motion, which appears in the List of Business.

Mr. E. L. Price: Sir, may we be made aware of what is happening?
Nobody ever here knows. . ’

The Honourable the President : Order, order. I am just deciding what
is happening. : .
IurroveMent or Saur Sources.

8ir P. 8. Sivaswamy Aiyer: Sir, I do not think it necessary to

move the Resolution which appears against my name
¢ That the lump provision of Rs. 7,00,000 for improvement of salt sources be omitted °.

1 think it is covered by the understanding we bave arrived at this
morning that all these lump provisions will be subject to the serutiny of the
Finance Committee and will not be drawn upon without their concurrence
except in emergent cases. 1 do not, therefore, propose to move it.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: Sir, on pa,sge 28 of the estimates we find
provision for 863 Assistant Inspectors and Sub-Inspectors has been made at a
cost of Rs. 10,87,680. I beg to move :

* That that sum should be reduced by one.dakh of rupees ’.

My reason is this that though in previous years there were 3 more
persons or 966 in all, the ex etl:aiture in 1919-20 was only Rs. 6,60,000
and the budget estimate was orHy Rs. 7,138,880 last year while the revised
figures are only Rs. 6,72,000. I find that now after reducing the number
by-three, there is an increase of about 4 Jakhs, or of nearly 60 per cent. I
do not think that such an abnormal increase is necessary for these officers, and,
therefore, I suggest it may be reduced by one lakh. '

The Honourable Sir Thomas Holland : Sir, I am very sorry indeed
that Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer and the other section of the Madras company on
that side of the House have decided to drop all the Resolutions, because any
one of them we could have defended in detail before the House without any
further reference to the committee, if necessary, except this. This is an item
that is not alump provision, butit is a very complicated issue that is before us.
It is a proposal that has originated in Madras and I have no doubt that the
Honourable Mover has a great deal of inside information with regard to the
conditions there. The real reason why we cannot at this short notice give a
complete and detailed analysis of the figures to the House is due to the fact
that in Madras the excige and the salt establishments are to some_ extent
‘mixed together, We are now making a speoial examination of the establish--
ment with a view of separating one from the other. Fog the time being this

L]



836 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, [9tr Marcr 1921.

[ 8ir Thomas Holland.]

estimate has been sent in by the Madras Government, and we have to
acton it in order that the establishment may carry on. As Mr. Innes told you

on several occasions this morning, it does not in any way mean that the detai s
will be necessarily sanctioned. Now, one of the questions which.will arise when

we begin to separate the excise, which is as you know a transferred provincial

subject, from salt which is under the general control of the Government of

Tudia - the Madras Government acting as the Government of India’s agent—

one of the difficulties which will arise will be the charge that might conceivably

be made on behalf of the Madras Government for what I think my friend,

Mr. Rangachariar, called this morning, that expensive Board of Revenue.

The Madras Government will want us to bear a portion of the cost of the
general supervision by taking over the expense of one Member, or at any rate

the equivalent of one Member of the Board of Revenue. It is, therefore, not

possible at this stage to give to this House a definite detailed assurance that.
all these officers are necessary, and that thejr scale of pay is necessary, we have

to take it for granted from the Madras Government. You will notice that -
the item dgals with a very large number, 960, of subordinate officers, Assistant

Inspectors and Sub-Inspectors, ranging in pay from Rs. 60 to Rs. 200 a

month. The chances are that these men are not over-paid. I know something

of the other parts of the Salt Department, and I am quite willing to defend

any proposals that we have made for a revision of the terms of service. There

is & great deal of responsibility in the hands of these subordinate officers, a

great many temptations are put in their way, and it is our duty to be quite

sure that they are contented approximately with their lot, and that they can

carry on their work without considering that they have any special personal

grievance against the Government.

Apart from that, there is, as I said before, the danger of such a large
body of compact men taking to themselves the recognised methods of forcing
our hands. If the House will allow of the examination of this item, either
desartmentally or by the Finance Committee, I myself shall be very glad
indeed to have it thoroughly sifted in that way. As I said, we got notice of
this only this morning. A part of the charge has to be examined in the
Commerce Department in connection with excise ; and a part of the charge
in my own Department in connection with salt. It has not been possible
in the few minutes that we have been allowed to be absent from the Assembly,
to find out in detail exactly how each constituent item of the total can {e
substantiated. I have not the slightest hesitation in offering that the
proposals should be examined by the Finance Committee if that will satisfy
the Honourable Mover.

Mr. B. Venkatapatiraju: That will wtisfy me and I wish to withdraw
my motion, :

The Honourable the President: The question is, that leave be given to-
withdraw the motion.

The motion was, by leave of the Assembly, withdrawn.
RepucrioNn or TEE DrMaND UNDER HEAD ‘Sair’,

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: 8ir, my motion is

¢ That the demand under head Balt (No. 3) be reduced by Rs. 25 lakhs '
« . My o' ject in giving notice of that motion was’ to draw attention to the
following items, some of which have already been dealt with : .
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At page 20, the lump sum provision of Rs. 7,00,000 for the improve-
ment of the salt source at Sambhar.

I am glad Sir Thomas Holland explained this thoroughly to our eatisfac-
tion this morning. It is a very productive investment and I am thankful to-
aceept it.

At page 25, the lump sum provision of Rs. 2,00,000 for revision of
establishment,

At page 28, the provision of Rs. 5,07,050 for travelling allowance.
This seems to be a very large amount for travelling allowance.
At page 29, the provision of Rs. 71,800 for ¢ other contingencies ’.
This seems to be a very large sum for contingencies.
At page 33, the provision of Rs. 7,00,000 for revision of establishment.
At page 33, the provision of Rs, 3,00,000 for local allowance.
This seems to be too big an item without any details.
At page 34, we have got provision for the North West Frontier which is:
costing us a great deal.
At page 36, the provision of Rs. 13,000 for office expenses and
miscellaneous.

I cannot follow what these items are and I shall be grateful for some
explanation.

The Honourable Mr. W. M, Hailey : Purely on a point of arithmetic,
Sir, may I point out that these items do not amount to Rs. 25,00,000. The-
Honouruble Member must give us some further cuttings if he wishes to bring
the figures up to the full total of Re. 25,00,000.

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: I will be satisfied with an explanation
on these points. The other amounts are in thousands and I do not care abous
them. ’

The Honourable Sir Thomas Holland: May I take it, Sir, that the
Honourable Member, in criticising these items, wishes to have them cut out
entively even if they do not amount to the Rs. 25,00,000 mentioned in his
motion. :

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: If no eatisfactory explanation is-
forthcoming, I would have them cut out.

The Honourable the President: If the Honourable Member wishes to-
cut out any items, he ought to put down a motion on the paper to that effect.
It is very hard on the Government, and it is very dihicult for individual
Members of the Assembly, to follow the process of his argument unless he
divides it up, as other Members have done, and moves each one separately.
The question he has put to Sir Thomas Holland raises quite a different point
and he may put in the form of a general oriticism. But when he wishes to
raige points as specific as those which he has made, he ought to put them
down as motions for reduction of the particular items to which he refers.

Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: May I explain, Sir, that I refer to-
them as instances requiring examination showing that this increased grant
demanded under this head hae not been explained. I pnly refer to them as.

L )
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instances in support of my position that there is no need to increase the esti-
mate from Rs. 1,56,00,000 this year to Rs. 1,58 00,000 next year.

The Honourable the President: The Honoursble Member is perfectly
entitled to do that, if he wishes to make a general criticism that the adminis-
tration of the salt revenue is extravagant. But he is not entitled to expect
the Government to be prepared with a detailed reply to criticisms on specifie
points unless he gives notice beforehand. '

The Honourable Sir Thomas Holland : I am quite willing to meet the
Honourable Member in this way. It is quite impossible for the House,
obviously, to accept his illustrations, because, if you took fhe question of
Rs. 5,70,000 say for travelling allowance and you wanted to save your
Rs. 25,00,000 by using that as one of the constituent items, then all officers
must stop travelling at once. There will be no inspection work done by
inspectors. ¢

If we are going to deal with the Budget in a business-like manner, we
must try to introduce some form of criticism that would prevent Government—
and when I say Government, I mean Local Governments too—from indulging
in extravagances. I quite agree with the object of the Honourable Member,
and 1 welcome his co-operation in helping us to check what we sometimes look
upon as a slight tendency towards generosity on the part of Local Governments.

We sometimes get sent notices for the sanction of demandsby Local
Governments without sufficient detail to enable us to judge of the merits of
the proposals and we retarn them when we are not satisfied, for further explan-
ation, and one result is that we become extremely unpopular with Local
Governments—I should like that unpopularity to be shared by this House.
“There is not the slightest doubt that we would not hesitate for a moment
to allow these items to be checked by the House, as a whole, and for that matter,
by any Committee. We do want the help of the House, especially in regard to
checking those items that come from the provinces. It is those particular
items that we are not, as Members of the Government of India, in a position
to check from personal observations.

As to the points that have heen maised in connection with the Northern
India Salt Department—the Department which'is under my administrative
-control—I have not the slightest hesitation on any short notice in taking
up the items that the Honourable Member would like to have investigated.

e, who are in touch with the progress of that Department from day to day,
and thus know the reasons for each proposal that is made in the Budget. But
with regard to the Provinces, we want longer notice for a question of this sort
and wes expect the House to meet us also in a reasonable way and not to
expect detailed answers to criticisms of proposals sent up to us by the Local
AFovernments— criticisms of questions of which we ourselves are only provided
with abstract information. .

Now I will take one or two of these and I hope to occupy the time of the

_ House only a very short while. Take for instance the first one mentioned by

W,Honourable friend as to the provision for the revision of establishment.

ell, that establishment consists mainly of the Preventive establishment of the

Northern India Salt Bevenue Department,a part of which is estimated to

gut in extra remuneration for inspectors the sum of Bs. 81,600; the other
<A Y 1
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part will be devoted towards the improvement of the pay of the inferior
establishment, namely, the sum of Rs. 1,38,600, making a total of Rs. 2,00,200.

We are told by the Commissioner of the Department that several of the
officers have already left or are leaving the Department because they are not
satistied with the pay they are receiving, and it is said that others will
leave soon. But apart from that we are suffering most distinctly
and noticeably—in the class of officers we are able to. recruit for the
salaries now offered. It does not pay the Government any more that
it pays business firms to employ an officer who cannot earn his salary
und we are driven now, because of the low standard of pay, to accept recruits
who are not quite up to the standard to which we have been accustomed in
the Department.

Now I will deal yith the second point which I referred to this morning
and it is & much more interesting one and I know the Honourable Member
does not dispute it because what,ic.is out for is to restrain the increase of
establishments. That is all very fine as far as it goes, and he may make as
many speeches as he likes in this House, but he will never become so effective
as my Honourable friend, Mr. Hailey, has been in the last two or three weeks,
or so disagreeable to the rest of us. Take the case of the question of the im-
provement of the Balt source at Sambhar. I mentioned very briefly this
morning the real reasons why this was put in the form of a lump provision,and
why it was we wege forced to accept an estimate of only 7 lakhs., If we are
going to reform Sambhar, we shall want 23 lakhs straight off and we shall want
something like 15 or more lakhs to reform the Salt source in the Punjab.
We got the whole of our Budget knocked down, as I said, to 7 lakhs
and thus we were driven to reconsider our position. Well, our position
is this. If we do not reform Sambhar this year, we are going to lose the next
monsoon and we are going to have a shortage of salt. 8o far as the Punjab
mines are concerned, we can go on as we are ﬁ;oin on now and as we have
§one on since the days of Akhbar, e lake is undergoing serious

egeneration. The degeneration is veal without any question, but it is
sufticiently slow to enable me, if 1 wish, to shunt my responsibility, and
leave my successor to pay -the bill. The annual output in the case
of Sambhar is something like 55 lakhs of maunds of salt. Now it is
extremely variable and here comes in one reason why we want to reform our
methods. One year—in the year 1918-191%—we hadas much as 111 lakhs
of maunds of salt. Sambhar is dependent on the monsoon, and the
monsoon in Rajputana is by no means as regular as the average monsoon
of India as a -whole. In some years the lake at the end of the monsoon
fills and covers an area of 60, 70, or *0 square miles. Then the drying
process sets in at the end of the rainy season and small pans are con-
structed round the edge of the lake. The brine thus formed in the latter
is drawn off into the concentrating pans and at the end of the manufacturing
season the salt is gathered together in heaps and tinally assembled in
central stations for storage and disposal.

Now I have told you this long story because it gives you at a glance
what it means to us when in one year we get 111 lakhs of maunds of salt and
in another year we do not get more than 20, It means that this year for
instance, w{ich is the end of a bad monsoon, we are going to lose our labour
because we cannot afford $§o keep our labour doing nothing. The lake is
already dry. Our fanufacturing seasen is over. February, March, April,



840 . LBGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, [9TE Marcr 1921,

[ Sir Thomas Holland.] . :
May and even June will be wasted and we have got to wait until the end of
the monsoon and trust to a good monscon before we can employ labour again.

Now what does it mean : It means that we lose our labour and we have
got to collect it again before the end of the monsoon. If the monsoon is- a
good one, labour is not so easily attracted, and if the monsoon is & bad one,
we have to discharge what little labour we use. That is the kind of thing
we have been driven to, simply because the old salt officers who have had
little or no technical training have looked upon Sambhar as a ‘gift of
Heaven’ and that nothing should interfere with the course of nature.

For many years we have been studying these questions. At any rate I
have studied it myself with a great deal of interest because it happened to
.come into a question of research in the old days when I lived a happy life
in science.

And the result of the scientific work in those days now become the basis on
which we are building schemes for reform of manufacturing systems there.
In 1919, when I was acting for Sir George Barnes inthe Commerce Depart-
ment, I managed to get the eervices of Captain Bunting, a distinguished
Irrigation officer, from the United Provinces. Captain Bunting went to
Sambhar lake, and thereafter making a more full survey of the lake,
an& after a rapid survey of the situation, he went to Kngland on leave
and there he met me on my second retirement. Both of us took up
the question, consulted as many experts as we could at Home, and visited
the 3iﬁe_rent places where we could get information with regard to the
schemes which we hadin hand for reforming the work of the lake. We
ropose to put up a bund across the narrow part of the lake where there is

water, but laterally a series of constrictions. That will be the cheapest
way of connecting the north with the south.

‘ hBa.o Bahadur T. Rangachariar: I did not want an explanation
-of that.

The Honourable Sir Thomas Holland: May I remind the Honourable
Member that he is not the only Member of this House? This is one of
the items that have been challenged, and I take it for granted that the
other Members are desirous of gnowing what they can about "this subject.
Sir, it is not time thrown away to consider this question of the arrangements,
becanse it tells you why it is we have got to deal with a lum provision.
When the monsoon’ fills the lake, we arrange to pump the wafer from the
main body of the lake over this narrow bund into an eastern constriction, and
there we shall be able to maintain a body of brine throughout the year.
There we shall continue our manufacture right up to the beginning of the next
following monsoon. We shall be able in that way to retain our fnbour. And
here comes the expenditure division of our Budget. There are two ways
of bandling our salt. One is by manual labour, as we are driven to
now. The other is by the introduction of mechanical methods of assembling.
Give me money, and I wijll introduce mechanical methods of assembling,
.and thereby in the long run save the great labour Bill. But that money is
not available. The only money that is available now is money enough to
-construct the bund before the next monsoon. Otherwise, as I have said before,
“wearegoing to have at the end-of the‘{e,a.r a grea{, difficulty in the manufacture
sof ealt and a serious ghortage.+ Now, I am entering into‘this general question
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because my Honourable friend has raised this attack. This proposal to reduce
the Budget of the Depattment by 25 lakhs is a general criticism of the
Department as a whole. 1 quite agree with him that the information before
the House is insufficient for this House to judge of the merits of many of the
details entered into the Budget. I will go a step further and say that the
information before me so far is insufficient for me to judge or in any way to give
information to satisfy the House with regard to many of these items. On
longer notice it is quite likely that we shall be able to obtain fuller details
from the Local Governments. But we have got to remember that salt must
be made, and this is an extremely delicate year for the community. As I have
said before, one of our principal sources of salt has been endangered throngh
the failure of the last monsoon. We are now making a very desperate effort
to put on to the markets sufficient salt to prevent local profiteering. If youn
look up the prices of malt during the last few years, you will find that there
is no comparison between the price of salt issued and the retail prices. Before
the war we had normal ratios between the salt at the sources and salt in the
market. But the ratio has recently quite changed, and one of the reasons
why this change has occurred has been a local shortage of salt in the market,
and the tendency on the part of merchants to undertake the game of pro-
fiteering. The‘only way to cure that complaint for the benefit of the poor
ryot isto ensure that the market will be swamped with sufficient salt, and,
as I said, we are now going through a period of great anxiety, first because of
the partial failure of Sambharand secongfy because of the establishment charges
that have been hitherto!in force and have not been considered to be sufficient $o
satisfy the men, having given rise for instance to a strike of the miners at
Khewra in the Salt Range. The miners arenow on strike, and if we had not by
chance imported a Mining Engincer with abundance of new energy and new
ideas, who was able to turn into account the small amount of machinery that he
could scrape together, our salt situation in North India would now Legin to
manifest itself in a very serious rise in prices. As it is, the Mining Engineer
who has arrived has considerably helped the situation, and is now turning out
salt which will satisfy for the time being the immediate demands of the northern
market. - But I want the Members also to remember that this is not a review
of accounts. We are not reviewing the accounts of the past year. We
are passing a Budget which is merely what we estimate to be the money
that we may want and there is no tendency on the part of the
Government to spend the. money merely because it has been estimated for. The
Finance Department still exercises the severest control over the other adminis-
trative Departments with regard to the detailed Budgets, and afterwards
with regard to their detailed expenditure. We have in all cases of this sort,
at the end of the war, and in consequence of the rapid changes in the work
both with regard to the number of personnel and the nature of officers em-
ployed, and the changes which have occurred in the matter of salaries, we
have naturally, during the last year, had tq go through a very difficalt process
of revising and reviewing our establishment all through fnd.is,. The result
has been that we bave in this Budget a larger number of so-called lump
rovisions or provisional budgets than we should ‘otherwise have bad. We
Eope next year that these will be reviewed in advance by the Finance
Committee. But, meanwhile, we have to carry on, and I hope that the
House will have confidence in the Government sufficiently, for the time being
at any rate, to allow us to carry on and not to gat off the 25 lakhs which
the I-K)noumble Member proposes, merely because he is dot quite satisfied—



842 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, + [9tH MarcH 1021,

[ Sir Thomas Holland.] o

and T do agree that I am not satisfied either—with the information at
present before us.  But if the House and if the Honourable Member
will sccept my sssurance that he can come and see the details himself -
personally in our office, or if he wishesin accordance with Mr. Hailey’s general
promise, to put them before the Finance Committee, 1 should be very glad
indeed to give every facility to see that these items ave thoroughly checked.
The items about which there is some doubt, or ratber about which we have
insufficient information, are the items sent to usby the Liocal Governments and
we would only welcome the assistance of this House in checking their value.

‘Rao Bahadur T. Rangachariar: I am glad, Sir, that the Honourable
Sir Thomas Holland has given a full explanation as to the improvement of
the salt lake at Sambhar. The fact is that when I gave notice of these
motions to this Department, he was good enough to go over to me yesterday
and I showed him what my difficulties wete and also showed him these very
jtems which he bas referred to. So that, so far as Sit Thomas Holland is
concerned, he has no reason to complain that he did not know what items 1
was going to attack. He says that the points on which I wanted ‘an explan-
ation are all except a few matters within the knowledge of Local Governments
and unfortunately the Government of India are not placed in possession of the
information necessary to give details for such large items. lP realise, and.-I
daresay that the Honourable Sir Thomas Hollund realises, that this is not an
occasion for reviewing the administration of his Department. That was far
for from being my view. Oun the other hand,‘l am here performing a duty by
scrutinising the Budget presented to us for sanction and in scrutinising the
Budget I came across figures for which no explanation has been given either in-
the memorandum accompanying the Budget or in the Budget itself, and I say
that if this explanation been given in a footnote as regards the Sambhar
Lake the question would not have arisen. 1f similar explanations had been -
given in regard to the other items, the eznestion would not have arisen and so,
in view of the understanding we arrived at this morning, it is unnecessary for
me to pursue the subject further as regards this lum provinioh. They appear
to me unsatisfactory. They appear to the Honourable Member also unsatisfac-
tory and 1 daresay, therefore, there will be no more occasion to go into that
question again. Now that 1 have drawn sttention to these matters of the
local allowance and other contingencies and other matters that require attention,
and in.view of the statement made by the Honourable Member about placing
these items before the Finance Committee, 1 do not press my amendment.

The Honourable the President: The question is, whether leave be given
to withdraw the motion® for reduction of the demand under head Salt (No. 3).

The motion was, by leave of the Assembly, withdrawn.
The Honourable the President : The question is, .
* That a sum not exceeding Bu. 1,17,95,000 be grantoed to the Governor General in Council

to defray the charge which will come in course of payment during the year ending the 3lut
day of March 1922, in respeot of Demand No. 3 Head of Account, Balt’. o6 e S

The motion was adopted.
The Assembly then adjourned till Thursday, the 10th March 1921,
* % Vide page 830 of these Debates. .
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