
Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023

 

THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE MINISTRY OF LAW AND JUSTICE, MINISTER OF STATE IN
THE MINISTRY OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF
CULTURE (SHRI ARJUN RAM MEGHWAL): Sir, with your permission, I beg to move:

That the Bill further to amend the Advocates Act, 1961, as

  passed by Rajya Sabha, be taken into consideration.

माननीय सभापित: माननीय मं�ी जी, �ा आप कुछ बोलना चाहते ह�?

�ी अजु�न राम मेघवाल : सर, यह जो एडवोकेट (अम�डम�ट) िबल है, म� इसके बारे म� पांच-दस िमनट म�, इसकी थोड़ी �ीफ िह�� ी
बताना चाहता �ं  । 

                सर, यह आजादी से पहले इंिडयन हाईकोट� ए�, 1861 था ।  ि�िटश पािल�याम�ट ने इसको बनाया था ।  इसका
परपज़ था िक जो लीगल �ैटिन�टी है या लीगल �ोफेशन म� जो लोग ह�, जो वकील लोग ह�, उनका कोई रे�ुलेशन हो, इसिलए,
यह ए� बना ।  िफर 1879 म� लीगल �ै��शनर ए� आया, उसम� से�न 36 है, िजसम� touts का िज� आता है  । 
Touts का मतलब है ठगी करने वाला, कुछ गलत बात कहने वाला िक म� वकील �ं, लेिकन वह वकील होता ही नही ंहै । 
जो ��� इस तरह के सब काम करता है, उनके िलए touts श� यूज़ �आ है ।   (�वधान) इसको आप दलाली भी कह
सकते ह� ।  इसके बाद 1920 म� बॉ�े �ीडस� ए� बना ।  सर, आप तो इितहास के बड़े जानकार ह�  । आप चेयर पर
िवराजमान ह� । 1936 म� इंिडयन बार काउंिसल ए� भी आया ।   जब देश आजाद �आ, तो यह िवचार आया िक देश की
प�र�थित के अनुसार इसम� संशोधन होना चािहए और अं�ेजो ंने जो कानून बनाए ह�, उनके अनुसार हम� �ो ंचलना? हमारा
लीगल �ोफेशन भी एक नोबल �ोफेशन है  ।  इसके िलए लॉ कमीशन को एक मेनडेट िदया गया िक हम नई प�र��थितयों
के अनुसार �ूिडिशयल एडिमिन�� ेशन म� थोड़े �रफॉ�� कर� । िफर ऑल इंिडया बार कमेटी भी   बनी । इसके िलए उ�ों�ने
कहा िक एक कमेटी और बना दो, िफर 1953 म�, जब यह कमेटी बनी और उसकी कुछ िसफा�रश� आईं, उसके बाद एडवोकेट
ए�, 1961 आया, िजसका हम िज� कर रहे ह� ।  इसका मूल परपज़ लीगल एजुकेशन को रे�ुलेट करने का रहा । इसम�
ब�त से सुझाव आए िक �ा इसको रखना ज�री है? इसम� एक से�न 45(ए) है । वत�मान म� म� जो िबल लेकर आया �ं,
वह इसम� इनसट� करता है । उस समय touts को लेकर जो से�न 36 था, उसके बारे म� यह कहता है िक इसकी ज�रत
है।
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ए� की ज�रत नही ंहै, लेिकन जो सै�न 36 है, जो टाउट्स का िज� करता है, उसकी ज�रत है, ऐसा िवषय आया । लोगों
ने कहा िक इसकी ज�रत इसिलए है िक �ायालय प�रसर म� दलाली नही ंहोनी चािहए । महोदय, इसिलए हमारे िडपाट�म�ट
ऑफ लीगल अफेयस� म� एक कमेटी बनी थी, िजसके िलए लेिज�ेिटव िडपाट�म�ट के कम�ट भी िलए गए थे । इसके साथ-साथ
बार काउंिसल ऑफ इंिडया से भी सुझाव िलए गए । सभी ने यह बात मानी िक एडवोकेट्स ए� म� संशोधन तो हो, यह
ज�री है, लेिकन इसम� टाउट्स से संबंिधत �ावधान अव� रखे जाने चािहए, �ों�िक �ायालय प�रसर म� दलाली ठीक नही ंहै
। जो ठगी करते ह� या जो दलाल टाइप के लोग वहाँ आते ह�, यह ठीक नही ंहै । 

माननीय सभापित : दलाली कही ंभी ठीक नही ंहै । 

�ी अजु�न राम मेघवाल : दलाली कही ंभी ठीक नही ंहै और इस समय तो िब�ुल ही ठीक नही ंहै नरे� मोदी जी के
कालख� म� ।  

माननीय सभापित : जी-जी ।  

�ी अजु�न राम मेघवाल : �ों�िक �� भारत िमशन अिभयान चल रहा है । जब हर जगह साफ-सफाई का काम होना चािहए
तो �ायालय प�रसर भी साफ-सुथरा होना चािहए । इसिलए म� आपके सम� यह िबल लेकर आया �ँ । लीगल �ै��शनस�
ए�, 1879 �रपील कर िदया गया है, �ों�िक यह कोलोिनयल ए� है । इसम� म� यह संशोधन लेकर आया �ँ, �ों�िक टाउट्स
के संबंध म� इसकी ज�रत है । इसम� एक कमेटी है, उसम� हाई कोट� के जज ह�, िड���� कोट� के जज ह�, इवेन कले�र भी
उसम� ह� । वे यह देख�गे िक यह आदमी बार-बार कोट� प�रसर म� घूम रहा है, यह ठगी का काम करता है, तो ऐसे लोगो ंकी
वे एक िल� बना द�गे । बार काउंिसल ऑफ इंिडया भी इसम� मदद  करेगा । उस िल� को �ायालय प�रसर म� च�ा कर
द�गे । िल� म� नाम च�ा होने के बाद भी अगर वह �ायालय प�रसर म� पाया जाता है तो उसे तीन माह की सजा या 500
�पये जुमा�ना या दोनो ंहो सकते ह� । म� इसम� एक यह छोटा सा अम�डम�ट लेकर सदन के सम� ��ुत �आ �ँ । मुझे



लगता है िक सदन इस पर साथ�क चचा� करके इसको सव�स�ित से पास करेगा । जो चचा� होगी, उसके बाद जैसा आदेश
आप मुझे कर� गे, म� जवाब देने के िलए िफर आपके सम� हािजर र�ँगा । ब�त-ब�त ध�वाद । 

HON. CHAIRPERSON: Motion moved:

That the Bill further to amend the Advocates Act, 1961, as

  passed by Rajya Sabha, be taken into consideration.

SHRI KARTI P. CHIDAMBARAM (SIVAGANGA): Thank you, Sir, for giving me this opportunity.

                Sir, intermediation is a part of our Indian culture. Sometimes, people want an intermediary between
them and whoever they are dealing with. It is a normal part of our culture. We also have intermediation in
marriage alliances. Sometimes, in rural areas and in other parts of the country, people need intermediation
even to reach out to people in authority and power. There is intermediation even in political parties; we know
that. By and large, we welcome this Bill. Let me be very clear about that.

                Sir, injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere. This is what Martin Luther King said. The
right to seek justice is a fundamental right to our existence as a civil society. But because of the asymmetry in
our society, in terms of education, access to people in authority, wealth, etc., an average person sometimes
does not know how to navigate through the legal system. This is what is being exploited, and some people
step in as touts to tell them who to engage and also tell them that if you engage this lawyer, this will work.
Because of this asymmetry and the complexity of dealing with our legal system, touts thrive. So, these
intermediaries thrive. In fact, there is a funny joke which I would like to say, and I hope that the lawyers do
not get offended. As I myself am a lawyer, my parents are lawyers, and I come from a family of lawyers, I
say this with full responsibility. The joke is that good lawyers know the law but great lawyers know the
Judge. So, when that is the system, when an uneducated person has to come to court, it is quite natural that
somebody has to intercede to help them navigate and connect with a right lawyer. This is what is happening
everywhere. Because of this, many people flourish. Sir, my only quibble with this Bill is that it is targeting
the tout in the small courts, the real small tout. In fact, in Tamil Nadu, there is a person whose name I do not
want to mention but anybody from the legal fraternity in Tamil Nadu will completely know who I am
referring to. Let us call him Judicial X. His speciality is to take temple prasad to every single Judge and to be
photographed.

                People say he can get the matter listed before a particular judge. Now the grapevine is that he can
even appoint judges to the court. In fact, I would urge the Government to focus on these big fish instead of
the small touts who are all operating only in the smaller courts. I agree there is a nexus between the touts and
the lawyers, which must be broken. There is a nexus among the touts, the lawyers and the court staff because
that is how the matters will come. Otherwise, the matters would not get listed. The worst is the nexus among
the tout, the lawyer, the court staff and the judge. This definitely must go. So, we welcome this Bill. This Bill
must make all efforts to break this nexus, penalise and punish people who are interfering in the justice
system.

                But the only fear I have is that this might be misused also. I am not going to particularly blame this
Government. This Government is very famous for weaponizing the law. We all know what they have done
with the ED. We all know what they have done with the PMLA. There, the original purpose of the law is
something different but they completely misused it, weaponised it, and targeted people. They should not use
this law and debar somebody who is a public interest litigant or who is an anti-establishment figure in the
lower courts by branding him as a tout and disenfranchise him because a lawyer can also be a tout.

                So, by and large, we definitely welcome this Bill but they should not use this as a weapon to
disenfranchise and to debar legitimate anti-establishment lawyers in the lower courts. They must really focus
on these big fish like the Judicial X whom I have named. They must really target them and use this law to go
after them, and not go after others.

                So, by and large, we welcome the Bill. We welcome the amendments you have brought about. But I
hope you apply it fairly, implement it without any kind of discrimination, and it is not used in a weaponised
manner in which you normally use other things. Thank you very much, Sir.



 

�ी जगद��का पाल (डुम�रयागंज): अिध�ाता महोदय, म� आपका अ�ंत आभारी �ं िक आपने सरकार �ारा लाए गए िबल पर
चचा� म� भाग लेने का मुझे अवसर िदया । हमारे �ितप� के साथी �ी िचद�रम जी ने इस िबल का �ागत िकया है, इसिलए
उनको ध�वाद देता �ं । उ�ों�ने इस िबल का समथ�न करते �ए कहा है िक बड़े दलालो ंको पकड़ना चािहए और छोटे
दलालो ंको छोड़ देना चािहए ।  म� कहता �ं िक दलाल तो दलाल है, जो ए��ॉयटेशन करता है, चाहे वह छोटा हो या बड़ा
हो ।  हमारी सरकार सभी दलालो ंके िलए यह िबल लाई है और हमारी सरकार केवल सड़को ंपर या समाज म� ही सफाई
नही ंकरती है, ब�� �ायालय म� भी सफाई और ��ता आ जाए, इसके िलए भी काम करती है तािक लोगो ंको �ाय िमल
सके । आज वह जमाना नही ंरहा जब कोई िकसी वकील के �ोफाइल को न जानता हो । आज नेट के समय म� चाहे वकील
िड���� कोट� का हो, तहसील कोट� का हो, हाई कोट� का हो या सु�ीम कोट� का वकील हो, सभी की �ोफाइल को हर कोई
जान सकता    है । पहले आप लाइ�ेरी म� जाते, लॉ केसेज के बारे म� पढ़ते, बार काउंिसल म� जाते या िकसी कोट� म� जाते,
लेिकन आप आज घर बैठकर ही िकसी भी वकील के बारे म� जानकारी �ा� कर सकते ह� ।  नरे� मोदी जी की सरकार
आने के बाद िडिजटल टे�ोलॉजी केवल शहरो ंतक सीिमत नही ंहै, आज गांव-गांव की मिहलाएं भी अपनी डीबीटी चला रही ह�
और सभी को टे�ोलॉजी के बारे म� पता है, इसके िलए म� सरकार को ध�वाद दंूगा िक इस तरह का वातावरण देश म� बना
है ।

                सभापित जी, यिद हम िह�� ी देख�, तो वष� 1861 से हम� देखनी चािहए । जब देश आजाद नही ंथा, तब िकस तरह
से लीगल �ोफेशन को या लीगल पेिटशनर को रे�ूलेट िकया जाए, इसके बारे म� �ादा जानकारी नही ंथी । पहला हाईकोट�
ए�, 1861 लीगल �ोफेशन या लीगल पेिटशनर के िलए बना । उसके बाद लीगल पेिटशनर ए� 1879 म� आया । आज
1879 के ए� को अम�ड िकया जा रहा है।                 म� तो यह कहना चा�ंगा िक आज़ादी के बाद नरे� मोदी जी देश के
ऐसे पहले �धान मं�ी ह�, िज�ों�ने लाल िकले से कहा िक देश आज़ाद हो गया है, लेिकन जो कोलोिनयल िलगेसी है, िजसे
ि�िटश सरकार ने िदया था, उसे समा� कर� गे । आज जब अिमत शाह जी सीआरपीसी और आईपीसी म� अम�डम�ट लेकर आ
रहे ह�, तो वे यह �ो ंलेकर आ रहे ह�? इसे हमारे सभी िव�ान वकील जानते ह� िक आईपीसी और सीआरपीसी, िजसे ि�िटशस�
ने बनाया था, उसे उ�ों�ने दंड देने के िलए बनाया था और अिमत शाह जी जो अम�डम�ट िबल लेकर आ रहे ह�, वे �ाय देने
के िलए है । इसिलए िवप� के लोगो ंको कम से कम दंड और �ाय म� फक�  को जानना चािहए । अं�ेज िकस तरह से
लोगो ंको दबाना चाहते थे, िकस तरह से लोगो ंको पिनश करना चाहते थे ।(�वधान)

                क�ाण जी, आप सुन लीिजए । आपकी बारी आएगी, आप िचंता न कीिजए । (�वधान) लीगल �ै��शनस� ए�,
1879 आया, िजसके से�न-36 का माननीय मं�ी जी ने उ�ेख िकया है िक उस से�न-36 को ठीक करना हमारा किमटम�ट
है ।  यह किमटम�ट हमारी सरकार का है, देश के �धान मं�ी जी का है । वह किमटम�ट है िक कोलोिनयल िलगेसी के
िजतने कानून होगें या जो चीज� होगंी, उसे समा� कर� गे । इसको माननीय �धान मं�ी ने पंच �ण म� शािमल िकया था ।
उ�ों�ने लाल िकले से पाँच �ण िलए थे, उसम� यह भी कहा था िक हम ि�िटश की गुलामी या दासता की िवरासत को न
केवल समा� कर� गे, ब�� उसे ऑ�ोलीट कर द�गे।  (�वधान)

You must have patience to listen to me. I hope everything will be clear. ....(Interruptions) Please talk to the
Chair.

                म� लीगल टिम�नोलॉजी पर बात कर रहा �ं, म��ने ���गत तो कोई आ�ेप नही ंिकया, म� तो केवल अपने इस
अम�डम�ट िबल पर बात कर रहा �ं । अगर माननीय �धान मं�ी जी का बस नाम लेने से उ�� िचढ़ हो रही है तो देश की
जनता ने �धान मं�ी जी को, उनकी गारंटी को मान िलया है । अब ये िकतना भी िचढ़ते रह�, िजस तरीके से तीनो ंरा�ो ंम�
प�रणाम आए ह�, अब इनको सोचना चािहए ।  इनके नेता का �ा बयान है? नेता जी कहते ह� िक यह भाजपा की जीत नही ं
है, यह मोदी जी की जीत है । म� अधीर रंजन जी को ध�वाद दंूगा िक उ�ों�ने यह �ीकार कर िलया िक यह भारतीय जनता
पाट� की, जो मोदी जी के नेतृ� म�  है, उसकी जीत है । इसके िलए म�  इ�� ध�वाद दंूगा ।(�वधान)

अधीर रंजन जी, आपने इस बात को एक चैनल पर कहा है । म� यी� नही ंकर रहा �ं । जब आपकी बारी आएगी, तब आप
अपनी बात कह दीिजएगा ।  (�वधान)

�ी अधीर रंजन चौधरी (बहरामपुर): सर ।  (�वधान)

माननीय सभापित: माननीय सद�गण, जब आपको बोलने का समय िदया जाएगा, तब आप अपनी बात कह दीिजएगा । इसका
भी उ�ेख कर दीिजएगा । अभी बैठ जाइए । िजनके नाम िलए गए ह�, उन सबको मौका िदया जाएगा ।

�ी जगद��का पाल: अिध�ाता महोदय, म� पंच �ण की बात कह रहा �ं । (�वधान) पंच �ण म� उ�ों�ने कहा िक all these
Acts are part of the colonial legacy. ....(Interruptions)

HON. CHAIRPERSON: You should not intervene like this.

SHRI JAGDAMBIKA PAL: Modi ji, in his speech on Panch Pran from Red Fort talked about giving up the
colonial legacy. इसको समा� करने का फैसला िकया है । आज उसका अम�डम�ट लेकर आए ह� । म� अपने लॉ िमिन�र



को ध�वाद दंूगा िक उ�ों�ने कोलोिनयल िलगेसी को ख� करने का काम िकया है । हम उसी को ऑ�ोलीट कर रहे ह�,
िज�� आप वेलकम कर रहे ह� । हमारा जो लीगल �ै��शनस� ए�, 1879 है, इस ए� को एबॉिलश करने म� अगर कोई
िडफर�स ऑफ ओपीिनयन हो, तो उस पर भी सदन चचा� करे । म� ध�वाद देता �ं िक सदन म� सुचा� �प से काय�वाही चल
रही है ।

                अभी िचद�रम जी ने ब�त अ�ी-अ�ी बात� कही ह� । He said that good lawyer knows the law, and
great lawyer knows the judge. आप तो उस फैिमली के ह� तो आपको �ा क�ं? हम तो आपको �ेट लॉयर मानते ह� ।
�ा आप जज को जानते ह� या आप एक गुड लॉयर ह�? मुझे लगता है िक सभी लॉयस� कानून को जानते ह� और इसम�
िडफर��िशएट करना और यह कहना िक हम केवल जज से �ाय लेते ह�, यह िनि�त तौर पर िकसी वकील का अपमान होगा ।
This Act abolishes the Legal Practitioners Act of 1879, the Act that dates back to 144 years. उसके बाद बॉ�े
�ीडस� ए�, 1920 आया । िफर उसके बाद इंिडयन बार काउंिसल ए�, 1926 आया । म� इसके इितहास म� नही ंजाना
चाहता, नही ंतो म� बता सकता �ं िक हाई कोट� ए�, 1861 म� �ा-�ा �ावधान थे, जो अगर आज लोगो ंके ऊपर लगेगा तो
उ�� एक तरह से यह लगेगा िक यह गुलामी या दासता का �तीक था ।

चाहे लीगल �े�ीशनस� ए�, 1879 रहा हो, या बॉ�े �ीडस� ए�, 1920 रहा हो या इंिडयन बार काउंिसल ए�, 1926 रहा हो,
तो आज आप यह बताइए िक जब देश आज़ाद �आ था, तब �ा था? आज तो लोग जाित की राजनीित करते ह�, पाट� की
राजनीित म� सां�दाियकता करते  ह� । उस आधार पर ��ािशयो ंको खोज कर िटकट देते ह� । देश म� पहले, इन सदनो ंम�
आने वाले लोग, �ाय: लॉ बैक�ाउ� से ही थे । चाहे डॉ. भीम राव अ�ेडकर जी को मान लीिजए, चाहे डॉ. राजे� �साद जी
को मान लीिजए, चाहे सरदार व�भ भाई पटेल जी को मान लीिजए । ये िकतनी बड़ी-बड़ी पस�नेिलटीज़ थी ं। इस तरीके से
जो लोग उस समय लीगल �े��शनस� थे, उनको यह महसूस �आ िक हम� कोई न कोई एक ए� ऐसा बनाना चािहए, िजससे
ऐसा काम हो । उसी के नाते एक एडवोकेट्स ए�, 1961 देश म� आज़ादी के बाद बना �ों�िक इस बात को डॉ. बी.आर.
अ�ेडकर जी, डॉ. राज�� �साद जी एवं सरदार व�भ भाई पटले जी ने महसूस िकया था । इस तरह से यह टाइम के साथ
�आ था । जब समय कालांतर म� बीतता रहा और जो हमारे पो� इंिडप�ड�स के हीरोज़ थे, जो इंिडप�ड�स मूवम�ट म� जुड़े �ए
थे, उन तमाम लोगो ंकी एक लंबी �ंृखला है, म� सभी का नाम नही ंलेना चाहता हंूॅ, उसके बाद उन लोगो ंने एक किमटी बनाई
और उस किमटी के बाद, िजसम� सभी �ेक हो�स� को लॉ कमीशन, हाई कोट�, सु�ीम कोट�, बार काउंिसल ऑफ इंिडया आिद
सभी �ेक हो�स� के साथ कंस�ेशन िकया गया और उसके बाद एक क� ि◌ह��िसव टाइप का ए� एडवोकेट्स ए�, 1961
बनाना तय �आ । आज हम इस लीगल �े��शनस� ए�, 1879 को ऑब�ीट कर रहे ह� । केवल इसका जो एक सै�न था,
िल� ऑफ टाउट्स, म� समझता हंूॅ िक उसी को ऑब�ीट नही ंिकया िक हम अभी भी देश की आजादी के बाद िल� ऑफ
टाउट्स के िलए कोई ए� न बनाएं, कोई कानूनी �ावधान न द� । अभी भी गांव का गरीब आदमी अगर अपने कानूनी
अिधकार पाने के िलए आए और अगर वह बीच म�, उन कचह�रयो ंम�, कोट्�स म� उन टाउट्स या दलालो ंके चंगुल म� फंस
जाए, िजस तरीके से आज देखते ह� िक लोग रेलवे या बस �ेशनो ंपर उतरते ह� या कही ंकोई मरीज़ आता है तो िकस तरह
से उस ��थित म� भी वे टाउट्स उनके पीछे लगे रहते ह� िक आप इस हॉ��टल म� चिलए, आप इस डॉ�र के पास चिलए ।
तो मुझे लगता है िक अगर इस तरह से �ाय, जो सबसे बड़ी �ाियक �िकया है िक �ाय िमलना चािहए, �ाय केवल िमलना
ही नही ंचािहए, ब�� यह �तीत भी होना चािहए िक लोगो ंको �ाय िमल रहा है । िजस तरीके से �धान मं�ी जी ने देश म�
एक ��ता अिभयान शु� िकया, आज वही ��ता अिभयान अगर �ाियक �ि�या म� शु� हो रहा है, म� तो पूरे सदन से
अपील क�ंगा िक सव�स�ित से इसका �ागत करके इसे पास करना चािहए । आप दे�खए िक इसके पहले भी हमने �रमूव
िकया है ।  ब हम जनिव�ास िबल ले कर आए थे, तब उसम� भी 183 �ावधान थे । In that Bill, there were 183
provisions covering 42 Acts of 19 Ministries. उस मामले म� देश ने तो शायद इितहास बनाने का काम िकया है ।
आप सौभा�शाली एवं सा�ी बने थे । आप उस कॉलोिनयल िलगेसी को समा� करने के सा�ी ह� िक 19 मं�ालयो ंके 42
ए�्स ऐसे थे, िजनम� केवल ि�िटशस� की दासता को प�रलि�त करना था और उ�ों�ने अपने इंट� े� म� वे ए�्स बनाए थे ।
पहली बार नर�� मोदी जी की सरकार ने उन 19 मं�ालयो ंके 42 ए�्स के सारे 183 �ावधानो ंको ऑब�ीट कर के देश की
�ाियक �व�था म� एक ��ता देने का काम िकया है । मुझे लगता है िक यह बात तो उसी िदशा म� और आगे की पहल
करती है । 

                आज जो िबल लाया गया है, उससे िनि�त तौर से एक फायदा तो ज़�र होगा ।  This is not a single
legislation; this is a part of comprehensive mission of the Government to remove all the obsolete laws in this
country. मा�वर, यह तो �ै�रटी है िक हम इस देश म� जो भी हमारे ए�्स म� ह�, सरकार �ितब� है िक जो भी ऑब�ीट
लॉज़ ह�, उनको हम �रमूव कर� गे ।

                आज म� कहना चाहता हंूॅ िक यह जो अमे�म�ट िबल है, यह कोट� म�, उस �ाियक �ि�या म� सुिचता और पिव�ता
का काम करेगा या िजस तरीके से, removal of touts from the court premises करेगा और इसका अिधकार िकसको होगा?
सरकार को इसका अिधकार नही ंहोगा । उस �ेमाइसेस म� टाउट्स को आइड��िटफाई करने के िलए, उन टाउट्स के �खलाफ
कोई कार�वाई करने के िलए जो िमशन है, जो पावर िदया गया है, वह सु�ीम कोट� के जज को है, हाई कोट� के जज को है ।
यह साफ है िक की-फीचस� ऑफ दी िबल इं�ूड है । The Bill provides that every High Court, district judge,
sessions judge, district magistrate, and revenue officer not below the rank of District Collector, यह नही ंहै िक
कोई ऐसे आईएएस जो जुिनयर हो,ं वह आईएएस जो िड���� मिज�� ेट होगा, who is responsible for looking after all the
revenue cases and revenue affairs, he can exercise this power या तो हाई कोट� का जज या िड���� जज होगा, यह
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अिधकार �ाियक �ि�या से जुड़े �ए लोगो ंको िदया गया है । यह कोई ए� ि◌�ूिटव पावर नही ंहै । यह कोई सरकार या
�शासन के अिधकार म� नही ंआ रहा है िक हम िकसी को टाउट बना द�गे या िकसी के �खलाफ आइड��िटफाई करके उसको
पीनलाइज़ कर द�गे । यह अिधकार हमने सीधे-सीधे हाई कोट� के जजेज को िदया है, हमने िड���� कोट� के जजेज को िदया
है, सेशन जज को िदया है और रेवे�ू म� जो मुकदम� देखते ह�, उनको िदया है ।

          म� समझता �ं िक tout refers to a person who procures the employment of a legal practitioner in a legal
business in return of any payment - यह तो साफ है - and frequents places such as the premises of civil or
criminal courts, revenue offices or railway stations to procure such employment. इस तरीके से घूमकर िजन गरीब
लोगो ंका शोषण िकया जाता है, मुझे लगता है िक इसको रोकने के िलए यह एक ऐितहािसक कदम है ।  यह कानून केवल
एक जगह लागू नही ंहोगा, ब�� क�ाकुमारी से लेकर क�ीर तक लागू होगा । सु�ीम कोट� एवं हाई कोट� से लेकर
िड���� और नीचे के कोट� म� िजस तरह से �ाियक �ि�या और इस कानून म� अम�डम�ड होने के बाद �ाियक �ि�या की
िलए जो ��ता आएगा, वह देश के िलए ऐितहािसक वरदान सािबत होगा ।

           इसिलए, म� कहना चाहता �ं िक The Court or judge may exclude from the premises of the Court any
person whose name is included in the list of touts. आप ि�परेशन ऑफ दी िल� दे�खए िक �ा है? The authorities
empowered to frame and publish the list of touts may order subordinate courts to hold an inquiry into the
conduct of persons. ऐसा नही ंहै िक िकसी इनोस�ट या साधारण आदमी को भी इस तरीके से कर िदया जाएगा । उसकी
एक �ॉपर इं�ायरी होगी । Courts to hold an inquiry into the conduct of a person alleged or suspected to be
touts. िजसके बारे म� ऐसा होगा िक वह कोट� म� लगातार है और टाउट्स की भूिमका िनभा रहा है, लोगो ंका शोषण कर रहा
है, लोगो ंके िलए दलाली का काम कर रहा है, ऐसे लोगो ंको उनके कंड� की इं�ायरी होगी और तब उसके �खलाफ
कार�वाई होगी ।  Once such a person is proven to be a tout, his name may be included by the authority in the
list of touts. No person will be included in such lists without getting an opportunity of showing cause against
his inclusion. ऐसा भी नही ंहै िक िकसी का नाम डाला जा सकता है ।  पेना�ी साफ है, Any person who acts as a
tout while his name is included in the list of touts will be punished with imprisonment up to three months, a
fine up to Rs. 500, or both.

          मा�वर, इस तरह से आज हम पहली बार उस ए� को आ�लीट कर रहे ह� । उस ए� को आ�लीट करने के
बाद िजस तरीके काम हो रहा है, पहले के कैसे वकील थे, आपको याद होगा, म� वे� बंगाल की बात करता �ं । अभी
क�ाण जी बात कर रहे थे । महिष� अरिवंद का केस �आ था ।  उस समय खुद सी.आर. दास जी ने अपनी सिव�सेज
उनको िदया था । यिद हमारे अिधव�ाओ ंके इितहास को देखा जाए तो शायद वह �ण� अ�रो ंम� दज� है । ऐसा नही ंहै
िक िकसी को कही ंले जाने की ज�रत है । महिष� अरिवंद के �खलाफ केस �आ, उसम� वह नही ंथे । इसके बावजूद
सी.आर. दास जैसे एडवोकेट्स ने उनको िजस तरीके से अपनी सेवाएं दी, उनके िलए काम िकया । आज हमारे अिधव�ाओं
का इितहास अपने-आप म� ब�त बड़ा है । इससे एक क��ह��िसव �ेमवक�  बनेगा, िजसम� एडवोकेट्स ए� 1961 है, जो इस
ए� से रेगुलेट करेगा, इस देश म� जो �ै��स ऑफ लॉ है, उसको करेगा । यह िबल जो पीनलाइिजंग है, वह �ै��स ऑफ
टाउिटंग अ�र दी एडवोकेट्स ए� है ।  एडवोकेट्स ए� के नाम के अंतग�त अगर वे कोई टाउट करते ह� या इस तरीके
का काम करते ह� तो यह केवल उ�ी ंके िलए है । आप देख� िक इस िबल को िकतनी चचा� करके लाया गया है । This
legislation was also recommended by the Law Commission of India.

लॉ कमीशन ऑफ इंिडया की 249वी ं�रपोट� म� देखा जाए, in its 249 th Report titled Obsolete Laws: Warranting
Immediate Repeal. लॉ कमीशन ऑफ इंिडया ने अपनी 249वी ं�रपोट� म� भी एक तरह से सरकार को �रकम�ड िकया है िक
इसको आ�लीट िकया जाए और इसम� इमीिडएट �रपील करने की एक अपे�ा की गई है । सरकार उसी के अनु�प इस
िबल को लेकर आ रही है । इस कानून को लाने के पहले इस सरकार ने इस िबल पर सभी जो वै�रयस �ेकहो�स� ह�, जो
लीगल �ोफेशन म� लगे ह�, उनसे बात की है । इंिडया का सबसे लीगल �ोफेशन कौन है, लॉयस� ह�, एडवोकेट्स ह� और बार
काउंिसल उनकी सबसे बड़ी आग�नाइजेशन है । ऐसा नही ंहै िक सरकार ने इस अम�डम�ट को अपने आप लाने का काम
िकया है । जो लोग या सं�थाएं सीधे तौर से देश की �ाियक �ि�या से जुड़े �ए ह� और अिधव�ाओ ंके िहतो ंकी र�ा
करने वाले अिधव�ा ह�, जो �ाय की �ि�या की �ा�ा करने वाले कोट्�स म� वकील ह� और बार काउंिसल ऑफ इंिडया के
साथ भी हमारी सरकार ने एक कांि�ह��िसव िबल बनाने के िलए कंस� िकया । इस कंस�ेशन के बाद इसे शािमल करने की
बात आई िक touting in the legal profession is against the spirit of the profession. �यं अिधव�ाओ ंने माना है िक
�ाय िदलाने की जो भावना है, जो हमारे �ोफेशन की भावना है िक हम िकसी पीिड़त को �ाय िदला सक�  । अिधव�ा का
काम पीिड़त को �ाय िदलाने का है । माननीय मं�ी जी ने �यं कहा है िक वष� 1961 का जो अम�डम�ट है, उस ए� म� हम
केवल सै�न-36 को जोड़ने का काम कर रहे ह� । यह इसिलए जोड़ रहे ह� तािक सै�न-30 जो िल� ऑफ दी टाउट्स है,
उसको एनालाइज करने के िलए या �ाियक �ि�या की ��ता के िलए इसम� जोड़ रहे ह� । यह िबल �रपील कर रहा है,
कुछ certain Sections related to touts under the Legal Practitioners Act, 1879 है, िजसे हमारे मं�ी लेकर ऑ�लीट
करने के िलए लेकर आ रहे ह� और उसके एक सै�न 36 को इसम� जोड़ने के िलए इसे लाए ह� । 

                Now, the 1961 Act consolidates the law related to legal practitioners and constitutes Bar Councils
and the All-India Bar Council. मुझे लगता है िक आज सदन के िलए एक ऐितहािसक िदन है और पूरा देश इस बात का
सा�ी बनेगा, गवाह बनेगा िक पूरे देश म� छोटे कोट� से लेकर, तहसील, मंुिसफ, मिज�� ेट के कोट� से लेकर, सैशन जज के कोट�



से लेकर, िड�� ि◌� जज के कोट� से लेकर, हाईकोट� और सु�ीम कोट� तक �ाियक �ि�या को िबना िकसी टाउट के, िबना
िकसी िबचौिलए के िकया जाए । म� अपील क�ंगा िक स�ा प� हो या िवप� हो, सभी इस िबल को सव�स�ित से पा�रत
कर�  ।

SHRI A. RAJA (NILGIRIS): Sir, thank you very much for the opportunity that has been offered to me to
speak on this small Amendment.

                Sir, when this Parliament discussed the 42 nd Amendment -- the biggest controversial Amendment
-- it was said that the legislative competence of the Parliament cannot be questioned in the court of law. This
triggered the controversy. Ultimately, it was settled down later by virtue of the 44 th Amendment.

                The legislative capacity of Parliament could not have been questioned in those days. Now,
Parliaments capacity of legislation has become a mockery through this Bill. I do not know how this Bill was
drafted without giving any due care for the legislative competency of this Parliament.

                Ever since this BJP Government came into power, Parliament is being misused. Most of the State-
subject laws were brought here for amendment encroaching the State power. Ultimately, the State autonomy
and cooperative federalism became a laughing stock. It is a small Bill but I am not able to understand the way
nationalism was put up everywhere even in the Advocates Act. The hon. Minister talks about colonial law. In
1879, the provision was there. You want to repeal it. But by way of repealing it, you are introducing the same
section, importing the same section in the new law. What does it mean? Is it not the same colonial law? I am
not able to understand the rationality of the Government behind this amendment.

                Again, the simple reading of how a person can be listed as a tout, I quote: The passing of a
resolution declaring any person to be or not to be a tout by majority of the members present at the meeting.
Who are all the members of the Committee? Nothing is mentioned. Then, it says, by evidence of general
repute. Evidence must be tendered by a person who is having reputation in the society. It is all right. The next
sentence is very dangerous-or otherwise. What happened to Article 356? A State Government can be
dismissed On the recommendation of the Governor or otherwise. The word otherwise was used by the
President when the Tamil Nadu Government was dismissed without the Governors recommendation. It is
such a dangerous provision for small Advocates Act. You are putting the same otherwise here. How is it
going to be used or misused, nobody can say that.

                Coming to the meaning of tout  who procures, in consideration of any remuneration moving from
any legal practitioner. What does it mean? Money will go from the pocket of the advocate to the tout. This
House many times has discussed corruption at length. The Prevention of Corruption Act has been
periodically amended which says that not only the receiver, but the giver of the money is also a culprit under
the Act and he has to be convicted. The tout is going to be eliminated and given imprisonment or penalty.
Does it not mean that the person who is giving money is also liable to punishment? What type of justice are
you rendering to A and B between whom the money is exchanged? So, the very purpose of the Prevention of
Corruption Act itself is defeated here the way in which the Bill is drafted.

                For the first time I have come across a Bill which has been submitted to Parliament, I may be
correct or not, in which the objects and reasons were not at all given. For what purpose are you going to
introduce this Amendment? I want to know whether the Bar Council of India is going to be consulted when a
person is going to be listed as tout. What will be the role of the Bar Council? Sir, former Chief Justice of
India, Justice Bharucha, a decade ago said in the open meeting on the eve of his retirement that 20 per cent of
the judiciary has become corrupt. He made an open statement. The only problem for the litigant is that if a
man is having case in a particular court, the judge will come under 20 per cent or 80 per cent. How would we
know it? So, you want to keep the entire judicial system clean, but for a small matter, you are not able to draft
a clear law to serve the purpose. What type of purpose is it going to serve? Nothing. Ignorance of law is not
an excuse. That is a legal maxim. A person cannot claim that he did not know the law. What about the
society? Still, 30 per cent of people are illiterate so far as law is concerned; 70 per cent of people are unaware
of the legal system.

                If you want to regularize the system of touts, frame some reasonable guidelines by permitting or
not permitting them.  A healthy discussion must be there in all the forums including the Bar Council of India.
After the examination done by the Bar Council of India or Supreme Court Judges, a man has been designated



as Advocate on Record (AoR). A senior advocate designated by the High Court and Supreme Court cannot
be  Advocate on Record. (Interruptions) AoR is afraid; senior advocate is afraid. Who is approaching the
senior advocate? Is it the litigant? No. It is AoR. The role of the Advocate on Record becomes quite similar to
that of a tout as far as the senior advocate is concerned. So, a judicial system needs some middlemen to
bypass every loophole in the judicial system. It is a question whether that must be eliminated or that may be
regularized with a rational application. That is a question before this House. I think that this Bill is having no
meaning at all because you are just mechanically transporting a section which is available in 1879 Act to the
new Act without application of mind. My only question is this. What type of exercise has been done by the
Government? What inference has been drawn from this 100-year old law? Is this provision essential or the
provision is workable or has the practicality of the provision been applied? Nothing has been done by this
Government. But you want to remove the corruption in the name of Narendra Modi starting from small Bill
up to a big Bill. So, my only submission is this. Do not make this Parliament a laughing stock. Do not do the
meaningless exercise for which the competency of the Parliament is undermined. So, re-visit the law, take
back this law, draft carefully, try to re-visit, try to regularize, or try to make a system which is workable in the
judicial system.

                With these words, I conclude my speech.

SHRI KALYAN BANERJEE (SREERAMPUR): Sir, I want to draw the attention of hon. Law Minister,
through you. The first question is, whether every category of touts in the field of law has been brought within
the ambit of this Bill? Is it correct? Touts are everywhere, from the lower judiciary up to the Supreme Court.
But through these types of Bills, practically you are identifying few persons who are in the subordinate courts
or the district courts. Where is the real intention to identify the touts? I understand, and what Mr. Raja has
just said, that this Bill is a replacement of the old provision of the Legal Practitioners Act. Nothing more than
that. You are taking provisions from that colonial Bill. I have no difficulties, but when you are making  an
attempt to bring this Bill, what do you think? There are a number of touts. Sir, I will tell you one thing. It is
very easy to identify touts among the poor. How many touts are there in the judiciary who are extremely
sophisticated? Can you identify them? I understand the process you have started and I appreciate it, but the
reality is that touts are everywhere. Sophisticated tout is there. Tout is there going to five star hotels, tout is
there going to seven star hotels, tout is taking you to different places of the country.

                They are coming from very big universities.  They are having Mercedes.  You cannot identify those
touts.  That is exactly what I am telling.  You are not bringing all types of touts.  Today when the discussion is
there, let the discussion go on; I know it will not be done now.  Think in future about this. 

Let me explain myself.  What we know about this?  We have laws.  What are the laws?  There is a statute
law.  There is a case law.  These laws, statute law and case law, are known to everyone which are applicable
in a court.  All we proceed.  There is another law which is called face law.  Face law is important for having
an order from the higher judiciary, highest judiciary.  That is the practical thing.  For the face law, litigants
have to spend lakhs and lakhs of rupees.  You have to invest Rs.20 lakh.  You have to engage a lawyer for
Rs.20 lakh; you will get the order.  Touts are everywhere.  Who are the touts?  That is the whole difficulty. 
Identification of a tout is necessary. It is very easy to identify a poor man.  A lawyer is a tout.  Bring a system,
introduce a system to identify a real tout in the Judiciary, in the judicial system itself.  What has been said is
correct.  It is every day experience.  Today, our Judiciary has become too much expensive.  Unless you
engage a very big face in the Supreme Court, you cannot have an order.  Good money, good law, good
justice: this is the practical thing in the country.  That is going on.  You identify them.  I would request you to
think where the real tout is.  There is one grade of lawyers amongst whom some pose themselves that they
can bring the judgement, they can bring the order from the highest court, they can bring the order from that
Judge.  Sitting in a five-star hotel, everything is settled.  He is the main tout.  Where is the procedure?  How
you are identifying him? 

Since you have brought the Bill, I have got the chance to speak.  I was thinking for decades together what is
going on. I am a man of practical field.  I am looking into these things.  Regarding these types of touts, I will
not say about all the Judges, but of course, very few Judges are there in our country having a very good
relationship with them.  In this dinner party, they will go.  In their lunch party, they will go.  In their marriage
anniversary, they will go.  We know everything.  Everything is known.  Someone speaks for two minutes and
gets five-minutes face.  Face law is very important in our country today to have an order, to get the justice. 
Who is getting that?  Rich people are getting it, not the poor people.  Can you think about this countrys



Judiciary today?  Lakhs and lakhs of poor people are not getting justice. Their cases are pending before the
Supreme Court decades after decades.  But the Supreme Court is very much concerned whether there would
be marriage of the same sex or not.  Therefore, a Constitution Bench will see and they will go on hearing day
in, day out.  It is a peculiar thing.  Problems of the sophisticated people, rich people would be entertained by
the Supreme Court.  I will tell you, whether the same sex marriage is to be done or not, regarding that, within
three days a Bench has been constituted, matter has been heard, and everything has been done.  Do you know
that for long 27 years, a Seven-Judge Bench of the Supreme Court is not hearing one matter which really
pertains to the poor agricultural worker of West Bengal?

                Can you imagine that? For whom does the Judiciary exist? Does the Judiciary exist for the purpose
of resolving the problems of only the most sophisticated and rich people?

I will tell you about one incident. I am sorry for taking much of your time. This incident happened in the
court of Justice Dattu, the former Chief Justice of India. I was present there at that time. I will not take the
name of a very senior and famous lawyer. He wanted to mention a matter with regard to one industrialist
before the court. I must say that the former Chief Justice of India, Justice H.L. Dattu said to the lawyer, Mr.
so and so, I have a number of matters of poor workers and poor people of this country. I do not have time.
Simply because you are appearing for the top industrialist, leaving aside everything, I have to take up your
matter. I have had it. But todays approach is different and peculiar. I am not taking any name. There are big
corporates. There are big lawyers. Give it to big lawyers. Go and mention about it, and his matter will be
taken up. What is happening in our country? Poor people are being ignored.

Hon. Chairperson, Sir, this phenomenon has been going on. The point is about identified touts and non-
identified touts. You are trying to identify touts. But there are big arenas, places, fields, etc. where non-
identified touts are there. Nobody will tell you. They are not taking tea in the street shops. They are taking tea
in five-star hotels, and they are not identified there. How can you identify and remove a highly-paid lawyer-
cum-tout? They accept it. Do not worry. Do not worry about Rs. 50 lakh. Get the order. The order is coming.
If he is not there, engage someone else. That is because of face law. This is happening. Touts are there.

Now, I am coming to a very relevant question. Tout is there when a relative of any judge is in the field of a
legal practice. Tout is there. Taking the name of the Judge, his relative is also holding out threats. It is
appearing in the newspapers. I do not want to take the names. It is appearing in the newspapers. It is under
investigation. Let it be investigated. Since I have got the chance, I just want to tell you one thing. Hon. Law
Minister, I do not have any difficulty with regard to transfer. I want it. I wish for it. But what I really want is
that there should be a policy. Unless a policy is there, transparency would not be there. You transfer anybody.
I am not concerned with it. Give a policy. At least, 140 crore people of this country will understand that this
is a policy and, on that basis, transfers would be made. But what is happening today? You are picking up and
transferring. Transfer all the judges whose relatives are practising in any High Court. Why are you
transferring a Judge from the High Court to Supreme Court knowing very well that his relatives are
practising in the Supreme Court itself?

                Why are they picking up the names? If I am unfit, if I am dishonest, if I am not fit for a court, then
I am not fit for any other High Courts also. The point is very simple.

Then, comes the issue of tout. They say that tout will save. This is the problem that has to be addressed. Of
course, I support this Bill but I am on a very larger issue to save the Indian Judiciary for future generations. I
am almost at the fag end of my legal service, maybe for eight or ten years, I will be in this profession. But
generations after me should not face the pain which I had faced and the things which I have seen. You know
about the problem. I have told about it somewhere also.

                You know why judges are saved. The Supreme Court and the High Court Judges can be criticized
only when I am here. It is because of the privilege given by the Constitution. It is because of the existence of
the contempt of court.  No one can criticize about the judges activities. Otherwise, they will be held up for
contempt of court.  The judges of our country are saved only because of the contempt of court. Do not think
everyone is perfect and everyone is correct. There are so many persons. Earlier, I used to take it that it may be
an abberation. Sorry, today, I do not take it. It has become a great disease of the Indian Judiciary and that
disease has to be resolved.



                I know you are having a limited power. I know that but this is the field and this is the place where I
can tell my words, Let the highest court of this country take note of the contents which I have said.

Thank you, Sir.

  SHRI N. REDDEPPA (CHITTOOR): Thank you Chairman Sir for giving me an opportunity to participate
in this discussion of the Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023. There is nothing to oppose in this Bill. I fully
support it. This is a welcome step.  

                Advocates are an important part of Judicial system. They are not only the officers of the Court but
they also act as an important bridge between those who seek justice and those who are empowered under the
law to give justice.

                The amendments to the Advocates Act were long pending and bring about a critical reform in the
justice delivery system of our country.

                The importance of these amendments cannot be understated. While these amendments are
important, questions can only be raised when the State agencies act against lawyers.

Secondly, the enforcement mechanisms will be required to implement this law. This is because while we
want that so called Munna-Bhai lawyers are punished, procedures also need to be brought about to ensure
that there is no unnecessary persecution of any genuine lawyer and through these amendments, the
independence of Judiciary is not hindered.

                One of the most crucial components of the justice delivery system in India is its human resource
element which is the Advocate. Their role cannot be understated in the whole process.   They act as a bridge
between the aggrieved and the adjudication institution.  They also play an important role in shaping our
society and not to forget their role in assisting courts to arrive at several judgements protecting the
environment.

                In 2017, a two-year long verification drive by the Bar Council of India found that only 50 to 60 per
cent of practising lawyers in India were genuine. This number was heavily reported in the Media.               
There needs to be a single public register for all the advocates across the country, which can be accessed by
the public to cross verify the claims of educational qualifications of the advocates.

Advocacy may look like a very glamours profession, but for those who are in the practice of law, it is far
from the truth. The Advocates Act needs to be further amended to ensure that certain benefits of social
security are also extended to the junior advocates and to ensure that advocacy as a profession can retain the
best talent. In this regard, there is no provision.

I would like to suggest to the hon. Law Minister to take steps to ensure that first generation advocates are
also benefited from the targeted Government schemes for health, housing and other schemes so that they may
be able to earn a respectful livelihood. Despite the importance attached to this profession, there are no
concrete measures in place to ensure the social security of the advocates. Even a new lawyer in Delhi has to
pay around Rs.15,000 as enrolment fee in Delhi Bar Council. Charging fees beyond what is prescribed under
Section 24(1) (f) of the Advocates Act, 1961 violates the Right to Equality under Article 14 and denies
opportunities to aspiring advocates. I may inform the hon. Law Minister that the poor advocates are not in a
position to pay the enrolment fees. In this regard, the Central Government has to take some steps to provide
minimum financial assistance to the rural advocates, particularly for constructing their houses, paying the
enrolment fees etc. Our hon. Chief Minister of Andhra Pradesh, Shri Y. S. Jagan Mohan Reddy is giving Rs.
5000 per month to all the junior lawyers. For that, we should appreciate the Andhra Pradesh Government.

To strengthen this Amendment Act and also to implement the ideas of Dr. B.R. Ambedkar, the Union
Government has to take steps to introduce All India Judicial Service, particularly for the appointment of
judges in all the courts including Supreme Court. It will be impartial like IAS and IPS. It will render some
service for the rural people. Otherwise, people will not be able to get justice from the courts. Therefore, I am
requesting the hon. Minister to introduce All India Judicial Service in the country.



Regarding touts, in all the departments touts are there. It is not possible to eliminate them fully. The Union
Government has to take steps to curb the tout system. Thank you, Sir, for giving me the opportunity.
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SHRI BHARTRUHARI MAHTAB (CUTTACK): Thank you, Chairman, Sir.  At the outset, I should make it
very clear that the Bill is relating to advocates and it is not relating to functioning of courts or the High
Courts or the Supreme Court.  Our attempt while deliberating on this amendment Bill is to strengthen the
advocates of our country and the system of jurisprudence in our country. 

                This Advocates (Amendment) Bill clearly mentions two things.  One is to repeal all obsolete laws
of Pre-Independence Act, not totally but which have lost their utility.  This should be borne in mind. All the
laws are not being abolished.  Those laws which have lost their utility are being removed and the
Government of India is doing this in consultation with the Bar Council of India.  So, these two things have to
be borne in mind when we are deliberating on this subject.  We know the history of Indian High Courts, how
they were formed by an enactment of British Parliament in 1861, and subsequently what development has
taken place in between. 

While going through the Bill, Sir, the definition of tout is also given: A tout means a person who procures in
consideration of any remuneration moving from any legal practitioner, the employment of the legal
practitioner in any legal business.  This is the first part of the definition. But subsequently, in the second sub-
para, it is mentioned: The purpose of such procurement frequents the precincts of Civil or Criminal Courts or
of revenue offices or railway stations, landing stages, lodging places, or other places of pubic resort.  So, in
that respect, it has been very clearly mentioned in the Bill that those touts who operate for lower courts need
to be apprehended and named.  Their names should be published so that they can be prosecuted.  The
impression of the Government or the earlier law was that touts do not exist in High Courts or in the Supreme
Court.  We should not presume that touts do exist.  But my only humble suggestion is that a beginning is
being made.  It was there in the earlier enactment which is now getting incorporated in this amendment, the
Advocates (Amendment) Act, through this Bill and the best part is that the previous law which was there,
now one cohesive law is coming into existence.  This was introduced and passed in Rajya Sabha last August. 
It amends the Advocates Act 1961.  This Bill repeals certain Sections related to touts under the Legat
Practitioners Act 1879.  The Bill provides that every High Court, District Court, Sessions Judge, District
Magistrate, and Revenue Officer not below the rank of District Collector can frame and publish a list of
touts.  This Bill makes the act of tout punishable.  Hence, cases can be filed against them and they can be
apprehended. 

There are two aspects on which I would like to deliberate.  One is about the legal practitioners, the
advocates.  What needs to be done for them? The second is about Rule 45.  That is relating to regulating legal
education.  That also needs to be looked into.  That has not been addressed in this Bill.  There is Rule 36
which imposes three primary restrictions on lawyers.  Firstly, lawyers are not allowed to promote themselves
directly or indirectly.  Secondly, if the lawyers are involved in a case, they cannot advertise themselves in the
Media, newspapers, and display their photo or make inspirational comments.

                The question is this. Who is going to question the lawyers? Who is going to lodge a complaint of
this type of dereliction of duty? Our expectation is that the Bar Council of India will take cognizance of it,
deliberate on it, and take action on it. But are they doing that? During the last 20-30 years, since the inception
of Bar Council of India, how many such cases have been deliberated by the Bar Council? Not a single
complaint has been lodged. Or, has it been lodged and it has been lost over? In consultation with the Bar
Council of India, the Government is repealing the Legal Practitioners Act, 1879. Now, the legal profession
will be regulated by a single Act. It is their responsibility to have quality lawyers. Section 36 of the 1879 Act
is incorporated in the Advocates Act 1961.

                Here, I have to make some suggestions for the consideration of the Government. Reform is a
continuous process, and it has to be done with the tune of time. There should be provisions for professional
development of lawyers in the Advocates Act 1961. There is no such provision even today. How can an
advocate enrich himself professionally? Technology has become pervasive now. There are many emerging
frontiers of law. Law to regulate telecom sector, law on intellectual property rights, and Arbitration Act are



some of them. Now, online dispute resolution has become a practice. Lawyers need to update with the latest
development in the field of technology. Should we not bring in these aspects in our amendment? The aspect
of how to make them more professional is missing. I would suggest and the Government may consider that
there should be a national electronic register for advocates. Anyone sitting anywhere in the country can find
out who are the advocates. Why should they take the help of touts? Or, why should we presume that without
a middleman, we cannot approach a lawyer? We do not have any such register.

The Law Commission, in its 184th Report had suggested that there should be a single database. This would
be good to bring social welfare schemes for the lawyers also as there would be a single database of the whole
country. There should be a digital interface between the advocates and the clients. This will eliminate the
need for Section 45A in itself. Why do we need middlemen when we can have an electronic platform that can
connect advocates and clients? I have a query also. Do we need intermediary that is being incorporated as
Section 55 in the Advocates Act, after repealing Section 36? When we have digital interface, is this provision
necessary?

                Finally, I would come to the Advocates Protection Act. The States have enacted such law. The
Minister of Environment, Forest and Climate Change is also present here in this House. Rajasthan has
enacted that law. The present Law Minister is also from Rajasthan. Rajasthan has enacted a State law. I am
not aware how that law is functioning and how much protection this Advocates Protection Law has given.
(Interruptions) But I think, it is necessary to enact such law. At times, we also come across such news where
lawyers are attacked, threatened or intimidated. Advocates need to practice fearlessly. After all, they are
officers of the court.

                They are important stakeholders in the administration of justice. I believe the suggestions given
shall get the utmost attention of the Government.

                The other part which I would like to mention is relating to regulating the academic or legal
education. That needs to be strengthened. A large number of law colleges are being opened. But what is the
quality of the lawyers? We all know that. The quality of the lawyers who are coming out from the law
colleges is not only affecting the Bar but also affecting the Bench. But keeping that in mind, I think it is of
greater need to look into these aspects also and to bring a comprehensive law in favour of the advocates and
our advocacy system.

Thank you. 

SHRIMATI SUPRIYA SADANAND SULE (BARAMATI): Sir, on behalf of the Nationalist Congress Party,
I stand here to speak on the Advocates (Amendment) Bill listed today.

                Sir, Meghwal ji has been a colleague of all of us. He has been a pleasurable colleague for a long
time. He is the colleague who brought in the Womens Reservation Bill. He is really lucky that he has brought
in that Bill. Though it is not implemented, but in his legacy that he will leave behind, he will be known as
one of the finest Ministers who has brought something which is very close to our hearts. I am not taking
away the intent of this Bill which he has brought in.

                I have only a few suggestions. I am not a lawyer. Most of the lawyers have spoken before me. But
the intent of the Government, I am sure, is very clear about what they want to do. But I have a few
suggestions and questions to ask them regarding the implementation of this Bill which is really a small Bill.
But there are a few questions that I would like to ask the hon. Minister out of my lack of legal knowledge. He
was asking what was a tout. Now, Mahtab ji has spoken about it and so also Shri Raja from the DMK. But I
seek a clarification from the hon. Minister. About this, Mahtab ji has already read it out.  He says that a tout is
a person who procures in consideration of any remuneration. So, it is a one-sided thing. You see, in the
Corruption Act, both the parties are considered to be making a mistake. Here you are only considering one
party to it. So, should we not make it broader? We should make it whoever engages or whoever hires, both
ways. I think the practice is wrong. So, why should only half the party be punished? So, if you are really
trying to remove touting completely, why do you not include both the parties? This is my question. So, you
could kindly clarify on that.



                The other question from me is this. Who are the members present at every meeting? There is no
clarity on it. In Section 45A, it is written, the explanation is, majority of the members present at the meeting.
Now, who will be the members? Who will decide what will happen at the meeting? Who will decide, with
such a small thing, who is a tout and who will be taking the decision? There is no clarity about this.

                This is like what Raja ji said. I am reiterating the point. But there are no objects in the Bill. It is
probably a little lacking in drafting. It is a lawyers Bill which has such a poor drafting, because,
unfortunately, the Bill has to have its objectives. So, there is no objective in this Bill. So, what is the real
reason of getting this Bill passed? Again, I am not taking you away from the intention of the Government. I
am sure the intention is there. But when you are doing something for the lawyers, is it not that drafting and
implementation are most important? It is not just intent but life is beyond intent.

                The other thing is about reforms about which Meghwal ji spoke. I have never dealt with lawyers in
my whole life but in the last six months I am flooded with lawyers in my life, be it dealing with the Election
Commission or the Supreme Court. There is a saying in Marathi. With your permission, I would like to say
that. In Marathi, they say,

                मराठी जैसा जो होिशयार होता है न, वह कभी कोट� की सीढ़ी नही ंचढ़ता है।  म� होिशयार नही ं�ं, अब मानना
पड़ेगा िक म� तो कोट� की सीढ़ी चढ़ चुकी �ं।  There was no option. So, I had no option but to climb it. Clearly,
when you go to a court, there are a lot of issues that are raised. The tout issue is also discussed but my whole
point is, there are a lot of reforms required in the court. Justice delayed is justice denied. I do not want to go
to that point. I know that is not in the purview of the Bill. But one major point is, injustice anywhere is a
threat to justice everywhere. This is what Martin Luther King had said. So, I think this has a very broader
role. We really need to expand the object of this Bill. Whenever we get to meet young lawyers anywhere,
they complain of one thing. You go to the States.  It is like somebody from the YSR Congress, Jagan Mohan
Reddy jis Party, said that they are giving Rs.5,000 a month to young lawyers.

                In Kerala, they give Rs.2000. So, is there something to engage all these youngsters who are
studying very hard to pass it? Is there any social program this Government has in mind, like most States are
doing? That is my first question to this Government.            Then, I want to reiterate the point about
technology upgrade. I think with technology many things are happening now. Is the entire game for lawyers
going to be changed in the next few years? How do they skill themselves better? I mean, this whole thing
about colonialization is being discussed. It is a past good or bad I think it has not been that bad on it. So, let
us not just criticize our history. The way forward is change, and change is inevitable in everybodys life, and
that is what policies also do. Policies also will have to change with time. Look at the life today. Look at
something like artificial intelligence. This is something we did not even expect. We did not even expect a
mobile phone about 10 years ago in our life, which has changed our life. So, every profession is changing,
and so are the lawyers. Is there something this Government has in mind for technology upgrade of all the
lawyers?

                The Advocates (Protection) Act which Mahtab ji talked about, I would like to take it a little
forward. Many Governments all over the country are not just talking about advocates but are even talking
about the safety and security of doctors and Press because I do realize that we all must put our minds together
in this Government and in Parliament that there is somehow much anger in society nowadays. I do not know
where this anger is coming from. Even in Maharashtra, we are having a lot of challenges in this regard. I am
not trying to digress but I am just giving a small example. Please do not misunderstand what I am saying.
There are a lot of agitations going on in Maharashtra today on reservations, be it Maratha, Lingayat, Muslim,
etc. A lot of stone pelting is suddenly happening. So, there is clearly some anger breeding somewhere. You
hear doctors getting beaten up, you hear threats like Mahtab ji said about lawyers, there are Press people who
are getting beaten up. So, there is something missing somewhere. I think this House, the Parliament needs to
discuss all the social issues because our intent is of changing peoples life for the better. That is why we get
elected and come here. At policy level, the intent of the Government to bring in to removing of the touts is a
very welcome step.

                The only thing when I was hearing about touting, आपको भी याद होगा, उस समय म�ी-�े�ेज तो थे
नही,ं तो टाउट्स खड़े होकर िसनेमा के िटकट्स बेचते थे।  10 �पए का िटकट 100 �पए म� िमलता था।  उस समय आई-पैड
वगैरह नही ंथा।  That whole touting business is over because first-day-first-show life is over. So, technology
does evolve life. It will probably eventually do remove touts. But till then, can we do something better,



simpler, positive? Like Meghwal ji and Raja ji said, I would like to reiterate their point, that why not bring a
comprehensive Bill? Bring it, we can put it into the Law Ministry. The Law Minister is a very fine Minister.
He is very supportive to all the demands of women that he did for us in the Womans Reservation Bill. I
would request him to take this back, and let us take all the points suggested by all the renowned lawyers in
the House, bring a more comprehensive Bill, take all the feedback, maybe send it to a Standing Committee,
there are good lawyers who can help make it better. I think even the Environment Minister is also a lawyer, if
I am not wrong. Maybe there would be some feedback from him as a lawyer. Have a more comprehensive
Bill in the larger interest of the advocates in this country. Thank you, Sir.

SHRI KODIKUNNIL SURESH (MAVELIKKARA): Thank you, Sir, for giving me this opportunity to
participate in the discussion on the Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023.

                Sir, let me begin by quoting Mahatma Gandhi, who himself was a lawyer and an ardent champion
of justice. An unjust law is itself a species of violence. Arrest for its breach is more so, states Gandhi ji. The
quote means that any law must be aimed at delivering justice, and addressing the grievances, and if a law is
unjust, arresting someone on the basis of that law is a form of violence. So, the law has to be just to itself
first, is the context of the Bill and my speech.

                The Bill titled Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023 is aiming at the insertion of a new section,
which is Section 45(A) in Section 45 of the Advocates Act, 1961, which grants power to frame and publish
list of touts to every High Court, District Judge, Sessions Judge, District Magistrate and every Revenue
Officer not being below the rank of a Collector of a district (each as regards their or his own court or the
courts, if any, subordinate thereto). I have certain observations and recommendations in this regard which are
as follows.As per the law, the authorities empowered to frame and publish a list of touts as provided under
Section 45A should be confined to only judicial authorities and not executive Magistrates. If the District
Magistrates are given such power to frame rules, we cannot ensure transparency in finding out actual touts as
defined under Section 45(7)(d) of the Amendment Bill. Similarly, the offence under the Amendment Bill as
provided under Section 45(6) may be a cognizable offence and the penalty should be enhanced to a minimum
imprisonment of one year and fine to at least Rs. 10,000. Or else, no purpose would be served.       Apart from
these suggestions, Hon. Chairperson, Sir, through you, I would like to ask the Government who is a tout and
what benchmarks they will use to identify a person as a tout. It is absolutely agreed that touts are a menace to
the courts, and the justice system, but what about people who would be implicated as touts, where an
excessive power is given to the courts? Any innocent person could be branded as a tout and that will be a
dangerous situation. The question here is that we live in a highly polarised nation, divided by hatred,
intolerance and discrimination. In this scenario, if excessive powers are given to the officers of the court to
determine a tout, anyone could be expelled and stopped from coming to the court premises. For example, a
Dalit could be branded as a tout, just because he is a Dalit, by an officer belonging to an upper caste who
harbours a discriminatory behaviour towards Dalits or other communities.

                Another aspect is that the Amendment Bill does not take into account any standard procedure for
fixing the modes of appeal, for a person branded as a tout, other than a simple appeal. This mechanism is
problematic at many levels as the appeal system on many occasions is found to be biased. Therefore, I
demand that the Appeal Committee must consist of representatives of SC/ST community so that communal
representation is ensured. I hope, the hon. Minister will agree to my suggestion. I would also like to add that
there are many issues concerning the legal system, including the reservation for SC and ST in appointment of
judges in the higher courts, which has been a long-standing demand for many decades. I would like to
appreciate the hon. Minister, Shri Arjun Meghwal ji, who has taken the charge of this Ministry. He always
stands for and fights the cause of untouchable people. In the Law Ministry, during his tenure, he has to take
so many actions for ensuring the representation of the SC/ST in the Indian judiciary.  I also demand that the
young advocates belonging to the SC/ST community must be given necessary stipend and financial support
during their practice because as juniors, they are finding it difficult to survive in the present conditions.

                Then, I would like to bring to the notice of the hon. Law Minister another important demand, that
is, the demand for establishment of more benches of High Courts. In various States, there is a demand for the
establishment of High Court benches.  In Kerala also, there is a long pending demand to set up a High Court
bench in Thiruvananthapuram. So, I would like to request the hon. Minister to consider this long pending
demand of Kerala. Furthermore, I would like to conclude by saying that the amendment aiming to identify



and expose touts must not become a tool for opposition of any individual and it must be implemented in a
just and fair manner.

                With these words, once again, I congratulate hon. Minister Shri Arjun Meghwal ji as the Law
Minister of this country for having brought this important legislation.

                Thank you very much

 

 

�ी पी. पी. चौधरी (पाली): सभापित महोदय, आपने मुझे इस मह�पूण� िबल पर बोलने का मौका िदया, इसके िलए म� आपको
ध�वाद देता �ँ ।  

16.25 hrs

 (Shri Kodikunnil Suresh in the Chair)

 

                म� इस िबल का समथ�न करता �ँ ।  म� चाहता �ँ िक सभी माननीय सद� इसको सव�स�ित से पास कर� ।  म�
माननीय मेघवाल साहब को ध�वाद देता �ँ िक आप इस िबल को लेकर आए ह� ।  इसम� दो आ�े�्स ब�त मह�पूण� ह�
।  एक तो सबसे बड़ी बात यह है िक जो लीगल �ै��शनस� ए� है, वह 1879 का है ।  ऑलमो� उसके सारे �ावधान
एडवोकेट्स ए� म� ले िलए गए ह� और वे एडवोकेट्स ए� के �ारा ही गवन� होते ह� ।  िसफ�  एक �ावधान जो रहा है, वह
टाउट्स का रहा है ।  उस �ोिवजन को, जो उसका सै�न 36 है, िसफ�  टाउट्स के िलए हम� लीगल �ै��शनस� ए�, 1879
को देखना पड़ता है ।  वह �ी-इंिडपे�े� टाइम का बना �आ है, कोलोिनयल टाइम का बना �आ है ।  हम टाउट्स की
प�रभाषा और टाउट्स के �ोिवजन को देखने के िलए लीगल �ै��शनस� ए�, 1879 को देखते ह�, जबिक एडवोकेट्स ए� म�
दूसरी सारी की सारी चीज�, जो लीगल �ोफेशन को रेगुलेट करने की बात� ह�, वे आ चुकी ह� ।  इसिलए वह जो पूरी की पूरी
प�रभाषा है और उसके �ावधान सै�न 45(ए) एडवोकेट्स ए� म� इनकॉरपोरेट करके ब�त अ�ा िकया है ।  इसके िलए म�
माननीय मं�ी मेघवाल जी को ध�वाद देता �ँ ।  जब वह �ोिवजन इसम� इनकॉरपोरेट हो जाएगा और यह लागू हो जाएगा,
उसी समय जो एक कालोिनयल एरा का लॉ है, जो लीगल �ै��शनस� ए�, 1879 है, वह लॉ ख� हो जाएगा, वह �रपील हो
जाएगा ।  इसका भी �ोिवजन इसके साथ म� िदया है ।   दूसरा आ�े� टाउट्स का है ।  आप दे�खए िक लीगल �ोफेशन
म� यह ब�त बड़ा ���ा है ।  दूसरे िबजनेसेज म� ये दलाल हो सकते ह�, लेिकन लीगल �ोफेशन म� दलाल की कोई जगह
नही ंहै ।  इसिलए एडवोकेट्स ए� म� भी यह �ावधान िकया गया है ।  चाहे हमारा बार काउंिसल ऑफ इंिडया हो, चाहे
रे�े��व �ेट बार काउंिसल हो, चाहे एडवोकेट्स की एसोिसएशन हो, लीगल �ै��शनस� की एसोिसएशन हो, लीगल �ेटरिनटी
के सब लोग यह मानते ह� िक इस �ोफेशन म� जो इस तरह के टाउट्स ह�, वे इसम� नही ंहोने चािहए ।  यह एक ब�त ही
अलग तरह का �ोफेशन है ।  इससे सबसे �ादा तकलीफ म� समाज के अंितम छोर पर बैठे �ए ��� आते ह�, जो इनोस�ट
ह�, जो जानते नही ंह�।  चाहे िकसान हो,ं चाहे अनुसूिचत जाित के लोग हो,ं चाहे अनुसूिचत जनजाित के लोग हो,ं चाहे हमारी
मातृश�� हो, जो गरीब लोग ह�, उन लोगो ंको पता नही ंहोता है और वे इस तरह के टाउट्स के च�र म� आ जाते ह� । 
इस वजह से उनके �ादा पैसे खच� होते ह� ।  एक तरफ आप देख�गे िक चाहे कारपोरेट्स हो,ं चाहे बड़े-बड़े िबजनेस हो,ं चाहे
बड़े पढ़े-िलखे लोग हो,ं वे लोग िच��त कर लेते ह� िक कौन से वकील को करना है और कौन से वकील को नही ंकरना है ।
  उनको इस तरह की परेशानी नही ंआती है ।  टाउट्स की वजह से सबसे �ादा परेशानी गरीब लोगो ंको आती है ।  यह
ब�त बड़ा कदम मोदी सरकार के �ारा िलया गया है ।  म� पुन: मेघवाल जी को ध�वाद देता �ँ िक आप इस तरह की
प�रभाषा को एडवोकेट्स ए�, 1961 म� लाए ह�, �तं�ता के बाद म� यह ए� पास �आ है और कोलोिनयल टाइम के कानून
को ख� करके, उसे पूरा का पूरा �रपील करके इसम� लाए ह� ।  

                महोदय, इस वजह से ईज ऑफ डूइंग िबजनेस और ईज ऑफ लीिवंग के िलए �धान मं�ी जी का जो िवजन है,
वह भी पूरा होता है और सबसे बड़ी बात है िक गरीबो ंके साथ जो अ�ाय हो रहा था, वह भी ख� होगा ।  आप देख
सकते ह� िक सबसे �ादा िवकिट� �ामीण जगहो ंके लोग होते  ह� ।  वे इनोस�ट होते ह�, कमजोर होते ह� और गरीब होते ह� ।
  जब वे शहर आते ह� और वकील िनयु� करते ह� तो उ�� िमस गाइड िकया जाता है और खच� का सारा भार उस गरीब
पर पड़ता है ।  यह कानून ऐसे गरीब पीिड़तो ंको लाभ देने के िलए लाया गया है ।  इसम� तीन लोग इनवॉ� होते ह� । 
एक िलिटग�ट होता है जो पुअर और इनोस�ट होता है ।  दूसरा पस�न एडवोकेट भी हो सकता है और कोई दूसरा भी हो
सकता है, जो िक वकील करवाने के बदले दलाली लेता है ।  यह सम�ा भी आती है िक �ादा दलाली लेने के िलए
�ािलटी लॉयर भी नही ंकरवा कर देते ह� िजसकी वजह से अ�ी सिव�स न िमलने की वजह से पीिड़त को �ाय भी नही ं
िमलता है ।  िलिटग�ट को पता नही ंहोता िक वह दलाल है और मदद करने की एवज म� दलाल को पैसे देता है ।  दलाल
को आइड��िटफाई करने का तरीका होना चािहए ।  िजसने कंिसड� ेशन िदया और िजसने कंिसड� ेशन िलया, वे तो पीिड़त नही ंहो
सकते ह� ।  ए�ी�ड िसफ�  इनोस�ट होता है ।  ए�ी�ड को पता नही ंहोता है िक इसके �खलाफ िशकायत भी हो सकती है या
उनके �खलाफ काय�वाही भी हो सकती है ।  जैसा माननीय सद� ने बताया िक ऐसा सु�ीम कोट� म� भी हो सकता है । 



चाहे सु�ीम कोट� हो, हाई कोट्�स हो,ं सैशन कोट्�स हो,ं िड���� कोट्�स हो,ं रेवे�ू कोट्�स हो ंया ट� ि◌�ून� हो,ं हालांिक इस िबल
म� िट� �ून� श� का यूज नही ंिकया है, लेिकन मेरा मानना है िक चाहे िकसी भी तरह की कोट्�स हो,ं ये वहां नही ंहोने
चािहए ।  ये लोग रेलवे �ेश� पर िमल�गे, बस ��ड पर भी होगें और दूसरे प��क �ेसेज पर भी होगें ।  ऐसे लोगो ंकी
पहचान करने के िलए यह कानून लाया गया है, इसके िलए माननीय मं�ी जी का ब�त-ब�त ध�वाद लेिकन जो िल� बनती
है, उसके िलए एिवड�स गैदर करना हर�ूिलयन टा� है ।  म� माननीय मं�ी जी से िनवेदन क�ंगा िक इस ए� म� जो �ल
बने, उसम� ए�ल �ोिवजन ऐसे हो ंिजनम� इन लोगो ंको आइड��िटफाई िकया जाए, �ों�िक इनोस�ट की हम कैसे है� कर सक� ,
इसके िलए ए� म� िकस तरह के �ल �ेम कर� , यह ज�र �� होना चािहए ।  दलालो ंकी िल� प��श होने के बाद
कांिस�� शल इफे� दो ह� ।  एक इफे� तो यह होगा िक वह उस �ायालय म� उप��थत नही ंरह सकता है, लेिकन वह कही ं
ओर से ऑपरेट कर सकता है ।  दूसरा कांिस�� शल इफे� पांच सौ �पये पैन�ी की पिनशम�ट का है और जेल का भी
�ावधान है जोिक ब�त कम है ।  इस तरह से हम �ाइम को रोक नही ंसकते ह� और आज की तारीख म� उससे पांच सौ
�पये जुमा�ना लेना ब�त कम अमाउंट है ।  इसके अलावा पिनशेबल इ�ीजम�ट तीन महीने तक बढ़ाने का �ावधान है और
िवद फाइन या दोनो ंभी हो सकते ह� ।

                अगर िकसी लेवल पर िसफ�  फाइन ही इ�ोज़ कर� तो 500 �पये फाइन होगें, लेिकन इ�ोस�ट ��� के साथ चीिटंग
होगी ।  यह हो सकता है िक वह उसका केस भी खराब कर दे ।  इसिलए, इसको �ॉपर इ��ीम�ट करने के िलए समुिचत
�ावधान इसके �� म� आ जाए, िजससे गरीबो ंको फायदा िमले ।  माननीय �धान मं�ी मोदी जी के नेतृ� म� यह एक ऐसा
िवजनरी कदम है, जो गरीबो ंको �ाय िमलने म� आ रही बाधाओ ंको हटाएगा ।  इ�ोस�ट लोग, चाहे वे गरीब हो,ं चाहे
अनुसूिचत जाित के हो,ं चाहे गांव के िकसान हो,ं उन लोगो ंके साथ धोखाधड़ी न हो, इसके िलए यह कानून है ।              
महोदय, म� पुन: माननीय मं�ी जी �ी अजु�न राम मेघवाल जी को ब�त-ब�त ध�वाद देता �ं िक �धान मं�ी मोदी जी के नेतृ�
म� आप यह कानून लेकर आए ह� ।  

�ी मलूक नागर (िबजनौर): माननीय सभापित महोदय, आपने मुझे बोलने का मौका िदया, इसके िलए म� आपको ध�वाद देता �ं
।

                महोदय, इस एडवोकेट्स (अम�डम�ट) ए�, 1961 म� टाउट्स की जो बात हो रही थी तो पहले यह सोचना पड़ेगा िक
उनके िलए �ा श� द� ।  कानून का पालन कराने के िलए गैर कानूनी तरीके से अगर कोई धन कमाता है तो उसे
िबचौिलया कह�, दलाल कह� या जो भी कह�, उसको �रमूव करने की बात और लोगो ंको ठगने से बचाने की जो बात इस
अम�डम�ट िबल म� आई है, इसका हम समथ�न करते ह�, �ागत करते ह� ।  यह एक अ�ी पहल है ।  जैसा िक हमारे साथी
बोल रहे थे िक इसम� जो सफरर ह�, वे इ�ोस�ट लोग ह� ।  इसम� अगर �ादा स�ी की गयी तो वे तो �ाय से िब�ुल
मह�म हो जाएंगे, उ�� तो कुछ पता ही नही ंचलेगा ।  इसिलए, म� इसके साथ-साथ माननीय मं�ी जी से यह भी कहना
चाहता �ं िक एक ऐसी �व�था कर� िक उसम� जो गरीब लोग ह�, जो ब�त दबे-कुचले लोग ह�, जो एस.सी./एस.टी. के लोग ह�,
जो िपछड़े लोग ह�, उनके िलए कोट� म� ऐसा कोई कमरा बने या ऐसी कोई �व�था बने जहां जाकर अगर वे कुछ जानकारी
लेना चाह�, कोई सुिवधा लेना चाह� तो वे ले    सक�  ।  उसम� बार काउंिसल के लोगो ंको कुछ पावस� द� ।  उसम� वहां के
लोग हो ंऔर राजनीितक �प से अलग से भी लोगो ंको िड�ूट कर� , जो वहां मौजूद रह� और जो उनकी काउंसिलंग कर सक�
और उ�� सही रा�ा िदखा सक� , िजससे उनका धन खच� न हो, उनके साथ ठगी भी न हो और उ�� �ाय िमले ।

                महोदय, जब बात कानून की हो रही है, तो इसी से संबंिधत म� एक बात और कहना चाहता �ं ।  िपछले िदनों
कोरोना महामारी �ई ।  कोरोना के समय म� जो वकील थे, वे उस समय दूसरा कोई �ोफेशन कर नही ंसकते थे ।  इसिलए
अगर कोई महामारी या इस तरह की ��थित आ जाए तो उस समय सरकार ऐसी कोई �व�था करे, िजससे वकीलो ंको भी
दूसरा कोई काम करने का मौका िमले या उनके िलए ऐसी कोई कंटी�ज�सी फीस की �व�था की जाए ।

                महोदय, हमारे लॉ ए� ज��स कमेटी म� भूपे� यादव जी रहे ह� ।  उ�ों�ने उसम� ब�त मीिटं� की ।  हम� भी
उसम� ब�त कुछ सीखने का मौका िमला है ।  म� एक बात कहना चाहता �ं िक लीगल एजुकेशन म� हमारा देश कहां खड़ा
है, उसम� सरकार यह इवै�ूएट करे ।  अगर हम अपने देश के सं�थानो ंकी व��वाइड र� �िकंग िनकाल� तो उसम� केवल
आई.आई.एम., अहमदाबाद 551व� �थान पर आता है ।  बाकी िजतनी भी बिढ़या यूिनविस�टीज़ ह�, वे 25,000 की र� �िकंग के
बाद आती ह� ।  िव� के पैमाने पर, जो यू.सी.एल. है, जहां से महा�ा गांधी और रिव� नाथ टैगोर पास-आउट ह�, वह र� �िकंग 4
पर है ।  र� �िकंग 5 पर एल.एस.सी. है, जहां से बाबा साहेब अ�ेडकर पास-आउट ह� ।  ऐसी ही आईवी लीग है, िजसम� सात
टॉप यूिनविस�टीज़ ने िमलकर एक लीग बनाई िक हम र� �िकंग 1 पर ह� ।  इसी तरह, जो लीगल एजुकेशन है, िजसम� सरकार
और बार काउंिसल का ह��ेप है, तो सरकार इस तरफ भी �ान दे िक इस िस�म को हम कैसे इ�ूव कर� ।  हम देखते
ह� िक हमारी �ै��ंग कमेटी की मीिटंग म� बार काउंिसल सरकार के ऊपर डालता है और सरकार के अिधकारी बार
काउंिसल के ऊपर डालते ह� ।  इसम� भी सरकार ऐसा कोई �ावधान करे, िजससे वहां इतनी पारदिश�ता हो जाए और हमारे
देश का लीगल एजुकेशन िस�म भी इ�ूव हो सके ।  चाहे वह मेिडएशन की बात हो, चाहे वह आिब�ट� ेशन की बात हो,
हमारा देश आज तर�ी कर रहा है ।  वकीलो ंसे संबंिधत मामलो ंम� भी हमारा देश उतनी ही तर�ी करे और हमारे देश
के आिब�ट� ेशन िस�म से, मेिडएशन िस�म से और यहां की एडवोकेसी से पूरे िव� म� हमारे देश का एक नाम हो और जैसे
पहले िवदेशो ंम� पढ़ कर लोग नामचीन बनते थे, उसी तरह अब भारत म� पढ़ कर लोग पूरे िव� म� �िस� हो सक�  ।

      साहब, म� अपनी बात समा� ही करने वाला हंूॅ ।  म� एक बात और कहना चाहता हंूॅ िक जो यह टाउट्स की बात हो रही है, मान लीिजए िक
वे जाँच के घेरे म� आ गए और पकड़ िलए गए, तब उनको ऐसी सज़ा िमले, िजससे ऑटोमेिटकली आगे बंिदश लगे ।  म� माननीय मं�ी जी का



सं�ान एक बात की ओर िदलाना चाहता �ं िक कुछ ऐसे वकील भी ह�, िजनके पास आप िसफ�  केस िड�स करने चले जाओ, वे ऐसी बात� करते
ह� िक म� यह काम यंू ही कर दंूगा और झठेू-स�े नोिटस, झठेू-स�े केस करने लग जाते ह� तो ऐसी भी एक �व�था सरकार सोचे, मं�ी जी सोच�
िक उनकी जाँच हो िक इस वकील ने िपछले 100 केसेज़ कैसे िकए ह� ।  �ा उन सब म� झठेू ही केस ह�, उनकी एक िल� बने और वह िल�
वेबसाइट पर होनी चािहए, िजसको देख कर  लोगो ंको यह िनण�य करने म� आसानी हो िक िकस वकील के पास जाना है और िकसके पास नही ं
जाना है ।  

      साहब, जो गांव-देहात के लोग ह�, जहां पर इंटरनेट और नेटविक� ग नही ंहै, वहां इंटरनेट और नेटविक� ग के कने�न, चाहे वह टेिलफोन से
संबंिधत सरकारी िवभाग हो, चाहे �ाइवेट सै�र के लोग हो,ं वे इस पर भी पूरा �ान द� ।

      साहब, म� जहां से जीत कर आता हंूॅ, उस पि�म उ�र �देश से राज�� अ�वाल जी और बागपत के स�पाल जी भी आते ह� ।  जब चुनाव
होते ह�, तब उस �े� के 27 एमपीज़ और 141 एमएलएज़ की सीट्स के सभी क� �िडटेड्स यह कहते ह� िक हम� िजता दो और हम यह मांग कर� गे
िक पि�मी उ�र �देश म� हाई कोट� की एक ब�च की �थापना की जाए ।  म� आज आपके मा�म से सरकार से माँग करता हंूॅ िक पि�मी उ�र
�देश म� हाई कोट� ब�च की �थापना की जाए, िजससे वहां की मेरठ, िबजनौर, नगीना, सहारनपुर, कैराना, अमरोहा, बागपत, गौतम बु� नगर
और बुलंदशहर लोक सभा की सीटो ंके �े�ो ंको फायदा िमल सके ।  सरकार इस तरफ �ान दे तािक ज� से ज� पि�मी उ�र �देश म� यह
काम हो सके �ों�िक पि�मी उ�र �देश �देश के लोग कई 100 िकलोमीटर का सफर तय कर इलाहबाद हाई कोट� जाते ह� ।  वहां तक जाने
म� कभी-कभी पूरा रात और िदन का सफर हो जाता है ।  सुिवधाएं भी नही ंहोती ह�, कभी ट� ेनो ंकी िटकट� नही ंिमलती ह� इ�ािद लोग ब�त
िद�तो ंका सामना कर रहे ह� ।  मेरी सरकार से मांग है िक पि�मी उ�र के मेरठ �े� म� हाई कोट� की एक ब�च की �थापना की जाए ।

SHRI HASNAIN MASOODI (ANANTNAG): Sir, thank you for allowing me to participate in the discussion
on the Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023. The problem is identified in the Act. It has plagued the
educational system for the last more than 100 years. The first attempt was made in 1879 to provide some kind
of response to the problems. While I stand in support of the Bill, at the same time, I have reservations about
the efficacy of the mechanism devised in the Bill. I am sceptical about the results of the Bill and whether it
will achieve the intended purpose.

                Sir, subordinate courts are burdened with 50 million cases. About 50 million cases are pending in
our subordinate courts. Which Authority has to identify who is a tout? Who has to go for that kind of an
exercise? It is not that somebody will call somebody a tout or somebody will identify somebody or publish a
list. A procedure is to be followed. Who is burdened with that? Who is saddled with that responsibility to
prepare the list and identify the persons? It is High Court, District Judge, Sessions Judge, District Magistrate
and Revenue Officer. They are already over-burdened. How can a District Judge or a Sessions Judge can
embark on that exercise? They also have to see the cause list for the day and also to deal with other problems
that afflict the system. There is a malice in the system. That is why, I am doubtful whether this mechanism
devised will be able to achieve the target? It is true that there are a large number of touts, particularly in trial
courts.

                But the process, the exercise to publish, to prepare the list and allow the person who is affected by
the list or is affected by the exercise, may be undertaken by a District Judge.  He has to be given a right to
respond to the allegations.  So, how can a District Judge or a Subordinate Judge deal with the exercise or
prepare the list?  I think, it is doubtful whether this system will bear the results.  The right thing would have
been that we designate an authority in a District Court like in a High Court we have a Registrar, Vigilance
Officer or a Vigilance Commissioner who deals with cases of misconduct against lawyers.  In the same way,
in every District Court we should have an authority to deal strictly with this problem and prepare the list and
whatever exercise is to be done, to follow that exercise.  So, this is one reservation about it.  I have heard
from other hon. Members that there is some kind of a misconception about the problem.  The problem that is
sought to be addressed is not about every tout; it is only the touts who operate from the court premises.  This
is because our gullible people, the people who visit our courts are mostly affected by the people who operate
from the court premises.  That is why clause 5 says that one of the punishments will be that a Judge will
exclude a person whose name is found in the list from the court premises.  The Sessions Judge or any other
Judge who is presiding over that court can exclude his presence from the premises of the court.  So, this is
not targeted against all the touts in whatever colour they are and whatever costumes they wear.  It is only
restricted to the touts who operate from the court premises and one of the punishments proposed to be given
is to exclude them from the premises.  But while preparing this list, and fulfilling all the procedural
requirements, the procedural due process, because a person cannot be declared as a tout unless and until he is
given a reasonable opportunity, I do not think that the system devised under this Act is going to get the results
that we target at. 



                Secondly, one of the targets is not only the gullible litigant, the litigant who comes to the court,
visits the court for redressal of some grievance.  It is also the junior lawyers because these touts mostly eat up
the work that may be dealt with by the junior lawyers who are fresh entrants to the profession.  So, this is one
of the welcome steps.  This will be just received with that kind of an enthusiasm by the junior lawyers who
are freshers in the law courts.  But at the same time, I would urge the hon. Minister to propose some kind of
an amendment to the Advocates Act that provides for some honorarium or some support to the fresh entrants,
the new entrants to the profession because those are tough years for a junior lawyer.  The initial five years are
very tough years for a junior lawyer.  I had proposed a Private Members Bill for giving assistance to the
advocates.  I think, that would be a welcome step if that is done so that they get some kind of a relief.  With
that, with whatever I said about the mechanism and my reservations about the mechanism, it is a welcome
step.  There should be some kind of a second look on it so that instead of burdening the Sessions Judge or the
Presiding Officers at the courts who are already overburdened, it will be better to have a designated officer
like a Vigilance Commissioner as we have in courts, in a High Court a Vigilance Commissioner or a
Registrar Vigilance Officer who is asked to exclusively deal with the problem and who completes the
exercise.  Then only he will be able to efficiently identify them and the objects of this Act will be achieved.

                Thank you.

SHRI E.T. MOHAMMED BASHEER (PONNANI): Thank you very much, Sir.  This piece of legislation is
like a fait accompli one.  The Advocates Act of 1961 was based on certain authentic reports and
recommendations of the Judicial Commissions.

                The Act of 1961 covered all the issues raised in the parent Act and that is perfect. But
unfortunately, this particular provision relating to touts was missed there. This is to fill up that. That is the
scope of the Act. That is okay.

                Hon. Chairperson, Sir, I would like to point out one thing. I heard the speeches made by other hon.
Members. They are not only MPs but they are also eminent lawyers and legal luminaries. They were all
sharing certain apprehensions. First, what is the procedure for identifying and listing the touts? The
procedure which is stipulated in this Act is having a confusion. So, that is to be re-addressed. They were
citing certain burning issues such as deterioration in the judicial system of our country. Similarly, there is a
wide kind of a criticism that impartiality and independence of Indian Judiciary is diminishing like anything.
That is also a point of concern.

                Another point which has been raised by you also is about the lack of representation for the
underprivileged sections -- SCs, STs and OBCs. There is no judicious competition in the higher judiciary as
far as these marginalised sections are concerned. We all know that trustworthiness in the Judiciary should be
adhered to strictly. All kinds of unfair practices should be curbed. That is also a truth. Transparency and
ethical values should also be strictly adhered to. We have to ensure that there is no loophole in the existing
structure which loses trustworthiness in the judicial system in our country.

                Sir, we all know the responsibility of the lawyers. Section 1 of Chapter II of Part IV of Bar Council
of India frames code of conduct and etiquettes of advocates and prescribes duties of advocates in courts. That
is very clear. Code of conduct was laid down. That shows that lawyers should not take up any case where the
client may have some wrong thinking. There should be a clarity on that aspect also. Similarly, unfair
practices, wherever they are, should be curbed and discouraged. Not only that, the code of conduct also says
that lawyers should not promote unauthorized practices, and they should also avoid advertisement and
solicitation of work. That kind of canvassing also should not be there. That can also be treated as a bad
practice.

                Similarly, lawyers responsibilities have also been categorised. They have responsibilities towards
courts to do justice. In that way also, relation with the judges is also a very important thing. In fact, lawyers
profession is not just a normal profession, it is a very sacred profession. A lawyer is duty bound to educate his
client not to have any kind of unfair practices. As far as judicial credibility, transparency, and accountability
is concerned, the whole nation is worried about that. Any kind of lapse taking place is a worrisome kind of a
thing. We have to address that also.

                The relation between judges and lawyers is a very important thing. You know that the Bar, that is,
advocates and Bench, that is, Judges, play an important role in the administration of justice. Judges



administer the law with the assistance of lawyers. The lawyers are the officers of the court. It is a very
important thing. Unfortunately, there is some kind of a misunderstanding which is developing with certain
judges and lawyers. That is also an unhealthy practice. That also may kindly be addressed.

      Sir, towards the end, I would like to say one thing that there is a complicated situation. Judge is a very
powerful position and is very important one as per our Constitution. But I want to make a submission for the
loud thinking of this House. It is about the reappointment of the Judges.  Judges, unfortunately, may have a
hope that after retirement, the Government may give him some new appointment. Is it a healthy practice? If
this kind of practice continues, will it not affect the transparency and accountability of the Judiciary? That is
a point to be debated as far as India is concerned now.

                We all know the story of these appointments. I do not want to go into the depth of it. They should
not have an impression that after retirement, if we do something for the Governments support, we may have
better kind of appointment elsewhere. That kind of tendency is a bad tendency. That kind of tendency should
not be encouraged and we have to think loudly whether we can give such kind of appointments to the Judges
after retirement.

                With these few words, I conclude.

                Thank you very much.

 

 

�ी जनाद�न िसंह सी�ीवाल (महाराजगंज): सभापित महोदय, आपने मुझे इस मह�पूण� िबल पर बोलने की अनुमित �दान की,
इसके िलए म� आपको ध�वाद देता �ं ।  म� देश के यश�ी �धानमं�ी जी और देश के माननीय िविध मं�ी जी �ी अजु�न
लाल मेघवाल जी के �ित भी आभार और ध�वाद �कट करता �ं ।  आप एक से एक ऐसे कानून ला रहे ह� िजससे देश
का सीधे-सीधे वा�ा है और उससे देश का क�ाण हो रहा है ।  इसके पहले आप नारी श�� वंदन कानून लाये, िजससे
देश के ना�रयो ंम� एक उ�ाह का वातावरण जागृत �आ और वह कानून के मा�म से अपनी िदशा तलाशने का काम कर
रही ह� ।  

      म� अिधव�ा संशोधन िवधेयक, 2023 का �दय की गहराइयो ंसे समथ�न करता �ं ।  इस िवधेयक को रा� सभा म� 1
अग�, 2023 को ��ुत िकया गया था ।  िवधेयक का आशय सरकार की नीित को �ान म� रखते �ए सभी अ�चिलत
कानूनो ंया अपनी उपयोिगता खो चुके �तं�तापूव� अिधिनयमो ंको िनर� करना, अिधव�ा अिधिनयम, 1961 म� संशोधन करना
और िविध �वसायी अिधिनयम, 1879 को िनर� करना है ।  

                कानून आज नही,ं ब�� �ाचीन भारत म� भी िविध �व�था थी ।  जब उस समय यह कानून था, तब छोटे-छोटे
समूह म� रहने वाले लोग अपने समूहो ंके, जाित के मु�खया सभी सद�ो ंके सम� खुले आसमान के सामने अपना िनण�य
सुनाते थे ।  उस समय अलग-अलग तरीके से कठोर िनण�य देकर उनको दंिडत करने का काम करते थे ।  उसके बाद जब
राज स�ा की �थापना �ई तो रा�ालोक अपने धम� गु�ओ ंऔर बु��मान दरबा�रयो ंकी मदद से �ाय देने का काम करते थे
।  यह लगातार चलते-चलते �तं�तापूव� िविध �व�था ि�िटश काल म� भारत म� एक मॉडल िविध �णाली िवकिसत की गई । 
ि�िटश संसद �ारा पा�रत भारतीय उ� �ायालय अिधिनयम, 1861 ने �ाउन लेटस� पे��ट �ारा भारत म� उ� �ायालय �थािपत
करने का अिधकार �दान िकया ।  इन लेटस� पेट�ट ने उ� �ायालयो ंको अिधव�ाओ ंऔर �ायिवदो ंके नामांकन हेतु िनयम
बनाने के िलए �ािधकृत और सश� बनाने का काम िकया ।  

                उसके आगे, �तं�ता �ा�� के प�ात् ज��स एस.आर.दास की अ��ता म� अ�खल भारतीय बार सिमित का गठन
िकया गया ।  सिमित ने अपनी �रपोट� म� अ�खल भारतीय बार  काउ��ल और रा�वार काउ��ल की �थापना करने की
िसफा�रश की ।  सिमित ने बार काउ��ल म� अिधव�ाओ ंके नामांकन, िनलंबन या उसकी सद�ता र� िकए जाने की
श��यो ंकी िसफा�रश की ।  सिमित ने यह िसफा�रश भी की िक गैर-�ातक लीडस� और मु�ारो ंकी आगे कोई भत� न की
जाए ।    
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       क� � सरकार ने वष� 1961 म� अिधव�ा अिधिनयम लागू िकया ।  यह अिधिनयम भारत म� लागू   है ।  इस अिधिनयम
से भारत म� िविध �व�था के �े� म� �ांितकारी प�रवत�न आया ।  इस अिधिनयम म� अ�खल भारतीय �र पर िविध �वसाय
की उपयोिगता और ग�रमा कायम की गई है ।  अिधिनयम की ��ावना म� कहा गया है िक अिधिनयम िविध �वसायो ंसे
संबंिधत िविध म� संशोधन करने के अित�र� उसे समेिकत भी करता है ।



            महोदय, हम यहां दलालो ंकी बात करते ह� ।  इस िविध �वसाय अिधिनयम, 1879 की धारा 36 दलालो ंकी सूची
बनाने और �कािशत करने की श�� से संबंिधत है ।  ��ेक उ� �ायालय, िजला �ायाधीश, स� �ायाधीश, िजला मिज�� ेट,
�ेसीड�सी मिज�� ेट तथा ��ेक राज� अिधकारी जो िजले के कल�र की �ेणी से नीचे का न हो, ��ेक �ेसीड�सी को यह
अिधकार िदया गया और उन दलालो ंके ऊपर कार�वाई करने और आिथ�क दंिडत या जेल भेजने का िनयम भी बनाया गया है
।

           सभापित जी, सदन म� अभी हमारे िम� कह रहे थे िक सदन का दु�पयोग िकया जा रहा है ।  म� आपको अवगत
कराना चाहता �ं और यह कहना चाहता �ं िक सदन का माननीय मोदी जी के नेतृ� म� देश के 144 करोड़ लोगो ंके िहत
के िलए सदुपयोग िकया जा रहा है तािक कठोर और सही कानून बनाकर इसका लाभ िमल सके ।  ��ाचा�रयो ंके �खलाफ
कठोर कार�वाई सदन के मा�म से, कानून के मा�म से की जा रही है ।  अभी हमारे िम� बोल रहे थे िक �ायपािलका
िसफ�  बड़े लोगो ंके िलए है, म� कहना चाहता �ं िक �ायपािलका िकसी एक के िलए नही ंहै, यह सबके िलए है ।  कानून की
जानकारी होना सबके िलए आव�क है ।  कानून की जानकारी होगी तो कम से कम गलितयां होगंी और इससे ��ाचार पर
भी अंकुश लगेगा ।  यह कानून दलालो ंके �खलाफ आया है, म� इसके िलए माननीय मं�ी जी को िफर से बधाई देता �ं, इससे
दलालो ंपर अंकुश लगेगा, �ों�िक अब तो दलालो ंका ही बोलबाला है ।

                म� आपको अंत म� बताना चाहता �ं िक म� िबहार से आता �ं ।  िबहार म� आज दा� और बालू का बोलबाला है
।  दलालो ंका बोलबाला वहां चल रहा है, सारी �व�था म� दा� बंद है, लेिकन दा� अभी भी चल रही है ।  हजारो ंलोग
जहरीली दा� से मर गए लेिकन दा� आज भी बंद नही ंहो रही है ।  बालू की ओवरलोिडंग हो या चालान हो, दलालो ंके
मा�म से यह खुलेआम चल रहा है, इस पर अंकुश नही ंलग रहा है ।  हम� लगता है िक इस कानून के बनने से िबहार म�
भी दा� और बालू पर अंकुश लगेगा ।

            महोदय, म� इस िबल के िलए माननीय मोदी जी और माननीय कानून मं�ी जी को ब�त बधाई देता �ं ।  ध�वाद ।

DR. SANJEEV KUMAR SINGARI (KURNOOL): Thank you, hon. Chairperson, for giving me this
opportunity to participate in the discussion on the Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023. On behalf of YSRCP,
I fully support the Bill. I thank the hon. CM, Shri Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy and the floor leader, Shri Midhun
Reddy for giving me this opportunity.

                Self-respect and democracy are the basic essence for happiness of any human being. Money is
secondary. Advocates play an essential role in this regard. An advocate with good heart can restore the self-
respect of aggrieved citizens. They can bridge the gap between common man and justice. They can play an
important role in building a society with equality. If they can support, the marginalised and under-privileged
communities, they will be treated as living Gods.

                The three basic responsibilities of any Government are justice, health and education. I hope this
Amendment Bill will bring some relief to the common man of this country with regard to justice. We cannot
deny the fact that justice is still a mirage to a large section of our society. Under the leadership of hon. Prime
Minister, people are expecting more of such reforms in the Indian judiciary system.

                Every kind-hearted citizen wants a change in the society. For a change in the society, amendments
of the existing Acts should be a continuous process. So, this amendment is very much needed. It is need of
the hour. The Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023 is proposed to amend the Advocates Act of 1961. This Bill
repeals certain sections of Legal Practitioners Act of 1879 and consolidates the Act of 1961. The Bill
provides that every High Court judge, district court judge, sessions court judge and District Collector may
issue a show cause notice to a suspected tout, institute an enquiry and publish a list of the touts.

                The courts can then prevent the listed touts from entering the court premises.  The listed touts may
be punished with imprisonment and are fined.  These are welcome measures.  Since tout in legal system is
detrimental to a good society, this anti-touting law, if enforced strictly, can curb unethical legal practice in
India. At this juncture, the Government should take care to avoid overlap of work of Justice Deepak Gupta
Committee and this amendment.

                Sir, since this is a very small Bill, I would like to take this opportunity to highlight a few more
issues of the judiciary system. Amendment to various Acts related to legal system are needed for natural
justice to prevail, for example, the advocates registry.  The Bar Council of India website has a registry of
advocates but it is not easy for the common man to access it.  Advocates registry access through a
smartphone app can be of immense help to the common man so that he can select an advocate with good
credentials. 



                As far as the problem of junior advocates is concerned, they are in plenty, which need to be
addressed.  In the judiciary parlance, there is a word called syndrome of underpaid and over-worked junior
advocates.  First five years of any first-generation advocates life is pitiable.  They are underpaid, sometimes
as low as Rs. 5000.  There is no time schedule and no work rule.  So, their livelihood should be respected. 
This problem can be solved to some extent by a change in the curriculum of LLB course.  Practical
knowledge should be imparted along with theory.  Internship courses need to be started by the Government.
Some social security measures like health insurance, provident fund, and ESI should be given to the junior
advocates.  This will safeguard the existing practitioners and also attract the best talent in this profession. 
Judges and administrative staff of the judiciary system are better placed when compared to junior advocates. 
This anomaly needs to be corrected. Young members of the Bar are the future of the Bar.  The standard of the
Bar will remain good only if these young advocates are taken care of.  With the evolution of society, good
lawyers will be the need of the hour for both, the Bar as well as the Bench. 

                As far as the welfare committee of the Bar is concerned, a separate committee should be constituted
as in many western countries which will take care of the financial, physiological, and health needs of the
junior advocates. Some financial assistance should be given from the Bar Council to the junior advocates in
need. The inefficient legal system should be taken care of.  As per the data provided by the National Judicial
Data Grid, 21 lakh civil cases and 61 criminal cases are pending in the courts of India.  A junior advocate will
lose faith of the client when the case is prolonged for many years.  This has nothing to do with the efficiency
of the advocate but it is the fault of the legal system. We talk about ethics of doctors, politicians, students,
and professors but nobody talks about the ethics of judges in India.  Can we make laws to fix a timeframe for
disposal of litigation? 

                Enrolment fee by State Bar Councils lacks uniformity.  For example, it is Rs. 750 in one State Bar
Council and it is Rs. 15000 in Delhi State Bar Council.  This is against Section 24(1)(f) of the Advocates Act
of 1961 and violates the right to equality under Article 14.  I request the hon. Minister of Law to take
necessary steps in this regard. Sir, likewise, the budgetary allocation should be increased and low ratio of
Judges to population should be taken care of. 

                Sir, at the end, I would like to mention about YSR Law Nestham.  The Government of Andhra
Pradesh under the able leadership of hon. Chief Minister Shri Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy is providing a
monthly stipend of Rs. 5000 to all junior advocates since December 2019.  As usual, our beloved leader is a
trend setter of many novel welfare schemes in India.  I request the hon. Minister to start a similar scheme on
all-India basis.

                To conclude, Sir, the Advocates (Amendment) Bill, which seeks to reform the legal system in India,
needs effective implementation.

                With these words, I support the Bill.

SHRI N. K. PREMACHANDRAN (KOLLAM): Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman Sir, for affording me
this opportunity to take part in the discussion on the Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023. Though it is a small
Bill, it is very important as far as the advocates community is concerned.

                Sir, most of the hon. Members, especially Shri Jagdambika Pal ji, made eloquent speeches praising
the hon. Prime Minister where they said that under the leadership of the hon. Prime Minister, Shri Narendra
Modi ji, wonderful things have been done by means of this legislation. I cannot understand what the spirit is
and what the contents of this legislation are. Also, I am not sure about what Mr. Jagdambika Pal ji has
imagined or assessed about this legislation. It is because this is a legislation which is already in existence.
The only thing that the Government is doing is to repeal an obsolete law. Other than that, nothing is new in
this Bill. Jagdambika Pal ji, everything is a colonial legislation. This itself is a colonial legislation. You are
taking a portion of Section 36 of a colonial legislation and incorporating it in the Advocates Act. There is
nothing new. No revolutionary thing is done by the hon. Prime Minister in having this legislation.
Unfortunately, you are unnecessarily praising everything. The Act of 1961 is there. The Act of 1879 is also
there. So, you have to understand that you took a portion of the 1879 Act and incorporated it in the 1961 Act.
You are only repealing an obsolete law of 1879. That is the only thing which is happening. This is the way by
which exaggeration is going on in this House regarding so many things which are being done by this
Government.



                Sir, I fully support this Bill but I would like to seek some clarifications from the hon. Law Minister.
Number one, the Statement of Objects and Reasons in the Bill is not so specific. You are mentioning that it is
only to repeal the obsolete law. But at the same time, you are incorporating some provision in that. Section 36
of the 1879 Act is being incorporated in the Advocates Act of 1961. As you are incorporating a new
provision, that should also come in the Statement of Objects and Reasons. That is a simple observation as far
as the Statement of Objects and Reasons is concerned.

                Another point on which I would like to seek clarification from the hon. Law Minister is this. The
Legal Practitioners Act 1879 was in existence. In order to replace the Legal Practitioners Act 1879, in the
year 1961, a new Act, that is, the Advocates Act 1961 was made. But unfortunately, except Sections 1, 3 and
13, all other Sections were repealed. These Sections were there in the original Act of 1879. My question is
this. In the year 1961, why did the then Legislature, the then Parliament avoid this provision of Section 36
from the 1961 Act? To my understanding, to my knowledge, it is because this has nothing to do with the
advocates. Section 36 of the 1879 Act is relating to the touts. The Advocates Act is a law consolidating the
rules and regulations relating to the advocate profession. The touts have nothing to do with that profession.
That might be the reason due to which Section 36 was not incorporated in the Advocates Act 1961. So, I
would like to seek the clarification or the justification from the hon. Minister that how the law relating to
touts will come within the purview of the Advocates Act 1961. I am seeking that clarification from the hon.
Law Minister. This is the point on which I would like to discuss as far as the contents of the Bill is concerned.
Otherwise, the Bill is absolutely okay. We fully agree with the Bill because obsolete laws have to be repealed
from the statute book. But the only clarification that I am seeking is this. How will the law of touts be
relating to the law of advocates?

                There are one or two other points to which I would like to draw the attention of the hon. Law
Minister. Nowadays, in most of the legislations which are coming for enactment, advocates are being omitted
or the role of the advocates is being limited by means of the legislation. The Government has to take care of
that because nowadays, strict legal interpretation is very difficult. Even the Chief Justice of the hon. Supreme
Court has already observed that it is very difficult to understand and interpret the verbatim or the legal
drafting of the laws made by the Parliament.

                At the same time, most of the times, we are trying to limit the role of the advocates in the legal
proceedings and thereby so many authorities have been formed. In almost all the authorities I am not going to
cite the examples the role of the advocates is being limited. That has to be looked into. That is one of the
issues which I would like to highlight.

                Most of the Members have spoken about it. The previous speaker also spoke about it. This is
regarding the Advocates Act. We know that the Advocates Act is meant for regulating the profession along
with the Bar Council which is also a part and parcel of this Act. So, we have to keep in mind the welfare of
the advocates also. We know about the medical profession. In the medical profession and in almost all the
other professions, like the internship allowance, so many other allowances are there. As far as the junior
advocates are concerned, in Kerala, we have a phrase that there are four stages in the profession of an
advocate. The first stage is the raw junior. There is no case and there is no fee. The second stage is, there is
case but there is no fee. The third stage is, there is case as well as fee. And, the fourth stage is the super senior
stage where there is no case but fee is there. These are the four stages of an advocate in the local language we
are saying.

                So, what is my point is that the junior advocates have to be protected by providing some internship
or stipend allowance of not less than Rs.25,000 for pursuing their profession. Something has to be done
because in house surgency internship and so many other things, we are providing such types of allowances.
After PG degree medical examination, we are providing all these amenities. Similarly, the junior advocates
have to be protected so that they will maintain the profession in a proper way.

                In so many executive posts, the law degree has to be made compulsory. My suggestion is, as far as
the Station House Officer is concerned, a Station House Officer has to be well aware of the law, especially
the Criminal Procedure Code, the Indian Penal Code and the civil law. They have to be well versed in the
law. But unfortunately, in most of the stations we know very well that the SHOs are not fully aware of this.
So, as far as the SHOs are concerned, the minimum qualification of a Station House Officer should be that



they should have a legal degree, that is, an LLB degree. That should be made compulsory for all such types
of executive posts.

                The last point which I would like to highlight is this. As far as the medical profession is concerned,
you know we have made the proposal for protecting them. A law is there. Sir, 22 State Legislative Assemblies
have made laws for protecting them by providing safety and security to the medical professionals. The same
thing is not happening in the case of advocates. They require protection from the police forces. In my State,
Kerala, in Trivandrum and in Kollam Bars, and in the High Court also, so many conflicts have taken place
because police is brutally attacking the advocates. The police is interfering in the advocacy profession, and
no protection is being provided to them. In such a way, we have to think of giving safety and security in the
discharge of their profession as an advocate, especially from the police forces. Now a series of incidents of
violence are happening in various parts of the country. That has to be dealt with. For this also, the
Government has to think of formulating some legislation so as to protect the interest, safety and security of
the advocates in the discharge of their functions as a legal professional or an advocate.

                With these suggestions and with these clarifications, I would like to support this Bill once again.
Thank you very much, Sir.

SHRI ADHIR RANJAN CHOWDHURY (BAHARAMPUR): Sir, taking advantage of this discussion today,
I am goaded to participate in this Bill under the nomenclature, the Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023.

                Already, several Members have participated and made their valuable suggestions on this particular
legislation.
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                The issue is that the legal profession has already undergone a long evolutionary process in our
country. The legal profession has been in existence since the ancient times. Then, the Head of the Groups or
the Tribes delivered justice under the open sky before all the members. There was no specialist like a lawyer
during those days. When the kingship was established, the king delivered justice with the help of his
Religious Head and wise courtiers.

                During the British period, the model legal system was developed in India. The Indian High Courts
Act, 1861 passed by the British Parliament enabled the Crown to establish High Courts in India by Letters
Patent, and these Letters Patent authorised and empowered the High Courts to make rules for enrolment of
Advocates and Attorneys. The All India Bar Committee was constituted under the chairmanship of Justice
S.R. Das. The Committee recommended the establishment of an All-India Bar Council and State Bar
Councils.

                Sir, we must acknowledge the fact that the legal profession is an important limb of the machinery
for the administration of justice. Without having a well-organized profession of law, the courts would not be
in a position to administer justice effectively. Also, the judiciary still is being treated as the last resort of the
affected people across the nation. Sometime I feel that common people are losing their reliance upon
Legislature, upon Executive and gradually they are going to resort to the judiciary in order to address or
redress their grievances and their problems. So, the legislation should ponder over this growing phenomenon
insofar as our legal mechanism is concerned. 

                Sir, the issue is that the Government is intending to bring in this legislation with an intention which
has been depicted by the Government in this Bill that the Government of India in consultation with the Bar
Council of India has decided to repeal the Legal Practitioners Act, 1879, and to amend the Advocates Act,
1961 by incorporating the provision of Section 36 of the Legal Practitioners Act, 1879 in the Advocates Act,
1961 so as to reduce the number of superfluous enactments in the statute book. Therefore, according to the
core contents of the legislative document, we did not have any substantial argument to oppose this Bill. But
certainly, we must say that still the legal professional mechanism should be more streamlined, should be
more strengthened. Sometimes, in our own experiences we are facing various kinds of hassles and intricacies
in order to execute our political activities.

                जब िसयासत के चलते, राजनीित के चलते कोट� के दश�न करने पड़ते ह� तो पता चलता है िक कोट� के अंदर का
लफड़ा �ा है, कोट� के अंदर की सम�ाएं िकतनी ह�  ।  कोट� म� जब हम जैसे लोग, जो बाहर से िकसी केस म� इ���केट



होकर कोट� म� जाते ह� तो वकील और कोट� के दलाल हम� मुगा� समझते �ए िजतना हो सके, नोचने की कोिशश करते ह� । 
यह िब�ुल सच है ।  लोग कहते ह� िक अगर शेर ने आप पर हमला िकया तो 12 या 13 चोट लग सकती ह�, लेिकन अगर
कोट� और पुिलस ने हमला िकया तो आपको 18 से �ादा चोट लग सकती ह�  ।  इसी के चलते हम अपने कानून मं�ी को
यह सलाह देना चाहते ह� िक आप गरीबो ंकी बात सोचते �ए, आम जनता की बात सोचते �ए इस लीगल एड �ोसेस को और
मजबूत कीिजए  ।  Legal aid for poor and vulnerable people should be strengthened in a manner that the entire
process could be helpful for them. That is why I thought it prudent to at least put forward some of the views
of the common people. वकीलो ंके ये सारे मु�े हमारी कानून �व�था से जुड़े �ए ह�, इनम� और सुधार लाना ज�री है  । 
वकीलो,ं टाउटो ंऔर बीच म� यहां पर �ूिडिशयरी के बारे म� कोई िट�णी की गई थी तो मुझे लगता है िक इस तरीके की
िट�णी करते समय हम� और सावधानी बरतनी चािहए, �ों�िक �ूिडिशयरी, ए���ूिटव और लेिज�ेचर ये हमारे संिवधान म�
चेक एंड बैल�स के िहसाब से देखते ह�  ।  �ूिडशयरी कॉ�ी�ूशन का इंटरि�टेशन करती है तो �ूिडिशयरी पर पूरा
भरोसा रखते �ए हम सबको इस तरीके के कानून बनाने चािहए िक �ूिडिशयरी हम पर ह��ेप न कर    पाए ।

अगर हम इस तरह का चु�-दु�� कानून बनाने म� स�म रहे तो चेक एंड बैल�स मैकेिन�, चेकमेिटंग मैकेिन� पर यह और
�ादा असरदार होगा ।  यह जो िवधेयक लाया गया है, इसका समथ�न करते �ए म� माननीय मं�ी जी को यह कहना चाहता
�ँ िक गरीब लोगो ंके िलए लीगल �ोसेस को, लीगल मैकेिन� को और �ादा चु� दु�� कीिजए ।  यह सलाह देते �ए म�
अपने व�� को िवराम देता �ँ और इस िबल का समथ�न करता �ँ ।

*m20 �ी स�द ईम�ाज़ जलील (औरंगाबाद): सभापित महोदय, यह जो िबल लाया गया है, इसम� सरकार की नीयत साफ है,
लेिकन िबल अधूरा है  ।  इस वजह से अधूरा है, �ों�िक इसम� जो टाउट की डेिफनेशन दी गई है, उसके अंतग�त इस िबल
के अंदर टाउट का मतलब है िक persons who procure clients for a legal practitioner in return of money. टाउट्स
का मतलब दलाल हो सकता है, िबचौिलया हो सकता है या िमिडलमेन हो सकता है  ।  इस िबल म� इन दलालो ंको, इन
टाउट्स को पेनेलाइज और पिनश करने के िलए अम�डम�ट लाया गया है  । 

                सभापित महोदय, म� यह पूछना चाहता �ँ िक �ा हम िसफ�  इस िबल के ज�रए ये जो दलाल ह�, टाउट्स ह�, उनके
ऊपर ही ए�न ले रहे ह� या वे दलाल िकसके िलए काम कर रहे ह�, �ा उसके ऊपर सवाल नही ंउठने चािहए? �ा वह
दलाल िसफ�  अपने �ाइंट्स से पैसे खीचंने वाला है? िजस एडवोकेट के िलए वह पैसे लेकर जा रहा है, उस एडवोकेट पर
कोई ए�न नही ंहोना चािहए? इस िबल के अंदर इसके बारे म� भी जवाब होना ब�त ज�री है  । 

                सभापित महोदय, यकीनन यहां पर आज जो डेिफनेशन दी गई है िक ये टाउट्स कहां पर िमलते ह� तो आपने
बताया है िक they frequent places such as precincts of civil or criminal courts. िसिवल या ि�िमनल कोट� के अतराफ़
म� ये दलाल होते ह�  ।  ये रेवे�ू ऑिफसेज़ के अंदर होते ह�  ।  ये रेलवे �ेशन पर होते ह� और ये �ाहको ंकी तलाश
करते ह�  । 

                सभापित महोदय, यह ब�त गलत है  ।  ये टाउट्स आज हर गवन�म�ट ऑिफस के अंदर आपको िमल�गे और बड़े
अफसोस के साथ कहना पड़ता है िक जहां कानून बनाए जाते ह�, शायद उसके अतराफ़ म� भी ये टाउट्स आपको िमलते
होगें  ।  �ा आज पुिलस िडपाट�म�ट के अंदर टाउट्स नही ंह�? अगर िकसी को बेल लेनी है और यिद पुिलस वाला यह कहेगा
िक म� बेल का अपोज़ नही ंकरने वाला �ँ तो यह भी एक टाउट है  ।  गवन�म�ट ऑिफसेज़ के अंदर अिधकारी भी टाउट का
रोल अदा कर रहे ह�, यह भी एक स�ाई है  ।  इसिलए ऐसे लोगो ंके ऊपर आप एक ऐसा कानून लेकर आ रहे ह�, चँूिक
आज देशभर के िजतने भी टाउट्स ह�, वे खुश होगें, �ों�िक इसके पिनशम�ट के पैसे महज 500 �पये ह�  ।  मं�ी जी, इस
सरकार ने 500 �पये की कीमत 50 �पये के बराबर लाकर रख दी है ।  आप दलालो ंको कह रहे ह� िक अगर आप पकड़े
गए तो हम आपको 500 �पये फाइन कर� गे ।  अगर आप दोबारा पकड़े गए तो तीन महीने की सजा िमलेगी । 

                सभापित महोदय, म� आपसे यह कहना चाहता �ँ िक ये दलाल िकस लेवल पर काम करते ह�, कैसे गरीबो ंको लूटा
जाता है? यकीनन इस पर फाइन बढ़ाने की ज�रत है ।  सभापित महोदय, म� आपके ज�रए मं�ी साहब से यह कहना चाहता
�ँ िक आज से तीन साल पहले जब कोरोना आया था तो मेरे चुनावी �े� म� छोटी-छोटी दुकान वाले, जो छुपकर अपना
कारोबार कर रहे थे, उन पर �शासन ने एक लाख �पये, दो लाख �पये, तीन लाख �पये का फाइन िकया  ।  जब म��ने
उसम� ह��ेप िकया, लेबर कमी�र के सामने जाकर बैठा, आंदोलन िकया तो तीन लाख �पये का फाइन तीन हजार �पये का
हो गया  ।  उन लोगो ंको राहत िमल गई, लेिकन मं�ी साहब मेरे ऊपर एक केस रिज�र िकया गया िक म� सरकारी काम
म� ह��ेप कर रहा �ँ  ।  जब म� िपछले दो सालो ंसे अदालत के च�र काट रहा �ँ तो मुझे यह अहसास होता है िक
आज इस देश की अदालतो ंके अंदर अगर लाखो ंकेसेस प��िडंग ह� तो ऐसे केसेज प��िडंग ह� ।  एक घंटे के अंदर यह केस
अदालत के अंदर जाना ही नही ंचािहए, लेिकन अिधकारी के अहंकार को म��ने ठेस प�ंचाई थी तो केस रिज�र िकया गया  ।
  आज दो साल से म� अदालत के च�र काट रहा �ँ  । 

                सभापित महोदय, म� आपकी इस बात से सहमत �ँ िक आप कह रहे ह� िक लॉयस� का �ोफेशन ब�त अ�ा है,
ब�त मजबूत �ोफेशन है, लेिकन जब यंग लॉयस� आते ह�, एडवोकेट्स आते ह� तो उ�� �ाइप�ड िमलना चािहए और इनके िलए
भी मदद होनी चािहए । 



सभापित महोदय, म� लॉयर नही ं�ं  ।  मं�ी साहब, म� लॉयर नही ं�ं और न ही मेरे पास लॉ की िड�ी है, लेिकन म��ने िपछले
दो सालो ंसे ब�च ऑफ हाई कोट�, औरंगाबाद के अंदर एक पीआईएल फाइल की है । (�वधान) म� िसफ�  आधा िमनट बोलना
चाहता �ं ।

                म��ने मेिडकल सिव�सेज को इं�ूव करने के िलए एक जनिहत यािचका फाइल की है ।  म� ब�च ऑफ हाई कोट�,
औरंगाबाद को ध�वाद देता �ं, िज�ों�ने िसफ�  मुझे सुन कर ऐसे फैसले िदए ह� ।  म��ने वहां पर दो सालो ंसे वकील नही ं
लगाया है ।  अदालत ने मुझसे कहा िक आप वकील �ो ंनही ंलगा रहे ह�, तो म��ने कहा िक वकील कानूनी भाषा बोल�गे । 
म� िदल से बताना चाहता �ं िक हमारी मेिडकल सिव�सेज को कैसे इं�ूव करना चािहए ।  यह �ोफेशन ब�त अ�ा है, बशत�
इसके अंदर से दलाल, िबचौिलए और टाउट्स को हटाया जाना चािहए ।  यकीनन, आप इस िबल को लेकर आइए, हम इसका
समथ�न करते ह�, लेिकन इस पर एक कॉ� ि◌ह��िसव िबल लाने की ज�रत है  ।  हम इसका समथ�न करते ह�  ।  ध�वाद 
।

*m21 �ी िग�रधारी यादव (बांका): सभापित महोदय, सरकार के �ारा अिधव�ा (संशोधन) िवधेयक, 2023 लाया गया है, यह अ�ी
बात है  ।  यह सम� �प म� लाया जाना चािहए ।  यह िबल पाट� म� है ।  यिद यह िबल सम� �प म� आता, पूरा आता,
तो और अ�ा होता ।  आपने िसफ�  कहा है िक इसम� से टाउट को हटा देते ह� । यह अ�ी बात है ।  इसको हटा दीिजए
।  वकीलो ंकी जो ��थित वकालतखाने म� है, उनके बैठने-रहने की जो �व�था है,  आप उनके बाथ�� को देख�गे, तो पाएंगे
िक वे सबसे खराब हालत म� ह�  ।  जो नए वकील �ाइन करते ह�, उनकी �ा ��थित है? वे बीमार पड़ जाते ह�, तो उनके
इलाज का कोई इंतेजाम नही ंहै ।  आप पूरा िबल लाइए ।  जो जूिनयर वकील, नए वकील �ाइन कर रहे ह�, इसम� ब�त
सारा अंतर है ।  इस देश के सीिनयर वकील के पास पैसा रखने की जगह नही ंहै, लेिकन इस देश के जूिनयर वकील को
खाने का िठकाना नही ंहै  ।  इन बातो ंपर �ान �ो ंनही ंिदया जाता है?

म� फीस के बारे म� कहना चाहता �ं  ।  कौन-सा वकील फीस �ा रखेगा? इस देश की गरीब जनता �ायालयो ंम� जाती है 
।  वहां कोई रेट तय नही ंहै  ।  रेट जो उनके मन म� आया, कोई कहता है िक हम 20 हजार �पए ल�गे, कोई कहता है
िक हम 30 हजार �पए ल�गे, कोई कहता है िक हम एक लाख �पए ल�गे, कोई कहता है िक हम इसका ठेका ले ल�गे  । 
जब आप कोट� म� जाएंगे, केस लड़�गे, गरीबो ंसे बात कर� गे तो आपको पता लगेगा िक इस देश म� �ायालयो ंकी �ा हालत
है  ।  आप अ�ा िबल लाये ह�  ।  आप दलाल को हटाइए  ।  दलालो ंको हटाया भी जाना चािहए  ।  हम लोग भी
चाहते ह� िक वहां दलाल न हो ं ।  दलाल �ायपािलका के अंदर भी ह�  ।  यह आपको देखना पड़ेगा  ।  जो जज और
वकील के बीच कही-ंकही ंकोई कनाइव�स है, आप उसको भी ख� कर�  ।  उनके मंुशी के पास लाइस�स है  ।  आप
उनको कैसे हटा द�गे? वहां बाहर से कोई नही ंआता है  ।  वही ंजो वकील के मंुशी ह� और लोग ह�, उसको �ा क�रएगा?
आप िकसी को दलाल किहएगा तो उसे मंुशी अपना वकील बना लेगा, तो आप और हम �ा कर ल�गे? अब वह �ै��कल नही ं
है  । 

आप इस देश म� िबल एसी चै�र म� बनाते ह� ।  िजसने आपका िबल बनाया है, �ा उ�ों�ने कोट� म� जाकर िकसी गरीब से
बात की है? जो जेल म� है, उससे बात की है? िबना दलाल के काम कैसे होगा? मान लीिजए िक जेल म� मेरा एक आदमी है 
।  उसके घर म� कोई नही ंहै ।  उसको छुड़ाने के िलए कोई आदमी गया ।  आप उसको दलाल बना कर जेल म� डाल
दीिजएगा, तो उसे कौन छुड़ाएगा? उसके कुछ लोग िद�ी-कोलकाता म� ह� ।  आप कॉ� ि◌ह��िसव िबल लाइए ।  आप पूरा
िबल लाइए ।  आप उनको मदद दीिजए  ।  िजसके प�रवार म� एक आदमी जेल गया, उसके घर म� कोई मिहला है, तो वह
कैसे कोट� जाएगी? जेल म� िट�ा लेना है, तो जेल म� िट�ा लेने कौन जाएगा? आपको पता ही नही ंहै िक जब जेल म� उसका
िट�ा लेगा, तब वकालतनामा फाइल होगा  ।  इस देश म� वकालत का जो पेशा है, उसम� बड़ा पैसा है  ।  वकील लोग देश
म� �ांित लाते ह� ।  चाहे जार के �खलाफ �ांित �ई हो या �� च रेवो�ूशन �आ हो, सभी म� वकीलो ंका योगदान है । 

देश म� िजतने बड़े आजादी के नेता थे, चाहे वे नेह� जी हो ंया गांधी जी हो,ं वे सारे पेशे से वकील थे ।  उन लोगो ंका
कैरे�र था, उन लोगो ंने देश म� अपना योगदान िदया है  ।  इसिलए अब जो ��थित बन रही है, इस ��थित म� सरकार अ�ा
काम कर रही है ।  इसको और अ�े तरीके से   क�रए ।  आप सभी प�ो ंको सुिनए और र�खए ।  आप एक
कॉ� ि◌ह��िसव िबल लाइए ।  आप यह िबल पास क�रए, लेिकन गरीबो ंकी जो हालत है, जो वष� से केस म� फंसे �ए ह�  । 
हमारे यहां एक पटना, हाई कोट� है  ।  वहां की आबादी 12 करोड़ है ।  आप वहां एक दूसरा हाई कोट� नही ंदे रहे ह�  ।
  आप छोटे-छोटे रा�ो ंको दो हाई कोट्�स दे रहे ह�  ।  आप म� �देश म� तीन हाई कोट्�स दे रहे ह�  ।  हम� म�
�देश के हाई कोट्�स से आपि� नही ंहै ।  आप िबहार म� �ो ंनही ंएक ब�च बनाते ह�? आपको िबहार से स� नफरत है 
।   िबहार ने 39 सीट्स दी, पहले 31 सीट्स दी, लेिकन भारत की सरकार िबहार के साथ नाइंसाफी कर रही है  ।  इसको
िबहार की जनता देख रही है  ।  आप वहां यह �ो ंनही ंबनाना चाहते ह�? आप आबादी के अनुसार यह बनाइए  ।  हम
लोग वष� से जेल म� पड़े रहते ह� ।  एंटीिसपेटरी बेल फाइल करते ह�, तो छ: महीने म� आता है  ।  हम बेल फाइल करते
ह�, तो पांच महीने म� आता है ।  जजो ंकी सं�ा नही ंहै ।  हम चाहते ह� िक आप एक ऐसा िबल लाइए िक आबादी के
अनुकूल हमारे रा�ो ंम� भी बेल हो ।  हमारे रा�ो ंम� भी हाई कोट� का ब�च बने ।  आप यह नही ंबनाते ह�  ।  �ों�िक
आपको हमारे रा� से केवल वोट लेना है, जात-पात करना है, िह�दू-मु��म करना है, आपको वोट िमल जाएगा ।  आप यहां 
आकर केवल महारा�� और गुजरात का िवकास क�रएगा । (�वधान) आपके ह�े से हम� कोई िचंता नही ंहै ।  (�वधान)
आपके ह�े से मुझ पर कोई असर पड़ने वाला नही ंहै ।  (�वधान) आपको िबहार की जनता बतायेगी  ।  आने वाले चुनाव
म� आपका िबहार म� �ा ह� होगा, ये सब इन बातो ंको जानते ह� ।  (�वधान) आप समय से िबल नही ंलाते ह�  ।  आप

ो ो े ी े � ि े � ि ि े ो औ ि � ई ो �



हम लोगो ंके साथ एकदम नाइंसाफी करते ह�  ।  इसिलए हम चाहते ह� िक िबहार के साथ �ाय हो और िबहार म� हाई कोट�
की एक ब�च खोली जाए ।

                इ�ी ंबातो ंके साथ, म� िबल का समथ�न करता �ं और अपनी बात को समा� करता �ं ।

*m22 SHRIMATI APARUPA PODDAR (ARAMBAGH): Thank you Sir for giving me an opportunity to
speak on this Bill. This Bill has been listed for business so many times, yet it never came up for discussion.
इस सरकार म� िसफ�  तारीख पर तारीख आती गई, लेिकन कोई बात नही,ं देर आए दु�� आए ।

                The Government has brought this Bill with a very noble objective, but it is a decade late. The 249
th Law Commission Report that made the recommendation of repealing the Legal Practitioners Act, 1879
was laid in October, 2014. Hence, it took this Government 10 years to adopt these recommendations. This
Bill should have been brought much earlier. Even when the Government has adopted the recommendations,
they have done it in a half-hearted manner. Though the learned Advocate and my senior Member, Kalyan da
has already spoken from my Party, I would like to make some suggestions.

                Firstly, the Government should have at least come out with some sort of awareness campaign about
the practice of tout and it being illegal. Unfortunately, a common man who has a legal case to fight may not
be able to identify a tout altogether and end-up paying hefty fees to him. �ों�िक उसको यह लगता है िक अगर
इसके पास जाएंगे तो शायद मुझे ज� से ज� इंसाफ िमल जाएगा  ।  इस चीज पर एक �े�रटी होनी चािहए ।

                Secondly, the Government usually advocates to go digital. यह गवन�म�ट हमेशा कहती है िडिजटल इंिडया,
सब कुछ िडिजटल है  ।  But what happened in this scenario? Why could the Government not make a single
database where all courts could upload their tout lists? कोट्�स म� टाउट िल� को अपलोड कर देना चािहए था  । 
This would have helped to mitigate this practice at a larger level and would limit this practice at scale.

                Thirdly, I beg this Government to make the judicial system more accessible and more inclusive. I
am sure that the entire House would like to see a more robust and equitable justice system. The legal fees
taken throughout the country is unregulated. On the one hand, there are a few lawyers who charge a very high
amount of fees up to Rs. 50 lakh for a hearing whereas, on the other hand, the Members of the Legal Aid Cell
are paid a marginal fees. In fact, the per capita spending by the Government on legal aid is one of the lowest
in the world at just 75 paise. This is extremely concerning, and I would urge the Government to make the
system more equitable for all of us.

                As policy-makers, it is our responsibility to ensure that all the wheels of justice turn smoothly and
fairly. Thank you, Sir.

*m23 �ीमती नविनत रिव राणा (अमरावती): महोदय, आपने मुझे द एडवोकेट्स (अम�डम�ट) िबल, 2023 पर बोलने का मौका
िदया, उसके िलए म� आपका ध�वाद करती �ं  ।  मं�ी जी, सदन म� यह िबल लाए ह�  ।  It is a very small change. मं�ी
महोदय इस सदन म� िबल लाए ह�  ।  Every single Member of the House has supported this Bill. सर, ब�त साधारण
सा यह िबल है और यह च�जेज ब�त सालो ंसे अपेि�त था  ।  एडवोकेट्स जो अपने िजलो ंम� काम करते ह�, वे हमसे बात
करते ह� और उनसे हमारी िड�शन होती है  ।  मेरे �े� म� एक ट� ाइबल �े� पड़ता है  ।  मेलघाट से जब एक-आध
िकसान आता है या ए�ीड�टल केस होता है या फॉरे� के साथ फाम�स� की ल�ड से संबंिधत कोई केस होता है या आपसी
फैिमली की �ॉ�� म� वह िकसान �ेन प�े पर आकर कोट� म� जाता है, कोट� म� जाने के बाद, चंूिक वह इतना अनएजुकेटेड
है िक उसे हर चीज समझाना ब�त मु��ल होता है ।  तब उनके ट� ै िपंग का मामला आता है, उसम� कोट� के गेट पर प�ंचते
ही उसे ट� ैप कर लेते ह�  ।  िकसान के जो ल�ड के केसेज होते ह�, जो ए�ीड�टल केसेज होते ह�, तीसरी पीढ़ी आने तक वे
सॉ� नही ंहोते ह�  ।   उसके केस का िनण�य जब लगेगा तब लगेगा, लेिकन इसके कारण उनके पास जो एकाध एकड़
जमीन रहती है, उसे भी बेचने की बारी आ जाती है  ।  तब तक उसका कोई िनण�य नही ंलगता है और उसको तारीख पर
तारीख िदलाने वाला जो मेिडएटर या दलाल गेट पर बैठा रहता है, वह उनको जाते ही ट� ैप कर लेता है  ।  उसे हटाने का
जो यह िबल लाया गया है, वह द बे� है  ।  जब एक नया एडवोकेट कोट� म� आता है, तो उसे सोशल स�क�  बनाने म� दो-
ढ़ाई साल का समय लग जाता है  ।  एडवोकेट्स को िजतने पैसे जाते ह�, उससे भी �ादा िबचौिलए उनसे ले लेते ह�  । 
इसम� गरीब, आिदवासी प�रवार के लोग जो अपना केस लेकर जाते ह�, िकसान के जो पानधान रा�े होते ह�, मराठी म� पानधान
कहते ह�, मुझे लगता है िक उसे पगड़ी रा�ा भी कहते ह�  ।  उस रा�े पर जो वाद होते ह�, वे सालो ंतक चलते ह�  । 
इसम� िकसान की खेती िबक जाती है, लेिकन िबचौिलया िनण�य नही ंलगने देता है  ।  इसे हटाकर डायरे�्ली, िजसकी गरीब
वग� को �ादा आव�कता है, ऐसे िकसानो ंको, ट� ाइबल �े� म� रहने वाले लोगो ंको इससे ब�त फायदा होगा ।     

      सर, एक और �ॉ�म देखी गई है  ।  जब हमने सभी एडवोकेट्स से बात की and asked as to what the problems
were that they find when these poor and needy people come to them. They said that they cannot help them in



any which way. I asked them why they cannot help them. तो उ�ों�ने साफ कहा िक अगर हमारी मंशा भी रहती है,
यिद कोई गरीब मिहला अपनी फैिमली का कोई इ�ू लेकर कोट� म� आती है या ए�ीड�ट म� िकसी का हसब�ड गुजर जाता
है, तो उनको इं�ोर�स के पैसे िमलने चािहए  ।  उसके िलए यिद डायरे� मदद करनी है, लेिकन िबचौिलया पहले ही आकर
बोल देता है िक एडवोकेट साहब इनकी मदद नही ंकरनी है  ।  आप जो अपने पैसे चाज� करते ह�, आप उससे बढ़ाकर चाज�
करना  ।  उदाहरण के िलए, यिद उसम� 50 �पए मेरे ह�, तो आपको डेढ़ सौ �पए चाज� करने ह�  ।  उससे कम चाज� नही ं
करना है  ।  So, the advocate also becomes helpless. पीिड़त प�रवार के साथ िबचौिलया इतना फैिमिलयर हो जाता है
िक अगर ए�ीड�ट म� हसब�ड गुजर जाता है या कोई िडवोस� का केस चलता है, तो वह इतना फैिमिलयर हो जाता है िक जब
फीमेल पस�न के पास देने के िलए पैसे नही ंरहते ह�, तो वह िबचौिलया उसका िमसयूज करता है  ।                  इसिलए यह
अम�डम�ट लाकर, मुझे लगता है िक ऐसे प�रवारो,ं िकसानो ंऔर ज�रतमंद लोगो ंकी, िजनके केसेज कोट� म� चल रहे ह�, उनकी
मदद होगी  ।  ऐसे िबचौिलयो ंके कारण डायरे�्ली गरीब लोगो ंको ब�त नुकसान होता है  ।  इसिलए इस िबल को लाकर
मं�ी महोदय ऐसे लोगो ंको डायरे�्ली फायदा प�ंचा रहे ह�  ।  म� इसके िलए आपका िदल से ब�त-ब�त ध�वाद करती
�ँ  ।  We support this Bill.

*m24 �ी संतोष पा�ेय (राजनंदगाँव): माननीय सभापित महोदय, आपने मुझे इस मह�पूण� िवषय पर बोलने का अवसर �दान
िकया, इसके िलए म� आपका आभार �� करता �ँ ।  

                अिधव�ा (संशोधन) िवधेयक, 2023 अिधव�ा अिधिनयम, 1961 म� संशोधन करता है ।  आज जब इस िवधेयक पर
चचा� हो रही है, लगभग हम सभी इससे सहमत ह�, तो एक समसामियक चार लाइनो ंका कोरस मेरे �ान म� आता है, िजसे म�
यहाँ कहना चा�ंगा ।

हो गये ह� सब �� साकार, कैसे मान ल� हम,

टल गया सर से �था का भार, कैसे मान ल� हम,

वेश-वाणी, त�-दश�न दूसरो ंका यह सभी ले,

िवकृितयो ंको �हण करते, िनज �कृित को आज भूले,

दूसरो ंकी यह नकल है, अ��ता �ा मान ल� हम,

इस पराए तं� को िनज तं� कैसे मान ल� हम,

देश के भिवत� को ही अब चुनौती मान ल� हम,

हो गये ह� सब �� साकार, कैसे मान ल� हम ।

                िजतने भी संशोधन, प�रवत�न आिद होते ह� और आज भी जो संशोधन लाया गया है, इस देश म� ऐसे कानून, िजसम�
प�रवत�न करना है, संशोधन करना है, इस काम का बीड़ा देश के यश�ी �धान मं�ी माननीय नरे� मोदी जी की स रकार और
हमारे स�ाननीय िविध मं�ी �ी अजु�न राम मेघवाल जी ने उठाया है  । 

                यह िवधेयक, जो कानून �वसायी अिधिनयम, 1879 के तहत दलालो ंसे संबंिधत कुछ धाराओ ंको िनर� करता है ।
  1961 का अिधिनयम  कानून को समेिकत करता है ।  कानूनी �वसािययो ंसे संबंिधत यह िवधेयक बार काउंिसल और
अ�खल भारतीय बार का गठन करता है ।  िवधेयक की मु� िवशेषताओ ंम� यह शािमल है ।  िवधेयक म� �ावधान है िक
��ेक उ� �ायालय, िजला �ायाधीश, स� �ायाधीश, िजला मिज�� ेट और राज� अिधकारी, िजसम� यह कहा गया है िक िजला
कले�र पद से नीचे नही ंहै, ऐसे दलालो ंकी सूची बनाकर �कािशत कर सकते ह�  । 

                महोदय, ये जो दलाल ह�, एक ऐसे ��� को संदिभ�त करता है, जो या तो िकसी को भुगतान के बदले कानूनी
�व�था म� कानूनी और �वसाय के रोजगार की �ा�� का ��ाव करता है  । 

                महोदय, नाग�रक या आपरािधक अदालतो ंके प�रसर जैसे �थान पर, जैसे राज� काया�लय ह�, हॉ��ट� ह�, रेलवे
�ेशनो ंऔर ऐसी जगहो ंम� रोजगार �ा� करने, �ायालयो ंम� �ायाधीश िकसी भी ऐसे ��� को �ायालय प�रसर से बाहर
कर सकता है, िजसका नाम दलालो ंकी सूची म� शािमल है  । 

                महोदय, सूिचयां तैयार करना, दलालो ंकी सूची तैयार करने और �कािशत करने का अिधकार रखने वाले �ािधकारी
अिधन�थ अदालतो ंको किथत या दलाल होने के संदेह वाले ���यो ंके आचरण की जांच करने का आदेश दे सकते ह�  । 
एक बार जब ऐसा ��� दलाल सािबत हो जाता है, तो उसका नाम �ािधकारी �ारा दलालो ंकी सूची म� शािमल िकया जा
सकता है  ।  िकसी भी ��� को शािमल िकए जाने के िव�� और बताने का अवसर �ा� िकए िबना यानी लांछन से
बचाने के िलए ऐसी सूिचयो ंम� शािमल नही ंिकया जाएगा । 



                महोदय, इसम� जुमा�ने का भी �ावधान है, दंड का भी �ावधान है और इस �कार से जो भी ��� दलाल के �प
म� काय� करता है, जबिक उसका नाम दलालो ंकी सूची म� शािमल है, उसे तीन महीने की कैद और 500 �पए के जुमा�ने तक
का जो यह �ावधान है, दंिडत करने का जो �ावधान है, यह वा�व म� ब�त ही उपयु� है, ब�त ही सोच-समझकर िकया गया
�ावधान है ।  म� इस संशोधन िवधेयक का समथ�न करता �ं । 

                महोदय, पारदश� �ाय िमलना चािहए ।  जैसा िक कहा गया है, �ाय िमलने के साथ-साथ �ाय िमलते �ए �तीत
भी होना चािहए ।  पिव�ता, सुिचता आव�क है ।  इसके िलए यह जो संशोधन िवधेयक लाया गया है, म� उसके िलए
ध�वाद देता �ं, अिभनंदन करता �ं और इसका समथ�न करता �ं ।

                आपका ब�त-ब�त ध�वाद ।

*m25 �ी अजु�न राम मेघवाल: चेयरमैन सर, आपने आज यह चचा� �ारंभ करने की अनुमित दी थी ।  यह िबल The
Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023, as passed by Rajya Sabha है. यह एडवोकेट ए�, 1961 है ।  आपने ठीक
कहा, वही िबल है ।  3 अग�, 2023 को रा� सभा ने इसको पास िकया था ।  आज यह हाउस लोक सभा इस िबल पर
चचा� भी कर रहा है और मुझे लगता है िक सव�-स�ित से यह िबल पास भी होगा, ऐसा म� मानता �ं । 

                सभापित महोदय, इस चचा� म� कई माननीय सद�ो ंने भाग िलया, करीब 21 लोगो ंने भाग िलया ।  �ी कात� पी.
िचद�रम जी से शु� िकया और अभी ला� म� �ी संतोष पा�ेय जी ने इसम� भाग िलया ।  आपने भी इस चचा� म� भाग
िलया ।  म� सबको ब�त-ब�त ध�वाद देता �ं ।  िवषय ब�त छोटा सा था, लेिकन इसम� चचा� करीब-करीब तीन घंटे से
�ादा की हो गई । 

                चेयरमैन सर, म� सबसे पहले आपके स�े� का ही जवाब देना चाहता �ं, �ों�िक �ी एन. के. �ेमच�न जी, आपने
ब�त टै��कल स�े� उठाया था  ।  यह 1879 का ए� है, यह कोलोिनयल ए� है और �रपील होना चािहए  ।  �ी
नरे� मोदी जी के नेतृ� म� जो सरकार चल रही है, उसने यह तय िकया है िक जो कोलोिनयल लॉ है, िजसकी यूिटिलटी नही ं
है, िजसका �ी भतृ�ह�र महताब साहब िज� कर रहे थे, वे समा� होने चािहए  ।  देश म� भी इसका �ागत �आ  ।
 (�वधान) अब तक ऐसे 1,486 लॉज़ समा� हो चुके ह�  ।  (�वधान) अभी कुछ और लॉज़ भी पाइपलाइन म� ह�, उनको िफर
एक साथ लेकर आएंगे  । 

                आपका �े�न था िक �ा से�न 36 आप 1961 म� इनकॉरपोरेट कर रहे हो? �ा आप चाहते थे िक 1879 का
लॉ एज़-इट-इज़ रहे? हम उसे �रपील कर रहे ह�, लेिकन 1936 का जो यह टाउट वाला स�े� है, यह कमेटी को भी ठीक
लगा, हमारे िडपाट�म�ट को भी ठीक लगा, लॉ कमीशन ऑफ इंिडया को भी ठीक लगा, बार काउंिसल ऑफ इंिडया को भी ठीक
लगा, �ों�िक वकील की ड� ेस म� ब�त से लोग ऐसे आते ह�, जो वकील नही ंह�, उनकी िडि�याँ भी फज� ह�  ।  वे आकर
िकसी को ठगते ह� तो उसका �ा �ावधान हो? यह ऑलरेडी 1879 म� �ावधान था, इसको उठाकर हम 1961 म� लाए ह�, छोटा
सा अम�डम�ट था, 45(ए) हमने इ�ट� िकया  ।  इसका उ�े� िब�ुल पिव� है  ।  जो कालोिनयल लॉ ह�, िजनकी यूिटिलटी
नही ंहै, उ�� हम समा� कर� गे  ।  1961 तो हमने, इसी सदन ने पास िकया  ।  जो आप कह रहे थे िक टाउट स���टूशन
है, 1961 म� उस समय की सरकारो ंने यह सोचा नही ंिक पुराने जो कालोिनयल लॉ ह�, उ�� भी समा� करना है  ।  म�
यूपीए के 10 साल का आपको िववरण दँूगा  ।  हमने अभी माननीय नरे� मोदी जी के आने के बाद 1,486 कानून समा�
कर िदए ह�  ।  मनमोहन िसंह जी के समय 10 साल आप भी थे, एक भी ऐसा कालोिनयल लॉ उ�ों�ने र� नही ंिकया  । 
इसका मतलब है िक उनकी सोच ही नही ंथी  ।  हमारे �धानमं�ी जी की सोच है िक पंच �ण, िजसका जगद��का पाल
साहब िज� कर रहे थे, िवकिसत भारत मानव के��त, हम� वष� 2047 तक िवकिसत भारत बनाना है  ।  िवरासत पर गव�, यह
दूसरा �ण है  ।  तीसरा �ण है िक गुलामी के हर िच� से मु�� और वही मु�� लेने का काम हम लोग कर रहे ह�  । 
एकता और एकजुटता और नाग�रको ं�ारा कत�� पालन, ये कुछ िवषय पंच �ाण के थे, िजनका म��ने िज� िकया है  ।  इसम�
और ब�त से िवषय आए ह�, उनका म� थोड़ा-थोड़ा िज� क�ंगा  ।  अभी ए. राजा साहब उप��थत नही ंह�, लेिकन इतना नही ं
बोलना चािहए ।  ठीक है िक यहां � ि◌िवलेज है, लेिकन कर�शन तो समाज की �ॉ�म है  ।  अगर कोई आदमी
ए�ी�ूिटव म� है, कोई आदमी जुडीिशयरी म� है, कोई आदमी �ेस म� है, कोई आदमी लेिज�ेिटव िवंग म� है, अगर वह कर� है
तो वह समाज की �ा�म है, उसको दूर करना चािहए  ।  यह बात ठीक है, लेिकन आप िकसी को इंडीकेट करो  । 
उ�ों�ने कहा िक िवजन और ऑ�े� हम� िमले ही नही ंह�  ।  यह िबल म� ही लगे �ए ह�  ।  उ�ों�ने या तो इसे पूरा देखा
नही ंहै  ।  वे पूरे जुडीिशयल िस�म को ही गड़बड़ बता गये  ।  क�ाण बनज� साहब यहां बैठे ह�  ।  इनसे टेलीफोन
पर भी मेरी कुछ बात �ई थी  ।  ट� ांसफर ऑफ जजेज़ पर इ�ों�ने कहा िक इसकी पॉिलसी होनी चािहए  ।  कां�ी�ूशन
म� ट� ांसफर ऑफ जजेज़, आप सबको पता है िक अपॉइंटम�ट ऑफ जजेज़ 1993 के बाद कॉलेिजयम के पास है  ।  ट� ांसफर
ऑफ जजेज़ का अभी कॉलेिजयम से िस�म आता है  ।  आपने कहा िक िपक एंड चूज  ।  कॉलेिजयम के िस�म पर हम
कभी भी बहस कर सकते ह�, इसी हाउस को बहस करनी चािहए  ।  हम तो नेशनल जुडीिशयल अपॉइंटम�ट कमीशन लेकर
आए थे  ।  आप भी उस पर ब�त अ�ा बोले थे, लेिकन जुडीिशयल �र�ू की पॉवर सु�ीम कोट� को है  ।  आपका सुझाव
ब�त अ�ा है िक ट� ांसफर ऑफ जजेज़ म� एक पॉिलसी ज�र होनी चािहए  ।  हम इसको �ीकार करते ह�  ।  आपकी
बात को, जुडीिशयरी या चीफ ज��स ऑफ इंिडया से कंस� करके अगर कोई पॉिलसी बनती है तो हम आगे इसम� काम
कर� गे  ।  इसम� कोई िद�त नही ंहै।



भतृ�ह�र महताब साहब ने ब�त अ�ा िबंदु रखा िक िजनकी यूटीिलटी नही ंहै, वे ए� समा� हो रहे ह�  ।  1879 के इस
ए� की भी यूटीिलटी नही ंथी  ।  टाउट के संबंध म� सबने कहा िक अगर कोई ठगी करेगा तो उसका �ा इलाज है, इसिलए
हमने इसको इनकोरपोरेट िकया है  ।  बाकी अिधकतर िबंदु जो आए ह�, वेलफेयर ऑफ दी एडवोकेट का िवषय आया,
इं�ोर�स, लायस� के च�बस�, िस�ो�रटी, ये सारे िवषय आये ह�  ।  नरे� मोदी जी के नेतृ� म� जो सरकार चल रही है, चाहे
कोई वग� हो, कोई �ोफेशनल सै�न हो, सबका साथ, सबका िवकास, यह हमारा मूल मं� है तो वकील कैसे पीछे छूट जाएंगे 
।  वकील भी पीछे नही ंछूट�गे  ।  इं�ोर�स का िवषय म� खुद डील कर रहा �ं  ।  म��ने रा� सभा म� भी कहा है और
अभी संिवधान िदवस के अवसर पर म� सु�ीम कोट� बार एसोिसएशन के फं�न म� गया था, वहां भी म� कहकर आया �ं िक
इं�ोर�स म� अगर आपको कंट� ी�ूशन देने म� कोई िद�त है तो आप �पोजल लेकर आइए  ।  सु�ीम कोट� बार एसोिसएशन
के लोग ज�ी �पोजल लेकर आएंगे  ।  हम िमिन�� ी ऑफ ज��स म� या िमिन�� ी ऑफ लीगल अफेयस� म� जहां भी ज�रत
होगी, भारत सरकार पैसे देने म� कोई कंजूसी नही ंकरेगी, जो �पोजल िविजबल होगा  ।    

                महोदय, हमारे वकील भी इतने ही �ोफेशनल ह� िजतने िक डॉ�स� ह� ।  उनके िलए िस�ो�रटी का कोई िवषय
आया, तो इनके िलए भी हम ज�र कुछ न कुछ कर� गे  ।  एक िवषय यह आया िक टे�ोलॉजी का उपयोग नही ंहो रहा
है  ।  यह बात मुझे समझ नही ंआई �ों�िक दस-बारह साल पहले जब आप कोट� प�रसर म� जाते थे, तो आप िकसी न
िकसी से पूछते थे िक मेरी पेशी कब   है  ।  आज वहां टच मशीन लगी �ई है  ।  आप अपना न�र डॉयल कर� , उसम�
नाम िलख� तो पता चल जाएगा िक इस कोट� न�र म� आपकी पेशी है  ।  यह मोदी जी की सरकार है, �ा यह बात
आपको समझ नही ंआई? मोदी जी की सरकार म� ईज ऑफ लीिवंग हमारी �ायो�रटी है  ।  मुझे सदन को बताते �ए परम
हष� हो रहा है िक हमारी एक �ीम ई-कोट� चल रही है  ।  इसके िलए 7280 करोड़ �पये नरे� मोदी जी ने स��न िकए
ह�  ।  सु�ीम कोट� की िनगरानी म� कमेटी बनी �ई है और जहां-जहां भी िविडयो कां�� �िसंग की ज�रत है, जैसे िकसी ने
कहा िक ब�च नही ंह�  ।  मलूक नागर साहब चले गए ह�  ।  उ�ों�ने कहा िक मेरठ म� ब�च नही ंह�  ।  सु�ीम कोट� और
हम लोग िमलकर इस िदशा म� काम कर रहे ह� िक िविडयो कां�� �िसंग के मा�म से हम दावा पेश करने का, बेल �ांट करने
की �ा सुिवधा उपल� करा सकते ह�  ।  यह ब�त अ�ा कदम है िक अगर िकसी वजह से ब�च नही ंबनी, �ों�िक ब�च
बनाने के िलए संबंिधत हाई कोट� के चीफ ज��स का, उसके बाद चीफ िमिन�र की कंस�ट चािहए  ।  कई बार कंस�ट नही ं
िमलती है लेिकन हम वीसी के मा�म से हाई कोट� की सुिवधा जैसी यिद सुिवधा उपल� करा द� तो उसम� िद�त �ा है?
इस िदशा म� हम तेजी से आगे बढ़ रहे ह�।

                म��ने रा� सभा म� कहा था िक वकील कई तरह के होते ह�  ।  हम यह जो ए� लेकर आए ह�, म� एक बात
का िज� करना चाहता �ं  ।  महिष� अरिवंद ब�त बड़े संत �ए  ।  इ�ों�ने िडवाइन लाइफ तथा कई अ� पु�क�  िलखी ं
।  अलीपुर बम केस म� वे आरोपी थे  ।  िकसी ने कहा िक इ�� सजा होगी और फांसी होगी  ।  एक अखबार म� छपा
िक शायद मिज�� ेट इ�� फांसी की सजा देने वाले ह�  ।  �ी िचतरंजन दास, जो इनके वकील नही ंथे लेिकन एक �िस�
वकील थे, िजसका िज� जगद��का पाल जी ने भी िकया  ।  िचतरंजन दास जी अखबार म� यह खबर पढ़ कर कोट� म� पेश
हो गए  ।  जज साहब ने पूछा िक �ा आप इनके वकील ह�? उ�ों�ने कहा िक म� इनका वकील नही ं�ं लेिकन �ा म�
इनके िलए बहस नही ंकर सकता �ं  ।  जज ने अरिवंद घोष जी से पूछा तो उ�ों�ने कहा िक म��ने कोई वकील नही ंिकया
है लेिकन िफर भी िचतरंजन दास जी ने कहा िक म� बहस क�ंगा  ।  िचतरंजन दास जी ने एक बात कही िक जज साहब
आप मर जाओगे, म� मर जाऊंगा लेिकन जो अरिवंद घोष का थॉट है, वह हमेशा अमर रहेगा  ।  उ�ों�ने दो घंटे से �ादा
बहस की और कोई फीस नही ंली  ।  हमारे यहां ऐसे भी तो वकील �ए ह�  ।  उस बहस के बाद महिष� अरिवंद को जज
ने छोड़ िदया, इ��टल �आ  ।  इसके बाद उ�ों�ने पांडेचेरी म� जाकर िकतना बड़ा काम िकया  ।  ऐसे भी तो वकील �ए
ह� ।

                सभापित जी, कुछ अ�े सुझाव आए ह� और उस िदशा म� हम काम कर रहे ह�  ।  हमने एक बड़ा काम
संिवधान िदवस के अवसर पर िकया, िजसका िज� करके म� अपनी बात समा� क�ंगा  ।  संिवधान िदवस पर बाबा साहब
भीमराव अ�ेडकर जी की मूित� सु�ीम कोट� म� नही ंथी  ।  बाबा साहब भीमराव अ�ेडकर जी की �ितमा सु�ीम कोट�
प�रसर म� लगी और उस अवसर पर लगी जब बाबा साहब को वकील के �प म� सौ साल पूरे �ए  ।  म� सु�ीम कोट� का
इस अवसर पर ध�वाद भी करना चाहता �ं िक मु� लॉन के प�रसर म� यह मूित� लगी है और जो बाबा साहब ने कहा था
िक कुछ ऐसे गरीब लोग ह�, िजनके मुकदमे �ी भी लड़ने चािहए  ।  जब सु�ीम कोट� म� उनकी �ितमा लग गई है, तो वह
भी हम� िदशा िदखाएगी और सही िदशा म� देश चल रहा है  ।  यह जो छोटा-सा अम�डम�ट है, जैसा म��ने कहा िक
Advocates (Amendment) Bill, 2023, as passed by Rajya Sabha, इसे आप सव�स�ित से पास कर� , ऐसी म� आपसे
िवनती करते �ए अपना �थान लेता �ं ।

18.00 hrs

*m26 HON. CHAIRPERSON : It is already 6 oclock. If the House agrees, we will extend the sitting till this
Bill is passed.

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: Yes, Sir.

HON. CHAIRPERSON: Now, the Bill will be taken up for consideration and passing.

�� यह है:



िक अिधव�ा अिधिनयम, 1961 का और संशोधन करने वाले िवधेयक, रा� सभा �ारा यथापा�रत, पर िवचार िकया जाए ।

��ाव �ीकृत �आ ।

 (�वधान)

माननीय सभापित : अब सभा िवधेयक पर खंडवार िवचार करेगी ।

HON. CHAIRPERSON: Amendment Nos. 3, 6 and 8 to10 to clause 2, Prof. Sougata Ray ji not present.

                 

                �� यह है:

िक खंड 2 िवधेयक का अंग बने ।

��ाव �ीकृत �आ ।

खंड 2 िवधेयक म� जोड़ िदया गया ।

खंड 3 िवधेयक म� जोड़ िदया गया ।

खंड 1, अिधिनयमन सू� और िवधेयक का पूरा नाम िवधेयक म� जोड़ िदए गए ।

 (�वधान)

माननीय सभापित : माननीय मं�ी जी, अब आप ��ाव कर� िक िवधेयक को पा�रत िकया जाए ।

(�वधान)

*m27 SHRI ARJUN RAM MEGHWAL: Hon. Chairperson, Sir, I beg to move:

That the Bill be passed.

माननीय सभापित : �� यह है:

िक िवधेयक पा�रत िकया जाए ।

��ाव �ीकृत �आ ।

 (�वधान)

माननीय सभापित : सभा की काय�वाही मंगलवार, िदनाक 5 िदस�र, 2023 को �ात: �ारह बजे तक के िलए �थिगत की जाती है
।

 (�वधान)

 

18.02 hrs

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till Eleven of the Clock on

 Tuesday, December 05, 2023/Agrahayana 14, 1945 (Saka).

 


