14. 35 hrs.
Title: Consideration and passing of the Advocates' Welfare Fund Bill, 2001.

THE MINISTER OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF SHIPPING (SHRI ARUN
JAITLEY): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I am extremely grateful for the opportunity that you have provided.
I beg to move:
"That the Bill to provide for the constitution of a welfare fund for the benefit of advocates and for matters
connected therewith or incidental thereto, be taken into consideration."
In the Concurrent List of the Constitution, Entry 23 provides for social security and social insurance. Entry 26
covers the legal profession. This hon. House, therefore, has the legislative competence to enact this Bill. There
have been similar legislations that have been approved in some of the States in the country. We had an opportunity
to examine all of them and various bodies at the level of the Bars − the Bar Association of India, the Bar Council of
India − have been repeatedly representing to the Government of India that a comprehensive legislation which
covers the whole country should be proposed to this hon. House. Since there are already some legislations in some
of the States, this Bill makes a specific provision that those legislations will continue to hold the field unless the
State Legislatures in their wisdom decide to accept the national law rather than the State legislation.
I may explain the scheme of this legislation. We have taken guidance from a large number of State legislations that
hold the field. The scheme of this legislation is that it provides for the creation of a Fund, called, the Advocates'
Welfare Fund. In this Fund, the principal donations come from the Bar Council of India. There is a provision making
it mandatory for every advocate to fix a welfare stamp out of his own pocket rather than passing on the burden to
the client. The advocates will fix this welfare stamp over a period of time for every case or every waqalatnama that
they file and the entire corpus will be collected by the Bar Council of the State.
In every State, there is a provision for creation of an Advocates' Welfare Fund Trustee Committee. The AdvocateGeneral of that State will head that Trustee Committee. It will have representation of the State Bar Council. The
Secretary of the State Bar Council will be its Secretary. There will be nominees of the Bar Council to this
Committee. The Secretary of the Department of Law of a State will be a Member of this Fund. The amounts which
are collected in this Welfare Fund will, therefore, be amounts which are substantially collected from the advocates
themselves though there is an enabling power for the Fund to collect revenues and resources from other sources
also. But the principal funds will themselves come from the Bar itself.
The Act, in fact, is a facility. It is a legislation that makes the affixation of the welfare stamp mandatory and then
enables the Bar Councils to collect those moneys. These moneys are intended to be used for several welfare
measures. They are used, even in the absence of any social security for families of deceased advocates, for
advocates upon cessation of practice and for creation of certain common facilities. There is a provision that 10 per
cent of the amounts which are collected for this Fund would also be used at the level of the District Bars where the
common amenities are indeed not of the best quality for improving the infrastructural facilities of these Funds. A lot
of discretion has been left to these Committees that are going to be constituted in every State. These comprise of
the Advocate-General of the State, the Law Secretary of the State, the Members of the Bar Council of that State
who are administering the Fund. Section 24 provides for various purposes for which this Fund will actually be put to
use. There could be group insurance. The money could even be provided for common facilities, such as, libraries,
Bar rooms, etc. The Fund makes one exception. The very categorical points that have been stated are like this.
There is a certain amount which even senior advocates are expected to pay into this Fund every year. But because
they belong to a more affluent class in the Bar, they are not entitled to the benefits as far as the Fund is concerned.
So, this will be for the community that the Fund has been suggested.
The fund has a categorical provision in clause 27(2) that the value of the stamp which is to be affixed will be by the
advocate himself and not by the client.
There are two Annexures, scheduled to this legislation. The first schedule provides for the amount which is to be
paid to an advocate upon cessation of practice. I may mention that this is illustrative and each State Government
has been given the power that the schedule, being a subordinate legislation annexed to this Act, can be amended
by every State government adding or improving up by every State Government, depending on the amount of fund
that is available in that particular State.
There is also schedule two which provides for different States, where the Act already exists, with a provision in the
Act that those States are at liberty to continue with their own State legislations or can switch over to the Central
legislation if they find it to be of utility to the members of the Bar. The amount of stamp which has been provided for
in the Act, in the first instance, is five rupees in the case of subordinate courts and ten rupees in the case of

tribunals, high courts and above.
This is one of the first cases, where for a professional group where there is otherwise no social security available
and there is a very large section even amongst them who are not so affluent, which seeks to create for them a
social security mechanism. Some States have done it, some have implemented it, in some places it is implemented
in somewhat marginal manner. Therefore, at the national level this is one of the first occasions where an effort has
been made to create a social security fund of this kind.
I propose to this hon. House to support and approve this Bill.

MR. SPEAKER: Motion moved:
"That the Bill to provide for the constitution of a welfare fund for the benefit of advocates and for matters
connected therewith or incidental thereto, be taken into considerion. "
gÉÉÒ ®ÉVÉÉä ÉËº Éc (¤ÉäM ÉÚº É®ÉªÉ) : +ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä àÉÉvªÉàÉ ºÉä àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ºÉä ABÉE º{É]ÉÒBÉE®hÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ*
+É£ÉÉÒ VÉÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ +ÉÉªÉÉ cè, ªÉcÉÆ ÉÊVÉiÉxÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ +ÉÉiÉä cé, =ºÉàÉå =qä¶ªÉÉå +ÉÉè® BÉEÉ®hÉÉå BÉEÉ BÉElÉxÉ cÉäiÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEä cºiÉÉFÉ® cÉäiÉä cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ªÉc BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ cé +ÉÉè®
<xcÉåxÉä VÉÉä =qä¶ªÉ BÉEÉÒ |ÉºiÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ BÉEÉÒ cè, =ºÉàÉå <xÉBÉEä cºiÉÉFÉ®Ã £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cé +ÉÉè® ÉÊBÉEºÉ =qä¶ªÉ ºÉä ªÉc ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ ãÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè =ºÉBÉEÉ £ÉÉÒ º{É]ÉÒBÉE®hÉ <ºÉàÉå xÉcÉÓ cè* â€¦( BªÉ
´ÉvÉÉxÉ)
gÉÉÒ ÉÊ´ ÉVÉªÉ BÉÖE àÉÉ® JÉÆb äã É´ÉÉãÉ (¤Éäi ÉÚã É) : <ºÉàÉå =qä¶ªÉ ÉÊn ªÉÉ cè, +ÉÉ{É ~ÉÒBÉE ºÉä näJÉå* +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä {ÉÉºÉ BÉEÉMÉVÉ {ÉÚ®ä xÉcÉÓ cé iÉÉä càÉ BÉDªÉÉ BÉE®å* â€¦( BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)
gÉÉÒ ÉÊ´ ÉVÉªÉ BÉÖE àÉÉ® JÉÆb äã É´ÉÉãÉ : +ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ xÉä {ÉcãÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉ® nä¶É àÉå <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ {É® £ÉÉÒ ÉÊ´ÉSÉÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE ºÉàÉÉVÉ àÉå VÉÉä ãÉÉäMÉ +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ +ÉÉè® BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ
BÉEä {ÉFÉ àÉå xªÉÉªÉÉãÉªÉÉå àÉå JÉ½ä cÉäiÉä cé, BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ +ÉÉè® BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ BÉEÉä ºÉcªÉÉäMÉ näiÉä cé, =xÉBÉEä £ÉÉÒ ´ÉèãÉ{ÉEäªÉ® BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ {ÉEÆb BÉEÉ ÉÊxÉàÉÉÇh É ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉA* +ÉÉVÉ iÉBÉE ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉÉå BÉEä
ÉÊãÉA VÉÉä nä¶É àÉå ºÉÉãÉÉå ºÉä <ºÉ |ÉÉä{ÉEè¶ÉxÉ ºÉä VÉÖ½ä cÖA cé, ºÉÉàÉÉÉÊVÉBÉE ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç AäBÉD] xÉcÉÓ lÉÉ, BÉEÉä<Ç |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ xÉcÉÓ lÉÉ* ªÉÉÊn ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEÉÒ bèlÉ cÉä VÉÉA iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEÉ
{ÉÉÊ®´ÉÉ® £ÉÚJÉÉ àÉ® VÉÉiÉÉ iÉÉ* +ÉÉVÉ càÉ näJÉiÉä cé ÉÊBÉE ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BªÉ´ÉºÉÉªÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ bèlÉ cÉä VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEÉ ãÉ½BÉEÉ ´Éc BªÉ´ÉºÉÉªÉ ºÉÆ£ÉÉãÉ ãÉäiÉÉ cè, BÉßEÉBÉE BÉEÉÒ àÉßiªÉÖ cÉäxÉä {É® =ºÉBÉEÉ
¤Éä]É BÉßEÉÊÉ ºÉÆ£ÉÉãÉ ãÉäiÉÉ cè, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEÉÒ bèlÉ cÉä VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè iÉÉä nÚº É®ä ÉÊnxÉ ªÉÉÊn =ºÉBÉEä PÉ® àÉå BÉEÉä<Ç |ÉÉä{ÉEè¶ÉxÉ BÉEÉä ºÉÆ£ÉÉãÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉ xÉcÉÓ cè iÉÉä ºÉÉ®ÉÒ {ÉEÉ<ãÉå ´ÉÉ{ÉºÉ
SÉãÉÉÒ VÉÉiÉÉÒ cé +ÉÉè® PÉ® £ÉÚJÉ BÉEä BÉEMÉÉ® {É® +ÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® <ºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE oÉÎ] ºÉä àÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA Aäº Éä BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊãÉA VÉÉä nä¶É àÉå BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ-BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä àÉå
àÉnn BÉE®iÉä cé, =xÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA ABÉE ºÉÉàÉÉÉÊVÉBÉE ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEÉ VÉÉä ABÉD] ãÉÉA cé, <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA àÉé BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç näiÉÉ cÚÆ*
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, <ºÉ ABÉD] BÉEä àÉÉvªÉàÉ ºÉä VÉÉä £ÉÉÒ ÉÊxÉªÉàÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä +ÉÉè® |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É BÉEÉÒ MÉ<Ç cè =ºÉàÉå +ÉÉè® ºÉÖvÉÉ® BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* àÉÆjÉÉÒ àÉcÉän ªÉ xÉä
¤ÉiÉÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉè® ÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ nÉÒ VÉÉAÆMÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® VÉÉä ¶ÉäbáÉÚãb {ÉEÆbÂº É cé =xÉàÉå +ÉÉè® ¤ÉfÉäkÉ®ÉÒ cÉäMÉÉÒ* =xÉàÉå º]ä]Âº É +ÉàÉåbàÉå] BÉE® ºÉBÉEåMÉÉÒ, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ àÉé BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE <xÉ ºÉ¤É
¤ÉÉiÉÉå BÉEä +ÉãÉÉ´ÉÉ +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE àÉnn BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉè® VÉ°ô®iÉ cè +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉiÉxÉä |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ¤ÉiÉÉA MÉA cé ÉÊBÉE º]ä] ¤ÉÉ® BÉEÉéÉÊº ÉãÉ BÉEÆ]ÅÉÒ¤ªÉÚ] BÉE®åMÉÉÒ, VÉÉä =xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É +ÉÉAMÉÉÒ, =ºÉBÉEÉ 20 |
ÉÉÊiÉ¶ÉiÉ BÉEÆ]ÅÉÒ¤ªÉÚ] ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ, ºÉå]ÅãÉ Ab´ÉÉäBÉEä] ¤ÉÉ® BÉEÉéÉÊº ÉãÉ £ÉÉÒ vÉxÉ näMÉÉÒ, º]ä]Âº É {ÉEÆÉËbMÉ BÉE®åMÉÉÒ, BÉÖEU vÉxÉ bÉäxÉä¶ÉxºÉ ºÉä +ÉÉAMÉÉ* ªÉc ºÉ¤É ~ÉÒBÉE cè, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ºÉ¤ÉºÉä +ÉcàÉ
àÉÖqÉ ªÉc cè ÉÊBÉE VÉèº ÉÉ ºÉèBÉD¶ÉxÉ 27 àÉå ¤ÉiÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè ´Éc ªÉc cè ÉÊBÉE ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉxÉÉàÉä {É® º]Éà{É ãÉMÉÉBÉE® VÉÉä ´ÉèãÉ{ÉEäªÉ® {ÉEÆb àÉå ®ÉÉÊ¶É VÉàÉÉ BÉEÉÒ VÉÉAMÉÉÒ * =ºÉBÉEÉ nÉªÉ®É +ÉÉè®
¤ÉfÃÉªÉÉ VÉÉA* àÉé ªÉc ¤ÉiÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉxÉÉàÉÉ ÉÊº É{ÉEÇ ÉÊº ÉÉÊ´ÉãÉ, ÉÊµÉEÉÊàÉxÉãÉ +ÉÉè® ÉÊ]Å¤ªÉÚxÉãÉ àÉå cÉÒ {Éä¶É xÉcÉÓ BÉE®iÉä, ¤ÉÉÎãBÉE A.bÉÒ.AàÉ., AºÉ.bÉÒ.AàÉ., BÉEãÉèBÉD]® +ÉÉè® xÉÉªÉ¤É
iÉcºÉÉÒãÉnÉ® BÉEä BÉEÉªÉÉÇãÉªÉÉå àÉå £ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉxÉÉàÉä {Éä¶É ÉÊBÉEA VÉÉiÉä cé* <ºÉÉÊãÉA <ºÉBÉEÉ ºBÉEÉä{É ¤ÉfÃÉBÉE® ªÉc cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE VÉcÉÆ £ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉxÉÉàÉÉ {Éä¶É cÉäiÉÉ cè, SÉÉcä ´Éc BÉEÉä]Ç
cÉä ªÉÉ BÉEÉä<Ç +ÉÉè® VÉMÉc cÉä, ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ {ÉÉ´É® +ÉÉ{ÉE A]ÉxÉÉÔ näBÉE® BÉDãÉÉ<Æ] BÉEÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE ºÉä VÉcÉÆ £ÉÉÒ {Éä¶É cÉä, VÉcÉÆ £ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉxÉÉàÉä {É® º]Éà{É {ÉEÉÒ ãÉMÉä, =xÉ ºÉ¤ÉBÉEÉä <ºÉàÉå ¶ÉÉÉÊàÉãÉ
BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊVÉºÉºÉä <ºÉàÉå VªÉÉnÉ {Éèº ÉÉ +ÉÉ ºÉBÉEä +ÉÉè® ´ÉèãÉ{ÉEäªÉ® {ÉEÆb àÉå VÉàÉÉ cÉä ºÉBÉEäMÉÉ*
={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, nÚº É®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ àÉé ªÉc BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ÉÊVÉºÉ SÉÉÒVÉ BÉEÉ càÉä¶ÉÉ ZÉMÉ½É cÉäiÉÉ cè ´Éc BÉDãÉÉVÉ 27 cè* =ºÉBÉEä +ÉÆn® BÉEcÉ MÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE-

"The value of the stamp shall neither be the cost in a case nor be collected in any event from the client. "
+ÉÉè® +ÉMÉ® <ºÉBÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç ´ÉÉªÉãÉä¶ÉxÉ cÉäMÉÉ-

"Any contravention of the provisions of sub-section (l) or sub-section (2) by any advocate shall disentitle
him either in whole or in part to the benefits of the Fund and the Trustee Committee shall report such
contravention to the State Bar Council for appropriate action. "
{ÉÉÆSÉ âó{ÉA BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉä]Ç {ÉEÉÒº É, BÉEÉä<Ç VªÉÉnÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè* ªÉÉÊn Aäº ÉÉ cÉäMÉÉ iÉÉä BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ ÉÊ¶ÉBÉEÉªÉiÉ BÉE® näMÉÉ +ÉÉè® ]Åº ]ÉÒ BÉEàÉä]ÉÒ <xcÉÓ ZÉMÉ½Éå BÉEÉä ÉÊxÉ{É]ÉxÉä àÉå ãÉMÉÉÒ ®cäMÉÉÒ* BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE
{ÉÉÆSÉ âó{ÉA BÉEä ÉÊãÉA BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ BÉEc näMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉºÉä {Éèº Éä ãÉä ÉÊãÉªÉä +ÉÉè® ´ÉÉ{ÉºÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊBÉEA* <ºÉÉÊãÉA àÉé BÉEc ®cÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉBÉEÉä ÉÊxÉBÉEÉãÉÉ VÉÉA* ªÉc VÉ°ô®ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* VÉÉä
{ÉEÉÒº É ãÉMÉÉÒ cè, ´Éc ÉÊ®BÉE´É® xÉcÉÓ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA, +ÉxªÉlÉÉ iÉÉä ÉÊãÉÉÊ]MÉä¶ÉxÉ ¤ÉfÃåMÉä* ÉÊ{ÉE® {ÉÉÆSÉ âó{ÉA BÉEÉä<Ç ¤ÉcÖiÉ ¤É½ÉÒ ®BÉEàÉ £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cè ÉÊVÉºÉºÉä ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BÉEÉä iÉBÉEãÉÉÒ{ÉE cÉä ºÉBÉEä*
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, àÉé nÉä ¤ÉÉiÉÉå BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉä® vªÉÉxÉ ÉÊn ãÉÉiÉÉ cÚÆ* ABÉE iÉÉä <ºÉBÉEÉ ºBÉEÉä{É ¤ÉfÃÉBÉE® ºÉÉ®ÉÒ BÉEÉä]Ç ¶ÉÉÉÊàÉãÉ BÉE® nÉÒ VÉÉAÆ, BÉEä´ÉãÉ ÉÊº ÉÉÊ´ÉãÉ +ÉÉè® ÉÊµÉEÉÊàÉxÉãÉ BÉEÉä]Ç cÉÒ xÉ ®JÉÉ
VÉÉA* VÉcÉÆ £ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉxÉÉàÉÉ {Éä¶É cÉäMÉÉ ´ÉcÉÆ ªÉc ´ÉèãÉ{ÉEäªÉ® º]Éà{É ãÉMÉäMÉÉ* nÚº É®É VÉÉä ÉÊ®BÉE´É®ÉÒ BÉEÉ BÉDãÉÉVÉ cè, ´Éc ÉÊbãÉÉÒ] cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* <xÉ nÉä ¤ÉÉiÉÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ
àÉcÉänªÉ VÉÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ ãÉÉA cé ÉÊVÉºÉºÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉÉå BÉEÉä +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE ºÉcÉªÉiÉÉ ÉÊàÉãÉäMÉÉÒ, =ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç näiÉÉ cÚÆ +ÉÉè® <ºÉä ºÉ{ÉÉä]Ç BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ*

SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL (CHANDIGARH): Mr. Speaker, Sir, though any measure, legislative or
administrative, intended for the welfare of the people ought to be supported, yet I am constrained to say that the
Advocates' Welfare Fund Bill, 2001 gives too little too late.
Sir, a young law graduate who takes to the profession steps into a world full of uncertainties. Despite his having
had a brilliant career to his credit and also the ability to articulate his views successfully, the life that lies ahead of

him may not be really that certain and promising. This situation is all the more difficult for a young man who may
have come from a family of modest means. Those belonging to the weaker sections of society may not even be
able to afford a course at law and in no case can such a person aspire for a career as an advocate.
The Statement of Objects and Reasons appended to this Bill appropriately underlines the need to provide for social
security in the form of financial assistance to junior lawyers, but the provisions contained in the Bill miss out on this
important aspect. I must also hasten to add that whatever has been provided is welcome.
The most important measure that needs to be introduced is to assure a new young entrant to the profession of
some regular income in the first few years of his career. There has been a provision in the Bill to provide some
assistance to buy books, but a good library is much more than just having some books. He got to have good
premises and a well-stocked library to start off in the profession. This Bill misses out on these important aspects. A
scheme needs to be formulated to associate new entrants to the profession with Legal Aid Scheme and there is
need to give them an opportunity to appear for the Government in various courts and tribunals. To begin with, it
may be to assist the senior counsel.
The young lawyers do not need charity but an opportunity to work and contribute their labour to the cause of
justice. It was in late 1980s that the Behrul Islam Committee made some recommendations in this regard but with
the new Government taking over, the priorities shifted and we heard nothing thereof. After a gap of over 10 years,
the hon. Minister has come forward with these suggestions. I certainly welcome them. But it is only a few things that
I referred to, which I would like him to take care of. The most important aspect that I have referred to is the need to
provide some sort of an assured income to the new entrants so that they can stick on to the profession with hope
and expectation, and do not soon become a frustrated lot in this world of cut-throat competition.
The hon. Member speaking before me has referred to one provision in the Bill which I also must really say is an
important provision, that is, the introduction of the affixation of stamp on the Waqalatnama etc by the lawyers to
generate income to serve as the corpus of this fund. I would also admit that well if it is just Rs.5, you cannot really
keep an account of it. When the client comes to you and pays you the fee, he would not really ask you as to what is
the break up of the expenditure thereon in filing a case. Therefore, to incorporate a provision to the effect that if the
lawyer charges those five rupees from the client he would be liable to certain penal action, I suppose, is not really
necessary and it could only lead to some difficulty. There is also a good provision that the Bar Council will
contribute 20 per cent of their earnings from the enrolment of new members towards the corpus of this Fund.
One provision which I could not really understand is this. The Trust Committee has been made all powerful under
this Act and it is not the Chairman of the Bar Council but the Advocate-General who is supposed to be the ex-officio
Chairman of the Trust Committee. I have no objection to that. The Committee has also been declared to be as a
body corporate.
I do not know how it has been provided that the printing of the stamps shall be done at the behest of the Bar
Council and that the Bar Council shall maintain the accounts thereof. If the money vests in the Trust Committee, if
the Committee has to utilise that money and hear the applications from different people seeking assistance. I do not
really find any rationale in bringing in the Bar Council in this aspect. The stamps to be affixed should be printed at
the instance of this Trust Committee itself by the Government and handed over to this Committee for the Committee
to distribute it through the various Bar Associations for ultimately affixing on the vakalatnamas and memorandum of
appearance, etc. The hon. Minister may kindly look into this.
There are one or two aspects that I would briefly like to refer to. Amongst the sources of income for the fund, it has
been mentioned in clause 3 (2) (g):
"All sums received from the Life Insurance Corporation of India or any other insurer on the death of any
member of the fund under any insurance policy â€¦"
On the face of it, it is all right but I think what should have been added here is that this 'insurance policy' should
have been qualified by the words 'obtained by the Trust Committee'. I know of cases in my own High Court, in the
High Court of Punjab and Haryana. The Bar Association there is running an Advocates' Benevolent Fund. On the
one side they have their own set of rules and on the other hand advocates have got together at the instance of the
Bar Association itself to obtain another group insurance policy. Therefore, if you were to just extend this law as
such, the income accruing under these schemes, under the policy taken or obtained by the Bar Association would
also have to be perforce added to this Fund. So, you have got to make a provision under clause 3 (2) (g) and (h), to
'apply it only to income from the insurance policies, which are obtained by the Trust Committee, and not to others.
All other schemes could work independently to the exclusion of the schemes stipulated under this Act. I suppose,
this is one small amendment that needs to be made.
It is good that we have provided for certain exigencies like hospitalisation of an advocate, his having had to undergo

major surgical operation or suffer from scourges like tuberculosis, leprosy, cancer or unsoundness of mind and to
extend some assistance during such times. But the amount has not been specified for this assistance. I do not know
what would be the guidelines regarding the extent of the benefit. This would be covered under the rule. But under
Schedule II, which deals with the grant of benefit on the member of the fund ceasing to be a lawyer because of any
eventuality − maybe, death or voluntarily giving up practice − this is too small an amount. If an advocate, after ten
years of practice or membership gets just Rs.10,000, what for are we preparing these schemes? It is only to provide
some tangible benefits to the people. It is good that we have schemes like this but these schemes should also work.
Actually, if you look into any aspect of Governments activities, you would find extravagance all over, wasteful
expenditure incurred by the Government on the smallest of occasions. When you celebrate some occasions, you
spend crores of rupees. There is a provision in this Bill that the Governments, both at the Centre and in the States,
would contribute to the Fund. But kindly provide for a mandatory contribution, because then only you would earn
the goodwill of the people that you have really done something worthwhile for them. You have to provide that each
State Government out of their respective funds would contribute at least a crore of rupees and the Government of
India would provide at least Rs.5 crore to start the corpus .
15.00 hrs.
The Hon. Minister says that he is leaving it to the Governments. Sir, I think that this clause has been drafted in just
a routine bureaucratic manner and it may not really serve the purpose. If a lawyer dies - I will not like to use that
word `indigent' which has been used - after 30 years of his having slogged in the profession, he is going to get such
a meagre sum. In situations and circumstances which call for some compassionate consideration of his
circumstances, to extend him the benefit of just Rs. 30,000 would not be enough. I would urge the hon. Minister to
take care of this.
Also, I would like to take this opportunity to express another viewpoint. Hon. Minister has provided for a provision of
common facilities. It is very fine. But the hon. Minister himself knows in what pitiable conditions you have the
premises of the courts, the places from where the lawyers work, in the mofussils, tehsils and district headquarters.
What are we going to do about it? What are we going to provide for them? In one of the earlier legislations, he had
provided for deployment of electronic gadgets and modern means of communications, but how can he do it with the
resources that he himself is asking for? I can understand if he makes a demand and the Ministry of Finance does
not agree to it, but I would request him to please make a beginning and ask for something by which we can start off
well.
Finally, I would like to raise a small matter about the form of the Bill. We have Schedule II which enumerates 16
State legislations which, in fact, recognises the right of the State Governments to formulate their own laws and this
Bill gives them power, apart from the Union Government, to amend Schedule-I from time to time, meaning thereby
that if the States wish to have their own legislation, it is good, and if they do not, the Centre will, through this piece
of legislation, come to the aid and assistance of advocates during that critical period of their career when they need
some help. What I find is that reference to amendment in Schedule-II is provided first and the reference to this
Schedule as such is the last clause of this Bill. Clause 38 says:
"The provisions of this Act shall not apply to the States in which the enactments specified in Schedule II
are applicable. "
This provision should have been somewhere earlier, to say that this Act shall extend to such and such States and in
such and such matters. Thereafter, the power of amendment should have come.
With these words, I once again appreciate that at least an effort has been made. We did not really want this matter
to be delayed by taking the usual course of sending the Bill to the Standing Committee. We want this Bill to be
passed immediately so that something gets going and a mechanism is put in place for lawyers' benefit. At the same
time, I would request the hon. Minister to give a serious thought to it. Maybe, after the Bill is passed, he may refer it
to the Committee, have a meeting with advocates and with representatives of lawyers because I find that there is a
provision to confer certain powers on the Bar Council to nominate advocates to the Trust Committee. But there is
no such authority with or occasion for the President of the High Court Bar Association or President of a District Bar
Association to be represented thereon. These are matters which need to be considered and I am sure that the hon.
Minister would take care of those matters. With these words, I support this Bill.

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN (CHIRAYINKIL): Sir, in principle, I support this Bill, but the scheme is not
acceptable. Now, the legal profession, as we know, is facing crisis and we will have to maintain professional
integrity also. There have been erosions in the recent past and they are there now-a-days also. All those things are
there but, at any rate, I have to speak from my own experience. The Advocates' Welfare Fund Act, the first of its
kind in India, was passed in the Kerala Legislature as early as in 1980. I was a Member of the Assembly at that

time. I took pain and initiative of getting the Bill passed.
The Bill was finally passed and given effect to. Now, the scheme provided in the Kerala Act and the scheme of the
Central Government in this Bill are entirely different. In the first place, the approach itself is different. Whenever a
social legislation is passed, the Government also will have to play a role. In the Kerala Act, the State Government is
also contributing to the Welfare Fund. They have decided to contribute and that provision is there in the statute
itself. We all know that the Government is getting revenue collections from the Stamp Act and so many other things.
The legal fraternity or the legal profession is a part and parcel of our legal system. You cannot think of eliminating
the professionals or the lawyers. So, the Government is duty-bound to make a contribution towards the Fund. That
salient feature, the most important and the vital factor is absent in this scheme.
We are definitely discussing a State legislation as well as a 'concurrent legislation' if I may put it. I am happy that the
States have been given the choice of continuing their own scheme. I do agree with it, but the stand taken by the
Central Government, by the hon. Law Minister, is ridiculous. Think of a lawyer who is practising for 30 years and
the fund that is provided to him is only Rs. 30,000. A beedi worker gets Rs. 50,000 and the Tailors Act provides for
one lakh of rupees. In the lawyers' case, a lawyer practising for 30 years will only get Rs. 30,000.
MR. SPEAKER: Shri Bansal had already mentioned that point.
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : This amount of Rs. 30,000 is not even sufficient for his funeral rites. After 30
years, he will have to say goodbye to the world. Then, this amount of Rs. 30,000 will not be enough for meeting his
funeral expenses. I wonder how Shri Arun Jaitley forgot it! ...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Those with advocate background can speak on this subject.
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : At this stage, one gets Rs. 30,000. After 30 years, what will be the value of
Rs. 30,000? It will be less than Rs. 3,000. At the market value or the value of the rupee at that stage, it will be less
than Rs. 2,000 or Rs. 3,000. As per this provision, in future, after the lapse of 30 years of service in the profession,
what he will get is Rs. 30,000, that is, Rs. 1,000 per year. It is ridiculous, fantastic, and I cannot agree with him. In
the Kerala Act which was passed 21 years ago ...(Interruptions)
SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE (BOLPUR): Are you a senior advocate?
SHRI A.C. JOS (TRICHUR): No, he is not.
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : In the Kerala Act, a lawyer who has put in 30 years of practice will get one
lakh of rupees. Now, this amount was raised to three lakhs of rupees. At the time when it was passed 21 years
back, it was one lakh of rupees. When I took the initiative, when I participated in the legislative process or in the
discussion of the Bill, we arrived at a consensus that the amount that was awardable to a lawyer after 30 years of
practice would be one lakh of rupees. That was 21 years back. Last time, we had raised it to three lakh rupees for a
lawyer. Therefore, it is very ridiculous that the Central Government, without contributing a pie to the Lawyers' Fund,
fixed this amount at Rs. 30,000 for a lawyer who has been practising for 30 years. I am extremely sorry about this.
Another factor is that we have not excluded anybody in the Kerala Act. Irrespective of a lawyer being senior or
junior, those who contribute to the Fund can get it. It is left to them. The choice is with the lawyer. The lawyer can
opt out. There is no compulsion for the lawyer to become a member of the Fund.
The senior lawyers need not compulsorily become members of the Fund. The choice should be left to them. If they
want to become, then they can become members of the Fund by paying the prescribed contribution. Nobody should
be left out. The choice should be left to the lawyers as to whether they would like to remain outside the purview of
the Fund or not. All the lawyers who contribute to this Fund would be eligible for this amount whenever he requires
that amount for the purpose of his practice.
Sir, I am not personally worried about this Act. It is because the Kerala Act will prevail in my case. But this is
ridiculous in the context that in an All India legislation, the hon. Minister is proposing a sum of only Rs. 30,000 for
the lawyers whereas the Kerala Act has provided for a sum of rupees three lakhs. Irrespective of a lawyer being
senior or junior, he can become a member of the Fund. Such a provision should also be introduced here in this
legislation. Why should we leave out the senior lawyers if they are interested to become Members of the Fund?
Now, they have been asked to contribute a sum of rupees one thousand for this. How could they be asked for this
amount? Is it for the simple reason that they are senior lawyers? The senior lawyers are now being asked to
compulsorily pay a sum of rupees one thousand. What is the purpose? You cannot compel a person to contribute a
sum of rupees one thousand when he is not a member of the Fund. That is why, this proposal is not acceptable to
that extent. The Government would have to change the scheme in such a way that anybody who is desirable of
becoming a member may be given a chance to become a member of that Fund. The choice to keep out of the fund
should rest with the lawyers. So, my suggestion is that, firstly the Government should increase the amount of Rs.

30,000 and
secondly, the choice to remain out of the Fund should lie with the lawyers themselves. The Government cannot
compel a senior member to contribute a sum of rupees one thousand for nothing.
Sir, what is the role of the Central Government in this? The Government has put in the Secretary, Ministry of Law
and the Secretary, Ministry of Home Affairs and all other important officials in the Board of Trustees but the
Government is not contributing anything. Who are the members of the Board of Trustees? This law provides that
the members of the Board of Trustees would be the Secretary, appropriate Government, in the Ministry of Law;
Secretary, appropriate Government, in the Ministry of Home Affairs. These two Secretaries are there.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: They are the Secretaries of the State Governments.
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : If it is for the Union, then the Law Secretary of the Union Government would
be there. The Secretaries of the Union Government would be represented in the Board of Trustees but the Central
Government would not contribute a pie. What is the contribution of the Central Government? The Central
Government collects the Stamp duty and all such things in various ways.
SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE : Some State Governments will get.
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : The Central Government is not contributing a pie to this Fund. But there is the
Supreme Court of India. There are the High Courts functioning in this country. The persons working in the legal
profession are getting money but when the Government thinks of making a Fund for the welfare of the lawyers, the
Central Government does not contribute a pie to it. I did not expect such a treatment to be meted out to the lawyers
from the hon. Minister. There must be a contribution from the Central Government to this Fund. Why does the
Government refrain from contributing to this Fund? Some of the State Governments are prepared to contribute to
this Welfare Fund. The State Governments will contribute in all social security measures and in welfare schemes.
There is no other welfare fund wherein the State Government have a role to play. This is the only legislation in India
where the Government of India is not contributing even a pie to the scheme. Is it proper? Is it just? Are advocates
second-class citizens? Does the Government consider them second-class citizens? They are also making their
contributions. They are not collecting it from their clients. They are making the contributions from their own pockets.
The Government will have to recognise the profession of lawyers as a noble profession. The Minister is also bound
to contribute to the fund.
The Government has nominated the Law Secretary and the Home Secretary to govern the fund. What is the locus
standi of the Government as far as this fund is concerned? When it is not contributing anything to the fund, why
should the Government depute the Secretaries of the concerned Ministries? Sufficient representation is not given to
the lawyer community. The Bar Associations are not duly represented in the Committee. Two members of the
respective Bar Associations in the States as well as in the Union Government, either of the Supreme Court or the
High Courts, must be nominated as members. Without that type of a representation, it cannot be said that the
scheme is entirely meant for the lawyers' benefit. The scheme will have to be altered with that in view.
I have given amendments for increasing the amount and also for giving representation to the Bar Associations on
the welfare fund. After all it is only a trusteeship. They can do it. So, I request the hon. Law Minister to accept my
amendments and make suitable changes in the scheme of the Bill making it a true welfare fund for advocates. I
think the Law Minister will consider all these aspects and the scheme will be altered in such a way that the legal
profession is given its rightful place in the scheme.
I support the legislation in principle, but request the Law Minister to make changes in the scheme.
With these words, I conclude.

gÉÉÒ vÉàÉÇ ®ÉVÉ ÉËº Éc {É]äã É ({ÉÚE ãÉ{ÉÖ® ) : +ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, àÉé BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ uÉ®É |ÉºiÉÖiÉ +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ BÉEãªÉÉhÉ ÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE, 2001 BÉEÉ º´ÉÉMÉiÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ* àÉé <ºÉBÉEä
ºÉÉlÉ BÉÖEU ¤ÉÉiÉå £ÉÉÒ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ*
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ& BÉDªÉÉ +ÉÉ{É £ÉÉÒ ãÉÉìªÉ® cé?
gÉÉÒ vÉàÉÇ ®ÉVÉ ÉËº Éc {É]äã É : VÉÉÒ cÉÆ*

MR. SPEAKER: Only advocates are speaking on this Bill.
gÉÉÒ vÉàÉÇ ®ÉVÉ ÉËº Éc {É]äã É : +ÉvªÉFÉ VÉÉÒ. SÉÚÆÉÊBÉE àÉé <ãÉÉcÉ¤ÉÉn ÉÊ´É¶ãÉÉÊ´ÉvÉÉãÉªÉ BÉEÉãÉäVÉ àÉå lÉÉ, ´ÉcÉÆ ºÉä ãÉÉì £ÉÉÒ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® ºÉàÉÉVÉ àÉå, MÉÉÆ´É àÉå, ÉÊVÉãÉä àÉå +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEä
ºÉÉlÉ ®cxÉä BÉEÉ àÉÉèBÉEÉ £ÉÉÒ ÉÊàÉãÉÉ cè, <ºÉÉÊãÉA <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå +ÉSUÉ +ÉxÉÖ£É´É cè* =xcå ¤ÉcÖiÉ ÉÊn BÉDBÉEiÉÉå BÉEÉ ºÉÉàÉxÉÉ BÉE®xÉÉ {É½iÉÉ cè* <ºÉ ºÉàÉªÉ VÉÉä xÉA ãÉ½BÉEä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉÒ {ÉfÃÉ<Ç

BÉE®BÉEä ÉÊxÉBÉEãÉ ®cä cé, =xcå ºÉ¤ÉºÉä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE ÉÊnBÉDBÉEiÉ cÉä ®cÉÒ cè* Aäº Éä ãÉ½BÉEä VÉÉä iÉcºÉÉÒãÉ +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉãÉä àÉå +ÉÉiÉä cé ªÉÉ VÉÉä ÉÊVÉãÉä ºÉä c] BÉE® =SSÉ xªÉÉªÉÉãÉªÉ iÉBÉE {ÉcÖÆSÉ ®cä cé, àÉé
=xÉBÉEÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉ VªÉÉnÉ vªÉÉxÉ +ÉÉBÉEÉÌÉiÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ* Aäº Éä +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEÉä +É{ÉxÉä {Éä¶Éä àÉå ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉÉÒ ÉÊnBÉDBÉEiÉÉå BÉEÉ ºÉÉàÉxÉÉ BÉE®xÉÉ {É½iÉÉ cè* =xcå BÉEcÉÓ
¤Éè~xÉä BÉEÉÒ VÉMÉc xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉ ®cÉÒ cè, =xcå Aäº ÉÉ BÉEcÉÓ +ÉSUÉ SÉèà¤É® xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉ ®cÉ cè VÉcÉÆ ¤Éè~ BÉE® ´Éä +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉE® ºÉBÉEå +ÉÉè® =xcå BÉEcÉÓ Aäº ÉÉ {ÉÖº iÉBÉEÉãÉªÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉ
®cÉ cè VÉcÉÆ ¤Éè~ BÉE® ´Éä {ÉÖº iÉBÉEå {ÉfÃ ºÉBÉEå* +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä =xÉBÉEä +ÉÉBÉEÉÎº àÉBÉE ÉÊxÉvÉxÉ +ÉÉè® nÚº É®ÉÒ SÉÉÒVÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊãÉA |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè* àÉé SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE MÉÉÆ´É ºÉä ÉÊxÉBÉEãÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉä +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ
SÉÉcä ´Éä iÉcºÉÉÒãÉ àÉå ¤Éè~iÉä cÉå, =xcå ¤ÉäÉÊº ÉBÉE ºÉÖÉÊ´ÉvÉÉAÆ ÉÊàÉãÉxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA* =xcå |ÉÉäiºÉÉÉÊciÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä |ÉªÉÉºÉ cÉäxÉä SÉÉÉÊcA* VÉ¤É ´Éä ¤ÉÉÒàÉÉ® cÉä VÉÉiÉä cé iÉÉä =xÉBÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä {Éèº Éä BÉEÉÒ
ÉÊn BÉDBÉEiÉ +ÉÉiÉÉÒ cè*
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ VÉ¤É VÉ´ÉÉ¤É näMÉä iÉÉä <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉä® vªÉÉxÉ nåMÉä ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä xÉÉèVÉ´ÉÉxÉ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä {Éä¶Éä àÉå +ÉÉ ®cÉ cè, =xÉBÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉÒ ÉÊnBÉDBÉEiÉå +ÉÉ ®cÉÒ cé
ªÉÉ =xÉBÉEÉÒ BÉDªÉÉ n¶ÉÉ cÉä ®cÉÒ cè* =xÉBÉEä º´ÉÉºlªÉ ºÉÖÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä BÉEÉä<Ç BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ xÉcÉÓ cè, SÉèà¤É® àÉå ¤Éè~xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä VÉMÉc xÉcÉÓ* càÉ iÉcºÉÉÒãÉ VÉÉiÉä cé, iÉÉä näJÉiÉä cé ÉÊBÉE SÉÉcä
¤É®ºÉÉiÉ cÉä, MÉàÉÉÔ cÉä ªÉÉ vÉÚ{É cÉä, =ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä ¤Éè~xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä VÉMÉc xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉÒ* <ºÉBÉEä +ÉãÉÉ´ÉÉ =xÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉÖÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ iÉÉä ¤É½ä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cé
+ÉÉè® ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ BÉEÉä]Ç ªÉÉ cÉ<Ç BÉEÉä]Ç àÉå VÉÉiÉä cé +ÉÉè® àÉä®ä JªÉÉãÉ ºÉä iÉcºÉÉÒãÉ BÉEÉÒ BÉESÉc®ÉÒ àÉå £ÉÉÒ MÉªÉä cÉåMÉä +ÉÉè® =xÉBÉEÉÒ nªÉxÉÉÒªÉ cÉãÉiÉ BÉEÉä näJÉÉ cÉäMÉÉ*
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, ºÉ®BÉEÉ® +ÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ÉÊnxÉÉå àÉå VÉÉä £ÉÉÒ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉä, ´Éc <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉ VÉ°ô® vªÉÉxÉ ®JÉä ÉÊBÉE xÉªÉä +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEÉä BÉEÉàÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉ àÉÉèBÉEÉ ÉÊàÉãÉä* Aäº Éä ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉä
BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ cÖªÉä cé VÉÉä ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ BÉEÉä]Ç ªÉÉ cÉ<Ç BÉEÉä]Ç àÉå ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉE®iÉä ®cä cé* gÉÉÒ ¶ÉÉÉÎxiÉ £ÉÚÉhÉ VÉÉÒ =xÉàÉå ºÉä ABÉE ®cä cé VÉÉä <ãÉÉcÉ¤ÉÉn cÉ<Ç BÉEÉä]Ç àÉå ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉE®iÉä ®cä cé*
¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉÉ®ä VÉVÉ £ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ ®cä cé* àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉä àÉÉãÉÚàÉ cÉäMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE ÉÊVÉiÉxÉÉÒ <xÉBÉEàÉ ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ BÉEÉä]Ç ªÉÉ cÉ<Ç BÉEÉä]Ç ºÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEÉä cÉäiÉÉÒ cè, =ºÉBÉEÉÒ +É{ÉäFÉÉ ÉÊVÉãÉÉ ºiÉ® BÉEä
xªÉÉªÉÉãÉªÉÉå àÉå ¤ÉcÖiÉ BÉEàÉ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè* ºÉ®BÉEÉ® VÉÉä ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE ãÉÉ ®cÉÒ cè, =ºÉàÉå BÉEàÉ ºÉä <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcªÉä ÉÊBÉE {ÉEÉÒº É ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcªÉä* MÉÉÆ´É BÉEä +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ
ÉÊcààÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{É VÉèº Éä ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉÒSÉ àÉå +ÉÉBÉE® ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ BÉEÉä]Ç ªÉÉ cÉ<Ç BÉEÉä]Ç àÉå <iÉxÉÉÒ £ÉÉ®ÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É +ÉnÉ BÉE® ºÉBÉEä* ªÉc {ÉEÉÒº É ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ BÉEÉÒ VÉÉxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcªÉä* ºÉÉlÉ cÉÒ xÉªÉä
+ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEä BÉEãªÉÉhÉ ÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ àÉå {Éèº Éä BÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcªÉä*
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ àÉå |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEä BÉEãªÉÉhÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä 30 cVÉÉ® âó{ÉªÉä BÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉªÉäMÉÉ* ªÉÉÊn BÉEÉä<Ç ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ ABÉDº ÉÉÒbå] àÉå àÉ®
VÉÉiÉÉ cè iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉSSÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ vÉxÉ®ÉÉÊ¶É BÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcªÉä BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ªÉc näJÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE àÉßiªÉÖ BÉEÉÒ ÉÎº lÉÉÊiÉ àÉå =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉSSÉä £ÉÚJÉÉå àÉ® ®cä cÉäiÉä cé*
<ºÉÉÊãÉªÉä BÉEàÉ ºÉä BÉEàÉ xÉªÉä +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä VÉÉä ÉÊVÉãÉÉ, BÉEº¤Éä àÉå ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉä cÉå, =xÉBÉEÉÒ àÉßiªÉÖ BÉEä {É¶SÉÉiÉÂ ABÉE ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ ®ÉÉÊ¶É BÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉxÉÉ
SÉÉÉÊcªÉä*
<xcÉÓ ¶É¤nÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ àÉé +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ*
bÉì. ®PÉÖ´ ÉÆ¶ É |ÉºÉÉn ÉËº Éc (´Éè¶ ÉÉãÉÉÒ) : +ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ BÉEãªÉÉhÉ ÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE ãÉÉªÉä cé, <ºÉºÉä {ÉÚ´ÉÇ =kÉ® |Énä¶É, ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ® àÉå 1974 àÉå +ÉÉè®
BÉEä®ãÉ àÉå 1980 àÉå iÉlÉÉ +ÉxªÉ ®ÉVªÉÉå àÉå ãÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* {ÉcãÉä VÉàÉÉxÉä àÉå VÉÉä ¤É½ä +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ cÉäiÉä lÉä, ´ÉcÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ BÉE®iÉä lÉä* MÉ®ÉÒ¤É <ºÉ {Éä¶Éä àÉå xÉcÉÓ VÉÉ {ÉÉiÉä lÉä* càÉ
ãÉÉäMÉÉä xÉä ªÉc £ÉÉÒ näJÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉVÉÉnÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ãÉ½É<Ç BÉEä ¶ÉÖâó+ÉÉiÉ àÉå ÉÊVÉxÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå xÉä +ÉÉxnÉäãÉxÉ àÉå £ÉÉMÉ ÉÊãÉªÉÉ, ´Éä ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉ {Éä¶Éä ºÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ lÉä* ¤É½ä ãÉÉäMÉ ÉÊ´Énä¶É ºÉä ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ
{ÉfÃBÉE® +ÉÉiÉä lÉä ÉÊVÉºÉä ¤ÉèÉÊ®º]®, ¤ÉÉ®-A]-ãÉÉì +ÉÉÉÊn BÉEä xÉÉàÉ ºÉä VÉÉxÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ lÉÉ* +ÉÉVÉÉnÉÒ ÉÊàÉãÉxÉä BÉEä ¤ÉÉn ªÉc näJÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE +ÉnxÉÉ {ÉÉÊ®´ÉÉ® BÉEä +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ, näcÉiÉ BÉEä +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ
´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉEä {Éä¶Éä àÉå +ÉÉxÉä ãÉMÉ MÉªÉä*
+ÉvªÉFÉ VÉÉÒ, +É£ÉÉÒ {É]äãÉ VÉÉÒ ¤ÉiÉÉ ®cä lÉä ÉÊBÉE iÉcºÉÉÒãÉ +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉãÉÉ +ÉnÉãÉiÉ àÉå VÉÉxÉä {É® näJÉxÉä BÉEÉä ÉÊàÉãÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉÉå BÉEä ¤Éè~xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä ºlÉÉxÉ cÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ àÉä®É
ªÉc BÉEcxÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEÉä ¤Éè~xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä £ÉÉÒ ¶ÉÉªÉn {ÉEÉÒº É näxÉÉÒ {É½iÉÉÒ cè BÉDªÉÃÉåÉÊBÉE =ºÉBÉEÉÒ BÉÖEºÉÉÔ VÉÆVÉÉÒ® BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ABÉE JÉà£Éä ºÉä ¤ÉÆvÉÉÒ ®ciÉÉÒ cè iÉÉÉÊBÉE =ºÉä BÉEÉä<Ç nÚº É®ÉÒ VÉMÉc
=~ÉBÉE® xÉ ãÉä VÉÉªÉä*
´ÉcÉÆ BÉÖEºÉÉÔ {É® UÉÒxÉÉ-ZÉ{É]ÉÒ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè* àÉèxÉä BÉE<Ç xªÉÉªÉÉãÉªÉÉå àÉå näJÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE BÉÖEºÉÉÔ BÉEä {Éè® àÉå VÉÆVÉÉÒ® ãÉMÉÉBÉE® =ºÉä JÉà¤Éä ªÉÉ ]ä¤ÉãÉ àÉå ¤ÉÉÆvÉBÉE® iÉÉãÉÉ ãÉMÉÉ näiÉä cé* =xÉ {É®
´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ ºÉÉc¤É ¤Éè~iÉä cé* ÉÊVÉxÉ BÉDãÉÉ<x]Âº É BÉEä BÉEäº É cÉäiÉä cé, =xÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA ¤Éè~xÉä BÉEÉÒ VÉMÉc xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉÒ, ´Éä <vÉ®-=vÉ® JÉ½ä ®ciÉä cé* VÉÉä VÉÚÉÊxÉªÉ® ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cÉäiÉä cé, =xcå £ÉÉÒ ¤Éè~xÉä
BÉEÉÒ VÉMÉc xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉiÉÉÒ cè* BÉÖEU xÉÉàÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ VÉÉä VªÉÉnÉ cÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ® cÉäiÉä cé, =xÉBÉEä BÉDãÉÉ<x]Âº É £ÉÉÒ VªÉÉnÉ cÉä VÉÉiÉä cé* =xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É £ÉÉÒ ¤ÉcÖiÉ VªÉÉnÉ ABÉE ãÉÉJÉ, nÉä ãÉÉJÉ
+ÉÉè® iÉÉÒxÉ ãÉÉJÉ âó{ÉªÉä ªÉÉ <ºÉºÉä £ÉÉÒ VªÉÉnÉ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè* ´Éä ¤É½ä +ÉÉnÉÊàÉªÉÉå BÉEä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cÉäiÉä cé* càÉÉ®ä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ ¤ÉcÖiÉ cÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ® cé* ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉä nÉÆ´É VÉÉxÉiÉä cé* cÉ<Ç BÉEÉä]Ç ºÉä
ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ BÉEÉä]Ç iÉBÉE <xÉBÉEÉ ¤ÉÉäãÉ¤ÉÉãÉÉ cè* {ÉÖ®ÉxÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ gÉÉÒ ®ÉàÉ VÉä~àÉãÉÉxÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ ¤ÉcÖiÉ cÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ® ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ lÉä, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ªÉc =xÉºÉä £ÉÉÒ VªÉÉnÉ cÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ® ÉÊxÉBÉEãÉä* =xcå c]ÉBÉE®
JÉÖn ªÉcÉÆ +ÉÉ MÉªÉä*
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ, =ºÉ BÉDãÉÉºÉ àÉå, =ºÉ ºÉ®VÉàÉÉÒxÉ {É® VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉàÉºªÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ ºÉä +ÉÉè® MÉ®ÉÒ¤É +ÉÉnÉÊàÉªÉÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉÒSÉ ºÉä ãÉ½iÉä-ãÉ½iÉä +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ =ºÉ BÉDãÉÉºÉ iÉBÉE +ÉÉiÉÉ cè, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ
<xcÉåxÉä <iÉxÉÉÒ SÉÉãÉÉBÉEÉÒ ºÉä {Éè®´ÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ÉÊBÉE ªÉc {ÉcãÉä ®ÉVªÉ ºÉ£ÉÉ àÉå àÉèà¤É® ¤ÉxÉ MÉªÉä +ÉÉè® ÉÊ{ÉE® àÉÆjÉÉÒ ¤ÉxÉ MÉªÉä* càÉ <xÉBÉEÉÒ cÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ®ÉÒ BÉEä BÉEÉªÉãÉ cé* <ºÉÉÊãÉA ªÉc ®ÉVÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉBÉE nÉÆ
´É-{ÉåSÉ àÉå £ÉÉÒ SÉiÉÖ® cé* xªÉÉªÉÉãÉªÉ àÉå £ÉÉÒ nÉä cÉÒ iÉ®c BÉEä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cÉäiÉä cé - ABÉE ´Éä ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É ¤ÉcÖiÉ VªÉÉnÉ cè +ÉÉè® ABÉE ´Éä VÉÉä xÉªÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cé BÉEÉãÉÉ BÉEÉä] {ÉcxÉBÉE® +ÉÉiÉä cé,
{ÉiÉÉ xÉcÉÓ =xcå nºÉ âó{ÉªÉä £ÉÉÒ ÉÊàÉãÉiÉä cé ªÉÉ xÉcÉÓ, ¤ÉäSÉÉ®Éå BÉEÉä SÉÉªÉ-xÉÉ¶iÉä BÉEÉ {Éèº ÉÉ £ÉÉÒ ÉÊàÉãÉiÉÉ cè ªÉÉ xÉcÉÓ* =xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É ¤ÉcÖiÉ BÉEàÉ cè* =xÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA ¤ÉcÖiÉ BÉEÉÊ~xÉÉ<Ç cè* ´ÉcÉÆ
£ÉÉÒ nÉä ´ÉMÉÇ cÉä MÉªÉä cé - ABÉE ¤É½ä ºÉà{ÉxxÉ, VªÉÉnÉ +ÉÉàÉnxÉÉÒ ´ÉÉãÉä +ÉÉè® BÉDãÉÉ<x] BÉEÉä vÉBÉDBÉEÉ näxÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cé* =xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É {É® BÉEÉä<Ç ÉÊxÉªÉÆjÉhÉ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* <xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É
BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç +ÉxiÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* VÉèº Éä MÉÉÆ´É àÉå BÉEÉä<Ç ¶ÉÉnÉÒ àÉå ncäVÉ +ÉÉè® ÉÊiÉãÉBÉE àÉå {Éèº ÉÉ näiÉä cé, MÉÉÆ´É àÉå SÉÉ®Éå £ÉÖVÉÉ ºÉä ºÉà{ÉxxÉ ãÉ½BÉEÉ cè, xÉÉèBÉE®ÉÒ {ÉÉªÉÉ cÖ+ÉÉ +ÉÉè® {ÉfÃÉ-ÉÊãÉJÉÉ cè iÉÉä
=ºÉBÉEä ÉÊiÉãÉBÉE BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç +ÉxiÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* ´Éc ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉ ncäVÉ àÉÉÆMÉäMÉÉ, ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉ ÉÊiÉãÉBÉE àÉÉÆMÉäMÉÉ, <ºÉBÉEÉ {ÉiÉÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* <ºÉÉÒ |ÉBÉEÉ® ºÉä ¤É½ä +ÉÉè® xÉÉàÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEÉÒ {ÉEÉÒº É BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç
+ÉxiÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* ªÉc àÉÖÆcàÉÉÆMÉÉÒ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè* ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ +É{ÉxÉÉ àÉÖÆc xÉcÉÓ JÉÉäãÉiÉä cé, àÉÖx¶ÉÉÒ ¤ÉiÉÉiÉä cé* àÉÖx¶ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉÉå ºÉä VªÉÉnÉ BÉDãÉÉ<x] BÉEÉä {É®ä¶ÉÉxÉ BÉE®iÉä cé* ªÉÉÊn MÉ®ÉÒ¤É VÉxÉiÉÉ ºÉä BÉEÉä<Ç
MÉ®ÉÒ¤É BÉDãÉÉ<x] +ÉÉªÉä +ÉÉè® BÉEcä ÉÊBÉE àÉä®ä {ÉÉºÉ {ÉEÉÒº É xÉcÉÓ cè, +ÉÉ{É cÉ<Ç BÉEÉä]Ç +ÉÉè® ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ BÉEÉä]Ç iÉBÉE SÉãÉä VÉÉ<ªÉä, ´Éèº Éä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ ºÉÉc¤É xÉcÉÓ ¤ÉÉäãÉåMÉä, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ~ÉÒBÉE ºÉä ¤ÉÉiÉ £ÉÉÒ
xÉcÉÓ BÉE®äMÉä +ÉÉè® cè®ÉxÉ BÉE®iÉä cé* <ºÉÉÒÉÊãÉA <ºÉ BÉEãªÉÉhÉ ÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉÉå xÉä àÉcºÉÚº É ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ, VÉÉä xÉªÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ +ÉÉiÉä cé, ÉÊVÉxcå BÉDãÉÉ<x] £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉiÉÉ, ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉÒ
+ÉÉàÉnxÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè* {ÉÖ®ÉxÉä VÉàÉÉxÉä àÉå ¤É½ä +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ ºÉÉãÉ-nÉä ºÉÉãÉ +É{ÉxÉä PÉ® ºÉä +ÉSUÉÒ º]èxbbÇ BÉEÉÒ ÉÊBÉEiÉÉ¤Éå {ÉfÃBÉE® ®c ºÉBÉEiÉä lÉä* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ VÉÉä MÉ®ÉÒ¤É +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ cé, JÉÉºÉ iÉÉè®
ºÉä càÉÉ®ä nä¶É àÉå ¤Éä®ÉäVÉMÉÉ®ÉÒ cè* ãÉÉäMÉ {ÉfÃiÉä cé, {ÉfÃiÉä-{ÉfÃiÉä VÉ¤É BÉEÉä<Ç ®ÉäVÉMÉÉ®-BÉEÉ®Éä¤ÉÉ® xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉiÉÉ cè iÉÉä ¤Éä®ÉäVÉMÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉÊU{ÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA =xÉBÉEä {ÉÉºÉ nÉä VÉMÉcå cÉäiÉÉÒ cé - =ºÉàÉå
VÉMÉc xÉà¤É® ABÉE àÉå ãÉÉäMÉ ¤ÉÉÒ.A., AàÉ.A. BÉE®iÉä cé, ªÉÉÊn ÉÊ{ÉE® £ÉÉÒ BÉEÉàÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉiÉÉ cÉä iÉÉä {ÉÉÒ.ASÉ.bÉÒ. BÉE®iÉä cé* =ºÉºÉä £ÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ ¤ÉxÉä iÉÉä ÉÊ{ÉE® ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉE® ãÉäiÉä cé*
´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉÉå BÉEÉÒ {É®ÉÒFÉÉ àÉå BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ cÖ+ÉÉ cè* BÉEciÉä cé ÉÊBÉE VÉ¤É ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEÉä]Ç àÉå ¤ÉcºÉ BÉE®iÉä cé iÉÉä àÉÖÆcVÉ¤ÉÉxÉÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç ¤ÉcºÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE®iÉä, ÉÊ¤ÉxÉÉ ÉÊBÉEiÉÉ¤É BÉEä ´Éä ¤ÉcºÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE®iÉä cé*
=ºÉÉÒ iÉ®c {É®ÉÒFÉÉ àÉå SÉãÉxÉ ºÉÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE {É®ÉÒFÉÉ £ÉÉÒ näJÉBÉE® näiÉä cé* <ºÉ iÉ®c ºÉä BÉEàÉ {ÉfÃÉ<Ç BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉ £ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ {ÉÉºÉ BÉE® ãÉäiÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ ¤ÉxÉ VÉÉiÉÉ
cè* â€¦( BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)
+ÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉän ªÉ : ®PÉÖ´ÉÆ¶É VÉÉÒ, BÉE£ÉÉÒ-BÉE£ÉÉÒ cÉ=ºÉ àÉå £ÉÉÒ Aäº ÉÉ cÉäiÉÉ cè*
bÉì. ®PÉÖ´ ÉÆ¶ É |ÉºÉÉn ÉËº Éc : ºÉÉÆº Én cÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ® àÉÉxÉä VÉÉiÉä cé, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ´Éä £ÉÉÒ c® ºÉàÉªÉ Aäº ÉÉ BÉE®iÉä cé* ºÉ¤É ãÉÉäMÉ {ÉÖVÉæ {É® ÉÊãÉJÉBÉE® ãÉÉiÉä cé* ªÉcÉÆ {ÉÖVÉÉÇ {ÉfÃBÉE® ¤ÉcºÉ BÉE®iÉä cé,
àÉÖÆcVÉ¤ÉÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉcºÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä*
=ºÉÉÒ iÉ®c ºÉä VªÉÉnÉiÉ® ãÉÉäMÉ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ {ÉfÃxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA {ÉEÉÒº É näBÉE® +ÉÉ VÉÉiÉä cé +ÉÉè® =xÉBÉEÉä £ÉÉÒ ®ÉäWÉMÉÉ® xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉ ®cÉ cè* =xÉ xÉA ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉÉå BÉEÉÒ VÉÉä JÉÉºÉBÉE® MÉ®ÉÒ¤É PÉ®Éå BÉEä
cé, ¤É½ÉÒ nªÉxÉÉÒªÉ cÉãÉiÉ cè* =xÉBÉEä ®cxÉ-ºÉcxÉ BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç ºiÉ® xÉcÉÓ cè*

gÉÉÒ ÉÊ| ÉªÉ®ÆV ÉxÉ nÉºÉàÉÖÆ¶ ÉÉÒ (®ÉªÉMÉÆV É) : ´Éä +É{ÉxÉä BÉDãÉÉ<Æ] BÉEä ÉÊãÉA BÉEÉMÉVÉ £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊãÉJÉ ºÉBÉEiÉä*
bÉì. ®PÉÖ´ ÉÆ¶ É |ÉºÉÉn ÉËº Éc : <ºÉÉÊãÉA =xÉBÉEä ºÉÉÒÉÊxÉªÉºÉÇ BÉEÉä SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE xÉªÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉÉå BÉEÉä BÉÖEU ÉÊº ÉJÉÉAÆ* àÉMÉ® ´Éä ºÉÉäSÉiÉä cé ÉÊBÉE xÉªÉÉ ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ BÉEÉÉÊ¤ÉãÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ iÉÉä BÉEcÉÓ
=ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊcººÉän É® xÉ cÉä VÉÉA*

â€¦( BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)
gÉÉÒ lÉÉ´É®SÉxn MÉäc ãÉÉäi É (¶ÉÉVÉÉ{ÉÖ® ) : +ÉÉ{ÉºÉä BÉÖEU xÉcÉÓ cÖ+ÉÉ iÉÉä nÉfÃÉÒ ®JÉBÉE® BÉE{ÉÇÚ®ÉÒ ~ÉBÉÖE® +ÉÉè® ãÉÉãÉÚ VÉÉÒ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ +ÉÉ MÉA*
bÉì. ®PÉÖ´ ÉÆ¶ É |ÉºÉÉn ÉËº Éc : º´ÉMÉÉÔªÉ BÉE{ÉÇÚ®ÉÒ ~ÉBÉÖE® VÉÉÒ VÉxÉxÉÉªÉBÉE lÉä* ´Éä MÉ®ÉÒ¤ÉÉå BÉEä xÉÉªÉBÉE lÉä, +ÉÉàÉ +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉÖxÉiÉä lÉä +ÉÉè® ¤ÉÉäãÉiÉä lÉä* =xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉ~¶ÉÉãÉÉ BÉEä càÉ £ÉÉÒ
ÉÊ´ÉtÉÉlÉÉÔ cé* BÉE{ÉÇÚ®ÉÒ ~ÉBÉÖE® +ÉÉè® ãÉÉäÉÊcªÉÉ VÉÉÒ xÉä càÉå ÉÊº ÉJÉÉªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉä¶ÉÉ ÉÊcxnÖº iÉÉxÉ BÉEä BÉE®Éä½Éå nÖJÉÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉcä VÉèº ÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ ºÉ£ÉÉ cÉä, VÉèº Éä £ÉÉÒ gÉÉäiÉÉ cÉå àÉMÉ® º
´É® +É{ÉxÉÉ ´ÉcÉÒ cÉä* ¤É½ä +ÉÉnÉÊàÉªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ iÉÉä c® BÉEÉä<Ç BÉE®iÉÉ cè, =xÉBÉEÉÒ iÉÉä JÉÖ¶ÉÉàÉn BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ÉÊàÉãÉ VÉÉiÉä cé, càÉÉ®ä ªÉcÉÆ VÉÉä <ÆbÉÎº ]ÅªÉÉÊãÉº] cé, ´Éc VÉèº Éä SÉÉcä ´Éèº Éä
cÖBÉÚEàÉiÉ SÉãÉ´ÉÉiÉä cé, BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉ´ÉÉ ãÉäiÉä cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ VÉÉä n¤Éä cÖA, MÉ®ÉÒ¤É +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ MÉÉÆ´ÉÉå àÉå ®ciÉä cé =xÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA +ÉÉ´ÉÉVÉ =~ÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉ BÉEÉä<Ç xÉcÉÓ cè* càÉÉ®ä ªÉcÉÆ ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ® àÉå ABÉE BÉEcÉ
´ÉiÉ cè ÉÊBÉE " ºÉÖJÉãÉä {ÉÖE]ÉxÉÉÒ Aäº Éä," àÉiÉãÉ¤É vÉxÉ PÉ]iÉÉ VÉÉA àÉMÉ® cÖBÉÚEàÉiÉ ¤ÉfÃiÉÉÒ VÉÉA* {Éèº ÉÉ ABÉE xÉcÉÓ ãÉMÉÉ ®cä cé +ÉÉè® BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ ®cä cé* +É£ÉÉÒ ´É®BÉEãÉÉ ®ÉvÉÉBÉßEhÉxÉ VÉÉÒ xÉä
~ÉÒBÉE BÉEcÉ ÉÊBÉE <xÉBÉEä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç +ÉlÉÇ xÉcÉÓ cè* {ÉÉÆSÉ âó{ÉªÉÉ º]Éà{É báÉÚ]ÉÒ iÉÉä BÉDãÉÉ<Æ] BÉEÉä cÉÒ {É½äMÉÉÒ* bäfÃ nÉä âó{ÉªÉä BÉEÉ º]èà{É {Éä{É® VÉÉä Aäb´ÉÉäBÉEä] ¤ÉxÉÉBÉE® näiÉä cé
=ºÉ {É® VÉÉä {Éèº ÉÉ ãÉMÉiÉÉ cè ´Éc BÉDãÉÉ<Æ] cÉÒ näiÉÉ cè, ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉ BÉDªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* <ºÉÉÒ |ÉBÉEÉ® <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ àÉå ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE ºÉä ABÉE âó{ÉªÉÉ £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ nä ®cä cé* VÉÉä VªÉÉnÉ
+ÉÉàÉnxÉÉÒ ´ÉÉãÉä ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cé, =xÉBÉEä uÉ®É +ÉÆ¶ÉnÉxÉ BÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ £ÉÉÒ <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ àÉå xÉcÉÓ ®JÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* =ºÉBÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ àÉå cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE ºÉä {ÉEÆb BÉEÉ
£ÉÉÒ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA +ÉÉè® VÉÉä xÉA ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ cé +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉä ¤Éè~xÉä BÉEÉÒ VÉMÉc £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cè +ÉÉè® BÉEÉàÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉ ®cÉ cè, =xÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEä OÉÖ{É <Æ¶ªÉÉä®äxºÉ +ÉÉè® º´ÉÉºlªÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉÖÉÊ
´ÉvÉÉ BÉEÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ £ÉÉÒ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA, <ºÉ àÉÉªÉxÉä àÉå £ÉÉÒ ªÉc ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ +É{ÉªÉÉÇ{iÉ cè* <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA {ÉªÉÉÇ{iÉ |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ àÉå BÉE®ä* <ºÉàÉå +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉ £ÉÉÒ VªÉÉnÉ
|ÉÉÊiÉÉÊxÉÉÊvÉi´É cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA xÉcÉÓ iÉÉä <ºÉàÉå ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEÉä BÉÖEU ÉÊàÉãÉxÉÉ cÉäMÉÉ iÉÉä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉEÉ®ÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉ Aäº Éä {ÉåSÉ ãÉMÉÉ nåMÉä ÉÊBÉE =xÉBÉEÉä BÉÖEU ÉÊàÉãÉ xÉcÉÓ {ÉÉAMÉÉ* <ºÉÉÊãÉA ªÉc ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ +ÉÉè®
ºÉ®ãÉ cÉä +ÉÉè® càÉ <ºÉBÉEÉ ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ BÉE®iÉä cé ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉÊvÉ´ÉBÉDiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA BÉEãªÉÉhÉ ÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ ¤ÉxÉä* =ºÉàÉå VªÉÉnÉ ÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ VÉàÉÉ cÉä ºÉBÉEä +ÉÉè® ºÉ®BÉEÉ® <ºÉ {É® VªÉÉnÉ vªÉÉxÉ nä +ÉÉè®
~ÉÒBÉE BÉEcÉ ÉÊBÉE c®äBÉE ®ÉVªÉ àÉå ABÉE°ô{ÉiÉÉ <ºÉàÉå xÉcÉÓ cè, c® ®ÉVªÉ +É{ÉxÉä +É{ÉxÉä fÆMÉ ºÉä <ºÉBÉEÉä ¤ÉxÉÉ ®cä cé* iÉÉä =xÉàÉå £ÉÉÒ ABÉE°ô{ÉiÉÉ <ºÉºÉä +ÉÉAMÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® VÉÉä n¤Éä cÖA, MÉ®ÉÒ¤É
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SHRI E.M. SUDARSANA NATCHIAPPAN (SIVAGANGA): Sir, I fully support this Bill. At the same time, I would like to draw
the attention of the Government towards the sufferings of the advocates due to economic disabilities. The Government
has taken a view as if all the senior advocates are having good practice and they need not be given any retirement
benefits. I personally know a number of senior advocates, who have been elevated as senior advocates after being into
practice for five to ten years, whose life style changes totally due to their own family circumstances.
Therefore, these people should not be prohibited from getting the benefit out of this fund.
I can tell you from my own experience as a lawyer who practised in the mofussil court, the High Court and then in the
Supreme Court that only 20 per cent of the lawyers are getting regular practice. Rest of the people are not having the
practice. They get only one or two cases per month or even once in six months. Therefore, their families and their welfare
should be looked into. I know certain people who used to say that if you are in the practice for four years, then you would
not be fit for any other profession. It is because things like laziness and taking things in their own way creep in them.
These things entice the lawyers not to go away from practice for other jobs. Therefore, this situation should also be taken
into consideration and people who are suffering should be benefited.
Sir, only three clauses are focussing upon the benefits which they are going to get. These are clauses 19, 21 and 24.
Under clause 19, there is a provision for ex gratia for particular disease. Leprosy is also included in it. But leprosy is now
being eradicated by the Department of Health.
Sir, many advocates are dying because of heart attack. These people should be looked after. People who are having low
status and are practising in mofussil courts are suffering. Therefore, the ex gratia payment should be fixed so that it could
be compensatory. If there is any medical expenditure amounting to Rs.1 lakh or Rs.1.25 lakh, that should be
compensated. They should not be left in the lurch because their families are having no other source of income except
practising.
I would like to draw the attention of the Government to clause 21 regarding cessation of practice. After 65 years of age,
there should be some age of retirement. The advocates who are ready to do away practice, may be given voluntary
retirement. It should not be compulsory retirement. Then only young lawyers can come up. Otherwise, people who are
retiring as judges, are again doing practice. They occupy a place. With the result, the young lawyers are unable to
compete with them. Therefore, the competition is also very high. Therefore, if some ceiling of 65 years or 70 years is given
for application of this particular clause, it will be very useful for the youngsters to come up. I would also like to draw the
attention of the Government that the senior lawyers are not filing the vakalatnama. Therefore, they are not going to give
any contribution. So, they will not be worrying about it. But at the same time, they should also be benefited and their
families should be taken care of.
Sir, normally, the lawyers are not getting any advances from any bank. The lawyers, the policemen, and the Press people
are disqualified from taking any loan from banks. The same disqualification is there in getting a house or office on rent.
Therefore, there should be a provision in clause 24 for getting loan for constructing house or office. When you are
framing the rules, that aspect may also be looked into.

A provision for electronic acknowledgement is also provided. It is in clause 11(2)(g) which says:

"communicate to the applicants, by registered post with acknowledgement due or through electronic
mode.. "
Clause 24 provides for monies for members of the Fund for purchase of books and add, "electronic goods, namely,
CDs."

Now, all the law books are available as CDs. That also should be provided.
Finally, I would like to sum up with the social aspect saying that the life of lawyers should be looked into when the
rules are framed. There should be representation for the Mofussil Bar in the Committee at the State level.
Section 26 (6) says:
"â€¦State Bar Council after paying the value thereof as reduced by ten per cent of such value towards
incidental expenses."
That also should be given to the subordinate court associations. There should be some ceiling for the associations.
There should not be more than one association in one area. Otherwise, there will be rivalry in getting the
associations registered.
SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE : Sir, it is good that some sort of a thinking is there. This is not a pioneering
legislation nor I think it is an improvement on the State legislation either. We do not know whether the Central
Government or the hon. Minister felt it necessary to ascertain the experiences of the different State Governments
about the applicability of this law. At least I tried to find it out from my State and they said that nobody contacted
them. They have not tried to get the opinion of the State Governments and nobody consulted them. Therefore, we
have been hearing many views on the subject. All are supporting the Bill. But there are certain areas where still
some doubts are there. Every suggestion is, I believe, for the improvement of this legislation. Therefore, it would
have been better if the experience of different State Governments had been taken note of.
Here, everybody understands it and as Shri Bansal said, almost all the State Bar Associations of Bar libraries as in
my State at Kolkata, have some sort of non-official and voluntary funds from which some help is given at the time of
difficulties to our friends in the profession. But so far as this is concerned, the matter of greatest importance is the
availability of money. Now, where does the money come from? I do not know whether there is any computation
made by the Central Government or assessment by the Ministry on the basis of contribution of Rs.50, Rs.100 and
Rs.1000. I think this law will be applicable to Delhi. How much money are you expecting from Delhi, what would be
the need and whether sufficient money will be there or not? After all, so far as insurance purpose is concerned, it
would be done through the LIC and rightly, it should be done so. But unless there is a sizeable contribution made, I
should have thought that many problems could have been solved if the Government of India had decided to provide
funds even to the State Governments because all these are non-partisan matters. These are not to be treated
either as political matters or party matters. There is a general desire that our colleagues who are in the profession
should lead a secure life. Some reasons have been pointed out by Dr. Raghuvansh Prasad Singh. The legal
profession has become the easiest of professions to get into. Although it is a profession with a principle and also
self-employment − I have the privilege to be in this profession − the sheer number now has made it impossible for a
lawyer to succeed easily . We have a huge population and we find that other avenues of employment are reducing.
There are problems of going into business faced by the middle class. Therefore, they are going into the legal
profession. I agree that senior lawyers are not doing their duty. They are not training the young lawyers also. There
are very many pitfalls which I am not going into at the moment.
But I would expect the hon. Minister to make a commitment here. Otherwise, everybody is questioning as to what is
the role of the Central Government and what motivated the Government to bring forward this legislation, except
giving a pat on his own back saying that he has piloted this Bill.
Sir, it is very good to say that the lawyers will pay the amount themselves, but they will get it from their clients and
pay, but these are meaningless provisions. Therefore, I thought that some contribution coming from the
Government would be of real help instead of nibbling here and there. I agree with Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan. He
has raised a very pertinent point. There are many senior advocates who are very willing to pay. The amount is also,
according to me, a pittance. But, I think, this Bill was drafted probably before the hon. Minister's Government came
into power. Thanks to this Government, the money value of the rupee is nothing; it is in steep decline. Therefore,
what can you do with this amount of Rs.30,000? After 30 years, even if you give this amount, probably nobody will
take it.

Sir, this is a provision for those lawyers who are going out of practice or giving up practice and those who have got
certain difficulties. I believe Clause 19 deals with personal problems like hospitalisation, certain illness, etc. What is
actually needed is that there should be some provision for enabling the junior lawyers and those lawyers who are
not that successful, to have the benefit of accommodation, library, or some sort of a common facility centre, if it
could be provided. The hon. Minister has a lot of experience and, I am sure, he must have also visited many of the
district court bars or even the sub-divisional level courts and seen the pathetic conditions prevailing there.
Everywhere it is the same thing. There is hardly adequate accommodation; there are no library facilities and they
are really struggling even for just a place to sit and a place to work, apart from the miserable condition of the court
rooms also in many places. Therefore, some help during the practice would be welcomed more.
I certainly join all my colleagues here who have spoken of the paucity of the amount. This amount should be raised
and a more comprehensive provision should be made for this. I know this Bill has a limited scope, but let the
Minister also consider this point that if we are really sincere and serious to see that those who are taking part in the
legal profession can at least, render better service, we have to provide the lawyers this much confidence that
something would be available to them after they choose to retire.
Sir, speaking for myself, we have no pension, except as a Member of Parliament. I do not know whether Shri Arun
Jaitley is eligible for pension; probably he will be eligible for that if he continues to remain a Minister. So, we have
no pension, provident fund and gratuity. Therefore, I would request the Minister to make it a sum which is
worthwhile. Secondly, the senior advocates will have no compulsion, except to pay, but they will not at all be the
beneficiaries.
I do not know whether it amounts to taxation or not. That has to be considered.
Shri Jaitley, I am sure that you feel for these people. You are aware of their problems. We can all discuss how to do
it. You can formulate some mechanism to stand by the people who, in their own way, are also contributing to the
development of our society, resolving the problems and disputes that are arising between the people. Therefore,
whatever may be the light in which the lawyers may be looked at at some places by some people, after all, we are
trying to render service to the society. Therefore, they are also eligible for this consideration. But the Government
shall have to take a leading role in the matter. That is my humble submission.

MR. SPEAKER: Now, the hon. Minister.
SHRI A.C. JOS (TRICHUR): Sir, please allow me to speak.
MR. SPEAKER: You can seek a clarification after the Minister finishes his speech. I called your name but you were
not available.

...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: You can seek the clarification later on. Please understand that we have to take up another matter
at four o'clock.
SHRI A.C. JOS : May I suggest a point? Everybody said about Rs. 30,000. My request to the hon. Minister is about
the powers to use the amount. By the time the Fund is enhanced, the power to give money to calculate it should be
given to the Trustees so that if there is more money, Rs. 30,000 shall not be pegged to that amount. This can be
decided.

All Bar Councils have a lot of money. They have got the enrolment fee. Now, section 15 provides that 20 per cent of
the money can be taken from the Bar Council's Fund to this Fund. The hon. Minister can accept it. At least 30 per
cent of the money can be taken from the Bar Council's Fund.
Now, the amount towards the LIC could also be enhanced. At least Rs. 10 lakh can be given.
MR. SPEAKER: Shri Chakraborty, what is your viewpoint?

SHRI AJOY CHAKRABORTY (BASIRHAT): Our point is that we have been deprived from speaking on many things. In this
House, the lawyers should get a chance. I have been a practising advocate for more than 20 years. I belong to a lower
court. I think, Shri Arun Jaitley and Shri Somnath Chatterjee are not able to appreciate the problems faced by the lawyers,
and the plight and fate of the lawyers in the lower courts. So, we have been deprived of a chance to highlight it because
we are lawyers from the lower courts. They are lawyers of the higher courts, so they got a chance earlier.
MR. SPEAKER: What is your viewpoint? The time is very short.

...(Interruptions)
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SHRI AJOY CHAKRABORTY : Due to constraint of time, I will not go into the details. I support and welcome the
Advocates' Welfare Fund Bill with some reservations. This Bill has been brought forward with the intention to render
social security by way of financial assistance to the junior lawyers and the lawyers of other classes. In our country,
there are two classes of lawyers. One is the privileged class. They are practising in the Supreme Court and the
High Courts. The other class of lawyers practise in the district courts and the subordinate courts.
I have already told that the lawyers like Shri Arun Jaitley and Shri Somnath Chatterjee have not been able to
appreciate the plight and the sufferings of the lawyers of the district courts and the subordinate courts. So, the
lawyers of the Supreme Court and the High Courts are demanding and getting a huge amount of fees that are
unthinkable and unimaginable. It is very much a problem on the part of the common people to reach the High Courts
or the Supreme Court and engage senior lawyers. I belong to a lower court.
There is no facility of library. Sometimes I have to rush to my district court in Barasat ...(Interruptions)
SHRI G.M. BANATWALLA (PONNANI): Sir, I have a point of order and that is that advocates are themselves a party
in this, so they should not be allowed to speak.
SHRI AJOY CHAKRABORTY : There is no facility for purchasing books, even though the lawyers practising at the
lower courts have no financial capacity. They have sub-standard chambers. And also the buildings of the library of
Bar Association and of the lower courts are in dilapidated conditions. The lower court does not have any capacity
even to rebuild its own buildings.
I have seen in the lower courts the lawyers sitting on torn benches and chairs. This is the condition of the lawyers
there. So, special provision should be made for the construction of Bar Association library, for providing facilities to
purchase books and special provision should be made for the welfare of the advocates and giving financial
assistance to the libraries at the district court and the subordinate court. They are the pillars and architects of our
judicial system.
The lawyers appearing for their cases in the lower courts have to appear for the cases under Section 302, Section

364, Section 376 of the IPC and so on. They are advocating the cases on behalf of their clients in such cases. So, I
urge upon the hon. Law Minister to make a special provision for the welfare fund of the district courts and lower
courts lawyers. The 30 per cent amount which is fixed for the lawyers is not sufficient amount. I would appeal to the
hon. Minister not to treat the lawyer as a beggar. After thirty years, they will get only Rs.30,000. After thirty years
the value of this amount of Rs.30,000 will be Rs.3 only.
Sir, one more point I would like to say before I sum up. The trustee committee consists of a secretary, there is no
lawyer. So, lawyers must also be represented in this committee. So, I urge the hon. Minister to make a special
provision for the welfare of the lawyers of subordinate courts and district courts.

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Sir, I am extremely grateful to the Members who have participated in the discussion on this
Bill and almost all of them, without exception, not only supported the Bill but also suggested some areas where it
could be improved upon.
I must clarify at the very outset the question which Shri Somnath Chatterjee has raised. From amongst the State
Government which had it and the State where it has been implemented, we did seek copies of all the State
legislations. I consulted the Bar Council of India, several Bar Associations, the Law Commission as to what is the
experience in each of the State. There were a large number of States where this law was not applicable because
there was no law. In the Union Territories, there was no law and in some of the States, we also noticed that the
implementation did lack because of certain specific reasons. Therefore, the areas of concern which had been
expressed, we wanted to give the rights to the States to continue with their own legislation, with an option that if
they found the Central legislation more beneficial, they could opt for it.
SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE : They want Central money.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Sir, I may at the very outset deal with three-four principal issues which have been raised by
several Members. The first, as to where the entire corpus of the fund really will come from?
That, in fact, Shri Chatterjee and other Members were right that really is the heart and soul of the matter as to
whether it will have only those Rs.50,000 which he referred to or will it be an active fund. In a number of States, the
membership was not compulsory and that was one reason that enforceability of the welfare stamp on a regular
basis was not possible. This was one of the reasons where it was found lacking in implementation in some of the
States.
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : We have enforced it in our State.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: That is why, Kerala is very successful. Therefore, under clause 3, we have enumerated the
various areas where the funds will come from. The funds will come from in the form of 20 per cent of the entire
collection made by a Bar Council from the enrolment fee, which will be transferred to the welfare fund rather than
we spend it on the administrative expenses of the Bar Council itself.
16.00 hrs.
If there is surplus money, as Shri Jos was suggesting to me, then the surplus money can be transferred by the Bar
Councils. Under clause 3 (2) (d), we have made a specific provision that the Central and the State Governments,
after due appropriation can also contribute to this fund. Under articles 203 and 204, we are enabling a fund here.
We cannot say as to how the States will appropriate their expenses. So, an enabling provision was created.
...(Interruptions)
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : You can bring a provision applicable to the Government. You can compel the
State Government . ...(Interruptions)
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: There is an enabling provision for both the Central and the State Governments to make a
contribution. Clause 3(2)(d) has been specifically provided for. Kindly do not have a worry on that score.
Finally, besides the insurance policies, interest, all sums which are collected by sale of stamps under clause 26,
and the sale of stamps and the model which we have adopted from some of the States, where the State
Government print those stamps on behalf of the Bar Council. The Bar Council is the agency through which it is
distributed and the membership is compulsory. Annual subscription is also payable by those who become a
member, and, therefore, by this entire process, which has been made mandatory, it is being made sure that
adequate amount of money is collected in this fund. I cannot give you how much each State will collect. But if you
were just to take a broad assessment of the number of cases filed in the subordinate courts in the country itself
every year, it is over a crore. Therefore, if you multiply the all India figure at Rs.5/- into two − there will be two sides

every year - that itself will give you how much will be in the subordinate courts.
Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal asked, what about other authorities. We have made it very clear in the Act itself that
these are required to be put in all courts subordinate to the district courts and all other authorities also. That is a
provision. It is contained in the Act itself. ...(Interruptions)
SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL : I did not say that. I only said that the power to collect should vest with the Trustee
Committee and not with the bar council.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: I will explain the reasons for that. Under clause 27, the point Shri Bansal has made is that it
is Rs. 5/- in District Court and subordinate Court; Rs.10/- in Tribunals, other authorities, and High Courts. For every
authority, where vakalatnama is required to be filed, this fund has been made mandatory.
The membership of the fund has been made compulsory under clause 18 of the Bill itself. A question has been
raised and which has agitated a large number of members as to this amount of Rs.30,000/- after thirty years is itself
on the seemingly inadequate. If we see the prescription which has been made under this Act as to what is the
purpose for which moneys are going to be spent, moneys are going to be spent under section 19 for ex-gratia
payments in cases of illness and disease where treatments are required. Moneys are going to be paid under
section 21 for cessation of practice. We checked up the Schedules in most of the State legislation and in a
predominantly large number of them, the Schedules were almost identical. But the Schedule, as Shri Jos has very
rightly observed, should not be a mandatory Schedule and we have to amend the law. Therefore, we have
incorporated the all India pattern and that Schedule is only for a limited payment. It is not the entire payment under
this Act. I will explain what the payments are. Under clause 32, we have made a provision, as Shri Jos has said,
that upon cessation of practice, if it is Rs. 30,000/-, depending upon the fund available and on the recommendation
of the Trustee Committee, the State Government can change and alter this amount. Therefore, this amount
depending on the moneys available in a State fund are amendable by an Executive notification itself and that power
has been given to the State Government on the advice of the Trustee Committee. But then, this is not the entire
payment, which is envisaged. ...(Interruptions)
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : Where is the provision? â€¦ (Interruptions) You have to bring it.
...(Interruptions)
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Sir, indexing in a large number of legislation, either by indexing or amendment of the
Schedule is a power, which the legislation itself can provide. Clause 32 (1) very clearly says:
"The appropriate Government may, on the recommendation of the Trustee Committee, by notification,
and having regard to the availability of the amount in the Fund, amend the rates specified in the Schedule
I.""
This power has been given in the Bill itself.
The most important thing is that this amount of cessation of practice or ex-gratia amounts are only two of the
incidental payments. If you kindly turn to clause 24, there are payments by way of life insurance; there are
payments by way of medical and educational benefits; and there are payments which provide for a scheme for
purchase of books.
The hon. Member was very right when he said the best beneficiaries of this Fund have to be those who needed the
most, that is, the advocates practising in the subordinate courts. Ten per cent of this Fund would be spent in every
State for amenities only for common facilities in the District Bar Association, that is, in the subordinate court itself,
for adding common facilities, etc. This is not there in any State legislation but for the first time we have provided it.
Section 24 provides fund for every other purpose that the Trustee Committee may decide.
MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Minister, just a minute please. Hon. Members, in fact, at four o'clock, we have to start the
discussion under rule 193. If the House agrees, we can take up the discussion under rule 193 after passing this Bill.
SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Under section 24, there is also a provision for preparing a scheme depending on the
availability of funds. One of the indicated areas in the Act itself in section 18 is that in the event of death, both from
the insurance policy, the common policies under the Fund, and the amounts available, amounts would be given to
the relatives of the deceased advocate, for which he has to make a nomination under section 18.
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : What about the premium? Is it individual premium or collective premium? Why
not it be a collective premium?

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: The premium is under the scheme.
MR. SPEAKER: Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan, you are not using the earphone. Please use earphone. I think there is
some problem.
SHRI PAWAN KUMAR BANSAL : Some premium from the Life Insurance Corporation would go to the corpus.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: Yes, you are right. That is the common facility. There will be an insurance. There will be a
nomination. There will be funds going into the corpus and there will be a scheme that in the event, in addition to
medical assistance, in addition to facilities of books for young lawyers, there would also be a scheme under which,
in the event of death, the entire residual funds including the amount received to the Fund from the common
insurance policy, how much is to be given to the relative of the deceased which is not a part of the Rs.30,000 which
is given on the cessation of practice. That is the figure which we have indexed, which can get increased. So, there
is a provision for facilities for aid to young lawyers, to the needy. There is a provision for giving ex-gratia and
medical aid in the event of death, to his relative, and this entire money comes from the entire corpus which we have
envisaged as far as the Fund is concerned....(Interruptions)
SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE : These are enabling provisions the Trustee Committee will make use of. The only
thing is if the money is there, they will do it.
SHRI ARUN JAITLEY: I am grateful to what Shri Somnath Chatterjee says. Therefore, we have made sure, studying
the experience of the various States, that it is necessary to make the membership compulsory to have a mandatory
stamp because this is where some of the State legislations really could not be enforced in full. We have studied
those experiments. We have consulted people across the country, who have participated in the experiments. We
have consulted the Bar Council. We have consulted the Law Commission on this. Therefore, the core of the issue
is that the help goes to the persons who need the help the most. You increase the corpus of the Fund by making
some mandatory guidelines. You indicate statutorily as to where the money can be spent. This Rs.30,000 is one of
the areas where it could be given. That also is a variable figure which has been left depending on the availability of
fund. This is the amount which has been indicated. There are only certain categories of persons who have been
excluded. For instance, a point was made about senior advocates. The exclusion is only with regard to two of the
funds. In all their insurance policies, etc., which they contribute, the exclusion is not there because that would be a
benefit they would be entitled by virtue of the contribution which they are making. It is only benefit under section 19,
21 and some of the section 24 benefits from which they have been excluded.
Here are the several areas where I tried to improve upon the State legislations. One of the areas is compulsory.
One of the areas is, common amenities should be contributed for. One of the areas is assistance be given to some
new entrants who need in terms of library etc. This is really one of those welfare measures which we have tried to
bring about, the object, being that the Central Government, the Parliament brings a facilitating legislation, makes
arrangements where the funds will come from and makes sure that those who deserve them the maximum, get the
benefit out of those funds.
Sir, an objection was raised or a suggestion was made as to under which section we should have this provision
with regard to mandatorily providing that the advocate has to pay himself and not transfer the burden on to the
clients. Several comments have been made on this and difficulties have been apprehended which have been
suggested by the Members.
We studied the pattern as far as the country is concerned. There is a corresponding provision in most legislations
which the State Legislatures have drafted and those State legislations which have been drafted, which have been
implemented. In this area, out of an identical provision, which Shri Khandelwal was apprehensive about, at least, no
problem has been felt anywhere, in any of the State legislations implemented till today.
Sir, it was an attempt by us to frame a facilitating legislation. I am extremely grateful to the hon. Members of the
House who have almost unanimously supported this legislation. Most of the suggestions are already incorporated in
it and if we do see any problem in its implementation or improvement once it is implemented, I am sure that this
House will always be there to correct and set it right. ...(Interruptions) Shri Somnath Chatterjee had made a point. I
have studied this in various legislations including the West Bengal legislation. The appeal is provided to the full Bar
Council of the State. Now, a question was raised as to who are the members of this Trust. It is true that the
membership of the Trust comprises of Advocate-General, two officers of the State Government, Chairman and
Secretary of the Bar Council and two other members nominated by the Bar Council. Now, it is predominantly a body
where there would be a larger lawyer representation. The appeal is to the Bar Council. Rules will have to be
framed. Obviously, the rules can also clarify that those who participate in the original decisions will not be sitting as
part of an Appeal Tribunal. A suggestion was made by Shri Radhakrishnan that two members of the Bar Association
should be there. I have studied the experiment in the States. In most States, they have not kept it for the reason that
there are innumerable number of Bar Associations in every State. You have Bar Association at the district level, at

the tehsil level and at the High Court level. Which is the Bar Association to which we will give representation? This
will always be an area which will not be free from doubt. Since there is only one Bar Council and the Bar Council is
a statutory body, we have given predominant representation to the Bar Council of India.
Sir, I am grateful to the Members. I commend to this House that this Bill be accepted.
MR. SPEAKER: The question is:
"That Bill to provide for the constitution of a welfare fund for the benefit of advocates and for matters
connected therewith or incidental thereto, be taken into consideration."

The motion was adopted.

MR. SPEAKER: The House will now take up clause-by-clause consideration of the Bill.

Clause 2 Definitions

MR. SPEAKER: The question is:
"That clause 2 stand part of the Bill."

The motion was adopted.
Clause 2 was added to the Bill.
Clause 3 Advocates' Welfare Fund

MR. SPEAKER: There is an amendment No. 2 to clause 3 to be moved by Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan. Are you
moving your amendment?

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : Sir, I beg to move:
Page 3,--

for lines 11 and 12, substituteâ€”
"(d). An amount not less than Rs. 1 crore per annum by the appropriate Government;" (2)

MR. SPEAKER: I shall now put amendment No. 2 moved by Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan to clause 3 to the vote of
the House.

The amendment was put and negatived.

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

The motion was adopted.
Clause 3 was added to the Bill.
Clause 4- Established of trustee Committee

MR. SPEAKER: There is an amendment No. 3 to clause 4 of the Bill to be moved by Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan.
Are you moving your amendment?
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : Sir, I beg to move:
Page 3,--

after line 48, insertâ€”
"(h) Two advocates to be nominated by the State Bar Association"--Members (3)

MR. SPEAKER: I shall now put amendment No. 3 to clause 4 moved by Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan to the vote of
the House.

The amendment was put and negatived.

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

The motion was adopted.
Clause 4 was added to the Bill.
Clauses 5 to 26 were added to the Bill.
Clause 27- Vakalatnama to bear stamps

MR. SPEAKER: There is an amendment No. 4 to clause 27 to be moved by Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan. Are you
moving your amendment?
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : Sir, I beg to move:
Page 10, line 22,--

after "advocate" insertâ€”
"who has opted out of the fund" (4)

MR. SPEAKER: I shall now put amendment No. 4 to clause 27 moved by Shri Varkala Radhakrishna to the vote of
the House.

The amendment was put and negatived.

MR. SPEAKER: The question is:
"That clause 27 stands part of the Bill."

The motion was adopted.
Clause 27 was added to the Bill.
Clauses 28 to 38 were added to the Bill.
Schedule I

MR. SPEAKER: Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan, are you moving amendment No. 5 to Schedule I?
SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN: Sir, I beg to move:
Page 14, lines 6 to 35,--substitute--

For Rs. 30,000 substitute Rs. 3,00,000
Rs. 29,000 substitute Rs. 2,29,000
Rs. 28,000 substitute Rs. 2,80,000
Rs. 27,000 substitute Rs. 2,70,000
Rs. 26,000 substitute Rs. 2,60,000
Rs. 25,000 substitute Rs. 2,50,000
Rs. 24,000 substitute Rs. 2,40,000
Rs. 23,000 substitute Rs. 2,30,000
Rs. 22,000 substitute Rs. 2,20,000

Rs. 21,000 substitute Rs. 2,10,000
Rs. 20,000 substitute Rs. 2,00,000
Rs. 19,000 substitute Rs. 1,90,000
Rs. 18,000 substitute Rs. 1,80,000
Rs. 17,000 substitute Rs. 1,70,000
Rs. 16,000 substitute Rs. 1,60,000
Rs. 15,000 substitute Rs. 1,50,000
Rs. 14,000 substitute Rs. 1,40,000
Rs. 13,000 substitute Rs. 1,30,000
Rs. 12,000 substitute Rs. 1,20,000
Rs. 11,000 substitute Rs. 1,10,000
Rs. 10,000 substitute Rs. 1,00,000
Rs. 9,000 substitute Rs. 90,000
Rs. 8,000 substitute Rs. 80,000
Rs. 7,000 substitute Rs. 70,000
Rs. 6,000 substitute Rs. 60,000
Rs. 5,000 substitute Rs. 50,000
Rs. 4,000 substitute Rs. 40,000
Rs. 3,000 substitute Rs. 30,000
Rs. 2,000 substitute Rs. 20,000
Rs. 1,000 substitute Rs. 10,000
MR. SPEAKER: I shall now put amendment No. 5 moved by Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan to Schedule I to the vote
of the House.

The amendment was put and negatived.

MR. SPEAKER: The question is:
"That Schedule I stand part of the Bill."

The motion was adopted.
Schedule I was added to the Bill.
Schedule II, Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the Long Title
were added to the Bill.

SHRI ARUN JAITELY: Sir, I beg to move:
"That the Bill be passed".
MR. SPEAKER: The question is:
"That the Bill be passed".

The motion was adopted
-----------

