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I will put the ordinal motion, as 
tow modified, to the vote oi! the 
House. The question is:

"That the Bill to provide for 
the levy of gift tax be referred to 
a Select Committee consisting ot 
Shri Asoke K. Sen, Shri C. D. 
Pande, Shri Tribhuvan Narayan 
Singh, Shri Mahavir Tyagi. Shri 
S. Ahmad Mehdi, Shrimati Uma 
Nehru, Shri Shivram Rango Rane, 
Sardar Iqbal Singh, Dr. Y. S. 
Parmar, Shrimati Renuka Kay, 
Shri Liladhar Kotoki, Shri 
Jaganatha Rao, Shri Narendra- 
bhai Nathwani, Shri Radheshayam 
Ramkumar Morarka, Shri Harisn 
Chandra Mathur, Shri Radhelal 
Vyas, Shri Vidya Charan Shukla, 
Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman, Shri 
N. G. Ranga, Shri M. Shankaraiya, 
Shri Satyandra Narayan Sinha, 
Shri George Thomas Kottuka- 
pally, Shri A. M. Tariq, Shri 
KamaLnayan Jamnalal Bajaj, Shri 
B. R. Bhagat, Shri Mathura Prasad 
Mishra, Shri T. Sanganna, Shri 
S. R. Damani, Shri Rajeshwar 
Patel, Shri T. C. N. Menon, Shri 
Prabhat Kar, Shri R. K. Khadil- 
kar, Shri Bimal Comar Ghose, 
Shri Arjun Singh Bhadauria. Shri 
M. R. Masani, H. H. Maharaja Sri 
Karni Singhji of Bikaner, Shri 
Premji R. Assar, Shri N. Siva 
Raj, H. H. Maharaja Pratap 
Keshari Deo, Shri Naushir 
Bharucha, Shri Thirumala Rao, 
Dr. A. Krishnaswami and Shri 
Morarji Desai with instructions 
to report by the 1st May, 1958.”

The motion was adopted.

ESTATE DUTY (AMENDMENT) 
BILL

The Minister of Finance (Shri 
Morarji Desai): Sir, I beg to move:

‘ "That the Bin further to 
amend the Estate Duty Act, 1933, 
be referred to a. Select Committee 
consisting of—Shri Asoke K Sen, 
Shri C. D. Pande, Shri M. Tf.iru-

mala Rao, Shri Mahavir Tyagi,
Shri S. Ahmad Mehdi, Shrimati 
Uma Nehru, Shri Shivram Rango 
Rane, Sardar Iqbal Singh, Ur.
Y. S. Parmar Shrimati Renuka 
Ray, Shri Liladhar Kotoki, Shri 
Jaganatha Rao, Shri Narendrabhai 
Nathwani, Shri Radheshyam 
Ramkumar Morarka, Shri Harish. 
Chandra Mathur, Shri Vidya 
Charan Shukla, Shri Radhelal 
Vyas, Shri C. R. Pattabhi Kaman,
Shri N. G. Ranga, Shri M. 
Shankaraiya, Shri Satyendra 
Narayan Sinha, Shri George 
Thomas Kottukapally, Shri A M. 
Tariq, Shri Kamalnayan Jamnalal 
Bajaj, Shri B. R. Bhagat Shri 
Mathura Prasad Mishra, Shri T. 
Sanganna, Shri S. R. Dan.am,
Shri Rajeshwar Patel, Shri'
T. C. N. Menon, Shn Prabhat Kar, 
Shri R. K. Khadilkar, Shri Bimal 
Comar Ghose, Shri Arjun Singh 
Bhadauria, Shri M. R. Masani,
H. H. Maharaja Sri Kami Singhji 
of Bikaner, Shri Premji R. Assar,. 
Shri Tribhuan Narayan Singh, 
Shri N. Siva Raj, H. H. Maharaja 
Pratap Keshari Deo, Shri Naushir 
Bharucha, Dr. A. Krishnaswamy 
and Shri Morarji Desai with ins-
tructions to report by the 1st 
May, 1958.”

It is intended that the Bill that T 
moved last and this Bill should be- 
considered by the same Select Com-
mittee so that it may consider both' 
of them together. So, the names in 
the Select Committee for this Bill are 
the same as that in that Bill.

The Estate Duty Act was enacted 
about five years ago and when the 
original Bill came before this House it 
was discussed at considerable length. 
About a thousand amendments were 
tabled and a third of them actually 
discussed. The anxiety of the 
House as well as of the Government 
was the same. We were introducing 
an Act based not on our own expe-
rience but on that of the U.K. 
Naturally, we adapted it to our own 
requirements but we had to be certain.
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that in actual operation the Act did 
not become a source of harassment 
and did not create social evil rather 
than social good. Exemption limits 
were fixed at a high figure, generous 
•exceptions were made from the scope 
o f the duty and the rights of the 
assessees carefully protected. If I may 
say so, this was as it should have been 
and in matters of this kind it is per-
haps wise to hasten slowly.

Almost five years are now passed 
and we can now review our experience 
o f the operation of this Act. As far 
as I can judge from the references 
made and questions asked in this 
House there is a certain amount of 
disappointment at the poor yield from 
this duty. Although definite estimates 
were never made and, by the very 
nature of things, could not have been 
made of the actual yield of this duty, 
I believe both the House and the 
country expected that the actual yield 
would be much more than the meagre 
figure of about Rs. 2 crores per year 
that w e have collected from this duty. 
I have not heard of any case o f 
administrative harassment and it may 
interest the House to know that in the 
matter of valuation of assets there has 
been only one case so far in which a 
reference to Statutory Valuers from 
the value determined by the Depart-
ment has been made and that on the 
question of law there have so far been 
only four references to the High Court.

In our country there are inherent 
difficulties to administer an estate duty. 
In most foreign countries no property 
can pass on death without obtaining a 
succession certificate or a letter of 
administration or a probate of a will 
so that estate duty can be collected 
almost as automatically as stamp duty. 
The danger o f evasion is considerably 
less and the legal proceedings in con-
nection with succession certificates 
etc., themselves give a clue to the 
value of the property passing on the 
■death o f a person. In India, on the 
other hand, the practice of obtaining 
•wecesslon certificates or leaving wills 
ta by no means widespread. Among

families governed by the Mitakshara 
law, there is no question o f succession 
and among those governed by Daya- 
bagaha law, the shares in the property 
are in most cases so well defined that 
it is possible to have a partition deed, 
if  at all necessary, without going into 
the expense and trouble of obtaining a 
succession certificate. For this reason, 
a mere scrutiny of the probate and 
succession certificate cases does not 
give us complete information. The 
Department has actually to keep a 
constant watch on mutations in muni-
cipal records, death certificates etc. 
We have also enlisted the co-operation 
o f the State Governments and are now 
obtaining information about mutations 
in revenue records in all cases above 
Rs. 50,000. But even with these 
measures, we cannot be sure all the 
taxable cases are actually subjected to 
tax.

Even where it is possible to find 
cases the difficulties of determinhig the 
exact assets are enormous. In our 
country the practice of holding some 
property at least in the form of cash 
and jewellery is almost universal. It 
is difficult to detect these items as they 
are not apparent from any known 
transactions o f the deceased persons. 
There is also a fairly widespread habit 
of holding properties in benami names. 
I need not enumerate all these difficul-
ties in detail and would merely add 
that the administrative machinery Is 
being geared to meet these difficulties. 
Moreover,, the assessment of wealth 
for purposes of the Wealth Tax Act 
and also the proposed Gift Tax Act 
should help us in checking evasion. 
Even, however, if the administrative 
machinery is perfect, the revenue 
derived from this duty would continue 
to be small unless we take steps to 
reduce some of the concessions which 
were originally given but for which 
there does not appear to be any justi-
fication now.

A reference to the Statement of 
Objects and Reasons will show that ft 
is the object o f the present BUI to res-
trict some of the concessions which hi
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the light o f our subsequent experience 
in working the Act do not appear to 
be justified. TTCie other amendments 
have been proposed to clarify the 
assessment procedure, to facilitate 
collection of duty and also to change 
the present appellate procedure. The 
discussions that have taken place in 
this House and elsewhere since the 
introduction of this Bill have snown 
that there is a general agreement with 
the broad objectives of the Bill though 
a few criticisms have been made of 
some of the provisions made in the 
amendment Bill. Some hon. Members 
have pointed out that there was no 
justification for reducing the exemp-
tion limit from Rs. 1 lakh to Rs. 50,000, 
particularly when this reduction in the 
exemption limit will bring only an 
additional revenue of Rs. 50 lakhs. My 
colleague, Shri Bhagat, has already 
pointed out that other countries with 
much higher per capita incomes have 
even lower exemption lim,t=. I must 
also point out that by reducing the 
exemption limit to Rs. 50,000 we are 
making the tax more broad-based 
which is an important consideration in 
revising the tax structure of the coun-
try. Our attempt is to spread the 
burden of taxation as widely as possi-
ble which will mean that those who 
can bear the burden should pay. The 
incidence of duty in the region of 
Rs. 50,000 to Rs. 1 lakh is reasonably 
low being only 6 per cent for the value 
above Rs. 50,000. Thus for an estate 
of Rs. 60,000 the duty is only Rs. 600 
and for an estate of Rs. 75,000 only 
Rs. 1,500. Even from these amounts 
half the court fees paid for obtaining 
probate, etc. will be allowed as a 
deduction. Hence it cannot be said 
that any great hardship will be caused 
by this provision. It is true that in 
terms of actual revenue, the net gain 
resulting from the reduction in the 
exemption limit will be only Rs. 50 
lakhs during the current year but this 
is because these amendments will, if 
approved, come into force from 
1-4-1958. In other words, they will 
affect only deaths occurring on or after 
1-4-1958. As six months time is 
allowed to the legal heirs to submit 
their accounts, the revenue effect of

the amended provisions will begin to- 
be felt only after six month, i.e., from 
1- 10- 1958. Thus so far as the 
current year is concerned, half the full 
year’s revenue only should be takeni 
and this is why we expect only a sum 
of Rs. 50 lakhs. From the next year 
onwards, we may expect our revenue- 
from estate duty will increase by at 
least Rs. 1 crore, if not more.

One of the important changes that 
we have brought in the amending 
Bill is that on the death of a member 
of a Hindu Undivided family, his 
coparcenary interest in the family will 
be taxed at the rate applicable to the- 
value of the estate of the branch o f  
the family concerned. The amendment 
proposed does not for a moment seek 
to subject any portion of the property 
which would not have come to the- 
deceased had there been a partition 
before his death. All that it says is 
that for calculating the rate of duty 
one has to take into account his share 
per stirpes in the family for rate pur-
poses, the duty actually being leviable 
on and recovered from his own inte-
rest per •capita in the property. I 
hope the House will agree that this is 
a better measure o f the paying capa-
city of the deceased coparcener.

Sir. some doubts have been expres-
sed about the desirability of the pro-
posed amendment raising the period of 
chargeable gifts from two years to five 
years. It has been said that we are 
giving retrospective effect to legisla-
tion whcih is against all canons of law, 
equity and justice. To remove any 
possible doubt I may make it clear that 
our amendment extending the two- 
year period to five years will be appli-
cable only to all deaths occurring after 
1-4-1958. In respect of all deaths 
occurring before that date, only the 
two year period will be applicable. 
Even so, this provision can no doubt 
be said to be retrospective in a certain 
limited sense; but in a legislation o f  
this kind such retrospective provision 
is inevitable. It was there even in the 
original Act. for though the Estate 
Duty Act came into force on 15-10-1953, 
all gifts made during the two year
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period prior to death became taxable, 
•even though such period might fall 
before 15th October, 1953 .

Under the existing provisions of law 
the entire court fee paid is allowed 
.as a deduction from the estate duty 
payable. The result of this is that in 
certain States, practically the whole of 
the estate duty is wiped out in the 
■case of estates upto 21 lakhs. In effect, 
•there is no collection of estate duty at 
all "in these cases. Some limitation 
■<ii the amount of this rebate would 
seem to be justified and with this view 
It is proposed to allow in respect of 
•deaths occurring after 1-4-1958 only 
half of the probate duty paid. In this 
-connection, I may mention that the 
Select Committee which had consider-
ed the original Estate Duty Bill had 
•recommended that such rebate should 
be limited to one-sixth o f the estate 
■duty payable.

Sir, there is only one more point to 
•which I wish to draw the attention 
-of the House. It is about the appellate 
machinery provided in the amending 
Bill. It will be recalled that when the 
Estate Duty Bill was before Parlia-
ment, there was considerable opposi-
tion to the appellate machinery pro-
vided in the Act. The present system 
has no doubt worked well and suc-
ceeded in giving expeditious relief and 
minimising litigation, but with the 
increasing number of appeals it will 
be difficult for the Board to give the 
same attention to appellate work as it 
Jias hitherto. Moreover, as sufficient 
experience in the working o f the Act 
vhas been gained by the Department as 
•well as the Estate Duty advisers and 
■practitioners, there does not seem to 
be sufficient justification in departing 
'from the general principle of appellate 
procedure laid down in the Income- 
tax, Wealth-tax and Expenditure-tax 
Acts. Under the proposed amendment, 

ithe first appeal will lie to the Appellate 
Controller with a provision for a 
.second appeal to the Appellate Tribu- 
uoal. The question of valuation could 
'be referred at the Tribunal stage to 
the arbitration o f two valuers as la

the Wealth Tax Act. Any question ot  
law will be referred to the High Court 
by the Tribunal instead of by the 
Board as at present.

With these remarks, Sir, I commend 
my motion for the acceptance of the 
House.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Motion moved.

“That the Bill further to amend 
the Estate Duty Act, 1953 be refer-
red to a Select Committee consist-
ing of:—

Shri Ashoke K. Sen, Shri C. D. 
Pande, Shri M. Thirumala Rao, Shri 
Mahavir Tyagi, Shri S. Ahmed Mehdi, 
Shrimati Uma Nehru, Shri Shivram 
Rango Range, Sardar Iqbal Singh. Dr. 
Y. S. Parmar, Shrimati Renuka Ray, 
Shri Liladhar Kotoki, Shri Jaganatha 
Rao, Shri Narendrabhai Nathwani, 
Shri Radheshyam Ramkumar Morarka. 
Shri Harish Chandra Mathur, Shri 
Vidya Charan Shukla, Shri Radhelal 
Vyas, Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman, Shri 
N. G. Ranga, Shri M. Shankaraiya, 
Shri Styendra Narayan Sinha, Shri 
George Thomas Kottukapally, Shri A. 
M. Tariq, Shri Kamalnayan Jamunalal 
Bajaj, Shri B. R. Bhagat, Shri Mathura 
Prasad Mishra, Shri T. Sanganna, 
Shri S. R. Damani, Shri Rajeshwar 
Patel, Shri T. C. N. Menon, Shri 
Prabhat Kar. Shri R. K. Khadilkar, 
Shri Bimal Comar Ghose, Shri Arjun 
Singh Bhadauria, Shri M. R. Madanl,
H. H, Maharaja Sri Kami Singhji of 
Bikaner, Shri Premji R. Assar, Shri 
Tribhuvan Narayan Singh, Shri N. 
Siva Raj, H. H. Maharaja Pratap 
Keshari Deo, Shri Naushir Bharucha, 
Dr. A. Krishnaswami and Shri Morarji 
Desai.

With instructions to report by the 1st 
May, 1958” .

Shri Naushir Bharucha (East Khan- 
desh): Sir, before the matter Is put
for the consideration of the Home, 
may I request the hon. Finance Minis-
ter to extend the time till 3rd May at 
least in the case o f the second BilL 
I may point out, Sir, that between
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emw and the time that we have to
make a report— 1st May—there will 
be hardly tour working days available, 
and the Gift Tax Bill will take a con-
siderably long time. And, even after 
the report is made on 1st May, after 
All, the two Bills are not going to be 
taken up simultaneously.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The Select 
Committee can sit on holidays also.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: Even if
you sit on holidays there will only be 
five days.

Shri C. D. Pande (Naini Tal): And 
the same people arc there in both the 
Committees.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: I would, 
therefore, request that the time limit 
for Estate Duty Bill may be extended 
up to 3rd May.

Shri Morarji Desai: The difficulty
Is of the Bills coming here, passed 
here and then going to Rajya Sabha 
also.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: We cannot 
take up the two Bills together.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: We cannot 
see that these legislations arc passed 
before this Session is over.

Shri Braj Raj Singh (Firozabad J: 
But two Bills won't bo passed the 
same day.

Shri Morarji Desai: Therefore,
more time is required.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He may con-
sider over it. What the hon. Mem-
bers want to impress upon the hon. 
Minister is that the Bills would be 
taken up one after the other and, 
therefore, the Select Committee can 
also have some more time for this 
Bill. He can consider it and then 
give us his reactions.

Shri V. P. Najrar (QuiJon): Mr De-
puty-Speaker, Sir, I have gone through 
the amending Bill and also listened 
with interest to the speech which was 
road out by the hon. Minister. I have 
also had the good fortune. Sir, to

House when the orginal Bill was sent 
to the Select Committee.

I must, at the outset, repeat what 
Comrade H. N. Mukerjee had said 
while speaking on that occasion, that it 
is good only so far as it goes. This 
amending Bill no doubt, has certain 
welcome provisions, but I am sorry 
to say that Government did not take 
courage to come to the House and say 
that it is because of the defects, be-
cause of the disastrous failure in the 
working of the State Duty Act that 
these amendments are now sought for.

I remember, Sir, when we discussed 
the original Bill in the Select Commi-
ttee in 1952-53, we tried our level 
best to get Government accept some 
of the amendments and I am very 
glad, indeed, today that most of those 
amendments, which were thrown out 
as they usually did in those days, 
have now been given shape in these 
amendments (Interruption). I am 
only submitting that it has taken for 
the Government, with all its machi-
nery to find out the details of tax 
colloction. five long years to find out 
the wisdom of our suggestions and the 
folly of their stand in those days. I 
shall have occasion to refer to our 
dissenting notes to the provisions later, 
but before doing so 1 may be permit-
ted. Sir. to make a few general obser-
vations.

What has been the result of our 
Estate Duty Act? The hon. Minister 
rightly said that no precise estimates 
were made. But I vividly remember 
Shri C. D Deshmukh telling us that 
it will fetch not an inconsiderable 
amount for the Plan. Various esti-
mates were made: for example. Shri 
Raphubir Saha; who spoke then made 
an estimate of about Rs. 8 crores, and 
some Members went to the extent of 
even estimating Rs. 10 crores or Rs. 
15 crores. At that time we suggested 
that, because the Act did not go to 
the extent we desired and because 
there were serious limitations on the 
provision, we could not except any 
mentionable contribution for the pur-
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enacted. Shri C. D. Deshmukh after 
having considered all the sides of the 
discussion had emphasised that he ex-
pected a mentionable contribution 
lor the Five Year Plan. In our dis-
senting notes—and we were very cate-
gorical in that—we said that if the 
Bill was as it was framed there was 
possible no change of bringing any 
sizeable revenue as was expected by 
the then Finance Minister.

We And that what we said on that 
occasion has been proved, and proved 
much to the detriment of the Govern-
ment’s finances. What is the total 
collection of estate duty so far? I do 
not say that it has been worked pro-
perly, because we know that after 
the Estate Duty Bill was enacted into 
law in our country some very rich 
people known to be very rich have 
died. 1 remember having read paper 
reports—I don’t know exactly whether 
it was in 1954— that Shri Jwalaprasad 
Srivastava who was known to be a 
millionaire died, but when he died 
hardly 25 nave paise were left. There 
was another multimillionaire, Jajodia, 
who died, but after his death not a 
pie could be collected as estate duty.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Were there
naye paise at that time?

Shri V. P. Nayar: I was converting 
it to be modem. Then, Sir, I am also 
sorry that a definite allegation had 
been made against one of the Cong-
ress Chief Ministers—I do not want 
to mention names— that he started his 
career as a school master and he died 
leaving a very small sum of Rs. 90 
lakhs.

An Hon. Member: Rs. 80 lakhs.

.Shri V. P. Nayar: No. Only Rs. 90 
lakhs. This allegation was not made 
by an ordinary person, it was made 
by a person of the calibre, and emi-
nence of Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia. It 
was reported in the Press, but the 
Government have not chosen to 
contradict it.

Shri Morarji Desai: That defama-
tion case is going on. On this matter,

my hon. friend may be better carofuL 
He is very much protected here. X 
wish he tells it outside. Then he will 
be immediately prosecuted.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Even if he is 
protected here, he has to take all 
precuation to see that he does not 
make any remarks which may be wide 
of the mark.

Shri V. P. Nayar: I have been a
very humble student of criminal law.
I have done cases on defamation my-
self. I know the implications and I 
know what is sub judice. Therefore 
it is that I said that very serious alle-
gation had been made I do not want 
to enter into the details at all, but 
what I was pointing out was that it 
was not contradicted. There may be 
cases, and there is a defamation case,
I know, 1 am not going into the case 
at all. My contention was that when 
th" press reports came and long after 
that defamation case was launched,— 
it is after all only a civil case—in the 
interval, the Government did not 
choose to contradict.

Shri Morarji Desai: May 1 tell the 
hon. Member that this was gone into 
very carefully, and the matter has 
been decided only recently? How 
can we contradict anything without 
going into everything completely?

Shri V. P. Nayar: I am thankful for 
that information, but by point was 
that in the country there has been a 
feeling that the working of the Estate 
Duty Act was so defective, that the 
machinery was not operating properly 
at all and that during the last five 
years properties were bequeathed in 
such a way that rich people have died 
as paupers. I would not be wonder- 
struck if some of our millionaires, 
multimillionaires and crore-pathlg die 
in future as paupers and not merely 
as paupers but as huge debtors, be-
cause at th<~ time when the Estate 
Duty Bill was in the anvil of this 
House, we suggested that having once 
given a declaration of the intention 
of Government to bring forward an 
estate duty law, and if w e wanted to 
take advantage o f that, the Govern-
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ment should not merely have a period 
of two years but must have a retros-
pective effect from the first date on 
\yhich the firm announcement was 
made by the Government that they are 
going to levy an estate duty. We 
have very clearly expressed it in the 
Dissenting Minute. In that case, in 
1846, when the Government of India 
made a categorical statement that they 
were coming out with the Estate Duty 
Bill, from that date if all further 
transfers were made subject to taxabi-
lity, nothing of the kind would have 
happened. This is what we said then.

I am sorry that I have to read from 
my own Dissenting Minute. In that 
Committee, there were 35 Members. 
Fortunately, 16 are back in this 
House. Only Shri Kamal Kumar 
Basu and myself raised this point. 
The Government were not prepared to 
accept five years orginally. We sug-
gested that the duty should be com-
puted from the first date of the dec-
laration of Government's intention to 
levy an estate duty, but not being 
able to convince my hon. Friends over 
there who were in a huge majority, we 
agreed to arrive at a compromise of 
five years in order to reduce at least 
the mischief that would have resulted.

This is what we said. I read from 
the Dissenting Minute:

“The period fixed for bona fide 
disposition of property to be out of 
reach of this law is two years. The 
corresponding period in the United 
Kingdom at present is five years. 
The intention is to have some 
legislation on estate duty having 
been declared as early as in 1946. 
Those who may consider them-
selves specially liable for taxation 
have had sufficient notice, but 
thanks to the policy of procrasti-
nation, such taxable sections have 
had sufficient time to make ade-
quate provisions to evade the law 
as far as possible. The period 
should in fairness to public inte-
rest have covered the period from . 
now up to the first official declara-
tion about this legislation’*.

But even the suggestion to fix a period 
of five years was not accepted. They 
were in the Government, we were not. 
We knew they were in the Government 
and they did not know this would hap-
pen. The Minister who was then pilot-
ing the Bill had experience as ad-
ministrator for over 30 years, and he 
was connected with the finances of 
this country. Even a person of that 
calibre, of the calibre of Shri Chinta- 
man Deshmukh, when we threw out 
a suggestion that unless you extend 
the period from two years to five 
years at least, if not from 1946 on-
wards, it would not be correct, even 
he did not accept it. And what is 
worse, the very able Select Committee 
which had as its distinguished Chair-
man our present Speaker, who later 
on made a very interesting speech on 
the Bill also and who made substan-
tial contribution towards the discus-
sion, did not even care to consider our 
suggestion, because wou will find in 
the report of the Select Committee that 
the particular clause referring to the 
period being changed from two years 
to five years has not been mentioned 
at all. It was not mentioned.

I am glad that Government have 
now accepted that the two years rule 
which they had was a mistake. A l-
though they may not come openly and 
submit to this House that because of 
the two years there has been a loss, 
I am glad that in two or three sec-
tions the “ two” years are now being 
changed to “five” years. But the hon. 
Minister has disappointed me by say-
ing that these five years will take 
effect only for deaths which occur 
after the 1st April, 1958.

I should very much like the Select 
Committee to consider—having the 
very regrettable experience we have 
had in the matter of collections—why 
it is not possible for us to take the 
date back. This is a House which has 
power enough to pass retrospective 
legislation. I want to know who said 
that we do not have power to pass 
retrospective legislation in such mat-
ters. We have done it and we can do
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so. If this is the argument, this is 
an argument not intended for flndipg 
additional resources for our treasury 
but only an argument which is given 
in order that a certain section, the 
richer section coming under the taxa-
ble slab, may take advantage of this 
rule.

Therefore, I once again want to reit-
erate that Government should in fu-
ture, having regard to the experience 
they have had in working out this 
legislation and throwing out a very 
valuable suggestion because it came 
from the Communist Party, at least 
take the lesson that hereafter they will 
pay more respect to our suggestions, 
because we know how the tax-evad- 
ers can escape. We know for certain 
that in this country the tax officials 
and the tax-dodgers are on a keen 
race, and always you find, as we said 
in the Dissenting Minute, the dice is 
very heavily loaded against the in-
rests of the Government. In such a 
race, we very often find that because 
of the defective machinery, because of 
the corrupt administration, the tax 
dodgers always have an advantage 
over the Government. Therefore, my 
submission is that the Government 
should not think that it is desirable 
only to have two years extended to 
five years with effect from the 1st 
April.

I have heard it said, and it has 
come out in the Press especially and 
emphatically too in papers like the 
Eastern Economist, that here in India 
the tax has become an unbearable bur-
den to the people more than in any 
other country. We have revised the 
incidence of duty also, and it is argued 
that apart from the High incidence of 
income-tax and other taxes, if we in-
crease the rate of estate duty as we 
seek to do in this amending Bill, 'it 
will very materially affect the pros-
perity of the cr.'i-itry.

I want to fcne those critics who often 
talk of the tax burden in this country 
some comparative figures which will

convincingly show that it is not the 
highest possible rate of duty in our 
country but it is something very much 
less. The hon. Minister said that our 
annual collection is only around Rs. 2 
crores. I have got the figures pre-
pared from the Ministry. It is not 
Hs. 2 crores. It is even less, because, 
since 1953- 54, from when we could 
have collected the estate duty up to 
February, 1958, the total collection 
amounts only to about Rs. 863 lakhs. 
In 1954-55, it was Rs. 85.16 lakhs; 1955- 
56, Rs. 172 lakhs; 1956- 57, Rs. 210.87 
lakhs; 1957- 58, the estimate ig Rs. 250 
lakhs, and the collection is Rs. 242 
lakhs. So, when we expected this to 
be a windfall, when we expected the 
estate duty machinery to function in 
such a way as to bring in a sizable rev-
enue for the Five Year Plan, and when 
we were in the doldrums with our 
finance, what we found now is that 
the Act was defective, because our 
suggestion was not implemented and 
because it could not be worked by an 
efficient machinery. What labour was 
done, as the proverbial mountain did, 
produced only a littlo mouse in the 
matter of collection. I want the hon. 
Minister to realise this, because today 
in the context of our financial difficul-
ties it is more difficult to get our re-
sources; I wish to submit to the House 
the figures which I have here. I would 
like to give those figures to those 
spokesmen who very often cry in and 
out that our tax-strueture is such that 
it bends them, breaks their spine and 
it makes it impossible for them to get 
up. I have made some ealculat ons 
on the basis of our present slab as 
you find in this Bill as also under the 
current rates of estate duty as you 
get in the United Kingdom. In the 
matter of the collection from U.K, as 
I could not get the latest book, I got 
the figures only for 1955 from t̂ ie 
“Government Finance and Fiscal 
Policy” by A. R. Ilersic. By my calcula-
tion I will give you some examples 
to show how the higher slabs of taxa-
ble persons in our country are at 9 
positive advantage as compared to the 
higher slabs in other countries. I do
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not have the figures for the United 
States of America, but they are also 
very much similar to U.K. and higher 
than in India.

IS bn.

In India an estate worth Rs. 20 
lakhs, according to the hon. Minister’s 
new Schedule, will have to pay onlj 
Rs. 3.79 lakhs, that is, 19 per cent. 
Hero I do not go into the relative value 
of the rupee and the pound. If you 
calculate the estate in England worth 
Ri. 20 lakhs of Indian rupees in the 
rough and ready calculation, I have 
taken one pound as equivalent to about 
Rs. 14: we need not go into the frac- 
t on.-;—the corresponding value of it in 
poutidi will be £.146 lakhs. Such an 
estate in the Un’ted Kingdom will pa> 
50 dci- rent, a; against 19 per cent, 
wh'ch we pay ir, India. Hero in an 
estate worth Rs. 30 lakhs it will be 
Rs. 6 lakhs Rs. 7 lakhs, that is, 22
per cent, while an estate worth £ 2 ' 13
lakhs in U.K. which is equivalent lo 
about Rs. 30 lakhs, will have to pay 
60 per cent. Again, an estate worth 
Rs. 50 lakhs in India will have to pay
Rs. 13’ 79 lakhs or 27 per cent, while
in U.K. an estate of the corresponding 
value of Rs. 50 lakhs, that is, £ 3.5 
Inkhs will have to pay 60 per cent, as 
estate duty. So, what I submit is that 
the higher and higher you go, the 
greater is the benefit derived bj’ peo-
ple even at the peresnt slab, which is 
certainly a better slab than the one we 
had. If you take the biggest estate in 
our country, say worth Rs. 1 crore, it 
will have to pay Rs. 33.8 iakhs. So, 
the percentage is roughly 34 per cent, 
of the value of the estate. Now, take 
the case of Britain. There an estate 
worth Rs. 1 crore in terms of pounds 
will be worth £ 7.5 lakhs. It will have 
to pay estate duty at the rate of 70 
per cent, of the value. In India an 
estate worth Rs. 1J crores will pay 
only 35 per cent, whereas the corres-
ponding figure for U.K. is £5:38 lakhs 
or 80 per cent, of the value.

So, this is the difference despite the 
improvements which we have made. 
Then, as you know. Sir, an estate

worth Rs. 1 crore here and an estate 
of the corresponding rupee value in 
the United Kingdom do not mean the 
same thing. Here they can afford to 
pay more, because the gap is wider. 
That is why 1 say that the Govern-
ment's improvements do not meet the 
requirements of our finances and Gov-
ernment ought to revise their schedule 
so that as it goes to the higher and 
higher slabs, there is a proportionately 
higher taxability. We should not 
leave the rich people to choose to die 
rich or to pay less tax than what they 
would have had to pay, had they been 
in the United Kingdom.

In the United States of America, the 
tax structure is different. There are 
two typer of estate duty there, be-
cause tha country has a federal pat-
tern of death duty. The estate tax is 
divided into two parts—basic and addi-
tional—and they come to about 77 per 
cent. I have not been able to work 
out detailed calculations. But it is 
not necessary, because, I think, I have 
been able to prove that the incidence 
of estate duty, as found by the revised 
Schedule, will not be commensurate, 
w'll not be equal to the incidence of 
the estate duty, as it works out in Eng-
land, from where we have copied our 
law, even if you calculate the pound 
in terms of the rupee, let alone the 
question of difference in income- 
va’ ues.

So I would very earnestly urge 
unon the Select Committee to recon-
sider the Schedule. There may be some 
technical objections for that; I do not 
know. The slab should be so fixed 
and the rate should be so pegged down 
that we are able to mop up a sizable 
port'on of the estate when it is levied 
and our tax officials must be in a posi-
tion to reach them.

There is another point also. I am 
sorry, the hon. Minister has not chosen 
to revise or amend some of the other 
sections which are not at all desirable 
in an Act like this. Mr. N. C. Chat- 
terjee. who endorsed the dissenting 
minute of Mr. Tulsidas Kilachand, 
said,—a lawyer of the eminence of 
Shri N. C. Chatterjee said—that cer-
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tain sections do not make either head 
or tail for him. One such section is 
section 23. I have been a lawyer in a 
small way, Sir, and I have read it over 
again in the Select Committee and 
elsewhere. I am not able to make 
anything out of it. I do not know 
why Government have not to amend 
those sections in a language even if it 
is in English, in an understandable 
way. I will read out one sentence 
from that particular section so that 
those who have not had the misfor-
tune to read it before may very well 
try to understand what I mean by 
this. Section 24, as it stands today, 
reads:

‘Where by a disposition of any 
property an interest is conferred 
on any person, other than the dis- 
poner, for the life of such person 
or determinable on his death, the 
remainder being conferred upon 
disponer absolutely and such per-
son enters into possession of the 
interest and thence forward re-
tains possession o f it then, on the 
death of such person, the property 
shall not be deemed to pass by 
reason only of its reverter to the 
disponer in his life time.”

This is the kind o f language that is 
used in the Estate Duty Act. Then, as 
you know, our tax-dodgers are very 
much more crafty than our tax collec-
tors. The slightest loophole will cer-
tainly give them an advantage. In our 
country, unfortunately, some in the 
cream of our lawyers are prepared to 
help the tax-dodgers.

An Hon. Member: No, no.
Shri V. P. Nayar: I very much wish 

it was so, as the Hon’ble interrupter 
says.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Is the hon.
Member included in the cream?

Shri V. P. Nayar: So, Sir, I would 
submit that if it is possible in the 
Select Committee they should recon-
sider some of the provisions, as you 
found in this case, and think whether 
it is not time when we want to have 
more money to have a law which is

very clear and contains unambiguous 
provisions.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member must conclude.

Shri V. P. Nayar: I shall not take 
much time of the House, because, I 
hope to get another chance also when 
this Bill comes back. The hon. Minis-
ter talked about another clause about 
appeals. We anticipated that. We 
anticipated the trouble by the machin-
ery which was proposed then and we 
very clearly told them in the Select 
Committee, in the House and also in 
the dissenting minute. You, Sir, hav-
ing guided several Select Committees, 
know that it is not possible for the 
members who attend the Select Com-
mittees to give expression to whatever 
they think or whichever opinions they 
may hold in the dissent'ng minute. 
We can only stress the more important 
points, and that was one of the most 
important points that we had stressed. 
The hon. Finance Minister very often 
says that he is new and, therefore, he 
should not be expected to have known 
all that. So, I would very earnestly 
request him to devote some time to 
read this very illuminating account 
of the Select Committee and also the 
dissenting minutes so that next time 
when he comes he can meet some of 
our criticisms. There we have state- 
ed:

“In providing for appeals from 
the decisions of the Controller, the 
creation of an independent appel-
late tribunal in the place of a 
board was suggested. This we 
thought very necessary in view 
of our accumulated experience of 
the working of non-independent 
Governmental institutions.”

Why is it that Government did not 
change it then? Now after five years 
of working they have netted only 
Rs. 8 crores, against Rs. 40 crores to 
Rs. 50 crores which was expected at 
the rate of Rs. 8 crores a year, which 
they estimated then. Now we have 
gained experience after five years of 
working. Instead o f netting Rs. 8
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crores per year, we have netted only 
K*. 2 crone*. Therefore. I submit that 
m  nutter* like this. Government 
afcould not claim any monopoly of 
wisdom. It has been proved in this 
case that they have been unwise when 
we have been very wise. If only they 
had taken advantage of the views of 
other members who were also chosen 
to serve in the Select Committee by 
the fame House, this contingency 
would not have arisen. In the Select 
Committee we fought inch by inch to 
eet these views accepted by Govern-
ment and all our efforts were in vain. 
So, I beg to submit that Government 
should take a completely different 
view in the matter of estate duty. 
Provided we rectify the lacuna poin-
ted out by members and provided 
further we do not allow such escapes, 
t  am sure that our expectations about 
the possibility of the revenue returns 
under this Act will be more than satis-
fied.

I would request the hon. Minister 
and also the Select Committee to con-
sider it dispassionately and analyse 
the causes of our failure to find out 
the defects in the administrative set 
up and the machinery and try to 
evolve an Act which will be very 
much different from what we have 
now and which will incorporate all 
the necessary provisions and also en-
able our Government to get more and 
more finance and which will not leave 
those persons, who choose to die, 
whether owing to patriotic urges to 
fill up the coffers of our Government 
or otherwise. Let them have that 
feeling. One estate, I know, will 
be able to yield Rs. 300 to Rs. 400 
crores if it was properly plugged. I 
mean the estate which today is that 
of the Nizam of Hyderabad. Not that 
I want him to die— let him take his 
own time, I do not mind—or let him 
exercise his option in favour of the 
country; I do not mind that either. 
The point is that he was estimated in 
1950-51 by a neutral source to be 
worth Rs. 500 crores. Normally, if 
we take the estate duty at the rates 
applicable in England___

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It is not fair. 
Why should we count estate duty on 
that just at present? Let that man 
live.

Chri V. P. Nayar: I was only sub-
mitting why it is not possible because 
at the time when you gave the dec-
laration of the intention of the Gov-
ernment to levy estate duty, from 
then on till now all manners of trans-
fers have been resorted to.

Shri Narayanankutty Menon (Muk- 
anapuram): We can have the wealth
tax.

Shri V. P. Nayar: Even the wealth 
tax cannot be had in the measure 
really due.

Sir, my submission was only that 
death is inevitable, none of us can 
cscape it, and estate duty has come to 
stay. If not in this year at some other 
future date all these rich people shall 
die and at that time you will find that 
people, who were worth Rs. 500 cror-
es, have left absolutely nothing, or 
rather they owe money to some peo-
ple. It is therefore that I suggest that 
Government should b? more serious 
in this matter which is certain to 
bring in additional revenue, even 
beyond the expectation of the Gov-
ernment, provided they do not repeat 
their mistake of not having accepted 
save advice, which was very well 
meant and which did not have any 
intention of harming the interests of 
Government. That advice was given 
in all good faith. I thank you.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: There is no 
other hon. Member who wishes to 
speak. Then I would put it to the 
House.

Shri V. P. Nayar: Then I would 
have spoken for another half-an- 
hour.
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Mr. Depaty-Speaker: I would call 
the hon. Minister to reply.

An Hon. Member: Shri Heda is 
there to speak.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shri Heda
wants to speak. Yes, he might.

Shri V. P. Nayar: Even then, I
could have well continued for another 
Half-an-hour to deal with some of the 
many points I have left out.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I came to his 
rescue.

Shri Heda (Nizamabad): Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, no doubt the 
Estate Duty Bill was quite new to our 
country an«i therefore the experience 
that we have gained in the course of 
the last few years has stood us well. 
In one way the Government has not 
come too early to this House for the 
necessary changes. But the point is 
that after all this experience In whal 
direction the proposed changes are re-
flecting? Shri V. P. Nayar was elabo-
rately dilating on one point, i.e., that 
very big estates are escaping one 
after another. He quoted certain case? 
and examples which were not in good 
taste and I would not like to refet 
to any one of them..........

8hrJ V. P. Nayar: I have the best 
of cases always.

Sbrl Heda:. . . .  though I may be 
having a little closer knowledge than 
he has of a particular case to which 
he has referred. The fact remains that 
there was an impression, and I do not 
think that impression even now is 
wrong, that there were many estates 
which were large enough but the de-
uces that were adopted were so 
many and the escape methods were 
•vallable in such a number that 
transfers of the property took place 
« M  after the other and we have

found out that the tax that we could 
collect was rather negligible.

The hon. Finance Minister was 
good enough to state that Govern-
ment never gave any estimate. That 
is very much true, but all the same 
those of us who were in the Select 
Committee, did try to get some rough 
idea. Shri N. V. Gadgil, who was 
here in the last Parliament, with the 
figures that were made available to 
him by the Finance Ministry, I re-
member, gave his calculation that 
roughly he expects about Rs. 9 crores 
every year as tax collection. No doubt 
the tax collection is lately increasing 
The last figure is higher than the pre-
vious one. It is Rs. 2,50,00,0001-. Even 
then the expected amount has not 
come and the reason for it is that we 
have to find out to what extent are 
the escape measures adopted by the 
owners of big properties. If that is 
so, the amendment should have come 
in such a way as to plug those loop-
holes and try to net them, thereby 
increasing the revenues. Instead, I 
find that the hon. Finance Minister** 
first, cur rather the most important, 
amendment is to bring down the ex-
emption limit from Rs. 1 lakh to 
Rs. 50,000|-. The dodgers or the avoid- 
ers of the tax are the big people and 
instead of roping them in or instead 
of meeting the challenge that they 
have given the hon. Finance Minister 
comes forward and tries to rope in 
the smaller fries. I think it is not a 
happy decision. Rs. 50,000|- worth of 
property in today’s context is not 
very much.

Take the case of a house in cities 
like Bombay, Delhi or Calcutta. After 
all when somebody dies he will leave 
a house to his widow or to his child-
ren. If you just take a moderate 
house—I am not talking of palaces; 
the days of palaces have gone—in the 
world of today the idea of amenities 
has changed and quite a few ameni-
ties are now available. Therefore, a 
house worth Rs. 50,0001- is nothing. It 
is a very moderate house. So, if you 
just look at a man who would leave 
a very modest type of property—I am
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not talking of big person*—I think 
this exemption of Rs. 50,000/ -  will hit 
hard those whom he probably does 
not want to hit. At that time also 
it was thought that a house worth 
Rs. 1 lakh is not very much. But then 
it was thought that it would be quite 
adequate. Prices have not gone down 
or nothing has happened. Therefore, 
we do not think that a smaller cate-
gory of people need unnecessarily be 
charged and they may be roped in 
the orbit of this Bill. Therelore 1 
would very much request the non. 
Finance Minister to reconsider this 
exemption limit. True, he says that 
the balance of Rs. 50,000/ -  that would 
result after this amendment is accept-
ed, would be charged only at the rate 
of 8 per cent. But the very spirit in 
which a concession was given would 
be defeated. The spirit was to allow 
a man to own a house and a little 
property so that not only he spends 
his old age well but he allows his 
widow or in case of children, who are 
either minor or who are not earning 
properly—and many times it happens 
that the father was earning very well 
but the children have not come up 
to that extent—to live well. He would 
naturally like to leave some property 
behind so that they may live a life 
of comfort.

Another amendment that he has 
brought is to change the two years to 
five years. He stated that deaths that 
take place after the first of April would 
be goverened by this amendment. As 
Shri V. P. Nayar pointed out, it would 
have had some meaning had this been 
brought earlier. But, since the Act 
was already there, to change this limit 
from two years to five years will not 
make any important change. Again,
I fear that it will hit only the smaller 
people, particularly people who do 
not come within the orbit of the Act 
so far. The hon. Minister was good 
enough to say that it will have no 
retrospective effect. But, if he means 
only thereby that it would apply only 
to deaths that would occur after the 
1st of April, 1958 it would be not very 
fair or it would not be very justified.

Genuine transfers and other deals 
that have taken place before 1st 
April, 1958 in the course of the last 
five years, would come within the or-
bit of the present amendment. There-
fore, to say that it will have no re-
trospective effect is not justified. It 
will have retrospective effect. Accord-
ing to the present enactment, only 
transfers within two years are gov-
erned. Now we will be going back to 
a further period of three years, and 
those transfers and those deals would 
also be goverened by this new amend-
ment. Therefore, 1 think it will not be 
justified to give such retrospective 
effect particularly when he is not ex-
pecting much of revenue. I think, the 
additional revenue that he is expect-
ing is about Rs. 50 lakhs.

The psychology that is created b 
this is that there is a sort of uncer-
tainty in life. The other day, I had 
a very funny experience. You know, 
in Delhi or elsewhere, those who ply 
vehicles for hire— that class—is very 
intelligent. They come into contact 
with so many people. They look at 
them and I may say that in a way, 
they are good judges of men and 
matters. The other day, when I was 
going in a tonga, the tongawala told 
me these days, three things have 
become very cheap. He said that' one 
of these three things was kanoon. Of 
course as a matter of alliteration, he 
brought the other words also ending 
with noon. He said, noon, fchun and 
kanoon are very cheap. He said that 
salt is cheap and we get 8 seers for 
a rupee. Of course, he said that the 
method of justice is such that if one 
murders, with the help of a lawyer 
he can escape quite easily and we 
find that big people are escaping the 
law.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Murders with 
the help of a lawyer or escapes with 
the help of a lawyer?

Shri Heda: His contention was
that one can even murder somebody 
and escape from the consequences if 
he has got money.
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Shri V. T. Nayar: That is what the 
tongaw&la said.

Shri Ueda: With money, he em-
ploys the services of prominent law-
yers. The third thing which he said 
—and that is relevant— is kanoon. 
He said, you people in Parliament do 
nothing but change the laws; there-
fore, it has become very cheap to see 
that today one kanoon is coming, to-
morrow another law and on the third 
day, another law is coming. This 
creates a sort of insecurity in life. 
People feel that whatever the present 
enactment is, you cannot rely upon it. 
Therefore, we have to depend upon 
shrewd commonsense and it is just 
possible tomorrow some other enact-
ment may come, and retrospective 
effect will take away what they 
wanted to save.

The Finance Minister was also 
good enough to refer to certain facta 
in our economic life when he referr-
ed to Mr. Kaldor. He said that rich 
people in our country keep a sizeable 
cash, ornaments or other wealth 
which is a sort of hidden wealth, 
which cannot be assessed, which can 
be hidden. But, if we adopt these 
methods of giving retrospective effect, 
what will be the feeling? We will 
be strengthening the feeling of in-
security and the tendency to keep as 
much cash as possible in their own 
hands or keep wealth hidden. Speak-
ing on hidden wealth, he referred to 
benami holdings. So far as benami 
holdings are concerned, Government 
can come up and they can be a little 
harsh also. I have no doubt about 
that. The point to which I was refer-
ring was that amending laws are 
quite necessary in the light of the ex-
perience we again. But, the amending 
laws should not have retrospective 
effect. II they have retrospective 
effect, they create a sort of insecurity 
in life.

The Finance Minister said that 
there was a sort of disappointment so 
far as the yield was concerned. I do 
not think that this Bill is going to 
remove that disappointment. From

Rs. 2 crores to Rs. l i  crore* will not 
be an yield that would attract the 
people or make them feel that some-
thing is being done. I still feel that 
the loopholes are somewhere else and 
we have to plug them. We have to 
find out ways and methods by which 
big properties are not hidden. Many 
times, the difficulty is that unless 
somebody lodges a sort of complaint 
or brings a matter to the notice of 
the Government, they do not take 
any note of it. I have no idea in this 
respect with regard to our Income- 
tax department. At least so far as the 
working of the department is con-
cerned, it is an integrated one. Differ-
ent taxes are collected through one 
machinery. I do not know whether 
they have their own intelligence. 
Various deals take place in the stock 
exchanges and we hear on good au-
thority that so and so has made lakhs 
of rupees in speculation. Does the 
department bother to find our whether 
the rumour that was going about in 
the market, which was confirmed by 
those who were there actually in the 
market, is true, and whether the in-
comes or transactions are entered in 
the name of the particular party or 
not? If that is not done, it means that 
they are evading the tax that 
naturally belongs to the country. The 
point is that this Intelligence we must 
keep in such a way that these big 
estates or deals in which one has 
made sizeable amounts do not escape.

Instead of trying to plug the loop-
holes and instead of trying to bother 
over the big estates, we are trying to 
rope in a much smaller category of 
people, thereby creating a sort of 
heart-burning. So, I feel that the 
Ministry should give more thought 
towards this matter at the right place 
and face the problems squarely and 
come forward with the amendments 
which would substantially increase 
their revenues, not by decreasing the 
exemption limit or increasing the r a te s  
but by plugging the loopholes and not 
allowing the big estates to escape from 
the orbit of this Act.

With these words, I support the Bill.
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^  W W T T « f a f  : W S W  T $ t * T ,  

t & $ z  (  trifznz )  f * w  %  f f t y R r  

vr $ vrer 5̂  v?ftt f  
fv <tt$ » qrgfftv fppr $ sst? arr# 
^r wrrorvm  t  1 »rrar v  *rr favra v  
*pr *r *ftr jfniRT vt t̂t# 
%  i ' ^  Y* ? t t ?  v t  m ^ f w  v * * r  g r s H  

% f o r  *rrvr< fo r r  ^  t  1

i r ?  * n ft  v p t  fv * r r  *nrr f v  t j v  *rrer 

ft *reTVT tjtzz  ygjcft *5t *ftm %° ?t*tt 
*ffr »rf 1 ^fv*r tffc $?rft % fwflnvY 
* ftT  T O T T  VT * T M  ^  * T  T?T $  I 

tftTT % •TTT TT ^T *rmt ^ T  tTSI? 
» * j£ t  %  S f t f  t t  t  ^  «TJft f t  *TT*ft 

^ # t  %  ?TTT T T  t f f T  5T5̂ t  %  ?TPT TT  

*ft»TT T r f k f W  #  T $  ?  m f v  3W  T ?  

g f w  ft 3rrT*r 3*r tT^rr 
*?  v r  t o t  3MT T in T  1 4  m p  ^ r g  <<»i 

* n r %  ^ t * r  t * r t  m t ^ i  j j  1 T f r s  

fa T ^ T  TTT^f rr^r ^  sp^ IT T

^ t t ^  xrut w r m  t I  t  t f r r  f r ^  %

*T|fr^ £  U f  ^ 5T S fr T  * f t r  T T  I  I V|T 

? r ?  ^tt t ? t  I  f v  f ? r f t  ^ T o  ? r r t o  j f t °  v t  

fviRW sr* Tft £ tftr grrv t w  wprr 
* V « I  T?T  |  I «rfv ?T  ATT ? « T  f v

*ft*T «RTT V T  T $  |  I W T  ^ T T  i<?(oT^T 

? f t f c r c  f v  f v f t t  s z r fv r  v  f fp r  * n r v ,  

t f t *  « « M i  i f t r  i jrv  afrafr 1 1

v  sttt  i f  i f  3 m  w ra v t  T iftm t 

% &TT I ^ftT $ft t  I V T  ft V T  

fSJ  V t T  ^PRTT g  3f?T TT *  TJpTT 

^ ^  ^ V  sjtHT ?TT VWT ^ I 9T̂ T TT

f r # r  h t ^  c  ^ T ?r v  < W r  v t  ftra r# ^  

y q T  1 ^ r r  ft t t t  ?rrar ^ft ? f m  v t

ftpSRTT $ 4Tt 5Tt TTMft^T
?ft 5 1 fvK fi=rr ? t  TTftrfftrr ^  farar 

3tt t̂ V t  fv *̂rr vt^ ft ^  mx 
?fr frr? tvr vr wr#r 1 «m vH
W ? M t  T W  V t  T T m f t t «  ?TT T m  *TtV T

w  5VTT a v  cfr ^  t t  £«rer ^  w n  1 

*T P r< ftfirc  f v  v t i  i «  ? nw  i5t q rH ^ ft

^ ^  »TM T  ^  VT W  ^TTT » tf» m

tr i7rT 1 ?ft ^  ?tt? ft ?r?r ?nr*ft ttttt 
m w m q r ^ t w « T f t T « r O T T  
? f t r  5TV ^  T T M ftzr t  w f t  cTW a v  

^  J W  ^ 9RIT Tt^TT « r t r  ^T V T  

T JT? STffTSTT ftTT fv  T? f̂t TTTTf ^ * ft 
^rr srrert v t ?r̂ t fm t ftrevt 

^  ? t  T f t  & s r f^ v  t ? t  a r f«R p ff  

^t ?>ft, 5r?vf v t ft»ft, ?ryfvrt v t fPft. 
*cW t v r  ^ r r t  vT < ■3j t  t t  i^dc * ^ t  

^  ?nt>ft 1 fft f t  t v t t  tt? ®rPf?t
T O  ?TtT ^ t f t  V  f a r  'f T  ? »

v r  T r r r f  ^ r r  t ? t  t  f t r r  t t  ^ r v t  

» I ^  v  ^ r ?  v& z  y i j f t  fr^ t ^ f t  T T T t  1 

!TTT V ? d  |  f v  < T ^  y f ^ t  V t  *ft»TT

TTFT f t  V. o  v t  SlTTS^ft ^ t T % 5f t  I

"rfv^ SITT ?ftT *T̂ % f e r  ft V5T

^  1 6 1  T| 5 1 ’PTV <T̂ TTT Tr f̂t f̂tT

TW  ^ ?rvd t  TT =̂TT JTft ^ r t  i  %$ 
TVTT t w  ft VT 5TT?T VT T | f  !

«nR W  TT V t f  J W  VT SffdW 

T̂RTT % 5f t  Tgft ft ^  V t 5ftn  V tfiW  

VT^ f  ^  fV̂ T 5TT? ft ^ T  3|7 T̂VWT 
f. «frr w  tVET f̂t fv^T 5TT̂  ft ^trt
v t  r̂r ?rvcft % «ftr ^ r  v t t  %

5f4t ^ t H  ^ V T  ^ V t ^ t  V t  T9TT 3TRTT 

t  m f V  5̂ SRTT f f V  f V  < V T  ?TT? #

^ »r  t w  v t  ^ t f r  v r  H v m  ^  1 ^ t v t  

T^T flT T V t trap g ^ T » T  f e l T  ^  f v  

f v r r  cTT^- f t  t r v  sq^RT ? n f t  5f t  f f t r ?  

t ^ T  V t  ^=arr ^TV^TT t  f v w  ?fT ^  ft  

<?r n n r f j  h t ? t  v t  s n r f f  v t  ? w  f t  

JfVT m  ? tV5TT I  f o r  T T  f v  

f q ^ t  ? f^ t ^ f t  T i^ ft  I

3TT WTT V^T jTTcrT ^  f v  V flft

îY*Tt T  V T  ^  ^TTTT t ^ t f t

?fWf ft R̂TrT̂  v t  f t  sirn r *ftr 
g^TTT 1rr ? f t  v^n i ?tt? ft «nr 
1T V  rTTV 5f t  t # f b r  ^ 3%  t  ^ T  ^  5f t F

^snr VRfftri vt  *ftr ja tt ?ttt5 t̂ v r
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( « f t  n r w  f % f ]

t  f f j g w H  %  ^  v r t f  sftort %  ? m T f  
f r r  1 ?rr?> * f t  m w f  r t p t  f c r r
n f ^  f a  a w 5) f * r  t  jt t

1 irfc * t  jfforJT gt
f o r  armT <flr x*  f S  fsn r

*ft f t  <#fbr t w  3TRTT $ ?ft 
«PT SFFT r f t  W  *T*FftT I K° 5'JTTT

v t  tffar i t r t  v  * r i  #«f^r»nn $ fa  
f q  srtn i|% tft  f t  ?w*f $  f a  f w r

STfT ^  X.0 f^ T C  «PT T O H  f t  I 4  ^gpn
'an^n- 5 fa  m v ft  fad*?
f  f3R% ftwft, sr^ f, spHTrTT, <f>M$< 
aNt S tf^ f H *0  ^ n x  % J T ^ T  f t  I
«rnr mrtt tftm v
f w  ^  f t  1 i m  fa tft  <p m t  

V t  f^TTT, ?H 0 ° *rT ? t  tiMlf 

m f w  *ft f*ra% f  <ft ?ft t$r *t »f r  

^  f t  ’Fflrfa arf w r r  
s r t  t o t  t f t  <=tst# %

^  f t ^  ^  fa  ^  fa ^ t  frct^t 
& s^rfw tr̂ rsr v *  f c m  *p^  #  1 A  

^nr^rr j? fa  «rr* *ft * f  m  m n  
JT#r f t  »nn tr 1 ?TR' *ft f  ̂  ^  £  fa  
ftnr # r f  ***?$ <ps sit «ri ^rr^ff

i p t ^  s w t f  % t  Wfr fa  w  
xftx orrfH i  *nfe f  ^ r r t
W  ?rTf ^  vrn^fr f t  smft | «rtr f»r 
fatft faff ^  33  *pt £3% f  fa  ^n5t 
«rrt3t Ji^tr f t  n4Y * t  fa  *0 jtt
^o f in r * f t f H t  1 v n m ^ fh r ^ R H  
■SfTf̂  f  fa  3ft WflT w  ?R f vtf&rt 
»̂TT ^  ^T*t ?TT̂ TT %5T ^t 'dWffT 

% fH^ ^  gf%?T f f ’RTT i^ R T  ^Tff^
»T I ?ft 4  *!><HI Mt̂ ldl

j  fa  irf ^frar fa?f?r vrnrr % fa
tf)*<I Tt t*̂ > 5TRT ^  V<1T îT 

fSTR *FT f^TT * l$m  <ft STTH VTtTT 'TT 
^WT ^<1 1TOX Ttnr I ^  Vf̂ TT T̂tjRTT 
j  fa  urnr 3R?rr ^ t ?ft

«rr»T armt ?ft 'Tf^ft ^ fit

TZ405 JC*tat« Duty

w  jw k  %■ jr jr t  « r  «rfipp r̂ wftrr 
^  1 »<vi<  f t  i f k  % ^ T  «Tf 

^ t t f r  ^ fa  f*r stw w .^ t ^ ft  x| f
%fa^T «n#t VOTRT w  fa  f f ^ M  ^
«nft f̂t s r w  t t  ^  ^ ^  m  u
w w  f  1 w ?  T f  fa rr t 

v t  ^  JTfirer TT f  %fa^T ?Tf 
?ft WT*r ^RTT <TT eniMI % I rrfiz  

f w  i w ,  vRTttsnr t w  'tnft 
sr̂ reff «ft 1 1 ^ fa r  anr »ft A
W  STOT % i w  fHTT# >PT JppJrT ew n n

3fTcTT I  art % « H T  v t  *rPT^ 5<T

’ ft  ^ w ft w  t o  <rrgrK>n v t antft 
t  fa  ^ t 'sricirr v t  ^t ^r*t
*pt fa*rr 3n$ ftra% fa  ^  «ft ^  < r v r  
v t f  €1 f̂ I%- ^  I eft 4  
^Tf<TT ^  f a  ^  ?TT5T #  q p r  ? n f  $  5f t  f a  

HtTT^f ’TTeff ^  H i W  T ^ T  ^ T t  f a  

^  ^tf^t fa  w  snin: ^r 3i^, 
*»T ^TfrTt I  fa  9ft70T ^T THT ^TcTT

t | *ftr 3ft ? f t  ^rft ?TRrfa f?ft ^ 
^ f  f i t m  %  f? n r  qrrfr «r^ft t %  i

4 ' ^ r r  ^Tgcn |r f a  JTf

fW<i fâ TT ?̂t ?TTT5 W<T ^ 1
% Pft ??%%• ^ r  fsrr ^t 
% ^nr = ^ tt  1 f
«FT % 5t% f̂t ^ fa 5RT# *Ft pSRfiFT 

*If ?> ft? ^  ^  f t
^ t  $  f*T j t  mx trii 1 m x  zw
fesTT 'H %T®8P !fi^IT *T̂ t d’SÎ II ^In 1 
eft Wj[?T 'TT ^ T T ^ f t  ^cTT I
A ’Emwrrr f  fa  ?rf r̂t ^  ?tm  % t^ t€  
f^rn: ^t ^ t t  «̂ t *it $  «ftr ^ t Tt a m

qrrsr WI<?1 n4> <nhĵ  *PT V W  ^2TPTt 
W r | !T ?  r « I I ^  ^ 7  % ?T̂ t f^ ir  I  I 

TT frnj^T ^TT % %3TM 
F r ^ f « T ^ f r o r ^ ^ f n #  
^  strr  i*t?it anm t  i ^Ppt % ^r 

#  i{t »n r  ?r^f ■^mt 1 wt w f
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fwrt T>ctm ft Vtft ^R ft |  t f K  aft 
v t  ffepmrr srrm $ fiw rart 

% fcp? k c t p : y t  y t f  qftre y?*r t o

'Tf̂ TT I iTf WT f t  t  ? tnp 

f ffftr r  ?ft *Tf #  f o  ^  tr?

*7*m fm vrtfr $ *nrft ^
M4>t1 Ij 41^ ?n^K
fr v p t  # i  t f t  * m  t  ^  ^  't t
« H H H  ’P T a p t J T T O V T ^ T T l ^ f t ^ r r  
¥ T?rr v r m x  % W r  <t t  ft»rr f% «rf 

3TT a*rf*RT ft  t fR tt f  T t  ^  f% ^  ^ T  

vx f\ *  ^ R n  ^ ttt j ^ f  i

• 3TfT <1<t> T̂T SHTcTT fft  5<S») TT

I  ir? wftPFTft % f r f o  q r  ftw r ^rm  
t  i v m  t w  % #  tft %ft*

TT5fr %  f  *ff  f * r  * r f  |  
fa  ^imrwr T O T  % f o f *  CR n% 
f^nfa î<.d( I *fl< *T IHFflX 
ft?t ^ ? T O T  ^T sft7T ^ f r  I' fa  
3rt v f a * r f t  f &  I  ITT fft W f T  *r**T * 
*RX m  % 9TTW rffT <rr f t m  f a *  <TT 

qrf i'm ? m T  ^ T f^ r  m  ? n ^  Rift 
ftrTT t  ?rt «F^t «p ft ^ f t  * r l  ?r *  «rRt 
f  xtK T&ft JTW P r f t ^ r  * n w  f t f t  
£ f a  A  3 *T *t «TP7T £ ^TfTT $  

^W M  ?r i **r H ^
*r*rcfr gjrra- ^ t t  ’rre m  g i ^  ^ t t t  
j  fa  *Tf < r » r  *ftr ^ r r  *rf*r% >ft 

q r  firrn: ^  fa  w t  **r <r*f *t 
«p^t 3 <5m  srr ^ r t t  $ f r  ntV-MPuft 
*»t ,*r?ff »r f * r  ^  ftp ^  ^ r  r̂ * fm  irra
#  w f w i f )  -*Tcff f a ?  r ^ W + l 
W w  sn£t i « t  *  v e h r m  f e n  an *t% 
* f k  Pp»ft ?ftr q r — t  ? fk
7T 'TSTTW f>T  ̂ f t  SflW ^  W 7TT—  
^T-f?CT fft  ^  ^  m
f o r  t k t w  mmt  |  'rerm r < t  nm
5T 5t Wfi I ■'J<fTf?TBT % ftr i WTT ftfl’R

% n ftre r fl ^  i w»tt f t  wt 

^  ^  M  i «n«r»T *n

^  #  i < m  ^  irfW rO1
» ^ t  m f t m  ^  tit 

n f  y r f v ^  ^ r  jjt «% n r f v  
?f^r ^rtft «ttt% fepn% Tm?r ?rttit 
^  forrre-fsRTTir ^ tt%  |  # ^ t t  t t  ^  

W t  p :  w 5# qrer
f t  i

V* ?nft 3th% ^  Pp f t  # 
i ftp# 

« ftr  » p m ^  a n t 
f% ? t sTTj? %  ar^t-?n% s m t  ^  *r* 
V9R-<r9R' f?!^m -pRTR «T?nT*WW» 
^ T T W  n H  «JW PT a r k ?  fiw rw  n ?  
^  i 3ft i^ ta rm r w q x t  ^ t  fiw i#  
% ^ t t ,  3ft Z*m ^ fir<PTft  %
^ r  T7?f % ?tnT ^ w r

fsw rm  5rrrnT i ?tt%  fW rt?r P ^ i f̂t 
^T% qf <TT % V T fg X  W f ^ T ^ t
# ^srr i^t % f  jfm B r f ^ m n  « w m  i
f?T !|?t ’eftrt apt T t T ^  % f?TT *P#
+5*1 doi<J p̂t ^^TTT ^ I *f
f r r ^ r  jftttt  t o t  f  f% n
- T f ^  % 5(K ^  ^  t w  v f W
^ t  JK ^  f3 R ^ t  JTSTf f»T
? n ra t ^  f% =sfrct ft^ft t  5r?w
T Tt T t  ftpTUT 3TRTT t  f T  ^  ^

%  3ft V fa*l (t ^  fJT̂ RT 
F fe v s v  ^fr cTTF «pr f t  '{SA'vfn 
W  ?TTf ^ft f t  f% ^  ant % ftr»r o^

T̂ *FT «i«iW 3TFT q|^ ^  fTpTP
^  f t  I * t f  5T f̂ T f ’TT ft> 

^ T ^ t  ^ l i t  | 5 V f t  f t  ^  4 h t o  f t  I
tipTfiT <T f t  % f r T  f?m5T ^ f e V H  
^ T F T ft l  W ft^ f tq f  ft?TT ^ f% #  T̂t»T

^ r t  «rt% xftK &m v f w r d —
T T f  % T fR #  f t t  ^
tT^ ? R f  v t  ^ r m  ct?=r# an% f ^  ^
ll^i f lT f  iftftS^ff— IvTVt— ^

ft^  ^ ^ i ?  #  ^ i f^ r
# i $  ^  t t h t  ^if?rr f
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[* t  tw rr*  % * ]  

ft? r r  wfiwfWTi *if y rifrn 
f tm  ftr *  «rir ft^N? v t  * ^ q w  
v t  aift m  tit f t
flrft £«w *r*n * 1

anrt a* w tf
wnr |— flnrer f w  v t ?mr* «rtr 
^r%  frw  tit trnrvfr
yw; *rm % q w  farrr vr

t  w m m  $  fa  tpf ^  
t  i %f*F?r tir̂ ^ r  wtv tit  |
ft? s t *  wm *ft «pw  artf
frrcfc >«ftft vt ttvr *t s% i *if mg; 
tn r - l  ft? w * t« t  *FTt 3  v t f  ^ it t  ^  
fttft i *fr <tt ?ft arft wrrctft #

1 ft  7T ^  ^  OT W  I ^f*R' 
SRJW TTt 3  <4*uai< ^ftft ft^t ^tft 
IT T^t $ I f*TT* Hft VpT R R̂RTT $
IV «T5 VTtf VT qf*T TTtf 
**& 3*r i Srftr*- %nftrr f  fim
w r | ?  i t  r r f  «rrtr **gT f t  qrm 1 1 
f*  *ft*%  ̂ ft? &  W- $ 'T̂ W
HW  f*^T f t  a n w  W f t  St 5T$r T f  
wvctt ftr ^  f*rr* ht̂ r 
Vt^t tft T^RT ?TW f t  <TR1IT ITT ^jff I 
# *f mfm j  ft? «R f*T Wwv 
* q  % ftrmr *3  ft? ft?*T sr*f %• sm * 
« r f»H  *ra?r ftft $  i q f  *nr ft fa  
h\n ^  m*n? ^   ̂ 9mm
1 1  m tit «r*rm eft $ %ftr^ 7T *R 
WTRT arRTT t  I V*ft TT(ft ^T¥t 
arPT vt t̂r ft̂ rr arm t m ^ ft  
?>fTO Jf̂ t ¥t anrft |  f% P̂fft eRnrr 
orr i  ̂ armT j  ftr #
A Tfm jr #<frt w  wrf % jttht 
*%  f  ftnr <n: st?5w t t  ^ n n r  tap* 
«nm arr ?rrm «rr— *f qfar q-. imr 
rft fw ft f f  v TR̂ ft «ft— % Pft ^sr 
xm  vtf tsirpr fvuT mr i

A  »«f %T?rr ▼Tfm ^ f%
f*r sft»r f *  v t  w  vr-*t%

ri4»9 Xafctfe

^ tv ix  vr<^ % » w  titg z  >r 
f t  arraf ft> f*r #  T?r# aft tft T tfr f t  
ww f̂t «ft art >ft wk fepTRT arr w <n 
*rr ^ r v t  ^  t t  fanT t  • 
m«r ?nft iTf ftm  ftr f*r *if
#  Pp  f*TTt ^  aft qfbr^fr f t t
tit <t | ^ f  qf w N  f t  TfT | «rr
^  i i f  qftTRhr mr ft»rr anr fw
Ĵimrr % sr i^ rn r^  ^rrtfr—  

^fa fv rt— #  ^  ?fWr v t  ^ f^ r  %
*t£  ft^t faRVTITRTVtt
grgPTRI^g} ^ fev tw  r f t  % f^mift 5T3Tf 
% ^ r  «rft?r ^ t ^tir ^ ftw  q r  ?ff 

TJjft H 5T»TRT ^  I 

*Tf ^  q$t T O  ĴCTtTT atT TfT $ 

f% ^rr ? n  t  aft *rm % fr ^ r i f  fawr-
>rtt $ ^ = 5  fTTTT % ^ T t  ^TgT ft̂ TT
5j t  t ?t  t  mftr «T?r qm ?HT *r% ft? Pr t ^
^ r  irt ^  ftnrcft tfmirr q^nr
^ r r r  «ift f t  ^ ^ f t  «ft i *rm  % f r n i  

fft fTT?r f*m  ^ v ff f tr  «rf 

fa*TT-qfr afFt ^  ftcft % ^ft^r ^ t 

5TfT % ?ft*T ^ 'd'l ^Ti{ f r m  •1̂ 1 
t  i arw qf?r £  i
^  fJT¥ «ft ^to q t°  •TWT # t^F a ifu

f t  *?fr* tit T̂?T T^t ftr f»T ^ ft«T  *  

ftr ?r*n^ ir ft  ^ t  f t  ^ rrf?r 

^<t«qffl ^ #  fanr *PPT JTT# 5T»W 
w ^t 4Si^qffl f t  v x  

qm  ffhft *ft ff^r ft^ft #  q^ r ^t m

5^amr TT 3TT t̂ I ^  trfT 3^T-
fT^rtenftrtr^  in ^ r ,  P w  ^  qrer«iar 
srrcff tii r̂wrftr t .  ^  ^  T f#  ? ? ?rw  
t t  ^an*r *pt anm ^ mftr ^ n h  
tr^T f ^ t  5T ^ ft  q t  I ^
f ’ W t s » p  ^r ^ ir ^ » T(t JW T tit  

t  I *TTT #  T̂ST WTf tit  

VT«RTtft!H W r^t ’STT’f * — —  
£  «pTt*f *TTT VT X $t |—
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W  *r q | % 19  * f t  |  ffT t fp r o r 
r f f  w ihit arr evtrr i fcfr % trfr snjw
«rf5w % <nv«r 4  sreTf w  forr mrr
|  1 4  «rcfa ir^ar^r #

^  faqT f a  %*t T?T

A e r * W  4  JTf P w p f  «PTHT 'TTfffI 
fa  |, 3 < m  ^  r f t  t ,
?*fa* m * T$ fa  tft
OT ?T*> fam  w  3W W T R T R
^  «rf»RT 4  *tf ^  fV*rr fa
* t $ $ w * f m g  ar  ̂ 4  s r t s r t  4  e r f^ r

<T*TtX J  JJIT <TT ^WTT 

TPT I 3To XPT *R t?X  sftffJTT 4 *TX

w t x  «f ? t  f a  * j w  q x  a n t f ,
?rt %*r < t  5fai<T «rrf 1 4 t t s p
azrfar %■ *Tf *  j q  ?nft ^ t t  w n m  ff 1 
^ w f t  ^ t  fn^Ai fjt*Ti ^ t t  s n m r  1

i  *r? 5 fa  m  Jinff v t
?*n? qft sr^rrf t  fa  3ft ^ftxt f t f t  % 3ft 
£ w  f^rmrr t r t t  ^ ^T^rt SP% «»-*»mt 
arnr 1

j j f  * ir  sn^nr f m  ^  w  
t o  f a  vrm  4  ? fp r  I m m  f t  m
£  f b p m  T̂fTT tft V T T lV R  =*%*rr T rfa - 
frTPT tft x  H  ?ft ^ H T T  I jHT
<ST*TW $ fa  r^^-r+d w
mit 1 *rc?tw ?dn ^ r %  «mr qlap

•it *̂T% TT i 1! ?̂TT $*I I
P r o  i m  % Vf5T nm fa
4  *ft*r s f t  « r ^ f i j * r  >fx*t i
tr? V *  W R ftH  *tcT It I fJT 4  %
facT# ?fpft 4  *0*1 frl 5T?T fa m  £ ? 
ftn ftvr 3ft *ft x  «ft ’ T R n m
^ r  <rt»flr vtft ^nft^r % vm % 
ftnfa qro «ftft ^nfrr | %fa^r t  ^  
# t*ff % « w if a  TRr t f r r  t j? tr  ^  

aft ^renfn v rtrr fn  ^ f ^ f t  
wit f t #  w  r$  f  1 xm  #

?ft fa  *f^t *nr^T ?ft?n5T jt «ft
. . .

«ft <fo «fo nrrff (%R^<)

^  f« 5  : m  p̂rrar %
4  faqT ^P T I l^RTt JfTT

^  t o t  i w  ^rm
?fk  TT 3T^<« ^ fa  3ft 
^  f  f * r  ^ r %  ^ rTrfW  wrft i R t -  

^srrqr i ^*r ^ft ^ r - j r r r
*TT 3ft T T ^ T  ^TTtf ^ H 'd t̂iTj V I cM I 
5fa  ^  W Tdtl 5TFJ WT* % f ^
^ r r r  ^ t ?frr ^ f t  ax? % « n m  
fa m  i ?ftr ^t ?
^  ePft ftnr 5r  ?nq *  *ftt fa  4
srf^reft ?ft>T |  wt»i f  3ft *tct
V M t^ n  ^  w  % 1 4  ^  f̂t *Ffpn 
^Tfprr ^  f a  3T?r 5TT w  «Pt JI^TH 
TT W T  ^ 3Tfrr 5TT IT̂ T ^ T  % faFTH 
T t  rTTrW t  ^  5W  f * t  ^T ^  f ^ W

| ? j t ^ fa r t  % »ft^ t | | 
« ftr  •t 'f t ^  wi% ^  1 ?t i f t f w f  
4  JHW W  f t  «+dT | *frr f t ’ IT 1 
ATT STr^W 9nn% f  *rtx  ^ t f
?arTOT T̂xTT t  I 5Trtm *FT
£ 3ft ?mt ^mT t  *ftr ?r*rt 4  
WI«I<1 fam  | t wNW fa’H t w  ^RBTT
^ w t  w ft % fam  t  <frtl 

R«4i^ ^ ^ 9Tt n̂r ^ Wfa r̂ 
3|W WTT O T fft  3ft ^TT*RT | ,  ait
vic*4l ^ 3HVt 5T9T *FT ^ ?ft W^T
^nfr v t  w rq %  ?tat ^  i %rrr f?r
% <̂ l̂ f, fa fft T t  V t t  *i<fi
|  i ^fa^r ?rw ift n m  < m v t
if5 «i?i Tfft f t  3TRrr ^ fa
^ ( t  wnt xt^, UK fa  t o n *
t w  t ,  t w  f^nrt f t
3IT$, fa?ft fa?*T ^ t  9JI *T
an4 1 i w t  <<5t ^frft ^ft xfa%  % f W  
<TTWt Ip ft tin f a v  1 ^ 1  • R ’ fT f t ’ TT, 
l l f i m f t i f f  % ^f«ZV t»r 5f q f x ^ T  VX^T 
f f n  <ftx n m t  ^  i r fs v r t t  >nff
ft4 f^Rvr 4 «r<ft ftn ; «px w  f  ^
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z x  % *  jt #  f a t  •«nf$f Pro 
«nt 't t  2 w  whrr «ftr « m  *n*tf

vf*pwr<«rt «iSV tft %
«»f«rv f a i v  %, *ifav <MT<gT%4v, 
f*nrr '*}<t*<iq %, ft^T trerrm v rr  v r  

1

l « - «  hr*.
[Mr. Sp e a k e r  in the Chair.]

$arr girPT ^  n f  j
fv nr$ *  *TT*rwt 3 %rrr fcflfipfi 

w t  g in *  fctt %, ^ tv t  vflr 1$

f l ^ T  WTOf̂ RT VT% t  • *n^PPt 

f r  JtTTT ^WT HftfT»T tft #  «frr 
t m v t  fap5T ^RTT t  •

wra* ^ 5t *rc* ?ft ?fr ^  sfr tvsff r̂ 
'f r f t  t  ?iv v*r f t

1 1 «nrc# t»v f w ¥  s r o  s t t t s M t  
3 5 *  f r o  g * v t  anr <mr v t  

f o r  5tT W . v t  f e n
. A  -— v  < v  r> _»v a  «v

•rnmr, m  w t v t  ? w t  v t  “51111 v t  

frv ^  3  f *  f*#»ft 1 *rfc ww 
frTtfvqf ^  *rc* t f t ^ -  f  ?rt qm t
^TT <Hdlfl<»l >TTRT ft*TT f̂ RT

f v  f r d f̂t gffrr f  % y m rt qrffifrr 
srcpr t t  ^  1 * v m t *v^ 
$  f v  tn ^ ft $  aft fa  2 w t  qft *ctfr 
v t  t^t & d t r  f u r  w tt ^ r v t  q v ?  

«rv*t $, sravt srarr f t m  m  f  1 

*rff « m r r r  «tt#t f ^ z  ^  iff 

wm v t £  f  1 w  f r t ?  v t * v t  m
^ T  3  u ra n v  ^TfTBT ^ 5T VT t |  £ I

urr fvsmf vt eft v«ft fate ^  ¥t *rt
r ff  VT# f ,  8ft7  V T d W f Vt ? 5f
v t  >tft v ^ t  1 1 ?R1  % f r t ?

^ n rn m {f«rm T v n r^ t =ar%»iT 1

tret 3  3  i ? r t  f t  vprr fv  
f»w v t  ^ r  flpiT »wr |  irtr  farevt 

jp tt  ^ r f t  % 554 fv m  ^ t Tfr 1 3* v r  

f e j n r  w 9 p r  v ^  f  1 A

'•nj îT f v  j u t  ifftftr ^ r  ?r»fr ^ f f  
t r r  * t f t  ^ ! T  f .  v t

«ftr w  "t t  >fr v t  fv
O T H T  W W T T  f t s t  arr% « r r f ^ f  fa p r%  

fv  v r  fftnf 5̂t ^ Ift Vt TtVT 3TT 
? m  « r f x v  f t  < » f t v  f t  v r f  ^

f t  9 %  W T fV  w  V T  3 P T W r
f R -  T O  ^ 5 V  %  f̂ rqfwr #  v t  o t t  
< r#  ^ fv  v t  «rnt w?t *ri? 1 

f5T5T«ff̂ r?Tm  ̂ f?r finhrv vr
ctprt VT?rr j  1

Shri D. C. Sharma (Gurdaspur): 
Mr. Speaker, Sir, when the Estate 
Duty Bill was passed last time there 
was a jubilation in the minds of some, 
a lot of controversy in the ranks of 
others and a great deal of opposition 
amongst some. But, the Congress 
Party and the Lok Sabha put their 
seal of approval on that for various 
reasons. I think to many of us its 
appeal lay in the fact that it was— if I 
may use that expression— an ideologi-
cal measure. It was a measure 
brought forward to iron out the dis-
parities of income in this country. It 
was a measure in the direction of the 
fulfilment ot the objective of our 
country, the socialist pattern of 
society. It was a measure which 
wants that the concentration of wealth 
should not be in the hands of a few 
persons and that the other persons 
should not be denied those items of 
welfare which are to be the desire of 
all of us. Therefore, it was welcomed 
by some persons.

But the test of the pudding lies in 
its eating. A  tree is to be judged by 
the fruit it bears. What has been the 
result of this? The other day, I went 
to a public meeting in Kingsway Camp 
and a member from the audience 
shouted: “Do not listen to this man 
because he represents a party which 
has saddled this country with too much 
of taxes. A ll these Congressmen are 
bringing forward Bills after BOls
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which add to the incidence of taxation 
in this country” .

Sir, it wag not my experience in 
Kingsway Camp, Delhi only; I have 
had similar experiences when I go 
about in my constituency. People 
turn round and ask me, “Why is it 
that you are trying to pass so many 
Bills which add to the taxation of the 
people? They ask me this question.

We are passing taxation measure 
after taxation measure. In the first 
place, we are doing so for ideological 
reasons. In the second place, we are 
doing so for what I may call the 
developmental reasons of this coun-
try. We have to make a success of our 
Second Five Year Plan, and other 
Plans also. We want that we should 
raise internal resources in order that 
we should be able to finance those 
plans very adequately. Naturally, we 
can do that by means of taxation and 
other things.

That is a very laudable object. But 
that object is not explained to persons 
so well as other things. Every day 
I get pamphalets, typed material, big 
bundles of papers— and all the other 
hon. Members of the Lok Sabha also 
get that. Sometimes we get them in 
duplicate copies. In those papers and 
pamphlets the whole taxation policy 
of our Government is sought to be 
interpreted. I thank Shri Bhagat that 
he sent us a non-technical explana-
tion of the development rebate. It was 
a good thing that he did so because, 
after all, we are not technical per-
sons.

But, here is the Estate Duty, the 
Expenditure Tax, the Wealth Tax 
and now our Gift Tax Bill. They are 
all very technical Bills. Of course, 
they have done something to explain 
these measures to us in a non-technl-

cal way. But I would say that e r a  
that non-technical language is sucn 
that it gives us the legal connota-
tions of these measures but it does not 
give the social implications of them. 
We want to know what good these 
measures are going to do and the 
people do not want to know the legal 
quibbles that are associated with 
them. Therefore, I submit that we 
pass these measures for two reasons. 
But, what has been the result?

I remember I put a question some 
years back, during the last Lok 
Sabha— I put so many questions—  
about the collection of Estate Duty 
all over the country

I1} hrs.

I sometimes put questions about 
the collection of estate duty by Sates 
also. I was always told that the col-
lections were far far below the anti-
cipated sums.

Mr. Speaker: Has the hon. Member 
much to say?

Shri C. D. Sharma: Yes, Sir, very 
much more to say.

Mr. Speaker; Then, he may resume 
his speech tomorrow.

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE

S e c o n d  a n d  T h i r d  R e p o r t s

Sardar Hukam Singh (Bhatinda): 
Sir, I beg to lay on the Table the 
Second Report of the Privileges Com-
mittee. I also beg to lay on the 
Table the Third Report of the Privi-
leges Committee.

1101 hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till 
Eleven of the Clock on Friday the 
25th April, 1958.


