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In view of the BPuranee liven by 
the Minister and above all of course, 
in view ot the judgment of the SIlP-
reme Court which Is blndin" I 
would seek leave of the HoWIe to 
withdraw my Bill. 

Tho Bill WCIO, by 10Clve, ~ W . 

1U8 bn. 

ADVOCATES (AMENDMENT) BILL, 
1965 

(Amendment of ,ections 24 and 25) 
Sbri Parubar (Shivpuri): Sir, I 
beg to move: 
"that the Bill further to amend 
the Advocates Act, 1961, be taken 
into consideration" 

Through this Bill I have to raiBe a 
very substantiai anomaly created by 
the passa,e of the ~ te8 Act, 
1961. Under this Act, Mukhtars who 
were pract4sing in criminal courts 
prior to the enactment of the Act have 
been confcn-ed the title of Advocates, 
of course, with certain restrictions. 
But B very substantial class of Re-
venue Agents, who haVe been prac-
tising in revenue courts has been 
omitted. I would like to point out 
to the House that RevenUe ~nt I. a 
class of Advocates who has been re-
cognised al a 1"1181 practitioner, al 
good a ie,al pract\·tloner al Mukhtars, 
under the Legal Practitioners Aet. I 
shall refer to It later on and 1 .hall 
also quote the deftnltlon Of a lelal 
practitioner .... 

This Revenue Agent comes in touch 
and contact with the peasants of this 
country, with the farmers or a,rlcu!-
turists of this country. The Revenue 
Agent advisel and practiBel for the 
downtrodden people of our country 
who cannot. alford to pay lar,e lums 
to enlage an advocate. ThlI class 
of advocates, I mean the Revenue 
Acents. wal entitled to practile up··o 
the highest court, I.e., to the Revenue 
Board aDd even In some cases upto 
Darbar Peshi-1hat W8I eQuivalent to 
the PrIvy Council dUrIn, th08ll days. 
What happens when this claaa of 
practlOlU!rs il stopped from practll-
in!! wto the SIlPI'flIDe Court, Thl. 
el ••• ImOWI .. mudl of the clvU pro-

e ~ as the civil side praetiling 
lawyers because accordin, to the ft-
venUe law, it i' the Civil Procedure 
Code that applies even to the revenue 
matters. Therefore, the Revenue 
Agent is of greatelt assistance to the 
poor agrlcuJturilts. So he should 81su 
be allowed to go upto the highest jud,-
cial forum of thiB country as the 
Mukbtan have been given the righl 
to do. Now what happens? When. 
poor agriculturist ,oes to conlult • 
Revenue Agent, naturally he can, 
accordlnl to the present Act, advi ... 
him only to a very limited territorial 
jurisdiction. After that. the poor 
farmer has to depend on othen. 
Accordin, to Article 19(9) of our 
Constilution, thiB discrimination whleh 
bas been made betw"en one cl .... 
of citizens, i.e., the Mukhtarl, and an-
other class of cltlaens, i.e., Revenue 
Agents, is not proper. According to 
Article 13 (Ii) of our Conatltutlon, the 
law which discriminates one da.. of 
citizens against another i. void to f.hc 
extent Of eontraventlon. 

According to the Letfal Pracl.1-
tioner. Act, the deftnltion of the legRI 
practitioner il thl.: a legal practitioner 
means an advocate, a vakil 01' an 81-
torn .. y of any Hlib Court, • pleader, 
Mukhtar Or Revenue Agent. Thi. ,s 
an Act whieh has been properly palled 
and It 1'eCOIII1ilel thc Revenue Agent 
.s a legal practitioner. A. I hav .. 
already submitted, \his is that cia •• of 
lellal practitioners who advise the 
poorer sections of our people. Accord-
ing \0 the present Advocates Act-of 
course, It has been amended later on 
in Section 24-the word 'Mukhtar' 
h •• bLocn used, but Revenue Agent hal 
been left out. My lubmbslon through 
this amendment iB to ieek reqni-
Uon to this el_ Of advocate. to pra,'-
tile upto the highest court of the 
country; of course, only In revenue 
matters jUlt as Mukhtars are allowed to 
practise upto the highest forum of 
this country only In criminal matters. 
Therefore. thiB discrimination .hould 
go away. 

Secondly, the Rev,,,,ue Agent 18 
considered to be. Ipeel.llst in hil 
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branch of law JUSt as an income-tax 
practitioner is cOIlSidered a specialist 
in income-tax matters. Before Ihe 
passa·ge of the Advocates Act, !h. 
Revenue Agent was reeognised to be 
a specialist In his branch; but now he 
has been debarred from practising hi. 
profession. Theretore, I submit that 
this amendment should be accepted 
by tIria House. This anomaly should 
be done away with aDd justice should 
be done to this class of advocates 
who .erve the poor people. After all. 
the poor agriculturists cannot alford 
to pay very large aums and engllie an 
Advocate; they should be in a position 
to take the advice Of Revenue Agents. 
Therefore, I submit that the word 
'Revenue Agent' should be allowed to 
be il1R!'led in Sect10ns 24 and 55. 

Mr. 
moved: 

Depat,.-8peaker: Motion 

"That the Bill further 1.0 amend 
the Advocates Act, 1961, be taken 
into consideration." 
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8hri A, T, Sarma (Chatrapur): I 
support the Bill introduced by 8hri 
Paraohur. 

We are allowing Mukhtars and 
others, but we are neglecting the 
Revenue Agents. The beneJIt that !he 
poorman gets Is denied to him by this. 
Our country is full of poor men and 
they cannot approach the Advocates; 
they can approach only the Revenue 
legal practitioners. If the Revenue 
Agent is .. Iso Included In these Sec-
tion." as Mr, Parashar suggested, it 
will be very beneJIcial to the poor 
people. It i. essential that a legal 
practitioner like the Revenue Agent 
s!lould not .be deprived of his rig" 
when pleaders and othprs enjoy the 
same. 

I wholehearledly support the Bill. 

Shrl Hem Raj (Kangra): The Bill 
whkh has been sponsored by my 
hon. friend Shri Prarashar IS a very 
vitrolesDnle measure. 

The Legal Practionera' Act defines 
a legal practitioner as an advocate, 
vakil or attorney of any Hieh Court 
Or a pleader or mukhtar and a revenue 
Agent. While all these persons have 
been c,tPloriSed as legal practitioners 
and they haVe been' allowed to enrol 
themselves as advocates, the invi-
dious distinction that has been made 
in tire ease at the revenue agents is 
.omethinJ( which is dlacriminatorJ 
even under the Constitution. When 
the Advocates Bill was before the 
J oint Committee, there also this ques-
tion was railed. I feel that the 
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lacuna. which remains there needs t' 
be filled up. 

T"', rcven .. e ",en\ practise in \he 
revenue cOlIIrIs. The procedure In \he 
I'<,venae court is mostly govlPrl1ed b 
the Civil Procedure Code. A mukhtar 
C'lIl practlae in the revenue as well as 
in the civil courts. A pleader can 
)lT8CUse In 1he NYeDUe court, civil 
Court as well as \he criminal 
courts. But a revenue agent, 
.... 1 bave said, practises only In the 
t"eVenue eour\s; be eIIn practise there 
both on the el<ecutive as well as on 
the judicial Iides. Therefore, a re-
venue agent ~ Jmowledp of 
the civil law aB well .... tbe revenue 
law. I do nDt think that be sbould 
be dilorlmlnated .... Inst for purpose. 
of being enrolled as an advocate. The 
.mendment which my bon. friend ho' 
brought forward 111 a proper one, and 
t hope that the hOll: Minister will 
accept It Bnd iDIllude revenue agent 
nlso In the deftnltlon 110 that he carl 
alBo enrol lIlmself aB an ac!voeate. 

Wllh tileR words, 1 support Um 
BIB. 

n.. II. V. KoaJdII CBeIpum): I 
rIM! to support the amendlna Bill 
brought forward by my hon. friend 
Shrl Paraahar. During the British 
retIme, III the areal under tIIelr con-
trol. th .... were ~ pleader. Or 
advocatel and they were given the 
requUlle training and they were al-
lowed to practl8e throughoUI the coun-
tIy In III the eoarta, bIil'h clvll and 
erlmlDal. But In the native Stales, 
llIere were no qUilifled practitioners, 
IUch al pleaders or advomtes because 
there was not so much litigation In 
thaIe ..-. IIIId moreover thOle areas 
were allo limited. So, the then 
rulers .. ve only sanads to mukhtars 
or revenue agents as tIIey were sl1ed 
In some of the Stales, and they were 
all_eel to pnetIIIe in the partic:u1ar 
area coneerned. After the merger or 
the native Stales, a new question arose 
IIII! only ate qualillec1 pleaders or 
ad90e8t8 .,t the opportunity Where-
as the mukhtars or revenue agents 
could nDt get any aeope to praetIse. 
Bat ~ r 01' the other. they bad 8 

right '" ~n e and tIIIIt conllnueQ 
till the ~te  Act was passed by 
thl" 'Holille. Samello. or other we 
find, hdwever, that amne dilleren-
tialiDn 'hu been made In the 'presenl 
Act. Even mu.khtars In SDme of the 
States have been llve,n lanKa and 
Ihey are aUOwell to practise on the 
ground Ihat a right has accrued to 
them, and, lherefore, the')' can C!lllti-
nue to enjoy tMt rlgllt. But as polnl-
ed oUI by my hDn. friend, In Bome of 
the cnses, the 'l'I!VeII1Ie _nts WhD are 
allowed to practlM! only In the 
revenue CDUrts 'have been omitted. 
This Is a sort of dlBeri ... ination 
and they have not been allowed 
10 enjoy the rights which 'they 
were enjoying priDr tD the reorlanisa-
tion of the Slates. I would submit thai 
they wm "have to be riven _ Iorl 

of sanad 110 that they cOuld enjoy the 
rlgllts which tlley were enjoytnll 
formerly. Furtller, they are ellgaged 
In file revenue courts or In ImaU .. r 
rourt. ""lI .. re tile litigation i. limple or 
1 ... 8 ..,Dllly and it is 'conducted by ordi-
nary or poor people. It would De 
~ dlflleult fOr tilOM' ordinary end 
'poor people to approach advoeatefO 
or pleederl who Will be ellarglng more 
rees. 80, even on that bIIIll, It II 
better tD malntatn thll claa of per-
IIOnl. I would, there'fore, request Gov-
ernment to conlllder tlds BUI ~

ably and mae BIIitable .... endments 
In the parent Acl for til.. purpoMt. 

The MinIster or State 18 lIIe MJaII· 
try or Law .... Departmeat 0' IIoeJaI 
Secu'rlt, CSlIrI RajaI'II •• "> : This 
question of enlarging the area of 
practice to the revenue alent. has 
been carefully considered both by \h. 
BBr Council of India as well a. by t ~ 

Bar Council of Welt Bengal. Th., 
committee which had lot upon this 
que'lion reported that they .hould nol 
be enabled to enrol themselves a. ad-
vot"atel. 

The queotion of the I111Ikhtar and 
the qu .... tion of the rewnue a,..nt arr 
dil!erent. Mukhtal'l had a rllbt to 
go to any ('ourt. civil. criminal ~r 

l'f'Venue, wherea. the revenue Igent. 
jurisdiction..... reo! ricted only to 
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revenue courts; the revenue agents 
are only concerned with questions 
relating to revenUe as between the 
State and the citizen, and their con-
trolling disciplinary authority Mis the 
Chief Controlling Revenue Authority. 

So far as the mukhtars are con-
cerned, they have been given the 
right to practise as before, and that 
right has been preserved for them 
under section 55 of the Advocates 
Act. What the proponent of this Bill 
desires to do is to enlarge their right 
So that they can appear in all the 
courts. 

As we know, under the scheme of 
the Advocatel Act, once a person is 
enrolled as an advocate, he can prac-
tise before any court right down from 
the Supreme Court to the lowest pos-
sible court, before any authority 
which by law can receive evidence on 
any said Question. The question now 
is whether such persons ere likely to 
be engaged for matters either before 
the Sureme Court or the High Court 
or the District Court. I would lubmit 
that  that is very unlikely, and In any 
cale, the ground put forth that the 
revenUe agent would be much cheaper 
than the I'e9t of the advocates is 
something which is contrary to the 
practice gOod advocates are 9vailable 
for a reasonable enough fee. Further, 
it Is better that the litigant should 
have a well-qualifted adviser rather 
than a counsel merely because he !-. 
cheap. These were the considerations 
which weighed with the Bar Council 
which is the guiding voice and the 
conscience of the profession. They 
have said 'No' to the question of 
enlarging the deftnitlon sO as to in-
clude revenUe agents, and Govern-
ment ftllci themselves In agreement 
with the Bar Councll. 

Therefore, I would request the hon. 
Member to withdraw the BI11, but If 
he does not, then we shall oppoee It. 
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: What doe; h'· 
do with the Bill? Doe. he want m. 
to put the motion to vote? 

-ft IIT'mn' : tt f'f1JT rn 'Iil 
<fm: i iIrfiR iro f.m;r ~ f1I; q 
.~~  

t~  ~ H ~ ql 
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He Is Dol 
gccepting it. I will put the motion 
to vote. 

The question il: 

"'lbat the Bill further to amend 
the Advocates Act. 1981. be taken 
into consideration". 

Those  in lavour may kindly say 
'Aye', 

Some hoa. "'bera: 'Aye'. 
Mr. Deputy-llpeaker: Th", •• aillinlt 
may kindly IIY 'No'. 

Some boa ........ : 'No'. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The 'Noel' 
have It ..... 

Shrl Barl Vlalmu Ka_tb <HOlllon-
pbad): 'lb. 'Ayes' have It. 

Mr. Deputy -Speaker: Is he pre,"In, 
lor a Dlvi.<ion? 

8bri Barl VlsbDu Kamatb: Yel. 

Mr. Depat,.-IIpeaker: Loll the bell 
be run,-

There II no quorum. The Hotal! 
.tands adjourned to meet on Monday. 
lU7 bra. 

The Lok Sab7.a then adjOUmH till 
Eleven 01 ".e Clock on MOfId4sI, 

~.... 22, III6BIAgr4M1/1I1\II 
I, 1881 (Sa,",). 




