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HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE

Thursday, 6th November, 1952

The House met at a Quarter to Eleven
of the Clock.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair 1

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

{See Part I)

11-45 A.M.

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

Statement re: Aviation Share of Pet
rol Tax Fund

Mr. Speaker:  The House will pro
ceed to the next business now, papers
to be laid on the Table. Shri Jagjivan
Ram.

The Minister of Commanications
<Shri Jag:Jivaii Ram): I beg to lay on
the Table a statement showing the ob
jects on which the aviation share of
the Petrol Tax Fund was  expended
during the ycfars 1950-51. [Placed in
Library. See No. P-64/52]

Proceedings of  Eleventh  Session of
Indian Labour Conference

The Minister of Labour (Shri V. V.
Gin): I beg to lay on the Table, a 
copy of the Summary of Proceedings
of the Eleventh Session of the Indian
Labour Conference held at New Delhi
in August. 1951. [Placed in Library.
See No. IV. R.O. (38)]

INDIAN TARIFF (FOURTH AMEND
MENT) BILL.

•  Minister of Commerce and In-
Sustry (Shri T. T. Krishnamacharl): I

move for leave to introduce a 
toamend the Indian Tariff

Act, 1934.

7S

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

‘That leave be granted to intro
duce a Bill further to amend the
Indian Tariff Act, 1934.”

The motion was adopted.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: I intro
duce the Bill.

FOOD ADULTERATION BILL

The Minister of Health (Rajknmari
Amrit Kaur): I beg to move for leave
to introduce a Bill to make provision
for the prevention of adulteration of
food.

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That leave be granted to intro
duce a Bill to make provision for
the prevention of adulteration of
food.”

The motion was adopted.
Bajkamari Amrit Kaur: I introduce

the BiU.

ESTATE DUTY BILL

Mr. Speaker: Now, the House will
proceed with the further consideration
of the following motion moved by Shri
C. D. Deshmukh yesterday:
“That the Bill to provide for the

levy and collection of an estate
duty, be referred to a Select Com
mittee  consisting  of Shri  M.
Ananthasayanam  Ayyangar, Shri
Khandubhai  Desai, Shri N. V.
Gadgil,  Shri  D.  K.  Borooah,
Shri  R.  Venkataraman,  Shri
Nitanand  Kanungo,  Shri
Feroz Gandhi, Shri T. N. Singh,
Shri B. K. Das, Shri Balwantrai 
Mehta, Shri S. N. Agarwal, Shri- 
mati Anasuyabai Kale, Shri P. T.
Chacko, Shri N.  Keshavaiengar,
Shri U. S. MaUiah. Shri S. Sinha,
Shri C. D. Pande. Shri Tek Chand,
Shri Hariharnath Shastri,  Shri

• Introduced with the previous sanc<̂ 
tion of the President.
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Munishwardutt Upadhyaya, Shri 
Sadath Ali Khan, Shri Radheysyam 
Morarka, Shri K. P. Tripathy, Shri 
N. a Chatterji, Shri  B. Rama- 
Chandra  Reddi,  Shri  K.  A. 
Damodara  Menon, Shri  K.  S. 
RaiShavachari, Shri Tulsidas Kila- 
chand, His highness Maharaja Shri 
Karni Singhji Bahadur, Shri V. P. 
Nayar, Shri K. K. Basu, Dr. Lanka 
Sundaram, Shri B. R. Bhagat, Shri
- Mahavir Tyagi and  the  mover 
with instructions to report by the 
last day of the first week of the 
next Session.”

Shri Gidwani (Thana): 1 rise to sup
port the Bill, but I must frankly state 
that I was disappointed at the speech 
made by the hon. Finance Minister. He 
stated two reasons for bringing forward 
the Bill. One was economic, and the 
other was social. As regards the econo
mic aspect of the Bill, he did not give 
us any exact figures, or any approxi
mate idea as to what will be the yield 
fxp̂ the levy. As regards the social 
|[S|)̂t, from the way in which he ex
pressed his opinion on the Bill, it ap
peared to me that it was apologetic, 
hesitating and as if he had no heart in 
the business.  I would not blame him 
personally because, after all, he did not 
belong originally to the Congress. There
fore, he was not expected to fulfil the 
promises given by the Congress repre
sentatives. I may remind here that in 
the Jaipur session after independence, 
the Congress stated its new objective. 
The objective of the Congress was the 
establishment of a classless and caste- 
less society. I do not find any stress 
or any step towards that direction in 
the proposed Bill. Not only that.  I 
find that it is so halting, that even 
after it is passed, one does not know 
how far it will bring any benefit, or 
the amount of money that will be avail
able to the various States for carrying 
on their planning schemes.

There are two blocs in the world 
today—the Russian or the Communist 
bloc, or the countries dominated by 
Communist Ideology: and the capital
istic bloc.  In Russia and other com
munist countries, there is no fiuestion 
of any such Bill because property has 
been abolished, as they say, in the indi
vidual sense.  As regards the other 
bloc. I find in the United Kingdom this 
tax has been levied as early as 1894, 
and in France it was In 1796, in New 
Zealand in 1881, in Canada it was in 
1892. in Japan it was in 1905, in Ceylon 
it was in 1919, in South Africa it #as 
in 1892. and in Pakistan in 1950. So, 
our Gk>vemment has. after all, brotiî 
this measure with great reluctance, so 
that the duty may contribute some

thing to the total revenue.  In Great 
Britain death duties contributed  10*7 
per cent, of the total revenue and in 
the U.S.A. they formed 5 per cent, of 
the federal taxation and 4 per cent, 
of the State revenue during pre-war 
years.  Therefore, I wanted to know 
exactly how much revenue will this 
levy bring. About that we have been 
given  no  information.  It is in the 
limbo of oblivion.  We do not know 
how much it will bring, and the per
sonnel of the Committee also shows 
to me that it is a very, very mild affair, 
and ?t is not going to bring us to a 
socialist state for which the Congress 
has been fighting for so many years— 
whether we call it socialist state  or 
Ram Rajya.  Gandhiji used to call it 
Ram Rajya. I do not find any signs of 
Ram Rajya in this Bill.
It is. after all, a good step  in the 

right direction, but I expected a more 
forward step, a more progressive step, 
a more revolutionary step; I expected 
a Bill by which there would be com
plete liquidation of property in India. 
But even after 5 years, 2 months and 
20 days of the attainment of freedom, 
this measure has been brought which 
even psychologically will not enthuse 
the country. I was trying to listen to 
Shri Deshmukh’s speech yesterday very 
carefully, attentively and patiently, and 
I wanted his speech to  create  the 
psychological effect which he wanted. 
I am told the Planning Commission or 
he has said that it is not from  the 
economic point of view so much that 
they have brought this Bill, but it is 
from the point of view of producing a 
psychological feeling in the people that 
our Government is moving towards a 
socialist state. I am afraid his speech 
and the measure that he has movecT 
are not going to create that atmosphere.

However, it is in the right direction; 
something is being done to eliminate 
the disparity in the ownership of pro
perty in the country. Ours is a poor 
country, and millions are still suffer
ing.  They have not felt the glow of 
freedom. Their meagre wants  have 
not been satisfied.  Probably in some 
States some people are suffering more 
than what they were suffering previous
ly.  I would not go into this matter.

I welcome this measure, but I again 
warn about one thing, ie., if we hand 
over the mort̂jf to the States, we must 
be careful that the States spend 
money properly. I belottged to a State 
whidi is at present in the hands of 
the n̂emr. Today, I belong to Bom
bay State.  And In  Bombay  State 
there is a person called Shri Morarjl 
Dessi who is experimenting on  th# 
revenues of tĥ ̂ eotmtry. Ho hsA
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some fads.  His Government’s policy 
regarding prohibition  has proved  a 
complete failure.  I belong to a con
stituency called.Thana District consti
tuency and Mr. Deshmukh’s  (iJonsti- 
tuency is adjoining to it. I have toured 
in the constituency during my election 
campaign for one month and a half. 
Even after the election, I hav3 v’sited 
the constituency, and I know that as 
a result of this prohibition, the only 
village industry which  is flourshing 
in that area is the illicit distillation 
of liquor. Tlierefore, 1 say let Bom
bay State not bfe ̂ven a pie till they 
scrap this wretched scheme which is 
doing  ho  good  to the  peop.le. 
Similarly, I was surprised to read 
only  the day  before yesterday, 
that the Punjab Government nave post
poned the sessions of their Assembly 
and Council for a fortnight to engage 
themselves  in  Congress  delegates* 
elections. Twentyfive thousand rupees 
of the public exchequer are wasted as 
a result of this.

Mr. Speaken Order, prder. It would 
not be proper to bring in here the ad
ministration of the provinces, because 
the persons whose admirjistration is 
being criticised have  no  chance of 
having their say in this House. I wait
ed to know as to how far the  hon. 
Member was carrying his  argument, 
but when he began to cite instances, I 
thought I must invite his attention to 
the irrelevancy of this, and also the 
impropriety of carrying on that kind 
of thing in this House.
Shri Gidwani: I bow down to your 

ruling, Sir, but I want to submit that 
I thought it was relevant because it 
has been provided that the  revenues 
derived from this levy will be handed 
over to the states.

The Minister of Revenue and  Ex
penditure (Shri Tyagi):  It has been
provided so, because it is enjoined in 
the Constitution that one of the duties 
which shall be assigned to the States 
is the estate duty in respect of property 
other than agricultural land.
Shri Gidwani:  It is therefore that

1 thought it was relevant.

Shri Syamnandan Sahaya (MuzafTar- 
pur Centi-al): The hori. Member’s point 
is now further strengthened.
[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]
Shri  Gidwani: I said that there 

might be some people who may be op
posed to this tax. It is a good tax, a 
just tax, and that any one who will 
have to pay this tax will not feel any 
pain, an̂ety or misery because the 
levy is made after his death.  From 
that poiiri; of  I do not think 4hat 
any person who has got surplus money 
Med worry about it.

There is a belief among orthodox 
Hindus. Even when a person is on his 
deathbed, if his relations bring all or 
some portion of his property and he 
touches it with his hand, and that pro
perty  is  given  in  charity,  he 
was  supposed  to  go  to  Heaven 
after his death. As regards the Mussal- 
mans also, the same thing is there.

As regards the other points of the 
Bill, we sĥl deal with them when the 
Bill returns from the Select Committee. 
We are living in the revolutionary age, 
we are living in an age when capital
ism is going, and when every person 
demands equality and fair deals.

Shri Syamnandan  Sahaya:  What
does the hon. Member suggest?
Shri Gidwani: We are livmg in an 

age of great changes and revolutions. 
Let us not be backward, but go for
ward.  I hope the Select Committee 
will remember the changing times in 
which we are living, and make recom
mendations which will be worthy of 
the Government that claims to be a 
Congress Government.
With these words, I  support  the 
motion.

Pandit K. C. Sharma (Meerut Distt.- 
South): I support this Bill because it 
is in consonance with the  prevalent 
system of duties all over the  world. 
Much has been expressed in the Press 
against this Bill, and the point has been 
made that it would be a novel experi
ence in the field of taxation. It is far 
from the fact that even as far back as 
700 B. C. the death duty existed in 
Egypt, and as far back as 169 B. C. this 
was prevalent in Rome. Here in India 
at the time of the Moghuls, there was 
a lax on the transfer of property after 
a person’s death to the successor. Even 
now, before freedom. in
the Hajputana States, there were death 
duties in existence.  So, it is not  a 
new experiment in the field of taxation, 
and as the hon. Minister told us yes
terday almost all the bî countries— 
the only exception among the major 
countries being India—have got  this 
duty. It has not affected, as so many 
people say, the capital formation or 
th- development of the industries in 
any way whatsoever.
12 Noon

Then the question arises whether as 
a tax, the estate duty is a good or a 
bad tax.  From all canons of public 
finance and good taxation, I venture 
to submit that it is a ôod tax. From 
the point of view of ability to pay or 
ftrom the point of view of certainty of 
finance or that of economy, the money 
is available, and the property is worth 
a certain amount, and so it is con
venient to pay when the property passes
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[Pandit K. C. Sharma] 
on to the successor, and there is  no 
difficulty whatsoever.  Much has been 
made out about whether it is against 
the fundamentals of the Hindu Law, 
or the fundamentals of  the  Muslim 
Law, but I beg to submit that it is not 
against anybody’s fundamentals when 
it is a question of the country’s develop
ment or the maintenance of its free
dom.  Freedom cannot be maintained 
unless there is abundance, and freedom 
without abundance is a  meaningless 
conception. In order to produce more, 
we have to subsidise the major plans 
for greater production, and for  that 
money is necessary. If money is neces
sary, taxation is the inevitable corol
lary.

The third question is whether the 
estate duty is leviable after the death 
of the owner of a property, because as 
the property was being created,  the 
owner of the property  was  paying 
taxation on the income; the tax having 
been paid in the course of the acquisi
tion of the property, there remains no 
rîht of the State to further taxation 
after death of the owner.  To this I 
beg to submit in the words  of  Sir 
William Harcourt in 1894,

“Nature gives man  no  power 
over his earthly goods beyond the 
term of his life. What power he 
possesses to prolong his will after 
his death.  The right of a dead 
hand to dispose of property is a 
pure creation of the law, and the 
State has a right to prescribe the 
conditions  and  the  limitations 
under which that power will be 
exercised.”

I hooe no further argument is needed, 
so far as the right of the State to levy 
a duty on the property after the death 
of its owner, is concerned.

The next question is whether such a 
duty should be levied at this time. As 
I said before, ours is a very big coun
try with a great future. With vigour 
and vision, the people are eager  to 
develop a great future for this land of 
ours. Now it is a simple rule of life 
that if you do not move forward, you 
are bound to recede, and therefore a 
country with 360 million people with a 
glorious past and an expectant future 
cannot remain standstill. If it cannot 
remain standstill, it has to grow; and 
if it has to grow, investment is neces
sary for the development plans, and 
it is urgently necessary because the 
time is running against us. It is there
fore in the fitness of things that thi» 
duty should be levied at the present 
time so that the Planning Commission 
may get more money, and things may 
be facilitated to grow and develop.

Then. Sir, as the previous speaker 
said, there is one great advantage as 
in so many other countries but much 
more in this country; because for the 
last century and a half this has been 
a static affair.  There is a  class of 
traditional idlers doing nothing,  be
cause they are safe and secure, with 
no danger, no fear either of famine or 
of war or any catastrophe whatsoever. 
Therefore, this class which is doing 
nothing, knowing nothing and caring 
nothing must be made to do something 
and this class, I believe, would exert 
itself and it will also eliminate a sort 
of class bitterness and class conflict. 
For production and for the building up 
of the country, peace and security are 
necessary factors.  Already there are 
some signs of uneasiness and the proof 
is there in the House; after the great 
leadership, and a well-organised and 
well-spread organisation with vast re
sources  and  a  huge  propaganda 
machine, the next best element in the 
House is the Communist Party.  This 
is a proof that things are not so easy; 
they are not so simple as they look to 
be.  Therefore, it is time for us  to 
move and eliminate what is called the 
unacceptable inequality in the stature 
of the People, in their status, in their 
income, in their way of life and in tĥir 
way of work. So from the viewpoint 
of the future and from the vieŵ nt 
of peace and prosperity, this levy is 
necessary because it tends, though in a 
very small degree, to equalise the in
come of the people. Now in this coun
try, as the Finance Minister  in his 
speech said, only a small number of 
people have got a lot of wealth; the 
majority of the people are poor.  By 
this Act this is not going to  equalis
ed, but there are tendencies. There is 
something to be done in that direction. 
There is a movement, there is a step 
and that step will have a great psy
chological effect on the minds of the 
majority of the people as well as on 
the minds of the traditional idlers, that 
it is time to move and work and con
tribute to the common benefit.
With these remarks I support the 

Bill.
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Dr. Lanka Simdaram (Visakhapat̂ 

nam): I am grateful to you, Sir, for 
giving me this opportunity to intervene 
in the debate on this Bill at a  very 
early stage.  After listening to  the 
eloquent speech of my friend Mr. Desh- 
pande, whose Hindi idiom and  elo
quence I can appreciate but not emulate, 
it is rather difficult to proceed with the 
debate with any sense of reality. And 
yet, Sir, with your permission, I pro
pose to confine myself specifically to 
the Bill as introduced in this  hon. 
House and also to the speech made yes
terday in introducing this Bill by my 
hon. friend, the Finance Minister.  I 
believe that this particular Bill has not 
come a day too soon. (An Hon. Mem
ber:  Rather late.)  In fact the che
quered history of this Bill during the 
past several years is conclusive proof 
that the aims and objectives of  the 
Government are more or less defeated, 
and if not actually totally defeated, at 
least circumvented by certain classes 
of  woiJ%ld-be-assessees  who  might 
have bee«i there at one time and who 
maîy not be there now or tomorrow.

Shrl Gadgil (Poona Central): If they 
die, their successors will be assessed.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I will come to
* that point of my hon. friend Mr. Gadgil.

An Hon. Member: Sir, if I remember 
aright, my friend is on the Select Com
mittee. Is it not already the convention 
that Members of the Select Committee...

/

Mp. Deputy-Speaker:  It is not an
inviolable rule. Normally, the rule is 
ât Members who are on the Select 
Committee will not be allowed to dis
cuss the matter here.  But in excep
tional cases, like an Estate Duty Bill 
or this magnitude—it is a very im
portant Bill and not only Memberar but

people outside are also watching it— 
whoever can shed light on this import
ant Bill I am prepared to call him 
And if any Member ̂thinks that a parti 
cular point which he wants to emphasise 
has been overlooked by this Bill, I am 
prepared to allow him.  Therefore  I 
will treat this as an exception, but it 
does not mean that I am going to call 
all the Members of the Select Com
mittee.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I thank you. 
Sir, for your ruling. I stood up in the 
confidence that on previous occasions 
the Chair has given  permission  on 
issues of this character to  Members
whose names were put on the Select
Committee.

I believe that this particular  Bill, 
that is the Estate Duty Bill, is only a 
logical extension of social legislation 
of the type represented by Zamindari 
abolition, in this country.  I  always 
felt that when Zamindari  abolition 
legislation was widely taken recourse 
to all over the country, the absence of
a Bill of this character on the Central
Statute Book would Indeed be a most 
unfortunate thing. I was rather heart
ened yesterday when I listened to the 
Finance Minister as he referred to the 
social objective involved in this Bill. 
Now the entire legislation of all  the 
years of the past quarter of a century 
does not give me an illustration of a 
measure with a specific social objective 
behind it; and to this extent I welcome 
this Bill in principle wholeheartedly.

As I have said I propose to limit my
self to the provisions of the Bill with
out going much into the ideological or 
other considerations referred to so elo
quently by some of the speakers who 
have preceded me. Item 87 in the Cen
tral List of the Seventh Schedule, Mr. 
Deputy-Speaker, makes “estate duty on 
property other than agricultural land” 
a central subject. Item 48 of the State 
List of the Seventh Schedule makes es
tate duty in respect of succession to 
agricultural land a State subject, with 
the result that as the Finance Minister 
said yesterday, a sort of procedure has 
been taken recourse to so that the Cen
tre can legislate on a imiform basis. 
The Finance Minister was good enough 
to say yesterday that all the  States 
constituting the Republic of India, bar
ring West Bengal,  Travancore-Cochin 
and Saurashtra have passed necessary 
resolutions through their  legislatures 
asking the Grovemment of  India  to 
undertake this legislation. Article 252 
is very clear on this point. It shall be 
lawful for Parliament to pass an Act for 
regulating that matter accordingly, and 
any Act so passed shall apply to such
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[Dr. Lanka Sundaram]
States and to any other State by which 
it is adopted alteîrards by resolution.

I have got some little worry here. 
I do not take such a tragic view  as
my hon. friend Mr.  Deshpande  has
taken a few minutes ago, that West 
Bengal, Travancore-Cochin and Saura- 
shtra may not after all come into the 
picture. But I do say in the same 
breath that, knowing as we do  the
enormous controversy which  is now
raglî all over the country as regards 
multiple point tax or single point tax— 
I am referring to the Sales Tax Legis
lation and also the Bill passed in the 
last session—it occurs to me, that some
thing more than this permissible con
sent will satisfy the needs of the coun
try. Because I have got a feeling that 
if by any chance any of the States, 
namely West Bengal, Travancore-Cochin 
and Saurashtra, actually  stays  out, 
there will be black patches in this coun
try as far as the enforcement of the 
legislation now before this hon. House 
is concerned. Having said this I would 
like to refer to clause (2) of section 
I. that this particular legislation ex
tends to the whole of India except 
the State of Jammu and Kashmir. 1 
recognise that we in this country have 
got to be extremely careful in refer
ring to any action relating to the affairs 
of Jammu and Kashmir.  I have got 
here the Constitution Act, Section 370.
I think there is a possibility for this 
hon. House to arrive at some sort of 
arrangement whereby  the  proposed 
legislation for the enforcement of the 
Estate Duty can be extended to Jammu 
and Kashmir. I am here to say freely 
that I am not asking for, nor intending 
to press for,, the deletion of Clause (2) 
of Section I of the Bill before this 
House.  Article 370(b)  (1)  runs  as
follow:

“those matters in the Union List 
and the Concurrent List which, in 
consultation with the Government 
of the State are declared by the 
President to correspond to matters 
etc.,.................

Here we have as colleagues in this 
hon. House  six  representatives  of 
Jammu and Kashmir. I make a sug
gestion to them, that on the floor of 
this House they should come forward 
with some sort of assurance that the 
permissible  provision  contained  in 
Article 370 (b) (1) would be availed of. 
Because if something like that is not 
done then there will be two distinct 
categories of territories in this country, 
which will be a most unfortunate thing 
indeed.  I quite see that Article 370 
is a tratisitory provision, but still we 
cannot Allow it to continue for ever 
even In the case of very innocuous noĥ

political measures like the Bill before 
us.  I believe there are a number of 
precedents in British  parliamentary 
history which will be of assistance to 
us. The Members from Ireland when 
they took part in the old days in the 
debates of the House of Commons never 
did so in respect of legislation affect
ing the whole of the British Isles, but 
took part in the divisions etc.  only 
concerning Ireland.  I am making  a 
suggestion here, with due deference to 
the Constitution, namely, that our 
friends from Kashmir should give us 
an assurance that they will press their 
Gk)vernment to come forward with re
ciprocal legislation based on consulta* 
tions with the Government of India 
at Government level in order that Sec
tion 1(2), namely, the exemption  of 
Jammu and Kashmir, will not b̂ me 
a stumbling block to the implminta- 
tion of such a very important measure 
like the present one, from an economic 
and fiscal point of view.

Having said this, I propose with your 
permission to discuss one or two very 
important points raised in the speech 
of my hon. friend the Finance Minister. 
He made a very broad statement yes
terday, namely, that as regards capiUl 
formation, incentives to production etc., 
there will not be many difficulties when 
this Bill is passed into law. Statistical 
data in this country is extremely ne
bulous, and there is not much precision 
about it. Still, such of the statistics as 
are available at the moment on this 
aspect of the question which I am rais
ing in this debate are very clear. The 
public sector of fixed assets excluding 
transportation are estimated to be of 
the order of Rs. 1236 crores and the 
private sector is estimated to be of the 
order of Rs. 1472 crores. I am making 
a reference to these estimates for the 
very valid reason that yesterday in 
his speech the Finance Minister said 
that the possible transference of pri
vate property to joint stock companies 
etc. will not be much of a bother for 
us. In fact, he said that he would wel
come such conversion of private pro
perty into joint stock companies.  I 
hope I am quoting correctly.

The Minister of Finance (Shri C. D. 
Deshffiukh); Yes.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: The problem 
is this.  With nearly Rs. 1500 crores 
of private property stated to be in pri
vate hands, there is a distinct possi
bility of this property being converted 
into joint stock companies, trusts etc.

Shri C. D. DeshmiiUi: May I know 
where these figtires are from?

Dr.  Lanka  Snndaram: Estimatesr
nêspeper reports, etc.
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Shri  Gadgil: After all they are
'*guess-estimates'’!

Shri C. D. Deshmukh: I was anxious 
to look them up comprehensively. That 
is why I asked.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I thought they 

were taken from the National Income 
Committee Report
Shri C. D. Deshmukh: That is what 

I thought also, and I had hoped that he 
was going to say so, but apparently 
that is not so.
Dr. Lanka Sundaram: But I believe 

I have made an attempt to make them 
as reliable as possible, because any esti
mate is as good as the other. In fact, 
I shall be grateful to my hon. friend 
if he can give the proper  estimates, 
because he is in a better position to 
give them than a non-official Member. 
Yesterday, he said that the fiscal and 
psychological effects of this duty are 
not damaging to savings and capital 
formation. I agree with him that every
thing depends upon the exemption limits 
and the rates of taxation, and I have 
no quarrel with him in this respect and 
propose to say nothing about it on this 
occasion, because these are matters for 
the annual Finance Act and I am sure 
this House will have an opportunity 
to discuss them  at the time of the 
next Budget, provided this Bill goes 
through.

I.have got here a book written by 
my hon. and  esteemed friend,  Shri 
Gadgil, when he was Minister, in con
junction with Shri Vittal Babu, on death 
duties. I consider that there is a very 
important statement in it which, with 
your permission, I should like to read 
for the benefit of this honourable House.
It runs thus: —

“Moreover, it has been the ex
perience of many countries in the 
world that if the minimum exemp
tion is kept at a sufficiently high 
level, the revenue-yielding capacity 
of the duty is great. The  main 
consideration that weighed in the 
matter of raising the exemption 
limit from £100 to £2,000 in 1946 
in  U.K.  was that  as many 
as 150,000 out of 200,000  estates 
which were previously liable, ceased 
to pay estate duty. The result was 
that the cost of the exchequer was 
only £2 million compared with the 
total yield of estate duty which 
was over £100 million.  The new 
exemption limit relieved the ex
chequer of bothersome and costly 
inquiries and investigations  into 
a large number of small estates. It 
was estimated that out of the 50,000 
estates, which would be still liable 
for, more than 30,000 would have 
their liability reduced, and the

imposition on some 7,000 would 
remain unaltered. The total yield, 
despite the exemptions and reduc
tions went up to nearly  £22 
million.”

I quoted this passage because unfortu
nately in his speech my hon. friend 
yesterday made a reference to the pre
vious Bill in the previous House.  I 
was not quite clear as to what he meant 
to convey, but this is what he said, 
and I am quoting from yesterday’s de
bate:—

“Hon. Members will observe that 
imlike the last Bill the present Bill 
does not itself contain a provision, 
regarding the minimum exemption 
limit. Why the last Bill contained 
such a provision, I am unable to. 
say now...unless it be that it was. 
felt that prescribing a  minimum 
limit in the body of the charging 
' Act itself gives sanctity to it”

I have quoted these two passages in 
order to bring to the notice of this hon. 
House the need for some sort of mini
mum exemption limit being incorporat
ed into the body of the present legisla
tion Itself, because to my mind it will 
give satisfaction to almost every sec
tion of the community which is likely 
to be affected by the legislation.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Is  there no 
aifference between income-tax and es
tate duty? A man goes on earning in
come, but he does not die every year.

T Sundaram: That is why
I said that some sort of fixation  of 
minimum limit that was attempted in 
rSfi  , ?  been dropped in the
BiJi, and I would like to have a cogent 
answer from my hon. friend why this 
IS so.

Finance Minister said 
that this particiUar BiU need not wait 
till the completion of the enquiry which 
is likely to be undertaken by the Taxa
tion Enquiry Committee.  Last month 
bn the 14th and 15th the Finance Minis- 

country met and I have no 
possibility of knowing exactly  what 
has happped in that Conference, but 
such of the Press reports as are avail
able clearly show that the question of 
incentives to production, capital forma
tion etc. are matters for investigation 
by the proposed  Taxation  Enquiry 
Committee, with the result that any
thing done in this Bill will have far- 
reaching effects, and the Government 
ĥ e got to remember this in the con- 
tê of tĥ work which is to be turned 
out by that Committee. That is why 
1 was rather surprised to hear the 
Finance Minister say yesterday that the 
Taxation Enquiry Committee can go oni
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[Dr. Lanka Sundaram] 
with its work without any reference 
to the passage of this Bill in this House.

I do not know how much the Finance 
Minister hopes to get through the im
plementation of this Bill when it is 
passed into law. At the moment the 
total taxation imposed by the Grovern- 
ment of India and the State Govern
ments is of the order of Rs. 600 crores— 
J am talking of the 1950-51 estimates.

Shrl Bogawat (Ahmednagar South): 
Your estimate is too low. It is Rs. 950 
ĉrores.

Dr.  Snndaram; I am talking
f̂ taxation proper.

This morning I read a report that 
this particular Bill when implemented 
-would bring Rs. 30 crores a year.

Shri GadgU:  That is a lobby esti
mate.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I do not know 
what the lobby is and where the esti
mate came from. I had expected that 
this particular Bill would bring in cer
tainly a large windfall in order to en
able the coimtry to go ahead with plan
ning and development programmes. If 
it is only Rs. 30 crores, I do not know 
in what way it is going to be of im
portance to Us in the financial sense to 
-enable us to carry on the programme 
of development  and  reconstruction 
which is estimated to cost about Rs.
2,000 crores in five years.

Shri C. D. Deshmukh: I do not think 
any estimates can be made in the ab
sence of age limit and exemption limit. 
It will be dangerous to estimate the 
3deld from the passing of the present 
charging Act.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I am grate
ful to the Finance Minister. I am aware 
of that complication.

Mr.  Deimty-Speaker:  Was not an
-estimate made by the previous Finance 
Minister?

Shri C. D. Deshmukh: He made cer
tain assumptions, which assumptions I 
am not making in advance of the Fin
ance Act.

tffiRf  TW  : (3rr̂-

?T<rT :

^ ̂  ̂    ̂ST *rr̂

fft % JRTjr

?

(<j5r »rs5r):  ?ft

arrw   ̂  ̂ (range)

3(T̂ ̂ r̂nrr̂n:  frTf ̂î*rr i

Dr.  Lanka  Sundar̂i:  I  quite
realise the difficulties of the Finance 
Minister.  That is why I said earlier 
that it is a matter for the Finance Act. 
But when piloting a Bill of this charac
ter, which has given such a tremendous 
hope to the country that moneys would 
become available as a result of its im
plementation, there must be some sort 
of an idea behind the mind of the Fin
ance Minister as to what is expected to 
accrue from this particular tax, as it 
would be of substantial interest to plan
ning and development which is expect
ed to cost Rs. 2,000 crores in five years. 
That is the only point I made, Sir.

While on this question I would like 
with your permission to read another 
small excerpt from the speeches  of 
one of the predecessors of my  hon. 
friend the Finance Minister—I refer to 
Mr. Shanmukham Chetty—who in his 
budget statement in 1948-49 said  as 
follows:

“The United Kingdom budget for 
1947-48 discloses that in that coun
try the percentage of direct taxes 
to the total tax revenue is only 52. 
This compares  very  favourably 
with our tax structure in which 
with a comparatively poor indus
trial economy we collect about 51 
percent, of our taxes from direct 
taxes. Another interesting feature 
of our economy is that as compared 
with 1937-38 the direct taxes would 
have increased 8J times in 1948-49 
while indirect taxes would have in
creased by a little over twice. Con
sidering the relatively undeveloped 
state of our country, I do not think 
that anyone could say that the 
burden of direct taxation is unduly 
light or there has been any shifting 
of the burden on the shoulders or 
the ordinary man.”

The purpose for which I have quoted 
the statement of one of the predeces
sors of my hon. friend is a simple one. 
In the debate on the Finance Bill, I had 
occasion to say that in the two years 
preceding those during which my hon. 
friend occupied the seat of  Finance 
Minister, incentives were given through 
reduction of taxation for  developing 
production and industry.  I believe I 
estimated them to be  about Rs.  23 
crores in the two financial years pre
ceding the one during which Mr. Desh
mukh took over.  I agree there were 
addition̂ over-all taxes to neutralise 
partly the Incidence of the burden. The
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point I am making is this. While agree
ing that there is still scope for direct 
taxation in this country, 1 am most 
anxious that we should proceed care
fully in this respect. I dare say that the 
Select Committee and the House  at 
appropriate stages will go into most of 
the points involved in this  matter. 
Here I would like to make only one or 
two small points.

I am rather nervous about the rule
making powers vested with the bodies 
to be created under this  legislation. 
Clause 17(4) of the Bill before us this 
morning gives powers to make rules 
which must however be placed before 
Parliament. Clause 74 makes provision 
only for pre-publication, with a proviso 
that the rules so made will not be in
consistent with the legislation as such. 
What is worrying me is this.  Under 
one clause the rules are to be laid 
before the House; under the other sec
tion pre-publication is enough so long 
as rules are not inconsistent with the 
main body of the legislation. I think 
this is a matter which has got to be 
looked into very carefully indeed.

The other important point I would 
like to make before I sit down is this. 
The powers vested with the Controllers 
particularly with regard to valuation, 
frighten me in a certain way. Sections 
39 and 56 give very wide powers to the 
officers of the Government for imple
mentation or enforcement of this pro
posed legislation.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Are there no 
assessors?  There is a provision  for 
assessors, I think.

Dr.  Lanka  Suadaram: There is.
There is also a provision for appeals. 
For example, section 39 reads:

“Subject to the provisions of this 
Act, the value of any property for 
the purpose of estate duty shall be 
ascertained by the Controller in 
such, manner and by such means as 
he thinks fit and if he authorises a 
person to inspect any property and 
to report the value thereof for the 
purposes of this Act, that person 
may enter upon the property and 
inspect it at such reasonable times 
as the Controller considers neces
sary.”

I only raise this point for one reason, 
namely that the administration of the 
Act is something which has got to be 
looked into very carefully, because I 
believe that more depends upon  the 
spirit in which this Act is administer
ed. for otherwise, as I said earlier, it 
will become an engine of repression.

I welcome the principle of the Bill, 
on which, I am sure, there will not be

much difficulty in this hon. House. But 
I am most anxious that this attempt 
at securing social justice and the levell
ing of inequalities of income must be so 
proceeded with that  the maximum 
results imaginable are obtained. I quite 
agree the Finance Minister cannot make 
an estimate of our probable revenue, 
but if we are only moving a mountain 
to find a mouse, and the collections are 
going to be only Rs. 10 or 15 crores, 
I do not know in what way it is going 
to be of advantage to the nation as a 
whole.  I do support the principle of 
the Bill. I thank you once again for 
giving me an opportunity, and I think 
such of the points I have  made will 
merit the attention of the House.
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Sw WIT garr ̂ I apTT 

aftr ̂ wr< msoT  ̂eft ftajt ̂
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*iî  I wf% ^ ̂    ̂ % %r

W ̂  1w 3iTW, ^  ^

?ft  ̂  r*<r>fW<,

aftr tfirrmiHd-O

»RTt3flT3w  mrre

r̂kapTT 

5TRt   ̂«i1f ^ !T̂ 5 ̂

«nw %  t, ̂  ?i5r %  ftff̂ R̂T 

 ̂5iT̂ I  ĵq̂nrnfw ^ rrttm 

^̂1 ®FT T̂iT  *t>\̂  ^

n̂ror 3tr   ̂*rfeT % 7?rr

fir̂  ̂H  fr  t-

 ̂  ̂  ̂JJ? ̂i«ci,

?r ̂cft I f»T ̂  ̂ 7 ^

?̂r wKm ̂<iT ftr  r̂ sft'T qg ?r»Tfr# 

5yjf f% ssT̂  ̂  ̂   ̂ snr 13ftr 

t' wfrr

<̂TT  % *Tf*«'*tf ?iTTfT ̂  SW 5̂^

3TTT̂ 3ftT ii??r*ft f>rr3R̂ JT5 

% stf 7?fr ^ % %r # 

?rc«Fn: ski ŵ f̂r ̂ nw i arr̂ 

?nj|r ̂r?rwn: r̂ t>

^ ̂  A *?? 5T̂TT *PT̂ %

#j»'n: f ftr ??f imfe  ̂ «̂p 

 ̂  ̂«ni t I 

arrr ̂ v<î vfd̂  ̂aR’̂iT
•TT  «T,   ̂aftx «)m

?in̂ n|)f t,'

»TT R*r # J*?  ftnrr «rr % 

arrarc  ̂  it̂r

 ̂̂   Tit?r r̂  «rr i

#  n̂friT  ̂ ft? 5f? «Pfw vr

,Qhh  n̂rr  sftr f*n̂  sft

WT 5R  t' ? 3rrsr ̂ T ̂  T?T  t ?

 ̂ ^ jinr 31̂ ftfrft ̂  «TTT

frrr f̂ i !?r ̂  t

ĵ wtrrsTT Tjrr f i

*T?iw, ̂  nra ,̂ wf%5TfF Ilf

STFT̂ ̂ naPR 

^  ̂wr  # q? f%5ff ^

*r «i<»ii*i ix.'i st̂niT   ̂fn«̂i

«PT# % M ̂  ^ r̂

55*raT 5 f%  %■ 3Tff̂ ̂IT̂PR

5R? ^ 3IW ̂  9WR 

 ̂ 55̂   ?fif,?r ̂  r̂

t  ̂ # fey  jr I ̂  ̂  ̂

an^  ̂^  ftf JT? îTfTR

 ̂?nanT  ̂ ft t, 

«jic 3̂  ̂̂rPT,  ̂   ̂9TRiT

Tĝ i I '

Shri Altekar (North Satara): Sir. I 
rise to a point of order. What has this 
discussion to do with the Estate Duty 
Bill as such which is before the House?

Mr. Depuiy-Speaker:  He evidently
wants to say that if the expenditure is 
cut down there may be no need for an 
estate duty. But we are not entering 
into a general discussion of the Finance 
Bill and I suggest that as far as possi
ble the hon. Member may be a little 
more relevant.

WTf >1*RTITO"I ft»5 :

3r?T   ̂Wm ^

aftr  3TFI  ̂3TRri fW)',   ̂?ft

t »TR tjnr,  t >ft V? 3rnrar j 

3r<f  qR Ŝ%s$PT  wra" ̂

5) WTVR ̂ crT*B  •TCT  «<IM
 ̂ 3Tnft f, 5Tt ̂  *TT  ^̂>5rT ̂

n̂sPTc vt  5*11 ̂   I

afiT # ̂ miRTr f ft? w # f̂RFfj- ̂  

9TV

5, %fi|)!l 3ni7 STTT  fr »T  5ft

t  I

<1  ̂.: irfwg.

tfft I
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m  : 3T(ft ̂  few

f«F ̂   % qra   ̂̂  ̂

>̂VWT |T|   ̂̂ ni<iT f%

aiHT ̂  «FRn «Pnm ̂  W ’TH

^ *RT  ̂  ̂ Pp *T9t  ^ ?iT*PK

(VTnSTT ̂ 3ftT WJ  VT '*1̂ ■mij'i 

5, <i<,n>iT ̂  fê nf

<̂ii  ftf%,   ̂ I

THWk   ̂ F?nT % 

p4«i«ft  ar?T  wt IT ?

WIW \H*iKTB*l Rl̂ •  ^

 ̂fkUT I

T̂tvtr arnr

C*1ln<r< *TTn% f  I

UK '<nWl̂ Ŵ fil5 :  TOf ̂

am ̂  ̂  ^

Ktmx 3TT  eft 1̂|T ^1 

T̂ViT % fewHF 54?  *T  r̂t

vx fVvr 3îiT 3rnr 

^ Tift ̂  TT ̂  I W? rft   ̂  i I 

(̂pFn ̂  Inn'l +ĝl I 3nP̂ iif ?Tt̂

"̂n  TR% ’TT   ̂ 3PvT

ti ?ft t I

;3q̂iH’Tfa *T ,̂ f*n̂ ̂   ̂

g' I, ̂TTJR  ’fi’  f̂ ' ̂  

aRWT VT *Ie.t?IT̂  t I

?TT5m̂ Sfnft̂'ft# %fe-̂Pi*FT»r

% ariv?: "TT ̂ft ̂  ̂ 57i|t  fs>raT

STRTT I

ift OTwesr : »1»IT 3H%

vif T!nm m«r̂.-  «rtfT

5̂̂ % fcff TRT ̂ <IT ’8*r  ySTOT 

»T̂ r̂nrr vfffv  «FTf<f?ft% JJft 

sn̂Ti  WRT «nfiT f i ?ft  ^

anror w:  i^ t ̂  ^

*R ̂TRTT f «ftr «TO 3ITfe  f I ̂  
?PTO VHfrr JTTcH'  f I

3W III! ̂PFT ̂  î̂RTT  ̂ftp Tff ̂  

9TW9rn#tvar  (Psychological 

efifect ) srjn ̂   ?(tTr  i srsr ir̂ 

«rfi' 3iT?<fi iitnr ̂fi  t̂̂ .t % 3rre*ft

TTRT-infy («ftWT»fy) : »T?T

 ̂«rf7  5TR  5 '

WW TTOHITWW Rt̂ •  ̂ C)<5

+<151 fi)nl *Fnr ■̂<’•>̂1  n<f>

f̂jft f%€i   ̂ .̂T̂TiT ^

1̂ riT?  3iTv,T  I ?ft #

am '̂t w  ̂f*P

3i«r V’WiT  aftr ajvii ̂  % ̂ et ;v̂ 

(V|̂/»i sT̂ 5 ̂  ̂"VT  ^

T̂ *FW  ’Pw  3rV»; R̂ifr

^ ̂.TsnT ipr̂ Tf  <«r>itenni  «PTjft

I Ji? ifTn 3T5̂ i I 

1; 5TR t arrr %  far 3??i

qPTV?  ’srrf̂  .̂TTiT ̂  3IW

 ̂  ■*ft eft «P<T spTnT I amr

r̂̂jTp,”̂ eft  % *TW

an# spHT %  vn(5t t̂ ‘ t I anft 

f̂t 5̂<T*nr  SRS" WWT

% I am aF?W t̂  ftWT  wt

arrsr a r w r ^ ^  anrr̂  

V*T ftWT ifTO eft  % ’TTET  VWfr

WTT  ^  'j|iA»n  5*ftt 

ft̂sift w## «n«r5̂v  fff
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% ?iT«T ?iT4 t  >fi T5»TT,

Pp s,«r

?iT̂ R ̂  % f̂n' ̂  vnr *p̂ eft ̂ hff 

7?iT  ̂  I f̂T5T Jnr arâ 

t Pf  ?JTTR % 

3rk ̂   ̂?ft ?r̂

t  w ̂iTTiT ̂ nrrr %  11

#' # 'i'̂  ̂̂  <7T fti ir  ̂̂

 ̂  fi#»r ̂ T?T »n»T Pp «??t »n:

ST̂irr̂ «!ft  >FT% f •

rm%  JT ,̂ ixH  ̂ WRIT t 

% jf?  oTTT ?FT ?»t I

f̂V’T «(<M«i  ̂ ’̂T̂T  <̂"4  5

i,et qr   ̂t

SIT#̂'  ̂t I  ?IT!?5  ^

I  'd'̂’yvnf̂  ̂V? f̂" <1̂5
%  r̂vr 5it TIT 11  f3i% T?:

cftn  ftrfnfffT 11 

am'  '(5% % t  6»T >ft t I ?*T

 ̂   3T$̂1r %’ h-(n  ̂ % Avsix

# aflT   ̂ ^

 ̂ ?frf «TT I

 ̂ 3T»R   ̂5ft  3T<aW

«TT I

Mr. Deputy-Speakar: Are we going 
into the entire  administration  now 
and say that there are so many depart
ments and so many Ministers.............?
The Hon’ble Member may indicate that 
this taxation measure is unnecessary 
and then say that there  are other 
means of providing income to the Gov
ernment.  That is only the basis but 
he may also refer to the other thing, 
social equalisation, not allowing one 
man to aggrandise or to have so much 
property. For bringing this Bill there
fore we cannot go into various details. 
I think enough has been said on this. 
If the Hon’ble Member has any other 
things to refer to so far as the Bill is 
concerned, the principle or the provi
sions of the Bill, he may do so.

W!f tWHiiw ; OT̂nrrrfir 

^ finiRr ̂  t %  ^

5Tf̂ ̂    ̂  I  3m sritT

 ̂̂ ^ TT '

13ftr I

*T̂ Vi,   ̂ ? I‘

 ̂ f̂fST  aftr p̂TT I

A|r. Qepî-Î p̂ er:  The Hon'blê
Member may resume after lunch.

The House then adjourned for Lunch 
till Half Past Two of the Clock.

The House re~assemhled after Lunch 
at Half Past Two of the Clock,  ,

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chairl ,

WTf TFRTTTira ftl5 :

3T̂ ^

^  sfk ̂  ^  ̂ 3fmZR>

t I  ̂ ̂  ̂  t   ̂  ^

0 «TRr +1̂  I

l?fr f>cu|HM[̂

t •'

 ̂3TPT   ̂ f

WT t ?

‘ ̂   ti

 ̂I 3TA"  ̂̂  1

 ̂ t I

WÎ Tl̂ RRTÔ fi?5

 ̂ ̂ ̂tcTT VTT 5 I 

T̂T ^

t ̂  ̂injpTT ̂  -5  ̂5 \  I
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TnRRnr«T  ] 

otiwwt  *T5>pr, n  <rr

*Ê TT  *n Pf 

^ I W

n̂i ̂ Hf*

VT   ̂̂RVR R̂ VT
anft̂rTT̂ f̂̂ 

<*NI ̂niT f fvRrT̂tRTTT Vt 3niR»ft 

'̂Wt I eft <RVR ̂ 5TT'fi  ^
^  t ftr ft*?R 3rRftwf qr ̂

«<Mi I I  5ft ̂ y«*>dl 5
^ ?re«rT ?ft ,11̂ Jffr ̂
3F5FHT  ?ft 55T ̂  ̂  -inf̂ I

n̂«T   ̂5p̂  ̂ rf̂ 

«n ftr f ?r % ftJrRt amrrft ̂  i 
f r 3ft amRTft ??r  r̂ ̂   ̂

*RT # |̂ift  ŵr 3HR ̂  
<l*tj ̂  ̂  ̂»T ̂   ^ fŵ ^

?TR m ̂ ?WaT <U I

'3MIWI5T  W

 ̂JJT Y  t ?H»TT,

ft!T t̂s  P̂?t̂ arra q?̂

arr̂t (Controller of Estates 
Duty) ftnr, 3̂tw (Valuers) 
1̂i»r, f w ar? % *r![ fw  ?>  i

 ̂ait VR ̂h*ff ̂   ̂fvnr-
 ̂̂'T’TT ̂’fft *R ̂  ^
?ft 4’ 5® ̂w?fT g aftr ̂  srfjRr 

?JV9T 5 ̂   s*iii ̂  ^

-ZW 5J»TR ̂ «RT  t ? ̂rrwi VT 
f̂fjH ?*rTt  WT t ? ^ ?*n̂ ̂

 ̂if#3rT t.   ̂ i •
^  £9T  ̂  ̂Pm fad id̂Rr ?,

v̂T̂ vtsnrv vwl i 
1%̂ *1̂  fîr %  *r, Pfe  %

TTHT t ?  IHFSr

 ̂f̂ci V f ̂hv   ̂ IJ I 3PTT

 ̂?it Pet f ’̂?rc5 ̂  ^

 ̂ TUT t.  ̂  T?# ’T 5:̂

?trn'  ̂aitr «'*'>»i *n  ̂ t> 

’̂TVtSTR̂ giT̂ *r ift ̂  ITT̂

5, 3^u^ % 5ft^*n^^t^ 

ar̂ snp̂ apR %r *f ̂   |' i ^

 ̂  «PT imm 5 ft: ̂  ̂r ̂  
?fr «mrr ̂  ̂tptt ̂rrfp %

T̂JTT ̂  afk  inr *f ■   ̂  I

q̂ ?ft?5T̂ 5̂ rRTaftrann:51̂ 

q̂TT *1̂ <inîi >TT  SWHT

^ W n <.5 ̂   ^ ?5T ̂   «|HI

’Trf̂ I

^  ̂  ̂75T% t f% »f■

*T̂ ln<<H ̂  Pilct'i *»5':<î''i 't'l'Ĵ’i 
t eft  =<ft#hErT̂ ̂  ?TTf fT 

3IK*ft ̂T  t̂? % fa<<i n̂cTT ̂ I eft 

 ̂eft  % ?TT«r  ̂ f %

PHdqr̂ ĝ ̂  ̂  apR  5l4>ir̂le1

ftnn arm aftr ftieR ??r ̂  % srrf̂ 

f ?nr   ̂   eft 5TR̂  arKJft ift

 ̂  Jftf̂, >pftftr JĴHt̂T efTfW% 

5̂5̂ t  ̂eft

5JTKT 5mr  t Pp JT?   ̂  I 

ĴT̂Wt %areiv̂viw*TT̂f
# t   ̂  3ft   ̂t‘ ?5T 5it»ff %

4irtMi 3HR   ̂  arm ?ft 5IHR

35T#% T̂t7’rft’35T̂5T̂ f»T̂ I

<Tfiw «î  tm «n*rw : am

3HT i>t ̂n̂f %   ̂ ̂  ti ̂  ̂

5̂̂ 7HTCT w fw %   ̂t I

wiw TnFmr*m   ̂ ^ ̂

ITT  5|̂ t ̂  9rr̂ viTO 

JTT  aft ̂ ?T55?ft ̂   % 5T̂

1 ̂ t ̂ ?ft JfTT

fi$̂ qr sT̂ifiw
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5>TT

 ̂ ^ # «PT*r ff̂rr  ̂ i

?nr ̂  JTK Tw ^

%   ̂ft,  ?TW5C  ^ #

5T ̂  I

^ (rate) %  ^

 ̂̂  3TT̂ I % W % ̂  ’ft Tif̂lTT- 

 ̂ ĝnM I  ̂«FPJjT rft !R

 ̂PbT STTSr ̂   ^ ̂

%   ̂ %  3n«T  I ^

^  ̂  ̂f̂ f «y  «Tr I Pbt 

 ̂ % ?iT'T  ^   ̂  t  ^

3TTT ̂?TT, »n iTf % 

spt ̂h: ̂  ̂  5H  I  3TT̂

'TT SW ̂ 5W ITT   ̂ *r̂ft ̂  I,

I t %̂ >̂TT

JTf  ^mi, ITT  arr̂JT'l tn: 

JT5 tm 5!%r, qf ̂ ?ft WK
^ =5TT̂ I f?r % ̂ T̂ # 5TT̂ ̂  

^ t  fT ?TT5y 'Ura#??T  #■

5TTt 5HT  ̂5TT̂ I rft ̂   ̂?TT̂

 ̂<T.T<4-i?g   ̂ IT̂ ̂  ̂T̂T̂T

3TT̂ rft ̂  ?nTJI ’aTTT  ̂rTT̂ 

t|itt, Pp ̂  ?tt̂ sn ̂ft

?5T % ^̂ r̂f̂frrfl- ^

^ f̂in ?TTTT

 ̂  ̂% ?r̂T7?T (suspense)

T̂̂ T̂TI lT¥T?r ̂  TT ?ft ̂  ̂  ̂  
rTT̂ ̂ W 3̂5RT qfcTT f srk ̂33T̂ 

=̂Tf̂ I  fĝTT  ?pt3 ̂5HT

5TT ̂  ̂ sps2:  ̂̂ spTT *T̂T55̂ f •

 ̂    ̂ I   ̂spTTH  t.

«»̂ K '+I*Ĵ «<HiHI sftx ^ 

%   ̂ JT5 TT̂ ̂

n̂f̂ I 

279 PSD  .

JTf ?HT ^ 3TFr% 

i f%   ̂ *râ JTf I  3(̂

% f̂Zf, ̂5T ̂ TSSTT % f̂*T 

ft’ft’  I  >ff ??fr *(fl««i

 ̂̂5TT# 3n% f I  5Tf 1̂ ?R5

^̂T tr̂T '»IT$ # ̂  f«F ??T ff̂  3n̂ 

3TT$5nr (engine of oppression) 

*T̂ 5̂  ̂rf̂ I  NW

#  t   ̂ ̂ ^

3ftr 7 TT I >T̂'5fr #  ?«TR Tt

 ̂ t V

'*»T517̂ ̂T̂TTT: f%Ŝn*<*(: P?> f̂TÔTZT:

?rf? T̂T 'TSrf Tt  orni fft

^  WT̂ I I tT̂  ?R7fi

r̂t||  f  ̂ ’TT’̂JT ft?TT 5 

<t?TT  ̂  =̂rf̂ I 3HR r̂rf ^ ?tt̂ 

I  ?ft  55WT t W 5(<,-(*ff

 ̂ #■  t •  ̂  ̂ # 

iT«n̂rT̂T̂ iTf ?ft =̂ Tf̂

f%   ̂ arr̂-fft % ̂  'Tf ̂

^ ^  fTT 5T  ?r%,

TT  5T ̂  ?r%,  T?:

»T ̂  ?t% I  î»iY  TW ̂

3T  ̂<:l<(>'  fl'i 5t'ir̂ <̂ 5Ti*r?

5pPi*T   ̂3Tk 5T  ^

y<+IT ̂  TfT f  ftW ̂

ft ITT ̂  ^ »t| ft I

f̂tf̂   T̂TJft t̂1i  ̂ f% T̂fT 

?»T ̂  ̂  fr̂ft f̂t

¥̂PT =T MgMl«l ^ ̂r%,   ̂ ̂ >ft

 ̂?T̂  ̂f  HT̂FR l*iM- 

?TT ̂ tC®̂ ̂  3jT ̂ ${(( oMi SPTrTT̂ ̂5VT 

T̂ '̂̂ I cîŷ mr arrq- f%¥t 

>T̂ 3TT̂ 

ĴTapTT

 ̂^mrK ft5̂ qr5ft 3rT5<ft%fnr̂
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TnrTRnm f%j[]

? ?ft  ̂̂T?r TT’T

I

*TFr 5, 3RT  ^ ^

3mift|tr 5Tt  wnr ̂  ̂  ̂ T»p̂

t aftr 3HR ̂  aiKfiwf %

 ̂^

 ̂  aftr simsrft % ^   ̂̂ftf

?5PT ̂  ̂  arm  t i if  f 

% qr apŝt

?r aftr

If̂  5TT TfT ̂ ̂   'R ?n*B T̂nii

ftJiT ̂rf̂  aftr 'in'̂PT̂r ftrw anrwr 

TT ̂  5T ̂>nT afk ̂

3I7T ̂   *̂TT f%

»̂T̂»T CTH % «(l̂ *T a)IM «(<llH 317

5  % wnft ̂   t   ̂̂

?npcn 11 ̂  ̂  arrant f̂trTT t,  % 

ferPT ft  1  ̂̂  t,  TT SW,

'ft# <R ff-?,5fT 3ftT  qr  JR̂ 5T 

T̂ HfT fwgr 3TRTT |,

3T«r 'TT ̂  c+« f«Ml 517̂717,

anrr ̂  eft tw ̂

 ̂ftr%»rT ?

ŴTeqW  <I: *R5T mwt % ?rPT 

•̂T *»ft 55ft inft̂ ark srm€t arrfir ̂
5, ̂  ?ft ̂  % HPT   ̂  f  I

WTW TTOtnrroir Rr̂ •"   ̂ ̂

"ft# T? ̂  5TT?ft t> vt rft

Tf ̂  51737 t f% »TT# TT i*r 

arreift 5Tf *r̂ , ?Tsr 

tt«Hii, f̂F57  *TT 5ft 3W ̂  ̂rtf 

fpTW ft  ̂  I

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; There  are  a 
number of other hon. Members wish
ing to speak. If there is any new argu
ment, it may be mentioned.

wif Rij; f lift '̂Tfmr

f ft> w fW "TT y w <$tv 97f  Pmr 

ft>’TT ̂rror aftr ar»TT  ^

?PT5T %  r̂w wt̂ TT̂ ̂   ?ft 

W ̂  arwt ? fir̂r ̂  firrr srrt i Jrft 

aPTTt ?T*TW ̂ ?ft ^waTf%f3T5ŷ 

'ĴTrr|aftT5T  557# ̂FT̂rr̂TR

^  ̂  p? ̂  t-   ̂    ̂  

g7*PTT  ̂'mr   ̂  ̂T?r ̂

aftr ̂tr «<'iN ^

5:̂ ̂ qf % ark ?̂r ̂  3ft q̂rr f»r%, 
^ t̂ ̂ <+K ̂  5T m 3nt,

?rft̂ ̂ ̂ qf% I ar»r7: wtf ar.qft̂

trf̂f.- arr?(ft ?r  f rft ^ >rft̂

5ift >ft  ’TĵTJTT 3rnr,  »Tf  f%

gT̂TTT ?r̂  ^ 3rr«T i

3ft   ̂  jftfft t ̂

aftr 3T*ftT: ̂!ft ̂ t̂itt ̂ ^ aik 

ar%?!Ŷ*̂ft f?q*IR3ftT SlTTmft̂t 

 ̂̂7̂ I   ̂ ̂  Ttt ̂nr ?r̂

7̂̂  11 ŵr 4   ̂*P? ̂  arrft

inw ̂  ̂ R*r 5 afk arrr  trft 

>1̂ firw 5 f%  ^ *rnr  #

3f5̂t 5T »R  wH

TT  ?r¥ 'TTH  I

Shri Bamachimdra Beddl (Nellore): 
At the outset, I would lilce to examine 

the constitutional propriety of bringing 
a Bill of this type into this House. In 
the Statement of Objects and Reasons, 
in Clause 2(1) it is stated that:

“When the earlier Bill was draft
ed, the Centre had no jurisdiction 
to legislate in respect of agricul
tural land, but now some States 
have passed the necessary resolu
tions under article 252 of the Con
stitution, and the Bill therefore ap
plies also to agricultural lands in 
such States.”

But, I am sure. Sir, that article 252(1) 
of the Constitution does  not  cover
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agricultural property.  Article 252(1) 
says:

“If it appears to the Legislatures 
of two or more States to be desir
able that any of the matters with 
respect to which Parliament has 
no power to make laws for  the 
States except as provided in arti
cles 249 and 250 should be regulat
ed in such States by Parliament by 
law, and if resolutions to that effect 
are passed by all the Houses of the 
Legislatures of those States, it shall 
be lawful for Parliament to pass 
an Act......

But the subject matter of article 252 
is restricted and modified by article 
269. Article 269 (1) says:

“The following duties and taxes 
shall be levied and collected by the 
Government of India but shall be 
assigned to the States in the man
ner provided in clause (2), name
ly:—
(a) duties in respect of succession 

to property other than agricultural 
land;

(b) estate duty in respect of pro
perty other than agricultural land.**

Any legislation regarding agricultural 
land or duties thereon can be under- 
en only by State Legislatures:  It is
provided neither in the Union List nor 
in the Concurrent List. Even in the 
Union, List, it is  specifically noted 
under Item No. 87,
“Estate duty in respect of proper

ty other than agricultural land.”

So, Parliament can bring in a measure 
about estate duty in respect of pro
perty, other than agricultural land. So, 
I think even though the State Legisla
tures have passed resolutions  under 
article 252, such, resolutions can cover 
only such properties which are  not 
agricultural, and therefore, I think. Sir, 
this matter has to be further examined.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Then, what is 
the object of article 252 there?  If it 
relates only to any properties in the 
Union or Concurrent List, article 252 is 
unnecessary.  Under article 269, it is 
the normal power of the Parliament to 
levy estate duty, to be  assigned to 
various provinces, other than duty on 
agricultural' land—̂that is specifically 
provided for in the State List. Even 
with respect to those matters in the 
State List, special powers are given in 
case of an emergency under article 250, 
and under article 249 with respect to 
those matters in the State List in the 
national interest. This is a residuary 
one under article 252 that if the States 
want, as the agent of the States, this 
legislation may be passed by Parlia
ment for the purpose of uniformity.
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Shri Ramaehandra Reddi: My con
tention, Sir, is that article 252 does not 
cover agricultural land.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  What does it
cover?

Shri Ramaehandra Reddi: Any pro
perty other than agricultural land.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That  is  so 
under article 269.

Shri Ramaehandra Reddi: In article 
269, it is specifically stated that the 
Central Legislature cannot take  up 
anything in relation to  agricultural 
land.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Leaving that
alone, we will assume......

Shri Ramaehandra Reddi:  I  am
just dwelling upon agricultural land 
only. That is why I am putting it in 
that form. I am only suggesting that 
this matter may be further examined 
by the Legal Department, if it has not 
been already examined.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Very good.

Shri Ramaehandra Reddi:  On that
account, I am not opposing......

Shri V. P. Nayar (Chirayinkil): On 
a point of information, is there any de
finition of agricultural land an3rwhere?

Shri  Ramaehandra  Reddi:  There
seems to be.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.
Member may go on. I am not here to 
find out various things.

Shri Ramaehandra Reddi:  Though
there might be no statutory definition 
of agricultural land, everyone knows 
that land in which agricultural opera
tions are carried on, is agricultural land.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur): What 
are agricultural operations?

Shri Ramaehandra Reddi: I therefore 
feel that if the Bill had been brought 
forward in the shape that it had as
sumed when it emerged out of  the 
Select Committee in 1948, there would 
have been absolutely  no  difficulty. 
Yesterday while introducing the sub
ject for discussion in this House, the 
hon. Finance Minister has tried to clear 
several of the doubts that have been 
raised in the Press about this  Bill. 
Though he has tried to cover several 
of them, there are still several more 
that have to be properly examined. 
This Act might be a good Act, but I 
am doubtful about the fruitfulness of 
this Act, because all over the States, 
there is an immense activity going on 
for the reduction of agricultural pro
perty by way of additional taxation, by 
way of the threat of re-distribution of
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land, and so on and so forth. As a 
result of that, in several States, the 
agricultural property is getting  dis
integrated. Property is being divided, 
and the so-called immovable property 
is trying to move itself out from cer
tain hands.  It is therefore futile. I 
should think, that an Act of this type 
should be brought before this Legisla
ture at this stage. You are also aware 
of the fact that in several Spates, the 
estates’ abolition has  taken  place. 
2amindaries have been abolished, and 
Inamdaris also are likely to be abolish
ed very soon; with the threat of further 
taxation on land and the question of 
redistribution of land, several  people 
are separating their  properties.  So, 
when the property is getting dwindled, 
there is no possibility of raising that 
amount of taxation or duty over them 
as is expected by the hon.  Finance 
Minister. It would have been desirable 
if the Government had waited until 
the Taxation Inquiry Committee and 
the Finance Commission had reported 
and given their findings. In the new 
changes that have taken place recently 
in the agricultural sector, perhaps the 
Taxation Inquiry Committee and  the 
Finance Commission  might  hold  a 
different view, different from what is 
being held by the Government today.

Then, we have been told  that  in 
several other progressive countries, es
tate duties have been levied and for 
decades together they are being collect
ed, and that the Acts there are working 
successfully. But we have to take into 
consideration the social as well as the 
legal structure of our society here be
fore we adopt the laws of other nations 
or countries.  In India properties are 
mainly partible. When the properties 
are partible easily, there is every possi
bility of properties being divided very 
quickly with the result that a measure 
of this type would be of no use. One 
could have easily waited  until  the 
Hindu Code Bill had been introduced, 
and passed by this House. There are 
certain institutions which hold a large 
agricultural property like religious en
dowments or other endowments. There 
is no death to Divinity, and as such, 
such properties cannot pass hands, and 
therefore no duties can be levied in 
that sector.  In a State like Madras, 
nearly one-third of the bigger estates 
are in endowments.  The number of 
other bigger estates—by bigger I mean 
estates having an assessment of Hs. 1,000 
or more—̂ was only about 500 or 600 
in 1947. Between 1947 and 1952, most 
of these estates have  been  already 
separated. As I have already mention
ed, the Zamindaries have been abolish
ed. I wcxnder why this great solicitude 
on the part of the Central Government

should be  there towards the State 
Governments.  This legislation is in
tended to help the finances of the State 
Governments primarily, and for that 
purpose they want to have a uniform 
taxation measure on estates. The States 
can naturally locdc after  themselves, 
and they can know also what exactly 
the position is, as they are better equip
ped with the necessary information and 
statistics as regards the utility or futili
ty of a measure like this. So this 
solicitude on the part of the Central 
Government seems to be ununderstand- 
able.

There are several other details that 
have to be closely  discussed in  the 
Select Committee, and I therefore do 
not want to cover them at this stage.
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Sardar  Lai  Singh  (Ferozepur- 
Ludhiana): Men of progressive outlook 
cannot but support this Bill, at Jf̂st 
in principle. It is a step in the right 
direction. In fact, it is long overdue. 
It is necessary from every point of view 
—not only to level down the differences 
between the ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’ or 
to minimise financial inequalities be
tween different sections, but also  to 
find or tap new resources that are very 
badly needed to finance our develop
mental schemes. It will also go a long 
way to get rid, partly at least, of that 
parasitical class of people who generally 
depend upon the hoarded earnings of 
their forefathers.  So I have  great
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pleasure in associating myself and in 
suppoi cing this Bill, at least in princi- 
pie.  •
I know that the Select Committee 
will have to face many serious com
plications but I also know that they 
will not be beyond the ingenuity of 
our capable Minister, Mr. Deshmukh, 
and other Members of the Select Com
mittee. For instance, they will have to 
see that the Act does not lead to the 
dissolution or the disintegration of our 
joint family system which in general 
has proved a blessing in this country: 
they will have to find some ways and 
means  to  prevent  disintegration. 
Secondly, because the Act is going to 
be applied to agricultural lands also, 
they will have to ŝe that this does not 
lead to fragmentation of holdings which 
is already the greatest curse in this 
country and which is partly responsible 
for abnormally low yields of crops. In 
the case of agricultural lands, I am af
raid they will have to fix a fairly high 
limit for the purpose of exemption if 
serious complications are to be avoided. 
Further, in assessing the value of land, 
they will have to take into considera
tion not only the market value but also 
the earning or productive value of land, 
because in many places the  value is 
based more on  sentimental  ground 
than productive capacity. If the value 
of such lands is taken as it stands they 
will be found yielding not even one per 
cent, dividend. So it is essential to take 
into consideration that fact.

Secondly, they will also have to for
mulate the Act in a manner as not to 
thwart our attempts to increase food 
production, which is the greatest prob
lem before us at present.  Because if 
it does, it will prove a great calamity. 
We already know that, in spite of the 
huge amount of money being spent at 
present on Grow More Food Schemes, 
vvp are not getting the desired results. 
In fact, if the yield statistics can  be 
relied upon, the production at present 
is less than what it was before  the 
Crow More Food Schemes started; not 
that the “Grow More Food Schemes” 
have not yielded results;  they have 
yielded results and positive results, but 
the increased outturn has been more 
than nullified by many other factors and 
one of those factors is that investment 
is being withdrawn from the agricul
tural profession.  Private  enterprise 
which  should have  brought  about 
wonderful results, is diminishing and 
people are  withdrawing  more  and 
more money from the agricultural pro
fession. •

The Select Committee will have to 
bear In mind that yields of crops In 
India are already the lowest in  the 
world, I horl. in one of my talks, com
pared the yields of crops In India with

other countries and in some instanc.̂s 
they amounted to only 15—25 per cent, 
of those of ocher countries. Although, 
there are several causes responsible tor 
that Lai one of the chief causes which 
is not denied by anybody, is the paucity 
of funds—paucity of lunds on the part 
of the agriculturists in general. Whe
ther an agriculturist owns 5 acres or 
he owns 100 acres of land he is suffer
ing from paucity of funds. A man own
ing 5 acres of land is not able to sink 
percolation wells, he is not able to buy 
a pair of good bullocks, nor good agri
cultural maichinery, and a man owning 
100 acres of land is not able to sink 
a tube-well, nor buy  a traclur with 
which to remove the kans grass or free 
his land from weed  infestation. In 
short all authorities on Indian agri
culture agree that one of the  chief 
reasons for the low yields in India is 
the paucity of funds in the case of al
most every agriculturist.  This being 
so, the Select Committee will have to 
see how, the amount due, as  death 
duty, is to be realised from the agri
culturist in case agricultural land can
not be exempted altogether. The agri
culturist is already suffering for want 
of funds and on this account our yields 
are  going  lower and  lower.  If 
he is  to  pay  a  very  heavy 
sum  as death duty I am certain 
it will financially cripple him  alto
gether, with the result that the land 
improvement may come to a standstill. 
So the Select Committee will have to 
find ways and means, to ensure that 
the agriculturist owning 50 acres  or 
100 arces or 200 acres, or  whatever 
limit is fixed is not financially crippled 
and Is able to pay. It may be neces
sary for the Government to give him 
a sort of loan just as is given at present 
to meet his various needs and which 
can be recovered in the  course of 
several years. This is one way but the 
Select Committee may be able to sug
gest some better ways to help  the 
agriculturist.

I also feel that apart from the fact 
that in the case of agricultural lands 
a fairly high limit will have to be fixed 
for exemption, houses also in  rural 
areas will have to be exempted,  for 
two reasons.  Firstly, they can never 
yield any income as rent as is the case 
in urban areas. In cities a man may 
be living in his own house and  not 
getting any income or rent but there is 
no doubt that he can get it whenever 
he wants to. In the case of villages 
there is no such possibility of cretting 
any sort of rent so that the houses will 
have to be exempted.  Secondly, in 
pursuance of "Back to the  Village” 
movement, Governments In progressive 
countries are trying to Induce people 
to settle In rural areas for obvious rea* 
sons, and to achieve this end, they me



123 Estate Duty Bill  6 NOVEMBER 1952 Estate Dutf/ Bill 124

[Sardar Lai Singh]
ollenng ail sorts of lacilities. In India 
iite in the rural area is not worth living, 
as we ail know.  Government  must 
make lile in the rural areas fairly at
tractive which can be done if we induce 
the people to make reasonably good 
houses in the villages  and  provide 
other facilities so that life is  worth 
living there.  Select Committee must 
see that well-to-do people after retire
ment are encouraged to settle in rural 
areas.  They will be a great asset to 
the village people. Exemption of houses 
from death duty will be greatly help
ful.

Then again the Select  Committee 
will have to ensure that land improve
ment is not discouraged by this Act. 
There are people who are keeping their 
lands without any improvement. There 
are others who are spending every pie 
of their income on the improvement 
of their land—̂digging percolation wells,, 
installing tube-wells,  freeing  lands 
from kans or other pernicious weeds 
and bringing about many other kinds 
of improvements.  The Select  Com
mittee will have to pay special atten
tion to ensure that land improvement 
is not adversely affected. I do not want 
to take more time of the House as the 
matter is going before the Select Com
mittee for fuller discussion and most of 
the Members have already expressed 
viev/s, which need not be repeated.

Shri  M.  S.  Gurupadaswamy
(Mysore):  At the very outset I fully
endorse  the  Bill  that  has  been 
brought forward before this House. 
This B’ll should have been intro
duced long back.  Various attempts 
were made in the past to bring about 
this legislation.  But for some reason 
or other this measure could not see the 
light of day. The Congress Ministers 
during the last 4 years I know have 
made frantic efforts to introduce  a 
Bill of such a nature. When Dr. Shan- 
mukham Chetty was the Finance Minis
ter he made an attempt but he could 
not succeed.  Then the proposal was 
to levy death duty only on non-agri- 
cultural property. But later the Gov
ernment seems to have reversed their 
view and thought it wise to include all 
property, whether agricultural or non- 
agricultural, under the operation of this 
Art. Thiŝis a progressive sign. This 
Bill is definitely much better than the 
Bill which was considered by the pre
vious Select Committee.  But in one 
resoect, the previous Select Committee 
did a useful service and that was point
ed out by Dr. Lanka Sundaram. The 
minimum exemption limit was  fixed 
by the previous Select  Conimittee at 
one lakh of rnnees.  And previously, 
tb̂ Taxation Enauiry Committ̂  6f 
19̂*̂. the House is aware, had fixed

five thousand rupees as the exemption 
umiu ±iut tnis nve thousand rupees is 
a very small amount in view of the 
fact that the economic and financial 
conditions have changed alter the war. 
V/e are living in a society where still 
inflationary conditions are prevailing. 
8o the exemption limit should be natur
ally at a higher level. But it may not 
be so high as the previous Select Com
mittee had suggested.  One lakh  of 
rupees is too much to allow. It may 
be brought down still further. Accord
ing to the Finance Minister’s statement 
the exemption limits and the rates of 
duty will be fixed by the Finance Act 
every year, I think it i$ not a correct 
procedure.  Therefore I say this Bill 
is crippled. It is incomplete. It does 
:not give the full picture. We do not 
know what will be thfe total amount of 
income that we shall get out of this 
Act. We do not know for which speci
fic purposes the yield will be utilised. 
As the House may be aware, in the 
United Kingdom when this Estate Duty 
Bill was first introduced they thought 
it wise to earmark the yield from this 
duty to purely old age pensions. Pte- 
viously also, some of the old legislators 
suggested to the Government that the 
yield from estate duty should go to a 
particular purpose which is social in 
nature.

Many Members are suspicious about 
the work of the Planning Commission. 
In my part, people say that it is not 
a Planning Commission but a Plotting 
Commission.  The country has  been 
Icept in the dark for a long time with 
regard to planning, and the Commission 
has wasted its efforts. Nearly one and 
a half years have already passed and 
only three and a half years are left, and 
within this three and a half years we 
have to spend nearly Rs. 2̂)00 crores. 
I know the Government would spend 
as far as possible the entire amount. I 
also know they spend it badly, because 
the time is short to ensure economic 
and judicious spending.

Shrl C. D. Deshmukh:  About Rs.
POO crores have already been spent by 
the end of this year.

Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy: But the
fact  remains  you  have  not  yet 
comole+ed the planning.  There is a 
ffreat deal of doubt among certain sec
tions that thcf collections under -this 
Act may not be judiciously employed 
and that they may not be utilised for 
development  projects  or  social 
schemes.  That is the misgiving and 
suspicion that prevails among many 
people. It is thietefore necessary that 
the Gôfemment should come forward 
and' 9sif boldly that thd ainouttt̂ col
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lected under this Act would be utilis
ed not tor day to  day expenditure 
but tor a  particular purpose.  That 
statement is very necessary.
As I have already said, this Bill has 

a long history. Previous attempts to 
bring m legislation of this kind did not 
succeed, because there  were  many 
doubting I'homases in the old Parlia
ment who said that the Hindu Code Bill 
which was before the country for a long 
time should be passed in the first in
stance. They tagged on the Estate 
Duty Bill to the Hindu Code Bill. 
They  said  that  unless  the 
Hindu Code Bill was passed, it would 
be very difficult to work the Estate 
Duty Act.  In any casd, the Finance 
Minister has not given sufficient reasons 
as to how this Bill is  workable in 
practice and how the Government pro
pose to tackle the problem of  joint 
Hindu family. As you know, the joint 
Hindu family system is peculiar  to 
India.  The property belongs to  the 
entire joint family and there  is no 
division of the property  among the 
coparcenary members. I do nr»t know 
how the financial administration will 
be able to levy the duty on members 
belonging to the entire joint family 
This requires very serious considera
tion.
In the end I must submit that this 
legislation is welcome, because  the 
entire country today is in a financial 
crisis. I am not talking of the usual 
crisis. I am talking of the crisis which 
is due mostly to the inequality of in
comes and the inequitable distribution 
of wealth among the various classes and 
groups in the country. I may give you 
a few facts and figures from Messrs. 
Jather and Beri: —

“The learned professions and the 
bigger land-owners enjoy a very 
much higher income than the culti
vators or industrial labourers. The 
petty traders  and  shop-keepers 
have incomes of a medium size. 
Among the urban classes probably 
half of the total income belongs 
to one-tenth of the people. Among 
those with incomes exceeding Rs.
2.000 a year 38 per cent, have only 
17 Der cent, of the total income, 
while about 1 per cent, possess 10 
Der cent, of the total income. The 
inequality of distribution is eaually 
evident among  the  agricultural 
classes as is indicated among other 
things by the distribution of agri
cultural holdingj!. For instance, in 
Bombay, out of 22 lakhs of register
ed holders of land, 10 lakhs have 
each a holding below 5 acres in 
Mze i.e. 48 per cent, of the land 
holders Dossess only 9 per cent, of 
the cultivated land, while 1 per 
'Cent, of the land holders possess 
16 per ceiit. of the total land, the

results of the large classes of the 
landless  agricultural  labourers 
whose economic position's definite
ly lower than that of the holders 
of land.

The result of this calculation is 
that more ttian a third of the wealth 
of the country is enjoyed by about 
1 per cent, of the population, or 
allowing for the dependents, about 
5 per cent, at the most; that slight
ly more than another third, about 
35 per cent, of the annual wealth 
produced in the country, is absorb
ed by another third of population, 
allowing for dependents; while 60 
per cent, of the people of British 
India enjoy among them about 30 
per cent, of the total wealth pro
duced in the country,’'

This is the picture of distribution of 
wealth in the country. If this picture 
continues for long, I am sure there can
not be any economic justice for  the 
masses.  With this point in view, I 
wholeheartedly support this Bill  al
though it has many defects which may 
be rectified by the Select Committee or 
which may be amended later. I want 
that Bills of this nature should Come 
m quick succession, so that within a 
measureable length of time we may 
see real economic justice in the land. 
At present that justice is lacking.

In this connection, I want to submit 
to the House that the Government 
should make up its mind as to whether 
It should rely more on direct taxation 
or indirect taxation for its revenue. 
The tendency of all advanced countries 
today is to rely more upon direct taxa
tion for obvious reasons. You must tax 
the able. You must tax the rich. You 
must tax those who can pay. The poor, 
ordinary people should not be touched 
at all. The greater burden of the taxa
tion should not be shifted to the shoul
ders of the common man. And this 
should be the guiding policy of the 
Government. Today that policy is sadly 
missing.

In this connection I may quote from 
a speech of Gladstone. When he was 
the Chancellor of Exchequer during the 
reign of Queen Victoria he brought for
ward a new taxation proposal before 
the House of Commons. A  member 
from the Opposition stood up and pro
tested ; he said, either you choose direct 
taxation or  indirect  taxation.  You 
should rely only on one and not on two. 
The reply of Gladstone was like this: 
regard both direct taxation and in

direct taxation as twin ’ sisters. To 
mo both are beautiful, and charming 
I want fo woo them both equally impar- 
tiaWy and dmultaneously, thougii how
ever, it may be bad from the point 
of view ̂f morality.” The nosH<nn in 
Jndla is not tbe same as in Britain.
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[Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy]

Our moral  conceptions are etitirely 
different.  We have to love only one 
—not two.
Shri Tyagi: But there are two Minis

ters.
Shri M.  S.  Gurupadaswamy:  In

England it is possible  to love two 
simultaneously. But in Ind̂a it is im
moral.  So I  want the  ho.i.  the 
Finance Minister to choose only one 
type of taxation for revenue and 
that type  of  taxation should be 
direct taxation and not indirect taxa
tion. I want Government should give 
more relief to the common man who 
has been too much over-burdened by 
taxation. He wants help; he has no 
money to pay the taxes. So my advice 
is: “Tax the rich, and un-tax the poor; 
do not sell away the Government to 
reactionaries, do not become a cat’s paw 
of vested interests. If you accept this 
as a guiding rule of your policy, we the 
Opposition will always stand by you 
and give our constructive co-operation.

Dr. N. B. Khare (Gwalior): On the 
face of it this measure appears to be a 
benevolent measure, because apparently 
it seeks to minimise the evil of inequit
able distribution of wealth and nobody 
can take exception to it. If the scope 
of this measure had been confined to 
millionaires and multi-millionaires,  I 
would not have shed a  single tear. 
They deserve it, if for nothing else, at 
least for their support of the Congress. 
But I am afraid this Bill will harm the 
middle classes of this country, which 
is the backbone of  society, of any 
society in the world.

We know what a terrible opposition 
was raised against the Hindu Code Bill 
when it was on the anvil of this House. 
By introducing this Bill, Government 
is seeking to introduce the same Hmdu 
Code Bill in a somewhat indirect man
ner  For instance, if there are four 
brothers in a joint family, and one of 
them dies, his portion of  the  joint 
family property is liable to be taxed. 
Now, how can you do it, unless tne 
whole Hindu law is changed. Accord
ing to me it is an illegal provision. 
Therefore I oppose this Bill, in view 
of the fact that Hindus generally are 
opposed to the Hindu Code Bill. They 
cân tax. if they like, the property of a 
separated individual; canriot
tax the property of an Individual who 
is a member of a joint Hindu family. 
How can they do it unless they change 
the Hindu law?

Shri  Gadgil: To that extent It Is
changed.

Or N. B. Khare: Well; that Is true. 
But there are opinions and  ^
will sav: first you abrogate the Ml̂ - 
shara law and then you bring such a

Bill. You know there was terrible op
position to the Hindu Code Bill. There
fore you want to bring that portion of 
the Code Bill in an indirect manner. 
I protest against it. This is deception— 
nothing else.

So  far they were saying that agri
cultural property was not to be taxed. 
Now this measure includes that pro
perty also. On the one hand you want 
to have co-operative agriculture with 
tractors and all that; on the other hand 
you want to divide the land in this 
manner. I cannot understand the con
sistency of it.

I shall be very brief. Sir. I am not 
fond of long speeches. My third funda
mental objection is that I am not pre
pared to put any additional funds in 
the hands of this Government, because 
this administration is inefficient, incom
petent, impotent, imbecle and corrupt. 
The money will be used for what?—for 
tours, travels, tamashas and tom-toms. 
Therefore I oppose this Bill. I know. 
Sir, that my cry is a cry in the wilder
ness. But still cry I must, because in 
this House any measure,  howsoever 
harmful it may be, is bound to be pass
ed with the help of the ‘middlesex** 
regiment which is operating in this 
House.

Shri P. Subba Rao (Nowrangpur): I 
welcome this Bill as a piece of fiscal 
legislation. The Statement of Objects 
and Reasons says:

“...the investigations undertaken 
by the Income-tax  Investigation 
Commission in a number of impor
tant cases of tax evasion have, no 
doubt, prevented to some extent 
the further concentration of wealth 
in the hands of those who are al
ready wealthy, yet these do  not 
amount to positive steps  in the 
direction of reducing the existing 
inequalities in the distribution of 
wealth.  It is hoped that by the 
imposition of an estate duty such 
unequal distributions may be recti
fied to a large extent."

I fail to see how this piece of legis
lation would be a means of distributing 
wealth: if fear of taxation by means 
of death dutie.s itself would induce 
people t.0 distribute wealth by means of 
gifts, donations, etc. the object would be 
achieved.  But Clauses 8, 9 and  10 ' 
place restrictions in the way of aliena
tion of property. When the objective 
is said to be distribution of wealth, r 
cannot understand the purpose of these 
restrictions. This Bill would only en
able the Government to take out a por
tion of the property by way of taxation 
and the rest of the property would go 
by Inheritance to single heir or several



129 Estate Duty Bill  6 NOVEMBER 1952 Estate Duty Bill Ida

heirs. So, the estate duty does not in 
any way, in my opinion, assist the dis
tribution K)f wealth.

Another objection to this measure is 
that Government intends to introduce 
the Hindu Code Bill by means of piece
meal legislation. The Estate Duty Bill 
by breaking up coparcenary, infringes 
upon the Hindu law. Coparcenary ex
ists not only in India, but on the other 
side of the Himalayas, in China also. 
It is a unique system. An Englishman 
once remarked to a Chinaman  that 
coparcenary breeds laziness, leading to 
want of incentive to work. To which 
the Chinaman replied: that if it does 
not induce people to work, at least it 
prevents people from cheating and op
pressing. In English society the young
er member of the family is thrown out 
and he has no other alternative but 
to cheat and oppress others. The Estate 
Duty Bill tries to break up the copar
cenary system as it exists in India. I 
want that this should be left to the 
Hindu Code BiU.

With regard to agricultural income, 
most of the people depend upon agricul
ture for their livelihood, and some of 
the States, as for instance Orissa, have 
exempted agricultural taxation up to a 
limit of Rs. 5,000 income. The value of 
Rs. 5,000 income multiplied by fifteen 
or twenty would come to Rs. 75,000 or 
a lakh. There should be an exemption 
in the Bill with regard to agricultural 
income up to this limit.

As regards insurance policies they are 
intended primarily to make provision 
for the members of the family. They 
should be exempted on that account.

With regard to the stridhan of women 
it descends to the daughters. Generally 
the female members of the family are 
in need of some assistance. To tax the 
stridhan property with death duty will 
be a hardship to women, particularly 
those of poor means.

The rates of duty should not be left 
to Finance Bills subsequently but should 
have been fixed in the Bill itself. With 
regard to the limit, the previous Bill 
had fixed a lakh of rupees worth of 
property to be exempt from duty. I 
think some such provision is essential 
because the lancet should be directed 
to the parts where the blood is con
gested and not to those suffering from 
a paucity of blood. So, the exemption 
should be in the Act itself and not left 
to subsequent Finance Bills.

I do not wish to dilate on the other 
provisions of the Bill as other Members 
have touched upon them.

Mr. Speaker; Shri Nand Lai Sharma.

Shri Bansal (Jhajjar-Rewari): There 
are Members on this side of the House 
also and not one of them has had a 
chance.

Mr. Speaker: They will get  their
chance.

Shri Bansal; None has spoken from, 
this side so far.

Mr. Speaker: So far as the Chair is 
concerned there are no sides.
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?lf P3r??r  fcr ̂   ̂{ arcffft

 ̂ VC.  I  ̂3T»TT

f̂ (  fv̂T cfr  %

«mr w   ̂ <̂nf %??rr ̂ aroin 

TT tw  I ?ft  f?w % 
*?*F >ft 5TfT WfT 'HT̂T̂r f>n I 
•«TF?R %  I «Tf  3T5̂ 5TC5 ̂

flTpft  >PT  I Vf
3TR̂ 3fr 3PT-ft ffrtt 5̂T ̂rrcr̂r? tt 

aS3iT  I' aftr  ?Ft ̂  rf̂

5R? ̂  fwf̂ (fixed
deposit) qff cRf arr# "rm ̂ 

f, 5ft ̂ %T ̂ tf̂   (selfish 
motive) it’F  % s[R%  gft 

iTFfift̂T rH(HW<  I  f̂?r

f̂Nr 5 • W RrfRt̂ ̂ VTiRTR 
% STR%, ̂TRT % 3ft mfirF

% gMifRr t‘  VT 

95̂ 5 ̂  ̂   ̂*n*T It

JiRsr ̂ fHrr̂ wix  # Mf-

T̂FT ̂  cT̂rr ̂   ̂ *F̂ I *l*l<.

3TFT 5T ?PT ̂ ^T

 ̂aftr sff ̂«r 3ny 3rrar 11 ̂  ?tt? % 

apR *T5i?ft%’ftTnTTT5TTJr f?nr5y3!7̂ 

15ft 3i?Tff ̂  qn  ̂  3rr5TT t i  ̂ 

cR? V? ?nr  ̂3rT̂»rT

5ft ̂  ̂   3t̂  ̂t srmr afk f̂r-

W f?T f  ̂  ̂ ?f !?'r % 5!rTt(J 

R̂rlT f I

Shri Altekar: I would like to ex
plain how the right of survivorship is 
not in any way interfered with by the 
Bill that has been introduced in this 
House.  Clause 7 of this Bill  simply 
says :

“Subject to the provisions of this 
section, property in which the de
ceased or any other person had an 
interest ceasin" on the death of the 
deceased shall be deemed to pass 
on the deceased’s death to the ex
tent to which a benefit accrues or 
arises by the cessor of such interest, 
including, in particular, a coparce
nary interest in the joint  family 
property of a Hindu family gov
erned by the Mitakshara, Marumak- 
kattayam or Aliyasantana law.”

I beg to submit that by this enactment 
or by this particular provision the right 
of survivorship is not in any way inter
fered with. Vv'hat is intended is, that 
the tax, which would be assessed at 
the rate that will be hereafter provided 
by the Finance Bill, will be taken out 
of the interest which the deceased had 
at the time of his death and the rest 
of the property will pass by v;ay of 
survivorship to the other coparceners. 
The otner coparceners* right of getting 
the property by survivorship and  to 
the joint family are kept intact with
out in any way being affected and be'ng 
disrupted. They have keen kept quite 
sacrosanct. I have to point out that 
there have been legislations and enact
ments before whereby this right of sur
vivorship was affected even to a great
er extent than what is being done by 
this Act. I would like to invite the 
attention of this hon. House to  the 
Women’s Property Act of 1938.



137 Estate Duty Bill  6 NOVEMBER 1952 Estate Duty Bill 138

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

Thereby the widow was given a share 
in the joint family to the extent to 
which her husband had in that parti
cular family at that time.  If there 
were three sons and their father, and 
one of the sons died leaving behind a 
widow, she could not in any way, before 
the passing of that Act, have any in
terest, but the Act provides that she 
can have one fourth share;  she can 
claim partition also of that particular 
4share and that right which is given to 
her by that Act of 1938 in a way dis
rupts the Hindu family. This provision 
which we have made here or are mak
ing here is not in any way dis
rupting the family but on the contrary, 
the right of survivorship has been kept 
intact and it goes to other coparceners. 
Therefore I would submit that the criti
cism that is levelled against this pro
vision of interfering with or disrupting 
the Hindu family is entirely out of place 
«nd this is not in any way interfered 
with by the provision that  we  are 
making here.

Another point that I would like to 
place before the House is this. Here we 
are passing a legislation in regard to 
taxation on the people of India.  We 
should not make any discrimination. If 
any particular section of society is gov- 
•erned by a particular law,  say the 
Dayabhaga or Mitakshara, or Moham- 
•medan Law or the Indian Succession 
Act, can it be said that when a legisla
tion like this is being passed, a certain 
number of persons who are governed 
"by their personal law should not be 
affected by this Bill?  I think  they 
should not be exempted. The legisla
tion should be equal to all. In this case, 
there is no interference with the per
sonal laws. As far as I am able to 
understand, the tenets of personal laws 
are not in anv way infrinjred.  Only 
taxation will be levied if this Bill is 
allowed to be passed.  So, I submit, 
there is no disturbance with the Joint 
Hindu family.  In fact, personal laws 
«re not touched by this Act.  ^
Shri  Dhulekar  (Jhansi  Distl.— 

South): Question.
4 P.M.

Shri Altekar:  To some of us, it
may appear questionable. I would like 
in this connection, to request them to 
look into the proper interpretation of 
law. '
Some Hon. Members: Give an an

swer.
Shri Altekar:  I would like to say

when the right of survivorship is allow
ed to pass, and only there is a taxation 
levied upon the interest of the deceased, 
that does not interfere with the person
al laws.  If some people do say like ' 
that, I would only say that the pro

vision made in this enactment, if it is 
passed into law, may make some in
roads upon the Joint family estate. But 
as I have already pointed out, this Act 
c.oes not go further than the Women’s 
Property Act of 1938. I therefore say 
that this Act is quite justifiable. That 
is my own personal opinion in this 
matter.
With reference to the criticism that 
was levelled by the hon. Member from 
Thana that the Finance Minister has 
come to this House in a rather apolo
getic manner, I say, that every Finance 
Minister who comes with a  taxation 
measure to the House and the public, 
will come in an apologetic manner; in 
a spirit of compromisis, conciliation and 
appeasement.  Whenever a new taxa
tion is introduced in the national in
terests, it does offend those who are 
affected by it.  The first thing is,  it 
should be done by compromise and ar
gumentation, etc. If all that fails, the 
legislation has to be passed into law. 
It iŝ ell said:

“Speak sweet when you are re
quired to attack, speak sweet while 
you are actually attacking.”

We are equalising property in the 
national interests. In these days, the 
State is in possession of the key indus- 
trie.«; like Railways, and  communica
tions. This has enabled the capitalists 
and the rich persons to become more 
rich. In the case of forward contracts, 
it would be seen, they are in communi
cation with commercial  centres and 
every moment they speak on the phone 
and find out what the rate is; etc. 
These millionaires—and  so " also big 
landlords—flourish on account of the 
facilities given by the State. It is but 
natural that just as their sons share 
the properties left behind by them the 
State also should get a share therein.
It is necessary that there should  be 
such legislation as has been brought 
before the House. No further appease
ment is necessary. It is clear that large 
commercial interests on the opposite 
side have supported this  Bill.  This 
measure is beneficial and so they have 
rendered their support.  So, there is 
not much for me to say. I submit that 
this Bill deserves to be supported by 
all sections of the House.

I have to make a few observations 
and suggestions with respect to some 
of the classes of this Bill. I shall con
fine myself to two  aspects only. I 
would like the Select Committee to 
consider these points.  So far as the 
gifts to charitable and public institu- 
tiôns are concerned. I think it is not 
desirable to make the law applicable 
to them. Once a property is gifted away
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and the possession goes to the charitable 
institution this Bill should not affect it. 
The whole of the money is given for 
public utility purposes and the State 
should not in any way interfere with the 
gifts, and make the gift-properties also 
stand on a par with the other properties 
of the deceased. It is with a great deal 
of difficulty that these public and charit
able institutions have been able to get 
gifts.  If this law is made applicable 
to them, the charitable institutions will 
be in great difficulty.  The whole of 
the gift property should be allowed to 
pass to the Public and charitable insti
tutions. So far as the interest of the 
State is concerned, it will be only a 
fraction of the gift. But as far as the 
charitable institutions are concerned, 
it is the whole gifted property. If these 
gifts arc wicn, intjy
would not be in a position to carry on 
their good work.  In some cases, the 
gifts are given at late stâe.  They 
should not be deemed to pass with the 
other properties of the deceased.
•
With respect to quick succession, the 
suggestion that I have to make is this. 
Sometimes it so happens that on account 
of epidemics like plague, cholera, in
fluenza, etc., a large number of persons 
'\u one family  die in  the course of 
a short time and the property passes 
Quickly from sn many to  rponv per
sons. If this Estate Duty Act is to be 
enforced, 50 per cent, or more of the 
property may go away as a result of 
levy at each death.  ‘

Shri M. C. Shah: In the same year, 
only once.

Shri Altekar;  It should be made 
clear and specific so that there may be 
no ambiguity in the interpretation of 
the law. Whatever enactment we make 
here, it should be clear and lucid. When 
th- matter goes to court, they say that 
that has not been clearly stated, there 
is some ambii?uity about it, it is clumsi
ly drafted, vauge and all that. These 
observations are made by various High 
Courts. In order to avoid that, it should 
be made clear in the Select Committee. 
There should not be any  room  for 
different interpretations.  I would re
quest the Select Committee to see that 
there is no ambiguity left for inter
pretation, and I hope when this  Bill 
comes before the House in the next 
session we will have a perfect measure 
iot consideration. That is one  thing. 
And another point is......
Shri Gadĝil: rose—

Shri Altekar: May I go on? I will
be finishing in five minutes.
Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.

Member may go on, but he ought not 
to give the imoression that he is finisĥ 
ing every now and then

Shri Altokar: Clause 30 (Allowance 
for quick successio)i to land or a busi
ness) reads:

any property consisting  cf 
land or on a business (not bein« a 
business carried on by a companŷ 
or any interest in such land or busi
ness ......”

' I would like to suggest that this allow
ance for quick succession is intended so 
that there will be no hardship, and if 
that is so, I would like to suggest that 
houses and other' property as  well 
should also be included therein. I know 
of many cases, and many of us may 
be knowing, that there  are persons 
whose ancestors have built very big 
houses and buildings, and their des-
CenHonfc pro not in a pnsHinn  tO
repair them properly. ‘ If estate duty 
is levied on such houses, the result 
would be that in a short course of time, 
these descendants v/ould be rendered 
displaced persons.  Therefore, even in 
the case of quick succession of  such 
property, the matter should be consider
ed and tlie houses and other property 
also should be so included. At any rate 
it should be included in this manner: 
the deceased and his descendants and 
spouse, his father and mother and their 
ĉesccndants. form a compact family. 
This class of persons should get  the 
benefit oi this reduction for quick suc
cession regarding every kind of pro
perty; and if it goes outside that group 
of persons even the deceased would not 
like that it should go in whole. So, if 
the estate goes outside the compact 
group which I have suggested, then, it 
should be fully taxed, because it is pure
ly a windfall to those who are distantly 
related. In such cases, no compunction 
need be shown, and it should be levied 
even without this rule of reduction for 
deaths within five years.
With the?e suggestions, I would like 

to commend this Bill to this hon. House.

Shri  Gad̂il:  I  have heard tĥ
speeches, and I find that the Bill has 
been attacked from three points of 
view—legal, social and economic.

So far as the legal line is concerned,
I do not think even for a moment that 
this House is not competent to  pass 
a legislation of this kind.

It Is urged that it was  unlawful, 
illegal. Inasmuch as it affected certain 
provisions of the Hindu Law. Even that 
objection is not correct, because if the 
Hindu Law is affected, it is affected. 
It is not laid down ansnvhere in the 
Constitution that if any particular law 
ifi to be amended, it must be done by 
directly anlendlng that Act. It can 
well be done while amending another 
Act. This objection is not correr̂.
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I find that a point was tried to be 
made that because the interests  of 
a major male co-parcener in a joint 
Hindu family is to be made the sub
ject matter of this duty, there is sever
ance of interest, and there would be 
no passing of interest by survivorship. 
I agree with my friend Mr. Altekar 
that no such result will come out as a 
result of passing this legislation. Even 
today the undivided share of a Hindu 
co-parcener can be alienated either 
by way of mortgage, or sale, and yet 
it does not operate as a severance of 
the joint family status.  It can only 
happen if there is a suit for partition 
or there is a notice of an intention of 
having a partition of the joint family 
estate. In the absence of either, I dtf 
not agree that there will be an auto
matic severance of the co-parcenary. 
Hence there is nothing illegal or un
lawful that is being done by this Bill.

Now, so far as the other two points 
are concerned, I want to make one 
point clear, and that is,  that  this 
measure is to be looked upon from two 
aspects—one, it is a measure of finance, 
and the other, it is a measure of some 
social significance.  A few days ago, 
when I was in Poona, certain moneyed 
people came to me for advice. They 
are so much perturbed over the intro
duction of this Bill that they did not 
know how to transfer their property 
intact to their sons or grandsons or 
relatives. And I told them that I was 
not a practising lawyer now,  but I 
would venture to give them a piece of 
advice, and it was this, that it will be 
no longer possible for the ingenuity of 
any lawyer to give them  immunity 
from the payment of this tax, and the 
only way to get out of this tax is to 
die and disappear  from this  world 
before the commencement of this Act is 
notified in the Government of India 
Gazette. That was an advice freely 
given, and I think it has been accepted 
in the spirit in which it was given.

Shri C. D. Deshmukh: Has it been 
agreed upon?

Shri Gadgil: We have to consider, as 
I said, this Bill from two aspects— one, 
that of finance, and the other, that of 
social justice.  The modem trend of 
economic science is growing  towards 
the belief that poverty is not a neces
sity, and there is no moral justifica
tion for it.  And one cannot tolerate 
the scene of having palaces by the side 
of cottages; the scene that a few travel 
in the best cars in the world, and the 
others only get a motor lift when they 
meet with an accident and are taken in 
the ambulance car. In this atmosphere 
of inequality, especially when we know 
that this inequality is perpetuated by 
institutions or laws of inheritance and 
succession guarantee! by the State, it
279 PSD

•is no longer valid in the context of a 
democracy.  Democratic ideals are 
embodied in the Preamble of our Con
stitution, and some of them are em
bodied in the directive principles in the 
same; it therefore becomes not only the 
moral duty of the Government, but be
comes the legal duty of the Govern
ment, to bring in such measrures as 
would remove these inequalities  and 
guarantee what has been guaranteed in 
the/ Preamble of our  Constitution— 
equality of opportunity and social jus
tice all round.

It is an admitted fact that the in
equalities are pronounced even in this 
country, and reference was made by 
one of my friends to what was stated 
in the Bombay Plan.  If in 1940 the 
position was as described by him. it 
must be worse after a lapse of twelve 
years, when values of property have 
gone up. It is therefore not only neces
sary, not only desirable, but in  my 
humble opinion it is the duty of this 
Government, as a Government repre
senting the Congress Party, to bring 
in a legislation of this kind. As early 
as 1947, the AICC passed this resolu
tion :

“Our aim should be to evolve a 
political system which will com
bine efficiency of  administration 
with individual liberty  and an 
economic structure which will yield 
maximum production without the 
operation of private monopoly and 
concentration  of  wealth  and 
which will create a proper balance 
between urban and rural economy. 
Such a social structure can provide 
an alternative to the  acquisitive 
economy of private capitalism and 
the regimentation of a totalitarian 
state. The goal set before the coun
try in short is......democracy  in
modern age, necessitates, plans of 
central direction as well as decen
tralisation of political and economic 
power in so far as il is compatible 
with the safety of the state and 
efficient production and the cul
tural progress of the community 
as a whole.”

I, therefore, respectfully submit, that 
as a Government representing a cer
tain political party which has been re
turned with a tremendous majority at 
the last general election, it is  their 
duty which they owe to tĥir party and 
under the Constitution to the country, 
to bring in a Bill like this. Whatever 
my esteemed friend Babu Ramnarayan 
Singh may say, the fact remains that he 
was a Congressman in 1947 ai-d there
fore he has a past by which he is bound, 
although today he somehow or other 
thinks that something else ought to be 
done. If equality of opportunity is to 
be made available for every citizen m
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this world, it is necessary that inequali
ties ot wealth must be done away with, 
and inequalities ot wealth  are  the 
results of the institution of inheritance. 
On that there is no dispute absolutely. 
What have we inherited? The majority 
in the country have inherited poverty, 
and I am one of them. We have not 
inherited̂riches, but we have inherited 
along with poverty something namely 
the will and determination to  fight 
against the existing order, and to put 
it in its proper place, so that every
body will have an opportunity to rise 
to the highest position in the land, ir
respective of any impediment that a 
man-made law may impose, and hepce 
I have for the last fifteen years been 
crying hoarse over this. In fact it was 
in 1925 when the Taxation  Inquiry 
Committee made the repoH for the fiist 
time in a practical and concrete man
ner, that this suggestion was made. We 
have travelled 27 years and now it has 
taken shape. It may be late, all the 
same it has come, and it has come in 
the right form. In 1946 when this Bill 
was introduced, in the Statement of 
Objects and Reasons, it was stated:

“The object of the Bill  is  to 
impose an estate duty on non-agri- 
cultural property to assist the pro
vinces in their post-war develop
ment by  fortifying  permanently 
their revenue and enabling them 
to improve inter alia the existing 
social services.  In spite of war
time taxation  enormous  private 
fortunes have been made during 
the war aggravating the great in
equality which  already  existed. 
Apart from providing funds for the 
expansion of social services, there 
is manifest justification for  the 
measure which will be a first step 
in the process of reducing the great 
disparities of wealth, which are a 
permanent feature of Indian econo
my, and thereby moving towards a 
more equitable distribution of the 
national income.**

In the present Statement of Objects 
and Reasons attached to this Bill, some
thing more is there, because it has 
been accepted as a positive step, and 
hence I welcome the Bill in its present 
form.  The Statement of Objects and 
Reasons of the present Bill reads: 
“The object of the Bill is to Im

pose an estate duty on  property 
passing or deemed to pass on the 
death of a person. Though the levy 
and collection of income-tax at high 
rates since the War and the Investi
gations undertaken by the Income- 
tax Investigation Commission in a 
number of important cases of tax 
evasion have, no doubt, prevented 
to some extent the further con
centration of wealth in the hands

of those who are already wealthy* 
yet these do not amount to positivê 
steps in the direction of reducing 
the existing inequalities in the dis
tribution of wealth. It is  hoped 
that by the imposition of an estate 
duty such unequal distributions 
may be rectified to a large extent. 
Such a measure would also assist 
the States towards financing their 
development schemes.”

I read in this that this will not be the 
first positive step towards the removal 
of inequalities of distribution of nation- 
<il wealth and dividend. Even in 1938 
there was a conference of  Finance 
Ministers of the several provinces here 
in Delhi, and when this proposal was 
made the objections then were that this 
was against the spirit of Hindu Law, 
or Muslim Law, but the most  telling 
objection—at least that was, the objec
tion that was considered to be very 
telling and effective—was that there 
was no national  Government.  Now 
that India has become  independent, 
there cannot be any excuse even for 
the delay of one day, and although there 
has been a delay of five years, I am 
prepared to condone it, because this 
proposal of taxing the inheritance or 
whatever one gains by way of succes
sion is coupled with another scheme 
of public expenditure.  That  is the 
reason why I am prepared to forget all 
about it.  You cannot think of any 
taxation in isolation.  Without paying 
due attention as to how the money is 
going to be spent. When we consider 
questions of capital formation and in
centive and see what would  be the 
effect on workers’ minds etc. we must 
take into consideration that this  is 
not merely a piece of taxation, but is 
coupled  with  certain  development 
schemes which are going to raise the 
standard of life of this country and is 
going to increase the power of accumu
lation of capital and production in this 
country. From that wider  point of 
view, I commend this to  this  hon. 
House.  I do not think that there is 
anybody in this House in the year of 
Grace 1952, who will say that this piece 
of legislation is absolutely uncalled for, 
or is useless etc., or that it is novel. 
Actually it is nothing of that kind. I 
remember in 1946  certain  Moham
medans Members of the Central Assem
bly—the predecessor of this House— 
wanted to oppose this on the ground 
that it was not sanctioned by the Holy 
Quran.  I had some talk with those 
gentlemen who are no longer here, and 
convinced them that there was nothing 
in it which was against the Quran, and 
that in fact the system of inheritance 
taxation was to be found  700 years 
before Christ in Egypt.
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Dr. S. P. Mookerjce: You are read
ing  Quran also?

I am catholic to that extent. I read 
Quran, I read the Bhagavad Gita and 
I read some of your articles also. {In
terruption).

Inheritance tax was levied in the 
medieval times, and it is now to be 
found in 40 countries to which refer
ence was made by my  friend,  Mr. 
Deshmukh, yesterday.

An Hon. Member: Including Pakis
tan.

Sfari Gadgil: Now, in our i>wn coun
try in one form or another it has been 
there.  Only we did not understand 
the full significance of the same. When
ever a Sardar died when his son was 
to be recognised, he has to pay what 
we call in our province Nazrana. (An 
Hon. Member:  Nazar). We call it
Nazrana. The ec'onomic significance and 
the financial significance of that is that 
it is a fee or something which has to 
be paid before your claim ripens into 
a title.

Now going further in 1870, Members 
of the House probably know, the Court 
Fee Act was passed. If you want to 
take a probate you have to pay a cer
tain amount of fee by way of stamp 
fee. If you want a succession certifi
cate, you have to pay something. Whe
ther you are Hindu or not makes no 
difference.  If you want to  establish 
your claim to a policy of insurance, if 
you want to draw money from the post 
office left by the dead and if you want 
to have a share certificate  belonging 
to dead man transferred, there are Acts 
which lay down that a succession certi
ficate is necessary and you have to pay 
some fee on the succession certificate. 
There is some taxable minimum—about 
a thousand or five hundred, I do not 
know. But the point that I was making 
is that in bringing this Bill there is 
nothing new, there is nothing against 
the genius of our people, there is nothing 
against Hindu religion; on the contrary,
I would say, if I understand  Hindu 
religion correctly, then nothing which 
a man does tiot require is theft—STRPT 
Therefore, if a man has more than two 
coats in winter and more than one in 
summer, to that extent he has  more 
than what he requires and to that ex
tent he is a thief. He has taken more 
from the society than he is justified. 
That is the principle of Hindu religion. 
(Interruption).  Probably with  some 
people the idea is that religion is to be 
preached and not to be practised.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee:  What about
two wives in succession?

Shri <xadgil:  They will look after
themselves; they are modern wives. It 
is death duty also.

The point is that there is nothing 
against religion, against morality and 
therefore, we must look at this measure 
from the two points of view, namely, as 
a measure of finance and a measure of 
social importance.

Death duties can be collected in a 
variety of ways.  One is estate duty; 
the other is legacy duty; the third is 
inheritance or succession levy.  What 
my friend, Mr. Altekar, has suggested, 
that there should be less rate on those 
who are near and more on those who 
are further is something which  the 
Select Committee may take into con
sideration.  But the point is: if the 
estate duty is a fiscal measure, then 
estate duty is the only form which gives 
you the best result from the financial 
point of view, because estate duty does 
not take into consideration the financial 
position of the man or men to whom 
the property is to go. Before it passes, 
the State share has to be paid. In the 
case of inheritance duty or tax, the 
position of the heir can be taken into 
consideration.  If he is, as stated, in 
Hindu law one in the compact series 
of heirs, then you can tax him less— 
the son, grandson, great grandson and 
so on. But if he is further, in the sense 
that legitimately he had no expectation 
to succeed or get that property, it goes 
not matter whether he gets hunared 
rupees or whether he gets ten rupees. 
After all, it is unearned increment; it 
is a windfall and he had no expectation 
of it. Therefore, he cannot claim that 
the State has taken more than it should 
have. (Interruption).  But so far as 
the sons and nearer heirs are concern
ed, in society, as it is constituted today, 
people like to leave something for their 
children. It is a very natural Instinct 
and correspondingly, there is a natural 
expectation that if the father dies son 
expects to get something. Whether that 
institution of inheritance should conti
nue in the form as it is, is just 
the question.  For we have seen the 
present inequality of wealth in  this 
country and if we allow the perpetua
tion of that what is guaranteed m the 
Preamble of our Constitution, namely, 
equality of opportunity, will not  be 
possible. What equality can there be?
Do we not see in our Society, a man 
getting a first-class in the Matriculation 
cannot go to foreign lands for further 
education because he is a poor man— 
unless he gets a scholarship? But the 
son of millionaire,—a dunce, he may 
have passed the Matriculation  after 
many attempts—the next year he goes 
abroad. What is that? Is this equali
ty? (Interruption). The State cannot 
merely say: “Well, anybody can appear 
for the examination. They are not pre-
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vented entrance”.  No, that ' is  not 
equality.  EquaUty  of  opportunity 
means that those who start, start in 
an atmosphere in which there is ma
terial equality, at least equality to such 
an extent that it is possible for a man 
to go ahead.

I remember I saw the race course 
only once and I may see it again, since 
it has not yet been banned by  my 
Bombay State Government. The horses 
are all kept in one line before  the 
race starts and as soon as the signal 
goes, they run. The one who deserves 
first place goes to win; some gets the 
second place and so on; the rest are 
included in. I want that when I start 
or  my  son  starts  the  race 
of life, all must be  alike in  the 
same line and one who has merit, one 
who has stamina, one who has perse
verance will go ahead. Ever.vthing in 
this world, everything at least in this 
democratic State, should go by merit 
and not by patronage. Today money is 
the gateway to prestige, power and 
position and even a position in the 
Government......

Dr. S. P. Motriierjee: Many lost the 
ministerial race.

Shri GadgU: It is not merely self
criticism but it is a sad truth. I am 
not referring to any particular party in 
this country, but whosoever has money 
and a little pull with the leaders is 
sure to be nominated for one of the 
seats either for a State constituency or 
for a Parliamentary constituency.

Br. S. P. Mookerjee: Or for the Cabi- 
neX.

Babu  Ramnarayan  Singh:  What
about the Ministers?

Shrl Gadgil: Whatever be the party, 
the point is that money today is the 
gateway through which you can go to 
power, prestige, position,  privilege— 
everything.  Now, this gateway must 
be destroyed, and the greatest factor 
that contributes to this inequality is 
the institution of inheritance. Private 
property is the substance of inheritance 
and inheritance is the principal charac
teristic of private property.

Now, pnvate property has got to be 
limited. We are now entering or are 
already in what we call mixed economy, 
that IS a mixture of soda and some- 
thîg stronger. I think I can use this 
simile if not the stimulant in this House. 
But gradually our economy is going to
wards that point where private enter- 

is inconsistent 
with public good will be- gradually filed 
awav or eliminated. Therefore, there 
-are two ways, one to tax while the man

is alive and the other to tax when the 
man leaves this world,—tax his entire 
property. Now, these two taxes, in my 
ciumble opinion, are complementary to 
one another.  People may not realise 
this immediately.  Income-tax can be 
avoided, and evaded and can be ac
cumulated and that accumulation which 
is the result of avoided and  evaded 
income-tax is sought to be taxed by 
the estate duty. (Interruption), If in 
the Select Committee greater care is 
taken to close the holes, well it is possi
ble that to a substantial extent it could 
not be avoided.  I do not claim that 
by merely passing this Bill you will 
be able to see that nothing escapes. 
We have got brainy lawyers in this 
country and clever merchants and all 
these things are bound to happen. But 
to the extent possible let us say that 
this is what we propose to do.

Now, what is wrong with this estate 
duty?  It has been stated that  you 
do not take into  consideration  the 
ability to pay, and reference was made 
that there may be some small estates 
and they will be swallowed  because 
something will have to be paid by way 
of duty. Now, ability is not the pur
pose of the tax it is the rule of distribu
tion. Therefore, if it does not comply 
with the canon of ability it does not 
mean that it is economically invalid or 
unjust. Now, estate duty is to be paid 
out of the estate; if the man who gets 
the estate is not in a position to pay, 
his ability is absolutely irrelevant so 
far as the estate duty is concerned. But 
if you accept the inheritance levy or 
the legacy tax and take into considera
tion that the propinquity or the consan
guinity should be the consideration and 
the nearest heir paying less tax than 
the one who is further  up it is  a 
different  matter.  But,  as I said 
that  from  the  point of  view 
of  getting  more  money  estate 
duty  is the best form of death 
duty, though it might seem that in all 
property or other higher brackets of 
income you get more by way of inherit
ance levy, but on the whole you lose 
more.  If you are purely actuated by 
financial considerations, then you may 
have the estate duty and not the in
heritance tax or the succession tax.

It has been stated that this is a sort 
of capital levy. Undoubtedly it is a 
capital levy but this is the only form 
in which it can be levied without creat
ing chaos in the country. If a regular 
capital levy is imposed then everybody 
will have to pay, po matter whether 
he is alive or dead. Then his shares 
and other things will have to be sold 
and there will be confusion in the mar
ket. But if it is an estate duty then 
it is only on the death of the person
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that this comes into evidence and in 
operation and only his shares are sold. 
Nothing more than that.

Similarly it has been stated that this 
will—and I will consider this  point 
later on—prevent the formation of capi
tal.  Estate taxation as any tax  on 
capital has the peculiar advantage in 
that a complete offset of losses is auto
matically assured.  This arises from 
the fact that an investment loss is also 
a capital loss and thus directly reduces 
the future estate tax liability. I will 
illustrate what  I say.  Suppose the 
property is worth Rs. 100 today and Rs. 
25 go by way of taxation.  You say, 
“Look here, this is cutting into the capi
tal to the extent of Rs. 25”. My answer 
to that is that in future you will have 
to pay tax not on Rs. 100 but on only 
Rs. 75. This is not my own view. If 
the House so desires I can quote econo
mists of great eminence in support of 
what I have said. In fact, what I am 
saying is very little of mine and most 
of it is what I have read and thought 
over.

May I not also take this line? It is 
the intention to break the capital. Why 
not frankly say that this is our first 
frontal attack on private property?

An Hon. Member: Now,  ask  the 
Finance Minister.

Shri Gadgil: He agrees with me—do 
not worry. It is for you to make up 
your mind and not to speak in a half
hearted manner.

It is the first frontal attack on private 
property. Private property means mas
tery of capital which in the final 
analysis means the mastery of Govern
ment.  Therefore we want to destroy 
this.  Make no mistake about it.  If 
you want this Government and if you 
want to have real democracy establish
ed in this country, you must give all 
out help to this measure and ask for 
further in due course, not now, because 
I believe in things being done gradually 
so that they become part of the com
munity’s life. Anything done in haste 
will lead us to repentance.

Now has the State a right or not in 
this? After all how does a man create 
property?

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: Is it a new
edition of your book?

Shri Gadgil: This is a new edition 
of my book which in due course you will 
buy, I know.

I call this fountain pen mine but it 
does not become my own because I say 
it. It is because you all agree that it 
belongs to Mr. Gadgil, because there is 
a social recognition backed up by the 
legal system. In the final analysis, in

other words, it is a social thing. There
fore, in the creation of property the 
Society or the State is the partner, the 
silent partner and as was well said by 
Mr. Gladstone......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Have they not 
recognised private property there in all 
the other countries where the estate 
duties have been imposed? Are they 
all communist societies or socialistic 
States?

Shri Gadgil:  I go by my own ex
perience. The experience of other coun
tries will undoubtedly provide a guide 
and, as was said by Mr. Deshmukh, so 
far as formation of capital was con
cerned, in the other countries where it 
was introduced there was no percepti
ble effect at all. What does Gladstone 
say? He says:

“The carrying of property in per
fect security over the great barrier 
which death places between man 
and man is perhaps the very high
est achievement, the most signal 
proof of the power of the civilized 
institutions... and an instance so 
capital of the great benefit con
ferred by law and civil institutions 
upon mankind, and of the immense 
enlargement that comes to natural 
liberty through the medium of the 
law, that I conceive nothing more 
rational than that, if taxes are to 
be raised at all, the state shall be 
at liberty to step in and take from 
him who is thenceforward to enjoy 
the whole in security that portion 
which may be bona fide necessary 
for the public purpose.

“The State is, therefore, a silent 
partner in the accumulation of the 
fortunes of every individual. The
State ......is represented as a silent
partner in the business of each citi
zen, without whose aid and protec
tion it may be impossible to trans
act business or amass wealth; when 
partnership is dissolved by death, 
the silent partner is entitled to a 
share of the capital.”

Now there is full justification for this. 
The only objection that was raised was 
about its effect on capital formation. 
In that connection, I want to state first 
that whatever ideas we have  about 
capital formation relatê more or less to 
an economy which is capitalist in its 
nature. Our economy has drifted from 
that, and it is a mixed economy. So, 
anything that may be relevant to the 
consideration of capital formation in a 
capitalist society is not-necessarily re
levant here. What is the experience 
of other countries? As was said by Mr. 
Deshmukh yesterday, there has been no 
effect on capital formation. The joint 
stock companies and corporations are 
not covered by this legislation. Only
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private limited companies are concern
ed. So, what has happened in other 
countries will happen here also  and 
private limited companies will gradu
ally become public limited companies 
and this is all to the good.
Secondly, in regard to the contention 
that to the extent to which the tax is 
collected on estates the capital struc
ture will be affected, I would like to 
read to the House what the Colwyn 
Committee has to say:
‘̂The Committee have posed for 
themselves two questions: whether 
the estate duty will stimulate the 
tax payers to work and save or 
whether it will discourage  them 
from working and saving. While 
comparing the income tax and the 
estate duty, the majority report of 
the Committee was of the opinion 
that the income-tax will cut short 
consumption even of the most im
provident man in his attempt to 
meet the same, while the estate 
duty which is a tax that the person 
in present enjoyment of the estate 
can ignore, is naturally liable to 
make the tax payer sanguine  in 
view of his life expectations  to 
ignore the psychological effects al
together.”

The view of Prof. Pigou is that “death 
duties are rather a good form of taxa
tion, in that people are probably not 
discouraged from saving by thinking 
of the death duties as they are by 
thinking of an income tax on an unearn
ed income.” As regards the considera
tion of public expenditure, here is what 
Sir Josiah Stamp said: —

“The influence of death duties 
upon saving is only slightly un
favourable  compared  with  the 
other taxes, and that their desir
able and social effects must likely 
counter-balance any disadvantages 
to  capital  accumulation. Apart 
from other economic effects, the 
current expenditure of tax collec
tions by Government is liable in all 
probability to add more to  the 
nation’s power of accumulation 
than the capital, when the capital 
taken from individuals by inherit
ance taxation.”

No Government can secure the best use 
of money unless it regulates personal 
and public expenditure in such a man
ner as to give maximum effect so far 
as public  purposes  are  concerned. 
Therefore, as I said in the beginning, 
this must be cdnsidered from two points 
of view—one as a measure of finance 
and another as a measure of social 
significance.  The point that I  was 
making was this, that it does not affect 
the  capital  formation  at  all, 
and if it does to any extent, it is coun

ter-balanced by the social consequences 
which accrue as a result  of  well- 
established and well-considered policies 
of public expenditure.
The effect of such a duty on work 
and efficiency is not bad at all. Work 
is ordinarily done for wages, and the 
best work is done for the interest that 
a person has in it. If a sculptor does a 
good piece of work, or a musician com
poses a good song, he does it not from 
purely pecuniâ motives but because 
he has interest in the art itself. At the 
same time, if one knows that one is not 
likely to get more as an heir because of 
this imposition of estate duty,  then 
right from today one will work harder. 
Yesterday I asked one of my friends 
who is a millowner what he thought 
about this.  He said, “Do not worry. 
For twenty years I am not going to die. 
Nothing doing.”  I think this is  the 
right attitude.
So, to sum up, it is the duty of the 

Government of the day to secure equali
ty of opportunity which cannot be se
cured without elimination of inequali
ties of distribution of wealth. For that 
purpose, progressive, highgraded taxa
tion on income and considerably high 
taxes on the estates left behind are 
absolutely necessary.  Both are com
plementary to each other.
Now, a question was asked as  to 
why some minimum exemption limit 
was not laid down. The Finance Minis
ter is quite wise in not laying it down. 
After all, at the time of every Finance 
Bill the House gets an opportunity to 
consider every tax.  Similarly, if this 
duty becomes a part of the Finance Bill 
the House will every year get an oppor
tunity completely and thoroughly  to 
review the position. What will a parti
cular Finance Minister do at a given 
time will depend upon the colour of 
the Government, the needs of the coun
try and the personality of the Finance 
Minister himself. How can we judge 
it beforehand?
Some people ask, “What is the good 
of having a Bill of this character with
out letting us know what the yield 
from it is going to be?” What I replied 
some time ago by way of interjection 
was just this. This is a rifle. We have 
got the range lever. If we want to 
shoot at a target which is 400 yards 
away, we can adjust it. If we want to 
shoot at a target which is nearer, even 
then we can adjust it. Therefore, it is 
not necessary that the rate should be 
stated here and now.  So far as the 
yield is concerned, when this Bill was 
introduced in 1946 some of us put our 
heads together and I shall read a few 
lines from a note which was prepared 
by one of us for the use of the mem
bers of the Congress Party: —
“It is assumed on the basis of
some hjrpothetical rate and some
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hypothetical pattern of distribution 
o£ wealth......”

1 called it “a guestimate”—

gUestimate can be  made 
that the average incidence ot death 
duties in India may come to 10 per 
cent, of the assessed value. Let us 
take it for granted that the dura
tion of a man is thirty years. We 
can assume then that the probable 
yield per annum of the estate duty 
might be about 1/300th part of the 
total value of estates above  Rs. 
50,000, It is likely then that the 
yield may be in the neighbourhood 
of Rs. 9 crores.”

Now that was in 1946.
6 p. M.

Mr,  Deputy-Speaker:  Is the hon.
Member likely to take a long time?

Shri Gadgil: I would like to conti
nue tomorrow, Sir.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The House now 
stands adjourned till 10-45 a.m.  to
morrow.

The House then adjourned  till a 
Quarter to Eleven of the Clock on Fri
day, the 7th November, 1952.




