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15.49 hwl

HIGH COURT JUDGES (CONDI
TIONS OF SERVICE) B ILL

The Minister of State la the Minis
try 01 Home Affairs (Shri Datar):
I beg to move:*

“That the Bill further to amend
the High Court Judges (Condi
tions of Service) Act, 1954, be
taken into consideration.”

Sir, you are aware that before tne 
Constitution we had an order passed 
by the then British Government in 
1937 which governs the conditions at 
service of the High Court judges. 
Thereafter, the Constitution was pass
ed and under the Constitution certain 
rules were framed and laid down in 
the Constitution itself. When we hrst 
made provision with regard to t*art 
A  States, naturally some provision 
was made also fcr Fart B States. 
Thereafter, an order was issued 
regarding Part B States also in 1953. 
In 1954, a detailed enactment was 
passed by Parliament It was then 
known as High Court Judges (Part 
A  States) A c t

That governed only the High Courts 
in the Part A  States until the Part A 
States remained as such. Thereafter 
as the House is aware the States 
Re-organisation Act was passed and 
all the distinctions between Part A  
States and Part B States were remov
ed. By an adaptation, this Act, viz., 
the Act of 1954, governed all the 
High Courts cm and from 1st Novem
ber, 1956. Thereafter it was consi
dered that certain amendments 
should be made specially so far as the 
judges in the former Part B States 
were concerned inasmuch as the order 
passed in 1953 had lapsed on the 1st 
November, 1956, because Part B States 
themselves ceased to exist. There
fore, certain changes had to be made 
in the law and that is one o f the 
main purposes for which the present

amending B ill has been brought 
forward.

One more point in this conaectknv 
may be noted and that is that this Act 
would came into force as from the 
1st November, 1958. So far as Part B- 
States High Court judges are con
cerned, a very large number at them 
were appointed to the new High. 
Courts because under the States 
Re-organisation Act, the former Part B- 
High Courts were technically abolish
ed and the new High Courts were 
established in these States. Now in a ll 
the 14 States we have got High Courts 
of the same category which are now 
governed by the Act of 1954.

15.52 hrs.

[S hri B a r m an  in the Choir]

But some difficulties remained espe
cially so far as the conditions of ser
vice and question of pension were 
concerned in respect of the judges 
who were formerly judges of Part ®  
States High Courts and who continued 
to be judges in the various High 
Courts after the States’ Re-erganisa- 
tion. As I pointed out, they had cer
tain leave to their credit under the 
old rules. The question of pension 
also was to be considered and, as I 
pointed out, the Part A  States High 
Court Judges Act of 1954 could not 
apply to them. Therefore, certain 
changes had to be made and that is 
one of the principal objects for which 
this particular Bill has been brought 
forward.

As I  stated the question of their 
pension had to be taken into account 
and while the question of pension wa* 
being taken into account their ser
vice in the former Part B States nigh 
Courts had to be considered as to 
whether the whole period was to be 
included or whether something else 
should be done. Similarly, there was 
a certain amount of leave to their 
credit. What was to happen to that 
leave after they became judges of the 
present High Courts in the ▼arioos

•Moved with the recommendation of the President
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States? n ieee were the two principal 
questions which we had to consider.

Then, incidentally, other difficulties 
-were also fe lt  For example, under 
the Constitution, as it existed before 
the change came over on the 1st Nov
ember, 1956, there were ad hoc judges 
also but now under the Constitution, 
as it is amended, we have got acting 
judges and we have got additional 
Judges. So, with regard to them also 
certain provisions have got to be 
made. Therefore, all these questions 
were considered and the present Bill 
has been brought forward.

So far as the first question is con
cerned, viz., the question of leave and 
pension, regarding both these points 
Government took into account what
ever had happened and after full con
sideration they came to the conclusion 
that in the case of those High Court 
judges who are now in the High 
Courts in the various States but who 
were formerly in a Part B State High 
Court all the actual service that they 
had rendered should be taken into 
account and should be added on to 
the actual service that they have been 
rendering since the 1st November, 
1956. So, this is the first thing that 
has been provided for in this Bill so 
that there would be a continuity and 
all the amount of their service could 
be taken into account for pension or 
the former period of service could be 
added on to the latter period of ser
vice so as to qualify them for pension 
whenever they retire from service.

Secondly, as I have pointed out, 
provision has also been made so far as 
the unexpfred or the unenjoyed period 
o f leave is concerned, as, it might be 
noted, certain principles had been laid 
down in the principal Act of 1954 
according to which the High Court 
Judges are entitled to a certain period 
at leave. Now that also has to be 
added on, i.e., whatever leave accrued 
to them by putting in certain periods 
o f service w ill be taken into account, 
M  in the High Court Judges Act of 
1W4 a provision had been made for 
calculating the total amount of leave

to which they would be entitled or 
which' they would earn and the 
amount of leave that they would take. 
In other words, as I pointed out yes
terday, in this Act a provision has 
been made for having, what is known 
as, a leave account and in the leave 
account on the credit side w ill be 
mentioned that period according to 
the principles laid down, which I  
mentioned only yesterday because 
they have been taken from the prin
cipal Act of 1954. A ll the amount at 
leave that would be to Iheir credit 
w ill be reckoned in terms of half 
allowances leave. That is what has 
been laid down. Then they would be 
entitled to separate periods of leave.

Now, the leave would be of three 
kinds. One would be leave on medi
cal certificate. Naturally that also has 
to be provided for. Then there would 
be leave other than on medical certi
ficate. So far as these two kinds of 
leave are concerned, they are entitled 
to take or enjoy periods of leave 
subject to the credit that they have in 
the leave account. Now, in this case, 
there i6 also extraordinary leave 
that they are entitled to. In respect 
of all these periods of leave, which 
have been prescribed, the maximum 
amount of leave that could be taken 
was laid down, viz., six months. Now, 
the question was whether the six 
months’ leave could be taken all at 
once or whether it could be taken in 
smaller periods subject to the maxi
mum of six months. That was the 
question which required some con
sideration.

Under the Act of 1954, the whole 
leave had to be taken once and the 
maximum amount of leave was six 
months. That was considered a hard
ship because sometimes a particular 
TTigh Court judge who wants to go on 
leave may not like to have the whole 
leave at one time as his need might 
be for a shorter period. Therefore, 
it has been considered and a similar 
provision has been included In the 
Supreme Court Judges Act, i.e., i t  
respec t at these periods of leave when 
the maximum has been laid down as
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six months, it is open to the judges to 
take leave for a shorter period, but 
subject to the principle that the 
aggregate amount of leave would be 
only six months and not more. So, 
that also has been made clear.

Then, as 1 have pointed out, other 
points have also been made clear in 
this case and it has been pointed out 
that so far as pension is concerned, the 
same principles have to be taken into 
account.

Now, one question also arises. There 
were Chief Justices of former Part B 
States High Courts. We have laid it 
down that the amount of leave that 
they have to their credit or the 
amount of actual service that they 
put in should be taken into account 
when, for example, they come under 
the new Act, subject to the rule that 
naturally they would be governed by 
the provisions of the present Bill. 
That also has been laid down here.

In respect of vacations, there is a 
provision here though the exact term 
or period or periods of vacation need 
not be incorporated in the Act itself. 
In keeping with the dignity of the 
High Court, it would be better if, for 
example, provisions are made regard
ing the exact amount of vacation in 
the Rules. Naturally, these rules 
have to come into force only after the 
President has expressed his approval 
Therefore, provision has been made 
to that effect also.

16 hrs.

These are the main provisions. It 
w ill be seen that this is only an 
amending Act, not an Act containing 
all the necessary provisions so far as 
Judges are concerned. We have got 
the principal Act of 1954. We have 
made only such changes as are abso
lutely essential. I, therefore, feel that 
the provisions are o f such non-con
troversial nature and they w ill appeal 
to the hon- Members of this House.

Mr. Chairman: Motion moved:

“That the Bill further to amend
the High Court Judges (Condi
tions of Service) Act, 1934, be
taken into consideration.”

Shri Nath Pal (Rajapur): Sir, thia 
morning, I  availed myself of the 
opportunity to express some of the 
anxieties that have been exercising 
our mind. We then thought that the 
Home Ministry, loaded as it is with 
two eminent jurists of the country, 
would really give serious considera
tion to the fears that we are led to 
entertain in the light of certain deve
lopments in the country. We did not 
find that we had succeeded in pro
ducing such an effect upon them. 
Whereas one would not like to quar
rel with the provisions of the Act to 
which he has just now referred, 1 
without wanting in any way to inflict 
for a second time, the views to which 
I gave expression this morning, at 
this stage again, would very earnestly 
like to plead with the Government 
that, even if they cannot incorporate 
in the body of the amending Act, at 
least in practice, they should try to 
follow the principles which I think, 
on other occasions, they themselves 
try to uphold.

These principles have been, I beg 
leave of the House for appearing to 
repeat slightly, that the executive 
shall do everything in its power to 
refrain from using such honours as it 
can confer in the exercise of its exe
cutive power, from bestowing them 
upon the members of the judiciary. 
The patent plea that they have raised 
times without number is that we did 
not have qualified personnel except 
the Judge whom they happened to 
promote. No one is going to accept 
this plea as a serious defence of their 
act. I am not going to attribute 
motives to the act of the Government. 
But, the Home Minister said that we 
were challenging the integrity of tha 
Judges. Nothing is farther from our 
minds than to challenge It.
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A il Hon. Member: From their mind 
too.

8h ri N a th  P a l: I  am very happy to 
have that assurance. I wish it came 
from the Treasury Benches.

But, I  am afraid, while they are 
protesting like this, the steps they are 
taking may lead to that integrity, per
haps indirecly, perhaps unconsciously, 
perhaps inadvertently, but definitely 
being undermined. We have instances 
of the executive showing a tendency 
to confer favours of an executivs 
nature upon members of the judiciary. 
We will never tire of making our 
strongest protest against this ten
dency. They should be the one peo
ple who should not have the possibi
lity of rising to a post which comes 
to them by way of a favour conferred 
by the executive. The only post to 
which a Judge should expect to rise 
as a matter of his own right, based on 
his merit, is a higher post in the judi
ciary, a quasi judicial post, on a judi
cial commission, but no other post, as 
is the growing tendency. I  should 
have liked to hear from him to allay 
our fears by way of clarification, a 
statement showing how many such 
posts have been filled during the past 
ten years at the instance or at the 
behest of our executive. I should still 
like him in his reply to tell us how 
many Judges of the High Courts have 
been promoted to posts of Governors, 
to ambassadorial posts and to other 
executive posts. If, in the case of the 
Union Public Service Commission, the 
Constitution lays it down categori
cally that after being a member of the 
Union Public Service Commission, 
they w ill be not eligible for certain 
posts within the purview *and bounty 
of the executive, why are we not 
extending it to the judiciary? I  know 
the House has rejected an amend
ment which has sought to be made 
applicable to Judges of the Supreme 
Court I  am pleading that, whatever 
be the law,—we may not be able to 
incorporate into the Act today—at 
least the executive shall zealously 
guard this principle in practice and 
see to it that this bounty is not 
flaccrriacd in this form.

This morning, I  made two refer
ences to the appointment of Judges as 
Ambassadors, appointment cl
as Governors. This practice, it seems, 
the Government is intent on follow* 
ing. Whatever the motive in domg 
this, the only patent argument that 
the Government has put forward, 
when challenged by the press and the 
public in justification of it, the only 
excuse that the Government has rais 
ed so far is the excuse that the person ̂ 
concerned was eminently suited. Is 
there such a dearth of competent per
sons in this country that we are to 
look for the jobs of Governors only to 
the Bench? Are we just so niggard 
in the production of talent in this 
country that the executive has, times 
without number, to depend entirely 
for replenishing our diplomatic corps 
through the supply that the Bench 
can make? Now and then, the reply 
given is, this was an exceptional 
case. I should very humbly plead 
with him, it is the exception that is 
very important. Once you make this- 
little loophole, we do not know, the 
sinister camel of general practice may 
find its way. It is against this that 
once again, at this late stage, I  would 
like to plead with the Minister who^ 
w ill be piloting the Bill, that he gives 
a categorical assurance to the House' 
that the executive shall not use such" 
honours as it has in its bounty to 
confer them on the members of the' 
judiciary, that Judges shall not, in 
any case, be appointed as Ambassa
dors. Not because they are not qua
lified. Many of them are qualified. 
Justice Chagla is most eminently 
qualified. I now mention it because 
we are dealing with High Court 
Judges this time. I repeat, so far as 
his qualifications are concerned, so far 
as his deserving the job is concerned,
I think there cannot be two opinions 
in this country, either this side or 
that. He is eminently suited for dis
charging the duties which he i3 called 
upon as our envoy to the United’ 
States. But, what about othei people* 
who may be tempted, and then, how 
do we know what has qualified them*' 
One does not know, a Judge may be- 
tempted. He may be one. But taow~
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nuaoh harm w ill be done to our 
Tgfrgtei syttentf One may be tempted, 
i f  only I behave, I  may get such an 
honour. I  am not accusing the parti
cular Judge who has been appointed. 
He has a flawless record of great and 
distinguished service in our judiciary. 
But, i f  Judges begin to note that they 
ckn be promoted like that, we do not 
know what course justice may take in 
•our courts. I, therefore, plead with 
him that neither the post of a Gover
nor, nor the post of an Ambassador 
nor any such executive post within 
his bounty shall be available to a 
Judge. Make any liberal provisions 
as you are seeking to make today 
regarding leave. No one will quarrel 
with that. That, I repeat, is the 
■safest investment we have. There
fore, I sought the indulgence oi the 
House to slightly appear repetitive 
because it is our earnest hope that 
jurists as they are, they would also 
share our concern to maintain the 
independence of our judiciary.

Shri Vasudevan Nair (Thiruvella):
■ Sir, I  too agree that it is a non-con
troversial Bill. This Bill mainly deals 
with the conditions of service of High 
'Court Judges, especially those who 
were taken into the High Courts after 
Hie reorganisation of the States. I 
w ill come to that point because I 
think, there is a patent injustice done 
'to the Judges selected from the old 
Part B State High Courts to the reor- 
;ganised High Courts of our States 
today. But, before taking up that 
point, let me make some general 
observations.

1 was very careful in listening to 
:sotne of the speeches made on the 
•occasion of the debate on the Supreme 
'Court Judges (Conditions of Service) 
Bill. Now, I  was listening to my hon. 
friend Shri Nath Pai. I  am afraid. w « 
are talking too much about remunera
tion, conditions of service etc. I am 

‘ quite sure nobody w ill blame us, 
blame the Treasury Benches too, that 
our Judges are not getting a good 
^salary, that their service conditions

BiU

are not good. Nobody can blame Ibe
Government for that, that is my view. 
The hon. Minister has made that very 
clear in his reply to the previous 
debate. Our High Court Judges, our 
Supreme Court Judges and our 
Judges in the lower courts are, 
according to me, getting substantially 
good salaries. Their service condi
tions are tolerably good. I  cannot 
agree with my hon. friend Shri 
Anthony that we are not able to get 
eminent people as Judges because in 
the bar they are getting huge 
amounts and if  they take up the post 
of a Judge they are deprived of that 
privilege of earning money. That is 
another question. W e should view the 
entire question from a different angle. 
I  feel the approach to this question 
made by Shri Anthony and some 
other hon. Members is basically falla
cious. You cannot satisfy anybody by 
paying him a fabulous amount. Man 
cannot be satisfied like that. I f  you 
do not view the task of a Judge from 
a different angle, as one of service te 
humanity, as one of service to the 
country, then we cannot have a judi
ciary, we cannot have courts which 
can do justice to our people, to our 
country.

Our Supreme Court Judges are get
ting something like Rs. 60,000 per 
year apart from the allowances, apart 
from other amenities, apart from free 
housing etc. Compare it with the 
most advanced country in the world. 
Take the U.S.A I  hear the Judges in 
that country get something like 
Rs. 1,25,000. O f course, it is almost 
double the amount that our Judges 
are getting, but look at the difference 
in the per capita income between 
India and the UJSA. It is something 
like 1:200. I  believe, taking into con
sideration our difficulties, the back
wardness of the country and the low 
pay given to large numbers of our 
employees, we are paying a substan
tially good salary to our Judges, and 
I  believe you can newer satisfy 
people like that bjr paying and p*jria£.
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There is a mad race after money. 
I  am not blaming our Judges, but in 
our society today there is almost a 
mad race after money, and I  am 
afraid it is seen too much in the 
higher circles than in the lower 
circles. That has become a disease in 
society today. I  am not boasting, but 
we should consider the fact that in 
this very country today there are 
Ministers who are satisfied with 
Rs. 350 a month. I f  a Chief Minister 
can carry on his duties with dignity 
on Rs. 350 a month, I cannot under
stand why people talk so much about 
raising the salaries of Judges who 
draw salaries ranging from Rs. 3,000 
to Rs. 5,000. A  Minister may get 
Rs. 350, but I do not think any harm 
is done to the dignity of his office, to 
his integrity; nothing happens.

So, it should be approached as a 
question of service to the country, 
service to the people. The judiciary 
should be seen as part and parcel of 
our society. We are immersed in a 
big job; that consciousness should be 
injected into the judiciary too. That 
is my point.

In the speeches that were made in 
this House unfortunately that 
Approach was not made, and I should 
say in the selection of Judges that 
approach is not made by the Govern
ment too. Of course, we are running 
after legal pundits. I do not object 
to that. Our Judges should be very 
good at law, but they should be 
human beings I should say. They 
should have an understanding of what 
is going on in this country today, the 
momentous changes that are taking 
place in this country, the different 
phase that we are passing through. 
That kind of understanding should be 
in them. I am afraid that is not 
seen today.

I  can substantiate that by the func
tioning of many of our High Courts,— 
I am not speaking about any parti
cular High Court— and by the func
tioning of the Supreme Court also to 
B certain extent. For example, in this 
vefy House several times we have

drawn attention to the fact that in the 
cases relating to labour disputes the 
Supreme Court is very often taking 
a stand which people consider to be 
reactionary. They fail to understand 
the new spirit that has come to stay 
in the country. I  do not want to deal 
with that point very much now. So, 
the point is that in the selection of 
Judges, this attitude or this approach 
should be there, and we should try 
to inspire our Judges too with the 
new ideals that are before us, with the 
new task which is before us.

Now I wish to dilate on another 
point. In this Bill there are some 
provisions with regard to the condi
tions of service of additional Judges 
and acting Judges. The number of 
Judges in our High Courts has in
creased. Of late, in almost every 
High Court more Judges have been 
appointed. Still what is the position 
with regard to the disposal of cases? 
I am afraid in almost all the High 
Courts there are a number of cases 
sleeping in the files. It takes not 
months but years for the High Courts 
to dispose of very urgent, very impor
tant cases. Stay orders are issued, 
but the case is not disposed of for two 
or three years. I  know of cases like 
that.

Shri V. P. Nayar (Quilon): F ive or 
six.

Shri Vasndevan Nair: Even for five 
or six years. The stay is there for 
years together. Why this delay? I 
believe in the Law Ministers’ Confe
rence held last year the main discus
sion centred round this topic of delay 
In the disposal of cases. I would 
like the hon. Minister to explain what 
steps have been taken after the Law 
Ministers’ Conference to expedite the 
disposal of cases, what concrete sug
gestions were sent out to the High 
Courts by the Law Ministry or the 
Home Ministry to expedite the dis
posal of cas<»s. It is really a deplor
able situation that exists in almost 
every High Court

209 A  L.S.D.—9.



more noun a day. Instead of from 
21 A.M. to S p.m. they decided to work 
from 10-30 a.m. to 5 p.m. The poor 
clerks and other officers in the High 
Court bad naturally to come to the 
Court at least by 10-15 a.m. I f  the 
Judges are coming at 10.30 then natu
rally the office should function at 10.15 
at least. T ill now the Judges have not 
begun to function at 10.30. The order 
is there on paper, and the officers and 
the clerks and other people are coining 
at 10.15 or 10 in the morning, but the 
Judges still come at 11. This change 
in the working hours was made in 
order to expedite the disposal of cases. 
Still, the position remains as before. 
I  feel there is no use in appointing 
Judges after judges and spending 
money on additional judges, acting 
judges and what not, if the position 
is to remain the same as before. There 
should be some substantial improve
ment. I  hope the Ministers would not 
wait for the coming conference again 
to make speeches on this issue. We 
are hearing so many speeches. Our 
Prime Minister himself spoke in that 
conference, and he said that our 
judges were living in ivory towers, 
divorced from practical life, practical 
experience etc. There is no use 
making speeches like that, unless you 
are able to turn the comer, unless you 
are able to do something concrete. I 
would like the Minister to explain the 
present position as to what steps they 
have taken.

The third point to which I wish to 
refer is the question of the judges who 
were taken into the reorganised High 
Courts, on the reorganisation of the 
States. As a matter of fact, I  think 
the most important provision in this 
Bill is on that question. Government 
will be doing an injustice to a large 
number of judges, if they are pressing 
the clause as it is put down in this 
Bill.

There was the Hitrh Court of the 
Travancore-Cochin State, which was 
a part B State. Now, we have got the

High Court of Kerala which ia a Part 
A  State, or rather, which is now on a 
par with the lormer Part A  States. 
Almost all the judges in the Pan  & 
State High Court have now been uuten 
In into the Kerala High Court Bat 
certain other judges have come from 
Madras High Court I  would like to 
know what the position is with re
gard to the service of those judges 
who were serving in the erstwtule 
Travancore-Cochin High Court t>is-a- 
vis the service of those judges who 
have come from Madras. In some 
cases, the judges from the former 
Part B State of Travancore-Cochin 
might have put in more service than 
the judges coming from the Madras 
High Court. But according to the pro
vision in this Bill, I am afraid those 
judges will be junior to those who 
have come from the Madras High 
Court

Similarly, there is the former Part 
B State of Hyderabad where also there 
was a High Court. As a result of 
integration, there is now the High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh. There too, 
this question has arisen, I  learn, in an 
acute form. I f  the Minister is going 
to push forward this Bill as it is, I  am 
quite sure he is doing injustice to 
those judges. After all, what is the 
difference between the judgment pro
nounced by a previous Part B State 
High Court and that pronounced by a 
Part A  State High Court? I believe 
we are giving the same value to the 
Interpretation of law by the Hl£h 
Court of a previous Part B State as to 
that by the High Court of a Part A  
State. Or, I would like to know 
whether there is any difference in 
weight attached to the interpretation 
of law or the judgments pronounced 
by the Part B State Hieh Court and 
those by the Part A  State High Courts. 
Or else, whv is there this difference 
in the calculation of the service of the- 
judges who served in the old Part B 
State High Courti and those who 
served in the Part A  State High 
Courts. I  would like the Minister to 
remedv this situation and to take 
away that part of the provision, and

Higfc Cow* J w fo *  3ft SxrauMBMR I0W w <m W «n> * f  v m
S ttl

[Shri Vasudevan Hair]
1 know a particular High Court 

Where the Judges decided to work for
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•How tire judges of the previous Part 
B State High Courts also to count 
their previous service on the question 
o f promotion, if any, or transfer to 
other States. I  hope the Minister w ill 
f iv e  consideration to this aspect.

Shri Heda (Nizamabad): So far as 
the general problem, namely the 
salary and other conditions of service 
of the High Court Judges, is concern
ed, there is general agreement in 
the House that the salary should be 
adequate, and they should be able to 
live comfortably. Of course, a dis
senting note was struck by the pre
vious speaker, who said that the pre
sent salaries were quite fat ones, and 
he made a comparison with an alto
gether different category, namely 
Ministers and said that there were 
people who lived quite well with 
Rs. 350 p.m. I  think the comparison 
was uncalled for. The two categories 
live in entirely different worlds, and 
the motive forces for these two cate
gories are quite different. I do not 
know to what State the hon. Member 
was referring to . . .

Shri Vasudevan Nair: The Kerala 
State.

Shri Heda: It may be that a parti
cular category might have taken this 
step for some other purposes, not that 
more than Rs. 350 is a big sum or a 
fat salary; it might be to gather public 
sentiment or to win what is generally 
termed as popularity.

The point is that so far as Ministers 
are concerned, the salary forms a very 
small part, because there are other 
amenities that they get, such as travel
ling allowance and other things. I  
have no firsthand knowledge of the 
State which the hon. Member was 
naming now.

Shri Vasudevan Nair: I  am giving 
facts.

Shri Heda: I  think there is no parti
cular difference. Ministers from 
other States have visited my State, 
and I do not find any difference either 
in their dress or in their way of life,

or in their place of habitation, and ao 
on; I do not find any difference also 
between these Ministers and even the 
Central Ministers who come to my 
State. So, a little difference in salary 
might not go very far, and, therefore, 
let us not bank upon i t

The other point that was referred 
to was that in other countries, the 
salaries might be a little more; but the 
per capita income is also much more. 
Therefore, the salaries that we are 
paying are more than adequate. It is 
true that the per capita income in our 
country is much less; we belong to a 
poor country, and poverty itself has 
its own demands. When somebody is 
in a good position, he gets quite a lot 
of his nephews, nieces and in-law's, 
and so on, and because of our 
traditional joint family system or 
natural affection many times we have 
to support our near relations who are 
not so well-placed. However, that is 
a small point.

Besides, there are also the general 
welfare activities undertaken by other 
countries in the West. And however 
much we may like such activites to be 
undertaken by Government in our 
country, there is great disparity still, 
in regard to medical aid, general 
housing condition, communication 
facilities, facilities for education nnd 
so on. There are so many things 
which make a vital difference. I f  we 
take into consideration all these 
things, I  think the salaries that we 
are paying are quite adequate and not 
fat.

There is one other point which the 
previous speaker has touched. and 
which I also would like to touch. He 
comes from Travancore or Cochin. 
Similarly, I also happen to come from 
a former Part B State, the Hydera
bad State, which was the biggest Part 
B State. It was provided in the States 
Reorganisation Bill that consequent on 
reorganisation of States, the High 
Courts of the Part B States would be 
abolished. And there were reasons 
for i t  and we could appreciate the 
reasons. There were so many Part
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B States, and there was such a big 
variety, small ones and big ones, 
States with very good administrative 
standards, and States with very low 
standards and so on. There was such 
a big disparity between a judge in 
a big disparity between a judge in 
another Part B State, varying in gene
ral standards, and with varying 
salaries and so on. Therefore, it was 
not possible, nor was it desirable, to 
accept all the judges of the Part B 
States on a par with or equal to the 
judges in what were at that time 
the Part A  States. But I think the 
Government were wise and they made 
a judicious provision. The provision 
was that though the High Courts of 
Part B States were abolished under 
section 50(1) of the States Reorgani
sation Act, under sub-section (3) of 
the same section, the President was 
empowered to appoint as Judges or 
continue as Judges of the successor 
High Courts such of the Judges whom 
he chooses and who are recommended 
by the Supreme Court. This was a 
very judicious provision and at least 
so far as the former Hyderabad State 
was concerned—1 do not know about 
other States—this was used. In fact, 
it delighted our hearts, because the 
High Court of the former Hyderabad 
State was well known for the merit of 
the Judges, the standard that it 
maintained and the quality of work it 
produced. So when before the aboli
tion of the Hyderabad High Court, the 
Judges of that Court were appointed 
as Judges of the High Courts of either 
Andhra Pradesh or Bombay or 
Mysore, we felt that justice was done. 
But then a lacuna arose in calculating 
their service or seniority. I do not 
know what constitutional provision or 
what intelligent interpretation of any 
rule was made use of. I have tried to 
understand this problem and, unless 
one says that what I say is incorrect, 
no rules provide that, once the service 
of a Judee is a continuing service and 
he has been appointed as a Judge 
before the High Court to which he 
belonged was abolished, it is a fresh 
appointment. It is not a fresh appoint
ment; it is not a re-appointment

Therefore, his seniority should have 
been calculated from the date of his 
appointment in the High Court of the 
former ‘B’ State. This has not been 
done, and I  think it is a grave 
injustice.

I  am raising this not because I  know 
most of the Judges but because most 
cf the Judges—rather all of them— 
had been held in great respect. Even 
in those black days when a communal 
army was ruling over Hyderabad 
State, the behaviour of the Judges, 
irrespective of their caste, was 
exemplary. They tried to help the 
establishment of liberties and tried 
to uphold the dignity and impartiality 
of the High Court.

Therefore, I would ask the Minister 
why this departure was made in the 
case of certain Part B States, how the 
appointment of Judges of these Courts 
in the successor High Courts before 
the abolition of the former High 
Courts was taken as fresh appointment 
or reappointment, and why their 
seniority has been moved down as if 
they were appointed yesterday. 
Justice demands that they should be 
dealt with on par with others. I hope 
that this aspect would be svmpatheti- 
cally considered by the hon Minister

(TtecTF) : *nn-

% fo r  f  1 tt i  fa

f«nr ^  ’ft’TT anTT £ ^

STT'TftT snKt 5TRT ?fft t  I

sTTsr snrt srr5*ft sftr
f% s r f  *f + 1̂

qsrat in n  % r ’ r f a t  s flr s r f a *
5T#? %  |tcft * f l r
9W 'TTI'T >̂t * A 1 ^ ?ff

3^  5ft  f o f t
srtr

Pp ?fto StTTCT % 3ft 3T3P5T *r,

3ft <ftfbnr
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fc ^  firctft 5T frm  sm , $  ?rt chrr w  wm % $)pt ft. w  

*t v r#  % fo r  v t f  fiR^r 1 g?r q r T T ^ t  snrm $>rr 1

'fliji flR> f®P?T qlwi  ̂
t o t  sttct * r k  s r o  |  ^ f t * r  = rf 
s t# ’ ap^V *rr  f t * #  P m ^ F  %
€*4̂  3 I A JfTTTffRTT f Pp

W *? r ^ |c r  f l i r t  *T #  eft t^ fv  f  
p5R q t f r  sp - ŷ mrT eht*t ^  ^

I

%fr 5R7T*T f%S # f̂ PP fsRTT ’CrtT 
*ft fo  5i3r t t  ^  f?nn

f a n  spt w. ^ s t f t  
■stt^ q  g*rcrr ^ *m?r »tct 1 3 

^trt r̂??rr jr far 3ft |f
t  tft ^tgifcsfr fa n̂ vpfr 
^t sreftsR «rr ...........

Shri Satyendra Narayan Sinha
(Aurangabad-Bihar): Is he speaking
on the previous Bill?

Sh. Ranbir Singh: I am speaking
on this Bill and I have ar absolute 
right to rcf^r to any other provision
which is relevant to **>*» Bill.

eft K fa ^ T  * *  f?T «TT ft:

*p r t  w  afrrfsra ^  *ft  
fa  w. i” t> '>*ft *rra" n f  3ft ft; sftr 

sn<r «fr s rfr # sm sra! g ft: A
3T<T ^tjl T T  ^  f t :  ^ff

«tt 5T? s^t qrft | Vffftt 

sptt fo?ft r̂sr ^ t ?nim  tft «n m 

s n w  ^hrr eft ̂  irrf^m  ^ 7  %

fdH Ĥ TT̂ n <1*11 f^RRft ft> vH'M

<hrtsFT t f t  *rr * r r f t  ^ f t  ^  
<TC f*P tTSFT m #ifr
5rfef5TT»rr |"r ^  f w r
^RkTI ^  I W  T T ^ T ^ J  Tf
m  f e f t  f a r t  g ^ T t  ? p t h  n
STV̂ t >̂T tl'fH  *T <i*i«mf 

j f P p ^ p r

T̂F̂ T %tst fT̂ T <rii ^ '3̂ T% W C

v n m k  t R  p i  ^ r r  ^ r r  » f t t  f v  
q r  s ft w l  'f t ^ f h r r  t  % ^ r  

t*̂ T 5TR ^T ^t wr> TŴ T ^ 'fftx m x  
2f̂ T %̂ 7T % ?F?T f^Tl 5f5f *PI^TT

?nrnrT sn^r eft #  h ^ h t t t  ^  3f t  ^ i t t -  
Tcr %  w i %  f  r»r # >ft * r m  f v  

z r f  ? j ft  1 1 m  * m  ?TRr r̂r ^ f r  
fon t spjr vftr #

| t  JTT f ■Si li^ fr ^ I c f  H ^ R ft  ^
f iR ^ l ft  f t :  %  3T5T ^ft ^HTnil 5TR1

jfr ?ft f '? ^  ^ 1 %  &R  ^  T T ^ f t  

W T  3TRT ? f * T  e R t #  §  ^
in=TT ^ r V  ?IT8T T T f  

m H T  f%  p ? I T  ^ ? T  q r  ^W PTT
3 f T  J ^ t  I  f<T)T -4t ^  ? T f ^
i  f ^  ? » '  spt q n ^ t  5PTI
3 r w  1 m  w p : it?t q 'H r f  q r  v n m T  

n f r  f  ? t  q R ^ t  % 3 n ^ t  w r
»r?n t  ? A s m s rr r  s  argj ^pp 

? j  s p ^ t t  ss? V 'fftra - ^  O p  
s n fr  * f t  3 rfe frrn ri ? j h  ^ r M ^ n ^ r  

'SPTsjf %  ?T?TI^l 1PRT q T  f <,<; m  <.

5t=r % sn? ?r ?m^rr Jrft

? r ? t  A «rra^t ? f i k t  «? t  ?^t

t  1

s p f ^ tfe ft  =f t  ^  |  f t ;  ?r -
? ^ T |  %  m  Trsc szrfttT %  W T  * P t 3  
^>t <yPw 3?qT ! T O T  s ^ n i  ^  m  '3?T^t 
? c ftre t  q r  « m r  q ? t n  1 1 ^ n r  

JT^t 1 1 ^  eft f ^ ? r  e r a
^  ft> *P t «T5f ^TfTRT ^ “W  ^TeT 
? T  O T H  5>TT ft> 5^1 *F t  ^ f t  

^ T  %  f T W  ^ t  * f ^ T
■ ^ r t  g tr  T O T  ^ r  5 P T K  ^  ^ !T  «PT W
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$t»TT I P T  A A fa t ft  3TST %  3CTT 
m fatft srcr̂ rar *  snt #' *tf srra-fsrci
^  frTrfr ^  f t  »r?rr
T t f  5T3E «fPR ift  I  I % f a *  A ^  
* t  *TK ^TPT £ fa  I *  fciT %

xf*!x ^  ^faerm  sn=rr s ftr f a ^ R  
*5t m rm t <tt 3ft fa  snfm<fr, ?t$-

jpt^r tfrr gsfm «ff,

f^JTT ^,T «n ?ft OTT 3?fa 

sift A 3fr ^ * r f t  ^ t * if ^  a f t  ^
% iJSfTfa'fi 'Sft I tr^ t̂cj; ^

h t  '4 s ffr sfr ? £
g?  sppj f̂t fsmsr 3 ft v r  v, rm  

^PT fs? SR5̂  I *KT JRcTO
??3 fr^rwf ^ tr5  % 1 1 %m

fa  ^  fT*PF«T % f.r^r ^ t cn£fanr

3Ri# % far* S*fat VPF7t?f!H

Jfil f^WT 3TTCT 'TfT I ^  5t? I  f e

3r? <fm 9fcT wi grafa | sreT^Rft 

^  f  t^v p fR  * w  f^rra-

f  *frr # s rm  % fcm sr tft f , 
ar  ̂ 3TRT 5 to  I  %fa=T *^ T  q< rft *Rp5f 

S^RT | fa  # fT^/ft fst̂ icrsT sntft 

jfr^ar sft sjfottm % fat*

?fcPTT?r T̂'TT •'Jlgrl f  ^  ?5T 3>t d <4+'l 
& A f  3 T f a  * r t #  % fa ir f
* !> < l l  "^ Ifvd  f  ?

4  |st ?rr^ *t f 5  after ?tt eft 
i r f r r f^  ?r^rr f  fa  smi? rr^ 

‘sft'R f a f a f J T  STtT crsr 5,5f q- tfi£ |  
^f+»? *T *5TPTVT SRT̂ TRT ^t^dl ^ ftr *̂T

s m  % TT^Tfh sjfr srar fe u r r  

f t  err \ s: ^ T R  t  % f% * p -  trsp
3T5T ^ft f r m r  f H  TC TT^'Tfrr ^  -*Tt
^ K i  ^ tt = ^ r  ^ srfa ^?n +<«ii ^ t  

^ r a  ^ n  ? f»r^t ? m  ^t 

^*ft ^ q f t  # m w  s fk  ?nf^zr 

^ rr  | 3s% ?P|?rR ^  g?Rft 3 m  

fafirca «R?ft fW t x fa  ^  t o  Ht ?rre

^ f t  • sn f^ f^  t o  t f m  ^ z t  % 

^rm# A  ^  fl^t **$  ? x n  m m  

xnrf̂ i5T ft̂ TT 1

y& m fe r  ^  h rrvt f%

Voo w n  f*T5Rft I  %fk

fsn^t %  f^Z1»rt ft#  % 9TT5 W f?tf 

T5R fJT̂ ft S-lfefT t  ^  5ft W %*5T 
% ?F?T SPT »T3fT «P^T * fh  V ffi^FT  

m  T O  f5nr TT̂ cTr f?r?T#T I q f t  

eft r̂orr A ^  ?r̂ t «ptt fa vtf »T* <mr 
nr ^  <T5PT ^ft ^ < ^ 1

• ^  §  fam  ?rr?fft ? t trfafiprffv zn

^ f t  flfffeft #' ^  *3TO 'TiT T?m
I  I

sfTcr W3f jt? | fa  ?rmf ^q t 

«Pt fCTTcft 1 1 ^ r  *J7̂ ft
* f t f f  5tft ?fracrr | «rk  fas#  ^  

«TK»ft f 9 ^T % ^  t  3ft fa
frm % SI^ aprtf Tfe f  I iW
^  5t 3TTf?,T I  fa  aptt 3T3T ^Ttftrf^ 

q^t arkTT ?rtr f^T ^  ^t?<TfcT 

îT ̂ T^rr ^fat h rj?Tt
m  srt ? w r w  oT'TcT n ^ ^ t  ^ r f^ t  

^  ? tr  f^Hcr<t # ^rtf <t:=f ?rwm ? 

^«?^r jrm T ^ r r  fa  w  % ?n«r f»TK- 

srrrt q ft  w f t  1 1 fHTTSift, firrfT- 

?r<t ̂ t 3pt? 5 =en% ?rrq- q=nr ̂ tfspi 

m  ir f rn , w i  m  zrfvq  m  

W R I jftfsw, 75R ^nr f t f ^ t  m  

3ITRT ?rf3W I ^ t T̂TT

5*  ’Ttvjff % g w  ^  ?roft 1 

fvmrxt ^t *rrr eft 3̂ r% ?n# fcr 3r
?rk vrw r ^  ftrft 1 1 ^ f f t r r ^  ?n?JTT 

^ t ^ t¥  | «fh: ^  % fa?^ra

^ R ft  | *tt ^ r  % sraRft 1 1
A  ^nrafcn g fa  q-̂ r v *  %$ 

f^ r  % 3  * fk  f«re5& f i r m  r̂

tfwp*r #  3ft ^raar ^ t ^?ff

<fK ^>FT «f>t «r f^ r ^  jpi
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fsrnr f e n  j r t  fc, ^  $ s fa  wrx

f?r ’ffV afaft <nf*PF trvpn | ^ n f  

P T  S^Ft % 2HTR J 3  *T2H 

*rar vft smr, ?ft A ^remr g ft? * 5  

® tr t  * tw t  « i k  ^  ^ i t i

Mr. Chairman: Shri A<har. The
hon. Member may be brief and need 
not repeat what others have said.

Shrl Achar (Mangalore): Sir, I
will be very brief.

Mr. Chairman: What I say is this. 
Only two hours have been allotted to 
this Bill. A t least the consideration 
motion should be passed today.

Shrl Achar: Sir, I welcome this 
measure so far as it concerns ques
tions regarding the problems relating 
tc the reoganisation of States. Before 
the reorganisation of the States we 
had several High Courts and the 
splary and pension condit:ons were 
different and several problems had 
arisen on account of that. I find that 
the provisions in this Bill are quite 
■■atisfactory. And, so far as that is 
I'oncemed, I welcome this measure.

But I have grave doubtj as to the 
adequacy of the conditions and the 
t enumeration that is provided for the 
High Court judges. Of course, befor ’  
tne, arguments were addros‘ cd stating 
that we are in a socialistic State and 
generally, pay must be reduced and 
so, v'J y not tue pay of ti. - II ^h Cv,ur‘ 
Judges also? Not only that. I find 
from the Kerala State one hon. Mem
ber even went to the extent of stating 
that the Chief Minister is getting only 
Rs. 3501 - or so. I do not know what 
exactly his suggestion is—whether 
he wants the salaries of these Judges 
must also berreduced like that. 
I am afraid the comparison is rather 
odious. The position of the Minister 
or other politicians stands on an 
entirely different footing. It may 
be that a particular party is more 
anxious to get popular and it may be 
willing to work without any 
remuneration. Tn a neighbouring 
State, though the salary of the Minis
ter is only Rs. 350, I  am reliably 
informed that the remuneration the

Ministers got In other methods is 
much more than the salary. In fact 
one of the papers published facte 
stating that the present Ministers who 
are getting only Rs. 350/- as salary 
get, as a matter of fact much more 
than what the previous Ministers of 
the other parties were getting. (An 
Hon. Member: How?) I was saying 
that the Ministers and the Judges 
could not be Dut on the same 
footing . . . (Interruptions.)

An Hon. Member: There is nobody 
there; that bench is empty.

Shri Achar: I am sorry that nobody 
is there. I thought they were there 
then I w ill leave the point there. My 
grave doubt is with regard to the 
adequacy of even the remuneration as 
provided in the Bill. It is not merely 
from the point of view of comparison 
with the remuneration of the others 
that we should view this. We have to 
consider it from the point of view of 
efficiency. Are we getting the best 
men from the profession? In fact, in 
the course of the debate today it was 
argued, quite correctly, that our best 
men, our best lawyers who are practi
sing there are unwilling to accept the 
jobs on the remuneration offered to 
them. We know the best of them are 
not coming forward. It is very good 
to say that you must make sacrifice 
and serve the country. But are we a 
nation of sanyasis as Shri Anthony 
put it? Who is prepared to be a 
sanyasi? If we want the best of men 
in the legal profession, we must offer 
them sufficient remuneration. That is 
the point to be considered more than 
anything else.

From my neighbouring State, from 
the Communist Party, we hear that 
there is a lot of delay. I  know there is 
a lot of delay. Many suggestions were 
given. But we know that the addition 
of Judges does not improve matters 
very much. Whatever may be the 
position in the original courts, 
whether it is the munsif court, sub
court or district court, there is the 
excuse . . .

Mr, Chairman: That point is not
covered in this Bill and those points
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[Mr. Chairman] 
which were raised were already refer
red to by him.

Shrl Achar: I  w ill finish in some 
three minutes or so. I  was submitting 
that expeditious disposal of cases 
depends upon the efficiency of the 
persons appointed. Efficient members 
of the bar know how they can dispose 
of the cases. An efficient man is able 
to dispose of ten or fifteen cases. It 
is not enough to have more Judges. It 
depends upon the efficiency also. From 
the point of view of the efficiency of 
the judiciary, it is necessary to attract 
the best men in the profession. Now, 
what is the position? Let us take 
the income. What is the income 
of the people at the top and 
comoare it with what we are offering. 
It is not even one-fourth. The salary 
of a High Court Judge is not even 
one-fourth of the earning of a top man 
in the bar.

Shri Harish Chandra Mathur 
(P a li ) : What should be the salary? 
What do you suggest?

Shri Achar: That point is not here: 
I would certain]} say that elsewhere. 
So far as the High Court Judges are 
concerned, it is not merely the salary 
that we have to take into considera
tion; there is also the question of 
prestige and there may also be people 
who are at their old age and who may 
be willing to come forward. A ll the 
same, we should not grudge paying 
them an adequate salary. I wanted 
to point out this aspect of the 
question, especially when it was 
pointed out that Ministers of a parti
cular State were getting only Rs. 350. 
It may be that we may not be able to 
pay adequate probably, it may not be 
necessary also as some men may be 
coming forward because of the status 
given to High Court Judges and may 
be willing to work on a salary much 
less than what the people at the top 
are getting. A ll the same, if  we grudge 
to pay them a proper salary and give 
them proper conditions of service, I 
am afraid efficient men w ill not be 
coming forward. From that point of 
view also I felt that the provisions in 
the Bill may not be quite adequate.

Shrl Satyendra Naraysn Sinha: Sir, 
the limited objects of the Bill are two
fold—one is to include the service 
rendered by the acting Judges and 
additional Judges in the service 
rendred by them as High Court 
Judges for calculating their pensions, 
and, secondly, to take into considera
tion the service of Part B State Judges 
for computing their pensions as High 
Court Judges. These are the two 
objects of the Bill, and I  am not going 
to take up the general question which 
has been raised by many hon. friends 
because it is not germane to the issue 
under consideration.

A  point has been raised by my hon. 
friend there from Kerala and also by 
my hon. friend, Shri Heda, that when 
you are going to consider the Judges 
of Part B States as full-fledged Judges 
of the new reorganised High Court 
and you are going to treat them as 
continuing Judges, the question o f 
seniority assumes a serious proportion- 
and jou  cannot, lightly ignore it. I f  
you are going to treat them as 
continuing Judges, the service render
ed by them as Part B State Judges has 
got to be taken into consideration in 
determining their seniority as Judees 
o f this High Court. This becomes, 
therefore, very important from that 
point of view.

My own feeling is that Government 
is wrong here in treating the service 
rendered by them as Judges of Part B 
States equal to the service rendered 
by them as Judges of the present 
High Court for purposes of calculation 
of their pension, as also length of 
service as Judges of this High Court, 
because as Judges of Part B States 
they would not have been getting 
more than Rs. 2000 at the most, and 
more or less they were holding posts 
almost equal to District Judges in Part 
A  States. I  am not disparaging them; 
that is not my intention. My only 
point is that they were almost on oar 
with District Judges in Part A  States, 
and when on the reorganisation of 
High Courts in those States their 
position was suddenly elevated to the 
judgeship of full-fledged Part A
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states, to that extent it should be 
considered as a promotion in their 
cases.

Shrl Achar: These Courts became 
very much bigger when more areas 
were added to their States.

Shri Satyendra Narayan Slnha: I 
am coming to that. When District 
Judges, Munsiffs and others are 
elevated to the Bench their previous 
service is not counted towards 
seniority as High Court Judges or 
towards their pension. In the same 
way, service rendered as Judges of 
Part B States should not be treated as 
on par with the service rendered as 
judges of the Part A  States. They 
could have been given credit for the 
service rendered as judges of Part B 
States on the basis of, say, 50.50. Their 
length of service there divided by two 
should be considered to be the service 
rendered by them as Judges of the 
present High Courts in order to deter
mine their pension. Perhaps that will 
remove the serious anomaly that has 
arisen today. I hope the hon. Minis
ter will take this into consideration 
while replying to the debate, and I 
believe he will move an amendment to 
this effect, so that this anomaly is 
removed. That is all I have to say.

Mr. Chairman: I just want to
ascertain whether the House is going 
to sit longer?

Some Hon. Members: No, no.

Mr. Chairman: In that case, I  w ill 
call the hon. Minister.

Shri Harish Chandra Mathur: I
would like to speak and take about 
ten minutes.

Mr. Chairman: But that would be 
pest the time.

Shri Harish Chandra Mathur: We
have got another half an hour the day 
after tomorrow for this Bill. I think 
a point has been raised which affects 
us directly.

Mr. Chairman: Very welL Shri 
Harish Chandra Mathur.

Shri Harish Chandra Mathur: I
think the hon. Member who has just 
spoken before I  rose has done less 
than justice to the Judges from Part B 
States. I  think by no criterian and by 
no standard that such an attitude 
could be adopted. I f  the suggestion 
as made by the hon. Member were to 
be accepted, I think you w ill create 
such an anomaly which w ill be almost 
ridiculous.

In the first instance, I do not think 
that we should mix up the question of 
seniority with the question of reckon
ing the period for the sake of pension 
and leave. Even in respect of the 
question of seniority, I think the Gov
ernment w ill have to give it proper 
consideration and reach a decision. I  
am absolutely one with the two hon. 
Members who had already spoken and 
made a grievance and had made a 
complaint that the Judges of Part B 
States have not been fairly treated. 
The argument advanced by my hon. 
friends that these honourable Judges 
were not getting the salary which 
their brothers elsewhere were getting 
is absolutely not relevant to the issue, 
and I cannot understand how, if they 
arc found fit to he on the Bench of the 
High Court of a Part A  State, they 
should be considered as having been 
promoted. I would like to know from 
the hon. Minister, and would like him 
to explain to us whether he considers 
the appointment of these Judges as a 
new appointment and as an appoint
ment on promotion.

So far as I know it was not taken or 
accepted that all the Judges who were 
in Part B States and functioning as 
such were to be taken over to the 
Bench of Part A  States irrespective of 
their merit. If I am not wrongly 
informed, the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court went round almost all 
the States, discussing with the Chief 
Justices of the High Courts of the 
various States, and there was almost 
a screening which was done, and rt



8984 High Court Ju&get 25 S S ’TEMBSR 1858 (Condition of Service) &%6
BiU

[Shri Harish Chandra Mathur] 
was only alter that screening that 
they came to a definite conclusion that 
a particular gentleman sitting on 
the Bench was absolutely worthy of 
that seat and that he could be taken 
over. Even after putting the honour
able judges to that position, and even 
after the scrutiny and the screening, 
i f  you want just to differentiate 
between a judge and a judge, I  do not 
know where we stand. I think it was 
a very uncharitable view which has 
been taken.

I  think my hon. friend should have 
stopped there. But he goes a step 
further and suggests that certain 
modifications should be made even in 
reckoning the privileges for leave, 
services and all that. I see no justi
fication for such a view, and I hope 
the hon. Minister when speaks on this 
point w ill give a reassuring answer 
and w ill not give any credence to a

solitary view which has been express
ed on the floor of the House.

17 hr*.

Apart from this, I  may also be 
permitted to make another submis
sion.

Mr. Chairman: How much time
does the hon. Member require?

Shri Harish Chandra Mathur:
Another 6 or 7 minutes.

Mr. Chairman: The hon. Member
may continue on the next day. The 
House w ill stand adjourned till 
Saturday.

17.0}  hrs.

The L ok  Sabha then adjourned till 
Eleven of the Clock on Saturday, the 
27th Septem ber, 1958.




