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PREFACE. 

In the following pages are reproduced some of my contribu­

tions to the Press and the proceedings of the Legislative Assembly 
on the financial settlement between the Central and Provincial 
Governments under the reformed constitution. It is gratifying to 

note that this subject has begun to engage greater public attention 
in Bengal than before. I am afraid that neither tl;e people nor 
the Government of Bengal were sufficiently alive to the . iniquity 
of the financial aspect I.Jf the reform proposals as originally made 
in the Montagu-Chelmsford report . And the result has been 
disas trous to the finances of Benga l. J hope that henceforward the 
attitude of our provincial Government. in fighting for a recognition 
of Bengal's just claims, will be characterised by a real desire to 
co-operate with her popular representatives-which. In my 

exper.:~nce of the Legislative Assembly. has not been the case so 
far. How I wish the Government of Bengal could take a leaf 
out of the book of the Governments of Bombay and Madras in 
this matter I 

Legislative Assembly. 
Simla; 

Augu,' 18. 1927. 

K. C. NEOGY. 
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I'ROVINCIAL CONl'RIBunoNS. 
, 

We do not know if it was a mere coincidence that the. full text Ql 
the MestoR Committee's report ,could be puhlished by certain newspapers 
only in thOle two provinces that have been most favoured by the 
Committee in their recommendations. The preis of Madras, however-, 
does not a:!,pBar to appreciate this courtesy, New India has, for instance, 
condemne the report in a merciless manner. Our -contemporary is at 
pains to prove that the committee want to perpetrate the grossest 
injustice (II) on Madras. Though we hold the quite cantrarl view, we 
do not find any difficulty in agreeing witla our friend that "the Commlttee.'s, 
treatment of the problem is characterised throughout br, glaring; inconsi~­
leney, gross lapses in 103'ic and arbitrary methods of ca eulalian.' Indeed, 
to our mind the Committee appeared in a more favourable light in the 
summaries hithf'rto published, than in the full text of their report which 
is a curious mixture of vague uncertainties, contradictions and haphamrd 
logic, on the one hand, and pontificial assertions on the other. If the 
future finance of the provinces is to be jerry·built in this happy·go·Jucky 
fashion, Heaven help the Reforms I In determining the amount of direct 
contributions to be made by tbe provinces to the Government of Indi" 
the Committee admit the claim of certain provinces (including Benral) to 
exemption from the levy in virtue of their indirect contributions through 
customs and income-tax. But though they seem to support the compara­
tively light contributionll to the initial provincial levy, in the case of such 
provinces on this consideration, they start off the very next moment to 
lay down the equitable scale to be reached ~ forced marches in the 
next six years, basing it on arbitrary grounds. The indirect contributions 
appear to lose their money value from the year 1922·23, because forsooth 
the valiant Committee feel quite befogged in an atmosphere of uncer­
tainty which they were expected to peer through. Thus we have the 
report saying: 

"A valuation of the amount of this indirtlct contribution involves all 
exact arithmetical calculation of the proportion of the total sum collected 
under each of these heads of revenue which is properly uttributable to 
each province. For such a calculation the statistical information available 
as to the distribution of the revenue between the provinces is not adequate. 
Under the head of customs, the locality in which dutiable articles are 
consumed cannot be traced with sufficient accuracy; under that of income­
tax, questions of the utmost complexity arise to the true source of the 
income assessed - questions which the information in the hand!f of the 
assessing officers does not enable them to answer." 

After this confes~ion as to insufficiency of data or ineptitude­
whichever it may be-one would not expect any reasonable person to 
persist in a quest for the absolute standard of 'equity'. But no, the 
doughty champions of financial equity announce in the next breath that 
they have found it possible to arrive at an estimate of the weight which 
should be given in fixing the basis for equitable conlributions. What 
this estimate is in the case of each individual province, the Com-mittee 
do not condescend to tell us, though perhaps it is not difficult to imagine 
from the specific recommendations made in ·the report, that this is 
_anythin2 but fa.vourable to Bengal. 
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Havin( thus disposed of quite cavalierly our claim in regard to in~ 
dfrect contnbutions, the Committee turn to fixing the ideal basis for an 

-equitable distribution of the provincial levy. But herel again, they 
confetfS to being confronted with serious practical di ficulties. The 
capacity of a ' province to contribute, we .re informed, is its taxable 
capacity, though the statistical information available does not permit 
of any direct valuation, and the resull!l of past inquiries cannot be 
considered reliable. The Committee then go on to enumerate certain 
factors which may furnish the necessary information adding that "none 
of them is capable of serving either alone or in conjunction with others, 
as an accurate or even an approximate arithmetical measure of those 
capacities." For all these reasons the Committee give up the idea of 
stating a formula to serve as a basis for the standard ratio of direct 
contributions, but at once they surprise us by proceeding to recommend 
a fixed ratio of contributions, which in their opinion, represents a 
standard and equitable distribution of the burden of any deficit. The a­
mazing method reminds one of the magic performances with which evert 
one is familiar. They suggest, first of all, the besetting dlHiculties nf 
the matter, and bewilder the audience by bringing about them, in th e 
twinkling of an eye, what appeared wholly impossible the moment 
before. The analogy between the two does not, however, hold good in 
one important particular. No one expects the conjuror to explain the 
processes of his clever feats, while the value of a Committee's finding 
on such a serious subject exclusively depends upon th e weight of the 
reasons advanced in its support. Judged by this standard the Meston 
Committee have miserably failed in their 'mission. We may add that we 
are not quite prepared to credit them with an unerring intuitive faculty, 
or second sight, which alone can invest their recommendations with 
unquestionable authority. And our hope is that the Selborne Committe.: 
will rate their recommendations at their proper worth. 

(The Bcngalee. 21st May, 1920.- Editorial.) 

THE MESTON REPORT AND FINANCIAL RELATIONS. 

Lord Meston's Report has produced a painful impreSSIOn on the 
~ublic mind of Bengal. Bengal is shorn of what she has a right to claim 
as her legitimate revenue, and she is saddled with the heaviest contribu­
tion to the Imperial deficit. As we pointed out in a recent issue, she will 
barely have, under the Meston Report, more than half a crore of rupees 
as her working balance for purposes of administration; and then comes · 
the grave prospect of heavy expenditure for her reformed University. 
The whole outlook is serious, and the Meston Report must, so far as 
Bengal is concerned, be recast. Bengal's contribution to the Imperial 
deficit is to grow to 19 per cent by pr"gressive stages, while that 
of Madras will be 17, of Bombay 13, of the United Provinces 18, of the 
Punjab 9, of Behar 10, of the Central Provinces 5, and of Assam 2~. And 
while this heavy and growing contribution is imposed upon Bengal, our 
province is shorn of the sources of revenue to which she is fairly enti­
tled. Let us take one about which there can be no doubt or dispute, we 
mean the export duty on jute. Jute is the monopoly of Bengal. The 
export duty is levied on an article which is peculiar to Bengal and is 
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produced nowhere else. It is really in the nature of an excise duty and can 
hard~y be. included in customs. Pu~lic ,o}?init;m. Europ:an and India~' is 
unammous In the demand for the provtnclalizatlon of this revenue. I he' 
President of the Bengal Chamber of Commerce in the course of his last 
annual address urged that the export duty on jute should be made over to 
Bengal. He said "( see no reason why the export duty on jute should 
not be ear-marked towards a net-work 01 agricultural agents spread over 
all jute-lrowing districts in Bengal who would actively assist the cultiva­
tors and persuade them by free gifts of seed and fertilizers to demostrate 
not only for themsf"lves but also to their fellow·cultivator the benefits that 
undoubtedly accrue from scientific methods of cultivation." Here is this 
unanimity of opinion on the subject and among all sections of the commu· 
nity, European and Indian, in Bengal. The Meston Report., therefore, in 
this matler errs against this fundamental canon and is opposed to the 
unanimous public opinion of the province. What is more, if what we 
recommend is not given effect to, the experiment of responsible govern· 
ment will at any rate in Bengal have to be started under conditions which 
will seriously interfere with its success. Whether responsible government 
is to be a success or a failure must depend vet:Y lar$ely on the financial 
conditions which are provided at the first start. The Reform Scheme has 
been steered with consummate statesmallship through many dangers and 
difficulties, but it may. in Bengal at least, he wrecked on the rock of 
finance i and we desire to raise a warning note. If our suggestion be 
accepted, a redistribution of contributions by the different provinces 
will be necessary. A scheme of re·construction must follow our criticism. 
We have considered the matter. ' A re·adjustment is quite feasible with­
out serious dislocation of the Meston scheme or hardship to any province. 
We hope to address ourselves to this task in a future issue. 

(The Bengalee, 23rd May, 1920-Editora1.) 

FINANCIAL INIQUITY. 

"The limit we have imposed on ourselves is that in no case may a 
contribution be such as would force the province to embark on new 
taxation 'ad hoc' which to our mind would be an unthinkable sequel to 
a purely administrative re-arrallgement of abundant general resources." 
In these words the Meston Committee lay down one of the guiding princi­
ples of their financial scheme. They further explain this limiting consi· 
deration as 

".m obligation to leave each province with reasonable working 
surplus which we should prefer to calculate, so far as possible, with some 
relation to the general financial position of the province and the more 
imminent claims upon its resources." 

At another place of their report, however, the Meston Committee 
observe as follows: 

"We were also Dressed to make allowances for schemes of future 
expenditure to which special importance was atta,ched; but to this we 
have been unable to accede, as it is not our task to make budfet 
fQrecast." 
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It would appear from the above that the Committee seek to draw a 
fine distinction' between imminent and futQre eltpenditure. And in judging 
what may be termed imminent expenditure thel' are not presumably 
~r:e.pared to look even quite as far as their nose. For, we find that the 
Committee are not disposed to make allowance for the impending increase 
in' the cost of a:lministration. Indeed, they are not at all troubled by this 
aspect of the expenditure side of the account. .. These future liabilities 
would have. to be faced," observe the Committee, ",if no· Reforms 
Scheme had come." They evidently forget that if the existing system of 
financial dependence of the provinces upon the Government of Jndia were 
to be perpetrated, it would be the look-out of the latter to make due 
provision for such increased financial obligations in the case of all the 
provinces. Then again, the Committee ~ a,e their recommend~tions mostly 
on t~ statements of normal revenue and expenditure of the provinces as 
prepared at the Simla Conference about a year ago, and have little or no 
referen(e to the provincial budgets for the year 1920-21. Otherwise they 
would have found that much of what they dismiss from their consideration 
8S future expenditure had already passed into the .pages of the Provincial 
budget as definite financial obligation. A lump provision has, for ins­
tance, been made in the current Bengal budget of Rs. 22 lakhs and odd 
for giving effect to certain reorganisation schemes relating to the higher 
services during the year. Then, there are other items of expenditure 
which are sure to figure in the very first budget ~ the Reformed Council, 
such as those relating to the inauguration or further reorganisation of 
services and departments as a necessary concommitant of the reforms, as 
also the very urgent claims of the non-gazetted establishments of Govern­
lDent to revision of pay regarding which, strangely enough, the authorities 
have not thought fit to prepare even any estimate as yet. Add to this the 
recurring and non-recurring grants to be made to the Calcutta and Dacct.!. 
Universities as a result of certain reforms initialed by the Government 
of India without much reference to the financial capacity of Bengal. Then 
again, there is the provincialization or certain pension obligations hitherto 
reckoned as Imperial. The Meston Committee, however, strive to trans­
cend these considerations with the off-hand obeservation that "these future 
liabilities would have to be faced by each province if no reforms scheme 
had (:ome." We question the accuracy of the observation, b~cause not a 
fittle of the expansion in expenditure is directly or indirectly "traceable to 
1he reforms. It cannot be gainsaid that the increase in the scale of pay 
of ~rtain hiJrher services has its origin not only in the recommendations 
of the Public Services Commission, but also in the claim put forward 
in the .interest of these services for compensation, for the altered 
conditions under which they would henceforth be placed. No one can 
relli~t this .conclusion on reading the recommendations of the Montagu­
Chdm&ford report regarding the necessity of the improvement of 
t\le European services, which have recently taken shave in reorganisation 
schemes .'Datured in hot haste. This, moreover, explains the deliberate 
indecent postponement of consideration of the far more urgent claims of 
the subordinate staff to revision of pay. While the Committee choose to be 
blind to this important aspect of the financial commitments of the province, 
they are careful to take into consideration the fact that so far a5 Madras 
and the· United Provinces are concerned "considerable arrears of adminis­
trative progress are now due." h is conveniently forgotten that the 

. inevitable and imminent expansion will affect the different provinces in 
different degrees according to ·their respective surpluses, and in the cue 
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of those provinces which have a comparatively inelastic revenue, th"e in­
creased spending power will be very nearly reduced to a nullity and there 
will be no escape rrom fresh taxation. 

To our mind a great injustice has been done to Bengal by the 
Committee in calculating her taKable capacity and fixing her contribution. 
Justifying the contribution to be levied on Bombay the Committee observe 
that she hal; attained a scale of expenditure far above the Indian average 
and the pace of f!/[pansion of its revenue is distinctly higher tban in any 
other province. They then proceed to slate as follows :-

"Bengal, on the other hand. has a low scale of expenditure and an 
inelastic revenue; and it will receive only a very moderate start in its 
new financial career. But its size, intrins ic wealth <lnd general economic 
possibilities prevented us from treatinl{ it more favourably than .the other 
provinces in this category." 

·It is to be seen that when definite facts fail to support a large 
conhibution being assessed on Bengal, vague fancies are resorted to by 
the Committee for gilding her pill. All through the Meston Com'rliUee 
report. it has been a " head we win, tail you lose" business, .and Bengal 
has lost all along th e line. Is the loss of income-fax to be palliated? 
The Committee assure us that "several 01 the provinces and Bombay, in 
particular, may look for reasonable elas ticity in their revenues apart 
from the income-tax." Thy then proceed to give a tabular statement 
showing the percentage of growth in revenue durinK the years 1912-13 
to 1920-21 under the heads now proposed to be provincialised; and 
we find the percentages are as follows; -

Madras 29'06 
Dombay 52'43 
Bengal 22'30 
U, p, 20'82 
Punjab 34'88 
Burma 33'65 
B&O, 11'20 
c, p, 33'18 
Assam zg'()() 

And the average of the nine provinces taken together is 30'48 per 
cent. The elastir.ity of revenue with which we are asked to console 
ours ·elves is wholly a myth so far as Bengal is concerned, being less than 
what it is in most of the provinces. But while much commiseration 
is felt by the Committee for Madras and the United Provinces because 
their rev~nues do not promise any remarkable elasticity, we do not find 
a· word of sympathy for Bengal whose percentage of growth of revenue 
under the new provincial heads is much less than in Madras and just it. 
little better than in the U. P. 

The Committee feel constrained to admit that credit should be 
given to the -provinces for their indirect contributions to the Central 
exchequer. particularly in income-tax and customs revenues. · But they 
r~fuse to follow the obviously reasonable course of giving oredit .to ea.c;b 
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province for the amounts raised under these heads within her boundaries. 
They engage in a mad quest after the ideal scale of apportionment of 
these revepues according to their oxact incidence on each province. 
They confess to a miserable failure in thil,; endeavour, but suspect that 
the claims of certain provinces in this connection aTe overstated and 
exaggerated. Next the Committee prorr-ed to ascertain the taxable 
capacity of the provinces, and among the measures of such capacity on 
which tbey rely after a !'food deal of fumbling (or the ri,ht standard. 
mention is made of the 'amount of income-lax collected.' Nothing of 
the frantic search here. after "the true local source 01 the income 
assessed," but the amount actually collected in a province suffices to 
condemn or bless her. In plainer words, Bengal cannot g~t sufficient 
exemption from her direct contribution because her indirect contribution 
in the shape of income-tax and customs cannot be ascertained with 
any exactitude by the Committee, owing to the difficulty in finding out 
the true source of the income assessed. But when they have to discover 
the taxable capacity, no such niceties trouble the CommitteE'. Bengal's 
ta:u.ble capacity is to be measured by the amount of income-tax ('ollected 
there. Or, in other words. Bengal's direct contribution must be largest, 
because her indireet contribution (in the shape of income-tax and 
customs) is also the largest. For, is not the amount of these revenues 
a test of her taxable capacity? The Committee start by admitting 
"the claim of certain provines to exemption from the levy in virtue of 
their indirect contributions through customs and income-tax to the 
Government of India," and they end by practically assessing the levy, 
not in inverse but in equal prop l'l'1ion to these indirect contributions. 

\ rhe Bengalee, May 29th, 1920 -Editorial'> 

FINANCIAL RULES. 

EFFECT OF J ()I~T C()M i\ IITTI':E I{EI'(JRT. 

Much misapprehensior. appears to prevail in regard to the nature 
and extent of the modifications effected by the Parliamentary Joint 
Committee in the financial rules based '1 the report of Lord Meston's 
Committee . This is entirely due to a m ading cablegram of Reuter's 
published sometime back, which purporte to give a summary of the 
report of the Joint Committee. The Go rnment of India. when 
recently interpellated on the subject, did not attempt to clear up the 
confusion. their reply being that they had no information beyond what 
was contained in Reuter's cable. Surprising though it may seem, the 
present writer had obtained by the mail previous to the said reply was given 
a copy of the second Report of the Joint Committee, 10th August,l920, and 
the Draft rules under Sections 1, 2, 4 (3), 10 (3), 12, 46 and 33 of the 
Government of India Act, 1919, as approved by the said Committee. On 
a perusal of these papers, it appears that the changes made in the Meston 
Committee's recommendations will not immediately lead to any consi~ 
derable practical advantage to Bensal, unless some special concession 
be made to her as suggested by the Joint Committee. . 

The ruleR hllve lIince undl'J'gono certnia CLIIIlSC', 1111 n rf·forcnce to the Dev% lion B.ules 
",ill ~ h,,". 
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So tar a!. the scale of contributions to be made by the ,Provirices to 
the Government of India is concerned, it is gratifying to note that the 
contribution to be made by Bengal shall not execeed 63 lakhs in any 
year. The sliding scale is substantially modified in the sense that the 
initial rate of contributions shall not be increased in any case, though 
the amounts will diminish progressively with the decrease in the Imperial 
deficit. in the case of those provinces whose initial rates of contributions 
exceed those laid down as the standard scale attainable in seven years 
under the MestaD Committee's recommendations. This is undoubtedly 
a change of some importance. 

The share of the revenue from the tax on incomes. which is sought 
to be assigned to the Provinces, will not be such as to justify the satisfac­
tion that it appears to have caused in the public mind. For, what is thus 
conceded is after all nothing more than "a share in the growth of revenu~ 
derived from incom-tax collected in the Province, so far as that wowth 
is attributable to an increase in the amount of income assessed.' The 
gain to the provinces will thus be appreciable if and when the rever, u ~ 
from income-tax expands to a substantial degree, the immediate advantage 
being altogether negli gible. 

There seems to be a contradiction between the Report of the loint 
Committee and th e Rules as amended by them, in regard to the alfoca­
tion to the Provinces of a share of revenue from taxation o n incomes. The 
Report says that approximately 25 per cent of the gross revenue from 
Income·tax and Super-Tax (which share is estimated to amount to Rs.400 
lacs in 1920-21) will be distributed among the provinces. Rule 15. c1au:;e 
(1) says that "there shall be allocated to each local Government a share 
in the income-tax collected under the Indian lnco me·tax Act, 1918, within 
its jurisdiction." It is added that 400 lacs will approximately represent 
this share for all the provinces taken collectively. As Super-Tax is levied 
under a distinct Act (VIII of 1917) the o mission to name it specifically 
in the Rule seems 10 be accidental. Thl' intention of the Joint Comrnillee 
to include Super-Tax is clear from their kcport, as also from the fact 
that 400 lacs mentioned in Rule 15 (1) represents approximai.!ry 25 per 
cent 01 the es timated receipts fn·rn Income-Tax. and Sup~r-Tax 
in 1920-21. 

It will be noticed that the share 01 eaeh province in this amount 
of 400 lacs will be determined by the Governor-General in Council 
in the form of "a specified number of pies of the amount collected on each 
rupee brought under assessment." The Joint Committee do not appear 
to contemplate the pie-rate to be uniform in the case of all the 
provinces. 

But what is given with one hand seems to be taken away with the 
other. Rule 15 (2) lays down that "in consideration of this allocation, 
each local Govemment shall make to the Governor-General in Council a 
fixed annual assiinment of a sum to be determined by the Governor­
General in Council as the equivalent of the net amount which would have 
accrued to the local Government in the year 1920-21, had the pic-rate to 
be fixed under sub-rule (1) been applied in that year." The share of the 
Income-tax revenue to be allocilted to a province Viill, at Jeast in the first 
year, be thus wholly counterbalanced by the usignment to be made by it 
to the Central Government. But the wording of sub-rule (2) lends itself 
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1b the interpretation th8.t this assignment need not be e:u.ct equivalent' of 
the SNrc of Income-tax that would have accrued to a tfi-ovmce' under tht! 
,pie-rate on the basis of the estimated 'receipt for 192().21. All that it says 
is that the assignment should be a surn "to b~ ' determined by the Gover­
nor-General in Council d the equiva1ent."" This "seems to be the only 
reasonable construction, because otherwise there would be no gain to the 
province till some future date when the pie"'Tate yielded a largor amount 
than the assignment. Again, it will be seen that under sub-clau8e (3), the 
local Government has to bear 25 per cent of the cost of the special 
Income-tax establishment. This obligation connot be justly placed on the 
shoulders of a local Government, unless accompanied by some immediate 
gain as a compensating advantage. 

There is some risk in fixing the assignment on the basis of the 
estimated receipts for 1920-21. Because it must not be forgotten that the 
recent inflation in the Income-tax: receipts is not a little due to the pre! a'­
ence of abnormal trade conditions during and after {he Wi. r, and may 
suffer a shrinkage. The proper course would be to fix the a ;signment 
on the basis of average receipts during the last few years. 

So far as Bengal is concerned, the most important feature of the 
·Refort of the Joint Committee is "their recognition of the peculiar fipan­
cia difficulties of the Presidency of Bengal which they accordingly com­
mend to the special consideration of the Government of India."· The 
Question arises, in what manner should this recommendation be given 
'effect to. Three courses seem to be open to the Government of India for 
carrying out this recommendation, 

(1) The pie-rate of the share of Income-tax revenue may be fixed 
higher than 25 per cent in the case uf Bengal. This, injustice to the other 
provinces, may necessitate the fixing of proportion of the cost" of Inclhn':= ­
tax estabishment, to be borne by the provinces, not at 25 per cent as 
recommended ill clause (3) of Rule IS, but at the corresponding pie-rate in 
each case. 

(2) The assignment to be made to the Central Government under 
Rule' 15 (2), may be fixed a~ a low figure in tile case of Bengal, so as to 
yield to her a substaintial net gain From Income-tax revenu e. 

(3) An additional source of revenue may be assigned to Bengal 
'under clause (h) of rule 14, which authorises the Government uf India to 
alJocate to the provinces any sources of revenue in addition to those 8pe­
cialJy mentioned. The most appropriate revenue which can be allocated 
to Bengal, in the exercise of this discretion vested in the Central Govern­
ment, is the receipt from Customs Duty on the export of jutf':, or at least a 
substantial portion thereof. 

It skould be carefully borne in mind that Bengal would have to start 
on 'her new career with a large deficit, unless liberal effect were given 
to the recommendations of the Joint Committee to accord special treatment 
to her. Bengal's financial position should be examined with reference 
to the budgetted expenditure for 1920-21, which is very much in excess 
of the standard scale of expenditure adopted at the Simla Conference 
of 1919 on the basis of which the provincial requirements have been 
calculated. Special regard should also be had to the imminent addition 

-lO Bengal's financial 'obligations 're!>ulting 'ilirectly from the introduction 
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of the Reform') and the adopti.otl of revised scales of salary and .~en:rion 
for the various branches of Public Service. Taking all circum.tances int.o 
consideration one may doubt the wisdom of leaving the final decision 
of Bengal's case to the discretion of the Government of India. It is to be 
hoped that an earnest attempet will be ffilde (or having the recommend.­
tions for special treatment of Bengal translated into definite aotion such 
as will meet with her financial requirements. 

Kshitish Chandra Neagy. 
(The Beng~lee, September 25, 1920.) 

FINANCIAL SCHEME. 

rm N CAI, "S PREorCAMfo:N'T. 

Perhaps it can be safely asserted that the financial scheme in conenxiori 
with the coming reforms in India is almost as unprecedented for a begin­
ning in fed eral Gwernment-to wbicb type tbe Indian constitution i .. 
expected ultimately to approximate - as tbe new-fangled system of 
'diarcby' or duality that is to b e set up. But wbile 'diarchy' is cbaracteris­
tic of all the imperfections of a transitional machinery, and is marked by 
a desire to concede a minimum of power to porular representatives in the 
provinces, the new constitution, in the financia aspect, aims at a more 
or less complete liberalisation of the provinces from the tutelage of the 
Central Government. It is intend ed to determine tal( jurisdictions, and 
effect seperation of resources, as between Central and Provincial Govern­
ments, once for all, with a completeness unexampled except to a certain 
extent in the United States of America at the present day. But 
whatever financial separation there is between the Federal and State 
Governments in U.S.A. is to be ascribed to the historical accident that 
the State Govern ments were prinr in order of time to the Central 
Government, th e condition in India being quite the reverse. Again, the 
division of revenu es in U.S,A. follows a distinct prindple that all direct 
taxes belong to the States, and the indirect taxes to the Federal 
Government. It was only by what is known as the "Sixteenth Amendment" 
that income-tax wa.s made aft exception in 1913, and added to the 
list of Federal resources, though it continued to be open to a State 
to impose an additional income-tax within its jurisdiction. The result 
now is that the direct taxes, with the exception 01 the Federal income­
tax, are appropriated by the States. While thus there is a complete 
division of financial jurisdiction in all outward appearances, certain 
American authorities nl)te the tendency of late years for the federal authority 
to gain in influence in taxaxation matters, and some even go to the length 
of suggesting that suitable constitutional amendment should be made 
authorising the Federal Government in U.S.A. to levy and distribut~ all 
lues . for the benefit of the States. Turning to the colonies we find that 
in Canada a large part of the provineial revenues is derived from the 

r.roceeds of taxes that are administered by the Central Government. This 
eature is repeated in the constitutions of the Australian Commonwealth 

and the Union of South Alrica, in a more prono unced form. Indeed, though 
the federation of the Australian States WAS effected two decades ago, the 

2 
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fiAancial clauses of their constHutibn still bMr the impren of a tra!,sitional 
arranaement under which the provinces Are entitled to certain ahares 
of Commonwealth revenue. Under the Union constitution the South 
African States enjoy far less financial independence. deriving a~ they 
do a suOOtanlial proportion of their income from Union revenue. It is 
interesting to note that while in 1917·18, 11'7 pu cent of the total 
revenue of all the Australian Slates was represented by the CClmmon" 
wealth. subsidy (varyin¥ from 22 64 per cent in Tasmania to 9"69 per 
cenl 'in South Australia" in South Africa, the Union subsidy generally 
represents about 75 per cent of the p:-ovincial income in the Cape of 
Good Hope and Natal, 50 per cent. in th~ Transvaal and about 40 per 
cent. in the Orange Free State. Again. to take one continenW example, 
in Germany the proceeds of certain indire ~t taxes are divided between 
the Federal and the State Governments. Thus, on a study of the federal 
constitutions in different states of development, one doe ... not come across 
a single instance in which the provinces do not enjoy the benefit of 
central revenues to a substantial degree and in proportions varying 
generally with requirements of the individual provinces. 

In India, on the other hand, the position is sought to be altogether 
reversed, and the Central Government made dependent-at least for some 
years to come-on provincial contributions. The Montagu-Chelmslord 
report proceeded on the usumption that complete financial autonom.¥ of 
the provinces wu a condition of general administrative autonomy. This 
view was emphasised particularly because of the untenable character of 
the financial arrangements hitherto subsisting between tbe Central and 
provincial administrations. The present system of provincial settlements 
based on a narrow basis of 'doles' was particularly discountenanced be­
cause this arrangement. which has on the whole worked successfully be­
tween two official Governments, would be quite impossible between a 
popular and an official Government. The authorities sought a complete 
bifurcation of resources, proceeding more on theoreticel considerations 
than otherwise and overlooking historical circumstances. And, as the 
result, we had a rigid scheme of fiscal devolution characterised by aca­
demic precision and artificial symmetry in its outward proportions 
but without any reference to the requirements in each individual case. 
"The real considerations involved in the choice of revenues for conflicting 
tax jurisdictions are the considerations of efficiency, of suitabilit~ and of 
adequacy". This canon of federal finance h·as been overlooked in making 
the allocation of revenue heads as between the Central and provincial 
Goyernment~. It may be conceded that in the Central list Custom'!, 
Railways etc., answer the first two tests as to efficiency and suitaNlity 
just as Land Revenue and Excise do in the Provincial schedule. $0 far 
M Inc;)me-tax is concerned, the fact that it is to continue to be administered 
provinclall~ involves an admisliion that though a central resource it can 
be administered more efficiently by tbe Provincial Governments. The 
financial scheme. however. breaks down completely when judged by the 
supreme test of adequacy. The central budget leaves a deficit to be met 
by a levy on the provinces, and the Provincial Governments are left in 
.arying degrees of affluence or bankruptcy. This is no inconvenience to 
the central authority, because of the levy, and because also of the fact that 

• IlJrofm".t.sx h~. _inc .. then t> .. fll1 '"k"n o~ .. r hl 'he f:o\,/,rnmrTlt of Inilill tur dir..et 
.dmlnf_tratiIJIl. 
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the Provincial revenues, are so to say, nfoI1:ga.Jed to it to be drawn upon 
in any emergeney. But what of the Provinces'~ Some of them" would he 
rolling in wealth; witho~t knowing for the first few years, how to make 
proper use of it-as ~dmitted even by so~e of the loc~l. leaders of pu,hlic 
opinion. Others agalD, would be left with large deficits to be met, .f at 
all by fre3h taxation from the every outset. And all the cause of this IS the 
arbitrary method of marking of revenue. heads as '~Centr~l" and "P!ovinci:--l", 
respectively, and refu~l to take mto conSideration the Immediate 
financial needs of the different provinces. In this view, the MestoD 
Committee miserably failed in their professed ,obi,eet.of avoiding imp~si­
tion of burdens merely a5 the result of the dlstnbution of what otherWise 
constitute ample resources for all India. 

But the worst effect of the Meston Comittee recommendations 
has been the rousing of a not altogether healthy spirit of provincial 
competition if not jealousy- in the matter of financial allotments. 
Provinces which expect windfalls, have been encouraged to look upon 
them as their minimum dues. They do not care if progress is pena~ 
lised in any other provinces. Parochial predilections blind us to the 
obvious fact that if India is to progress on the path to responsible 
gov~rnment, ali the provinces should march forward at the same pace 
as far as possible. If success in one province is counterbalanced by 
failure in another, there will not be much reason for elation over a 
temporary stroke of luck in an individual case. But those who benefit 
by the obviously iniquitous financial scheme have persuaded themselves 
to believe that it provides the only equitable solution of the problem. 
It is forgotten , for instance, that Bengal which contributes the largest 
shares of the Central revenues is to be left with slender resources 
because the heads of revenue labelled " provincial" do not owing to 
historical causes, yield in her case a large or expansive income. To 
ask ,to be given full credit for all the revenues derived within the 
borders of the pcovince, is considered to be heresy. But it is instruc~ 
tive to know that this is exactly the case in Australia, where under 
clause 87 of its constitution (better known as the Braddon clause) 
"each state wa~ to be credited with the federal r f'·venue collected in 
respect of that state, and to be debited with the expenditure incurred 
on its behalf in connexion with the transferred departments a!t well as 
with its share. on a per capita ba!liis, of the new expenditure of the 
commonw<!alth." Under this system, until the end of 1910, it was 
provided that the Commonwealth should retain for its own use not 
more than one-fourth of the customs and excise duties, the balance 
beins:. returned to the States. After 1910, and up to the present year, 
th ~ Commonwealth has been taking the wh ole of customs and excise 
revenu.!s, and making to each State an annual layment of 25 shilings 
per head of its population. It has been agree that from the year 
1920-21, the States would re(:eive 22s. 6rl. per head of population which 
would go on diminishing by 2s. 6d. yearly till 1925-26 when there 
would be a further revision. 

As an American authority observes "more and more the fiscal 
problem is being envisaged as a totality, and the relative claims of 
the community, State and Central Governments are being considered 
from the point of vie·w of an equitable distribution of the entire burden 
resting- upon the individual or the class. This is the most recent phase 
of . moderan l.ax reform- the most distinctive aspect of the modem 
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1Il0vemel1t/'i If thts holds good in the case Gl U. S. A., • willing federation 
of indepenae.nt States. how much more should the principle govern 
the . relations of the Provinces with the Central Government in India 
that "hu constituted sinee the begiAnini of British administration, the 
sole fiscal authority and the sole arbiter of the finanei.1 destinies 01 
the Provinces. There is at least no reason why the ,lIew system 
should produce a wide disparity between the incidence of tf,sources of 
the respective provincial administrations-a disparity whieh . was un~ 
kn()wn when they used to draw from a common pool. It must be ad­
mitted that the artificial rigidity which characterised the original 
scheme ol financial devolution as framed in the Montagu-Chelmsford 
report and as subsequently developed through different Mages down 
to the Meston Committee report has been relaxed to some edent by 
the Parliamentary Joint Committee in their recent report on the finan~ 
cial rules. For instance, they make an important concession of prin­
ciple in allowing to the provinces a share in the growth of income­
taxes whatever that may he worth in the immediate future . It is 
further provided that this share may be in varying proportions in the 
case of the different p:rovinces according to the discretion of the 
Government of India. There is the further discretion for the Govern­
ment of India t o provincialise any additional source of revenue and 
to make other payments to the local Government" either for services 
rendered or otherwise." It is a maUer of great regret that in the finan~ 
cial sphere much of what is provided for by statute in the case of the 
colonial constitutions, has been left to the unfettered discretion of the 
Central Government. The financial rules seem to recognise the possibi­
ty of a differential treatment of t'1 ~ financial needs of the provinces: 
there is, indeed, in the report of the Joint Commitlee, a specific recom­
mendation to the Government of India to consider the peculiar finan­
cial difficulties of Bengal. It would have been quite in accordance 
with precedent to embody in the rules special provisions that might 
be necessary to give a fair start to any individual local Government. 
For example, in South Africa where too they had a Committee on 
Financill Relations, the constitution as amended in 1913, provides, 
among other things, for a special annual subsidy of £100,000 in each 
case to Natal and the Orange Free State the funds otherwise placed 
at their disposal being insufficient to bala Ice the commencLag expen­
diture of these provinces. This is undo:Jbtedly in addition to the 
ordinary Union subsidy of half the ordinary annual expenditure 
in the different Provinces to which refere,ce has already been 
made. It is worthr of note that from May 1910, when the Union 
was constituted til April 1913, there was a temporary a.transrelnent 
under which the whole of the funds required by the Provinces 
were prov.ided by gra.nts from the Union exchequer, all revenues being 
also credited thereto. 

If these precedents are worth anything surely there ought not to 
be any qualms af conscience in making special statutory provision for 
Bengal .by giv,ng her the proceeds of the export duty on jute. We 
shoul~ point out in the clearest manner to the authorities in Ens-land, 
that without such a substantial addition to our resources the future 
administration of Bengal wou·ld be a mad absurdity. 

Kshitish Chandra Neogy. 
(The Beng-alee, October 2, 1920.) 



FII·j'ANCIAL DIFFICULTIES OF BENGAL 

(Exl1'act from B1ldg<:1 SI'~ech , Marek 8th 1921.) 

Sir, a good deal has been gaid on the unwelcome features of the 
Budget, let us devoutly hope, will vrove to be merely passing pha~ of 
the fickle fOrtune~ of Ollr finance. But I do not think we should omit to 
recognise the remarkable, inrlecd hi!>toric, departure in the fiDancial policy 
of Government which this blldget represents . It seeks to materialise a 
federal system of finance ill which tax jurisdictions of the Central and 
Provincial Governments arc completely demarcated. And ont: is struck 
by the fact that though on tile aumillistrativc side tht: refonned constitu­
tion is at best a transitional arran.'::'cllIcnt, its financilll counterpart 
represents a partition of revelllles hctY.'ct:n the central and local Govern­
ments almost un exampled for it .. rigiclity in the hhtory of federal systems 
of finance. There is 110 recognition ill the IlHlian constitution, as chiC­

wbe!"!.: in the Empire, of tl1l"' responsibilities of the central authority for 
the financial stability of the Provincial Governments d\lrin~ the earlier 
stages at k-ast of thc c(ln~titlltional experiment. I venture to think the 
transition from the systcm of provincial sdtlemel1ts , which represented 
'rough e(juity,' tu a complete separation of tax jurisdictions, with an 
iustance of QlItw:Lnl symmetrv might have becT! made less sudden as 
has been the case with Allstraiia and Canada where the States share with 
the central authority some of the reVC11l1es evcn after years of the introduc­
tion of a federal type of Government. It may be 1loted that the Rollt!l 
African Statcs arc still more dependcnt on the Fnion subsidy. 

Again, this principle of apportionment of rcvt:nues hetwecn Federal 
and Central or Celltral and 1.ocal Govcrnmcnts is recognised in practice 
in the continent of Enrope and in Englilnd. The idea of divided heads 
of revellue is therefore not a heresy. Ami there is nothing inherently 
wrong if a province ask." for :J. share of the income-tax or CVl'l1 of custom,; 
co!1ectiou for which pn:cetlellts nre to be found in t11c colonies. ltven 
in the United States the idea of the ~tates r.ovcrnmcnts participating in 
the Federal incollIe-tax is heing seriously c~11l vas.sed. So far as illcome­
tax is concerned, the rig-ht of t11e provinces to a share is practically con­
«,ded in principle in our Financial rulcs, though unfortunately they do 
1I0t appear to yield any Ilet profit to either of those two presidencies 
which contrihut.€' thc largc!;t amount of income-tax, an d for whose relief 
mainly the device under Devolution R\11c 15 was evidently intended. 

Sir, it may he said that this discllssion is more or less of an acarlemic 
character, but T suhmit it has a practical siclc as well. 

Bengnl has heen very milch disappointed not to find in the Hudget 
any provil>;on fur giving effect to the recommendation of the Parliamentary 
Joint Commit~c.~ for a special consideration of Bengal's peculiar financial 
difficulties. It was stated hy the Hon. Mr. (now Sir) Hailey the othet" 
day that the recommcndation on this question appeared to be obscure, 
and a reference has been made to the Secretary of State for its elucidation. 
It seems rather strange that though the recommendation reachffi Simla 
in September last, . its obscurity did not evidently strike the autboriti~ 
till SOlIlcwblit later, and nQ final decision has yet hc:en a.rrivt'd at in tbc 
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matter. Meanwhile, Bengal has been clamouring for justice. She has 
been asking for the entire CUfttoma duty on jute exports which are Bengal's 
own monopoly. This atone caD. prevent her ~t <sefidt ,of over two 
Wlr0e5 becoming a chronic feature of her finance. 

Sir, 1 venture to submit that the financial condition of Bengal hall a 
direct bearing on the present financial proposafs of CO\'eroment of India. 
It is proposed to raise 8 crares irom"customs apd 3~ crores ,from income­
tax and super-tax as additional revenue. The customs 8.$ also .the additional 
railway rate will ultimately be paid by the consumers. And ",hen we bear 
in mind the fact, as it was stated by Sir William Meyer in FebnlVy T917 in 
reply to the lJeln. Mr. Sarma, that a large portion of the consumers live in 
Bengal and BOmbay. I can say without fear of contradiction that Bengal 
will have to find quite a large proportion of those imposts. In the recent 
past, Bengal bas contributed about 55 per cent of ' the total customs 
revenue and it can be safely asserted that e~c1udjng the probable share 
contributed by consumers outside Bengal, the undisputed contribution of 
Bengal proper to the central exchequer in customs c1uty represents at 
least 35 per cent. of its total proceeds. In other words, out of the addi­
tional 8 crores that you seek to raise this year from customs about 3 ('rores 
will have to be found by my people in Bengal. 

Then again, take the case of income-tax and super-tax . It is proposed 
to raise an additional 3 crores from these sources. I will not take' into 
account the nonnal growth of revenue under these heads; but of these 
3 crores at least ~ will come out of Bengal; and U more from Bombay, 
judging from the usual contributions made by these two provinces. 

And we remember that according to the calclllations ma(ie by th e 
Government of Bengal in their letter to the Government of India, date<! 
April J920, fully 90 per cent. of the income-tax raised in BL'llgal comeS 
solely from Bengal. Thus when you add I I!4 crorcs to your revenue llDder 
customs and taxes on income, yOll rcany ask the people in Bengal alone 
to contribute ahout 4 crores in addition to what they usually pay muler 
these heads. If we consider the other 1)roposais of new taxation, BenRa!'s 
share of the burden will not b" f01l nd to be inconsiderable uncler them also. 

I submit Sir, that in imposing new taxes Covernment !'hon1d enquin.· 
about the financial condition of the particular parts of the CfJ1l11try on 
which an undo)y large burden would certainly fall. If you look at Bengal, 
you find that while a very large share of the new taxation l'\'ill have to 
he shouldered by her, the revenue available for her own pt1rposes faT the 
coming year is short of her Inlgal scheme of expenrliture bv over two 
crores. And this is due to the most unjust and arbitrary method of dis­
tribution of ol1r financial resources. Bengal received !tC3nt consideration 
from the MC!!ton Committee . And, as a result, Bengal will have to emhark 
on new taxation much sooner than perhaps was anticipated ev.,.n by that 
Committet;. It comes to this then . By your new finaneial adjustment. 
Y('" are driving Bengal to resort to heavy taxation for her Cl\vn needs, 
and you fore, at the same time, imposing a heavy burden on her for the' 
purpose or meeting your own deficit. Sir, I will ask Government to 
remember that there is a limit to Bengal's taxable capacity and there is 
a limit also to her patience . We want a li~ral interpretation of the Joint 
Committee's recommendation about Bengal. It may, no doubt, have the 
effect of increasing the imperial deficit to a slight degree; but YO"\l win 
have the satisfaction of feeling that you have done justice to the claims 
of ,a wronged peopl~, H taxa~~ h~ to be increased for meetinl{ this 
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increase of deficit, the broad shoulders of the central Government carl 
alone be trusted to bear the responsibility in the peculiarly unfortunate 
circumstances in which the reforms have been inaugurated. To expose 
the new Provincial Covernments to risks which an early imposition of 
taxes will inevitably involve, will be to court failure of the great object 
which we have in view, namely. the successful working of the refonns. 
If the reforms fail , your pampered military win find it difficult to hold the 
Empire together. 



OPERA noN '9F DEVOLUTiC)N RULE NO. IS. 

hbV1NC'lAL cOVltRNMIIr.'TS' SKAR~ IN INCOME:'t'AX AND ' SUI'BR:'fAX UVlt.~OJ:. 

(Legislative Assembly deba.tcs: 17th M41'Ch, 19.t!5.~ 

Sir, I move that the Demand under the head "Taxes on Income" 
be reduced by Rs. 100. 

As I have indicated on the notice paper, my intentwn is to discuss 
the operation of Devolution Rule No. 15 and the benefit derived by the 
various provinces thereunder . During the general discussion on the Budget 
the Meston Settlement came in for a good deal of criticism. I believe 
that there is a complete unanimity of opinion- as to the necessity of 
revising the MestoD Settlement. Bllt I am not going into that question 
on this occasion. My intention is to draw the attention of the Govern­
ment to the fact that Devolution Rule No. 15. which was intended to 
give the industrial provinces a share in the Taxes on Income, has failed 
in its primary obj ect in so far as it does not benefit either Bombay or 
Bengal. Sir, I hope the H ouse will bear with me II little when I give 
the brief history of tbis rule. As the Hause is aware, the Montagu­
Chelmsford Report laid down the outlines of the fill:1ucial rc-arrangemcnt 
as between the Central Gnvenlment and the Provincial Governments 
which would be a feature of the proposed reformed constitution. It laid 
down that income-tax, wbich had so long been divided between the Central 
Government and the Provincial Governments, was to belong solely to 
the Government of India. This naturally aroused a good deal of oppo&i­
tion from Bombay and Bengal. And when the J\Ieston Committee came 
out, a specific term of reference was aiMed at the instance of Bombay, 
which raised the ljuestioll as to whether the provinces were to get any share 
of the income-tax at all . The Meston Committee in dealing with 
that point observed as follows, in paragraph 7 of their report . 

" WI' douM if il ,,·iIl he possible lH."rl1lall"l1t l~· to e x<:1ude Incal Governmeuts from 
some form of direct taxation UPOIl the i\tdu~tri[\l nnd commercial earnings ot t hei r 
people and we rerol1;ni~ the natural a nxiet y of provim;t""s to rt""taill a sh.~ in II rapidly 
growing head Q/ re venlle. Rut ~o far .:a s the in(llnll'-tax is cOllcerned, we lIee !LO 
reason to vary the scheme of the T('port." 

Thereafter, when the matter came up before the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee, the Governments of Bombay and Bengal, and I think a 
number of public associations in those provin ces, sent up representations 
.to the authorities in En~land asking for a reconsideration of thIS matter < 

The Joint Parliamentary Committee had the advantage of consultin~ the 
Secreta.ry of State's Council on - the point, and then they proposed the 
addition -of Devolution Rule IS so as to meet the demand of these two 
provinces for a sl;1are of the income-tax . In their report on Devolution 

· 1 " .!of. 
Rule No. 15, the Joint Parliamentary Committee observe as 
follows : 

. "Certain pro\<inrell. f,0rtiCtllorlv tht' three presidencies, are dissatisfied with the 
treatment of their o"n c aims, olld the ('..overn nltmt of Bombay contest not only the 
at1lOQnt of their contrihlltion, bat all\() t ht' allocation of the head/\ of revenue on which 
th e whole &cherne ill hased. The Committee see no reason to differ from the fllnda­
mental features of the proposals, and they are defin itely opposed to pro"l'incialilling 
tht' taxation of ihromt""." 
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Agg a little later they proceed to observe as fOUoW8: 

","aM thl': 'le-IIS th~ C<>rnmittee wuuld be glad, Oft gnmdds of pcllicy. to alk,iak 
tM ,dj,appoi:2l.tment <'8>uled bv thl' restraint!' which the system of oootrihutian 1,,,., 
01.1 the elllpkwment by ·the - plllvinct§ of tlleir revellues. In lMiarching for 11K:h 
Illleviation they have Leen materially assisted by snggelltions from the C'QUD.cil of 
India, a hody to .... h08e advice grellt weight attllehes in3.limuch 1111 it ill the authorit) 
charRed by lOll< with the: rt>Sf)(,mlibility of controlling the TnCOUl'S of India. Accept­
ing tb~ mo~ importDl;\t of these suggestions the Committee au of opinion : 

(I) l'b"t there shonHt be granted to all provinces ~ome shate: in the growth 
of revenue from taxation ou incomes so far liS that growth i8 attri. 
butable tu all ioc:rellO'\e ill Ihl" amOllllt of incomes assuud.'· 

Then follow some suggestions wbich do not bear on this point. Now, 
Sir, we come to Devolution Rule No. IS, clause (1) which runs as follows: 

"Whevever Ihc as!lesscd income of all.\' yt'ar subsequent to the Yl'ar 19:tO-U 
c);'<-eeti , ;n any Governor' s I rovj lll'e or ;11 the I'ro\";I,('e of Burma the a~ses~d iUeumt' 
of lhe yt'ar 19~o-ll, there shall he allol.'i~tt"d to the loclll Govemmeut of that Province . 
nn amount eakulnt .... d tit the rate of three pies jn ea('h rupee of the amount of such 
I;·:('('·~s . " 

Now, Sir, what is the result of the practical working of this Rule? I am 
indebted to the courtesy of Mr. Rau for the statistical statement '1 propose 
to lay on the table in this House, and which I trust will be incorporated 
as an appelldix* to this dehate. \VhclI we examinc this statement we 
find that in the last four yea rs thc Go\'ernmcnt of Iudia have distributcd 
about Rs. 90 lakbs to the diffct'cnt provinces Ullder the provisions oJ 
Devolution Rule No. 15, and in the Budget this year they propose to set 
apart 25~ lakhs for the same purpose. \\rhen we examinc the figures 
of the last four years we find that ont of Rs. 89.96,000, Rs. 16,90,000 
have fallen to the lot of Madras , Rs. '7 ,72,000 to Bombay, Rs. 95,000 
only to Bengal, Rs. 3.5:\,000 to the United ProvinCl'S. Rs. 14,74 ,000 to 
the Punjab, Rs . 8,5 2,000 to Burma, Rs. 10,35,000 to Rihar and Orissa, 
Rs. 6,63,000 to the Central Provinces, and R.,. 10,62,000 to Assam. 

\Vhen we come to the fignres of the Budget year 1925-26, we find that 
out of a total of 2S~ lakhs ; 

2,00,000 go to l\fadras, 
nil to Bombay, 
nil to Bengal, 
nil to the United Provinces. 
4,94,000 to the Punjab, 
8,28,000 to Burma, 
4,88 ... 000 to Bihar and Orissa, 
nil to the Central Provinces, and 
5,40,000 to Assam. 
Now, Sir, sut'ely it was not the intention of the Joint Parliamentary 

Committee that the two illdustrial provinces should be deprived of a share 
of the incotDe-tax revenl1e and that the other provinces, for whose benefit 
it was nat ma;nly intended, should come in for such large shares. But 
I do Dot complain that the other provinces derived some benefit under 
th~ provisions of this Rule. My complaint is that in fixing the figures for 
1920-21 as the standard, the Government of India and the authontic,. 
in England did a great injustice both to Bombay and Bc-.ngal, for we find 
that '920-21 was a year of unprecedented boom in the industrial conditions 
of these two p1OVinoes. 'fhe boom lingered for two years more in Bor,lbay 
for we find that in 1921-:21 they came in for Rs. i4;72,OOO under this rule 
and in 1922-23 for 3 laths. After that Bombay has IlOtgot anything as the 
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rawt of the working of this rule. In Bengal, it was 0Dly hi. 192:1·22 when 
the fiKtm! of 1920-21 was exceeded, with the result tbat she got h .95,000 
that year •. and in the ,SllCCffding yearS she got nothing out of this arrange­
meat. Now, Sir, I think it Wal unpardonable 00 the part of Government 
to overlok the fact tbat both these ,provj,pces ,were pa~si.ng through 
abnormal conditions of trade in that year a.nd one would have expected 
Government to point out to the authorltit$ in England that it was unjust 
to take the figures of 1920-21 as the basis for ca1culaion: Sir, as early 
85 September 1920 when the draft rules framed by the Join~ Parliamentary 
Committee were published even ~ humble student of politics like myself 
pointed out in a newspaper artic1e, which I hold in my baud , that : 

"there ..... as IoOIJ1C risk in fixing the auignmcnt aD the 1.o. .. i. 0( receipt, 1m 19»21 
t.«IU5e it must lIot De forgotten that the TCce.Il.t inAat iOll i. not • little duc to the 
prevalene,," of ,iJnilml.hl conditioDI during and aft~r th~ War, IlUd may luffer a 
'briukag~ . . . The proper oourlOe would be to fix the anignltleDta OIl the baai. of 
average: rt:ceipts durina the lut few years." 

That was the suggestion I put forward as early as Septembr !920. 
Now, Sir, when we come to a province like Assam we find that in 

1920-21 their income-tall: receipts stood at a comparatively low figure, 
perhaps due to tbe fact that the tea trade was experi~ncing a slump, and 
as the tea trade bas been recovering, we find tbat their share of incOme­
tax under Devolution Rule 15 is going up by leaps and bounds. I main­
tain that it was wrong on the part of the autliorities to take the figures of 
1920-21 os the basis for ca1culation . 

Sir, I am not concerned just now with the principles of federal finance. 
I am not going to enter into that vexed question as to whether income­
taJ:: receipts can as a p rinciple of sound federal finance be claimed by the 
provinces to be shared with the Central Government. What I would 
point out is that unlike the Devolution Rules dealing with the provincial 
contributions, Rule I S is meant to be a permanent feature of the present 
financial arrangement between the provinces and the Central Govemnlent. 
And so long as the revision of the Meston SettleIllent is not undertaken, 
this Devolution Rule will continue to operate to the hardShip of the indus­
trial provinces, because I think the Honourable the Finance Member will 
not cootest my proposition that these two provinces cannot be expected 
to exceed the standard figures fixed by this rule in tb~ n eaF;.future. I 
tak~ it, Sir, that the JOiDt Parliamentary Committee and the Government 
of India did not intend Devolution Rule 15 to be a joke so far 8S Bombay 
and Bengal arc concernoo. If that be so, may I appeal to Government 
to take this question up with the authorities in England and see that a 
proper basis of calculation is arrived at. I am not asking for any r~volu­
tionary change in the financial arrangements between the provinces and 
the Central Government. What I ask for is that you should give effect 
to the intebtion which the Joint Parliamentary Committee undoubtedly 
had in mind in framing Devolution Rule No. 15. Sir , the Honouralbe 
Finance Member i~ shortly proceeding home on leave. May I appeal to 
him to devote a part of his well-earned reot for the purpose of amending 
the nile in consultation with the authorities in England? Sir, it is not 
my intention to press this motion to a division . (eriu of " Why noH") 
Well, I am entirely in the hands of the Hou~; but I hope th~ .reply 
which [ am going to get from the Honourable Fmance Member Wlll be a 
hopetu} one, and that he will agree to reopen this question in consu1ta­
tion with the authorities in England. I move my motion. 
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The HODourable Sir .. it BI.ckett (F~ce Member) : I fu11y 

recognise that the way in which this Rule has worked, bas not been 
altogether satisIactOl'y. . The proper way for its diSCU96ion would 
be for the F inance Members.of the provinces who 'are particularly interested 
to bring it up on the agenda of the next F inance Memben' Conference. 
. . I do not remember its being brought to my notice-at aoy rate 
it has Dot been put as a formal matter for discussion and I would suggest 
that it might very w~l1 be brought up formally at the next conference . 
The motion was carried on division by 63 votes to 41. 
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REMISSION OF PROVINCIAL CONTRIBUTIONS U1IIDER 
MESTON SEITLEMENT. 

(Legi.da liw Assembly d.ebate: 21St Mar . 19~5 . ) 

In supporting the resolution moved by the HonotlTable Finance 
Member Sir Basil Blackett for securing a continuance of the remission of 
the annual contribution of Rs. 63 lakhs for Bengal along 'with partial rends­
sian of the contribll tions for some other Provinces for a period of three 
years morc, vi1 .. , 1925-26, 1926-27 and 1927-28, Mr. K . C. :-leogy said: 

Sir , in their despatch, dated t he 24th J une. 1920, 011 the Meston 
Committt:c report, the Government of India stated as follows: 

"We rceoguiH" th t, difli<-ultit:s lik"'~ to ~r; ~e frulli n (',mti","u1('C or tht: ren;m;na­
tiOll ~ llf:t,, 'cn th(' [lru\'im'c~ n'J,:aroJi"R tIlt' l"Vl1ll'nrut;\"c "mOUltl ,'; U~at they shuuld 1'6) 
10 tht" Ccnt rlll r",,',·r1l1l1('nt. (l1It1 frtl1l1 tIllS point of d'-I' a l (lll~ ,,·c think it desirllble 
that th~ prcl\"inciKI l'olltril'ntion~ shol1h] I'e aUoli~hed KS SOOI1 II~ possihh.-." 

After having listened to the two H onourable Members who havc just 
preceded me. I hope that we may yet be ablc to disappoint thc Govcm!nent 
of India in the pn ·diction that they macle in tht: d(:spll tch about this ques­
tion raising provincial recriminations in this fIonse. Sir, I maintaic that 
so far as Bell gal is concerned , we have tried to approach thi s question not 
from the Ilarrow provin cial point of vicw, but from the point of view of 
the wider national interest; and I will show hy qnoting from the Jate!'t 
representation which has been sent liP on behalf of the people of Bengal 
to the Secretary of State that when we in Bengal ask for a revision of the 
financial arrangements we have tJ(Jt only the hard casc of our own provincl' 
in mind , hut we plead for the hettermen t of the finam'ial position (If other 
provinces as well . This is what this representation states: 

"My <':ul\u~'il. lIwugh prim"ril~· "'tnellle,\ ill t h" jillAllcinl posit io ll of the Lo<:al 
GoI l:: rIlmt"lIt of IlRllxal IIrt· nl~" dtally ,·vllt"{'-, nt:d \\";111 fI j ust 1111(\ ,·qnitablr. ~olution 
uf tIle diffi,·u1ties ill the lin;mcial position of tht: Government "r I ndia lUI also of eyery 
I'f().\'inl:e of l udia, for m.,' <':01111<"11 nppred'l lc t h ll t ~\lcee~~ru l workinK o{ the reform!! 
lind Ihe " ·"Ifarl'" of IndiR j.({'ut'nilly mllst deJX'nd •• pon tlu' svund fi nulldal pO!<itiOlI of 
every vroyim:c ns also o f t ill' Governmel1t of India. Appr.x·hinj.( the prublt:m, a" 
nur reJlre~el1tRtif)11 d(Jf"~. (fIl1J1 thi~ nll ·ll1di:! pf)int (I f \" iew , the Council s.U m ... LenKue 
tru l't. that it will fen·i n· a. sympathf"\ic alld prompt '"Qn~ideratiort {rom Your 
J .... m15h ip. " 

Sir, I very much hope that some cons ideration will be shown to BeJlgal 
in .\{iew of the stand she has made 011 behalf not merely of hl'rself but 
to all the afflicted provinces of India. J am 110t unmindful of the sympathy 
and consideration that were extended to Bengal on the last occasion when 
the Government came up with a Resolution proposin g the remission of 
the contribution fmm Bengal for three years, in 1 92 1 . And I tTl1st thal 
if we were entit led to that consi(leration at the hamh; of tbis Honse in a 
year of fil'andal difficulties , in a year when this House was faced witJt the 
IIcccssity of imposing fresh txation in order to eaTTy on the administration 
of the Central Government,-J trust tbat that consideration will not be 
denied to us to-day when the Government of India are in a position to 
distribute a respectable sum for the benefit of all the provinces. Sir, I 
was a little surprised the other day when an esteemed friend of mine who 
represents Bombay in this House raised the question as to why it was 
that Bengal was re<:Ommended for a remission of contribution for a further 
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~~od of three year.5, and he asked why were tbe Government of India 
glVUlg so much welght to that one sentence of recornlDe1'tdstion which 
finds place in the Joiot ParliamcLl tary CI..-tnmiu(;e's rCI)()rt far giving special 
treatment to Bengal. Sir, I was very much surprised b~ause the Honour­
able Membe~ who tn~de that statement gellerally takes a very wide and 
very l?fty view of thmgs that. affect the welfare of the different provinces 
()f Ind13, whenever stich qu<.-stlOns come up for collsideration here. I trust 
that be will revise 11is opinion and he will vote with us in regard to this 
matter to-day. 

Sir, my H OI!ourabJc .triend 1fr. Acharya wauts to know what the speci&-l 
ClIse of Bengal. lS 10 c~!tltle her to this speciaJ treatment. The best reply 
that I col\ld gtvc to hun would be by (luoting from a despatch whkh the 
GoveOlment of Madras addressed to the Covctnllllllt of India on tbis 
finaucial Question on the t!)t J IIIH: 'OlO. \Ye find that in an annexure to 
that despatch it is pointed (Jut that whereas the normal income settled at 
the Simla C~llfereucl:, on the hasis d which the M{,~ t oll Ccmruittce pro. 
ceeded, was III the l·Use of Madras 14,4l ,OO,OOO, and th e normal {'xpendi. 
tmc senkd at that Coufcrl;'lICC was tO,55 lakhs; and thl.: nomal income 
for Bom.huy was 11.48 lakhl'l and the normal eXpl:u<lihu:C 10,99 lakhs, thl" 
Ilormal I1lcome of Bcn~al W:15 fj>.:cd .. t 7,i3 la l.: hs and tbe normal expendi­
ture al 7.92 lakhs. 
. . Khan Bahadur W, M. Hu •• anally : Will my fril"ud give us lhr 
1I1(' ltlenee (Jf taJ(a tion in the (lifferC1lt provinces? 

Mr K . C. NeolY: r will try to l1Ieet my Hunomable friend as far 
as I can, 

Di.wan Bahadur T. Raq,achariar: And also the rate of expcnmttl c(' 
Mr. K. C. NeoI"Y: Certainly . I am coming to tbat. The Simla Crm 

ferencc thus left DClIg:l] in the singul:lrly unhappy position of havillg been 
assessed at Ll low rate of expenditure which again exceec1ed tlle normal 
income settled at that Coufcrcnce hy 19 lakhs of rUpees. Now, Sir, my 
Honuurable friend l\lr . R:UlA"Llchnriar ..... .lllt .. to know the ('xpend;turc pcr 
head . I will come to that . I am quotin~ from II Parliamentary paper­
which includes the opinions of the difi"er('t1t Local Governments and the 
Covetil mcnt of India on the Mcston Committcc's repnrt. I find that the 
total annual expenditltIe per tbOll!and of pcpulation for Bombay is given 
ns Rs. 5,494. for Madras it is Rs. 2,5i3, and fer Bengal it is Rs. 1,759. 
Then , Sir, r believe my Honourable friend Mr. Rangachariar wou ld like 
to know how much we spend on subjects like medical relief, sanitation 
and othl'r ~llbjccts. We liml that Bom ba.v spends Rs. (96 per thollsancl 
of population on medical relid, MadrAS !,>p~nfls Rs. 102 per thousand, and 
ilcn.l;:'ui only Rs, 70 ; and I nlay in this (onn('("tiC'n remind my Honourable . 
friends that the people of my provin("e is a dying race The rate of birth 
in some YCAr/i has been 1es3 than the Tlte of death, and but far the fact of 9. ' 

regular influx of people from o\l t ~ide ik'nllal, the census figures would show 
n stea4y necline in tIle pOtlUlatiOll of that province. Thcrdot"e, I tn1s\ 
my Honourable friends will, so far AS this C].uestion of medical ~Jief is 
C(jn~rned. be prepared to make it possible for Bengal to fight the scourges 
that account for the heavy ton is that is kvied on her popillatlon. Now, ' 
Rir, 'I com~ to the expenditl1re peT thou~and on education . Bombay spend,! " 
Rs. 65.1. per thonsand of population on w'lcation '. . , 

Mr. H. G. Cae ... : Will the Honourable 1¥mber kindly tett . .us, 
which yur he i. de:~ with? 
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Mr. K.. C. Neo.,.: I atu quotioe from. an official statement bearing 
011 the MestaD Committee's report. I believe they took the figures as they 
found them at the time the MestOD Committee's report came onto 
Bombay spends per thousand of (lOlJUlatioc on education Rs. 653. Madras 
Rs . . 312, and Bengal Rs. 201. Now I comtdo sanitation, Bombay spends 
per thousand of population Rs. tIs. Madras Rs. 60, and Beugal Rs. 31. 

Mr. Kamini Kumar Chand.: As.sam] 
Mr. K. C. NeolY: The Assam figure does not appear in :this list . It 

is not my intention to enter into a discussion as to whether we ought to get 
better relief than Madras Of Bombay. My intention is to explain the 
peculiar position in which Bengal finds herself to-day . ano the necessity for 
granting this relief, because my Honourable friend Mr. Acbarya was 
anxiolis to know what the spcci\ll circumstances of Bengal were to justify 
this special treatment. I bad no intention of touching on thi s comparative 
aspect of the question but for the fact that my Hononrable friend Mr. 
Acharya raised this question. Sir my Honourable fri (;:IH:1 Mr. Acharya also 
stated that Madras always has IllI.id more to the central cxche<luer . I (10 
not at present want to go into that vexed qllcstion 3g tn whether we ure 
entitled to take into acconnt the contrihutioll the provinces make in thc 
shape of income-tax and c llstoms duty to the central exchequer when we 
come to consider this question . I might inddentally mention, ho\vever, 
that in the year 1921-22 Bengal a('('nnnted for over five ctores of rnpees in 
the shape of income-tax Ollt of a total of 2'6 crores an(l odd for 11 India, 
and 3 crores in the shape of super-tax ont of a total uf 8 Ct"orc~ odd for all 
1nrtia . 

Mr. Devaki Pra.ad Sinha: Sir, may J ask the Honourable Member 
whether he knows it or not that a good portion of the income-tax and 
super-tax paid in Bengal is derived frum income that is camen in the 
province of Bihar and Orissa? 

Mr. K. C. Neol"Y: I will again satisfy my Honourable frienn h.r 
quoting from. tbe Parliamentary paper I have in my hand, where it is 
calculated by the Government of Bengal that 90 per cent. uf the income­
tax shown under Bengal is actually derived from income ('arncd in lkn~a1. 
My Honourable friend might like to have a look at this paper, and r will 
be very glad to band it over to him whenever he desires. Look at another 
figure, about which I believe there is no compctith'c claim from Rihar, .1nn 
that is the Rs. 3.75 lakhs of revenue which comes out of Bnl{al in the 
shape of export duty on jute. However, Sir, J will not pursue the point 
further. My Honourable friend Mr. Phooknn !'.tated that the Honourable 
Finance Member was in this Rt!£olution disturbing the Meston Awaro, was 
going against the despatch of the Secretary of State, and he chal3cteriSL>d 
his attitude as disloyal to the Secretary of State. My H onourable friend 
lDust be very much mistaken in this view, because the Joint Parliamentary 
Commitr.ee 'wished the Government of India to extend special treatment to 
·the Government of Bengal and this recommendation is certainly a part of 
the ' statutory arrangement embodied in the Devolution Rules. The Joint 
Parliamentary Committee did not themselves undertake the task of findin .~ 
0)1t ·the exact manner in which the relief should be gr~nted to B~n.lt~l; 
otber.wise I have no doubt that they would have embO{hed such rebef In 

the Devolution Rules themselves. The only difference is that instead of 
~king provi5ion for it themselves in the J?evolution ~ules, they . have 
left it to the choice df the Covernment of Indla to detemnne the partietllar 
manner in which such relief should be given to Bengal, and I take it tbRt 



[ 23 ) 

recommendation of the Joint Parliamentary Committee constittltes a · pnt 
of the statutory agreement between the Government of India and· the 
Secretary of &at'e . 

Mr. T. R. PbookuD: May I ask if it is not a fact that the despatch 
I referred to was approved by the Secretary of State? 

MI'. K.. C. Neon': Exactly so. I think my Honourable friend must 
have misread that despatch because I do not remember to have come 
across 3 single sentence in any single despatch either from Iudia or from 
Whitehall bearing on this subject which disputes the fact that the provin· 
cial contributions have got to be wiped off as early as possible; and that 
is all that my Honourable friend, the Finance Member. is asking tbis 
House to agTee to. And it is only when the provincial contributions are 
wiped off that the question of the reopening of the MestaD Settlement can 
arise: that is the position that the Govern1llent of India and the Secretary 
of State have all along taken up. 

Diwan Bahadur T. Raneachariar: My Honourable friend is aware 
that Bengal hilS not contributed a pie of her provincial money. 

Mr. K. C. NeolY : She was not expected to contribute a pie as a 
result of the recommendation by the Joint Parliamentary Committee which 
is an essential part of the finallcial !>eUlernellt between the provinces and 
the Government of India. I want to repeat that it is an accident that the 
Joint Parliamt:ntary Committee did not themselves provide for this relief in 
the Devolution Rules. In their report on the Devolution Rules they make 
a definite recommendation that Bengal should be treated on a different 
basis alto~ctber and they merely leave it to the discretion of the Covern' 
ment of India to determine the manlier in whieh the relief should be 
granted, and the Government of India are to-day merely carrying out that 
recommendation of the Joint Parliamentary Committee 

Mr. Kammi Kumar Chanda: May I know what is the correct inter­
pretation of the paS5age in the Joint Parliamentary Committee's Report? 
Does it mean that the Govern meut of India would have power for ever to 
make a remission or has this power not been exhausted when they remitted 
the provincial contribution for Bngal for three years? T9 there any power 
left to the Government of India now 7 

Mr. K.. C . Neoey: I will read out the particular recommendatillD to 
which I was referring. This is what the Committee say: 

"Thl! COJllm jtt~'" ,Iesire to llrld thr,jr r('C(lgnitlon of th", pe<:uliar fin.Dcw 
difficIlltil!5 of thl! l'te~idf:llcy of Renga.l, which they aet::Ordingly l"OlJlmend to thl! 
~pI!cial con sideration of the Government of Indin." 

When this matter came up for consideration in the year 1921, as I have 
already stated, the Government of India themselves were faced with an 
enormous difficulty and they could balance their Budget only after 
imposing fresh taxation VfI the people . Therefore it was, I think, that the 
Government of fndia instead of proposing any permanent remedy in this 
matter came up before this H ouse with a recommendation for giving relief 
to Bettgal for a period of three years. I do not suppose. . . . . . 

Mr. T. R Pbookun: May I ask Mr. Neogy if he maintains that tlJe 
Governmettt of India have power to alter at any time and for all time to 
come these financial arrangements? 

Mr. K.. C. Neoey: I maintain that according to the recommendation 
of the Joint Parliamentary Committee, it ~ open to the Government of 
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l.aia to '-'lIb up tv this Houge with It recommendation like tbe oile we 
" .. e jut DOW ,before ... to give relief to Ben-gal either for one year, or fot 
a Dumber of years, or permanently. That i6 what I maintain 

Mr. T. ft. Pheelr .... : What happetl5 tben to the despatch I referred 
to 1 

Mr K. C. .....,,: The despatch certainly takes into account the 
recommendation that the Joint Parliamentary Committee made for the 
tpecial benefit of Bengal, and it cannot be construed to mean as if the Com­
mittee were going to tkpart from the position they had taken up on that 
particular occasion. H owever, Sir, I have no intention of entering into 3 

sort of wordy duel with my friend from the other provinces in this connec­
tion. Sir, I was a little Slltprised tc find my Honol1rable friend, Mr . 
Pbookun. taking up the cudgels against Bengal in this mat1er becanse, 
supposing 

Mr. T . R. Phookun: I have no (IUarrd with Bengal ; my quarrel 
is with the H onourable Finance J\Iini!>'ter in upsetting the Devolution Rules 
and not taking our province into account. 

Mr. K C. Neofl /: I am very glad tn hear that he bas no qllarrd 
with Bengal. I am very milch afraid that my Honourable friend has really 
overlookt.-d the last datJse of tht Rt.'Sollltioli as it II"W stands, be<;an5c it 
proposes to giant 6 lakhs and odd for the hencfit of Assam. If the Finance 
Member had strictly fol1ow~ the letter of the Devolution Rules.. where 
would Assam have been to-day? Besides tha~, ::IS I stated the other day 
in conm .. -ction with the discuEsion 0 11 the Devolution Rulc 15, Assam has 
Lenefited beyond expectation under that rule, and if Yo\l take the amount 
which Assam gets as a share of the inc<lme-tax under Devolution Rule J 5. 
and add it to the relief which she is going to .~et under this Resolution. 
r believe that she will find a l'cry large proportion of her contribution is 
going to be remitted this year 

Mr. Kamini Kumar Chand.: Do von know thnt Assam C<lIltribut~s 
liD export duty- that on tea? This, I believe, amounted to 30 lakhs this 
)'PaT. 

Mr. K. C. Neotry: I am very glad that Illy frit:tul mentions that 
Tact, because wc ottrsc:Jves have b(:cn asking for a share of thc export duty 
on jute. However, when occasion arises, I anI wre lIOW that J will have 
thc support of my H onourable fri end Mr. Chanda in Bcngal"-s fi.'.:"ht for the 
export duty on ju~e. 

Mr. Kaaaini Kumar Chanda: r can assure you of my support . 
Mr. K. C. Neo": Then my friend Mr. Phooklll1 referred to what 

he caDed a sudden tendency (A Voiu: "Not tendency. but 
tenderness. ") a sudden tenderness 011 the part of the Govern­
nacnt of India. ] may remind him that this" sudden tcnderness" dates 
from tb~ year 1921, the very first year of t he reformed administration. So 
1ha1 1 .10 not suppose this tendcrne9S has got anything to do with the 
ciTeumstallt:es which he mentions as having influcncoo the present policy 
vf the Government of India. My Honourable friend the Finance Member 
has been charged with disloyalty to the Secretary of State, but, SiT, I 
would have certainly charged him with disloyalty to the whole financial 
understanding and to ParJiament, if he had not come up with thi$ recom­
mendation so far as Bengal is concerned. 



TAXATION COMMITTEE AND PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS' 
SHARE IN INCOME-TAX AND SUPER.TAX. 

(Legislative Assembly debate: 9th Mar. 1927.) 

I beg ti, move: 
"Tlntt the !)emlllPl,j under the hand 'Ta ... I'S "II Im-Hme' he rt:t1uced by RII. 100." 

l\.Jy intention is to discuss the question of Devolution Rule IS, and the 
recommendations made by the Taxation Inquiry Committee in regard to 
that rule. According to the ruling given by you this morning, r am 
precluded from discussing the qucsti .... u of policy llndcrlyiug Devolution 
Rule 15. which we discussed last year about this time nnder a cut of 
Rs. 100 moved by me and accepted by the HOllS1.'. Last year I pointed 
ont that. although this mle was intcnderl to give provinC'Cs which bad (l 

large income·tax revenue, like Bombay and liengal, a Shllfc in the growth 
that was cx~ted the income-tax reVt'nue would show year by year. Those 
expectations of R"fOwth of revenne had been falsified so far ,as the two 
industrial pTovinces were COl1cernc(l, with the result that while a11 the 
other provinces g:ained by the operation of this rtlle, the two provinces 
which were intended to benefit did not derive ally benefit at alL On th1'lt 
occasion the Honomable the Finance Memher stated that his attention had 
not been previo\1sly drawn to tht; defective working of this mle. And if 
I were to follow the example of my Honomahlc friend. Mr. Kabeerud·Din 
Ahmed, I could have justly said that my lIlodesty would not pre\'ent my 
sayinR lbat I was the first to draw the attention of the Govern ment to 
this defective workill~ of the rille. The H Ollonrabll' the Finance Membt-r 
also stated that he ..... ould take up this (111('stion at the next meeting ()f 

the Finance Members' Conferencc. r do not know what has been done ill 
that matter, bl1t meanwhilc the Taxation Inquiry Committee had a good 
deal to say in regard to this qtl(.'Stion . They h:we examined the whoiC' 
qUe!;tion reS!:lnlinR" tIle ineoTlle-tax and havc suggestcd sevcral alternative 
mr-thods of giving the provinces a share in the income-tax revenue. Their 
rCC(1mmendations are ratl)er of a far-reaching character. My intention in 
rais.in~ a debate last year over this question was to dlaw attention to 
rhe ddt'dive working of this rule, apart from any question of the revision 
or the' whole financial arran,l{ement under thl' Devohltion Rules. The 
HOllollrahle the Finance Member ill his budR"et speech the other day 
rdcrrc~ to the question of the Devolution Rule in pamgraph 57 of his 
s{lcC'('li. And from his observations there I gather that it is perha·ps his 
intention to take liP this question, apart from the ql1estion of any general 
rc,'i.!'l iOll of the whole financial arrangement which is sometimes incorrectk 
drSClihcd as the Meston Award. I want to know definitely whether that 
is his intention, and the idea that prompted me to give' notice of this 
mf..tion is to inquire from him what rrocednrc hc proposes to adopt in 
c'mnf,('tion with this matter. 

Tbe Hon.urable Sir Ba.il Blackett said that he intenned to take 
th(! IVhole qUC5~on up in connection with the Taxation Committe's Report. 
He tllOuloTht it was very important to aU the provinces, and particularly tp 
the rrovinces like Bengal and Bombay that they should feel that, if ltdt 
at once, at any tate in the ncar f\1ture, they stood to get some cash vahle 
for progressive expenditure. 



EXPORT DUTY ON JUTE. 

(Legislative AsseIJlbty debate: IQ'th Mar. 19~7.) 

Sir. I beg to move that the Demand undel head "Customs" J:>e reduced 
by Rs. 100. . 

It is my intention to draw pointed attention of this &usc to an item 
of taxation whil'h 'was levied in the exigencies of war finance and that 
has passed into the nonna) system of taxation of this CDllUtry. Between 
the years 1880 and March J916, there was no export duty with the 
exception of the export duty all rice. It was in the year 1916 that 
the export dut~· all jute was first 1t'vied at the instance uf the thtm 
Finance Member, Sir William :\rleyer. In movi.ng for the adoption of 
this Dew fonn of taxation Sir William Meyer pointed out that "jute is an 
article which can well bc.'ar a special rate of export duty, not only because 
of the present prosperity of the trade, but in view of the monopoly which 
India has in this product ·, He on that occasion dwelt on the special 
financial needs of the Govemment of India ill view of the liability which 
had been thrown upon the Government of lndia by the War. Go' that 
occasion the rates of duty which Wl"f~ impQsed were Rs. 2-4-0 per bale 
of raw jute, and lO anna!> on cuttillg~ . and for the manllfactnrcd product 
Rs. 16 per ton on Hessialls and Rs. 10 per ton on Sacking. 'rhese rates 
continued till March 19Ii. Til March I gli . while pre5(:nting the Budget 
of the financial year, Sir William Meyt."I' proposed to double these rates 
of dllty immediately, 'md the rca!1011 which he put forward was particula:ly 
that as India was called lIPOll to pay a contribution of £100 million sterling 
on account of the War, the Govcrnmcnt needed an additional taxation 
to be raised to the tunc of £., million sterling . He then referred to several 
items of tax{l.tiotl under whi('h he l1TopoSCo:\ increases and thell coming to 
the export duty 011 jute he said: 

"Having reganl to India 's llIonnpclist position in respect of jute production, 
which enables tft l< ation to k normally par-sed on t o the consumer, we propoae to 
double the rates . and then to OOlitic an additional revenue of f.5oo,ooo." 

'l'hese enhanc(;d rates have continued up to the present ~y, and the 
total revcoue whi('h the Government of India have derived from this source 
1 calculate at 34~ ClOres, rought}" np to the year which is just closing. 
It appears that in 1916 Sir William Meyer did not justify this taxation 
merely on the hypotbdical ground that jute was a monopoly commidity 
of India, bllt took care to point Ollt the other fact that the trade Wi!> in a 
very flourishing condition. He was not Quite slire of his grou.nd. tater, he 
en:pbasi1;cd the fact that jute wa s the monopoly of India and on that he 
based .the justification of doubliIlg the rates in 1917. As to whether jute is 
a monOP"ly commodity of India is a question that fir!lt came up for examin· 
atiOD by the Fiscal Commission in the first instan(."C, and later before the 
'r:,xation Enquiry Committee. The Fiscal Commission discus.sed this 
question rather casually but the observations which they made with refer­
enc.e to export duties generally would bear repetition on this occasion. 
Th':s is what they said at page TOO of their Report : 

"Only iu tbe cate of an absolute monopolr. l'lf whieb the demand i9 stable un it 
be .tauted generally that the world price WIlt be raieed by the full amount of the 
~'port duty, and that thefe{Qte the whole e~ du.ty will be paid by the fareip 
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COIUIumer U1d none of it by the home produ\'cr . .'.n a1»o1ute lllooopclly, howevcr, 
for which there is a litable demand il of rare occur~u..:l!', and it may, therefore, be 
taken as the Kelleral rule that ~me portion, if JlQt the whole, of an c,port duty falls 
on the home producn." 

Sir, later, the Tbation Hnquiry Committee in paragraph 156 of their 
Rtport examined the position Bnd they pointecl O\1t " that the monopoly 
Y;bich .... t present exists would be infringed if an equally cheap sub"titute 
for Jute could be discovered. ()or by an extellsion of the system of bu!.k­
h.ndling of grain." 

I,liter on they went on to observe: 
"~n spite ,.:-I the ,mollopolistic cllllracter of, thr. rroducf, there exists a ponibillt)' 

that, m C:Cl'tillD colllil tlN1S of the trade, a portIon" the tlo:port duty rnay fall on the 
prodllccr." 

Sir, my c:omplaint is that this very important question has not ('orne 
up fDr SCriDUS consideration at the hand~ either of the Fiscal Commission 
at' the Taxation Enquiry Committee. But from the ohset'vatirlnS which 
",ere just quoted, from the reports of both these Committees, it ::tpP';!:US 
th!lt they are them!'tO'lves in doubt as to whether it can be laid down a& 
a general proposition that the export duty on jute is never paid <)ut of 
the pockets of the conStlmers. They say that circumstances are ('on· 
crhabl~ when this duty, instead of being passed on to the consumer may 
wdl be borne by tbe producer. Sir, what is the position as we find it 
to-day? As is well known, jute is practicaUy the monopoly of Bengal, 
w far as production is concerned, and I claim some authDrity to sneak 
on this subject because it is my part of Bengal that produces a vel~ 
larf,::e proportion of the jute grown in this country. The position as we 
£;td to-day is that Government have been making a systematic gain to 
the extent of Rs. 3~ crures and over every year for some years }la!'t. 
But tbis does not reflect the condition of the producer at all, for r find 
that in the jute season which has just dosed-and we can find paNllels 
of such seasons even in the past-the cu1tivator has in many in!ltanc~ 
nut been able to recover even the bare ('ost of production of jute. There 
IndY be instances in which he has mnoe just a slight profit, but in vety 
tnan v cases it can he asserted without fear of (,(.'lltradiction, that the jl1te 
p!"Oducer has failed to recover even the cost of hi .. production. The middle­
man, the baler, the manufacturer (the foreign manufacturet', as well as 
the JrHlian manufacturer), col1nt uI10n :-lome profit; the Government of 
India count upon a revenlle of 3~ crores. Bllt the prodl1cer has not 
heen able in very m~ny cases to recover the cost of production even. I 
should therefore think that there is something very wronJ{ in the whole 
system that obtains in regard to this jute export duty. Sir, the Taxa. 
tion Inquiry Committee referred specifically to the Question of the bulk· 
handling of grains . I understand that in America particularly bulk-handl­
ing is gaining ground very considernbly. And even in India I am told that 
grain lifters ha\'e been mgtalled as an experiment in certain places .. The 
time may therefore arrive very ffiOlt when the Government of India will 
have seriously to consider whether it will be politic on their part to continue 
th~ export duty at its present high rates. In any case I am sure that 
it is a misnomer to call jute the monopoh .. of India. It is a monopoly of 
India in 50 far as jute is not grown anywhere outside India' but Sir 
what ~bout the implicati~s of thc_ description that jute is the' m~P01; 
of. India '1 One wou1d thmk that the producer is in a position to dictate 
pnces, or that the producer would at lea~t be entttled to recover his cost i 
but, as I bave already stated, under this system of so--called monopoly 
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the producer is at the mercy of the purchaser. It is a powerful ring that 
controls the prices in the jute market, and when we find the purchaser to 
he in the position of a dictator, it is certainly a misnomer to d~be jute 
as the monopoly of India. having regard to t.he undoubted implications of 
that description. Sir, while on this point T cannot retrain from observing 
that this duty is a huge contribution th3t the Government of India are 
levying upon the people of Bengal. That itself was a point to which 
reference was macle by the Taxation Inquiry Committet'o They say that 
a considerable increase ill the rate of dut)" involves the likelihood of differ­
entia1 ta~ation on the people of Bl'ngal. Tlwllgb 110 !:Inch increase is pro­
posed, tlle circnmstanccs I hav!.! PQinte(1 out do make o.ut a case for inquiry 
as to. whether at least a portion of the prt'scnt export duty, if not the 
wh.ole, is bomt: hy thl" 11roducer of that commodity in BengaL If it is, 
then certainly I can claim that it is a spe.,.·ial item of taxation which the 
Government of India have been levying upon the· people of Bengal. In 
this connection I would remind this Housc that while some persons talk 
of the Province of llengal as a sort of charity prU\'illce because Qf the fact 
that her annual contribution of Rs. 6;\ lakh~ has he!!n remitted, the fact 
is that the tot:!! amonnt which the '';Overnmcllt of Bengal would ]x. getting 
lInder thi!> dispeusation for .,ix Yl!afS would 110t cxccNI the ammmt the 
Government of India are makill~~ Ollt of an o;.tricl1ltural produce of Heng~l 
under this one head C'v("ry year. Sir, I \\'0111d !nrthcr remind the Govcrn­
ment of India that, whilc they haVl' becn nlflki 'lg this hUgc profit out of 
a commodity prodl1l'cd by BCIlJ,';dl, the duty of !l(:cing to the improvemcm 
Df cultivation of jutc, Ihe duty of seeing to the improvemcnt of the 
moral and material condition of the jute prodUcer ill llellgal is entirely 
laid on the shoulders of the Government of lkug<il. !f we h,)d the 
advantage of the opinion of Mr. Jayakar's lady fri ent! on this case, 1 am 
sure she wou!d h<lw: as illuminati",\:, <I C'ritici~m tf) offer as on the !"vstem 
of Dyarchy. Sir, ~i1is certainly is not the sort of division of fl1llcti l.ms thM 
0111.' can approvc of. Here yOH arc making 1-\{ croces cw·ry y.::ar out of the 
jute duty and !caving the Government of Bengal to see to the improve­
mc,nt of the ctlltivation of jl1te on which alol1e this hugc profit of yours 
ultimately deJlends. I therefore: appeal to the HOllol1rable the Fi11allCe 
:Member for his consideration as to whether ill such a circumstance there 
ought 110t to be f'iltahlished some '3Ort of ,a community of interest between 
the Provincial CovernmC?tlt and the Central Government whidt might act 
as an encobragernent to the Provinciai Government to see to the improve­
ment of jute production, giving the Provincial Government a substantial 
share in the proceeds of this taxation . Sir in this connection I am 
reminded of the recommendation made bv the Taxation Inquirv Committee 
that. this po.., itioll Rli~ht ill ('ertsill circu;lIstnJIc,-s be l'lJ(IUirc{( into by the 
Tanff Board. I may add that my principal intention in bringing forwsrd 
this motion to-dav i~ to draw the attention of the HOllourable -the Finance 
l\1~u:r~r to. the recornmenrlation made by the Taxation !n<luiry Committee . 
! . maintain that the circum~tan~'t:s of the jllte trade at present obtaining 
1D Be.ngal do w:urnnt all early inquiry by the Tariff Boord into the whole 
que~hon. 



HIGHER SALT DUTY AND REMISSION OF PROVINCIAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS. 

(Legl~tive Assembly debate: 28th Mar. 1927.) 

I will at once come to Sir Basil Blackett's threat to Bengal that if W~ 
were to pass the reduced" rate, Bengal's contribution would have to be 
revived with effect from the next year. I never thought Sit Basil Blackett 
was suffering from so short a memory . I want to remind him of . tbe 
circumstances in which the remission of Bengal's contribution was effected. 
It was effected in pursuance of the Resolution brought forward by the 
Government in the autumn of 1921, in pursuance of the very definire 
recommendation made by the Joint Parliamentary Committee to the Gov; 
ernment of Indln. That was a year in which the Government of India 
itself was faced with a very heavy neficit, and yet my Honourable friend's 
preol"cessor did not hesitate to bring forward a proposal for relieving Bengal 
altogether (,f the contribution of 6:$ Iakhs a year. It is a pity, Sit, th"J. ~ 
thc remission was not IJUlde permanent on that occasion. Perhaps it was 
due to the fact that the Go .... ernment of India's finances were in such an 
un~atisfactory position at timt time that any remission for more than three 
years was rather beyond the range of practical politics in ti.Je year 1921. 
Again, when it fell to the lot of my H onourable friend t11e Finanee Member 
lO bring forward another proposal to continue that remission, he pointed 
out in very clear terms the difference between the conditions of the other 
provinces and of Bengal. I have no intention of giving any long extracts 
on this occasion from the speeches of the Honourahle Member, hut r am 
sure he will not deny that he stated tllat Bengal's case stood on quite a 
different footing from that of the other pmvinces, and that the main justi· 
fication for the remission of Bengal's Lontrihntion was to be found in that 
recommendation of the Joint Pa·rliamentary Committee. And now, after 
the Government of Iudia have produced several balanLcd and surplus 
Budgets in succession, he comes along and gives this threat to Bengal, 
tll:at "unless you support this enhanced taxation, we are going to take 
off the remission ." « The HOlf.ouf'able Sif' na.~il Blackett: "There is no 
(]ucstion of enhanced taxation. ") \Vcll, "enhanced" in so far as we are 
concerned. I do not SIlPPOse my H otlol1rable friend would dispute that 
proposition. So far as tbis House is concerned, it has taken its decision, 
its deliberate decision, and to agree to the higher rate now will be enhanced 
taxation so far as we are concerned. Sir, it is not fair, therefore, I say for 
the Honourable Member to come forward with that threat. r do not know 
whether r need read Ollt tc. .. bim once again the recommendation of the Joint 
Parliamentary Committee. Sir, if I had no necessity lor doing it for bis 
benefit, r would have had to do it for the henefit of my Honourahle (riend, 
Dr. Macphail, whom I am sorry not to find in his seat just now. Sir, I 
would not have taken up the task of instructing a veteran teacher like the 
reverend Doctor, but, Sir, when he says that Bengal must not be allowed 
to be a charity province, when he says that Bengal mtlst revise her penna-

• Tht AllSetnbly passed a re~lution i~ ("vmlr of redu\1Hm of the salt dutr from 
Pte. 1~4 to tell /Inn., a maund, 



JO) 

nellt ~ttlemeot. 1.am vety lUucb ,fraid that he ~ got to take his instruc­
tiOft even froQl a lilait' like 'mySeU. Sir, the Joint .farliamentary Com­
mittee 'lJIade the followiti"g ~rvation9 in dieir Report . Tbey said: , . . . . , 

~'1'bey -tlcaire ,to Ildd their recognition of the ~lia£ fin.ncial difficul(iell {J! the 
P~dmc-Y ' df 1kn~al,·wJ,ich they 'accordingly , ~Kl'iid to the special . consideration 
of the ' Go\"Clllment of India.'~ . " "" ' , ' 

Sir, 'upon that the Honourable Sir Malcolm Hailey said in t9:Zl : 
"Bengal lla1l behind It in mak"illl{ ~ clai1l1 lOt" II.sliistance an ar~umcnf which no 

other provinre cnn put {orwll1d, 081llel.,·, tilt.' IIpt:cific recommendation of the Joint 
Parliamentary Committee, nengal IlQW delnllllds that we should implement thet 

" ",commendatian. Nor ill it for thi~ C".overn.ncnt, nM illdeed, Sir, fOT this Hou, .. , 
."hicb. awes itf; ~tatutor" exilltence to Uiat C.mlmittI'P, to ,Ijllregard this cJlI,im." 

(The Ho",o",1'able SiT BaS'i1 Blackett: "Hear, hear"). Then, again, I will 
"refer to another point. I am rather anxious about the solll of lhe HOIlOUT­
able tbe Finance Member, which 3::; my Honollrahle friend , :'tIr. Yaknh, 
remarked, has got to be saved even at the expense of half a ponnd of Resh. 
Sir, I am ratber anxious about m,- Honourable friend the FillaT1C'e "Member's 
soul because I find him deliberately going baek upon the position tnkcll nl) 
by the Government of India in the past with regard to Bem:a1. About 
two years back r hrought fonvard a motion in the {'ol1rse of wllich r elTe\\· 

the attention of the Covernment to the ddective working of DeVulution 
Rule IS under which, as i~ admitted even br the H ononrable the Fin:lncl' 
Member, it was expected that the Government!! of Rom bay and Bengal 
would get some share of the income-tax revenl1e. On that oC("nsion the 
Honourable the Finance l\fember admittcd that tllc Dc\'ointinn Rille had 
failed of its purpose, that the Devolution Rule IS, which was intcncled for 
the benefit of the two industrial Provinces, was 110t hencfitin~ tJlem at all, 
and that contrary to all expectations, it was yielding some more bene'fit ~(" 
the other provinces which had already gaiuetl ll mh'r the IH"W financil1\ 
arrange'I1lents. Rir, on that occn:ooion, my H onoumhle frkncl t::ave thi~ 
House an as!\urance that he wOllle! go into this (jl1('!;tion anel find some solu­
tion that will be ~tisfactnry to these two llrovince:oo. 

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: I am prcparcd to look into 
the matter as soon as the provincial contributions ha\,(' gone. 

Mr. K. C. Neogy: I am very glael that my Honourahle frienel giv('s 
me that assurancc. But what do we find in his hudget speech of this ~-Cal" ? 
So {ar as the casc of Romhay is concerned, be said that apnr-t from her 
remission of provincial contribl1tion, uneler the general scheme of reduction 
as laid down in the Devolution RilleS, Bombnr bad a special claim ell1 
the assistance of the Government of rndia, because Devolution Rule l.'i 
bad not been working in the manner expectco. But in the case of nen~l 
the Honourable Mcmher obscrves, shc has nIrca(1y had her r('tief. B~n,g:l' 
got the remission of her contribution from the year 1922, anel eertainh' 
the c'lefective working of Devol:ttion Rule IS had not hccn hrollght to the 
atte!ltion of the Finance Member in that ycar, \Vhen r moved that 
motm in 1925, the Finance :Member had the c::mdol1r to admi.t that that 
was the first time when his attention was drawn to the defective workin/.":" 
of the rule. And now the Finance Member com('S forward and says that 
Bengal has had her remission already and cannot look forward to any 
asshtance on aecount of the defective working of the Devolution Rule. I 
am surprised that mY' friend can take up such an attitude. Then agai.n 
WE' come to the case of the abolition of the stamp duty on cheques; there 
*,jV!,in he said that only two provif!~ were going to lw materially affected. 
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Bengal and Bombay; but Bettgal bad' aO ~1aim. to be compensated for ioss ' 
of revenue. I must ask -ql¥ Honourable friend once" ~io. why was it, 
.ami on what considerations was it that the remi3SioD of Bengal"s contrl~ 
hution" was decided upon in 192t; was it on account of the <kfective 
working of Devolution RUle~ I5? Could anyone anticipate the defective 
working of t11,&t Devolution Rule when we were just beginning to work 

.the new constitution? And now the Honourable the Finance Member says 
that Bengal has no claim to compensation. Sir, we expect a better 
standarJ of :uctice Bnd 'fairness even from Finance )Icmbers. 

The Honourable Sir B •• iI Blackett: If the Honourable Mcmt.er 
will vote for the increased tax he will get all llc wants. 

Mr. K. C. NeolrY : What I intend to point Ottt is that Bengal's claim 
for IE-mission of contribution, her claim for a share of the income-tax 
revcllue. her claim for a share of the customs duty on jute, stands on a 
higher foot ing, and ~-ou have got to do something for Uengal in these direc­
tions, whether your salt dllty remain at TO annas or Rs. 1-4. 

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett! An that has been said has 
to be recon~idered in the light of the po~ition created by the Assemhly. 

Mr. K. C. NeoeY! Subject to the recommendation of the Joint 
Parliamentary Committee quoted by me· I do not SliP-POse my Hon011r­
able friend has the authority to go behind that recommendation. 

SiT CeoTRe PaddiSOtl was talking of new schools, new roads, new 
' l(.spitals, new ,n·ns. which the Mini~try in Madras propose to bring abm!t 
if this remission is made. Then again I heard the Punjab offic;:l\ 
representative talking of development schemes in different din.'Ction". 
Does my Honourahle friend can.- to kn ow what the present finall cbl pnsiti'JlI 
of Bengal is? In spite of this f('mission of 6J lakhs, Bengal is unable to 
balance her budget. 

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: Is that not all the mor!! 
reason for not obstructing the remission of her contribution next year? 

Mr. K. C. NeoRY: It is all the mott: n.·ason for considering Bengal's 
case quite apart from the recluetion of the salt (Illty . 

The Honourable Sir Ba.i1 Blackett: The Honourable Member has 
to take the finance of the Covernment of India into consideration. 

Mr. K. C. NeoRY: Certainly. Under the new federal systl'm "f 
finnllcc, separation of the financial burden as hetween the provinces :11111 

tlJC Central Exchequer has been br011ght ahout in a complete and rigiti 
manner unexampled in the history of k"<'lara! finance. 

The Honourable Sir Ba.it Blackett: Why do not the Honouuble 
Members help me to get rid of that situation? 

Mr. K. C. NealY: Exactly, that is what I want. What I intended 
to say wa,; that prior to the introdllctioll of the ncw constitution the 
Government of I~dia was solely responsible for the financial welfare of 
the 'Provinces and the Provincial Governments were no better and no mar.:! 
than the Covenurent of India working in the Provinces, and it is not 
proper on the part of the Honourable the Finance Member now to den}" 
all at once his responsibility for the financial position of the Provinces. 

The Honour.hle Sir Ba.iI Blackett: I have asserted my respon­
sibility and asked the HOllse to recollect it in voting"on this motion. 
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Mr. K. C, Ne0c7'1 {do hope' the Honourable ~ber will remember 
, the case 'of Bengal, which, as I say. stands on a , di1ferent footing. I 
was going to say. when I *as interrupted by my HonoUrable friend, that 
the financial position of Bengal as it appears to-day shows that her normal 
expenditure exceeds her normal mcomt: by no less than 64~ lakhs even 
in spite of the fact that Mie bas nct gQt to pay a rontribution of 63 lakhs 
a year. I do hope my Honourable friend 'win ooDdeicend to look int(') 
these figures, although Bengal is not represented by tJ,.ose stalwarts who 
represent Bombay's interests in this House . Sir, we "find t o(, much of 
special pleading for Bombay in the Honourable Member's budgt:t speech. 
I think, Sir, at that time, on the 28th February, when he made that 
speech, he had some hope that that would enable him to catch some votes 
on the ratio question; but now that the ratio is Ollt of th e way altogether, 
would he kindly condescend to bestow a little mc're attention on th e 
financial position of Bengal? 

The Honourable Sir 8a.iI Blackett: I do not wish to be conti­
nually illtertl1ptin,~ the Honourable Member but I wonld like to understand 
what he means. How on earth is the Government of India to consider 
the financial position of Dengal or any other province if its revenue is 
taken away by the Ccntrul Legislature? 

Mr. K. C. Neogy: Certainly you can, by making certain other read­
justments, by reconsidering your polky ;::bout the sinking fund, yonr 
policy about the redemption of debt. · Sir it is not the ()('ca~ion jllst now 
to go into any details about that; Imt i~ my HonoUl able fri.:ml is really . 
anxiolls tc know a little more aham these thinjts, he might sit round 3 

table along with some of liS, and we shall he fJllite happy to assist him 
with what little advice we cn n offer. Bllt, Sir, I had no intention of 
maldnjt such a long speech, and I will jllst conclude bv s3yins;:- that in 
spioc Cof the tl lreat of the Honourable the Finance Member, I do support 
th" tl.'dtlCtio.l that we made on the JaRt occasion . 

• 


