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durd of national efficiency by means of administrative
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condition of the backward classes of the population ;

(c) to promote and safeguard the gpirit of nation-
alism in all spheres of public activity;
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lopment of India;

(¢) to organise and maintain s National Liberal
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eloctoral constibuency, (#9) the provincial and central
legislatures ;

{f} to co-operate with Nationa! Liberal Party -
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to the priuciples from time to time approved of by the
National Liberal Party, Msdras, and by the Natioval
Liberal Federation of Indis,
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AGRICULTURAL INCOME-TAX.

We are usseinbled this afternoon - to consider the
proposal of the Madras Government to levy an incotne
tax, on syricoltural incomes. I am sure that most of you
have seen the provisions of this Bill and also the con-
tents of the Press Commnunique which was issued by the
Government on March 23 last. This is & big question and
it has several aspects. 1t will not be possible for me to
deal with all those aspects mysel! but.the speakers who
T will follow me will no doubt deal with such aspects ag
may not be able to touch on, .

~ Let me eay ab the ontset that [ am not an opponent
of & tax ob agricultural incomes, For over a quarier
of a century I have myself believed in, and advocated
the remodelling of lsnd revenue, and the levy of o tax on
agriculbural incomes, practicelly op the same lines s
the tax on non-agricuitural incomes levied by the
Central Government, What I really object to is the
. levy of this tax on the lines now propgsed by the Madras
Goveroment,
Al
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What exactly is this propoml\? The existing land
revenue is {0 continue 83 it is. It will be assesed and
recoveted on the same lines a6 it is now. Over and above
thie land revenne, it is proposed v levy 2 tax on agri-
cultural incom.s, more or less on the stme lines ug the
basis tax on non-uricelburel incomes,  There will be an
exemption minimum and a graduation of rates. The
exemption mmimuis will be Rs. 5,000, and graduation
of rates is taken up to Rs, 20,000,

As tar a8 I have been able to gnther there has been
a singular lack of detailed justification for these pro-
posals, The Press Communique no doubt attempted some
sorb of esplanabion of the provisions of the Bill, but it is
vety briel. It begins with & hope and ends with
another tops, The hope it bexins with is that the
Govermment f2e! that from the statoment of objects
ond ressons atbached to the Bill the pablic would have
been convinged of the need for withdrawing the
exemption {rom income-tay which has hitherto been
enjoyed by one section of the commwunity, The hopé
with Which it ends—~it is ratber fugitively expressed-—is
bhis: that the Goverument do not wish to conces) their
hope that it will be found possible to develop this tax

and eveatually relieve the poorest class of ryots from
the burden of taxation, '

. Now let us look ut these two pointe. It is 1 think &
wistaterment that Ayriculturists now enjoy exenption
from Income-tax. On the oiher hand the fax burden
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01 this class of the community withont any exemption
at the hottom oreany graduation of rates works out to @
fairly heavy percentage rate on their incows, anything
from 20 to 80% of their total income. I say sdvieedly
20 to 30%. As you all know the theory of the ryobwari
assessment that Government are entitled fo take haif
the nett incowe from land, With all my offcisl
experience behind me it will not be possible for me to
contend that Government are actually taking that much
on the average. , There may be 8 number of ¢ases
where they do not take 509 and possibly in 8 few cases
more than 50% but if you tske the sverage, I do not
think it can be put at 50%.

The question as to what percentage of the nett
incomne i9 beiny taken by the Government has been
debuted many times and examined by varions public
men, research workers and comwittees. It has not
been possible for them to arrive at any common formula
for indicating this percentage.

You will remember that the Indian .Taxation
Enquiry Committee tried to exemine this question. It
was upable o reack any definite conclusion, But, from
the fact that it recommended standardisation of the land
Tevenue sb 25% of the nett income, the standardisation
being intended to reduce the existing rates of land
revenue, We mav take it that that Committee was fuirly
convinced that the sctua! percentage on the average taken
by the Goverument was sowething more than 25 per cemt+
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Luysell conducted certain enquiries on my .own, soom
after ti.c roport of the Taxation Enquity Commitiee, was
published and I remeimber I then eame to the conclusion
that the average percentage was probably mearer 33}
per cant than 25 per cent, Perhaps, rising prices during
the period of the war have effected this ealculation.
Porsibly, it tnay be sbout 25% now. A somowhat indig-
pant correspondent writing to a local daily newspaper
sozietime ago, asked, “ Is there anybody who ig prepared
to maintsin that Government are taking 50% of the nett
income ? Is it not a fact that they are nmot taking more
than 20 or 35 per cent ?” I am quite willing to concede,
not on the merits but fox the sake of argument, that it is
20 per cent. Even so, I consider,it isa very heavy
percentage foipose ssa fax on any kind of income,
especially when it is not combined with any exempt‘on
at tho bottom or graduatmn of rates,

1t seerns to me that it has become o fashion to say
that the question whether land revenue is tax or rent is
purely academic and nothing more, I tather think,
especially after the publication of this Bill, that it s
dargorons to breab it a3 merely academic, Ih is a matter
of vital importance for us to insist that land revenue is &-
tax and ot reat. If the Madras Government hed faced
up to an understanding of the true character of land
revenue, they would probably have thonght ten times
befors they put forward thenr present Bill be{ore the
publie. :
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I do not kaow:f it is necessary at all for me to go
into any details on this question, But T will only vead to
you what I said in & memorandum on which the Indian
Tdxation Enquiry Committee examined ma twenty years
ago. T said i ‘

“Land revenas proper is s tax. It is not rent,
20t can it be said to be partly rent and partly tax,. It is
a tax on the annual valne of or the income from landed
property. The rates of tax as compared with texes
imposed on the income devived froM other forms of
assebs i3 0 heavy and the methods of levy 80 indefensible
- that people have taken refuge in designating it » rent.”” .

The Tuxstion Enquiry Committee obtained the
views of* many other people on this question. They were
unable to agres smong themielves and finally they put
iheir conclusion in the following words:—

“The Committee can best sum up their conclu-
sion by saying that though they are divided in
opinion &y ko whethex or not the land revenue
shonld beregerded asa tax on the individusl
who pays it, they are agreed that, since it forms
a deduction from the national dividesd, it
should be taken into consideration in dealing
with the question of the incidence of taxation
on the country as & Whole,"” A

Rather subtle, the wording of that conclusion! They
were divided on the questipp a8 to whebher it was
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s tax. Even those of the members who dissented from
the view that it was tax were ot prepared fo eommib
.+ thomselves to the slatoment thut it wes rent, On the
othar band, whot they unanitoously agreed on was that
land revenue consiituted a deducbion from the national
dividend, definitely indiesting that it bad the characteris~
tic of & tax vathor than of yent, But there is no need
to dwel: on this pointany further. Nobody perbaps had
greater knowledge of our land revenwe system than
Baden Powstl. Mgpy, mAny years ago he wrote -

“ Lisnd revenue operates as a tax on agricultural
incomes, a contribution to she State from the profits of
land cultivation just a5 the incomedaz is s contribution
out of the profits of their industries and occupations,/

It is importang to remember that land revenue is s
tax. It is only if yon remernber it and have it always
before you that vou will be able to form & correct judg-
ment on the proposals of the Madras Government.

T shall now pags on tothe hope expressed at the end
of the Communique iz, that the Madras Government look
forward to this tax developing in sach a way that the
results will enable them to relieve the poorest class of
ryots from the burden of taxation. This statement com-
ing o8 it does from the DMadras Government of the
present day—a body of seasoned administrators—seams
to me shmewhat extraordinary, Iiis my firm convie-
tion that it is nob & practieal proposition to think of
exempting any piece of land from taxation altogether.
Liand will have to hear some kind of taxation having
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resard to the relation that the State mustinainiain with
land in this country, Both from the purely practical
and financial point of view and from the point of view
of history and of how things will bave to develop in the
future economy of this conntry it seems to me strange
that  statement of this sort should have been made in &
(tovernment Press Commnnigue,

I have- said- enough to show that land revente
constitutes a basic tax on sgricultural income, 1 see from
the Biatement of Objects and Reasons appended to the
new Bill that the Governnient have made & point of the
fact that they are levying no supsr tax. If land vevenue
constitutes a basic tax on egricultural incoms, sny new
tax levied on the same incomes should be considered to
be ronlly in the nature of » super tax, This I wish
porticalarly to emphasise, The principles that the
Government are proposing to apply a8 regards the
assessment and graduabion of the new tax are howeber
singularly inappropriate to the levy of suner tax. The
principles adopted nre those pertaining to the basic tux
on non-agricultural incomes, bat these are incongrnons in
their application to agricultural incomes under existing
conditions. Let me give you one or two examples of
what I mean, They have given an exemption from this
tax for total nett incomesup to Rs. 4,999, on the Jines
presumably of the exemption that is given wp to
Rs. 1,990 in the case of non-agricultural incomes, The
principle underlying that exemption is that the tax
should not be levied or that portion of & person’s income
which is absolutely hecessary for the maintenance of &
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reasonable standsrd of comiort. If Rs 1999 is good
enongh 8 an exemption limit for non-sgricultursl
assess0es, it seems odd that the exemption limit in the
case of agricultural incomes should be placed at Rs. 4,999,
Most of these non-agricaltural income-taX assessees are
utbin  dwellers, The minimum requited for -their
standstd of comfort must be really higher than the mini-
mum required for tural dwellers, One wonld expect
therefore that the minimum limit for exemption from
agricultural income-tax should, if anybhing, have been
lower than that for non-agricultural income-tax. Instead,
the Government are proposing to exempt up to a much .
higher limit. Even with the exemption, if 8 man does -
get R, 2,000 by way of non-agriculturel income, only the
first Rs, 1,500 is exempted from tax and the other Re.500
isliable to income-tax. Similarly in the case of the
Re. 5,000 lihit, only the first Rs, 1,500 is to be exempled
and the remaining Rs, 3,300 will besubject to a tax, pro-
vided the total income s Re. 5,000 and over, If you
grant what I contend for, namely that land revenue is a
tax, you cannob shué your eyes to the fact that, in the
assessment of land revenue, there in no exemption at
* the bottom_ and that land revemue will continue %o be
levied on the Rs.1,500 for which they say exemption will
be allowed in respect of the new tax. The proposals do
not therefore alter the fact that every rupes of the nett -
income for land will have to come ander contribution in
the shape of land revenue, The whole thing looks so
0dd and indefensible from the point of view of principle.
This is one of those incongruities which have persnnded
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e to think that this measure is an ill-devisedone, The
new tax again is gradusted up to Re. 20,060, The
besic jncome-tax on nou-agricultural incomes is graduated
up to Rs. 15,000 only, The rate works out to 135%
only on an income of Rs. 15,000. The percentage of
lend revenue alone to income, even taking it at 20%
ie much higher than the highest raty of basic income-
tax, viz. 283, 6ps. which is ldvied on the entire
balance shove Bs, 16,000, In fact up to this limit and
beyond up to any limit, land revenve alone will bea
heavier burden on sgriculiyral incomes than besic income-
tax oo non-agricultural incomes, even if you include
the surcharge on it. And yet the Madrsa Government’s
scheme proposes fo make the burden on agricultuxal
incomes from Rs. 5,000 upwards, besvier still by wn
additionnl tax graduated up to Rs, 20,000, the maximum
rate viz., 2} annas, being levied-on the Dhalance above
Rs. 20,000, The new tax should reslly be treated. saa
super. taz, though unfortuuately it does not fulfil the
characteristics of the latter owing fo the exemption limit
being put st the low level of Ra, 5,000 instead of at
something like Rs, 26,000 or even higher, as also owing
to the omission to graduate the rates on incornes above
Rs, 20,000,

The Statewent of Objecta and Reasons refers only to
two or three points. It eays that it is equitable to levy
a tax on agricultural incomes, that additionsl revenme is
required and thirdly, Shat Biher and Assam are already
levying the tax snd Bengal bas published & Bill. Our
conditions are .certainly not the same as the conditions
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in any of these provinces, They are predominently
permanently seftled sreas, ‘onrs i3 pre-eminently a
ryotwari axes, What may be acceptable for permanently
sefbled aress like Dengal, Bihar and Assam is not
necessazily the basis for judging Whether this tax will be
a pronar one to levy in ryotwari areas. With regard to
the aroument zbout money being tequired for postwar
schenses, 1 would like to say this. The yield is expected
to be ahout 40 lakha, There is no postwar scheme, or
cven [or that matter any part of any such scheme, which
is inconvenienced for wamt of funds, The Madras
Government are rolling in wealth just now. They have
got revenue reserves and cash balance reserves o the
tune of Rs. 56 crores, not to mention other smaller
veserves, In the current year's budget there is a surplus
of 80 lakhs after putting into the revenue reserve & sum
of Ba. 10 crores. It cannot therefore be that they wanb -
money now, If they want money when postwar scheroes
on- sny considerable neale have to be implemented,
befora the time comes for doing so, I am sure they will
have been replaced by another government, & popular
government which would he able to ach with the supporb
of the Legislature. Why not leave this particular
matter bo the fulare government? Thers is possibly
another way of looking at it. I anticipate that the finan-
cial exporta of the Madras Government might ssy ** We
wanh to embark on very large schemes of postwar
expansion. It ispot merely thut we want money for
finsncing these schemes but we want also to brosden the
bases of our revenue resonrces 5o that we shall bein
position to finance ail these fine programmes and Iater”
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on undertake other programmes.” To suy that a yevenne
of 40 lakbe in 4 vear out of & total revenus of something
like 38 crores—aad if the hope of the Government is
Tenlised, viz, that the proceeds of the new tax will
enablé them to relieve tie poorest class or ryots from
taxation sltogether this sam of Ra. 40 lakbhs and more
will be required to cover the loss—is going to broadem
the basis of taxetion i3 someshing which does nov carry
convietion, I shall be ns much convinced by iv, or
rather as little convinced by it, a3 I was when the
Pinance Member of the Government of India said that
by levying a faxon betel-nuts and reslising something
like 60 to 80 lakhs in & yesr out of & fotal revenue
receipt of Ks. 875 crores he would be broadening the
basis of cenbral taxation. The oniy thing that resolted
from the levy of thab tax was u certain amount of very
intensiva irritation amony & number of smatl people who
owned avesa gardens on bthe West Coast. Beyond thet I
do not thigk it mude any appreciable difference to she
revente of Anancial position of the Government of India.

The only seerningly plausible contention in favour
of the propossl 18 that it is equitzble to levy o tax on
agricu!tural incomes. Tagree, Ihave already stated thail
have heen myse!l an advocate of & tax on agricultural
incogae for over a quarter of o century. I have put the
suggestion to committess and officially on occasions to
the Grovernment in one form or another. But I object
to this particulsr tax on agriculture incomes mainly on
two grounds, Firstly it imposes an oppressively heayy
burden on the lower grades of agriculbural income, and
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secondly, it does ot impose an adequate rats of tax on
the higher agricultursl incomes, Let us remember that
theps i# & tax on agricultura) incomes already in the
shape of land revenue. It is notoriously inequitable in
jtsincidence. If we sre going to inferfere with the
existing tax on agricultaral incomes it should be done
oaly in such a way that the inequities and inequalities
of the present system are reduced to the minimum, If
we onuld do this without substantially embarrassing the
Government fipsncially, that, in my opinion, is Lhe
wtmost that can be expected from a re-ordering of our
system of taxalion of land. No new taxation of agricul-
tural income can afford to ignore or fail to take note of
the incidence of land revenue, If this is taken into
account it shonld be realised that the land revenue ifself
will have to he modified suitably in order to permit of an
sdditiooal tax on sgriculbursl incomes bsing auper-
imposed oo i, The super-imposition withont such
wodification will not make for equity but add to the
existing inequity in the taxabion of land, I am afraid
this bigger problemn has not been faced up to by the
Madras Government, ‘

Agein equily would demand that as fav a8
possible the tax burden on agricultural incomes
should be brought into line with that on fmon-
agrionliural incomes, The present propoesl however
would, I s afraid eliminate any prospect of achieving
such equiky. The result of implomenting it will be to
place on agricultural incomes up to Rs. 30 and Rs. 40
thousand & heavier tolal burden than on non-agricultural
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incomes. The discrepancy will be greater in the caac of
the lower incomes than in the case of the higher. On
incoms of Rs. 40,000 to Rs. 50 000 and over, the total
. burden will be smatler in the case of agricultural than in
the case of non-agricultural incomes, the discrepancy being
greater as We go higher up the scale. (At $his stage Sir
N. Gopalaswami Ayyangar illustrated what he meant by
referring to the figures he had got worked ont in tabulax
statements comparing the incidence of the burden on
agricultaral and non-agricultural incomes,  Thege
stotements are annexed), It would seem to follow that,
if you leave the present land revenne unfouched with all
its inequities and inequalities, and desire merely to make
agriculturs| incomes of large smounts bears burden
‘comnensurate with that borne by non.agrieultuval
incomes of similar amounts, you ought frankly to levy
& supar-tax on agricaltaral incomes. " If land revénue is
taken as equivalent to 90% of nett income frow agri-
culture, you will have to put your -exemption Limit for
the super-tax at Re, 25,000, If you take it og 25% the
exemption limit for the super tax will have to be about
Rs. 40,000 and if you take it as 33}% the exemp-
*tion timit will have fo be something like Rs. 50,000, -
There appenrs to be an impression that the Government
have done & very generous thing in placing the exemp-
tion limit at Rs, 5,000, Ad s mabter of fact, I do not
. think there is any gonerosity in it stall. If they were
- to do justice to agricultural incomes, they ought $o raise
fthe exemption Emit in the manner 1 have indicafed, It
you Jevy super tax sbove these limite and if you
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~grndunte the rates on the same lines 88 in the case of
pon-sgriculbural jncowes, agricuitural incomes above
thess Timifs will have to pay & much heavier tofal tax
than they would have o pay both a3 land revenue aad
aa additional tax under the proposed Bill. I do not want
snybody to misapprehend what I @ saying. If you sre
going 6 retain land revenue s it iy to-day and au'per-
impose on it an additional income tax then you ought to
lake sieps for exempting the burden on the income uplo
the limits I have wentioned and you will have st the
same time fo be preparsd for levying higher rales
of faxabion on incomes nbove these limils,

I would like to refer to permanently settled estates
ab this point. This I think i3 o msbter which requires
vary special aftention. The conbribution ' which lwnd
Tevanue in ryolwan areas makes to the State according
to the figures available to me is something like Be. 28
per cent. The corresponding figure of peshkash for the
9 most important pirmanently setiled estates in the
provines mentioned in the Board of Revenus Report for
Fasli 1350 would bs Rs. 0'7 per acre. The total revenue
tealised in theso bstates by the Zawindur was Rs. 85.04
lnkbs, the peshkash paid being Rs. 21'95 lakhs or 256,
The tow} revenue paid by the ryols in the estates
works out sx Rs 29 per acre ss against Rs. 23
per scre in ryobwari sreas, Taking all the Zamindarie in
the province togsther, the total revenue realised by'the
Proprigtors is is. 204.3 lakhs out of which only a sum
of Ra. 4748 lakhs, or roughly 23.2 per cent, is paid to the
Governwent. The inforance that these figures suggest
is that the ryots in permanently sattled estates pay on an
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average 25 por cedt more in the shape of revanue to their
Zamindars than the ryots in the ryotwari areas pay fo the
Government. Even if the ryots payment in permanently
settled areas is taken on the average to be the same
percentage of his nett agricultural income as the land
tevenue paid in ryotwari aress, say 25 per cent the
peshkash can be said to represent only } of this 25 per
cent or 6} percent. On general grounds, therefore,
thers would seem 1o be s casa for re-adjusting the tax
burdens on agricultural incomes in, the permanently
settled and ryotwari areas so ag gradually fo approximate
toeach other, This requires very careful working out.
T'ke proposals in the new Bill, however, T can assare you,
are hardly calonlated o bring bhus about, If the super-tax
minimum is raised without apy progressive graduation
of rates in the case of higher incomes, the yield of the
tax will be so poor that the attempt would not be warth
while. The vast bulk of assessees under this Bill will be
those who earn agricultural incomes from Rs. 5,000 to
Rs, 40,000, If the rates on higher agricultural . incomeg
are graduated progressively as in the case of the super-tax
on, non-sgricultural incomes——the rates on non-ugricultural
incones range from 1 anna in the rupee witha surcharge
of 1anns in the case of incomes betwesn Rs. 25,000 and
Rs. 35,000to 7 annas in the rupee with & surcharge of
3na. 6 ps, on the excess over Rs. 5 lakhs—the tax should
bear heavily on Zaminders and on very large ryotwari
holders, It is obviously unreasonable, however, that the
burden on agricultural incomes up fo Rs. 40,000 and
Rs. 50,000 should be heavier than on non-agrivaltural
incomss but that no steps should be taken to make the

4
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burden on agricultural incomes above that limit ab least
spproximate to the burden on the corresponding levels
of non-agricultural incomes,

There is one queer feature in the provisions of this
Bill. Amongst the deduetions which are allowed to be
made before arriving ab the nett agricultural income is
the land vevenue paid to the Government. This dedue-
tion would be & rabher unique feature in income taxation.’
1t would be justifiable only if you put land revenue on
the same footing a8 the rent paid by an assessee tos
Muperior !ang holder, This however, is inconsistent with
the character of land revenue which is itself a tax on
agrionltural income, You will now see why it is that I

have insisted so much on the position that land revenue
14 # tax and not rent,

The proposal of the Madras Government is not a
mete temporary wer time measure for raising additional
resources for mesting exceptionsl expenditure in an
emergency. It has been planned and pat forward es
part of & permaneni addition to the provincial tax
gystem. In itself it is a major changain the system of
taxing land which has been in force for & very long
time. A Section 93 sdministration can bardly he con-
sidered competent fo attempt such » radical departure of
& permanent nature from the existing state of things.
The matier is one srhich should be left o be tackled by
& normally constituted Government {unctioning with the
aid, und under the centrol, of » duly elected Logiglature,
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The more I think of the provisions of the Bill, the
more convinced am I that it is » measure on which no
groat amount of thought has been spent by .any one, that
nobody who can really give authoritative opinion a4 to
how these provisions will work in practice has been
taken into confidence and that none of thoss responsible
for this measure is really aware what s greab handicap it
is going o be in the remodelling of our system of laad
taxation, which I think s properly constituted popalar
Government shonld embark on in the near foture.
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' . Statement showing the tax payable on

for the
' 1f nonagricultural.
o Income-tax basis plus
lncome. surcharge with Land Revenue
supertax and sur- at 209, of
charge on incomes Col. No. (i).
of over Rs, 25,000,
Rs R P.C Rs,
o 1 @ 3) 4)
2,150 50, 24| 430
3,000 it 3 | 60
4,000 - 195 49 $00
5,000 213 5 1,000
6,500 459 72 1,300
< 8000 664 83 1,600
10,000 595 92 2,000
13,000 1,362 14 5,400
15,000 2,013 2% | 3,000
18,000 2,909 162 8,6004
21,000 3,400 JE. S - 5
24,000 4691 195 | 4,800
27,000 5,831 gl | 5400
30,000 7,008 297 6,000
33,000 3.081 M5 8,600
36,000 9,753 a7 7,200
40,000 11,041 299 8000
1,00,000 43,97} 490 20,000
1,350,000 83,346 556 30,000
200000 | 1,20,066 60-0 0,000
400000 ) 2,32 566 106 §0,000
100,000 | 845,066 345 | 2,00,000

Noteowel, The fignres in columos 3 and 3 have bewn taken trom the
stitomnont In Part 1} of the Explanatery Memorandum
on the Goveroment of Tndia Badget for 194546,
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agricultural and non-agricuttural incomes
year 1943-46, ’

If agriculturai

Net agiicullural . Total fax on
di?ico?e afiterd { inﬁng)i::lliufol n agricultural
ucting ian o < income Col, 4
reven%ne. | araount in Col. (3). and Col, 6.
Rs, ’ Rs. R.. PG
I ! @
LI i, Boy 20
2400 Nil, oo 20
3,200 Nil, #u 20
4,000 Nil. . LU0 20
5,200 177 LT e
6,400 254 1,952 1 238
%009 3.2 9362 | 238
9,600 453 9852 | 239
12,000 ‘ 664 3,654 25
A0 | - 839 449 | 25
16,300 1150 s3I0 256
19,200 1,470 6,270 | 26:3
21,600 2,43 7845 | 294 .
24,000 2,154 8,138 | 30
25,000 | 3195 9,795 30-2
24,800 | 3,590 10,790 30-3
32,000 _ ‘ 4070 12,070 503
80,000 10945 30,345 30:9
1,80.000 | .- 17193 4i0s | 34
1.60,100 © 2344 B3,44a | 317
383,000 48,443 128,445 | 321
$,00,000 1,24,075 3,24075 324

2. The figures fu colimn 6. have been worked out at the
. tates glven ja the Madras Government's Bill.
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Statement showing the tax payable on

for the
It nonsagicultural.
i, . .
* Income-tax basis phis .

Facome. surcharge with Ld;dgl;;vz;\ue

supertax and sur- Col. No. ().

charge on incomss of
over Rs. 25,000,
RH- . RS,. Pu C- > Rs’

() () (3) &)
3,000 11 9 750
4,500 214 52 11238
56,4100 404 Y 1,500
7,500 593 $0 1875
9,01t 794 88 2,260

12,000 1,362 4 3,000
15,000 2,014 4 i35 3,750
18,000 2,900 162 4500
24,000 4,591 195 6000
36,000 7,096 237 7,500
36,000 9,153 31 9,000
40,000 11,941 291 10,000
50,000 17,409 348 12,500
60,000 23,346 389 15,000
70,000 29,52 425 17.500
g0 [~ 36,159 452 20,0600
90,000 42565 473 22,500
1,00.000 4391 80 25000
1,50,000 83,546 556 31,500
2,00,000 1,20,066 600 £0,000
é,OU,OUO 218 2; :)66 " 70‘5 3,00,0“0
10000001 845085 | - 845l - 250000

" Note—1, The bgares in olumna 2 and 8 have been taken from the
statement in Pact I11 of the Explanatory Memorandum
on the Government of 1ndia Budget for 1946-48,
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agricultural and non-agricultural incomes

year 1945-46,

) If agriculiural
l .
Net agricultural . | Total tax on
incogme after .Agr;;u:mml agricultural
deducting land | T %‘u;’“ 5 | income Col. 4
revenue, | 2oV 6] “and Col. 5.
Rs, Re. Rs. P.C.
(%) @ 1 o ®
2,950 | Nil 0] 950
33715 | Nil 1195 250
4,300 f Nif 1500 250
a025 | 203 2,078 79
{ 6,750 23 2,523 280
9,000 414 3419 |- 984
11,250 594 4314 | 239/
13,500 805 . 3,303 294
18,000 1,320 1820 305
29,500 1,960 9,460 | 314
9400 | 2,604 11,660 | 323
30 000 3,133 15,133 328
37,500 4,305 16805 | 336
45,000 5,417 20,477 34l
53,500 6,649 24147 { 314
60,000 7820 27,8201 347
§7 500 8993 31493 | 349
75000, 10,114 - 5,114 351
1,12,500 16,003 5353 | 857
1,350,000 21,6~3 7,883 1 339
3,00 0up 45,329 145320 | 363
75000 1,15.638 366321 366

2, The figures in  colnmn 6 have been worked out althe
tates glven in tbe Madras Government's Bill.
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Statement showing the tay payable on

. for the’

|

1f non-agricuitaral

Income-tax basis plus

Land Revenue

Income. surcharge with 33 9 of

. supevtax and sug- Col N('f) ).
charge on incomes of s

) wver Rs. 25,000, :

Rs. I R1, . P. C. RS.

(1) (2) (3) ¢
3,300 e 59 1003
4,500 4 52 1,500
6,000 404 ! o7 2,000
7,800 599 80 2,510
9,000 REL i 58 3,000
12,-00 1,352 | 114 4,000
15,0% EROL] 135 5,000
18,010 2909 | 162 6,00
24,009 4691 r 195 8,000
30,000 7,008 231 10,000
35,000 9,753 271 12,000
40,000 11,941 29.9 13,333
60,000 23,345 384 20,000
70,000 29,752 42:3 21,333
8,000 36,159 452 26,666
90,000 42,565 | 473 30,000
1,00,000 48474 ! 499 33,133
1,50,000 | - 83,146 356 50,000
200000 | 1,20,066 700 66.667
4,00, 00 2,82.566 10-6 1,33,333
1,00,0000 4,45,0¢6 $d 323,333

Note.~1. The figures jn. Colarons % und 3 have beed taken from the
statement in  Part 11 of the Explanatory Memorandom
on the Government of Indta Budget (or 141546,
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agricultural and mon.agricultural incomes

year 1945-46,

If agricultural
Net agricultural Aeri Total tax on
. gricultural .
ot | Incometaxon | TR
cUng 00 amount in Col. (5), ] "hoqproe
revenue. and Col. 6.
Rs. Rs, Rs. P.C.
(3) (%) m @
2,000 Nil 1000, 83%
3000 Nil 1500 | 333
4000 Nil 2,000 333
5,000 164 266 | 259
6,000 221 darl a9
8,000 2] 0 452 368
16,600 |- 476 5,746 368
12,000 664 6,684 | 370
16,000 1,010 9,070 318
20,000 1,570 1L59% | 385
. 24,000 219 14,194 | 394
26 687 2,612 15945 | 399
40,600 4,695 24,195 | 411
46,867 57861 20010 4145
5334 6,779 38445 | 418
60,000 7,810 818¢0 1 420
66,647 8,862 42195 | 429
1,00,000 14,070 64070 | 427
133,333 28,353 89,00 | 445
3,6€ 667 © 55,137 189,070 | 413
6,66,667 1,026121 435945 | 486

2. The figares tn column 6 have been worked cox at the rates
given 1n the Madras Government's Bill
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