
a81 Import of VAISAKHA 15, 1903 (SAKA) Ca.shownuts (CA) 

12.2z hn. 

CALLING ATTENTION TO MAT-
TER OF URGENT OF PUBLIC 

IMPORTANCE 

REPORTED SERIOUS SITUATlON DUE l"O 

DECANALlSATION OF IMPORT OF 

CASHEWNUTS 

SHRI A. K. BAL.AN (Ottapnlam): 
l call the attention of the J.\.Un!'ster of 
Commerce to the following matter of 
urgent public importance and request 
that he may make a ::tatemcnt 
thereon: 

Reported serious situation arising 
·out of fhe decanalisati.:m of the im-
port of rashewnuts in Kerala. 

THE MINISTER OF ~li l  

A~  STEEL AND :~ I  (SHRI 
PRANAB ::\IUKHERJEE): Sir. in:port 
(if raw rashewnuts had been can a li~:f  

through the Cashew CrJrporation of 
Jndia since 1st September, 1070. The 
exportable surpluses of raw cashew-
nuts from the traditior.al sources of 
supply in East Africa hav.e come 
ciown substantiallv after allowing for 
these countries' ~ n processing re-
quirements which h:tve been pro-
gressively going up with the creation 
Of new capacities. onse uentl~ . 

jmports hv thp Cashew Corporation cf 
India ha\:e progressively gone do\vn 
from 1.95 lakh tonnes b o.bout 20,000 
tonnes in 1980-81. 

Indigenous raw c::ishewnuts pro-
duction is .~sti ate  at a'bout 1.10 lakh 
tonnc>s in 1980-81. The installed 
proces:--;ing cnpacity in th" counhy i:; 
estimated at 4.5 lakh tonnes. The 
cashew processing industry c..mploys 
approximately 1.5 lakh workers. 'l'hus 

the estimated requirement of raw 
cashewnuts for providing all rouno 
the year employment would he ap-
proximately 4.5 lakh tonnes. 

In order to increase the availability 
of raw cashewnuts for processing, a 
!Cherne was evolved in July 1979 per-
mittin.g import of raw casl,lewnuts 

from non traditional sources ( exclud-
ing Tanzania, Mozambique, Kenya and 
Malawi) by manufacturer-exporters 
subject to the approval of Cashew 
Corporation of India for distribution 
to all eligible factories. Under this 
scheme, State Corporations, like the 
Kenl.la State Cashew Development 
Corporation, as manufacturer-expor-
ters, were also ..eligible .to import raw 
cashewnuts from non traditional sour-
ces. 

Inspite of this special scheme 
which was announced by the Cashew 
Corporat.ion of India in July 1979, 
adec1uate raw cashewnuts could not be 
imported. and in order to augment 
the supply of raw cashewnuts a Pub-
lic Notice was issuea under which 
CCI & E may allow direct imports of 
limited quantities of raw cashewnuts 
on rn<:'rits for the purpose of proces-
sing in India for re-export subject to 
Si.1ch conditions as may be stipulated 
in each case. Only 5013 tonnes were 
imported by a :5in,!?1e unvate ::>artJ'• 

under this public notice. Thereafter, 
I had. while replying to the Demands 
for Grants of the M:nistry of Com-
merce in the Lok Sabha on the 7th 
July 1980 and in the Rajya Sabha 
on the 8th July 1980. assured that 
private parties wm not he allowed 
to import raw cashewnuts provideu 
State Casew Corporations are able 
to make arrangements tor their im-
port. Inspite of this assurance, no 
State Cashew Corporation uctually 
imported any raw cashewnuts, under 
this Public Notice. 

To revi·ew the situation I had takeh 
h\'O meetings with MP·s of Kerrila 
nnd Tnmil Nadu on 2-4-81 and l\'IF's 
of Keraia. Tamil Nadu and Karna-
frika on Hi--1-81 where the seriousness, 
Ar1~111g out of paucity of raw nuts 
was discussed in detail. Only after 
explaining the nosition to the MP's 

and with a view to increasing the 
foreign exchange earnings of' the 
country as well as providing addition .. 
al employment, it was decided to de-
canallse the import Of raw cashew-
nuts. By Public Notice No. 18 
ITC(PN) /81 dated 27.4.81 raw cashew 
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imports have been placed under OGL 
subject to the cQndition that half the 
quantity imported shall be offered to 
the Cashew Corporation of India for 
distri_bution to actual users in such 
a manner as may be laid down from 
time to time. 

It may thus be seen tfiat rio se:ir11_1:.: 
situation has arisen as a result of the 
decanalisation of import or raw 
cashew in as much as evenprior fo 
the decanalisat:on, the availability of 
imported raw nuts had come down 
substantially. On the contrary, it is 
anticipated that with the change in 
po1i~  there might be addional gen-
eration of foreign e ch~ ge and em-
ployment in tlie countr.)--. 

SHRI A. K. BALAN · I called the 
attention of the hon. ·Minister to a 
serious economic cns1s in Kt->ra1a 
This economic crisis will surely lead 
to thousands of people being thrown 
out of employment. 

The cashew industry in Kerala em-
ploys more than 1! lakhs workers 
and it requires nearly 4-l/r2 Iakhs 
metric tonnes of raw cashewnut a 
year. The indigenous production of 
·raw cashewnuts is not sufficient to 
meet. even one-fourth of the 5ctual 
r~ re ents. The remaining quanti-
ties have, therefore, to be found 
through imports. The State Govern-
ment has once moved the G-overn-
~ent of India for arranging maximum · 
import of raw cashewnuts through 
the Cashew Corporation of India. The 
Cashew Corporation of India have 
also been requested to intimate the 
arrangements they have m-ade or are 
making for further import of Taw 
cashewnuts. No firm reply either 
from the Government of. India or 
from the Cashew Corporation of 
Tndl.d has so far been received in 
thia rerard. 

Sir, the G<>verrunent of ·India have 
also been requested to permit the 
Kerala State Cashew Development 
Corporatt:on to import raw cashew• 
nuts direct from foreign countries for 
its own requirements. Government 
of India have indicated that import 
of raw nuts from non-traditional 
areas could be made by manufacturer 
exporters subject to the approval of 
the Cashew Corporation of India and 
their surrendering 50 per cent of the 
import to the Cashew Corporation of 
India for distribution to all the eli-
gible factories. The Chief Controller 
of Imports and Exports would also al-
c1ow direct. import of a limited quan-
tity of raw nuts fer the purpose of 
processing in India for re-export sub-
ject to the conditions stipulated by 
the Controller in each case. As the 
above c;)nditions will not be "Jenl"!fi-
cial to Kerala Statp Cashew Develop-
ment CorporZJ1ion. the Government of 
India was 3gain addressed for the 
grant of permit to the Kerala State 
Cashew Devi'lopmenf Corporation to 
import raw nuts from traditional and 
no"1-traditiona1 areas without any 
conditions attached. But the Gov-
ernment of India intimated that it iS 
not nossible to allow such imports 
without the conditions earrer pres-
cribed by them. 

Ever since September 1970, Govern-
ment have been following a weli.-
thought-out sensible and rational 
system of canalising raw-cashe·wnut 
import through the Cashew Corpora-
tion of India. Consequent on the 
revised import and distribution policv 
for raw cashewnut for 1980-81, the 
Union Government have permitted 
private cashew processors to import 
raw cashewnuts. Tihe State Govern-
ment was afraid as the private: 
processors, if permitted to import nuts,. 
are sure to direct their imported sto~s 
to the neighbouring States of Tamil-
nadu or Karnataka where the un-
organised labour is deliberately ex-
ploited with a view to making more 
profits. The State Government have. 
thereupon invited the attention of thf!" 
Union Government to the alleged im-
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port ·policy revision highlighting bow 
. it will ~erniousl  jeopardise the cMhew 
industry in this state, particulariy, at a 
time when it is struggling for existence 
and moved the Union Government to 
rescind the decision, if any, taken to 
change the canalisation policy so far 
followed. But, Union Government 
have changed the policy to the effect 
that import permits are issued to the 
private cashew processors. Sir this 
decision, s·.uely, is against the ~spira
tions of the E'i:erala people. The Gov-
ernment has ctecided to import casrhew-
nuts. They are going to import coco-
nuts, cocoa and rubber. What is the 
intention? Str, the intention is verv 
clear. Any ... , ~i. :, it is to make a block-
ade against Kerala Government. 1 
request the Minister not to try to 
catch fish in tumubled water. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: What is the 
rea.sc.n for this enmity; 

SHR!MATI SUSEELA GOPALAN 
(Alleppey): Because, there is non-
Congress G1J':ernment in Kerala. 

SHRI A. K. BALAN: Sir, I am sure, 
the Government is trying to make 
troubles in Kerala. The Minister so 
man.v times. v·:hen the Kerala M. Ps 
irrespective of tht" politics met him. 
assured at that time that he would not 
permit the ir.:r:ort of cashew by the 
private parties. But, the policy is 
changed and we kn.ow the person be-
hind it. An:nv8y I do not think the 
Minister himself is responsible for this. 
We know the man who is behind this 
decision. We, the Kerala people, know 
him. He is an advocate of the mono-
poly capitalists. I do not want to go 
further. But, this is against the Kerala 
people. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: PLease put 
your question. 

SHRI A. K. BALAN: I am putting a 
tew questions only. Sir, what made 
the Govemment to change the canalisa-
tion poli'Cy so far in existenee. 

(2) Whether this policy is going to 
help the or1anised industrial sector 
of cashewnut industries; 

(3) What will be the impact of the-
new policy of import on the pubilc 
sector factories under Kerala Gov-· 
ernmenf? 

(4) Whether Government can 
gttarantee adequate imported nut to-
feed the factories in Kerala at least 
for a period of six months for 
giving employment to one-and :\ 
half lalth workers? With these 
word I conclude. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: Sir. 
the hon. Member has mentioned that 
the situation is serious. I do agree 
with this part of his observation that 
the situRtion is serious but I do not 
agree with his conclusion that the 
new policy has cauEed the serious 
situation. 

Sir, if you look at the import figure 
and the indigenous production you 
will find that from 1970 onwards the 
i:rr..port is going ctov,··.1. We had the 
opportunity of discussing this problem 
on the floor of this Howse on a number 
of occasions and when the hon. Mem-
bers insisted that there should be no 
change it.1 the policy and the policy of 
canalisation should be pursued-
while taking part in the debate on 
the Demands of my Ministry-I told 
them that 1 was not going to change 
the poiicy. But what has been the 
effect'? In the 'full yeaT we have not 
been abk to import more than 20,000 
tonnes. Even your own State Cor-
poration has not been able to import 
a single nut. When we did not allow--
the private parties to import for fUll 
one year. ·The point b:. your total 
production is 1.10 lakh tonne!t, and if 
you want to give employment to 1.5 
lakh people engaged in various -
cashew factories throughout the year 
then your total requirement is 4.45-
lakh tonnes. Where would you get 
it? Public sector organisation is not 
in a position to import because c>f two· 
developments that have taken place. 
First among the traditional suppliers 
like Tanzania, Mozambique, Kenya 
8!lld Malawi from where we used to 
get SO per cent of our import, on the-
one hand, their production is gointr; 
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.down and on the other hand, they 
themselves have developed the proc~s
. sing units. So. they are not e por~ g 

raw cashewnuts. They are getting 
processed there itself. Further, 
.certain other countries have come to 
the market. 

The question which I posed before 
·the Members of Parliament when 1 
bad discussion with them in two 
instalments was that we are primari-
ly concerned with getting cashewnuts. 
:How can we get that? If the public 
sector organisation has not been able 
to· get it, then let us try to give a 
·chance to the private sector if they can 
. bring in. The situation is not go~ng 

to be worse. This year the total im· 
port is just 20,000 tonnes. In 1970-71 
the total import \Vas 1.95 lakh tonnes. 
In 1972-73 it was 1.90 lakh tonnes. 
In 1980-81 it c2me down to 20.000 tor~

nes The year before that it was 24,000 
ton~es a1:id the year before that it 
-was 20,000 1lonnes. Therefore. :from 
1975-76 onwards we are seeing that 
Cashew Corporation is not in a posi-
·tion to import cashew which can meet 
the requirements of industry. So, 
what is the alternative? _ lf the private 
parties can bring some cashew, then 
-that will be processed here. After 
all people will get some jobs. If 
somebody takes the position that if 
Kerala units do not get the nuts then 
no other units established in other 
parts of the country could get nuts-
! am afraid-I ca•:mot accept the 
position. Even in the present policy, 
as I have clearly explained to the hon. 
Members, it would be our effort to 
· see that out of whatever is imported, 
50 per cent of it they will have to 
give to the Cashew Corporation and 
according to the distribution formulae 
of the Cashew Corporation, of what-
ever Cashew Corporation will get 80 
per ca-it of it will go to the Kerala 
'units because the number of units and 
·the number of people employ ea there 
are more. Therefore, according ... to 
the formulae 80 per cent of the share 
·of Cashew Corporation will go to the 
-:JC·erala 1 ,nits. But if no cashewnut is 

iDlported then what c-.n I istr .bu~,  
Your State orporat~ could tmpott 
it from non-traditional scurcea. They 
could not import a single nut. Wl;lat 
is the demand. Give me the mono-
poly right. How can I come to the 
conclusion-Cashew Corporation had 
the expertise and who i:.'l a position to 
import cashewnut from 1970-71-the 
hon. Members would appreciate their 
performance in 1970-71 and upto 
1975-76 was quite satisfactory and 
they were importing more than 
1,00,000 tonnes. If they are today 
not in a positi()n to import more than 
20 or 25 thousand to.nnes, how can you 
convince me that if I give you the 
monopoly right, Kerala Corporation 
would be able to bring it? Secondly, 
what would be the position of the 
Tamil Nadu Corporatio .. 1 if they come 
forward and ask, why are you per-
mitting a State Corporation monopoly 
in this? Why not they get it? What 
about the Karnataka Corporation? 
What will happen if .some other State 
Corporations also come up? There-
fore, this is not possible. If we have 
to give monopoly right of procure-
ment that CBtn be given only to the 
central agency. We cannot give it to 
a State agency. That is the position. 
But even in this new policy we have 
ensured this: If we get the nuts we 
will see that the majority of the .nuts 
will go to Kerala. This is :iccording 
to the formulation ana the policy 
which we are pursuing. All these 
insinuations and conclusions drawn 
that the whole policy is detrimental to 
the interest of Kerala and so o:n., is 
not correct. 

Now, you are talking of rubber. 
What is the price of rubber today? 
The present market price is Rs. 1475; 
did the market price reach this :figure 
at any time? No. It is the present 
ruling price. For God's sake, you tell 
me, at what point o':f time this was 
the level of price, so far as indigenous 
rubber is concerned. Normally it 
varies from Rs. 800 to 1000 and 
today is more than Rs. 1400. I 
regula~e  the import deliberately. 
The industry demanded that 30,000 
tonnes will have to be imPorted. The 
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, projected production they saia would 
be roughly about 150,00() tonnes and 
the ,total requirement would be 
180,000 tonnes. I have not permitted 
it. I am importii."lg 4 or 5 or 6 
thousands. It is not beyond that so 
:that the indigenous producer gets :i 
reasonable price. But we will have 
also to look at the interest of the 
ultimate consumer and the industry, 
You cannot just follow a policy which 
will lead you to one track 0tnly. So, 
these insinuations are not called for. 
If you want to ma.Ke such insinuations, 
_you can do it. That is another matter. 

Now, regarding cocoa, half-a-dozen 
'times I have mentioned it on the floor 
of the House. I have put it in the 
restricted list. We are not importing 
it. It is not permitted. It has been 
shifted from OGL. Yau do not look 
at the import policy but you simply 
-accuse the Government of India that 
I am importing Cocoa, I am importing 
rubber and the policy is detrimental 
to the it.."lterest of Kerala and so on. 
These are not facts. We are trying 
to help them in every possible way. 
I cannot help it if I cannot import 
cashewnuts. These are hard facts. 

SHRI A. K. BALAN: One question. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Is it a 
new question? No. You can ask for 
clarificati~ only. Now. Shrimati 
Suseela Gopalan. You may tell her. 

SHRIMATI SUSEELA GOPALAN 
( Alleppey) : There was a discussion 
here in the House. Unfortw1ately 
~.rhen the Minister called the M.Ps. 
for a meeting of all the MPs from the 
various States, majority of Kerala 
MPs were not there. So there is n-0 
point in saYing that we had discussion 
for name's sake. You can say that all 
MPs were consulted. Actually we 
would have responded if we· .had been 
contact~  and. informed well in time. 
We were away from the House. We 
coul,d ll.ave particil>ated. But one. or 
,two l'APs who participated were theui-
se1v.~ . •••U,>Bt it; a11d they strongly 
protested a~t it, we should know 
.:801 "LS-9 

why this .canalisation was adopted. 
You know, there is a long history be-
hind these. Industrialists in the 
country were processing it in the 
unorganised sector giving ver.y paltry 
.sums of wages to the workers. It was 
so difficult to maintain any rules in 
these companies. So it is because of 
the persistent struggle 'from Kerala 
that Government accepted the cana-
lisation of cashewnuts. For the last 
one year there was the same diffi-
culty. As was. explained by the 
Minister, processing units were started 
in these areas: so many countries are 
purchasing these cashewinuts. Of 
course, there is scarcity. Our feeling 
is this. The Cashew Corporation of 
India is not really very serious in 
bringing cashew to our country. At 
present that is the difficulty. That is 
why we have suggested that the state 
Cashew Corporation could do it. The 
State Cashew Corporation is prepared 
to bring it. We do t.'10t want any 
monopoly in this trade. If you want 
th3t 50 per cent of this product is to 
be distributed to other States, then 
the distribution work should be done 
by the Shte. The restrictions imposed 
by the Central Government should be 
removed. The restriction was that it 
should be brought from outside the 
traditia.'lal areas and 50 per cent 
should be distributed to other States. 
Now, why do we want canalisation? 
It is because this should go to the 
organised sector. In the Kerala 
Cashew Corporation, there are about 
65,000 workers and they are getting 
very good wages. I have visited 
some of these areas before the Cashew 
Corporation carpe into existence. The 

--· "1omen workers were complainiing that 
a very old woman was engaged by the 
Companies to look a'fter the very 
small children of the women workers. 
The. small children in their creche& 
would pass stools and the old woman 
would not be in a positioin to wash 
them and by the time their mothers 
return, the little ones would eat their 
own stools. Such was the condition. 
Now, when the Cashew corporation 
came into existence they have been 
~r ~g there because they ~re get-
ting good wages and goOd working 
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conditions. Now, the factory owners 
are thinking of shifting their facto1·ies 
to b1e suburban areas because they 
cou~ 1 get old and young pepole in the 
new areas for a very meagre wage. 
'Ihe.r' wuuld pay le.ss than half or 
whc>+ the organised sector pays. That 
is why we say that the organised 
sect.;.: sh;.>uld be developed. Why 
shou1d :10u put restrictions that they 
should not go to the traditional areas? 
Whh1 some offer comes from other 
States, the State Corporation should 
be allowed to import them but the 
Gov:.'rnment of India say8 that the 
CashEw Corporation should not import 
them from the traditional areas. 
l ~oreo-. 2r they say that 50 per cent 
of the product should be given to 
other manufacturers. These restic-
tk ·S should not be there. If the 
Et;: ... t Cashew Corporation ire.port it 
.:l:!d crush it in their factories, about 
65,001 workers will get the benefit. 
Eut you ar.e putting conditions and 
:rou are unable to import 20,000 tonnes 
of c._.sh:.:.. ~rnts. Why don't you give 
them a trial? You are giving a trial 
to the private parties. Why don't 
you have a trial with the Cashew 
orr r~.~-bn of Kera1a? E".ren T<.:1m.il 
Nadu and KJ.rnaiaka are prepared to 
jmport ea::>hew. You should give 
them licence anct a11ow the State 
public set:to.r undertakings to import 
it for crushing purposes. Why should 
you allow the private parties to im-
port it? Now, the workers in the 
Cashew Corporation are getting a bet-
ter deal. But you are allowing the big 
monopolists to exploit the poor people. 

E·ven ~i.o~~r the cashew is bei.~g 
brought from our State. What i& 
hrppening there? These big mono-
polists arc giving Rs. 2 or Rs. 3 more 
per ~ gr n. The producers in the 
border ar<-'a<;; sell them to the mono-
polists. Now, you may ask how can 
the monopolists afford to pay more 
It is possible because they pay veey 
Jow wages to the workers. The Gov-
ernment of India is encouraging them. 

That is why we are asking : are you 
prepared to give it only to the . State 
Corporation in Kerala, and allow 
Tamil Nadu &nd Karnataka to have 
their corporations for this purpose? 
Not only that. You have said that the 
price of rubber h'as gone up. Why? I 
may po!n t out here that the price of 
everything has gone up. When wages 
go up ~n  the price of everything 
goes uP. naturally the price of rubber 
will also go up. When you get this 
commodity from outside, the price 
that you will pay for that would be 
still high. 

Now. take copra for example. 
There is a lot of production of coconut 
it.'1 Kerala. When there is an abandant 
production Of coconut in Kerala, I 
do not understand why copra should 
b.:-imported. I can understand if it 
is iw..ported during lean months. But 
when there is a 1ot of production of 
co('onut, I do not understand why 
copra should ~ imported. It is only 
to heTp the soap producers, Tatas and 
Bfr: :-i", who produce soap. I can un-· 
derstand if you are importing copra 
when the scarcity is there, but during 
thn t season you will not a How them · 
f n import, because you want to help 
them. They will purchase during 
this time, hoard it and sell it at a time 
when there is scarcity of coconut. The 
hon. Minister was telling that they 
have nothing against Kerala, but 
actually whatever we have built up 
there in giving employment to the 
workers, in giving more wages an.::I 
other things, they are trying to de-
molish it. That is what is happening_ 
Our Industries Minister is there; he 
has given licence to a coir magnate 
'for the mechanised unit about four 
and a half yeaTs ago, and thousands 
of workers are going to be affected by 
that. Every day you are doing such 
things. That is our experience. That 
is why we want reversal of the policy. 
Are you prepared to allow imports to 
the State Cashew Corporation instead 
of the private producers? We are 
prepared to take it up and i'f the sole 
monopoly is given, we are prepared: 
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to give 50 per cent to the Cashew 
Q.>1rporation of India. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: All 
the observations which the hon. 
Member has made, I knew that she 
has to make these observations and 
what she meant was that our policy 
is to ruin the economy of Kerala. 
On one point I can assure the hon. 
Member that perhaps her own people 
are more competent to ruin the en-
tire economy of Kerala; she does not 
require anybody else. I can analyse 
the way they are standing in the way 
of traditional exports, the way they 
have created a situation in which 
nuts are produced, but these are not 
being processed ~n Kerala, there are 
being smuggled out of Kerala and 
processed in Tamil Nadu or Kar-
nataka, but I am not going into that 
aspect. Now, the raw cashew import 
is placed under O.G.L. and you can 
show your competence, and how 
much you can bring in. You want 
that protection should be given to 
you ... (interruptions). Now you can 
show your competence, how compe-
tent the Kerala Cashew Corporation 
is to bring raw cashew from tradi-
tional and non-traditional sources at 
whatever price; whatever they want 
to do, they can do. And here I can 
give you an assurance right now that 
I am not going to impose any levY 
on your imports, you utilise it in 
YOUr own units. I will make an 
exception for the State Corporation 
that whatever they will be able to 
bring, they can get it processed in 
their own units. For other private 
imports, I would impose levy and 
they will have to give .fifty percent 
to the Cashew Corporation of India. 
so that out of that 50 per cent, 80 
per cent goes to Kerala units. I will 
make that arrangement so that you 
can get more, but I would like to 
see how much you can bring in. Let 
there be some experiment and you 
show your competence; you can 
bring it from traditional, non-
traditional and whatever sources 
you want. Tlhe facts are with 
us. You are saying that 
C.ihew Corporation of India is 
not bringing it. What la the interest 

of the Cashew Corporation in not 
bringing it? If they could bring it in 
1970, 1971, 1972 right upto 1975 and 
import more than hundred thousand 
tonnes, why are they not in a posi-
tion to bring more than twenty or 
t ent -fiv~ thousanct tonnes this year 
and for the last three years. You 
will have to go to the root of the 
problem. The problem is because 
nobody is interested. As a producing 
country am I interested to send my 
raw materials? If I have the oppor-
tunity, I would like to get it pro .. 
cessed. Similarly, from the tra-
ditional sources when the Ministers 
came here, I took up with them; 
even I wanted to suggest that I . am 
prepared to go with them, have some 
sort of joint ventures so t'!'lat we can 
go into the production and get some 
assured market, but no country is 
agreeing to it. It is not in my hands; 
it depends on them. If they agree to 
it, it would be all right, but the whole 
question is that they are having their 
own processing units; their produc• 
tion is going down, and more people 
are coming in the market. Therefore, 
these three factors are relevant. 
When we, were in a position, !or 
instance from Mozumbique we used 
to get 80 per cent of their exportable 
surplus. Now we are not getting 
even 50 per cent. On that account 
their production is going down, ex-
portable surplus is going down. 
Therefore, where wauld you get it? 
The moot question is how you get it? 
If you get the nuts you can process 
it. And we can have some mechani-
sm through . which we try to help the 
Kerala units. Everybody appreciated 
it. Eigthty per cent of the worken 
are working there. Largest number 
of processing units are established 
there. But the main objective should 
be to get the nuts. If we get tM 
nuts, if we can get it processed, 
your people will get jobs. It is not 
other areas. It is mainly concen-
trated in three-four States. I do not 
understand why you are time and 
again raising this question. Do you 
want canalisation for canalisation 
sake? If you want it, all right have 
it. But what purpose will ft serve? 
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Canalisation is to regulate the import. 
Canalisation is to provide the raw 
materials to the processing units. u 
they are not in a position to bring 
'the raw material, what is the fun of 
having the canalisation? And there, 
I don't agree with you. 

~o  you have been put on par with 
otlhers and you show your efficiency. 
And· if you don't want to compete, I 
am afraid I can't agree with you. 
In regard to the meeting of the 
Members, I am very sorry she has 
mentioned to it. I invited the mem-
bers. Eleven members of Kerala 
were invited, five members from 
'Karnataka were invited, seven mem-
bers from Tamil Nadu were invited. 
Their State Resident representatives 
in New Delhi were contacted to 
contact the Members. If they don't 
come, what can I do? I held meet-
ings twice, not once. If you don't 
come and don't take interest. what can 
l do? ana consultation does not 
tpean I shall have to be guided by 
()nly your suggestions. I talked to the 
;Members of the other States and 
when we explained to them the 
position, the situation came that I 
!had to take a decision. And this 
decision I have taken. Let us see 
how it works. And if it does not yield 
any results, then nothing prevents me 
from changing ~ ~olic . 

SHRIMATI SUSEELA GOPALAN: 
Then make it a c<>ndition that in the 
traditional areas, Kerala Cashew 
Corporation will do the purchase. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: 
Now, you can do in traditional, non-
traditional, everywhere. 

SHRIMATI SUSEELA GOPALAN: 
When the private parties are in the 
market, then we cannot compete with 
them. 

SHRI M. M. LAWRENCE (Iduk-
ki): Sir, from the Statement of the 
hon. Minister, it could be seen that 
l.5 lakbs of workers are engaged in 
this . ind.uistrY. If the private impor-

ters import cashew, 50 per cent w1D. 
co into the hands of CCI. Out of that, 
80 per cent will be given to the 
Kerala State. So, what is the acti-
vity? Kerala State will be getting 
only 40 per cent of the total impol't. 
Out of these 1.5 lakhs of workers, the 
vast majority is in Kerala. Only a 
minority Of workers engaged in thia 
industry are in Tamil Nadu and Kar· 
nataka. So, by giving only 40 per 
cent to the Kerala State, does the 
hon. Minister, believe that the in-
terest of the Kerala workers can be 
safeguarded by this policy? 

Secondly the decision of the Gov· 
ernment to allow the private em-
ployers to import cashew is only 'to 
help the private exploiters. Thia 
Gov.ernment does not want to take 
care of the interests of the real wor-
kers. They are only interested in the 
profit. In this very statement, he has 
stated: "It is an£icipated that with 
the change in policy, there might be 
additional generation of foreign ex-
change and employment in the coun-
try.'' The question is whether this 
will help guarantee employment to 
the workers who are now engaged in 
this industry in Kerala. Perhaps, you 
may be able to give additional em-
ployment to o~ ers living in other 
States. There, the employers will get 
cheaper labour. If hon. Minister is 
willing to go into the real state of 
aftairs, he will see that :for a very 
meagre, i.e. the lowest wage, these 
employers engage workers in Tamil 
Nadu and Karnataka. 

So, the whole policy is to safeguard 
the interests of monopolists and ex-
ploiters. As my hon. colleague 
pointed out earlier, there was one big 
leader of our state; and he was in the 
cashew industry, organizing the wor-
kers. Now he is communicating bet-
ween the employers engaged in the 
cashew industry in Kerala and Tamil 
Nadu and the Gvernment o;f India-
on behalf of the employers. Because 
of this communication, tihe policy of 
canalization for the Government of 
India was cancelled, and. this de-
canaliiation was started. 
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This is the reality. In my opinion. 
'there is a real discrimination against 
Kerala. Why? Unemployment is 
going 19 increase. The majority of 
workers are employed even now. ·rhe 
hon. Minister is saying that the policy 
which Government was pursuing ear-
lier, was not getting as much raw 
cashew from outside as was desired. 
So, it was a failure. To overcome 
that, this new policy has been enun-
ciated 1'hat is his main argument. 
But V.:hat I am saying is if anybody 
is suffering from headache, will he 
cut off his head to get rid of the head-
ache? If canalization had failed be-
cause of any reason. Government will 
find means to rectify the defects in 
the canalization policy, as well as 
import policy, provided it is willing 
to safeguard the interests of the 
country_:not of the exploiters but of 
the toilers. If there ls any flaw in 
the import policy, they will try to 
rectify it. 

So the policy chan1e made by this 
ov~rn ent is a continuation of the 
policy of discrimination apinst the 
eackward Kerala State--aa in ao 
many other respects. Kerala does not 
have caprelactwn. It does not have 
8\ltllcient rail links. There ls no rice 
allotment. There ia no railWQ' 

wqon allotment. Sufllcient Plan 
allocations are not there. The de-
mand for a -precision instruments 
factory has also not been ful1Uled. 
In all these respects, there is a poliey 
Of discrimination followed by dUs 
Government. It is in continuatlon 
of it that this policy _is being pursued 
by the hon. Minister in this case also. 
This is actually helping the forces 
of disintegration in this country. We 
have been seeing similar things in 
Assam and some other places of t~s 
country. So, my earnest appeal to .the 
hon. Minister is to stop this pollcy, 
and take up canalization and help .the 
workers of Kerala, •nd the interests 
of Kerala State. 

11 bra. 

SBlU PRANAB MUKHERJEE: The 
hon~ member has also repeated the 
arauments · given by other memben. 

Only one point I would like to tell 
him. What is the present quantum 
they are getting now? The moot 
question is that some raw material 
should be made available so that 
those factories can work. Due to this 
we are trying to get it through CCI. 
As I had mentioned earlier, we a.re 
not in a position to get it because of 
certain factors. We can try whether 
private importers, State Corporations 
or anybody can bring it. Now, the 
Kerala units will also try it. Your 
State Corporation will also try it. In 
that process, instead of making efforts 
through one corpora t.ion, if we can 
get from various sources some nuts, 
those nuts will be processed there 
and people will get their job. Today, 
even you are not getting 40 per cent. 
You are thinking that if some private 
importer brings it and gives it to 
CCI, then they may get it. What are 
you getting today? Today you .ve 
not getting anything. Only 20,000 
tonnes are imported. Of that, 10,000 
tonnes 'lnly go to you. You will allo 
hav,. • • inhibition. Earlier you had 
an mnibition. Now you can 10 to 
the traditional market, non-tradi-
tional market. From anywhere at 
any price you can bring it and, ad 
it proeessed. So, what is the dim.. 
culty? If we find that this pollc7 is 
not in a position to QJ'ing DlOre nutar, 
we can review it. I have never said 
that this policy !s going to continue for 
all time. We can review it. But we are 
seeing that a policy which is continuing 
qs not been able to bring in more 
~ts. Earlier it imported more nuts. 
But for the last 3-4 years, it ~s just 
importing -20,000 tonnes, 25,000 tonnes, 
30,000 tonnes. Therefore, we are 
changing this policy where every-
body will be placed at par. It is 
on OGL and no party will have any 
additional difficulty. As I had men-
tioned in reply to Mrs. Gopalan's 
query, whatever CCI will bring, the 
same formulation which existed ear-
lier the formulation of distribution 
wni go to you. Therefore, this policy 
particularly is not ~ausing any harm 
to you. Rather it is trying to helP 
you. Unfortunately, you do not waat 
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to understand it. If you have that 
dogma and jargon, I am afraid I can-
not go with that-That canalisation is 
a must whatever be the consequen-
ces. I do not subscribe to that view. 
Canalisation is for bringing a parti-
cular commodity. Canalisation is 1.o 
have a regulation and control over 
the import. But- canalisation for 
canalisations sake, you may have that 
view. I do not have that view. 
·Therefore, I do not like to add more. 
The only point I would like to say 
is that this is the reason why 1 
wanted to discuss it with you. At 
the first meeting only 3 members 
from Kerala came. At the second 
meeting only 2 members from Kerala 
came. I sent an inYitation to 11 
members of Kera1a and 5 members 
-0f Karnataka and 7 of Tamil Nadu. 
If you could have come and if we 
could have discussed it, that may not 
have changed the policy or the deci-
sion but I could have explained to 
you in greater details. 

SHRI E. BALANANDAN (Mukun-
·dapuram): The hon. Minister is 
kind enough to say about it here. 

THE MINISTER OF COMMUNI-
CATIONS (SHRI C. M. STEPHEN): 
·Why did you not come? 

SHRI E BALANANDAN: That is 
'.all right. eeting~ alor1e cannot decide 
things. The point here is that oiir 
·hon. Minister was sa~ling that f, ~ 

have to go into the root cause of the 
question and find Ollt some $Olution. 
All right. If the hon. Minister is will-
ing to go into the root cause of the 
question and find out a solution, we 
will discuss it and find out a solution. 
The Government of India have taken 
this dedsion, of canalisation not all 
of a sudden. The experience of many 
years has compelled them to take 
"this decision. Why? The hon. Minis-
ter was saying that private employers 
may try their luck and bring some 
'more nuts so that the industry may get 
some u1ore nuts. That is the trial 
which he is goin• to make now. 

What were they doing and what are 
they going to do now? The industry 
which fetches the largest amount of 
foreign exchange is being given to 
whom? The Government found that 
they were doing so many thin1s, 
under-invoicing, over invoicing by 
which they were making money, 'lot 
the Government of India. So, these 
people have been tied for a long time. 
And then only they brought forward 
this canalisation. 

I may read from the statement 
made by the hon. Minister here. He 
says by introducing a new system 
more nuts will <:ome. From where 
will they come? If the Government 
of India 1s having an organisation 
and with that organisation if we can 
buy nuts from outside the country. 
how can the private interest come in 
and get it? If they can do it, it 
means they will be resorting to 
under-hand methods. I know, if 
canalisation is resorted to by the 
Government of India, some restric-
tions might be there; there may be 
some fairness in that. But the ex-
perience we had with the C.C.I.-I 
may say here with all humility to the 
Ministers and others here--that they 
were just doing this business just 
like traders or a commercial agency, 
not like an agency which has its task 
to get more money for the Govern-
ment of India or more forf'ign ex-
change and primarily to give em-
ployment to these one lakh and fifty 
thousand workers. This was not 
their concern. Wha.t was the concern 
of the C.C.I. Their concern was to get 
more profit. As our Minister pointed 
out, practically their purchases 2re 
coming down year after year. There 
was some reason. Reasonable reason 
wa.5 there. That I do admit. Tn 
certain traditional areas some indus-
tries have started. The incentive 
arose because of the conditions these 
people imposed. They wanted to buy 
the nuts at the lowest price to make 
profit. Therefore, those indigenous 
producers wanted to start production 
by them•elves. About the efficiency 
in production, I am not going to deal 
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with that question. I am only re-
questing the Minister to note that in 
Kerala we have experience about this 
efficiency. The new Minister, Shri 
Pranab Mukherjee, I agree he js 
~fficient and all that. But we are also 
people connected with the industry 
'for long. Therefore, he has to> at 
least, listen to us. Jn this industry, 
<Interruptions). 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: He want-
ed to listen from you, ... 

SHRI E. BALANANDAN: The 
point is listening means not only hear-
ing, When this kind of policy ques-
tions are taken seriously, he has to 
li~ten to us. On this question of 
cashew nuts 've are only sugge.:::ti11g 
what he should do. The remediest I 
suggest, or he suggests, may be good 
fo!" trial and error and i~ta ec::o may 
occur. But what is the ha~ c po:;i-
tion? A~ the wanted me to noint out 
the basic position. the basic-position 
is that the public sector industry 
Fhould be developed and the Minis-
ter should see th:lt enors and mis-
takes are not there. The Government 
of Tnrlia get~ more forei!!n exchange. 
h it the policy to give more ~on~  

to the priv:it~, industries, or the pri-
vate capitalists to sequeeze the wor-
kers and to fiH their pockets? T,...,at 
h the basic ooint on which some 
kind of iscu~sion should be held and 
the pollcy has to be formuJatf>d. The 
ai ~u ption i.s that the private capi-
talists may bl'ing something. I do 
not doubt it. They may be able to 
brin~ it. The Government takes a 
stand that the Cashew Corporation of 
T ndia. with all their might, failed to 
buy the cashew nuts from outside th~ 
('Ountry and they have failed. There-
fore, private industries are brought 
in. That is a big myth. The Gov-
ernment of India-the almighty-has 
:failed and the!l>e Chotas, of Karnataka 
and Tamil Nadu,--I know the 
names, I do not want to mention the 
names-are alllowed to buy the cas-
hew nuts. Are they powerful peQple? 
How can they bring cashewnut into 
the country? What is this? This is 
,a fantastic statement. This comes 

.i 

from, emanates from the understand-
ing of the Minister, that the pfr.rate 
capitalists are to be helped, not the 
workers and the industry in the (•r;r-
porate sector. One sentence I want 
to add here. In the country as a 
whole, this Cashew Corporation of 
Kerala which employs nearly 60_,000 
workers, should be taken as a model 
If Shri Pranab Mukherjee or R:iy 

other friend of them wants to do 
some thing, I do not think that poli-
tics will stand in the way. If ther1~ 
are some bcunac, we ar-:: v.rilling to 
discuss with them and understand 
their views and correct ourselves if 
mistakes are there. To protect the 
unorganised workers who are being 
exploited like anything. the Go-.:L:rn-
ment of India had to bring in so 
many pieces of legislation to see that 
exploitation of such a 1abour is re-
duced to the minimum extent. That 
has been the approach of the Govern-
ment of India for· long. If that is to 
be implemented practically, the 
Private Sector should not be a11owed 
to come again in the import of nuts. 
So. I suubmit that these policies go 
count~r to the basic policy. There-
fore, I ask the Minister this question. 
The hon. inist~r Mr. Pranah Mu-
kherjee. will e cu~e me if J just 
divert from the main subject and ~a  

a word or two to the Minister of 
Industry. The coir industry emp1oys 
five 1akh or workers in Kerala. He 
has taken the latest decision-a wo!l-
derfu1 ~cision -to mechanise ~h~ 

coir indust.ry. 1f echanL~ation is 
introduced in the coir industry, lakhs 
of workers in Kerala will become 
unemployec:t ~o. how ~ in yo11 do it? 
You wnnt to allow one or two felltJ\VS 
to mechanise the industry and take 
awqv our Ih·elihood. You can kill us, 
you can hit u" b=low the hE'1t. But 
in this way you cannot cow down 
the !'eople of Kerala. Bv adopting 
this method. you want to keep us 
down politically. That will not work. 

I request the Minister to ponder 
over the question once again. There 
may be defects in the public sector. 
Those defects should be looked !nto 
and rectified. But that organisation 
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has to be given maximum help by the 
Government of India. If the Cor-
poration of Tamil Nadu, Andhra 
Pradesh or any other State comes 
forward we are not against it. We are 
eq:ially 'concerned about the workers 
of Tamil N adu Andhra Pradesh or 
any other tat~. The only point is 
what model we should adopt. The 
policy of the Government of India is 
claimed to be to protect the un-
organised scattere~ workers, to en-
coiu·age the public sector and to earn 
more foreign exchange. In that case, 
thic:; public sector Cashew Cor-
po.ration of K.erala may be given 
some kind of monopoly. I request 
the hon. Minister to discuss with the 
Cashew Corporation of Kerala and 
then evolve a method for bringing in 
more cashew nuts. Canalisation 
should be restored. That is the only 
way by which we can control the im-
port trade. As the other hon. Mem-
ber was saying, do 'not adopt the 
policy of cutting the head i:f there is 
any trouble with it. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE= I 
am prepared to discuss with anybody, 
any organisation to explore possibi-
lities of getting more nuts as primarily 
I am concerned with import elf. more 
cashew nuts. 

'The hon. Member has mentioned 
that the Cashew Corporati0n is not 
making serioUs efforts alld thet they 
are not giving higher price. In 1978-
74 our total import was 1.68 lakh 
tonnes and the price was Rs. 1500/-
per tonne. In 1980-81 we are paying 
Rs. 9000/-per tonne but still our im-
port has gone down from 1.63 lakh 
tonnes to 20,000 tonnes. The reason 
is that the cashew nuts are not availa..; 
ble and secondly, they are processing 
themselves. How can the Cashew 
Corporation give a higher price.? 
After all, the industry has to absorb 
it. It happened recently. Tanzania 
made an oft'er of 15,000 tonnes of 
cashew nuts in March, 1981. The 
industry says, "you do not go beyon« 

$1120 F & B per tonne." The Cashew· 
Corporation says that they are pre-. 
pared to go upto $1150 per tonne. But 
Tanzania says, nothing short  of $1381 
which was the highest bid received 
by them. So, they sold it to others. 
The Cashew 0.:>rporation can purehase 
it but the industry does not take. The 
arrangement before fixing the price 
is that they have to "'consult the indus-
ti:y which will utilise it. What is the 
position that the industry is taking? 
They would require raw nuts. They 
would ask the Cashew Corporation to 
bring it. At the same time, they 
would dictate price end would say 
that a.t a particular price they would 
have to make purchases. No public 
sector organisation can fulfil so many 
conditions and .bring rnateriels in a 
highly competitive market. If it was 
a buyers' market you could say any-
thing you like. But it is basically a 
sellers' market. There, you cannot put 
so many conditions that prices should 
not go beyond certain point; you are 
the only person to bring it~ no other 
person should bring it and you ere to 
import it at this particular condition. 
Tbere'fore, thi!t is just one inatance 
which I want to give. Ultimately, we 
could not bag that contract; It went to 
some other country, Otherwise. you 
would have got 15,000 tonnes if .the 
industry had egreed, the industrial 
units in your State had attreed, to pay 
a higher price, if you said that you 
could market it at that price. The 
importer will purchase at a price at 
which he can '!11'ake a profit while 
selling it, because profit would be his 
consideration. You have to take a 
quick decision and enter into a con-
tract. In fact, even et this price we 
could oot got much. 

Secondly, I want to draw your 
attention to another point. What is 
the scheme of indigenous production? 
When I wias having discussions with 
my officers, I was told that a scheme 
which wa6 inltiat~ much earlier has 
not yet starte4, even though your own 
State unit has tto .live effect to that. 
It a a World '&lnk ~he e h~ 
SADU was to take up en tndlaelious 
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production programme unde.r which 
there would llave been a production 
of 6,000 tonnes. In the ultimate 
analysis, we have to produce at least 
4 lakh tonnes. You have not given 
serious thought even to this scheme, 
which has Rs. 27 crores worth of 
World Bank aid, when you are having 
serious problems. Then there is the 
Mum ... state Cashew-nut Development 
project through which we are expect-
ing we may get some production by 
19i6-87 in certain other areas. like 
Ket·aJa. Andhra Pradesh Karnateka 
and Orissa. But we do' not know 
what is the state of affairs in Kerala 
of their projects. Therefore, these are 
the ereas where we shall have to con-
centrate. r have already mentioned 
the name of the organisation, which 
has to do this, SADU, the Special 
Agrkultura1 Development Unit. In 
KeraJa they are entrusted with this 
project. If they held started function-
ing. the production would h6ve been 
40,000 tonnes more. Therefore, we 
shall have to take into consideration 
the various factors. 

I would not like te> repeat it; it is 
not the intention to put the Kerala 
units in difticulties. I am sorry, I 
cannot convince you. We are 
trying to help the Kerala units. 
We eennot help you unless we have 
the nuts. Mere word is not enough 
to :process; mere word is not ,oing 
to do the job. You were alt along 
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re~ring to the Minimum Wages Act .. 
Can you tel1 me what is the rationale. 
of the Minimum Wage8 Act. Now 
while you guarantee. the minimum. 
salary, the job is not guaranteed. The.' 
spirit o'f the Act is, if you do this job,. 
you will get so much income but the 
job is not done. You have created a 
situation where they do not do the , 
job. Therefore, a mere guarantee. of 
minimum wage is not enough. You 
have to create a situation where, 
while the minimum wages are 
euaran teed, at the seQie time, the job 
1s also ensured. The ref or(\ I do not 
think any fresh policy is necessary .. 
But I would in'form the hon. Members, 
particularly the hon. Members from 
Kerala that I am prepared to discuss 
with them if they can suggest any 
other mechtmism through which we 
can augment the import of cashew-
n uts, and I am prepared to consider it. . 

13.18 hrs. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE FROM THE : 
Sl'rrINGS OF THE HOUSE 

MR. DEPUTY-SPJr.AKER: The 
Committee on Absenee of Members 
from sittings of the House in their 
Fourth Report have recommended that 
leave of absence be granted to the 
following members for the periods 
~entionec:1 a-1ain&t each:-

• 6th April to a7th April, 1g81 (Fifth Session) 

• 6th March to ~ April, 1g8r (Fifth Session) 

• 17th Februaty to 3rd ApriJ, 1981 (Fifth 
Session} 

• 8th April to 8th May, 1g81 (Fifth Session) 

• 23rd February to 1st April, 1981 
(Fifth Session) 

10th April to 30th April, 1981 
(Fifth Session) 

• 6th . April to 30th April, 1g81 (Fifth 
8esaion) 

• 8th March to 24th April, r g81 
(Fli\h Session) • 


