
SlLQarcane BHADRA 12, 1884 (SAKA) Control (Additional 
Powers) Bitt 

5588 

Shri B. R. Bhagat: Sir, I made a 
promise to an hon. Member and I 
would seek your indulgence to reply 
to the point ro.ised by him. He ask-
ed about,- particular section, why it 
was there, and asked me to explain 
it. 

The point is this. We have taken 
powers in the Bill so that 20 per 
<.-ent of the profits will be transferred 
to the special reserve. That is the 
general power we have taken through 
this Bill. Therefore, by this section 
(2A) we are taking powers to give 
exemptions in case of foreign banks 
when we think it is necessary. We 
are taking similar powers for giving 
exemptions in the case of Indian 
Banks under clause 3, section 17 
(IA). When we think that the banks 
have adequate reserve and it is not 
necessary that this continual transf"r 
,hould take place, we can give the 
exemption at that stage. That is the 
general policy. 11 (2A) deals with 
foreign banks and 17(1A), with the 
Indian banks. 

Mr. Deputy.Speaker: The question 
is: 

"That the Bill be passed." 

The motion wa.s adopted. 

15·30 hI'!!. 

SUGARCANE CONTROL (ADDI-
TIONAL POWERS) BILL 

The Minister of FOOd and Agricul-
ture (Shri S. K. PatH): Sir, I beg to 
move: 

"That the Bill to empower the 
Central Government to amend the 
Sugarcane (Control) Ortier, 1955 
with retrospective effect in respect 
of certain matters, be taken into 
consideration. " 

First, I would like to give a brief 
history of claUSe 3A of the Sugarcane 
Control Order which it would be 
necessary to amend retrospectively and 
for which powers are now being 

sO:lght under this BilL Clause 3 of the 
Sugarcane Control Order piovides tor 
t;le payment to the grower Gf a mini-
mum price of his sugarcane. One of the 
factors required for determining his 
price is the price of sugar. Clause 3A 
of the Order was inserted in Septem-
ber, ]958 making it compulsory for the 
sugar manufacturers to pay an addi-
tional price to the sugarcane grower 
over and aboYe the minimum price. 
Between 1953-54 and 1957-58, when 
sugar prices were running very high, 
at first voluntary schemes for these 
additional payments were in force in 
the northern and southern regions. In 
the southern region it used to be called 
the SISMA formula. These were 
worked out in the south between 
growers and manufacturers and 
in the north by Government in consul-
tation with the growers and the indus-
try. In Maharashtra, that formula not 
only worked then but it is working 
even now beautifully. There has 
been peace in the industry and there 
was a sort of an understanding bet-
ween the industry and grower in the 
beginning of the year or periodically. 
In 1957-58, as a result of that arrange-
ment, more than a crore of rupees was 
given as additional bonus or deferred 
payment, whatever you may call it, 
to the growers. There were com-
plaints and disputes, and to resolve 
these, the Gopalakrishnan Committee 
was appointed in 1955--Gopala-
krishnan being an officer of the Agri-
culture Ministry which submitted its 
report in 1956. That committee made 
certain recommendations in regard to 
adiustments of costs and also suggested 
a formula for compulsory application 
when there was an undue rise in the 
price of sugar. This report was accept-
ed by Government and its formula was 
incorporated in the statute; but unfor-
tunately in regard to one matter, 
namely, the determination of the share 
of the cultivator, the formula did not 
specify precisely how that share was 
to ,be determined, that is, whether with 
reference to any cost schedule which 
was operated, or whether with refe-
renCe to the adual costs of each fac-
tory on the basis of recovery and dUJ'a-
tion of the season. This is an impor-
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tant point to bear in mind because in 
the absence of this preciSe definition; 
the position of costs itself became a 
point in issue. In the meantime, sugar-
cane prices had been controlled from 
July 1958 and in September of the 
same year only three days before the 
insertion of Clause 3A. The entire 
cost structure of the industry was 
referred to the Tariff Commission. The 
imposition of control and the reference 
of the determination of the cost of the 
industry to the Tariff Commission, in-
troduced a new factor affecting the 
Implementation of this formula. As 
the House is aware, in 1959 a scheme 
of incentives was devised to encourage 
growers to produce more cane and to 
induce manufacturers to produce more 
sugar. Under this scheme the grower 
began to get Rs. 1:62 per maund and 
some incentive was given to the manu-
facturers, namely, a little rebate in the 
excise on the average of two preced-
ing years. That was another factor 
that came into the story of sugar 
affecting the implementation of the 
formula and the formula was amend-
ed in March 1960 for this purpose. To 
resolve all the points of dispute, the 
whole question of this formula was 
referred once again to the Tariff Com-
mission in October 1960. When the 
formula was evolved there was a kind 
of difference of opinion on both sides. 
The growers claimed that it was pre-
judicial to them and that they should 
get something more and the manufac-
turers saying that too much was given 
and it should not be given. So, Gov-
ernment could not come to any arbi-
trary deCision, and so they rightly took 
the decision to refer it to the Tariff 
Commission. They were asked to con-
sider the formula in all its aspects and 
either suggest modifications in the for-
mula Or a new formula altogether, 
particularly the question of the for-
mula being applicable to conditions 
when the sugar prices were controlled, 
and the question of rehabilitation 
allowance which the industry claimed 
and the position regarding incentives 
which were given from 1960-61. At 
the time theSe incentives were intro-
duced, the position was slightly diffe-

rent because after the Gopalakrishnan 
Committee report, we took some deci-

sion. So, two factors came. effect. 
The priCe of sugar was controlled on 
the recommendation of the Tariff 
Commission. The second thing is that 
we had the incentive formula These 
two' things were new to the situation 
and that was why it was submitted to 
the scrutiny of the Tariff Commission. 
The Tariff Commission then made ib 
report in June 1961, about a year ago 
and the report with the conclusions 
which the Government have reached 
on the recommendations of the Com-
mission has been placed on the Table 
of the House. 

From this history it will be seen 
that apart from the original lacuna in 
the schedule to which I have referred 
at different times, different factors in 
regard to sugar economy have held up 
the implementation of the formula. It 
is a pity that this is so and nobody is 
more sorry than I am that due to these 
various factors sugarcane growers have 
been deprived of their due all these 
years. The delay was largelv inevi-
table. But now the position o'f finality 
has been reached and we have to im-
plement the formula with whatever 
changes may have been felt necessary 
during the years 1958-59, 1959-60, 
196{)-61, and 1961-62. Today it is open 
to Government to amend claus" 
3A of the Sugarcane control order and 
the formula, but this will have effect 
only in 1961-62. But the question of 
implementing it in the earlier years 
would still rerrihln and for this we. 
need the powers that have been prO-
vided in the Bill. 

Here I would like to explain that 
it would have been necessary to come 
to the House for these powers even if 
we were to implement the existing for-
mula. To the extent it becomes neces-
sary in the light of various considera-
tions pointed out by the Tariff Com-
mission, the power to amend retros-
pectively is, therefore, necessary in 
any case. Under the Essential Com-
modities Act and in the control order, 
We never had any power to give re-
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trospective effect or jurisdiction to 
whatever we do. That was not taken 
at that time: if that was done at that 
time, it would have been easy and we 
could have taken a decision to give 
retrospective effect and alI these 
questions could have been settled. 
The power not having been acquired 
then, it has now become necessary, 
because we have got to stretch the 
formula back to four years, from 1st 
November, 1958, and hence has arisen 
the necessity of arming the Govern-
ment with retrospective powers which 
we are seeking under this amendment. 

As regards the Government's deci-
sion on the Tariff Commission's re-
commendations, they have been 
broadly indicated in the re~olution 

which was placed before the House a 
long time back. The House will notice 
that we have not accepted the formula 
of the Tariff Commission largely be-
cause We felt that the growers' share 
in the formula was not equitable and 
it changed the entire character of the 
existing formula. There are two 
things: the Tariff Commission has 
recommended that certain things 
should be done in the event of these 
new factors that have crept in and 
therefore they have got to be done or 
they have not got to be done. 
Secondly, in the light of that, they 
have suggested a formula also. On the 
balance, we found that while certain 
things will have to be done, the for-
mula suggested by the Tariff Com-
mission was not according to our lik-
ing. because we felt that tl)e growers 
will be prejudicially affected by that 
formula, and therefore we felt that we 
need not accept that formula in toto 
With the other recommendations. 

Shri Yallamanda Reddy: You have 
accepted everything except that. 

8hri S. K. PatH: Therefore, we felt 
that the more appropriate course 
Would be to take the existing formula 
as the base and make such changes as 
may be felt necessary in order to bring 
it in line with subsequent develop-
ments. I may assure the House that 
I do not have a closed mind in regard 

to changes that might be made and 
that I wish to ensure as far as possible 
that both the industry and the growers 
get a fair deal in the linking of the 
price of sugarcane to the price of 
sugar. While the Government resolu-
tion contains broad. indications of their 
intentions, it is not the final word; the 
final word would be the formula that 
would be ultimately incorporated in 
the order. This would be settled after 
taking into' account the consideratioIl9 
brought out in the Tariff Commission's 
report and the views of the different 
interests that might be available to 
Government. 

Thus, the issue before the House is 
a simple one, namely, to arm the Gov-
ernment with powers to implement the 
provisions of clause 3A with such 
amendments as may be found nec{'s-
s.ary. 

I said that long before the compul-
sion was introduced, in September, 
1958, it was to be started, from 1st 
November, when the season begins, and 
so We are now asking for retrospective 
powers so that it might be made. This 
thing was managed very well indeed 
by private negotiations between the 
manufacturers on the one hand and 
the growers on the other. The House 
will be interested to know what 
exactly was the benefit that was accru-
ing during these years, before the 
years for which I .am nOw asking for 
retrospectiVe powers. So far as Maha 
rashtra and Gujarat are concerned, 
they were never a part of this. They 
had their own formula then, now, and 
they will have it in future also, be-
cause that IS th~ir relationship by 
which they are governed; the Stat.e 
Government come in there. They 
merely bring the parties together; 
there is no compulsion; there is no 
law either. They managed it by sit-
ting together, perhaps before every 
season, and decided what should be the 
price and the price was SO arranged 
that it was much hIgher than other 
prices. We give Rs. 1'62 nP. which is 
our minimum price, per maund. In 
Maharashtra, the prices vary from 
Rs. 2 sometimes to Rs. 2-4-0. There-
fore, what we intend to dO is to give it 
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by deferred payment or by share of 
profits. The Maharashtra Government 
has been doing it right from the 
beginning. Therefore the question does 
not arise as to whether they should 
have any bonus after that. This is 
being done there and I hope it will 
continue to be done so that the Gov-
ernment does not become responsible 
either to compel them or otherwise do 
anything in that regard. 

Dr. M. S. Aney (Nagpur): The 
agreement is between the Gujarat cul-
tivators and the Maharashtra culti-
vators? 

Shri S. K. Patil: In Gujarat there 
are very few factories. Maharash tra is 
the main thing here, and the Govern-
ments were one til] recently. I am talk_ 
ing of the past when it was a large, bi-
lingual State of Bombay. The agreement 
is between the mill-owners on the one 
hand and the growers on the other. 
So, by persuasion, the growers have 
said that they will produce more; that 
the sugar content also will be more; it 
is our business as well as your busi-
ness; therefore, let us consider the 
thing and evolve the prices which are 
beneficial to us and which will also 
help the industry. That is one of the 
reasons why in Maharashtra the con-
dition of the sugar industry is the 
soundest. the best and which can com-
pare with the best in the world. 

Dr. M. S. Aney: The consumer's 
agreement was not had in the settle-
ment of price. 

Shri S. K. Patll: That is true. Bet-
ween them they managed their affaire 
so well that the consumers had to pay 
a higher price. That is true. For 
1957-58, the additional amount that was 
given was Rs. 1'37 crores. We have 
deducted ,it and we must see what 
must have been there in the absence 
of such things and then find out the 
difference as to what they have. 

As far as Andhra Pradesh is con-
cerned, I do not give the whole figure, 

year by year, for it will take a long 
time. But in the year 1957-58, before 
the compulsion came in, the figure 
rose to Rs. 20'99 lakhs. There are 
fe ...... er mills, and the sucrose content 
and also the production per acre are 
not as high as in Maharashtra. In 
Madras, it was Rs. 8'10 lakhs because 
the mills were leal in number. In 
Mysore, it was Rs. 16'89 lakhs. In 
Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, 
Punjab, West Bengal, Bihar ane!. 
Orissa, they did not pay anything all 
these years. Of course, Uttar Pradesh 
paid a very large and substantial 
amount-Rs. 51 '.05 lakhs. The House 
will realise what would be .the situa-
tion if thP.y were continued because 
most of our mills are in Uttar 
Pradesh, and therefore Uttar Pradesh 
will have a major share. The others 
gave it for only one year under the 
voluntary basis. After that, they 
ceased to give. In Madhya Pradesh, 
it was Rs. 1 lakh; They paid once. 
Punjab paid only once-Rs. 373,000. 
Bihar paid once--Rs. 14,000--not 
even a lakh. I do not know how. 
Some millowners must perhaps have 
started it and by that time they were 
stopped by other people and possibly 
it did not materialise. West Bengal 
also paid once--Rs. 53.000. Orissa 
paid once-Rs. 15,000. In Kerala, they 
paid all the years just like Madras, 
Andhra Pradesh, etc In Kerala there 
is only one factory. The last payment 
was Rs. 2,49,000 in 1957. For the 
periods aft,er that year, I have not 
got the figures. They have gone on 
paying to the tune of lakhs and lakhs 
of rupees-those four Southern States 
and also Maharashtra. because, there, 
it is governed by private negotiations 
between the manufacturers and the 
growers, and they have never asked 
for the help of the law in order to do 
it. 

The position has come to this. For 
the last four years, after it was made 
compulsory, of course, when one goes 
to a court of law, one can recover 
the amount. When it was voluntary, 
nothing could be had. Because of the 
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VOluntary character, nobody could exe-
cu Ie it and therefore that is a loss. 
Now, when we have got the 
power to make it obligatory, it ill 
only from the year 1958, beca~ 
clause 3A which is sought to ·be 
awended now was enacted only in 
September, 1958. Therefore, we can-
not give any retrospective effect 
beyond that, and so we have stated 
that from the 1st November, the new 
season, this retrospective effect would 
be given. 

The question is, whatever it is, 
whether you accept one formula or 
any other formula-you may wholly 
agree with the Tariff Commission, or 
partly agree or not agree at all-and 
what is before the House just now is, 
not exactly the formula, but the Gov-
ernment are considering, in the light 
of the circumstances, what that for-
mula should be, and whether it can 
.tand scrutiny before the court of 
law. This has now become not a 
question of one's sweet will one side 
or the other, or On all sides, but a 
point which will have to stand the 
scrutiny of a court of law. Therefore, 
whatever we do, whatever decision 
we take, must be so complete that 
the interests of the growers should 
not be destroyed as a result of it. So, 
the formula has got to be enacted and 
made. Whenever the formula is made, 
it always comes before both the 
Houses; according to the Essential 
Commodities Act, any rules, any 
formula, any change that we make 
from time to time is to be kept on 
the Table of the House and it 
becomes the property of this hon. 
House. 

What is sought to be done now ill 
very simple and of a very limited 
character. Whatever may be the for-
mula that the Government will ulti-
mately evolve, that formula has got 
to be given retrospective effect from 
the season of 1958-59. Such a power 
of retrospection is not with the Gov-
ernment today. Therefore, my 
humble submission is that the Gov-
ernment has to be armed with that 
power, so that if necessary, we may 

give retrospective effect to it. Even 
assuming that this po .. ;er is not to be 
used, nothing is lost. Government 
could have taken this power in the 
original Act itself. It we bring 
another piece of legislation, we shall 
be wiser to take these powers to give 
retrospective effect right from the 
beginning, so that we may not have 
to come before the House with 
measures to give retrospective effect. 

The formula is most complicated 
and even if I try to explain it, it 
requires precision in mathematics and 
working out figures which are of a 
highly complicated nature. The e](-
perts will do that. Government have 
got to declare year after year, from 
time to time, the relationship of the 
price of sugarcane to the relationship 
of the final price of sugar. It appears 
very simple, but it is not so simple 
as it appears. Suppose we call this 
factor X. This factor X has got to be 
determined and aruwunced from time 
to time by the Government. Having 
announced that, other factors come 
in as to what is actually the price at 
which sugar has to be sold, the taxes, 
the question of rehabilitation, profit 
and loss, export drive, incidental 
charges-whether the rates have 
increased during the time or not in 
certain respects; for instance, a gunny 
bag which was selling at Rs 2 might 
become Rs. 2} and so on. So many 
figures have to be divided, multiplied 
and so on, and ultimately the figure 
comes. 

Then, it has to be worked in accor-
dance with the various mills. There 
are mills in this country which are 
so mechanically equipped that they 
give the best results and you have 
got the best contents of sugar; the 
losses are practically negligible. Then, 
there are quite a number of other 
mills where all these things are not 
there. The result is, the formula 
changes so drastically so far as those 
mills are concerned. But whether 
there is a good mill or bad mill, so 
far as voluntary distribution of these 
deferred payments is concerned, the 
mills in U.P. have uniformly not paid. 
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anything. There is no difference 
between a good mill and a bad mill. 
So also, the mills in Bihar also have 
not paid anything at all. There is one 
exception in the case of U.P. In 1953-
54, I think they paid well; it was 
possibly Rs. 53 lakhs or Rs. 55 lakhs. 

Whatever formula we ultimately 
decide upon, we shall have to give 
retrospective effect to it right from 
1958. Therefore, the simple object of 
the Bill is to arm the Government 
with power to give retrospective 
effect to it. We are seeking this power 
thrcugh clause 3A. With these words, 
I move that the Bill be taken into 
consideration. 

Mr. 
moved: 

Deputy-Speaker: Motion 

"That the Bill to empower the 
Central Government to amend 
the 'Sugarcane (Control) Order, 
1955 with retrospective effect in 
respect of certain matters, be 
taken into consideration." 

There are some amendments. 

Shrt S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): I 
beg to move: 

"That the Bill be circulated for 
the purpose of eliciting ·opinion 
thereon by the 30th October, 1962." 

Shrl Tridib Kumar Chaudlum. 
.(Berhampur): I beg to mOve: 

"That the Bill be referred to a 
Select Committee consisting of 
15 members, namely Shri 
Bbagwat Jha Azad, Shri S. M. 
Banerjee, Shri P. R. Chakraverti, 
Shri M. L. Dwivedi, Shrimati 
Subhadra Joshi, Shri Gauri 
Shanker Kakkar, Shri R. K. 
Khadilkar, Shri Bhajahari 
Mahato, Shri Bishwanath Roy, 
Shri Sham Lal Saraf, Dr. Ranen 
Sen, Pandit K. C. Sharma, Shri 
Jai Bahadur Singh, Shri Sinhasan 
Singh, and the Mover with ins-

truct'ions to report by the last day 
of the first week of the next ses-
sion." (2). 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The amend-
ments of Shri Lahri Singh, Shri Jai 
Bahadur Singh and Shri MandaI and 
amendment No. 6 of Shri Tridib 
Kumar Chaudhuri are all the same as 
Shri Banerjee's amendment. They are 
all barred. Amendments Nos. 1 and 
2 and the main motion are before the 
House. 

8hri Yallamanda Reddy (Marka-
pur): Sir, I have carefully heard the 
speech of the Minister explaining the 
provisions of the Bill. He has sought 
to take powers for the Government 
to give retrospective effect to the 
formula. No doubt we generally give 
powers to the Government to give 
retrospective effect in certain cases, 
but before the House gives such 
powers, we have to satisfy ourselves 
that such powers are to be used in the 
int~rests of the general pUblic. The 
House must be convinced that this 
power which is sought to be taken 
under the Bill will be used in the 
interests of the sugarcane-growers in 
general. 

As the Statement of Objects and 
Reasons says, Government propose to 
amend the sugarcane order in view 
of the recommendaticns made by the 
Tariff Commission. But we find that 
the whole burden of the report is to 
build arguments against the interests 
of the sugarcane-growers. The Gov-
ernment have said that they have 
accepted some recommendations 
made by the Tarifl' Commission. The 
Statement of Objects and Reasons 
says: 

" .... Amendments which are 
necessitated as a result of the 
acceptance by the Government 
of the suggestions of the Com-
mission for inclusion of allowan-
ces for rehabilitation and export 
losses, for adjustment of costs 
and for sharing of incentive 
given for increasing the produc-
tion of sugar." 

Excepting the last one, the other 
recommendations may go against the 
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interests of the cane-growers. In view 
of the. recommendations accepted by 
the Government, when Government 
propose to bring some amendments in 
the sugarcane order, one can presume 
that the order may go against the 
interests of the sugarcane-growers 
and the Government are now seeking 
to have power to give retrospective 
effect to it. Necessarily one should 
think that the Government may use 
this power against the interests of the 
growers. 

If we see the recommendations of 
the Tariff Commission, they have 
tried at iength to show that the price 
<Of sugar is so· high because of the 
high price of the sugarcane. This 
was the burden of tr..e report. So, 
Government may have a formula 
which will reduce the cost of the 
sugarcane in tho; final analysis. Pre-
viously, there was a formula which 
the Minister explained-deferred pay-
ment formula or sharing of profit for-
mula. There were extraordinary pro-
fits made by the sugar industrialists. 
Recently there was a report of the 
Reserve Bank of India where it has 
been stated that these factories are 
gettmg enormous profits. The bulle-
tin of the Reserve Bank of India, 1961 
shows that 73 public limited com-
panies accounting for 79 per cent of all 
public limited comptmies in the sugar 
industry earned a profit of Rs. 51'2 
crores during the years 1955 to 1959. 
Some of them have been earning a 
profit of 20 per cent. annually. But 
this factor has not 'been taken into 
consideration by the Tariff Commis-
sion; they have never mentioned a 
word against the extraordinary pro-
"fits made by these industrialists. 

They have only tried to convince 
the public and the Government that 
the high price of sugar Is due to the 
high price of sugarcane. For your 
information, Sir, I will read out one 
-or two lines from the report: 

"At the same time, the con-
sumption of sugar in the coun-
try has remaine\:l low because of 

1730(Ai)~. 

the high price of sugar which is 
due partly to the high cost of 
cane, and partly to high taxa-
tion.". 

They have mentioned two factors: . 
high taxation and high cost of sugar-
cane. But they have not mentioned 
anything about the exorbitant profits 
earned by the manufacturers. 

13 hrs. 

They have also tried to convince 
the Government by saying: 

HIn addition to the m1n!.mum 
price a deferred payment to cane-
growers in accordance with 
average seHing price M. sugar 
during the year. The deferred 
payment in the price of manu-
factured product raises serious 
difficulties. In a free market 
when prices take their own 
course acoor'ciing to the general 
trends of the economy, growers 
of raw materials can hardly 
claim share in the price of the 
final product without sharing the 
risks of business.". 

The Commission could take into 
account the risks of the manufactu-
rers but they could not appreciate 
the ~isks of the peasantry. There are 
many difficulties which they have to 
face. Sometimes the sugarcane gro-
wers find themselves in a loss. Some-
times they find that they are not able 
to get a successful crop. Is there any 
guarantee given either by the Gov-
ernment or by the industry in this 
behalf? Therefore, no one can take 
any responsibilitY of giving any 
guarantee. The Tariff Commissi>on 
has tried its best to show that the 
high price of sugar is due to high 
cost of sugarcane. Therefore, in the 
proposals that the Government are 
formulating on the basis of their re-
commendations, there is every danger 
of the interests of the growers being 
hit. They may even go to such an 
extent as to reduce the cost of the 
sugarcane. 
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The Tariff Commission has recom-

mended that the price of sugarcane 
must be fixed on the ,basis of the re-
turn that is derived. In Maharashtra 
they get a better return, but in other 
States they may not get a better 
return. Also, it depends mostly on 
the factories and their functioning. 
Therefore, in view of these recom-
mendations we feel that the Govern-
ment are going to fiX the price of 
sugarcane in relation to the recom-
mendations of the Tariff Commission. 
In that case, we are sure they are 
not going to give them any share of 
the profit that is derived by the 
manufacturers. The Commission only 
insist on 4fhe quality of the cane and 
in accordance with the quality of the 
cane they can take the price. 

The hon. Mhrtster told us about the 
SISMA formula. In South India, 
particularly in Andhra Pradesh, many 
factories have failed ·to pay the extra 
profit to the sugarcane growers. There 
was a big agitation among the pea-
sants about this matter. They have 
made many representations to the 
State Government. But fhe State 
Government say that this is a central 
subject and therefore they are power-
less and they cannot do anything. 

Now, the hon. Minister did not tell 
us one thing. Because of this revis-
ed formula or the formula that fa 
going to be' implemented, who is 
going to be ·benefited? The MiIllister 
did not tell us whether the Govern-
ment is going to use the power with 
retrospective effect and make the 
factlOries pay' to the peasants with 
retrospeclive effect, or they will let 
the peasants lose the amount which 
is to be paid by the manufacturers. 
He could have come out with a state-
ment that in view of the revised 
formula every factory or owner must 
pay. the peasants their dues and that 
they are going to use the power with 
retrospeclive effect from 1958. In 
that case the ryots would have got 
their share. 

But the Minister has not told us 
that. He only said: "What is wrong? 
Give the paweD to the Government. 
We may use or may not use it. It 
wi1l be with us." It is quite absurd, 
because in that case there is no 
change at all. The House can gh'e 
the power to the Government pro-
vided the House is convinced that the 
Government are going to use this power 
in favour of the sugarcane growers. In 
that case, Sir, I am prepared to sup-
port the Bill.' But that has not been 
told here. Even today the Govern-
ment has not come out with a re-
vised Sugarcane Order. The Govern-
ment could have come up with this 
Bill afterwards. They could have 
prepared the revised Sugarcane Order 
and placed it before the House. Then 
the House could have understood as 
to who was going to be benefited and 
Who was not going to be benefited 
because of that revised Order. If it 
is in the interest 01 the sugarcane 
growers the House will readily agree 
to give the power to the Government. 
If it is in the interest of the manufac-
turers, I am sure a majority of the 
JJIembers in this House will not agree 
to such a power. 

Therefore, Sir, it is better to defer 
C'Onsideration of this Bill. First of 
all, let the Government prepare a 
revised Sugarcane Order and place it 
before the House. Let the House 
examine it and come to a conclusion 
whether the revised formula is g()ing 
to help the sugarcane growers or the 
manufacturers. Then alone the House 
will be able to decide whether this 
power should be given to the Gov-
ernment. even if it is going to be 
used with retrospective effect from 
1958, so that the House will be con-
vinced that the peasants are going to 
be benefited. But now, as things are 
at present, when we see the report of 
the Tariff Commission, when we see 
the recommendations of the Tarift 
Commission and the acceptance of 
some of them by the Government. we 
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are unable to be convinced that the 
revised formula is going to benefit 
the peasants. I feel that it is going 
to benefit the industries. 

Before I ~it d<lwn, Sir, I would re-
quest the hon. Minister to make it 
clear whether according to the re-
vised formula the factorues in the 
country are to pay to the peasants or 
the sugarcane Itrowers in the country 
are to pay to the manufacturers. This 
fact must be clearly told. Then al1lne 
the House can consider this Bill. It 
is very common with the han. Minis-
ter to keep silent over such matters. 
When there were so many agitationl 
over the SISMA formula throughout 
v.,e country saying that the sugarcane 
growers were not given their due 
share and there were many repre-
sentations to the Central Govern-
ment as well as the State Govern-
ments, the Government kept silent. 
They never tried to use their power 
and see that the sugarcane growers 
got their due share. 

r feel, Sir, that the Government has 
gone hurriedly with this Bill. Because, 
as I said, if they pass the Sugarcane 
Order and the House comes to kno .... 
the implicati<lns of the Order, they 
will not get this power as the pea-
sants are not going to be benefited. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. 
Member is repeating his arguments. 

Shri Yallamanda Reddy: Therefore, 
first the Sugarcane Order must be 
passed. The House can then know 
the implications of that Order. If it 
is in the interest of the sugarcane 
growers, we are ready to give such 
powers to the Government. Before 
doing that, it is not proper on the 
part of the Government to demand 
such powers. Therefore, I oppose the 
Bill. 

8hri A. P. Jain (Tumkur): Mr. 
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, in. order to fu1ly 
and correctly appreciate the implica-
tions of this Bill it is necessary to go 
into the history of the formula which 

is sought to be applied retrospectin-
1)'. It was in the year 1953 that late 
Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai, when he 
tried to fix a lower price of sugar-
cane, came out with the suggestion 
that the mills which had longer 
crushing season, mills which were 
making more profit, should share 
their profit with the cane growers. 
The sharing formula was then applied 
on a voluntary basis. Shri Rati 
Ah'med Kidwai was a dynamic per-
sonality who always acted in the in-
terest. of farmers and, therefore, he 
could persuade the mill-owners to 
part with a share of their profit on 
a voluntary basis. That volWlltary 
formUla continued up to the year 
1955 when it was given a statutory 
shape and an order was passed on 
the 27th August, 1955 which laid 
down the method of calculating the 
price of sugarcane. 

The price of sugarcane was to be 
calculated Ln the following manner. 
Firstly, Government laid down a 
mmllnum price. It was Rs. 1151-
at that time. Then it came to Rs. 1171-
and today it is Rs. 1110[-. In addition 
the minimum price for sugarcane 
laid down by the Goveooment, addi-
tional sums were to be paid accord-
ing 10 a fOl'IllUla, which was append-
ed to this Order, Rule 3A(1) says: 

"Where a producer of sugar or 
his agent purchases any sugarcane 
from a grower Of sugarcane Or a 
growers' Co-operative Society, 
the producer shall," 

It is necessary to remember the 
.... ord "shail" 

"in addition to the price fixed 
under sub-clause (1) of clause 3, 
pay to the grower or the Society 
as the case 'may be, an amount, if 
found due, in accordance with 
the provisions Of the Schedule;" 

What was the jXlIIition 1955? The 
mill-owners were put under an obli-
gatiQn to pay (a) the minimum price 
of sugarcane, as announced by the 
Government, plus (b) whether you 
call it bonus or by any other name, 
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an extra price as worked out accord-
ing to the formula. Both these became 
stautory prices. Thus in 1955 the 
mills were put under an obligation to 
pay the minimum price plus the bonus 
or the extra price. 

8hri A. M. Thomas: Not in 1955. 

8hri A. P. Jain: It was in 1955. 
The Minister is challenging that. 
Perhaps I may read out rule 3(1) also. 
It reads: 

"The Central G<lvernment may, 
after consultation with such 
authorities, bodies or associations, 
as it may deem fit, ,by notifica-
tion in the Official Gazette, from 
time to time, fix the Iluallmum 
price of sugarcane to be paid 
by producers of sugar or their 
agents for the sugarcane purchased 
by them, .... " 

Later on, clause 3A says: 
"Where a producer of sugar or 

his agent purchases any sllgarcane 
from a grower of sugarcane or a 
growers' Co-operative Society 
the producer shall, in addition to 
the price fixed under sub-clause 
(1) of clause 3 pay to the grower 
or the Society as the case may 
be, an amount, if found the due, 
in accordance with the provisions 
of the Schedule;" 

It is statutory. Anybody who has got 
a preliminary knowledge of law 
would agree that this is statutory. 

In 1958 thi~ formula was amended. 
hi 1958 the position, so far as the 
statutory enforcement of this formula 
was concerned, remained the same, 
though the formula was changed. 
Here it is necessary to have some idea 
of this formula. This formula has 
used the expression 'X', .... hich has 
been defined in this order. 

" 'X' is the percentage cost of 
sugarcane to the total cost of sugar 
excluding taxes as determined by 
the Central G<lvernment fram time 
to time on the basis of the reco-

very and duration of seascm of 
the factory for year;" 

That is to say, the value of 'X' is 
prescr]bed from ·time to time. In the 
year 1958 when this formula was 
revised, the mill-owners were dissa-
tisfied with it, so .... ere the cane-
growers dissatisfied .... ilth it. I was 
the. Minister of Food and Agriculture 
at that time. In order to resolve the 
differences, I referred the formula to 
the Tariff Commission. The report of 
the Tariff Commission has come. At 
this stage, I am not concerned with 
the report of the Tariff Commission, 
.... hich has raised very many different 
and larger issues. I am only con-
cerned with that part Of the report 
whiCh is coooeoted with the present 
Bill. 

The Minister has stated that be-
cause the matter was with the Tariff 
Commission, therefore X could not be 
announced in the years 1959-1960 and 
1961. Now we are runniJng 1962. I 
am sorry, I cannot agree with him. 
There was nothing to debar Govern-
ment from declaring the value of X, 
viz. saying what portion of the price 
of sugar relates to the price of sugar-
cane. 

The first question is whether this X 
cam be declared only during the year 
to which it relates or it can be declar-
ed subsequently as well. Are we to-
day by law debarred from declaring 
the value of X? Whatever may be the 
opinion of the hon. Minister, I again 
read out the relevant portion for the 
benefit of the Hou!le, though repeti-
tiOn is not a good thiJng. 

'''X' is the percentage cost of 
sugarcane to the total cost of sugar 
excluding taxes a. determined by 
the Central Government from time 
to time On the basis of the reco-
very and duration of season of 
the factory for the year;" 

It does not lay down that the value 
of X must necessarHy be declarecl 
durini the year. So, U ill OpeD te 
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the Government to declare it for the 
years 1958-59, 1959-60 'and 1960-61. 
There is nothing to debar Govern-
ment from doing it. For that pur-
pose, we need not take power to 
apply this formula retrospectively, 

I understand that the Tariff Com-
mission has recommended that where 
the point is in dispute the mill-owners 
are entitled to get rehabilitation re-
bate; that is to say, for renewal of 
machinery and for replacement of 
worn-out parts etc" they must get 
an allowance. I am not quarrelling 
with the proposal, because if the in-
<iustry has to be in tip-top condition, 
if it has to be kept modern then the 
mill-owners are entitled to it? But 
the only question is whether this 
should apply retrospectively. Here 
I will refer to ,the Statement of Ob-
ject<. and Reasons. You cannot light-
ly pass over the Statement of Objects 
and Reasons which give pith and 
substance of the provisions of the 
Bill. The Bill is to be considered in 
the light of the Statement of Objects 
and Reasons. The hon. Minister has to 
convince the House that the State-
ment of Objects and Reasons is suffi-
ciently weighty to entitle him to get 
suPPOrt for the Bill. What does it 
say? After saying that the Tariff 
Commission has given a new formula 
for determining the additional price, 
it adds: 

"This new formula has been ex-
amined and it is considered that 
it would be more appropriate to 
apply the existing formula after 
making suitable amendments 
thereto which are necessitated as 
.. result of the acceptance by the 
Government Of the suggestions of 
the Commission for inclusion of 
allowances for rehabilitation and 
export losses .... • 

So, there is no mention of X here 
Perhaps, it is an after-thought. Why 
was it not said in tne Statement of 
of Object and Reasons that X could 
not be declared retrospectively with-
out amending the law? The only two 
things mentioned in the statement are 

(1) payment of rehabilitation allow-
ance to the mill-owners and (2) re-
covery of export losses, Anybody 
who ha! got any knowledge of the 
cost-structure of sugar knows that it 
coosists of three elements; whatever 
price is recovered from the consumer 
is made of three parts. First is the 
governmental taxes, second is the cost 
Of manufacture and the third is the 
price paid to the sugarcane grower 
fOr sugarcane. 

In this particular case, as it relates 
h the past, sugar has been sold. The 
price which the sugar fetched is fixed; 
it cannot be changed. You caamot 
raise it Or reduce it. The taxes have 
bee recovered. You cannot change 
them. The mill-owner has also re-
covered his cost of manufacture, pro-
fits etc. The sugarcane grower has 
received his minimum price. Now 
what is left over? The only thing left 
over is the bonus, that is, whatever 
extra price a farmer was entitled to 
get Ulllder the notification of 1955 as 
amended in 1958. 

What does this Bill say? I am a 
small grower of sugarcane. I supplied 
sugarcane in the years 1959, 1960 and 
1961 and will also supply sugarcane 
in 1962. I supplied it under a defi-
nite and statutory price. What was 
that price? It was Re. 1-7-0 or Re. 1-
10-0 plus bonus. That is my money. 
There is deferred payment but it is 
the grower's money. What does this 
law intend to do? The Government 
wants to get authority to pay the 
canegrower's money to the mill-
owner in order to reimburse his 
allowance for rehabilitation. Are we 
going to rob Peter to pay Paul? It 
amounts to that. I think there is nO 
justification for the payment of reha-
bilitation allowance out Of my money. 
There are various ways, if an occasion 
arises and even if a justification is 
found for the past, in which this 
money can be reimbursed. There 
have been cases where mill-owners 
have been paid amounts due in the 
past by raising the cost of sugar for 
future. If a suitable case is found, 
you can take to that device. But 
there is no moral or legal justification 
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as to why the money that has fallen 
due to me, a part of which has not 
been paid because if was deferred 
payment, should be paid to the mill-
owner Or appropriated towards export 
losses. 

Then there is another fundamen-
tal defect in this law and it is this. 
There are some 80 or 90 factories in 
lindia which are producing sugar. Out 
of these only some 30 or 40 factories 
pay this extra price or 'bonus; the 
rest of factories do not pay this bonus 
or extra price. Now, assuming that 
this power is taken by the Govern-
ment what will happen? The result 
will be that the 30 or 40 factories 
which have to pay extra price or 
bonus to the cane-growers will get 
rehabilitation allowance. These are 
the best factories in the country which 
are making large profits. So, by 
this you are not heLping even the 
poorer factories. You are discrimi-
nating between one factory and 
another factory. You can at the 
most benefit 30 or 40 factories and 
not the W'hole indusUry. Therefore, 
it would be wrong to accept this 
principle that the extra price or 
money which is due to the cane-
grower should be appropriated to-
wards rehabilitation allowance. 

Shri Tyagi (Dehra Dun) May 
obtain a clarification? How does my 
hon. friend feel about factories which 
have already paid the 'cane-growers 
their due bonus? After this ch3ll1ge 
will they be authorisQd to withdraw 
their share of rehabilitation? 

Shri A. P. Sam: No factory h ... 
paid any bonus because the Govern-
ment did not declare X. 

Shri Tyagi: I see. 

Shri A. p, JaiD: Now. the position 
is this. I consider this Bil! to be 
totally .... 

~i ~"qfj (!!'rnT) : fi:r<'ff ;l 
~ m''1' l( ~ «11lf "'fliT f~T, If!l1f,,,. 

'3'if "') iI"IT ~T f~T ~. ~ 

q-f~i l{ 0 'fio li I 

Shri A. P. SaiD: Upto the year 1955 
this formula was applicable volunta-
rily and therefore those payments 
were voluntary. After 1955 it was a 
compulsory formula and it has been 
paid under the cO'mpulsory scheme. 

What I am SUbmitting is that I do 
not agree with the hon. Minister that 
in order to declare X it is necessary 
to pass the amending Bill. Bu.t since 
he is of one opinion and I am of 
another, let his opinion prevail. I 

am agreeable if he wants to have the 
power retrospectively only to fix the 
value of X. I have no objection to 
that, but if he wants to reimburse 
the mill-owners in regard to the 
allowance for rehabilitation or if he 
wants to cover export losses, I will 
say that this law is anti-farmer; it is 
anti-social; it is going to harm this 
country; it is going to shake the faith 
of the people. So, let it be made 
clear that if at all these powers are 
to be taken, they will apply only to 
the declara tion of X so that the far-
mer may get what is his due and 
which he is not getting because of 
certain legal defects. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shri Lahri 
Singh .... Absent. Shri Tyagi. 

Shri Tyagi: Mr. Deputy-Speaker. 
Sir, it is a matter of great importance 
for the whole nation because prima-
rily it immediately affects the pockets 
of the poorer lot in the country. that 
is, the agriculturist. It is well-known 
that of whatever little addition has 
'been made to the national wealth 
quite a meagre portion has gone to 
the villagers. It is always the indus-
trialist who gets it; every tmie it 
is the Dndustrialist factually. I must 
confess that the strain and stress of 
the Government has been more to-
wards the industriahsts and the urban 
areas than the rural areas. The rural 
areas have not praflted much. They 
have been neglected in many way •• 
e<:OnOmically as weI! ns otherwise. Al_ 
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though quite a lot of sum is being 
spent on rural areas, no direct benefit 
has come to them and they have not 
been able to add very much to their 
income. Therefore I must warn this 
House, as I know the fact, that the 
villagers are not happy with the 
present way of administration of 
govermental affairs as far as these 
-economics are concerned. They are 
unhappy because they feel that they 
have not been given their due share 
of prosperity or whatever it is. We 
are the guardians of the whole popu-
lation and it is far us, everyone of us, 
to see that no injustice is done to a 
bigger class of people. It is not al-
ways a question of some majority 
party or a minority partY. Every-
one of us claims to be a patriDt and 
patriotism meaIlll that we must 

protect the rights and privileges of 
the people as a whole. 

It is in this background and in this 
strain that I beg to submit and advo-
cate the cause of the villagers. In 
this case once a committee was ap-
pointed which had looked into the 
.::ost structure of sugarcane. This Re-
port of the Tariff Commission says 
in so many words that under the 
terms of reference which were given 
to them they were not asked to en-
quire into the cost structure of sugar-
eane production. I have known of 
Traiff Commission reports where cost 
structure was an essential part of 
their enquiry. But this was not given 
to them and they have mentioned 
tt in the Report that the Goverpment 
had \lot asked them to enquire into 
the cost structure. 

'" f~fu fiN (l1ff~ ) : 
f~liif~~~~~f~~'IiT 
~ ~ flr.rcrr~, ~ \3~ ~ lTi 
'liT 'lim: mlfi ~ ~ I 

8hrj Tyagi: But .elme time ago an 
<ld hoc committee was appointed, in 
my han. friend's time perhaps, which 
had given a report about the cost 
structure of sugarcane production. 

Powers) Bill 
From this report, I am surprised to 
know that that committee had given 
a report which has depressed the 
actual cost; I do not know, to what 
extent, but there are two instances 
given in this report where this com-

• mi ttee had reported in that manner 
whiJe taking account of the cost 
structure. That committee reported 
that a pair of bullocks cost Rs. 340. 
Now, this Commission says, and an 
agricultural expert says that the cost 
is not less than Rs. 1000. It is a fact 
that a pair of bullocks which used to 
cost, in the days of my boyhood, Rs. 
80 or 90 is today costing not less 
than Rs. 1200 or 1400. And yet this is 
the kind of cost structure which they 
have taken into account. Have they 
ever cared to know how much the 
agriculturists have to pay for the steel 
that they buy, and how much they 
have to pay for the textiles and other 
things? Nobody bothers about the 
expenSe ratio of the farmer at all. 
Again, have they ever realised the 
cost of labour? The cost of labour 
is also increasing. In my district at 
least I can say that it is difficult to 
have an agricultural labourer for less 
than Rs. 2 per day, Or Rs. 2i per 
day. 

i!lhri Braj 'Bibari Mehrotra (Bil-
haur): Buffaloes formerly and bul-
locks nowadays. 

8hri Tyagi.: Again, why is it that 
every time care is taken to see that 
the margin of profit of a factory is 
maintained, as if a11 of us are wedded 
to factories alone and we are loyal 
to factories alone? Why not take 
into account the economics of the cul-
tivator? He is the poorest of the lot, 
and, therefore, he should be our first 
concern rather than he factory; the 
factory should be our concern only 
after him. Therefore, the cost struc-
ture should not be calculated in such 
a light manner as was done by that 
committee. I wonder if those very 
figures have been the ,basis of the cal-
culations and the conclusions drawn 
now. 
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Another instance which they have 

mentioned in this report is that that 
committee had taken into account the 
irrigation charge per acre in Bihar as 
45 nP. That was the rate which they • 
took into account in North Bihar as 
the irrigation charge per acre, where-
as actually, it is about Rs. 60 in Bihar. 
This is the casual manner in which 
ihe cost structure Of sugarcane i.I 
calculated. This is unsympathetic, and 
this Parliament cannot tolerate it. I 
may make that quite clear. We have 
seen enough of it in this freedom, 
but we cannot allow any power to 
ride roughshod over villagers, and 
the villagers' rights should be protect-
ed. 

Coming to the Tariff Commission'. 
report, they were asked only to ex-
amine the formula of fair distribu-
tion of extra price realisation between 
the growers and the manufacturers. 
That is quite right. A commitment 
was already made, as Shri A. P. Jain 
has clearly proved now before this 
House. I too am at a loss to know 
where the legal difficulty comes. He 
has said that this was the right given 
according to this notification; the right 
was for the Government to announce 
what the value Of X would be. But 
that has not been done. But, even 
50, the matter has come up now. 

Then, they have recommended that 
the scheme Of deferred payment for 
growers should be discontinued. I am 
alarmed on account of the nature of 
the recommendations and the sub-
stance of the recommendations of this 
blessed Tariff Commission. I call them 
the blessed Tariff Commission, be-
cause I say, may God bless them; I 
do not mean any abuse. 

The Tariff Commission have recom-
mended that the scheme of deferred 
payments for growers should be dis-
continued. Thus, in a word, they can 
dismiss all the rights of the growers; 
and crores of rupees which are due 
to the groowers can be written off in 
that manner. We are not prepared 
to tolerate it so liirhtly. 

Shri Vishram Prasad (Lalganj): 
This is because they do not have any 
voice. 

Shri Tyagi: Then, they have said 
that the control price of Rs. 1.62 per 
maund of cane compares fairly with 
the cost of alternative crops. That 
seems to be a good argument that 
sugarcane crop gives better profits 
than other crops, than fodder, than 
maize and other things. In the same 
way, can I also argue that the prices 
of Tata's steel shares must be reduced, 
because that is another industry which 
gives better profits as compared to 
khadi or charkha industry? Can I 
come forward with this argument that 
because the Ambar charkha produc-
tion does not give so much margin of 
profit as iron and steel does, therefore, 
the profit of the steel industry must 
be reduced? Can that argument apply 
in the case of industries? And yet, 
here, the learned Tariff Commission 
argues in this strain and says that the 
cultivation of sugarcane is more pay-
ing than that of other crops, and, 
therefore, the rights of the cane-
growers need not be emphasised. 
They say that the cultivation of sugar-
cane is more profitable, and, therefore, 
the growers take to CUltivation of 
sugarcane, and, therefore their rights 
need not be emphasised. The argu-
ment is that they are already getting 
a profit because they have grown 
sugarcane instead of the other crops. 

Then, they have said that the de-
ferred payment could be jusified on 
the ground that the initial payment 
was only tentative, or that it was 
meant to give incentive for the adop-
tion of better techniques of produc-
tion to improve the quality SO that the 
cost could be reduced, and also that 
the minimum price fixed by Govern-
ment was fair and yielded better re-
turn in certain areas than what was 
obtained from alternative crops. So, 
the argument is that because the alter-
native crops did not pay SO much, 
therefore, this price was all right for 
!ugar~ane. 
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They have- further stated that the 
deferred price completely ignored 
the interests of the consumers. Yes, 
consumers also come into the picture, 
and, therefore, the consumers' in-
terests also must be considered. 
Everybody is a consumer, and since 
his cause is a large cause, we have 
always to look to the interests of the 
consumers better. So, because the in-
cidence on the consumer is large, 
therefore, they say that the sugarcane 
price must be reduced, but not the 
profit margin for the sugar industrY. 
The consumer also suffers on account 
of the high prices that the sugar in-
dustry is realising, but nobody bothers 
about it, becauSe they are after all, 
our cousins. The industry people are 
our cousins, urban cousins, while the 
rural people are step-sons or step-
brothers as we might call them. This 
is not the manner in which we should 
proceed. This kind of logic is not 
proper. The same logic must apply 
uniformly to all the citizens. But the 
argument that is put forward is that 
the cuI ti va tion of sugarcane is paying 
more profits, and if we give a higher 
price for sugarcane, then the inci-
dence of that higher price will fall 
on the consumers, and, therefore, in 
the larger interests of the consumers, 
the sugarcane price must be reduced 
but not the price of sugar; they never 
say that the price of sugar must be 
reduced. 

If governmerit felt that owing to a 
sheltered market, the industry was 
making high profits, then the proper 
course would have been to mop up 
such profits by measures other than 
sharing with the growers. If Govern-
ment felt that the sugar factory people 
were realising huge profits, the best 
thing would have been to realise more 
taxes from them, but ihen they would 
not give it to the cultivators, because 
they will become better and they 
may compete with the urban citizens; 
and, therefore, this formula of giving 
additional payment over and above 
the minimum price should be given 
up. This is the recommendation which 
has been made. So, alI these recom-

Powers) Bill 
menda tions go agaist the interests of 
the cultivators. 

Of course, my hon. friend has said 
that he has the interests of the cul-
tivators at heart in bringing forward 
this meaSIli"e, although I have not 
quite understood the argument. But 
I do realise that there must be some 
hitch, legal or otherwise, to remedy 
which he is bringing forward this 
amending Bill. Perhaps, it may be 
that legally it may not be sound to 
pay the deferred payment which was 
promised to the cultivators at this 
point of time on account of the lapse 
on the part of Government or on ac-
count of some lacuna in legal inter-
pretation or on account of other 
reasons, whiCh I need not go into now. 
But I want that that payment should 
be made to the cultivators. If it is 
true, as my hon. friend has practically 
guaranteed in his statement, that after 
amending this Act he will be in a 
better and stronger position to make 
those payments which have been 
pending, and which have been due to 
the cultivators, then I would who-
leheartedly support his amendment, 
but at the same time, I would insist 
that nothing in his notification should 
go agrunst the interests of the culti-
vators. 

But, I am afraid that they have said 
that the sugarcane price be linked 
with the recovery in the preceding 
season. But then they have said that 
Rs. 1'50 will be the minimum price, 
and the price will not go below that; 
if that is so, I can quite understand 
it. But, then, again, a difficulty may 
arise. Of course, I am coming to a 
subject which is not relevant to this. 
A difficulty may again arise out of the 
notification because the price has been 
linked with the recovery percentage. 
during the past season. For, it is said 
that it will be on the basis of the 
past recovery. How can I get the 
incentive? Suppose I have produced 
a richer crop this year. I shall not 
be prud for the richer crop 
which I have produced, and I shall 
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not be compensated for the extra ex-

-penditure that I have incurred on a 
lost of good manure which I have 
used, because I shall be paid not on 
the basis of the richness of my crop 
this year but on the basis of the 
average of the crops during the cor-
responding five or six months of the 
previous year. If that is the basis 
on which I am going to be paid, then 
what is the incentive for me to im-
prove my crop? This. does not give 
any incentive to the cultivator at all, 
because, after all, he is going to be 
paid only on the basis of the previous 
year's crops. After all, one has to be 
paid for whatever he has produced 
now., 

Then, it must also be taken into ac-
count that the crop does not yield 
very good recovery in the month of 
October when it starts. October-
November are lean months. Perhaps 
January /February are the best 
months. Then again it becomes lean. 
So it is only for a month or so that 
the highest recovery is there; for the 
rest of the season, the recovery is 

-.ery lean. 

Therefore, we shall be paid on the 
average. The average of the year will 
be taken, average of good crop and 
bad crop, as if the whole area is one 
sugarcane co-operative factory con-
cern or a joint family. It is not so· 
There are individuals who have pro-
duced better crops. You are looking 
at it as if they hove produced a rich 
crop not for thE"r own personal ad-
vantage or the advantage of their own 
family but for the benefit of the whole 
area. If I produce a richer crop and 
there is better recovery on it, the 
benefit thereof will not come to me; 
it will go to 20,000 or 30,000 families 
all round. What is the incentive for 
me? A coHective incentive is there, 
no doubt. But then an atmosphere 
has to be created to bring about that 
wllective incentive. 

I therefore appeal on behalf of prac-
• cally 1Be whole House including the 

Minister that everything should be 
done to see that file interests of the 
peasants and cultivators do not suffer. 
I hope this hope will not be frustrated 
and that the assurance given by the 
hon. Minister will be kept at all costs. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shri Tridib 
Kumar Chaudhuri. There are about 
20 hon. Members anxious to speak. I 
would request hon. Members to be as 
brief as possible. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: May I request 
that the time "lnay be extended? 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We will see 
how we proceed. 

Shri Bade (Khargone): The Business 
Advisory Committee had decided to 
give one more hour for this Bill. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We 
fixed four hours. 

have 

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri: I 
represent one of those States which 
have the fewest number of sugar 
mills. But fortunately Or unfortu-
nately, I represent also a constituency 
which has a sugar mill and as Shri 
A P. Jain and also the present Minis-
ter will bear me out, I also happen to 
be the President of the local cane-
growers association and I have had oc-
casion to communicate with the pre-
vious Minister and also the present 
Minister over a number of years. 

Shri Tyagi: But your constituency 
does not appreciate 'sugar' politics. 

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri: It 
is nOw four years since the price-
linking formula was adopted and I 
have been pleading with them that it 
should be impl~mented for the cane-
growers of my area. But up till now 
it has not only not been implemented 
but the blanket powers that the Min-
ister now seeks through this Bill make 
one doubtful whether whatever the 
promises he might make here will be 
fulfilled at all in future . 
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The non-implementation of the 
price-linking formula over these years 
is really a history of broken pledge . 

. A solemn pledge, as Shri A. P. Jain 
has told us just now, was given by the 
late Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai, the then 
Minister of Food and Agriculture, in 
11153-54, according to which this 
formula was evolved on a voluntary 
basis; for that year only, that is 1953-
54, could the late Shri Kidwai per-
suade some of the mills in UP to pay 
according to the previous price-linking 
formula. But since then, as the Report 
of the Tariff Commission has made it 
clear, and as the Minister has also 
said more than once today, nothing 
has been paid so far. Severa) 
tripartite conferences were held 
between the millowners, sugarcane 
growers and the/Central Govern-
ment and State Government re-
presentatives concerned. But the 
gentlemen's agreement was never 
implemented, that is, the voluntary 
formula which was previously said 
to have been inforce in terms of 
that gentlemen's agreement. 

Then after three or four years 
-when Government came to the con-
clusion that it would be impossible 
to persuade the sugar mill owners to 
pay anything voluntarily, only then 
they went for this statutory formula 
making it a statutory obligation in 
1958, as has been pointed out by 
speakers preceding me. In terms of 
clause 3A of the Sugarcane Control 
Order of 1955, this clause was insert-
ed in 1958. Sugar producers because 
obliged to pay the canegrowers the 
deferred price according to the 
present formula. Since then, as it 
has fallen to my lot, I have been 
pursuing one Minister after another 
to implement it. In 1959, the last 
letter I got from Shri Jain when he 
was in charge of the Ministry con-
tained his promise that he would ask 
the department to see that the cane 
growers were paid their due. Then 
Shri Jain left the portfolio and the 
matter came into the hands of Shri 
·S. K. Pati!. In March 1960, he 

wrote to me with reference to the 
implementation of this formula: 

'The extra price due for a 
particular season under the price 
linking formula can be deter-
mined only when the accounts 
for the season concerned have 
,been finalised, which normally 
takes 3 to 4 months after the 
close of the season". 

He also mentioned that the last 
release from that particular mill, 
about which I wrote to him, was 
given lin November 1959. He also 
informed me that the value of 'X' 
(used in the formula) i.e. the per-
centage share of the cane growers in 
the sugar price for 1958-59 season, 
was being worked out and as soon 
as it was finalised, it would be com-
municated to the factories for 
making payment of the extra price 
for cane, and that this was expected 
to be done shortly. 

That is, in March 1960, two years 
after the linking formula was adopt-
ed, when it was under the examina-
tion of the experts of his department, 
he had no doubt in his mind, or at 
least he was advised to that effect, 
that there was no complexity about 
the formula. All complications 
began to arise only, as he has told 
us, when the Government adopted 
the new control schedules of prices 
recommended by the Tariff Commis-
sion in the same year, and repeated 
pressure, it is' evident, was brought 
by the sugar mill owners upon the 
Government either to abandon the 
formula or to give them such allow-
ances for rehabilitation etc., which 
would make a nullity of that 
formula. Since then, I have written 
to him this sheaf of letters which I 
have here, and he wrote to me, and 
eventually he said that the thing 
appeared to be much more complicat-
ed than he had earlier supposed, but 
he never explained to us before, nor 
now, how and. wherefore these com-
plicatioll'S arose. The only factor of 
which no account seems to have bee. 
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taken In the formula, or in calculat-
ing the price of "X", was rehabilita-
tion costs tor the mill, but there was 
never any lack of power with the 
Government to do that even in 
terms of the old order. 

I might draw your attention to 
sub-clause 2 of clause 3(a) which 
reads like this: 

"Where the Central Govern-
menlt, having regard to ]special 
circumstances prevailing in any 
State or' part thereof, and after 
consultation with the State 
Government, is of the opinion 
that the provISIOns of the 
schedule should, in its applica-
tion to the State or part thereof 
as the case may be, be varied, 
or not applied, the Central 
Government may, notwithstand-
ing anything contained in sub-
clause I, direct that in lieu ot 
the payment provid~ therein, 
payment shall be made in 
accordance with such other pro-
visions as may be notified in the 
Of!\cial Gazette." 

That is, if they felt the necessity of 
varyin'g the formula, they had 
already the power. It is not that 
they were not armed with the power. 
They had the power of varying, but 
they chose not to apply it, sat quiet 
for four years over the powers, the 
very wide powers, that they had 
even under the existing order. The 
question of giving retrospective 
effect has come up only because they 
want to vary the formula, according 
to us, absolutely in favour Of the 
mill owners and of none else. The 
Government are not really sincere 
in their claim that they want to im-
plement this fonnula and to realise 
for the farmers, the cane growers, 
the money that is due to them from 
the industrialists who have made, as 
our friend Shri Yallamanda Reddi 
just now said, Himalayan profits, 
about Rs. 55 crores in one year; and 

from that time onwards, several 
years have passed. You can easily 
realise what colossal amounts ot 
profit have been made by this indus-
try. Our only plea has -been to allow 
the growers some part of this extra 
gain which the industry has realised. 

Now I come to my main objectioIl& 
against the amendment ot the 
Sugarcane Control Order which is 
being proposed. I draw the attention 
of everybody to clause 2 of the Bill. 
Although the Minister has said that 
he wants power tor giving retrospec-
tive effect to the amerudment, really 
if you read the clause, it is a com-
plete blanket power. Government 
arms itself, is trying to arm itself, 
with the power even to abandon the 
formula, if they so choose. 

8hri Tyagi: You want to protect 
the rights of the cultivators. Give 
more powers sO that they can do it 
more successfully. 

8hri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri: 
That is what they say, but I remind 
my hon. friend Shri Tyagi, that a 
man of the stature of Shri Kidwa'i 
gave that pledge, and your party 
and your Government has failed to 
keep that pledge. They have sullied 
the memory of that great man, whom 
everybody, alI sections of the House, 
irrespective Of political opinion, res-
pect and hold in high honour. It is 
your Government which has failed to· 
keep up that pledge. 

15.56 hrs. 

[SHRI MULCHAND DUBE in the Chair} 

The clause says: 

"The Central Government may, 
if satisfied that public interest 
so requires, ..... . 

-not only the interests of the 
cultivators--
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...... by order notified in the 
Official Gazette, amend either 
prospectively ror retrospec-
tively .... 

Why prospectively? Prospective 
power is already there; perhaps as 
an abundant caution they have added 
this to the clause, so that they might 
do anything they like. 

Shrimati Renuka Ray (MaIda): For 
the cultivators, I hope. 

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhari: 
You have done that for the cultiva-
tors, you have done that for eight 
years. You gave a pledge here on 
the floor of the House in 1953-54 and 
this is 1962, year of Grace 1962, and 
you have not up till now been able 
to realise a sin'gle naya paisa from 
the mill-owners. That. is your 
achievement, that is yOU credit. 

Iiliri K. C. Sharma (Sardhana): 
Something has been given some-
where. 

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri: 
Only when Shri Kidwai could per-
suade the mill owners to do it. You 
could not, armed with all the powers 
that you had, realise anything. 

So, we are not prepared to give 
this blanket power to the Govern-
ment. If Government really mean 
business and if they want to keep up 
the pledge that the Minister is now 
holding out to the cultivators and 
Parliament, they must suitably 
modify not only clause 2 but also the 
formula in favour of the cultivators. 

Thank you. 
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Shri S. M. Banerjee: Mr. Chair-
man, Sir, I have already moved my 
amendment that the Bill be circulat-
ed for the purpose of eliciting 
opinion thereon. 

Sir, I join my han. friends whether 
on this side or on that side in 
opposing this Bill; and I fully agree 
with my han. friend Shri A. p. Jain 

Powers) Bill 
in this case. To me, after the Land 
Acquisition Bill, this is the second or 
rather the ugliest manifestation of 
the procapitalist poiicy Of this 
Crllvernment. 

I have very carefully gone throu~ 
this Order which was issued on the-
27th August, 1955. It clearly says· 
what should be the basis and how 
the price is to be fixed. As the hon. 
Minister stated, because this parti-
cular Order could not either please 
the mill-owners or the cane growers, 
so a referen!ce wall made to the· 
Tariff Commission. It was all in-
tentional, I believe, when this re-
ference was made to the Tariff 
Commission. I will read this term' 
2. 

"To examine whether the 
claim of the industry for a re-
habilitation allowance in the 
matter of division of sugar price 
between the canegrowers and 
the industry is justified and, if 
so the rate at which the 
aiiowance should be allowed in 
the price-linking formula(e)." 

I do not know what was the-
necessity of referring this particular 
item to the Tariff Commission be-
cause in the Tariff Commission'. 
Report itself, on page 45, it is stated:-

"On the question of the applica-· 
tion Of the formula the industry 
drew Our attention to a letter· 
from Governmen>t of India, 
Ministry of FoOd and Agriculture 
(Department of Food) No .. J.S. 
(S) IP.S.16I dated 10th April, 1961 
to the Indian Sugar Mills' 
Association, relevant extracts' 
from which Bre reproduced 
below:-" 
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The Indian Sugar Mills' Associa-

tion might have referred this matter 
to the GQvernment of India and 
might have demanded some more 
~oncession ot price facilities to meet 
their so-called losses due to export. 

The reply of the Government was: 

"On the basis of the Schedule 
for the northern region and re-
covery and the duration attain-
~ in 1959-60 the exfactory price 
in U. P. and North Bihar works 
·out to Rs. 37.31 per maund of 
sugar. The price of Rs. 37.85 per 
~aund had thus a margin of 
'54 nP. per maund. The current 
·crushing seasOll is still on and 
having regard to present trends 
and estimates of production, ~t 
"is likely that the margin avail-
ble this year may be somewhat 
larger. GQvernment consider 
that the margin should suffice to 
enable the industry to meet not 
only the extra cost on account 
of wage board award and other 
factors but also the losses onl 
export quotas so far announced." 

1 am quoting this to show that 
whatever is brought in the name 
protecting the interest of the farmers 
is for protecting the interests of the 
capitalists who are making fabu-
lous profits at the' cost of the consumer 
and farmer. The hon. Minister said 
that he was not a mathematician and 
that the new formula which was 
going to be evolved would be in the 
interest of the farmers. I am not a 
mathematician and I do not think 
we require an Indian Einstein to 
undersian-:j the formula in the 
schedule it has been well defined. 
Shri A. p. Jain referred to'S'; There 
are 'P', 'T', etc. ; all have been well 
defined. Government should see 
that the farmers do not suffer and 
the request of the mill owners to 
Teduce excise duty or for more con-
cessions in the name of rehabilita-
tion, etc. is not taken into considera-
tion. Farmers should not be left at 

the mer{!y or at the feet of the mill 
OWTIlers or of Government. 

Dr. M. S. hey: Has 'X' been 
defined? 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Yes; every-
thing has been defined. Given more 
time I can read out the whole thing. 
Hon. Members would have seen the 
Resolution of the Government 
embodying the recommendation of 
the Tariff Commission:. It says: 

"The Commission's recom-
mendations are: the scheme of 
linking the price of cane with 
the price of sugar which is not 
linked with the quality of cane, 
which completely 'ignores the 
interests of the consumers and does 
not also promote good relations 
between the growers and the 
miller, is not in the larger in-
terests of the sugar economy and 
should be terminated as SOon as 
possible." 

They suggest that this should be link-
ed. It is said in U.P. and Bihar suc-
rose con-tent in the cane is less; it 
comes to an average of 9' 7 or about 
10 per cent. But Shri Tyagi has cor-
rectly pointed out ,that in the subse-
quent months after the first two 
months, the content is increasing. I 
am not a farmer but I have served ill 
a ,ugar factory for five years as 
quality supervis:>r and it will be im-
possihle for the GQvernment to !ix the 
cane price when it is linked with the 
quality of the cane. It has been done 
simp1y to help the industrialists. 
Right from 1953, t\le late lamented 
Rafi Ahmed Kidwai had some arrange-
ment with the employers that they 
wilJ pay this amount voluntarily. 
Unfortunately, nobody paid voluntari-
ly with the exception of a few. In 
U.P. alone, I speak subject to correc-
tion about Rs. 4,5 crores has to be 
paid to the growers. The Govern-
ments of U.P. and Bihar have both 
opposed the linking formula and have 
demanded that this money should be 
re .. lised frOim the sugar magnates and 
paid to the cultivators. The hOll. 
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Minister says that he wants this power 
retrospectively so that he may safe-
,uard the interest of the farmer and 
see that the same formula is followed 
by which they can litet this amount 
which is not yet paid to them. May 
simple question is this. In the Essen-
:tial Commodities Act is there no sec-
tion wider which a sugar mill owner 
can be convicted? Section 7 i, a penal 
-clause; if an employer or a mill-owner 
does not pay the grower, he can be 
punished with three years riiorous 
imprisonment. Has this section 7 been 
1lSed against any mill-owner, in Bihar 
or in U.P. Or anywhere else? They 
never wanted the mill-owner, to be 
asked to pay this amount. Sugar in-
dustry in U.P. is the backbone of 
Congress politics in U.P. 

SMi A. M. Thomas: That is here 
.also. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: If you have 
contested an election from U.P. you 
~uld know what it is. I request that 
1t1is Bill be withdrawn. The State-
ment of Objects and R"ascms has made 
1he whole position clear, shamelessly. 
You cannot segregate by saying that 
it is only the Bill that is to be con-
sid",ed and not that Statement of 
()bjects and Reasons which speaks of: 

"inclusion of allowances for re-
ha.bilitation and eJqlOrt losses, for 
adj ustrnent ot costs and for shar-
ing ot incentives given for in-
creasing the production of sugar." 

1 do not think that this rehabilitation 
allowance is necessary. No more sub-
aidy is necessary. We have been told 
by the hon. Minister that the Govern-
ment would incur a loss ot about 
lts. 12' 5 crores on account of sugar 
ezport subsidy. What ig the 1005 sus_ 
1ained by the sugar industry for ex-
port of sugar to the United Sta1es? 
'Ibis Bill simply helps the employers 
and mill owners. They asked for con-
cessions when the wage board award 
was there or whenever there is any 
occasion. This time also, this Act is 
amended retrospectively to suit the 
Deeds of the mill owners and to give 

1730 (Ai) LS-7. 

POlDers) Bin 
them rehabilitation allowance. Sup-
pose Rs. 30 crores is due trorn the 

, mill O'Wllers by way of deferred and 
other payments, I may tell you that 
only Rs. 5 crores will go to the far-
mers and Rs. 25 crores will go 110 the 
mill owners in the name of rehabili-
tation, subsidy ~ export losses, etc. 
This is highly objectionable. The 
hon. Minister should tell us when he 
is going to evolve the formula, what 
is the formula and how does it cliffer 
from the 1958 modification or the 
1955 order. Otherwise, how can we 
pass this Bill? The hon. Minister ha3 
given a sugar-coated pill in the form 
of this Bill and wants us to swallow 
it. We have seen the sugar-coated 
pill. But we want ·to know what is in 
this Bill. It is against the interests 
ot the fanner; it is against the in-
terests of the consumer. Everywhere, 
it is known that the sugarcane price 
should be Rs. 2. We have argued for 
it not once, not twice, but many times 
in this House. I amrure that Dr. Ram 
Subhag Singh, when he was not a 
Mklister, aLways stood for the cause 
of the farmer. 

The MInister of State in the Minis-
try of Food aDcI Agriculture (Dr. Bam 
Subhag Singh): I am so even today! 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: I am not a 
farmer, but even today, I belleve !bat 
Shri S. K. Paltil is in favour ot the 
sugarcane grower. But my difficulty is 
that either it is too deep for us to 
understand, or, it is all rubbish 8.IIld 
in the interests of the mill owner. 
That is my point. I appeal that the 
interests of the cane grower should be 
protected. There are some provisioos 
for the protection. The protection 
should be given. Under section 7 of 
the Essential O>mmodities Act, the 
mil! owners shoUld be dragged to the 
court of law and punished for three 
years and they should be clearly told 
that they cannot possibly do this sort 
of thing. The cannot force the Gov-
ernmenst on the basis af their political 
influence and I am .'rUI'e that the hon. 
Minister w:iJ.l kindly withdraw this 
Bill and take protection tmder the 
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rShri S. M. Banerjeel 
existing law we have got and realise 
this amount. 

I am opposed to the linkiJlg at cane 
pl'ice wWh qua.liity. That is wrong. 
Even the Tariff Commission, in their 
various repart:s, have said that it w:iJl 
be impossible for them and at any rate 
it will be very difficult to arrive at a 
definite figure as to what should 'be 
the price of 'lhe cane 'With reference 
to its quality of sugar. I feel thaJt this 
Bill is not necessary. 11his should be 
withdrawn. Heavens are not going to 
fall; when Ibhis Government waited 
patiently since 1955 up to this day, 
w1le:n they saw Itlhat the fanners suf-
fered in the hands of the mill owners, 
when the mill owners did not pay any_ 
thing, why should <this Bill be SO 
necessary now? I feel that the Bill 
should be circulated, jf at all it is ne-
cessary, for eliciting public opini<Xll. 
After the opinion is obtained, we 
should consider in a calm and cool 
atmosphere, wirthout any leaning 
towards the captta]jsts, whether this 
Bill is necessary in the interests at. 
the fanner. 

I oppose this Bill and I want my 
amendment for circulation should be 
a~epted. 

~r~~:~ef~, 
<tmr<: ~~if; f~ ~ mit ~ ~, <R ~ 
~ ~ ~'l'ii m'1 <F ~"'T it l!f"T6r 
!IT 'IiWfT '1~ ~,~ ~T !IT ~~ 
m<1<!iT ~ '1~ ~ I ~ ~ 
~ t q it '!'I" ~~ ~ ::O~ 'flIef tz~ 
~ ;ft'l" ~ m~ tz~ ~'TllT "I"i'I 
m"ifT 11'1" IT''~ <r.T GTl1 <:m l1'IT 'liT I 
~~it.i;["[G"~f~~~<F'IT'1 ~ 
~'t~ ::o~ ~~ ~'1 it. om: it ~ 
f'f;1lT m~ ~l ifC!Tll"T f~ IT'''fT oRr 
rn <mJT ~T ~ GTl1 Rm ;;rr ~ ~ 
efT f~~ ~ ;r ifg<f '1R f'f'ln: 
.,~ lfiW f~ ~ m<1<!iT ~'l'ii m'1 
~'.y I ~ f~ ;;@ rn f~ f1f<f 
<mr m m'1 ~ I ..n ito tz;ro 

ftimT ~ ;;@ ~ '1h: ~ ~ ~ra
(ft~'llT~~flfi~~R'f mf 
'liT f~~ ~ it. 'IT{f ~ m~ M 
~ f~ flr.r <mr m<1<!iT 0lT ~ !ll"n: 
~ m ~ flti!JTifT 'liT ~1 f~ 
(ft ~ ~ ;r, WA"T ::Off~ smr 
;tT 'llTlfT it lfiW f~ fiqfef fl1"'1" '!'I" 
~;rr foI; fl1<'T <mr m ~ lIT f1f<f 
Cf"T<'I1 ~T ~. 0lTm ~ I lfi[ ~~ ~ 

m{f <r.T ~~ ~ I ::o!lit. <t~ ~~ 
it. i;["[G" f~ ~ 'liT m'l1{f 

&l lflIT I ~-i am ~ift '¥ 1t6" 
~~ fl1f;m-~ ~ m ~ '1h: 
'Ii'llT 'llT i'l'ii m~ ;;@ fl1<fT I 

~·mW ~ 'llT ~ '1~ 
~ f~ ~ m ~ ~ ~~ g-~ I 
H~¥ ~ ~t~c; ~ 'fiT "I"T m ~ 
'11~ ~, '3"!l 'flIef ~ f;;f.f if tz~ "f 'f;1lT 
~H tf;'fnT ~ f~ mn.r '1<mIT "IT 
m~ ::o~ i'l'ii ~ ~T I 'if~ ::O'liJiT 
m'll g-m '1fT, ::O'1",T 'l'iTlRT g-m "IT 
~~ ~ m '1~ ~) f~ f~lIT I 
¥~ m:;r "I"T nr"f <mr ~ if 'I" eft ~ 
!II"T'f ~~ ~ !ll"T~ 'I" ~~ ::o~ f~~ 
~ I 1fif ~ 'IT, <r.T~'I" it ~ Cf"1< lfi"~ 
f~ lflIT f~ ::O~T i<oi m'1 fmr 
~l 'FIT ~ ~ f~ ::O~l f~~ ~ 
:;rrcfT ~ I ~€.xc; '" i;["[G" it ~ ~ 
m'1 ;;@ flffiT !ll"T~ ~l'f'i;" f<'Ttz :g"~~ 
",1 ~"f f'f;1lT lflIT efT :g"~, ~ ;;ft 
lfi[ R~ '1fT ~~ om: if Cf"1< ~~ f~lIT 
~ f~ lfi[ ~f~ m~i ~ '1m"fl"lT 
'1rf~ I ~ ~ l1l1l"m ~~ ml1Wl" 
it. ~ '1m lflIT !ll"h m ~m 
~ ~T ~l ~ W"l'iTif it. i;["[G" ~ 
WA"T f~li it. q:;r ¥c; <n: f~ 

Rm : 

"As regards 'x' the percentage 
\Share, the growers c1aimed that it 
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should be exactly in proJ)frrtiClIl oi! 
-the cost of cane to the cost at 
sugar which at current levels is, 
areM'(ljng to >bhem, not less than 
75' 25. The representatives of the 
mill industry who had been advo-
cating a share ClIl 50: 50 ba3is afIter 
payment of taxes and meeting cost 
incidents were agreeable to raise 
the ra·tio to 60: 40 in favour of the 
grower.u 

~ ~ Qlr i'!T ;r<rr ~T ;;qif; <rR 
~T ~min: <tiT ~ ~ If;~ ~CRT <rT ~iff 
"I~~, ~ 0 mc: <rT '1nr-i <tiT 
fu:rriff "I~ ~ I \lIf~ ~ ~ 0 

Ifmc: '+fT ~l:: ;r ;r@ fG:OfTlIT ~ I 
~ ~crr ~ flf; m:If;g ~q f"l'l!; ~ flf; 
~ ~ 'liT f~ ~, ~ 'liT 'fT~ 
IfTqIl[ 'lit, ~ if; "IT 1!iT'J:'f ~, ~ 

;5T'!i' ~ ~ ffil! 'lit I mtTi 3m: ~ 
~~ ~T fiI; ~ ~ 0 IfWC: f~ I 
~ 'm"R w ;r@ fG:OI'IT<rr I ~ 
;;rPiT if; fulfi~fC<f 1IW ~ '1fT 'Ii~ 

<loa ~ m~ i'!~ m<'f ~ ~n 'liT <["Ie: 
Ifmlf;m~ I f~"IRm<'f~~~ 
!!IT <["Ie: Ifm If;m '1fT ~~ ~ m~ ~ 

'liT "Ima '1fT ~ ~If;'f '1m~ If;T 
<im ~ <r'Ii '+fT;;'f<tiT ;r@ f~ 

~~I 

~ 'Z'Ii l§fcR 'liT <rN 'IfTIf<!; ~;r' ~iff 
"ITi'!<fT ~ I ~f~ ~m:r'f 'lfr "TT f~Ti 
~ l:Ii'! '+fl1~T 'liT fqeHT ~ I ~~ 
<rg<r ~ ~ f;;r@T ~ I ~ mc:;;r 
~<[ 'Z'Ii ~TnT ~mor q<f;T;;r ~ I r if 
~ <rCIT'fT 'I Ti'!<fT ~ ~ <rr<r "Tn'li 
~q fil"f if; ~€m '!fT'I'i ~<;13 ~:s 

~ l{ f~T ~ ~ :--
"Tllls new formula has been 

eXlaIlili1ed and it is considered that 
it would be more appropriate to 
apply the existing formula after 
making suitable amendments 
thereto which are necessitated as 
a resuit of the acceptance by Gov-

P01Den) Bill 
ernment at :the suggestions of the 
Commission far mclusian at 
allowances for rehabilitation and 
export losses .... " 

4' ~iff "IT{!m ~ fiI; w fmt 
it f~ ~ flf; ~ If~ ;;it ~ 
00 If;T f~T ~ ~ 13<[ ~~ '1fT ;;mIT 

~, li'fTtfiT, '€ffi, ~ cm~ I ~ ~ 
~iff "ITi'!<fT ~ flf; l<q GfT~ If~ if 
f~<rf~~ 'PtT;r@ 'lfTcrr ~ ? 
~ mc:"!' ~ '+fT flf;mon if; '+flffl 
~ I~;;~mifflf;mr~ flf;~ ~~ 
<rN <tiT ~ flf; H ~ ¥ it ;;it ~;rl:: ~"!' 

~~'1l,~~~f~ 
1!'fT'!iT ~ ~? WTl:: ~ ~m 
w <rT ;;~T ~ ~"!' ;;mtm I ~ 
"",,,T 'liT "TT ~ l"I' 'to: ~ ~ ~ \~ m 
r;; ~ 'f1Z <i~ ~ f"TlJ it ~" ~q<f ~ X 
'f1Z ~ <rT ~ ~ m;: Xo "f(!' <i~ 
~T "I1l:: ~ fG:'Z ~ ~ flf; ~ '~m 
cm~ ~T ~T ~T ~ '];U If;l:: ~ I "TT 
m~~if;~qffl~~ ~ 
~~<r~~~~ flf;~~ 
¥~ <;q<f ~'f 'ifRT f~T ~ ~ I 

~ "",,,T 'liT 'Z'Ii f~ ~ ~, '3'~T ~ 
f~li ~ I "TT +rm G:Tiff ~T<rr ~ ;;~ 
~ <7~T ~ m~ "IT <rem G:Tiff 
~T<rr ~, ~ G:T+r ~ ~T<rr ~ I "TT 
!!IT~ G:Tl:: ~ ~ ~ <r'Ii 'ITIf'fT ll'!T'F.T 
<[U<rl:: \<rif '!fT1Z ~ I 4-, ".;rqf<r $~, 
'!fTq'f.T «IT'f ;r.r 'T'!Tf~r 'lfr ;;rn; R"I'Tiff 
'1Ti'!<fT ~;ifT flf; ~f~ or.Prn'f ~ oft 
~ I ;;1Jif f~T '+fT f'f.m'f 'lfr ~r 
'fi'!T ;;rT ~ I .13 i'!ffif ij 'Ii'l if! ~ 
<7<rrG:T ~~ ~, f"TlJ ~ ~ '!i~ flf;m'f 
"-T ~ m~ ~ ~ f'limif '+fT~~ I M'Ii'f 
'ZIf; "-T ;;rT'li-qm if; 4-l'<f~ 'lfr ff~ 
~m:r'f ;r ~ ;r@ ;;rT ~ I i'R f~ 
it ;ft ~;r~ t6f~<rt ~, i'R ~"!' <rri'l' 
f~ if, m~ it '!ITO ~~ nr.t ~ i'I'fi!;'f 
~ Ifl:: f~'l' If;'l' ~;r@;;rT 'T~~ I 
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[o.;ft f.t~,fu f'N'] 
~ oil ~ ~, OTIlfif3; it ;to 1Ii~ ~, 
qr.rr it ;to !f;~, ~ffi' it ;n:~ 
m~ ~m it ~o "'~ m \1''1' iflITf~ * ~ on: \1'trit !!flT;ft" fmt ~ ~ 
~ I \1tr tf~ !f;flr~!f;T f~Tt * 
~ 'f~ ~ 'fTfcor ~ i't +ft ;q'q"fr 

f.l<:r ~ !f;~ W ~mr ~ ,m+f.r <m 
!f;~~~ I w~~;;r~ f~ 
<l.T ;;naT ~ for ~ ~,fi!; \1tr on: 
~~~ ~ ~~~~ on: 
"liTfi!;~w~ I ~~ wmr ~t""~ 
..rr~~~!f;T~ ~ 
'ffi<;m fi!;ln' ',lIT 'fT I ~ ~~ ;r 
'f>W ~ fi!; f~~f<l f<12O~1 '1 ~ ~ ~ 
tI" 'qt-w '$iT I \1tr it ~ fum ~ 
~ : 

"Government consider that it 
would be more appropriate, equit-
able and reasonable to apply the 
existing fonnula set out in the 
Sugarcane (Control) Order 1955 
after suitable adaptations and 
amendments in order to incorpo-
rate the suggestions of the Com-
misSlion for the inclusion of allow-
ances for rehabil1tartiOill and export 
lo-3SeS." 

iilt Wi ;:;.r i!r~1!mI'~~ 
rn ~ f~ ~ 'f~ '1m: f<tfi(f",2~1'1 

tts ~lt "flftm, ~ ~ ~ 'fT I 

~~~Qr~~~~fi!; 
m'f ~r ~~ ~'l'll <rn :;if.t ~ ~!f; 
~T mo mi't ~iT I ~ ~ ~ 1fm'fiA; 
~'fi1~~f!f;~q-trT"~~ 
f~ ~i ~ I wro:: ~~ ~ 
W f~ !f;1 ~ fu;mrT ~ <iT 1l 
~r.~ fif;' ~ ~ ~!f;T m:IT 
w;;n:-~ ~ ~ <tr ~ I 

llT'f'f"i1l <1fTITT ;jfT i't (Ilff ~~ 

~'1' W<"lf i't >rf.r -.mui'f if ~ ifl'& ~ 
~ I ~~~~ f~ ~ >:m<;f 
~'1'if tri ~r ~ f'fi ,~ f~ ~ "IT<' ~ 

flrOTit;f,T;mr 'f,lfT ~ ~i ~r ~ ~ 
'f~ 'fli't <i<T ;;rrit~, ~ ~ 0TlTI1f 
~ ~ I l{' ~~clT §' fli wro:: tf<:t6 
!f;f1fWl' It ~~ ~ !f;T 11;~ lI'T ~ t<lm, 
~ 'If. 'if>'~ <fi ~,\1T, ~f~ ~ f~ 
~, !f;TUmr 'I: 'illf ~ <::<i lfi'i GfI'f.t 
CfT<;ff ~iclT, ~i ll'\! 'Of'; tf~ ~ ;f,T 
n.'I'Tt ~ 11'ij' ~T ~t ~lQr I 

~mi't~~f'!>"'li'11:'1~~1 
~ '1'~ 'f.('m fi> 'fi1'!.'1' ~ ~ I \lrfi"l 
'fi11:'i !f;'; 'f1{m orr m;m ~ ~ m 
~ 1fr~ CfTCf 'l~ ~ I ~~r't f.;r~ if 
q-.j'OfT 'f1;;:rr;if ~ Gf~ f;;rm f('flf 
'fT f!f; oj' liT~U!TU ~r ij'~ ~ $ 
f~ i't ~T gi: 1lT\1'); mr ~ lI'T ~ 
~ <::1' ~ I i9f~ 1Tii!'1' <::rn ~~ ~ 
m ij; ifTl1 ~ 'l'r ~if ~,~Ti't """'" 
\1tr ~'f ~i if<::<;f<mT m<: f~T !f;1 
~ rn f~ if ;jfT W'<mil' ~, 'l'r ;f,T ~ 
f.{;;ni I ~T \1'1't ifTl1 ~ U Jf <ni't ~, 
\1'1'~ ~T ifTl1 ~ ~ $~; r 
If<I'I1f • -n: ~ ~ ~ ~ 
lfW <'f'F f~ !f;T ~i tTtrT w:m m 
~ f~;r <mff if, 'fm, ~t'l.r; i!r \lr~, 

~i ~ 'I'T'rn' ~ n::m tr~ ~ ? 
~~ ~~.; ij; ~ lfll 'fi1lI' m W I 
~~"i~~~TlJ~ I .q~~ 
~ f~ l'.!g' m <I1't lfT(f ~ 'Oft f~"'~ ~T 
~T 'iT I '1. 0,",,0 i~1if ~ q-i!r 
~ ~ I ~f<f>'l ~ <fIf Cf~ Ii~ ;ft;w 
tf~ ~;rn;r it: rolf <tr I lJT!fT ~T ;r 
trCf ~Hr;-~t if ~li mOT if: "'~ 
rn 'I'PiT~ ~ if ",., 

~ ~ : ~ m'f'fi1 ~11' 
~r=<f ~i 'l'iT I 

tlI1f~f1:r,,: ~~ ~if t i~
lit ~ I ~T ~ ~'f 'lI1 ~ ~ ~ 
i~t-w~ I WR~ f~ ~ 
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i ~ ~;trim ~ ~ <:tr61fTU 
~~il ~ I ~rtf~;;fi;f;:rit~
~'IiT'Ifi'~mlfl'~~~ ~ 
.f;$ :t I ~f~ ~ tJ'i"q ftrIz 'liT 
ljlf<l' m<: ~T .;mi I 

~t~~~~~m{ afR ~ 
m.: of;!; ;;fi(lr ~ I IT" "'~'lT ... l6'ffi ~ 
f'f> <m ljlf<l' ~T ;;rT ;r ""¥ ii1l::.;m 
f~T m<: fif;m;fi iI>1 -Uga f~omn I ~ 
~ ;m: qtff cr~ fif;m;fi ~r m llmf 
~ f~ I !ITR ~ ~"f~~;f ~ 
... 'fT ~lil ~ I ifiT'fOf ~ orR ij ~ ~ i 
f.I;'~~~;ril"'lT~~"~ 
ij ~ iI>1" "~ srmr ;r 
fil"l 'I><: ~m;r ~IJ m<: 

~rt .mr;;r ~r ~ ~r fm I li ~ 
if<I<'ITirr ~dT ~ fir; mq- it ~ ii: 
mf.'fiit ~~~rm;r@~ I ~ 
~i ¥ qr;:rr il;r ~ 'liT mrdT ~ I 
li q-rfc.r ~ ~r ~ ..... ~ ~ f.!; ~ 
f~ it. ..-r;;m: it lfI' ~ ~ ..-r;;m: it 
"fTiIi': ~lil" w. ¥ qr;:rr IVf ~i~1 ~ ~ I 
~ f~ 'Ifi'r ¥ qr;:rr IVf ~ <mifi1 
<::T~ flr<1<l1 ~ I ~ sfIJ il5 ¥ ~I 0 ~ 
<; mo cr", ~ ~ ~r <mIT ~ ~, 
~r f.!; ~ it. ifi1il it ~ICIT ~ I ~ 
~m ~ 11T ~ ;;fi~ ;;rm ~ I \'Ti'\'i!: 
qm <PriIJ ~, ~ w ;it '3"O!ii: mr 
..... a1 ~ I 

tfu; ~~ Iffi f<'fliRT ~ en 
~r fm it fir; ~CAT ~ fif;m;fi 'liT 

~ !Jr.l" ~if5 ~a1 ~, flr<:r q-r(lr 1JW 
'IiT<::Tlf;r@~q-ra-& I ~ff~~ 
;r~furn:it'Jj~~ f~ I li ~r 
if<I<'ITirr .. ~<rl ~ f.!; ~ <: ~ f.!;m;if 'liT 
<::Tlf hl'''- ,non it qm ... " GffilT ~ I lfi, 
;m: lfI' ~ iI"T<: lfr~ flr<:r q-r(lr ~ 'fI"!J 
\lfTCIT ~ <fiT 11T \3"!J'!iT W iU;r@ fll mIT 
~ I ~mittfu;'iiilro'f;r ~~ f~ 
ir ~1 I tfu; 'lifl:I~ ;r ~«l";rn: f.;rIs 
~r.ff 'R m'f ""¥ iI"'lT ~ ~ I lIW q-{ 
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~ ~IJ \'Rll ~ ~ ..... mt ~ f.!; ~ 
~~XC; ~ ~~ !J;r ~~y,? CfiIi;;fr v~ 
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II'lf Wit:q;; m 5Il"!tIJ ~ "fPi I 

~ ~t f~ ~ fir; m llmf~iiI' 
!IN f~~ ? fli<'\" 00 ~: ~ ~ 
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~ ~ f.l; itm .,iff Q:)l1Y I 
~ ~~ it "lil~ flr"f it: m it <miT-
~~ 'Ifi'r ~ f.I;m lim, ~ ~ 
<:TO it ~ f.I;m ql:ff I if" IJilWIT ~ 
f~ ~ q-{ \9l( 'lit ~ ~) ~ ~ 
;;rr fir; 'llri it:, ~ f~I;fi~: iftz 
q-{ ,;;;r iIlr ~ & m<: ~ q-{ \Tor ~ %cr 
ii:~~& I mq-;r~ if 1iTf<m" 
~ fit; ~~ ~ ~j.ft "'~ I 'il'1<: 
m..- CfiIi;rUar 'liT m ~ llr.iT, <m it 
W'IiT~~w.f~lffr~1 
~;m:m"-<r'f>m!f~~~1 
~ ~;r it ~t 11) iItf f<m" fit; 
fjfif f1r.r cn.n if m ;r@mrr ~ ~ 
~ ~ 'iITf"lf I mq- ""l;a- & f.l; ~T 
Ff I ~ ,fr Ff, ~ ~ q.;;r 
¥c; 'Rfmm-Ff~~o~~ 
'Ifi'r, f.!;m;i'f 'Ifi'r m 'II 0 trnTc ~ 
qlon iI>1 flr<'1'i'\'l • I m.: ;;r) ;awr 
Ff 'I{i ;r@ ~r.rr ~ I ~ ~ ~ 
;r@FfI " 

'frfc.r !Jl6'ir <IlW) m.: rnq) 
~ om. ~1 ~ "l1~ ~ I ~" \3";rij- 'fi6i!T 
~a1 ~ fit; .;r.r Iff~ ~ mr ~ crr 
'1io q-{ ;;'11m" ~ I mU ~ ~ '1io 
q-{~~~I 

~~m<:iI"ffi~~Imq
;r fom mrr ~ fir; f~ it:;,j'R " ~iT 
;;ry 'I><: <::Tlf OIl" ~1"lIT, mn 6t'f> iTlTt " 
'fl1<: 'l~ ~ ;ncr ~ I W fmt 
it ~ fm!IT ~ f", w ~ .. ~,"-", gr'lT 
~ ~ I ~fifiii w if. iI"I'I'i< 11) ~ 
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;r ~ 'R: fro fif f~m ill ~ 
'Iftlier <:m' ;;rrifqf , ~ ~ ~ ~(A'fif 
<ITer t:' ~ ~ ~7.f it ~ifi11: qyt 
err f~ ~ it ~ f'li i'lii ~ 
f'l'm, ~ ~ ~ fif; i'lii srmI (ft ~ 
f'l'$lIT' If ~ "{rt!ffi ~ f'li m1m: 
;m ~1f t: f~ ill f ... if ? l('~ 
<::';, rn, "iI'11: ~ qt:q ~~ ~ f~ 
;;iR':IT t:' ;j" 'm" ~~ 'R:~~ffi 
~ fof; ;JT 0 m- ;pitT f~ ;;rl ~ f'lim'f 
fl;~ ~,~ffi rn ~, ~ ~ ;;m " 
'R: arcrrii, ;;;"if ;; f~m<f f<i1lT ,;n<l, f.j; 
~ it ~ 'fl<I" if'iiCIT ~ , ;;;"if ifT ~d't 
it f~ ri ~I\TT t: ~ f'licRr ;;r;rn 
~T:fr ~, ~ 'f'"r ~ ~ ~ of; ~ • 
wn: f~ ;t; ~ if'iiCIT ~1 a't f~ 
t w fum" ~ ~ (Ji ;r fum" ~ , 
~~~: ~fc,~ 

."- '"1 <::'l" ~T" 

11(1 A1t.ftr ~ : ~ om ~ ? 
%i" ~ 'n ~ ~ (Ji ~ ~ t~, mtr 
..r.r ~"r ;r t? ~ ~ ~j;r"'" ~I\'I' iii) 
~ , m' lJi q"ffi ~';Irr fif ~ « 
mlI ~ ~ rn if: ~ ~ !II'<m 
;rm ~fd'f'"~;;rrcrr~,~~ 
~ m :a.r ",r ~ q.qr ~ flr",,"" , 
~~;;iit~~~~' 
~~~~~~m<::);ff 
f'l'<'l' 'i>': r""'io \ ~o ~ oTffi" ~ , 
~"~ ~«~T ~ ~ fir. mtr 
;r 'fl<I" ;f:;t iitmc fif7.fT? ~iT w mtr 
~ ~ ~ it «f~ m mtr ;r 
:a.r 'It ~ fif7.fT ? ~tr 'I'o:r.R it:;;:-I".; 
~ lI!h: ~";;' ~<: ,fTifT ~ ~ , 
~G ~G ;;ii ~ ~o ~I" t ~:if ~~ 
<nT~ 'f'"T 'f~: ;;r;ro;r q;s ~i IJ'l<T, ~:rfi<; 

<:r<:~<: ;;il n:'m~ ~r ~ 'fli "111" ;;rifn:!" 
'!is ~fi ~HT, ;;;or "NT !~ ~ 'lis liT 
'llfT tl; f'f»lTil it'ifT<T <tfJ" iq<'l'l" ~ , 

~ ~t 4"off ~, '(00 "'io ~T CT;r. 

~~~~~"H"'io m~ff~,~ 
ltrn,'l" ~ it ;fi5~ t ~ f..-if w~ If,) 
f;rnr;ri "lffr ~ 'f'"T <rcrr ~ 'if<'I'"ffi , 
~ 'iff it;;rt mr ~f vft f'li 'ifr f~ 
'li1lI <n: ;;m:r ~?r '3"~ If.T'I' of; >R, ~ 
crU~ ~ If.T'I' ~;;;r v.~tf , wn: ~mr 
~s ~ it~fiifiFif< f.f,~ lI!'foi m'-T 
~ ~crT 'R:<f, ~ ~ ~ ~<i ~, 
'!i<::T;f ~..-re-, cr<r ~ '1dT ,,{<1cIT fif 
f~ ~ ~:~ ~ ~ 'flIT ;f'r-.r ~ , 

~~~:lI!ifmrn 
'fAA fl;f~ ~ ? 

~ f'"!ftr flr'll' : ~\T R:rif If "{r~ 
~ fir. wn: ~ ~ f~i of; m 
ft~ ~ff ~ ~r f<:tf~ lI!<'IT' 
\l~ ~ ~rt ~ iff <ITer ;r oR , 
~ ~ ~) <IT\T ~ t fif ~ Jj;ft 'I'i~ 
~ orgcr lI!Tmii ~,i3";r.ti ~ ~ 
mmif ~, lI!I1T "{Of 'R: ~.q: ~ t fir. 
~T ~Icrr t , 
~ R,,", snrR : ~ ~, 

q ~:~ ~ mf It>'I' <IT\T ~ fir ~ 
p~it;mr, ~<n:-q,;r~ 

ii; ~ ;it <ITer ~ GrRft' ~, ~9" fit..-
0fTii arnt ~ fGr;r 9" fif;m;if "T ~ 
<m~~~t,rit .... 
IfW n ~.;rn;r fit..- ~, fq it; 
~~~~'m~ 
~~lI!"iT~~f.rOf~~il1TT 
~ ~f<:f ii; ;ITt it , li l![T ;i;r ~ 
~ >liT tzI11fT <tt amt'f ~ ~ ~ , 
'liTl{<'IT $ fufT 'iI"T7.f it ~ it fufT 
QlI!T ~ , li ~ fulxr.r ~ lI!T'I it; 
m'l'it ~ ~ , ~vr ~or ~fii~ ..... f«e 
li~~~~;:r~it;<IT<:: 
~o <fio ~ it itfA>~ ~ 
if ~ '( ~r.r ~ 'f'"T'I' fiI;7.f!, li lI!miT 
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~~ "Ih: 1!",-mf ii f'I;~ 'Ii't m>T' 
'fiT ~ll lim ~ ~ fcrlrr ~ cit 'Iff 
flr<;r llTf<;r!;T if ;;~ ~ ~ ~ \3 ~ 

~ <ft;rn 'fiT fcrlrr 

~ ~ 0 IIiT 0 q'Tfu:I m'l' ll<i<f ~ 

~ 8, ~ <ft;rn ~ m>T if; ~ ~ ~ 
~T ~, ~ ;;«it ~ ~ I 

~~~smA:: cftll)~~ I 

li' ~ ~('ff ~ f'" m'l'if: '1m 
~~~~.f~~~~, 
m'l' ~ ~ f.!; flf;m;f ;;it tT'ifT <mT ~ ~ 
~~~f.!>cr;:rr~~,~ 
<rnfc ~ ~ lIT 'Itq <rnfc ~ ~, 
'ifiifr 'fiT 'fiTfC ~ S1~ 'flIT ~ 
~ "Ih: m"f'fiT ~ 'flIT ~ ~, "Ih: 
m ~ flf;m;f 'Ii't ;;it ~ firm ~ 
~ ~~ lIT or@ I~m'l'if:~i!;' 
~ flf;m;f 'fiT m>T 'fiT ~ ifi'If m<IT ~ 
cit ifi'If <ftf~, ~ qm: m'l' flf;m;f 
~_<tTomr~H ...... . 
~ q;o ;rIo ftr;ntt (~) : ~ 

m'l' 'flIT 'Pl! ~ ~ I "l'<r X 'l<W: lJ;t;rG)' 
~ ~ cit ~ ifi'If ~ ~iT, ~~ f.rn 
'fiT~~"Ih:~'f'l::~rmn: 
~ ? m'l' ~ 'fiT 'f"I'l\' ~)il;c: ~ 
~p 

lilT f~ smA: : 1l G)'1'iffi ~ f.!; qtq 
<rnfc 'I>lIr or@ Vfm:m I ~ it ifi'If 

~~,~mr~,~~'fil:
<rtf if m l1R CI'l\' ;7'lro ~ ~, ~ 
if ~ ifi'If pft<rr ~ I ¥f;'f qtq q'tik 
""iT or@ vrrcrr I 

li' ~ f<r.r 'fiT ~ ~ ql: ~.r.r 
~~~f.!;~if;rnTf~'fiT;;iT 
<im l;f'! ~€,Xt; ~ >;IT.;r CI'l\' 'fiT <!T'!ft ~ 
~ ~ f~ ;,~ I ~ ~ f.!; 

~ 'Ii't lt~ "Ih: ~ it ~6'iiT 
P1<'R!T ~ I ;;41' ~ ~ Wli f~ 'Ii't 
~ f~ ~ cit li' ~ ~.r.r ~ 
~('ff ~ I <ro'IT ~ ~ ip) Tfim'l" 
~ .;r'R flr<;r .;rr.m 'Ii't '1if'lm ~ 
fVfi'f'fiT, ~ mmr ~, m'l'if: ~ ~~ 
~ I WR ~ f<r.r if; em m'l' ~ ~ 
~ ~ f.!; flr;;r 11Tf<;r!;T ~ mwtT 'fiT 
;it iTm ~ ~ ~ >Mi ~ ~r ~. 
<f) m'l' ~ qmr ~ oftfG)'C1; I 

Dr. P. S. Deshmukh (Amravati): A 
lot of points have already been urged, 
and I would nC>t like to repeat what 
has already been said. 

The formula itself came into exis-
tence because H was found that sugar 
was ,being sold at prices higher tha. 
what Government had de:ermineci. 
and the price of sugarcane was deter-
mined in relation to a particular price 
of sugar. When it was found that the 
millowners were making larger profits 
and seRing the sugar at higher prices, 
it was my senior colleague, at that 
time, Sbri Kidwai who cOll1sidered it 
urureasonable for the millowners to 
appropriate the whole profit and not 
to share it with the cane-growers. 
The genesis of this formula and all 
these various other things that have 
arisen out of it is this. 

So far as the present Bill is con-
cerned, it looks fairly innocent, and I 
believe it is, because all that Govern-
ment seek by this Bill is to get the 
power of retrospective action, so far 
as the application of the formula is 
c011<)erned, On the other hand, Shri 
A. p, Jain has urged with considet"-
able force, I believe, that no sueh re-
tro~pective power or authority is ne-
cessary because ,there is in the Order 
itself the necessary power with Gov-
ernment. All that they have to do is 
to determine the percentage, namely 
the value of x,and to work out the 
profits that shtl,uld go to the cane-
growers. If that sugge3tion is accept-
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able, then there will be llQ need for 
this Bill. But he also said that in case 
Government differed from this view 
and thought that without this power 
they would not ,be able to act, then 
he had no objection, n()I" do I have 
any objection, to the Bill being pass-
ed. But I have the strongest po:>sible 
objection Ito the Government's accept-
ance of the recommendation of the 
Tariff CommissiO(!l so far as rehJ.bili-
tation and export losses are concern-
ed, and I have taken this opportunity 
to say a few words by way of protest 
agamst this acceptance by Governmerut 
of the Tariff Commission's recommen-
dations, s:> far as these two points are 
concerned. 

This is fantastic. I think that it is 
unheard of. I have not been able to 
get the time to study how far in any 
industry the man who supplies raw 
material is made to contribute to the 
rehabilitation of the industry, how-
ever foolishly it is run by those wh3 
are the O'Wners and the managers of 
~he ind~ry. It is apparent that it 
does not apply only to sugar but it 
applies to aH the industries in India; 
they are run by people who cannot 
distinguish one thing from another 
and have no eXiperl knQIWledge what-
soever. All that they have is the 
thousands of rupees which they have 
accumulated through urury and other 
things, and they have become indus-
trialists With that money; they never 
take any precaution to see that the 
industry from which they get the pro-
fit functions properly, adequately and 
scientifically so that it could last long, 
and also see to 1t that the machinery 
is repaired continuously to the ade-
quate extent. When the condition of 
our industry is this, Government have 
accepted, somewhm blindly, I believe, 
at any rate Without proper thought 
tha t the people who are supplying 
sugarcane and thus are doing an in-
nocent job of supplying .the raw mate-
rial for an industry, this recommen-
daJtion of the Tariff Commission. The 
growers are now going to be retros-
pectively subjected to the charges for 
rehabilitation of that industry, for 1he 
upkeep of which the industriali9ts 

have not at any time paid much atten_ 
tionbecause all the <time they are 
interested only in profits, high profit.. 
exorbitant profits and unreasonable 
profits, and profits day and night and 
every time, without caring to see 
whether the machinery can bear that 
much stram, whether jt is properly 
repaired, and whether "it is kept in 
proper trim. 

So I think the Government ought 
to revise this decision even after the 
acceptance of this recommendation, 
and they should come forv;ard and 
say that it is unreasonable to expect 
the sugarcane growers to bear any 
portiOn of the cost of rehabilitatioD of 
the industry, because they have had 
no share in the management of the 
industry. I could have understood if 
they had any say in the management 
if they were repsented on an adviso~ 
board or some such thing connected 
with the management. But. there is 
no such relationship ·between the sup-
pliers of cane. and the management of 
the industry. 

Similarly as regards export losses, 
why should the growers bear the 
same. There are many other agendes 
coming into play. For instance, Gcv-
ernment have given the whole mono-
poly of export not to the co-operatives 
but to the Sugar Mills Association. If 
they have to bear any losses and if 
Gavernment think that they shvuld 
not bear so much loss, they migh t con-
tribute out of the taxation they get 
from the industry whiCh pays very 
heaVily in terms of taxation. The 
sugarcane grower has to pav the 
sugarcane cess, the industry ha& to 
pay; I have calculated some of the 
figures put before me and 1 find that 
a new factory pays in a year about 
the whole investment in that factory 
by way of taxes including, of course 
the sugarcane tax. If a new mill 
costs those people who set it up about 
Rs. 11 crores, I think the factory has 
to pay minimum in one year about 
Rs. 90 lakhs by way of taxes to Gov-
ernment, Central and State. There-
fore, I submit it is very unreasonable 
for the Government which make SO 
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much out of the sugarcane grower and 
the industry to except the small sugar-
.cane grower to be made responsible 
for these export losses. 

Secondly, I agree with the cpnten-
tion that the ~king of the price with 
the sucrose content will not be a prac-
tical thing to do. I hope the Minister 
~f Food and Agriculture will see that 
this matter is considered, because as 
has been mentioned in another place 
by Shri A. P. Jain, there are so many 
factors; it takes a lot of time fer the 
$ugar factory to crush the cane which 
lies in the yard for a day or two-the 
<:ane grower is not responsible for 
that-he 'is also not the authority to 
·choose his own time to cut the cane; 
as soon as it is ready-there may be 
no water in his well-he has no alter-
native but to cut it and bring it to the 
factory. These are all the circums-
tances and it would be penalising the 
tlugarcane grower to link it with me 
sucrose content. 

Here I must also say that circums-
tances relating to cane growing dlfter 
from place to place. The situation in 
U.P. and Bi.har does not obtain so far 
as Maharashtra is concerned. Probab-
ly something else may therefore be 
~roper in Maharashtra which would 
not be proper to be applied to U.P. 
.and Bihar. For instance, even the 
period of maturity of sugarcane dif-
fers. In U.P. and Bihar the crop is 
mostly annual While in the south it 
is IS-month crop. In the south they 
get two crops in three years; there-
fore the sucrose content is higher. 
There are so many other factors also. 

My main point is however against 
the rehabilitation charges being put 
on the shoulders of the sugarcane 
growers. I may also say that I wL~ 
Shri S. K. Patil every success in his 
attempt because I think it Is his desire 
that the sugarcane growers should not 
be pu t to a loss. I hope as a result of 
this Bill which he is piloting he will 
b<> able to pay tILe growers what they 
are entitled to and so far as the future 

is concerned, he will support my con-
tention, namely, that the sugarcane 
growers should not be burdened with 
the cost of rehabilitation and eJ..-port 
losses. To put this burden on the 
sugarcane growers, who have no hand 
in the management of the industry or 
in the export of sugar, would be un-
just. Therefore, even if a decision 
has been taken before, I hope it win 
be revised and the sugarcaue grov:ers 
will not be saddled with these charges. 

'1ft Ifh:) ~ ~ (q;~) : 
~ ~~lf, mOl" ;;ft ~;; f.r<;r 
~mrif;~i\"~~~~if;~~ffi 
'R ~ 'l'h: 'fi"~ eft ~ it ::hrr f'I; ~ 
~ 'l"lfr ~ ~'l: ~t~~ if; q"~ .n 
G'liT ~ it 1:1;lfiitc: ~f;m: ~ ~ ~ 
Ill" f'I; "f) 51mT "f) 'Iil+fcr ~ *t flifif-
~~~~~if;~it'IfT 
;;ft tf?IT ~ ~ ~ '3~.mr f~ GITIl" , 
~ ~ ~ X~ it 1l:'fi" ~ 'I'fT ~ 
~ tJ;'fi" ~ q');tf~ ~ ~ ~ , 
~ HXt; if '1fT \mif>"t ~ f.1;!rr '1"lfT 
~ ~ ~ llI'f ~ ~ mq; q');tf-
~ ~ I ~ l':'11 ~ ~ "'f.!.;ft m 'R 
'"" iii f'I; "f) 11m ~ ~ ~ ;;;rif>"t 'llf 
11ft ~ ~ I 'If) '1fT tJ;'fi"Tin"f1A; 
~~m~;;;rif>"t~ 
ift.Rf if; m 'R ~~T ~ lIT ~ 
~ , irtT tJ;'fi" ;ncr ~ it ~ 1IT ~ 
f'I; ;m ~ qr ~ ;m "fl'lfu qr 
ur.rf.f; ~ ~uT ~ t tX~ 
if 'I'fT ~ \m l!'iT¥ if>"t ~ f.1;!rr 
~ eft \m l!'iT¥ if ~ lim if 
~ ~ ~1'Ii ron- gm ~ f'I; ~ ~ 
~i?r~,..,.mi~*t~~~, 
;;@ lfl'iIm ~ eft ~ iffiFf ~ cfT;; 
lJI<'T <tt ~ if; ft:ro: ~ ~m ~ I ~ 
~;?[T ~~ ~ ~ if; ~ ;it ~ iIT<f 
'mfT f'I;,.) ~ ~ 'fi"~ 'liT f~ 
f'I; If'lIT ~ f'I;!rr ;;;; if>"t 'l'AT ~ ~ 
~ w ~ if; ft;rq- <ft<re ~ ;;@ ~. 
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II ;a-;:ra- ~if ~er ;;@ ~T ~(f1' I irD" 
erT ~ fcrim: ~ fiI; 'Ii'rl:ift ~ ~ G1'if 
((@\tf~nf('I' if1ll1m:r:;r ~~ ~ ~ 
efT .rr 1ft ~r ~ ~ ~ f.;m~T fiI; 'll'f.t 
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Shri K. N. P&Dde: Mr. Chairman, I 
,have to say a few words about this 
Bill. So many points have been touch-
ed by hon. Members. 

Mr. Chairman: The House will be 
sitting up to 6-30 tiII this Bill is 
finished. 

Shri Barish Chandra Mathlll' 
(Jalore): It should be with the con-
sent of the House. The decision 
should not be taken in the Chamber. 

Mr. Chairman: Government is un-
der some difficulty. 

Shri Bari Vishnu Kamath 
(Hoshan-gabad): Parliament is sup-
reme here, Sir; it can even revoke 
what Government has decided .... 
(InteTTupticms.) 

Shri S. K. PaW: With due respect, 
I would say that Government has no 
part in it. 

Shl'i ,Tyagi: He says Government 
has no part in it. If you are pleased 
to extend the time of the House. yoU 
may kindy take the formal sanction. 

Shri Bari Vishnu Kamalih: On a 
point of order, Sir. The Order Paper 
says that the item listed at 5 O'Clock 
is the half an hour discussion. What 
has happened to that? I find Shri 
Malhotra also waiting here. 

Mr. ChairmaD: It will be taken up 
On some other day.. (InteTTUpticms.) 

Shri Bade: Sir, a point of order 
has been raised by Shri Kamath. 

Mr. Chairman: I see the point. 
But let us proceed for the present. 

Shri Bade: It is a point of order. 
Please give us a ruling whether you 
accept the point of order or not. 

Mr. Chairman: One mayor may 
not accept it. It is a different matter. 
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flIlr· Chairman 1 
"But the House is sitting til! this Bill 
is finished. Please go on. Let us see. 

Sbri Bari Vishml Kamath: Does it' 
mean that the half-an-hour discussion 
will be taken up at 6 O'clock instead of 
at 5 O'clock? 

Mr. Chairman: Yes; or at the time 
that the House wants. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Before this 
Bill was taken up and even after that, 
some of the hon. Members including 
some on that side requested the 
Deputy-Speaker who was in the Chair 
at that time that the time for this Bill 
should be increased. It appears that 
as in the case of the Land Acquisition 
Bill, they want to pass this Bill today. 
It is really strange why this Bill should 
be passed today itself. 

Shri Tyaci: I fonnally propose that 
the House should sit un to 6 O'clock 
and finish this Bill. Y ~u might take 
the consent of the House. 

Shri Bari VIShnu Kamath: Let that 
motion be put to the House. 

[MIt. DEPUTY-S'PEAKER in the Chair] 

8hri Gauri Shanker Kakker: I rise 
to a point of order. According to the 
Order Paper, at 5 O'clock, we have to 
take up the half-an-hour discussion. 
I cannot understand how it can be 
changed and discussion on this Bill 
continued. 

Mr. Speaker: The House is maater 
of its own procedure. If it wants to 
proceed with the Bill and finish it, 
certainly we can make adjustments. 
Weare not ruling out that we cannot 
take it. 

Shri Bari Vishnu Kama.th: The 
point is whether it is agreeable to the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker: I have just put that 
point. I am not saying that I can do 
it. The House can do it. I will have 
10 explain the position to the House 

also. We have just had a meeting of 
the Business Advisory Committee. 
Shri Kamath was also present there. 
We had just seen the business which 
we have. We want to rise on the 7th 
September, definitely, as has been 
programmed already. Therefore, we 
have to adjust the business. There 
is some business with the Crilvernment 
and the Government is very anxious 
to finish it. Again, there was a very 
strtlng demand that the flood situa-
tion should be discussed because it 
had caused sa much demage to the 
country and a grievance was made 
the other day also. So, we have to 
find some time for that also. Then 
the discussion about the law and order 
position is there, so far as Delhi is 
concerned. Some hon. Members feel 
that that also must be taken up. We 
had all these considerations in the 
Committee just now and we hqve 
come to the conclusion that every day 
we shall have to sit longer in order 
to finish the work that we have got. 
For today, We wanted that-and it 
was our desire-this Bill should be 
finished. It is for the House to decide. 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: We sit 
longer from tomorrow. That was 
what we decided. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: When the 
Deputy-Speaker was in the Chair, 
some of us requested that this Bill is 
a controversial Bill. As you can as-
certain from the proceedings, almost 
all Members who spoke wanted to 
oppose the Bill in one way or the 
other. My submi~sion is, since this 
Bill has raised a public controversy, 
the time should be extended. This 
Bill, after all, is not replacing any 
ordinance. Therefore, what is the 
hurry that this Bill should be passed 
at this point of time? 

Shri Rane (Buldana): This diffi-
culty would not have arisen had the 
Land Acquisition Bill not taken such 
a long time. Additional time of ten 
hours or more was taken by it. That 
is why the dffiiculty. (Interruption). 



Sugarca.ne BHADRA 12, 1884 (SAKA) Control (Additional 5660-

SIIri Hari V"1SbDu Kamath: But 
then Shri K. C. Reddy'S motion was 
dropped. 

Hr. Speaker: We are faced with a 
situation in which we have to finish 
some business that is before us within 
the last four days of this session. We 
need not go into the causes: whether 
we spent more time on the Land 
Acquisition Bill or whatever else was 
the reason. Now, We are faced with 
a situation that if we want to adjourn 
the House on the 7th, then, we must 
sit longer. Wr, shall have to bear that 
in mind and I think we should agree 
to do that. 

H is for the House to decide 
whether we want to take up the half-
an-hour discussion just now and then, 
after half an hour, take up again the 
discussion of this Bill. If that be the 
wish of the House, we can spend half 
an hour on that discussion and then 
come back to the discussion of this 
Bill and continue with it and finish 
it. Or, we might continue this Bill 
and fix the half-an-hour discussion 
for some other day. I think hon. 
Members will also agree to that. 

Shri Tyagi: In this Bill, there are 
no other amendments to the clauses; 
there is only one amendment that the 
Bm should be circulated for eliciting 
opinion. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: There is an 
amendment that the Bill be referred 
to a Select Committee. 

Shri Tyagi: Therefore, this Bill is 
not going to take any time for the 
second reading. We have had our say 
and if there are a few other Members 
who want te have their say, they 
may do so. We may sit till 6-30 and 
finish this Bill. I formaJly move that 
we sit till 6.30. 

Mr. Speaker: That would be my 
request also, that we might sit up to 
6:~O. I would give time to those who 
want to express themselves. What-
ever decision the House takes ulti-
mately. that is a different thing, 

POlDers) Bill 
whether the House then feels like 
throwing it out or whatever it is. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: There is an' 
amendment for referring the Bill to a 
Select Committee. SQme of the Mem-
bers thinking that it would be put to 
vote'tomorrow, have left and they are 
not here. 

Mr. Speaker: So far as the amend-
ments or clauses are concerned, when 
we come to them, if there is any real 
difficulty, we can have the voting 
postponed. But let Us first finish the 
discussion on the Bill and then take' 
up the clauses. lf there is some prac-
tical difficulty, we will see what can 
be done. 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: May I 
make an earnest appeal to you? There 
is a seminar in the Central Hall today. 
Secondly, I have found unfortunately 
-it is a matter for regret-that 
several times in the last session and 
in this session also, half-hour discus-
sions fixed on several items have been 
postponed and sometimes not taken 
up at all. Again it is going to happen 
today. It is very unfair to the House. 
I do not blame you nor the Minister 
of Parliamentary Affairs whoJly, but 
collectively the Government and the 
Ministers. (lnteN'uptions). Today 
let us hsve the half-hour discussion. 
From tomorrow, let us sit tiII 6.30. 

Some Han. Members: No. 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: If the 
Minister is agreeable, he might with-
draw the Bill and bring it for the next 
session. 

An Han. Member: Why should he 
withdraw? 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: He 
might postpone the Bill. 

Mr. Speaker: The time that we can 
usefuJly spend in duscussing the Bill 
is spent in other directions. 

8hri Sinhansan Singh (Gorakhpur): 
4 hours have been fixed for the Bill 
and the Bill began at 2'30. Even if 
we si t till 6, it wiII be less than ~ 
hours. 
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Mr. Speaker: We are sitting till 
6'30. It comes to 4 hours, unless he 
·wants to exclude the time that he is 
now taking. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Then, you 
have discretion to extend the time by 
1 hour more. 

Mr. Speaker: There is a formal 
motion by Shri Tyagi that we might 
sit up to 6'30 and finish this Bill 
today. I think t~at is the pleasure of 
the House. 

Some Bon. Members: Yes. 

Shri Inder J. Malhotra (Jammu and 
Kashmir): What about the half-hour 
discussion·? 

Mr. Speaker: We can have it 
tomorrow or the ,day after. I shall 
see that it is taken up tomorrow or 
.day after. 

8hri Inder J. Malhotra: All right. 

Mr. Speaker: Was any Member in 
possession of the House? 

8hri 1[. N. 
been called. 

Pande: Yes; I have 

Mr. Speaker: There are a large 
number of hon. Members who want 
to speak. They might make their 
points as &trongly as they want, but 
take as little time as possible. 

8hri 1[. N. Pande: I do not want 
to mention many points in this con-
nection, because many points have 
been stressed by Shri Jain, Shri Tyagi 
and others. I want to say something 
as to why this Bill was brought and 
what effect it is going to have so far 
as the practical working is concerned. 
'The reason given for bringing this 
Bill before the House is that the Com-
mission has recommended that some-
thing should be given towards 
rehabilitation and also for losses in-
curred against exports. But I fail to 
understand as to how the Bill is going 
to ·be brought into practical action. 
The same Tariff Commission had 
recommended that the factories were 
not entitled for rehabilitation in 1969 

though the Indian Sugar Millowners' 
Association had put its claim for the 
same before the Tariff Commission. 
But they rejected it. First of all; it 
has to be understood first as to what 
rehl<bilitation is. Every factory has 
got some machinery which has a cer-
tain life. Taking into consideration 
the lives Of those machineries, depre-
ciation has to be allowo:d. Most of 
the factories were established in 1934. 
At that time the price of machinery 
was very much less. As such, the 
depreciation money realised by those 
factories capnot be sufficient to meet 
the higher prices prevailing at the 
moment. Therefore, the factories 
represented their case before the 
Commission and sai~ that as the 
prices have gone up, they should be 
given some margin sO that they can 
replace their machinery. The Com-
mission pointed out that the condition 
of the factories was not uniform. 
They said that some were established 
in 1924, some in 1934 and some in 
1940, and therefore the rate of 
rehabilitation allowance for each 
factory was different. The Commis-
sion therefore asked the factories to 
put up their case sO that they could 
understalld how much mOtley was 
required for rehabilitation. The case 
was represented before the Commis-
sion, but in the end the Commission 
did not favour it, and when the report 
of the Commission came before the 
Government they also did not accept 
the proposal of the industry. AIl 
order was passed and Government 
accepted the report of the Tari1! Com-
mission. 

What new thing has come up at this 
moment that the same Tariff Commis-
sion has suggested that the factories 
require support for rehabilitation? 
This is reasonable. That the 
machineries have to be replaced, and 
as the prices have gone up naturally 
they require some help. But how is 
this Bill going to meet the require-
ments of those factories which were 
not required to pay extra price far 
cane to the cultivato: '8? This was not 
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based on sound reasons. This for-
mula was applicable only in north 
where the foctories had earned more 
money by selling sugar at a higher 
price. The price of sugar is also not 
uniform in all the factories. Not all 
me factories have realised the same 
price. Therefore, the formula was 
based on this, that if a factory realised 
certain results beyond what was 
fixed by the Government they will be 
liable to give something out of that 
and share. it with the cultivators. 
This was under examination for four 
years. Anyhow, his Bill has come and 
1 agree that if the case of thc"e fac-
tories who were required to pay 
higher prices is considered to allow 
them something for rehabilitation, let 
:the same be done. 

But what· is going to happen with 
those factories which were not requir-
ed to pay anything to cane growers" 
You cannot discriminate among fac-
tories. You cannot say that one 
factory is going to get rehabilitation 
charges and the other factory is going 
to be deprived of it. I do not think 
that anybody can say that this for-
mula or this reasoning is rational. 

What is the other alternative? I 
am not referring to the amount of 
money that will be collected. I am 
referring to the principle. Once the 
Government is agreeing that the 
factories are entitled for rehabilitation 
without ascertaining as to how much 
the factories require in order to 
rehabili tate themselves. This question 
has to be examined :first, and if the 
Government comes to a decision that 
such and such factories require so 
much money for rehabilitation they 
have to take decision for all the 
factories in the country. Now what is 
going to happen" Out of the 172 
sugar factories only a fesw factorie9 
are going to give this extra price 
according to this Bill. If it is accept-
~ that the whole money is going to be pooled and the Government will 
share it equitably among all the mills 
In order to enable them to rehabilitate 
themselves, then it is all right. But 
i. the money going to be pooled? 
1730 (Ai) LS-8. 

Coming to the export losses, thu:e 
is no doubt about it that there are 
losses on exports done by this coun-
try. But the factories have got a 
margin to adjust that loss and some-
thing is allowed in the sugar priee 
against export loss. How is it gom,; 
to be utilized? Is it going to be 
refunded only to those factories w hieh 
were required to pay the extra priee 
or is it going to be pooled for others 
too? That is the question which has 
to be examined. If you accept the 
principle of rehabilitation then those 
factories which are not going to get 
any refund even they will claim to be 
rehabilitated. Then what will happen"? 
You will have to increase the price 
of sugar. Is it possible? If you 
simply say that you are going to 
collect this money for rehabilitatioD 
and export losses, it is a very danger-
ous thing which will invite so many 
complications. Therefore, I would 
II1lggest to the hon. Minister to re-
consider the whole matter, ,because it 
is very complicated, and refer it to the 
Tariff Commission for examination S4) 

that we may not become a laughing 
stock !before the country. 

Coming to the linking formula, 
although the hon. Minister says that 
the formula evolved just now by 
relating it to the recovery is very 
rational and the present ad PI« 
arrangement is very irrational, still I 
fail to understand the logic. It may 
be anything, but the new formula is 
not rational. Why? What was your 
basis for evolving this new formula! 
You want to encourage that cultivator 
who produces better type of sugar-
cane. But by the introduction of 
your formula what is going to happen? 
Bad and .good cultivation will be 
mixed together and the payment wilJ 
be on the average. Then there will 
be no encouragement to a good culti-
vator to produe better cane. Thr 
result will be that the quality of cane 
will deteriorate at the end and you 
will not achieve what you want to 
ahieve. Therefore, if after two years 
you will have to corne to the same 
conclusion, why not you examine th-
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formula in the beginning itself. What 
is wrong with the ad hoc formula? 
By that the cultivators were at least 
assured that they will get so much 
price. Now, according to this formula, 
what is going to happen for the last 
two years or seasons, the factories 
have been running upto the month 
of July. Naturally, after March the 
recovery goes down and the average 
is very low. It is only in the end of 
December and January and February 
that there is high yield, but it is 
con,umed by the low recovery in the 
beginning and the end of the season. 
As the factories in the last two sea-
sons have been running up to the 
month of July, the recovery on the 

'whole has gone down. So, if you are 
going to take the average figure, 
naturally, the cultivator is not going 
to gain anything, unless you fix some 
minimum price as the limit. There-
fore, there is no differene between the 
old formula and the new formula, if 
you fix that a certain minimum has to 
be paid to the cultivator in spite of 
the fact that the quality of the sugar-
cane is not good. So, my suggestion 
is that before you start this new ex-
periment try to improve the quality 
in the first two years. Your new 
formula has a history behind? Your 
own department has conducted some 
experiments in some factories but 
that is not sufficient. As long as the 
cane of each cultivator is not being 
analysed in the factory, what is the 
difference ·between the good and baa 
cultivator7 So, the result is not going 
to be very good. Therefore, as I said 
in the beginning, I hope you will give 
some thought to it and do the needful, 
as required by the cultivators. 

17.30 hrs. 

[MR.. DEPUTY-SPFAKER in the Chai .. ] 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shri Thomas. 
The Deputy Minister In the Ministry 

of FOOd aud Agriculture (Shri A. M. 
Thomas): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir .. 

Shri K. N. Tiwary: Sir, I gave my 
IIUDe auch earlier. 

Shri D. D. Purl (Kaithal) and Shri' 
SinhasaJI Sbtgh (Gorakhpur) t'Ose-

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He is not 
giving the final reply. He is only 
illitervening. We will continue the 
debate after his speech. 

Shri Inder S. l\Ialhotra (Jammu and 
Kashmir): Let the the intervention be 
final. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. 
Minister will be replying to the debate 
at the end. 

Shri A. M. Thomas: 
intervening. 

am only 

Shri S. K. Patil: I will be replying 
at the end. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. 
Deputy Minister will have to be very 
brief. 

Shri D. D. Puri: We must be given 
some time. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He will be 
brief. 

Shri A. M. Thomas: This is only 
an enabling measure which authorises 
the Central Govc;-:1ment to apply the-
price linking :o:-r.l1l1a, ',l,<-: ltevel it 
may be, with r~<:o:;pccLt'.·e effect,. 
that is, from the year 1958-59. A lot 
of issues have been raised in this 
debate which are, to me, alien to the 
consideration of the issue in question. 
It has even been stated that this 
measure is anti-farmer and anti-
social. Very strong' expressions have-
been used by Shri A. P. Jain and Shri 
Tyagi. But I humbly submit that 
they have not carefully read either' 
the Tariff Commission's Report or the 
Resolution of the Government of India 
on the Tariff Commission's Report. 
If they had carefully read the Report 
as well as the decision of the Govern-
ment of India, I think. they would not 
have rushed with the expressions that 
they have used on the floor of the 
House today. 
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Shri Tyagi said that we should 
IlwaYs be ready to protect the inter-
ests of the peasant and the fanner. I 
would like to recol!ect what exactly 
has been the minimum price of sugar_ 
cane. A lot of things were said about 
the late Shri Raft Ahmed Kidwai and 
how he tried to -protect the interests 
of the growers. He had done a great 
lot for the fanner and for this country 
but we have to bear in mind certain 
facts. When Shri Kidwai was the 
Minister of Food and Agriculture the 
rrummum prie of sugarcane was 
Re. 1131- and Re. 1151-. 

Shri Tyagi: And of sugar? 

Shri A. M. Thomas: I will tel! you. 

Shri IDder J. Malhotra: In which 
year? 

Shri A. M. Thomas: In 1f!52-53. 
The incr~ase in sugar prices mainly 
arose because of the excise duty. I 
remember, in the First Lok Sabha, 
when I was a private Member, hon. 
Members led by Shri Lal Singh fought 
for an increase in sugarane prices. 

Shr! K. C. Sharma: We may take It 
that Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai was as 
bad as you are. 

Shri A. M. Thomas: When we consi-
der the minimum price we have cer-
tainly to take into consideration the 
prices of competing crops; and ac-
cording to Shri Kidwai even at the 
rate of Re. 113'- and Re. 1!5:- sugar-
cane cultivation was profitable. Then, 
after Shri Kidwai, Shri A P. Jain was 
the Minister of Food and Agriculture. 
The price of cane was Re. 1151- and 
Re. 1171_ till he left in August, 1969. 
Every Session, so to say, there was a 
debate on the price of sugarcane and 
it was said that this must be raised 
from Re. 1151- and Re. 117!- to at least 
Re. 1181_ and Re. 1112!-. But then it 
was consistently being resisted saying 
that it was a reasonable price and 
that even with this price acreage 
under sugarcane was increasing. 

Shri Tyagi: Ministers always 
li!tethat. 

do 

Shri A. M. Thomas: I do not want' 
to say that. It was in 1959 that the 
minimum price of sugarcane was 
raised from Re. 1171_ to Re. 11101-. Is 
it an anti-fanner measure? Is it an 
anti-social measure? I respect-
fully ask. Without knowing the back- • 
ground it is very easy to blame ar.d .. 
say that the measures brought by.: 
Government are all anti-farmer or 
anti-social and something like that. : 

I am afraid, there is a lot of mis-
under3tanding as to what the Gov-' 
ernment intends to do in this matter.: 
The Government has published its 
resolution on the Tariff Commission's 
recommendations. Hon. Member's 
think, and I think Shri Tyagi still' 
entertains that doubt, that we are· 
going to enforce the recommendations: 
contained in the Tariff Commission's: 
Report, and it is for that purpose tha£. 
we have brought forward this Bill. 

Shri Tyagi: Yes, my hon. friend ia, 
right. 

Shri A. M. Thomas: The 
recommendation Of the Tariff 
mission is this: 

main 
Com. 

"A new fonnula should be 
applied on an all-India basis for 
the seasons 1958-59 to 1961-62 for ' 
computing the deferred price pay- • 
able to the growers. In this for- ,; 
mula, the share of the cultivator" 
has been fixed at 45 per cent of " 
the additional sugar price and that 
of the miller at 30 per cent, the 
,balance 25 per cent being repre-
sented by taxes on the share of 
the miller.". 

This is the crux of the recommen-
dation of the Tariff Commission. Wha1 
have Government done on that? Gov>-
ernment have not accepted that 
recommendation. Government have 
said that the existing price linking 
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formula will continue with certain 
modifications. 

8hri S. M. Banerjee: What are those 
recommendations? 

Shri A. M. Thomas: The question 
JlOW is whether those modifications 
are necessary or not. Shri Tridib 
Kumar Chaudhuri has been saying 
that for the last four or five years, 
we have not been enforcing ~his price 
linking formula, but now we have 
broueht forward a measure which 
might take away those very rights 
which have accrued to the sugarcane 
growers, and he wanted to know the 
.. eason for it. 

Now what is the real position? It 
was i"; the month of Septemer, 1958 
that this schedul~ making compulsory 
the payment of a deferred price had 
been incorporated in the Sugarcane 
(Control) Order. Shri A. P. Jain 
said that it had become obligatory 
trom 1955. I interrupted him at that 
time and said that he was wrong, but 
he persisted in his remark. Now, 
Sir, what exactly is the correct posi-
lion? The Sugarcane (Control) Order 
is of the year 1955, but the Sugarcane 
(Control) Order from which ihe was 
reading had this headiQg 'Sugarcane 
(Control) Order 8S amended up to 
2nd March, 1960'. The price linking 
formula by which the sugarcane 
grower gets a deferred payment has 
been incorporated in it only in 
September, 1958. That notification 1.9 
also with me and it is dated 23rd 
September, 1958, and it reads thus:, 

"In exercise of the powers con-
ferred by section 3 of the Essen-
tial Commodities Act, 1955, the 
Central Government hereby 
makes the following further 
amendInents: . .... ... . 

It is in that notification ·that this 
clause 3A has been inserted. So, it is 
only from the season 1958-59 that 
this deferred payment has become 
compulsory. Before that it was 
only voluntary; the sugarcane 

growers and the factories, and in 
order to ~eep up the good-relation-
ship, Government also, were trying 
to see that payment was made, but 
that was purely on a voluntary basis. 

Shl .. l Sin:lasan Singh: No, 

Sh"i A. H. Thomas: I do not under-
stand how my han. friend Shri 
Sinhasan Singh says 'No'. When' the 
legal position is like that, wihen I 
quote from facts and figures, from 
the statute itself, I do not know how 
my han. friend says 'No'. 

Shri S. K.. PaUl: My han. friend 
has not read the order. 

Shri A. M. Thomas: I was sayinf 
that it was only from the year 1958-
59 that this deferred payment had 
become obligatory. 

Shri YalIamanda Reddy: I have got 
the 1955 Order with me, and I can 
read out from that. 

Shri A. M. Thomas: I do not know 
how with so much of legislative ex-
perience my hon. friends are saying 
like this. The Order was issued in 
1955, but whenever an amendment is 
made to any enactment or any order, 
that will take effect only from the 
date of that amendment. This Order 
of 1955 has been amended by the or-
der dated the 23rd Spetember, 1958. 
Further; this clause has been called 
claWle 3A. If it had been in the ori-
ginal order, it would have been num-
bered as 3, 4, 5 or 6 or something like 
that and not as SA. SO that this wall 
som~thing new and this was some-
thing which came into force from the 
season 1958-59. So, this was enforce-
able only from the year 1958-59. 

I may now explain why this Bill is 
necessary. Although the price linIdng 
formula was devised from the year 
1958-59, in that very same year, the 
question of the price ~tructure of the 
sugar industry was refErred to the 
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rariff Con:unission. The Tariffff Com-
mission in its report prescribed four 
regional schedules applicable to four 
regions. That was a revised cost 
structure. So that when this 'X' had 
to be decl;tred, we have necessarily to 
take into account the Tariff Com-
mission's report which was accepted by 
Government and which was laid be-
lore this han. House. No Member 
raised any oh!jection to that price for-
mula which has been adopted by us 
on the recommendation Of the Tariff 
Commission. That had necessarily 
to be adopted. In order to enforce 
this price linking formula, in order 
to arrive at 'X', we have necessarily 
to adopt this revised price scherlule 
drawn up by the Tariff Commission, 
accepted by Government and laid on 
the Table of the House. It is neces-
sary that two or three points be made 
clear in this matter. 

So that that has to be done. Then 
the Gopalakrishnan Committee, the re-
port of which was rasponsible for in-
troducing this price linking formula, 
recommended a rehabilitat'on allow-
ance of 52 nP for every factory. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Did you accept 
it? 

Shri A. M. Thomas: If you had to go 
according to this price !inking for-
mula, that is the Gopalkrishnan Com-
mittee's formula, yOU had necessarily 
to adopt the price structure adopted 
by that Committee; so that you 
had necessarily to give 52 nP 
by way of rehabilitation allowance. 
And what is it that the Tariff Com-
mission has recommended? The Tariff 
Commission recommended 40 nP re-
habilitation allowance for factories in 
certain regions. What have the Gov-
ernment of India done? They said it 
would be given only in tbose cases 
where as a matter of fact factories had 
set apart an amount for rehabilitation 
allowance and in those cases where 
amounts have been spent in rehabili-
tation. Only in those cases would the 
rehabilitation allowance become pay-
able. Is this a case where justice is 
being denied? 

1884 (SAKA) ContTol (Additional 5672-
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Shri Tyagi: Why did you nDt 
clarify it in the very beginning? 

Shri A. M. Thomas: This is the case-
with regard to rehabilitation allow-
allee. 

Then with rgard to export losses, 
it is true that in certain seasons when 
exports started the export. lo-;;s .... 
were men t by raising the in-
ternal price Of sugar. But aftp,-
.... ards that was stopped. Then Gov-
ernment itself came in and said th~y 
would bear the export losses. The 
industry was also asked to bear a part 
of the loss from the fair price that has 
Qet2n 'fuq;!d Jor it.iBut when you want to 
share in the margin, you would ne-
cessarily have to take into account 
rOf that particular loss that has been 
borne the industry. That is only 
proper and fair. , 

Shri Yallanmanda Reddy: 
the recommendation of the 
Commission? 

What is 
Tariff 

Shri A. M. ThoIl'-'1S: You will find 
that although the Tariff Commission 
had only recommended 45 per cent to 
the grower-when Government com-
mit a matter to .uch an impartial and 
competent body, Government usually 
accept all the recommendations-here 
some 1nodification-;; have' been made 
and it was only for this purpose, name-
ly, to see that as far as possible the 
existing formula was kept on which 
the expectations of growers have been 
based. At the same time, we must 
try to be fair to the industry in order 
to cover the actual expenses that th" 
industry was legitimately entitled to. 

Considering all these aspects, Gov-
ernment have come to the conclusion 
that they have. The Resolution makes 
the matter clear. 1 am very sorry 
that several Members have used very 
strong words which had absolutely no' 
relevance. If they read the ResolU;-
tion Of the Government of India r 
think these words would not ha~ 
been used. 
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lItTf~J~~:~~, 
-.t' 'ilWT <tt 'i!lliT « ;ffi ~ « ~ 
$'r 'il,WIT ~ ~ I tffi <tt ;;iT ~ 
fi1i<Rf <tt ornfr ~ ~ it 'ITl:: mit lfiI' 
Wm (T{f.I;~) ~ ron ~ ~ ~ 
,orr;;rn: it T{f.I;~ ~ ~ lfiI' mar ~ 
eft ~ ~ m it tfu; ~ if 'I'fift 
fu1c it 'f<if ~ ~G; fum ~ ? 

lItT ~ ~ : ~ ~,' 
, ,'ilWT if ;;iT ~ ~ m ~ ~ f.r<:r 'R 

iiI'r.f.t 'fiT ron ~ ~ fu\!: -.t' 'ilWT ~ 

~~l 

~ ~ if "'l: H~~ ~ 
~ <tt ~mT ;;iT ~ ~ f.!; ~ qyf<;r-
ikU ~ 'I{ li!lm' ~ ~ f'li' ;;iT ~ 
~~~~~~ 
w;n: ~ ~ mi<: ~ ~ 1fT 
~T~?~~~~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 'f>TcIT ~ f.!; tni;fitc 
wf.\' wi<: 'fo1 ~~ ~ 

, it'fl"~w;n:'{~ 'li"t I ~'Wf ~ l1\l:~:-
Section 3 provides: 

''If the 'Central Government is 
of opinion that it is necessary or 
,expedient SO to do for maintain-
ing or increasing supplies of any 
essential commodity or for secur-
curing their equitable distribution 
and availability at fair prices it 
may by order provide for regulat-
ing or prohibiting the production, 
supply and distribution thereoI, 
and trade and commerCe therein," 

It include~ the prices at which they 
truly be bought and sold. This order 
was issued on 27th August, 1955 un-
der this very provision Of section 8 
M the Essential Commodities Act. My 
hen. friend has been mentioning sec-
tion SA. Sections 1 to 3 of the order 
mention the minimum price of sugar-
cane, the price payable to the pro-
ducer of sugarcane. Then the adtll-

Powers) Bill 
tional price is given in SA. He has 
misconstrued this 3A. This SA has 
been again referred to while modi1y-
ing the very order in 1958. It is not 
that a new order was issued in 1958. 
The 1958 order is only a modification 
of the order issued in 1955. The order 
Of 1955 says: 

"Where a producer of sugar 
purchases any sugarcane from a 
grower of sugarcane or from a 
growers' co-operative society, the 
producer shall unless there is an 
agreement in writing to the Con-
trary between the parties, pay 
within fourteen days from the 
date of delivery of the sugarcane, 
to the seller or tender to him the 
price Of the cane sold at the rate 
fixed under 8ub-clause (1)." 

This was a mandatory order issued 
by the Government under the provi-
sions of section 3 of the Essential 
Commodities Act. It is not voluntary. 
Not only this. This particular order 
specifies how the minimum should be 
settled, The amount payable to the 
growers may be at such time and in 
such manner as the Central Govern-
ment may from time to time deter-
mine, The Central Government has 
not taken recourse to this clause 3 
of the order, in which they have stat-
ed that they will fix the price from 
time to time and try to see that it is 
enforced. 

Under section 7 of the Essential 
Commodities Act, if the order is not 
complied with, there is a penality, 
Fortunately. two ex-Ministers have 
spoken against the Bill. 

~tftf<f ~ +i;ft ;;it f'li' ~.,-;n;i if 
'$'~ If"lrmr i ~ ~~t: q ~ 
~ ~ f'f>' ~ mi;: 4'ori2U ttl' "-/.f 
f'f>' lf1~~ Worm: ~ t, flfi ~ 
'lfoifjfcU ~ f 
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Shrl S. K. PaW: Why change the 
language now? First Enelish, then 
Hindi. 

'Shri Sinhsan Singh: Section 
.clearly says that if anY person contra-
venes any order under section 3, he 
will be punishable with imprisonment 
'which may extend to three years and 
,also be liable to pay a fine. This was 
a mandatory order for compliance 
by the factory owners, and if they fail-
ed, there was the penal clause, but 
,have Government punished anyone 
in a court of law, can Government 
say they have tried to enforce it? 

Now, the Minister comes with an 
: apology. He says he wants to en-
.force it now, he could not do so till 
now because he did not have the 
power to do it retrospectively. There 
,Is no question of takin~ a retrospec-
tive right £rom this law. The right 
was given to him under the Essential 
Commodities Act. All orders were 
issued for compliance under that Act, 
and the penal clause was not applied. 
The same order of 1955 was modified 
in 1958. Between 1955 and 1957 noth-
ing was paid to the growers. In 1958 
the order was modified, but nothing 
'has been paid in U.P. except some 
lakhs as the hon. Minister said. 

Coming to the substance, what 15 
the purpose of the present Bill? My 
hon. friend has read out a portion, but 
left out another portion which is ap-
plicable. 

Recommendation (d) is the recom-
mendation of the Commission about 
the distribution of the deferred price 
and recommendation (e) is the re-
commendation "bout the incentives. 
'I'hcre are two prices to be paid to 
the growers, one, the incentive price 
ratio the other the deferred price. 
About the deferred price the figure fix-
ed by the Tariff Commission is bet-
ween 45 and 55; 45 to the growers and 
'30 to the mill-owners and 25 as value 
of taxation. Government does not 
agree to this. 

Powers) Bitt 
"Government consider that it 
would be more appropriate, 
equitable and reasonable to apply 
the existing formula set out in the 
Sugarcane (Control) Order 1955 
after suitable adaptations and 
amendments in order to incorpo-
rate the suggestions of the Com-
mission for the inclusion of al-
lowances for rehabilitation and 
export losses, for adjustment of 
costs and for the sharing of in-
centives, than to accept the new 
formula for retrospective applica-
tion. 
All these recommendations of the 

Commission have not been accepted 
because they have fixed the propor-
tion of 45 to the grower. As regards 
incentives, (e), they say: 

"As regards item (e) of para-
graph 2 above, the Government of 
India, having regard to the back-
ground of the scheme of incentives 
and to given effect generally to 
the recommendation of the Com-
mission, have decided that out of 
the incentives allowed by Govern-
ment for increasing production 
of sugar by way of 50 Der cent 
rebate in basic excise duty, 25 
per cent should be left with the 
industry to meet taxes and other 
outgoings and only 75 per cent of 
the amount so earned should be 
taken into account for determin-
ing the additional cane price pay-
able to the growers." 

They want that 25 per cent should 
be ear-marked for the industry and 
75 per cent distributed. But the 
Commission said that out of 100, 3() 
should go to the industry and 70 to 
the growers. This is specific recom-
mendation. But Government said let 
25 per cent be ear-marked for the in-
dustry and let the 75 per cent be dis-
tributed between the two. Is it in the 
interests of the grower? 

Lastly, they say. the law is coming. 
The Bill has come; and we have seen 
it; we have seen the Objects and Re-
asons of Bill, They say that they are 
going to give relief by way of allow-
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anees for rehabilitation and export 
losses. 

I will further quote an old recom-
mendation of 1961, wherein they said 
clearly that the sugar mills couid not 
have incurred any losses and that they 
'were earning lots. In view of thi3, I 
do not know how the hon. Minister 
could go against his own writings, 
against his own letters. 

In 1955, the Government came for-
ward to take powers under section 3 
of the Essential Commodities Act and 
asked those people to pay who have 
not already paid. 

This law is unnecessary unless the 
Government want to take some money 
out of the pockets of the growers and 
give it to the mill-owners. 

Mr. Depaty..speaker: Shri Puri. 
The hon. Member should be very 
brief. 

Shri D. D. Puri (Kaithal): Sir, I 
will be ver brief; but I have a lot 
of ground to cover., The Government 
of India, for the first time in 1950-51 
assumed power to fix the price for 
sugn-cane. It was in 1952 that sugar 
was de-controlled except to the ex-
tent of 25 per cent, which was reserv-
ed to be allotted by Government. The 
bulk of the sugar produced was de-
controlled for the first time in 1952. 

As soon as that happened, the price 
of sugar started going up. But, it was 
in the year 1952 itself that the mini-
mum price of cane was brought down 
from Re. 1175 nP to Re. 1131 nP. The 
two things happened at the same time. 
~he price of sugar went up and the 
price of cane came dOwn. The statu-
tory minimum price of cane came 
down. At that time introducing cont-
rol 1'.gain was very seriously consi-
dered by th .. Govermnent. I say that 

from personal knowledge. This defer-
red payment was devised for the first 
time as an alternative to control. 
Government of India felt it was no 
use introduce control again because it 
would inhibit production Or to vary 
the price of cane with the varying 
price of sugar. It was the genius of 
late Kidwai who said: it does not 
matter, let the factories make ex-
cess profit and I shaH mop them' 
up and I shall make the grower 
a partner in those profits. It 
must be clearly understood that 
it we.s the excess profit that was 
sought to be mopped up; it was tlie 
alternative to control. The hon. 
Minister has today spread the net so 
as to include the periOd in which the 
industry was controlled and the cont-
rol was confined to northern zone and 
this problem also ar'ses there. De-
ferred payment was confined to any 
reali,ation by a factor over and above 
what w~s considered to be a reaSOn-
able price. Today what is happening? 
The period to which the Bill relates 
is from 1958 to 1961. Control was 
first introduced in Punjab, U.P. and 
North Bihar on the 30th July, 1958 
and it was extended in April 1960 to 
South Bihar. This continued till 
November 1961 when sugar was de-
controlled. In this period, what was 
happening? Government referred this 
question to the Tariff Com-
m'Rsion. Therp- havp. been two 
reports of the Tariff Commission, and 
that has created some confusion. 
First, thev were given a simple exer-
cise, to work out the cost of productiOn 
of sugar. They sampled 42 factories 
all over the country and they sent 
their cost accountants to examine 
very closely all the figures of the 
sugar industry and examined them and 
then the cost was worked out for the 
northern zone and also for the other 
zones. They also recommended that 
in addition to the actual cost, there 
was to be an incidence of 12 per cent: 
this was to cover a multitude of items 
including bonus to labour, gratuity 
also to labour, interest on debentures, 
etc. That is all given in the Tari!! 
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Commission report. This was to be 
the cost of production, plus, they re-
commend 12 per cent return on the 
capital employed to be given to the 
industry to cover items I detailed be-
fore. That is what the Tariff Com-
mission said. Throughout the period 
of control the price fixed was on the 
basis of cost as worked out by the 
Tariff Commission plus 12 per cent, 
not a penny more, nor a penny less. 
So, there are no excess realisations. 
There may be individual factoriee 
which made more and others which 
made less. When we take an average, 
certain factories will work better than 
the average factory, certain others 
will work less than the average fac-
tory. But the point I am making is 
that throughout the period for which 
powers are now being sought the in-
dustry realised only the cost plus 12 
per cent that was awarded by the 
Tariff Commission and accepted by 
the Government of India in their re-
solution. The price of sugar was 
fixed on that basis. Certain adjust-
ments were made because of the varI-
ous things such as duration, recovery, 
etc. 

The point that I am seeking to 
make is that the price-linking for-
mula was conceived to mop up the 
profits made above a certain point, as 
an alternative to control, and there 
was no question of the price-linking 
formula being applied during the 
period when the sugar industry was 
under control. That is the first point 
I want to make. 

18 hrs. 
Mr. Speaker: How many marc 

points has he got? He said this IS 
the first point. 

8hri D. D. Pori: I have quite a few 
more points. It is true that some com-
plexity was introduced in this matter 
because the sugar industry was given 
certain concessions. The country 
was short of sugar and an incentive 
was devised for the industry even as 
an incentive was devised for the 
grower. The minimum price of cane 
was raised from Rs. 1.7 Rs. l.lO. 

There was an incentive for the in-
dustry; they said: "you go on; ex-
tend the area beyond the area that 
you normally operate if you inc·u,r. some 

extra cost, you will get a rebate by 
way of half the excise duty. That was 
a new factor. The industry readily 
agreed. When the second reference 
went to the Tariff Commission, they 
said, "Yes; we get this incentive; let 
the price-linking formula be applied; 
we will give the calculation." But the 
Minister is going beyond that. He ill 
not going to confine himself merely 
to the realisation of the incentive. He 
has cast his net much wider even 
during the period when the price of 
sugar was statutorily controlled-

15fT fOOfa' fliI5f ; ;;r<r ;ft;fr fl1<;r 
~'liTmftm~aT~~if 
<TO q;<if; ~ ~ ;r ~~ ~ 'lit 
ifIcI' '1>1 I "fffi 'iiT ;;;;r mf;;r g-m aT 
;ft;fr ~ 'liT ~ ~ ~ 'WfT m 
m<:~~i1'~~1 

8hri D. D. Pori: I can answer that 
very easily. But I do not go. beyond 
the period before 1958 that is cover-
ed by the Bill. There has never been 
any question of any compensation paid 
to the industry in this period. Then a 
point has been made that the Bill is 
not necessary. If the growers do not 
want it, the industry does not cer-
tainly want it, because, after all, the 
position is very clear. Unless the 
Government themselves take powers, 
what will be the result of this? Noth-
ing could be realised as deferred pay-
ment of cash. You are going back to 
the season 1958-59. In respect of 
1959-60 and 1960-61 seasons, the 
cost was worked out by the 
Tariff Commission, and any 
element that did not go into those 
costs cannot legitimately be put upon 
the shoulders of the sugar industry. 
At· that period, certain details were 
gone into by the Tariff Commission 
and the cost of the cane was put at 
the actual minimum price at that time. 
That is the price that has to be real is-
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rShri D. D. Puril 
ed. Any ether elements were not 
taken into. account by the Tariff Com-
-'llission. 

Shri Tyagi: For instance? 

Shri D. D. Purl: For instance the 
~xtra payment in question itself was 
not taken into. account by the Tariff 
.commission at that time. They said: 
''This is the control period; why do you 

'want anythlng more?" So, it was not, 
allowed. The point is that any ele-
'roent of cost which did not go into. 
the calculatiOn of the Tariff Cemmis-
,sian cannot now be imposed on the 
industry. 

Shri Bibhuti MisIlra: What about 
molasses? 

Shri D. D. Puri: I will cnlne to. 
malasses. The sale price of molasses 
as seld by the industry figures pro-
minently in the Tariff Commission 
cost calculation. Credit has been duly 
given for it, and if my hen. friend 
Sllri Bibhuti Mishra bears with me, I 
shall show him the report. 

Mr. Speaker: If he just listens to. 
the interruptions and gives an answer, 
he might miss his own points! 

Shri D. D. Purl: I am serry. 'rhe 
secend peint is. all items which were 
net taken into acceunt in the cost 
structure by the Tariff Commission 
cannot now be impesed. The Tariff 
Commission, in their earlier report, 
refused to enter into it and said that 

,there was nO question of the deferred 
payment, because that was meant for 
mopping up the excess profit. They 
did not allow it. 

In regard to rehabilitation, the 
,Gopalkrishnan fermula had it as an 
item of cost. Even on a voluntary 
basis, when the first calculation was 
made, there was an element of reha-
bilitation. I wili not go into the de-
tails of that; when that formula comes 
and if it is ever discussed by this 

'House, I will place the entire case 
before the House. Rehabilitation was 
taken into account by the Gopalkrish-
nan formula as an item of cost. 

In regrad to export lesses, again it 
is up to the Government. For a cer-
tain period, they have met the export 
losses out of general revenues or the 
exdse duty which they have levied. 
But for this period, they have net 
paid. Apart from this loss, the in-
dustry has borne its ewn share of 
expert losses and even tooay when 
exports have been subsidised the in-
dustry is still bearing a certain loss. 
That apart, it is up to the Government 
to make goed the loss out of general 
revenues. For that, it need not come 
here at all. 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: What about 
profits made by the industry? 

Shri D. D. Purl: The industry is not 
the profit On sugar export. Some parts 
of the industry are making profits, 
but on sugar export the industry is 
not making profits . • 

Profit-sharing through price-linking 
was devised as an alternative to. cont-
rol and there is any amount of 
evidence to show that there was no 
questien of introoucing price-linking 
during the peried that sugar was con-
trolled. Secondly, any item that was 
not taken into account as part of the 
sugar price as determined by the 
Tariff Commission and as accepted by 
the Government cannot be imposed 
on the industry now. 

115fT f~ ~ (<mft) : ~ 
~,~fr~.qlf\l:~~~ 
f'f; 4"' -:m ~ fr o;rrcrr ~ ~ '1<: 
cft~~~$qr;ft 'l;;fR~ 
tr'iIT ~ ~ I \Pfft ';rs:lI'Pt If{rt on: 
org<f~~'1T"i"Tm~m<: 
~itfr~orm~~ I~~ 
f.!;m;i'i it ;;iT mr ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ I .q li!~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~' 
'!m<TT~ l.q~;;ft~mr~, 
q: IilC!<'!T'fr ~ ( I ~ lfif tT~ it ~ 
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'i\11: m: "'* ~ ~ I ~ 1\' 
q'f.t~m:~~~ 11\'~~ 
~ 'Ii<: "'* CI1m rn ~ ~ 'fiT 
;;n;rcrr ~ I ;nr 'm'm: <r<: 1{ ~ ~ 
iWf <rnm ~ ~ I 'qif "m'T "'* ~ 'IfTlf 
'fiT ~ I ~ fu;<;ft if ~ ~ ~ 
;mpnH~ m: f'irI;ciT ~ I "m'T ~ f't1 
~'t1~~~ciTiPf'fiTl'!"Ii~~ 
mif~ffi;r~lIT~~~ 
mm~tmm<:~~~ 
~ciTiPf'fiT~~~m<fT~ 
~~fifml~m~~ciT 
~ 'fiT ~ ~ m<: ~ ~ f'l>cf.t 
WI'~~~lifI"I>'T;;i'tm~. 
~ W'f>T ~ ~ ~ f't1 f1:ffi ~ 
'fiTGfT~~1 ~~~~~ 
fut1:~~~~liPf~ 
~n..rr~~~~~~. n..rr .rm 
~~~~~Il!T<fciT~ ~ 
"1m GfTCIT ~ m<: iPf 'fiT ~: ~ Cf<f; 

~~~~I~"l1r~ 
~ ;;i't 'W<'fT ~ 'liT ~ ~ ~ 
<li'fi"T~ Imlf~'fiTciT"m'T$~ 
~ ;;iT 'W<'fT Gllf ~ m<: ;;iT ifI"I>'T ~, 
<J ciT "m'T lllf 't11 fi:<:rqT ~ I f'fi'l:!'A" ~ 
iI': ~ ~. '3'1"f;T '!l'fiI'T q-m ;;~ f1:r<1c!T 
~ I ~ ;;fT 'liT mm- m<IT f't1 
;;mif f'!;m;; ~ iI': ~ ~ I itID Gm 
if Ii· ~ 'liT ~~ R"IT wr<: ~ 
~T q-m fu;r ~ I ;;r.r W ~ 'fiT m-
~ if; ~ if m>:rT ;;JreT ~ ciT ~ic: 
~ ~ ~ f't1 ~ If'fki:ic W'!iT 
~ m<: ;;r.r .r¥f ~;fiic: if; ~ if 
m>:rT ;;mrr ~ <it ~ ~ ~ f't1 m-
~~ I W'ii~ifiPf'li§<1;~ I 
li· ~ ~ f'f'W ~ "m'T'IiT mif>T<'l 
~r;; GfT'iT ~ I 

~l'f ~@' f.!; clTif q-m ciT q'fif1l'c: 
~ ~ ~ fucr~ if: 'illf <n: ~ 
~:t ~ ~ q-m oft ~ '1ft if@ flfl'fm 

Powers) Bitt 

t: I 1i. ~ ~ ~ 'liT GTCrff W 
~f.!;'I1!~~ifm'li<:~ 
f.!;m f1:ffi 'lit ~ ~~ if f.!; If1rr '1'fu 
00 'liT ~ ~ I 'qif 00 'liT ~ '1ft 
'Ift"m'T ~~ I mor ~ ~ if ~ ;hi 
f1:r<1c!T ~ ;;r;r f.!; ~ ~ if ~1 m-
it ;;fTtt f1:ffi GfTlIT ~ ~ I ~ ~'fit 
qm.qor ~ f.!; ~U ~ mq; ~
m ~ ~ mq; ~itrili f~ 

~tm~I~~ ~;m:m;f 
m~ 'qIo ~ it tm; GfTlIT ~ m-
~ m.;;r ~ wi if f1:r<;;m ~ ~ l;fT'iT 

~~ q<;tT~~~~I~ 
l'!"Ii 'liT lfmf ~ ~ft~. tm; mf~ 
'IiT~~~GfT'W~1 ~;;i't 
~ 'lit tfm ~ ~ ~ ~. ;:rni1>'T 
iPf@~~I~, ~l'!"Ii'!l'T 
~~ ~ ~ !f;1J 'Ii<: 1ft ~ I "IT<" ;ftIT 
~ ;;r;;rrq lli'\' ~ ;iN ~T If l'!"Ii 'liT ~ 
~~ ~ I 'l;!"W l1'iIT ~lT q-;n ~ ~ 
ciT~~mf1:r<;rcft~'I'f;;n:~ 
if $ I:!;'ll f;r.rcft' ~ ~ if ..... 

~ ~ : rnf~ 't1T 'f>TIf 
"lit ~ "'~ ,~ ~. ~ fonT l'!"Ii 'liT ~ 
If>li 'Ii<: 1ft ~ I 

'lit f~ ~ : 'l1f9<n.rc: >A 'iii 
srmr fii;'ffi ~ ~ I ~ li ~ 
<rn<i1'iT ~ ~ f.!; ~otfto mTT;;m 
it 'iii1hr m<: 'l;!'l't;;fi~ qrm "or it fif<1 
"!i( I:!;'!> f~~ '1l~ f'Pln 'fT f'" mf 
'liT ~ q'f;f ~ ~T 't1~ ~ 'q~ 

~'t1'i ~ *1:.' ;;@ f't1lIT 'fliT ~ I 
~ ~ ~'1Rf~'flIT~~M 
~~~~ f't1lIT~W'fit 
qr:R *I:.~ if~ f't1lIT ~ I ~ ~T !ffl 
w-f~~ m'fitfllmlT~ I 

~ tfu; ~ 1ft f<:'l1i '1fT <mT 
"'~~ I ~~ oft~~1ffi ~ 
~ ;r ;;@ ~ I ~ oft f'limif 'fit ;mit 
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[~ fuq 'IttnrrT] 
~l1'1 'f@ f'f>"1lT ~ I qc;ff, ~, 

~,~~;j'~~ 
~~<io~~~f~ 
~'Ii<'ofr~1 ~\Pf'liT~~ 
~ I ~fI" 'li"!fRri 'liT ~ 'li"~ I ~. nn'ttC{ 
~ ~ f<.~ 'li"mr ~ fi!; if ~ 'fill 
~ <RN .n<: ;offif f'fm"l1 'liT mPfor 
f.f;<n ;;nil I f~ <n:. aT ~ lfI'-
~m:~ I ~r;;r~~,~~ 

~, ~ "1"00 'liT ~ lii'T<f ~ I ~rfun: 
~ fif;B"r.iT ~ f'li"Rf 9";rr ~a- ~ ? 

~ it lJrff ~ ~ ~f ;ft;T 'I't~r{ 
m \Pf f'l'"lJr.iT 'liT fm:Rr 'q~if, ~'I>"'f 
'W'lf l[1f ~I<n ~ .,@ fi:r.rm I o;m: 
\Pf 'liT men f.r<;rnr ~ m \Pf <rfWm 
"fm <Rr 'fi'"{ * ~ lJ'li<f ~ I ~ "'!'IT ~ 
00 f'li" ;;Iit ;;Iif 'ift;ft i <M ~?t ~ <ffl 
it If''f~U 'i\1r +r~ ~ ~, 'T?i if; <M 
~a-~ l~f'li"'f~<n::1i~~~ I 
~5T m m<r olo 'fi'"<: tm; 'l'"f'rn'f 
<AT ~d ~ I irtT f~ ~ f'l'" >;fI'f tm; 
'fi"nro;r fli': ~ ~ I ~ ~ f~ 
'liT m ~~ ~ ;;r~ <n: ~ <n: m;;r "'* <r~ m'f oli g-<l~, a'I" >;fI'f '!iT mr 
'lCIT <{IT ;;rr ffi I 4' <fr l1fcIT 'li"mr ~ ~h: 
~lJ~ '!iT~~ 1~R"m<:f~ 
if; m<r ~ GlT'ia- ~ I ~ ~ m( ;rrz 
~If ~ fq;lffl 'f7, sr;~ ~:<: ~;l'I' {f~? 
~fq' ~ ;rrw lJiT Gf~ % f<'f<t 'liTf;;rifl 
~ 0 0 l1'1 tM- It ~ 0 1M" 'ifi.fr ~ ~, 
~ +rmr 'FT m ~ 'ql~ f~ 'I>"T m 
1ft I W a'I" ~ ~ "fiT 'l1'fr ~ omIT 
~ I 'l'T'i'r Gf<'f.i 'f;if"R Cli·' m ~ ~ I 
~ f~ ;olJ 'I>"T G:f11 ti'li" ;q- ~)'{ ~ ~ 
if ~tr 'li"~T ~if I 

~ ~~ if; lJ1lf -q. Tf: ~ ~ 
~~~f'l'"~~if;~~
~~~~,~~m<Rr~Rft 
~ f'll' lI{1'f ftt<:r 1fTfu"li'i '!>'I' ~ 

~ ~ ~, f~ '!iT 'f@ I -ro fu<i 4' 
~ 'Ii'l f<rooT ~r ~ I 

Shri K. c. Sharma: Mr. Spea~er, 
Sir, I have to make only one or two 
observations. This Bill is to have re-
trospective effect from 1st November, 
1958. My submission is this. Suppos-
ing a commodity has been sold away 
and the price has been fixed, after-
wards it is not up to the purchaser 
to say: "Well, I purchased your cow 
for Rs. 100; unfortunately my wife 
and children were asleen and a thief 
came and stole away ali the money". 
That is no argument to say that he 
is not in a position to pay and there-
fore he would not pay. The same j, 
the case here. It is up to the Minis-
ter or to the industry to make a pro-
position or to dev;.se a formula. If it 
is acceptable, it is aU right. If they 
can enforce it, they may do so. Let 
the power be balanced. The situa-
tion in 1950 or 1955 was different 
from what it is now in 1962, and we 
know to our cost in the elections what 
the public pulse is. We cannot say: 
"You have given the cow to us. We 
have nurtured OUI children on the 
basis of the milk of that cow. But 
because a theft has been committed I 
do not want to pay the price of the 
cow.'. Sir, you are a lawyer. A gen-
tleman promised some money to a 
mosque. On the basis of that promise 
certain material was bought and a 
building was coming up. The CaS2 
went to a High Court. I am referring 
to the famous Calcutta case. The man 
said: "Well, there was no considera-
tion for this promise. I do not mean 
to pay". The court held: "You made 
the promise, and on the basis of that 
promise certain things took place; you 
are responsible for that change· in the 
situation and therefore yOU shall have 
to pay." 

Therefore, having given the crop. 
now the industry Or the Government 
cannot stand in the way. It is an im-
possible proposition. There is a thing 
which I regard as essential ingredient 
in the freedom of the coUBtry. 



Sugarcane BHADRA 12, 1884 (SAKA) Control (Additional 
Powers) Bill 

5688 

What is freedom to me it justice is 
denied to me? What is freed'om? Is 
ireedom a kala saheb? 

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member may 
1urn this side and ajdress me. 

Shri Tyagi: He cannot talk in that 
tone towards you. 

Mr. Speaker: That is why I wanted 
;him to look this side. 

Shri K. C. Sha=::.: S:c. I want to 
make my position cl2Jr. I nm second 
to none in sacri.fi.'::~~. suffering or in 
dicing anything that a young man in 
my position can do. 

Shri A. M. Tho=.>: Young man? 

Shri K. C. Sharma: was young 
then, and I am comparatively young 
even now too. 

Mr. Speaker: Why should hon. 
Members di~pute this claim of his? 

8hri K. C. Sharma: My point is this 
that justice must be ,given to every-
·body. I appeal in the unalterable 
nature of justice that justice ,to the 
peru;ant must be done. I ask a per-
son with conscience, a person with 
bonesty: can he say that the position 
from 1958 can be changed retrospec-
lively? Suppose I sold a commodity 
to a person in 1958 and the price was 
settlej. lfuw can anyobody now say 
lhat he has got the right to modify 
the conditions of that sale? 'rhat is 
an impossible thing. I again submit 
"that there is such .a thing as the un-
alterable nature of justice, and that 
wiJI stand for ever. On that the 
buman society has been nurtured and 
established. 

Allover the world it has been ac-
~pted that wherever the peasant 
produces something, 'because the com-
munity lives on the producti'on of the 
peasant. the peasant In relation to 
the non-peasant community will get 
-68 per cent of the income of indus-
trial sector. Su,ppose the industrial 
income increases by 10 per cent, then 

for the same belong and investment 
income of the peasant incerases to 6'8 
per cent. Here in India the position 
is, and that is the tragedy of it, when 
the national income increases by 5 per 
cent. the income of the peasant in-
creases by 2 per cent. That is to 
say, if the income of the nation is 
Rs. 200 today, it wouJ,j be Rs. 210 
next year. For the peasant, because 
he is half the shareholders, his Rs. 100 
will become Rs. 102. So, Rs. 210 minus 
102, that is, 108 is the portion which 
will go to the non-agricul tural co_ 
munity for every 100. But the peasant 
gets only 25 per cent. 

The position now is that i1 the in-
dustry gets Rs. 1oo, for the same 
labeur. for the same intelligence, for 
the same investment, the peasant gets 
only Rs. 35. This is an impossible 
proposition, and this has been possible 
for two reaoons. The peasant was 
ignorant and he was unorl(anised. 
Now, in the coming years the pea~ant 
is going to be neither ignorant nor 
unorganised. You have to meet the 
situation as it is. My friend says he 
shall not pay. . Who is he not to pay! 
I will get money through his nose. 

Mr. Speaker: He should not extort 
demand in this manner. 

Pandit K. C. Sharma:' They have to 
pay through their noses and he is no 
exception. With these words. I want 
to express my gratefulness to ~u for 
giving me this opportunity to take 
par! in this debate. 

Mr. Speaker: Shri Lahri Singh. 
Hon. Members should not take more 
than five minutes each. 

.n~~ (~): ~ 
~ j ~orfr~~fll;m<r~ 
~ m~ iii' ~ ~ 't m, lfu 
~ ~ fll; 11;'1'> iii' f~ lJir 'to ~ f.r.r 
.~~~~1 

.n~:~~ 
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~~~f .... ~~~ ~ W 
~I 

itfT o;r.f m ~ ~ ~ \iJ1 m;;r CI'Ii' if; 
~~~f~~~~~Rom 
<it m-.: ~ f~lfCif WI' ~, ~ ~ 
f~ %m<r '!>iT m-.: w f~-.rm 
~~1j:f""o;~~~r~:rr ~ 
m ~r iififT 'IT m ~ ~ orm-
~'liT~1 
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'ITT ~r ~ : ~ ~ % w;r 
4 ~ 'fiTcIT ~ f'li fllf'ffC~ ~ W 
'" .m 'f>W ~ ~iIFl'mwif'IiT ~ 
W 'Ii~ ~ «M" mn: 'Ii~ 'IiTlf ~ I 
~ ~ <Ilj; m <rgcT ~ ~ ~ ~f'li'f 
'l;fif ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I eft ;;-'f'I;l 
m ~ 'H 'liT if 'Ii"VfT 'frf~ I 

~~:cft'l'~~ 
<rltvrT ,,~ ~ I wn: ~ 'ffif Rm" 
'flIT m mer ti <Ilj; oimr ~ I 
..n~~: ~mm'TW~ 
~ 'lit ifn: <:.111 

'I;f;;!f4f if~~ : I{ m m 'W ~ 
8hri Tyagi: We are more or less re-

peRting the argument. 

Mr. Speaker: The arguments arE' 
being repeated. The same thing ha. 
been said so forcefully by so many 
han. Memters. If they want that 
their names shouH be included in the 
IL,t, I will put their names in that. 
M8Y I call the bon. Minister then? 

Some Hon. Members: Yes, Sir. 

1\'Ir. Speaket: But if thf" House is 
prepared t:) sit longer, I have no 
objection. 

Shri S. K. Patil: Mr. Speaker, Sir, 
1 would appeal to the House that on 
this very important, not the Bill but 
the subject, let us not be guided by 
mere sentiment. 

Mr. Speaker: I might be excused 
One interruption. Shri Shastri and 
one other Member stood up. I will 
certainly accO!lIlIIlodate them when we 
take up the clauses. 

Si1lt Tyagi: That can be done dur-
ing the third reading stage, if you 
Uk .. 

Mr. Speaker: I wHl accommodate 
them. Naw the hon. Minister might 
continue. 

Powers l Bill 
Sbri S. K. Patil: As I have abun-

dantly made clear in the very begin-
ning, this particular legislation has 
nothing to do directly with any of the 
things that have been said here. 
They may be for my gui:iance when 
the formula is made. They may be 
for the guidance of the Government 
or when we consider many of those 
things, but SO far as this e"adment 
is concerned, it has nothing to de 
either with this formula or with that 
formula because such a formula is not 
before the House just now. Many 
Members have asked-I would like to 
ask them whether they are really 
serious in that--'Why do you have· 
this Bill?' I would be most pleased 
to withdraw this Bill just now. But 
do they know the consequences of the 
withdrawal of this Bill? 

Here, a situation has arisen where 
everybody gets up-and naturally, I 
can quite understand that-and says· 
that he is the protectJor of the rights 
and privileges of the poor people, and 
the poor Minister is merely somebody 
who wants to grab from the kisan 
etc. If that is the claim, I respect-
fully say that no gentleman should 
advance that type of claim. We are 
all here, the Members of this great 
House, and the members ad' this coun-
try, interested in protecting the 
grO'",·~rs' L1te:re~:s. if ~!1(' slight2S: 
harm is goi~g to C'O:Tle to the kj~£lns 

or to the grcy'.rers by pass:ng :-~is 

Bill, I would not be the Minister to 
do it here. 

But, here is a case in law, where Wf' 
have not done something fOT reason3 
that have been explained by my hon. 
colleague. We could not determine 
the thing because so many commis-
sions were sitting. Therefore, a 

. doubt has been created that if I want 
to give retrospective effect, as I must 
·give retrospective effect, there is no· 
fonnula worth the name that we can 
think of or that this House can think 
of for doing so, other than having this 
Bill passed. Here. those who profess 
the interests of the producers or the· 
growers must understand that if the· 
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growers have got to get anythin~ out 
of this, the fonnula has got to be 
ma·je, and they have to get it from 
the time that the fonnula has been 
ID3de compulsory. 

Now, for the information of the 
House, I would say this. I was going 
::"'ough this Bill, and I found that it 
\'.:ls 31'.:n a Bill or such a proposal 
w.lie:, meant that the grower was 
,;o:ng ;.n take part in the sharing of 
the profit etC. as we intended him to 
d,:. or gd the deferred payment or 
... ,r:atevc,· else you like to call it. Has 
a:1Y G-Jvernment. any progressive 
·Govel·lcluent anywhere in the world 
.ever enacted such a thing? The 
answer is an emphatic 'No'. There 

. is no legislation of that kind any-
where, because these things are done 
generally by the sweet will of the 
other side, call it sweet will or the 
power of the growers, because they 
have got power, and many things are 

·done because of that power. How 
did they 'CIo it in Maharashtra? Do 
you mean to say that the Government 
of Maharashtra is so angelic that there 
is no trouble about it, and things 
happened smoothly? There are many 
things that do not happen in Maha-
rashtra, but because of the power of 
the growers, it happened. 

An Bon. Member: Our Gujarat also. 

Shri S. K. Paill: Or Gujarat also, 
because Gujarat was also part of the 

"Bombay State. 

Why did it so happen in Bombay? 
It happened because of the cumula-
tive or collective power of the 

· growers, because they threatened ~hat 
· if this thing were not accepted, they 
'Were not going to give sugarcane to 
them. and that unless they became 
participants in the excessive profits 
that the industry was earning, they 

"would not part with their sugarcane. 
-When that was the situation, the 
.sugar producers themselves thought 
·that it was in their interest that they 
should have the co-operation of these 

• crowers and they should have some 
'kind of arrangement with them; Gov-

ernment came in only as the third 
party just to give their blessings and 
say that what they were doing was 
the right thing to do, and the growers 
should also be benefited. What was 
open to the then Bombay State and 
the growers there was open to the 
States and the growers elsewhere also. 
All the time. it was open to all the 
growers and all those people wh()se 
interests have been represented in 
this House today. What prevented 
them from dOing so? As I have 
pointed out, all the southern State, 
were giving something, and they have 
been giving up till now. But \'l~at 

prevented UP. Bihar and all these 
other States from giving it? 1 am 
talking of those yeaTS when there was 
no compulsion at all. What prevent-
ej the people in all those States 
where there were growers from doing 
such a thing? Even after coming to 
the conclusion that it was necessary 
to give Romething to the growers, not 
a single factory in UP, good or bad, 
has paid anything to the growers 
except for one year; only far one year 
out of the four years before, they 
have paid. and for the other three 
years, they have not paid evel\ a single 
naya paisa; there was no difference 
whatsoever between one factory and 
another in this respect. (Interrup-
tions) I am not yielding, Sir. What I 
am saying that it is not for me or for 
the Government to do it, but I was 
pleading and I was expecting that it 
would have been really much better 
if the governmental machinery had 
not come into the picture and Gov-
ernment had only used their goo:i 
offices in bringing the ~ers and 
the sUJgaT producers together and done 
it as in the vast world, everywhere, 
in every country including the llawaii, 
and CllJba and Indonesia where these 
things are done day in and day out. 
But we thought in the plenitude of 
'wisdOll1l that this was perhaps the bes. 
way o.f doing things, all:i we have 
done It. Now, let us consider it. 
Given good-will. all things will be all 
right. But the point is what is to 
happen during ~hose tour years, be-
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cause, there was not such a formula 
before them? If we make the for-
mUla now, it will be very difficult to 
appiy it to those four years, unless 
tnere is retrospective effect; unless 
there is retrospective effect to this 
it will not be possible for the growers' 
interests to be protected. My hon. 
friend Shri D. D. Puri made a stale-
ment giving an account. Apart from 
that account, I am·. afraid 'that he 
would be the man wno will be most 
happy if this Bill is withdrawn, be-
cause there is nothing that remains, 
and there is no legal stand for any-
one to go to a court of law. My hon. 
fflends nere may merelY talk, but do 
you fie";} to say that simply because 
it is saiu that the grower is a poor 
person, ne would not go to a court of 
law? There is a growers' associatlOn, 
ani would they not go to a court <1t 
law especially when crores of rupees 
are involved? They could not have 
gone to the court for Lhose 10"r 
years. I aln not talking of the 
period when the formula became com-
pUlsory but tne perlOCI betore Lnat. 
They knew tnat because the formula 
was voluntary before, going to tne 
court would be of no avail, because 
they wou.d not get anything out of 11. 
If during these four years they had 
not gone to court, it is because there 
was no formula and there is nothmg 
legally by which they could go. What 
1 am seeking to do, I would respecl-
fully submit, is in the largest intewst 
of the growers themselves and it ia 
the only way in which their interests 
could be protected. I am giving Jf'gal 
legs to it; when the formula is emct· 
ed that formula would be placed all 
the Table of the House, as is usually 
done. If there is anything in that 
formula which requires amendment, 
there will be time enough to amend 
it or change it or do anything. But 
what is sought to be done in the pre· 
sent legislation is very limited, name· 
ly, that whatever formula that Gov-
ernment may enact, it should be given 
retrospective effect. 

Therefore, I would make a htunble 
appeal to those han. MemberS whe 
1730(A1)L6-9. 

have moved for circulation "r t.hlS 
Bill for eliciting opinion or for refer-
ence to Select Commi ttee. 1 cannot 
understand it. I want this Bill passed 
as early as possible so that if It".> 
action is going to be taken my hands 
should be free. I am not prepared to 
wait. I waiLed for long. Do you 
suggest that so much time should be 
taken on it? The CommissiGn w .. > 

sitting on it. Is it now suggested that 
I snould spenJ another two yean 01. 
it to find out .... 

An Han. Member: Only one month. 

Shri S. K. Patil: Do you lhink it is 
in the interest of the growers that 
you are tryin!! to protec, by thls 
move? 

Dr. M. S. Aney:: Is the hon. Min,s-
ter telling us that he is gom!: tLl 
Cieat;c! a legal rignt ill fa .... ·our u, Lill.:: 
peaSJ.1 t w n1ch can be enior ce.:t m tn= 
court? 

Shri S. K. Patil: Legal right may 
exist, but I do not wan, to be in an. 
aouot at all, when tne formUJ.a 1.3 

made. 

We have not accepted in toto the 
p;oposals Of the Tanl! CLmm,ss.on. 
But I respectfully submit that the 
derogatory remarks which were made 
against a Commission of that type 
which Government have appointed 
ShOUld not have been made. The 
COJ.llIIlission is not present here to 
protect itself. It is the responsibility 
(If the Mmister to see tnat when Gov-
ernment appoint a Commission,-yotl 
may accept their proposais or YOIl 
may not-they should not be held to 
ridicule in the manner some Men: rPrf 
nave sought to do. 

But even after the Commission had 
made their proposals, there is the 
('.rilvernment Resolution. which "'''3. 
read out by my han. colleague. 
There we have not accepted in tata 
what the Commission has said i'>£-
cording to the Commission, they 
would not get more than 45 per cent. 
I am trying to bring it up to 65 per 
cent. I have not taken every wI)rd 
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of what the Commission has said. If 
you want to do more and you can 
sustain it in a court of law, I do not 
mind if YOU make it 100 per rent. 
The fo~ula is not before the House. 
I have not made it. Government will 
apply its mind and will take into con-
sideration all the good and usetuJ 
suggestions that have been made 
here. 1£ the formula can be made im-
pregnable and with that the I ar.llest 
amount of money could be given to 
the growers, Government will be 
second to none in their anxiety to do 
so. 

Therefore my appeal to those Mem-
bers not to press their amendments. 
Let Government be given this power. 
It is only power to give retrospective 
to the legislation, to the formula that 
will be evolved. I think that is ",here 
the interest of the growers will be 
protected. 

Sir, I move: 
Mr. Speaker: There are two amen:i-

ments. One is by Shri S. M. Banp.rjep.. 
Shri S. M. Banerjee: I press it. 
Mr. SlIeaker: I will put to vote. 

The question is: 

"That the Bill be circulated f'" 
the purpose of elicitin<! <'oinion 
thereon by the 30th October I H62" 

Those in favour may kindly say 
'Aye'. 

Some Hon. Members: 'Aye'. 

Mr. Speaker: Those aErainst will 
kindly say 'No'. . 

Several Hon. Members: 'Nn'. 
'Mr. Speaker: The 'Noes' have it. ... 
Some Hon. Member~: The 'Ayes' 

have it. 

Mr. Speaker: Let the Lobbie! N> 
cleared. 

~~~T (f~) 
on a point of order. ~ Jf6~, 
.r~ ~ 'f;T IR'RT ~ ! f.t; ~ 

'" fcf~Of l¥>T ~ ij~ "fr f'fllflfo ~ ~ 
~ it; <iR wr<: ~~ 'q~ a1 ~ mof~ 
~ if 'fili: ci'tWT ~ ~ I 

~IR ~~ : lf1"Iiftzr ~,r 
~~,'!<l'T~'q~~? 

There is already a point of order. I. 
he going to say something different, 
or the same that has been mentioned 
by him? 

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Same 

~~"I~:~ ~~, 
~ ~, it ~ ~ mlIi 1R'1i~ ~ 
~ f'fi "!'fIfO ~ ~m mq~ ~', ~m~tI; 
~~ ~ <ilfhr ~ ~ IifIIlcIT I 

~1M ~~ : ~~ ~ ~ ~ fit; 
~~o<l'f.!;l:rriim~1<f; t ~q~ 
~ o'fi ~ '!iT ~ 'f@ flfilIT ;;wm I 
~ ~ ~ fIfO ~ 'I'fO 'l~ ~ Of 
it ~T, oT '1fT ~ ~ ;;rrft ~ ~ 
lII1F: 'fili: i\l:<r<: ~ N.~ ~ ~ 
it ~ ~ <iWit f'fi ~liI' 'I'fO ffi<:lf <r@ ~, 
aT ~ 'I'fO pi'fi"( ~~ if ¢;;r<: in:<n: 
~ 'fi ..... f~ ~1lfi'W, cnf'fi itm 
~ rn 'fiT lJim\' if '30 ~~ Ilfi 'tfill' 
1Pi\~ ~ 'f@ ~, ~fl' f~ ~ ~1 
'l'i ~ I ff.l' mt.r ~ ~ 'iii' 
~~oo ~ I ~ 1IW ~ fIfO f""" ~ 
~ t ijiij q (l;~ ~ <lIfO me ~ rn, 
'\ffir ~ ~ ~aa m<r<: if 'lit ~ 
~<: (.me) 'f@ 'I"'{'tT I ~ ~ 
~ if; <1ft it~, ~lf>Of ~~liI'~ 
ll"r,¥ ~ I ~ilfO'f 'tf'!i ;iii' ~ 'fiT mlf 
~ ~if '!iT ;rTmr ~ .m<: ~h 
fil;1:rr ~, wr~ li'sliI' ari'lie mlIi mit 
'fiT !!Wrc~! ~1 ;n;rr 'l~ I wn: 
~~'fiTW<lfti't~~ 
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~, m ~ ~ '11Wr .,;r ~ Cffi! ~ 
~I 

~~:~~I ~ 
Cffif ~ ~ .,;r ~ W ~ ~ '!i1i 
~ ~ "fiT I 

Sbri S. K. Patil: When do you take 
the vote? 

Mr. SPeaker: Tomorrow morning, I 
think. 

Sbrj Tyagi: The debate has been 
closul. It is only voting. 

Mr. Speaker: Yes. It is voting that 
~ to take place. 

8bri S. M. Banerjee: No, no; the 
debate on the general discussion has 
concluded. 

Mr. Speaker: Whatever the stage ill, 
from here we start tomorrow. That 
is all right. 

BUSINESS ADVISORY COMMI'l"l'D 
SIXTH REPORT 

Shri Kane (Buldana): Sir, I beg to 
present the Sixth Report of the Busi-
ness Advisory Committee. 

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
stand adj ourned till 11 A.M. to-
morrow. 

18'41 Ms. 

The Lok Sabha then ad;oumed till 
Eleven Of the Clock on Tuesday, 
September 4, 1962/Bhadra 13, 1884 

(Saka). 




