
645 Resolutions re Export 
Duty on Coffee

this House to show that a company 
which  had a  capital of £60.000  or 
about  Rs. 8 lakhs in 1943, has  a 
capital today, ot roughly—it has been 
split up into two companies now— 
Ks. 100 lakhs, and money has been 
pumped in to the tune  of not less 
than Rs. 60 lakhs,  which is nearly 
750 per cent, of the original  capital. 
Obviously, somebody has made this 
money at the expense  of the poor 
consumer, whose  demand is extre
mely elastic,  may I tell  my  hon. 
friend Shri V. B. Gandhi?
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will be making  the same  amount, 
and this amount  will be available 
for them to subsidise the prices for 
the consumer.

That more or less covers the good 
intentions—they say oftentimes that 
hell is paved with good intentions— 
of my hon. friend Shri S. V. Rama- 
swamy, who wanted this amount to 
be earmarked for a particular pur
pose. I have already cushioned this 
export duty in such a manner that 
the money will be  available to the 
Coffee Board.

All this will  again  be  discussed 
when we bring in the Coffee Bill. It 
is Government’s intention that  the 
coffee producer must be given a fair 
deal.  It is also  Government's in
tention  that  the  small  producer 
must be protected.  Otherwise, to
morrow I can  dissolve  the  Coffee 
Board, and the prices will find their 
level, and I can always regulate the 
exports, so that the  prices can  be 
depressed, and the consumer bene
fited, but then the small* man who 
produces about li cwt. per acre will 
go to the wall whereas a man who 
produces 8 to 10 cwts. will make a 
profit.  It is not our  intention  to 
allow the small man to go. We shall 
devise, with the help of people like 
Shri A. V. Thomas, who know  the 
industry, some method by which we 
shall put an additional  burden  on 
the man who makes more,  subject 
to the provisions of Article 14 of the 
Constitution, so as to give the small 
man some kind  of a rehabilitation 
allowance. It shall be our attempt to 
devise that, when the Coffee Bill is 
brought forward for discussion.

For the nonce, all that I have  to 
say is that this export duty has been 
levied in ' a very fair maimer.  i,e. 
whatever profits we make out of it, 
we share equally  with the  Coffee 
Board.  Normally  we  would  be 
making by way of excise duty at the 
rate of about Rs. 21 per cwt., about 
Rs. 17 lakhs on  4000 tons and  the 
additional amount  that we are get
ting by this export duty is about Rs. 33 
lakhs, on the 4000 tons which we 
might export. And the Coffee Board

I have nothing more to say at this 
stage.  However I am grateful that 
much as some members had  to say 
against the Government’s policy or 
lack of policy or whatever it is, the 
House generally  approved of  this 
levy of an export duty,

Shri A. V. Thomas:  May I make
one  submission,  Sir?  The  hon. 
Minister stated  that Robusta  coffee 
grows wild.  That statement is not 
correct, because Robusta coffee does 
not grow wild.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  In re
lation to 'Plantation A\ it does.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I shall  now
put the Resolution to the vote of the 
House.  The question is:

“In pursuance  of sub-section
(2) of section 4A of the Indian 
Tariff Act, 1934 (XXXII of 1934), 
the House of the People hereby 
approves  of the notification of 
the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Commerce  and In
dustry S. R. O. 1904, dated the 
10th October, 1953, by which an 
export  duty of Rs. 62-8-0  per 
cwt. was levied  on coffee with 
effect from the date of the said 
notification.”

The motion  was adopted.

DHOTIES  (ADDITIONAL EXCISE 
DUTY) BILL

The Minister  of  Commerce  and 
Industry  (Shri  T. T.  KrlabBama- 
ehari): I beg to move;

*That the  Bill to provide for 
the levy and collection of an ad-
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[Shri T. Tv Krishnamachari]  '

ditional excise  duty on, dhoties 
issued out of mills in excess of 
the quota fixed lor the purpose, 
be taken into consideration/’

I do not propose to tire the House 
in regard to the background to this 
Bill, because  most  h6n.  Members 
know about it, and  very  possibly, 
most hon.  Members  will  express 
their opinions in regard to the policy 
of Government, covered by this par
ticular measure, to which I will have 
to offejT some kind of a reply.

The history  of this Bill is  this. 
This is a Bill which supports an or
dinance, and replaces it as well. This 
ordinance was issued on 26th Octo
ber 1953.  There htive been a  few 
changes in this Bill, from what  is 
contained in the ordinance. In  the 
ordinance,  the  term  ‘permissible 
quota’ was defined as follows; “The 
permissible  quota of dhoties which 
may be packed during any quarter
-----by any mill shall be one-fourth
of sixty per cent, of the total per
centage of dhoties packed  by that 
mill during the relevant period.*’ In 
the Bill, however, the word ‘packed* 
occurring for the first time, has been 
substituted  by the  word  ‘issued’. 
This will mean that the excise duty 
will be charged  on whatever cloth 
is cleared and not packed.  If the 
cloth is packed and kept in the mill, 
excise duty will not be charged; it 
is only when  it is cleared, that a 
duty will be charged.

A proviso has been added to Ex
planation 1 under clause 3« with  a 
view to providing a fixation of quota 
in the case of those mills which did 
not exist during the relevant period, 
or which came into existence during 
this period,  but  did not  actually 
work on dhoti production,  or per
haps did not work on full prodlic- 
tion.

’  j
The House would  be aware 'that 
some  time  towards  the  end  of 
November  1952,  the  Government 
issued an order, asking the mills to 
restrict their production  of dhoties

to 60 per cent,  of their productioa 
during the year ending 31st Marctk
1952.  This  was  done,  especially 
with a view to helping the handloom 
industry.  In taking this period, the 

' Government chose  a period where
'  the overall production of the coun
try has been  the highest,  roughly 
al̂ut  50,000  bales  a  month,  aŝ 
against  an  estimated  demand  of
45,000  bales.  We fixed the quota 
at about 60 per oent. viz. .̂0,000 bales 
a month.  We felt  that  in actual
fact, the reduction would be limited 
to the extent of 33 1/3 per cent., and 
not 40 per cent., so that there wiU be a 
little cushioning thereby.

The Textile Commissioner was also, 
authorised in individual cases, to allow 
certain  relaxations.  Certain  mills
were so placed that they could not 
shift their production to other types of 
cloth.  So far,  the  Textile Com
missioner  had  allowed  rclaixa- 
tions only in the case  of 11  mills. 
Seven out of these are situated in the 
State of West Bengal,  and  one  in 
Orissa.  These mills have been per
mitted to produce up to about 80 per 
cent.

In actual fact, the overall produc
tion of dh(>ties from  the  period  of 
December 1952—we did not take into 
account very much the production in 
December 1952, we started only from 
January 1953—has  been well below 
the 30,000 bales limit which we fixed. 
We find that it has been  fluctuating 
in the region between 28,000 and 29,000 
bales.  So, if we have to assess the 
benefit or otherwise of this levy,  we 
are in a position to do .so.

There has been an overall reduc
tion. and if any benefit  has accrued 
thereby, well, we can say it has. If it 
has not, it is noi because of there being 
any attempt to defeat this order but 
because of other causes. So, that. I 
humbly submit, is one  factor to be 
taken into consideration  when hon. 
Members offer criticism of this mea
sure or on Government’s policy.

The other fact, Sir,  is that it Is 
true that in certain areas which we
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call deficit areas, namely, they do not 
produce enough cloth for consumption 
in that area but are  dependent on 
mills producing cloth elsewhere, nota
bly Bombay and  Ahmedabad,  the 

, restriction has been afTectin̂;  them 
to some extent adversely. We  have 
had'certain cases where State Govern
ments have felt the restriction  was 
 ̂hampering local consumption.  This 
also is a fact that oppresses some hon. 
Members.

In the case of finer  dhotiesi  the 
prices went up in certain ai:eas by 30 
per cent, and even more, I am told 
it went up to even 40 per cent; I do 
not know how far it is true. But my* 
figures show only up to 30 per cent.  In 
the case of coarse, medium and fine qua
lities, they have gone up  anywhere 
between 10 and 20 per  cent. It is 
nothing  surprising.  Sir. My  hon. 
friend, Mr. Gandhi, would  perhaps 
tell me that it is bad  economics to 
restrict production  and il is  even 
worse as an economic ̂device, to make 
one industry a parasite on the other. 
Well, sometimes when we arc faced 
with desperate  situations, ̂' we  seek 
«desperate remedies, which is the only 
justification for tying up  the well
being or production of one industry 
with the well-being or production of 
another industry which economically 
is in an inferior or lower position, so 
' far as its ability to take care of it
self is concerned. I am  not really 
going into this question at this stage 
whether what we did is right or whê
► ther what we did is justifiable.  I 
am only stating? the facts. Here res
triction has been imposed and in res
ponse to it in the areas which are de
ficit and where perhaps the handloom 
industry does not produce  much of 
dhoties, the prices have gone up. And 
io that extent State Government have 
to ask the Central Government to al
low greater relaxation.  In fact,  in 
West Bengal there has been a certain 
amount of misbehaviour on the part 
f)f the mills, very possibly  in some 
cases justifiably, because in the case of 
three of the mills I think the quotas 
that we fixed did not take into account 
the facts of the  situation,  namely, 
they sta||cd production only . In 1952,

they were refugee mills and yarious 
other factors for Whiih we  have to 
give weight. But  nevefrtheless, the 
other mills have also taken, advantage 
of the situation. Of course, the reme
dy is to pi?osecute them. But we felt 
on morp mature consid̂eration of all 
these facts and after consulting  the 
State Ministers, partly by correspon
dence and partly orally, that w'e had 
better devise a self-adjusting mecha
nism by which we will put. an artifi
cial restraint on production. And if 
people transgresis it, some portion of 
the excess money that they hope to 
make by selling  their  goods at a 
higher profit would be mopped up by 
means of an excise duty. I am not 
saying, Sir. that this device is very 
clever; I am even prepared to say it 
is clumsy. But it is a device,  none 
the less, and I do not think, Sir. with 
the  limited experience that I possess 
of the textile industry that  the de
vice  might conceivably work.  That 
is all. Sir, that I have to say in regard 
to the measure before the* House.

I will offer one  word of explana
tion. Sir. with special reference to the 
susceptibilities of my hon. friend. Dr. 
Lanka Sundaram.  We issued an Or
dinance merely because we felt the 
position was rather urgent and haa 
to be dealt with immediately.  W* 
cannot go on countenancing  what in 
per se  a defeat of a control  order, 
Tn several cases, there was Justifl(*a- 
lion, a justification strong enough to 
make us desist from undertaking the 
logical course of a control order being 
disobeyed.  namely,  prosecution. I 
share'with my hon. friend. Dr. Lanka 
Sundaram, the abhorrence of short-cut 
legislation, and I have no doubt. Sir, 
that if I were on that  side of the 
House or even a free Member, I should 
have voiced my protest in as  loud 
and emphatic a language as my hon. 
friend did. But here in this  case I 
would like to mention to him a per
son who. even with his abhorrence 
of short-cut legislation, has  found a 
justification even for that typ̂ of le
gislation beintf in the Constitution,

Or. liftBka Sandarmni  V̂isakhapat- 
nam>: How long are you going to keep 
your fetters on?  .
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The Minister of Commerce  (Shri 
Karmarkar): Notice.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: Well,
Sir. in human affairs, one cannot pre* 
dirt about the future. Some  people 
go to astrologers, but I prefer to wait 
on evenis.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Or is it a
Swan song?

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  So far
as I am concerned. I am perfectly in
different to what shape events take. 
Please do not take it as a threat of 
resignation. I am not resigning.

Mr. Deputy‘Speaker: Do dhoties in
clude sarees also?

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: No. Sir. 
Not in this instance.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Here only the 
width is given, not the length.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: It does 
happen that in the case of a particu
lar State, the people use the  same 
length for sarees and dhoties. If it hap
pens that people are for the reason 
of a penal excise duty  prepared to 
use a longer dhoti—instead of 8 cubits, 
10 cubits—and thereby evade this res
triction, they are welcome to  do so, 
even though the price of that addi
tional 2 cubits will act  as a  check 
which we intend it to do.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker: But  this
stands in the way, ‘commonly known 
by that name*. Sarees of 8  cubits 
may be produced under this 'dhoties*, 
but because it is not called ‘dhoti* but 
only ‘saree\ it may escape.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: It  is
merely a matter of length. If actual
ly the fair sex are prepared  to use 
dhoti of only 4 yards—they are pro
gressively coming down and you. Sir, 
know in our part of the country our 
women folk were originally used to 
know of 9 yards length and they have 
now come down to  yards and they 
might come to 4 yards......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: There is no
limit round 4 yards.

Shri  T.  T.  Krishnamachari:  We
have not put any limit because a dhoti 
will vary from place to place.

I do say, Sir, that there are possibi
lities of evasion. I do not say it is 
a foolproof legislation, but it is in
tended essentially as a check and as 
a self-acting device so that anybody 
who wants to transgress...

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Why not say
‘dhoti’ includes saree?

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  We do
not want a restricted  production of 
sarees for the reason that I would be 
rather chary of doing anything which 
will wound the susceptibilities of the 
fair sex. It is bad  enough  that I 
have to deal with these men and  I 
certainly won’t, do anything  which 
would affect either the prices or the 
supply of sarees.

The Minister of Defence  Organisa
tion (Shri Tyagi): In the same way
as ‘man* includes ‘woman’, ‘dhoti’ in
cludes ‘saree’.

Shri T. T. Krishnamacliari: Ob
viously, Sir, when we accept  Hindi 
as our State language, we  have to 
remedy that defect. It is apparently 
a language which needs quite a lot of 
revision.

Sir, that is roughly the position in 
regard to this measure. 1  am  ex*- 
pecting, Sir, a lot of  criticism.  I 
know—̂ my hon. friend is not here— 
Mr. Sinhasan Singh was very anxious 
to speak and a number of hon. Mem
bers also. I shall try my best to meet 
all the points as and when they arise. 
For the time being, I have nothing 
more to say.

Sir, I move.

Several Hon. Members rose—

Mr. Deputy>Speaker: I will first of 
all give preference to hon. Members 
who wear dhoties and then to those 
who wear trousers. Motion moved:

“That the Bill to provide  for
the levy and collection of an addi
tional excise  duty  on  dhoties
issued out of mills in excess of
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the quota Axed for the purpose, 
be taken into consideration.”

Shri Heda (Nizamabad):  This Bill
has not come as a surprise  to  me. 
In fact when we levied a cess on all 
the cloth in the mills  with a view 
to encourage the handloom, at  that 
time many remedies were thought of, 
and one of the remedies was—I think 
it was Rajaji who suggested it first— 
to restrict the production of dhoties 
in the textile mills. And, that was 
done.  To the  extent of 40 per cent, 
the production of dhoties was restric
ted. That  proved a  good  check. 
There is no doubt about it. My own 
reading of the situation is  that, at 
least in my State where there are a 
good number of handloom  weavers, 
I find that they were on the verge of 
collapse then and now they are not 
collapsing. They are  not  becoming 
prosperous as they would like to be 
or as the case was a few years before; 
but this much is certain, that because 
of the cess and because of the  res
triction, the weaver is able to live, is 
able to stand on his own  legs, and 
the great calamity that was facing us 
was averted.

Sir, in our country the problem is 
not only greater production  through 
the mills or big industries.  Rather, 
the main problem before us  is the 
fuller employment of our peo:;ltf be
cause somehow or other we are over
populated and the growth of agricul
ture and other raw materials  is not 
enough. Therefore,  employment  as 
it ought to be is not there. We can
not compare ourselves with the  ad
vanced 6ountries like America  and 
others because there employment is 
full. There, the daily wages of a man 
are many times more than they are 
in our country  They are the coun
tries where one does not hear about 
a domestic servant while we have got 
a good number of them;  because  to 
maintain a domestic servant there is 
not an easy task. Therefore. Sir. ac
cording to me, the  most  important 
problem that faces our country today 
and, I hope that would remain facing

us for 5 or 10 years to come, would 
be the fuller employment.

One of the main  criticisms  that 
were levelled against our Five  Year 
Plan by Vinobaji was also this. He 
said that he does not see the  full 
employment in the Plan as it was or> 
ginally proposed. But. thanks to his 
. criticism and the criticisms that fol
lowed—I include my hon. friend Siiri 
S. N. Agarwal whose  efforts in this 
direction were  successful—in  the 
final draft of the Five Year  Plan, 
some importance was given to  this 
employment aspect of the whole na
tional problem. After the Plan was 
laid before us this problem assumed 
still greater proportions and today it 
is the most important  problem be
fore us.

Sir. in the last session, on various 
occasions, some points were made by 
friends who come from what the hoii. 
Minister has termed as the deficit area, 
particularly the State of West Ben
gal. I remember my friend who sits 
behind me, Dr. Das had been always 
raising his voice that in his  Slate 
there is a shortage of dhoties because 
of this restriction, and. therefore, at 
least .so far as that deficit  area is 
concerned, this restriction should not 
be there. But. I think this Bill has 
come very handy for the people who 
are in the deficit area. They  hav̂ 
got one advantage. The bulk or tne 
dhoties are produced in Bombay and 
Ahmedabad and they are taken over 
from there to Calcutta  and  other 
places. Though the cost price of the 
Calcutta dhoti may be lesser  than 
the cost price of dhoti  produced at 
Bombay or  Ahmedabad—when  the 
railway freight is  not  Included  in 
it—yet selling price at  Calcutta is 
the same. I mean thla;  there is a 
tendency in the deficit area, particu
larly in the producers of the  deficit 
area to calculate the cost of  their 
article by including the train freight 
and other charges. For  example, in 
the South we are short of sugar. In 
my own SUte, we have surplus of 
sugar. But we do not get sugar at 
reduced rates there. The  producers 
of sugar In Hyderabad always calcu-
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[Shri Heda]

late the price  Df sugar on the basis
of what it would be if it were to be
brought from U.P. or  Bihar, ^d
they sell it at that rate.  In the same
way it hajppened in West Bengal. There
fore, the mills in West Bengal  who 
would like to produce more or rather 
who were producing more in  spite 
of the restrictions can now  produce 
by giving this additional  charge or 
duty and thereby they would be able 
to compete with the mills in Bombay 
or Ahmedabad.

Dr. M. M. Das (BurdwanrReserved- 
Sch. Castes): A very nice solution.

Shri Heda: According to me it is a 
nice solution. But, Sir, as  friends 
would have noticed, I  have  given 
notice of some amendments and I feel 
that the rate that is charged is rather 
high. I would like that the  rates 
should not be so high at least in the 
initial stages because I know another 
aspect of the problem. The mills or 
the industry in West Bengal or what 
is called the deficit area are not so 
advanced as in Bombay or Ahmeda
bad. Therefore this  high  rate, at" 
least in the beginning,  would  not 
work well. I am  very  anxious to 
give all encouragement to the mills 
in the deficit areas to produce a grea
ter number of dhoties and  thereby 
meet the demands of the  people of 
their own areas and I would like that 
the rates that have been proposed in 
the Bill should not be so exorbitant 
and that they should be reduced to 
near about 50 per cent.

Sir. there is one more point that I 
would like to deal with and that is 
about the relevant period. In the Bill 
it  is said that  the relevant  period 
would be fixed by the  Government 
through a notification.  1 would like 
that the Government fixes it as they 
did when they restricted the dhoties. 
The same arrangement should carry 
on and no new arrangement has neces* 
tiarily to be made. There are very few 
mills that have been opened after the 
relevant period and therefore the same 
arrangement may be continued 80 far 
as the provisions of  this  Bill  are 
concerned. Therefore  this  matter

should not be left to the  discretion 
of the authorities concerned. Rather 
it should be specified  here so  that 
tl\ere may be no doubt  about it or 
its execution in the  minds  of the 
people. It is just possible that after 
a time we may not need such a Bill 
and it may be that we may have to 
revise the rates. But this would be 
an experiment in the right direction, 
as it seeks on the one side  to give 
protection to the handloom industry 
and on the other side to maintain com
petition between the handloom  and 
the mill. At the same time, it seeks 
to maintain competition between mills 
which are very efficient and  those 
which are less efficient or  mills in 
the surplus areas and the mills in the 
deficit areas. Therefore, I  welcome 
this move.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I would like
to inform hon. Members as to what I 
consider to be the scope of the Bill. 
If I am convinced  otherwise. I  am 
prepared to allow full discussion. U 
is only an amending Bill.

Several Hon. Members: No. Sir: it 
is an Ordinance.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The Ordinan
ce is only for the  purpose  of an 
amending Bill.  Let us not  now go 
into all the details of the  original 
Bill. Hon. Members  must  confine 
themselves...

Several Hon. Members: Sir. it is an 
original Bill.

Shri Sinhasan Singh  (Gorakhpur 
Distt.—South): It is the first Bill of 
Its kind: it is not an amending Bill.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Already under 
the Tariff Act there is an excise duty 
imposed.  This is only an additional 
excise.

Shri G. D. Somani  (Nagaur--PaU): 
There was only restriction of produc- 
Uon. This Bill is a new BUI; it ia 
not an amending Bill.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Is there no
excise duty on cloth produced in thia 
country?
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Shri G. D. Somani: Yes. Sir.
Mr. Depaty-Speaker: Is not this an 

addition to that?

Shri G. D. Somani: It is  an addir 
tional duty for a specific purpose.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  There is al
ready an excise duty on cloth produc- 
-ed in the country.

Shri  K. C. Sodhia:  That was by
executive action, Sir; not  by a Bill 
or an Act.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  This  Bill
supersedes the ordinance. Am I right?

Shri T. S. A. Chettiar  (Tiruppur): 
May I request you to look up page 5 
of this Bill?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I now see that 
<.*iause 6 says that the  ordinance is 
superseded by this Bill. I don*t know 
why hon. Members say “No, no; the 
•ordinance stands.”

Shri T. S. A. Chettiar:  This is not 
an amending Bill to any other bill.

Mr. Deputy-SpMLer:  This is an
amending Bill to the Tariff Act. That 
is my conception and I would like to 
be told if I am not  Vight.  Section 
4(2) says that “the duty of  excise 
referred to in sub-section  (1) shall 
be in addition to the duty of  excise 
<?hargeable on cloth under the Central 
Excises and Salt Act. 1944 (I of 1944) 
and the Khadi and other  Handloom 
Industries Development...” The scope 
of the Bill is to impose an additional 
excise duty on  additional cloth pro-- 
duced over and above the 60% allotted. 
Hon. Members will confine themselves 
to this and not to the 60% and 40%.

Dr. Lanka Sudaram: The Statement 
of Objects and Reasons says—

“With a view to assisting  the 
handloom industry, the Govern
ment of India in  January, 1953 
passed orders restricting the pro
duction of dhoties  by  mills  to 
60%..

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Can we go on
discussing  the handloom  industry? 
Whether this helps or does not help; 
in what other ways you can  go on

helping the handloom industry; these 
have been  discussed  already. All 
that is relevant for the purpoie of this 
Bill is only to be discussed now. .

Shri Gadgil (Poona  Central):  Ex
cuse me, Sir, for a minute. Even if 
this is only an amending Bill, the re
sults that follow the  enactment of 
this particular ordinance are matters 
of legitimate discussion. Already, as 
a result of what has been  enacted, 
prices have gone up and if there is a 
further restriction on the manufacture 
of dhoties, what will be the effect on 
the vast population who use mill-made 
dhoties—not on some of us who use 
khadi. The entire textile policy, in 
my opinion, is a matter for legitimate 
discussion even if it is an amending 
Bill.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Let me  have 
one other point  cleared. Did  the 
House have an opportunity to discuss 
the question of 60 per cent, versus 
40 per cent.?

Shri S. V. Ramaawamy (Salem); It 
was by an executive order  and so 
the point was never discussed here.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: All  right, the 
handloom will have its own way.

Shri M. Khuda Baksli  (Murshida- 
bad): Sir, the hon. Minister  tried to 
tell the House that the...

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. Mem
ber will kindly sit down for a minute 
and let all the other Members go on 
talking and finish it first.  They can 
talk outside—they cannot disturb the 
House. I am really sorry to say this 
again. The hon. Member may  pro
ceed now.

Shri M. Khuda Bakah: The  defini
tion of 'dhoti* is likely to be construed, 
as it now stands, to include  a tarL 
It says—.

“(i) is manufactured  by a  mill 
either wholly from cotton or 
partly from cotton and part
ly from any other material;

(ii) contains coloured yam on its 
borders;
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fiii) has a width ranging  between 
_  twenty-eight Inches and flfty- 

lour Inches; and

(iv) is commonly known  by that 
name;”

To me it looks that item (iv) is to 
refer to dhoti and the first three may 
also include  a  sari. Therefore,  I 
consider that it is desirable that this 
may be clarified beyond any doubt as 
it is not the intention of the Minis
try to brin« in sari under the purview 

or mischief of this Bill.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It  is items

(i), (ii) and (iii) and (iv),  and not 
or (iv). Therefore it applies  to all 
the items. Unless it is called dhoti, 
it will not come in here. If  ladies 
also use dhoti—I don’t think  that 
happens here—it will come under the 

purview of this Bill.

Star! M. Khttda Baksh:  If  it does
not include sari. I am happy and ap
preciate the Minister’s concession in 

this respect.

Coming to the Bill, this is a punitive 
measure. The Minister has said that 
he will collect a duty, but in effect, it 
is a fine. Let us see. Sir, the circum
stances that have led the Ministry to 
bring in this Bill. They had passed 
an executive order imposing  restric
tions on the production of a certain 
type of textiles, namely, dhoties and 
saris, which are  commonly  manu
factured in the textile mills in India. 
I should like to be  enlightened  on 
certain points before I can make my 
observations. Therefore. I will listen 
to the reply that the Minister makes 
to the speeches made in general on 
this question.

The Ministry must have had some 
machinery for imposing the  restric
tions, I rather imagine that the Min
istry addressed the  SUte  Govern
ments for co-operation with  them in 
the implementation of  their  order. 
What that machinery was the House 

Is yet to know.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy:  Is it not a
fact that there is a  central  Excise 
Ofl̂cer in every mill having an eye on 
ev̂Ty day production?

Shri M. Khuda Baksh:  It was an
executive order. I want to know what 
was the machinery that was employed, 
to see to its  implementation  that 
mills conform to the desire  of the 
Government, regarding the production 
of dhoties by all mills to the permissi
ble limit of 60%. We  should also 
like to know from the Ministry where 
are those offending mills. The Min
ister has been good enough  to say 
that by and large the rfiills have been 
in accord with the desire of the Min
istry and they have conformed to the 
order and implemented the  restric
tions. but there are yet certain offend
ing mills. We should like to  know 
their location.

An Hon. Member: In West Bengal.

Shri M. Khuda Baksh:  An  hon.
Member has just now said they were 
in West Bengal. It may be in Bihar 
also and there may be other  mills 
located elsewhere in  India.  There
fore, it touches me as I come  from 
Bengal and I should like to know why 
is it that those Bengal mills offended 
against a Central decree?  If it was 
left to the State Government to see 
to its implementation,  why  should 
that State Government feel constrain
ed not to implement it? Sir, I re
member that a question was asked in 
the House as to whether or not the 
Bengal mills had produced in exces.«5 
of their quota and what the Central 
Government proposed to do to  bring 
the refractory mills  to  book. The 
House was also told that the  West 
Bengal Government did not quite see 
the desirability of interfering with the 
production by these mills. A priori 
I should suggest that there must be 
very sound and justifiable reasons for 
the West Bengal Government not to 
interfere with production by  textile 
mills.

Now because this Government, the 
Government of West Bengal, felt that



661 Dhoties 24 NOVEMBER 1953 (Additional Excise Duty) Bill 66z.

it was in public interest to continue 
production of certain types of  tex
tiles, they continued to do  so. The 
Bill has been brought before Parlia
ment for making it a penal offence. 
Let us consider how exactly  these 
punitive measures affect the mills.

Mr. Deputy-Spcaker: Are they pro
secuted for this?

Sbri M. Khuda Bafcsh:  Well.  Sir.
the duty is in the nature  of a fine, 
because it says that there will be a 
permissiable quota and if any mills 
produce in execess of that permissi
ble quota, for 12̂ per  cent,  they 
will be levied a duty, which is a fine 
of two annas per yard. If they pro
duce more than 25 per cent, beyond 
the permissible quota, it  would be 
three annas and so on. It is a gra
duated affair. Now, Sir, in Bengal, 
the mills are so equipped,  machini- 
cally and otherwise, for the produc
tion of dhoties and sarees mainly. If 
you restrict the production of dhoties 
and sarees of those mills, it will lead 
to rending capacity surplus of those 
factories, and it Will then lead to un
employment, because if we  enforce 
this, or if we succeed  in  enforcing 
this—we do not mean to succeed, be
cause we have made it an  offence— 
they can get away with it by paying 
that extra fine. I shall  come to it 
later, when I come to compare the ad
vantages and  disadvantages  of the 
effect this will have on the  price 
structure of the entire textile  pro
ducts, and I shall then have occasion 
to mention that later. Now. I  shall 
confine myself to this aspect  of the 
question which is that the mills are 
mainly equipped for the  productioti 
of  a particular  kind  of  textiles, 
and if we we are going to restrict that 
particular kind, it will cause naruship 
to those mills. This is what prooably 
weighed with the Government of the 
State of West Bengal in  not inter
fering with their production program
me, and they allowed the  mills to 
produce what they wanted and what 
they could produce consistent  with 
the demand in the country and con
sistent with economy.

Another thing that I  would  like
this House to bear in mind  is the 
character of the capital  that is in
vested in these mills in West Bengal. 
The House knows that most of those 
mills are virtually refugee mills, that 
is to say, Sir, they have salvaged the 
capital from mills now  existing in 
East Bengal and they have  moved, 
whatever they could  salvage,  and
they have brought them over to West 
Bengal and employed in  the  mills. 
They have so equipped the mills as. 
to meet the  requirements of  the
market. If this operates in Ahmeda- 
bad, whatever restrictions are  im
posed. they can make good  the loss 
in production of dhoti by switchinĝ
over to other kinds of textiles, poplins, 
and other things. But in West Ben
gal the other kinds of textiles  have 
no market—these fine  shirting and 
other textiles. Therefore.  whatever
loomaîe there is at present  will re
main idle because of this  restrictive 
order, and that will result in unem
ployment.

The next question that arises is;
what machinery will Government em
ploy to enforce this Act. I am appre
hensive on this account. I. as a con
sumer, will not be able to tell whicb 
particular dhoti has been  produced
within  the  permissible  quota  and 
which oarticular dhoti has been pro
duced outside the permissible quota.
I would know.  Sir,  that a dhoti 
produced outside  the  permissible 
quota shall involve me in paying more 
—if it is within the I2k per  cent— 
to the tune of 12 annas or 10 annas per 
dhoti, and the shopkeeper would be 
perfectly justified in asking me to pay 
the 10 or 12 annas that he  has to 
pay to the millowner and the  mlll- 
owner has to pay to the Excise  De
partment by way of duty under this 
Act. Not knowing which one has been 
produced within the permissible quota 
which will bear no such  additional 
duty and which one has been produced 
outside the quota, there will be a pool 
and the prices will be pooled and an 
average will be charged.  What will 
be the result?  I shall be called upon 
to pay, if I want a mill-made dhoti in
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preference to the hondloom dhoti, more 
than what I am paying now.  It will 
not suprise you if I tell you that this 
very news has resulted in a sharp rise 
in price, as it is, in the Aner counts. 
Government charges excise duty, etc., 
and cesses are collected, and this will 
be an additional burden passed on to 
the consumers.

[Shri Pataskar in the  Chair]

Therefore, the result will be, when 
we want to punish the mills for not 
toeing the line, shall we say, of  the 
Commerce and Industry Ministry, the 
penalty will be realised  from  the 
consumer who, willingly or unwilling
ly, has to buy a mill-made dhoti.

A Bengali whose chief  article of 
wear is dhoti and kurta—for all for
mal or informal gatherings people go 
in dhoti and kurta—would not  pro
bably like to buy khadi or the cottage 
industry  articles. A  person  there 
would like dhoties of finer counts  I 
want this House to bear this in mind 
that this, in effect protects the khadi 
and handloom products to the extent 
of the duty that shall  be  realized 
under this Act. But it will still be a 
mill-made cloth, cheaper In point of 
price than khadi or  a product  of 
cottage industry. Therefore,  people 
would be prepared to pay the higher 
price and still have to buy mill-made 
cloth. Therefore,  I  cannot  under
stand the reason or logic of this Bill. 
Let me be pardoned—I do not un
derstand this, and I hope the Minis
ter will tell the House and  me the 
reason and logic  behind  this Bill, 
because if we want to punish the mll- 
lowners, we can punish them by send
ing them to  prison. I  understand 
that. “You have violated orders; you 
are convicted and  you go  to jail”. 
But, Sir, permitting them to produce 
cloth over and above the permisetble 
quota and then charging the  price 
and realising the fine from the poor 
consumer who is already very  hard 
hit as it is, and making  things  go 
further beyond his buying capacity,
I sumit, is beyond my comprebwision. /

Again, this will have the effect of 
placing the Bengal produced dhoties 
and sarees at a serious  disadvantage 
vis a tis the Bombay and Ahmedabad 
produced sarees. It is apparent that 
this Bill has been designed  against 
those mills of Bengal and Bihar who 
have produced for very good rea«̂ons 
—I do not know what the  reasons 
are—but  for  very  good  reasons, 
more  than  , what  the  Central 
Government thought they should pro
duce. This will place their products 
at a serious disadvantage in point of 
price.

Now, Sir. I come to another  ques
tion.

Shri S. N. Das (Darbhanga  Cen
tral): Why did they produce?

Shri M. Khuda Baksh: They  pro
duced, because they invested money. 
Being industrialists  and  being in
terested in getting return for  their 
money, they produced what they could 
sell. And if they produced what they 
could  sell,  and  therefore  had 
a turnover  and  made  some  pro
fits, the Income-tax Department and 
the Excise Department were the hap
pier for it.

Shri S. N. Das: Would you like them 
to be sent to jail?

Shri M. Khuda Baksh: 1 can under
stand that proposition. If you want 
to punish the millowners, do it. But 
when you say,  ‘punish  the  mill
owners*, in effect .you are  punishing 
me. That is the point and that is the 
position which I do not understand.

Sir, no indication has been given as 
to how the money realised from this 
duty will be used. Will it be diverted 
to the khadi, and cottage  industries 
fund? Or, how is it going to be uti
lized? Coming to that. Sir, it weuld 
be pertinent again to ask, what pro
gress had  that  particular  Depart
ment made? How popular it has be
come with the  Indian  consumers— 
all this will have to be gone into and 
taken  into  consideration. Merely 
making speeches here in support of
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khadi and cottage industries will take 
us nowhere. If we mean  business, 
we must be able to tell the country 
that this is what we have achieved in 
that particular field and this is what 
we propose to do and this additional 
duty realized on this account will be 
sent there. Even there I would be one 
of those  who would be questioning 
whether it is right and proper to give 
them any more money without going 
into the question and assessing what 
they have done and how far they have 
developed in the direction they are ex
pected to develop.

5 P.M.

Sir. I have mentioned this—but I 
want to mention it again for the sake 
of emphasis—that this Bill will lead 
to ail kinds of corrupt practices.  I 
shall not say it will, because there are 
many mi 11-owners  who  are  very 
straightforward, but it is likely  to. 
As I said, I wjll not know which par
ticular dhoti is within the permissi
ble limit. I shall be saddled  with 
an additional duty and there is bound 
to be an increase in prices. This will 
lead to all sorts of corrupt practices.

Therefore, I would request Govern
ment to examine this from all angles, 
they should call a conference of the 
so-called offending mills who did not 
quite see the reason of the restrictive 
order, or did not co-operate with the 
Central Government in restricting their 
products, find out if they  have any 
reasons, valid reasons,  to  advance, 
and mêt those reasons. Government 
have taken cognizance of the fact that 
there will be certain mills which aie 
so equipped that they will be affected 
adversely by this order. For them a 
certain concession is proposed  to be 
made. But I for one think that this 
concession is nowhere near  enough. 
They will have to be consulted  and 
their point of view met. These mills 
which are placed in a peculiar situa
tion should not be  penHlised. They

should l>e giveh freedom  to develoj> 
according to their own lights.
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ŝfm fifflfT 3TR wk  fr# ^

It ̂ 5?rar<n['n: idfT%̂ T«rfT̂ n̂rr 

»nn I  i]f?r  fw

.̂T  T> »rw<rT?ft It ^  ?«rr<

FV*ffn ̂<fK*1̂r<M *ll<. *lt«0 ̂ 

% TTf’TTT jf'fr «ftr ̂'T*̂ % vrfir̂r

 ̂I TPT W

5T 5ft *n̂5T  f?;ar if ^

q̂?iT%TrfiT̂  ̂Î tTT«if?r’ir«w 
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>̂t*T?f *nc ftfv VTV WlTv JTTĉr 
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WT Vtt î T ̂   snTTT  ̂ft>

ftw t VPJT  ^ ?̂T3rT*T  ̂

«Rmx  ̂I n wtm ?r «r# tt5tt 

’̂Tiprr jj fiP JT? fl̂ T   ̂fl  ̂SPT 

w m   t 1 ?̂: *1?̂ 3ft 

t, T̂?cft I, art  %
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Vr VTfT ̂    ̂ ^

f*r??r ?r w i.ti   ̂ ? «ik jti ̂ftrr

«PT ?TRT  r̂r   ̂ snr̂PTr

*ET ~̂~cft 5tfRt T̂*nft̂  I

4  STTtaft̂sT «rtr   ̂I

4 arPT?rr j ft̂ ̂    ̂v»ft | i

T̂V   ̂̂ *̂ft ?TT̂^

ftr fJT vt f̂TJft ̂FrPit >3̂ TT ?r%ft> 

*n̂*ft T  ̂ I wpt

ftfw  ̂ ?nc| vr vq-ft

firw %  5T ̂  I 4  % f?r$

ft* ^

 ̂irr ?> ?rr?T  irr =?it 3ft 

w % ?fir flfT# % fw A

 ̂ift #f? 3nr ’fnTSTrTT f ftr Sf?   ̂

5TJT ̂  I ̂  % TRT  t, 4 eft

r̂orr ̂ ft? rr̂ ̂r?T % fre Jff ̂  srot 

 ̂5fK ftrff Tt »T̂iT#? ̂ nfw ?TRW, 

sniT  % 'TTftrftrf̂ shrr % 3)Tt

*nrr ̂tf 5̂T JPTT# ̂  *r̂  ft̂ ̂  

IT *T̂ 3|f̂ ■jy *PT

i «rnT

>trPT«r5 T̂̂ ?ft̂ »̂rr̂ ?m i 

?ft %5ft Tt»ft *ftr «P̂  ̂  ’tfxfad 

f>3rrv<TT 5ft 5rnr? ̂  «r jtht̂ 

qi «ftr ^ ^«ft % iiPt w *rPT % 
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Shrimati A. Kale  (Nagpur):  Mr.
Chairman, I am thankful to you, Sir, 
lor giving me this opportunity to say 
a few words on this Bill.  iVlany  of 
the arguments that I wanted to  put 
forward have already been advanced. 
One thing that I would like to say at 
the outset is that I am surprised  to 
find my  hon.  friend from  Bengal 
advocating the cause of mill-ownars 
from Bengal.
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Dr. M. M. Das:  There are many
others.

Shrimati A. Kale: Let me tell liim 
that the mill owners are very shrewed, 
expert business men  and  what  is 
more» they are very influential.  We 
need not take it upon ourselves  to 
advocate their cause.

With regard to this Bill, I would 
like to say that in our Standing Com
mittee for Commerce  and  Industry 
when the first meeting was held, I had 
suggested to the hon. Minister  that 
if we want that the handloom indus
try should survive, we should see that 
sarees and dhoties are produced  by 
handlooms only and that we should 
make an advance towards that end..

[Pandit Thakur Das Bhahgava in the 

Chair,]

I am not arrogant  enough to  say 
that the present Bill is the result of 
my suggestion.  But, I am glad  to 
find that the suggestion that was made 
by me has come into force though 
partially.  At this moment, I would 
like to request the Government  to 
make an announcement that within h 
specified  period  they will see that 
dhoties and sarees are produced  by 
handlooms only and that mills will 
not be allowed to produce any dhoties 
at all.

Secondly,  in  the  definition  of 
dhoties, it has been suggested  that 
they have a coloured border or border 
of any kind.  I  have  seen dhoties 
which have no border at all. What 1 
am afraid is this.  The mill owners, 
in their anxiety to make money will 
make  dhoties  without borders,  or 
dhoties which  have  white  borders. 
That also should be included here.

Thirdly, what I would like to sug
gest is this. A levy of excise duty is 
not justified.  After all, whatever the 
rate of excise duty will be, it will be 
recovered from the consumer.  As it 
is, you know, that the consumer  is 
hard hit.  The price of dhoties  has 
gone to such  an  extent that an

ordinary man is not able to purchase 
dhoties.  If this additional excise duty 
is levied, it will mean that the <‘on- 
symer of dhoties will have to  take 
recourse to  something  else  against 
his wish or desire.  What I suggest 
is that if any mills are found to com
mit  an  offence,  that is  producing 
dhoties more than 60 per cent,  they 
should be either fined or prosecuted* 
or the extra material that is produced 
by the mills should be confiscated by 
the Government.  Whatever is practi
cal or useful, I do not know. But, to 
levy an excise duty in this fashion is 
only to penalise the poor consumer. 
There is a saying in Marathi:

that means that the thief is  let off 
and the innocent  man is punished. 
My earnest request <to tiie Govern
ment is that they should find out the 
means by which the mill owners who 
are ofl:ending parties should be direct
ly punished.

Then. Sir, I would like to say that 
there is a chance of sarees also bein? 
included.  In my part of the country, 
and in some Hindi speaking areas, 
and even in Bengal, if I mistake not, 
dhoties include sarees and they  are 
also worn by women.  As it is. it is 
sufficient punishment to the  middle 
classes who use dhoties.  By  any 
means, if it is interpreted to include 
sarees also, then, the women will be 
hard hit. I request that the Bill nmy 
be so  revised  that  only  the mill 
owners who offend may be published. 
If. in the  present  Bill, it is found 
difficult to change excise duty  into 
fine, my request is not to keen  the 
gradation also  After all. if the mill 
produces 12 percent or 50 per t'ent, 
the offence is bad enough and the of
fence is committed not only consciously 
but knowing full well that thev will 
be able to influence  the  resoert’ve 
Governments  and  the  respective 
authorities.  Therefore I suggest that 
the gradation that is Riven here should 
be removed and if for some reas'*n
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they are not able to fine, the rates of 
duty should be the same throughout.

More than this, T would not like to 
say.  1 agree in principle that some 
sort of restriction has got to be put 
On the mill owners producing more; 
but Government should take care to 
see that the middle classes who are 
suffering so badly  are not made to 
suffer more.

Sbri G. D. Somani: Mr. Chairman, 
at the very outset, I would like  to 
make it quite clear that I am not in 
any way opposed to the best possible 
aid being given to our handloom In
dustry. If I say a few words about 
this Bill, it is more from the point of 
view of the consumers, because, fortu
nately at least in this case, the in
terests of the industry and the con
sumer are quite identical.  Therefore, 
I need not say a single word from the 
view point of the industry.

So far as the princip)̂ of the Bill 
is concerned, I would first like to draw 
the attention of the hon. Minister to 
the Kanungo Committee which is at 
present going into this vexed question 
of the reservation of varieties for the 
different sectors of our textile produc
tion.  Since this Committee has been 
making  this  enquiry for  the  last 
several  months,  Government  could 
have very well waited for some more 
time, till the Committee makes its 
well-considered  recommendations
about this  vexed  question,  before 
taking this drastic measure.

Even as things stand at present, as 
the hon. Minister himself pointed out, 
and as has been clarified even in the 
Statement of Objects and  Reasons, 
on the whole most of the mills have 
complied with the  restrictions  that 
were imposed on the production  of 
dhoties, but the fact remains that  a 
few mills, mostly in Bengal and Orissa 
and other places which  are  deficit 
areas, did bot comply with those res
trictions. and that too with the full 
concurrence of  the respective  local 
Governments. At one stage we were 
told representations were made from

the Bombay Mill  Owners’  Associa
tion...

Shri T. T. Krshuamacharl:  1 am
afraid 1 have to enter a caveat against 
the statement made by the hon. Mem
ber that any transgression of  these 
restrictions have been made with the 
full concurrence of the State Govern
ments.  That would not be correct. 
I do not know where the hon. Member 
gets his information from, but I am 
in a position to say that no State Gov
ernment can give its full concurrcnce 
to any transgression of these restric
tions.

Shri Gidwani  (Thana): 
partial?

Full or

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did any Slate 
Government give partial concurrence?

Shri K. K. Baso  (Diamond Harb
our): Did they give any qualified con
currence?

Mr. Chairman:  It is possible  the
restrictions may have been put there 
with the concurrence of  the  lora’ 
Governments, but the hon.  Member 
has said that with the encouragement 
of the local Governments, some mill? 
have produced more dhoties.

Shri T. T. Krishna«naohari: I would 
at once explain the position.  State 
Governments, some of them, did not 
favour these restrictions, but that does 
not mean they were encouraging the 
mills in  their unit to  disobey  the 
order.  That is not correct.  They 
make a  representation.  They say 
that is a point of view which has to 
be taken into account.  I think it is 
perfectly correct thing to do but  I 
do not think it is correct to say that 
the State Governments encourage the 
mills to defy such law.

Shri G. D. Somani:  So far as my
information goes, this Ministry atone 
stage wanted to prosecute all  those 
mills which produced more than the 
stipulated quantity, but ultimately It 
was the State Governments, I think, 
which refused to comply with  the 
matter.
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Shri T. T. Krishnamaehari: Sir,  I 
emphatically protest against a state
ment of that nature.  There  was 
absolutely no refusal and there can 
be no refusal.

Shri G. D. Somani: As a matter of 
fact, if the restriction as was desired 
in that order had been complied with, 
then, 1 do not think there was  any 
necessity to bring forward this Bill 
for excise duty. As has been mention
ed even in the Statement of Objects 
end Reasons. Government themselves 
realised that it is the easier way to 
achieve their object—to impose this 
excise duty rather than impose those 
restrictive measures which have  not 
been carried out.  The fact remains 
that during the recent Puja festival, 
when there was an acute shortage of 
dhoties in West Bengal, not only the 
Government, so far as the information 
of the industry goes, wanted the mills 
to produce whatever they could, what
ever their capacity was, but they also 
put a ban on the export of dhoties that 
were imported into West Bengal  by 
mills from Bombay and Ahmedabad. 
That shows the determination of the 
West Bengal  Government to ensure 
supply of dhoties at reasonable prices 
for the public, and since these restric
tive orders ran counter to their deter
mination.—now that the hon. Minister 
has denied it, I will not say that they 
encouraged the mills to go against the 
orders of the Central Government-in 
any case, they were very anxious that 
there should be no restriction on the 
production of mill-made dhoties. And 
the situation remains, therefore,  the 
same.  It is clear, therefore, that the 
hon. Minister has yielded more to the 
vocal South than to what the CJovem- 
ments in the North have represented.

To make things clear, I think I can
not do better than quote what  the 
hon. Miniser himself said some time 
last year:

**It seems that  consumers  all 
over India want mill cloth which 
is cheaper. We cannot ignore the 
consumer’s interest, which is the 
primary one with which we  are 
concerned.  We cannot ignore it. 
particularly at a time when  be

wants more cloth, and we cannot
reject this aspect of the question
and accept a narrower view.”

Sb, my submission is this, that here, 
ŝ he himself admits, there is acute 
difference  of  opinion  among  local 
State Gorvemments. .  Several sudi 
State  Governments want  that  the 
mills  should  fTroduce  dhoties  and 
sarees to their full capacity and the 
consumer 9hould get those dhoties and 
sarees at as cheap a price as possible. 
And, therefore, whatever policy  then 
Government of India took, either  in 
January in restricting the production 
of dhoties by the mills, or now in plac
ing this punitive excise duty on  th.? 
manufacture of dhoties, runs counter 
to the interests of the consumer which 
is represented by all  these  various 
important State Governments.

My hon. friend from Bengal  said: 
how will the eonsumer know whether 
a certain dhoti has been subjected to 
this abnormal excise  duty or  not? 
That is not necessary.  Perhaps,  he 
does not know that now there is no 
control over prices, there is no price 
stamping, and as such the prices are 
regulated by  supply  and  demand. 
Therefore, as soon as this Ordinance 
was promulgated, in spite of the fact 
that the prices of other varieties  of 
textiles had  been  declining  preci
pitously so much so that  even  the 
Government have admitted that  the 
industry is faced with a crisis,  even 
in the midst of that crisis, the prices 
of dhoties  have  flared  up  again. 
Dhoties are sold at a premium, higher 
than *sarees which cost much more 
lor the manufacturer to manufacture, 
and the  position  will  be  further 
aggravated if these very heavy excise 
duties which are now  contemplated 
to be imposed on the manufacture of 
dhoties are implemented.

The fact is, and I would repeat it 
again, that there are various  other 
more effective ways of assisting  the 
handloom industry.  The hon. Minis
ter. while introducing this Bill,  did 
not give any facts or flgures as tehow



685 Dhoties  24 NOVEMBER 1953 (Additional Excise Duty) Bill 686

these restrictions on the manufacture 
of dhoties and sarees upon the mills 
have benefited the hardloom industry 
throughout the country.  Now  that 
those restrictions have been in opera
tion for a long period it would have 
been  interesting to  get  some idea 
whether the penalty  which the con
sumers have bê compelled to  pay 
due to  these  restrictions is  really 
benefiting the handlooni weavers  or 
not  This is  again a  hypothetical 
question, and so far as the industry*̂ 
information goes, while the handloom 
weavers  have not  benefited to any 
extent from these measures, the con
sumers have unnecessarily been pena
lised'.  So, the remedy lies in various 
other things.  This is  neither  the 
time nor the occasion to go into those 
various constructive  measures  by 
which the Government could  assist 
the handloom industry, and I am glad 
that they have been doing so in  so 
many directions,  especially reĉtly. 
But imposing these restrictions  and 
this heav3T excise duty on the manu
facture of an essential commodity is 
not the way in which they should try 
to assist the handloom industry.

What  is  more  surprising  and 
inequitable is the fact that this excise 
duty will operate irrespective of the 
count or  variety  of  the  dhoties 
concerned.  Whether the  dhoti con
cerned is of coarse quality or super
fine quality, it will be subjected  to 
the same schedule of punitive excise 
duties.  At least, so far as the com
mon man is concerned,  Government 
would have been very well advised to 
exempt  the  coarse  and medium 

varieties from this excise duty.  It 
could be  restricted to the  superior 
kinds, and if they liked, they  could 
have imposed a more severe  excisc 
duty on the superfine  and  costlier 
varieties. From the point of view of 
the public that would have been more 
desirable  than  having  a  uniform 
excise duty on all varieties.

Much more could be said about it. 
but I still hope that at least so far as 
the millions of  people in  Northern 
India are concerrned, whose interests

have been  represented to the  hon. 
Minister by the various State Govern
ments. they will not be  ignored  in 
any steps that the Government  of 
India takes to  assist the  handloom 
industry.
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PfiT ?r«r %  grrsff «̂V?:  r̂?ft

 ̂«f)T ̂  w sqrsT fjr̂rrnT i fiw m»r 

% ̂?rW  ^ spr ?̂ar?:w  »rc>r m 

 ̂ tiT«T % r̂r̂:# ^ *f>r âRîtr 

w frrrr ̂3?  ̂ ftijn 1 ^ «Ft 5  ̂

TT %T Pp m  «ftirr5T # ?r(ft ̂  «rr 

W ̂  w  iTT̂̂ TT ̂   ?fh:  ^

% »̂T ^  ssfPT  ?ftT >rqT I 
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ft,  îrr  i

•ft af|W]f TW STTFfft :

?rrT 5TTff?r % gf?r# i

«ft *TO«ftw : ̂  ffftt % f?Tff 

f, 3R’?n % f̂ T̂, 'fill f̂*K •̂d't»i*f I

trft swn Tw 3nFsft : wrr «ft»rn; 
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Mr. Chainnan:  The hon.  Member
may go on without minding the inter
ruptions.
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TFTT Pr  ̂5T̂ ̂ r I  ^ ̂

?l̂ TT̂T *r̂ *1R̂ I  TT̂cIT ̂*fV

»̂rr ̂  ft>  f»T?rt % tt

5  ̂irfinp«T w«rwr srnr %
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Shri  G. H.  Deskpande  (Nasik— 
Central): I rise to  support the Bill, 
but at the same time I would like to 
place before this hon. House the special 
circumstances that prevail in my con
stituency and State in this respect.
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Sir, in Bombay State there are very 
big weavers'  centres  wherein  the 
weaving industry is undertaken by a 
large number of people who depend 
for their livelihood on that industry. 
For instance,  in  my  constituencj', 
Malgaon is a  bi'̂ weaving  centre. 
Sholapur is one of the biggest weav
ing centres in India. Ichalkaranji  is 
also an important centre of weavers 
in the Deccan and Bhiwandi is also a 
centre of importance. If we take into 
consideration the present measure, os 
placed before this honourable House, 
it gives no relief, no protection to all 
these weavers, for they do not weave 
dhoties and the protection to dhoties 
will not serve the purpose which is in 
view so far as  the weavers in my 
State are concerned.  They take  to 
weaving sarees and mostly in Deccan, 
almost all the women prefer hana- 
loom sarees to mill-made sarees.  So 
far as I know, the same condition pre
vails in Madhya Pradesh.
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Shri  Radhelal
Madhya Bharat.

Vyas  (Ujjain):

Shri G. H. Deshpande: I  do  not
know about that.

What I would like to place before 
this hon. House,  Sir,  is  that  the 
weavers in my  State also are in  a 
miserable condition.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy:  Miserable
everywhere.

Shri G. H. Deshpande:  There is
adequate cloth in the market  At the 
same time, there is no relief  to the 
weavers.  They remain  unemployed. 
So we must think  seriously of this 
situation and we must have, i am de
finitely of the view, a better measure 
which will meet the object in view. 
The present measure may be a  good 
measure Id it«el£.  but it will  not 
achieve the object it wants to unless 
and until it is further amended sub
stantially.

6 P.M.

So what I want to place before this 
b'’ . House is that if you want to give 
protection to weavers, it is a very good 
object.  Everybody is with you so far 
as that is concerned. But, at the same 
time please do not be under the im
pression that by means of this measure 
you will be giving any amount of relief 
to  weavers in my constituency  and 
State. They are in need of some relief; 
they are in a very  miserable plight; 
something is  being done for giving 
them some relief by the State Govern
ment with the aid of the Central Gov
ernment. I do not want to place before 
this  House  that  their case is alto
gether forgotten by this Government 
or the State Government.  They are 
trying to look  after  their  irterest. 
But the method by which both  the 
State Government and  the  Central 
Government are trying to solve this 
problem of the weavers is not going 
to benefit them or is not'going to solve 
the problem  That must be realised 
and the sooner it is realised the better 
it is.

So, Sir, I would like to say that if 
you want to restrict the production of 
dhoties  and give  relief  to  certain 
weavers who take to dhoties,  do  it 
by all means.  I am whole-heartedly 
for lhat. But, at the same time, why 
not ' restrict the production  of saris 
8Iso which will give protection to  a 
large number of  weavers  who  are 
taking  to  saris  since  generations. 
That is the thing that I want to place 
before the House.  And, do not delay 
this measure.  If you are out to give 
some relief td the weavers, do some
thing  substantial by  which n large 
number  of  weavers will get  some 
benefit.  So, that is the thing that  I 
want to place before this hon. House,

Ever since this* Ordinance was  in 
force, whenever I had some contacts 
with the weaving community in  my 
constituency  and in my State,  this 
general grievance was spoken of  by 
them and I do want to pHace all this 
in all  seriousness  before this  hon. 
House  and 1  would  request,  Sir, 
through you, the hon. Minister to lake 
into consideration this atid see  that 
the weavers from my State  will get 
something substantial without delay.

Dr.  Krishnaswami (Kanchee- 
puram): Mr. Chairman,  The  House 
must be thankful to the Minister for 
Commerce and Industry for having so 
tactfully avoided the issue of whether 
the handloom industry has been bene
fited or not.  This is on its face  a 
simple Bill.  From one point of view 
there is no need to have a debate on 
it. But in the Statement of Objects and 
Reasons it is suggested that the Gov
ernment intends to assist the hand
loom  industry  and  has  on  this 
account passed an order  restricting 
the production of dhoties by mills to 
60 per cent, of their average monthly 
production during the period  April, 
1951 to March IMt.

I should like, at the outset, Sir, to 
point out that the prosperity  of the 
handloom industry has to be  taken 
Into  account  by  any  Government 
which has the interests and «relfare
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of large masses of our countrymen at 
heart.  I come, Sir. from a constitu
ency in which there are 0 large num
ber of handloom weavers.  The pro
sperity of the area in which the hand
loom  weavers  live is  enextricably 
bound up with the prosperity of the 
handloom industry. The  Government 
passed an order some time ago restrict
ing the production of mills to about 60 
per cent, of their original production 
and  the  advisers  of  Gk)vernment 
thought that by this order of reser
vation, they had done their duty by the 
Handloom industry.  What has hap
pened? How far has the Handloom in
dustry  benefited? The  question  of
internal protection is one which cannot
be lightly suggested as a panacea for 
the evils, which afflict small scale in
dustries. I regret very much to say that 
many of the anticipations that some of 
us entertained regarding internal pro
tection  have not materialised in the
least.  I would like to point out to
my  hon.  friends  here  that  the 
dhoti as we know it is different from 
the dhoti as  embodied in this bill. 
With your permission. Mr. Chairman,
I should like to read put the definition 
of a Dhoti.  It reads as follows:

“ ‘dhoti' means any type of grey 
or bleached cloth of plain weave 
which—

(i) is manufactured  by a  mill 
either wholly from cotton or 
partly from cotton and part
ly from any other material.

(ii) contains coloured yearn  on 
its borders:

(Iti) has a width ranging between 
twenty-eight inches and flftŷ 
four inches: and

(iv) is commonly known bv that 
name.**

Now. Sir. it is open to any mill to 
aviod or rather evade the restriction 
imposed by Government by not having 
coloured yam on the borders of  a 
Dhoti. We provide internal projection

for the handloom weaver and yet It 
will not be possible for him to take 
advantage of it because it is open to 
the mill industry to produce a dhoti 
without necessarily having  colouied 
yarn on its border. This is what has 
occured in many instances. It may be 
argued with some justification that it 
is impossible to bring within the con
fines of a legislative  enactment  the 
various  definitions of a ‘dhoti’ or a 
‘sari’. But. I suggest that if we  are 
to have any internal protection,  we 
have to take into account not mei’ely 
the interests of the handloom indus
try, but also the resistances that  we 
have to meet from the consumer and 
find out ways and means of over com
ing such resistances.  We have been 
talking—some of us at any rate—of 
protecting the handloom industry and 
of giving it an assured market.  We 
have  been  suggesting  numerous 
restrictions  being  placed either  on 
mills or mill-made goods. An eminent 
man in my state has suggested  that 
these restrictions can be Implemented 
by Government in a manner helpful 
to the handloom industry only if it is 
willing to incur the wrath of mill- 
owners. Now. this is not a question of 
displeasing  mill-ownerg  or pleasing 
the handloom weaver but the question 
of taking into account the interests 
of the mill industry as a whole,  the 
consumers and the handloom weavers. 
If you do not take  account of  the 
economic position of the mill industry, 
the consumers* tastes and preferences 
which certainly tend to be eccentric, 
then all measures that we seek  to 
introduce to  benefit  the  handloom 
weaver will have  their purpose de
feated.  I know, for Instance, that as 
a result of this restriction order, there 
has not been any significant increase 
in  emplosmient  of  the  handloom 
weavers:  there has  not  been  any
significant increase in the prosperity 
of the handloom weavers in many of 
these regions.  This by itself should 
give cause for serious thinking.  I 
do  not  aflflrm for a  moment  that 
internal protection doe* not have its 
place in our economy. Of course, we 
must have internal  orotectfon:  but,
we also ought to see that the  hand*
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loom weaver takes advantage of this 
Internal  protection  and  produces 
Koods which would  give satisfaction 
to the consumer ag well.

We have too long based policies on 
the hypothesis, Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the mill industry is something totally 
different from the handloom industry 
and is opposed to the interests of the 
handloom  weavers.  I, Sir, hold  an 
entirely different view. In speaking thus 
I am not holding a brief for the mill- 
owner.  I think the time has arrived 
when we should take  advantage  of 
the organisation of the mill industry 
for the purpose of promoting greater 
organisation  among  the  handloom 
weavers.  If along with internal pro
tection,  along  with  reservation  of 
certain categories, we had concentrat
ed on giving the mill industry a stake 
in promoting the  prosperity of  the 
handloom weavers, then undoubtedly 
there would have been witnessed  a 
change in the position of the hand
loom weaver. This idea was broached 
by me once before on the floor of this 
House.  I  pleaded with the Govern
ment that the clothier system ought 
to be adopted by the mills and imple
mented so that the lot of the hand
loom weaver might be improved. We 
ought to pass a law whereby it would 
be obligatory on the part of our mills 
to allocate a proportion of their yarn 
to the handloom  weavers, purchase 
finished goods and make  themselves 
responsible  for  merchandising  and 
other risks which are inherent in the 
purchase and  sale of  textile goods. 
The handloom  weaver, as we know, 
Mr. Chairman, is very poor;  he has 
no reserves to fall back on.  Unless 
we have an  organisation  to  bring 
these goods to the market, and  sell 
them in the market, it would not be 
possible for the handloom weaver to 
benefit from internal protection.  In
ternal protection would be of  value 
only when the handloom weaver can 
take advantage of it. If we do not sup
plement this policy of internal protec
tion  without  bringing  about  an 
organisation  of  handloom  weavers.

then we would be making the rost of 
textiles to the consumer  prohibitive 
and 'possibly make him change his pre
ferences in favour of articles which do 
not enjoy protection.

After all the mill industry has  an 
organisation  and I do not see  any 
reason why by law in a Welfare State 
we should not compel it to reserve a 
proportion of its  yarn for the hand*- 
loom weaver. Let yam be given to the 
handloom  weaver, let  the  finished 
product be obtained from him  and 
let the mills be responsible for selling 
these goods in  the  market.  ThLs 
s3̂tem may sound somewhat revolu
tionary to those who have not given 
sufficient thought to the problem  of 
organisation  of  handloom  weavers 
After all, the handloom industry  is 
in a bad state, not only financially but 
also organisationally. About 15 or 16 
years ago, the proportion of  master 
weavers to handloom  weavers  was 
in the ratio of 1:40. To-day it runs 
in the ratio of 1:200.  If the mill in
dustry could be compelled by law to 
take an interest, they would play  a 
better role than the master weavers 
played in the past. I know that the 
new responsibilities which mills  are 
compelled to  shoulder  would  raise 
many many far-reaching issues, of a 
new labour policy for cottage indus
tries which we would have to go Into. 
So far ag the handloom weavers are 
concerned, theirs is a cottage indus
try, and many of the provisions  of 
the industrial disputes Act would have 
to be radically modified.  The textile 
industry, let us not  forget,  consists 
not only of the mill industry but also 
of handloom  weavers who have  a 
notable part to play.  I am not  one 
of those who holds the view that the 
handloom weaver has no future  in 
the new seNup. It mighl be true that 
for certain tjrpes or grades of hand
loom cloth, there is no future at  all 
in the new set-up, but taking an over 
all view of the situation and taking 
into  account the possibilities of im
provement in  the  organisation  of
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weavers, I do suggest, Mr. Chairman, 
that there is a great chance of their 
playing a significant part in supplying 
the needs of the consumer. After all. 
the types of consumers to whom they 
cater would be quite different. People 
speak of improvements being  effect
ed in handloom designs. How is the 
improvement to come  about  unless 
there is a proper organisation of the 
handloom industry?  1 think that  a 
new system of this type would  give 
the Handloom weaver an opportunity 
of improving their designs. The mills 
would be able to study the tastes of 
consumers, set up a research organi
sation to  improve  the  patterns of 
cloth manufactured by the handloom 
weaver, and spend money On having 
an assured market.  The Handloom 
industry instead of being a weak and 
sickly thing would  become  healthy 
and what is  termed as a  'desperate 
remedy’ may eventually be the pr̂ 
cursor of radical and sound measures. 
I know that  when the  Government 
introduced this order, it did so beca
use there was a great  outcry  from 
many parts of the country,  notably 
from the south, that , the  handloom 
weavers should be protected.  Some 
amongst us thought that internal pro
tection was an El Dorado which would 
work  wonders  for  the  handloom 
weaver. But today we are in a posi
tion to affirm that it has not worked 
wonders and will not work wonders 
unless internal protectTOn is linked up 
with a variant of the clothier system. 
So far as this  Bill is concerned,  I 
should like to point out that it is  a 
punitive measure which  does, to  a 
certain extent, hit hard those mills 
which have been producing cloth  in 
excess ot the  quantities  scheduled. 
Certainly when the mills are concent
rated in one particular area, I should 
recommend  enforcement  of  penal 
measures only as a last resort.  I am 
aware that the Minister of Commerce 
and  Industry in his opening speech 
pointed out that he did not wish  to 
enter into the question of whether we 
were assisting the handloom industry 
or whether this  measure had  been 
sufficient for the purpose of protecting 
the handloom industry.  He probably

was reluctant to have a wide debate 
on a question which might rove from 
the origins of our handloom industry 
to its present state of decadence. But 
I would like to point out that if we 
are going to have genuine assistance 
meted out to the handloom industry 
we must think of positive constructive 
measures which tend to put the hand
loom industry on itg feet, which tends 
to  give it a new  organization  and 
which gives it a new hope. That help 
will be given only if we bring about a 
better organization, and I cannot for 
myself see any  better  organisation 
than the mill industry for this purpose* 
and compelling it by law to play the 
role of a merchant and a provider of 
yam to the hand-loom weavers. Prob
ably, after two or three years of the 
new reform, we would be in a better 
position to realize how far internal pro
tection  allied to the clothier system 
works in our  economy and probably 
this experience might be valuable for 
throwing a new light on the manner 
in which we can  reconcile the small 
scale and large scale industries of our 
country.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: Mr. Chair
man. Sir. 1 wholeheartedly  welcome 
this measure because this i§ a gesture 
of good will to the handloom industry 
and it also shows the continued in
terest and sympathy of the  Govern
ment of India to the handloom indus
try. But that does not show that this 
Bill fully satisfies the needs of  the 
handloom industry.  Before I go into 
the Bill itself. I would Uke to ask for 
certain  clarifications on certain im
portant points.  I have a copy of the 
executive order which has been pass
ed in January, 1953, which has been 
Issued by the Textile  Commissioner, 
presumably under the direction of the 
Minister of Commerce and  Industry. 
This order is issued under the Cotton 
Textiles (Control) Order. 1948. What I 
wish to know is. how was it possible 
for any mill to transgress the limits 
stated by that order. The Textile Com
missioner.  under the Textile Control 
Order,  is clothed with  enormous 
powers for enforcing his order. He hâi
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got the Central Excise Department also 
with him.  And so far as I know, in 
Madras State the Central Excise offi
cials are there in the mill itself. They 
are given an office and from day to 
day they check the quantity of pro* 
duction.

I do not know  about  Bengal  or 
Bombay—whether these mills referred 
to in the Statement of  Objects and 
Reasons have any connection with the 
mills in these States—but  wherever 
they may be, I take it that the excise 
officials were also there, within  the 
premises of the mills in Madras, and 
if that is so. how did they allow the 
mills to produce  beyond the quota? 
I am not merely fighting for a techni
cal point.  If an executive order  is 
passed and there are officers of  the 
Government to see that the millg con
form to those orders, how is it that 
these orders were disobeyed?  The 
House is thankful to the hoh. Minis
ter for assuring the House that  his 
Department did not wink at it. True 
enough, but how wag it done?  Did 
not the excise officials report to  the 
superior  authorities and say: “Here 
is a mill whicH ig exceeding the limits 
set for it by that order.”  I also fail 
to understand why the Textile Com
missioner, who is clothed with  such 
enormous powers in that order,  did 
not  call those  mills to  order  by 
launching prosecutions?  The  hon. 
Minister said they contemplated pro
secutions, but they did not wish to 
take punitive  measures.  I do not 
know why.  The orders of  Govern
ment have got to be respected; they 
Iwve got to be enforced.  And  they 
have got a  department for  enforce
ment also In  the  Textile  Commis
sioner’s office.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  It has
been abolished.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I do not
see why there has been a soft corner 
for those mill-owners who deliberate
ly flouted the orders of the  Textile

Commissioner.  I hope  the hbn. 
Minister will explain how these lapses 
occurred: how the law of the land was 
not  enforced in the  case  of  mill- 
owners.  I  believe his  explanation 
also will be satisfactory.

Now I come to the other point, Sir. 
The Statei'nent of Objects and Reasons 
refers to the order passed with regard 
to the 60 per cent, of the production. 
It said that the production of dhoties 
is to be restricted to the production 
between April 1951 and March 1952. 
It is common knowledge, Sir, that that 
was the period when the mills  were 
having peak production and as  the 
hon. Minister himself admitted it was 
during this period that 50,000 bales 
were produced.  When the executive 
order was passed that the production 
should be restricted to 60 per cent, of 
that peak period, it is common know
ledge, Sir, that no benefit whatsoever 
was given to the handloom industry, 
because the enormous production was 
somewhere between 25,000 bales.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  May I,
on a point of Information, mention to 
the hon. Meniber who does not know 
apparently what has been happening, 
that prior to May 1952 Government 
insisted that 50 per cent, of the wide- 
width looms should be used for saris 
and dhoties only. While we are now 
attempting  to  restrict  production 
there was a period when we insisted 
that there must be maximum produc
tion of saris and dhoties. Prior to 
May, 50 percent, of the wide width 
looms  had  to  produce saris  and 
dhoties.

Shri 8. V. Ramaswamy: Neverthe
less, Sir, I am correct in maintaining 
that this order did not  confer  any 
benefit upon the handloom industry, 
because the  production wag so high 
that even this restrictive order did not 
give any help to the handloom indus
try.

Dr. M. M. Dasr For other reasons.
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Shri S. V. Bamaswamy: That posi
tion stands quite correct and I am not 
wrong there.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: Sj you
say!

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: Now,  the 
other point that I wish to urge is this. 
The  Handloom  Development  Act 
which was passed in April 1953 gives 
powers to levy a cess on all cloth.  I 
am reading Section 3, Sir:

“There  shall  be  levied  and 
collected on all cloth manufactur
ed on or after the appointed day 
in the territories......

When such powers were «iven  by 
this Parliament and there was such 
a loud demand from the South parti
cularly for the reservation itself  of 
dhoties and saris, I do not know why 
the Ministry thought of passing this 
order restricting production  only to 
dhoties..  They  could  have  taken 
advantage of the powers given by this 
Parliament under that Act and passed 
a similar order with respect to saris 
as well.

Why 1 am so earnest about this 
matter is this.  From the  Statistics 
of Monthly Abstract published by the 
Government of India I see that  the 
position is somewhat peculiar.  This 
is of August, 1953:

**Dhoties seem to be an inconsi
derable part in the total produc
tion of the mills,  compared  to 
sarees*\

I shall stand  corrected if  I  am 
wrong, but i assume that the column 
describing  “coloured piecegoods”  in 
the Monthly Abstract refers to sarees. 
Because, there is one column  which 
says Chaddhars, another Dhoties, the 
third Drills  and Zins, the fourth, 
Shirting and Long  cloth,  the  fifth 
Cloth domestic and  Sheetings,  and 
the sixth is Coloured Piecegoods.  I

take it it jg this last category which 
represents sarees.  I  shall  stand 
corrected if I am wrong.

Shri  T. T.  Krishnamachari:  It
refers to shirts.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: There is
another separate cateftory “Shirting 
and Long cloth’\  I take it that even 
if this column does not refer entirely 
to sarees at least a major portion of 
these iigures must refer to sarees.

Now, Sir, I shall take the  figures 
that  have  been  given  for  1952 
October,  November and  December, 
The  total production  of mills  in 
October 1952 was 378*8  million yds. 
Of this 88-* 6 million  is dhoties and 
109*2 million refers to coloured piece- 
goods.  In November 1952 the  total 
production was 393*3 million yds. Of 
this 79*2 million refers to dhoties and 
124*4 million refers to coloured piece- 
goods.  In December 1952  the  total 
production increased still further, and 
correspondingly  coloured piecegoods 
also.  The production increased up to 
1̂*9 million yds. Of this 90*2 million 
is dhoties  whereas coloured piece- 
goods went up to 134-8 million.  The 
figures for dhoties and coloured piece- 
goods for 1953 are not available even 
in this latest volume of statistics.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: If the
hon. Member wants details about the 
production of dhoties and sarees,  I 
shall give them to him.  Why does 
he offer surmises about figures which 
he does not understand?

Shri S. V. Bamaswamy: Sir, may 1 
continue?

Mr. Chmirmaii:  The hon. Member
evidently wants  more time.  There 
is also no quorum in the House.  I 
adjourn the House till 1-80 p.m . to
morrow.

The House then adioumed till Half 
Past One of the Clock on Wednesdaŷ 
the 25th November, 1968.
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