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making a profit of eight to ten annas 
per gallon. The whole object was 
foreign domination, so that Indian 
firms manufacturing benzol or petro
leum by-prpcluct9 should not get the 
beoefit.

Of course, we have never had a dis
cussion of those three Agreements, 
The point is we have to have these 
Agreements over the Refineries in the 
preseiit circumstances of India, but I 
want to know whether there is any 
clause in those Agreements^ which 
undermines our sovereignty, our
independence, and which gives Burmah 
Shell or- Caltex or the Standard 
Vacuum Oil Co., certain dominating 
authority over the Government of 
India in their economic policy or in 
the matter of defence. This I hooe 
the hon. Finance Minister, and Pro
duction ^Sinister and the others who 
negotiated the Agreements will
examine with all its implications, and 
I wojuld be very glad if my friend will 
assure the House even today that
those Agreements are not contrary tu 
the sovereignty of India, that those 
Agreements will not handicap us in 
time of peace or war, I am alive to 
the situation that if war starts, we 
will have in those Refineries, a certain 
amount of oil—crude oil and petrol.
I am alive to it.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

I do not want to see any foreign 
domination by any contract which the 
sovereign Government of India has 
entered into with any particular com
pany outside India. And I am very 
much upset about the U.K. and the 
U.S. A. The jJ.S.A. is dominating 
every field of economic activity, and 
the dominating activities of the U.S.A. 
are very dangerous to India. We arc 
peace loving. We want to know if 
there is any implication whereby 
these two U.S.A. companies will at 
any time dominate our freedom of 
action. In matters of peace or war.

PRICES OP COARSE AND MEDIUM 
CLOTH

M r. Speaker: We will now take up 
th e  other matter—discussion on poin& 
arising out of answers given on the 
J 7th June, 1952, to Short Notice 
Question No. 64 regarding '‘Prices of 
coarse and medium cloth*'.

Shr) Sinliasiin Sinffh (Gorakhpur 
pistt,—South): I raised a Short Notice 
Question in the House about the rise 
in  tb f  prices of m edium  and  coarse

cloth effected in June last, and the 
reply was that this rise in prices was 
in accordance with the Tariff Board’s 
recommendations. I read the Tariff 
Board’s recommendations and found 
that this rise in prices was just g a in s t 
the very recommendations of the 
Tariff Board. The Tariff Board has 
recommended that the prices can be 
revised every quarter, having dividecv 
the year into four quarters. The first 
quarter was taken from January to 
March, the second from April to June, 
the third from July to September, and 
the fourth from October to December. 
The price can be revised in each 
quarter on tlie basis of the rise of 
price in cotton in the month preceding 
the quarter under review.

Now. in this case, the question arose  ̂
for the second quarter, that is, the 
quarter beginning from April ^ d  
ending with June. In April a review 
was taken, and the reply of the 
Government is that prices were not 
revised as there was some dispute ovct 
the cotton price, but ultimately in 
May the prices of coarse and medium 
cloth were reduced, and these >^ere 
reduced in spite of the representation 
by the mill owners that they had 
purchased cotton at a higher price , 
earlier. The very fact that the prices 
were reduced in May proves that the 
prices that were prevailing in the first 
week of March, 1952 were less, and 
that is also the reply. As time is very 
short, I will not go into all those 
things, but the very fact that these 
were reduced in May proves, and also 
Government admits, that prices, of 
cotton were less, and because of the 
prices of cotton being less, the prices 
of cloth were reduced. I may refer to 
the reply of the hon. Minister also for, ' 
ready reference here:

*‘I accepted the Short Notice 
Question because there was a mis
apprehension in the minds of the 
public that the recent announce
ment of an increase of 0*7 to 2.* 59 
per cent, in the price of cotton 
goods owing to increased manu* 
facturing costs was a*n ad hoc 
increase in the prices of coarse , 
and medium varieties. Actually, „

. that is not the case. In May, 
prices were substantially reduced— 
as I said, from 5 to 24 per cent. 
Therefore, the reduction in the 
prices effected in May was sub
stantial and that was due to the 
reduction in the price of cotton.
In this case, the slight increase 
was due to the taking into account 
of the increased manufacturing 
costs, largely  due to  In m a s e a
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wages and dearness allowance, and 
this Increase happens to be almost
a microscopic increase.”
So, from this reply it is clear that 

the raising of the pricete June was 
not based on the increase in the price 
of cotton, but on the increase of the 
harness allowance and manufacturing 
Tosts.

Then, I refir to the Tariff Board’s 
recommendations. Those facts should 
only be taken into consideration when 
there is a question for revision of exr 
mill prices of cloth. Reasons for in
crease they have divided into two 
terns, viz., cotton price and manu- 

factul-mg costs. The Board says that 
cotton covers 70 per cent, of the cost 
of production of c^oth, and manu
facturing costs 30 per cent. The manu
facturing cost consists of four items: 
wages, power and fuel, stores, over- 
nead and other charges. The wages 
consist of nine per cent, of the total of 
30 per cent., Dower and fuel seven per 
cent., stores seven per cent., and over
head charges seven per cent. So, the 
total is 30 per cent. The Board 
says the prices can be revised only 
when there is an increase of over ten 
per cent, in the wage level of the 
labourers and when there is ov^r 
50 per cent, increase in the power and 
fuel, and similarly 50 per cent, increase 
in stores. In the hon. Minister’s reply 
it was said there was some increase 
in the wage level. We do not knojv̂  
whether there was any increase in the 
month of May or June in labour 
charges. There was none. A question 
was put by a lady Member of the 
House as to what had been the in
crease in the percentage of labour 
charges. The reply given was: “An
inquiry was conducted by the Textile 
Commissioner attached to my Ministry 
and I think he has taken into account 
the inct'ease in wages. Actually I have 
not a^ked hihi to T^rk out these figures 
separately, but assuredly there has 
been a slight increase”. According to 
the Tariff Board’s recommendation 
thei ê ^hotild have been no increase of 
prices in June. Then, thfere' can be 
revi^on only once in a quarter, not 
twice. The prices were revised in May 
according to the Tariff Board’s recom- 
^mendation on the basis of prices that 
Were ^prevailing in the first part of 
March 1952. They could not be revised 
even under the Tariff Board’s recom
mendation for the quarter from April 
to June again. The prices could be 
revised only once but the prices were 
revised twice. Then we find that in the 
month of June, the prices were again 
revised and the prices have been in- 
creslsefd for the third quarter from 
July to September with effect from 
1st July 1952.

We find a news item on the Ist July
1952 as follows, “Cloth price revised”. 
What we find in the quarter from 
April to June is that the prices of 
cloth have been revised three times, 
one in May—reduced—a|id another in 
June—^increased—and the third in
crease again in June to take effect 
from 1st July. In the third quarter the 
prices could be revised on the basis 
of the increase in the cost of cotton 
and cost of manufacture etc. that were 
prevailing in the first week of June 
1952. The hon. Minister in his reply 
on the 17th June said that there had 
been no increase in prices of cotton. I 
ask how could then there be increase 
in prices of cloth for the third quarter 
extending from July to September. 
What we find on 1st July is that there 
is a substantial increase in the price 
of medium, coarse and fine cloth. 
Whatever benefit was given to the 
poorer classes by a reduction of prices 
in May has been taken out of their 
hands by double increases of prices in 
June, and against this we find that a 
reduction has been given to superfine 
cloth. That reduction is also against the 
report of the Tariff Board. The Tariff 
Board on page 3 of its report says: 
“Whc*never there comes a question...”

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member has 
already taken nearly nine minutes. 
There will be no time for the hon. 
Minister to feply.

Shri Sinhasan Singh: I would like to 
have two minutes more.

When the question of revising the 
prices comes up, between the coarse 
and fine cloth, what should be done?

. The price of coarse and medium cloth 
should not be increased but the price 
of superfine cloth should be increased 
by imposing a levy, so that we can 
make up for the loss and the poorer 
classes may not be adversely affected. 
Unfortunately the result has been 
otherwise. The price of superfine cloth 
has been reduced. It was reduced In 
the first qtiarter and then again re
duced for the third quarter. On the 
other hand the prices of coarse and 
medium clbth were reduced in May 
and increased twice in June against 
the recommendations of the Tariff 
Board. I could prove to the House by 
reference to other documents that 
every step that had been taken had all 
been against the poor people, and in 
spite of the definite provisions of the 
Tariff Board’s report. I would Invite 
the hon. Minister’s attention to the 
report of the Tariff Board in order to 
see for himself if the increase was In 
accordance with the Tariff Board’s 
rerorpmendations. The revision , of 
or ices has been undertaken by the 
Textile Commissioner and I do not
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know whether any independent body 
has been appointed by the Govern
ment for revision of prices. On page 
41. paragraph 14 of the Tariff Board 
report, it is said that “if a periodical 
revision of prices is decided on by 
Government, we feel that such a revi
sion should be entrusted to indepen
dent bodies”. We do not know whether 
there is an independent body or not, 
but the hon. Minister has stated in 
his reply that the prices were revised 
by the Textile Commissioner' on the 
basis of the prices that were prevailing 
in the first part of June. If there was 
any increase in the price on the basis 
of the prices in the 1st week of June, 
my point is that the prices should 
have been raised in July only and not 
in June.

Mr. Speaker: Let the hon. Minister 
now explain the position with regard 
to the points raised. And then I shall 
call upon each hon. Member who wants 
to put a question. That is why I was 
asking the hon. Member not to *make 
a long speech. This is a short discus
sion. So only the salient points need 
be put forward. The hon. Minister may 
briefly state his position. Then there 
are five people to whom I have to give 
time for putting forward their points.

The Minister of Commerce and 
Industry (Shri T. T. Krishnamachari)
This is not such a complex matter as 
the hon. Member has sought to make 
out. In fact I do not mind admitting 
that I tried to explain. the position to 
him, but his mind is completely set. 
He has quoted something from the 
Tariff Board report. I have also read 
It, but I cannot come to the same con
clusion as he has come to. He has 
quoted from page 3 of the Board’s re
port. In 1948, the Textile Control Board 
had made certain suggestions before the 
Tariff Board—or as it is now called, 
the Tariff Commission—^which have
no validity t9day as they are old.

Again he has quoted, from page 41 
of the Tariff Board report, their 
recommendations that if there is to be 
nny revision in prices, a Committee 
should be aoDointed, I ai?r^. that this 
is the poslHon. But if the revisions in 
prices are in terms of the recommenda
tions of the Tariff Board by the adop
tion of what is called the realisation 
multiolier, then there I s  no need for 
any Committee.

There is one other mlsapprelienslon 
which my hon, friend seems to be
1«bourln‘T under. The recommendations 
of t^p Tnr f̂lf Board are merely a guide 
ter  G p v e ^ n m e p t. an if n o t  Tn t h e  n a tu r e

of a  law passed by Parliament whlca 
the Government cannot ignore or alter. 
The hon. Member seems to think that 
I have committed the most heinous sin 
to humanity, if I have felt that there 
could be a deviation from the position 
of the Tariff Board in regard to some 
of their recommendations. .

The facts are as follows: I accepted 
the Short Notice Question of the hon. 
Member because as I said there is a 
certain amount of misapprehension, 
and certain newspapers also had 
written leading articles on the matter, 
saying that this Government Is doing 
something which is wholly against the 
interests of the consumer because of a 
revision of prices ranging from 0*7 to 
2*59 per cent, on certain types of cloth. 
It is merely because I thought I could 
dispel these misapprehensions, I accept
ed the Short Notice Question. But 
what seems to have happened is that 
it has added further to the confusion 
in the minds of people rather than 
cleared them. The position was this:

Under the usual procedure, the 
Textile Commissioner must have re
vised prices in terms of the formula 
given by the Tariff Board. At that 
time it was found that the cotton prices 
prevailing in the 1st week of March 
were practically not real, because there 
were really no transactions, and prices 
were dropping and were showing 
Dossibilities of coming down further. 
So in consultation with the industry 
it was felt that the prices should re
main what they were for the quarter 
ending wHh March, and that the fixa
tion could be done sometime later. 
In May, representations were made to
the  T extile Com m issioner by  the 
industry  that they have been purchas
ing cotton at prices h igher th an  thosft 
ru ling  a t th a t tim e, and therefo re If 
the  prices w ere fixed on the  basis o j 
th e  prices ru ling  in the  1st week of 
a previous m onth, the industry  would 
stand to lose. A suggestion WM made 
by  the TextMe Com m issioner with 
approval of G overnm ent that ^ e  
sclieme of w eighted averages could b e  
adopted so that the prices of Mtton 
mav be eauallsed betwem 
and the lower once, so t h ^  the con, 
sumer would not lose 
this suggestion was rejected by tire 
Industry.

The Textile Commissioner had no 
ot>wr option «rcept- V’ the
n«»w prices on the oasis of the Tariff
Board recommendation uslne what Is 
called the 'realisation mult’Dller* for 
the 15 categories mentioned by the
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Tariff Board. And the prices were
announced and it resulted in a sub
stantial reduction in certain varieties 
of cloth. At that time the industry 
rnentioned to the Textile Commissioner 
that wages had gone up, doubled, since 
1948 and therefore, the manufacturing 
costs should be taken into account. 
According to the Tariff Board report, 
there should be a revision in respect 
of wages provided the cost exceeds 
ten per cent. Actually the increase has 
been 17*75 per cent, over the 1948 
basis, and also there should be a re
vision in manufacturing costs if the 
cost of fuel and power had gone up 
by 50 per cent. This had not gone up 
whereas wages had gone up 17*75 per 
cent, over 1948. Therefore, it was 
obligatory on the part of Government 
whose representative the Textile Conv 
missioner was to give that increase of 
0*7 to 2:59 per cent.

The question comes, what should 
we do in July? Well in July the prices 
had to be declared, and we had to pro
ceed on the basis of the prices ruling 
in the week ending 10th June. There 
is no question of a departure. If there 
had been a departure, the industry 
would have clamoured. Actually re
presentations were made to me when 
I visited Bombay that we declare 
prices for the whole half year. But I 
did not feel quite safe. I thought pro
bably the consumer would be affected 
because the prices were hardening even 
during the time of June. As many 
Members in the know of how cloth is 
made are aware, while in the case of 
coarse and medium and even in 
medium of less than 36 counts Indian 
cotton is being used, in fine and super
fine varities and also in the case of 
medium containing more than 36 counts 
a certain element of foreign cotton 
comes and the prices of foreign cotton 
have been fluctuating enormously. 
American cotton, Eg3l>tian cotton. East 
African cotton have all been going up 
and down and that explains that in 
the revision for the July-September 
Q uarter there have been variations. 
While the fine and the superfine have 
gone down, the more essention type of 
goods have gone up simply because of 
the comoonent part in it of foreign 
cotton. That is the position. There is 
no question of hoodwinking anybo<Jy. 
After all there are two things. If the
Textile Commissioner as the agent of 
the Government who works out the 
•realisation multiplier’ is to make anv 
deviation, then the whole Industry will 
he at him and the House will be hear
ing my hon. friend: Mr. ftomani, givlnff 
♦be other sMp of the olcture, how that 
Industry has been neglected and badiv 
treated by Government. And I thought

it would have been much better ^or 
me to answer after Mr. Somani had 
spoken and the House would have 
said: “Here are two conflicting things. 
The Government is trying to do their 
very best”. There has been no depar
ture really from the Tariff Board 
formula. The Tariff Board's formula is 
not like the Laws of Medes of Persians. 
Government have a certain amount of 
latitude in this matter. After all, we 
have to think of the implications of 
the necessities of the time. 1 can assure 
my hon. friend tnat there is neither 
evasion, nor fraud nor attempting to 
cheat the consumer, but it is only the 
consumer’s interest, subject to the 
claims of the industry that we are 
trying to safeguard. Government. I 
hope, on the whole have done very 
well by the consumer in this particular 
regard.

Shri G. D. Somani (Nagaur-Pali): 
Necessarily I have to confine my re
marks to put a few questions arising 
out of the discussion that has taken 
place here. I would first like to ask 
the hon. Minister whether or not it is 
a fact that the mills were issued quotas 
of cotton at the commencem^t of the 
season and pressure was put upon the 
mills to purchase that cotton at the 
ceiling or at about the ceiling prices. 
It is all right that the Tariff Board 
formula was applied from 1st May, 
that the cotton prices as ruling in the 
first week of April were taken into 
consideration in fixing the prices from 
1st May. But in view of the fact that 
the mills were virtually compelled to 
purchase their requirements of cotton 
at ceiling prices, obviously there was a 
departure from the Tariff Board 
formula which allows the mills to use 
their own discretion in making pur
chases of cotton. Because if the mills 
are allowed discretion they might bene
fit or they might not benefit and they 
might be right or wrong. But here 
when they were virtually compelled to 
purchase their cotton requirements at 
ceiling prices, then this Tariff Board 
formula should not have been applied.

I would also like to ask tne bon. 
Minister another question. There is a 
Cotton Textile Control Advisory Com
mittee under the chairmanship of
Shri Morarji Desai, Chief Minister of 
Bombay, which consists not only of 
the representatives of the Industry but 
of other Interests as well. I would like 
to know whether that Committee made
any recommendation about this ques
tion of cotton prices and whether 
Government Imolemented that recom
mendation which was made as a result 
of a declfjlpn taken by that Cotton
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Advisory Comniittee, I think, at Its 
sitting on 27th May at Ahmedabad.

The next question 1 want to ask is 
this. Whatever slight increase was 
given to the industry from 1st June, 
was it long delayed or not? So far as 
I am aware the Tariff Board formula 
lays down, as the hon. Minister him
self pointed out, that if the increase in 
manufacturing charges goes beyond a 
oertain limit, that formula should auto
matically be applied by the Textile 
Commissioner in fixing the revision of 
prices for the quarter, but here it was 
done long after this rise in the manu
facturing cost due to enormous in
crease in wages, dearness allowance, 
stores, fuel and so many other items— 
it was done after several months had 
passed and after several representa
tions were made to the Government 
and even then it was not to the fullest 
exteht of the increase that had taken 
place in the manufacturing cost. It 
only neutralised partially the increase 
in the manufacturing cost. So I would 
like the hon. Minister to enlighten the 
House on whether this increase was 
given long after the industry became 
entitled to it and whether in giving 
this increase certain other items like 
fuel, stores etc. were omitted due to 
some technical reason or ihe other.

Shri S. N. Das (Darbhanga Central): 
While we are not conversant with the 
Tariff Board formula and the way in 
which prices are fixed, we are con
cerned at the rising prices. We see 
that the poor oeoole, especially the 
labour class, who have lost their purr 
chasing power to a great extent find 
it very hard to Durchase cloth. We also 
find that the labourers want hj^fher 
wages, the mill-owners want higher 
profits, and the Government has to 
balance between the various interests 
concerned. Today the consumers and a 
very large section of the ooor mawes 
su ffer  to a very great extent. Durin-J 
our e le c tio n  tours We were confronted 
with all kinds of auesf/(7/25. In every 
village we vlsHed we were to ld  that 
every now and then pi ices of coarse 
and medium cloth are be^ne increased 
and the peoole were going without 
cloth. Therefore. wHbout going iMo 
the formula, I would just request the 
hon. Minister to find out ways and 
means whereby the large masses of 
people Inhabiting India, especially the 
poor villagers, may be able to obtain 
coarse and medium cloth at a cheaoer 
rate. If that is not possible, I would 
suggest to thA Government that thev 
should subsidise coarse and medium 
cloth in the case of labourers, 
eppeciaUy landless labourers.

TliUft V lf (ftWT NfVIT— 
irppftar aft iT 3TR w inr 3i> 
V1TW fe n  ^  ^  ^

^  TT fajT ^3?^  
^  ft? (Tariff

Board % M
^  t  • ^

5ft r̂liFT 5 3TH ^  %
(represent) ^

(consumers) 
^  STFT ^  ^ I
^  ^  «lld % (̂ <4 SPTT STFT
^  ^  SFTT ^  ^

3p»3T I

3T*ft #
^  t  5PT1̂  ^  ^  ^  afk

?fr ̂  srr ^  ^ \
fTT? % ^  vhTfl' «ll<qR
'3n% ^  ^  ^ f

f  5ft ^  ^  3r<»>
^  filVblf a l i  ^  JTFT# % M  TTSJT 
^  I 11 ^
^  5PTm ^  t
3it ^  3rm«n!?rr i  m  ^  ^  

^  ^  ^  > 

flf)* ^  tPc-
artf 51^ eft 3rrr ^  ^  ?rr5 % 

Jft W t  Vr
arw ^  arfTOT ^ ftr STTT 

^  fW t toBlfW ^  qr OTRT
^  ’TT *T *Tf aiTT ^  

T̂TT F̂T
•T  ̂ t  I ^  ^
^  f w  *rar ^  ̂  #  #■ r̂RTT
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^  |j I anft
’Trf ^  % ?nnT ^  ^t?t aftr
3THT am  % ? rm  w r  t  •
4 '^ 3 n tr % m » T ! T « r 5 ^ T ^  ’s r r ^  
^ ft? arrr snrar ^  diNWi'd w t ^  
*1^ ^  T v  4^5<H ^  4>mi ^  ^  3TT*T
^  ^  Pĉ ff
^  ♦^H'l %' f̂ RT ’T^
I  I JT? arrr % 1%  ̂arssr t̂̂ iT
^  ^  ^  T^Jinir 5> tt

artr 3praT ^  ??r
5ft '>i*i<ii ^  3T̂ I» % ^'TT^ §3TT 

75551 = f T R | 3 r r t , 3)^?nT
wjft T i f w ^  # ffr r ft  ^  f j f t
^  5*, ifh: srrar |  i

% arrr ^  ^  ^
^  5TTPTT I ( ^  ?PTJT

^  ^ )  ^  ?> f ’T îT 3Tk 5ŷ >rr I

Mr. Speaker: There will be no time 
left for the horv, Minister to reply.

«ft Twaft : A' anft SRrlT
f  I *p ft ^  Jiff,

fTextile Commissioner) 
^  ^  5?y>Tcr WPft ^  r̂ SlfT 

^  5 I ^  % aiTT 5HT t̂r>fi(>TI
?ft 5ft Tf55Icft i  ^  ^
i m m  ^  ^  J R t ^ r T  aftT 5??ft t  I 

<TT? ^  5ft aro^T aR’ ?t*T 
f?*rr I T 9 'If TT
^  i  I w f ^  JT| 3ft 33PTr 
» m  t  4' ?p(nraT f  ft? irrvfhr f̂’ ft 
W  <IT ftRT ^  iftr artr jw r ir r
^  f  W 7 T  ST?T c R f ^  !ftT « P ^  I

Shri Gadffil (Poona Central): I only 
want to ask one question, with your 
permission.

Mr.
notice.

Speaker: He had not given

Shri GadgU: My question is most
vital.

Mr. Speaker: Maybe, but he had 
not given notice.

Shri Gadgil: The question was
whether...

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. *

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: With
regard to the points raised by my hon. 
friend there and by Mr. S. N. Das, I 
must say that the Government is as 
keen as they are in regard to this> 
matter. The trouble is that we have to 
give a floor price for cotton and manu
facturing costs and labour charges 
have to be taken into account. Ulti
mately, we find we have to fix a price 
which in all conscience is very high, 
and I would like to reduce it. But 
there is one misapprehension which 1 
must remove. What we call coarse in 
our language does not happen to go 
to poor people, because often they use 
medium varieties and fine varieties are 
also in demand by them. I can assure 
my hon. friends that this is the con
cern of Government and we are trying 
to do our best, but we are tied by 
circumstances over which we have 
really no control.

With regard to the points raised by 
my hon. friend Shri Somani, I can 
say that there is no compulsion so far 
as the Textile Commissioner is con
cerned in making purchases of cotton. 
Allocations were made and the con
cerned people were told, “Allocations 
have been made. You may take 
delivery”. After all, the Textile Com
missioner did not know at that time 
that the prices were going to drop in 
the matter of jarilla from Rs. 820 to 
610. They were taking trading risks 
and you cannot ask the Government 
to cushion those risks.

With regard to the question of pro
viding for increased prices and the 
demand of the Textile Control Com
mittee, as I have said before, the 
scheme of quotas was offered to them, 
but they said they would not take it. 
Later on, they said they wianted it and 
at that time we found that the con
sumers’ interests did not warrant the 
Grovernment accepting that proposi
tion. We are here torn between our 
desire to keep cloth cheap and also 
provide reasonable return for the 
various interests and I feel that we 
are doing our very best.

The House then adjourned tttl a 
Quarter Past Eight of the Clock on 
Thursday, the 17th July, 1952.




