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the hon. Member. In fact, that point
has been in our mind always.

Pandit Thakur Daa Bhargava (Gur- 
gaon):  May I know  what are the
special reasons for the increase in the
price of mercury in foreign countries?
The previous price was  somewhere
about Rs. 275; \̂hile the ruling price
abroad is said to be Rs. 890?

Shrl Karmarkar: I think, Sir,  that
is much too broad a question to ask.
That will require a thorough study, as
the hon. Member will appreciate, of
the foreign trade conditions in that
country.  We have not been instru
mental in raising the price.  It may
be due to cornering of stocks, stock
piling, speculation and so many other
reasonr. But I shall study that point
and convey my impressions to my hon.
friend.

Mr.  Depnty'Speaker:  The  hon.
Member (Dr. Saha) evidently wants to
be a little guarded.  If any particular
material is necessary in the interests
of our defence etc. and if that material
is taken away, ultimately we may dis
cover that we have lost so much of
the material.  It is for that purpose
that he wants to know the position.

Shri Karmarkar: Sir, we have made
.  the best possible calculations in that
I  regard  and taken all  possible pre-
I cautions. Xhe material  (a littlê part
] of It) is required for Defence purposes,
part of it for drugs and medicines and
part of it for laboratory purposes. We
have made a fair study of these re
quirements and we  have provided
sufficient for the next three years. It

. is not as if these requirements will
} all of a  sudden leap,  and in our
> opinion  the arrangements  are fairly
:  satisfactory.

#  Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: Sir, the
point to be, taken into consideration
is the capacity of these people who
have now got them to hold on to them.
There is an enormous amount of stock,
anjrthing between 28 to 30 thousand
flasks—we  have not got the correct
picture, but that Is our estimate—and
I the capacity of these people to hold on
to their stock Is not infinite.  There
fore there is a  certain  amount of
speculation, the price comes down and
It Is being played about In the market.
We therefore felt that we were quite
within the limits of safety In permit
ting the export of 10,000 flasks, which
will leave roughly 16 or 17 thousand
îflasks and  which, according to the
fiost optimistic estimate, will last for
note than three and a half years. I
hlnk my hon. friend Prof, Saha will
rant that the provision for three to
Dur years is quite reasonable and I

do not  tliink we need project our
mipds beyond a period of four years.

Mr. Depaiy-Speaker: The  question
is:

“In pursuance of sub-section (2)
of section 4-A of the Indian Tariff
Act, 1934  (XXXII of 1934),  the
House of the  People hereby ap
proves of the notification of the
Government of India in the Minis
try of  (Commerce and  Industry
No.  35-T(l)/52, dated  the 8th
October, 1952, by which an export
duty of Rs. 300 per flask of 75 lbs.
was levied on mercury with effect
from the date of  the said noti
fication.”

The motion was adopted.

INDIAN TARIFF (FOURTH AMEND
MENT) BILL

The  Minister of Commerce  (Shri
Karmarkar): I beg to move:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Indian  Tariff Act, 1934, be
taken Into- consideration.”

Sir,  this is  one of  a series  of
VTTieasures which the llouse will be
called upon to consider from time to
time. I know the keen interest which
the House takes in matters generally
relating to tariff protection.  As hon.
Members will have observed from the
Stdtement of Objects and Reasons, the
object of this Bill is to continue the
period of protection which is due to
expire shortly in respect of twenty- 
nine industries. Out of these twenty- 
nine industries the period of protec
tion for  twenty-six  Industries will
expire on the 31st December, 1952 and
that  for one Industry,  namely the
cotton textile machinery industry, on
the 31st March, 1953. Sir, notes, fairly
exhaustive,  have been circulated to
Men̂Ĵers of Parliament  and detailed
particulars  about these  twenty-nine
Industries will be found therein.

As regards the duration of protection
now sought, it works to nine months
for the cotton textile machinery indus
try, one year for twenty-six industries,
two  years  for  the  photographic
chemicals  Industry, and three years
for the motor vehicle battery industry.
Hon. Members  might like to  know
why protection is being extended for
such r* short period, that is to say up
to the 31st December, 1953 in respect
of  twenty-seven industries.  To this
my  answer is that the new  Tariff
Commission,  which has replaced the
old Tariff Board, ŵ55 establif̂bed on
the 2lst January. 19.S2, and this Com
mission inherited from the latter a
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heavy back log oi cases, five relating
to claims  for protection,  three for
review of prices, and  forty-two for
continuance of protection. In addition.
Government have referred to them for
enquiry and report*̂  ten fresh cases.
Owing to the number of  important
q̂uirles which the Commission have
had to imdertak̂ during the last ten
months it has not  been possible for
them to hold regular investigations in
respect of all the twenty-nine indus
tries referred to earlier.  They have,
however,  completed their  investiga- 
tioiiS and submitted their reports on
two, namely the photographic chemi
cals and the niotor vehicles  battery
industries.  Their  recommendations
are tljat the period of protection for
the former should be extended up to
the 31st December, 1954 and that for
the latter up to the 31st December,
1955. Government have .accepted these
recommendations of the Commission.
The Commission is  now engaged in
reviewing the cases of the pl3rwood and
battens, sericulture  alid  aluminium
industries, but have  not  completed
their work. They have expressed the
opinion that it would not be desiiable
to allow  protection to lapse in the
case of any industry  without proper
investigation and that the duration of 
protection in respect of these twenty- 
seven industries should for the time
being be  extended up to  the 31st
December, 1953.

Of the twenty-nine industries con
cerned. protection  has been granted
to twenty by the mere conversion of
the revenue duty into an  equivalent
protective duty.  The significance of
such conversion is that once an indus
try is protected, the quantum of pro
tection can be  varied from time to
time by  notification under  section
4(1) of the Tariff  Act, 1934 without
having  recourse to legislation̂  In
these  cases there is no  additional
burden on the consumer. The extemsion
of the period of protection for a year
in these cases will not therefore, I
hope, be open to criticism.

As regards the iron or steel baling
hoops industry, although the rates of
duty were increased when protection
was originally agreed to in September,
1948,  the increased  rates have not
been brought into force as they were
conditional  on  the  fulfilment  of
certain measures by the sole concern
engaged in this industry. Jute baling
hoops are manufactured by the J. K.
Iron and Steel  Company and when
recommending  protection  the  late
Tariff Board recommended that  the
location of the factory should be shift
ed from Kanptnr to the neighbourhood

of Calcutta because in their opinion
there are certain natural advantages
to be derived by locating it in the
.neighbourhood of Calcutta. The other
condition was that the concern should
be converted from a private firm to a 
public limited company. After a good
deal of effort the management of the
concern have succeeded in securing a 
suitable  site for  their factory  at
Rishra near Calcutta where a factory
has been erected and it has commenc
ed production on 1st August, 1952. The
concern  have yet to convert them
selves into a public limited company.
When  this condition is  fulfilled the
industry  will qualify  itself for the
protection and steps will have to be
taken to give effect, by a notification,
to the enhanced rates of duty, that is
30 per cent, ad valorem (preferential)
and 40 per cent, ad valorem (standard).
Continuance of protection in this case
may therefore be regarded as purely
formal for the present.

Now I come to the remaining eight
industries  where  protection  was
iviitially granted by an increase in the
revenue duty in force prior to the
grant of protection, namely soda ash,
calcium chloride, photographic chemi
cals,  coated abrasives,  sericulture,
plastics,  bicycles and cotton  textile
machinery  industries.  The rates of
duty before protection and those in
force at present are indicated in the
Notes which have been circulated. It
is not proposed to modify the present
rates.

As the House is aware, the Tariff
Commission  can  suo motu  make
enquiries  and  report  on  various
matters such as increase or decrease in
rustoms duty in relation to the protec
tion of any industry,  preveîtion of
dumping of goods, abuse of protection,
etc.  The late  Tariff Board did not
have this power. The Tariff Commis
sion,  unlike the Board,  have been
given wide discretion  both in regard
to the general principles relating to
the fixation of tariffs and the principles
relating to the obligations of protect
ed  industries.  Among the  general
principles, as hon. Members are aware,
to be taken into account is the effect
which protection has on an industry.
The obligations laid on the protected
industry into which the Commission
has to carry on investigations at suit
able Intervals are the scale of output,
the quality of  output, the  prices
charged, technological improvements,
technical research, training of personnel
and the use of indigenous resources.
The Tariff Commission keeps a watch
over  the  progress  of  protected
industries  and if the  Commission
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thinks that the existing protection is
inadequate or Insufficient in respect
of any industries which seek protec
tion, it will be open to them to recom
mend a modification of the rates of
duty.  This can be  effected at any
time by a notification under section 41 
of the Tariff Act.

Sir, I do not want to burden this
House with any further observations.
Members of the House have been sup- 
phed with the necessary material and
all the Tariff Board’s reports are also
in the Library of the House. I do not
propose to deal at any length on these
matters. Actually, as I have said, the
two industries that come up for fresh
protection are there and in respect of
others what we propose is to continue
protection till the condition of those
industries is again re-examined care
fully by the Tariff Commission.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Motion moved:

“That the Bill further to amend
the  Indian Tariff Act, 1934, be
taken into consideration,”

Shri *S. V.  Ramaswamy  (Salem):
Sir. I support this Bill. In supporting
it. I wish to  submit that I do  not
understand the principle  underl3dng
the frequent amendments. I also fail
to understand why it is necessary to
make these amendments so often, say
twice a year.  It was only in June
last that this was amended and again
this has come up.  What I humbly
submit is this, Sir, that, as far as pos
sible, tariff protection must be given
for such a period that it will be able
to attract people to invest their money
and reap the rewards of their efforts.
If you go on amending the Act and
seek to provide protection only for a 
period of six months, how will you be
able to attract capitalists to come and
invest in these industries?  Because
they may not be sure whether the pro
tection might be extended or continued
beyond the period  of six months or
whether it would be for one year. If
you want to really improve the trade
concerned, if you want to increase the
capital invested in these  industries,
and if you want really that the indus
tries should develop and the country
should also benefit by it, the period of
protection given must be of a longer
duration.  I submit.  Sir, this is a 
cardinal principle which the Govern
ment will kindly take note of. I would
refer only to two items on which I
would like to make submissions.  In
regard to Seridl No. 2 In the list, sago
globules fifhd tapioca pearls, the pro
tection sought to be.givem Is 6nly iip to
1953.  I have tabled an amendm̂t to
bring it uŴr clause 2(11) in order
that, protêdlpn, miay jdndly ̂

at least up to 1954. Sir, sago globules,
as you know, are made out of tapioca
roots. In my District of Salem about
rupees twelve crores worth of tapioca
roots are grown and two  or three
years ago because a large number of
import licences were given to import
these from Java, half of the sago mills
were nearly liquidated. The imported
sago was cheap and people of small
means who had invest̂ in about 100 
sago factories in Salem District were
mopped up because of the large import 
from Java and  other places.  This. 
consequently  hit  not  merely  the
manufacturers of sago but tho  pro
ducers of tapioca root as such. Also
the  producers of the raw  material
were  at a disadvantage.  It is es
sential that protection should be given
to this industry for at least two years
so that they must steady themselves
and not  keep out  due to foreign
competition  or import.  If a  long
period of protection is given, they will
be able to make some profit, improve
the  trade, leam  the methods  of
economising in the cost of production
and will ultimately be able to give
benefit to the consumers as well by the
reduction in the prices and ultimately
they  will also be in  a position to
compete with the foreign staff. That
is why I submit that it is necessary to
continue  to give protection to this
industry for at least two years.

I now come tc  Serial No.  13,
sericulture. Sericulture, as you know,
Sir,  is a cottage industry of  very
great importance. Hosur taluk in my
own  District  of Salem  is  vitally
interested in this. It will also be of
interest to know that it is quite close
to Mysore which has  got vast areas
of sericulture.  I see from the note
appended that the  total requirement
of the country in the matter of silk is 
to the tune of four million lbs.  We
are not able to produce two and a half
million lbs. The rest I presume Is met
by imports from* foreign countries. If
you want really to be self-sufficient in
the matter of raw material of this
vital  commodity  it  is  absolutely
necessary to give a long period of pro
tection and not go on making amend
ments every six months, every one
year.  I  repeat, Sir, this is  vitally
important as a cottage industry and
as you know, it is very difficult to
persuade people with money to come
and invest in such a cottage industry.
Nevertheless it is still of vital import
ance that this industry should also be
protected and encouraged.  If that is
the aim, I submit it will be necessary
to extend the protection by two years
and not one year.

With regard to several other items
also, I spubmit the principle itself l9
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wrong in frequently  amending and 
extending the Act for short periods. 
This is my submission. Sir.

Dr.  Lanka  Siindaram  (Visakha- 
patnam): Sir, one of the very serious 
doubts or misgivings which has assail
ed  some of us on this side of the 
House has been set at rest by the 
Minister in his speech just delivered 
introducing this Bill, that is, the at
tempt to grant extension of protection 
for a  period of  one ŷar  for the 
majority of the 29 industries listed. I 
quite  see, Sir,  thai barring a  few 
industries  which  he  mentioned— 
photographic materials, cotton textiles 
and motor  batteries—26 of the  29 
industries listed would  automatically 
have protection upto the end of next 
year.  I personally feel that the Bill 
before the House is a routine affair 
which cannot be avoided, but I must 
say with a sense of responsibility that 
this method of approach to tariffs, in 
particular, has become, unfortunately, 
a routine or ad hoc matter, lacking a 
positive approach to industrialisation, 
export and import trade and also the 
interests of the consumer. I am sure 
some of my hon. friends in this House 
will consider a statement like this to 
be rather too wide and general in 
character.  I am prepared to sustain 
this statement by making an analysis 
of some of the figures made available 
to the Members of the House in the 
note circulated by the Ministry. Now, 
let us take the internal demand for 
certain commodities and the  produc
tion targets reached or planned to be 
reached by the industries concerned:

Preserved  fruits: Internal  demand 
is 6,230 tons; production last year,
1951, is  5,700 tons;  sago—internal 
demand is 7.000 tons;  production is
6.000  tons;  cocoa  powder  and 
chocolates—interna# demand is 15,000 
tons, production is 3,477 tons; Soda ash 
—demand is 115,000 tons, production 
is 47,000 tons; pencils—demand is
500.000 gross, production is  242,567 
gross;  coated abrasives—demand  is
96.000  reams, production is  27,000 
reams; plywood—demand 100 million 
tons,  production  46  million  tons, 
sericulture—demand four million lbs., 
production 177,338 lbs.

I do not wish to weary the House 
with further figures.  The point that 
I am trying to make is this. Whatever 
the capacity of the industry, whatever 
the internal demand for the product 
of that industry, the same tariff action, 
as I have said, ad hoc and routine, is 
doled out to it. Actually I am anxious 
to find out from the hon. Minister the 
measures that the Government propose

to take in order first to bridge the gap 
between the  demand and  installed 
capacity of each particular industry* 
and secondly to bridge the gap bet
ween the installed  capacity and the 
production  target reached.  I have 
worked out figures from the data sup
plied by the Ministry. I think my hon. 
friends will feel rather wearied with 
the recital of the targets aimed at and 
reached and not reached. I believe I 
have said enough to show...

The  Minister of  Commerce and 
Industry (Shri T. T. Krishnamachari):
Will  my hon. friend  repeat those 
figures?

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: They are all 
collected from your own notes.

Shri Bansal (Jhajjar—Rewari): Ply
wood could not be in tons.

Shri T.  T.  Krishnamachari:  Ply
wood and Pencils.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: For plywood 
it is Square feet. As an overall pro
position  that does not  matter very 
much.

I believe I  have said enough to 
show that the gaps are wide and the 
same type of tariff protection is sought 
to be given to every industry simply 
because of the reasons explained by 
the hon. Minister in his introductory 
speech, viz that the Tariff Commission 
is going to look into these cases and it 
has to complete its enquiry before any 
further definite action could be taken.

The second important observation I 
would like to make is tb’̂'.  Barring 
the routine and ad hoc tariff protec
tion in most of the cases listed here, 
conversion  of the revenue into pro
tective  duty seems to be the only 
instrument  with which  Government 
proposes to deal with the protection 
needs of the country. . I believe that 
mere routine handling of problems of 
this vital magnitude would not, as I 
have  said earlier, lead to a  sound 
industrial expansion policy and also 
an export policy and import policy, 
and to a solution of the problem in
volved in the question of  consumer 
interests.

I am very glad that the hon. Minis
ter made reference to the  enlarged 
functions .of the Tariff  Commission. 
Hon. Members would remember that 
on the last occasion, when the Indian 
Tariff (Second Amendmem̂) Bill came 
before the House, I ventured to re
mark that the Tariff Commission is 
still not properly and comprehensively 
equipped to deal with the  enormous 
amount of work which is heaped on it



461 Indian Tariff 13 NOVEMBER 1952 (Fourth Amendment)  462
Bill

from time to time. It is a bit extra
ordinary  that nine enquiries should 
have been  completed by the Tariff 
Commission in so many months sir 
its constitution in January this year.
I quite see that it is a tribute to the 
speed with which it is carrying on its 
work.  The important point, however, 
is this; the paucity of Membership or 
smallness of  Membership,  and the 
lack of  appropriate apparatus  are
definite  handicaps. To  that extent,
anything done in a hurry would not 
be comprehensive and efficient as att 
enquiry. I am not saying anything to 
belittle  the work of the Tariff Com
mission.  I am sure my  hon. friend
Mr.  T.  T.  Krishnamachari  would 
remember that I was on the last oc
casion very genuine in my approach 
to this problem, when I said that we 
must strengthen not only the person
nel of the Commission, but also the 
Secretariat of the Commission and its 
apparatus  in  order to ensure  that 
nothing is done in a hurry by way of 
completion of an enquiry.  Because, 
anything done in a hurry would be 
disastrous  in its implications,  and 
would rctiuce the value of the recom
mendations made by the Tariff Com
mission.  I do hope that I will have 
enough indication this afternoon, when 
the Minister replies to the debate, that 
some positive steps are taken to see 
that the Tariff̂ Commission is enabled 
to carry  on its work  with an ap
paratus equal to the task involved.

I am  sure my  hon. friend  Mr. 
Karmarkar would again repeat exact
ly the performance of my hon. friend 
Mr. T. T. Krishnamachari on the last 
occasion, when I make reference to 
the existence of imperial  preference 
I have got the official record of the 
debate on the last occasion and with 
your permission. Sir, I would like to 
quote two passages from the speech 
of  my  hon.  friend  Mr.  T.  T. 
Krishnamachari  on 28th  May  this 
year.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  I need
hardly be reminded of tnat.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram:  I am  only
reading it for the benefit of my hon. 
friend Mr. Karmarkar.

Shri Karmarkar: Nor do I need it 
either.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: I shall 
deal with it  myself if the point is 
raised.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: He said:

“I am glad to have had the sup
port of two Members on this side.
(Myself  and Mr.  Nambiar) We

are not new to thi» game. It is a 
baby which we probably handed 
over to hon. Members opposite.”

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  I  ani
glad the babv is alive.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I am glad the 
hon. Minister is in a happy mood. I 
am now coming to the serious portion 
of the statement. It runs as follows:

•
“......this is a matter which is
engaging the attention of Govern
ment constantly and if preference 
in any particular item or series of 
items  operates  against  the 
interests of the country, we shall 
terminate the agreement.*'

I should like to have  information, 
if not actually an  assurance, during 
the course of the debate, when the hôn. 
Minister is  replying to the debate, 
whether  since May  this year,  an 
examination has been made by Gov
ernment at  appropriate level of the 
point whether imperial preference in 
respect of certain categories of com
modities manufactured here which are 
competing with manufactures abroad, 
has really harmed the interests of this 
country, and if so, what those com
modities are. and more than every
thing , else, whether Government  is 
prepared to take the action promised 
by  my  hon.  friend  Mr.  T.  T. 
Krishnamachari on the last occasion, 
namely, to give notice of termination 
to this imperial preference. I am not 
given to whipping a dead horse. It is 
a very live and important question.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  It  is
very nearly dead.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I am  going 
to listen to the  speech of my hon. 
friend as to what exactly is the inci
dence of imperial preference in rela
tion to our  national industries, and 
once I get a statement of that 
character, the entire House and the 
country at large will get a chance to 
know where we stand.

Thenre are one or two small points 
which I would like to refer to before I 
sit down.  I find from the data sup
plied by the Ministry that production 
has increased,—a very gratifying fact 
—in most of the industries given pro
tection  last year, barring alloy tool 
and special steels, antimony, calcium 
chloride, glucose, jams, and machine 
screws industries.  The point which 
engaged my attention rather seriously 
was  something of  a couriosity  in 
terms of the economic phettiomeftion in 
this country.  Barring one or two 
items which are given protection, like 
hydroquinone prices of most oi the
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protected  commodities  have  fallen 
since last .year. It is an extraordinary 
phenomenon, not easily explainable by 
the ordinary canons ot economic ap
proach, with the result that one or 
two doubts have arisen. Does the fall 
in the prices ot the protected com
modities during the past few months, 
twelve months and more, indicate the 
-exhaustion of the  protective action 
taken by the Government in order to 
ênable industry to carry forward? Or. 
does it only  represent the facts that 
(a) there is no purchasing power in 
the hands of the community, and (b) 
there is a glut of stocks in the hands 
of Indian industry. I am raising these 
points in order to set them in their 
proper perspective in relation to the 
problem whether the interests of the 
consumer are being properly looked 
into.  If prices fall over a period of 
months  for protected articlefe.  there 
must be an answer available as to 
whether  the protective  action has 
exhausted itself, in which case some
thing must be done to see that protec
tion is not conceded.  As a general 
proposition  I  personally  feel 
that this country must be industrially 
advanced, and any sacrifice made by 
the consumer is worth î while.  I 
have always held that opinion, and I 
have nothing to  say in detraction of 
the opinion which I have held for 20 
years, but what strikes me is whether 
we have come to a stage where the 
grant of protection can be lowered in 
order  that the consumer’s  interests 
are not jeopardised  consistent with 
the industrialisation of the country.

Last time I made an  observation 
which  drew  forth  from  Mr. 
Krishnamachari  some  sort  of  a 
humorous  couYiterattack.  I  spoke 
about the  behaviour clause which I 
Insisted upon from the industrialists 
or industries before protection is grant
ed.  The hon. Minister will allow me 
to explain what I meant to convey. 
It is simply this, that when protection 
is granted to an industry, there must 
be an attempt to follow up the man
ner in  which the  protection  has 
operated—questions of quality control 
of the products produced, and ques
tions of price control. As I have said
earlier, the price factor seems to be 
extremely favourable, even thoutfti I

ô not know whether it k due to glut 
of stocks or exhaustion of the protec
tive action taken by Government. But 
I believe that something more positive 
than what has been done so far is 
necessaiy oh the part of Government 
in order that  Indian industry may 
march forward with courage, and alfo 
'̂th an  a<Uiepeiice to  quality and

excellence, without which I am afraid 
mere continued protection would be 
of no use  to the country,  because 
while the country must be industrialis
ed, the products of industry also must 
be of a quality comparable with the 
products which foreign countries are 
likely to  export to us.  This is the 
reason  why I  have said  that this 
aspect of the question must be looked 
into. From some of the notes circulat
ed to us on the working of the Tariff 
Comnvssion,  I am convinced  that, 
with the enlarged powers and technical 
information available to the Commis
sion, an attempt of this character is 
being made, but I again repeat that 
the Tariff  Commission, ̂ as it  is at
present  constituted, is not sufficient 
or equal to the tasks entrusted to it. 
With  a'  frightening  total  of  29 
industries—actually  40  commodities 
are under the protected list —a Com
mission of four individuals—I believe 
I am right in saying that— cannot pos
sibly cope with this sort of work which 
is highly technical,  complicated and 
laborious.  I  have  come  across
instances—my hon. friend will correct 
me  if I am  wrong—where it  has 
practically come to individual  mem
bers of the Commission being entrust
ed with the enquiry of the tariff needs 
of a particular industry.  It may be 
quite arguable that members divide 
the work among themselves, but the 
Commission must be a group of ex
perts who are capable of  applying 
their undivided joint attention to the 
needs of every industry in the country. 
I consider four members on the Tariff 
Commission are not enough for the
needs of the country.  I do hope the 
hon. Minister would have to say some
thing on this aspect of the question.

I welcome this Bill but I do hope 
that once this temporary difficulty of 
the  Commission’s creation early this 
year is got rid of, there would not 
be an attempt from the next session 
on the part of the  Government of 
India to come  forward with  any 
periodical, almost fractional approach 
to protection,  say once or  twice a 
year, or even, sometimes, more than 
that in a year.

fihri P. T. Chacko (Meenachil) : The 
tariff policy of the  Government was

given in a statement on the industrial 
policy of the Government in 1948. It 
is 8̂d that *'the tariff policy of the 
Government will be designed to pre
vent unfair competition and to pro
mote .the  utilisation of India’s  re
sources, without imposing unjustifiable 
burdens' cm the oonsuffier.’̂ From this 

point I wish to  examine the
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proposed protection for one or two
industries.

I  am first  concerned  with  the
-aluminium  industry as  part of the
work of a ma’nufacturer in this Indus
try is done in my State, and as I know
something about the working of the
factory  in my State.  The protection
given is as follows;

Items 66(a) and 66(1):
Aluminium Manufactures—30 per

cent, ad valorem.

Aluminium crude form—also 30 
per cent, ad valorem.

It is stated that the Tariff Commis
sion will be reviewing the  industry,
-and so the protective duty now exist
ing is sought to be extended as an 
interim measure. So, I wish to make
some  observations in the hope that 
the Government and the Tariff Com- 
niission will take into consideration
these facts, when the revision is made.

There are only two producers in this
country— The Indian Aluminium Co.
Ltd. and the Aluminium Corporation of
India Ltd. This metal is increasingly
used  now in  the manufacture  of 
domestic utensils and furniture. There- 
lore, it is necessary that the price of
the metal should be such that even
the poorest in the country can have
access to it.

India is having a very rich reserve
of bauxite ore. The estimated demand
of the metal in India is 15.000 tons
a year, and the production at present
is estimated at 4.000 tons. Therefore,
India has-to import 11,000 tons from
other countries for which 30 per cent,
more has to be paid by the consumer
because of the protective tariff.

The Indian Aluminium Co. Ltd. has
a share capital of Rs. 200 lakhs, and
Indian nationals hold only a share of
Rs. 60 lakhs. The Aluminium Limited,
Canada, holds shares  worth Rs. 140 
lakhs.  This Company is selling the
niajor portion of its  production of
sheets  to  one  Jiwanlal  Limited. 
Calcutta.  who  is  manufacturing
utensils. Jiwanlal Ltd., is a subsidiary
Company of Aluminium Ltd.. Canada.
Therefore, it can be clearly seen that
out of the profits of the company. 70
Per cent.  goes to the  Aluminium
Limited, Canada. Also, the entire pro
fits of the Jiwanlal Ltd. goes to the
Aluminium Limited,  Canada.  More
over, it is seen that for technical advice
tendered to the company, the company
is paying to a subsidiary company—
theAluminium Limited 15,000 Canadian 
dollars  a > year;  and  also  1,200 
Canadian dollars to another subsi

diary  company of the  Aluminium
Limited for advice and assistance in
respect of finance and accounting. The
General Manager, Secretary and Chief
Engineer are even now  non-Indians,
appointed by the Aluminium Limited,
Canada.  The estimated cost of pro
duction for ingots  is Rs, 1,780*4 per
ton, and the landed cost Vithout duty
is Rs. 1,914. It will be seen that the
cost of production  is less than the
landed cost. In the case of Aluminium
sheets, the landed cost without duty
is Rs. 3.123, while the cost of produc
tion is estimated at Rs. 3,574 per ton.
This cost of production includes the
heavy establishment charges:  When
the fair selling price was  estimated
by the Tariff Board,  four per cent,
interest on  working capital plus a 
return of ten per cent, on block capital
and a depreciation at fifteen per cent,
were allowed. From these, it is quite
clear that the protection given to this
Company  with its lion’s portion of
the shares belonging to a  Canadian
Company,  is  more  than what  is
actually needed.  As a result of this
proliction the  price of  aluminium 
products is not coming -down to a 
level which is accessible to the poor
people.  My submission is, that we
are having enough bauxite with us.
According to the estimate made by the
Tariff Board, the quantity of bauxite
in India will be sufficient for us for
about 100 years to come.  The total
production  of the Indian  Company
and also the company to which I have
referred earlier, is only a small por
tion of the demand in this country. I
wish to ask whether it is justifiable in
these circumstances to give such pro
tection to this foreign company. More
over, this company is given electricity 
at a very cheap rate by the Travan- 
core-Cochin Government.  There was
an agreement between the Travancore-
Cochin Government and this Company,
for the period of the duration of the
war.  After the end of the war, the
Government wanted to revise the rates
I do not know whether the Government
have  revised  the rates now. Even
now, I thitik, electric power is given
to this company at a very cheap rate.
I wish to  suggest  that by  giving
subsidy for electricity, will it not be
possible  to help the  production of
aluminium in  this  company?  The
Tariff Board itself says:

“There is no doubt that the
aluminium  industry  in  this
country cannot have a reasonably
low cost of production, until the
capacity of existing units has been
expanded to at least 15,000 tons.
One of the main hindrances to
enlarging the capacity of existing
units is  the  lack of  adequate
power supply.”
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The  Travancore-Cochin  Government 
can supply sufficient power at cheap 
rates, if another project which is now 
under work, the Chengulam project, 
is also completed immediately. I would 
suggest to the Government that they 
might  help the Indian  Aluminium 
Company by giving a subsidy to the 
Travancore-Cochin  Government  so 
that  sufficient quantity  of electric 
power could be immediately produced 
from the project under  construction. 
Take into  consideration that almost 
the  entire  profits of  this foreign 
company  goes  to  The  Aluminium 
Limited, Canada.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Will the hon. 
Member take some more time?
Shri P. T. Chacko: I would require 
about ten minutes more.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: In  that case, 
the  hon. Member can continue  his 
speech after lunch.

The House will now stand adjourn
ed till 2-30 P.M.

The  House  then  adjourned  for 
Lunch till Half Past Two of the Clock,
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are completed. Along with this if this 
company can get some expert advisers 
and also some expert engineers, it can 
be seen that they can also. produce 
aluminium sheets at a cost less than 
the landed cost without duty. So what 
I am submitting is that the protection 
now given to this industry is enjoyed 
by a company which has practically a 
monopoly in the field. The main con
cern in the field the Aluminium com
pany is paying huge amounts as salaries 
to its foreign Manager, its foreign Engi
neer and its foreign Secretary. Apart 
from that, this Aluminium Company of 
India, as I have already pointed out, 
is paying 15,000 Canadian dollars per 
annum to the Aluminium Ltd., Canada, 
for  technical  advice.  This Alumi
nium Company of India itself is practi
cally a subsidiary company of Alumi
nium Ltd., Canada, and I do not see 
any reason why this  huge  amount 
should be paid to that company. They 
are not giving any expert advice as far 
as I know, except appointing the Mana
ger, the Engineer and the Secretary 
who are experts in the field for whom 
the Aluminium Co. of India is paying.

Then there is another matter also 
which I wish to point out. The 
aluminium  which  is  produced  at 
Alwaye  is taken to a place  near 
Calcutta, about 1,500 milds away from 
the place of production at Alwaye for 
rolling the aluminium into sheets. Of 
course if they wanted, I submit, they 
could have that factory also along with 
the factory where alumina is convert
ed into aluminium.  These  transport 
charges come to a big amount and it 
enhances the cost of production. So if 
these two companies can have  more 
equipment and can produce more, and 
if cheap electric i)ower can be given to 
them, aluminium can bo produced in 
India at a cost less than the landed cost 
of the imported Aluminium. Therefore,
I submit. Sir, that there is no necessity 
to give such an amount of protection to 
this industry. If any protection is need
ed for the Indian concern, I submit that 
the Government can give some subsidy 
and that too until Government will bo 
in a position to supply electric power 
at a cheap rate to the corporation. And, 
as I have  already stated, the Alu
minium Company at Alwaye can get 
o’ectric Dower at a Cheap rate within 
a very limited time if the Travancore- 
Cochin Government can complete Its 
Chengulam project.  I only want to 
point out......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Does the bon. 
Member know the figures to show how 
much of the output of the whole of Alu
minium in India is used for industrial 
purposes?

The House re-assembled after Lunch 
at Half Past Two of the Clock,

[Mr.  Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

Shri P. T. Chacko: Sir, I was saying 
in the morning that there is only one 
Indian company which  manufactures 
Aluminium. It is the Indian Aluminium 
Corporation.  The paid up capital of 
this company is Rs. 90 lakhs.  It is 
almost a family concern and the mem
bers of the J. K. family hold  share 
worth 45 lakhs and debentures worth 
25 lakhs. Thus the family owns shares 
and debentures worth 70 lakhs out of 
a paid up capital of 90 lakhs.  This 
company is producing something less 
than 2,000 tons of aluminium a year, 
and even the Tariff Board in its report 
has noted the inefficiency of the working 
of the company. There is great inade
quacy of machinery and there is 
dearth of technical experts.  With all 
that the company’s cost of production 
per ton of IGNOT is Rs. 1,839 and the 
landed cost, without duty, is Rs. 1,914. 
The cost of production of  sheets  is 
Rs. 3,600 which may be compared with 
the landed cost, without duty, of Rs. 
3,123 per ton.  Sir, my submission is 
here also it can be seen that the cost 
of production of aluminium sheets is 
more than the landed cost without duty 
because of the inefficiency of the work
ing of the factory. As regards electric 
power, they are generating their own 
power at great cost. Of course. Govern
ment can supply cheap current after a 
few years when some of its projects
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Shri P. T. Chacko: The entire output 
is now only 4,000 tons and the demand 
is 15,000 tons.
Mr. Deimty-Speaker: Is any portion 
used for industrial purposes?
Shri P. T. Chacko: It is also used 
lor industrial purposes.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: What per cent.?
Shri P. T. Chacko: I cannot say what 
percentage.  It goes mainly for the 
manufacture of .domestic utensils and 
furniture. I cannot say what percent
age is used at present for industrial 
purposes. But I only wanted to point 
out these facts so that at the time of 
revision at least these facts may  be 
taken into consideration.

I wish to say  a  word  regarding 
another industry. It is about item num
bers 70 (2) and 70  (3), Antimony.
There is no Antimony ore iq, India. 
Antimony ore is imported and there is 
a protective duty of  20  per  cent. 
ad valorem̂ Antimony is manufactur
ed by only one Company in India and 
the fair selling-price of the Indian pro
duce, estimated by the Tariff Board is 
Rs. 167-56 per cwt. This includes in
terest at four per cent, on the work
ing capital and return of block capital 
at ten per cent, on the gross block of 
three  lakhs.  The landed  cost of 
Chinese metal is Rs. 168 per cwt., which 
includes a duty of 30 per cent. Now 
I do viot knoŵ why this protection 
should  be  given  to  this  in
dustry,  because  by giving protec
tion we are gaining nothing.  If the 
duty on the crude antimony is remov
ed, the fair selling-price of Indian pro
duce will come down by 20 per cent. 
In this case I think, this is practically 
some sort of aid given to a particular 
mdividual-—I do not think that the 
Company is a limited concern—which 
is manuf-''c"uring antimony here. We 
are not having any antimony or« and 
we can get antfmony from other coun
tries at a cheap rate. Why should we 
manufacture it at all? At any rate we 
will have to import antimony in the 
crude form. So, I would like to know 
from the hon. Minister whether it is 
to encourage any indigenous industry 
in this country, whether it is in the 
interest of the consumer in this coun
try, that this protective duty is im
posed on antimony imports.

A word about glucose also, Sir. The 
demand in this case is 2,500 tons and 
m 1951 the production in India was 
161 tons.  The quality of  the  pro
duce—it is conceded even by the indus
trialists—is very poor. There are three 
or four companies which are now en
gaged in the manufacture of glucose. 
.Now, when the Tariff Board was hav
ing its enquiry it could not come to 
any definite conclusion because there

was dearth of data. The cost of pro
duction was not calculated on any data 
supplied to Government  by  these 
manufacturers. It was conjectured. It 
can be seen from the Tariff Board 
Report that it was so.  These  com
panies  could  give  no  data. 
The landed cost is also not known. It 
is not given in the report of the Tariff 
Board. Now, I do not know whether it 
is justifiable in the interests of the con
sumer to have such a heavy tariff duty 
on this, mainly because the production 
in India is not even a small percentage 
of the consumers’ need.
Finally I wish only to  know  the 
policy of the Government in circum
stances like these. When there is no 
prospect for an industry flourishing in 
India, when the ore or the raw material 
is not available in India and when the 
manufactured product itself is some
thing which is necessary fgr the life of 
the community, I wish to know whether 
it would be in the interests of  the 
people at large to have heavy protec
tive duties. If it is not—in the case of 
Aluminium and also in the case of 
Antimony—I would request the Gov
ernment of India to go into the details 
of the working of the Industries and 
revise the rates if necessary.
Shri Bansal: Sir, I again find my

self in an awkward position of asking 
questions as to what has  happened 
with the voluminous report submitted 
by the Fiscal  Commission. We have 
only one action taken by the Govern
ment so far, and that is the appoint
ment of a permanent Tariff Commis
sion.  But  what  has  happened, 
to the number of other recommenda
tions  made by the  Commission?  I 
would refer to one of those recom
mendations.  The Fiscal  Commission 
rightly held that the case for protec
tion to Indian industries no longer re
quired  to be argued from the  first 
principles and that discussions on the 
subject now no longer turned on the 
old  theme of protection versus freo 
trade.  The Fiscal Commission pro
ceeded forthright to state a criterion 
which should be applied in the consi
deration of applications from industries 
for protection or assistance.  In this 
connection they had recommended that 
the protection of industries should be 
related to an overall plan of economic 
development and grouping of the in
dustries that might be included in the 
plan under the following classes:  ^

(1) defencc and other  strategic 
industries;

(2) basic and key industries; and
(3) other industries.

Mr. Dcputy-Speaker: Large extracts 
are not allowed to be quoted. It is re
writing a book.
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any book.

No, Sir, it is not from

In regard to the first category, name
ly, defence and other strategic Indus
tries, the Fiscal  Commission  recom
mended that whether approved plans 
exist or do not exist, these industries 
should be estal̂ished and maintained, 
whatever the cost may be, on national 
considerations, and such protection and 
other forms of assistance should be 
given to them. In respect of basic and 
key industries also, the view of the 
Fî al Commission was that the fact 
that they are included in the national 
plan should itself be  a  justification 
for the grant of protection and other 
forms of assistance that might be need
ed for their development  Then they 
went oD to say that while the Tariff 
Commission  should  proceed  with 
enquiries in certain sp̂flc cases on 
recommendations  from the  Govern
ment of India, they should be free to 
caiTv out stu) motu investigations in 
regard to those industries which  are 
included in the approved plan. I want 
to know what has  happened to this 
very  vital  recommendation  of the 
Fiscal Commission.

Then, we have a long list of indus
tries which have been included in this 
Bii). Excepting one or two, no«ie of 
these industries have been dealt with 
by the Tariff Commission. Obviously, 
they have had no time to do so, be
cause one or two other urgent cases 
were in the meantime referred to them. 
It is natural therefore that the Com
merce Minister should  come  before 
the House for an extension in the 
period of protection by another year. 
But I wish to know for how long this 
process will go on. This year we are 
extending the period for one year more 
in the case of most of the industries.
it the intention of the  Commerce 

Mini«:ter to come  again  before  the 
House next year? If this process goes 
on ?nd on, it will neither give the 
Tariff Commission sufficient time to go 
into all these industries carefully nor 
will it afford this House sufficient time 
to review these very  cases  closely. 
Therefore, I suggest that the protection 
should be for a longer term of years 
than just a year or two. Most of the 
indu.stries covered by this  Bill  are 
small-scale industries with the excep
tion of two or three large-scale indus
tries, and these small-scale industries 
have their own difficulties.  Most of 
them were developed during the period 
of the war and in the post-war period 
and they have not yet been able  to 
stand on their own feet. Therefore. I do 
not know why the protection in their

case should not be given for a much 
longer period, so that the Tariff Com
mission is not burdened with enquiries 
on these very industries from time to 
time.

In reply to a questim by me this 
morning, the hon. Mitilater pointed out 
that there were seventem industries 
m respect of which requests had been 
received from the industries concerned 
for protection and their cases are still 
under  the  consideration  of 
the  Commerce  Ministry.  Some 
of  these  industries  are very 
important ones. For example, you have 
the radio, hinges, leather cloth and al
lied products, polishes, glass, pipe flt- 
tmgs, sanitary-ward and wall glass tiles 
industries. If the Commerce Ministry 
takes a year to consider whether these 
cases should be referred to the Tariff 
Commission or not, and then the TarifT 
Commission takes two or three years 
to consider these applications, the re
sult  thcit till these indujtries
will be hanging high and dry.
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Shri T. T. Krishnamschari: I

they are kept dry!

Shri  GmdgU (Poona Ontral): 
Bombay they will be dry.

wish

In

Shri  Bansal:  It is my suggestion
therefore that Government should take 
less time in deciding whether these 
cases should be referred to the Tariff 
Commission or not.  If they decide 
quickly, they should make it easy for 
the Tariff (Commission to wrok in an 
efficient manner by taking the load off 
their shoulders. This can be done by 
giving protection for a longer term and 
by increasing the staff of the Tariff 
Commission.  The Fiscal Commission 
had pointed out that the Tariff Com
mission should be adequately staffed 
both in regard to the personnel of the 
Commission itself and in regard to the 
research section - and administrative 
staff. I think that a lot requires to be 
done in that direction.

Then, Sir, in this list which we are 
going to approve now there are one or 
two industries included which have 
b®cn established in this country, but 
even so some foreign interests have 
been allowed to come in.  I ask the 
hon. Minister what is the purpose of 
this legislation then? After all, when 
Indians are running  industries  effi
ciently or at least they are trying their 
best to put their industries on a sound 
footing, and when the purpose of pro
tection  is to nrotect  them  against 
foreign, competition, how can you pro
tect them by allowing these foreign 
interests to come  in and have a
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strangle-hoid here? it  means that 
instead of allowing our industries to be 
exploited from abroad, we are installing 
that exploitation in our own country.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker:  Is there any
case where, after the grant of protection 
to an  indigenous industry, foreign, 
companies were allowed to come in?

Shri Bansal: Yes, Sir. There is the 
case of motor batteries. EXIDE and 
OLDHAM have been alldwed to come 
in.

There is another case, which I may 
mention, although protection has not 
yet been granted to it. It is the case of 
the Remington Typewriters.  I under
stand that after a lot of correspondence 
the Commurce Ministry  has allowed 
Remington  Typewriters to come  in, 
when an Indian concern has invested 
lakhs of rupees for manufacturing iyî 
writers hera Although they have not 
comc 10 the production stage, they are 
going on with their preparations. The 
Commerce Minister may turn  round 
and ask me» “How  long  can the 
country wait for the indigenous manu
facturer to come up?** My answer to it 
is this. “Remington Typewriters have 
been supplying tjrpewriters for fifty or 
moro years. Where were they all these 
years? Were they sleeping? Why did 
they not put up a factory here? They 
come and think of putting up a factory 
here only when an indigenous concern 
tries to establish a factory here.** Sir, 
this is a point which will have to be 
carefully considered by this House and 
by the Commorce Minister,  because 
this kind of menace is looming large 
on the horizon, particularly aUer the 
remark made by the hon.  Minister 
during  the last session about  the 
“laavening eflfect** of foreign industries.
I am all for leavening effect, but that 
leavening effect can well be had by 
allowing the imports of some foreign 
products.  But why allow the forcflgn 
industries to be established here? No 
one can deny today that the quality of 
Indian products is improving.  Take 
the case of cycles.  It is well known 
thnt our cycles when they began to be 
mannfac'̂’.ired here were not very good, 
but now wo are not only  producing 
cycles which can compare very favour
ably with any imported variety but 
we are also producing them in sufficient 
numbers.  The same is the case with 
so  many other articles.  My hon. 
friend will  remember that when the 
!yioadeshi movement began the Indian 
anoti was not a dhotv at all. It was just 

sack, but gradually after years 
efrror Indian textiles have 

®  standard and also foreign 
markets and they now compare very 
favourably with foreign  textiles, and

In some respects they are êen better 
than the textiles anywhere else in the 
world.

flegarding the question of  unports 
versus protection to indigenous indus
tries, this matter crops up again and 
again, and the Ministry has taken the 
stand that we Annot use import con
trol as a protective measure. I do not 
quarrel with that decision at all, but 
my quarrel is when they say on the 
one hand that on account of foreign 
exchange  requirements they cannot 
allow certain commodities or articles 
to be imported and on the other hand# 
do not support Indian industries.  Is 
the consideration of the commodity or 
article being produced in our countrŷ 
not one of the reasons for allowing: 
lesser imports of these commodities or- 
articles?  On this auestipn the Fiscal 
Commission  and the Import Control 
Enquiry Committee have come to the 
conclusion that there cannot be any 
hard and fast rule and while it is desir
able that for obvious reasons of inter
national repercussions we should not 
use import control for the purpose of 
giving protection to  our  industries, 
nevertheless in practice we shall have 
to do so. Therefore, I think that  a 
more practical attitude has to be taken 
by the Government in  this . matter. 
Then. Sir, I just now said that most 
of the articles which are before us to
day  for protection are  products of 
small-scale industries and I find that 
some of them are not  producing to 
their full installed capacity. I do not 
know what is the reason for  but as 
they are all quite small-scale industries, 
they  do  deserve  Government’s- 
sympathetic  consideration as regards 
factors which handicap them. In some 
cases I know the Tariff Commission it
self has been pointing out to Govern
ment the directions in which  those 
industries can be helped, for example, 
in the direction of transport costs, in 
the direction of rebate on import duties 
on the raw materials which go into 
the manufacture of those articles etc. 
But some how in thd Government of 
India’s resolutions no mention is made 
of these suggestions. I would be glad, 
Sir, if the Commerce and  Industry 
Minister very kindly  enlightens the 
House as to why such recommendations 
of the Tariff Commission are not being 
looked into.

3 P.M.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

Then, Sir, Dr. Lanka  Sundaram— 
for whose views I have the greatest 
respect—just now said that in the case 
of a number of articles, the prices are 
falling and he was wondering whether 
this fall reflected an exhaustion of the
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[Shri Bansal]

protective effect.  Then he linked it 
up with the interests of the consumer. 
Sir, I was surprised Bt his diagnosis, 
because it is as well that prices fay. 
After all everyone of us want that 
protected  industries  progress in a 
manner that they  cdfne to a stage 
where prices begin to come down and 
the consumer begins to get the bene
fit of that price-fall.  I really could 
not follow his argument.  I went to 
his seat, but  unfortunately I could 
not get any enlightenment from him.

Sir, there are one or two cases where 
although Government have done their 
best  to grant protection, by  some 
conspiracy the full effect of that pro
tection is not availed of by the in
dustries  concerned.  I refer to the 
belting industry and the pencil indus
try.  A number of representations, I 
understand» have been received by the 
Commerce and Industry Ministry that 
although protection has been given to 
these industries,  certain imports are 
being made without pa3rment of import 
duties under some guise. These loop
holes are due, perhaps, to defective 
notifications or defective classification 
in our import-export tariff Schedule. 
I would  request the  Commerce and 
Industry Minister to look into this and 
try to plug these loopholes.

Dr. Krishnaswami (Kancheepuram): 
Sir, 1 wish to enter a caveat against 
some of the arguments that have been 
propounded  in the  course of  this 
debate on protection and grant of tariff 
to certain industries. I should like to 
make it clear at the outset that this is 
only a continuing measure and. that we 
have to await the TarifT Commission’s 
investigations  on many of these in
dustries. .

But having considered that point of 
view, I should also like to suggest that 
so far as‘this measure is  concerned, 
whenever a question of tariff comes up 
before the Legiŝlature, we are under 
a duty to examine some of the aspects 
of our tariff policy and find out whe
ther we ŝ'̂ould have an extension of 
tariff, whether there should be a modi
fication in our tariff  policy, whether 
thd expectations that we  entertained 
about our policy have materialised.

The classic argument in favour of 
protective duties seems to have been 
that in a backward country, it is an 
obvious  instrument for industrialisa
tion.  Wherever countries have been 
retarded industrially, it has been al
ways  pointed out that a  protective 
duty does help to create a new in
dustrial framework. The policy helps to 
build up technical skill and as a .result

of the growth of technical skill, other 
industries also multiply. But there is 
a difficulty which I find about some of 
these protective duties that have been 
suggested in this Bill.  The basis of 
protection, as far as I can make out is 
that industries grow within a sheltered 
framework and eventually they  are 
able to  satisfy the demands of  the 
internal market. But when we find that 
certain industries, in spite of protection 
being given to them, are not able to 
satisfy the full consumer demand with
in the country, we  have to ask our
selves whether a change in the policy 
is not called for, whether there ought 
not to be certain supplements to the 
policy of protection that we have been 
pursuing until now. If the gaps bet
ween the productive capacity and the 
consumption requirements of our com
munity are great, what is it exactly 
that is to be done? Now, on this matter 
no simple  answer can be given.  I 
should like to place before the Gov
ernment of the day one or two criteria 
that they may take  into account in 
order to determine the type of policy 
that they should follow.

Suppose it is an article that is being 
demanded purely by the lower middle 
classes or by tiiose who are 'n the 
lower income groups and we find, for 
instance, that as a result of a high 
protective duty being given to a parti
cular commodity, the local  industry 
in spite of its best efforts is not able to 
cater to all the demands, what exactly 
should the Government do? I should 
like to suggest for the  consideration 
of the Minister for  Commerce and 
Industry that a revision of this policy 
in a slightly different manner might be 
attem'oted.  The component parts and 
raw materials that are to be imported 
might be given to the  manufacturô 
and a refund of the duty might be 
allowed as soon as the  articles are 
sold and a sale certificate is produced 
by the manufacturer. Undoubtedlv, 
one of the complaints which the manu
facturer has put forward is that even 
the duties do not constitute a suffi
cient protection, because there is what 
is known as thd buyers resistâace due 
to the market having been occupied in 
the past bv foreign producers; due to 
a  goodwill  having been  built up 
through years of patient advertising 
campaigns, it does seem to be difficult 
for the buyer to switch away from the 
foreign product to the domestic pro
duct.  In that event a slightly higher 
duty, which is not as high as a pro
tective duty, might be imposed, be
cause that would give an opportunity 
for the lower middle classes to buy
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these goods at fairly cheap rates and
at the same time give sufficient in
centive to the Ipcal indigenous pro*
ducer. That is one ot the suggestions
that I have to make.  *

The other suggestion which I should
like to place before the Commerce and
Industry Minister is this. In the first
place,  there are certain  industries
which  have been  protected in our
country.  This morning we heard of
the aluminium industry: we heard of
the Aluminium  Corporation.  Some
hon. Members  pointed out that the
Aluminium Corporation of our country
was a purely family concern. Now, I
do not know whether we can possibly
help this sociological development in
the  present set-up of  our country.
Sometimes it  happens that  certain
families have got the capital and they
are busy starting  certain industries.
On that account I do not see how we
can possibly quarrel with them, unless
and  until we decide to  revise our
policy and have an outrigRt policy of
nationalisation of these industries But
I should like to say this much of the
Aluminium  Corporation, and I think
it would be fair on my part to quote
only a brief extract from what the
Tariff Commission have said about the
Aluminium Corporation.

It was pointed out to them (that is,
the members of the Tariff  Commis
sion) that the Aluminium Corporation
was very much “handicapped due to
lack of technical skill and due to the
fact that foreign manufacturers were
extremely unwilling to  lend their
technicians to the Corporation”. Here
it is not an instance of the industry
being inefficient—here it is a case of
monopolised  skill abroad not  being
made available to the local  industry
and I do not see why the sins of the
monopolists abroad should be visited
on the head of the indigenous capita
list here in this particular instance.

But having said that, I should like
to  point out  that even now  the
capacity of our aluminium  industry,
even if it gets the maximum protection
will  not be sufficient  to meet  the
domestic requirements of our country,
êrefore. in such cases Government
should think, along with  protective
measuroj, ways and means of increas
ing the size of plants in different parts
of the country so that  the domestic

might be  met.  The great
difficulty which people find in enter
ing into certain branches of industry
is not due to unfair practices on the
part of capitalists, but due to the fact
that capital by its very nature has a 
monopoly  value. A great  deal  of
280 PS investment in a

modern factory and it is very difficult
for people to make an entry into an
industry due to the fact that they do
not have sufficient  capital.  In such
circumstances the Government should
think of ways and means of encourag
ing different types of competition to
enter into these  industries so that
there might be a better chance of the
community  getting  the  products
cheaper.

The argument that has been put for
ward by the Tariff Board that some of
these industries do not have proper
costing methods can also be met by
the employment of this device, ;b̂
cause where you  have three or four
corporations we can have a comparison
of the alternative costs and we will be
in a position to determine  whether
the particular industry  has benefited
by the protection  and whether the
consumer is not mulcted unduly as a 
result of protection being given to the
particular industry.

There is one aspect  of the matter
which seems to have missed the atten
tion not only of the Government but
also of the various Tariff Boards which
have gone into this question. We have
viev/ed the problem purely from the
point of view of indigenous industries
being developed.  It is an  excellent
and laudable object.  But the transi
tional difficulties have to be taken into
account.  For instance,  there are a 
large number of dealers who depend
for their income  on imported  com
modities. A sudden changeover in the
method of  production and a sudden
denial of available goods to them tends
to bring about a depression in a large
sector of our  economy.  Take for
instance an industry which is protect
ed but which is not able to satisfy the
full demands of the community. As a 
result of its not being able to satisfy
the full demands of the community,
many dealers who depend for their
trade and livelihood on this particular
vocation  are either driven out of
employment or they are forced to work
at a very great loss. In any event, as 
a result of the depression in that parti
cular branch of activity, what happens
is that the rate of  turnover is very
sharply decreased, and as a result of
it there is also a depression in income.
I suggest  therefore that  when the
Tariff Commission next enquires into
all these matters it should take into
account not merely the interests of
the consumer but also the interests of
the dealers and others who have been
depending on this trade for their liveli
hood,  because  obviously a  sudden
throwing out of work of these dealers
would affect the productive mechanism
as much as an industrial collapse, and
I would like that particular aspect of
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the matter to be gone into very care
fully by the Tariff Commission.

As  regards protection the general
argument in favour of it (that it ought
to be used as an instrument of in
dustrialisation)  acquires  ad3Itional
force in the present circumstances. My
own view about how far import con
trols might k>e utilised for the pur
pose  of giving  protection is  very
simple. In the post-war period, consti
tute as this country is, in many cases
import controls have acted as a pro
tective  device  for  industries. But
Obviously it would be unfair and un
wise on the part of  industrialists to
depend on import controls as a pro
tective device. I would like the Gov
ernment to suggest to them that they
should not base their plans of produc
tion and of expansion on the definite
hypothesis that import controls are go
ing to continue for an indefinite period,
because  import controls  have been
imposed for the purpose of conserving
ĉhange control, and if suddenly the
heeds of the country demand a relaxa
tion of the control in favour of the
consumers, the industrialists  should
not come forward and say “we have
made our  production plans on the
definite hypothesis that this is going to
continue for an indefinite period, kind
ly continue the import controls for a 
longer period”. That would be unfair
to the community.  That would not
increase  productive efficiency and it
would also lead to very large sections
of the community  grumbling against
the Government and suggesting that
it is trying to sponsor the intereits of
vested ôwth without paying regard
to the interests of the community.  I
suggest therefore that on the next oc
casion when the Commerce Minister
brings forward a Bill relating to tariffs
and  protection in  respect of these
various  articles, along with the Bill
there may be appended a statement of
objects and reasons in which all these
aspects  may  be  gone  into  more
thoroughly so that we may have an
opportunity of examining the question
from these points of view.

Shri A. C. Guha (Santipur): Sir, I
think there cannot be any difference
of  opinion  as  to tho  necessity
Df protecting  Indian  industries,
ft has been the accepted policy of this 
Government, and for that very purpose*
a permanent organisation namely the
Tariff Commission has been set up and
an  Act  passed  to  that  effect
by  this  House.  But  the
question  here  is  whether  the
protection afforded to thTse industries
here is adequate or proper. Most of
these industries developed during the

war, and since then they have been get
ting protection all the time. But from
the report that we have got we find
that they have not made much pro
gress as regards production of the com
modities concerned or as regards quali
ty. In respect of glucose for instance—
it has been mentioned in the notes that
—against  an annual requirement of
2,500 tons our production is only 161 
tons. In regard to hurricane lanterns,
against our annual demand of 30 lakhs
the production is only three lakhs.

BArr Karmarkar: May I correct the
figure?  Our demand is  only  three
lakhs. That zero is an ink spot, not a
zero.

Shri A. C. Guha: Oh, I am sorry.

Shri Baiisal: And our production is 
four millions.

Shri A. C. Ouha: In regard to silk,
our annual requirement is four million
lbs. and we produce only 62,000 lbs.
per annum, even though  sericulture
is an ancient and important industry
of India.

In regard to the sago industry, during
the war we had 100 factories.  The
number of factories  came down  to
forty, then to twenty, and the number
of units at present in existence is not
known. So, to whom are we going to
extend the protection? We do not even
know how many factories  are  pro
ducing this thing now. This is the case
with respect to most of the items, if
not all of them.  In regard to pencil
also I think the number of factories has
gone down. For coated abrasives there
were five factories and now we have
only two. I do not know why the num
ber of these factories is going down.
In respect of many of these items these
Notes have also admitted  that  the
quality has not been improving satis
factorily.

Our apprehension is that under the
protection of these duties some of these
capitalists have taken  a  complacent
attitude. They know that they will get
their share of profit; so it is no concern
of theirs to improve the quality or re
duce the cost.  I do not know  what
action Government has so far taken or
intends to take to se£ that these pro
tected  industries  make  an earnest
attempt to reduce the cost and improve
the quality of the products.  Another
item, Sir. I am referring now to the
Uelting industry. The Government has
admitted that the industry is not mak
ing proper progress due to the lack of
demand for this article.  But during
the war, there were practically no im
ports of foreign belting and the Gov
ernment and the  Indian  industries
were doing with Indian beltings. I do
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not know why suddenly there has been
this lack of demand of Indian belting
on the part of the Government and the
public. As far as I know, Government
is a big consumer of belting and about
two years ago, there was a reference
here in this House that the Indian Rail
ways had been purchasing foreign belt
ing. During the war Indian Railways
and the Government have been doing
quite well with these Indian beltings.
Then, why suddenly the Indian Rail
ways or Government Departments have
been importing foreign belting, in spite
of the fact that this industry bas been
getting protection for the last 20 years?
It is high time for the Government, to
see whether this industry really deserv
es any protection or not.

Then another thing, Sir. I think in
the Tariff Commission Act it has been
stated that it would be  within  the
competence of the Tariff Commission
to look also into the question of the
supply of raw materials and of stan
dardisation.  I do not know why in
many cases it has been stated here, that
these industries are not getting proper
raw materials and if that is the case I
want to know whether  Government
have taken any steps so far or whether
the Tariff Commission has made any
recommendation as regards the supply
of proper raw material.

Then comes the question of standardi
sation. There is an Indian Standards
Institution and the Tariff Commission
has also been given the charge of look
ing into the standardisation of manu
factured articles. I would like to know
if the quality has not been quite satis
factory, whether any definite attempt
has been made by the Tariff Commis
sion or by the Government to improve
the quality of the products.

It has been stated by some previous
speakers that there are some industr
ies in which only one or two firms are
interested. Last time also one or two
such things came before this House for
protection and in the third amendment
to the Tariff Act this year it was point
ed out that only one or two firms were
interested in producing some of those
things. In such cases the Government
should take a more strict attitude in
giving protection to them. It may be
simply that they are so sure of their
position—neither is there any internal
competition nor any export. They are
protected from internal and  foreign
competition, so they may take a comp
lacent attitude as regards quality and
rate.

In certain industries where our inter
nal production is only ten per cent, or
twelve per cent, or even twenty per
cent, of the actual requirements I think

Government should seriously consider
the question whether it should ê nd
protective duties or it should give sub
sidy to those industries.  As against
ten per cent, or twelve per cent, indi
genous production, 90 per cent, or 85 
per cent, foreign conunodity is con
sumed in this country. Due to protec
tive duties fheir price is also raised by
about 30 per cent, or 40 par cent, which
means that about 90 per cent.'ld 85 per
cent, of the consumers are penalised
for the benefit of the industries which
can supply only ten to twelve per cent
of the same goods.  In those cases I
think it is better, instead of having a
protective tariff, to have some subsidy
so that the industry may develop and
the general consumers may  not  be
penalised for that and whenever Gov
ernment decides that there should be
a protective duty, Government should
take definite steps for the setting up
of some other factories so that the
actual production in the country may
be at least somewhat near about 50
per cent, of the actual requirements.
Otherwise the consumers" interests, I
am sorry to say, will not be taken into
consideration.

In the Tariff Commission Act it has
been mentioned that the  consumers*
interest also should be taken into con- 
sidoiration while any protective duty is
being imposed. When an industry can
supply only ten or fifteen per cent, of
the total requirements, the consumers*
interests  should be protected  and
instead of  giving a protective  duty
Government should rather give some
subsidy to those industries.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram made a refer
ence to what was generally previously
called the Imperial Preference.  Of
course I do not think there is any justi
fication now to call it Imperial Prefer
ence. But there is a bad odour in it
because of its past...

Dr. Lanka Snndaram: Would  you
call that a Preference at least?

Shri A. C. Guha: Yes, it is a bilateral
pact, it is certainly a preference.  I
would like to draw the attention of the
Commerce  Minister to certain news
items published recently and I think
. that things also must have been dis
cussed in the recent  Commerce and
Finance Ministers’ Conference in Lon
don last month or about six weeks ago.
There is a movement in the United
Kingdom to scrap what is called the
General Agreement of Trade and Tariff
on the GATT and the tendency in the
United Kingdom is to have more of
Commonwealth or Imperial Preference,
by whatever name it may be called,
but I think we should take a strong
attitude on that matter.  We should
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rather move towards multilateral than 
bilateral  commerce and trade and 1 
think every item in the preferential 
list should be particularly scrutinised. 
I do not like to quote here the opinion 
which the present Commerce Minister 
gave in this House some two years ago 
but anyhow I think each of these items 
should be re-examined as an assurance 
was given by the  previous Minister 
also that all these items would be re
examined, and periodically re-examin
ed. I do not know if all these items 
have  periodically been re-examined 
and if so, this House should get some 
idea  about (he  results of  those 
examinations.  I do not like that be
cause  of its  past the whole  thing 
should be scrapped. 1 do not like to 
start with that prejudice.  Previously 
because of our i>olitical relations with 
the United Kingdom there was ample 
reason to take everything with sus
picion. Evenrthing connected with the 
United Kingdom  produced suspicion, 
but now that we have become inde
pendent there is no question of political 
subservience to the United Kingdom. 
We should not now say that anything 
coming from the Unit̂ Kingdom or 
anything  connected with the United 
Kingdom is bad or to be suspected but 
in any case because of its origin I 
think all these items should be re
examined and the  results of those 
examinations should be placed before 
this House so that the House may have 
the assurance that whatever agreement 
we may have with the United Kingdom 
must be based on the best interests of 
India. I would also, before  I  con
clude, ask that we should move to
wards the general agreement on trade 
and tariff rather than towards bilateral 
agreement with the United Kingdom or 
any of the Commonwealth countries.

Sbri Karmarkar: I would  like to 
make a small correction.  My friend 
was right in saying that the demand 
for hurricane lanterns is 30 lakhs.

Shrl A« C. Goha: Production is only 
three lakhs?

Shri Karmarkar: Production meets
the whole requirements.

Shri A. C. Guha: It is here stated 
that the production is 3:3 lakhs.

Shrl Kannariuu*: That is the month
ly average. We shall deal with it later.

Shri A. C. Goha: Not only for one 
year, but year by year the figure has 
been given as 34 3 lakhs, or near about 
that figure.

Mr. Speaker: He may check up, if 
he likes, at leisure and then point out

Sliri Meghnad Saha (Calcutta—North* 
West):  Sir, along with many other
Members on this side of the House, I 
have my doubts regarding many of the 
recommendations of the Tariff Com
mission.  As we scrutinise, we find 
that one thing has not struck many ol 
the previous speakers. While there is 
a protective duty tfor many things, 
there  is a discrimination between
British manufactures and manufactures 
of non-British origin.  You have, for 
example, jute baling hoops, protective 
duty:  on goods of British  manu
facture 30 per cent., on goods of non- 
British manufacture 40 per cent.; cot̂
ton baling  hoops; 30 per cent, and
40 per cent., and so on. I know that
this kind of discrimination between 
British manufactures and non-British 
manufactures  exists also in certain 
other fields. The result is, that though 
many scientific instruments and other 
substances  could  be  obtained  at 
cheaper cost from places like Germany 
and U.S.A., since thcfe is a preferential 
duty on goods of British manufacture, 
we are compelled to buy them from the 
British market  I do not know why 
after Independence this kind of dl̂ 
crimination should be going on.

The second point to which I wish 
to invite the attention of the hon. Mi
nister is this.  We find that in the 
case of 30 out of 42 industries revenue 
duty has been converted into a protec
tive duty. Conversion of the revenue 
duty into protective duty is justified 
when it induces more production of 
the material, when it has the eflfect of 
bringing down the prices. Everywhere 
protective duty has been imposed on 
the basis of cost of production. It has 
very seldom taken into account the 
price which is home by the consumer.
I find that in  n\any cases, the con
sumer has to pay 30 or 40 per cent, 
more.  In one  or-two  cases, for 
example, the  chocolate industry, he 
has to pay 100 per cent. more. Does 
it not mean that  the consumer is 
entirely at the mercy of the producer? 
Taking advantage of the  protective 
duty, he Is extorting a very high price 
from the consimier. There is no pro
tection afforded to the consumer. When 
you scan the duties of the Tariff Com
mission, you find a clause there which 
says that  the consumers’  Interests 
should be protected.  I think this Is 
known to the hon. Minister.  Here it 
is: '̂ Enquire and report on the effects 
of orotectlon on the general price level 
and cost of living”. This Is one of the 
duties of the Tariff Commission.  I 
do not know whether the Tariff Com
mission has got any machinery to find 
but whether the consumer is at all be
ing protected.  I find in many cases
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the retaU prices are very much higher. 
So, it may be taken lor granted that 
the consumer is not being protected.

I shaU iUustrate the ineffectiveness 
of the Tariff protection in one parti
cular case. We have got a glass indus
try.  The glass industry became very 
flourishing during the war period be
cause the import of foreign glass was 
stopped. They not only manufactured 
all the glass which was needed in the 
country, but also exported some of this 
glass to outside countries. At the pre
sent time, the glass industry is almost 
in a state of collapse. It is not a fig
ment of my imagination. You can read 
the report of the Planning Commission 
where it is stated that the installed 
capacity for the manufacture of sheet 
glass is 12,000 tons whereas the actual 
pîoduction is only 5,000 tons, about 
one-third. It is the same with respect 
to hollow glass, bangles, etc. So, the 
glass industry is in a state of collapse. 
What is the cause of that? The glass 
industry requires three  fundamental 
things: sand, limestone and soda ash. 
Sand and limestone you can obtain at 
the same price in this country as in 
Europe.  But, what about soda ash? 
Soda ash is in a very peculiar posi
tion. Soda ash is sold in Europe and 
in England at Rs. 120 per ton or some
thing about that.  In this country, it 
is sold at about Rs. 380 per ton. There 
are two  chemical concerns  in this 
country who manufacture this article, 
Messers Tata Chemicals, and another. 
They say that they cannot manufacture 
soda ash for anything less than Rs. 
360 a ton. We find actually that very 
little soda ash is being manufactured 
in this country. Our requirements are
170.000 tons; we are producing only
44.000 tons.  That too is mostly of a 
light variety and not of a heavy variety 
which is used for the manufacture of 
glass. There is something wrong some
where. Soda ash is being made in this 
country. When the mâiufacturers are 
asked  why they cannot make it at 
competitive rates, they give some kind 
of explanation which has not been con
vincing even to the Tariff Board. As 
a matter of fact, the Tariff Board which 
was the predecessor of the Tariff Com
mission, said in their report of 1949 
that they were not convinced why the 
price of soda  ash in  this  country 
should be so high. They actually re
commended that there should be a 
Government factory at Sindri for the 
manufacture of soda ash at competi
tive prices.  It is there in the Tariff 
Board’s recommendations of 1949. Now, 
nobody knows why this kind of thing 
is taking place. The Tariff Board look

supplied to them by the 
ŵo Chemical concerns and they con̂ 
cllide that soda ash cannot be manu*

factured in this country at less than 
Rs. 360 a ton. Whereas, in Europe it 
can be manufactured economically at 
less than Rs. 120 per ton. Now, here 
is«a vicious circle, and one has to find 
out why it is so. It is because many 
of  our heavy  industries are  only 
manufacturers in name. They are real
ly subsidiaries of the chemical and 
aluminium empires of foreign concerns 
—of the Imperial Chemical Industries 
which has got a chemical empire for 
the whole of the British Dominions; or, 
if you take the U.S.A., the Dupont du 
Nemours  Co.. and other  concerns. 
Aluminium industry in the major part 
of the world is part of the aluminium 
empire of Canada. And it is in the 
interests of these bodies to see that 
these  industries do not  flourish in 
other countries. Therefore, a vicious 
circle has been created. Many of our 
so-called maftiufacturers, who are also 
distributors, find it cheaper, and they 
make more money, by entering into 
some kind of clandestine contract with 
the empires to which they are subsi
diaries. They buy it at some conces
sional  price from them and dump it 
at this protected rate here, and make 
money.  This is the reason why no 
soda ash is being made at competitive 
prices in this country. And this is a 
very vicious circle from which we must 
rescue ourselves.  There is no mean
ing in freedom unless there is econo
mic freedom, and I know that in this 
country  there  are  sufficient  raw 
materials, and sufficient talent to en
able us to achieve economic freedom, 
provided we, once for alL get rid of 
the idea that every foreigner is a super
genius and there is no genius in India.

As a result of this vicious circle in 
soda ash, we find—here I have got the 
report of the Tariff Commission—̂the 
landing price of sheet glass—it is given 
here—is six annas per  square foot, 
whereas if you buy sheet glass from 
the market, it is about four times the 
price. There are sheet glass factories 
in  this country—one in U.P.  and 
others in some other places. You find 
that the production is just one-third 
the capacity of these factories.  Why 
is that so?  That is because many of 
these distributors have got an interest 
in the sheet glass industry, and they 
are seeing that no sheet glass is pro
duced, so that they can buy foreign' 
sheet glass at a very cheap price, at 
six annas-per square foot, and sell it 
at more than one rupee and pocket aU 
the  money.  So,  this tariff policy, 
instead of increasing the production in 
this country, instead of helping in the 
development of new industries, is being 
utilised  by the  capitalists of  this 
country for their private benefit, and
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this is a thing to which «• must pay 
our very serious attention.

I find, on page six of the report of 
the Tariff Board, they have extended 
protection to the starch industry with
out giving any argiunent whatsoever. 
I do not know why this protection has 
been given. They ought to have given 
some argument as to why this protec
tion is to be extended.

There are many other items where 
you find the Tariff  Commission and 
the Planning  Commission have come 
to an agreement. One of these things 
is that many of the heavy chemicals, 
wliich are key materials for the pro
motion of industries in this country, 
should  be left to the private sector. 
One of these things is sulphur. Sulphur, 
as you know, is a very important key 
materiaL It is not produced in India. 
We have to buy it either from U5A., 
or from Italy or from Japan, and all 
these three countries are under U.S. 
domination.  So, in the event of a 
third World War, if we do not develop 
any sulphur industry in this country, 
then, half of our sugar factories would 
come  to a stop, and our  chemical 
factories would come to a stop. Since 
1942 we have been talking of manu
facture of sulphur in this country. We 
have not got sulphur as it is. We have 
got  pyrites;  and  other  European 
countries in a similar position to ours 
like Germany, have developed methods 
for the manufacture of sulphur out of 
pyrites and it is competing successfully 
with the price of sulphur  imported 
from U5.A. and other countries. Why 
are we not able to manufacture sulphur 
in this cotmtry at competitive prices. 
The Tariff Commission say that they 
have consulted some of the factories 
aod they have carried out experiments. 
Their experiments show that it cannot 
be manufactured in this country at 
competitive prices.  I am not at an 
satisfied with that kind of answer, be- 
ca\ise many of these chemical concerns 
are  really  subsidiaries  of  foreign 
companies. And when they say some- 
ttog, you have to take it with a grain 
of salt.  Therefore. I  suggested the 
other day that we should not depend 
apon any of these private cbemictf 
concerns for data.  Thanks to the 
lidtiative of our Prime XiOnlster. w» 
have got  a  number  of national 
laboratories. We have got a very fine 
Jabontory  at  Fbona—̂the Naflonil 
Chennai Laboratory, This laboratory 
euu{ht to be asked to find oat a pfocast 
fbr the manufacture of sulphur oof of 
Indian pyrites and I think if they can 

tUs 000 problem, aU fbtt wggm 
wMeh has been spent on them will bt

well qpent We must not depend upon 
the figures given to us by any of the 
private concerns.

Then, we had a lot of interesting dis
cussions on aluminium. The total need 
of aluminium in this country has been 
given to be 15.000 tons. That Is be>
cause we require aluminium only as 
a mineral which can be made use of 
for making utensils. The greatest use 
of aluminium is in the manufacture 
of aeroplanes, because practically the 
whole body of an aeroplane is made 
of  aluminium and its  alloy dura- 
aluminium.  As a matter of fact, I 
know,  three or four years  ago, a 
German expert, who was no less a 
man than the famous designer Mes- 
serschmidt, was invited to this country 
to advise the Government on the manu
facture of aeroplanes. The first thing 
he  advised  us  to  have  was  an 
aluminium  factory  otherwise  the 
country would have to depend upon 
foreign  countries  for  the  most 
important material for aeroplane. But 
we have every raw  material in this 
country and there is no reason why 
we should go for aeroplanes to other 
countries.  If you manufacture aero
planes in this country, our demand for 
aluminium will not be 15,000 tons. It 
will come to something like 50,000 tons. 
And aluminium is the coming metal of 
the century.  It is used not only for 
making utensils, but for making parts 
of ships, and it is replacing iron and 
other things in many other industrU». 
So, this is an industry to which we 
must give our serious attention.

Shri Shri C. B. Naraaimluui B. Naraaimluui (Krishnaglri): 
On a point of  information, my hon. 
friend Mrs. Kale saĵs that in Canada 
a bridge was bxiilt of aluminium.

Shrl Megbaad Saha:  We find that 
Instead of producing 15,000 tons, we are 
producing only 4,000 tons, and the cost 
of production here is much higher than 
the  cost of  production in  other 
countries. Of course. I admit that one 
Of the  causes Is the high  price of 
electricity, because the main Item la 
tlie production of aluminium Is dectrl- 
city. To produce one ton of alumlnluni. 
you  require 120 thousand' units of 
dectrfdty. Unless the «wt of electrl- 
dty can be cut down, we cannot pro
duce ahiminium in this country at a 
cheap rata. But why are you not pro
ducing eleetridty at a cheap rate? TOe 
Aluminiam  Corporation is in a roat 
arbi and its cost of distribution Is al
most nn, but the coat of production of 
a unit, of electrlcl̂ as shown by the 
Alumbdum  Corporation is one amuu 

of 1/̂  aqoa as it shoidd bk 
nil fit t great mywety. And I flifaiW
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the Tariff Commission had neither the 
means nor the time to go into this 
question.  Also they are simply play
ing  into  the hands oi the  manu
facturers who are using the ignorsHoi 
ot the Government ana tneir maoiuty 
to go deep into things, for their own 
interests.  I quite agree that so long 
as  we  leave the  manufacture of 
aluminium,  sulphur etc. to  private 
sectors, as has been given out by the 
Planning Commission, we shall never 
have any industry at all in this country 
in spite of the fact that India is very 
rich in raw materials. I think we have 
got the best kind of bauxite, all over 
the country, in Ratnagiri district, in 
Bihar and in many other parts.  As 
long as  we allow  ourselves to  be 
guided by our industrialists, in these 
matters,  we shall never be able to 
reach our goal.  We have to go deep 
into the 29 industries that have been 
sought to be protected, and see whe
ther they  actually need  protection, 
whether by giving protection to them, 
we are  not encouraging  inefficiency 
and cheap methods of making money 
etc. All these things have to be gone 
into very deeply. I find from the note 
circulated that the Tariff Commission 
has been entrusted with a very large 
number  of duties of an  important 
character. The functions of the Com
mission are much wider than those of 
the Tariff Board.

One of the functions of the Com
mission is ‘inquiry and report on the 
grant of protection, for the encourage
ment of an industry*. In this matter.
I think they are  entirely guided by 
industrialists.  But  there are  other 
parties in this country as well, who 
can take interest in industry. I know 
many of the scientists who are being 
employed in our National Laboratories, 
the National Chemical Laboratory, the 
National  Phjrsical  Laboratory,  the 
Glass and Ceramic Research Institute, 
the National Metallurgical Laboratory 
etc., can give advice  of the highest 
order, not only on scientific  matters, 
but eveti on cost of production etc. I 
find that the Tariff  Commission has 
seldom  asked for their advice.  On 
the other hand,  the Commission is 
entirely guided by the  industrialists; 
and this, I think, is a dangerous factor.

Another Item entrusted to them is 
the variation in the customs or other 
duties for the purpose of  protecting 
industries. The fourth item mentioned 
is the most important one, inquiry and 
report on the effects of protection, on 
cost of  production, and fixation of 
priceis. The fixation of prices is a very 
important  and large  item in  the 
ecdnomy of a country. It can promote 
an industry, or demote an industry, 
and it can  also bring in  sufBci&t

money, if you properly manage it, to 
the State Exchequer, for the develop
ment of the country. On going through 
the report of the Planning Commission, 
*I find  that  they have planned  a 
number of industries mostly agri
cultural, but leaving other  industries 
entirely to the private sector. On look
ing into the chapter on Finances, I 
found that their financing is on olji- 
fashioned lines, just having some taxa
tion, some deficit  financing etc. But 
the most important source of financing 
is the turnover tax which is the main 
item of taxation with the aid of which 
Russia has  developed her Five-Year 
Plan on a very wide scale and that 
has been dismissed by  the Planning 
Commission in one short sentence. The 
Pla*iining Commission probably has no 
idea  that  Russia  has  developed 
all  their  industries  from 
nothing;  the main  source of  their 
income was the turnover tax.  Turn
over tax is nothing but  fixation of 
price and taking the surplus for the 
interests of the country.  Instead of 
the money  going to the pockets of 
private industrialists, it should go to 
the State Exchequer, so that the State 
may invest that money in schemes for 
the promotion of industries.  I have 
given you one example, that of sheet 
glass. Dealers in sheet glass—̂I know 
many  of  them—are  making  an 
enormous  income on account of this 
protective tariff.  I doubt very much 
whether by means of taxes and so on, 
you will be able to recover the same, 
because they are mivh more cleverer 
than the Government. I would agree 
to the fixation of price of glass at Rs.
1-8-0 per foot, provided all this turn
over tax is taken by the Government 
and is invested by them for the de
velopment of industries in this country. 
So this Tariff Commission has got a 
very important function to perform, in 
the fixation of prices for the industrial 
development of the country.  I think 
they have not got sufficient machinery 
to discharge their  functions.  They 
must therefore be given additional aid. 
They  must not only consult  indus
trialists,  but  the  scientists  and 
technicians also, as also the representa
tives of the consumers.

These  are my criticisms  on the 
recommendation of the Tariff Board.
I am sorry I was not able to make a 
more detailed study of the note, be
cause I got it only two or three days 
ago. I think this is a very important 
question, because, on the policy adopt- 
 ̂by the Tariff Board, will  depend 
the growth of industries in this country 
and the interest that will be taken in 
that behalf.

Mr. Spetter: Now I call upon the 
hon. Minister.
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Bata Rawunru Staicli  (Huari- 
b««h West): 1 want to say something.

Mr. Speaker. The hon. Member maj 
have his chance after the hon. Minis
ter Anishes his speech. The hon. Mi
nister is not replying to the debate 
now.

Skri T. T, Kjrishaamaehari: 1 would 
like to intervene at this stage of the 
discussionŝ  in order to clear  some 
misconceptions that seem to exist in 
the minds of hon. Members.  My col
league who moved this motion made 
it very clear that with the exception 
of three  industries regarding  which 
protection has been recommended by 
the Tariff Board, the rest is merely a 
matter of extension of existing pro
tection. because the Tariff Board has 
not been able to go into the question 
as to whether  protection should be 
continued, if so what should l>e the 
quantum of  protection, should it be 
raised or lowered etc.  It is more or 
less  an administrative  recommenda
tion. I am very glad, that hon. Mem
bers who spoke before me recognised 
the value of the services of the Tariff 
Commission.

[Shri Hari VaAYAK Pataskar in the 
Chair]

The House will forgive me if I make 
a reference to the  President of the 
Tariff Commission, who has now left 
this country, Mr. G. L. Mehta, who 
over a period of years has given this 
country valuable senice and also set 
the tradltiozis and  standards in the 
matter of tariff Inquiries, that should 
be adopted by the Commission in the 
future. It is indeed a matter of good 
fortune for this country that he has 
been the first President of the Tariff 
Commission. We have been hard put 
to it to find a successor to Mr. G. L. 
Metha. Now I am happy to say that 
I have been  able to persuade  Mr. 
Bhatt, who has a very fine record of 
public service and is well known as a 
man of the highest integrity, to accept 
thnt  responsibility, though he  was 
rather disinclined to do so.

4 P.M.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur): Does he 
know anything about industries?

Shri T. T. Krlahnamacbari: A little 
more than what my hon. friend does. 
1 think it is... ■

Shri  S. More: He has not replied 
to my question. Sir.  He may know 
much more than I do. but whether he 
is qualified to be the Chairman...

Shri T. T.  Krisbaamaeharl:  Un«
fortunately for the hon. Member, Mr. 
More, we happen to be in oower and 
we feel he is qualified.  He has tot 
to aocept it

Slur! S. 8. More: I rise  in protest, 
Sir. When I am seeking....

Shri T. T. Ertohnamaehari; I  am
not yielding. Sir.

Mr. ChalnBAtt: Let him finish. Alter 
that I will allow the hon. Member an 
opportunity to speak.  Let there be 
no discussion across the Table.

Shri S. 8. More: When Members are 
asking some questions of the Govern
ment side, he cannot be so satirical 
about it  We can return that in a 
lc*rger measure.

Mr. CHairmaa: As a matter of fact, 
he has given a reply.  Probably the 
hon. Member does not appreciate the 
way in which it was given.  I can 
understand that. But at the same time, 
it is not desirable to carry on discus
sion this way. After the hon. Minister 
has finished. 1 will take into account 
what ..

Shri S. S. More: We are not a con
trolled commodity here. Sir......

Mr. Chairmaa: Let him proceed.  I 
do not think we need now discuss it.

The Minister of Revemie  aad Ex
pend! tore (Shri Tyagi):  The Govern
ment cannot allow...

Mr. Chairman: I think  the hon. 
Minister may now proceed.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari:  I am
sorry. Sir. If my hon. friend mi.stakes 
what is called humour for satire, it 
is rather unfortunate.  But. unfortu
nately. ‘satire’ is not a protected com
modity. Anybody is at liberty to use 
it. If my hon. friend wants to use it, 
he is at perfect liberty to do so. We 
are willing to take it.  We have a 
devoted head which will take all that 
is showered on us.  That is by the 
way.  I am very sorry that any re
marks should have been made about a 
person who is not here.

Shr! S. S. More: It is not a remark 
absout an individual. I wanted him to 
clarify.  My friend has paid a compli
ment to a particular individual.  We 
are perfectly entitled to ask about the 
qualifications of that IndividuaL The 
Individual  does not come in.  The 
Chair will concede that we can ask 
whether the new Chairman is perfectly 
qualified or not.

Mr. Chairman: I  think  this small 
matter has been replied to. Of course, 
I do not know whether the manner in 
which the reply was given was correct 
or otherwise, but the hon. Minister 
himself says that he Is sorry.
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Shri S. 8.  More:  I  accept  the
apology.

Shri T.  T.  Krtohnamar.hari:  No
apology has been offered?

Mr. Chaimum: Let there be nolnis- 
take. The hon. Minister did not Intend
any offence to anybody. Let this small
mailer end there. We know over such
a small matter, we cannot carry on a 
controversy.  I would  appeal to the
hon. Minister also now to proceed to
the ments of the BiU.  Let us leave
this matter here.

Shri T. T. Krlshaamachari: I am
deeply obliged to the Chair, Sir. But,
Sir, the reference was made because
my hon. friend. Dr. Lanka Sundaram.
did lay emphasis  on the amount of
staff and the number of members in
the Tariff Commission as being an
integral p:*rl of the utility of that Com
mission. Hon. Members will recognLse
the dimculties that Government has in
being able to obtain suitable men to
serve on a body like this. He cannot
be an industrialist; he cannot have any
vested interests; he  must be a man
who has got the highest integrity, from
the knowledge that we possess, and he
must have superhuman abilities. These
are rather difficult to find, at any rate,
in this country—I mean to the extent
of the knowledge  that I and  other
members of Government possess. And
I made this reference  because while
we could now appoint another member

i and augment the number to five, we
' find it difficult to secure a suitable per
son.  Having appointed a person and
finding that he is not good enough for
the  job is, I  think, a little  more
awkward than not appointing a person
at all.

On this question of the work of the
Tariff Commission, I would like to say
that I had an opportunity of going to
Bombay recently and discussing with
the members of the Tariff Commission,
not their work—̂that is not within my
province, they are entirely  indepen
dent of Government—but their pro
gramme. the extent of the staff that
they  would need,  the number  of
inquiries that they could complete in
a given period and what additional
members  they  would  require;  for
instance, for the inquiries in regard to
prices, because the Tariff Commission
can also have the assistance of ad
hoc mornbers.  It is after a  review
of all these considerations that  the
Government came to the  conclusion
that it would be better if the period of
time when protection lapsed in regard
to any particular industry was not in
the middle of the year but towards the
end of the year.  We chose upon the
date, 31st December of a year, as be

ing a suitable date.  Instead of hav
ing protection  expiring in March or
Aĵl we thought it should extend to
*Decemt>er of a particular year.

There is another object also in doing
so.  It is  that the  programme of
Parliament has to be considered.  It
is not always possible to bring in a
measure of this  nature during  the
Budget Session. We have to hustle the
House and pass it at the cost of other
business that it has. So my view was
that it would be much better to take
up consideration of tariff measures in
the Autumn Session, towards the fall
of the year.  And then we reviewed
the  quantity of the work that the
Tariff Commission had on hand. They
had about 53 inquiries pending.  Out
of them, 27 were expiring towards the
end of the year or in March, 1953. They
have  one or two  very  important
inquiries on hand which have to be
completed within a short time. It was
humanly impossible for them to give us
any report, even a preliminary report,
in regard to these industries protection
to which was expiring by December,
1952 or March 1953. Well, we thought
the best thing was, with their concur
rence to make an ad hoc extension of
the time of protection to the end of
1953 and give them more or less a
whole year to go through all these
inquiries. In the meantime the choice
of the subjects on which they should
undertake enquiries whdther it be in
dustries into which they have to make
an exhaustive enquiry  or a cursory
one, is left for the Commission to de
cide.

That is really the excû. the reason,
the cause for our having presented the
House with what looks like a complex
piece of legislation but which in reality
is a simple one.  I welcome, Sir, any
criticism that hon. Members make in
regard to the grant of protection or
to the failure to grant adequate pro
tection or with regard to the failure of
either the Tariff Commission or the
Government to inquire into how that
protection has been used or abused.
We provide every opportunity for hon.
Members.  I think, having been my
self a  Member of this House in a 
private capacity for several years, I
cannot altogether forget the fact that
a Member of the House wants op
portunities when he can examine the
acts of the Government with as power
ful a microscope as he can possibly
get.  Therefore, I do not resent any
criticisms made.  I welcome them in
the spirit in which they are offered. If
Members feel that Government have
not done their duty, I take proper note
of what they say and as far as humanljr
possible for me, with the  resourceŝ
time and intelligence at my disposal*
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[Shri T. T. Krishnamacnari]

I try to remedy the situation.  So ii 
I say a few words in regard to some 
of the remarks that fell from the hon. 
Members in a very general way—be
cause I ,am leaving the particulars to 
the hon. the Mover—I would ask them 
to accept them iti the spirit in which 
they are offered.

On this question, Sir,—again to re
vert to the question of the comîsition 
of the Conmiission—I agree with the 
hon. Members with the remarks they 
have made and on a previous occasion 
I had told them that I was grateful 
for their suggestions in this  regard. 
At the present moment I could fill in 
the  post  of  the  fifth  mem
ber  in the  Commission  if 
the  Government  could  make 
up its mind on a suitable person. In 
fact, I have told the Chairman of the 
Tariff Commission that he should, as 
far as possible, utilise ad hoc members 
for price enquiries, so that we would 
be able  after a time to  know that 
there are a number of  suitable and 
proper men available. In fact, if this 
experiment is tried, that will be a test
ing ground to enable us to make up our 
mind  before we  appoint  them as 
permanent  members of the Conmiis
sion. Very possibly before long, I may 
have to come to the House to permit 
me to expand the number of members 
of the Tariff Commission also.

I might, Sir, certainly acknowledge 
the very valuable suggestion made by 
that eminent scientist sitting on the 
other side of the House that we should 
use the services of scientists. I shall 
be very grateful myself if  scientists 
would agree to come into the Board 
or to agree to serve as ad hoc members. 
But it would be wrong for anybody to 
say that the Tariff Commission ignores 
scientists  and depends entirely on 
industrialists.  They do not.  It is a 
wrong presumption because I suppose 
the hon. Member who spoke will know 
exactly how the Tariff  Commission 
went ab̂ut its work.

Shri Meghnad Saha: Sir, I did not 
say that he should have only scientists.
I said that in addition to industrialists 
he should have scientists and a leav
ening of the representatives of other 
interests.
Shri T. T.  Kriflhiuuiiacharl: I am

very obliged to the hon. Member.  I 
do agree  that there  should be a 
leavening—I rather like the word 
leavening—of all types possiblŷ not 
merely  economists but also  public 
servants even though they may just be 
able to judge what is right and what 
!• wrong—that is a very valuable quali
fication,—and scientists as well, who

may not always be able to judge from 
the concrete point of view but who 
might sometimes judge things from the 
abstract point of view, even so they 
have their utility.  But it would be 
wrong to generalise  that the Tariff 
Commission is dependant for its in
formation and guidance on any one set 
of people.  Actually,  they are very 
much  dependant on  their cost ac
countants  and what the figures say. 
The evidence of others is heard. It is 
certainly open to anybody who is in
terested, not only the industrialists, 
but also the cohsumefrs, to give evi
dence before the Tariff  Commission 
and their evidence will be welcomed by 
the Tariff Commission.

Sir, one other mattefr before I go into 
details,—I mean the details in a very 
general  way—about these  imperial 
preferences.  My  hon.  friend.  Dr. 
Lanka Sundaram reminded me of my 
promise.  I must tell him that I did 
not make the promise in order merely 
to tide over a temporary difficulty. I 
meant to do something about it, when 
I made that promise—an evaluation of 
all the terms of the Indo-British Trade 
Agreement of 1939, by means of which 
we have given them some preference, 
which we. for lack of a better wording 
at the  present  juncture,  still call 
‘imperial preference*.  I  have had a 
preliminary survey today  conducted 
by competent people. Though I am not 
m a position to divulge the results, I 
can show to my hon. friend that the 
document is very impressive because 
you find quite a lot of photostat copies 
of statistics.  I have a  preliminary 
surv̂ with me in regard to which 

? certain amount of difference 
opinion in the evaluation of these 

statistics. What it shows is that while 
sentimental considerations and all that 
would necessitate the dropping of the 
words  ‘imperial preference' the  ad
vantages are not entirely  unilateral. 
There are certain  advantages which 
we gam now. which may be temporary 
advantages but which are, in the con
n those advantages are,

course, to us very valu-
aoie,

Ito. Laaka Saadanun: May I inter- 
Is he aware

that Pakistan has conceded imperial 
preference In respect of 30 Items?

Slnl T. T. Krisliiiainachari: Imita
tion is thfe b66t form of flattery. I do 
not propose to flatter Pakistan.  The 
economy  of that  country and  th# 
economy of our cpuntry are totally dif
ferent; the p6iiits of  similarity are 
very ttw.  It is a  complemratary 
economy, I agree, if Pakistan and we 
can co-op«rate; one economy can be
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complementary to the other. Manu
facturing  economy and  agricultural
economy can be complementary so far
as their mutual relationship is con
cerned. What Pakistan does is not a 
thing that suits me.  And my hon.
friend Dr. Lanka  Sundaram would
have obtained his Doctorate in vain if
he passes judgment on the actions of
a country merely because it seems to
agree  with his own particular  pro
clivities. They hav0 to be judged on
more serious grounds.  Of course, he
has to take me in trust.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: When do you
publish it?

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: I am
not going to publish it. What I will
publish is something more definite. It
is only a preliminary work which is
purely confidential for the benefit of
the Government and those who have
to work with it. I find two or three
differences of opinion  even on this
preliminary investigation. There is,
however, some good that has come out
of this survey. I was able to find in
this in relation to a commodity about
the rules of which I am hard pressed
at this moment—that these protective
duties were of some advantage. So I
propose to hold on to it until such time
when I feel that the  advantages are
non-existent.  In any event we can
not hold this document or some such
document from the  gaze of my hon.
friend Dr. Lanka Sundaram for any
length of time.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Is that a pro
mise, Sir, that some of us can see it?

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: I do not
propose to make any discrimination.
I remember always article 14 of the
Constitution!; and. Sir, when it is avail
able for inspection, it  shall be avail
able to all the hon. Members of this
House and of the other House also. I
referred to  this now because I felt
that I ought to tell  my hon. friend
that I am doing something about it.

My hon. friend, Mr. Arun Chandra
Guha is a very diligent student, for
whose  diligence I have the greatest
respect—he is unfortunately not here
—made a reference to something that
has happened  somewhere in London
from the reports he has seen.  I am 
afraid all these reports are wrong. I
may tell him there is no possibility of
something being done in the shape of
‘imperial preference’ being cr3̂ 11ised
as  against the multi-lateral  trading
facilities that we allow to other natioîs
which are signatories  to the GATT.
Îere may be a difference of opinion
whether  the GATT itself is  worth
wttile or not. We do not propose to

sacrifice that for something else unless
there are some decisive  advantages.
Hon. Members all know that we are
going on with these bi-lateral treaties
with countries.  We had got certain
advantages in regard to certain com
modities that we can sell to them.

I am very grateful to my hon. friend
Mr. Bansal but my only complaint is
that he blows hot and cold.  Yester
day he was very cold, pleasant; to
day he is very hot, very  unpleasant.
This is, I suppose, his mood. I sup
pose an element of the Jekyll and Hyde
personality is there in every human
being, it is endemic.  It is we that
make those particular proclivities to
come out  as we react to our own
wishes. I agree that I am sometimes
a catalytic agent in this House, and I
suppose that is how I have drawn from
him the wrath that he has poured
out. I do not want to refer to his as
sociation with an august body because
I have very great respect for that body,
but it seemed to me that his associa
tion with that body is having an undue
influence over him. at this particular
moment.  I  might very  well have
heard the President of the Federation
of  Indian Chambers of  Commerce
speaking today when I heard all that
Mr. Bansal said.

Sir, one feels very happy to heiar
many speakers on the other side sup
porting us  sometimes.  It is rather
funny  that  sometimes  in  certain
matters we find strange  bed-fellows.
holding views which probably I hold.
In this question of free trade and pro
tection  these are views that  there
should be no question of protection for
all time for any commodity. Nobody
says that in future, there should be
only free trade, which means that the
consumer can be allowed to find his
own level if there is any level at all
for him. But the idea that protection
has come to stay for all times sdsms to
be a little far-fetched for me at the
moment to absorb. I must tell my hon.
friend Mr. Bansal that I am not yet
ready. My education is progressing; I
may come to that level sometime but
not yet.

Then he said something about foreign
interests. If an Indian comes along and
says, “I am going to manufacture type
writers’*, then my hon. friend's sugges*
tion is that since an Indian national
has saicj it and has declared his inten
tion, and probably he may declare that
intention before a magistrate and con
firm it by solemn oath and the magiŝ
trate’s seal may be there, the Govern
ment of  India should not  permit
aiyrbody else after that to come into
that industry. That is the sum total 
of what my hon. friend said, i kntwr
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this particular friend whom he has 
in mind, biecause forty different asso
ciations have complained to me about 
this particular case.  Thirty different 
members of Parliament have written 
to me and several Members belonging 
to my party also have written to me. 
not to speak of other people who are 
interested in this particular single indi
vidual who has got a grouse against 
somebô else who has started a type
writer industry. Sir, this is one  of 
those cases which are being exaggerat
ed unduly and that is not good for my 
friend who is going to start the type
writer fatcory nor for the oconomy of 
the country nor for the sponsors of 
this complaint.  There must be some 
definite basis for a complaint.  Sup
posing it is true that this gentleman 
has  declarJd his intention to manu 
facture some 12,000 pieces, and accord
ing to our estimate we require about
28,000 to 30,000 pieces. Where arcf the 
remaining  16,000 or 18,000 pieces to 
come from?  They must be imported.
If they are not to be imported and if 
I allow somebody else to manufacture 
them in the  country, then what is 
wrong? This j>oint is left completely 
out of account. That is wherj I consider 
the intervention of my hon, friend Dr. 
Krishnaswami to be valuable. As an 
economist he did point out certain basic 
facts which we cannot altogether ig
nore. If there is a gap between local 
production and the amount of demand, 
what are we to do about that gap? I 
think he was right when he asked that 
question. Government must do some
thing to fill up the gap.  We cannot . 
allow the gap to remain. One course 
is to import  But at the same time 
luckily for my hon. friend Shri Bansal 
and people who arcl of his way of think
ing, there is a chronic  shortage  of 
foreign exchange so far as we are con
cerned and much as I would not like 
to help lame industries to thrive or to 
exist by a measure of protection which 
is indirectly granted, I have willy tiilly 
to grant them protection though in
directly because when I make up my 
import budget I have to take into con
sideration how much of money I have 
and how much imports are necessary 
and how much is  available  through 
local manufacture and thcfn find out 
how much I have to import. I think 
some hon. Members have pointed out 
the value of there being certain im
ports. I hold that opinion very strong
ly. Even if we become a manufactur
ing country—let us say up to the ex
tent of 99:9 per cent.—even then we 
ought to allow three or four or five 
per cent, of goods of a particular type 
to come from outside, so that our stan
dards can be maintained. It does not 
matter from which country those goods

come. They may come from any coun
try. Hon. Members may have different 
preferences, but I do feel that If some
body else makes an article belter than 
we do in this country, and we allow 
some goods of that type to come into 
our country, our people here will be
come dis-satisfled with the indigenous 
article and insist upon  the  Indian 
manufacturer giving the same standard 
as the foreign stuff. That is the way 
in which normally industries  grow. 
When I do that, the  Federation  of 
Indian Chambers of Conrunerce  and 
Industry criticises me. It says. ‘There 
are local industries and local manufac
turers.  Why do you allow this?”  It 
is forgotten that 1 also get kicks from 
the consumers.  Supposing I say that 
razor blades will not be imported as a 
measure of protection to the indigenous 
razor blade industry, then the consumer 
protests.  If supposing  I say  that 
bicycles will not t>e imported for an
other two months, then the consumer 
comes down upon me. I do not know 
which way one can go.  If I try to 
please everybody, I would soon be in 
the position of the miller, his son and 
the nss.  I think the best way is to 
adopt the golden mean and not listen 
to anybody.  Perhaps that is the best 
thing to do in matters of this nature, 
where  academic  economists,  con- 
summers*  representatives  and  in
dustrialists*  representatives—all  of 
them come out with different advices.
I mu5;t choose my own method of solv
ing the problem rather than listen to 
any one person.  I am perfectly sure 
that when everybody complains. I am 
in the right.

On this question of foreign interests,
I think I have said on former occasion 
more than what is necessary. It is wrong 
for hon. Members here like my hon. 
friend  Shri Tulsidas Kilachand  to 
understand me when I say that there 
should  be a  leavening of  foreign 
interests as saying that people of his 
community  are not honest.  It does 
not mean that.  If somebody deduces 
something from what I say, I cannot 
help  it.  If  he deduces  something 
which I had no intention of making 
known as my opinion, I cannot help 
it. I am not fond of the British  or 
anybody  else and I think there are 
several hon. Members who I know are 
not fond of them either.  But we do 
sometimes feel that if we are not quite 
sure of our own people—and let me 
tell you very honestly that sometimes 
wo are  not quite sure of our  own 
people—then, I say let us have some 
foreigners.  There may be a few of 
them: not a whole lot of them.  I do 
not want a whole lot of them here. 
But a few of them will set up some
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standards here. It does not do us any 
harm. So long as they do us no harm, 
so long as they play the game, I pro
pose to have them. I propose to give 
them national treatment so long as 
they accept national  obligations, and 
there is nothing more to be said about 
it than that. If even when I do tl̂, 
you come and say, “Well, you are en
couraging the foreigner”, then I can
not understand it. 1 am only trying to 
do what is in the  interests oL the 
country.  But if you are only trying 
to coin a slogan which with gain cur
rency by all means do it. If you want 
to raise this bogey of foreign interests 
or of the Government of India favour
ing foreign interests, then let me tell 
you that all this discussion is just to 
raise a slogan and  nothing more. It 
has no more  validity than that.  Of 
course, it is true that there are some 
interests in our  country who have 
come in when the British ware here 
and some of thejn have large interests. 
But then various  comphcations are 
likely to arise in dealing with them. 
We do not want to quarrel with friend
ly nations.  Some of  these interests 
will probably  go in course of time. 
They will stay only so long as they 
are useful. But if they are not useful, 
they will not stay; they will go. And 
there is nothing more to be said about 
it.

In regard to particular industries. I 
shall leave it to my hon. colleague to 
reply, but I think I should say a word 
on this question of scrutiny of parti
cular industries at this moment. As I 
said, this is avowedly an ad hoc ar
rangement, and we are just extending 
the protection for another year.  My 
hon. friend Shri  Ramaswamy  from 
Salem said, “Oh, industries must have 
some kind of security.’* I too would 
like them to have security, but I have 
not got the means.  The Tariff Com
mission is not in a position to go on 
making enquiries now. If they do not 
make an enquiry, I cannot  extend 
prot̂tion beyond a year.  It is not 
legitimate.  The  administrative dis
cretion in this matter can be projected 
only up to one year and not beyond 
that.  It may be that there are some 
incidental inconveniences. They have 
to be put up with it because I have 
not got the staff.

Then, a point was made about soda 
ash and the glass industry.  My hon. 
friend the distinguished scientist had 
something to say about it. I appreciate 
what he said, b̂ ause although it may 
he that he speaks in a t3TPe of langu
age that is somewhat different from 
ours, there is sincerity in what he says 
and you cannot altogether ignore it. 
But on this  question of import of

heavy soda ash, I think, we are help
less. We have to get heavy soda ash 
from abroad. There is no manufacturer 
hero who produces this type of soda ash. 
The one Corporation  which controls 
the distribution of magadi soda ash 
does not manufacture it but scoops it 
out from nature. For the glass industrŷ 
they want this  heavy soda ash.  It 
will take quite a long time before we 
can manufacture it and even if we 
succeed, I doubt if it would be econo
mical.

Shri Meghnad Saha: Even in the re
port of the Tariff Commission, 1949„ 
they have stated that soda ash is the 
key point in the manufacture of glass 
and they have  suggested the manu
facture of soda ash at economic prices. 
They have  recommended that round 
about the Sindri factory  Government 
should  set up a factory for  manu
facturing soda ash, because the manu
facturing processes are practically the 
same.  If you take the  ammonium 
soda process, you have to take am
monium and that will react with lime. 
The Tariff  Commission made some 
kind of investigation and they found 
that if such a factory is started there,, 
you can make soda ash in this country 
on a  competitive basis.  I want to 
know why for three years now  no 
action has been taken on this recom
mendation.

Shri T. T. Krishnamachari: I quite 
recognise that it can be manufactured 
but I am rather doubtful if it can be 
made on a competitive basis, because 
the price of imported heavy soda ash 
is certainly cheaper.  I may tell him 
that I have my  difficulties in  this 
matter.  We have had, as I said, the 
insistence of the  consumers in this 
matter. I think formerly the Govern
ment had to put this  under O.G.L. 
Quite a lot of stuff came in, and what 
happens in  regard to the O.G.L. is 
that persons who have no interest in 
the soda ash trade come in and obtain 
licences for some phenomenal amounts 
like Rs. 50 lakhs.  I know of a firm 
which has taken licences for Rs. 50 
lakhs for  import of soda  ash and 
caustic  soda—just  to  corner  the 
stock. I asked somebody to find out 
what the capital of that-firm was and 
I found out that it was just Rs. 15,000.

Shri Meghnad Saha. It is very easy 
to answer. You have got the installed 
capacity of sheet glass. As I find from 
the report of the  National Planning 
Commission it is 12,000 tons. They are 
actuall.y  producing only 5,000 tons. 
That shows that they can consume a 
large quantity  of soda ash, if it is 
available at competitive prices.
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Skti T. T. Krtshnamaeharl; I  said
that estimate of the consumption of
soda ash varies. The Tariff Board has
said it is 1,07,000 tons; I have heard
people say it is 1,20,000 tons; I have
known of another estimate which puts
it at  1,40,000 tons. The dhobi’s de
mand is something  which we have
never been able to estimate. The pro
ducers say it is only 80.000 tons.  It
is rather difficult to  reconcile tliese
figures. But it does seem that all the
imports  have been  brought in  by
people  who  are more  or  less
spê ators,—people who have nothing
to do with the trade but—̂ merely take
out a licence because one is available
and all that they  do is to spend a 
hundred rupees for that purpose. This
half jrear we have not allowed any
imports.  Unfortunate, the two fac
tories that used to produce soda ash
have  closed down in spite of  my
persuasion, in spite of my telling them
that I was going to control the bring
ing in of soda ash from abroad. They
had not enough faith in me. Perhaps
they may open their factories before
only. This is only one of my headaches,
because every industry causes a head
ache at one time or other.

That is all that I have to say from
a general point of view, to several of
the criticisms that have been made. A
reference was made by my hon. friend
Dr. Saha in regard to scientific instru
ments. He and I both know what the
origin of it was and I can tell him
that if there is any real difficulty, that
difficulty will be removed.  In regard
to other matters of detail, I think, my
hon. colleague would be able to reply.
I am very grateful to you. Sir, for
having given me this opportunity.

Pandit Mimishwar Datt  Upadhyay.
(Pratapgarh  Distt.—East):  Sir.  al
though the hon. Minister has spoken
on the most important  points raised
and on the far-reaching implications of
this Bill, I have to say a few words on
the lesser important aspects of this
matter.  I should like to submit Viat
when we are considering the question
of giving protection to industries, we
are dealing with businessmen, whose
main object i» profit. They are out to
make money: hence the  complaints
and objections to the protection, be
cause these  protective measures are
likely to be abused, because the per
sons concerned are likely to misuse this
protection.  This  fear is absolutely
out of place. All that we have got to
do is that we should have an efficient
machinery  for controlling  these in
dustrialists and persons who are in a 
position to abuse the protection grant

ed to them. It is with that object in
view that we have  established the
Tariff Commission.

The Tariff Commission has a number
of functions to perform. It devotes its
entire time to this and aŝ the hon.
Minister just now told us about the
working of this Commission, they have
taken up the work very seriously and
during the period of about eight or
nine months the work they have done
and the control that they have exercis
ed over the industries, are I think, by
no means, insignificant. The need for
a permanent  Statutory Tariff Com
mission has been felt for long.  The
Fiscal Commission  recommended the
need for a permanent body and in res
ponse to Iheir  recommendation the
Commission was appointed last yetor by
an Act of Parliament.  The functions
of the Commission are not limited to
tĥ functions of the Board that we
had till lait year. Now they have to
look into the question of granting pro
tection to an  industry and also to
look to the question of continuing the
protection wnerever necessary.  They
have alsôto recommend the variation
of duty, where called for. Besides that
they have to look into the abuses, or
the malpractices, the manner in which
this protection is being used or abused
or misused by the  persons who are
responsible for running the industries.

The Commission also sees that im
mediate action is taken on its report.
Under the Act that we  passed last
year, the Central Government has to
bring before Parliament, the recom
mendation made by the Commission,
within three months of the date of its
report. Government  have to explain
as to whether they have accepted, in
toto or in part, the  recommendation
of the Commission, and if so whether
they have implemented it. They should
also  explain the  reasons  for non
acceptance of the Commission’s recom
mendation. The necessity of bringing
the matter before Parliament within a 
period of time, does not allow any scope
for delaying the matter as used to be
the case previously.

When we have set up a statutory
body of that sort, I  think we must
closely study the recommendation of
the Commission, before we come to
a decision.  In fact, the Commission
has not been able to go into the details
of the working of some of the indus
tries. They could not make enquiries,
but they have made a suggestion that
the protection in such cases may be
extended up to the ehd of December,
1953.  The reason for this has been 
explained by the hon. Minister and
it is but proper that we should accept



<̂06 Indian Tariff 13 NOV£MB£R 1952 (Fourth Amendment)
Bill

606

that suggestion. There are at present
42 industries receiving protection, as
against twelve  industries which be
fore the war used to receive protection.
The Tariff Board and the Commission
up to now have held enquiries into the
case of 132 industries.  It is quite a 
large  number and to  say that the
working of this body is not up to the
mark would not be justified.

Then I wanted to refer to certain
industries  in which I  am  feeling
interested.  I find that in many rural
areas community radio receiving sets
have been installed. But they are not
working properly because there are no
batteries, and it takes  two or three
days for the people to go to a place
fifty or sixty miles away from the
village to have the batteries charged.
They have tio generators there. This
question of dry batteries, although it
may not be of great  imi)ortance in
other respects, has assumed importance
on account of the fact that many of
the States have installed community
receiving sets in the rural areas where
it is not possible to  have these wet
batteries ŵhich require charging every
ten or twenty hours.  Therefore the
provision of these dry  batteries for
these radio sets has become very im
portant. The working of these racQos 
is mostly  unsatisfactory for want of
battery.

In respect of dry  batteries I find
that there are at present only four
companies  working—formerly  there
were five, but one has gone out of
working.  Most of the manufacture is
done by the National Carbon Company
of India Limited.  This  company is
being financed by  foreigners and is
managed by  foreigners.  Eighty per
cent of its  production is  consumed
in India and there is. a part which is
also exported. So. although we think
that we have banned imports and are
trying to use the indigenous  product
and trying to help our own industries
in ̂ e country, the fact of the matter
IS that even now the entire.profit goes
to foreigners, the entire management
IS by foreigners, the key men who are
employed are all foreigners, and the
peater portion of the money is going
to foreigners. As I find from the re
port, when the question of  costing
arose this firm did not allow the Tariff
Comniission and the Tariff Board to
took  into their accounts,  so as to
calculate what was the cost of produc
tion. The cost of production that we
nave got (on the basis of which we are
proceedmg) is the cost of production
tnat was supplied on the basis of the
accounts of Estrela Batteries Limited,
Bombay.  If that is the attitude of
these  people in  spite of  all the
advantages that they are getting, I

would submit that we should see that
the foreign companies do not get that
advantage. That can be done only by
giving a certain amount of subsidy to
the other companies which have newly
started and which are not in a position
to compete with this company which
besides being very old and very well
established has other advantages also
over the smaller companies.

This dry battery industry can very
well flourish in our country as most of
the raw materials required for it are
available in our country and we only
require a little imported mixture of
certain other raw materials—̂it is a 
technical matter and therefore I would
not like to go into details. But mostly
the raw material for the manufacture
of dry batteries is  available in our
country. So if we mean to encourage
this industry, all that we have got to
do is that we should give a certain
amount  of  subsidy  to  the  other
companies that are  now in the field
and that are really Indian  concerns.

The> position as it stands today is
that the production at present is about
180 million cells, and it is expected
that by the end of 1955 the production
may come up to 200 million cells. Our
requirement is much more than that
figure.  In fact we are not in a posi
tion to meet our requirements.  Our
need at present is 220 million cells.
And this foreign company is export
ing a number of battery cells. If we
mean at all to make this industry our
own, we should see that we grant sub
sidies to the smaller companies which
are trying to compete with this big
foreign company in our country. As a 
matter of fact, the exports by this
foreign company go to 39 lakh cells.
That was the figure in 1947. I do not
know what the figure now is. I could
not get the figure for 1952.

This dry battery industry was given
protection in 1947 and since then we
find that it has gradually grown, al
though the growth has mostly been
in respect of the foreign company. But
recently I find that the production of
dry batteries is gradually goîig down.
That is a very bad sign, and if they
are trying to reduce the production of
dry  batteries it is  likely that  the
abuses of which we complain so much
might set in this industry

The other industry to which I would
like to refer is the industry to which
we are to grant the longest period of
protection, namely the motor vehicle
Dattery industry.  It is only this in
dustry about which a detailed * report
could be given  by this time by the
Tariff Commission—this industry and
probably the photographic chemicals
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industry. To the photographic chemi
cals industry they have recommended
an  extension of  protection up  to
December. 1954 and to this industry,
namely the motor vehicle battery in
dustry, they have recommended it up
to December. 1955.  They want the
longest period to be given for this. In
this industry you will find that since
the protection was granted there has
been considerable improvement.  The
number of units has increased from
ten to eighteen, the capital now invest
ed in this  industry is over Rs. two
crores, the number of people employed
is 1,700 and the increase in production
is over 100 per cent. As regards the
prices, they are also reasonable.  So
we find that this industry is working
very satisfactorily.  I do not know
why this industry should not be given
even a longer period of protectoin if
they wa\it it.

One point that I wanted to make was
that our demand for this wet battery
which is being used by motor cars,
trucks, motor cycles etc., is over three
lakhs.  Our  supply of this is only
2,50,000.  So I think there is a very
big gap between the demand and sup
ply.  To make up this gap batteries
are  being  imported  from  foreign
countries and I find the price of those
batteries is much higher than the price
that we have allotted for the batteries
of our indigenous production. We find
Sir. that although we have been im
porting, we have been trying to reduce
that import gradually but the reduc
tion of import is badly  affecting the
consumers. As a matter of fact, our
policy should be to make up this gap.
to import these batteries because they
are meant for working certain machines
which are very useful for our trans
port purposes and in case we do not
import sufficient number of batteries
our work would suffer and the prices
of the batteries are likely to go very
high.  They  have gone really very
high.  My submission is that so far
as these industries go. there should be
no objection to allow them to take pro
tection  for the period that is men
tioned in the Bill.

The last thing I would submit. Sir.
would be the fruit preservation indus
try.  That is an industry which re
quires attention.  In this industry, al
though. a number of persons have been
working,  there are  a number  of
factors that stand in the way of the
growth of this industry. Unless special
attention is paid, unless a subsidy is 
granted,  unless a  careful watch  is
kept over the working of this industry,
I am dfraid this cannot prosper. We

have a very great advantage in respect
of raw  materials, we  have  great
advantage  in respect of sugar and
other things that are necessary for the
preservation of fruit industry but still
we find that we have not made any
headway simply because of the factors
that stand in the way of sugar prices
and others that stand in the way of
the growth of this industry also. With
these remarks I support the Bill.

Shri M. S. Gumpadaswamy (Mysore):
Sir.  1  am  not  a  protagonist
of free trade. I am a firm believer in
the theory of protection.  I belong to
this school of thought since my studoit
days.  There is a saying “Protect the
child, nurse the  young and free the
adult”.  I say that this should guide
our protection policy. Our country is
just now passing through a period of
transition.  It is at tlie  cross-roads
and we are just seei'iig the glimmer
ings of industrial  renaissance in the
economic horizon.  Is it not but right
therefore that this renaissance should
have a complete course to enable us
to reap good results?  Sir, protection
is a very good instrument, or shall I
say, a very necessary instrument of
industrialisation.  Without  protection
today our industry, our advancement,
our economic progress will be stunted,
the strength of the country will suffer.
So, it is of paramount importance that
not only should we believe in the
theory of protection but also follow
it as far as it goes. I know that pro
tection  alone is not everything, it
alone is not enough to the industrial
prosperity  of  India.  Some  more
compl̂entary measures may be re
quired such as cutting down of im
ports,  positive  encouragement  of
industries by subsidy, and subvention
and so on.  Nevertheless, protection
should play an important role in the
growing  industrial economy of our
country and we should accefpt this basic
fact. Further protection that is given
should take a shape, a definite shape.
It should be a discriminating protec
tion.  It should be a protection, well
thought out, well considered, well
judged and it should be a protection
based on vital factors.  In this con
nection I say that the quantum of pro
tection and the period of  protection
are very important if the protection
policy should succeed well.  Further,
if we erect a wall of protection, that
wall should be very strong and it
should not have any holes at the bot
tom.  It should not crack  an3nvhere
in the middle.  But I do not mean
this fortress of protection should re
main eternal.  What I mean is that
so far as the protection wall is there,
that should be strong and effective.
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There should not be any drawback
in that fortress.  Now, I would draw
the attention of the Conimerce Minis
ter—he is not present now—

Shri Karmarkar I am here.

Shrl M. S.  Gtirupadaswamy:  He
made a  statement that protection
policy is good, effective and there are
no loopholes. I would draw his atten
tion to one fact.  Though industries
are  protected, they are importing
large quantities of goods, protected
goods into this  country.  My friend
Dr. Lanka Sundaram pointed out that
there is recently a growing tendency
of decline in prices of protected com
modities in this country.  He was at
a loss to find what was the reason
for it, whether it was due to lack of
purchasing power or due to something
else. I say, Sir, it is not due to lack
of purchasing power—though in a

general  way that  reason may be 
advanced—but it is mainly due to the
import of goods into this  country,
goods which enjoy  protection here. 
Also I may point out,—I do not use
the word  dumping,—̂there is smug*
gling now going on in certain tjrpes
of protected commodities.

Shri Karmarkar: I do not want to
interrupt but I should like to know
what is the example?

Shri M. S. Gumpadaswamy: I will
come to that point.

Mr. Chairmaii: The hon.  Member
will take long.  The House Will now
stand  adjourned  till 10-45 aĵ. to
morrow.

The House then adjourned till a 
Quarter to Eleven ofthe Clock on
Friday, the 14th November, 1952.




