
203 Papers laid [ RAJYA SABHA ] on the Table 204 

[Shri L. N. Misra.J 
has suggested that we should take over some 
of the running mills. That is a good suggestion 
he has 'made. But at the moment we have no 
such proposal. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, in the last 
twenty years I have been only making many 
good suggestions. But it takes the 
Government roughly ten to twalve years to 
accept them. 

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE 

THE      WEST      BENGAL      EMPLOYEES' 
PAYMENT OF COMPULSORY GRATUITY 

ORDINANCE,  1971 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND RE-
HABILITATION 

 
(SHRI BALGOVIND VERMA); Sir, I beg to 
lay on the Table— 

(i) A copy of the West Bengal 
Employees' Payment of Compulsory 
Gratuity Ordinance, 1971 (No. 1 of 1971), 
promulgated by the Governor of West 
Bengal on the 3rd June. 1971, under sub-
clause (a) of clause (2) of article 213 of the 
Constitution read with sub-clause (iii) of 
clause (c) of the President's Proclamation 
(G.S.R. No. 984), dated the 29th June, 
1971. (Placed in Library.    See No.  LT-
757/71]. 

(ii)   A  statement   giving   reasons 
for not laying simultaneously Hindi 
ion   of  the     above     Ordinance- 

[Placed in Library. See LT-758/71]- 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE  COAL BOARD, 
CALCUTTA  FOR   1969-70 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY    OF    STEEL   &    MINES 

 
(SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN); Sir. I beg to 
lay on the Table a copy (in English and Hindi) 
of the Annual Report of the Coal Board, 
Calcutta, for the year 1969-70. [Placed in Lib-
rary.    See  No.  LT-759/71]. 

ANNUAL REPORT AND ACCOUNTS OF THE 
FOOD CORPORATION OF INDIA FOR 1969-70 

AND RELEASED PAPERS 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE (SHRI 

 
JAGANNATH PAHADIA): Sir, I beg to lay 
on the Table, under sub-ssction (2) of section 
35 of the Food Corporations Act, 1964, a copy 
(in English and Hindi) of the Annual Report 
and Accounts of the Food Corporation of 
India for the year 1969-70, together with the 
Auditors' Report on the Accounts. [Placed in 
Library. See No.  LT-760/71]. 

REFERENCE TO ALLEGED CON-
TRADICTION BETWEEN THE 

STATEMENT OF THE MINISTER OF 
STEEL AND MINES IN RAJYA SABHA 

AND THE STATEMENT OF THE 
MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 

MINISTRY OF STEEL AND MINES IN 
LOK SABHA—Contd. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Mr. Chandra Shekhar is a valient fighter. He 
will know how to put up his case and then we 
will hear the reply from the Minister again 
truthfully and objectively. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not 
necessary to read the whole letter. He can 
point out the discrepancies. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: As far as letters 
are concerned, we have been told that you are 
in the possession of two letters, one written by 
Mr. Chandra Shekhar in regard to a matter that 
arose in the House and another, we have been 
just now told, written by the Minister 
concerned, also relating to the same subject 
which arose in the course of the discussion in 
the House. These letters are not pri. vate 
correspondence, so to say. I think Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar'-s letters have been talked about. Both 
the letters should he circulated to the 
Members. 



 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can 
point out the discrepancies, Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar, and perhaps the Minister will clarify 
the position later. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR (Uttar 
Pradesh); I want to make certain preliminary 
observations before making points about the 
question that is under discussion to day. In my 
letter I have not said anything else. I have not 
tried to write an essay on parliamentary 
democracy but I have just tried to indicate 
certain discrepancies between the statements 
of the two Ministers. I also feel that it is not a 
private correspondence between one Member 
and the Chairman or a Member and the 
Minister. It is a question of privilege of this 
House, this is a question of procedure. As a 
Member of this House I discharged my duty 
by writing a letter to the Chairman indicating 
to him that these are the discrepancies. The 
Chair got a reply from the Minister. The usual 
course would have been for the Chairman to 
come to his own judgment but I am sorry that 
the Chairman did not come to any judgment or 
even did not perhaps go into these two letters. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Judgment 
about what? 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Judgment about 
the reply of the Minister, whether the objections 
raised by me are valid or not, whether the reply 
given by the Minister is in response to the queries 
made by me or it is something else, dealing with 
something else, which is perhaps not relevant to 
the questions raised by me. That was the 
preliminary thing but if you say that I should not 
read the whole letter and if the Members do not 
have the reply of the Minister I do not know how 
to come to any positive judgment or conclusion. 
The other point is I do not know how you can bar 
the Members from asking questions because it is 
not something my personal, as Mr. Rajnarain says. 
I have nothing personal against anybody, I have no 
grudge against anybody. If under the rules of this 
House you feel that these      | 

are certain discrepancies which should not 
happen in the future, it is the right and duty of 
every Member to make his opinion clear on 
this issue. This is again not a party issue, this 
is not an individual issue. This is a question of 
how the House is informed, how the country is 
informed about vital matters which are so vital 
for our economy and for the healthy growth of 
parliamentary democracy. Impelled by this 
sense of duty I have tried to write this letter 
and in this letter I say that on June 10, 1971, in 
response to a Calling Attention Motion by Mr. 
Arjun Arora, the Minister of Steel and Mines, 
Shri Mohan Kumaramangalam, gave some 
information about the mini steel plant licences. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What are you 
reading from? 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: It is a letter 
by Mr. Chandra Shekhar. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I request that the 
letter be laid on the Table. 

"What is the ruling? 

 
SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: 1 would 

have abided by your advice but the difficulty 
is, this is a question of facts. I am not expected 
to cram every word and produce. . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar, I am only trying to tell you that it is 
necessary to mention only some relevant and 
important points. You may of coarse refer to 
the letter while doing so. Even if you read 
from the letter it would go into the'record and 
so it is not necessary to lay the letter on the 
Table of the House. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: If at any 
time you feel that any word which 1 say is 
irrelevant you should point out to me and. . . 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, I did not 
say that. All that I say is, it is not necessary to 
read the whole letter or place the letter on the 
Table of the House. 

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 
(SHRI M. S. GURUPADA-SWAMY): Sir, he 
has raised certain issues and I do not think the 
House will be in a position to appreciate all 
the issues if he picks and chooses certain 
points made in the letter. Therefore, Sir, I 
would like you to permit him to read the entire 
letter and also ask him to lay the letter on the 
Table of the House. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I would leave 
it to you, Mr. Chandra Shekhar. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Sir, this is 
the letter. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We will hear 
two letters; can I write a third one? 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: It says: 

"On June 10, 1971, in response to a 
Calling Attention Motion by Shri Arjun 
Arora, the Minister of Steel and Mines Shri 
Mohan Kumaramangalam gave some 
information about the mini-steel plant 
licences issued so far. According to him 
only five-licences/letters of intent had been 
issued in total. Two out of these five were 
granted to the State public sector 
enterprises, namely, Punjab Industrial 
Development Corporation and Steel 
Complex Limited, Kerala. 

In reply to an Unstarred Question No. 472 
on May 27,1971 in the other House, the 
Minister of State in the Ministry of Steel and 
Mines, Shri Shah Nawaz Khan gave the infor-
mation that nine letters of intent licences for 
Mini Plants had been issued by May 27, 1971. 

That statement, Mr. Deputy  Chairman, sir, 
is available in the    Library 

and I had attached  a copy    of    that 
statement with my letter. 

'It would be seen that according to Shri 
Shah Nawaz Khan, the Minister of State, 
nine licences/letters of intent were issued 
whereas according to Shri 
Kumaramangalam the number was five 
only. 

'Shri Kumaramangalam did not mention 
that a letter of intent had been issued to Shri 
S. N. Agarwal for 50,000 tonnes steel billets 
capacity plant at Bangalore on May 15, 
1971. The Minister also did not mention the 
issue of C. O. B. licences to Tata Iron and 
Steel, which was issued on May 18, 1971 
for a "mini, steel, plant at Adityapur with a 
capacity of 30,000 steel ingots. Similarly, 
he did not mention the issue of licences to 
Orissa Industrial Development Corporation 
and Krishna Steel Industries. There is wide 
gap and obvious contradiction in the state-
ments of two Ministers. 

At this point I want to make a slight 
modification that at a later stage in his 
statement Mr. Kumaramangalam referred 
about this Orissa plant and that way his 
number comes to six. 

During the discussion on June 10, 1971 
in Rajya Sabha, Shri Arjun Arora said: 'Sir, 
in hir (Kumaramangalam) statement today 
he has tried to fool the House by comparing 
this 50,000 tonnes capacity Steel Plant to 
the Workshop of a poor blacksmith. It is not 
poor blacksmiths who are involved. It is 
Chowgules, the Dalmias, the Birlas and the 
Tatas who are involved. 

Shri Kumaramangalam, while replying to 
this said... .regarding the grant of particular 
licences, I would like to make it clear that 
no licences have been granted to Dalmia or 
any of the Birlas' groups.' 

The Minister also said that private parties 
receiving the licences were: 

(i) Electrosteel Castings Ltd.; 
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(ii) Rathi Alloys and Steel Plant Ltd.; and 

(iii) The Andhra Steel Plant Corporation, 
According to Shri Shah Nawaz Khan (as 
shown in the said statement) there was a 
COB licence issued to Tata Iron and Steel 
Company. 

'This reply, it needs to be mentioned, was 
given on a specific question regarding 'Mini' 
plants. Therefore, at this stage one cannot 
start arguing that Tata Iron and Steel licence 
did not qualify to be called as a 'Mini' plant, 
because the process adopted was the 
"conventional one". Also the dropping of 
Tatas' name from the list cannot be on the 
ground that it was a COB licence as the 
licence issued to Punjab State Industrial Co-
rporation which he has mentioned as one of 
the five was also a COB licence. If by any 
logic Tatas' was not a mini plant by the same 
logic there should have bene no mention of 
the licence to Punjab State Industrial 
Corporation. 

Both the Ministers Shri Kumara-mangalam 
and Shri    Shah    Nawaz Khan' have  
accepted  that  a licence was   issued  to   
Electrosteel   Castings Ltd. Who  owns this 
company?  According to the report of   the 
Industrial licensing Policy   Inquiry Com-
mittee, which the present Steel and Mines of 
Minister, Shri Kumaraman-galam, was 
himself a Member, Elec-trosteel      
Company   was    formerly known as Dalmia 
Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.   The Electrosteel was, 
therefore, and rightly so, included as a Com-
pany of the Dalmia    J. Group  (see page 11-
55 of Appendices volume II; the Report of 
the Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiry 
Committee). According to Monopolies 
Inquiry Commission. Dalmia Iron and Steel 
Company had  assets  of Rs.   2.37  crores 
(see   p.  385  of  the  Report  of   the 
Monopolies     Inquiry     Commission, 
1965)." 

These are Government documents. Again, 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, the position is this:— 

"The fact that Electrosteel Castings Limited 
is  a  Company  of    Dalmia Group is also 
revealed by the current   Telephone   Directory   
of   Delhi issued by the Post and    Telegraph 
Department.  On page 74, column 3 under 
Dalmia Cement  (Bharat)  Limited one finds 
an entry of Manager (Special Duties) P.L. 
Pasricha with telephone  No. 40121   and  
45730. On page 93, column 2 under 
Electrosteel Castings Limited one again finds 
an entry for P.L. Pasricha as Manager (Special 
Duties)  with    same    telephone numbers. 
The location of the offices is also the same 
i.e., Scindia House. In the face of these facts it 
is difficult to accept the assertion of Shri 
Kumaramangalam that a licence to 
Electrosteel was not a licence to Dalmia 
House. 

"The  Minister  also  said  that   '51 per cent 
shares of the Steel Complex Ltd.  are  owned    
by    Kerala  State Government". If it were so 
according to the Companies Act,  1956 this 
enterprise would    fall    under     the category 
of 'public sector'.    But the hard reality is that    
the    Company has been listed as a Private 
Sector enterprise in the statement as given by 
the Minister of State, Shri Shah Nawaz Khan 
and this too only two weeks    earlier    to    
Shri    Kumara-mangalam's emphatic 
assertion that the Kerala Government held 51 
per cent   shares  in  the   Steel  Complex. One 
does not know if the complexion of the share-
holding structure of the Steel   Complex  had  
really   changed during the 15 days or the 
facts were being  conveniently twisted to put-
up the show that the. public sector had also a 
share in the Mini Steel plant   licences." 

I want to bring to your notice that when Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta tried to raise a question, the 
hon. Minister tried to chide him saying: "It is 
your Government which has given 49 per cent 
of the shares of the Steel Complex to a private 
company. It was not inadvertently, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, but it was an emphatic assertion by 
the Minister.    He chose to be a con- 



[Shri Chandra Shekhar.] 
venient instrument to hit back Mr, Bhupesh ' 
Gupta who tried to be critical about issuing 
mini-steel plant licences. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, Mr. Mohan 
Kumaramangalam  also  stated  that: — 

"There was only one application of the 
large industrial houses which was under 
consideration and it was an application of 
the Modi Industries Ltd. According to Shri 
Shah Nawaz Khan thpre were applications 
from (i) J. K. Steel and Industries; (ii) J. K. 
Synthetics Limited; and (iii) Moti Lai 
Padam-pat Sugar Mills. A private membei 
has limited resources to ascertain whether a 
particular company was associated with a 
larger house or not. But in the case of these 
companies the Licensing Policy Inquiry 
Committee has certainly given s positive 
judgment. J. K. Synthetics which was 
formerly known as J. K. Steel Ltd. are listed 
under J. K, (Sanghania) Group. J. K. Group 
is one of the 20 larger houses of the 
country. There were also a number of other 
applications which had already been 
processed and submitted to the Licencing 
Committee for their consideration. Once 
again. one finds it difficult to understand 
whether the information given by Shri 
Kumaramangalam is correct or the one 
given by Shri Shah Nawas Khan, the 
Minister of State." 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, these are certain 
facts which I want to bring to the notice of the 
House. We have to investigate about these 
mini-steel plants because nobody knows how 
many more licences are being given to what 
party. 

There is a statement from somewhere that 
in Madras there is one Arkapam Steel Plant. 
That is perhaps in the public sector. I do not 
know when that steel plant was given licence. 
But here is an interesting thing.   Mr.   Deputy   
Chairman, about 

which I do not knew so far from any quarter 
from the Government in spite of our interpola-
tions and questions in this House and in the 
other House. I read out an extract from Metal 
Bulletin No. 5586 dated 26-3-71. This Metal 
Bulletin is a weekly publication from London 
Here is that news item: — 

"To help India's current steel shortage, 
Poly Steel India is under taking an 
ambitious project at an initial cost of Rs. 9.6 
m. at Bhavna-gar (Gujarat) where it is 
setting up a new plant comprising two 
electric arc furnaces and continuous casting 
equipment, to produce 50,000 metric tpy of 
ingots and billets. Capacity will 
subsequently be expanded to 75,000 tpy and 
ultimately a pro-tion of 200,000 tpy is 
envisaged, Commenting on the project, JP 
Mehta, Managing Director of Poly Steel 
said that the building for the project was 
already complete and the first arc furnace 
would be commissioned by July and tap 
second a few months later. The plant will 
utilise the substantial quantities of scrap that 
are available locally. At a subsequent stage 
the company plans to install 3 100,000 tpy 
rolling mill. On completion of the project, 
Poly Sti-e) expects to have invested a total 
<ri Rs.  50 m." 

This is only one report. When Mr-Arjun Arora said 
that you are not giving these licences for the black-
smiths, at that time it was said, Mr-Deputy 
Chairman, that scrap is available. It is going waste 
and in order to utilise that scrap, it is necessary to 
have these mini-steel plants. I do not know if the 
hon'ble Minister knows about the Scrap Committee 
Report which was produced by his own Ministry 
three years back. Here is a copy of that report, Mr. 
Deputy Chairman. This very question was 
discussed there and it was said tliat ( an economic 
unit of a mini-steel plant will have a ton top 
capacity. This is the report of the Scrap 
Committee;. 
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Mr. Deputy Chairman. If it was to utilise that 
scrap, the assertion of Mr. Arjun Arora was 
more correct than the emphatic assertion of 
Mr. Mohan Kumaramangalam, Also this 
report indicates that the term scrap is very 
vague. There are three types of scrap. There 
are scraps which arc-utilised for producing 
utensils and other household  gadgets. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: May I make 
a suggestion? Let us stick to the limited issue 
and not go on to policy matters. 
SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR:     Not' policy 
matters, Mr. Deputy Chairman, The point is, 
when you say that r~ini steel plants are going 
to be installed in  order to use the scrap, what 
type of  scrap   will  be   used?     I   ask   this 
because there was  a  question to-day as to 
how the Bhilai Steel Plant scrap has been 
given to the Khaitan group of industries of 
Calcutta, who are solicitors of the Birlas.  And 
three or four Members  of Parliament have     
represented    to    the  Government that the 
Bhilai Steel Plant was out to a loss of Us. 20 
crores.   And no action has been taken so far.    
I have also received a telegram.    What is 
happening     aftei all,  Mr.  Deputy Chairman?  
It  is not that I am trying to bring   in    policy 
issues.    Questions and Calling Attention 
notices  are given in this House only to bring 
the Government to its senses and to make it 
not to do certain things which are not 
advisable.      As was   indicated   by  Mr.   
Arjun   Arora, fears   have   been   expressed   
in   many rters that these 50,000-tonne s'oe) 
plants  will not remain     50,000-tonne steel  
plants   and   that   their   capacity will   be   
increased.     That   has      been substantiated 
by what I have quoted from the Metal Bulletin 
report.    And not  only  that,     the     Soviet     
expert in    the    Arkonam    steel    plant    has 
made     a  statement     very recently— 

1 have got a copy of that statement, but I do 
not want to go into that —that there is an in-
built capacity of 
2 lakh tonnes in the Arkonam plant. Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, it is a very important, 
urgent and serious matter. I  shall not go into 
the reply of the 

Minister—the Minister is here now to reply—
and  I  will not mention     any contradictions in 
his replies.    I only wanted      to      bring      
these        facts to     your     notice     and      I       
want your guidelines on this.   It is not that 1  
am  just  making    a    statement  on another  
statement.    There  snould  be some way out by 
which matters can be thrashed out and the 
country and the people may know who was 
telling, the truth and who was telling untruth. 
because if such replies are there, I do   not know 
what function   or   duty    is left for a private 
Member.    A private Member is not expected to 
go into the details.     Mr.   Deputy   Chairman.   
Sir many a time statements are made by 
Ministers, by the Government, at the behest of 
the officials who think that private  Members  do  
not  know  anything    about    them.    But    
there    are • honest officials, there are persons 
who are anxious  to see that these things are set 
right.    Sir, the Calling Attention Notice and the 
questions by Mr. . Arjun A*rora were to set 
right certain wrongs which are being 
perpetuated. I  can  understand     evasive  
replies;  1 can    understand    concealing    
certain facts.    But concealing big monopolists 
and concealing something which on the face of 
it is wrong, is different     To say,  "We  do not    
know    whether it belongs to the Dalmia group 
or not", is too naive a reply.   None will believe 
the Minister    to   be   so   innocent or ignorant.      
Moreover,    if    they    are ignorant and 
innocent, we expect that bureaucracy will come 
to thei~ help, at least to give    factual things.    
Mr Deputy Chairman,  Sir, I am worried not 
only because there were evasive* replies, but I 
am worried that an impression is sought to be 
created in the country that in spite of all efforts 
by Members of Parliament certain monopolists 
can go scot-free, they can get the  patronage   of  
some  big  one   and they can do whatever they 
like.   This impression should be removed.   
Otherwise,    the    very    utility,    the    very 
functioning of this House will be put to 
jeopardy.    There will be a negation of the very 
parliamentary domo-cracy.   There will be a 
negation of all 
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[Shri Chandra Shekhar.] 
these norms and standards that have 
been set up in this House and in 
parliamentary democracy. With these 
words, Sir ..............  

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: With these 
words, Sir, I would request you and urge upon 
you, do not make it only a debating point, try 
to evolve some method by which we could 
know the truth and tell Parliament. 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY; May I 
make a submission before the Minister replies 
to some of the things? The letter was written 
by Shri Chandra Shekhar. I am not going into 
the whole thing. I am only pointing out that 
Shri Chandra Shekhar wrote a letter to the 
Chairman drawing his attention to some of the 
discrepancies in the answers given by the 
Minister and his colleagues. Now you have 
heard the various points raised by Shri Chandra 
Shekhar in the letter. I do not think that by 
debating these things and by hearing his reply 
the House would be satisfied and all the doubts 
would be cleared. I do want to hear him, but 
still I want to submit that any amount of reply 
at this juncture will not remove the cloud, the 
doubt, the suspicion, that is in the minds of 
Members. This should be viewed in a very 
serious way. It is not merely finding a way out. 
My friend, Shri Chandra Shekhar said that the 
Chair should find a way out. But the way out 
could be very drastic because if what he has 
said and what he has raised in the letter comes 
true, perhaps the Minister has got to go home. 
Therefore, it is a very serious matter. I suggest, 
therefore,  that  after hearing  the  Minister 

still there will be a case for making an inquiry 
and so you may constitute a committee of this 
House consisting of leaders of the various 
parties including our friends from the Treasury 
Benches to go into the whole affair and submit 
a report to you, and then the House will be 
able to take a decision in the matter. It 
happened in the past when Feroze Gandhi 
raised an issue in the other House in those 
days in 1952. 

 
SHRI   M.   S.   GURUPADASWAMY: I 

was a Member of the other House 
at that time ----------- and it was far less 
a charge he made. And on that account an 
inquiry committee was set up, somebody had 
to pay penalty on account of that. Therefore, 
without prejudging the issue I suggest that you 
consider my request that a. committee of the 
House may be set UD to go into this issue. In 
the interests of the Minister and the Ministry 
itself it is necessary; otherwise, these doubts 
will persist. I beg of you, I implore the House 
also, to consider my proposition and accept 
this reauest of mine so that this will be a way 
out. as Mr. Chandra Shekhar has pointed out.   
And this is the way out I suggest. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have a 
submission to make, Sir. You have to hear my 
submission. I can understand what he has said . 
But discussion should not be precluded. There 
are two aspects of it. One is procedural aspect. 
That relates to the question of the discrepancy 
w; should be clearly gone into and found out 
what is right and what is wrong. The other 
aspect is the basic issue of licensing of the 
private ' **etor element.... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It does not 
arise out of this. This is only regarding the 
discrepancy. We are not considering any 
policy matters. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Still we cannot 
say anything until    we    have 
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heard the Minister. Let him speak 
I am sure he also will read out a 
letter. I do not know how lo'ng it is. 
Surely, I think, it will not be very 
short either. We will bear with it 
After that I demand the House should 
take into consideration the issue of 
granting  licences ................... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is a 
matter regarding the discrepancy. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why «re you 
interrupting all the time? I nave been making 
a suggestion. 

Therefore, the procedure should not be a 
committee of the House. That is what I am 
saying. The procedure should not be a 
Committee of the House. The proceedure 
should be that the House should con-side* the 
adviseability of either negating the decision of 
the government or confirming it. I am for 
negation and cancellation of the decision. 
Therefore, I should be given a chance iri order 
to bring out my case. My esse is that the 
decision should be changed and altered. Shri 
Chandra Shekhnr is not guided by personal 
considerations. These licences are given to the 
big business people. Even without that. I think 
the question should be discussed. There 
should be a special motion to discuss this 
matter and the House should dispose of this. 
Even after this discussion, if you feel that 
certain facts are there to be elicited, then I 
suggest that the proposal to appoint a 
committee may be accepted. Let us now hear 
the Minister. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: So far as the 
second point is concerned, I want to say that 
we will be discussing the Steel Ministry next 
week.... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We are not 
concerned with that. We are now concerned  
with this specific  issue. 

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can make 
out your case and you will get a chance to 
negate the policy of the government even at 
that time.... (Interruptions'). Why do you in-
terrupt me? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I wilJ give you 
a precedent. LIC came up during the budget 
session. The Finance Minister was involved in 
it. The matter could have been taken up at the 
time of the Appropriation Bill or at the time of 
grants of the Finance Ministry or other grants. 
But the issue was discussed separately. The 
subject of LIC loan to Mundhra was discussed 
separately, apart from things done or not done 
by the Ministry concerned. Similarly, the 
whole thing should be discussed, whether it 
was right or not to allow private sector to go 
into steel. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    When 
we     discuss     Steel    Ministry   .................  
(I?itemiption.<:), Do not interrupt me when I 
am speaking. Please listen. Even after 
discussion on the Steel Ministry, if it is found 
that it is necessary to have discussion on this 
specific issue. . . 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT: No, no. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why do you 
interrupt me, when I am speaking? 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT: I have got 
the right to say that the advice ......................... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But you have 
no right to interrupt the Chair. 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT: Discussion on 
Steel Ministry and this discussion are quite 
different. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
have a right to speak. But. you 
should not interrupt me when I am 
speaking.      You    please sit down------------  

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Under Steel 
Ministry many other things come—Hindustan 
Steel, running of Bokaro, running of 
Durgapur, etc. This should not be confused 
with this specific issue. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why don't 
you listen to me?   Then you will' 
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junderstand. What I say is this. After 
discussing the Steel Ministry, if the House 
wants that we should find out time to discuss.. 
(Interruptions). Why do you interrupt me? 

SHRI BHTJPESH GUPTA: We have  got 
some commonsense. Again and again I have 
been saying that the discussion on the working 
of a Ministry is much broader than this specific 
issue. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That question 
will be considered after-awards.    Please sit 
down. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, on a point of 
order. This is very wrong. There is nothing 
Communistic in it. Sir, Mr. Rajnarain wants to 
antagonise us. He is dividing us and he is 
dividing the country. Sir, it is the S.S.P. 
language. I say, Sir, that it is the S.S.P. 
language. Anti-Communism should not be 
brought in here. Here Mr. Chandra Shekhar 
has done it absolutely in the public interest.... 
(Interruptions), 

SHRI  BIPINPAL  DAS:  He  understands only 
the Communist language.. (Interruptions) 

 
SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa): Sir, I 

congratulate Mr. Chandra Shekhar for the 
guidance that he has ;given to this House in a 
matter.. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: He has nought the 
guidance of the Chair. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: ..like this. 
Because he belongs to the ruling party and 
because he is a member of the Working 
Committee and because he enjoys.the respect 
of the ruling party, he can do it. I am very 
happy   about   it.    I  will  congratulate 

him also for the help that he has rendered to 
the House on this particular matter. Sir, on so 
many occasions Ministers have misguided this 
House and it has bo^en brought to the notice 
of this House. But neither the Chair nor the 
ruling party took notice of this and they 
summarily rejected it. Fortunately, Sir, while 
groping in the dark, we have found out 
something where we could anchor and we 
have found some ray of light. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All right, 
Mr. Misra. That will be enough. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: No, Sir, that 
is not enough. This has given some 
enthusiasm, some encouragement, to us that 
hereafter probably truth can prevail in this 
House.. (hitemiptioris). The Government of 
India says, ''Satyameva Jayate". But there is 
no (ruth anywhere. That is what I find. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Everywhere there is 
truth. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: I do not want 
your  testimony. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All right, 
Mr. M sra. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Sir, if there 
are interruptions, I have told you, Sir, that 
they are to be met. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let us hear 
the Minister. 

Shri LOKANATH MISRA: Sir, there have 
been so many occasions when wrong things, 
misleading things, misleading informations 
have been given by Ministers. I completely 
and emphatically endorse whatever has been 
suggested by Mr. Gurupadaswamy, but it 
should not be an ad hoc committee but a 
permanent committee like the Privileges 
Committee, the Assurances Committee or any 
othei committee. There must be a permanent 
committee and any matter which relates  to  a 
misleading statement by 
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a Minister should be referred to that 
committee, because you do not allow us to 
refer a matter to the Privileges Committee. 

SHRI    ARJUN    ARORA:    Call    it 
Committee on Contradictions. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: I would like 
to call it the Committee on Factfinding, if not 
anything else. This is a matter of procedure; 
now that we are dealing with something, let us 
also discuss about procedure. I fully endorse 
whatever has been suggested by the Leader of 
the Oppcsition—that there must be a 
committee—but my only amendment is, it 
should be a permanent committee to which we 
can refer any matter, any misleading answer 
or any untruth that is stated in the House.. 
(Interruption) . .1 want you kindly to take the 
opinion of the Members of the other parties 
also so that we can form the committee. In this 
particular matter, as you have suggested, we 
are discussing the Steel Ministry; if possible 
let us thrash it out during the discussion on the 
Steel Ministry. If Members are not satisfied, 
then naturally there has to be another debate. 

 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT: Sir, can I submit 
something to you? 

Mr. Mishra has said this may be discussed 
in the Steel Ministry debate and all that. We 
do not want these discrepancies to be 
discussed in the debate on the Steel Ministry. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why do you 
want to raise this question again and again? 
He has made a statement. Even after that, if 
Members are not satisfied, they may discuss 
the specific issue. Mr. Mishra has made the 
suggestion that there can be discussion on the 
specific issue 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT: Sir, pleas*, bear 
with me for a minute. Mr-Chandra Shekhar 
has stated that this was a question to be 
decided by the Chairman. Mr. Chairman had 
not given any decision. He has left the 
decision to the House but it is not' put to the 
House. This is a different decision to be taken 
by the House by discussion on the issue raised 
by Mr. Chandra Shekhar. The discussion on 
the Ministry of Steel is a separate thing. 
Therefore, it should be dealt with separately 
by the House on a different occasion. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar has pointed out certain discrepancies 
in the replies given in this House and in Lok 
Sabha, and he has also suggested that the 
Minister should be asked to clarify. The 
Minister also has agreed that he has no 
objection to clarify if the House so desires. 
Therefore, let us hear the hon. Minister and 
find out what the decision is. 

 
r 

SHRI S. MOHAN KUMARAMAN-
GALAM: Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, may I 
begin by reading out my reply? This is a letter 
addressed to thf> Chairman: 

'I write with reference    to     Shri .   
Banerjee's note, enclosing a copy of Sri  
Chandra    Shekhar's    letter     of July 22, 
1071, addressed to you. 

'The member has stated that there is a 
contradiction between the answers given to 
Lok Sabha Un-starred Question No. 472 
answered on May 27., 1971 and what I had 
stated i'n the discussion on the Cal-ing 
Attenlion Motion in the Rajya Sabha on 
June 10, 1971. 

'The correct position of the total number 
of units given industrial licences/letters of 
intent as on May 27, 1971, is indicated in 
the reply to the Unstarred Question. This, of 
course, refers to the issue of industrial 
licences/letters    of    intent 
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for this industrial sector subsequent to 
February 19, 1970, when the sector was 
brought again under licensing. 

'It is important to note that prior to that 
date it had been delicenced from May   
1966 to  February  1970. 

Tn the discussion in response to the 
Calling Attention Notice, I remember I had 
uppermost in my mind those cases in which 
we had cleared in principle the procurement 
of continuous casting machines from abroad 
(with substantial indigenous content) on the 
ground that their electric furnaces were 
likely to be commissioned by the middle of 
1971 and that, therefore, they would be in 
the best position to go quickly into 
production of steel. I recall the mover of the 
Notice, Shri Arjun Arora, reading from a 
newspaper item of a Press Conference in 
which I had specifically referred only to 
these units. 

'These are the units which would come 
into production the earliest and therefore 
these were of the greatest concern at the 
time and it was over the grant of licence to 
these units that controversy had developed. 

'Though my emphasis all along was on 
the units whose import of capital equipment 
had been approved, the fact that there were 
a few other cases cleared by the Licensing 
Committee was not kept from the House. In 
fact, in my initial statement itself I had said: 

"..a number of    applications for 
electric        furnanc/?-cum-continuous 

casting   or  conventional  casting 
units have been considered and 

letters of intent issued." 

'Some of these parties-----------are in a 
position to have their electric  furnaces 
commissioned by the    middle of 1972.    Two  
of these are    public sector units, or units in 
which the      i public    sector    has    a    
substantial     J 
930 RS - • 

share. In order to facilitate the early 
production of useable steel from these 
units, it has been decided in principle to 
clear their applications for import of 
continuous casting machines... . 

'Throughout the rest of the discussion I 
continued to stress the clearance given to 
these units for import of their plants. It is in 
this connection that I listed five units, 
including two units in which the public 
sector have substantial shares, as well as 
sixth unit—M/s Modi Steel whose case for 
import of equipment was cleared in princi-
ple but the clearance was to become 
operative only if the case was also 
considered and approved from the angle of 
the Monopolies and Restrictive Trade 
Practices Act. 

'I do not think that I was misunderstood, 
as one Member put a specific question 
regarding the foreign exchange involved in 
this import of equipment. In reply to that 
specific question I had stated that foreign 
exchange would be on the average about 
Rs. 20 lakhs for each of the six cases, or Rs. 
one hundred and twenty lakhs in all. 

'It will be. seen that the facts I was 
mentioning related to the six cases and not 
to all letters of intent/industrial licences 
issued. It is in relation to these six cases 
that I had stated: "These are the plants that 
are coming and I do not think we have 
departed so far as the Industrial Policy 
Resolution is concerned." 

Actually, out of the nine cases mentioned in 
the reply to the Tin-starred Question 
referred to above —that is the unstarred 
question in the Lok Sabha—five are those 
of units in which we had accepted import of 
continuous casting plants. Of the other four, 
what was done for M/s Tata Iron and Steel 
Co. was the granf ot a carrying-on-business 
licence—that is the COB licence. TISCO, 
in the period of delicensing —prior to 
February  1970—had    set 
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up a roll foundry which had surplus hot 
metal and were making ingots by the 
conventional process. When licensing was 
re-introduced in 1970, TISCO applied for a 
COB licence and it was granted. But I did 
not refer to the application of TISCO 
because, here again, no import of a 
continuous casting plant was involved in its 
application. 

'Of the three others, I And that I had even 
mentioned the date of the issue of letter of 
intent to the Orissa Industrial Development 
Corporation in the course of my answers. I 
was giving some of these dates illustra-
tively and therefore, did not detail out all 
the dates. I also remember to have read out 
these dates from a copy of the enclosure to 
the Un-starred Question which was in my 
papers.' 

That is the very thing which is supposed to be 
in contradiction and I have it still here and if 
anybody wishes, I will show it to him. 

'This is clear from the fact that I have 
quoted the two cases of rejection as well. 
So far as the oases of S. N. Agarwal of 
Bangalore and Krishna Steel Industries are 
concerned, since no clearance had been 
given to them to import continuous casting 
machines, they were not mentioned  by  
me. 

'The issues raised in the Calling 
Attention Notice and in the discussion on 
June 10, 1971 were of interpretation of 
policy under the Industrial Policy 
Resolution and not related to numbers of 
the units sanctioned or accepted in principle 
by   Government. 

T think I have already explained why 
Tata Iron and Steel Co., was not 
mentioned, while Punjab Industrial   
Development   Corporation 

There was n0 import of con 
tinuous casting plant involved in 
TISCO's application in contrast to 
the application oi the Punjab In 
dustrial Development Corporation 
which did involve such import. 
'With regard to M|s. Eleetrusteei 
castings Ltd., the posit;: I this 
firm y   applied   tor   an   in- 
dustrial licence for manufacture of wire 
rods on October 13, 1969. They ordered 
their . electric furnaces in November 1969. 
This was during a period when the 
establishment was delicenci. 

'Tiiis  application  for. manufacture, of  
wire  rods  was processed in normal way 
and the   Departme Company  Affairs    
were    consu and they advised that they ha 
comments  to make  on  the  application.      
The      licencing     committee cleared the 
application on March 30, 1970, and a  letter    
of    intent    was issued to the firm on July 
1; 1970. 

'As -using Committee  had 
cleared  the   application   in      March 
1970, no occasion arose to clear 

case from  the  angle of the  Mono- 
and   Restrictive Trade  Prac- 

tne in!............ 
June. 1970. In these circumstances there 
was no discussion on tb> which would have 
drawn my attention to any connection of 
this unit with a large industrial house. It 
was in this background and on the facts 
available to me at that time that I stated that 
there was no application   from   any   
Datmia   unit. 

'It should, however, be stated that the 
firm in question has denied that they are 
connected with the Dalmia group. The 
firm's contention that they are not 
connected may or may not be legally and 
technically correct. To make sure. I  
propose  to  check   in   consultation 



 

with the Ministry of Company Affairs 
whether this firm can be considered as inter-
connected or associated with the Dalmia 
Group.' Naturally because Mr. Chandra She-
khar has given certain facts which need 
investigation. I may also refer to the fact that I 
was a member of the Licensing Enquiry 
Committee to which Mr. Chandra Shekhar hns 
drawn the attention of the House and I may 
mention that I do not remember that Electro-
steel Castings Ltd., is a company of the 
Dalmia group. If we take the files of that we 
will find a large number of firms there and I 
think I could not be expected to remember all 
the names of the companies under the 
different heads. 

'The position with regard to M/s Steel 
Complex of Kerala is that the Kerala State 
Industrial Development Corporation, holds, 
according to the latest information from the 
firm, 33 1/3 per cent of the shares. The 
Kerala State Industrial Development 
Corporation however, and its Chairman 
were very aetije ih promoting this case and 
the Chairman also had met me in this 
connection. It was this that nrade me think 
that it was a venture of the Kerala State 
Industrial Development Corporation so that 
I gave the impression during the discussion 
that this unit was in the public sector with 
minority private sector shares. 

'However, when I received the 
uncorrected version of my speech I made 
corrections therein to say that majority of 
shares of "Steel Complex Limited" were 
owned by the private sector. This is on 
record in your  Secretariat. 

'If you consider that I should make a 
statement to this effect in the House, I am 
prepared to do so. The fact that the Kerala 
State Government does not have the 
majority shares in the venture would per-
haps have added further strength to that part 
of my argument in reply to Shrt Bhupesh 
Gupta that even his friends in power in 
Kerala had chosen to join hands with capi-
talists in setting up such a plant.' 

That was just a passing reference; it is not 
really material but I could not 
resist the temptation. 

'When I stated that there was only one 
application of the larger industrial houses 
under consideration, that of M/s Modi 
Industries, I was again stating this in the 
context of the cases cleared for imr. of 
equipment. I did not mention the 
applications of J. K. Steel Industries, J. K. 
Synthetics Ltd', and Motilal Padampat 
Sugar Mills for this reason. In fact even at 
that time letters of intent had not b 

mted to theras, and so far    have not been 
granted.' 

This is how I look upon it. (Interruption). 
He is a good friend. How can I ignore him? 
Now, the position is: 

'As may be seen, there is no basic 
contradiction   between   the   answers 

warding  grant of letter  of  intent given  
in Parliament on    the     two occasions 
referred to by the Mem-heri    There is a 
discrepancy which I  have explained above    
regarding the   character     of   the  holdings  
of Steel Complex Ltd.,  Kerala, which had 
been clearer for import of continuous casting 
plant.    Otherwise,  I think there was only a 
d fference in understanding in that I was 
dealing with one aspect, namely, the   grant 
of letters 0f intent to  units which had baen 
cleared for import of continuous casting 
plants which were to come up by  1972.  
while  the Member might have thought that I 
was referring to the grant of    letters of 
intent   as   a   whole;   it   is   th s   that 
makes the difference    between the nine 
persons to whom letters of intent have been 
granted, and the five who had in addition 
been    cleared, in principle, for import of 
continuous casting  plants. 

I have no objection to  this reply being 
shown t0 the Member.' 

May I, Mr. Deputy Chairman, with your 
leave  add  one  or  two    words? 
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[Shri S. Mohan Kumaramangalam.] Firstly, 
Modi Industries are outside these nine 
completely. Five were cleared for the import, 
of continuous casting plants and they are 
likely to come up by 1972. I am mentioning 
this and hon. Members, I think, will appreciate 
the significance of my statement. All these 
matters were actually in 1970-71 before I took 
charge of the Ministry. I think that is well 
known. I made it clear on a previous occasion. 
Secondly, so far as the Modis are concerned, 
they have been cleared for the import of conti. 
nuous casting plants, but their application is -
still pending processing under the Monopolies 
and Restrictive Trade Practices Act. 
Therefore, it is really nine plus one, but the 
plus one is not in the same category as the 
nine because the nine are applicants whose 
applications for letters of intent have already 
been granted. So far as Modi is concerned, it 
has not been granted and it will not be granted 
unless it is •cleared under the procedure 
provided for in the Monopolies and Restrictive 
Trade Practice^ Act. Now, so far as the 
question of Polysteel is concerned, which has 
been raised just now by my friend, Mr. 
Chandra Shekhar, I think they go under a 
different name. They applfecT originally 
~~under the name of Concast Private Limited. 
Their number is 17 in the list. So for as I am 
aware:—I want to be very cautious because 
T"would like to check it up again—their 
application has not yet been granted. My 
attention, at an earlier stage, had been drawn to 
the extract from the Metal Bulletin which was 
read out by the hon. Member, but to the extent 
I have been able to check it up till now I do 
not think that the assertions made by the 
managing director or the person who is 
speaking on behalf of Polysteel are correct. I 
will check It up further. One must bs 
no'w~very careful and I will be careful about 
what I say. 

So far as the question of Arkonam is 
concerned, that is a continuous casting plant 
which has been licensed way back in  1967  or     
1968,  speaking 

from memory, but I shall get the exact date 
and details of that. It is much more than 
50,000 tonnes. So far a« the question of each 
plant expanding and becoming a bigger and 
bigger plant is concerned, my understanding 
of the technical portion is that with the type of 
electrical furnace they have got and the 
continuous casting process that they will 
introduce, they will not be able to increase 
their production more than 50,000 tonnes. The 
Arkonam plant ig different because the 
Arkonam plant is planned ultimately lor 
higher production. Again, I would~"ask the 
leave of the House to give those details when I 
have got them in my hand. I did not expect 
thaf'bne would have to go into the details of it. 
So this is an far as I can speak about it now. 

My friend, Mr*."" "CKandra SheTchar, 
referred to the Scrap Committee Report and 
other matters. I would pre fer with your leave, 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, not to refer to them to-
day J|ecause I have not brought the report 
with me. I have not got the extract either and 
it will not be proper for me to comment on it 
without examining the report carefully. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, one point. It will help you if you 
kindly read the Calling attention notice that 
was given by Mr. Arjun Arora.    It says:— 

"I call the attention of the Minister of 
Steel and Mines to the reported decision 
of the Government to issue industrial 
licences for the setting up of mini steel 
plants in the private sector in violation of 
the Industrial Policy Resolution." 

Th:s is the Calling Attention notice. There is 
no question, no reference anywhere about the 
hnport content of electric furnaces. Also when 
the hon'ble Minister referred to the Punjab and 
the Kerala plants as public undertaking's, Mr. 
Arjun Arora, Mr. Deputy Chairman, made a 
specific point.    He said,  "He has only     
given 
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two names." Mr. Mohan Kumara-
mangalam says, 'rI shall give the other 
names also. I am not running away from 
th€TO. I mentioned them because of their 
being the public sector units. 
The other ones are _____".   And he has 
given these four or five names. 

Again, at a later stage, Mr. Mohan 
Kumaramangalam has given a calculation 
about the total capacity of all these steel 
plants. If you see the calculation it comes 
to only five steel plants. Nowhere has he 
mentioned other plants which required 
C.O.B. licences. Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
as I have said, in my letter Punjab has 
also a C.O.B. licence. If Punjab has been 
-mentioned, I do not see what are the 
reasons not to mention Tata. The hon'ble 
Member asked a specific question 
whether Tatas have been given licence or 
not. In reply to that it was said that no 
one except Modi has been given licence. 

The other point is that the hon'ble 
Minister said that^heTs not expected to 
remember all these companies. That is 
true. But he says in his argument that 
because the M.R.T.P. gave clearance, 
therefore, he did not bother about it. But 
the Industrial Licensing Committee gave 
certain names and the Government of 
India last year issued a notification that 
for all purposes the classification made by 
this Committee will be taken as authenti-
cated because of this classification of 
major industrial houses. Mr, Deputy 
Chairman, it looks very sad to see 
Ministers pleading that because Dal-mias 
say that the Electric Steel Ltd. is not a 
Dalmia concern, therefore it is not a 
Dalmia concern. Do the Minister and his 
officers not know in the Dalmia Airways 
come all the three Dalmias who are co-
accused even today? Their offices are in 
the same building. The question was very 
specific, whether Dalmia has been given a 
licence or not. And the reply was "No". I 
do not know whether in reply to a 
question whether the Centry Rayon Mills 
belongs   to   the 

Birlas, the Minister will say that he does 
not know whether it belongs to the Birlas 
or not, that he does not know to whom the 
Eharat Cement factory belongs. The 
Minister is expected to know all these 
things. Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I do not 
know how this impression was created on 
the mind of Mr. Mohan Kumaramangalam 
that Members were interested only in 
those steel -plant1* which had been given 
clearance for importing electric furnaces. 
It has no relevance to the Calling 
Attention question. It is not relevant to the 
point under dispute in the debate. The 
question was about mini steel plant. And 
the same question was asked in the other 
House of Parliament. If an hon. Minister 
can give an answer which is not relevant 
to the question and if it can be justified, 
then I have nothing to say. But I expect 
from the Minister that if I ask about mini-
steel plants, the reply should not be about 
import licences for electric furnaces 
because import licences are given by the 
Foreign Trade Ministry and it is no 
business of the Steel Ministry. Clearance 
is given from the import and export 
Ministry and when Members ask 
questions, I do not know why the Minister 
should take this exercise to give 
information about import clearances. If 
the questions are about import licences, 
they would have been addressed to the 
Minister of Foreign Trade. And instead of 
replying about his own Ministry and 
giving fact3 about his own domain, he is 
trying to give replies to other questions 
which are not relevant to the subject. I do 
not know if justification can be found by 
this House and by you, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, for his making such statements. 
It is for you and the House to consider. 

SHRI S. MOHAN KUMARAMAN-
GALAM: Sir, may I say something? He 
has made certain allegations against me 
and I think it would be fair if I am given 
an opportunity. T. would like, Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, the House to 
appreciate that the aiu-wer given in the 
Lok Sabha was ear- 
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[Shri S. Mohan Kumaramangalam.] 
lier to my statement here. There 
fore, there was no intention on 
my part to conceal anything. There 
was nothing to eonceaT because every 
thing is known. Here is the sheet 
which contains the whole answer. We 
are now on the question of what 1 
intended to say. May be the hon- 
Member understood it one way; may 
be I was wrong in understanding it 
in the way 1 did. I can only claim 
that I tried only to put. before the 
House whatever T wars aware of at 
that time and if I have made mis 
takes, I am always ready to express 
regret for them. But I do want hon. 
Member's" TRls House to appre- 
ciate that l'hefe='""%as no intention on *.ny 
part to conceal any fact. And there was ws 
tfurp"6se aSso in my concealing any fact 
because all the facts had already been given 
earlier. Had it been by chance in some later 
answer, one can say, yes, I was trying to 
conceal; but all the facts had already been 
given earlier. This is what 1 would like to 
emphasise to hon.  Members. 

Secondly, there was no question of import 
of electric furnaces. Electric furnaces are 
being manufactured in our country. It is a 
question of import of continuous casting 
plants. The entire "mini-steel plant" 
controversy — 1 advisedly say quote.ministeel 
plant-unquote, because I have stated in my 
original reply that the term 'mini-steel plant, is 
a misnomer—arose out of the fact that in April 
we announced on behalf of the Ministry that 
these licences had been given for import of 
continuous casting plants, as a result of which 
these plants were going to come up in 1972. 
And it was this that led to the controversy and 
it was this that was present in my mind and, 
therefore, I dealt with it in that manner. 

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 
(SHRI M. S. GURUPADA-SWAMY); Sir, 
there is something mom that meets the eye in 
this affair. The  Minister  has   said   that  
there  in 

difference in the understanding of this issue, 
as a result of which this confusion arose. I 
concede that. Later on, after reading this 
letter, he has tried to be equivocal in his state. 
mente. He has said in interpreting his 
approach to fEls question put by my friend, 
Mr Arora, he had in his mind only "those 
things and not other things. Therefore, he had 
to give a particular answer. We are 2 P.M. 
dealing with a very important question, 
whether there is a deviation in the steel policy 
as a result of which the Government of India 
has wrongly given licences or letters of intent, 
and it covered all kinds of cases, not neces-
sarily the cases which involve foreign 
exchange. It is obvious "that the statement he 
has 'made today is an afterthought. And He 
may be honest in that. Perhaps the Minister—I 
know the working of the Ministry might have 
been duped by his own officials. He might 
have been made a guinea-pig in the process. 
Maybe, his predcessor may be a party to this 
kind of a decision. There ore, my original 
suggestion still stands good. It raises a lot. of 
points, a lot of issues, a lot of doubts. Even 
the Minister has not been very clear and cate-
gorical. And he was apologetic because he 
himself says that he has got to check up 
various things before making a categorical 
statement. In view of this I suggest that my 
original suggestion may be accepted. 

SHRI S. MOHArT KUTVTARAMAN-
GALAM: On a opint of personal explanation. 
I did not say it in relation to this matter. I said 
it in relation to other matters that Try friend, 
Mr. Chandra Shekhar. raised. n relation to the 
matter of his le ter to the Chairman and my 
rep'y I did not say I have to still wait for time 
for making a categorical statement. I said it in 
relation to other matters, namely, quotations 
from thp Scrap Committee, poly-steel and 
things of that character which were not part of 
the controversy on that day, but have ¥»en 
raised I think, if I am not being im*mrr»tt, for 
the first time today. 
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SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY: Mr. 
Kumaramanga'.am has said that there is a 
difference in the understanding of the issue 
Between himself and others. I started with 
that. He himself confesses that there might 
have been differences in the under, standing 
of the issues. Therefore, there is a case for 
further investiga-ton. We cannot in this House 
take a decision in the matter. I am very 
conscious of that. Therefore, .the House may 
accept my suggestion, and • n prepare^ to 
move a motion even . . . 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Move it. 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY: 1 
prepared to move a formal motion. 

SHRI OM MEHTA: No,  no. 

SHRI M. S, GURUPADASWAMY: Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, with your permission I 
want to move a motion. Without your 
permission I do not move a motion. I a-m very 
careful. 1 do not move a motion like Mr -
Bhupesh Gupta  and  others. 

SHRI  OM MEHTA: No, no motion. 

SHRI    NAWAL    KISHORE:    Why 
JiOt? 

SHRI  OM MEHTA: No,  no. 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY: 1 am 
asking for the permission of the Chair, not 
your permission, Mr. Om Mehta. I do not 
want to cause any embarrassment, Unless the 
Chair me   the   permission . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
Mritement of Shri Chandra' Shekhar and the 
statement of the honourable Minister are 
before the House. If you etill want any further 
clarifications, you   may   put  questions. 

SHRI OM MEHTA: Let him aek foi 
«Jariflcatione. 

SHRI ARJUN AHORA: On a point oJ 
order. You should hear first hi* motion and 
then decide whether you 

will give him permission Or not. You should 
at least, hear his mot.on. 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY: Why I 
say a motion—I do not want to read it without 
your permission . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please ask 
for clarifications. 

SHRI Ti S. GURUPADASWAMY: No 
clarification because he cannot clarify. 

sf: TrnTrwr :   ^TTST^rmr sir, 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASAWAMY: 
I am not Rajnarain . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, he said he 
is not Rajnarain. I should like to know 
whether it is a compliment or denunciation. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can ask 
Mr. Rajnarain in~what sense he takes it. 

SHRI  M.  S.   GURUPADASWAMY: My 
case for appointment of a    committee and a 
motion for that is there. There  are  many   
things  which  have been kept in doubt.    The 
basic question that arises is about the granting 
of letters of intent to miniature steel plants.   
He gave the figure of 5 or 6. He made a 
distinction which was not known to the House 
at all.   He never gave  this  information   to   
the  House when  he   was  making the 
statement. He ought to have said.    The 
Minister had an opportunity more than once to 
draw   the  attention   of the  House  to the 
distinction that he has made. Only today we 
are hearing this distinction Till today I was 
under the impression and the whole of India 
was under th< impression that the    
Government    ol India is giving only licences 
or letters of intent to 6 miniature steel plants 
not more than that. Today he said tha foreign 
exchange was     involved    a these cases and 
therefore he has mentioned these things.   He 
has not men tioned other cases where foreign 
ex change is not involved.     This is   thi basic 
question.   This refers to the firs answer he 
gave.      and the     answer 



 

[Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy.] he gave 
to the Lok Sabha are different. In the Lok 
Sabha he could have taken advantage and 
clarified the issue. In these nine units he 
said that three belong to one category and 
six to another. There may be other cases 
too. We do not know. I do not want to 
impute motives. I am not the person to do 
that. He may not be a party to this. Maybe 
his predecessor may be a party; maybe 
officials are a party. The whole thing has 
got to be gone into. Therefore I say there 
should be a Committee. I seek your 
guidance. Questions and interrogations 
will not bring out clarifications. I am sure 
of that and I hope you will agree with me. 
Therefore, a Committee is necessary. If 
you suggest an alternative, I will accept 
that. I give you autnbrrty to appoint a 
committee with terms of reference so that 
they can go through all the records and 
matters arising out of the answers given 
by the Minister and come to their own 
judgment. It is for the Chair and the 
House to take a decision in this matter. 

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA (Nominated): 
Sir, I admire the crusading zeal of Shri 
Chandra Shekhar   .   .   . 

SHRI CHANDRA^HEKHAR: I do not 
want any congratulation for this. 

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA: In fact I owe 
him an apology. "This morning before 
the Congress Party meeting, I said that he 
was running away from iMrla issues. But 
he has come back to the Birla Farm 
again. I am glad about that. I am glad he 
has raised this matter. It should not be 
allowed to go unnoticed. 

In the same breath, I also admire Shri 
Mohan Kumaramangalam. If you read 
Mahatma Gandhi's biography by Pyare 
Lai, he hay devoted a whole paragraph 
about his patriotism and :haracter. I think 
he is very sincere nd patriotic. All the 
same, we will lot  like  mini  steel  plants   
to  go   to 

big bugs and big business through back 
door. Thiy is a very serious issue. I am 
sure Shri Kumaramangalam will not 
allow this to happen in future. He is a 
person with great knowledge of law. 

Shri Chandra Shekhar is a crusader and 
whenever he raises these big issues we are 
with him. We have to take his opinion 
also. I do not think that he is for a 
Committee of the House. This matter 
should be fully discussed here and we do 
not want any Committee of the House. I 
would only implore the Minister that no 
more mini plants should be given to the 
big bugs. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, I have 
heard the suggestion that ha3 been made. 
By now we are iamiliar with the two 
letters. I wish they were available to us. 
My quarrel with the . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It will be 
available to you tomorrow. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: ... the hon. 
Minister is not on the question of a little 
procedure or a technicality or how it has 
been answered or not answered. Sir, these 
are all minor matters in the context of 
what we are discussing. Sir, as far a-s my 
suggestion for a Committee is concerned, 
if it were a question of mere discre_ 
pancies or inaccuracies in answering, then 
the Committee that should deal with them 
should be normally the Privileges 
Committee or the General Purposes 
Committee. I do not know why there 
should be a special committee to go into 
the discrepancies or such things. I can 
understand it if it is a Committee to go 
into the question of the decision itself to 
start the mini-steel plants in the private 
sector and, if this is so, I am in favour of a 
Committee of this kind. Now, Sir, the 
letters are very interesting   ..   . 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Much has 
been said about it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: They are 
part of the proceed ;ng.3 and you will get 
both the letters, in the proceedings. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, after all 
things have come out from Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar and from the Minister and both 
of them together could help us to know a 
lot of things. Letter's went frcTO. both 
sides and answers were given in the other 
House also and therefore, Sir, we are now 
familiar with these cases. Anyhow, Sir, it 
is a mini-business. Now, Sir, what has 
been revealed is very shocking. It has 
been revealed that as a matter of policy 
the Government is allowing the private 
sector business people to start steel plants, 
initially limiting the quantum of 
production. It has also been revealed that 
applicants are there and these applicants 
are mostly directly from the big business 
houses or connected with the big business 
houses. Sir, the small businessmen-have 
not applied for it and they do not apply for 
it. Therefore, Sir, it has been proved from 
the disclosures made that these areas of 
industrial enterprises have been thrown 
open, which should have remained fully 
in the public sector, to the big business 
people and it is the reversal of the trends 
in the economic policies since the time 
when Mr. K. K. Birla's efforts to have, not 
mini, but full-skirted, plants started in 
Durgapur and that was exposed in the 
House and at that time, Sir, you know Mr. 
Satyanarain Sinha was canvassing inside 
the Cabinet in order to get these steei 
plants started and I revealed in the House 
the correspondence between Mr. Birla and 
Washington. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Come to the 
current affairs. Do not write a book of 
history. Make comments on the current 
affairs. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If you want 
to come to the current affairs, you must 
have the background of the affairs and 
you being a man of affairs, you should 
know how to comment on them. 

Sir, here it has been revealed and the 
names are there. The Tatas~ are there, the 
Dalmias are there, the Modh are there, 
and the Singhanias 

are there. Practically all these tycoons are 
there and more will come in. Therefore, 
Sir, it is offered on a platter. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Chowgule is 
also there. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Anyway, 
you know that better. 

So, Sir, this matter should be discussed. 
The letters of intent are very interesting 
also. Why letters of in. tent are given 
when certain industrialists, big ones, are in 
a position to seek collaboration with the 
foreigners? Letters of intent are given on 
the ground that they would be able to 
attract foreign collaboration. In fact, when 
the question about the letters of intent was 
raised in this House, it was said again and 
again that letters of intent had to be issued 
to certain business people, otherwise 'they 
would not be in a position to get foreign 
collaboration. setters ot intent, Sir, in this 
case, follow a kind of approach by the 
foreign monopolists, especially the 
Americans, to smuggle themselv&s into 
the Indian industries. Now., these letters 
of intent have come. 

'* MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
need not discuss all the policy matters. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Now, Sir, I 
find that between January 1971 and April 
1971, 67 licences were issued to 28 
industrial monopoly houses and many of 
them carried with them letters of intent. 

Sir, these are to be reviewed in that 
context. Therefore, I say, this is ab-
solutely wrong and there is no jus-
tification whatsoever to do this thing and 
that is the matter we should discuss. The 
decision had been taken earlier when the 
hon. Minister was not there. What 
surprises me is that hon. Minister having 
stepped into the shoes of others should 
have carried forward the legacy instead of 
disowning it. I expected, Shri Mohan 
Kumaramangalam having come to the 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] Ministry would 
cancel all the decisions which had been taken 
earlier. That is my complaint against him but 
there is a tendency not to bring any names of 
those people who are responsible for 
sponsoring these ideas, for canvassing these 
things, for taking a decision and thus leaving 
these things for Shri Kumaramangalam to 
swallow a hanky-pany. These people are not 
named. Who were these people, if not Mr. 
Morarji Desai at that time? That also should 
be known to the country. The hon. Ministry 
should tell us exactly when the proposal was 
mooted in the Government, who are the 
people in the Ministries concerned. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Shri Morarji Desai 
was never the Minister    of 
Steel. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Shri Morarji 
Desai was running a part of the Government 
and Smt. Indira Gandhi the other part of the 
Government. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: At the time 
when the licences were given, Mrs. Gandhi 
was running one part of the Government and 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta was running the other part 
of the Government. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please listen. 
Let us not bring in the policy matter. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am not 
interested in individuals. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please listen. 
It was only a limited matter. There was certain 
discrepancy pointed out by Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar and Mr. Kumaramangalam has 
clarified his position. If you want this parti-
cular question regarding steel policy to be 
considered and discussed by this House, we 
will see what can be done. At this juncture it 
5s not necessary fa  express your view*. Let 
us only 

restrict ourselves to the discrepancies and the 
clarifications given by the Minister. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:  If that is so, no  
discussion  for the  day.  I  am not  interested in 
individuals  or persons or attacking them. I am 
interested in  policy  questions  and wheVi in the 
Calling Attention the question of policy decision 
was raised and  since clarification has been given, it 
should be   considered   as   a   policy   question. 
When  I  said  about    Morarji    Desai, Mr.   Arjun   
Arora   should   not     have said it.    Everybody 
knows that when Mr. Morarji Desai was asked,  
"Don't you know Mrs. Indira Gandhi is the Prime  
Minister"  he  said,    "No,    we have only the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers." The actual   
trouble started before  and  our  complaint is this  
that  when  everything  has  been revealed let us 
concentrate     whether it was right for the Minister 
to endorse   the   sabotage  that   had     been made  
earlier  before  we  came     into this  House  and  
that  should   be  discussed and I demand a 
discussion on this matter.  If individual things  are 
brought in, you can bring in anything. Sir, I know 
there are people who want  to   attack   some     
people.     Mr. Mohan  Kumaramangalam  has     
been my friend, he had been with me in London, 
but I am not sparing him for the  policy  question.   
He  would   also not like to be spared. His stand    il 
different    but      individual     personal attack 
should not be brought in. I want the  policy   
question   to   be   discussed and we should  go into 
the    root    of it.  The whole    question    should    
be discussed  so that we  are  in  a position,  this  
House  is  in   a  position  to change the decision. 
The Government 
j      should be forced to change the deci- 
.      sion. 
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SHRI KRISHAN KANT (Haryana): 

Sir,  it  is very interesting    that    the 

definition of 'mini steel plant' changes 
from place to place. It meaYis one thing 
on a green carpet in the Lok Sabha and 
quite another thing on a red carpet in the 
Rajya Sabha; again it is one thing when 
given by an ex-General and quite another 
thing whe'n given by an Advocate of the 
Supreme Court. I do not know how the 
definition changes. In one definition the 
import of steel casting is there and in the 
other it is not there. I would leave it to the 
House. (Interruptions). Why the whole 
question has arisen today is this. If the 
hon. Mi'nister of Steel had gone according 
to the real definition as given by Mr. A?jun 
Arora iHe whole complexion of the debate 
on the Calling Attention motion would 
have changed. We were attacking the 
policy of giving mini steel plants because 
they go to the monopolies and big business 
houses which we want to control. The 
whole purpose of that debate was they 
were going against the Industrial Policy 
Resolution. If Mr. Kumaramangalam that 
day had given out that steel plant is being 
given to Dalmias and the Tatas the 
complexion of the Call Attention 
discussion would have changed com-
pletely. That was why we were pressing 
that point a'nd asking him and that is why 
Mr. Chandra Shekhar had to raise this 
question. This whole question must be 
looked at in proper perspective in the 
proper context. It is not a question of 
personal attack on one person or the other; 
the attack is on the very policy which the 
Government has pursued. I am one with 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta that what we all 
expected from Mr. Kumaramangalam 
when he became the Minister of steel was 
that he would change that policy 
irrespective of whatever action had been 
taken earlier. Today when all these facts 
have come to light in the light of the 
criteria referred to by Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar the question is whether the 
Minister is prepared to reconsider the 
whole question of giving mini steel plants 
to the private sector and if he is so 
prepared whether  he  would     come 



 

with a full statement before both the Houses 
showing how many steel plants have been 
given, to whom they have been given, why 
they had ■been given and if they had been 
given to Tatas or Birlas or Dalmias, they 
should be stopped at this very moment of time 
and ho more mini steel plants should be given 
to them. Letters of intent should be taken back. 
So something in this direction should be done 
because our whole purpose is that the 
monopoly sector should not be allowed to 
grow. May 1 know therefore whether the 
Minister will look into this question and come 
forward honestly and revise with full facts? 
From what had been brought to the notice of 
the House by Mr. Chandra Shekhar new 
factors have come up and the Minister should 
come forward honestyl and revise the policy: 
that is what we expect from a person like him 
who is honestly committed to socialism and 
socialist  procedures. 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS (Uttar Pradesh): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, after hearing the 
discussion with regard to this topic in the 
House, to me it appears that there are certain 
things which still need clarification, and with 
all the limitations of procedure and time of this 
House it may not be possible to get all the 
information by questioning here or discussing 
it here. I have also very carefully listened to 
Mr. Gurupada-swamy, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and 
Mr. Rajnarain. I. also feel that it would be 
better for us to appoint a committee to look 
into all the "matters pointed out by Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta and Mr. Gurupadaswam'y. It 
could naturally go into all the facts, examine 
perso'ns, look into the records and then come 
to certain conclusions. It can then report to the 
House so that the House may be in a position 
to- know as to what is wbat, with whom the 
responsibility lies, when it was done, by whom 
it was done, how and why it was done, all 
these things. I therefore, agree with my friend 
to refer this matter to a committee of the 
House. 

SHRI S. MOHAN KUMARAMAN-
GALAM: The hon. Member, Mr. Krishan 
Kaht, has i-aised the question again of the 
policy underlying the licensing of these 
electric furnaces either With conventional or 
continuous casting units. Without going into 
the rights and wrongs of the controversy over 
discrepancies I can only say at this stage that 
we are always examining this matter and if it 
is thought proper by this House that the matter 
should be further discussed and they want a 
statement from me as to what the exact 
position is, I am always ready to do so. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have a 
submission to make. Pending that na licence 
should be granted. The whole matter should be 
frozen. All the licences which have been 
granted should be revoked. They should be 
asked hot to operate them. No new licence 
should be issued and the whole matter should 
be discussed. Meanwhile, I should like the 
hon. Minister to make a statement as to the 
origin of the whole scheme, how the mini-
plants started in the private sector or for that 
the matter how the private sector was brought 
in. We should like to be apprised of the 
original thing, the manner in which it came 
about. Up till now he has not told us. Which 
year was the proposal made and wheh was it 
more or less decided? All that he has Indicated 
is that the decison was taken before he came 
into the Ministry. I think the facts should be 
given to us. 

SHRI S. MOHAN KUMARAMAN-
GALAM: If the House wishes to have details 
about when the applications were made and 
when they were granted, it can be placed on 
the Table of the House. I have no objection to 
doing that. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:  No,    Sir, 
i     When did the scheme  actully    come 

up ahd when did they come to    the 
conclusion   that  it  should    be    done. 
Applications  would   not  have     come 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] 
unless the Government had made it knew that 
they could he made. My impression is that the 
whole thing took place before the General 
Election. This is mjj impression. Immediately 
after the election they started this. Now, we 
would like to know the past. This is very 
important. I think I am expressing the 
sentiments of the House when I say that no 
licences should be given and the licences that 
have been given should be frozen. No mini-
steel plants should be allowed to start in the 
private sector. All these big business people 
should not be allowed to enter into this till 
Parliament, both Houses, have discussed the 
matter ~de novo from a very specific angle as 
to whether at all we must" have mini-steel 
plants in the private sector. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 

 
The hon'ble Minister has also agreed that he 
has no objection. If the House wants to , 
discuss polity-matter. . . . 

' SHRI RAJNARAIN:    Not discuss. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please listen. 
If the House wants to discusa the policy 
matter regarding the grant of licences for 
mini-steel plan.; this question can be discussed 
with the Chairman and necessary decision can 
be taken in this matter. Whether the policy 
should be revised or not may be considered by 
the Govern, ment. 

 
MR.  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN: 

ffPT ifoil ! So far as the question of 
discrepeti-cies is concerned, Mr. Chandra 
Shek-har has raised the question. The hon'ble 
Minister has clarified his position, and I think, 
perhaps, the House may be satisfied with the 
explanation offered  by the hon'ble Minister. . 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY (THE 
LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION"):    We   
are  not  satisfied. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAITIMAN:   If they 
1 any further discussion,      I think 

this  question   can   be   taken   up   with 
the Chairman  and  we     can  find  out 

what can be done in this matter. 

\ 
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So far as discrepencies are concerned, I 
have to say that the Minister should reply to 
the various questions in a responsible manner. 
So far as misunderstanding is concerned, I can 
understand that. But when we come to ihe 
factual position, I feel the Minister should 
give the correct information. For example, in 
regard to the share of the Kerala State 
Government in the Kerala Steel Plant i.e. the 
Steel Complex Ltd. the hon'ble Minister said 
the other day that the Government of Kerala 
had majority shares. This i-3 the factual 
information, he had given. Before making 
such statements it is always better to asei'tain 
the real position from the officials so that 
correct information is given to the House, 
Similarly, Mr. Nawal Kfehore also has raised 
cne question regarding discrepancy in the 
answers given in the Lok Sabha and in the 
Rajya Sabha regarding casualties because of 
the shelling of the border areas by Pakistan 
forces. 

 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 

 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What about my 

suggestion? Freeze all the licences. 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What I want 

to suggest is this. The officials in the Ministry 
should always try to give the correct 
information where-ever factual information is 
concerned. 

Mr. Gurupadaswamy also has raised another 
point and Mr. Lokanath Misra has supported 
him in this respect that the -hon'ble Ministens 
are giving incorrect information in this House, 
The hon'ble Members also point out such 
discrepancies. The procedure that we have 
been following in this House i? this. After 
realising that the Minister has given a wrong 
information, either he himself comes to the 
House and corrects his earlier statement, or 
alternatively, the hon'ble  Members  draw  the  
attention 

of the hon'ble Minister that such wrong 
information hag been given to the House and 
afterwards the Minister corrects that statement 
given in the House. I do not know whether it 
will serve any useful purpose to have a 
Permanent Committee to find out whether the 
Minister is giving correct information to the 
House or not. 

 
SHRI PIT AMBER DAS: Mr. Bhupesh 

Gupta has also suggested the General 
Purposes Committee. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That was the 
suggestion made by Mr. Lokanath Mishra. 
What I suggest it. this matter can be 
considered by the Rules Committee of the 
House and if they want that we should have 
such a Committee.... 

 
SHRI PITAMBER DAS: I think what Mr. 

Bhupesh Gupta has said.... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am 
referring to Mr. Lokanath Misra's suggestion 
for a Permanent Committee .... 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY: 
Committee for a gpeciflc purpose. 

SHRI   PITAMBER   DAS:    Sir,............... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let me finish 
Mr. Lokanath Misra's point first. If the House 
wants that there should be such a permanent 
committee, that question can be considered by 
the Rules Committee. As far as the question of 
a committee for this specific issue is 
concerned, this can also be taken up,  as I said 
earlier,  wltti 
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the Chairrnan. If the Members are not satisfied 
with the explanation offered by the hon. 
Minister then in consultation with the 
Chairman, this question could be decided] 
Therefore, there need not be any further 
discussion on this matter. We have had 
enough discussion. .. . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What do you 
think of my suggestion that all licences should 
be frozen? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not  for  
me  to  express   any   opinion. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have 
expressed your opinion about so •many 
things. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, Sir; •on a 
point of order. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have 
expressed your vtews and the hon. Minister 
and the Government will take into 
consideration the views expressed by you and 
if they want, they will take a decision on the 
suggestions you have made. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, you should 
give a direction to the Minister of 
Parliamentary Affairs to convey the feelings 
of the House to the Prime Minister. 
(Interruption) As leader of the Government, 
the Prime Minister should know. I hope Mr. 
Om Mehta will convey to the Prime Minister 
the feelings of the House. Is there anybody to 
support mini-steel plants in the private sector? 
Not one, Sir. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We adjourn 
for lunch now. The "House stands adjourned 
till 3-15 P.M. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at forty-two minutes past two 
of the clock. 

The House re assembled after lunch at fifteen 
minutes past three of the clock the VICE-
CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN)  in the 
Chair. 

(The Appropriation (o. 2) Bill, 1971 —
continued 
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"The possibility of US-China detente 
may not be completely ruled out. The 
argument that since there is practically no 
true China-lobby in the United States we 
can count on American cooperation at least 
in relation to China, does not now hold with 
equal force for the Liberal sections of the 
Democratic Party in the United States has 
been urging the US Administration to 
change its China policy. 

All available evidence -suggests that 
sooner or laterj maybe in the 1970s, the U.S. 
and Communist China might give up their 
current hostile postures by agreeing—to 
divide South-east Asia into their respective 
spheres of influence. The U.S. might in the 
end agree to it as a last resort. The U.S.-
USSR rapprochement in Europe is a close 
parallel. A similar U.S. China rap-
prochement in Asia is not out of sight or 
mind. If and when it occurs, it would 
beyond doubt hamper India's vital national 
interests in South and South-east Asia." 

"Curnsouly enqugh ahmost unknown is 
the signing of the first military agreement 
between India and the United States in 
March 15, 1951 when the wheat loan 
negotiations were in progress. In a letter to 
Sri Parimal Kumad Das of the Indian School 
of International Studies, New Delhi Dated 
14th January, 1965 John B. Hunt, Captain, 
United States Army of the Office of the 
Army Attache, Embassy of the United 
States of America confirmed it as 
follows:—"According to L. Natarajan, 
American Shadow Over India, People's 
Publishing House, New Delhi 1956. 

" . . . . India  signed its first military 
agreement with the United States under 
the Mutual Defence Assistance 
Programme in March, 1951   ...."* 
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"The executive power of the Union 

extends to borrowing upon the security of 
the Consolidated Fund of India within such 
limits, if any, as may frcm time to time be 
fixed by Parliament by law and to the 
giving of guarantees within •such limits if 
any, as may be so fixed." 

 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN ( Shri Akbar Ali 

Khan):— Please do not interrupt him. 
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SHRI K. R. GANESH (THE MINISTER 
OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY 
OF FINANCE fatT V3\m R T^m Reft 

(SHRI K. R, GANASH): Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
Sir, I am thankful to all the hon. Members who 
have taken part in the debate and made their 
valuable contribution to the understanding of 
the very complex problems that our country is 
facing" You would have noted, Sir, that the 
debate has traversed the entire gamut of all the 
problems. Hon. Members have spoken  about  
four  defence prepared- 
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ness, about the need for sophisticated 
armaments, about the need for more aircraft, 
about the economic policy of the country, 
about the Planning Commission, about the 
banks, about the credit policy of the banks, 
about tax arrears, about the growth of non-
Plan expenditure, about unemployment, about 
indirect taxation and so on. The entire gamut 
of all the policies and programmes which this 
House hay been debating for a number of 
years has. been touched upon in this debate. I 
hope you will bear with me that it will not be 
possible for me to touch every problem that 
the hon'ble Members have raised. 

Sir, I wish to submit in all humility thai this 
Budget has to be seen in the background of the 
conditions that are obtaining in the country. 
Before this Budget came there were two 
important factors. One was the great verdict of 
the people for a radical, .social transformation 
of our sciety, of our economy which was 
expressed in the last mid-term election. Sec-
ondly, coming on the heels of this de-
termination and the verdict of the people is the 
colossal problem of Bangla Desh, its place in 
the security and integrity of the country and 
the trek of millions of refugees, evacuees from 
Bangla Desh to India which has made the 
problem very complex and complicated. Sir, 
the Budget has to be seenHn this particular 
context. 

I would submit, Sir, that as the Finance 
Minister himself, while rounding off the 
discussion on the General Budget, lias 
mentioned, it is not possible to judge the 
Budget from the various proposals that have 
been made in this Budget itself. Sir, the 
Budget is an honest attempt to give an 
orientation to the various policies and 
programmes to which the Government stands 
committed. I would not say, as I said in the 
other House while intervening in the General 
Budget debate, that it is a socialist Budget or 
any such thing. What I would submit is it is an 
honest attempt made to give an    orientation 

to the policy that we want to pursue within the 
framework or our resources position. Sir, 
while assessing the Budget we must also see 
the total national, political and economic stra-
tegy that the Government is determined to 
follow for bringing about a self-reliant, self-
generating national economy and for1 
implementing the pledges that we have given 
to the people clearing the way for building a 
cocialist society in this country. 

Sir, the Budget lias to be seen also in the 
light of the recent Constitutional amendment 
which has been moved in the other House, 
once again showing the determination of the 
Government that we want to implement our 
pledges. It has to be seen in the various 
attempts being made to improve and radiacse 
the land reform laws that already exist in our 
country. It has to be seen in the background of 
the Monopolies and Restrictive Trade 
Practices Commission which has started 
functioning. It has also to be seen, Sir, in the 
background of bank nationalisation where 
effort is made to extend credit to the vul-
nerable and priority sections of the society 
and also to put a check on borrowal accounts. 
It has to be seen in the various other measures 
that the Government is contemplating. That 
total strategy has got to be seen. 

Sir,  I  was listening to the various speeches 
very carefully.    I heard the speech of Mr. T. 
N. Singh with great interest.    Sir, he seems to 
have come to realise—and if I am permitted to 
use the expression because he is a very senior 
Member and I am a much junior Member in 
this House, a very respet-able but sharp 
expression—very late. It seems wisdom has 
dawned on   hirr too late. He had been in this 
Government for  long.    He had been in  th< 
source  of power for long.    Even re centlv ho 
tried to be~~in the source 0 power bv 
becoming the Chief Minis ter of IJ.P.   
Mo'sfof' the problems tha we are facing today 
and most of th problems which we are trying 
to soi 
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[Shri K. R. Ganesh.] out  are the result    of    
the    policies which Mr. T. N. Singh and his 
friends pursued.   The break inside the Cong-
ress party was not the break of certain 
personalities.    It was a break on the hasis of 
certain policies.    It was a  frreak from  the  
policies  that hon. Members on that side, which 
the hon. Member. Mr. T- N. Singh, represents, 
pursued.   It t.s a fight between ' these two that 
brought about    the split in the Congress party.    
If you had seen the tempo of the Lok Sabha 
when the Constitution  'Amendment)   Bill"    
was introduced, then you would have realised 
that something had happened to this   country.    
Certain   basic    factors are available in this 
country.   That is why  the Lok  Sabha reacted 
in    the manner  in   which  it  reacted  to  sug-
gestions being made there to see that the Bill 
was throttled    at the introduction stage itself.   
I wish to submit that while the criticism  of Shri 
T. N. Singh was very learned    and it was full 
of facts, we have inherited this from the 
policies that they have pur. sued and we are 
trying to sort them out as honestly as passible.    
We may not be able to sort out    all of them, 
but  as honestly  as possible we have to sort 
them out one by one. Otherwise, it would not 
have been possible for  us   to  introduce  the  
Constitution (Amendment) Bill.   It would not 
have been  possible  for  us  to  bring  about 
bank nationalisation.   It     would have not been 
possible to reorient the credit policy.    Here I 
would say that 1 am not satisfied with the 
working of the nationalised banks, I am not 
satisfied with the pr;ce situation and I am not  
satisfied  with  the  unemployment situation, 
but we are honestly trying to initiate policies 
that will be in the direction of a solution of 
these problems. 

I also heard with great respect the speech of 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. He is a veteran of this 
House and his speech is always listened to 
with interest... 

SHRI RAJNARAIK: He is the best friend 
of the Prime Minister. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: Why Prime 
Minister? He is the best friend of  me also.   I 
respect him. 

SHRI OM MEHTA: Is he not your friend? 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: There is nothing 
secret about these things. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not know 
whether I am the best friend of the Prime 
Minister or not, but he is undoubtedly the 
worst enemy of the Prime Minister. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN:   No, no, 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: Sir, while Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta was speaking I could see the 

hon. Member, Shri T. N. Singh, very much 
appreciating the points he made. I would ask 
him only one question: Is he prepared to 
follow the political and economic lines which 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta has advocated? He has a 
line, he has a policy which he is putting across 
to this House and through this House to the 
country. Is he prepared to follow the line that 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta is trying to advocate? 
There is no use of only trying to appreciate 
certain of the remarks which he was making. 
Since he is not prepared to follow the line that 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta advocates, since he hag 
been following a line which has brought our 
country to the situation 
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SHRI  K.  R.  GANESH;     He  mentioned  that  
in  regard  to  the     sum of     Rs.   75  crores  
which  has     been allotted for a crash 
programme    for employment     and  for  
meeting     the needs  of the  educated     
unemployed, no schemes have been made. He 
gave his own  experience while he was    a 
Member of the Planning Commission when  a 
sum of Rs.  150 crores    was allotted     under  
his  own     initiative. Of course,  we     cannot 
go now into the dossier of the Planning 
Commis-son to find out which Member    said 
what.    He said no schemes had been prepared 
and that at the end of   the period,      this      
whole      expenditure would be wasted an 
would     become infructuous.    But what he    
said    is not correct.    He has been a Member 
of the Planning Commission. He has been  a 
very  honourable  Member  of this House.    He 
should have at least checked up his facts before    
putting across a blanket criticism like    this. I 
have here certain    facts    to    place before the     
House.    As far  as    the crash programme for 
tackling    rural unemployment is concerned,  a 
provision of Rs. 50 crores has been   made and  
the   guidelines  for  implementing the scheme 
were issued to the   State Governments   as   
early    as    February 25,  1971.       The  
present position     i? that detailed schemes 
have been received     in  respect  of   335     
districts. Proposals for  only  20   districts     
ar«" awaited from the State Governments Out  
of the proposals received    from the 335 
districts.    Schemes in respect of     260   
districts     costing  Rs.   28.72 

crores have     already  been approved and 
necesseary funds placed at    the disposal  of the    
State    Governments.. Proposals in respect of 55 
other districts   costing  Rs.   5.38  crores     have 
been approved and the sanctions ara under  issue.    
Proposals for 20     districts     costing  Rs.   2.69  
crores     are under examination and sanctions     
for these   will   issue   soon.     Six   Central 
teams have been constituted to visit the States  
and Union Territories    to advise on the proper 
implementation of the schemes so that the 
underlying objectives   are   fulfilled.     Sir,   it     
is also necesseary to note that the allocation may 
not be to the extent   that is  necessary,  but with 
the resources that   are  available,  with  the 
serious problems     of Bangla  Desh  evacuees 
coming     to  our  country,  with     the general 
situation that is there on our borders and outside 
our borders, this was the maximum that the    
Government could do.    Sir, the House may also 
be interested to know    that the schemes  included  
under  this     programme     relate   to   minor   
irrigation, soil    conservation and    afforestation, 
land reclamation, flood protection and anti-water 
logging measures, pisciculture, construction of 
rural roads, etc. Thus,    besides    generating      
employment,  the  schemes will considerably 
strengthen  the  rural sector of     our economy. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: What is the 
quantum of employment to be generated   in  
terms  of  numbers? 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: As you know, to the 
criticism that no schemes have been prepared, 
I have tried to place before you that various 
schemes have already been approved and 
allocations have been made and work in some 
places has started. And these Central teams 
have been constituted. So, the answer to "your 
- question will  follow  later  on. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): What about the sum of Rs. 25 
crores for technocrats? Has it also been 
implemented? 

in which we are, as I have said earlier, we are 
trying to sort them out. Now, I shall try to 
meet some, of his individual criticisms. 
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SHRI K. R. GANESH: Yes, Sir. that is  
also  under implementation. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN); Nothing so far has been done. 

SHRI K. R GANESH: Sir. I will meet  that  
point. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: Sir, there is another 

small point to which I would like to refer. 
Shri T. N. Singh said that the General 
Manager of the Bhilai Steel Plant had never 
visited the place at night. I have checked up 
from the General Manager of trie Steel Plant. 
He has said that during his tenure of three 
years or 50, he has t.one there a number of 
times. 

4 P.M. 

This is not a very important point, but I 
thought I should tell you about it  
(Interruption)  He said that..., 

SHRI  RAJNARAIN;   What? 

 

 
Sir, there is another point. Honourable 

Members have referred to our foreign debts 
and to the various collaboration agreements 
which we have entered into. Now. as we 
know, in a country with the complexity of our 
size, with the vast problems that we face, with 
the technical knowhow as it existed when we 
started rebuilding our economy and with the 
other infrastructure that existed there, it was 
necesseary to take help, it was necessary to 
enter into certain collaboration agreements, 
and it was also necessary to take loans so that 
the necessary infrastructure could be built. 
And the building up of the necessary 
infrastructure could result in the development 
of a national economy which should be on the 
basis of self-reliance. There is no dispute 
about the fact that we have to build a self-
reliant economy, we have to be free from 
dependence on foreign collaboration 
agreements and foreign loans. And to build 
that itself it is necessary at the initial stages to 
enter into certain of these things. There are 
certain facts which I' would like to mention. 

During the Third Plan period net external 
assistance exclusive of amortisation and 
interest payments was about Rs. 3500 crores. 
The annual average during the three Annual 
Plans 1966 to 1969 also corresponded more or 
less with the average level reached in the 
Third Plan. In the Fourth Plan period net aid 
utilisation is expected to be about Rs. 1850 
crores which would be approximately half the 
level of net aid during the Third Five Year 
Plan. In order to reach this level of net aid 
during the Fourth Plan it would be necessary 
for us to have a gross aid utilisation of Rs. 
4130 crores including food aid of Rs. 380 
crores. Total debt service payments      of      
amortisation      and 



277     Appropriation  (Wo. 2)       [ 30 JULY   1971 ] Bill, 1971 278 

interest on foreign loans are estimated to be 
about Rs. 2280 crores. These repayments and 
interest payments arise on account of aid 
received during earlier years and are also due 
to the relatively harder terms on which aid was 
available during the Second Plan period and 
the early years of the Third Plan. There is, 
however, a shift towards softer terms of aid in 
recent years. in terms of lower interest rates 
and longer maturity periods. 

In terms of external assistance as a 
proportion of total investment in Plan periods 
it will be noticed, as already pointed out by 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta, that net aid has been 
steadily going down from a level of 29 per 
cent of total investment in 1966-67 to about 8 
per cent of total investment in the Fourth Plan. 

Government are, therefore, fully conscious 
of the need to achieve the Fourth Plan 
objective of reducing dependence on foreign 
aid. Even so there are certain inescapable 
imports that are required for the maintenance 
and growth of our economy and to the extent 
that our export earnings are unable to finance 
all these imports it will be necesseary for us to 
receive external assistance. 

Import substitution has been given very 
high priority and as a consequence of various 
measures to encourage indigenous production 
the share of imports in total supplies of 
industrial machinery, certain chemicals, 
aluminium and machine tools, have been 
greatly reduced. In the years 1968 and 1969 
foreign exchange saving on account of import 
substitution amounted to Rs. 75 crores per 
year. 

These are some of the facts in connection 
with foreign loans and other factors. Then a 
lot has been said about public sector 
undertakings. This House had the opportunity 
to discuss the working of the public sector 
undertakings a number of times. 

In the Budget speech also the Finance 
Minister has referred to the •criticism of the 
public-sector under- 

takings in detail. Sir, I would submit 
that the Government realises that 
the public sector undertakings should 
generate enough resources. And if 
the public sector undertakings can 
generate enough resources, the base 
of resources mobilisation would be 
broadened. One of the main prob 
lems facing our country to-day is that 
we have a narrow base on which 
the resources mobilisation is carried 
out. With the entire agricultural 
sector out of resource mobilisation 
and with the public sector not gene 
rating enough resources for use in 
' the common economic development, 
the Government has been trying on 
a narrow base to bring taxation 
measures to mobilise resources with 
the result that we are always coming 
to a position where it is very diffi 
cult to do these permutations and 
combinations. Therefore, for 

resources mobilisation it is very necessary to 
see that the public sector undertakings 
generate more surpluses and that the taxation 
base is also further strengthened, for which the 
necessary climate will have to be created in 
the country. 
Sir,     I   would  like   to   give   some facts for 
the benefit of those    whose only    objective    
to    run    down    the public      sector      
undertakings      not because they are genuinely 
concerned about its difficulties and its working 
but because they do not believe    in the fact 
that the public sector undertakings   as   the   
commanding  heights of   our  economy  are  
very  necessary for     self-reliance,     for     
generating resources,     for     doing    away    
with foreign     collaboration     and  foreign 
loans, for bringing about a reduction in income 
disparities and for curbing monopolies.       
Those     who     do    riot believe in these 
particular objectives *f  the   public      sector   
undertakings run  them  down day in and day 
out and try to make out as if everything has 
been wasted.    The facts are that in  1969-70, 
49 undertakings made    a profit of Rs.   72.27  
crores  as  against 41  which made a    profit in  
1968-69. There  are,  of     course,  other under-
takings which incurred a loss during 1969-70. 
But if you look^at the overall 



279     Appropriation (No. 2)      [ RAJYA SABHA ] Bill, 1971 280 
 

[Shri K. R. Ganesh.] 
picture,  the average  return on      the capital     
employed     after     providing Rs.   175 crores 
for depreciation    was 4.2 per cent in  1969-70 
as against a return of 2.7 per cent in 1968-69. 
In another sphere the public sector has made a 
notable contribution.   It   has earned     about  
Rs.      170  crores     of foreign exchange in 
1969-70 as compared to only about Rs. 35 
crores in 1965-66.   Sir,   in   terms   of   
employment   also,   in 1961-62,   the   
contribution   of   public     sector   
undertakings was 2 lakhs.    In 1969-70, it was 
6.13 lakhs.    Out of the 81 public    enter-
prises,     49 earned profits in  1969-70 and 24 
declared divedends from 21 to 3 per cent. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Do not waste time  
On this. 

SHRI T. N. SINGH: I talked only of 
industries. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: Yes, you have 
talked of industries. We recognise, Sir, that 
many of these industries require a long 
gestation period and they have got certain 
other problems.      Having sat very near to 
the 
seats    of.. ...............(Interruption)    You 
made a speech for one hour.   Obviously our 
disputes  cannot  be solved on   the  basis  of  
interrogations  here. What I was saying was, 
having been very near to Jawaharlal Nehru, 
the hon.  Member should  realise  so  that he 
was a great dreamer.   He dreamed of a great 
India and that is why this Heavy      
Engineering       Corporation, Ranchi, is the 
dream of a man who dreamed of an India 
which could produce this mother industry.    
So, such industries have also    been built.     
It takes time.   The Government is conscious 
of it.   And we are coming to that    position.   
Necessary    resources have got to be 
generated    by   public sector enterprises if 
we have got    to fulfil the promises that we 
have given to the people because it will need 
more resources, more massive investment, it 
will need a     radical change    in the entire 
thinking and entire policy and 

programme.   Therefore, we  are very conscious 
and various steps have already been initiated to 
see that  the public sector    undertakings   steps 
by step come to a stage m whicu  they generate    
necessary surpluses,    they achieve necessary 
efficiency and thea there are     other    factors 
also.   The question of personnel policy, the 
question of inventories,    the    question of 
utilisation of unutilised capacities—ali these 
have been gone into and detailed instructions 
have    got    to be given. But it will take its own 
time.   It will take all the efforts    of the Govern-
ment.   It will take all the help the hon. Members    
themselves    can give and it should also mean 
correct appreciation of the public sector 
undertakings  because  it     does not  help  this 
country if you go on saying against the public 
sector undertakings.   Whom does it help?    It 
only helps the private sector and   those   who 
want to completely run down the public sector 
and  take over the public  sector by creating a 
psychology that Rs. 2,000' crores or Rs. 4,000 
crores have been-invested  and nothing is 
coming out. That is  not  the  correct  and  proper 
role to be     played     in  the present economy. 

Let us take the banks also. The Finance 
Minister only the other day, in reply to a 
Question, has himself admitted that he is not 
fully satisfied with the working of the banks; 
that the orientation has got to be given in the 
entire working of the banking system. But, 
Sir, I would submit that I have taken personal 
interest in the working of the banks, I have 
direct contact with the employees' 
organisation of banks. We are going in depth 
of each and every question that the hon. 
Members are asking. 



-281 Approriation (No. 2)    [ 30 JULY, 1971 ] Bill, 1971 282 

 
Sir, I would submit that from July, 1969 till 
today looking to the working of the banks, its 
orientation, as far as .giving credit to the priority 
sector is concerned, in    terras    of opening of 
more branches    particularly    in un-foanked 
and     underbacked areas,      in terms of 
conducting surveys for locating the areas of 
deposits and in terms  of the total percentage of 
credit that has  gone to  the priority sector,  and 
looking to its    performance,     in all humility I 
submit the banking department  and  the 
Ministry need  not be apologetic.   The  problem  
is  colossal. The need of credit of our priority 
sector are colossal.   The task of orienting the 
thinking of the higher category of   banking   
staff,   who   function   the banks in a particular 
limited manner, is a big task.   But    if you    see 
the figures which have been supplied in reply  to  
various  questions  asked  by hon. Members, 
particularly the number of branches    opened    
in unbank and under-bank areas, the credit for 
agriculture has gone to 12 to 13 per cent 
whereas it was about 3 per cent before     
nationalisation.    This     credit has gone direct 
to the farmers.   Here a doubt can arise that this 
credit which is  going to  the  agriculture  sector 
is going to poor farmers or to marginal farmers 
or to affluent farmers.    Every parliamentary 
question that is put, we a*-e trying to go into the 
deoth of it. From the facts that are available and 
from the statistics that are available, -we can see 
that the credit that has gone  to  the  agriculture  
sector  is  60 to 70 per cent.    An average credit 
of Us. 2000 has been  given.   From this one  
can  surmise that quite  n  lot of credit is  also     
given     to the  poorer section of the peasantry. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Are you satisfied? 

SHRI K. R.  GANESH:     I am not completely 
satisfied,    but it must be said that a beginning 
has been made by bringing credit to the poorer 
section or the farmers.   Much more has to  be 
done about    that    there is no doubt.      This 
sort of finance capital which  knew  how to give 
loans only to the; big houses and bigger sections 
of people, the portals of this centre have been 
opened and to-day you can set  sweet  of  the  
small  farmers  and the self-employed    and    
other small business people and it would 'be the 
endeavour of the Government to see that all the 
guidelines that have been given should start 
orienting these and it has to be conducted in a 
way to help  these.   I  have  been  very inti-
mately connected with the banks and their  
employees.      I  know  that  the new Board of    
Management will be formed   in   which   
according   to   the Banking Acquisition  Act,  all 
categories  of persons  will be appointed  as Bank 
Directors in which the representatives of the    
employees    and staff will also be appointed and 
a radical change is bound to come in the working 
of the banks because the coming in  of     the     
employees,  independent persons and   also   
people representing the  artisans   and  farmers  
and  other sections will mean that the very Cedit 
policy of the banks and the working of the banks 
will be under very close scrutiny of the 
representatives of the employees  whose  
organisations  have been fighting for the bank 
nationalisation   and  who   have   very  powerful 
and sophisticated trade unions.     We have seen 
in meetings of the employees which the Finance 
Minister had called that they had a knowledge of 
the working of the banks at various levels.    
While I agree with Members that much more has 
to be done, and it is a eieaiitic and colossal task     
for fully  implementing     the  new  credit policv 
that the Government has siven to the banks, I 
must submit that the performance of the banks 
from July 1969 till to-dav is something of which 
we need not be apologetic.    A significant 
change    has come    about and much more is 
expected to be done. 
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Let us take the tax arrears. It is true that it is 

a vast problem. The Finance Minister 
yesterday while replying to the discussion on 
the Finance Bill in the other House has said 
that it will be the endeavour of the Ministry to 
really tackle this problem on a war footing. 
We are going through the various questions 
the Members are putting that the tax arrears 
are to the tune of Rs. 500 crores. It is a big 
drain on the national revenue and national 
economy. Efforts will have to be made to 
bring down the arrears and to bring the tax-
dodgers to book. I do not want to give the 
Members more facts and figures because we 
have given them at various stages in the 
House. Recently there has been a great 
improvement in the collection of tax arrears in 
various ways and various legislation, 
administrative and economic steps have been 
taken to see that the taxation machinery 
becomes more efficient. I would submit that 
with my own experience of the last few 
months in the Finance Ministry and dealing 
directly with this problem of taxation and tax 
arrears, I would submit that in spite of all that 
the Taxation Department may do in spite of 
all the honesty that those Taxation Officers 
may have, it will be necessary in the country 
today to treat the tax evasion as a social crime. 
It will be necessary for the courts also to take 
it as heinous a crime as any other crime unless 
that is done. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: How will you 
treat tax forgetfulness? Tax avoidance is a 
crime of course. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH:    If   you   go through 
the arrears of Rs. 500 crores and  other arrears, 
you will  see that many of these are locked up 
various litigation.   In the Calcutta High Court 
alone  there     are     about  a  thousand 
taxation cases under Article 226 of the 
Constitution.   I do not know if, as a minister  
I   am   permitted   to   say   but I must say that 
the taxation laws are heavily weighted    in    
favour    of   the assessees. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, hall the 
cases are pending before the High Court and 
half before the Board oi Revenue. That is the 
position according to my information. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: Sir, I am putting 
the problem before the House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Change the 
law. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: A tax asses-see can 
go to the Assistant Appellate Tribunal, then he 
can go to the Appellate Tribunal. Then on 
points of law he can go to the High Court and 
the Supreme Court. Over and above this under 
article 226 he can go to the High Court. In 
Calcutta High Court alone there are about a 
thousand cases under article 226. Therefore 
this is a serious problem. As the Finance 
Minister said, we will use all our efforts to see 
that there is a crackdown on these tax-dodgers 
and a crackdown on other malpractices which 
contribute to the accumulation of unaccounted 
money and I can assure the House that we as 
Ministers will see to it that we use all the 
influence that we have got, we use all the 
powers that we have got for tackling; this 
problem effectively. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Has Mr. 
Chavan told you anything as to why he is so 
opposed to demonetisation? We have not got a 
convincing case. What are the arguments? 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: While replying to 
the debate yesterday in the other House the 
Finance Minister mentioned that this problem 
of black money is a very serious, a very com-
plex and a very sensitive problem. These are 
the  exact words he used. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Has the 
Wanchoo Committee submitted its Report; if 
so what are its recommendations? 
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SHRI K. R. GANESH: The Report of the 
Wanchoo Committee is expected. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: You have 
not received it yet? 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: It is only an 
Interim Report which they have submitted 
and it is under consideration of the 
Government. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: What is that? 
Have they not recommended demonetisation? 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: That is an Interim 
Report and it is under consideration. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Many 
economists in the country and we also feel 
that demonetisation is one of the most 
effective steps for this purpose. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: What is this? If he 
does not want to answer me, he should say I 
would not answer. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: I have answered. I 
said that the Interim Report of the Committee 
is under consideration. It is only after the final 
Report is received that we can assess the 
whole thing. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Sir. he 
should tell us whether he has seen the Report. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; No Interim 
Report is needed for understanding that 
demonetisation will be one of the most 
effective ways of bringing out unaccounted 
money. It will not be 100 per cent successful 
everybody knows that. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: The 
Government will not be guided by your 
Report. They have set up a Committee, the 
Wanchoo Committee. Let us hear what their 
Report is. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Let that 
Committee Report go to hell. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: As is known, there 
is a considerable volume of opinion in the 
country which feels that demonetisation is one 
of the ways of solving the problem of black 
money. The stand of the Government towards 
this has been made plain yesterday by the 
Finance Minister. Sir, this problem of black 
money comes up every day. With every as-
essee every day a new element of black 
money comes in and the Government is 
adopting various methods. In the next few 
days we shall be introducing a Taxation Law 
Amendment Bill which will enable us to 
tackle this problem of black money that is 
changing hands as a result of property 
exchanges on the basis of understated value 
and also through benami transactions. It has 
been stated by the Finance Minister that with 
such measures to plug the loopholes in tax 
laws and through other fiscal measures we 
may be able to come to grips with this 
problem of black money. 

Sir, mention was also made about the set-
up of the Planning Commission by Shri T. N. 
Singh. After the Presidential Notification has 
been issued I do not think there is any deni-
gration of the status of the Planning 
Commission. 

There are various other problems, the 
problem of unemployment, the problem of 
prices etc. These are all very serious problems 
which have been discused in the House for a 
number of years now and on which the 
Government stand has been made clear. 

There is one more aspect. Many hon. 
Members have naturally referred to Bangla 
Desh and the foreign policy of our country. 
Now, Sir, it is not for me to go into these 
questions, but I would submit that at this time 
of crisis for the nation, when hon. Members 
are asking for the recognition of Bangla Desh, 
it is not proper to create a climate and a 
psychosis that we have no friends in the 
world, that 
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we have no Army, that our Army is not  
equipped  fully,   that  we  cannot defend any 
part of our border, that every friend has left us, 
that Pakistan has  gained all friends.   Firstly, it 
is not a fact.   It is not a correct appreciation of 
India's position in the international world.    
Secondly, it does not create  a  good climate,     
it  does  not help in the consolidation of the 
nation. .It does not help in the national soli-
darity that is necessary, the national vigilance 
and awareness that is called for.   The 
recognition of Bangla Desh is not a joke.   On 
the question of recognition  of Bangla  Desh  
the  stand of the Government    has been made 
clear by the Prime Minister and the Minister    
of    External Affairs.   This problem must be 
seen in its proper perspective.    (Interruptions).    
I   was submitting that    the    recognition of 
Bangla Desh and the increase in aid and help to 
the freedom fighters inside Bangla Desh is a 
problem that must be seen in the    wider    
international context.   While I am not speaking 
on behalf of the     Minister of External Affairs 
and I do not want to go into •the details of it, I 
only wish to submit  that  when  we  are     faced  
with such a gigantic problem at this time, it is 
not right to create a psychosis that we have no 
friends in the world, that our foreign policy has 
completely failed, that    we are not    getting 
arms from any country, that we cannot defend 
our borders, that we are  absolutely alone.   This    
is    not    the attitude and determination of the 
people who are    conscious    of the problem.   
This is all that I want to submit.   Having said 
this, it is not possible for me to meet the various 
other points that have been made by hon. 
Members.   As I said in the beginning, that they 
have    covered    the entire gamut of the Indian 
policy, the Indian economy and the Indian 
situation. 

With these words, I commend the Bill for 
the acceptance of the House. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): The question is: 

"That the Bill to authorise payment  and  
appropriation  of certain sums     from     and     
out     of     the Consolidated    Fund    of    
India    for the services of the financial     year 
1971-72, as passed by the Lok Sabha, be 
taken into consideration." The motion was 
adopted. THE     VICE-CHAIRMAN      
(SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN):  We shall now 
take up the   clause-by-clause    consideration 
of the Bill. 

Clauses 2 and 3 and the Schedule were 
added to the Bill. 

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the 
Title were added to the Bill. 

SHRI K. R. GANESH: Sir, I move: 

"That the Bill be returned." 

The question ivas proposed. 

[MR.    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN    in    the 
Chair.] 

 



289      Appropriation  (No. 2)     [ 30 JULY, 1971 ] Bill, 1971 290 

 



291       Appropriation   (No. 2)      [ RAJYA SABHA ] Bill, 1.971 292 

 



293       Appropriation   (No. 2)    [ 30 JULY, 1971 ] Bill, 1971 294 

 



 

 
SHRI K. R. GANESH: Most of the points 
raised now have already been replied to.    
There is only one point 

Business 

which I would like to submit. It was not my 
intention nor did my speech convey any such 
impression, the present progress that has been 
made during the last twenty-four years, that 
heritage____ (Interruptions)---------- 1    was 
only referring to certain aspects of the 
policies that have been continued by certain 
sections of the united party. 

MR.  DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    The 
question is: 

"That the Bill be returned." 
The motion was adopted. 

ALLOCATION OF TIME FOR DIS-
POSAL OF GOVERNMENT AND 

OTHER BUSINESS 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have to 
inform Members that the Business Advisory 
Committee at its meeting held today, the 30th 
July, 1971, allotted time as follows for 
Government legislative and other Business to 
be taken up during the current Session of the 
Rajya Sabha: 

Time 
allotted 

1. The Finance (No. 2) Bill, 1971 ....................................................................2 days 

2. The Agricultural Refinance Corporation (Amendment) Bill, 1971. . ihr. 30mts. 

3. The Central Board of Direct  Taxes (Validation of Proceedings) Bill, 
1971 ......................................................................................................  1 hr. 30 mts- 

4. Discussion on the Resolution regarding Mysore Electricity Boards.      . 1 hr. 

5. The West Bengal State Legislature (Delegation of Powers) Bill, 1971. 1 hr. 6   

The Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants) Bill, 1971 2 hrs. 
 

7. The Constitution (Twentyfourth Amendment) Bill,i97i.       .        . 2 days. 

8. The international Airports Authority Bill, 1971 .        .       .        . 1 hr. 

9. Discussion on the Resolution regarding constitution of a Railway Con- 
vention Committee ................................................................................ 1 hr. 

10. Consideration  of motion for reference to the Joint Committee of the 
Prevention of Water Pollution, Bill, 1969 ,        .        .        .30 mts. 

11. The Contempt of Courts Biir.1968, as reported by the Joint Committee 4 hrs. 
12. Discussion on the working of the following Ministries : 

(i) Steel and Mines..................................................................................... 1   <jay 
(ii) Information and   Broadcasting] .........................................................  I    day 
(iii) Agriculture.......................................................................................... x   <jay 

13.   Short Duration Discussion on the functioning of the nationalised Bank 
in the country.    . .....................................................................................  2 hrs. 30 mts. 
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