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“That the Bill further to amend
the Banking Companies Act, 1949, as
passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken
mmto consideration ”

The motion was adopted

Tue DEPUTY CHAIRMAN We
shall now take up the clause by

clause consideration of the Bill
There are no amendments
Clauses 2 to 8 were added to the

Bull.

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

Sur1 B R BHAGAT Madam, I
move

“That the Bill be passed”
The question wag proposed

Sert BHUPESH GUPTA  Madam,
one point I make 1t absolutely clear
that I never quoted Professor Shenoy
1 read the books of other Professors
but not Professor Shenoy—I have
better books tg read—mor did I sug-
gest that the nationalised banking in-
dustry should not help the private
sector On the contraiy the nationali-
sed banking industry should help
those medium and small-scale 1ndus-
tries which have apn 1mportant part
to play 1n our economy today, much
more than at present This i1s what
I wanted to convey And I thought
that he would understand that be-
cause I stand for the private sector
also 1n our economy in the present
state Then the other point that I
would hke to say 1s, I know the Gov-
ernment policy and I know that this
Government walks very slowly This
Government 1tself had nationalised g
very big bankmg concern, the Im-
perial Bank of India I only asked
them to go a httle faster and com-
plete the piocess rather than be in a
situation where 1t has a split mind
Mr China1 1s nodding his head

Tue DEPUTY CHAIRMAN You
are mixing up two people all the
time, Professor Shenoy and Mr
Chinat
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Surr BHUPESH GUPTA  Econo-

mically and politically they belong to
the same 1deological concept -called
the Swatantra concept

Sur1 BABUBHAI CHINAI, I do not
belong to that ideology

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA.; Professor
Shenoy 1s the political counterpart of
1t Therefore, 1f I mix them up, you
will forgive me because they are so
indistinguishable otherwise The fact
that one sits 1n the Congress Party
does hot mean that he 1s materially
and fundamentally different from the
other one who writes wrong types of
economic books That is all I wanted
to say

Tue DEPUTY CHAIRMAN The
question 1s

“That the Bill be passed”
The motion was adopted

THE SUGARCANE CONTROL
(ADDITIONAL POWERS) BILL
1962

THE MINISTER or FOOD anp
AGRICULTURE (SHrr S K PaTIL):
Madam, I beg to move

“That the Bill to empower the
Central Government to amend the
Sugarcane (Control) Order, 1955,
with retrospective effect in respect
of certain matters, as passed by the
Lok Sabha, be taken into considera-
tion

This 1s a very simple measure,
Madam, of two clauses only Now,
the House would like me to tell very
briefly—and I will try to do so—as
to what has occasioned this particular
Bill Since 1950-51, the Central Gov-
ernment has been fixing the minimum
prices for sugarcane Later on it hap-
pened that the sugar mlls were
making a lot of profits in those days
and there was no control, and there-
fore the growers naturally thought
that they should also share in those
excessive profits apart from the mini-
mum price of sugarcane to which they

[THE VIcE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR
Arr KuaN) In the Chair]
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were entitled. In certain places,
particularly in South India, where
there is a larger yield of sugar-
cane and larger sucrose content
too, the profits were still higher.
Therefore, a kind of arrangement was
arrived in those parts, which is known
as the SISMA formula, that is, the
excessive profits which the raills were
making should be reasonably distri-
buted between the growers and the
producers. That formula was of a
voluntary nature, you may call it a
trade union agreement or something
like that. In every country it happens
that when a particular industry is
making any profif, naturally it is the
right of those who work in
that industry that they should also
share in that profit, and these con-
tracts are made from lime to time all
over the world. Here, in this particu-
lar industry in Soutih India, -he Fede-
ration or the Association of Mill-
owners themselves in consultation with
the growers’ representatives evolved a
formula. According to that formula,
they were sharing this excessive profit
which they were making. Later on.
the mills in North India also thought
as to why they should not also do it.
There the Government came in and
said that they had also got to do it.
But the basis of it, the House must re-
cognise, was all voluntary. I wish it
were voluntary all the time, because
after all, the growers now are also
just like the factory workers, they are
now conscious of their rights,*ind they
would make it impossible to run the
industry, if it is an industry—and this
ig also a kind of industry a'though the
raw materia] is supplied by so many
millions of those who grow the sugar-
cane. So, that formula was evolved,
and the Government came in to give
its blessings and to see that things
were happening as well as they could.
So far as South India was concerned,
the formula went on without any
trouble whatsoever. It is even going
on today. there is no compulsion about
it. No Bill is necessary and it goes
on from year to year. In the beginning
of the year, there is a contract bet-
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ween the cane-growers on the one
hand and the producers, the mill-
owners, on the other. They =it to-
gctlier and the mi'l-owners say: “We
shall give you so much money although
the minimum prescribed is this.” They
go beyond the minimum. The mini-
mum which the Government has pres-
cribed is Rs. 1'62 nP. which they must
give because it is legal, and if they
give anything less than that, they will
be prosecuted. But they give there
something like Rs. 2, and this is what
some of the bad mills are doing; some
of the best mills give even Rs. 2-25 nP.
which is much more than the minimum
that is required to be given. Other
Stateg also. like Mysore, Andhra Pra-
desh and Kerala have been following it.

When the formula came here in
North India, on a vo'untary basis
only once UP. dig it. The figure was
something like Rs. 50 lakhs in 1953-54.
But neither before nor after that—I
am not talking of the compulsory stage
but up to 1958 it was on a voluntary
basis—no mill, good or bad, paid any-
thing. So also Bihar paid sometimes
Rs. 14,000; only one per cent. has been
paid for some time; otherwise it must
not be a paltry sum of Rs. 14,000. The
same is the case with Punjab and other
States. Only in South India, right
from the beginning up to the compul-
sory stage it had been paid. Later on,
when this formula was evolved in the
North, there were complaints on either
side. The growers thought that they
were getting less and that they should
get some higher percentage of that
profit. and the producers thought that
possibly thev were getting 'ess and
that they should get something more.
There was an ingistent demand on
Government that they should appoint a
committee to settle as to what should
be that percentage. This has nothing
to do with the normal sugarcane price
which is controlled. This is only a
kind of bonus, something over and
above the normal price that has been

fixed and which thev should get. The
Government appointed an expert
committee known as the Gopala-

krishnan Committee to go into it. That
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Committee sat upon it, ang ultimately,
evolved a formula and said that this
was the formula according to which
this should be given. So, that for-
mula was evolved. Under the FEssen-
tial Commodities Act, the Government
of India had ihe power under cection 3
to fix the minimum prjee. But they
took powers again in 1957 to ithe effect
that they should also take part in this
formula in making it compulsory, be-
cause unless it was made compulsory
every mill would not pay. So, when it
was made compulsory, even then com-
plaints came from both sides, the
growers’ side saying that they were
getting less and the other gide saying
that they were paying more. There-
fore, both of them suggested that the
formula had got to be examined, and
so it was referred to the Tariff Com-
mission. The Tariff Commission is the
expert body to which 1 referred many
of the problems because they could go
into the whole problem in its entirety
and ultimately come to the conclusion
as to what was in all fairness and
reasonableness necessary to be done.
They went into it. By that time, two
other factors intervened. In 1958, wa
also controlled the price of sugar on
the same basis. Therefore, they could
not charge more. What was to he the
excessive profit, we stoppeqd it hy con-
trolling the price, at the other end, of
sugar. When that was also done, there
was a hue ang cry and ultimately. that
wag also referred to the Tariff Com-
mission as to what should be the price
in the circumstances. That went on
for some time. By that time, in 1959 a
situation arose by which it was neces-
sary to give some kind of incentive
both to the growers and the producers
in order that sugar should be produced
more, When I assumed charge of this
Ministry, within a few months from
that date, T came out with a proposal
that it was no use bringing sugar from
outside ag was the case during the
previous six or seven years. We had
imported somewhere about 14 lakh
tons of sugar, costing something like
Rs. 40 crores of foreign exchange.
Therefore, 1 was not prepared to do
that. When we had the capability of
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producing all the sugar that we needed
in our own country, 1t would be a
folly, apart from the exigencies of the
situation, namely, the dearth of foreign
exchange, etc., if we should be wasting
money on importing sugar. Therefore,
the scheme of incentives came in.
That incentive was given both ways.
The incentive was given to the grower
that he would get, instead of Rs. 1-7-0,
Rs. 1-10-0, that is Re. 1'62 nP. on the
one side; and to the producers on the
other side that they would get some
exemption from excise duties worked
on an av'erage of two years, if they
produced more. And the excise duty
would be cut by so much if they pro-
duced so much. They were also given
incentives. Therefore two factors
came intervening when the excess pro-
fit was put down. Complications went
on increasing when the price of sugar
was controlled. Naturally, a cry came
from the producers that they should
have the excess profit that we were
taking. If the profit is not excessive,
why should you control the price of
sugar? Then came the Report of the
Tariff Commission. They worked out
more exhaustively the cost schedule
and they said that this should be the
price of sugar. Then the question be-
came more complicated. They said,
“If this could be the price of sugar,
then, surely, you cannot say that they
are making excessive profits. If it was
an excessive profit, it could have been
brought to the notice of the Tariff
Commission and the Tariff Com-
mission could have fixed it low.”
These complications went on increas-
ing, as it were, anq therefore, we could
not decide, when the matters were
before the Tariff Commission, as to
what should be really the proportion
in this excessive profit or deferred pay-
ment or bonus, whatever you may call
it. Ultimately in 1960, we thought that
rather than be speculative about it,
why we should not give this formula
to the Tariff Commission for them to
sit upon it, and in the light of the cir-
cumstances that haq then arisen,
namely, the control of sugar on the one
hand and the incentives given on the
other hand, ask them that they should
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examine it Withmn less than a year,
the Tariff Commission came out with
their recommendations It was only
some months age that this was given

Now, when 1t came, 1t was very
much less than the original formula
that we had devised and therefore, we
did not know what to do. We thought
that there mught be a hue and cry
because the growers might feel that
they had got a hittle less But yet you
could not totally reject also the other
formula because 1t was submitted to
an expert Committee and the expert
Committee having sat upon 1it, had
come to a conclusion Therefore, dur-
ing the last three or fouwr months we
had been considering that something
had got to be done In the meanwhile,
what happened” Right from 1953 to
1958, when 1t was voluntary, many of
the mills did not pay anything at all
and as I said, only the mills 1n the
South paidd To give the House some
1dea, T can tell you as to how much was
paid by the mills 1n the South In 1952-

53, they paid somewhere about
Rs 1 crore Then mn the second
year, 1t was 92 lakhs, in the

third year it wag 40 lakhs and in the
fourth 1t was Rs 24 lakhg and 1t went
on It was too much 1n the year when
Uttar Pradesh had paid something
Neither before nor after that have
they paid anything Maharashtra hys
been paying even today In 1957-58,
they paid Rs 107 lakhs, that is,
Rs 1,07,37,000 The process goes on
They have been paying even now but
only on a voluntary basis Now, the
question 1s that something has got to
be done so that these cane-growers got
the money Whether they get a little
more or a little less does not matter
But today they are getting nothing and
we have no legal stand just now be-
cause something has got to be done
by which the Government of India
have got to announce year after year
a certain factor or ratio that the cost
of cane bears to that of sugar That
ratio 1s announced from time to time
Until then, we cannot establish the
formula which can be applied and on
the basig of which something could be
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collected Therefore, we sought and

we were advised legally that we had,
under the Essential Commodities Act,
to take a decision and announce that
ratic We can do that for one yeal.
We had not taken under that Act a
retrospective power In case Wwe
wanted to do_1t, it must apply right
from the time when compulsion was
applied Compulsion was applied from
the 1st of November, 1958 There-
fore, four years have gone by It 1s
no use our announcing the formula and
that formula being made operative for
only one year Suppose, 1t 1s a crore
of rupees I am talking of my own
view It may be anything That means
that we have lost three crores That
we have lost three crores means the
growers have lost three crores There-
fore, this Bill has a limited purpose
It does not go into the merits of the
formula, 1t does not discuss ihe for-
mula, 1t does not give the formula
That formula can be obtained
under the Essential Commodities
Act and the Sugar Control Act that
we have got We have got to announce
it But after having announced
1it, we must have retrospective
effect for four years Therefare,
the only clause in this Bill 1s that
when the Government announces that
formula, 1t should have retrospective
effect Prospective effect they always
have So, we have used the two
words, both ‘prospective’ and ‘retros-
pective’ The Bill has got retrospec-
tive effect from the 1st November,
1958

Therefore, Sir, this is the genesis of
the formula Now, what is under
discussion 1s not the formula As I
said, whatever might be the opinions
about the formula—what they should
do or should not do—I am anxious to
see—] can assure the House—that the
cane-growers should not lose one
nava paisa But my formula must
not be vulnerable It must stand
the scrutiny of the law court because
the moment the formula is appled, it
will create comvlications, 1 am afraid,
because it involves money and it 1s
a legislation the like of which exists
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nowhere 1n the whole world No-
where 1n the world has this profit-shar-
ing by an enactment been done because
1t 1s not something to which a man 18
normally entitled, 1t 1s the price that
we have fixed This 1s something
about the price What 1s generally
done everywhere 1in the world is that
there 1s some kind of a trade umon
agreement between the producers and
then counterparts or whatever you
may call them In this particular
case, there are growers and the manu-
facturers But here we are trying,
for the first time, a novel expeliment
by doing it by compulsion Therefore,
you can quite understand that it will
give rise to all kinds of lLitigation that
this 1s right or this 1s wrong Many
people wanted to go into htigation I
told them, let a competent Committee
sit, that 1s the Tariff Commassion
After the Taniff Commission has given
the decision, anybody 1s rompetent
to go to a court of law I do not mean
that they should go  But I want to
make my law or the legal point so
mvulnerable that whatever I have
promised to the cane-growers, I must
be able to pay it Therefore, 11 must
have retrospective effect from 1958
This 1s exactly what the B:ll seeks to

do and, therefore, I commend i1t for
the consideration of the House

The question was proposed

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA (West

Bengal) Mr Vice-Chairman, I would
like to hear more the hon Members
from Uttar Pradesh because 1t is they
who, from time to time, have brought
this matter before this House and the
other House, and I would say that we
felt that the sugar-cane growers wele
not having a fair deal I remember
that this matter was first discussed, I
believe, in 1953 and later on also the
Essential Commodities Act was amend-
ed to cover some of the powers of
the Government to deal with the sugar
industry and prices On every such
occasion, Members speaking from both
sides of the House expressed thelr
concern at the manner in which the
industry was functioning to the detri-
ment of the numerous cane-growers
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in the country Very many
tions were made in order to bring
them relief, and some of them, 1
believe, were accepted though very
partially, but somehow or other the
sJdgarcahe-growers 1n  our country,
whether 1n the South or in Northern
India, are not having a fair deal, they
had been subject to the caprices and
cupidity of the industrialists in  this
line, that 1s to say, the sugar mll-
owners and other profiteers that hang
around them It 1s interesting today
to hear Shr1 S K Patil on the sub-
ject He has a drive, and he did some-
thing, he says Well, we shall see
row e Tixes e fornida Bihhoowess
also 1interesting to hear his prede-
cessor 1n the Ministry, Shr1 Ant
Piasad Jain, speaking in the other
House and relating the grievances and
criticising Indirectly some of the
polictzes of the Government I was
wondering what he was doing when
he himself was the Minister-in-charge
of the Department But then 1t so
happens, the moment you are out of
the Mmnstry, you seem to be some-
what of an understandable person

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
Axear Aur KHAN) Is it right, Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, that we should com-
ment on a person who 1s in the other
House?” Comment on the Govern-
ment policy

5506

sugges-

SuErr BHUPESH GUPTA Yes Sir;
1t 15 on that policy DPlease do not
bring in such rules now That 1s why
you provoke our Socialist friends to
do such a thing You know that I
am discussing the Government matter,
he spoke 1n that House and it 1s Gov-
ernment policy I am concerned with
Now, he says very good things, some
of the things are good, but I do not
exactly remember what he said when
he was incharge of the Ministry
Anyhow, now you can see the dia-
logue between the former Minister of
Agriculture and the present Minister
of Agriculture Polemic 1s developing
between them though they both be-
long to the same party, one ousted
from the Treasury Benches and an-
other 1n 1t This is all the difference
that T get, but there 1s substance 1n it,
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because this guestion has never been
a party question, and the inhibitions
from which perhaps Mr Jain suffered
in the old days because of his official
responsibility no longer being there,
he can speak somewhat boldly on the
subject Now as far as we are concern-
ed, we have never suffeied from
this 1nhibition, not that we would
like to have this posiuion sometimes,
we would ik~ to have the inhibition
if it means gomng there OQur position
i1s this that the  sugarcane-growers
need relief, and their interests must
have precedence in the whole scheme
of things It was, I believe, in 1953
or so, when that dynamic personality,
that wonderful! man, Mr Rafi Ahmed
Kidwa: was the Minster, he got
certain things done through his pur-
suasion But then he had that quality
As you know, he used to do things,
he had a peculiar type of drive, he
hardly gave any promises, he had
things done, and then he came to
Parliament to tell this had been
done 1 well remember by meeting him
in Calcutta 1n connection with food,
and I saw how Mr Rafi Ahmed
Kidwai worked in thal matter He
just took steps, and he was not bother-
ed much about it, not that he made
a great difference to the situation,
but that 15 how he moved In this
case also he persuaded the sugar
mill owners m UP that they should
accept a kind of formula whereby,
after fixing the minimum price, they
would—voluntarily of course—share
a part of the excess profits they were
making That was done in the typical
Rafi Ahmed style It 1s a good thing
he did it He was one Minister who
produced less gas in Parliament and
more substance He 1s no more now,
unfortunately he 1s gone  Then 1t
was expected that what had been
voluntarily fixed would be sanctioned
by law why? Because the matenal
justification or the economic justi-
fication was there, the gugarcane-
growers deseived a fair deal, better
price and better share, and the sugar
industry was m a position to pay

since they were making enormous
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profits Now, any Goveinment should
have legalised 1t then and there, and
1t did, this Government did, but how
did 1t do, 1t has been explained, and
then, well, things went from com-
mitee to committee The matter
should have been settled at that tume
subject to vaiiations for certain comn-
ungenciles, subject lo new economic
devilopments The hon Minister 1s
very clear on the facts, he has given
us the facts, but some of the things
he did not give;, not intentionally,
perhaps missed to tell us that these
sugar mill-owners continued to flout
the law, they continued to violate the
law, and what was due from them, no
longer under any voluntary agree-
ment basis but under the law was not
being given How the Goveinment
dealt with them’ Government was
all kindness to them The Govern-
ment had the power to prosecute
them under the Essential Commodi-
ties Act But nothing was done
Hardly any prosecution, if at all, took
place  Government connived at if;
in short, the Government sanctioned
it, this flouting of the law, this deny-
mg to the sugarcane growers what
was due to them under the Ilaw,
according to a sacred agreement but-
tressed by the foice of law The Gov-
ernment allowed 1t and the sugai-
mill-owners continued to do so and
that when they were being given con-
cessions in the form of exemption
from excise duties And lately, they
have been receiving certain incentives
for export and so on And what hap-
pened? Government did more things
From the funds of the Government
they gave them loans—I do not know
how many crores, flve or six crores of
rupees, or even more were advanced
to the sugar industry in order to boost

production And so, money was
gwven from public funds and they
were making enormous profits At

the same time they were not compel-
led to obey the law, to carry out their

obligation under the law as far as
giving the mmmimum price plus a
share 1n the extraordinary  profits,
they were making, was concerned

Two lines of development took place
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When it came to the question of the
sugarcane-growers, the Government
turned their back on their interests
and ignored them; when it came to
the sugar-mill-owners, the Govern-
ment went{ out of its way not only to
provide incentives in the manner in
which the hon. Minister has explain-
ed, but also to provide heavy lLiquid
cash from the Government funds, and
so on, The sugar industry in a period
of a few years earned, according to
official estimates and so on, nearly
Rs. 50 crores or so; in five or six years
or so they earned that much—the
exact figure, I think, was 50 crores
or so. I think this was also substan-
tiated by the review of the Reserve
Bank. They were making so much
profit, but at the same time they
were denying the sugarcane-growers.
As far as the price is concern-
ed, the consumer continued to suffer.
Therefore, all except the sugar mill-
owners continued to suffer, the con-
sumer because the price was dictated
by them—well, whatever the justi-
fication they sought from the official
side, the consumer none the less
suffered; the sugarcane-growers be-
cause they were not being given a
fair price to which they were highly
entitled, and the country as a whole
because the wealth was concentrated
in a few hands in this manner while
imbalances were encouraged in the
ecoromy. Even now they are giving
this export subsidy. As you know,
subsidies to the tune of Rs. 12 crores
or Rs, 12} crores are being given in
order to earn foreign exchange of
about Rs. 13 crores or so. That again
fills the coffers of the sugar mill-
owners. Now, the Government should
have explained today why it was not
possible to enforce thg: Essential Com-
modities Act or act under other laws
to enforce it at that time when the
decision was taken in 1958. Some-
body should be held responsible, some
Minister should be held responsible,
some official should be held res-
ponsible. The matter should be gone
into and Parliament should be inform-
ed of the reason thereof, The result
is a failure on the part of the Govern-

ment. a clear case of maleficence, if J
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I may use that expression, which re-
sulted in a total denial of the order of
Rs. 30 crores to the sugarcane-growers
by way of accumulation of excess pro-
fits which have not gone to them on
the basis of that formula. And 1his
has a very bad effect on the entire
economy. Apart from that, the cause
of sugarcane production has greatly
suffered. We do not have any assur-
ance even now that the sugarcane
growers will be getting a fair deal at
all. Even now the Government couid
have brought forward a measure in
the existirg law. The Parliament siis
eveyy year several times. It is not
because we are not ready to give the
Government power that they are not
doing it. In fact, when the Essential
Commodities Act was sought to be
amended, we readily gave the power
to the Government so that it would be
utilised in the interest of the sugar-
cane-growers but it was not utilised
and that sugar mill-owners were help-
ed.

5510

Now, the rehabilitation
not been mentioned.
some rehabilitation allowance, ete.
will be given. We have about 80—
100 sugar factories in the country but
this little benefit may go to 30 or 40
rfactories. There also the sugar indus-
try as a whole will not be benefited
from all this kind of mechanism of the
Government or the arrangements the
Government is making. A small num-
ber of people benefit over this matter.
How long will the Government take
to give up these things? If the Gov-
ernment has failed in this respect,
they should pay the penalty. If the
capitalist class or sugar mill-owners
have defaulted in discharging their
legal responsibilities in the matter,
they should be penalised and the
Government, if necessary, should have
the necessary power to tap the resour-
ces from them, compel them to dis-
gorge these excess profits for the sake
of sugarcane growers. These are ihe
points, Mr. Vice-Chairman, that I vsish
to place before the House, because
somehow or the other, we have
b2en d'scussng this matter many
a time but we have not been eble

point has
It seems that
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to bring even the minimum re-
quisite assistance to the distressed and
suffering sugarcane-growers, whereas
these people at the top, the mill-
owners, have earned enormous pio-
fits. It does not require any argumen-
tation to prove it. The balance sheets
of the sugar mills of the counitry,
especially the big ones, will show how
they were making enormous profits in
the period which forms the subject
matter of discussion under this Bill,
whereas these other elements, namely,
the sugarcane-growers were suffering.
It is a simple thing. The Government
can fix the price and compel the sugar
mill-owners to part with it. While
doing so the Government will take into
account the cost of production, the
profits that they are earning and the
cost of living of the sugarcane growers
also. And having settled this question
once and for all, it is possible for the
Government, and easy for the Gov-
ernment, to enforce it.

Now, expert committee and all these
committees have been mentioned.
While it travelled from one committee
to another ang various other things,
the poor sugarcane-grower continued
to be ground down; he continued to
suffer, That is the state of affairs
which has been created in this parti-
cular line of industry. I hope some
serious, radical steps will be taken.

Sir, Mr. Patil hasgiven usan assur-
ance that he will do everything possi-
ble. Similar assurances we got from
Mr. Ajit Prasad Jain and also from
others before. I do not say that they
dig it in bad faith or wanted to bluff
the House intentionally. But after
that, what they said did not have
much meaning in practice because
bigger forces operated in order to frus-
trate whatever little was sought to
be done. What is the guarantee today
that despite the assurances that are
being given, the sugarcane-growers’
interest will be upheld and protected?
In order to do so you must try and
must compel the monopolist interest in
the sugar industry or the big bosses
in the sugar indusiry to part with
some. of their wealth and accumula.
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tions and earnings in order that these
sugarcane-growers may be helped and
the consumers alsc may gain. The
sugar industry has earned enough of
pampering from the Government.
More of it should not be given to
that industry. In fact, if in any other
country this industry had behaved in
this irresponsible, highly anti-social
and profiteering manner, a democratic
government would have nationalised
that industry or taken over that in-
dustry. Even under our present law,
the Industries (Development and Re-
gulation) Act, it is open to us to take
over the management of such indus-
tries which behave in this manner,
But in our country, strange as it may
seem, the more they followed the
laws, the more they grabbed the pro-
fits at the cost of the consumer and
the sugarcane-grower and the more
kindly the Government became to-
wards them. This is the crux of the
situation and this is the core of the
problem. Therefore, basic changes are
needed in the fundamental approach
to the policy that has been hitherto

followed. And ‘n that context, two
categories of people must have the
priority, not everybody together,

firstly the sugarcane-growers and the
industry workers and the consumers.
Consumers and workers I put toge-
ther. These are the two categories
of people who should have the pre-
cedence and all the consideration and
all the solicitude—if the Government
has any—of the Government. This is
what I say. This is how the malter
should be approached.

I am not satisfieq with the presen-
tation of the case here because much
that should have been said has been
left out, maybe on account of shortage
of time, maybe the story is much too
unpalatable and unsavoury for a Min-
ister to tell in this House. But this
story has to be recalled time and again
when we discuss this subject. I may
impress upon the Government that
what is needed today is not merely
empowering themselves with certain
provisions of the legislation, what is
needed today is a very radical change

I of policy so that the sugar mill-
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owners are made to behave and they
do fulfil their obligations immediately
and pasts arrears are cleared up and
the cane growers get a fair and decent
deal from the community. After all,
it is they and the workers together
who produce sugar in our country and
earn foreign exchange. But it is the
capitalist class and the industrialists
who sit on the top of profits and so on
and make money out of it. Their role
is parasitic while the role of the wor-
kers and sugarcane-growers is crea-
tive and constructive, It is the latter
who need to be assisted by the Gov-
ernment in every possible way. Thank
you.

Surr PANNALAIL SAROGI (West
Bengal): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, the
present Bill would enable the Govern-
ment to amend the Sugarcane Control
Order to enforce a revised formula in
regard to the payment of a portion of
the alleged excess profits by the sugar
industry to the growers. Sir, I am
really sorry as well as amazeqd that a
lot of heat was generated during the
course of discussion on this Bill in the
other House and even senior Members
used harsh words probably out of
sentiment without going into the
merits of the matter.

SHRrR1I A. B. VAJPAYEE (Uttar Pra-
desh): Against whom?

Tae VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR
Arr KuHaN): We are nnt concerned
with the words used in the other
House.

Surt PANNALAL SARAOGI: 1 am
simply prefacing. I am not going into
what they said. I heard Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta with rapt attention but I am
again sorry to say that his was a high-
1y superficial speech and he was only
rigmaroling and pandering from one
end to the other without coming to
the facts of the matter. Within the
short time at my disposal, I would try
to place relevant facts as I know them
and while doing so, I would go as far
back as 1950-51 when the Govern-
ment of India, for the first time,
assumed control to fix the price of
sugarcane. In 1952 the late Food
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Minister, Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai,
took the vary bold step of de-control.
He also reduced the price of sugarcane
from Rs. 1-12-0 per maund to Rs. 1-5
per maund because Mr. Kidwai felt
that control was a big source of in-
hibiting production and it was he who
devised the formula of profit-sharing
as an alternative to control, mopping
up the excess profits of the industry.
We now come to the year 1958 when
control was re-introduceg first in
Punjab, U.P. and North Bihar and
subsequently, extended to South Bihar
in April, 1960, and it is the factories
of these areas which are supposed to
fall within the ambit of the present
Bill. After the introduction of this
control, the question of price fixation
of sugar was entrusted to the Tariff
Commission and this body was charged
to go into the question of the cost of
manufacturing sugar. The Tariff Com-
mission went into very exhaustive
cxamination and sent out their own
cost accounts officers, who went into
47 factories and they exhaustiveiy
dealt with the matter and went into
the whole thing and, thereafter, re-
commended a price, as The cost of
manufacturing sugar, plus 12 per cent.
as a return on the capital employed
by the industiry, which again included
gratuity, bonus to labour, managing
agents’ remuneration, interest on
borrowed capital and debentures and
so many other imposts. As a matter
of fact, I am reading out to the House
the actual language which the Tariff
Commission used in this regard:
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“In determining the fair price we
allowed a return of 12 per cent. on
the capital employed by the indus-
try, with a view to provide suffi-
cient funds for each unit to meet its
commitments under bonus, gratuity,
interest on borrowed capital and
debentures, dividend on preferernce
shares, managing agents’ commis-
sion and income-tax and to leave a
residue to a majority of units in
different regions to declare reason-
able dividends.”

I would very strongly stress that never
did the Tariff Commission envisage
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that there would be any deferred pay-
ment to the cane-growers for the
period of the four year control and no
provision was actually made for this
in the controlled price of sugar. It
might have been that some of the
better units or more efficient wunits
might have had more than 12 per
cent. and the weaker ones may have
had less than 12 per cent. but the 12
per cent. was the aggregale, and if
now any attempt is made to take any-
thing out from the units, who made
more than 12 per cent.,, the aggregate
percentage is affected and I, personal-
ly feel, that there is both a moral and
legal claim in this myatter which is in-
volved and I would respectfully
submit that the hon. Food Minister
will keep this point in view,

I would now refer to the items of
export losses and rehabilitation, about
which objection has been taken. The
reference to export losses in the State-
ment of Objects and Reasons of the
Bill is both unnecessary and confusing
in my opinion. According to the for-
mula which is sought to be revised
with retrospective effect, it is only the
net sale proceeds of sugar that go to
the pool. If sugar has been exported
at a lower rate than the internal one,
then what has not been realiseq will
nol go in the divisible pool. Hence,
reference to export losses in the Bill
is redundant. About rehabilitation, I
would submit that it has always been
regarded as an item of cost. Even the
Supreme Court, in the famous Asso-
ciated Cement Company case, while
adjudicating on the question of labours
participation in the surpluses, have
decided that rehabilitation has a prior
charge. The Gopalakrishnan Commit-
tee hag also accepted this formula
and recommended 52 nP. for this pur-
pose. The Tariff Commission also has
recommended 40 nP. as rehabilitation
allownnce in their Report. They state
in this connection:

“An ad hoc amount ¢f 40 nP. tor

10 per cent. recovery for a duration
of 150 days should be provided as
the rehabilitation allowance when
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applying the formula in the North-
ern region”.
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It has become really necessary for me
to draw a comparison between the
much-maligned factories of the nor-
thern belt and the factories of the
other areas. I heard with attention
the hon. Food Minister speaking about
the munificence of the factories of
Maharashtra as well as those in South
India, but I would certainly like to
draw his attention to certain basic
facts which he cannot overlook in this
connection. Any profit study of the
sugar industry in fhis country will
show that there are two distinct pat-
terns mainly because of the following
factors: Firstly, the factories of Pun-
jab, UP. and Bihar were singled out
and subjected to a price control
during the years 1958 to 1961. In the
control during the war years which
continued till 1952, there was no dis-
erimination and there was price con-
trol throughout the country but this
time it was confined to the factories of
the northern belt only. Secondly, the
recovery of sugaroane is less in the
factories of the North and on top of
that there has been gradual deteriora-
tion during the last few wyears, I
would quote figures of the Tariflf Com.
mission in support of my contention.
In U.P.,, the recovery in 1959-60 was
969 per cent. It came down to 9-53
per cent. in 1960-61 and to 9-34 per
cent. in 1961-62. In Bihar, the veco-
very was 9'43 per cent. in 1959-60 and
it came down to 922 per cent. in
1960-61 and it came down to 9-11 per
cent. in 1961-62. In Punjab, the re-
covery was 914 per cent. in 1959-60,
it came down to 8:92 per cent. in 1960.
61 and it came to as low as 822 per
cent. only in the year 1961-62.

4 p.M.

Thirdly, the factorieg in the rest of
the country have always enjoyed an
advantage of over Rs. 2 per maund
corresponding to the freight incurred
in carrying the sugar from one part
of the country to another. These fac-
tors have to be borne in mind. Fur-
ther, the report of the Wage Board
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which has been available to us
recently gives the average profits of
sugar factories per annum They are
very revealing and I would like to
place before the House these facts
During the eight years from 1951—58,
the factories in the northern region
carned only Rs 2,92,000 per year As
against this sum of Rs 2,92 000 earn-
ed by the factories in the North, the
factoiles 1n  Maharashtra earned
Rs 12 lakhs, those in Madras earned
Rs. 13,03,000 every year and those 1n
Andhra Pradesh earned Rs 10,02 000
a year You can compare these figures,
Rs. 2,92 000 for the North and Rs 12
lakhs, Rs 13,03000 and Rs 1002,000
of other areas These facts I have to
bring to the notice of the House.

Sir, with a'l sense of responsibility,
I can even state that the profits of
the sugar industry of the North are
the lowest as compared to the profits
of any other indusiry in the countrv
I have got here with me the figures of
the profits of the sugar industry from
the study of the Reserve Bank They
give the average percentage of the
gross profit on the capital employed
by the suga; industry For the yvears
between 1951 and 1955 it 1s 9 8 per
cent while for the vears 1956, 1957
and 1958 1t ig 10-1, 99 and 9 3 res-
pectively As against this, the ave-
rage percentage of grosg profit to the
capttal employed in 1von ang steel,
cement paper, matches tea planta-
tions are 15'1 per cent 13-8 per cent,
12:2 per cent, 14'1 per cent and 16'9
per cent respectively This figure
that I gave is for the sugar industry
as a whole I have got the break-up
for the different regions also and this
region-wise break-up will give us a
still more dismal picture. especiallv,
so far as the northern parts are con-
cerned Tn 1955 for the sugar factories
in the North, the figure is 6:6 per
rent, for those in Maharashtra it s
13:5 mer cent and for those in the

South it is 14:6 per cent In 1958
the figzure for the factories of the
North is 69 per cent, for those in
Maharashtra 13'1 and for those in
the South it is 92 per ecent For the

vear 1957, for the northern factories
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1t 15 6 6 per cent., for those in Maha-
rashtra 1t 1s 14'9 per cent and for
the South 92 per cent In 1958, the
figure for the North is 7 3 per cent
for the South 111 per cent and for
Maharashtra 1t 1s 96 per cent What
I am trymng to drive 1s that these facts
also have to be taken into considera-
tion when we discusg thig matter and
in this connection, I would like to
bring to the notice of the hon. Minis-
ter that the capacity of noithern
sugar factories 1s limited
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Before I conclude, I would hike to
say m all sincerity that I have really
no grudge against any payment to the
cane-growers I have absolutely none.
Nor do I wish to champron the cause
of the industry unnecessarily 1 have
only iried to place the facts before
the House as I have studied them
One thing T would like to make very
very clear, namely, that the hon
Minister of Food and Agriculture has
done a distinct service to the growers
1n bringing forward this Bill 1 would
go further and say that he has done
a distinct favour to the gsrowers Those
whp are opposing this Bill 1n
any shape or form are only self-
styleq friends who out of their over-
anxletv or over-zeal ¢r over-enthu-
siasm are trying either to play to the
galleries or are doing 1t as a vote-
catching device.

£

Pror. M B LAL (Uttar Pradesh)-
This Bill brings to light grave derelic-
tion 'of duty on the part of the Gov-
ernment. Parliament passed a law
concerning the compulsory pavment
of certain deferred prices to the cane-
growers The Government was em-
powered by the law to determine the
share of the cane-growers in the ex-
cess profits It was also authorised to
get its order implementeq by the in-
dustrialists with the help of a penal
clause, it it so desired But to this
dav, the Government has not tried to
discharge 1ts dutv in this particular
matter The law that Parliament
passed remains unimplemented This
has caused considerable losses to the
cane-growers ‘They have suffered
from frustration ang irritation and
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sometimeg their irritation has burst
out nto agitation in the States of
Uttar Pradesh and Bihar. The Gov-
ernment, instead of realising the cause
of the agitation, instead of sympa-
thising with the cane-growers, instead
of discharging its duty that is impos-
ed upon it by Parliament, came
down on the cane-growers’ agitation
with a heavy hand. Those who sym-
pathised with the cane-growers were

called agitators and they were also
clapped in jail. I would like, Sir,
Parliament to decide whether those

who agitated that the law of Parlia-
ment, the will of the Parliament,
should be implemented, deserved to be
punished, or whether those who refus-
ed to implement the law and the will
of Parliament, should be punished.

We are 1n an era of planned eco-
nomy. If in an era of planned eco-
nomy, the Government takes more
than four yearg for implementing the
law, does that government deserve
to be in charge of the affairs of the
country or to be put in charge of the
planned economy of the country?
That is the question,

The Government now comes to this
Parliament for powers to be used
with retrospective effect ang refers to
certain recommendations of the Tariff
Commission. This reference to the
recommendationg of the Tariff Com-
mission indicates that having secured
from Parliament the power to modify
the law with retrospective effect, the
Government will modify the right
which acerued to the peasants under
the Act of 1958. I beg to submit, Sir,
that such retrospective legislation is
in no way desirable or conducive to
the good of the country. Under the
Act of 1958, the peasants were assur-
ed a certain right in the form of
bonug and deferred payment out of
the excess profit, and in the vear 1962,
this right is going to be modified by
the Government. 1 beg to submit,
Sir. that the peasants deserve not
only the payment to which thev were
entitled under the Act of 1958, but
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they are also entitled to get the inte-
rest for not being paid their money
at the proper time.

Sir, delay, it may be said, was due
to lack 'of agreement among the cane-
growers and the owners of sugar
factories. It may be due to that but
Parliament enacted thig Act in 1958
when the voluntary arrangement had
failled. It invested Government with
the powers of compulsion. Of course,
it was possible for the Government, if
it had so willed, 1o decide what the
value of X must be. If this question
cannot be decided by the Goverament
for four years, I must say it would
be very difficult for the Government
to successfully implement any plan
project. Sir, again 1 wish 1o point
out that according to the Report of the
Tariff Commission, an agreement had
been arrived at between the cane-
growers and the mill owners. The
agreement was to the effect that that
sixty per cent, of the excess profits
should go to the cane-growers and
forty per cent. was to be retained with
the millowners. 1 do not know why
the Government hesitated to imple-
ment that agreement.

I may also submit, Sir, that the con-
dition of the sugar industry hardly
justified postponement of the imple-
mentation of the Act of Parliament.
If conditions of the industry so justi-
fied it, it was the duty of the Gov-
ernment to place the entire matter
before Parliament and seek permis-
sion of Parliament in a proper statu-
tory fashion for the postponement of
the imp‘ementation of an Act of Par-
liament.

Sir, the Tariff Commission having
once forwarded the common agreement
between the cane-growers and the
factory owners now tries to modify
that award or agreement. It talks of
deductions from excesg profits mMm
account of the rehabilitation of facto-
ries and export losses. If I mistake
not, Sir, Government itself in one of
its letters dated the 14th April, 1964,
told the mill-owners’ association that
factories were not entitled to export
losg and they based this argument on
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a certain calculation of prices into the
details of which I need not go. Now,
in regard to rehabilitation, I mignt
say, if, of the two, the factories and
the cane-growers, rehabilitation is
needed, it is the rehabilitation of ihe
cane-growers that is needed most.
We know, in many parts of India, e
sugarcane-growers suffer sometimes
from drought and sometimes from
floods. These days, due to heavy
floods in Uttar Pradesh and Bihar, the
sugarcane-growers have suffered con-
siderably. So, if the Government 1s
reaily keen about rehabilitation and
if the Tariff Commission is equally
solicitous of the interests of the capi-
talists and the cane-growers, then we
should insist on a rehabilitation fund
for the help of the cane-growers who
suffer on account of drought or on
account of floods. Instead of that, the
Tariff Commission talks of rehabilita-
tion of the mill-owners as if the mili-
owners suffer more from calamitizs
.than the cane-growers, as if the mill-
owners are weaker of the two.

Sir, the Food Minister has tried to
point out that sufficient attenticn
must be paid to the recommendations
of such an important body as the
Tariff Commission. Is the Govern-
ment prepared to implement all the
recommendations of the Tariff Com-
mission even in the case of the sugar
industry? Is it not a fact, Sir, that
the Tariff Commission recommended
that incentive money that accrued on
account of the reduction in excise duty
should be distributed between the
cane-growers and the mill-owner,
thirty per cent. to the factory owners
and seventy per cent. to the growers
and our Government instead of accept-
ing that recommendation, is contem-
plating to reserve twenty-five per cent.
for rehabilitation of the factory owners
and then to distribute the rest bet-
ween the two, at what ratio, this is
not yet made clear by the Govern-
ment?

The Tariff Commission, in one of iis
Reports doubted the, feasibility and the
advisability of linking price with
recovery and yet the Government
ignored the advice of the Tariff Com-
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( mission and linkeq the price of sugur-

cane with recovery. The Central
Government not only ignored the
advice of the Tariff Commission but
they have also ignored the recom-
mendations of the Governmenis of
Bihar and Uttar Pradesh in this
matter,

Our Food Minister claims to be a
friend of the peasant and it is not
possible really, Sir, for anyone to be
in the Government of India, India
being mostly composed of peasants,
to remain there unless he claims to
be a friend of the peasant. It is not
possible for me, Sir, to say what his
real intentiong are, but I must - ub-
mit, Sir, that his policies at least, m
recent times, have been anti-peasant.
I would only invite attention to a
law recently passed by Parliament
under his guidance wherein an
attempt is made to regulate the
crushing of sugarcane. I then pointed
out, Sir, that in the midst of the
season it would hardly be proper to
limit the crushing of the sugarcane.
The sugarcane that is produced must
be crushed and must not be allowed to
waste. I -am told the entire sugar-
cane was crushed. So the regulation
of the amount of sugar to be produced
has failed. But while the entire sugar-
cane is crushed, a large amount of
the sugarcane was bought by mill-
owners at considerably reduced price.
His regulation faileq to regulate the
production of sugar. His regulation
only hit the cane-growers who had to
be satisfied with less price than they
were otherwise entitled to have,

In the end, I wish to point out that
the cane-growers of Uttar Pradesh
and Bihar have proved to be less
amenable to reason than the cane-
growerg of Bombay and Madras-
From all that the Food Minister has
told ug this afternoon, it is clear that
while there is higher yield of sugar
in the sugarcane produced in Bombay
and Madras, the mill-owners of
Bombay and Madras are paying more
than the minimum prices which are
paid by mill-owners of Bihar and
Uttar Pradesh, There were, in my
own city, two sugar factories. Now,
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they are .inked together into one. I
once studied the working of these
two sugar factories very carefully
and I am definitely of the opinion that
the recovery of sugar ig not being
reduced increasingly because mother
earth is producing worse quality of
sugarcane than before; but because
the management of factories in Ultar
Pradesh and Bihar is getting detorio-
rated. The old factories are not able
to crush sugarcane ag well as they
used to do before. 1 beg to submit
that strong measures are needed 1o
protect the peasants of Bihar and
Uttar Pradesh from the highhanded-
nesg and exploitation of the mill-
owners. .

I may point out to you that because
of the attitude of the mill-owners of
sugar factories of Bihar and Uttar
Pradesh there is an increasing demand
among the peasants of these Stales
that these sugar factories should be
taken over by the Government and
run as public enterprises. As pointed
out by our friend who preceded me,
even under the existing law it is
possible for the Government to do
so if the Government so desires, and
I have no doubt in my mind that the
Government will act with courage
and I feel that then these very mill-
owners will be prepared to give a
better deal and a more generous deal
to the cane-growers. India ijs a 'and
'of peasants and it is the duty of ail
those who claim to represent India to
be solicitoug of the interesls and the
welfare of Indian peasantry, and I
hope, the Government will give due
consideration to their claims.

For four years the Government does
nothing and now comes and says that
unless you give us power with retros-
pective effect we will not be able to
ensure to the peasants the right that
accrued to them under the Act of
1958 in the last three years. This is
really a very strange thing. The
Government wishes to have a blank
cheque from us. The Government
does not tell us what formula is going
to be enforced by the Government.
I do not know whether the Govern-
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ment has even made up its mind
with regard to that formula. And if
even after four years the Government
has not been able to formulate a
formula on this question, then God
help India and God help this Gov-
ernment.

Surt M, R SHERVANI (Uttar
Pradesh): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir,
the Sugarcane Control (Additional
Powers) Bill raised considerable

controversy in the other House and
even exciteq some passion, presum-
ably because the objects clause is
rather unhappily worded. A super-
ficial reading of that clause by some-
one who knows very little about the
sugar industry would lead him to
believe that something is being taken
away from the cane-growers and is
being handed over to the sugar in.
dustry, which is very contrary to
facts.

To appreciatc the real situation
the historical background of the evo-
lution of this profit-sharing formulg
has to be examined. Sir, there are
three partners in the sugar industry,
but before I come to that I would
like to point out to the House that
the use of the word ‘mill owner’ in
the meaning that is given is very
misleading, What is meant by ‘mill
owner’ is the managing director or.
the managing agent or the manager
of the mill who, while holding some
shares in the company, by and large
is not the majority share-holder. If
statistics are collected in the sugar
industry in our country, it will be
found that the majority of the shares
in the industry are held by a wvast
number of small shareholders who
invest their money for some reaso-
nable return. However, the fact of
the matter is that in the stugar in-
dustry there are three partners who
are vitally interested, the sharehol-
ders, the sugarcane-growers ang the
Government. And it must not Dbe
forgotten that per year this industry
yields to the cane-growers about Rs.
150 crores, while it gives to the Gov=
rernment, in the form of various tax-
es, about Rs. 60 crores ang the share-
holders or thé so-called mill owners,
after paying all taxes, get about five
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to six crores of rupees per year in
the entire country. Sir, when the late
Mr., Rafi Ahmed Kidwai de-control-
led sugar and brought down the price
of sugarcane to Rs. 1-6 or Rs. 1.31 nP.
per maund. he decided and rightly
too, that the grower should share the
prosperity of the industry with the
Government and the third partner,
the industry. Of course, in adversity
the other two partners always get
away ang leave the third - partner,
that is, the industry holding the baby.
I am absolutely positive that as far
as this Bill is concerned the industry
would not shed a tear if it is with-
‘drawn. The facts of the matter are
that the formula provided that the
growers should share the additional
profit or the excess profit which the
industry may make and of course
the industry had no objeclion to
sharing that extra profits, But soon
thereafter control was brought in.
During the vperiod of control price
was fixed. Every item of cost was
taken into consideration. The price
was fixed by the Government of
India on the advice of the Tariff

Commission taking into consideration °

every item of cost and Re.l31 nP.
was fixed as the price of cane. The
question, therefore, of making addi-
tiona) profits did not arise and there
was no question of sharing that pro-
fit. The Tariff Commission after going
into the minutest details decided
that the industry should get a certain
amount of profit and they said it will
be 12 per cent, on the capital em-
ployed. After control was brought in,
obviously there was no question of
any additional profits because the
Government of India, while fixing
the price of sugar, took all the known
items of cost into consideration and
fixed a reasonable price, giving to
the industry on the average, the pro-
fit that was recommended by the
Tariff Commission. Now, the point
of view of the grower, obviously, was
- that when he supplied sugarcane to
the factories, he was promised some
deferred pavment, some  additional
payment. He was not interested whe-
ther there was control or no con-
trol. We wanted that additional
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payment. There was some justification
in that demand. There was equal
justification in the argument advanced
by the industry that when there was
no additional profit, there was no
guestion of any additional payment.
It was due to this reason that the
industry, particularly in North India,
iid not pay any money, which was
complained about by the hon, Minis-
ter of Food sand Agriculture. There
were no additionai profits. Now, 1
would not like to dilate on it by
giving various figures which have
already been given by my friend, Mr.
Pannalal. It is a known fact that in
U.P. and Bihar the recovery of sugar
from sugarcane is very low. They
are surplus areas and with surplus
produttion of sugar they have their
own problems. In the case of sugar
factories in the South, Bombay,
Maharashira and other places, in the
first place, their recoveries are very
high 11, 11'5 and even 12 per cent.
Their duration is much longer. And
then they have the additional freight
advantage of about Rs. 2-8-0 to
Rs. 3 per maund. It is due to these
reasons that whereas a thousand-ton
capacity factory in U.P. makes a pro-
fit of Rs. 2 lakhs, the factory of the
same size which has a high recovery,
Jonger duration and the freight ad-
vantage of Rs. 2-8-0 to Rs. 3 per
maund, makes as much as Rs. 20 lakhs
Rs. 30 lakhs or Rs. 40 lakhs.
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The hon. Food Minister mentioned—
and by that indirect'y reflected upon
the conduct of the industry in U.P.
and Bihar-—that the Bombay, Mysore
and other South Indian factories have
paid, whereas the U.P. factories have
not. It is true that they have not
paid, because they do not have the
money to pay. If the U.P. and Bihar
.actories had also earned even half
as much as the factories in the South,
they would have been very willing
(c pay it.

fow, coming to the Bil] the inten-
tion of the Government appears to
be to take some money out of the
industry’s fixed. limited profit of 12
per cent. and distribute it to the gro-
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wers The argumeni appears to be
that some factories have made more
than 12 per cent profit For instance,
due to efficiency or longer duration
or better recoveciy, they may have
made 14, 15 or 16 per cent, whereas
the Tanff Commission has recommen-
ded 12 per cent on the paid-up capi-
tal, I mean capital employed True,
there are factories which have made
that money But I feel that 1t 1s not
fair to take that extra profit from
those factories ang pay 1t out to the
growers without adjusting the loss of
those factories which have made less
than 12 per cent There are a large
number of factories which due to low
recoverles or shorter seasons, have
not got 12 per cent profit

There 1s another pomnt to which 1
would Iike to draw the attention of
the hon Food Mimister The Tanff
Commisston has fixed the average
profit of 12 per rex* on th~ ecapital
employed Now, by this Bill what he
1s proposing to do 1s to reduce that
12 per cent, because those who have
made more than 12 per cent, will have
to pay an additional price to the
growers and those who have made
less than 12 per cent will be left to
fend for themselves Therefore, the
average profit that will be given to
the industry will be less than 12 per
cent which 1s against the recommen-~
dations of the Tariff Commission

Another point that was raised was
that the sugar factories have been
given a colossal amount of incentive
The hon Food Mimster, when he
took charge of this Mimstry, took a
step the results of which are obvious
From being a deficit country we have
now so much surp'us sugar that we
are exporting sugar and we have
become more or less permanent ex-
porters The mncentive that was
given was 3 annas per maund of cane
to the cane-growers and Rs 4/2/0 per
maund of sugar to the industry on the
additional production over the two
years’ average May I point out to
the House that according to the incen-
tive announced by the Government,
for the two years the sugarcane-
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grower got Rs 30 crores at the rate
of 3 annas per maund moie for his
cane, whereas the industry got minus
taxes about Rs 6 crores only? Now,
what the Food Minister 1s mtending
to do 1s to divide even this Rs 6
crores and give 60 per cent of it to the
growers, so that this profit also be
shaied 1 would certainly agiee to
shaiing the mcentive with the growers
as equa] partners But what about
the 1ndustry sharing the incentive, of
Rs 30 crores that they have got?
The incentive was 3 annas per maund
of cane to the grower and Rs 4 per
maund of sugar to the industry It
should also be pooled and shared
There should be no objection to it
But somehow or other I have begun
to see that our hon Minister—because
sometimes he 1> critficised from the
opposite side to be friend of the
capitalists or some such thing—has
always been harsher to the industry
than to the cane-growers The incen-
tive that was given was purcly an
mcentive to the industry There 15 no
question of sharing that incentive,
whereas under this Bill 1t has to  be
shared now

Further, there 15 another pomnt
Some Members do not seem to realise
and understand that the previous law
on the subject could not force the
industry to pay the additional price
to the cane-growers If they could,
this Bill would not have been neces-
sary The fact that this Bill has been
brought forward shows that the
Government have found out that with-
out this Bill becoming an Act, the
Government will not be able to realise
the extra money, whatever they have
to realise from the industry, and pay
to the growers So, thiz Bill 1s 1n the
interests of the growers and I am
surprised at the knowledge of the
people, the socalled friends of the
farmer who cppose this Bill Whe-
ther they really seriously mean to op-
pose 1t or whether they want only to
play to the gallery (Interruption)
I will not take mu~h more time of the
House

Seri BHUPESH GUPTA  Are you
speaking for the industry?
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Smrr M. R. SHERVANI:

and I would say that taking all things

into consideration, this Bill should be
supported and 1 hope it will be adopt-
ed unanimously.

=it Qo @Yo FTAVGI . ITEWTEAE
st, ag faggs @R ® g oar
2 afew ge3 oftwm gt g
Aqq: 3@ 92 awfrar & fame F@r
EwE g 1 o7 qifzer & W &7 ga
FT qF AI1ST AT WAL AT | WA E,
a7 w79 § T4 fAqasw f ;O qrA A
Fy o &, foemd #1A & maew oy aifeA
% W @ w7 gf §l o faad
wayfaer §—+ auerar § % 39 97 77
o aarr fF ag et F fag ar
Fad & A7 35 Avg w71 AW T R 4,
wAfaq & 7 afer wramyet g, A
¥ FEEAT F TFE § G HA
gt st wraor fEar § ag A9y AgvAr &
FIT AT B\ TR 7g fawar | A wifawer
#1 g fr ug faqws oo dar w99 A9
frart & @ & fag =ar war )
FTa, A AT WA A0 AL AL A
A IaAr 59 § oaer f& oarg @9
gH wRmTT 9ied £ A ga fagaw
¥ TAG 3T JETHAT FT A FE
FTT0T ALY AT e 7 FEAT o7 31 TRl
g f& (adgs g Sgzd & Arar
2, 39 arg 9 ¥ AMAT H7 FE TE
FuAAT AT A A AT ARAT & AT
Ay s & fEay w7 gt €
X i IFa FANGT F7 AT T7AT TgA
a7 wiw=d g 5 g At § g
fagos & 73t 30 gwa ©H ATh
rewara 1 faega e 7@l a4
¥g 19 Faw £ vrew gar ¥ @ faaaw
AT § SHA BT AR BEFFRA [0
{74 & a7 37 9@ ¥ IR
Fdf #7 aFq fF g7 fraas & g /@
3gzal 1 TRTeT {747 797§, 39 vl
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ard ara 93z g £, feeg ag waT
TE T & ag favaw d9a |y &
F39 a9 fFa1T & fga-werr 7 a7
¥y wr & g FRfEfaEm
AT &1 & Agl Y, TR
TGS FT I AT ), geAlIegT #HY
qrT TG I\ Far 7 ag A q F 7w
fagus & oifvg g1 99 & Towig
gfafer qars 1 @t @8 fFarEr a1
fraet =nfea sad & AW & qAa &
fag o~ fagfa & 9 ¥ fA7 35 T2
qEY AT W@ ? FAY wiAfEd garer
fammbast - Fmar & ar 3§ fearat
#1 & faar s ? R oy | 9w g,
fog qv fazme 79 & Aq St o
=ngar, wafa § wEm & 78 A af d
qr e a8 o = A6 AeaEeH
£ T8 39 gH &7 W Fal fAdy of
£ I7 IFIT & I & 909 3471 fagv
AT g 7 Ag ¥ ST A i awEe
284s § 8%R TF, M W AF 1A
9% g1 v T UL F37 7@V 7 Faw T
§21 F3F AT F Foq1 F Za4r 47
FIHAT @1 FAT F A7 F0 § 070 §
qr QesR # wal 9w’ qeus & aav
431 FTA ATAT A7 A FH1E 1 Gy
Feermferat gren ggar w1 <g1 & v ag
T A AL M T FL IS GI—A 13
FIAATE! AET K1 TS | W1 AAV & & F1T
fam & f& faamtasi & ool 3=
& St 978 HIGET TATH gAT, ATH g7,
ag 3Igi W1 G20 Fv4 I T 6
agr fawn @t g\ weE ¥ Aan fan ?
T A TF TF qaT 431 fgan, feaat
¥ feg & fag #1720 adf 321 8
# |AAAT g, T AFT AT a9 #Y
FIE TETL T AT | 8 T, L2 UY Y
St ;T O e @ geE w69 3(0)
F HAT T HT A @ FT AHFR
at f& frwfasl & sfafea qem
F & T 931 9 g B A A ¥
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[ go Yo FTaTAY]
ford wsrg T FTlt | A HEH J TAT
g frar 1 Fa agy for, 3awT oredl-
Fa faaar aifgg 1| 27 R 9
A qF g4 9% g TE FT I,
zafaa grew & Sl & IR § ww
qzr g1t g 1 forw & & gm W o
arafaaTs & 39§39 & aFTed] T TIT
frar mar AR Faa 7 ad wEr §
99 37 gegl #1 A A gfee T §
& g T 47y 9 T fram &
g T W & e & 7y faggs
TG AE ¥\ @ WA F A8 TR
wgsfg o @i o & =gy ¥ v aw
IYHT QT &) FL, AHT T TF 79
fagus a1 T & YW § 7 gfew §
i G wA FAT ITHRT IoAF FIE
9 gl & faga A F gwd | |
gg WY SFAT A BRI SO A
o QXY H FTAAT 7 faar AT AT I
Wefaceg Qede ¥ AT #3399,
9eYs ® I FAT FF T Gy & °
QeuY FT FTT T ALY FEr o v ?
g1 9T 8, @ 77T g o ag adi aF
2 St ager fzam ot qF & AR A A
gavTafe F¢ @I g | AT A, gL g
¥ faare F7 ITC T U IR 4 A7 WIHw
feqr 2, SO 93T § W § 39 "R
# o TF @rdeT TG & a1 g F 3w
FY Wrifseeg e § A1 A7 T
91 § A AT AT T E O g8us
¥ & aal, Qauu § o A ? ag FE
IF 7@ & fF Qa7 A FTAT €
fzar war ag FEAT 9@ A1 9 FEq
sty § w@ga fwar @ oar o &9
& 3(Q) FTIRT FT ITHQ FLar aqm7
g A7 saF gaare  faewfast a
wfafFa g% & & 797 =1 F77 T
framl F ant 35 & ford faqy faar
ST AT AT | § gg W qwAr /g
fr e & faamfos e g
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WQ% ? 7y graey § qeeq faTET
X FE T | ot gak gar R AT
F frawifasY %7 grom agy @9 &,
F i §8 g faen #1080 < E—
g1 g FIZA WAT qATT F FATT F
fert, AT 13 FT AXGT F——re7 I
q S0 AATHT FrAT A AT IGW T
TR gra——gafe gl @ar 40 A8
AfFa gt star & 30T fET WISy
Fg T4 g 397 § =afw 7g frgaral
oFff fr wardzr 3§ I frara &Y
gAd " qf 2, S F faw-
aifat 4 grad @A & w7 J AT
F1 HIE wad 351 Fifgq A1 Frawifrat
F1 7R 39 & fod Fwaw FII0 TMRA |
F @ weAr S & g v g9 feafa
1 I FI; ifw g g7 F 908y
qorfew & ST AR e £0 § I qar
aaidr & B Qe vy Hiv qeue AT §
4Q ¥ FUS &o FT HATH FAT (77 &
wifa®i § FH1aT | § FEafE ¥ Ar
TATHT R0 FT HET & SART 2 1 77 3T
qATE Fi 3T §T AT TF 7 FT 58 T
F1 fagrv 7 7 aifen fs m &
THT G FH W w6 i 19
feeat faa ? A1y s &1 famiw Er,
i1 ST G aTg A T, TEA FE
wawE T8 & | AR (g FAT I AT
3 F1 faF fFwar s ? o
43T 3 17 fram & Fmag 9T A
AT @17 AT ITHTHIAT FY Frad qT ?
gawT fa=rt g=T Fifgs w17 W aF 7
Y AT G- TTH AR (@ F qT A
guT & AT 7 A & IwwET F QT
T gur % |

ITENTTR S, § OF 09 3F ¥
oTay g STr AT #Y & A § w7 A
a7 framay v SHfasr = & fFaml
FT A9 § | 98 I 971 937 7 FI AT
99 TR F1 R I sfaw qew @ A
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a1 57 FFdr 9518 & ganaq 9T
wiger TV AL TG £ TFRY | AlHA
I9% T e T &1 aEgR e
IART G130 A7 70 grar =gy S
gw Fraifea fear oy & 98 39 52
97T AGY (AT, T F1 ErF AG A ATAT
g s, mifsat @sr gt § #% faA
T AR 97 337 T 11 fpgr o
Wit AT sAFEAT F FEO TXAW AT
2 99 3 avg FE 9o, Prael
F1 AT FHY I G0 G0 FOAT, 047 &
feat § o 7 W gad A0 g W
A T TR FT AL FH 1 A g, Frad
fFam ar wa &) avgg a9 fqamT £
o 2141 #1 faaife &< 99 @ amt
=T fa=ry w8t e s o S o @
food & = fagady @ saeT any e
ATFART HT AT E TIHY & Tt AT ITHF
o g § 3w faa mifas & am
I3 £ 1wyt feafa oay g fr d@f 3o
gex ¥ o I fagr § wre oawy
3T FT7 A fraEt &1 T AT 3w
Tea gt faRr oY feT 3@ & & wd-
el I3 g% & 93 FUA9r 1 o 39
weat § ag 7 § w T F oF oY
F9T g S 17 4 fFam #1 aera @
g | WY wAA T8 AT & I FAT 8
AL T fFAE &1 HIT AT F7 A
AT & 1 w9 37 daw A7 fage &
g @ fa mifos T S E R A
3+ fudAl %1 a1 #¢ gfaw 1 7% 7
S, A9 fAer g Sk £ S
I faat &y qarE # Sy gy A
oA FET HAATTAEIE L § 7w
93T FT TN Agar g fx oo fae
arfasi #7 grerg saar @ § faadr
& § 37 929 § 43 FT Faw § @1 faT
g Awgd &7 AT TA7 §AU FIA AA
ot 7 T fretr aq) A AT &Y °
A A gaAT @ wgY & et aard

Y & 1 AT AT 7 A PR 1 T
!
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| W AT T Adr & AR o d AT

ST KA FT § SAR AALL FA
A E M an A F Ay 7 7
T 7 F1ifag w8 7y 79 0 4
ag FEAT AL E {6 A1y 7oy A 1 W
AZA G AL A9 AT g IAF AR
AT (FAF & v & a8 T BT 34
i & grar fremt & feal =1 dada
B0 | /T 3% wEw § 0T fTyrw
# 3897 4 UF faranara § frasr 553
fraen wear AifgT 230 aerfaazTr &

Sarr S. K. PATIL: Su, I have very
little to say but there seems io be a
wrong impression. 1 would begin
with the speech of my hon. friend,
Shr1 Vajpayee, who said that because
I did not refer to certain things, I had
got something in my mind and that I
wag lelling some thing which  was
different. I  would assure my hon.
friend that he should not credit me
with that type of atlitude either in
this House or anywhere else, and 1
can tell him in one word—if I can
satisfy him by that—that [ would do
exactly what he would do if he were
sitting in my chair. If any formula
that is so devised can stand the test of
law, it is good. It is very easy to bhe
sentimental and talk about things. 1
may also say that the whole world
should be given to the poor man. But
surely, there are other people, unfor-
tunately, in that world and they have
also got a right to say something.
Courts of law have been created . . . .
(Interruptions) 1 do not yield. When
Icome to my hon. friend . . .

Sart BHUPESH GUPTA: The
point is, you said that the formula
should stand the test of law. We say,
vou make a formula according to some
good principle and then have the law
to sustain 1t. It there is any
change

Surrr S. K. PATIL: 1 won't make
| myself a fool and be declared a fool
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before my wisdom is proved. It is my
hon. friend’s way, it i1s not my way.

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: Yester-
day you changed the law.

SHrI S. K. PATIL: It was a mistake
to yield. If I did, it was out af sheer
friendship.

What I say is, I want to do every-
thing in my power. It is not merely
for the sake of saying that I have been
doing it. During the last three years, 1
have availed of every opportunity that
I had got to use my private influence,
as you may call 1t, in order to take as
much out of these mills and mill-
owners without even going to a court
of law. I have done it, crores of rupees.
Now, you might say, “Oh! they had
Jooted it and kept it somewhere. What
is it that you did?” But the fact of the
case is that money is the hardest thing
that men can part with and surely, to
induce them to part with crores of
rupees by persuasion is something that
really does need commendation not
condemnation, What I am saying .S
this. This is not for taking credit,
and even the devil must be given its
credit. Surely, whether the devil is
opposite or it is here, the credit is due.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr, Vice.
Chairman, I would like to give the
devil its due. I follow the English
proverb. I will give the devil its due.
But the devil does not deserve its due.

Surr S. K. PATIL: I am very glad
that one devil is giving credit to ano-
ther devil.

What I was telling my hon. friend,
Shri Vajpayee, was this. If it is pos-
sible to do and even to go higher or
even more than what the Tariff Com-
mission has done, Government is pre-
pared to do it. That is why I did not
mention those things He thought that
the om’ssion was on  purpose. The
omission was not on purpose because
if it is possible for me to do something
even more, I would have done. That
is a matter which is not so simple as
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it appears to be because profit, whe-
ther it is ordinary profit or excessive
profit or exorbitant profit or unreason-
able profit—whatever you may call
it—is a term which has got to be defin-
ed and if you and I cannot mutually
define it and come to an adjustment, it
is a court of law that defines it. There-
fore, I say that nowhere in this vast
world g legislation of this kind has
ever been tried in order to regulate
the relation of the excess profits, What
is done elsewhere, whether in Europe
or America—Russia does not need any
of these things—is that when there is
a likelihood of some kind of an exces-
sive profit, it is the owners and the
workers who sit together, because the
workers have got a threat in  their
hands that if the owners do not do it
they will go on strike, as there are
umpteen  strikes anywhere in this
world, Therefore, the industrialists
feel that in order to buy peace, it is
Inuch better to have a compromise on
an individual basis. Such a compro-
mise has been attempted elscwhere.
(Interruption). If it was done, it was
g different matter altogether.

My friend, the hon. Shri Pannalal,
$aid that I referred to the munificence
of the people. I tell you that there is
no munificence in this world because,
after all, they in South India or in
Maharashtra do not give it because
they are munificent or generous. I
can quite understand if they  did it.
They did it because they thought it
much better to do so; thereby they
earned more profits. Therefore, I did
not refer to any munificence. I merely
gave a tale of fact as to exactly what
they did. They had the money, they
¢ould buy peace and by doing so, sure-
ly, they could work better, and a nice
type of sugarcane was cultivated and
g0 on and so forth. I did not give any
special credit for it. I am merely say-
ing that they did it, it is a point of
fact. It is a voluntary agreement
between two parties and a voluntary
agreement has a greater chance of be-
ing implemented because no court of
law comes in. ‘ T
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Now, we decided in 1958
should be done by law. My hon. friend,
Shr1 Vajpayee, asked me, “Why did
you not do it in 1955?” Here, he has
not known the facts. In 1955, I had no
right to do it. In 1956-57, I had no
right to do it because only on the
23rd of September, 1958, T passed that
order that gave me the power to apply
that law. I could have done it only
from the 1st of November, 1958. That
is why we said 1st of November, 1958.

Now, here is my friend, Prof. Mukut
Behari Lal. He makes a very good
speech in the interests of the cane-

growers. If I were in his shoes, I
would have made that  speech.
But it is very easy to do that

and ask why it was not done. It was
Jnot done because it was impossible for
the Government to do it We were pre-
vented from doing it because there
were Commissions after Commissions.
Even the Gopalakrishnan Committee
that recommended a bonus on the
basis of which this formula had been
evolved, had recommended four re-
gions, not one. I had to work out
that formula' separately for each
region, It is not very easy. It is easy
to make a speech but surely, it is not
easy to implement that formula.
Immediately after that, many other
things came into the picture, because
that holy term ‘profit’ became so il-
Jusory. After you control, if the
Tariff Commission sits and gives a
certain price including the profit and
the other elements in it, then natural-
ly it can be argued. Wheéther that
argument can stand in a court of law
or not is a different matter. When a
competent committee or a commission
has gone into the whole structure of
prices and given a price, that price
cannot be called a profit. Then you
will have to go to the individual mill.
It is a good mill if it has made more
12 per cent. Twelve per cent, is the
figure given to them, not profit; it
includes ever so many things, bonus
and many other things. Even apart
from that, that has been given to
them. Therefore, that term ‘profit’
has to be defined. All thess com-
mittees have sat upon it. It is a very
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And that is why
on the representation both of the
owners and the growers the formula
wag onhce again given to the Tariff
Commission that they should give
their independent opinion as to what
should be done. Ang their Report
came, as I have said, m August, 1961.
It is very easy to be eloquent and say
that the Government is really res-
ponsible, that there ig seriousg derelic-
tion of duty and that they have done
something which should not have been
done ang they have not done which
should have been done. I do not
unuerstand that argument at all. It
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is for the first time now,
5 p.M. when all these reports came,
that I am in a position
to declare that X, which X has

become so complicated now by all
these circumstances, even now it is
complicated, if that formula wag ready
with me in my pocket I would have
shared that with the hon. Members of
this House or that House. But I want
this competence before this House
disperses, because any formula that
I will make, when that formula has
got to be implementeq under the
Essential Commodities Act or under
the Sugar Control Order, I have no
right to give it a retrospective juris-
diction. My jurisdiction is
limited to the year to which
1 am confined, that is, if it was only
tor this year, I would have done if,
and I need not comg before this House,
or any such thing—I do not want any
law. But when that formula has got
to be had from the 1st November,
1958, a retrospective effect has got to
be given, because it is a moot point
how the court of law will deal with
it. The hon, Member shouldg not ad-
vise me that I should simply go on
declaring that formula, then go to the
court, and when the court declares
that I have not got such a right, then
they would once again come and give
me the retrospective effect. What is
the wrong? What are you doing?
You are not doing anything. There is
no formula on which you are voting.
What you are voting is on this; if 1

am competent to do something in the
1 year 1962, please consider me com-
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petent to do that from the year 1958
That 1s exactly what I am asking,
nothing more, nothing less That is
the lega] position, ang that 15 why the
House 1s doing no wrong indeed 1n
giving the retrospective effect that I
am asking

Now, many other speeches were made
either for or against I think, if any-
body would be most happy if this Bill
1s withdrawn, 1t is those who are in-
charge—the mill-owners because then
they have nothing to do, and there-
fore, 1t 1s not that they are support-
mg 1t, and so on, I am afraid, might
be there 1s something up the sleeves,
because they know that i thig coun-
{ry there 1s the 1ule of law What-
ever 1t 15, this democracy has not
departed from the rule of law This
1s the healthiest feature of our
democracy Therefore, they know that
if I do anything wrong, there 15 a
court of law where they will go
Now, I do not want the case of the
sugarcane-growers, millions of sugar-
cane-growers, to be prejudiced by a
judgment of a court of law that I
had not such a right Therefore, the
Government 1s arming itself with this
power of giving retrospective effect to

this legislation There 1s nothing
more; there 1s nothing less
Arguments have been advanc~d

that this sugar industry should have
been nationalised It 1s the same
argument that my hon fiiend opvo-
site, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, advanced
when the Banking Companies Bill
was under consideration That 1s a
different matter altogether If in our
wisdom any time we feel that this
mdustry can be nationalised and
thereby we could protect the cane-
growers and all others—of course I
doubt 1t very much—but even then, 1if
you are domg 1t 1t has nothing to do
with this Bill This Bill 1s a simple
legislation It does not go as far as
nationahisation of the industry This
is an industry anq I know that iy the
entire UP and Bihar and particular-
ly in UP, even this mdustry 1s mixed
with politics. I do not find fault with
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anybody My hon friend said that
here are the people, they are owners
and therefoie they are related to the
mdustry And are not the other hon.
Members related to the industry?

AN HoNn MEMBER There are the
cane-growers

Surt S K PATIL Yes, because
this industry ha- got millions of peo-
ple in UP who are the voters who
send us to where we belong and
therefore, naturally, let us not go into
this thing ag to who 1s related and
who 1s not related We are all good
relatives and very near 1elatives of
this industry, some of them because
they get some money out of it, others
because they get their very existence
in this Parliament out of them arnd
theirefore 1t 1s not these considerationg
thal are worrying me What 15 wor-
rymng me 1s that these cane-growers,
millions of them, have been waiting
for so long, because the legal position
was like that It was not their normal
thing of course, they have getting
their money all right, this 1s a share
in the excess profits to which also, 1f
they are entitled, they must get 1t
They were getting 1t, as I have ex-
plained mn the morning, and they
would get even more 1If 1t 1s adjusted
I am going to appeal to the mill-
owners and the industry that 1t 1s on
the goodwill on both sides that the
industry will go Law, ag far as
possible, must be avoided Although
I am arming myself with the law, I
do not want to use it and T am quite
sure the mill-owners would not com-
pel me to use 1t, that they also will
not use 1t themselves because, 1f these
things are amicably settled between
the cane-growerg on the one hand
ang the mll-owners on the other, it
1s all to the good of the industry and
to everybody concerned, and I can
assure my hon friend that 1t 1s not
with any ulterior motives that I am
bringing this Bill I am advised by
those who are competent to talk about
law that this retrospective effect, 1f I
do not take I cannot get back to 1958
the advantages that I want for the
millions of cane-growergs everywhere
in this country
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With these words, Mr. Vice-Chair-
man, I commend the consideration of
this Bill.

THe VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR
AL KHAN): The question is:

“That the Bill to empower the
Central Government to amend the
Sugarcane (Control) Order, 1955,
with retrospective effect in respect
of certain matters, as passed by the
Lok Sabha, be taken into considera-
tion.”

The motion was adopted.

Tae VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR
ALt KHAN):

the clause by clause consideration of
the Bill.

Clause 2 was gdded to the Bill,

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

Sarr S. K. PATIL: Mr. Vice-Chair-
man, I move:

“That the Bill be passed.”
The question was pronosed,

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman. Sir, our Food and Agri-
culture Minister is interesting; he
makes small thingg look big and big
things look small, and that requires
certain very good qualifications,

Surr M. R. SHERVANI: Are
giving him credit for it?

you

Suri BHUPESH GUPTA: You do
not look at all; that is the point.

Now, this qualification is certainly
an admirable qualification in a politi-
cian, and Mr. S. K. Patil is a politi-
cian par excellence. Now, when it
was suggested to him on the basis of
the Statement of Objects and Reasons
in the Bill that matters relating to
this little rehabilitation business had
not been mentioned, Mr. S. K. Patil,
our hon. Minister, almost made it

[ 6 SEP. 1962 ]

We shall now take up

(Additional Fowers)
Bill, ;962

sound that there was nothing in it,
that 1t could be easily ignored. that
there was a purpose in it, and so on.
I am not at all concerned with the
intentions here. Yet the fact remains
that this matter formed a big part
of the discussion in the other House,
and he himself wag at pains to explain
the various pros and cons of the mat-
ter. How is it that that which was
very important ang which engaged
his attention so much only a few days
ago had become so unimportant
today—on the 6th of September? I
do not know.
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SHrr ANUP SINGH (Punjab): It
has been talked out.

SHr1 BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore,
I say he has all sense of values and
perhaps he thinkg this is not a very
important matter for the Rajya Sabha
to deal with. I can understand that.
But it is not unimportant because
these provisions or the Statement of
Objects and Reasons gave rise to
serious misgivings in the minds of
many Members of Parliament, and
some of them voiceq it in the course
of the debate in the Lok Sabha.
Therefore, if Mr. Vajpayee has raised
it, the point has to be met, not by
merely giving an assurance and so on.
Well, I make this point because 1
have not got a satisfactory reply on
that score from the hon. Minister.
He was speaking on behalf of the
Government, I do not say, when
many things happened, he was per-
sonally responsible at that time. Nor
do I say that he is personally respon-
sible now, I am concerned with the
Government. As he said, for friend-
ship and for sheer friendship T will
not say things for or against him that
way. [ speak about the Government
ang I raise this point that the Govern-
ment failed to implement this old law.
The hon. Food Minister did not give
a satisfactory answer. I know that
he hag got majority in this House and
he knows that with the support of
that majority the minority can be
silenced in this matter because ulti-
mately it is the support that matters.
But it remains to be explained to the
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country, 1f not to one’s own consel-
ence, that these cane-giowers did not
get what they should have got even
under the law, let alone a formal,
voluntary agreement

Now, as T pomnted out, somebody
should have been held responsible
and ,.the matter should have been
explamned But nothing has been
done It may be inconvenient for the
hon Food Mimister to deal with it
But certainly when we discusg mat-
ters like this, 1t 1s a very relevant
guestion to be raised because we judge
the Government not merely by what
1t says but also by what 1t had been
saying yesterday and practising imme-
diately after Now, the practice of
the Government belies their protesta-
tions about their concern for the cane-
growers as far as sugar industry 1s
concerned We have not recelved any
satisfaction from the hon Food Minis-
ter on that score

Then, agamn, about the formula he
said that 1 should not try to make
him look like a fool I do not know
1f there 15 anyhody on this planet, not
merely 1n India but on this planet of
ours, who can make Mr S K Patil
look foolish in such matters because
he 15 an extremely clever man Any-
one who has managed the Bombay
Congress must neces<arily be a clever
man We have watched his career
with some interest since 1930 You
can accuse me of anything else, but
cleverness he has 1n abundance

(Interruptions)

Surt M P BHARGAVA (Uttar
Pradesh)* How 15 1t relevant to the
Bill?

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA It is rele-
vant because Mr S K Patil would
not like to be belooled by anybody

Tae VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR
ALt KHAN) Mr Bhupesh Gupta, 1
hope you will curtail 1t

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA Oh, you
do not like this thing It 15 an un-
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| savoury thing Anyway, you see Mr

Vice-Chairman, 1t was ndbt my inten-
tion But you see how the camp fol-
lowers are getting up. He does not
need protection In fact he can look
after many of them All of them got
up to protect him You see, Sir, how
unsolicited support 1s coming but let
them support him when the support
1s needed Over this matter he does
not need 1t ’

So, Sn, the only thing that I sug-
gested was that a formula could be
made and then, simultaneously, the
formula could be sustained by legis-
lation, if necessary That 1s to say,
we can pass laws, simultaneously
taking into account what will be the
possible 1interpretations 1n the Sup-
reme Court To obviate that difficult
situation this can be done here 1n
Parhament How on earth we cannot
make a formula” Is 1t 1mpossible
within the scope of law to fix a for-
mula with regard to what should be
the price given to the cane-growers?

SErt M R SHERVANI This 15 all
repetition of your earlier arguments.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA. I have to
repeat 1t because I thought you did
not understand my point

Surr M R SHERVANI
understood 1t

I Thave

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA Oh, you
have understood 1t 1 see But, then
there 15 no tangible effect of it

Now, I was saying that the formula
could have been fixed A formula
could he laid down and this should
be supported by law In any case I
would not 1ike the hon Food Minister
to be placed in an embarrassing situa-
tion where his Acts are challenged 1n
the Supreme Court and set at naught
by the decision of the Supreme Court
I would not like such a thing to hap-
pen In such matters all T can say 1s
that i1t was possible to 1nvoke the
authority of law and sustain it with
the sanction of the law, taking into
account what might be the possible
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epercussions in a court of 1aw. Every-
thing is possible but it has not been
ione.

With regard to the sugarcane-
growers, when I look at Mr. S, K,
Patil the hon. Food Minister, I am
reminded of the Indian farmer. He
has got the stamina and the structure
of a farmer. I agree that he may
have sympathies also with the farmer
But the trouble is that these things
are not done. Even if he says some-~
thing, it wil] be flouted. Ways and
means will be found by the sugar
sy o escape  Ule cunsequences
of hig policies in law. For that can
we not get a remedy from here?
Maybe, some little things will be done
which will depend upon how he hand-
les the provisions. I hope if he gives
any reply—I do not think he can
escape the temptation of giving a
reply-——he should tell us that in this
particular matter whatever policy he
formulates he would go so from the
point of view of the cane-grower first
and foremost, to use his own words.
Let the country know that here is a
Foodq and Agriculture Minister, what-
ever may have happened in the past,
what he is going to do, he will be do-
ing primarily in this particular mat-
ter from the point of view of the
-~ interests of the cane-growers in the
country. There they deserve justice
in this matter more than anybody
else. Perhaps, that is why I am in-
sisting on it.

.
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As far as incentives to industrialist;
are concerned, I should say that you
have given them enough.
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Tre VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR
ALt KaaN): That is enough. The
question is:

Surr BHUPESH GUPTA: You did
not ask him.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI ARBAR
ALt KBaNn): He feels there is no need
‘q reply.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: At leas.
on one occasion he has shown some
restraint.

Tae VICE-CHAIRMAN (SsHRI AKBAR
Ayl Knan): The question is:

“That the Bill e passed.”

The motion was adopted.

Tuae VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR
Anr Kuan): The House stands
adjrurned till 11 a.m, tomorrow.

The House then adjourned
at seventeen minutes past five’
of the clock till eleven of the
clock on Friday, the 7th Sep~
tember, ,1962.



