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THE MINISTER FOR COMMERCE AND       
INDUSTRY      (SHRI   T. T. 
KRISHNAMACHARI ) :     Sir,    speaking 
technically, the subject falls within the 
purview of my hon. colleague the Finance 
Minister, as if it were a question of regulation 
of foreign exchange but I would inform the 
House that   trade deficits in a month, drawn 
away from the  context of trade over  a  
period, often reveal a picture which has no 
bearing with the reality of the situation. I do 
not know if the hon. Members of this House 
have read that portion of the   speech   of  my   
hon.   colleague, the Finance Minister, when 
he introduced the Budget in the other House, 
where I think he has mentioned that he had 
planned for a deficit for   the period prior to 
the month which is mentioned in this motion. 
We do sometimes plan for a deficit but so far 
as this particular month is concerned, it might 
be the one month where we might have had a 
deficit of 40 or even 80 crores. That does not 
mean that the   overall deficit  over a period 
would be something of the same   magnitude.   
Even if it were so, I would like to say  that the 
foreign exchange resources of this country are 
adequate enough to cover an   unforeseen    
contingency  of that category, unfortunate as  
it may be. It is not a matter of great public 
interest and if my hon. friend who has   tabled 
this motion would wait and see, he might find 
that in the course of  the next  seven  months  
after  April,  the position    might    definitely  
improve, other things being equal. 

SHRI B. GUPTA (West Bengal) : Is it or is 
it not a fact, may I ask on a point of 
clarification, that during the five years of the 
Congress rule, except for one year, every year 
we have had a deficit in the balance of 
payments ? Even in the Government's 
publication "India in World Economy" it is 
clearly stated that in the first year of India's 
freedom—that is how they call it— there was 
an overall deficit balance to the extent of 150 
crores. It is there in the Government 
publication and it is no use making such 
statements to mislead the public.   The fact 
remains' 

that you are running into deficits and to meet it 
you are exhausting our foreign exchange 
assets. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question was about 
the adverse balances in the month of April and 
the answer was "Wait for some time, and you 
will see that these adverse balances are not real 
ones." The other question as to what happened 
five years ago is not a matter  for  our  
consideration  now. 

THE INDIAN TARIFF (SECOND 
AMENDMENT) BILL 

THE MINSTER FOR COMMERCE AND 
INDUSTRY (SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI) :' 
Sir, I move: 

That the Bill further to amend the Indian 
Tariff Act, 1934, as passed by the House of the 
People be taken into consideration. 

Sir, this Bill is a non-controversial and 
innocuous measure. Protection is sought to be 
granted to seven groups of industries and with 
the exception of one, namely the zip fastener 
industry all the other industries now enjoy 
protection or rather have been enjoying 
protection. 

In regard to the details covered by this Bill I 
will take up the first group Df items, namely, 
sago flour, starch and farina. The Tariff Board 
have examined the case for protection for this 
jroup and have come to the conclusion :hat 
protection should be granted to he starch 
industry, till December [954. Hon. Members 
might have -ead the report of the Tariff Board 
in :his connection and I think it would be 
jnnecessary for me to detail the reasons vhy 
the Government have thought it it to accept 
the recommendation of the rariff Board. 

Speaking about this industry, the ;apacity of 
this industry for producing itarch is much 
greater than its actual output. The vicissitudes 
that this ndustry has been undergoing have 
)een largely due to the fact of our nability to 
supply maize, because of 



905 Indian Tariff [COUNCIL]       (Second Amendment) Bill 906 

[Shri T. T. Krishnamachari] the competing 
claims of our food requirements in the 
country. Even so it is a very important industry 
from the point of view of the textile industry 
and therefore we have to encourage it within 
the limits possible, so that it might grow and 
flourish and prove a useful adjunct to the 
textile industry. I may at once mention here a 
question that would be raised by hon. 
Members who have read the report of the 
Tariff Board, namely the use of tamarind 
kernel powder instead of maize. The 
Government have- given very careful 
consideration to this question. The Food and 
Agriculture Ministry have devoted particular 
attention, tests have been made and the Indian 
Standards Institution have been asked to 
prescribe standards. We have in view a 
scheme by which we may, in a very short time, 
in the course of six to eight months, be able to 
persuade the industry to use 50% tamarind 
kernel powder along with maize and other 
starch used in the industry. 

The next two categories, viz., items 46, 
46(1), 47, 47(1) and 48, and items 75(5), 
75(6), 75(7) and 75(8) relate to, as I said, 
industries for which protection has already 
been granted. Items 46, 46(1), 47, 47(1) and 
48 relate to silk. The question of protection 
for the sericulture industry is also the subject 
of a report by the Tariff Board and hon. 
Members might be surprised that the period of 
protection recommended by the Tariff Board 
and envisaged by this Bill is only till the end 
of December, 1952. I am aware, Sir, that this 
House took a very keen interest in respect of a 
question on this particular matter two days 
back. I have no doubt that hon. Members will 
feel very agitated by the fact that the 
protection that is sought to be granted is for a 
very limited period. If hon. Members have 
read the report of the Tariff Board they will 
find that the conditions that existed at the time 
the Tariff Board reported were such that they 
could not possibly envisage the future and 
recommend protection for a longer period. 
The state of the silk yarn market was so fluid, 
prices were 

so varying, and the information at the disposal 
of the Tariff Board so inadequate that they felt 
that it would be sufficient for the time being to 
give protection to this industry till the end of the 
year and that the matter should be reviewed 
again some time in June, 1952, I should also 
like to tell the House that the Government are 
aware that there are a lot of difficulties in 
respect of this industry; for one thing, the 
competing claims of various interests engaged 
in this industry. We do produce a certain 
amount of raw silk from which silk yarn is 
produced and the quantity of local production in 
relation to our needs is a little less than 50 per 
cent., and I am aware that the. Mysore silk 
producers are very dissatisfied with the 
quantum of protection given and the general 
state of the trade. On the other hand, the general 
position in the weaving trade is quite different. 
The handloom industry in silk has been 
suffering by a glut of stocks and sometimes 
because of the paucity of silk yarn. I am also 
aware that in Bombay scores of factories en-
gaged in weaving silk or artificial silk fabrics 
have now closed down because of the 
fluctuation in the market. So it is again a 
question of competing claims between the 
producer of silk fabrics or art silk fabrics and 
the producer of raw silk which is ultimately 
made into silk yarn. The question has again to 
be examined and I would like to assure the 
House that Government is seized of this 
position and we have made an informal 
reference to the Tariff Commission, as it is now 
called, and very possibly the matter might be 
committed again to the care of the Tariff 
Commission for a report so that something 
might be done for the period after 31st 
December 1952, in respect of the sericulture 
industry. 

In regard to the items covered by No. 75(5) 
etc., in the Tariff Schedule, pertaining to the 
bicycle industry, the bicycle industry has asked 
for an examination of the protection granted 
and the Tariff Commission is now going 
through this question. We expeet that the  
Tariff Commission's report 
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will be available for action by Government 
before the end of the year and that is why this 
present Bill merely seeks to extend the 
protection up to December 1952. I do hope that 
the House will recognise that there is no need 
to go into the merits of the protection granted 
to this particular industry at this stage because 
what is sought to be done is a purely tentative 
and interim arrangement. 

In regard to rods or bars of alloy, tool or 
special steel, this again is covered by a report of 
the Tariff Board and hon. Members here might 
have their own opinions on this question. It 
may be that some would suggest that more 
protection should be given or some would 
suggest that greater facilities should be given to 
electric furnaces in this country so that more 
special steel might be produced. Well, these are 
matters which are engaging the attention of 
Government constantly but at the moment the 
Government feel that the protection 
recommended by the Tariff Board is one that 
would serve the immediate needs of the situa-
tion, and therefore they have come forward 
with the suggestion to Parliament to allow 
Government to grant protection until 1954. 

In regard to items 66(a) and 66(1) which 
relate to the aluminium industry, this, like 
bicycles, is again a question which is now 
engaging the attention of the Tariff 
Commission. We expect a report before the end 
of the year and it is possible that Government 
will come before Parliament with fresh 
proposals either to alter the existing quantum of 
protection or perhaps to augment it, as the case 
may be, after the report of the Tariff 
Commission is received, and what is being 
asked is merely to confirm the decision of the 
Government to grant interim protection for this 
industry. 

In regard to grinding wheels, I would like to 
tell the House that protection for this category 
of articles will lapse by the end of the year. In 
this Bill Government is contemplating 
changing the nature of protection given and 
also the range of articles protected.   So, this 
question again is 

covered by a report of the Tariff Board and 
hon. Members who have read the report will 
find that the situation today in this country has 
varied considerably since protection was 
initially given to this industry. The Tariff Board 
have felt that certain categories of grinding 
wheels, namely the medium size, do need 
protection because they are produced in this 
country. The larger size of grinding wheels are 
not produced in this country and are needed for 
heavy industries besides for Railways and other 
organisations. Therefore, it was felt that the 
nature and structure of protection granted 
would be varied and those which are not 
produced in this country should be allowed to 
be imported without a protective duty being 
levied on them. 

The item for which protection has been 
recommended afresh, which enjoys no 
protection at all now, happens to be the last 
item, zip fasteners. I may tell the House that tlie 
Government have not taken any action in 
respect of this article under the power vested in 
them under section 3(a) because we have left it 
to Parliament to decide whether to accept the 
recommendation of the Tariff Board or not and 
we have not prejudged any decision that the 
Parliament may take in this connection. The 
industry is a very small industry. The report of 
the Tariff Board on this is very instructive. 
There is one factory in South India, the Link 
Industries, which is now working. The optimum 
capacity of this factory is somewhere about 9 
lakh feet of zip fasteners. There is another 
factory which is coming into being, called 
Home Industries, in Bombay. The optimum 
capacity of this factory is expected to be double 
of that of the Link Industries. The Tariff Board 
has estimated that the total consumption 
capacity of this country might be in the region 
of 7 lakh feet per annum. So it might very well 
be asked, as it was asked elsewhere, why 
should two industries be started which would 
perhaps produce as much as four times what 
this country needs ? The answer is really that in 
a matter like this which is not a very essential 
thing from the point of view of strict necessity   
but    which 
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[Shri T. T. Krishnamachari] nevertheless 
seems to have crept into our lives and has 
become almost a necessity, Government would 
like to leave private industry to take care of 
itself except to grant it protection where the 
foreign competition is such that it would kill it, 
and that is the attitude that Government is 
taking in this matter. We are giving them pro-
tection, but that protection is not of a very 
enormous nature. Actually the Tariff Board 
have said that if adequate protection has to be 
granted to this industry by comparing the 
foreign prices, the protection should be in the 
order of about 37 per cent., but they have then 
recommended that for the time being it would 
be enough if they are given a protection of 31J 
per cent, as the trend of trade will adjust itself 
and it would be possible for the local 
manufacturers to market their goods. Our 
attitude in this matter is merely a question of 
encouraging the local industry and a question of 
whether this industry would face local 
competition, whether they would be producing 
more than what we need, is not a matter in 
which Government is primarily interested 
though it might conceivably be that this country 
might become more zip-minded in future and 
might consume all that the industries of this 
country would produce. 

There is one item which comes towards the 
end which might need explanation, and that is 
the last item where after the word "leather", 
where it occurs for the first time, the word 
"plastic" shall be inserted. This relates to 
leather which is used in motor industry for 
upholstery purposes and since plastic has also 
come in as a substitute it is found necessary to 
add this word alongside leather. 

Sir, I do not know if I have adequately 
explained the provisions of this Bill; but I 
would say that nothing very serious is sought 
to be done by the protection that is being 
granted. It may be that two big industries for 
which protection is given in which the con-
sumer is primarily concerned will again come 
up for consideration.   The 

other industries are comparatively unimportant, 
excepting, perhaps, starch, from the consumers' 
point of view. The proposals being more or less 
restoration of status quo in most cases and 
continuance of protection, I trust the House 
will have no difficulty in accepting the motion 
for consideration. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Motion moved : 

That the Bill further to amend the Indian 
Tariff Act, 1934, as passed by the House of the 
People, be taken into consideration. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY (MADRAS) : Sir, I 
would like to raise a point of privilege 
regarding this Bill which has been certified by 
the Speaker as a Money Bill. I would in this 
connection invite the attention of the House to 
Article no of the Constitution. Before I proceed 
further, I should like tr> say that I am aware 
that in sub-clause (3) it is stated that if any 
question arises whether a Bill is a Money Bill 
or not, the decision of the Speaker of the House 
of the People shall be final. With the full 
knowledge of this clause I shall put forward my 
point of privilege. 

In sub-clause (1), Sir, it is stated that "for the 
purposes of this Chapter a Bill shall be deemed 
a Money Bill if it contains only (I want the 
House to understand the emphasis on only) 
provisions dealing with or any of the following 
matters". Now I wish to-submit that this Bill 
raises matters other than those specified here. It 
does in part refer to the industrial policy of the 
country—the foreign policy, perhaps, may be 
affected by this—also the financial policy. 

Regarding the restrictive clause (3) I should 
like to submit that this House, as a matter of 
privilege, should also be able to recommend to 
the Speaker that when it feels that a Bill has 
ccme before it which in terms of this explana-
tion is not a Money Bill, it should be referred to 
the Speaker, and it should be I in the purview of 
this House to make j a recommendation   to   the   
Speaker. 
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Sub-clause (3) says : "If any question arises." 
The question has not arisen till now. I have 
raised this question and I should like to submit 
that it must be referred to the Speaker at least, 
and we should like to have his ruling in this 
matter. 

I should also like to say that the wording of 
sub-clause (1) does not preclude us from 
estimating the 'moneyness' or otherwise—if I 
may say so—of the Bill that has been placed 
before the House. Otherwise it would mean 
that if any Bill, whether it is a Money Bill or 
not, is certified by the Speaker of the House of 
the People as a Money Bill this House would 
not be able to consider it as an ordinary Bill 
and that is a position which this House should 
not accept. I am not suggesting that the 
Speaker of the House of the People would 
certify as a Money Bill a Bill which in his 
opinion is not a Money Bill. But what I am 
saying is that supposing a contingency arises—
and we must protect ourselves against all 
contingencies—ifi must protect ourselves if the 
Speaker has the power to certify a Bill to be a 
Money Bill, even if it is not. We should not be 
precluded from discussing the nature of that 
Bill. In any case the least that we can do now, I 
suggest, is to raise this question as to whether 
this Bill is a Money Bill or not and, as I have 
already stated, this Bill is not a Money Bill. It 
raises a fundamental policy regarding foreign 
affairs, regarding industrial policy and also—if 
I may say so—the financial policy of this  
country. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : May I tell the hon. 
Member that Article 110 (4) says : 

"There shall be endorsed on every Money 
Bill, when it is transmitted to the Council of 
States under Article 109, and when it is 
presented to the President for assent under 
Article ni, the certificate of the Speaker of the 
House of the People sig-ed by him that it is a 
Money Bill." 

Now, we have received from the Speaker of 
the House a letter saying that he has certified 
that the Bill is a Money Bill within the 
meaning of Article no of the Constitution of 
India. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : I am aware 
of that.   When the Bill was.................. , 

SHRI S. C. KARAYALAR (Tra-vancore-
Cochin) : On a point of order, Sir, is it open to 
a Member to stop the Chairman from 
proceeding ? 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : This is a very 
important matter. Of course the Speaker has 
certified it. But can we not raise this question 
whether we are to restrict ourselves com-
pletely under the decision of the Speaker ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I am afraid, not. 

SHRI H. D. RAJAH (Madras) : On a point of 
information : if this is certified as a Money 
Bill by the Speaker it naturally follows that we 
have no right to vote upon it. Any Money Bill 
that is brought into the Council of States is not 
subject to vote by us. Therefore, I wish to 
know from you whether, if amendments are 
moved to this Bill, it will be voted on by us ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : It is a question of your 
moving an amendment or making a 
recommendation. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pradesh) : Will 
you kindly explain to us the full meaning of the 
Speaker's ruling? The Speaker has declared 
that the Tariff Bill is a Money Bill. Does it 
mean that whenever the Lower House is 
pleased to grant protection to any industry, the 
Council of States has no right to question ? All 
Tariff Bills will be regarded as Money Bills— 
is that so ? 

PROF. G. RANGA (Madras) : There is one 
other point also, which I want to raise. Whether 
one considers a Tariff Bill as a Money Bill or 
not is a different question. The earlier question 
that was raised by my hon. friend is this. Are 
we to understand that this question is to arise in 
that House, or are we to understand that it may 
arise in this House also and in that case we may 
refer that question to the Speaker of the House 
of the People ?      Now 
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[Prof. G. Ranga.] the Speaker has certified 
it to be a Money Bill. Is it or is it not open to 
us to ask him to reconsider his decision in the 
light of any expression of opinion made in 
this House ? 

As you know, Sir, this matter had some 
history in the United Kingdom. There they had 
quite a lot of struggle and in the end they came 
to the decision that the Speaker should have 
the final word-^-otherwise there would be 
endless controversy. But what is the signi-
ficance of these words "if any question arises". 
Does it mean that we may ourselves make a 
motion here, pass it and send it on to the 
House of the People and then it would be open 
to the Speaker there to say : "This is a Money 
Bill and therefore this cannot be taken up at all 
for consideration by that House and therefore 
this House cannot give any consideration to 
this particular Bill." Or is it, if any Bill were 
introduced by a private Member or by the 
Treasury Benches in this House, that the 
Speaker could say that it is a .Money Bill ? 
This is a very important as well as delicate 
matter. I would therefore like serious con-
sideration to be given to this idea as to when 
and how this phrase is to be interpreted and 
how this House is to approach it. 

In regard to the second point, I am 
personally of the opinion that a Tariff Bill 
naturally has a direct effect on the finances of 
the country. And anything that concerns the 
finances of the country, I thought, in the past 
used to be considered of financial concern and 
therefore in those days it had to obtain the 
previous consent of the Governor-General of 
those days, and later on of the Governor-
General in Council or something like that. 
Under the present dispensation, necessarily, a 
Tariff Bill has got to be considered as a 
financial Bill so far as I can see. For, what 
other implication is there in this ? We give 
protection to an industry, but it has a direct 
bearing on the finances of the country. We 
impose protective duties, and therefore there 
is so much income going to come. Therefore 
it is a financial   Bill or a 

Money Bill.   Can there be any doubt at all on 
this point ? 

I would therefore like some consideration to 
be given by the Chair to these two points so 
that it might be helpful to us in our later 
discussions on various other Bills that would 
come up. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU : Could the matter be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges as to 
discuss the matter fully and tell us whether any 
of these questions are involved in the decision 
given by the Speaker ? Then we can 
subsequently make a representation to the 
Speaker. 

THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL (SHRI N. 
GOPALASWAMI) : So far as the constitutional 
position is concerned, it seems to me the point 
is very clear. The general considerations which 
should govern the decision of the question 
whether a particular Bill is a money Bill or not 
are given in Article no. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : I would like my 
hon. friend to note the word "only" in the 
introductory clause. 

THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL (SHRI N. 
GOPALASWAMI) : No doubt you find the word 
"only" there. An interpretation of that 
particular word might give rise to doubts as to 
whether a particular Bill is a Money Bill or 
not. When that doubt is raised, that is to say, if 
any question is raised whether a Bill is a 
Money Bill or not, Article 110(3) says clearly 
that the decision of the Speaker of the House of 
the People thereon shall be final. The decision 
of the Speaker is now endorsed on the Bill 
which has come up to us. We cannot in this 
House take a decision which would make the 
decision of the Speaker of the House of the 
People on this question nugatory altogether. 
So, if we are going to interpret the Constitution 
consistently with the intention of this particular 
Article, we have got to accept the decision of 
the Speaker. When we receive that certificate 
from the Speaker, the Council 
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has    no    jurisdiction  to   reopen   the 
question. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : Sir, 
may I add something to what my hon. 
colleague has said in regard to the word 
"only" to which attention was invited by an 
hon. Member ? So far as this Bill is con-
cerned, excepting the principle that is 
involved, the only operative portion is the 
raising or lowering of the duties. It is 
primarily for that purpose, that this Bill is 
being considered. From that point of view, 
as my hon. friend Prof. Ranga has pointed 
out, the Tariff Bill is a financial Bill. And 
the effect of it will certainly reflect on the 
position of the Exchequer. Therefore the 
word "only" really means in this particular 
context that this is only a financial measure 
and nothing else. 

{Some hon. Members rose.) 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I think I must close 
the discussion. The point is this. Article 
109(2) says that after a Money Bill has been 
passed by the House of the People it shall be 
transmitted to the Council of States for its 
recommendations, if any, and the Council of 
States shall make its recommendations 
thereon. This Bill has come to us certified by 
the Speaker as a Money Bill for 
recommendations, if any, which this House 
may make. That is what it comes to. If you 
begin to say that it is not "only" a Money 
Bill there is nothing only in this world. 
Everything has a bearing on everything else. 
You can never say that the financial part of it 
is not unrelated to the political or industrial 
or other aspects. All that we should know is 
whether it involves the imposition, abolition, 
remission, alteration or regulation of any tax. 
It does involve that. Therefore it is a Money 
Bill, and we now have to consider the ques-
tion whether we are prepared to make any 
recommendations on it. That is all that is 
open for us to do. 

DR. RADHA  KUMUD MUKER JI :   
Is it competent for this Council 

to discuss the non-financial provisions of a 
Money Bill ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Provided they are 
relevant. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : Sir, may I know—it 
has nothing to do with the question of this 
Money Bill— whether it is within our 
competence to reject the recommendations of 
the House of the People ? This is a question 
which is going to decide for all time the liberty 
of the House. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : You may take that as a 
different question of privileges and refer it to 
the Privileges Committee—but  not on this 
occasion. 

SHRI P. V. NARAYANA (Madras) Sir, may 
I point out that the provisions of the Act that 
are sought to be amended by this EH are not 
given here ? For instance it is simply said here 
that for item No. 11(2) the following shall be 
substituted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Whenever we amend 
Acts we do not give the Acts themselves. 
They are available in the Library. 

SHRI P. V. NARAYANA : I do not want the 
entire Act to be given but only those portions 
of the Act that are sought to be amended or re-
placed by the provisions of this Bill. They 
must be given for comparative study in the 
margin or somewhere. The hon. Minister is 
referring us to the Tariff Board Reports, etc. 
That is something I am unable to understand. 
It must be comprehensive. The relevant matter 
that will have to be given may not take more 
than two pages. I have some experience of the 
Madras Assembly and other places where this 
is done. If that is done, the moment we have a 
Bill we can study the entire thing. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : It will be noted. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE (West Bengal) : 
Sir, I do not oppose the Bill, but I 
I rise to bring one or two matters to the 
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 [Shri B. C. Ghose.] notice of the hon 
Minister for his consideration. There are 
certain obligations attached to the protected 
industries. As the Fiscal Commission has said, 
such obligations are, for instance, in respect of 
price, quality, adoption of technical 
improvements and so forth. But there should at 
the same time be an obligation on the 
Government to assist the industries in  their 
difficulties. 

In the first place there is no machinery 
existing at the moment to keep a watch over 
protected industries to see first that consumers' 
interests do not suffer and second, to give such 
assistance to protected industries as they may 
be in need of. There is a recommendation in 
the Fiscal Commission's Report which says 
that the Tariff Authority should keep itself in 
touch with protected industries to see how 
these obligations are being discharged and give 
the industries all possible assistance in co-
operation with the relative administrative 
organization of Government to enable them to 
discharge these obligations. What happens 
today is that once protection has been given to 
an industry, nothing very much is done, until 
that industry comes again to the Government 
for protection. But that is not a very happy 
situation. I believe that a machinery should be 
set up which should look to the interests both 
of the consumers and the industry itself. Under 
the recommendation of the Fiscal Commission, 
it seems that the obligations vest in the tariff 
authority. I do not know if that is a satisfactory 
arrangement, because the tariff authority would 
only see as to how much protection would be 
necessary and I do not know how far it is 
possible for the tariff authorities to influence 
the administrative machinery to assist 
protected industries, though there will be need 
of such assistance. Therefore, I should like to 
suggest to Government whether it would not be 
possible for them to set up some machinery 
which would maintain a liaison between 
Government and industries and at the same 
time protect the interests of the consumers. 

My second point is this. The hon. Minister 
had referred to it and that is installed capacity 
being in excess of requirements. If you see the 
capacity of the zip industry and also of the 
grinding wheels industry from the reports of 
the Tariff Board, you will find that capacity is 
in every case very much in excess of the 
demand. The point of view that I want to put 
forward is this that we are having a planned 
development of industries in this country and 
so far as protection is concerned, it should be 
viewed from the angle of that planned 
development of our industries and how far it 
assists that development. So the Tariff 
organisation should not be considered as 
something distinct from the Planning 
Organization, and if that is so, Sir, I feel that 
the position which is developing,— that 
industries have been expanded, that plant and 
machinery have been permitted to be imported 
very much in excess of the requirements-is not 
satisfactory. That also entails, as I had occasion 
to point out on another occasion, a wastage of 
our resources. As the hon. Minister may know, 
the position in the soap industry, in the 
Vanaspati industry, in the electric lamp 
industry is very much unsatisfactory j the 
capacity is very much in excess of the demand 
and the industry is facing serious difficulties. 

The third point that I wish to raise is in 
respect of foreign participation in industries 
and about which I find that an amendment is 
also going to be moved. The point is this. I am 
not against foreign participation. Foreign 
participation we feel is necessary where Indian 
capital is shy, where we require the technical 
knows and we cannot obtain them except 
under condition that there should be also 
foreign management and foreign participation 
in capital. There are also certain conditions 
which were laid down in the Planning 
Commission's Report in regard to foreign 
investment. It said that foreign investment 
should be permitted in spheres where new 
lines of production are to be developed or 
where special  types   of experi- 
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ence and technical skills are require   I or 
where the volume of domestic   de mand is 
more in relation to the domestic production and 
the indigenous industry is not likely to expand 
at a sufficiently 
io am raP*d Pace-    But tne   actual '  '   ' 
position is somewhat different and     the      
recommendations       of the    Planning       
Commission      are not    always    adhered    
to.      I may illustrate the point from the   
example of the electric lamp industry, of 
which I    know something.   The     position 
there is that today the internal demand of the 
whole country is about 16 to 18 million pieces 
a year of G.L.S. lamps. As was pointed out by 
the hon. Minister in answer to a question, the 
total demand is about 24 million pieces. Of 
this capacity there is a foreign concern which 
produces 6 million pieces and recently 
Government have allowed participation in an 
Indian concern by a foreign establishment.   It 
is the same as the existing one or its parent 
organization and it has been permitted to 
produce another   6   million   pieces.     So   
the position today is that of the total   demand 
nearly 2/3rd can be produced by the foreign 
concern and th   result is  that  Indian  
concerns  are  feeling themselves in a very 
risky    position because of two    factors, 
firstly    that although the efficiency of the 
Indian and the foreign-made product may be 
the same, there is a prejudicial factor of 
preference in favour of a foreign brand, 
whether it is made in India or abroad.   
Secondly, the foreigner   has larger financial 
resources and can withstand  competition  for  
a  very  much longer period than  can     an  
Indian concern.   Now,   what   is  happening 
is that under the protective wall of protection 
foreign    concerns    are establishing   
themselves   and   pushing   out Indian 
concerns as is likely to happen in the electric 
lamp industry.    I consider that it is a very 
dangerous situation.    We want to develop 
Indian industries and we give protection for 
that purpose, but what we are having today is 
that even where we have protection it is the    
foreigners    who have been assisted to 
develop industries and push out Indian 
concerns.    I would therefore request the 
Government to look 

into  this  question  and give it their serious   
attention   and   consideration. 

(At this stage Shri B. Gupta wse to speak.) 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The hon. Member will 
be called upon to move the amendment later 
on. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : I wish to participate 
now. 

SHRI J. R.KAPOOR (Uttar Pradesh): 
Perhaps it may save the time of the House if 
amendments by hon. Members, are allowed 
to be moved at this stage so that in the 
discussion that follows, Members, who 
participate may refer to the amendment 
already 
moved. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The first thing is that 
the House should consent to the 
consideration of the Bill. That the Bill be 
taken into consideration must be first 
consented to by the House, ihen we get the 
clause by clause discussion; then the 
amendment will be put forward and we will 
have the discussion. 

SHRI H. D. RAJAH : The question has 
been raised whether this is a Money Bill and 
the Speaker has said that it is a Money Bill. 
We are discussing the various aspects of that 
Money Bill and we have to make 
recommendations to the House of the People. 
With regard to the policy, I wish to say a few 
words and not with regard to the contents of 
the Bill. The Indian industries are given what 
is called protection. Protection generally 
means a sort of enhanced duty on the 
imported commodities of a similar nature or 
some sort of subsidies to the Indian industry. 
As rightly pointed out by Mr. Ghosh, if you 
want to develop the industries, it is not by 
way of getting an increased revenue by way 
of import duty, but it should be by 
developing our talents and our ability to 
produce the same article. 

If, in spite of an increased import duty 
imposed on the imported articles, our 
industries still suffer  and ave 



921 Indian Tariff [COUNCIL] (Second Amendment) Bill       922 

[Shri H. D. Rajah.] not able to produce 
goods that could be sold to the consumers at 
prices comparable with imported goods, there 
cannot be industrial development in the 
country. Therefore, my point is, the policy of 
the Government must be to ban those articles 
from abroad so that it may give an opportunity 
to our Indian industrialists to produce all the 
necessary requirements of our country. I state 
that the industrial policy is a weak-kneed 
policy. It is a policy not actuated by the real 
interests of the consumers of our country. Our 
industrial policy must be such as would enable 
our industries not only to produce all our 
requirements, but they are also acceptable and 
saleable in foreign markets. Our people show a 
preference to foreign goods. How can you 
destroy that mentality? You can destroy that 
mentality only when Indian industrialists 
market commodities equivalent to those of 
foreigners, and when they develop the 
industries in such a way that our money is not 
frittered away but is invested in the production 
of goods equivalent to goods from foreign 
countries. That could only be done when 
foreign goods are totally eliminated and 
banned, and Indian industries are developed. 

SHRI B. GUPTA: Sir, the Tariff Bill relates 
to the fundamental economic policy of the 
Government. My amendment, which I shall 
move in due course, also touches that policy. 
What we really need is not merely a protection 
here or there, but a complete re-orientation of 
the tariff policy, so that the country can be 
economically developed. We are instructed by 
competent authorities that the object of pro-
tection is full development of our economy, 
and not merely development of this particular 
industry or that. If the tariff policy of the 
Government is not actuated by that paramount 
consideration, we shall not achieve the object 
that we have in view. 

What  is  the  danger   today?   We find 
thatjthere are tariffs in our country. 

But, they have not promoted the growth of our 
industries ; they have not prevented the 
encroachment of our economy by foreign 
capitalists from Britain and America. There are 
a number of industries which are protected. 
Previously, it was mainly a question of 
protecting our industries against the imports 
from foreign countries, which took advantage 
of their political hold upon this country to 
encroach upon our markets. Today, taking note 
of the changed times and also perhaps the 
changed political set up, the Anglo-American 
interests have also changed their policy. What 
are they doing now ? They are coming to India 
and are starting industries in partnership with 
certain Indian concerns—what they call "India 
Limiteds." They invest their capital in this 
country in our industries and drain away all our 
wealth from this country to their country. To 
allow this is not the way to protect an industry. 
This is not the way to embark upon a national 
economic development. 

SHRI S. C. KARAYALAR : On a point of 
order, Sir. The general policy underlying the 
Indian Tariff Act and the Tariff scheme is 
being reviewed on a discussion of this 
amending Bill. The scope of the Bill is very 
limited and we can only discuss the items 
referred to in the Bill. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : I will show how this is 
being done. The glass industry had been 
pressing for protection for a long time. It has 
not yet been possible to give that industry 
protection. I hope the Members of the 
Congress Party know this. The Hindustan 
Development Company, Calcutta, under the 
management ol' Mr. N. R. Sarkar, came to an 
understanding with Messrs. Pilkington Bros, of 
England. The agreement is that the authorised 
capital should be one crore, that 70 lakhs 
should be issued immediately out of which 
again 59 lakhs should be subscribed by the 
partners and their associates, that is to say  by 
the Pilkington  Bros, and 
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the Hindustan Development Co.—and 
their associates. That is how they are 
going to control a major share in the 
venture and the British will have a very 
strong grip over it. Shares worth 
only n lakhs have been offered for 
public subscription. Then, in the 
Board of Directors which consists of 
five Members, two will be from 
Pilkington Bros. Besides, Pilking 
ton Bros, will be given £5,000 a year 
plus 5 per cent, profits and from 1958 
onwards, they will be given io per cent, 
profits. This is what I call economic 
burglary. If they cannot come in 
by the front door they come in by 
the back door with the help of their 
survivors ..........  

MR. CHAIRMAN : Hard words may be 
avoided. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : On a 
point of order, Sir, we are now 
discussing the Tariff Amendment 
Bill. Hon. Member will have a chance 
to discuss our foreign trade and 
industry and foreign interference later. 
We want to know whether glass 
industry............... 

SHRI B. GUPTA : If he will have the 
patience, I will tell the hon. Member about 
the other industries that are to be given 
protection. 

This means that Messrs. Pilkington Bros, 
would derive very great benefit from this 
arrangement to the detriment of our people. 
This is the way they are developing our 
industries. This will drain away the wealth of 
our country. This is the result of the unholy 
partnership between some of our capitalists 
and the British. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : One illustration will 
do to cover all such cases. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : In view of your ruling, 
Sir, I shall restrict myself to one illustration ; 
but I shall give the names of the firms to 
remind the Congress gentlemen of what is 
happening. Ashok Motors Ltd., the Rootes 
Group, the Indian Mining and Construction 
Ltd., the Birlas— Babcock & Wilcox 
alliance.     Today's 

paper brings an announcement of such an 
unholy alliance of the Tata Iron and Steel Co. 
with Stewarts and Lloyads Ltd. for exploiting 
Indian resources. 

I say our industries should be protected and 
the protection should be made as effective as 
we can make it. There should  be  no   
loopholes  any where.     It   should  give   no   
chance whatever  to  foreign   capitalists  who 
have again come to our country to drain wealth 
out of our country under the protective wings 
of this lopsided protective policy of the present 
Congress Government.   Therefore,   if  we   
are really patriotic, if we really sincerely 
believe  in   our    national   economy, if we  
want  to    enjoy      the   fruits of our labour,    
we should see that these people do not come by 
the back door and drive their fangs   on   the 
economy  of our country.   Therefore, I ask the 
Congress Government which is supposed to 
believe in a   national economy, to rise to the 
occasion and see that the amendment which I 
propose   to move   is accepted, and  no 
foreigner,   American   or   British      is 
allowed    to    enter    and     penetrate into   
our   country's   economy.     We want our 
industries to be protected not merely  against  
foreign  imports,   but also against 
encroachment by foreign capital.     This     
encroachment,    Sir, is increasing and 
American and British capitalists are coming 
into this country's economic picture.     We   
want these capitalists to remain in their 
countries. We want our economy to be entirely 
in our hands, absolutely free from any shakles 
that they might impose upon our  economy.     
Therefore,   I   would ask the  gentlemen  of the  
Congress Party to rise to the occasion and 
show patriotism in this matter.     I submit that 
that the whole policy should be re-orientated 
and a new policy adopted in regard to tariffs. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (BIHAR): Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to welcome this measure. I 
feel, Sir, that a policy of protection is the 
only right and proper policy for an 
industrially backward country like India. But 
protection, Sir, involves the imposition of 
certain 
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[Shri B. Ks P. Sinha.] burdens on the 
consumer. It involves, Sir, the erection of 
certain artificial props for the support of weak 
nascent industries. Therefore, Sir, protection 
involves a double obligation— obligation on 
the industries protected and on the 
Government of the day to see that conditions 
are created which will encourage the rapid 
development of the industries protected to a 
stage at which they will not be in need of this 
hot house nurture. 

Sir, I feel that now that we are free to shape 
our own   destinies, our  Government should 
do all that is possible to develop industries that 
are   protected. I am reminded in this  
connection, Sir, of the sericulture industry.     
This industry   was   protected for   the first 
time in the year 1934.     Since then, it has 
been through various vicissitudes of   fortune, 
and to suit the particular conditions of the 
period, duties have been varied from time to 
time.     But today,   even after   enjoying    
protection for 18 years, this industry demands 
more   and   more   protection.      The child 
refuses to grow into adolescence. It needs 
crutches even now to stand on. This is, Sir, in 
my opinion, not a very happy state of affairs.     
I think it is Government's   duty now to make it 
plain to the industry that they shall be getting 
the benefit of  protection for a   certain   fixed   
number   of   years. During that period 
Government should see that all that is possible 
is done  to develop this industry on sound lines 
and it is for the industry to  see  that they 
develop the quality of the product, that 
they,develop an efficient organisation,   an 
efficient administrative system,     and that   
within the deadline fixed by Government they 
are able to stand on their own legs.     If this is 
not done, Sir, it is my apprehension, my fear,    
that protection once given will be  continued  
ad infinitum. 

Sir, I would again refer in this con-
nection to the starch industry. Protection was 
afforded to this industry in the year 1948. 
The estimated demand in India for starch 
products comes to between 45 and 50 
thousand tons.     But during the three years 
or 

four years that it has been enjoying protection,  
what has been its history ? Has it developed or 
has it stagnated ? The rated capacity of this 
industry was 28,800 tons in the year  1948.     In 
1950 it comes down to 18,300 tons. The  figure  
of actual  production  is sorrier still.     In 1948, 
it was 3,650 tons.     In 1950 it has come down 
to 910 tons.     There has been a similar decline  
in  the  number  of registered factories.     Sir, I 
realise that the conditions    were    abnormal.   
We   were faced with  a food  crisis.     Govern-
ment could ill afford to part with the basic raw 
material for this   industry, i.e.,  maize.     But,   
all  the   same,   I feel that    once   Government  
extend protection to   an industry, they have to   
see    that    such    conditions    are created that 
the industry will develop on good lines.     
Government, in this respect, I feel, have not 
done all that they could have done.     The 
benefit to the Indian industry in this case has 
been    very  little.     Benefit  has   accrued only 
in respect of 910 tons to about five firms who 
have not been able to produce even to the full 
extent of their rated capacity, but the burden to 
the consumer has been immense. The question 
arises :   Will it not be proper in such a case to 
give assistance to the industry   by  resorting  to  
the method of subsidy,     and not by resorting 
to the method  of protective duties ?       For, in 
such a case the burden to the consumer is out of 
all proportion to the benefit to the industry 
concerned. 

I am reminded here of the alloy and 
special steels industry. In this case, protection 
is going to be extended to special types of 
steel. They are of strategic importance. They 
are of basic importance for this country. But it 
is clear that the domestic demand is far more 
than the domestic production. There is a large 
gap. Tatas which so far have been the main 
producers of this type of steel, because of lack 
of finance, because of their necessity to 
produce milder steel, have made it clear to the 
Government that in two or three years instead 
of increasing their production in this 
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line, their production would decline. The 
Mysore Iron Works are going to extend their 
production in this line, but even after that, 
there would be a big gap between demand and 
production. The Tariff Board have thrown out 
a suggestion that the Indian Steel Makers' 
Association should be approached. They have 
electric arc furnaces, but they lack ancillary 
equipment. It is the wish of the Tariff Board 
that Government should establish a long-term 
plan in cooperation with these manufacturers 
for the production of this type of steel. I hope, 
Sir, that this recommendation will not remain 
only on paper, and that our national 
Government will do all that is possible to get 
this recommendation implemented, because, if 
we fail here, we fail in a strategic sector, in a 
very important matter. 

Sir, I have found at least in two cases —the 
zip fastener and starch industries —that the 
quantum of protection that has been extended 
is smaller than what was indicated, to equate 
the landed cost of import with the fair selling 
price of the indigenous product. A lesser 
quantum has been recommended in the hope 
that there would be better co-ordination 
between the Duty Department and Regulation 
of Import Department, and that by regulation 
of imports, even this smaller duty shall be able 
to support these industries. I would like to 
know from the hon. Minister if there is any 
machinery, to co-ordinate these two sections of 
the Commerce Ministry, and if so, whether it 
has been effective so far or not? 

Two years ago, I remember, there was an 
outcry from the small electric gadgets 
industries. Those industries were protected. 
There was import control also, but then import 
control was imposed for balance of payments 
consideration. When the foreign exchange 
position improved, import control was 
naturally liberalised. And a stage came when 
the electrical gadgets were placed on O.G.L. 
The result was that the Indian market was 
flooded and Indian producers|were in a 

tight corner. Kecently 1 read a report in one of 
the newspapers that the producers of certain 
medical drugs were in a similar predicament. 
This industry is also protected in certain 
sectors, but then again the O.G.L. comes in and 
this industry finds itself in an unenviable 
position. I would very much like that there 
should be co-ordination between the import 
control department and the department that 
grants protection. If we can protect our 
industries by imposing a small duty, that would 
mean so much relief to the consumers. I would 
therefore press for the consideration of this 
House and the hon. Minister whether it is not 
proper to build up a more co-ordinated and a 
more effective machinery in this connection. 

I next come to the criticism advanced by 
one of my hon. friends on the Opposition 
benches. His argument in effect is that we are 
granting protection to foreign capital, to 
foreign firms. He stresses that while he has no 
objection to protection being granted to Indian 
firms, he very much objects to protection being 
given to foreign firms. I do not see how this 
distinction can be carried out in practice. Is it 
feasible to evolve a scheme of protection 
which, while giving protection to certain 
Indian industries, will at the same time deny 
protection to foreign owned industries in the 
same line ? 

SHRI B. GUPTA : I can do it for you. 

SHI I B. K. P. SINHA : It cannot be d'me. It 
is not possible. The wall of protection is raised 
against foreign products and in favour of things 
which are made inside the country. Suppo;? 
one Indian firm produces bicycler and another 
British or American firm also produces 
bicycles. We can pi event the coming in of 
bicycles; we can impose duties on bicycles 
coming from foreign countries. But hcv can it 
'be so arranged that that n».;x»sition of duty, 
while it will benefit the Indian producers, will 
not benefit foreign producers ?     The benefit   
goes to both, 
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[Shri B. K. P. Sinha.] and any disadvantage 
that there is also goes to both.     Therefore, I 
feel that my hon.   friend, instead of advancing 
any argument against protection, was in effect   
pleading  that   foreign      firms should not be 
allowed to     establish themselves in this 
country.     We have discussed this  question      
threadbare in  the   debate  on  the  Budget.     
A backward country like India cannot do 
without foreign capital. {Interruption). Our 
capital is not enough    for our purposes.     It 
has been the history of every country which 
has desired    to advance   economically that it 
has not been able to do without foreign aid. 
The great U.S.S.R.—I     do not say "great" in 
any spirit of criticism or taunt;    it is really a 
great country— in its formative stages was in 
need of foreign capital.     As a matter of fact 
the great Lenin made many great concessions 
to foreign capital.    {Interruption).   In the 
initial stages of the Revolution, plenty of 
capital flowed into Russia.     It was only     
when bitterness grew in foreign  countries 
against Russia that the flow of capital stopped. 
Take the case of another Communist country—
Yugoslavia.     I    know   my friends will not 
admit that it is a communist country,   but all 
the same we know that it is a Communist 
country, though it is Communism of a different 
pattern.      It is a matter of recent history that 
they have borrowed millions of capital from 
foreign countries  and that has enabled them to 
advance quickly in the industrial sphere. 

The question before us is not that we should  
not  have  any  capital.     The question is what 
shall be the conditions and what shall be the 
terms on which we can have foreign capital.   It 
has been made plain—it would be    open to  
anybody   to refer  to  the   publications of the 
Government of India and be convinced—that 
while we have been accepting capital from 
outside, we have put in conditions which pre-
vent foreign capitalists from 'exploiting'   us,   
in the sense in which that word is used by my 
friends opposite. They are not free to carry to 
their own countries all the profits that accrue 

to them here. Moreover, they are under a 
certain obligation to maintain a definite 
standard of welfare and wages for the labour 
they employ. If a small part of their profits 
that accrue to them here is taken away by 
them to their own countries, the gain to this 
country in proportion is very much greater. 
We gain out of all proportion to their gain. 
Our workers are employed; our strength is 
built up; and we get so much in taxes. If my 
hon. friends were to tabulate that we gain and 
also to tabulate what they gain, they will be 
convinced that they carry only an 
infinitesimal portion of what we gain here. 

Sir, I therefore feel that we are right in 
extending protection to our industries and in 
not differentiating between Indian capital and 
foreign capital. In this respect the 
Government has been in the right, and I have 
already made it plain that I at least can think 
of no scheme of protection which, while it 
would protect an Indian-owned industry, will 
not at the same time extend the protection to 
a foreign-owned industry in that same line. 

Sir,   I   support  this  measure. 

SHRI K. B. LALL (BIHAR) :   Sir, it is not so 
much with a desire to speak that I have stood 
up, because I have experience   of   the   
Budget   debate, but it is only with a view to 
submit one point to the Commerce Minister 
that I have risen, and that is with regard to the 
protection of sericulture.     That is an item 
included in this Bill.     The hon.       Minister   
referred to it, and the House showed some   
interest in it, and the House would be 
interested and  therefore  I feel  that   I   should 
say    something about     it so far  as the     
State   of   Bihar   is   concerned. The other 
day a question was asked with   regard   to   
the   sericulture  industry and from the answer 
given  to that   question   it   appeared   that   
the questioner thought that perhaps the only 
silk-producing centre was somewhere about 
which he  had    put   the question.     From 
that I could infer that  the   most   important    
place for 
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the production of silk in Bihar, is absent from 
the mind of many and that is why it is so much 
neglected. I have seen the industry going down, 
and although there has been protection, there is 
no change at all in the silk trade of Bhagalpur. 
The Bhagalpur tassar industry is well known. It 
is well known not only in this country but 
outside. The tassar industry of Bhagalpur was 
at one time the envy of the whole world, and the 
tassar cloth, in point of fineness, durability and 
other qualities, beat all the other kinds of cloth 
in the world, and people would not prefer any 
other quality to the Bhagalpur tassar cloth. 
Even now, in spite of the fact that it has gone 
down, its very name conjures up memories, and 
people would call for it if it is Bhagalpur tassar, 
and would take it even though it is not 
Bhagalpur tassar at all. Bhagalpur tassar has 
died out. It is a painful story, and I want to 
place it before the hon. Minister so that he 
should know how it has come about and should 
see whether there is any way of reviving it. 
From the very little mention made about the 
protection to be given, we cannot find out what 
are the methods of protection and how the 
protection is given. Only imposition of tax and 
withdrawal of certain levies cannot be real 
protection to certain industries. So far as the 
Bhagalpur tassar industry is concerned, 
although I have not tried to find out how the 
Government wanted in the past to help it, it is a 
fact that the Government, although it was a 
foreign Government, professed to help the 
industry, but during the course of helping it, 
killed it. And it is to be seen that the Silk 
Institute was started in Bhagalpur under the 
guise of giving protection to Bhagalpur tassar. 
The Silk Institute is still flourishing there but 
instead of Bhagalpur tassar the Italian yarn is 
being given importance on account of its being 
more glazing and fine. The people are attracted 
by that and the result is that Bhagalpur tassar 
industry suffers heavily. Bhagalpur Silk 
Institute was started by the Government in the 
name of giving impetus to the Bhagal-pur 
tassar industry.   That   Silk Insti- 

tute began to help the production of cloth with 
foreign yarns from Italy and other places. In 
that way the Bhagalpur tassar yarns were 
altogether uprooted. It was in 1920 when 
Mahatma Gandhi started his Swadeshi Khadi 
movement and boycott of foreign cloth, it was 
at that time that we attempted to see that the 
tassar industry gets an impetus and the people 
keep to tassar industry. But even during 
Mahatma Gandhi's movement that industry did 
not get any help because the people were so 
much attracted by the glaze and fine product—
Italian yarns—that the tassar industry suffered 
a great loss. Of course tassar is also very fine 
after a few washings but in the market, people 
are attracted by such spurious things that 
simply glitter in the beginning. It is in that way 
that they made and disposed of foreign cloth 
under the name of Bhagalpur cloth. Now I am 
asking the hon. Minister if there can be any 
way found out to get the matter enquired into 
and to revive the tassar industry of Bhagalpur. 
Even though almost dead it is the tassar of 
Bhagalpur that still inspires the people there. If 
the people hear that it is the Bhagalpur cloth, 
they at once go in for that because they are so 
much attracted by the name of Bhagalpur cloth, 
although that cloth may be spurious and arti-
ficial. 

I would therefore like the hon. Minister to 
enquire into the matter thoroughly and see if 
the tassar industry can be protected in any 
way. If protection is really meant to be given to 
the indigenous industries of the country, then I 
should say it is the tassar industry of 
Bhagalpur which requires special attention of 
Government. I may also suggest that if 
necessary, the Bihar Government can also be 
pulled up but in any case the tassar industry 
should be kept alive. This is the only point that 
I have to bring to the notice of the Government 
and I am sure something will be done in this 
direction. 

SHRI   C. G. K.  REDDY :    Sir,   I shell try 
to confine myself only to one 
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or two fundamental principles that I feel ought 
to underlie a measure of this sort. Sir, it is 
recognised that a certain amount of protection 
should be given to certain industries in any 
country. But we have to lay down the 
fundamental policy that should guide the 
affording of protection. Sir, every kind of 
protection should not be mistaken to be 
nationalism, because many evils go under the 
garb of nationalism, particularly in this country 
today. There are certain industries which have 
been getting protection from foreign 
competition not only under this Government 
which is nationalistic as it is supposed to be, 
but also in a Government which was foreign to 
the soil and foreign to the interests of this 
country. Such industries are continuing to get 
protection today. The point that I am trying to 
make out is this. It is not in the name of 
nationalism that we should try to protect 
industries. We should see that that industry 
which we protect really improves and makes 
our economy progressive to the extent that we 
want. 

Now, Sir, there is another fundamental 
aspect of this question and that is that we 
cannot extend protection for ever. There should 
be a time limit for this protection. If you go on 
extending protection for a particular industry, in 
all likelihood that industry will never grow and 
it is not going to benefit the people of this 
country. And so far as the protection itself is 
concerned I should like to oppose any 
protection that the country would like to give to 
industries—key industries, if I may say so—
which tend to become centres of power and 
which tend to accumulate more and more 
capital. That, I should like to oppose. But on the 
question of decentralised cottage industries I 
would say that all such industries should get 
protection against foreign competition. Why I 
say 'key industries which tend to accumulate 
capital and which become tomorrow or the day 
after high power centres of power' is because of 
the policy that I had   already   put   before   this   
House 

during the Budget consideration that such 
large scale industries are not going to fit in 
into the economic policy of this country which 
we should lay down for this country at the pre-
sent moment. 

Sir, there are certain items in this Bill in 
regard to which I should like to know from the 
hon. Minister whether the products that he 
proposes to protect are being produced today 
or have been produced for some time or are 
proposed to be produced hereafter. Because it 
is a very common practice in this country, a 
very evil practice, if I may say so, to get pro-
tection first and start production afterwards. I 
should like to know how many of the items 
under 63(30) are today being produced in this 
country. I do know, Sir, a little of steel and 
such things. I do not know whether items such 
as high speed steel and steel of 10% and more 
of manganese and other rare alloy steels are 
being produced in this country. I feel that 
many of these items are not today being 
produced. On this, we should like to have 
information from the hon. Minister. 

When I am on this, I would say we must 
discourage this practice of affording protection 
to products that are going to be produced or are 
proposed to be produced, because that gives 
rise to a lot of evil practice. I do not remember 
the particular company, but I think I saw in a 
prospectus which was published, wherein they 
had said that the Government of India 
proposed to give protection to that industry and 
therefore the industry would be giving 
adequate profits to the shareholders. Now, that 
sort of thing, we must see, is stopped now. If it 
has been the practice before to give protection 
to products which were proposed to be 
produced but sometimes not produced at all, 
that practice should stop now. 

When I am discussing that items 63 (30), Sir, 
there is another fundamental thing that comes 
under our consideration, Now, 63(30) (iii)-pio% 
or more of 
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manganese—there are two classifications for it 
: (a), of British manufacture—30%, (b) not of 
British manufacture—42%. I know there are 
certain things that we are suffering under. 
There are certain restrictions—shall I say 
agreements with Britain. On another subject 
before this House in this session, we had raised 
the point, I think, in the matter of the Common-
wealth and also in the matter of Imperial 
Preference. All the eloquence of the Leader of 
the House could not set our fears at rest. But 
the point can be raised at the moment. Do we 
impose a tariff of only 30% on British goods 
because British goods are far superior than 
non-British goods, or are we imposing a 
smaller amount of tax on British goods because 
we continue to be under the infamous system 
of Imperial Preference ? 

PROF. G. RANGA : We will get something  
in   return. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : What, I should like 
to know, is : "Are we going to continue this 
policy ? " This is  also  a  fundamental  point. 

I have already referred to the things which 
are proposed to be produced. I should like to 
ask the hon. Minister for information on other 
items also— not merely in regard to item No. 
63(30) but also in the matter of other items 
which fall under 71(8) because I do not think 
that our country, for instance, is producing at 
the moment or can produce for some time to 
come diamond impregnated grinding wheels. 

Now, Sir, the import tariff should not work in 
such a manner that our consumer is affected. I 
have already said that we must give protection 
only to such industries which can give rise to 
other industries,—shall I say, those industries 
which are essential for the economy of this 
country and those should be decentralised 
industries. I would go further and say that at 
this moment if we find that we cannot go into 
decentralised economy immediately, let us by 
all means give protection to a new industry 
which is a basic industry which gives rise to 
other industries which are dependent on this 

iadustry. The bicycle industry, I do not know 
for how many years has been enjoying 
protection. This bicycle industry, if I am right, 
Sir, has been enjoying protection for the last 
six or seven years. I want to know what is the 
technical skill, and what are the other things 
that should go into the industry, which have 
been developed since the imposition ofthe 
import tariff in protection ofthe bicycle 
industry. 

I should like to say most emphatically that 
this tariff that we have imposed on bicycles of 
foreign manufacture is not for the protection of 
the bicycle industry but to inflate the profits of 
one single institution, which I shall not name 
here, but which has been infamous in this 
country. That should not be the policy of the 
Government. The policy of the Government 
should be that we give protection to industries 
which are essential and which will be able to 
develop skill and other things that are 
necessary for the industrial development of the 
country. For bicycle manufacture you need 
tubes, you need steel tubes, you need other 
parts and things which are produced by another 
basic industry. If at all protection should be 
given, we must give protection to a key 
industry which feeds other ancillary industries 
like the bicycle industry. Not to a fitting shop 
as our bicycle industry is today, and this 
industry has been enjoying protection for so 
many years. 

After all, if you give protection against a 
particular product of foreign manufacture, 
indirectly it is a tax on the consumer. I want to 
ask this House whether we should have conti-
nued to tax the cycle rider and the cycle owner 
for so many years past, and should continue to 
tax him for many years to come. The cycle 
rider, Sir, if I may say, is not a privileged 
person. He is a common man. He is a man who 
cannot afford much money. If you are giving 
protection to the bicycle industry, the price of 
bicycles naturally goes up and you are drawing 
this tax not from the foreign marker, 
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[Shri C. G. K. Reddy.] not from the 
foreigner, but from your own people who 
cannot pay this and you are not helping this 
industry to develop. Similarly you find in 
many of these things this aspect and I should 
like again to say that when we do give 
protection to an industry, we must see that it 
does not hit the consumer as far as possible. It 
can hit the consumer if we cannot avoid it. But, 
as I have already explained to you, Sir, 
protection to this one particular industry has hit 
the consumer, the under-privileged consumer, 
who cannot afford it and for years we have had 
no improvement in that industry at all. If after 
five years of protection— I am subject to 
correction again—this industry cannot stand on 
its own legs and compete with the foreign 
market, I say that this bicycle industry, this 
fitting shop, the like of which we have many 
millions in Delhi, should not deserve 
protection any longer. 

There is one other small point expanding 
from that and that is the question of zip 
fasteners and other items. Now I want to know 
from the hon. Minister for Commerce whether 
he thinks the manufacture of zip fasteners is 
such an important thing in our country. Is the 
zip fastener industry so essential that it should 
be given protection ? If people want to buy zip 
fasteners, they can buy in the foreign market. 
Many people are not buying them and he has 
admitted that he is giving protection to two 
institutions which are going to produce, 
calculated according to the Tariff Commission, 
four times more than what we require today. 

I want to know, Sir, what is the policy of 
this Government. Do they want to give 
protection to certain institutions alone in the 
name of protection of national industries, and 
thereby hit the consumer who is going to pay 
for it ? Can such a step take us towards 
industrial development ? I cannot imagine, Sir, 
how the manufacture of zip fasteners is going 
to make this country progress rapidly in   the   
industrial  sphere ? 

As I said earlier, the restriction has already 
been imposed on us that this is a money Bill, 
and therefore our discussion has to be restricted 
in scope. I only want to emphasise three things 
; firstly, decentralization of industries, 
secondly, protection to cottage industries and 
thirdly, the interests of the consumer. The 
fundamental point that should underlie import 
tariffs should be this, namely, that we should 
develop our industries rather than simply 
protect certain industrial institutions. Also, Sir, 
where it hits the consumer, and where it is not 
likely to improve a particular industry, we must 
see that that industry does not have any 
protection. 

SHRI M. VALIULLAH (Mysore) : What 
about  the  silk  industry ? 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : I would say that the 
silk industry should not have the protective 
duties, if it is not able to stand on its own legs, 
even after so many years. If you are going to 
produce silk, for whom are you producing it ? 
Not for poor people, but only for a certain 
section of the people. They can as well go in 
for any other kind of silk. Why should we be 
parochial against our own country's interest 
and give protection to an industry which 
refuses to grow ? As my time is up, with this I 
end my speech. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The time allotted for the 
consideration of this Bill is 21/2 hours. We 
started the discussion at 9 "20 a.m. today. I 
propose to call on Mr. T. T. Krishnamachari to 
answer at ir-15 a.m. So we have fifteen minutes 
left. We can have three Members to talk, each 
for five minutes. Now I call upon Mr. Inait 
Ullah. 

11 a. m. 

KHWAJA INAIT ULLAH   (Bihar  ) 
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[For English translation, see Appendix I, 
Annexure No. 27.] 

SHRI P. V. NARAYANA : This Tariff Bill, 
Sir, is a three-fold affair. It gives us revenue, 
and it protects some of our industries when we 
are unable to compete with foreign industries, 
and the third and most important .thing is that it 
also shares our foreign policy as well. We have 
the revenue tariff, the protective duties, standard 
and preferential, and also the retaliatory tariff. 
Our Communist friends have always been 
saying that we give a preferential treatment to 
Britain and- the United States of America. 
Before independence, we were  giving a   
preferential treatment 
1 A    CK3S\ 

1 respect of the things imported from iritish 
manufacturers, and that treatment is continued 
even now.   We are n   independent   country,   
simply   a nember of the Commonwealth ; the 
noment we do not want it, we can go )ut of it ; it 
is   a unilateral arrange-nent.    Still we continue 
that preference br   British   goods.    For   
instance,   it s proposed in this Bill, under item 
No. 63(30)   under   3(iii) to have 30% ad 
valorem duty for goods of British manufacture,   
and   42%   ad   valorem duty for goods not of 
British manu-facrure.   In these British goods,   
why should we lose to the extent of 12% ? Are 
we not still continuing a policy that was started 
by the British ?   It does not mean that the 
Government should   encourage   Russia   and   
other countries   to   send   us   goods.      We 
should get our imported goods from all countries 
alike.    There should be 110 preferential 
treatment in this matter. I hope the Government 
will soon come forward with another Amending 
Bill, to set right all these things, and remove   the   
preferential   treatment   in respect   of    any   
particular   country. Coming   now   to   zips.    It 
is   already paying a   revenue   duty* of  31 \   
per cent.     This has been converted into a 
protective duty.    I really wonder why the hon.    
Minister said that the zip manufacture is in need 
of a protective duty.    It has been paying a 
revenue duty, including surcharge,   of     31J per 
cent.    It has not at all been increased even by a 
rupee, and so it is a mere conversion of the 
existing revenue duty   into  a  protective  duty.    
That does not mean that the Government are not   
anxious   to   help   that   industry. Even in the 
zip industry, there are several items and some of 
the items do   not enjoy even this   31J per cent. 
They   enjoy   only   25   per   cent.    If they are 
really anxious to protect this industry,   they  
must   impose   a   protective   duty  uniformly.   
As   regards the   grinding  wheels   industry,   I   
do not know why some of the items have been 
omitted.    The whole list could have been kept 
intact so that it could enjoy protection for some 
more years. About the sericulture industry, for 
the j first time protection was given in the 
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[Shri P. V. Narayana] year  1934.    It was 

extended by five years  from  time  to  time.     It  
was extended  from   1945.    Why  do   you 
want it to go on till the end of 1954 ? Only a 
few people benefit by the sericulture industry.    
It is  not a thing for the man in the street, and 
though 18 years have elapsed, this industry 
could not progress much.    That means you are 
simply extending the protection.   They have 
remained idle.   They are not anxious to 
compete with any market.    The sericulture 
industry has been   enjoying   protection   since   
the year 1934.    It has no claim for further 
protection for a further period.   As regards 
bicycles, Mr. Reddy has said that it has been 
enjoying protection since the last  io or  15  
years.    For the first time protection was given 
to it in the year 1947.    I am speaking subject to 
correction.    I am referring to motor cycles and 
other cycles.    This is  a  poor  man's  vehicle.    
Protection has been given to it for five years to 
come.    It really is in need of better protection 
hereafter, and for a period of 5 or io years more.    
I hope Government will see to this.    I request 
Government to see that all the preferential    
treatment   to   which   I   have referred   as  
unnecessary    should be eliminated.   Thank 
you, Sir. 

SHRi KISHEN CHAND (Hyderabad) : Sir, 
I just want to point out one fact, that when we 
give protection to an Indian industry, instead of 
protecting the industry, we are virtually 
protecting the foreign industry. Foreign 
companies, who have got organizations in this 
country, take advantage of this protection and 
establish branches all over the country, 
bringing in their capital and their staff. The 
hon. gentleman, who has spoken just'now, said 
that we on this sid; of the House do not 
welcome foreign capital. I do not mind, Sir, 
getting foreign capital, but only under certain 
restrictions, under certain controls. This type of 
unlimited import of foreign capital is damaging 
our industry, especially the small-scale 
industry. I will give you one example which 
has been   quoted by an hon. 

Member of this House. He referred to a big 
glass factory which is going to bring out big 
machines, which will employ only 200 
labourers; it will kill nearly 20 Indian factories, 
employing thousands of workers. If you want to 
protect the large Indian labour which is being 
employed simply because our factories are run 
on cottage industry, lines, we must ban the 
import of these foreign concerns, who want to 
mechanise our industries and deprive labour of 
their wages. 

Sir, there is another point that I want to 
bring to your notice. It is well known that the 
Congress Party and the Socialist Party are 
wedded to the idea of nationalisation of in-
dustries. We want eventually to nationalise 
every industry in this country. We cannot do it 
today because of lack of personnel or lack of 
capital. If we permit these foreign concerns to 
open their factories and bring in their capital, 
what is going to be our position in the future ? 
Sir, it has been pointed out that the U.S.S.R, 
also imported foreign capital. We know, Sir, 
that after some time they confiscated the 
foreign capital and that led to all sorts of 
international complications. Do we want a 
similar thing to happen in our country ? Does 
the Congress envisage a time when they are 
going to confiscate all this foreign capital ? If 
they envisage such a thing, we do not mind it ; 
let foreign capital come in. If they are going to 
confiscate it, it will be an advantage to the 
wealth of this country ; but if we are going to 
repay it in future, at very high prices, with all 
the profits added at a higher level, then 
certainly I will submit that we should not 
permit the import of foreign   capital. 

PANDIT S. S. N. TANKHA : Mr. Chairman, 
I rise to support the Bill, but in doing so I do 
not find myself in agreement with the proposal 
to grant protection to the zip industry in the 
nanner suggested. My reasons for saying so 
are. these.    To my mind,, 

945 



947 Indian Tariff [ 31 MAY 1952 ] (Second Amendment) Bill      948 
protection should only be given to such 
industries in the country as are essential for the 
needs and requirements of the country and its 
people, the idea behind it being to encourage 
the local manufacture of such necessary articles 
and to protect them from foreign competition. 
The idea of giving protection to industries does 
not mean that protection should be given to 
each and every article that is manufactured in 
the country, whether it be essential for our 
needs or not. As I have said, Sir, the mere fact 
that an industry has been set up in the country 
and manufactures articles which are imported 
into the country from outside does not entitle it 
to be given protection. If this were done, then 
each and every article which is manufactured in 
the country would have to be protected by grant 
of protection. The test in each case should be, 
what really is the need of the country, and 
whether that particular article for which we are 
going to give protection is needed for the use of 
the people of this country. If, Sir, we find that 
certain articles have begun to be manufactured 
in the country which are not really needed by 
the nation and which can be eliminated from 
our use, the better course to adopt would be that 
not only no protection be given to that Indian 
industry, but also that the import of such 
articles from outside should be prohibited by 
imposition of heavy import duty rather than that 
protection be given to that article manufactured 
in this country with a view to providing it for 
the use of the nation. Taking this as the real test 
for giving protection, we have to see whether 
zip has a place in the needs of this country. We 
have to see what is the dress of India as a 
whole. To my mind, Sir, the dress of India is 
dhotie and kurta. The kitrta in a shorter size, 
with half sleeves, which is commonly used by 
the peasants throughout the country is known as 
handi. Has zip any place in this ? We see that 
kurta is worn by everyone of us, with buttons in 
it. Bandi is worn with buttons in it. Where, Sir, 
is the necessity of the substitution of these 

buttons by a zip, whether manufactured outside 
India or manufactured in our own country ? In 
other parts of India where dhoties and kurtas 
alone are not worn, but achkan and pyjamas 
also are used as in the U. P., namely the dress 
worn by me, or as in the Punjab where 
European style suit is commonly worn, even in 
all such places the zip has no place in the dress 
of our country and as such does not deserve 
protection. Is it mesnt that the achkan will 
hereafter have zip fasteneis or the coats worn 
by the Punjabis will have zip instead of buttons 
? Even if it be the intention to do so on the part 
of some people I see no real need for 
protection to the zip fastener industry   in   the   
country. 

Now let us look at the dress of cur women 
folk. I find that even there the zip has no place, 
except in the case of those ladies who have 
become westernised and have taken to the use 
of blouses, in which zip is used, Therefore Sir, I 
say that the question of granting protection to 
the zip fastener industry in our country needs 
further examination in the light of my sub-
mission, and with these observations Sir, I 
commend the Bill for the acceptance of the 
Council. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : I am 
grateful to the House for having made my task 
considerably easy in view of the fact that 
several hon. Members spoke on subjects which 
have really no bearing on the Bill before the 
House. But on one particular matter my sym-
pathies are entirely in tune with the feelings 
voiced by hon. Members of this House. Their 
idea of approach to this Bill and questioning 
whether it is a Money Bill or not seems to have 
arisen from the fact that hon. Members feel that 
they should have an opportunity of discussing 
the taxation and commerce policy of the 
Government, since they did not have such an 
opportunity for such a discussion in the general 
discussion on the Budget. So far as I am 
concerned I am entirely in the hands of my hon. 
colleague, the 
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[Shri T. T. Krishnamachari ] Leader of the 
House and if at any future date, when the 
House meets, an opportunity could be 
provided, so that the policy of the Ministry 
which I have the honour to represent in this 
House could be made clear and criticisms in-
vited thereon, I should be most happy to 
accommodate the House. 

In the preamble I said that much of what 
hon. Memb -rs have said need not be dealt with 
at this stage. The major issues raised regarding 
foreign capital and Imperial Preference I 
propose to deal with later. I shall now attempt 
to deal with some of the points raised by hon. 
Members. 

M". Bimal C:>nur Ghose raised a nxr.oer of 
issues about waac tariff authority is watching 
the course of protection. It seemed to me that he 
was familiar with the recommendations of the 
Fiscal Commission in this regard and also the 
existence of Section 15 of the Tariff 
Commission Act. That section puts an 
obligation on the Tariff Commission to look 
into the protected industries to see how they 
bshave, how they thrive and all the rest of it. 
Apparently my hon. friend wants something 
more than this obligation cast on the Tariff 
Commission. My hon. friend would recognise 
that a multiplication of bodies for certain 
specific interests would mean a further addition 
to the expenditure now incurred by the 
Exchequer on administration. He will have to 
leave it to such facilities as the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry have and their own 
reaction to public sentiment and public opinion 
in this matter to make them draw the attention 
of the Tariff Commission from time to time to 
the question as to whether they should exercise 
their mind on particular problems in regard to 
protected industries. At the moment I cannot 
conceive of any organisation being created on 
the lines suggested by the hon. Member. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : Would the hon. 
Minister tell us what is the improvement that 
this famous bicycle industrv has made during 
the last five years ? 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : 
I shall come to the bicycle industry later. There 
is no use being premature in these matters. My 
hon. friend Bimal Comar Ghose spoke about 
certain industries, where he said the potential 
capacity of the industry was far ahead of the 
demand and he cited the case of soap, vanaspati 
and the lamp industries. I am not in a position to 
speak authoritatively on the subject. In a 
consumption industry there are several factors. 
The propensity to consume on the part of the 
consumer which, in economic terms, nobody has 
been able to assess exactly is undoubtedly a fact. 
Today the purchasing capacity of the people has 
gone down and once it goes down in regard to 
certain things which are just on the border of 
luxury and necessity (such as soap, vanaspati or 
lamps) where the consumption drops, it may be 
that these industries started in anticipation of 
consumer demand which would progressively 
rise and they are now faced with a situation 
where, with a slight recession in prices of many 
commodities and perhaps with all that follows in 
the shape of unemployment, and also the 
purchasing power of the lower middle class 
people, who by and large are the real consumers 
of these articles, having dropped, they find that 
the production of their industry is something in 
excess of the demand—a fact which I am not 
prepared to admit without examination. But we 
are not really controlling these things here. The 
Government is not set on a mission to allow 
industries to produce just enough of what we 
will consume. That is the business of private 
enterprise. To find out what they produce would 
be consumed is the onus of private enterprise. If 
some time later it happens that Government 
nationalised all these industries we may put 
ourselves in the same position as private 
enterprise trying to estimate the demand, 
opening out factories and arranging for 
production. The hon. Member who is very well 
informed must realise that in our economy, if he 
is interested in the soap or vanaspati industry, he 
ought to know better about these things.    So it 
is a matter in which 
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the Government cannot equate the demand and 
supply and arrange for supply on that basis. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE : May I   ask 
a question................  

MR. CHAIRMAN : No questions now. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : The hon. 
Member dealt with foreign participation, which 
I shall deal with at the end. 

What I have said about these industries also 
applies to the electric lamp industry. 

Mr. Rajah has accused us of a weak-kneed 
policy. We are perhaps weak-kneed people and 
therefore we are following a weak-kneed 
policy. When we feel that the knee has to be 
strengthened I shall ask for some kind of a 
garter to be put on the knee. At the present 
moment we are here for good or for ill. You 
have to get on with us and if you find our 
policy weak-kneed do by all means give us 
some strength. 

I shall deal with Mr. Bhupesh Gupta at the 
end. My hon. friend on my right, Mr. Braja 
Kishore Prasad Sinha, was extremely helpful 
and I am very grateful to him, but I think he did 
mention something about special steels and the 
gap between the local demand and what is 
being produced. This is a very difficult 
question. The special steels industry about 
which I think reference was made by another 
hon. Member also is a highly technical 
industry. I could here refer to what my hon. 
friend from Mysore said. In this particular 
instance he wanted to know whether there were 
any particular factories which are not 
producing but which have been given 
protection. I would invite his attention to the 
report of the Tariff Board where at page 37 a 
summary of its conclusions is given— he need 
not read the entire report— and he will find 
that the only plant which has been mentioned 
and which is supposed to be set up in the future 
is the plant that is to be set up by the 

Mysore Iron and Steel Works. He will have a 
special interest, I have no doubt, if he belongs 
to Mysore, in regard to this particular plant and 
he should be more than glad that a venture, 
which is a Mysorean venture, and which 
proposes to expand, gets benefit by way of 
protection. 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : I belong to the 
whole country, not only to Mysore. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : Well, my 
views are rather narrow. I cannot rise to the 
cosmopolitan heights to which my hon. friend 
can, but in regard to this particular industry 
theie is a certain amount of difficulty. It is not a 
question of our being able to relate the demand 
to the supply because there are other factors. It 
is of strategic importance, so we have to 
support this industry. At the same time the 
subsidiary industries which depend upon the 
special steel, like the machine tool industry, are 
faced with a proposition that if they buy special 
steel made in India and manufacture machine 
tools they are not able to compete with 
machine tools which are manufactured 
elsewhere and imported into this country. And 
here we have a pregnant example of the adage : 
what is meat to one person is poison to another. 
The whole task of Government and the Tariff 
Commission is to synthesize the various needs 
and to see how far we could help a local and 
strategic industry to grow. 

In regard to the point made by my hon. 
friend and an old colleague of mine, Shri 
Kailash Bihari Lall, about sericulture, 
especially in relation to Bhagalpur tassars, I 
think the obvious thing to do would be that 
when the Tariff Commission takes up further 
investigation of this question, which they might 
in the second half of this year, he should get the 
interests which are concerned with the 
Bhagalpur tassar industry to bring to the notice 
of the Tariff Commission the needs of that 
particular industry. I have no doubt the Tariff 
Commission will give adequate attention when 
this matter is brought to their notice. 
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The hon. Mr. Reddy from Mysore 

has touched on various things.    I do 
not mean my colleague, Mr.  K.  C. 
Reddy   but   the   gentleman   on   the 
opposite side. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN : He is  also  a 
colleague. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : 
He made many points which are of very 
general significance. As I said, these 
are things which will be discussed 
when policy is discussed, and as I said, 
if the hon. Leader of the House pro 
vides an opportunity, that would be the 
proper time to discuss these questions. 
He is particularly keen about the bicycle 
industry and wants to know whether 
this scheme, this conspiracy on the part 
of the Tariff Board, aided and abetted 
by the Government of India, is for the 
pur-pose pf protecting the industry 
owned by some particular interest. 
Well, I could tell him this today : I 
think before tht end of the year there 
would be five factories producing bi 
cycles in this country and I would 
mention the nam;s if he likes ......................  

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : No, no. 
I know that. Sir, on a point of ex 
planation. I know the waole industry 
constitutes many other factories but 
I refer to that institution which first 
enjoj ;ct>on and has enjoyed it 
for the last five years. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : 
I might deal with it in my own incomplete and 
inefficient way. The names of these factories 
are : 

The Hind Cycles, Bombay. 
The Hindustan Cycle Factory, Patna. 
The Sen-Raleigh Factory in Asansol. 

The Atlas Cycle Factory in Sonepat near 
Delhi. 

The T. I. Cycles, Madras. 

SHRI H. D. RAJAH : On a point of 
information. Are these factories producing 
cycles or are they assembling them ? 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : My 
friend is a bit premature. The position is 
between these factories they are expected to 
produce 4 to 4$ Iakh cycles when they are in 
full production. What they really produce is in 
various stages. For instance, the T. I. Cycles in 
Madras are backed by a corporation of world 
reputation for producing cycle tubes, and that 
particular difficulty which was mentioned by an 
hon. Member—whether we would produce 
cycle tubes or get the tubes from somewhere 
and assemble them—will be remedied when 
that concern goes into production. Similarly, the 
Sen-Raleigh, I understand, have also the 
necessary facilities for making tubes ; they de 
make many things—it may be that they are 
importing also some things. Ancillary things do 
not grow all of a sudden. For instance, an 
industry for the purpose of manufacturing free 
wheels and chains is in the process of being 
established at Asansol under the auspices of 
some German collaborators. Only when the 
basic industry is established will the ancillary 
industry come into being. The Sonepat factory 
also makes saddles—they may not be good 
initially but they will improve, but because of 
the basic industry that ancillary industry has 
come into being. Tne question of 
industrialisation is a very complex affair and it 
is hardly possible for us to discuss it in the 
course of an hour or two of debate. And each 
industry has a peculiarity of its own. Tnat is 
why we have committed the task to a- body like 
the Tariff Commission which has experts on it, 
which devotes attention particularly to these 
things. That Commission is being manned by 
real experts that are available in this country. If 
you take an isolated instance and say there is 
something wrong somewhere, and from the 
opinion of one hon. Member the G6vernment is 
asked to explain, all that I can say is that the 
hon. Member is better educated and some of us 
have got ourselves to be educated in this regard. 

The last speaker was from Uttar Pradesh—I 
understand his name ' is Tankha—I quite 
sympathise with him. His  incursion  into  
sartorial fashions 
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was very interesting.    It was all the more 
interesting when he advocated kurta and /dhoti 
when he himself was wearing a coat which was 
absolutely creaseless.   But   the   
consideration" of really why an industry is 
protected is not because of the essentiality of 
what it   manufactures—that   is   a   primary 
thing.    In the case of strategic industries like 
alloy and special steel we give . a heavy 
measure of protection, but in the case of 
ordinary consumer industries we allow them to 
come in because they provide employment.    
They will provide the luxury needs of the 
people and luxury  needs  of the  people,  in  the 
opinion of people like myself, is a very 
necessary factor in human life.    Human life 
cannot be constructed into the same pattern—
there should be   some difference.   My     hon.  
friend was  saying something about kurta and  
dhoti—I may feel that even dhoti and kurta 
may not be necessary and a loin cloth alone 
will do.    It is a question of degree of 
difference.    But the policy of Government in 
regard to granting of protection or allowing 
industries to start is clear : if there is waste of 
national wealth we will put a ban, but if there is 
no waste we will let them do what they like and 
we     will     not.   insist   on   austerity -
standards in this regard. 

One other suggestion was in regard to 
making the import policy a machine or a means 
by which we could grant protection. Sir, if that 
is the real basis of how protection is to be 
granted then .we need not have a Tariff 
Commission, we need not have a Fiscal Com-
mission. The whole idea is that the executive 
should not by reason of its own powers grant 
protection to particular interests. What will 
happen then is that I shall lay myself to the 
charge that my hon. friend Mr. Reddy might 
make that some vested interest, political or 
otherwise, would mould my import policy in 
such a manner that it will get indirect 
protection. That is why the , executive is 
divesting itself of the power of granting 
protection and handing it over to a statutory 
body like the Tariff Commission which will 
recommend protection. That recommendation 
will be documentary.    It will be   a public 

document for everybody to see and the 
recommendation of that body will only be 
tempered by Government's decision, but not 
wholly ignored or gone contrary to. I should 
like to tell hon. Members, the exigencies of 
balance of payments will certainly dictate the 
import policy of my Ministry. It may be 
incidental that certain industries will benefit but 
it cannot be helped. It may be in framing my 
import policy I will say, well, these are the 
goods that are available in the country, so I 
shall save foreign exchange for the purpose of 
buying goods which are not produced in the 
country. But I shall not frame my import policy 
with a view to helping particular industries. The 
policy might negatively benefit them, but there 
will be no positive direction of this policy in 
order to make it a protective affair. 

I now come to the final question of foreign 
capital and Imperial Preference, 

SHRI C. G. K. REDDY : The hon. Minister 
promised to give us an idea of the 
improvement effected in the quality of the 
Indian cycles. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : My 
promise was carried out to the extent of my 
ability. There are five factories working today ; 
I also mentioned there are factories which 
manufacture tubes; which manufacture forks, 
handle bars, pedals, mud guards, etc. I said 
there are incidental and ancillary industries 
coming into the picture. If my hon. friend 
wants me to focus my attention on any 
particular aspect, it is a task which I cannot 
undertake. 

Now, Sir, I come to the last question. My 
hon. friend Mr. Bhupesh Gupta delivered a 
speech which probably I might have delivered 
about twenty years back. I felt all the time that 
he was speaking in his fluent and brilliant 
language, that he was born about fifteen years 
earlier. The speech was somewhat mistimed 
and in the context of events which are taking 
place around us it has no relevance. But that is 
not what appeals to my hon. friend. I know 
what my hon. friend wants. My hon. friend is 
not averse to foreign 
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coming—I have no doubt at all about it. My 
hon. friend would certainly be very enthusiastic 
if tomorrow the Government of India arrange 
for the starting of certain concerns with 
countries with whom he is friendly. So far as I 
am concerned I treat all foreign countries alike. 
What he would like me to do is to treat certain 
people in one way and certain other people in a 
different way. If I allow foreign capital to 
flourish in this country to help the industries in 
this country, well, I think it is less dangerous 
than to allow foreign manufactured ideas from 
being given currency in this country. It is less 
dangerous than Cominform dictates, put into 
words and publicised in this country. 

Well, my hon. friend could have got all the 
publicity that he wanted. It would probably 
have been better if we had arrangements to 
televise his gesticulations. That I think is the 
real basis of my hon. friend's complaint. If it is 
a genuine complaint I am quite prepared to 
deal with it. 

Here is a statement of policy made by the 
Prime Minister of India and the Leader of my 
party on the 6th April 1949. Well, that policy 
still holds good. I do not mean to say it is like 
the law of the Persians and Medes. It will have 
to be shaped, reshaped according to the 
exigencies of the time—may be we will revise 
it. But that is the basis on which we are 
proceeding today. My hon. friend opposite may 
not like it. If you do not like it, there is nothing 
more to be said about it. He may say these 
people are following a policy which has been 
underlined by the Prime Minister of India in 
1949 and that it is wrong. Well, I do not accept 
it is wrong. If the hon. Member does not agree 
with me, there is nothing more to be said about 
it. 

Sir, in regard to Imperial Preference, it is an 
old stick which we were using to beat the 
British with. But today it has no validity. I 
would in this connection refer to sub-clause (4) 
and the 

proviso to Section 3 of the Tariff Act. Today 
there is no question of Imperial Preference in 
that sense of the word. It is a matter which can 
be revised. We have been agitating for the 
dropping of that word. It is not now called 
Imperial Preference. It is called Com-
monwealth Preference. If today we-do not feel 
as much about it, it is because it is not really 
affecting our industries. 

SHRI H. I>. RAJAH: Does the Ottawa Pact of 
Mr. Shanmukham Chetty still hold good with 
this Government ? 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : If my 
hon. friend prefers to live in 193L how can I 
help it ? I have not got a magician's wand to 
change his attitude of Rip Van Winkle. It is a 
mental background which still clings on to 
him. These are all cliches of those days which 
have no application today. 

But, so far as Imperial Preference is 
concerned, the position today is that 
international relations in regard to-tariffs and 
duties is governed by an agreement called 
GATT under which the participating countries 
have agreed to give certain preferences. Once 
we forego it, if we take away the items, we 
cannot bring it back. The mostfavoured-nation 
clause, as it is called^ is applicable to all the 
signatories of the GATT. This does not, 
however, prevent us from entering into bilateral 
treaties. We are arranging treaties with many 
countries, with U.S.S.R, and; countries round 
about U.S.S.R. We had a treaty with 
Czechoslovakia which is governed by exchange 
of specific duties. With Argentina we have a 
sort of a barter agreement, where the question of 
preferential duties do not come in. In this 
situation the question of Imperial Preference has 
really no particular- validity; The moment I feel 
that the British heel is still sitting tight on my 
back and coming in the way of my industries, I 
can tell my hon. friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, 
that I wilt be keener than he is to see that it is 
terminated. 

957 
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Therefore, it is more a matter of sentiment. 
My hon. friends opposite are suffering from a 
feeling of inferiority complex. The foreign 
interests are here today because we allow them 
to he here. They are in this country because 
they function under our rules and regulations. 
The moment we find that they use their 
diplomatic position in any way to interfere with 
the normal application of regulations, as it is 
today applied to Indian nations, they won't be 
here. And it is as much a warning to foreign 
interests as to my hon. friends who raise this 
ghost every now and then. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question is : 

That the Bill further to amend the Indian Tariff 
Act, 1934, as passed by the House of the People, 
be taken into consideration. 

The motion was adopted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : We have not to pass the 
Bill here : we have only to make 
recommendations. And so far as 
recommendations are concerned, we do not 
have any amendments to clauses 1 and 2. 
There is an amendment* to add a new clause 3. 
I think Mr. Bhupesh Gupta may formally move 
it. That is all, no speech. 

SHRI KRISHNA MOORTHY RAO : Sir, I 
rise to a point of order. This amendment is not 
relevant. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : It has been permitted. 
You can have it voted down. 

SHRI J. R. KAPOOR : Sir, it may have been 
permitted by you provisionally. But we would 
very much wish that only after hearing the 
point of order that we have to put before you 
for your consideration, you may give your final 
decision. 

*By Shri Bhupesh Gupta : That this Council 
lecommends to the House of the People that 
after clause 2 the following be added as clause 3 
:— 

"3. Notwithstanding anything contained in 
any other Act for the time being in force, no 
foreign national or foreign business or indus-
trial concern may have any interest as owner, 
partner, managing agent or shareholder in any 
iduustry or concern protected under the i.dian 
Tariff Act of 1934"- 

MR.   CHAIRMAN :     Very   well. Go 
ahead. 

SHRI J. R. KAPOOR : What we have to 
submit is that this amendment which has been 
provisionally admitted by you, Sir, does not 
come within the scope and object of the 
amending Bill which is before us for 
consideration We are called upon to make our 
recommendations to the other House only in 
respect of the provisions of the Bill which has 
been adopted by the other House. The limited 
scope of that Bill is that certain protective 
duties are sought to be imposed and certain 
other protective duties which are still in force 
are sought to be continued. That is the limited 
scope of the amending Bill. Anything which 
goes beyond the scope of this Bill is certainly 
not in order. That is what I would respectfully 
submit. It is a well established principle and 
rule that no amendment can be moved, the 
implication of which is to amend the original 
Act and not the amending Bill. This is a very 
important point which needs your considera-
tion. We would therefore earnestly request that 
you might be pleased to consider this question 
and give your ruling accordingly. Otherwise, 
hereafter, when an amending Bill comes before 
us, if a rambling sort of discussion is allowed, 
there will be no end and it will lead us to a very 
difficult and embarrassing position. 

SHRI KRISHNA MOORTHY RAO : 
Sir, I would like to invite your attention * to 
rule 82(1) wa^h says that "an amendment shall 
oe within the scope of the Bill and relevant to 
the subject matter of rite clause to which it 
relates." I would lay emphasis on tbe words "the 
clause to which it relates." This amendment 
does not refer to any clause at all. There are oriy 
two clauses, 1 and 2, in this Bill What the hon. 
Member seeks to d) is to add a new clause. So it 
does not relate to any clause in the Bill, aid 
under the second 

portion of the rule it is irrelevant and 
inadmissible. 
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There is one more thing. The amendment 
must be within the scope of the Bill. The scope 
of the Bill here is, to give protection to certain 
industries that are already existing. If you go 
through the amendment—it would perhaps be 
relevant under the Companies Act or when the 
Industrial Policy of the Government of India is 
considered—it refers to management, holding 
of shares, foreign capital and floatation of 
companies. I submit that it is absolutely 
irrelevant, and under clause (i) of rule 82 it is 
not admissible. I do not know if I have to take 
it that you have already admitted it. But I 
consider, Sir, that it is irrelevant and should not 
be admitted. 

SHRI B. GUPTA : May I give an answer, 
Sir, in defence of my amendment ? I find that 
there is some misconception in the Congress 
Benches. Perhaps my point has gone home. It 
has been contended by .the speaker before the 
last one that this is outside the scope of the 
Bill. I would submit it is not. Because, the Bill 
is concerned with the protection of industries. 
And I have brought in an amendment which 
relates to the protection of industries. We are 
not prepared to accept any interpretation that is 
given by the Congress Benches as to what 
'protection' means 'Protection' is an English 
word, it has its natural meaning, and I submit, 
Sir, that when you interpret a clause you 
should interpret it in a manner that broadens 
the scope of the subject-matter. 

It has also been contended that a new clause 
cannot be added and that it is not permissible. I 
submit thai a new clause can be easily added. 
There have been many pieces of legislation in 
the country which have been amended by 
adding new clauses. So long as the clause is 
consistent with the purview and scope of the 
Bill and relates to the subject-matter of the Bill, 
the clause is admissible as an amendment. 

Therefore, I would request you to rule out 
the submissions made by the 

Congress Party to silence me on the score of 
the amendment. 

SHRI T. T. KRISHNAMACHARI : 
I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that 
the amendment has no relation to tne Act itself, 
leave alone the amending Bill. I quite see the 
point raised by the hon. Member before me in 
regard to the amendment of a particular clause 
being valid. Granting that, the whole Bill does 
not contemplate doing anything of the nature 
that this amendment seeks to do. And if you 
take the preamble of the original Act, Act 
XXXII of 1934, it says : "whereas it is 
expedient to consolidate the law relating tc cus-
toms duties on goods imported into or exported 
from the Provinces by sea and to customs 
duties on goods imported into or exported from 
the Provinces by land, it is hereby enacted as 
follows." Thus, a perusal of the Act will show 
to the mover of this amendment that the 
original Act itself does not contemplate 
allowing a provision of this nature within its 
body. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Well, I think that the 
point that has been raised, that an amendment 
shall be within the scope of the Bill and 
relevant to the subject-matter of the clause to 
which it relates, makes out that this is not an 
amendment to the clauses but that it is an 
additional clause which is proposed to be 
inserted. On a strict interpretation of the rules I 
feel that this amendment is out of order. Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta's point, that in future amend-
ments of Tariffs, etc. this general consideration 
about foreign interests and Imperial Preference 
should be taken into account, is already 
mentioned by him in his speech and so he may 
drop it. 

Now, that means we send up this Bill 
without any recommendation to the House of 
the People. 

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS :   Yes. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE : On a point of order, 
Sir. Has not the Bill to be finally passed ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : It is not necessary ; it is 
a Money Bill. 


