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SALES PROMOTION EMPLOYEES 
(CONDITIONS OF SERVICE) BLL— 

' Contd.

MH. SPEAKER The House will 
now take up further consideration 
of the following motion moved by 

'Shri K, V Raghunatha Reddy on the 
•9th January, 1976, namely.—

“That the Bill to regulate certain 
condition's of service of sales pro
motion employees m certain estab
lishments, as passed by Raiya Sa
bha, be taken into consideration ”
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SHRIMATI ROZA DESHPANDE 
(Bombay Central); Mr. Speaker, 
Sir, it is, a pity that even though the 
medical representatives in ihis coun
try have been demanding for years 
together that they should be covcred 
by the Industrial Disputes Act as 
workmen, today, you have just play
ed a hoax on them. Even after 28 
years of Independence, they are not 
protected and after just making a 
show that you are going to help them 
you had cut their throats. In fact, it 
would have been better if you had not 
done it. But, after doing it you have 
done a thing by which you are 
not going to cover
even 20 per cent of the medical re
presentatives in this country. I do 
not know who has supplied you with 
all kinds of statistics. I do not know
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whether for their intellectual satis
faction, they were giving you all 
kinds of statistics or what.

It you had gone into the real pay 
scales and the system under which 
the medical representatives are paid, 
you would not have introduced such 
a kind of ceiling, where no medical 
representative would be covered by 
this. For instance, today, there are
20,000 medical and sales representa
tives in this country. You would be 
covering hardly 20 per cent. Secondly, 
Sir, the total sales turnover of the 
multinational companies in this coun
try is Rs. 370 crores and out of this, 
70 per cent is accounted for by the 
multinational companies of the drug 
industry. But they hardly spend 5 
per cent on the salaries etc. of the 
medical and sales representatives. 
What do they get? Even an ordinary 
clerk in a monopoly concern in the 
drug and pharmaceutical industry 
gets more than Rs. 1200— 1300. Here, 
you are imposing a ceiling and say 
that inclusive of DA and basic wage, 
it should be Rs, 750. If a person is 
employed on commission, the ceiling 
is Rs. 9,000. I do not know by what 
method you have calculated this and 
by what arithmetic you have worked 
out this ceiling. As my friend has 
said, you could have increased the 
ceiling. You have increased it in 
the ESI scheme. You are doing it 
in the Payment of Wages Act. What 
is wrong here? Are not they workers? 
What do they get? You can very well 
imagine the plight of the medical re
presentatives. They have to work for 
10-12 hours a day. They get hardly 
Rs. 20—25 by way allowance. They 
are not the affluent section of indus- 
trial workers. They have to slog along. 
The way the drug and pharmaceuti
cal concerns are treating these medi
cal workers, we thought you would 
come to their help but instead of 
helping them, you are stabbing them 
in the back. I know the Minister is 
not going to yeild to any of our re
presentations or respond to our 
speeches, do not know how the medi-
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cal workers would be able to show 
their protest against these restrictions 
on  the part of Government

I would have really given you full 
statistical data of how the medical 
workers are paid You have not 
even spirt the emoluments Some
where DA rs Jrnked up But DA fluc^ 
tuates With this at a certain time, 
it is within the specified Rs 750 At 
any time the DA goes up and the 
total emoluments increase, the next 
month that worker will not be cover
ed by this If you could understand 
what I mean, the fluctuation in the 
DA will always change the status of 
these medical representatives To 
the majority of the medical workers 
even m the smaller Indian sector, any 
employer will just say ‘today you are 
being given 750 salary' Finished He 
is out of this He has no protection 
whatsoever These multi-nationals 
have been cutting the throats of these 
medical workers for such a Jong time 
giving them no facilities The em
ployers have no norms somewhere 
theie is commission somewhere there 
is basic pay plus DA, somewhere 
there is total salary, somewhere they 
ges, some kind of allowance 
Why could you not say that there 
should be a certain amount as basic 
salary instead of giving this grand 
total of Rs 750’  By what calculation 
have you come to this'' Have you 
taken a general revrew of what the 
medical workers are earning, what 
are they getting, how are they pro
tected, what bonus do they get’  They 
do not get bonus Somewhere they 
give incentive This incentive also 
fluctuates With all that, making 
such a grand gesture or helping the 
medical workers} you bring forward 
this kind of Bill At this rate, I do 
not know what way you are going to 
protect the workers m this country 
This whole drug industry is m the 
hands of multi-nationals who spend 
lakhs and crores on advertisements 
alone These are the medical work
ers who propagate their drugs How 
are you going to please them, protect 
them’  Those who are going out to

propagate the petty formulations of
these monopolists m this industry do 
not get even 5 per cent of what these 
monopolists spend on advertisements 
in terms of their salary and remu
neration With all that you have 
brought forward this Bill I am very 
sorry I cannot say anything more 
about it But I would not surely vote 
in favour of this Bill I would rather 
abstain

SHRI K  GOPAL (Karur) Mr 
ker I am happy to take part in the 
discussion on this Bill not because 
it is m the form in which I desire 
but because as one who belonged to 
the clan of salesmen once, I am hap
py to see some Bill has come at last 
Mrs Roza Deshpande pointed out the 
difficulties of medical representatives 
As one who has spent a substantial 
part of my youth as a salesman I 
woulld say one thing I icquest the 
hon Ministei to be considerate in the 
provisions of the Bill This Bill has 
been brought forward after the 
judge rnent ol the Supreme court two 
years ago regarding the working con
ditions of medical representatives 
Then the Committee of petitions of 
Rajya Sabha went into this matter 
and they said that something should 
be done for the benefit of medical re
presentatives and the salesmen in 
general so that they might be cover
ed by the Labour Acts I am sorry 
to say that m the form in which it has 
come the present Bill is not going to 
help any body Clause 1(4) says that 
it shall apply in the first instance to 
every establishment engaged in the 
phai maceutical industry I am 
happy about it so far as it goes But 
whv should it apply only to them’  
I concede that the subsequent clause 
gives power to extend it to other in
dustries I am not happy because it is 
going to benefit only twenty per cent 
of the medical representatives Is it 
because only the crying babies are to- 
be fed Only those who demand 
things get them? Do not the salesmen 
of other industries deserve considera
tion’  You could have brought other 
industries also under this at the same 
stroke



X6«  Sale§ Piwn. Km* PAUSA 22, 
ployets (Conds. o f Service) Bill

Secondly, Kajya Sabha had stated 
that the ends o f social justice to  that 
class o f people demand a suitable 
amendment to the definition o f the 
term workmen under the Industrial 
Disputes Act so that the medical re
presentatives were also covered by 
the term 'definition’ in the said 
A c t . . .

The Working Journalists Act has 
been suitably modified. But you say 
here that the total emoluments should 
not exceed Rs, 750. If there is an in
crease of Rs. 10 in my total emolu
ments and I get Rs. 760 in one month, 
*1 will cease to be workman for that 
month. If there is a reduction of my 
total emoluments to Rs. 740 in a 
month. I will be treated as a work
man. I do not understand this. Why 
should you keep a ceiling at all? 
The very purpose of the Bill will be 
defeated. More than 75 per cent of 
the medical representatives in the 
covin try aro getting total emoluments 
exceed mg Rs 750; so this Bil] is going 
to benefit hard I v 25 per cent of the 
people and within a couple of years 
perhaps they win also exceed that 
limit. I have given an amendment to 
clause (1) (iv) and (iv) and I do not 
konw whether the hon Minister will 
agree to that Unless you remove 
the ceiling the Bill will not meet the 
ends of justice. Even during the last 
session when this Bill was being in
troduced we represented to the hon. 
Minister and to the Prime Minister 
also. They did not give any assurance. 
But we were fondly hoping that the 
ceiling clause would be removed. I 
request the hon. Minister not to stick 
to the ceiling clause but to accept 
our amendments.

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI (Chirayink- 
i l ) : Sir, I fully share the views expres
sed by my colleague Mr, Gopal and also 
Mrsi. Deshpande. This Bill has been 
brought forward by the Government 
because of the report of the Petitions 
Committee and the judgement of the 
Supreme Court. I am afraid that the 
spirit in the above two documents is 
not contained in this Bill. I should 
like to ask one basic question: What
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is the logic behind, the eiling? There 
must be some logic when you are in
troducing a law. What is the ration
ale behind the fixation of the ceiling 
at 750? Will it cover the majority 
of the workers or not? It is with my 
knowledge—I do not know if the hon. 
Minister can refute whai. I say with 
statistics—that with this ceiling, the 
Bill will benefit only about 
20 per cent of the workers.
I do not want to go into 
more details. We have arrested smug
glers and tax evaders and black mar
keteers Still those people who have 
a monopoly grip on the drug indus
try are scot free.

Now, you have to arrest those peo
ple. We the Members of Parliament 
do not know the value of the medici
nes. I know that people have to pay 
so much money for the medicines as 
per the prescription given by a doc
tor. The drug manufacturers are 
making the highest profit. They are 
making a profit of 400 per cent out of 
which they spend about 25 per cent 
on advertisements alone. Such an in
dustry with high profit can easily 
take interest in the workers who are 
about 20,000 or 25,000. These workers 
for a long time have been claiming 
for security and other facilities I 
have written a letter to the hon. 
Labour Minister in this connection.
I have also written a letter to the 
Chief Minister of Maharashtra in 
regard to the termination of the ser
vices of the Union Secretary of this 
industry. But so far nothing could 
be done. The hon. MSinister could not 
influence these drug companies in 
this regard. So, I fully support the 
amendment which my hon. friend 
moved that the ceiling must be taken 
away. Sir, I would like to ask the 
hon. Minister whether this ceiling 
would cover a majority of the work
ers. As Shrimati Roza Deshpande 
pointed out, the income of workers 
has gone up. The medical represen
tatives have to go to field work neat
ly dressed in suits costing about Rs. 
300 or Rs .400 and to maintain these 
things they have to be paid more. 
Today in cities like Bombay, Delhi
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o r  Calcutta, the cost of living is so 
much that the ceiling of Rs. 750 
would hardly cover these workers 
Sir I do not want to go into detail. 
W e about 18 to 20 Members have 
given a note to the Minister expres
sing our concern over this matter So, 
Sir, if the ceiling is not taken away, 
this bill wil serve no purpose There
fore, I would request the hon 
Minister to please consider the views 
expressed by the hon Members and 
remove the ceiling and help a majo
rity of the workers of this industry

SHRI AMIT NAHATA (Barmer) 
Mr Speaker, Sir, I am afraid I am 
going to strike a iscardant note even 
at the risk of being misunderstood by 
the Trade Union leaders on that side 
and on this side I am not opposed 
to white-collar trade unionism I 
am not opposed to elitist trade 
unionism Shnmati Roza Deshpande 
mentioned at the end of her speech 
about this but she could not reconcile 
her demand with those analyses Who 
are the most of the medical agents’  
Who are the most of the pharmaceu
tical salesmen} They are bulliant 
young men They are M Scs and 
B Scs They are qualified chemists 
and peisons who have the capacity 
to peisuade the buyers They are 
veiy  good salesmen There is no 
doubt about il But what arc they 
conti obutmg to the souety7 I am 
afiaid, Sir, thcie is no beltex or a 
worse example than the mo^t use
less unproductive and worthless em
ployment than this It is as if this 
country is very healthy as jf the 
people of this country do not need 
medicines and as if there is a gieat 
need for pushing and selling these 
products in the market that an army 
o f salesmen are required to persuade 
and bribe the doctors and they are 
competing vath one another because 
the same product is sold with one 
hundred names And similarly with 
different combinations and permuta
tions, they create different brand 
names and there are exceptionally 
high doses o f  vitamins and high dose 
o f  unnecessary drugs in innumerable

ionics and most of these salesmen 
and pharmaceutical representatives 
are employed by the multi-national 
corporations. The Indian sector of 
pharmaceutical industry cannot afford 
to employ these agents

Most of them are employees of 
foieign drug firms who conduct no 
R&D on the drugs They conduct 
R&D only in market mechanism and 
salesmanship These medical agents 
are only cogs m the wheel of their 
market mechanism and publicity. 
These young brilliant men should 
have been really engaged m manu
facturing those drugs or m conduct- 
in research on them, but they ar© now 
being used m a very wasteful capa
city As individuals I have sympathy 
for them But do they realise that un
less these multi-national cartels are 
taken over, they cannot contribute to 
the national wealth7 If that realisa
tion dawns on them, I would sup
port them Merely demanding tiade 
union rights for them and that they 
should be treated as workmen does 
not solve the problem If the selling 
agents of the Indian sector are to be 
tieatcd as workmen I would suppoit 
it becaust every often they hive to 
fice stiff competition fiom  the 
foreign cartels But I hive 
no svmpithy for this class 
of agents as a whole and 
I cannot understand the demand for 
raising their emoluments from 
Rs 750 to 1000 or 1500 I fail to 
understand the rationale of this 
demand

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA (Aliporc) 
Sir I am really astonished to hear the 
speech of mv friend Shn Nahata I 
think he would be better advised to 
agitate inside the party to which he 
belongs that multi-national cartels 
are not allowed to carry out depre
dations m the country, instead of that, 
he is attacking the employees

SHRI AMRIT NAHATA* I am not
SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA- Sales

men are also employees* According 
to hia argument* a workesr m  a multi-
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national factory who helps in the 
production of the drug is equally at 
fault as the man who is promoting 
its sales. Anyway, I would welcome 
Mr. Nahata agitating a bit insidei his 
party to see that the doors are closed 
to the further entry of multi-nationals 
Instead of that, he is wraking venge
ance on the wretched sales employe
es! I can not understand his logis at 
all! 

The purpose of this Bill is not to 
increase anybody's emoluments. The 
purpose is only to extend to this class 
of employees the protection ensured 
to others under various labour sta
tutes. That is all. Therefore, I want 
to know from the Government the 
logic by which they propose 
to bring certain categories determin
ed according to their emoluments 
within this legal P.l'otecti�n and to 
exclude others. We know many of 
these sales employees nowadays are 
women. May I take it that if a 
woman is earning Rs. 749 she is en
titled to materni�y benefit, but if 
she is ea:·ning Rs. 800 she is not? 
What is the idea in the government's 
mind? 

I know they have brought forward 
this Bill most reluctantly having 
been compelled to do so by (a) 
the judgment of the Supreme Court 
and (b) the agitation being carried 
on by these employees for many 
years. These two pressures have 
ultimately brought them very reluc
tantly to introduce this Bill. Having 
,brought forward this Bill which is a 
good thing in principle which we 
welcome, they act just like a baniya, 
with the mentality of a baniya. High 
expectations were aroused among all 
sales promotion employees in the 
country that at last they were going 
to get some justice and get some legal 
protection. But I think if this Bill 
goes through as it is, the effect is 
going to be most demoralising a'nd it 
is going to act as a further irritant to 
these employees. Certainly this is 
not the way that the Government will 
earn the goodwill of these employees. 

Mr. Nahata says that he would like 
to see the employees of smaller 
Indian firms protected. But I feel that 
this Bill as it is now defined here, 
will, to some extent, protect only 
those employees, wh�ch is good 
because the small and medium scale 
Indian firms which also employ sales 
promotion employees though in fewer 
number generally pay less and their 
employees may come under this ceil
ing. Precisely the people who are 
being protected are the employers of 
the bigger firms and not the em
ployees. It is precisely monopoly and 
multi-national firms who, out of the 
huge profits are able to pay slightly 
higher emoluments to their sales pro
motion employees and it is those 
employers who are sought to be 
protected by this Bill by fixing the 
ceiling in such a way that majority 
of the employees who are earning 
more than Rs. 750 I - will be exclud
ed from coverage so that they will be 
denied this legal protection. So, this 
is the other way round. I have got a 
susp1c1on that some very active 
lobbying has been done perhaps be
hind the scene by these very powerful 
monopoly pharmaceutical concerns 
who send us a lot of literature from 
time to time. I have every suspicion 
that this OPPI which is a big 
organised consortium of these phar
maceutical drug firms in this 
country dominated by the foreign 
multi-nationals, has done considerable 
lobbying with the Government to see 
that the definition of ceiling is made 
in such a way that the overwhelming 
majority of their employees are ex
cluded. It is only the employees 
coming under the small Indian firms 
who may be covered by this. Well 
and good if they have the majority 
but the majority is somewhere else. 
Therefore, I do not want to say much 
on this but I feel that this is a Bill 
were you will find that cutting across 
party loyalties, the overwhelming 
majority of Memlbers here in this 
House are totally opposed to the way 
this ceiling has been laid! down 
because what it gives with one hand, 
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.it takes away with the other. There 
:fore, we have pleaded with the 
Government and there was sufficient 
time between the passing of this Bill 
:in the Rajya Sabha and introducing 
it here. We went in a deputation to 
the Prime Minister-Members belong
ing to all parties in this House--we 
pleaded with her and we explained to 
her and she told us that she would 
look into this matter. Now, we find 
that the Bill has come in the same 
old 1.m-amended form, apparently the 
Government is determined not to 
change a fulls top or comma. Well, 
they are welcome; they are running 
the country, they can go ahead and 
do whatever they like. But let them 
not think that this is the way they 
can ,enlist the support and enthusiasm 
of the working people in this country. 
They are only handing these people 
.to the reactionary forces .of this 
,country. Let them think of that. The 
1>olitical responsibility rests with this 
Government. They are giving am
munition to reactionary forces to go 
and instigate and win over these 

-people to their side and say what the 
Government has done. This is what 
they will tell them. Therefore, I do 
not know whether there is any use of 
making any plea, but I would plead 
with the Government that even at this 
-stage the heavens will not fall if this 
-ceiling is removed and legal protec-
tion is extended to all the sales pro
·motion employees working not only 
in the pharmaceutical industries, as 
other friends have pointed out, but to 
industries manufacturing toilet goods, 
soaps, tooth pastes, they are also 
sending sales promotion employees 
-about. Why de they not apply it to 
sales promotion employees to which
ever industry they may belong? Why 
'have they confined it here only to the 
pharmaceutical industries? All the 
powers have been taken to notify 
other industries. What is the idea? 
Sales promotion employees are sales 
promotion employees. The point is 
-whethe.t' they should be covered by 

the Industrial Disputes Act, Maternity 
Benefit Act, Payment of Bonus Act 
and Payment of Gratuity Act and 
whether they should get certain 
'leave facilities and so on. That is 
all. I think it is a very elementary 
thing which is being asked for. In 
every country, as far as I know-and 
we pride ourselves on the fact that 
we are becoming an industrially de
veloping country and so on-certainly 
the provisions of such legal enact
ments are extended to cover all the 
people who are working there. I 
could understand it if this definition 
would entail some sort of higher 
emoluments being given. Nothing 
like that is envisaged here. Why are 
you, in this individious way, dis
criminating among these employees. 
And, as has been pointer out, an 
anomalous situation will arise. In one 
month, I am an employee according 
to this Act; and after two months, I 
am not an employee any more; and 
again after 2 months I become an 
employee, because the D.A. variations 
will bring me either within or outside 
the ceiling of the bill. Let us under
stand why exactly Government is 
doing like this. Why is it having this 
cussed outlook? I do not understand 
their behaving like Shylock. I am 
afraid we will be compelled to 
oppose this bill, if it is sought to be 
put through in this form. There is no 
meaning. They are doing just the 
opposite of what they are wanting to 
do. I would like the Minister to 
clarify. I know this must have gone 
through the Cabinet. I do not know 
how many members of the Cabinet 
have really given their mind and 

understood the implications of it. 

There is still time. We should not 

stand on dignity and all that. We 

can postpone the final consideration 

of the bil1 for a day or two. You can 

think over the matter and you can 

bring it' again here. Government 

should not stand on a false sense of 

prestige. That is what I would submit. 
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,;ff � � �TfTT ( q'ftif) : 9;ft<t'&{ If the offence is committed, 

+1'€1:�l.l, lQ'lT l{i;fJ' � ;;r) for� ;a-qfp:ra-
wil1 be held responsible? 

who 

f <Fl:!T �' ii' "1i:r�nn � f <ti cr� �f'l ;:r�r 
�T<Tf I �"1ll "1'llf >flcff;;r;:"1 ll 11t:1;sif 
�t"li�&6 " cfiT .rm cfii[T � �' "1<f i:rrcrn
�t:i c!iT �r � �' 9;£1<: �;,r <=Tr� l'i' c!i� 
ic -.:rr ftn,rn ;;�1 'ifif .-r"?{ � a-) ftn<: � 
f .r� <fi� �f'L � rm ? "1'llf +{'f,f,ffl.f 
�l.l �of"( f-qf .,fH 'ifiT 'iFl.lfcfT� 'ifi<: 
� �' ';3','fcfif clT�fq, cfi'S: � �' +{'<['<: m 
ssi.rr� if �tr<fiT �fil cfi� l'i' �) �r� 
�ll'ir 9;i rcr �tr<fiT cf�i f '3f-3f cfiT �fuli:; 1 

Let the Labour Minister kindly 
hear me and try to read the clauses 
of the Bill, Section 8 (1) says: 

·'The State Government may, by 
notification in the Official Gazette 
appoint such persons as it thinks 
fit 
Again, Section 2 (2) (d) says that 

such Inspectors well "exercise such 
other powers as may be prescribed." 
The qualifications of the Inspectors 
will be prescribed. 

�t1�; :i;:r;;;rcrr ,;:r<1, tp:c;;;rJ.T<; ,tft\·cfcs: 
<fiT 6Ffg:_4'c .,- f�r,rrit· ;=r) <fl.TT >rT<lRH 
�Tiff ? �B"ij f�T t fcp--

Rules are to be framed and the 
States will take powers to appoint 
those Inspectors. When are you 
going to enforce this bill? 

<fiN f�f i:rc ;,{f t fq; fq;.,� c:rPr ii' 
6f9'llir;,:: f�f'IilTT I 

If an Inspector wants to see the docu
ments within a short iime. What is 
he limit? 

.:rf;;r�c: i't q-f.=r!ilfc q;) qrcr• i I 
<flf[ l.l� �qft rri:r;;; �Tfff <ff of[cf.r:l'�T 

"?nt� �rifr 7 -qf �c:: <fit �H{'{ sr.·r.:r it 
�or. �m vrirm I 

ctir;rr � f;;rcr� ;p:q"( �lit, 
>rrl.l"<�T�"<: �r, <r · �Ti.r°tfc:<: �1, 
f;;r.:�rs: �rir I 

It is said under section 10(3) (a): 

"For the purpose of this section
( a) "company" means any body 

corporate and includes a firm or 
other association of individuals. 

All must be held liable. Now, the 
burden will lie on us to prove. Why 
don't you hold only that person 
liable, who commits to mistake, or 
the offence? 

Does the Law Department examine 
these Bills? No. That is the trouble. 
The Speaker has asked me to finish 
within two or three minutes. I will 
finish in half a minute. The question 
is �ow. it is implemented. The way 
leg1slat10n is passed even a ver good 
Bill is turned into a bad Aci. Jobody 
applies his mind to the question as 
io what are the provisions and how 
they are enforced. It is left to the 
discretion of the executive. They 
will frame their own rules which 
will take years, and then the; will be 
enforced. At that time, they will 
say "we want to make some chanes". 
I do not know why thev are 
not appreciting this. The spi�it of 
the Bill is all right. But what is most 
important is how it is implemented. If 
the provisions of the Bill stand as 
they are, I do not think the intentions 
of the Bill can be achieved. 

THE MINISTER OF LABOUR 
(SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY): I 
am very thankful to the hon. Mem
bers who have participated in 'the 
debate on this Bill and extended their 
whole-teartecl support though with 
some reservation in certain cases. 
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At the very outset, I would like 
strongly to repudiate the sugges
tion made by Shri Indrajit Gup-
ta with reference to pressures 
being. brought on the Gov-
ernment or being built up by 
some other agencies. Shri Ramavatar 
Shastri and Shri Dinen Bhattacharyya 
wanted the coverage of the Bill to be 
extended to all the employees in the 
pharmaceutical side, whether en
gaged in sales, production or distribu
tion. Regarding this point I may 
mention that the intention of the 
Government is not providing mm1-
mum protection to the weaker sec
tions of the employees. W eare not 
at present having such protection, 
and those who are engaged in produc
!ion or distribution are already 
covered by the provisions of the In
dustrial Disputes Act or the Shops 
and Establishments Act of the States. 
Sales promotion employees who are 
not covered by the existing enact
ments are sought to be given mini
mum legal protection. 

A major point that has been agi
tated by various members here is with 
regard to the limit. Hon. Members 
wanted the deletion of the provision 
in the Bill relating to salary limit or 
enhancing this limit. It is not 
without consideration or thought 
being gi ven to this that this provision 
has ben limited to a particular salery 
limit or rei;puneration limit. This 
aspect has been examined thoroughly 
and though I .. do not want to enter 
into' any contro.v�rsy with regard to 
the social philosophy of elitist trade 
unionism which my hon. friend Shri 
Amrit Nahata has mentioned, or the 
other criticisms which have been 
mentioned by other hon. Members, I 
can say without any hesitation that 
considerable thought has been given 
to this aspect and it has been decided 
by the Government that the limit can 
be fixed for this purpose in order to 
give protection to such class of per
sons with such salary limits, so that 
such class of persons may have the 

necessary benefits by way of proec
tion and others many have the neces
sary wherewithal to protect them
selves without the provisions of law. 
Well, in the future, if an occasion. 
arises and if it is found to be abso
lutely necessary to give protection to 
such persons even beyond this limit, 
such a suggestion would certainly be 
considered. Government will not feel 
hesitant to consider such suggestions. 
But for the time being it is felt that 
such persons are capable of protect
ing themselves without the help of 
the law. Therefore, we thought that 
people getting only about Rs. 750 1as 
salary or remuneration should be 
protected by bringing them within 
the purview of the law; That is the 
whole philosophy behind this law, of 
protecting the weaker sections, 
whether they belong to the white
collar elitist trade union section or· 
otherwise. 

SHRI K. GOPAL (Karur): Does 
this ceiling apply to the other people· 
also? For the others; it is Rs. 1,000. 
We have peons who are getting 
Rs. 900. 

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: I 
may tell the hon. Member that the 
Industrial Disputes Act is of a, 
different character and does not cover 
sales representatives. If it was such 
a simple proposition, we could have· 
amended the definition of the indus
trial Disputes Act in regard to 
"workman", instead of bringing 
special legislation for this purpose. 

Shri Dinen Bhattacharyya sug-· 
gested a special provision for protec
ting the annual bonus for certain 
classes of industrial workers in this
country. I need not refer to it 
because when the provisions of the· 
bonus law and various other laws are· 
extended to given benefit to this class 
of persons, they will be covered by
them. 

So far the question of the defini
tion of the term "representative" 
rai,sed by Shri Dinen Bhattacharyya, 
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and other friends is concerned, the 
term "sales promotion employee'' is 
already defined in the Bill and all 
those who are engaged in work re
lating to sales promotion or business 
of that kind are covered subject to 
other conditions being satisfied. It is, 
therefore, not considered necessary to 
separately define the term "repre
sentative". 

I can assure my hon. friend Shri 
Daga that we will try to appoint a 
date for bringing this law into force 
as early as possible, as soon as we 
make the necessary arrangements for 
the purpose of enforcing this law. I 
have no doubt about it that the pur
pose is to enforce law and that it 
will be done with as much expedition 
as possible. 

MR. SPEAKER: The quesetion is: 

"That the Bill to regulate certain 
conditions of service of sales pro
motion employees in certain estab
lishments, as passed � Rajya 
Sabha, be taken into consideration." 

The motion was adop�ed 

Clause 2 

(Definitions) 

MR. SPEAKER: Clause 2, Amend
ments. 

SHRI K .  GOPAL: In view of the 
hon. Minister's assurance that he will 
look into the matter, I am not moving 
my amendment. 

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: I beg to 
move: 

'Page 2,-

"omit lines 9 to 18." '(2) 

MR. SPE'AKER: Amendment No. 3. 
Shri Dinen Bhattacharyya. Absent. 

SHRI RAMAVTAR SHASTRI 
(Patna): I beg to move: 

'Page 1, lines 16 and 17,-

for "pharmaceutical industry or 
in any notified industry". 

substitute-

"production, distribution, and; 
or sales of drugs and pharma

ceuticals partly or wholly or in 
any other notified industry" ' (7). 

'Page 2, line 8,-

add at the end-

"who draws wages and corr.-· 
mission or both" '(8). 

MR. SPEAKER: Amendment Nos. 
12, 13 and 14, Shri Saroj Mukherjee. 

Absent. 

13.00 hrs. 

ISfT. �llfl«<'IR ��T : if � �;:rr 
=orr�crr t f <fi +ic_;rr �R<r ;:i- cffcfi� m.r 
cfiT .ff+I' �- cfi� � �FT1 cfiT �qf.f qi'� cfi�
cfiT cfilf 'QT!IT cfiT � I ; 

_..,,...,, 

f ,q"fif � fo�B"� l'r lfT 5fT�1ffirf � 
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i'r f;;rcr;=i- '+l'T �FT �1. � cfi+r crrf<§crm 
crr;:i- cf1�· �1, �rw 7 0 0 U cfi+f crr;:i- cfl� 
�1 lfr �m�r crr;:i- cfl�· ff, '3".f cfiT cfrc:� 
�c: cfi�irc: cf.rr;=i- m �.r l'i" f crq� 
cf� cfi�;:i- cfif <Scfif ��cfif� ;:i- cfiof U �T 
f�lfT fcfi � �FT1 cfiT :i;fflHI' if �Ti'\' 
cfiT cfiTflITirr cfi� ? cflfr �� er� <fir cfrcr 
�r cfiT ;;rr �r � ? m11 � 100 u 

;=rr� �1 <fir cfTcfi� �cfilIT.r �a- � :i;r1"{ 
3;q.:: cfRT<fiT � u 9;:m� cfi� � 1 

�ITTT qTcf- � �rf� cflfl w 
�� � ? �w ;:i- �r m11 c.ftT qrc:"f � 
�FT1 � m+r cr"t� q� �rf�m <fir 9;:fq"� 

fcfim � f <fi �rf<'1� w;:i- cfiT cflff �m 
�I 

� �TrfT � �+!' � � I � :l;flq' 

���IT<{ �lff �T cfi� � � I \jf�f :l;ffq' 

i\' �;:rr � m11 cf>l' +r�"( �r cfi� cfivt:r 
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'�lJ � tfifll'i{f lffflfi{ 1!rieITTi � 1 5- 2 0 
tfiflJ r IJ;P:�ftqf cfiT �TlfT I 9;:l"r:f fer� 
qifr ·(: � f ;;ra l'i" so- 9 o tnr�r �);r 
�c: ;;r�ir 1 <:TT �u <:f� <fir cfifi!.if qiffif 
cfiT cf<TT irn� � ? ll'� �cl"� 9;:l"T� 

' q'rr§if � if[Tf q"( 9;ffq' cflff cfi'{ � � ? 
;:;:ll'Rr � �r �TlfT cfiT TfiT�r �T izm 

cfir1_;=r cfifr.=rr 'i:frfw:i; 1 �w <:TT cfiF['f 
cf.=rr � � f;;rlJ � cfii:r � cfii:r �Tlf1 cfiT 
tnfll'� �T<TT 1 �rq- '3"rf cfiT <l'f,=rc:r cfiT icfi 
cfi"( � � I � i:r_f ;:rc:r Wcf> cfi"(if cfiT f ;;rPrr 
t!'..:cfif'{ if cfiGf � � "(lsfT � I '3"if cf,f '!_f rfcT 

Gfrff '{�rff 'i:fTf�CJ; I �TlT lJrf'� f�� 
+ra- .::flsl"CJ; �1-.:: m� lJr� f�a-;r �r �u 
���r � �("fi '{lsri'f er�· �FT �' �er� 

��u =t!{cif".ifc:cr .=r�r, <:f+fn:r �Tlff <tiT �T 
5f�"!iTif cfi'@ �T ll'T fcfcf"(UT cfi'@ �T, 
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SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: I 
have already replied I am opposing 
it. 

MR. SPEAKER: Now, I put amend
ment No. 2 to the vote of the House. 

The question is:-

'Page 2,-

"omit lines 9 to 18."' (2). 

The Lok Sabha divided. 

Division No. 4 

13.07 hrs. 

AYES 

Bade, Shri R. V. 
Bhattacharyya, Shri Jagadish 
Chandra Shekhar Singh, Shri 
Chanclrappan, Shri C. K. 

Chowhan, Shri Bharat Singh 
Deb, Shri Dasaratha 
Deshpande, Shrimati Roza 
Gupta, Shti Indrajit 
Haldar, Shri Madhuryya 
Kathamuthu, Shri M. 
'Madhukar', Shri K. M. 
Manjhi, Shri Bhola 
N arendra Singh, Shri 
Parmar, Shri Bhaljibhai 
Roy, Dr. Saradish 
Sambhali, Shri Ishaque 
Sen, Dr. Ranen 
''Sharma, Shri Madhoram 
Shastri, Shri Ramavatar 
Singh, Shri D. N. 

NOES 

Aga, Shri Syed Ahmed 
Austin, Dr. Henry 
Azad, Shri Bhagwat Jha 
Aziz Imam, Shri 
Babunath Singh, Shri 
Banerjee, Shrimati Mukul 
Barman, Shri R. N. 
Barua, Shri Bedabrata 
Barupal, Shri Panna Lal 
Bhagat, Shri H. K. L. 
Bhargava, Shri Basheshwar Nath 
Brahmanandji, Shri Swami 
Buta Singh, Shri 
Chakleshwar Singh, Shri 
Chandrika Prasad, Shri 
Chaturvedi, Shri Rohan Lal 
Choudhury, Shri Moinul Haque 
Daga, Shri M. C. 
Dalbir Singh, Shri 
Dalip Singh, Shri 
Daschowdhury, Shri B. K. 
Deo, Shri S. N. Singh 
Dinesh Singh, Shri 
Dhumacla, Shri L. K. 

----------------· 
,:,wrongly voted for A YES. 
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Dwivedi, Shri Nageshar Patel, Shri Arvind M. 

Gavit, Shri T. H. Peje, Shri S. L. 

Gogoi, Shri Tarun 

·Gomango, Shri Giridhar 

Gopal, Shri K. 

Goswami, Shri Dinesh Chandra 

Gotkhinde, Shri Annasaheb 

Hari Kishore Singh, Shri 

Hari Singh, Shri 

Ishaque, Shri A. K. M. 

Jagjivan Ram, Shri 

.Joshi, Shrimati Subhadra 

Kadannappalli, Shri Ramachandran 

Kureel, Shri B. N. 

Laskar, Shri Nihar 

Mahajan, Shri Vikram 

Maharaj Singh, Shri 

Majhi, Shri Kumar 

Malaviya, Shri K. D. 

Mallikarjun, Shri 

Mirdha, Shri Nathu Ram 

Mishra, Shri Bibhuti 

Mishra, Shri Jagannath 

Munsi, Shri Priya Ranjan Da,s 

Naik, Shri B. V. 

Nimbalkar, Shri 

Oraon, Shri Tuna 

Pahadia, Shri J agannath 

Painuli, Shri Paripoornanand 

Pandey, Shri Damodar 

Pandey, Shri Krishna Chandra 

Pandey, Shri Narsingh Narain 

Pandey, Shri R. S. 

Pandey, Shri Tarkeshwar 

Panigrahi, Shri Chintamani 

Pant, Shri K. C. 

Paokai Haokip, Shri 

Parashar, Prof. Narain Chand 

Paswan, Shri Ram Bhagat 

. • • I 

Pradhan, Shri Dhan Shah 

Pradhani, Shri K. 

Qureshi, Shri Mohd. Shafi 

Raghu Ramaiah, Shri K. 

Rai Shrimati Sahodrabai 

Ram, Shri Tulmohan 

Ram Prakash, Shri 

Ram Singh Bhai, Shri 

Ram Surat Prasad, Shri 

Rao, Shri Jagannath 

Rao, Dr. K. L. 

Rao, Shri M. Satyanarayan 

Reddy, Shri K. Kodanda Rami 

Richhariya, Dr. Govind Das 

Rudra Pratap Singh, Shri 

Sarkar, Shri Sakti Kumar 

Satpathy, Shri Devendra 

Savitri Shyam, Shrimati 

Sethi, Shri Arjun 

Shafquat Jung, Shri 
Shahnawaz Khan, Shri 

Shankar Dayal Singh, Shri 

Shankar Dev, Shri 

Shankaranand, Shri B. 

Sharma, Shri A. P . 

Sharma, Shri Nawal Kishore 

Sharma, Shri R. N. 

Shastri. Shri Sheopujan 

Shenoy, Shri P. R. 

Shetty, Shri K. K. 

Sinha, Shri Nawal Kishore 

Sinha, Shri R. K. 

Stephen, Shri C. M. 

Sunder Lal, Shri 

Swamy, Shri Sidrameshwar 

Swaran Singh, Shri 

Tayyab Hussahl, Shri 
Tula Ram, Shri 

Vekaria, Shri 

Verma, Shri Sukhcleo Prasad 
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Virbhadra Singh, Shri 

Yadav, Shri Chandrajit 

Yadav, Shri Karan Singh 

�adav, Shri R. P. 

MR. SPEAKER: The result* of the 
division is: 

Ayes: 20, Noes: 109. 

The motion was negatived 

MR. SPEAKER: I put amendments 
Nos. 7 and 8 moved by Shri Ram Av
tar Shastri to the vote of the House. 

Amendments Nos . 7 and 8 wen; 
put and negatived. 

MR. SPEAKER: The question is: 

"That Clause 2 stand part of the Bill." 

The motion w:i.s adopted. 

Clause 2 was added to the Bill. 
Clauses 3 to 5 were added to the Bill. 

Clause 6 was added to the Bill. 

Cla:uses 7 to 12 were added to the Bill. 

Clause 1 

(Short tifle, extent commencement 
and application) 

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: I 

beg to move: -

'Page 1, line 4,-

for "1975" substitute "1976" ' (5) 

MR. SPEAKER: The question is: 
'Page 1, line 4,-

for "1975" substitute "1976"' (5) 

The motion was adopted. 

SHRI RAMAVTAR SHASTRI: 
beg to move: 

'Page 1, line 10,-

I 

for "pharmaceutical industry" 
substitute-

---·---------· 

"Production, distribution andf 
or sales of drugs and pharma
ceutical partly or wholly"' (6) 

MR. SPEAKER: I put Amendment 
No. 6 moved by Shri Ramavatar 
Shastri to the vote of the House. 

Amendment No. 6 was put and nega
tived. 

MR. SPEAKER: The question is: 

"That Clause 1, as amended, stand 
part of the Bill". 

The motion w,:i.s adopted. 

Claitse 1, as amended, was added to· 
the Bill 

MR. SPEAKER: The question is: 

'
0That the Enacting Formula and 

the Title stand part of the Bill". 

The motion was adopted. 

The Enacting Formula and the Title· 
were added to the Bill 

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: I 
beg to move: 

"That the Bill, as amended be 
passed". 

' 

MR. SPEAKER: The question is: 

"That the Bill as amended be 
' ' 

passed" 

The motion was adopted. 

MR. SPEAKER: We now adjourn 
for lunch to meet again at 2.15 p.m. 

13.15 hrs. 

The Lok Sabha adjourned for Lunch 
till Fifteen Minutes past Fourteen, o1 

the Clock. 

The Lok Sabha reassembled after 
Lunch at Eighteen Minutes past 

Fourteen of the dlock. 

* Shri Madhoram Sharma also recor ded his vote for NOES. 


