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organise our business generally speak-
ing in a manner not embarrassing
to members. The whole House will
agree with it. But a peculiar situa-
tion arose this time which was taken
notice of by the Business Advisory
Committee. We had to have a num-
ber of holidays which we did not
anticipate. Then a number of mem-
bers from all sections of the House
were anxious that certain discus-
sions should take place and we were
hard pressed for time, The original
idea was that we should make up by
sitting on Saturday. Also on the 24th
various important non-official motions
are slated for discussion. Then there
will be a resolution coming on 23rd at
4 p.M, With the result that very little
time is left for government business.
On the 23rd as I said we are having
the Resolution concerning the income-
tax matter of Shri Jagjiwan Ram.
Therefore, the Business Advisory
Committee unanimously agreed to dis-
pense with the lunch hour, I hope he
would accept it.

SHRI SEZHIYAN (Kumba-
konam): His suggestion is for the
future.

MR. SPEAKER: I may tell Shri
Kalita that I will discuss his sugges-
tion with the Minister and will try
to find some time for it.

The question is:

“That this House do agree with the
Forty-third Report of the Busi-
ness Advisory Committee pre-
sented to the House on the 17th
December, 1969.”.

The motion was adopted.

13.20 hrs.
[Mr. DepUTY SPEAKER in the Chair.]

MONOPOLIES AND RESTRICTIVE
TRADE PRACTICES BILL—contd.
Clause 3—contd.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Yester-
acay we were discussing amendments
to Clause 3. One hour and 45 minu-
tes remain for the rest of the clau-
ses.

SHRI R. K. AMIN (Dhandhuka):
Speaking on this Clause. Shri Nahata
observed that there are certain in-
vestments in which Government
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monopoly is a necessity, and that is

why it has been excluded from the

operation of this Bill,

In the economy there are certain
natural monopolies or technical mo-
nopolies which require only one firm
to handle a particular thing, For
exomple, thére cannot be sevin or
eight telephone companies in one
city, and that is why it shouid be
under the control of one firm, but it
does not necessarily follow ‘that it
should be in the public sector. If
monopoly is at all necessary, it
should be in private hands. That is
preferable because if a public monc-
poly misbehaves there is no one to
control it. If a private monopoly
misbehaves, people can go to the
Government and Government can
put a control over it, and there could
be even a rate-fixing authority, mea-
sures like this could be taken, but
on a public monopoly there can be
no such check.

Secondly, if any evil enters a pri-
vate monopoly, it can be detected
and remedied quickly. In a public
monepoly, there is no remedy at all.
The evil is ncticed after a very long
time, and even when it is noticed, it
is difficult to deal with it. That is
why I say that if there is nocessity
of keeping a monopoly for natural
or technical reasons, it should be
first tried in the private section, hav-
ing tried in the private sector, an au-
tonomous body may be created, tut
there should be no public cr Govern-
ment monopolv

MR. DEPUDY-SPEAKER: _Shri
Beni Shanker Sharma. You could not
move your amendment yesterday
when you were called, You can speak
cn the clause without reference tc
vour amendment.

SHRI BENI SHANKER SHARMA
(Banka): My only object in speaking
on this Clause is that I do not want
the Government undertakings to te
g}ﬁluded frem the operation of this

ill.

Monopoly is bad in the hands of
private business, but it is worse in
the hands of Government as Gecv-
ernment has so many ocwers in
different spheres. Take the case of
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Durgapur, Bhilai and Rourkela steel
plants, which are manufacturing
steel. The Indian Iron and Tatas are
also manufacturing steel. On account
of inefficient management, Durgapur
and other public concerns are not
able to sell their steel economically.
They make request from tima tc
time to increase the price, and I un-
derstand the prices are aguin gcing
to be increased. When the prices are
increased, Indian Iron and Tatas also
benefit. It indirectly helps the pri-
vate sector giving to it these hene-
fits which we want to do away with
by this Bill,

Yesterday. the hon. Minist ar waxcd
elequent on the discussions in the
Joint Committee and also the Mono-
polies Commission. I would rcmind
him that the Monopolies Commissiom
itself had suggested that the regula-
tory provisions should apply equally
to both private and public sectors. I
therefore feel that public undertak-
ings should not be taken out of the
purview of this Bill.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI (Mandsaur):
I should like to emphasize that the
Government must take power into
its own hands to exclude any indus-
try which, in the opinion of Govern-
ment, deserves to be excluded in
certain circumstances. I particularly
refer to export and priority indust-
ries and to industries adversely
affected by recession. If in these in-
dustries, it is necessary that produc-
tion should increase so that the com-
munity does not suffer, expart does
not suffer, inflation does not take
place, prices of those goods do not
rise, it should be within the power
of Government to provide by nctifi-
cation that the provisions of this Act
shall not apply to such industries.
While it is necessary to control mo-
nopoly in the hands of a few indivi-
duals, this is also an important mat-
ter in the interests of the public at
large, and I would commend Mr.
Masani’'s amendment on this point.
I had also given an amendment, but
it was shut out as this clause was
taken up yesterday.

State monopoly is as pernicious as
private monopoly. For instance, the
STC has been charging for certain
commodities what the traffic will
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bear, which means that the prices
may go up to any extent as it has
the monopoly. But it should see the
public interest and should not charge
exorbitant prices or make unconsci-
onable profits, The report of the
Committee on Public Undertakings is
there. I was the convener of one of
its sub-committees and we found that
they have charged exorbitantly in
the case of certain commodities.

Similarly, in regard to the LIC,
there is public demand and probab-
ly most members of the Consultative
Committee attached to the Finance
Ministry agree, that the premium
rates which are very high should be
brought down. In spite of that, Gov-
ernment is not taking a decision,
and the LIC, because of its mcnopo-
listic position, is charging premium
rates which are not justified actua-
rially, taking into consideration the
mortality rate and other factors.

These two examples prove that
State monopolies do not function to
the benefit of the community. It is
necessary that State monopolies
should be covered by this Bill so
that such cases may not arise, and
they may-be subject to the review
of the Commissicn.

Of course, Government has taken
power not to be bound by the re-
commendations of the Commission,
and thus reduced it to the status of
an advisory body. Actually, the Gov-
ernment should be bound by its re-
commendations. However, since the
Government has taken this power,
it should have no objection to all
monopolies, whether of the State or
of the private sector being brought
within the purview of this Act and
the Commission, That is of the ut-
most importance and I hope Govern-
ment will take action on it.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA (Godda): I
have moved my amendment No. 346.
Mr, Masani’'s amendment wants all
the industries of the Government to
be included, and I suppcrt that.

If that is not agreed to, I have sug-
gested that in any event, chapters
IV and V which authorise the Gov-
ernment to examine the restrictive
trade practices and monopolistie
trade practices should at least be
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made applicable to all undertakings,
whether of Government or they are
private or anybody elses’. There is
nc reason why these two chapters
should also be excluded from bzing
applicable to the Government indus-
tries. After all, if the Government
do not want to be prevented from
putting up big industries, in the
nature of monopolies, certainly it
should be the look-out cf the Com-
mission_to see that the Government
gnonopoI:es also are prevented from
indulging in monopolistic trade prac-
tices or restrictive trade practices.
That is why I am suggesting that
clause 3 should read: ‘“Unless the
Central Government by nctification
in the official gazette otherwise
directs this Act, except Chapters IV
and V, shall not apply ......... " ete.

THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT, INTERNAD
TRADE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS
(SHRI F. A, AHMED): Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, Sir, I shall be very brief
in replying to the amendments mcv-
ed by hon. Members. In fact, all tne
amendments which have been moved
have only one purpose, and that is.
to bring the public undertgkings :nd
such undertakings which are' under
the control of the Government also
within the purview of this Bill, I
do not know how it is possible for
us to treat such undertakings as a
monopoly. The hon. Members have
tried to argue that because the con-
sumer is affected, and therefore, in
order to help the consumer it is
necessary that not only monopolics
run by the privatc enterprises bLut
also by the public undertakings
should be brought under control. Un-
fortunately, we do not agree so far

" as this ig concerned. We consider
that public undertakings are run for
the benefit of the people at large.

So far as any undertaking which
is run by the public is under the con-
trol of the Government, there is the
control of the parliament, and 1if auy-
thing goes wrong, it can be set richt
and improved. So, I do not see any
reason why we should try to bring
Government moncpoly so far as this
Bill is concerned. Therefore, we
have, as a policy. purposely excluded
Government monopoly from the pur-
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view of this Bill and I do not accept
this amendment,

But before I ccnclude my argu-
ment so far as this amendment is
concerned, I would like Mr. Masani
to consider once again what I had
said in connection with some obser-
vations made ty Prof. Galbraith. If
Mr, Masani remembers, what [ was
referring to was in reference to
monopoly being a Government munc-
poly, and in that connection, Mr.
Masani had quoted Prof. Galbraith.
I pointed out that Prof. Galbraith
was not concerned with that subject
matter, and he has only made cer-
tain observations regarding the au-
tonomy to be given to these public
undertakings. May I just remind
him of, what I said. This is what 1
said about it.

* SHRI M. R. MASANI (Rajkot):
You accused me of misquoting Proi.
Galbraith. Now, are you prepared to
withdraw your charge after I have
read out the quotation in full?

SHRI F. A. AHMHED: Let me pro-
ceed. What I was saying was:

“Against the criticism that the
public sector is functioning as a
monopoly, my reply is this, that
criticism, if any, should be that
has given too good a deal for the
private sector.”

And then I went on to say:

“He quoted Prof. Galbraith to
support his own argument. I am
not sure that he has read Prof.
Galbraith correctly because he hud
not passed any judgment on the
public sector as such.”

SHRI M. R. MASANI: He has. |
read yesterday to show that he con-
siders the Ceylonese and Indian pub-
lic sector to be wasteful and ruinous
to the country and incurring losses,
irresponsible and not autonpmous,

SHRI F. A. AHMED: Then I said:

“Nor was -it his intention to run
down planned economic develop-
ment of cur country. He was in
fact referring only to the inade-
quacy of delegation of power to the
public sector undertakings nct
only in India but in other places
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also, and had pleaded for greater
autonomy to achieve efficiency.
His basic theme was that social
objectives must be achievel
through the process of granting
greater autonomy to these enter-
prises and not subjecting them to
rigorous controls in day-to-day ad-
ministration.”

I stand by it. I would against read
from his own book. This is what
Prof. Galbraith has said:

“The effect of this denial of auto-
nomy and the ability of the techno-
structure to accommodate itself to
changing tasks has been visibly
deficient operations. Delay occa-
sioned by checking decisions has
added its special dimensions of
cost. In business operations, a
wrong decision can often be rever-
sed at little cost when the ecrror
becomes evident, But the cost of a
delayed decision—and the men and
capital that stand idle awaiting
the decision—cannot be retrieved.”

Then, towards the concluding portion,
he says:

“The experience with public en-
terprises, where autonomy is deni-
ed, thus accords fully—and tragi-
cally—with expectation.”

So, he was specifically tlealing w1th
this question of autonomy so far as
the putlic sector is concerned.

SHRI M. R. MASANI: In India
and Ceylon.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: He also said
that these public undertakings in
India and Ceylon are running at a
loss, but he forgets or he purposely
did not read what he had also in-
cl;xded in his book. May I just read
it? .

“The exceptions in India in re-
cent years have been Air India
and the Hindustan Machine Tool
Company......

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: It is now
running at a loss. (Interruption),

SHRI F. A, AHMED: May I just
be allowed to read?

“.....both of which have a sub-
stantial measure of autonomy and
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thus affirm the point and the rail

roads which have an ancient .tra-

dition of sqbstantxal indepen-
dence.”

This is the point. Actually he was
laying emphasis on the questiorr of
autonomy.

“And then it is interesting
that Government which are reluc-
tant to grant autonomy to other
enterprises regularly accord it to
their airlines with often very good
results. It seems possible that pub-
lic officials who are among the im-
portant patrons sense a unique
danger of genmne autonomy in
this industry.”.

That is what 1 had emphasised. He
was more concerned with the ques-
ticn of giving autonomy to the un-
dertakings, and he has not condemn-
ed lock. stock and barrel so far as
the public undertakings are concern- |
ed. This is‘what I have to say.

Therefore. -1 oppose these amend- .
ments.

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER: May I
put all the amendments to the vote”

SHRI M. R. MASANI: We want
amendment. No. 34 to be put separa-
tely. )

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: About the
power given to exclude certain in-
dustries, has the Government consi-
dered it? He has not replied to it

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: He hqs
answered ‘that question.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: The Minis-
ter was going to reply, Sir.

SHRI F. A. AHMHD. I do not want
to exclude the public undertakings
from the operation of this Bill.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: 1 was ask-
ing about the other point: Your tak-
ing power tc exclude any other in-
dustry if you deem it expedient.

SHRI F. A, AHMED: You have nct
moved any amendment.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: Mr. Masani’s
a.mendment is there.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: 1 shall
now .put amendment No. 34 to the
vote of the Housc. The question is:

Page 7—.

for clause 3, substitute—
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“3. (1) Unless the Central Govern-

(2)

-

ment, by notification in the Offi-
cial Gazette, otherwise directs.
this Act shall not apply to—

(a) any trade union or other as-
sociation of workmen or em-
ployees formed for their own
reasonable protection ag such
workmen or employees, or

(b) any company which * trans-
acls the business of banking
in India .and is covered by
the Banking Regulation Act,
1949 (10 of 1949).

The Central Government shall
whenever it thinks expedient,
with the consent of the Commis-
sion, review from time to time
the industries to be = exempted
from all or any of the provisions
o£ 1;}}1115 Act, in particular to such
of the—

(a) priority industries;

“(b) depiegsion-hit inﬂustries; and

(c) price-ccntrolled industries as
need exemption from the
Act, in . order to increase
their production, supply, de-
n).end or ‘employment poten-~
tial in the interest of tha
national economy.”. (34).

The Lok Sabha divided:

Division No, 16] AYES [13.43 hrs.
Awmin, Shri R. K. .
Amin, Shri Ramchandra J.
Dandeker, Shri N.

Deb, Shri D. N.

Deo, Shri P. K.

Deo, Shri' R. R. Singh,
Gowder, Shri Nanja.
Himatsingka, Shri ‘
Kothari, SHri S. S.

Lobo Prabhu, Shri

Masani, Shri M. R.

Meena, Shri Meetha Lal
Mody, Shri Piloo

Murti, Shri M. S.
Muthusami, Shri C.

Naik, Shri G. C.
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* Parmar, Shri Bhaljibhai

Patodia, Shri D, N.
Pramanik, Shri J. N.
Ramamoorthy, Shri S, P,
Sen, Shri P. G.
Sharma, Shri Beni Shanker.
Shivappa, Shri N.
Suraj Bhan, Shri
Vidyarthi, Shri Ram Swarup
Xavier, Shri S,

NOES
Asghiar Husain, Shri
Badrudduja, Shri
Basu, Dr. Maitreyee
Baswant, Shri
Bhanu Prakash Singh, Shri
Buata Singh, Shri
Chanda, Shrimati Jyotsna
Chandra Shekhar Singh, Shri
Chaudhury, Shri Nitiraj Singh
Dange, Shri S. A.
Dasappa, Shri Tulsidas
Dhulesbwar Meena, Shri
Dinesh Singh, Shri
Gandhi, Shrimati Indira
Halaar, Shri K.
Jadhav, Shri V. N.
Jha, Shri Bhogendra
Jha, Shri Shiva Chandra
Josii, Shri S, M.
Kalita, Shri Dhireswar
Kandsppan, Shri S.
Kavade, Shri B. R.
Kotoki, Shri Liladhar
Kurdu, Shri S.
Kureel, Shri B, N.
Mahadeva Prasad, Dr.
Mahajan, Shri Vikram Chand
Mahida, Shri Narendra Singh
Meghachandra, Shri M.
Mishra, Shri G. S.
Nahata, Shri Amrit
Nihal Singh, Shri
Parthasarathy, Shri
Raghu Ramaiah, Shri
Ram, Shri T.
Ram Swarup, Shri
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Raut, Shri Bhola

Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Roy, Shrimati Uma
Saha, Dr. SK.

Saigal, Shri A. S.
Sambhali, Shri Ishaq
Sankata Prasad, Dr.
Sen, Shri Deven

Scthi, Shri P. C.
Shambhu Nath, Shri
Sharma, Shri Madhoram
Shastri, Shri Ramavatar-
Shukla, Shri S. N.
Sinha, Shri Mudrika
Sinha, Shri R. K.
Sursingh, Shri
Tarodekar, Shri V. B,
Tula Ram, Shri
Viswanathan, Shri G.

MR. PEPUTY-SPEAKER: The rc-
sult* of the division is: Ayes: 26;
Noes: 55.

The motion was negatived.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now I
shall put all the other amendments
to the vete of the House.

Amendments Nos. 325, 346 and 479
were put and negatived.

MR. L EPUTY-SPEAKER:
question is:

‘That clause 3 stand part of the
Bill.”

The motion was adopted.
Clause 3 was added to the Bill.
Clause 4 was added to the Bill,

Clause 5—(Establishment and Con-
stitution of the Commission).

=t WA W (9EA) 0§ e
g &5 -
% 10, HAT 2, STURT 2 H-
B F o wfew ¥ A=t @7 A
femramd 1 (166)

The
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(168)

SHRI N. DANDEKER (Jamnagar):
1 beg to move:
Page 8—

for lines 9 to 15, substitute—

“(2) The Chairman of the Com-
mission shall be a person
who is, or has been, a judge
of the Supreme Court or of
a High Court and the men-
bers thereof shall be per-
sons of ability, integrity and
standing who have adequate
knowledge and experience of
law, commerce, accountancy,
industry or administration”,
(203).

Page 8—
for lines 16 to 19, substitute—

“(3) Before appointing any per-
son as a member of the Com-
mission, the Central Gov-
ernment dhall satisfy itself
that the person does not have
any such financial, political
or other interest as is likely
to affect prejudicially his
functioning as such mem-
ber.” (204)

‘SHRI N. K. SOMANI (Nagaur): I
beg to move:
Page 8, after line 8, insert—
“Provided that not less than ocue
member shall be appointed
to represent the interest of
the consumer.” (234),
SHRI LOBO PRABHU (Udipi): I
beg to move:.

*The follcwing Members
Ayes: Shri Gurcharan Singh;

also re-ccrded their votes:

Noes: Sarvashri F, A. Ahmed and Vidya Dhar Bajpai.



293 Monopolies and AGRAHAYANA 27, 1891 (Saka)

Restrictive
Page 8, lines 9 and 10,—
omit, “or has been or is qualiii-
ed to be.” (235). .

SHRI BENI SHANKAR SHARMA :
1 Leg to move:

Page 8, lines 7 and 8,— '
jor “to be appointed by the Cen-
tral Government” substitute—

“not more than half of which to
be nominated by the Central
Government and the balance
to be appointed by the Cen-
tral Government in consul-
tation with the Chambers of
Commerce or their represen-
tatives”. (396). -

SHRI S. KUNDU (Balasore): i beg
to move:
Page 8, line 6,—
for “two” substitute—
“three” (417).
Page &, line 7,—
for “eight” substitute—
“five” (418).

Page 8, lines 10 and 11,—
omit “or of a High Court” (420).
Page 8,—
after line 19, insert—

*(4) The appointment of the
Chairman of the Commis-
sion shall be made by the
Central Government in con-
sultation with the Chief Jus-
tice of the Supreme Court,
and of other members of the
Commission, by a Committee
of five Members of Parlia-
ment, duly elected for the
purpose of which three shall
be Members of Parliament
sitting on the opposition ben-
ches.” (421).

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: I beg to

move:
Page 8, lines 10 and 11—
omit “or of a High Court” (480).

SHRI N. DANDEKER: Sir, T have
moved two simple amendments,
Nos. 203 and 204, to this clause. Am-
endment No, 203 is to recast sub-
clause (2) of clause 5 in three res-
pects. In the first place, I do not
think persons who are qualified to
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be appointed as Judges of the Sup-
reme Court or of a High Court, ought
to be qualified to be appointed ss
Chairman of the Commission. The
Chairman of the Commission sought
to be a person who is or has been
a Judge either of the Supreme Court
or of a High Court and not one who
is qualified to be but has not in fact
ever been, a Judge of the Supreme
Court or of a High Court.

Secondly, as regarde competence.
of the members, the sub-clause as it
stands speaks of having adequate
knowledge or experience, I have sug-
gested in my amendment that it
should be “knowledge and experi-
ence”. Thirdly, from among the alter-
native qualifications required of these
persons I am deleting two, namely,
economics and public affairs, The sub-
clause as redrafted by me would read
as follows:—

“The Chairman of the Commis-
sion shall be a person who is, or
has been, a judge of the Supreme
Court or of a High Court and the
members thereof shall be persons
of ability, integrity and standing
who have adequate knowledge and
experience of law, commerce, ac-
:ountancy, industry or administra-

ion.”

It you want to make this Commis-
sion competent and not just packed
with people who have either political
qualifications only or who are yes-
men, we have to have the narrowing
down of the qualifications required
for being appointed as members.

Then, I am seeking to amend sub-
clause (3) of this clause, through am-
endment No. 204, and to recast it as
follows: —

“Befpre appointing any person
as a member of the Commission,
the Central Government shall
satisfy itself that the person cces
not have any such financial, politi-
cal or other interest”—

in the sub-clause as it stands ncw it
says, “financial or other interest”
and ! am introducing the word,
“political”—

“as is likely to affect prejudicial-
ly his functioning as such mem-
ker.”
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The sub-clause at present says,
“affect prejudicially his functions as
such member.” Functions cannot be
aftected. They are laid down in the
Act. What can be affected prejudicial-
ly is his functioning as a member of
the Commission.

T press these two amendments
which are in the nature of re-draft-
ing sub-clauses (2) and (3) of clause
5 of the Bill.

SHRI N, K. SOMANI: When this
Commission is set up in the country
for the first time, we would like to
make Lotk in terms of the Chair-
man’s office as well as other rnem-
bers of the Commission, that they
would not only have the qualifica-
tions anc experience as mentioned
y Mr, Dandekar just now, but the
public, by and large, must be satis-
fied that the people would be ap-
pointed tc these posts who would be
comrletely qualified and aobody
should be able to point a finger
against the functioning or the judg-
ment cf these people. Any person
whno is sought to be appointed may
be qualified to be a Judge of ine
High Court. That would certainly
make it possible for this Governmcut
tu appoint from such a vast number
of people that this Commission’s
Chaitmanship will certainly beconie
a farce and we can certainly depcend
upon this thing to happen in view
of our experience. Therefore, my
araendrment 480 seeks to amend this
par:icular provision,

There js another amendment No.
234 that I have moved which I think
is also extremely important and it
seeks to insert 2 more lines at page 8
after line 8 which says:

“Provided that not less than one
member shall be appointed to re-
present the interest of the consu-
mer.”

Now this thing is absolutely clear
that while on one side we are seek-
ing that monopolies and restriciive
tradc practices should not prevail in
this ccuntry but, at the same time.
we arc also taking upon the resporn-
sibility tc see that the consuwiner is
protocted. T would like to quote brre-
fiy the Federal Trade Commission
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which was created in 1914: which
says:

“One of the primary objectives
was to stop misleading advertising,
false iabelling and defective scies
practices, presicely the abuses that
are most infuriating to the consu-
mers for all times to come,”

Therefore, if the Member believes in
this Monopoly Board, we should cer-
tainly have a representative of the
consumer on it and that is why 1
have rioved my amendment and I
hope that the Government will have
no objection to accept this particular
emendiment,
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166 o 77 § | WX arw frdt 1 forer
# I & AR AT @ | W e
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qe & fad 97 168 ¢ 1 i 755 10 A
oI 5 F ITAC 2 & A F T FYeT o177,
o ag ara =Gt 1 & f5 7 @ A
W AN F AR G qEG g | AW ag
o § T foreen gt ag farer € wc
I AgeqoT FH TR A AT wewe
FG IqY HUE AW A W w=_G @
wfed | F1eor ag & & s g waer @
T A A IT @ anhed, IO Y
TFIH G FT Tq & qar feam §, a7
FHT gt & 1 @ fow AQ s 2
o I 2 & wa T g e fe e



297 Monopolies and
Restrictive
TqT FH ¥ FF 5 q9T g5 ey
uaTfaFTY faeir demEt & e frer
FTHFET T AT AT FrET 9 o
@ & WfaEKT T Td & fg@ A
@ &
FIfaerEe g3 93 ¥ AW AGAR
@ T & qag g ¥ A &, Sy
T 92 999 ¥ A , FHW O & gy
g F T e
T A aeer o fad w0
AT AT T T AR AT
TAGF |
+ft TrHTIATC T A, 98 96T S
wFifaErd qfoafe Y fremr ad
£, TAFT A FAT AR &, I T FAAT
FE I I qUH § @A AR & | T
Tg T AW | FAE W g T Ay
& A fawr a1 i o g g @Y
SR AT TR | T A S
A 5= fa=r & oY W @, SER W @
T FT THT | Y TR [WH oY
T gofam fmfem & @ R
s fod o A g ST | R
S gmA AT ¥ 9 WY}, o 9 QA
WS § | Ffed @R 0N gegaTw @@
IE A g @ faw B ' A s
g% A TY SR I TANT FL FF |
SHRI N. DANDEKER: Is the hon.
Mernber entitled to make refle:tions
on other Members?

SHRI RAMAVATAR SHASTRI:
I have not said like this.

Tg A AW oEfaiEl 1 e
F@ & | g wi fifer Fars ) TR
g7 qrEf Y, I12 e gy, 9 fade
8 a1 Fiiw Y, o aAw AW & 47§
"W E

SHRI D. N. PATODIA (Jalcre):
He is speaking like an ignorant per-

son. He does not know the ABC of
trade.
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SHRI RAMAVATAR SHASTRI:
If that is also not a crime, this also
is not a crime, I never intervened
when you spoke. Why are you inter-
vening when I speak?

waferd ¥ fraew & fF A =9 S
N TER BN SFR FE@T AT AOfE
T AE > §9g T I AR W@ faw
F FTifad FIF 7 T30 & T8 |

W oA ¥ gw & w9q g 9w
FQATE N

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
(Delki Sadar): Will you kindly per-
mit me to move my amendment? I
have just come

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: We have
nassed that stage. We have very lit-

- tle tine left. We cannot go back.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: T
want to speak.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: You
might make your observations later
on, Mr. Kundu,

SHRI S. KUNDU (Balasore): Mr,
Deputy Speaker, Sir, this clause is
one of the most important clauses be-
cause what has been sought by this
BRill should be executed through
this Commission. Therefore, I have
suggested certain points through my
amendment. I do not know what the
Minister will be saying, I want to
make two things very clear,

1 do not know how far we will be
able to check the growing menace of
capitalism in this country through
such a half-hearted measure. What-
ever it may be, I would like, if any-
thing is going to be done, it should
be done without favour or fear.
Therefore, I have suggested certain
radical changes for the appointment
to this Commission.

My first suggestion through my am-
endment is that the appointment of
this Commission should not be done
completely by the Government be-
cause the State has so much of power
and the State can also use its coer-
cive power to misuse the _authority
they acquire through this Bill. There-
fore. 1 have said that the appoint-
ment should be restricted first only
to the Supreme Court Judge, not
even the High Court Judge or any of
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the former Judge who was in the
High Court or Supreme Court. I said
a Judge of the Supreme Court must
head this body. Therefore, I have
delcted irvelevant portions from this
clause and if this is accepted, then
what remaing is that the Chairman
of the Commiission should be a Judge
of the Supreme Court.

Then, after having said that, I have
restricted the number to five, The
members should not be appointed by
the Government. They should be ap-
pointed by a Committee of Parlia-
ment and out of the five members, 3
must be from the Opposition. 1t is
very important that the members
and Chairman of the Commission
who will transact the most important
business and at no stage there should
be any feeling that they are appoint-
ed by the ruling party, ktut that they
are appointed by a sovereign Parlia-
ment of which the Opposition mem-
bers are in majority. Therefore, when
they take up their appointment, they
can act freely and fairly without doing
any favour to anybody. The mem-
bership should not be 2, 8, etc. By a
majority of vote they are supposed to
decide matters. If you put it as 2
members, how can they decide?
Therefore, either you may make it 3
or you may make it 5. You cannot
make it 2 or 8. It does not strike me as
making sense. I hope he will accept
this gmendment.

SHRI BENI SHANKER SHARMA:
T have moved my amendment No.
326. I would like to make a little ob-
servatien. As Mr, Kundu has said,
this is the most important clause of
the Bill dealing with the structure
of the Monopoly Commission. It has
to act as a watch-dog over the trades
which are to be controlled by this
Commission. Now, what I have sug-
gested is this. Government should
not monopolise the monopoly com-
mission. That is what I would say.
We have ¢t a democratic set-up and
we want to introduce the samc in
the management of factories as also
in th2 mansgement of companies
controlling 2nd running those facto-
ries. My hon. friends on my left want
labour to have a share in the mana-
gement. Here is going to be a comn-
mission which will be controlling
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business and deprives businessmen -

or consumers being associated with
it. When it is said, not more than 3
Men:bers should be appointed by the
Central Government, my suggestion
is that not more than half of them
should be ncminated by the Central
Goverrmer:t and the balance shou!d
ke appointed by the Central Gov-
ernment ‘in  consultation with the
Chambers of Commerce or their re-
presentaiives. This is a very simple
request. 1 don’t say they should be
appointed by the Chamber of Com-
merce, but I only say that Govern-
ment should appoint them in con-
sultation with the Chambers and the
representatives of business because
they are going to be affected the
most. The interest of the business
and the ccnsumers have got to he
safeguarded. It can be done only if
we can have representatives from
their side as well. I hope my hon.
friend Mr. Shastri and others who
were clamouring for the share of
lahour in  management would alsc
support my amendment and they
will vote with me.

SHRI LOBO PRABHU (Udipi):
Sir, my first amendment is amend-
ment No. 235. It has keen anticipat-
2d by Members both on this side and
on the other side of the House, My

amrendment is to the effect that the.

appointment of Chairman should be

nfined ‘only to a supreme court
judge. The appointment of the Chair-
man should be confined only to the
supreme court judge and not one
who is qualified to be a supreme
court judge or who has been a sup-
reme court judge. I am glad that Mr.
Kundu has agreed with me that there
sheuld be a bar on those who have
been judges of the supreme court.
The reason is obvious. Such a ver-
son is under an obligation to Gov-
ernment for the appointment he re-
ceives. We have instances of judges
waiting in the corridors of the Secre-
tariat for appointments. It is not
good for the judges; it is not good
for a boiy like this. The other am-
endment that no one should be ap-
pointed who is qualified to be a
judee. has Leen supported by nearly
every Member, including T am glad
to say, Members of the communist
party. I hope the hon, Minister will
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accept this simple amendment as it
is.

My other amendment seeks substi-
tution of the word ‘leadership’ for
the word ‘capacity’. Everybody has
capacity in some measure or in some
manner and it is a matter of degree
but what is wanted is leadership and
leadership is semething different.
When ou appoint persons, let them
be leaders, people who have some
distinctiun, who cannot be mistaken
as political selections. Therefore, T
would like to press both these am-
endments. These are very simple
which ‘will make for perfection of
this clause. T have some confidence
the hon. Minister will be able Lo ac-
cept them.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN
THE MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT, INTERNAL
TRADE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS
(SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY):
Shri Dandeker and others have rais-
ed the question about the persons
who are to be appointed as Meni
ters of the Commission, A reading
of the clause would indicate that it
is normally Supreme Court judge cr
High Court judge but where the per-
sons are eminent enough to be ap-
pointed, they can be appointed, For
instance, as the hon. Member knows,
an eminent jurist can straight away
be appointed as judge of the Sup-
reme Court. And in the case of High
Court, it is also the same. 'There
may be Advocate-Generals, there may
be eminent lawyers who may refuse
to become High Court judges, Sup-
pose an eminent lawyer like Mr.
Kundu is available, certainly, it
)‘ygft:ld be a fit case for considera-
1 .

SHRI S. KUNDU: T will refuse.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
We do not want to restrict the scope
for appointment of persons who are
otherwise  qualified. The person
should ke eminent enough for ap-
pointment and that is the only rea-
son why it is put. I oppose the am-
endment moved by Shri Dandeker.

MR. DEFUTY SPEAKER: May T
put the amendments together to the
vote of the Eouse?
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SHRI LOBO PRABHU: No, Sir,
Why is he not prepared to accept
such a simple amendment? We are
going to demand Division on our
emrendment.

SHPI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Regarding Shastriji's amendment, if
Members of Parliament are to be ap-
pointed they would become disquali-
fied to be Members of Parliament
under Art. 102 of the Constituticn,
Therefore this question does not
arise. I oppose this amendment.

Regardthg Shri Kundu's amend-
ment, he has made a point. There is
some force and I wish to say that
the Act itself provides sufficiently for
eminent pecple to be appointed, He
need not have fears of any type
which he has got in his mind.

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: About am-
endment No. 234 he has to answer.

MR. TEPUTY SPEAKER: He has
given the answer. He has opposed
all the amendments—that includes
yours also.

May I put all of them together?

SHRI LOBO PRABHU: I want my
amend:rent to be put separately.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I would
request vou to cooperate with ‘the
Chair,

SHRI L.LOBO PRABHU: There
should be some meaning in the pro-
cedure for amendments, Otherwise
there is no need to have these am-
endments at all. You have an am-
endment supported by all sections of
the opposition that you must delete
this particular clause, that those who
are qualified to be high court judges
should not be included in it.. I again
beg of you please to accept this and
spare us the necessity of calling ‘or
division. :

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: May I
put them together?

SHRI LOBO PRABHU: I
mine to te put separately.

MR. CFPUTY SPEAKER: Kindly
cooperate with the Chair. We have
to conclude this at 345 P.M. The
time is running out and if you keep
on pressing for division or a vote on
each and every amendment, it will
not be pocsible to finish it within

wanb
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the time. This is my only appeal to
you,
SHRI N. K. SOMANI: Not on

every one. Amendment No, 234 may
be put sepLarately.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I shall
now. put amendment No, 234 moved
by Shri N, K. Somani to vote.

Let the Lobby be cleared.

SHR1 N. SREEKANTAN NAIR
(Quilon): You must read out the am-
endment.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: It has
been printed and circulated already.

SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR: If
you ring the division bell, then you
must read cut the amendment, so
that we inay also understand what
it is about.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I would

?ufbmlt that we have very little time
eft......

SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR:
But the procedure cannot be skipped
over. The usual procedure has to be
followed, Otherwise, how shall I
know what I am voting for?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
amendments have been printed and
circulated to hon. Members, and it
is presumed that the Members have
rﬁad them and have the copies with
‘them,

SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR:
You should follow the usual proce-
dure in regard to division,

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
hon. Memkter may kindly co-operate
with the Chair.

SHR] N. SREEKANTAN NAIR: I
protest against the attitude of the
Chair in denying the Member the
established right of the House. We
should not be asked to go and read
or hring back from our house the
copieu. of the amendments. It
isanio use saying that the amend-
munts have been printed and circu-
lated. We must be told what the am-
endment is before division is order-

ed. Or else you should not ring the
division bell.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: s is
the procedure normally followed
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SHRI K. LAKKAPPA (Tumkur):
What Shri N. Sreekantan Nair says
is correct.

SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR:
Since you are occupying the Chair
only, now, I have got to raise this
point, You have to follow the, pro-
per procedure. Otherwise, I shall
have no respect for you. If you res-
pect my right, then T would respect
you, otherwise I would not respect
you. The procedure should be follow-
ed and you must conduct the pro-
ceedings properly.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I would
take it as suggestion for action to be
considered.

1 shall now put amendment No.
234 to the vote of the House.

The question is:
Page 8, after line, 8 insert—

“Provided that not less than one
member shall be appointed to re-

present the interest of the consu-
mer”, (234).

The Lok Sabha divided:
Division No. 17 AYES  14.16 hrs.

Amin, Shri R. K.
Dandeker, Shri N.
Gowda, Shri M. H.
Gowder, Shri Nanja
Gupta, Shri Kanwar Lal
Kushwah, Shri Yashwant Singh
Lobo Prabhu, Shri
Mody, Shri Piloo.
Muthusami, Shri C.
Naik, Shri R. V.
Patodia, Shri D. N,
Ramamoorthy, Shri S. P.
Sezhiyan, Shri
Sharma, Shri Beni Shanker
Somani, Shri N. K.
Tapuriah, Shri S. K.
. Vishwanathan, Shri G.
NOES
Aga, Shri Ahmad
Ahmed, Shri F. A.
Asghar Husain, Shiri
Babunath Singh, Shri
Bajpai, Shri Vidya Dhar
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Barua, Shri R.

Barupal, Shri P, L.

Basu, Dr. Maitreyee

Baswant, Shri

Bhanu Prakash Singh, Shri

Buta Singh, Shri

Chanda, Shrimati Jyotsna
' Chandrika Prasad, Shri

Dasappa, Shri Tulsidas

Deoghare, Shri N. R.

Deshmukh, Shri K. G.

Dixit, Shri G. C.

Gandhi, Shrimati Indira

Ganesh. Shri K. R.

Gautam, Shri C. D.

Gavit, Shri Tukaram

Jadhav, Shri V. N.

Kavade, Shri B. R,

Kureel, Shri B. N.

Lalit Sen. Shri

Laskar, Shri N. R.

Laxmi Bai, Shrimati

Mahadeva Prasad, Dr.

Mahida, Shri Narendra Singh

Mishra, Shri G. S.

Mulla, Shri A. N.

Nahata, Shri Amrit

Nihal Singh, Shri

Palchoudhuri, Shrimati Ila

Parthasarathy, Shri

Patil, Shri Deorao

Patil, Shri S. D.

Raghu Ramaiah, Shri

Ram, Shri T.

Rana, Shri M. B.

Rao, Shri J. Ramapathi

Rao, Dr. V. K. R. V.

Raut, Shri Bhola

Roy, Shri Bishwanath

Roy, Shrimati Uma

Sadhu Ram, SHri

Saha, Dr. S. K.

Saigal, Shri A. S.

Sankata Prasad, Dr.

Savitri Shyam, Shrimati

Sen, Shri Deven
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Sen, Shri Dwaipayan
Sethi, Shri P. C.
Shambhu Nath, Shri
Shashi Bhushan, Shri
Shastri, Shri Sheopujan
Shiv Chandika Prasad, Shri
Shukla, Shri S, N.
Siddayya, Shri
Sinha, Shri Mudrika
Snatak, Shri Nar Deo
Sonar, Dr. A. G.
Sursingh, Shri
Tiwary, Shri D. N.
Tula Ram, Shri
Uikey, Shri M. G.
Virbhadra Singh, Shri

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The re-
z\';lt of the division is Ayes: 17, Noes

The motion was negatived.

SHRI S. K. TAPURIAH (Pali):
Anti-consumer government!

SHRI PILOO MODY (Godhra):
Anti-people = Government; Shame,
shame; Who cares for the consumer?
I am the representative of the consu-
mer.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN (Mettur):
He is the biggest consumer.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: He
is weighty consumer,

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, 1
shall put amendment No. 235 in the
name of Shr1 Lobo Prabhu to vote,
Amendment No. 235 was put and

negatived.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I shall
now put Shri S. Kundu’s amendment
to vote.

SHRI S. KUNDU: I shall just read
out my amendment.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: It is not
necessary. Hon, Members have got
copies of the amendments. Moreover,
the Hon, Member had drawn pointed
attention to his amendment when he
had spoken.

I shall now put amendment No. 421
to the vote of the House. Those in fa-
vour may say ‘Aye’.

SOME HON, MEMBERS: ‘Ayes’.
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Those
against may say ‘No’.
SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: No.
MR.

SHRI K. LAKKAPPA: ‘Ayes’ have
it.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri S
Kundu is not challenging it.

SHRI K. LAKKAPPA: Anybody
on behalf of Shri S. Kundu can chal-
lenge it, and I am challenging it on
his behalf.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: He
has a right to challenge it, Any Mem-
ber can challenge it, J surport Shri K
Lakkappa.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Does
Shri K. Lakkappa really want to chal-
lenge it? If he really wants, then I
shall have to order divisicn. I would
only appeal to him not to press for
division, because the time is very
very short. ’

SHRI K. LAKKAPPA: All right. I
am not pressing for division.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: This
is the first time that Shri K Lakkap-
pa has agreed with the Chair.
Amendment No, 421 was put and

negatived.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I thank
him very much,

I shall now put the rest of the
amendments to this clause to vote.
Amendments Nos. 166 to 168, 203, 204,

396, 4117, 418, 420 and 480 were put

and negatived.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:
question is:
“That clause 5 stand part of the Bill”.
The motion was adopted.
Clause 5 was added to the Bill.

Clause 6—(Terms of Office, Conditions
of Service etc., of members.)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Hon.
Members who want to move amend-
ments to clause 6 may do so now.

ft T W (TET) ¢ W
frfafeas dates s&g@ F@r § ¢

T 10, ST 6, ITNTA 1§ i A9
® g’ ‘A Ay’ e (169)

The
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S QT A g AT F T oad”
F WE 6a¥ ar ‘A FEE’ TR
ST AT | (170)

% 117 (&) # “gerr a1 g%ar &7
T TIE “‘gEET WY 9T gwar @ Sirer
s (171)

955 11, ITET 5 § AR F Ig FeT
7 ST T § gaTase g9E et wy
@A F 99 7 g€ A A d5w F W
1 R g% frw w19 a9 qfesfus &
& e feaw & aw g 1 (172)

qe5 11, ITETA 6 F ATGLHA AT 0T
‘AT Heawa F1 wqAr farfa feoqoft 37
1 g & (173)

SHRI DEVEN SEN (Asansol: I beg
to move:

Page 8, lines 22 and 23--

Omit “but shall be eligible for
re-appointment” (47)

SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA:
(Madhubani): I beg to move:

Page 8, line 22—

after “shall” insert “not” (77)

Page 9, line 12—

for “five” substitute “ten” (78)
SHRI S. KUNDU: I beg to move:
Page 8, line 21.— N
for “five” substitute ‘“three” (422)
Page 8, line 25,—

for “ten” substitute “six” (423)
Page 9, lines 11 and 12—

Omit “for a period of five years”

(427)

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: I teg to
move:

Page 8, line 25—
for “ten”  substitute “five” (482)
Page 8, lines 25 and 26—
for “sixty-five” substitute “fifty-
eight” (483)
st Jq7 /1 : 7 e g @ R o
“but shall be eligible for reappoint-
ment”

# gae) frey T =g § @ fow
7 a9 § fF ag FA FT 9 Fga A8
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qf T § S @R agd ¥ AT
TR g T AR w19 & o S
fF & 98 I I ARME | T
Fream § faeit &1 9% udem & 20
FAT 45 91G | 20 FAT qF ATQ
AT | 7 T FT A FHTA F AT
fiF T 45 AW WG FT QA A FART
THH TAL ¥ AT FT &7 | Igh U
<ot &, foma ¥ @ faw & Far
g 5 oiw a¥ & a2 R 9w ag SEET
W3 7 1 FifF IaX FeET TR FUw
\Y st SR Tt A aE qonm )

<t farrw w7 RO S A E
1778 NI EM AT AFTEfF
WgT 9% a8 Fa9 & fw 4w & gfafaad
FR A-TaTEene g AT FEN A & F
fw e @ F fear oF | wifE wmE a9
aiaferat ST | TF AR OF § 918 g6
FHIEA FT T QT G T HT HATIE
T Y T Tga TiTe g IR ag AT
ot g% & 3 7 | v, X FA
# FIvlE o e Tfew | g
DI TR FATEE F@ § qF OF d€3
TE T g AR T TG A
T & S o

T AT e § 178 AR X |
9% @ T F qAART 8 W W9 qg
787 ¢ fr a1 Wt T F7 TR A
A I A qH G TR U 99 aE
Ioq grafaa frdft SO & AaETEede
T 71 A< 78 FEr € B ag g A
w1 difrare aga & §, 9 AT A g 9%
# wgm 5 7@ qw fFar o i
gy qrw Aifd fF S o=w 9™
I9 a9 & @) qiF WA & qIS 55 G A}
I F AT FT F 6T A HATEHE A
qIT | T@ I FT I &Y 60 WA H INW
& AT aF aF A FW FA AT TG
TZ PR WK TATEEAE A & J |

Bill

Wi o5T & 1 T W
& FT fear A, ag §Y EET

= TETEAT TN SUTSE Agey,
AT FET Fo 163 I § IgF FET F
wF g # frdew FT AT § 0
F 9% 11 9 ST (6) F WG F
frafafa deramd . ‘T Towma
1 o fawfa feoaely 37 F1 AR
BT Y qg AW wAET | 9T 6 T@
IR & 0

‘s & wEEdt 1 W F AT gR
FIMA aga 1 @ whrwr gl
T AEE # W AT AR #}oagEd
% gfesml & R whera fe
Sa ) qg /Y 8% & 1 Afe mfa w
& T S T § A worww A
ot faafa feoqelt 35 @7 o
JAET § g9 FAfeqt ¥ Qar gar &
TEAT B TT A gH A oS, T A
FE N TT TG I g | G TR
FYE AR F YT T TS AN IT GgAT
¥ TR 7 gU 9% 7 whew
q1fge 5 a8 w9t A wre gz 2§ )
&9 AfEwR & 919 9w dfva ¥ FRw )
TR W TE & AR ¥ dfaq @& ar
¥ & § fw ag swaa 7 feafie, suar
AT F FTT TR G | gl g
T daraw § i g g SiteT 9

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: My amend-
ments, namely amendments Nos, 481,
482, and 483 are very simple and they
arise because we do not want that
any member of the Monopolies Com-
mission should stay at that particular
position for such a long time that
any kind of vested interest can be
created in him. I do not know' what
the intention of Government is in
posting a person to such an impor-
tant position for such a long period
of time as ten years. Therefore, my
first amendment seeks to disallow
any person from serving for a pe-
riod exceeding five years, I have,
therefore, said that nobody shall be
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eligible for reappointment to a se-
cond term. Therefore, the second
amendment follows that no members
shall hold office as such for a total pe-
riod exceeding five years because I
think that ten years is too long a
time and I have already stated the
reasons.

THe third amendment is in res-
pect of the age of the member. Gov-
ernment are providing that up to
the time that a particular person has
attained the age of 65 years he would
be eligible to serve on the board. Just
as we have monopolies of all kinds, I
always maintain that there is a mo-
nopoly of old people in this country
in all spheres, and there is a tendency
for old peovle by and large to have
fixed ideas and not allow the youn-
ger people to get any chance at all.
They not only lose sight of the situa-
tion but also of the realities and the
development of new demands. There-
fore my third amendment is that for
65 we should substitute the age limit
of 58 which is the normal limit at
which peoble retire from Govern-
ment: service. I do not know whe-
ther they want to see it as a favour
for those people who have got out
of Government service or for re-
tired MBinisters. But the age-limit
of 65 is a hit too much for such an
active job, and, therefecre. I have
moved these three amendments to
make the madifications that T have
suggested.

SHRI S. KUNDU: At page 9. ™
sub-clause (8) I have sought to de-
lete the words ‘for a period of five
vears’. There s a vrohibition that
anv varticular rentleman who cea-
ses to hold office cannot take any
appointment with any public mana-
gement or anv factorv or snv mana-
eerial post for a reriod of five vears.
T have said that the period of five

vears should he deleted. This
will pgive a picture that once
he becomes 2 member and

then retires from this commission.
he cannot. take anv position in a ori-
vate firm or undertaking. T Thave.
therefore. <aid that the period of five
vears should be deleted. Tt will mean
that » verson who serves here will
have to serve there and then retire.
I would suggest that a suitable pen-
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sion could be provided for him; If
you leave the chance to him that!
after five years he can take appoint-
ment in any firm, then the people
who want to bribe him would just
wait for a period of five years. There-
fore, this is not going to solve the
problem. Therefore, T would request
the Hon. Minfster to accept my
amendment and delete the phrase ‘or
a period of five years’. That will mean
that any person who has served in this
commission cannot take any appoint-
ment in any private firm or under-
taking,

I have two other minor amend-
ments to the same clause. The tenure
of the Member has been put at 5
years and 10 years respectively. I
have suggested 3 and 5 years res-
pectively.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Two questions have been raised
about the period during which the
members should hold their office and
the age limit. There are two opinions
expressed, one by Shri Scmani and
the other by Shri Jha relating to five
and ten years, We have provided for
both in the sense that it is five years
in the first instance and if there is
nothing against the Member he may
be allowed to continue for ten
years, There will not be anv diffi-
culty. It is only as a matter of
abundant caution that we have put
it.

As far the other point of Shri
Somani that younger persons should
be attracted. there is nothing to ore-
vent them from becoming members
of the Commission.

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: We want to
prevent older ones.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Regarding Shri Kundu's argument.
reading the clause, he will see that
a person is not prevented from doing
anv iob bhe wants except those indica-
ted in sub-clause (8). If after work-
ing in the Monopolies Commission.
he wants to join an industry. covered
by the said sub-clause it will not be
proper. For that also. we have fixed
only a five year period. not more
than that. T do not think there is any
hardship caused.
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The Gautam, Shri C. D.
question is. Gavit, Shri Tukaram
“Page 8, lines 22 and 23,—omit “but Igbal Singh, Shri
shall be eligible for reappointment Jadhav, Shi V. N.
(47)'me Lok Sabha divided: Kamala Kumari, Kumari

Kavade, Shri B. R.
Kinder Lal, Shri
Kisku, Shri A K.
Kotoki, Shri Liladhar
Kureel, Shri B. N.
Lalit Sen, Shri
Laskar, Shri N. R.
Laxmi Bai, Shrimati
Mahadeva Prasad, Dr.
Marandi, Shri
Mishra, Shri G. S.

Division No. 18] AYES [14.35 hrs.
Ahmed, Shri J.
Amin, Shri R. K.
Chandra Shekhar Singh, Shri
Esthose, Shri P. P.
Gowda, Shri M. H.
Jha, Shri Shiva Chandra
Joshi, Shri S. M.
Kunte, Shri Dattratraya
Manoharan, Shri
Meena, Shri Meetha Lal

Shri Nahata, Shri Amrit
Molahu Pztasad.. Pahadia, Shr: Jagannath
Mu.thusam.x. Shr‘; C. Palchoudhuri, Shrimati Ila
Nax.k, S}}:n ];; R Parthasarathy, Shri
Patil, S 1 S g b. Shri Patil, Shri Deorao
SsztyaSN};:‘asn ngh, Shri Prasad, Shri Y, A. *

n even . .

: Raghu Ramaiah, Sk
Shalwale, Shri Ram Gopal Rag o ST
Sharm.a‘ Shl:l Beni Shanker Ramshekhar Prasad Singh, Shri
Shastri, Shri Ramavatar Rana, Shri M. B
Somen, Sii N. 1 Randii Sinh, S

¢l R 3 0 A .
Viswanathan, Shri G. 20, Shri J. Ramapathi

Rao, Dr. V. K. R. V.
Raut, Shri Bhola
Reddy, Shri Surendar
Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Roy, Shrimati Uma
Sadhu Ram, Shri
Saha, Dr. S, K.

Saigal, Shri A. S,
Sankata Prasad, Dr.,
Savitri Shyam, Shrimati
Sethi, Shri P, C.
Shambhu Nath, Shri
Shashi Ranjan, Shri
Shastri, Shri Sheopujan
Shukla, Shri S, N.
Siddayya, Shri

Sinha, Shri Mudrika

NOES
Aga, Shri Ahmad
Ahmed, Shri F, A.
Babunath §ingh, Shri
Bajpai, Shri Vidya Dhar
Barua, Shri Bedabrata
Barupal, Shri P, L.
Basu, Dr. Maitreyee
Bhandare, Shri R. D.
Bhanu Prakash Singh, Shri
Buta Singh, Shri
Chanda, Shrimati Jyotsna
Chandrika Prasad, Shri
Chaudhary, Shri Nitiraj Singh
Deshmukhb, Shri K. G.
Dixit, Shri G. C.
Dwivedi, Shri Nageshwar Sonavane, Shri
Gandhi, Shrimati Indira Sursingh, Shri
Ganesh, Shri K. R. Tiwary, Shri D. N,
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Tula Ram, Shri
Uikey, Shri M. G.
Verma, Shri Prem Chand
Virbhadra Singh, Shri
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The re-
%ﬂt“of the division is: Ayes: 22; Nos.
The motion was megatived.
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
question is:
“Page 9, line 12,—for “five” substi-
tute “ten” (78) °
The Lok Sabha divided:
Division No. 19] AYES [14.37 hrs.
Jha, Shri Shiva Chandra
Joshi, Shri S. M.
Kunte, Shri Datiratraya
Molahu Prasad, Shri
Patil, Shri N. R.
Sen, Shri Deven
Shastri, Shri Ramavatar
. NOES
Aga, Shri Ahmad
Ahmed, Shri F. A.
Babunath Singh, Shri
Bajpai, Shri Vidya Dhar
Barua, Shri Bedabrata
Barupal, Shri P. L.
Basu, Dr. Maitreyee
Bhandare, Shri R. D.
Bhanu Prakash Singh, Shri
Buta Singh, Shri
Chanda, Shrimati Jyotsna
Chandrika Prasad, Shri
Chaudhary, Shri Nitiraj Singh
Dandekar, Shri N.
Deshmukh, Shri K. G.
Dixit, Shri G. C.
Dwivedy, Shri Nageshwar
Gandhi, Shrimati Indira
Ganesh, Shri K. R.
Gautam, Shri C. D.
Gavit, Shri Tukaram
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Igbal Singh, Shri

Jadhav, Shri V. N,

Kamala Kumari, Kumari

Kavade, Shri B. R.

Kinder Lal, Shri

Kisku, Shri A. K.

Kotoki, Shri Liladhar

Kureel, Shri B. N. |

Kushok Bakula, Shri

Lalit Sen, Shri

Laskar, Shri N. R.

Laxmi Bai, Shrimati

Mahadeva Prasad, Dr.

Mahida, Shri Narendra Singh

Marandi, Shri

Meena, Shri Meetha Lal

Mishra, Shri G. S.

Nahata, Shri Amrit

Naik, Shri R. V.

Pahadia, Shri Jagannath

Palchoudhuri, Shrimati Ila

Parthasarathy, Shri

Patil, Shri Deorao

Prasad, Shri Y. A

Raghu Ramaiah, Shri

Ram, Shri T.

Ramshekhar Prasad Singh, Shri

Rana, Shri M. B.

Randhir Singh, Shri

Rao, Shri J. Ramapathi

Rao, Dr. V. K. R. V.

Raut, Shri Bhola
Reddy, Shri Surendar

Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Roy, Shrimati Uma
Sadhu Ram, Shri

Saha, Dr. S. K.

Saigal, Shri A. S.
Sankata Prasad, Dr.
Savitri Shyam, Shrimati
Sen, Shri Dwaipayan
Sethi, Shri P, C.
Shambthu Nath, Shri

*The following Members also recorded their votes:

AYES: Shri S. Kundu:

NOES: Sarwashri Dwaipayen Sen,Kushok Bakula, and Narendra Singh

Mabida.
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Shastri, Shri Sheopujan
Shukla, Shri S. N,
Siddayya, Shri
Sinha, Shri Mudrika
Sonavane, Shri
Sursingh, Shri
Tula Ram, Shri
Uikey, Shri M. G.
Virbhadra Singh, Shri

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The re-
gglt of the division is: Ayes: 7; Noes:

The motion was negatived.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I shall
now put all the other amendments to
vote.

Amendments Nos. 77, 169 to 173, 422,

423, 427, 482 and 483 were put and

: negatived,

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:
question is:

“That clause 6 stand part of the

Bill”,

The motiort was adopted.
Clause 6 was added to the Bill.

Clause 7— (Removal of members from
office in certain circumstances).

=t TEEAT TR - § T 9T §
frqs 11 @ 309 (¥) # O ()
 §7 ¥ UF AR I AT -

“qET S QAETE ® W § WIS
& ¥ famam 9 ) a4r N a8
F1 g F1 WfieaTa FF AW @ g,
weAgETRTE ) (175)

SHRI S. KUNDU:: I beg to move:

Page 9,—

after line 24, insert—

“(1A) In case of removal of Chair-
man, the allegations, if any,
shall be forwarded to the
Chief Justice of the Supreme
Ccurt who on enquiry, may
withdraw the Judge from the
Commission and take such ac-
tion against the Judge as he
deems fit under the law and
rules available to determine
the conduct and misbehaviour

of Judges of the Supreme
Court.” (428).

The

Bill

=t THEOT W& : IJITAT AFIEA,
o gae faw & fedt 9fe F wmR
2 | fa=r w1 79 7 AT & fag oY Aeey
TR T FFCF IR AL | 379 T
7 (1) & % ¥ o< & aF HaT 97 oty
# g ot w91 geT 9 &, T R
AOIUE T, AT qAT T F ag T 5
w7 # SIeT 9, W W TR E -

9% 11°AT5F 30 ¥ (3) % a= (7)
# §T # TF HI a1 ST -

‘T Y GRS & @ ¥ wiheE
& ¥ fazamg 7 & quT S FATSETET qen
F¥ qft F¥ *fiaaTd FA FT 74T @< &,
"oT ¥ ger wwr g

T AT FEET § L. (SHEEE).

TF AW G AW A F T 7

= AR W qg oA
A g ST |

Y T, W, T, A, T, A A w95
TEY T A AW T qET § | I
FATSIATE T HAHTT FX qhal g, I
FAEAIE F AT B oo § A A
AT &, FF AWEIOE w7 I
FH @EF &, WR T AW A A
T frt w1 78 & At 9g 99 wed W
I ¢ 1. (ue)...

WY JT ST g § AR 8
SR & 9T 5 R T g W@
THF FX q, 991 5§ 0w 7w
R 9g FUER W fasare @ g,
R T A F I T A FY T o,
feraw #0w 1 Fifer &0 1 7@ AT
oo g fraew & ;i gweEre
|t 77 & &1 7 & 9 W afew g@H
AR § AW & g W SEErtn
FEA TW A AR AEENGE FaW
ITM T | T TORR AR FSrafai



319  Monopolies and
Restrictive
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F TAAF] IV FrEFT AAW FATIAATIEA
% foe ag qlew S @ & 1 W W T
TP F7 SFR TG G § QY QT A
I 5 A FAT GAETE HT A
qF g IEH WAT § A ANT AEd
g, WNNEIE # ANET W O
A& QT A/ § WL W IW Yy Tq&T
AT FTHRY FT gL T FIT AT § |
T AR F Y19 § A7 GEET B 97
T § G TG A A AR A
¥ frae Fxar § 6,3 5% e w30
afg § T T 7 FL Y TS AW
fraga & fr a1 & afeg s aw 1
SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Though the hon. Member has put for-
ward his case in all seriousness and
with forcefull logic, I do not think it
is possible to put in the form of a law.

Therefore, I am opposing this amend-
ment.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
question is:

T 11, A5 30 F (¥) F AR (7)
F ® ¥ TH W IET AT -

“qqT T FATETE F qET A ATCHE
w7 ¥ fazamg T & T S FATSETET AeT
1 qfr #Y Sia<aTa F4 F 9w @ &,
Ry EERTEL  (175)

The Lok Sabha divided.
Division No. 20] AYES [14.47 hrs
Chandra Shekhar Singh, Shri

Esthose, Shri P. P.
Jha, Shri Shiva Chandra
Malahu Prasad, Shri

, Satya Narain Singh, Shri
Shastri, Shri Ramavatar

NOES

Aga, Shri Ahmad
Ahmed, Shri F, A.
Ankineedu, Shri
Arumugam, Shri R. S.
Babunath Singh, Shri
Bajpai, Shri Vidya Dhar
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Barupal, Shri P, L.

Basy, Dr. Maitreyee

Bhandare, Shri R. D.

Bhanu Prakash Singh, Shri

Bohra, Shri Onkarial

Buta Singh, Shri

Chanda, Shrimati Jyotsna

Chandrika Prasad, Shri

Chaudhary, Shri Nitiraj Singh

Deshmukh, Shri K. G.

Dixit, Shri G. C.

Dwivedi, Shri Nageshwar

Gandhi, Shrimati Indira

Ganesh, Shri K. R,

Ganga Devi, Shrimati

Gautam, Shri C. D.

Gavit, Shri Tukaram

Igbal Singh, Shri

Jadhav, Shri V. N.

Kahandole, Shri Z. M.

Kamala Kumari, Kumari

Kavade, Shri B. R.

Kesri, Shri Sitaram

Kinder Lal, Shri

Kisku, Shri A. K.

Kotoki, Shri Liladhar

Kureel, Shri B. N.

Kushok Bakula, Shri

Lalit Sen, Shri

Laskar, Shri N. R.

Laxmi Bai, Shrimati

Mahadeva Prasad, Dr.

Mahida, Shri Narendra Singh

Malhotra, Shri Inder J.

Marandi, Shri

Masani, Shri M. R.

Mishra, Shri G. S.

Mulla, Shri A. N.

Nahata, Shri Amrit

Pahadia, Shri Jagannath

Palchoudhuri, Shrimati Ila

Parthasarathy, Shri

Patil, Shri Deorao

Patodia, Shri D. N.

Raghu Ramaiah, Shri

Ram, Shri T.

Ramshekhar Prasad Singh, Shri
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Rana, Shri M, B.
Randhir Singh, Shri
Rao, Shri J. Ramapathi
Rao, Dr. V.K. R. V.
Raut, Shri Bhola
Reddi, Shri G. S.
Reddy, Shri Surendar
Roy, Shrimati Uma
Sadhu Ram, Shri
Saha, Dr, S. K.
Saigal, Shri A, S.
Sankata Prasad, Dr.
Savitri Shyam, Shrimati
Sen, Shri Dwaipayan
Sethi, Shri P. C.
Shambhu Nath, Shri

. Sharma, Shri Madhoram
Sharma, Shri Naval Kishore
Shastri, Shri Biswanarayan
Shastri, Shri Sheopujan
Sher Singh, Shri
Shukla, Shri S. N.
Siddayya, Shri
Sinha, Shri Mudrika
Sonar, Dr. A. G.
Tiwary, Shri D, N,
Tula Ram, Shri
Uikey, Shri M. G.
Verma, Shri Prem Chand
Virbhadra Singh, Shri

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The re-
%%lt* of the division is: Ayes: 6; Noes:

The motion was negatived.
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I put
amendment No. 428 to the House.
Amendment No. 428 was put and
negatived.
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER
question is:

“That Clause 7 stand part of the
Bill.”

The motion was adopted,
Clause 7 was added to the Bill.

The

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
question is:

“That clauses 8 and 9 stand part of
the Bill”,

The motion was adopted.
Clauses 8 and 9 were added to the Bill.

Clause 10—(Inquiry into monopolistic
or restrictive trade practices by
Commission).

SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA: I
beg to move:

Page 10, line 7, add at the end—
“any social worker of national re-
putation, or” (79)

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: 1
beg to move:

Page 10,—
for lines 4 to 7, substitute—

“(i) upon receiving a complaint
of facts which constitute
such practice, or” (.

SHRI SEZHIYAN (Kumbakona.m)
I beg to move:

Page 10, line 14—

after “Government” insert—

“or a State Government” (459)
it T IO WA @
fir ot #em@ 10 (T)(F) & -

“upon receiving a complaint of
facts which, constitute such practice
from any trade or consumers’ asso-
ciation having a memtership of not
less than twenty-five persons or
from twenty-five or more consu-
mers,’

Iq% AE F 7 qeg A &4 9 -

‘any social worker of national

reputation, or’

“qEmgfes dfelw a1 Aefea
T ¥ wafeas o fasmd cEifeqesw
F T T F 9 A g a7 A%
2 ofFT wF T Iy U &R W
G aagas @ @ §
& ord & e TR AR § Ol T
oTd WK § I I T FHTT F gER A
I AR A SN ST QAT g R

*The following Members also recorded their votes for NOES:
Sarvashri Shashi Bhushan and D.P. Mandal

L/J(D)2LSS—13(a)
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[Shri Sezhiyan]
G T H GAATE T, ITH] FEAEE B
o sifisier & s SR FHARr #X )
wafae & W § 5 aa s &iw
F< foar 9w ifF Q¥ AW F FA oA
WA 99 qEE D ALY F G )
) HAT T A : IUTSH FEEA, A
ST G & T 10 9T A H wOR
AT AT AT § ) S e
R IR R :

“The Commission may inquire into—

(a) any restrictive trade practice
(i) upon receiving a complaint
of facts which constitute such
practice from any trade or
consumers’ association having
a membership of not less
than twenty-five persons or
from twenty-five or more con-
sumers, or”.

E}ﬁﬂsmma&wésmﬁﬁ
F TEifraee, a) ag FR & @ %
1 g, foFma w3 @ s #; e
Atfeq & 0 1| SEF T9T 91 77 T
g

“(i) upon receiving a complaint
of facts which constitute such
practice, or”

d 25 WA N FE qw@  AG
gt =ifed, o et odfaoa &
T AL QAT wfgy, it e ggew
F AT AT WA FH T A S A
& arfed | R FE o AfE s
I fF @ 9w F TR Wgfra &=
SFRgE W IR IFTIAT 1T |
sifeT O AW © agA ¥ W Y QEr
adiwa ! damma g frdar g ated
Y+t sifasm @@ ™ @S9 oF &
srfear § @ & fF awE agm @
fipdle@ FFCE W I | SER' @&
% fou ¥R 7 25 wefEl &t w9
wE g JfE T s Jfe ¥ A wEeT
T ST TWF WA W A G fewr
AT § W 11 g T E
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“In respect of any restrictive
trade practice of which complaint is
made under sub-clause (i) of clause
(a) of section 10, the Commission
shall, before issuing any process re-
quiring the attendance of the per-
son complained against, cause a
preliminary investigation...... »

I o9 FFe frw I @ AR
Ffam o Sfafed FaETd Fan, I9E
1% ag Faaw & smar ag S g ar
gt | O g | 25 wRfAE & @
N e ! & aFar § e oF wrl
O I19 7, AT 25 TIIH F FEATEL IFIT
FEN 3T T @ FI ° ? FR A A
T g1 Y &Y A g% UF AT FEm §
IgH! fFma #X @Far § AR st
Ffafrd F@Td 79 % 9 fEma d
e wofa F@aT § @ am@ar <@,
T @ A &AW G AW | ST HqEA
FATT 11 ¥ %1 8 | AT T8 Ty s
f #ré Teifaoe @t Iifed, &9 25
wTAt 19 wifgd, ag S A & 1 &N ot
78 wfeeq @t fafe & fewrs g
TF ST SEY AT R AT T FEAT § 7
O & a9 W 7@ A g A0fed 1 o
HTEHY 3 S Fig ThaT & AR T HHAT &
Fi A g, 7T 50 HEH I W Fg T
2

# gawan § 5 ¥ Y davee § 99
3t MEIRT FER FG | g OF AR B
7 wfmr fw W F owR
IHT 1T EF & aY a8 v § fawa
F & AR FfmA saar wfafed
T AR | & g o ageE
@ 9 f=T w% )

SHRI SEZHIYAN: Sir, my amend-
ment No. is No. 459, wherein I have
asked for the insertion of the words
“or a State Government” after the
word “Government” in clause 10(b).
As per clause 10, as it is, the Com-
mission may enquire into four items

which have been mentioned there,
These are contaiged in sub-clause (a).
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‘But in sub-clause (b), the Commission
will have nothing to do with any
monopolistic trade practice, unless
the Central Government makes a
reference to it. The Commission may
enquire into any restrictive trade
practice upon receiving a complaint
from any trade or consumers’ associa-
tion or by a certain number of consu-
mers. It may enquire into it upon a
reference made to it by the Central
Government or a State Government.
It may enquire into it upon an appli-
cation made to it by the Registrar, or
upon its own knowledge of informa-
tion. But in the case of a monopolistic
trade practice, all these are barred.
Only the Central Government is em-
powered to make a reference. This is
very anomalous. Therefore, my
amendment is to the offect that the
State Government should also be asso-
ciated in making a reference to the
Commission, or it can still be enlarged
by saying that any person can make
areference, Of course, it should not be
an irresponsible reference; therefore,
they have specified a certain numter.
What I submit is that whatever is ap-
plicable to restrictive trade practice,
should also be made applicable to any
monopolistic trade practice.

SHRI D. N, PATODIA: With regard
to clause 10, I am not in agreement
with what Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta
has said. The clause reads as under:

“The Commission may enquire
into—
(a) any restrictive trade prac-
tice—

(i) upon receiving a complaint of
facts which constitute such
practice from any trade or
consumers’ association having
a membership of not less than
twenty-five persons or from
twenty-five or more consu-
mers, or...” and so on.

The whole idea is that unless a com-
plaint is of a representative character,
it would not be worth-while for the
Commission to go into it, because in
that case, we shall be opening the
doors for all sorts of blackmail by in-
dividuals and there would be no end
to it. I am of the opinion that even
this number of 25 is on the lower
side. We should amend it so that the
association should be of a representa-
tive character and any association
having a membership of less than 100
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members should not be permitted to
launch any complaint of this nature.
Mr. Dandekar could not move his
amendment, and I would request the
hon. Minister to agree from his own
side to make this change and to sug-
gest that any association having a
membership of less than 1C0 persons
will not be qualified to make any such
complaint to the Commission.

14.57 hrs.
[Surr K. N. Trwarr in the Chair]

SHRI F. A, AHMED: There are two
kinds of amendments moved by the_
hon. Members to this clause. One is
that there should Le no restriction of
either 25 or 20 or 30 members if a
complaint is made in a representative
character. My submission is that this
is to avoid a frivolous complaint and
therefore this caution has been intro-
duced in this provision.

But so far as the question of any
information given before the Commis-
sion is concerned, the hon. Members
will be pleased to see that that pur-
pose is also served because there is a
sub-clause saying “upon its -owm
knowledge or information.”

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: It
is not obligatory on the Commission.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: It is not obli-
gatory, and therefore, when any infor-
mation is placed before the Commis-
sion, it will certainly exerdgige its dis-
cretion. So, any single person who is
aggrieved or who has a legitimate
cause for grievance can go and submit
that information, and that informa-
tion, if it is of abchartictercthat can be
enquired into by e Commission,
cogld be enquired into. For that, the
provision is there.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
Then why do you insist that some or-
ganisation having a membership of 25
only or more only can make a com-
plaint? I think even one individual
can be a responsible man., Why do
you insist on that number? I do not
understand.

'SHRI F. AL AHMED: As I have
pointed out, so far as clause 10(a) is
concerned, it really progld&e for a
representation to ke made in a repre-
sentative capacity. For that purpose,
the matter has been thoroughly exa-
mined and actually, my hon. friend
there wants to suggest that it must be
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[Shri F. A. Ahmed]
an association having a membership
of not less than 100 persons, while we
have limited it to 25. There are other
Members who would like it to be five
and some who would like it to be
more than 100 and so on.

In order to give opportunity for all
such cases to be brought before the
Commission we have fixed the number
as 25.
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That information may be by one
person or by two persons, That is also
provided.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: It
is not obligatory on the Commission.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: It is there in
the same sub-clause. Under (iv) it
says, “upon its own knowledge or in-
formation”.

That is also provided here. So, what
is his apprehension? It is embodied
in sub-clause (a) (iv). Thereford I do
not think that there is any necessity
of accepting this amendment.

So far as the point covered by the
amendment moved by Shri Jha is
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concerned, we are no dekarring any
social worker from lodging a com-
plaint. He can easily come under sub-
clause (iv). Anyone can go and place
information before the Commission,
whether he is a social worker or an
unsocial worker or anybody else. So,
there is no need to accept this amend-
ment also.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall put
amendments Nos, 79, 329 and 459 to
the vote of the House together.
Amendments Nos. 79, 329 and 459 were

put and negatived. ’

MR. CHAIRMAN., The question is:

“ghﬁt clause 10 stand part of the

ill”.

The motion was adopted.
Clause 10 was added to the Bill, -

SHRI SEZHIYAN: Sir, may I sug-
gest that because of shortage of time
we can take clauses 11 to 19 together
because the next important clause is
clause 20.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No, no.

THE MINISTER OF PARLIA-
MENTARY AFFAIRS AND SHIP-
PING AND TRANSPORT (SHRI
RAGHURAMAIAH): Sir, in view of
the paucity of time I suggest that we
should continue the clause-by-clause
consideration till 5 o’'clock and then
whatever happens, guillotine them.
The third reading will be of one hour
and whatever happens we close it at
6 o’clock. I have contacted the various
leader here. That is the general con-
sensus. .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is there any ob-
jection?

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
Agreed.

S'SHRI M. R. MASANTI (Rajkot): No,
ir.

Clause 11- (Investigation by Director
before issue of process in certain
cases.

SHRI S. KUNDU: Sir, I move.

Page 10, line 18—

for “shall” substitute—
“may” (433)

It is a very small amendment and, I
think, slightly ticklish. As the clause
stands, the Commission, before it asks

anybody to come for being examined
by the Commission on charges or
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allegation, has to make a preliminary
investigation. It reads:—

“In respect of any restrictive
trade practice of-which complaint is
made under sub-clause (i) of clause
(a) of section 10, the Commission
shall, before issuing any process
requiring the attendance of the per-
son complained against, cause a pre-
liminary investigation to be made”.

The word “shall” is kinding. This
will inhibit the real working of this
Commission. So, in place of the word
“shall”, I have said, “may”, in my
amendment. If the Commission thinks
proper, it can cause the enquiry to be
made; if the commission does not
think it proper, it might not cause it
to be made, The word “may” -would
give latitude to the Commission. If
you say, “shall”, then in every case
it is binding on the Commission to
cause a preliminary investigation to
be made. That will take a lot of time
and no case will be decided, There
will be writs pending in High Courts
for four or five years and cases, there-
fore, will te pending. I hope Shri
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed will bear with
me. The word “may” will serve the
purpose and will give a lot of latitude
to the Commission to decide whether
on the merits of the case it is neces-
sary to go in for a preliminary inves-
tigation or not and not to investigate
each and every case. I would plead
with him to accept his amendment
which is very important.

SHRIF. A. AHMED: In view of the
fact that the Commission has been
vested with mandatory powers, it will
not be desirable to accept this amend-
ment. I hope, the hon. Member will
understand the position that because
of this mandatory provision in respect
of restrictive trade practices we can-
not allow any latitude but it has to
be made mandatory.

SHRI S. KUNDU: If you keep the
word, “may”’ you give them the power,
If you make it “shall”, you bind them
down.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall now put
amendment No. 433 to the vote of the
house.

Amendment No. 433 was put and
negatived.

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question is:

“That clause 11 stand part of the
Bill.”
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The motion was adopted.
Clause 11 was added to the Bill,
Clause 12 was added to the Bill.

Clause 13—-(Orders of Commission
may be subject to conditions, etc.)

SHRI S. KUNDU: Sir, I move:

Page 11, line 13—

omit ‘“not inconsistent with this
Act” (434)

Page 11, line 19,—

for “at any time” substitute—
“within a period of six months”,
(435)

I do not know how those people who
drafted the Bill did so in a hotchpotch
manner, I would draw the attention
of the hon. Minister to this line in
clause 13(1): —

“In making any 'order under this
Act, the Commission may make such
provisions not inconsistent with
this Act”.

If you say, “not inconsistent with this
Act”, it means that you draw forcible
jurisdiction of courts. In every case
people will go to the courts and say
that there is a specific provision here,
‘“not inconsistent with this Act”; they
will go and file writs which will go
on piling up. It goes without saying
that nothing can be done which is not
consistent with this Act; the Com-
mission cannot do‘anything inconsis-
tent with this Act. But if you put
these words specifically, you give rise
to litigation. I do not know what is
the intention of this Government.
Therefore I have suggested to delete
the words, “not inconsistent with this
Act”. I do not think they should say
this specifically.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: So far as an
order regarding execution is concern-
ed, the court may pass an order and
provide for certain conditions but if
those conditions are to be provided
for by the court, they have to be con-
ditioned which are consistent with the
provisions of this Act. Therefore it
has been found necessary to make
this provision that it should be not
inconsistent with this Act. I hope, the

"hon. Member will understand that

here the court has been given the
discretion to vary the order but that
order has to be not inconsistent with
the provisions of this Act,
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MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall put

amendments Nos. 434 and 435 to the
vote of the House together.

Amendments Nos. 434 and 435 were
put and negatived.

MR, CHAIRMAN: The question is:
“That clause 13 stand part of the Bill”.
The motion was adopted.
Clause 13 was added to the Bill.

Clause 14—(Orders where part:y con-
cerned does not carry on business
in India.

SHRI N. DANDSKAR: Sir, I
move:—

Page 11, line 24—

for “substantially falls within”
substitutes.
“constitutes” (208)

I have been trying to understand
what is meant by “substantially falls
within monopolistic or restrictive
trade practice”,

Now the ‘monopolistic and restric-
tive trade practice’ hag been defined
in such an extra ordinarily wide
terms some of which I endeavoured
by my amendments to improve.
Naturally they were not accepted
The ‘monopolistic practices’ as well
as ‘restrictive trade practices® have
‘themselves been defined and if any-
body says in reference to these terms
that this Is a monopolistic practice,
then it would &lso fall within the
‘restrictive’ or ‘monopolistic’ trade
practice in view of the extremely
wide definition given to these terms
in the Bill, This clause should read:

“Where any practice constitutes

monopolistic or restrictive trade

practice........... M
and not ‘substantially falls within’,
Otherwise, the objective is achieved
by the wide definition of ‘monopolis-
tic’ or ‘restrictive’ trade practice, If
you maintain ‘substantially falls with-
in’, then anything can come. There-
fore, my amendment,.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: 1
heg to move:—

Page 11, line 24—
omit “substantially” (330)
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SHRI F, A, AHMED: Here the
question is whether the phrase ‘sub-
stantialy falls within’ should be
replaced by the word ‘constitutes’,
Now, the hon. Member has himself
suggested that so far as the two
terms are concerned, the word ‘con-
stitutes’ will suffice and ‘substantial-
ly falls within’ is a very wide term
and that is why it has been specifi+
cally used here in the place of the
word ‘constitutes’. So far as ‘sub-
stantially falls within’ is concerned,
it qualifies any thing which may fall
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within substantially. This is to be
examined on the basis of the evi-
dence, on the basis of the material he-
fore the Commission and then the
Commission will decide. I do not
know how my friend says that this
will be an option left to the Govern-
ment because the matter has to go to
the Commission which will decide it.
If we begin start thinking that every
Chairman or member of the Commis-
sion is a person not having integrity,
then there will be no end to the
matter.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I will put
amendments 208 and 330 to the vote
of the House.

Amendments Nos. 208 end 330 were
put and negatived,

MR, CHAIRMAN: The question
is:

“That Clause 14 stand part of the

Bill”.

The motion was adopted.
Clause 14 was added to the Bill,

Clause—15 (Restriction of applica-
tion of orders in certain cases.)

SHRI N. DANDEKER: I beg to
move:

Page 11, line 33—

after “or” insert—

“of a trade mark or copyright

registered in India, or” (209)

Page 11, line 36—

after “or” insert—

of a trade mark or copyright
registered in India, or” (210)

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: 1
beg to move:

Page 11, line 33—

after “India” insert—

“except the right of a person
who is not an Indian citizen”
(331)

SHRI N. DANDEKER: I have got
two very important amendments to
make here, It is merely to amplify the
meanings that are obviously inten-
ded in this clause, The clause reads
as follows:

“No order made under this Act
with respect to any monopolistic
or restrictive trade practice shall
operate so as to restrict—

Bill
(a) the right of any person to

restrain any infringement of
a patent granted in India, or

(b) any person as to the condition
which he attaches to a
licence to do anything, the
doing of which but for the
licence would be an infringe-
ment of a patent granted in
India, or” etc.

I do not know why from this excel-
lent protection that we have given
the trade marks and copyrights have
been excluded. Therefore, I have
suggested in the case of both these
clauses—sub-clause (a) and (b) the
addition of the words ‘of a trade
mark or copyright registered in
India, or', whereupon the whole
clause will read:
“No order made under this Act
with respect to any monopolistic
or restrict trade practice shall
operate so as to restrict—
(a) the right of any person to
restrain any infringement of
a patent granted in India, or
of a trade mark or copy-
right registered in India, or
(b) any person as to the condi-
tion which he attaches to a
licence o do anything, the
doing of which but for the
¢ licence would be an infrin-
g:ment of a patent granted
In India, or of a trade mark
or copyright registered in
India, or......”
1 hope the Minister will accept this.
It is in exactly identical spirit with
which  this particular clause is
framed,
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SHRI F. A, AHMED: With regard
fo the amendment moved by Mr, Dan-
dekar, may I just inform him that if
I could understand his underlying
intention, it was to provide restric-
tion in respect of articles relating to
trade marks and copyrights register-
ed in India, That is his purpose.
This matter was discussed in the
Joint Committee and 1t wag decided
that 'instead of making a provision
here, it should be provided in clause
39 of the original Bill which is now
also clause 39, So, this has been look-
ed after in clause 39, Therefore. I do
not think that it is necessary here to
provide for this.

So far as Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta’s
amendment is concerned, he wants
that this should be extended to non-
residents also. As he may have seen,
this Bill is to provide for all those
people who are residents in India and
not for the non-residents, Therefore,
it is not necegsary to accept his
amendment,

SHR!I KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
Why should it not be applicable to
non-residents?

SHRI N. DANDEKAR: The Hon.
Minister says that it is covered by
clause 39. But clause 39 deals with an
entirely different thing, It does not

S e
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deal with any question of monopolis-
tic or restrictive trade practice, but
with the specific question of the prac-
tice known as mdintaining resale
prices, This has no direct relevance.
%_ am concerned with a wider ques-
jon.

SHRI F, A, AHMED: This matter
was thoroughly discussed and it was
found that what the hon. Member
seeks to provide has already been
provided in clause 39, and it is, there-
fore, not necessary to make provision
here.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall now put
amendments Nos. 209, 210 and 331 to
the vote of the House,

Amendments No, 209, 210 and 331
were put and negatived.

MR, CHAIRMAN: The questionis:

“That clause 15 stand part of the
Bill”.

The motion was adopted,
Clauge 15 was added to the Bill.

New Clause 15-A

SHRI N. DANDEKER: I beg to
move:

Page 11, after line 40, insert

“15A. No order made under this
Act with respect to any monopolis-
tic or restrictive trade practice
shall operate so as to require any
person to disclose any formulation,
process or technique, whether pa-
tented or not, adopted by him in
the manufacture, production, pro-
cessing or marketing of any goods,
to any other person” (211),

This is very important clause and
it is in line really with the sugges-
tion which I have made in relation
to the amendment to clause 15. In
clause 15 there is an express provi-
sion that nothing will operate to res-
irict the right of a person to protect
hig patent etc. What I am suggesting
is this, Since I could not fit it in
clause 15, because it Is concerned
with another aspect of the same
matter, I have moved this as a new
clause. The new clause which I have
moved is exactly on the same lines
as clause 15,

Frequently, processes and formu-
lations are incapable of being paten-
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ted because if they are patented, they
really get disclosed to one’s competi-
tors. Very often, the capacity of an
industrial unit which produces things
of a particular qualily or specifica-
tion, is dependent upon its own tech-
nical research and development re-
sults which have given it -certain
formulations and techniques and pro-
cesses which it uses for the purpose
of manufacturing things. Those tech-
niques can also extend to techniques
of marketing and distribution and so
on. What I am suggesting here is
that no order passed in respect of
monopolistic on restrictive trade prac-
tice should require a person to dis-
close his particular formulations or
techniques to third parties.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The Monopolies Commissian will pass
its orders under clause 13. It is
clearly stated there that no order
passed by it shall be inconsistent
with the provisions of this Bill.
Therefore, there is no need for such
apprehension as the hon. Member
has expressed. So, new clause 15-A
is not necessary.

SHRI N. DANDEKER: 1I did not
follow him, Does he mean that the
Eom?mission cannot issue such an or-

er?

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: It
can issue only such order as ake not
inconsistent with the Act.

SHRI N. DANDEKER: Where does
it say so? It is because the wording 1s
that it can issue any order not incon-
sistent with the Act that I want to
make it inconsistent with the Act for
the commission to issue such an
order.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
T;hili? is no need for such provision
a .

SHRI N. DANDEKER: That is
precisely the point that was raised
earlier. The commission is entitled to
pass any order net inconsistent with
the Act. Unless it is inconsistent with
the Act for the commission to require
a person to disclose a private formula-
tion or process, the commission can
require its disclosure to third par-
heg. 1t is _ brecisely the argument
which he is urging which I am also
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urging for insisting on this namely
that any order made by the commis-
sion to disclose to third parties pri-
vate formulations should be inconsis-
tent with the Act, so that the com-
mission may not do it.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The commission will have to see whe-
ther any particular order that it
passes is or is not inconsistent with
the provisions of the Act.

SHRI N. DANDEKER: I am mak-
ing it inconsistent.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The commission is bound to act with-
the Act, and, therefore, it'is not ne-
cessary to have such a provision.
The commission must be free to in-
terpret the provisions.

MR, CHAIRMAN : I shall now put
amendment No. 211 to vote.
Amendment No, 211 was put and ne-

gatived.

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question is:

“That clause 16 stand part of the
Bill”

The motion was adopted
Clause 16 was added to the Bill.

Clause 17 —(Hearing to be in public
except in special circumstances.)

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: I
beg to move:
Page 12, after line 14, ingert

“Provided that the Commission
shall record the reasons in
writing for such actions.”
(332)

SHRI S. KUNDU: I beg to move:

Page 12, line 7, after ‘so’ insert ‘in
public interest’. (436)
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SHRI S. KUNDU: I generally do
not approve of any such inquiry in
camera or in private. So, keeping the
spirit of this clause intact, I have just
added two or three words and it
will mean that enquiry in camera
should be done only in public in-
terest. If it is necessary to hold
some sort of confidential inquiry or
some private inquiry, the commission
can do so. Otherwise, if this inquiry
in camera is allowed to take place,
away from the gaze of the public,
then I am afraid that a lot of corrup-
tion is likely to crop up in such in-
quiries.

It will be delayed. There will be
an apprehension that favouritism is
done to certain parties and so on.
I do not want to give such a latitude
to this commission, to the Chairman
of this commission, to decide upon
himself as to what would be . confi-
dential nature and so on. I have to
pin him down. If it is in the public
interest he cap hold it. Once it is
public interest he has to record and
glve finding as to how it is in public
interest and why it is in public in-
terest. He can hold enquiry in pri-
vate. It does not materially affect
the provisions of this clause 17.
would plead with the Minister to
accept the amendment.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The Commission consists of very high
persons only those qualified to be su-
preme court judge or high court
judge are eligible to be the Chairman
of the Commission. We need not put
a fetter on them to decide this matter.
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We trust the Commission will act in
public interest. Shri Gupta wants
reasons to be recorded, if a private
enquiry is to be held. The same
answer which I had given to Shri
Kundu will equally apply here. We
have entrusied this to a very high
powered commission. We trust that
the high-powered body would act in
public interest.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I will put both
the amendments, No, 332 and 436
together.

Amendments Nos. 332 qnd 436 were
put and negatived

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:
“That Clause 113711§tand part of the
ill”.

The motion was adopted
Clause 17 was added to the Bill.

Clauses 18 cmd 19 were added to
e Bill.

Clause %—(Undertakmgs) to which
this part applies).

SHRI M. R. MASANI: I beg to
move:—
Page 12 and 13—
for clause 20, substitute—

“90. This Part shall apply to—

(a) an undertaking the total
value of the assets of which
is not less than twenty crores
of rupees;

(b) an undertaking having assets
of not less than five crores of
rupees, which assets together
with the assets of 1its inter-
connected underfakings, are
not less than fifty crores of
rupees.

(¢) a dominant undertaking—

(i) where it is single undertak-
ing, if the value of its
assets is not less than five
crores of rupees, or-

(ii) where it consists of more
than one undertaking, in
the value of the assets of
the dominant undertaking
is not less than five crores
of rupees and the sum to-
tal of the value of its
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assets together with the

assets of all its infer-con-

nected undertakings, is not

less than twenty crores of

rupees”, (35

Page 13, lines 10 and 11,—

for “clause (a) or clause (b)”
suhstitute

“Clause (a), clause (b) or clause

(c)”. (36)

Page 13, line 21,—

for “clause (a) or
substitute—

“clause (a), clause (b) or
)” 37

clause (b)”

SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA:—
I beg to move:

Page 13, line 1,—

for “twenty” substitute “five”. (80)
Page 13, line 8—
for “one crore” substitute—

“fifty lakhs” (81)

SHRI OM PRAKASH TYAGI: I
move:

Page 12, line 37—
after ‘“assets” insert—

“excluding the value of the
‘building of the undertak-
ing” (212)

SHRI LOBO PRABHU: I beg to
move:
Page 12, line 36—
for “undertaking” substitute—
“individual” (236)
Page 12, line 37—
for “its” substitute ‘“his”. (237)
Page 12, line 38—
for “its own” substitute—
“his own”.
Page 12, line 38—
for “of its” substitute—
“of his” (239)

SHRI BENI SHANKER SHARMA:
I beg to move:

Page 13, line 1—
for “twenty” substitute—
“ﬁfty"
Page 13, line 8,—
for “one crore” substitute—
“five crores”. (398)

(238)

(397)

* tainly results

Bl

SHRI S. KUNDU: I beg to move:
Page 13, line 1,—

for “twenty” substitute—
“two”
Page 13, line 8,—
for “less” substitute—
Umore"
SHRI S. S. KOTHARI:—I] beg to
move:
Page 13, line 8,—
for, “one crore”, substitute ten
crores. (491)

SHRI N. DANDEKER: The whole
Chapter III is really completely out
of place in the Bill that is really
concerned with monopolistic and
restrictive trade practices. All these
have been shelved in under concent-
ration of economic power and it cer-
in additional power
being centralised in the hands of the
Government. Clause 20 with which I
am presently concerned is a clause
which indicates the magnitude of the
undertaking fo which this part would
apply. They are defined in two ways.
In the clause as it exists it will apply
to the undertaking if the total value
of the assets of that undertaking or
interconnected undertaking. Is not
less than 20 crores and secondly to
a dominant undertaking if a single

(424)

undertaking the value of which
does not exceed Rs. 1 crore
or if more than one under-

taking the sum total of the said
interconnected undertaking does not
exceed 1 crore. In judging this limit
on the value of assets, I would like
the House to recall the definition of
total assets in Clause 2(w). It is real-
ly to put it in simple terms gross
assets without deducting liabilities.
I had an amendment fo Clause 2 for
that particular-sub-clause and I de-
fined the value of assets as value of
net assets. That is to say, gross assets
minus liabilities and provisions for out-
standing expenses and so on. You come
to the net wealth of that particular
undertaking, the net assets. We are
struck with the definition which is
concerned with gross assets and it 1s
for that that we have got to consider
whether this scope of Concentration
of Economic Power chapler is or
is not wide. To me, it appears too
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wide and it is necessary to raise the
limits somewhat intheway I have
suggested in amendment No. 35, It
reads:
Page 12 and 13—

for clause 20, substitute—
“20, This Part shall apply to—

(a) an undertaking the total
value of the assets of which
is not less than twenty
crores of rupees;
an undertaking having assets
of not less than five crores
of rupees, which assets to-
gether with the assets of its
interconnected undertakings,
are not less than fifty crores
of rupees;
(¢) a dominant underfaking—
(i) where it is a single under-
taking, if the value of its
assets is not less than five
crores of rupees, or
(iiy where It consists of more
than one undertaking, if
the value of the assets of
the dominant undertaking
is not less than five crores
of rupees and the sum-to-
tal of the value of its
assets together with the
assets of all its inter-con-
nected undertakings, is
not less than twenty crores
of rupees”.

Thls is necessary because we have
to define the tolal value of assets
and this will be the relevant defini-
tion. I suggest that we restrict this
chapter to only powerful groups, not
groups of such gross assets or other
examples indicated in the clause as
it is before us, but to groups of which
the gross assets would be of the do-
minant nature indicated in the
amendment which I have submitted.
Only then we will be dealing with
the large nexus or complex groups
of undertakings and deal with con.
centration of economic power and
wealth—all these fashionable expres-
sions now being brandied about
Amendments Nos_ 36 and 37 are only
consequential. ’

ot 3 & : A o, e
STq 20, T 13, AT 1 F § 1 wyi W

)]
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“Where it consists of more than
one undertaking, the sum total of
the value of the assets of the in-
terconnected undertakings consti-
tuting the dominant undertaking
is not less than one crore of
rupees”. .
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“Its own assets together with the
assets of the inter-connected under-
takings”.
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SHRI LOBO PRABHU: I am rais-
ing a fundamental issue in asking for
the substitution of the word ‘indivi-
dual’ for the word ‘undertaking’. I-
would like the Minister to clarify
how an undertaking in which there

is money from Government institu-
tions in which there is money from

thousands of shareholders can
become an object of economic
power. If an individual has a

tremendous amount of wealth, he rep-
resents economic power, he re-
presents disparity about which they
are so concerned. If they are aiming
at an institution, they are aiming at
thousands and lakhs of shareholders.
Is it their intention to punish a share-
holder because he has elected a bigger
rather than a smaller company? In
this connection, I would refer to the
report of the Monopolies Commission.
They do not make the mistake that
size is sin. The Comm!ssion has made
it clear that big companies have their
justification because of the economjes
of scale.

You will not deny that a bigger com-
pany can produce a thing cheaper,
that it is in the interests of the con-
sumer, in the interests of the econo-
my. Ar2 you obijecting to that? You
will not deny that the Commission
has also stated that only a big com-
panv can embloy the right type of
experts. can vroduce the right type
of goods. \Is it your intention not tc
have any exverts, any research,
any progress? That certainly is not
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apprehended by the idea of econo-
mic power.

Lastly, the Commission has found
that the economic growth which has
taken place in this country is due
to these big houses, but for them
you would not have had the econo-
mic growth which has been witnessed
in the last 20 years, Is it your inten-
tion to reverse this process? I am
against conspicuous wealth, against
disparity, but you must deal with
the individual. If you can deal with
the individual, then you are proceed-
ing in the right direction, you are
compelling him to divide his wealth,
to invest it in some other ventures
and also to go in for risk capital. Re-"
cently, a Commission has found that
no rich capital is coming from the
promoters, They are only helping
themselves to the capital of others
here and there.

You will raise the question how we
are going to prevent a company or
an enterprise from abusing its po-
wer. My answer first is that you have
the Company Law. It is a very ample
law, a law that goes into minute de-
tails, Today if you have the present
position that certain companies are
playing with their shares, with their
prices, it is because you have a law
which you do not enforce for reasons
either that you want to make some
benefit out of it for yourself politi-
cally, or that your staff is not suffi-
ciently vigilant. You do not want so
many laws if you cannot implement
even one. You just want to give a
false impression that you are against
wealth, you want to spread the net
of your power,

AN HON. MEMBER: And collect
donations.

SHRI LOBO PRABHU: By all
means go for the individual, reduce
his wealth, According to statistics,
those who pald wealth tax on more
than Rs, 1 crore were only 20 in 1964-
65. These 20 people are your proper
objectives. Strip them in whatever
way you like if it is consistent with
the economic policy, but otherwise
do notl go and injure the economy.
do not go and destroy the faith of
the people in the enterprises that
pay. When you penalise a big enter-
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prise, you are going to send these
people to some of the smaller enter-
prises which are notorious for depres-
sing their shares when they want to
buy and raising them when they
want to sell. My colleague, Shri Dan-
dekar, has already said that Chapter
I has no place in this Bill as there
are other means of controlling
wealth. I would suggest that you
give up this Chapter, and failing
that, substitute the word “individual”
for ‘“enterprise” because then only
you will be making an attack on
wealth and reducing disparities.

SHRI BENI SHANKER SHARMA :
My amendment Nos. 397 and 398 are
practically the same as Shri Dande-
kar's and my arguments are the
same, I will simply add that the grea-
test malady from which we are
suffering today is lack of production.
We have begged and borrowed
enough money from outside, but pro-
portionately we have not increased
production of consumer and other
goods,

What is the harm if a business-
man who is honest and hard work-
ing serves the country by producing
more for the benefit of the consumer?

It has been said that this Chapter
is meant as a safeguard against con-
centration of economic power. Those
who know about income-tax and
wealth-tax will agree with me that
in the present set-up nobody can be
a multi-millionaire if he pays his
taxes honestly. There is concentra-
tion of wealth in the hands of peo-
ple only because the taxes are not
properly collected. If the taxes are
properly collected, there is no ques-
tion of concentration of wealth and
consequently concentration of econo-
mic power. If these clauses are re-
tained ag they are, they will simply
hamper production in our country and
we shall be suffering from the maladv
of shortage of goods more and more. I
would, therefore, suggest that simple
bigness or smallness of an undertak-
ing should not be the guiding prin-
ciple. We should see whether the con-
trollers of the undertaking are acting
honestly and in the interests of the
country. If they are so acting, there
is no reason why we should not have
industries of bigger size which would
produce more at lesser cost.

360
tices Bill

SHRI S. KUNDU: The real test of
your declarations is in seeing how
you are going to implement this Bill
and check concentration of economic
power as envisaged :n clause 20.
Whatever you may profess about
your concept of socialism, that will
be evaluated by the way you imple-
ment this Bill. When you say that
economic concentration comes only
in the case of industrial houses with
assets of Rs. 20 crores or above, I can
imagine what sort of socialims you
have in view. They were saying that
when the Congress was not divided,
the. other group did not allow them
to proceed. So, now they can accept
our amendments if they are really
keen - on what they are saying. It
will be a fantastic suggestion to say
lhat economic concentration only
comes :f the assets are Rs. 20 crores
or above. Nobody will take you to
be true, that you are really ~going
to fight for the poor and down-trod-
den, People will think that you are
also friends of B Class capitalists.
When you limit it to Rs. 20 crores,
those who have 19.99 crores will not
come within the purview of this Bill.
There will be many such capitalists
and naturally motive will be impu-
ted to you and you cannot escape it

because there is no reasonable expla-
nation.

. In any developing country, the
important contribution made by Gov-
ernment is to provide an industrial
Lias to its people. For the last 50 years
our industrialists have not only con-
trolled money, they have controlled
ideas, dynamism, everything that
goes to improve industry, and they
have cared only for their profit. If you
want to break this sort of thinking
in the sphere of the industrial deve.
lopment of our country, it is neces-
sary to put a stop to economic con-
centration. For this you must reduce
the slal and therefore I have suggest-
ed Rs. 2 crores instead of Rs. 20 crores,

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: Why not
make it nil? Then it will apply to
everybody.

SHRI S. KUNDU: I would like to,
but it will not be accepted,

There are very few houses with
assets above Rs. 20 crores and they
are concentrating economic power.
You are not going to do anything and
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you cannot do anything to them,
There is another B class and they will
be in enormous numbers now. You
do not need a licence to put up an
industry if the capital invested is
not more than 27 lakhs, Hundreds
of industries will be put up by same
family which will have a lot of pro-
duction in this age of automation
without owning assets worth Rs. 20
crores but being more coercive than
people who own big assets. One auto-
matic machine can replace a thousand
workers, The assets could not be
more than a lakh or two.
But actually in the matter of
industrial growth or production,
one will control about a crore of
rupees. And this thing is a misnomer,
unless you put it down to Rs. 2
crores. It will still give a lot of scope,
but I do not think they will agree to
a lesser thing. So, 1 would plead with
the Minister that he should accept
this amendment.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: Sir, this
clause is a very important one, but
1 would like to emphasise one aspect
I have gone through the Bill a num-
ber of times and tried to find out a de-
finition for ‘concentration of econo-
mic power’, which the Government
is trying to control. But they do not
know what they are trying to cont-
rol. There is no definition of concent-
ration of economic power. There is
no definition of common qetr_n:nent;
and what is meant by prejudicial to
public interest. These are all vague
terms. and on the basis of these terms
—concentration of economic power,
common iment, prejudicial to
public interest, the structure of this
chapter is built up. It §hould not
have any place in this Bill. Such a
provision is not to be found prol?al?-
ly in any other country. What it is
going to do is to obstruct the'grovivth
of the economy, and this legislation,
in my opinion, is not intended to pro-
mote what is known as sociallsm but
to bring in or tend towards .wh.at I
would call econemic suicidalism.
With this Bill plus the implementa-
tion of the injurious ljecommend.a-
tions of the Dutt Licensing Commit-
tee and all that, they are heading
towards a state of affairs where no-
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body can expand or increase the
assets. This would lead to stagnation
in industrial development, with the
consequence that employment and
incomes would not increase. It is only
tha Communists who are going to be-
nefit by measures of this kind. Frank-
ly, I have no aobjection to your check-
ing monopolies; I have no objection
to your taking steps against or check-
ing restrictive trade practices, curb
them by all means, but do not strike

at the root of economic .growth.

Coming specifically to this aspect
of the problem, what is meant by in-
crease in assets? If any development
takes place, there is an increase in
assets. According to the Government,
if there is an increase in assets. it
means concentration increases. Sir, it
is an absurdity to talk about assets,
when we do not even talk about the
net assets, after reducing the liabili-
ties. They say that the assets should
not be increased beyond Rs. 20 crores
in inter-connected undertakings and
in the case of dominant undertakings,
they should not exceed Rs. 1 crore.
What is an undertaking with a crore
of rupees today? If you judge by
world standards, it is not even a
pigmy; it is much less than a pigmy,
lilliputian. Even by Indian standards,
a concern with Rs. 1 crore of assets
is, in my opinion, just an ordinary
middle-sized concern. It is not even
a large concern, and the Government
has put a limit at Rs. I crore for do-
minant undertakings and 20
crores for 31l the assets of a group
together, I do not know how many
groups would be included or exclu-
ded; it makes no difference. The ba-
sic point that I would like to empha-
sise is that you must ensure that
economic growth is not checked.

Besides, this chapter also provides
that the onus would be on the busi-
nessman to prove that the expansion
or the establishment of 3 new under-
taking would not result in the con-
centration of economic power to the
common detriment and would not be
prejudicial to public interest. It is ab-
surd. How is an entrepreneur to
prove this? It is mnot clear. These
three terms, as I said, must be de-
fined, and the onus—this is most in-
equitable—should not be on the entre-
preneur to prove that his expansion
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would lead to concentration of eco-
nomic power. The assets are bound
to increase, and the Government or
some officer in the bureaucracy may
say, “Your assets are increasing and
it leads to concentration. Therefore, I
do not permit it”. Why this discretion
be permitted to the bureaucracy? It
is not in the interests of the country.
Therefore, my amendment suggests
that it should be Rs. 50 crores instead
of Rs. 20 crores, and in the case of a
dominant undertaking, it should be
Rs. 10 crores instead of Rs. 1 crore.

May I say that in the United States,
where there have been anti-trust
laws, which most of the framers of
this Bill might have gone through
and culled to frame this Bill, it has
been accepted by the Supreme Court
and other courts in the United States
that, firstly, “a rule of reason” shall
be applied in making judicial pro-
nouncement on such issues. secondly,
the mere size is not an offence; in the
modern technological age, the size of
an industry has to expand if indust-
ries have to compete in the interna-
tional market and if exports are to
be competit.ve, and withstand com-
petition. In this Bill, we say that if
.the size of a dominant undertaking
increases beyond Rs. 1 crore, they
must go to the Government for sanc-
tion. A multiplicity of licences and
sanctions have to be gone through
and that will probably involve a tre-
mendous amount of time and in the
end these licences may never be
granted, and the permiss'on may
never come, and that undertaking
may stagnate; the exports may go
down because that undertaking may
not be able to compete in the inter-
national market.

The third principle is one which
has been decided in the United steel
case in the United States. The idea
is one of doing good to the commu-
nity. If there is a combine of compa-
pies or industrial undertakings, and
if that is efficiently conceived, so
that breaking it up will actually
cause a loss to the public, if it effi-
ciently managed and is in the public
interest or it does good to the com-
munity, there is no reason why this
law should apply to it. These three

ces Bill

fundamental principles have not been
kept in view in_ framing this Bill:
Therefore, I would like to emphasise
that this chapter is pernicious. It is
anti-growth. I would say it is anti-
people, and it must be reconsidered in
its entirety. At least the limits must
be reasonable, so that the harm is
done to the minimum possitle extent.-
This chapter, as it is, is bound to do
harm and it is an attempt to check
concentration of economic power
which they are unable to define, and as
such it is bound to do harm and go
against the national interests; it is
going to check economic growth. Let
the limits be raised to such an extent
that the harm done is the least.

SHRI D N. PATODIA: I am
amazed to listen to some of my col-
leagues who are talking in terms of
imposing and limiting the amount
to Rs. 1 crore, Rs. 2 crores, Rs, 5
crores and Rs. 10 crores and so on.
It :s onlya reflection of their colossal
ignorance of what is happening in
India and in the world. They are not
aware of it; they are not aware of
what production is, what technologi-
cal development is, what modern
research is. Mr Dandeker and other
Members have said in detail that
there is no place for this chapter in
this Bill which is going to be anti-
production and anti-development;
nevertheless., I would like to fouch
on only one particular aspect of it.

Here, as my friend Shri Kothari
said, they have imposed a limit of
Rs. 20 crores on the assets of an un-
dertaking and Rs, 1 crore for domi-
nant undertakings. What are these
assets? Do they propose to say that
the bank borrowings which are inves-
ted in business would constitute
assets? According to the definition
which is given in the Bill, even bank
borrowings, even market borrowings,
even deposits would be considered
a part of the assets when they are
reinvested. It is fantastic.

The minimum improvement that
could have been done by the Ministry
is to define these assets and af least to
say that the net assets will be appli-
cable, but that has not been done I
do not know wherefrom they
have found this Rs. 1 crore to be fixed
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for a dominant undertaking, Do they
nave any conception as fo what Rs, 1
crore can produce today? I hope you
are aware that even a medium-sized
-plant for a fertiliser needs about Rs.
40 erores today. And they are impos-
ing a limit of Rs, 20 crores. What do
they mean? If calibre is found in an
entrepreneur, or in a group of entre-
preneurs, and if they extend their
business, if my business is rising, if
I am capable of increasing it and if
I am borrowing from the market, if
I am capable of taking a loan from
the World Bank, should I not do it?
It appears to be fantastic to prevent
that. If I am not prepared to do that,
if others are not allowed to do that,
there would be stagnancy in the eco-
nomy in the country. Therefore, I to-
tally oppose this measure. I suggest
that at least the amendment moved
by Mr, Kothari to define what is an
asset should be accepted; at least let
them say that it is going to be the
net assets. The amendment should
be accepted by the Minister.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY; Mr,
Chairman, two contrary views have
-been expressed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would request
the hon. Minister to answer in full
two ‘very pertinent questions which
have been asked by Sarvashri Patodia
and Kothari of whatever school of
thought they might be.

SHRI S. KUNDU: More pertinent
questions have been raised by us. It
Is a question of how you look at
problems.

SHRI P. VISWAMBHARAN: 1t is
an aspersion on other Members.

SHRI S. KUNDU: They have
raised a capitalist point of view.
it:SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: I object to

SHRT S. KUNDU: These people
who run business houses do not
know anything. They do not have
an industrial bias............ (Interrup-
tion). The man who is in charge of
crores of rupees does not know how
to sign his cheque properly and he is
responsible for growth,

MR. CHAIRMAN: All the points
that you have raised will be answer-
ed, All important points will be an-
swered.
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SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The views expressed by hon. Mem-
bers can broadly be divided into two
categories, One side has expressed
the view that the Chapter is unneces-
sary, that the values of assets men-
tioned in clause 20 are less and
should, therefore, be raised to Rs. 50
crores and, in the case of dominant
undertakings, to Rs. 10 crores. The
other side has sought to reduce it to
Rs. 5 crores and below 1 crore; any-
way, the central idea is 3 substantial
reduction in that.

Before I deal with this question I
would like to dispose of one question
raised by Shri Patodia, namely, that
by raising the value or quantum of
assets it is going to raise production.
It is one of the popular fallacies in
economic theory that concentration
of economic power would lead to fur-
ther production, Any study of eco-
nomic development would show that
concentration of economic power has,
on the contrary, proved that the pro-
duction falls and it is anti-growth.

-SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: What is he
talking? The Minister’s idea of eco-
nomic theory is absolutely wrong. It
is a wrong statement.

SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA: It
is cent per cent correct.

SHRI D. N. PATODIA: May I clari-
fy?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him reply.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Only when there is even distribution

of the cake that has been produced,
there is greater scope of further sav-

a5
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ings to be brought about and proper
mobilisation of resources, concentra-
tion of economic power has proved
an agonising experience in this coun-
try and has become detrimental to
growth itself.

Shr1 Kothari sald that we have
used some expressions and words
in the various clauses, like common
detriment, prejudicial to public in-
terest etc.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: Concentra-
tion of economic power itself.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: 1
am surprised that Shri Kothari, with
his experience, should have raised
this point because the expression
“common detriment” is used in_arti-
cle 39(c) of the Constitution. Thisis
an expression taken from the Consti-
tution itself. About the rest of the
expressions that have been used, if
Shri Kothari refers to any law on the
statute book he would find that these
expressions have been interpreted
judicially. There is any amount of
case law. Therefore I need not further
labour to answer this question.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: What is
the definition of ‘“concentration of
economic power”?

SHRI D. N. PATODIA: He does
not know that.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Concentration of economic power 1S
explained and defined in clause 20
onwards as the power which a man
would be able to command on the
resources in the country, financial
or otherwise, and on the means
of production. You may have any
amount of wealth; it is not concent-
ration of economic power. It is not
personal wealth but the power or
the control which you are able o ex-
ercise on the resources that are flow-
ing to the community, If it is a re-
source that belongs to you, it is not
concenfration of economic power but
if you control the resources that be-
long to the community, it means con-
centration of economic power. I hope
you would be able to understand this.

Then, Shri Patodia called it a fan-
tastic idea. Though I do not have im-
mediate figures, I would like him to
refer. to the December 1968 issue of
the Reserve Bank Bulletin in which
how the bank advances were taken is
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given. To me it looks a fantasy—it is
not fantastic. It looks as if it is a fan-
tasy, looking to the type of advances
taken from banks as loans and advan-
ces and the number of accounts. 437 ac-
counts have taken 23 per cent of the
total loans and advances of nearly
Rs, 2,717 crores; I am subject to cor--
rection about the figures. I would

only like 10 indicate the magnitude of

economic power which certain sec-

tions of society can exercise and of

the control which they could impose

on the life of the community. This in

essence constitutes concentration of

economic power which I need not de-

fine further.

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: What were
your colleagues in the Finance Minis-
try doing at that time? Do they func-
tion in a vacuum? Why did you not
ask them to resign? What was Shri
Sethi doing when all this money was

oing, according to you? You are con-

using the two things.

Tty WERA, Ig ISG-IATT FT
wE

aaafr s # awwE g fE s
FL A LR, T A7 AR g, dfewwrs
g g 1 A7 g fa welr wdiew Y
it FST AR N T F o wv
a9 37 ¥ fog w71 91 fF #5 faw-
gewefera @)
SHRI S. KUNDU : He is speaking

like a pandit reciting Sanskrit slokas,
He does not believe in what he says.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: I
am not going into the legal aspects of
dt. I.am only trying to indicate the
type of concentration that had taken
place by the use of banks that were at
the disposal of these business groups.

The basic question that has been

‘raised is why this chapter should be

there. If this chapter is not there in
this Bill, th's Bill is not worth pass-

.ing. Unless monopoly is to be under-

stood in the context of concentration of
gconomic power and some indication
is given of that by way of statutes,
it is no use having a Bill on monopo-
lies at.all. Therefore this has been ad-
‘visedly -added here and this matter
ha_s{tbeen discussed in the Joint Com-
miltee.
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The next question is about the
value of assets. Shri Kundu and othex
hon. Members have lightened my bur-
den by explaining the reasons why
this amount of Rs. 20 crores should be
reduced further. They have said that
it should be reduced to Rs. 5 crores
or Rs. 10 crores, When the Monopo-
lies Commission analysed the entire
business group, on the basis of Rs. 5
crores they arrived at 75 groups and
we thought that at least half of them
should be covered if the Monopolies
Bill is to have any purpose. That is
why as a working arrangement we
have first put it as Rs. 20 crores and
if in the working of it it is found
necesdary, certainly the suggestion
made by Sarvashri Kundu and Jha
will be considered with the utmost
respect.

I would also like to tell them that
under the Industries (Development
and Regulation) Act, certain regula-
tions are to be observed and certain
aspects of the matter have to be
looked into by the concerned autho-
rities. There are spegific cases here
where a particular business group
reaches a certain stage of value of
assets, Rs. 20 crores; then, we have
to look into the scheme of finance
and other aspects; otherwise the In-
dustries (Development and Regula-
tion) Act could have dealt with the
situation.

One question raised by Shri Ko-
thari was that we have put the bur-
den on the undertaking to prove
whether it would lead to concentra-
tion of economic power or whether
it is against the public interests. If
he reads these provisions carefully,
he would find that we have provided
for an opportunity to the undertaking
concerned to explain its case to the
satisfaction of Government. And if
the Government passes any order
under Chapter III, it is subject
to judicial review by the highest ju-
dicial tribunal in the country. name-
ly, the Supreme Court, What else
can I do in this matter except giving
an appeal to the Supreme Court
which can review any order passed
by the Government under Chapter
II1? For this reason I hope the hon.
Members will feel it reasonable to
withdraw their amendments.
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SHRI D. N. PATODIA. Will the
hon, Minister clarify? There have been
two different contradictory views.
We are demanding that it should
not be more than 5 crores. They de-
mand that there should not be any
restriction at all. To come to "the
conclusion, what is the sanctity or
criteria you have?

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The value of the assets of various
undertakings have been taken into
account. As a working arrangement,
for the first time, we can start with
Rs. 20 crores. Having regard to the
value of the assets and In the course
of the working if we find that Rs. 20
crores is too high, the value of the
assets will be reduced. It is a matter
for consideration. You need not in-
sist on this question.

SHRI S. KUNDU: I just want to
say that we are not interested :n
your working arrangement with ‘B’
class capital.

=7t fara == @7 : WHSHC Ao 80 &N

Iz dEu |

MR. CHAIRMAN: I will put
amendment No. 80 to the vote of the
House.

SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA: 1
want division.

MR, CHAIRMAN: Let the lobbies
be cleared.

16.23 hrs.
[MRr. DEpUTY SPEAKER in the Chair.]

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : The lob-
bies have heen cleared. I will put the
amendment. The question is:

“Page 13, line 1,—

for ‘twenty’ substitute ‘five’.” (R0)
.. The Lok Sabha divided:
Division No. 21] AYES [16.26 hrs.

Badrudduja, Shri

Birua, Shri Kolai

Chandra Shekhar Singh, Shri

Gowda, Shri M. H.

Jha, Shri S. C.

Joshi, Shri S. M.

Lakkappa, Shri K
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Mangalathumadam, Shri
Molahu Prasad, Shri
Patil, Shri J. H.
Patil, Shri N. R.
Satya Narain Singh, Shri
Shastri, Shri Ramavatar
Viswambharan, Shri P,
NOES
Agadi, Shri S. A,
Ahmed, Shri F. A
Ankineedu, Shri B
Arumugam, Shri R. S,
Asghar Husain, Shri
Awadesh Chandra Singh, Shri
Azad, Shri Bhagwat Jha
Babunath Singh, Shri
Bajaj, Shri Kamalnayan
Bajpai, Shri Vidya Dhar
Bansh Narain Singh, Shri
Barupal, Shri P. L,
Basu, Dr. Maitreyee
Bhagat, Shri B, R,
Bhanu Prakash Singh, Shri
Buta Singh, Shri
Chanda, Shri Anil K.
Chanda, Shrimati Jyotsna
Chandrika Prasad, Shri
Chaturvedi, Shri R. L,
Chavan, Shri Y. B.
Choudhury, Shri J. K.
Deoghare, Shri N, R.
Deshmukh, Shri K. G.
Dhuleshwar Meena, Shri
Dixit, Shri G. C.
Gajraj Singh Rao, Shri
Gandhi, Shrimati Indira
Ganesh, Shri K. R.
Ganga Devi, Shrimati
Gautam, Shri C., D,
Gavit, Shri Tukaram
Ghosh, Shri Parimal
Girja Kumari, Shrimati
Goel, Shri Shri Chand
Himatsingka, Shri
Jadhav, Shri V. N,
Jaggaiah, Shri K.
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Jagjiwan Ram, Shri
Kamble, Shri .
Kamala Kumari, Shrimati
Karan Singh, Dr.
Kinder Lal, Shri
Kotoki, Shri Liladhar
Kureel, Shri B. N,
Lalit Sen, Shri
Laskar, Shri N. R.
Laxmi Bai, Shrimati
Mahadeva Prasad, Dr.
Mahida, Shri Narendra Singh
Mahishi, Dr, Sarojini
Malhotra, Shri Inderjit
Marandi, Shri
Mishra, Shri G. S.
Mody, Shri Piloo
Mudrika Singh, Shri
Nahata, Shri Amrit
Naik, Shri G. C,
Palchaudhuri, Shrimati Ila
Panigrahi, Shri Chintamani
Pant, Shri K. C,
Parthasarathy, Shri
Patil, Shri Deorao
Patil, Shri S. D,
Patodia, Shri D, N.
Qureshi, Shri Shaffi
Raghu Ramaiah, Shri
Raju, Dr. D, S.

Ram Swarup, Shri

Ramshekhar Prasag Singh, Shri

Randhir Singh, Shri
Rao, Shri J. Ramapathi
Rao, Dr. V. K. R. V.
Raut, Shri Bhola
Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Roy, Shrimati Uma
Sadhu Ram, Shri
Saha, Dr. S, K,
Saigal, Shri A. S.
Saleem, Shri M, Y.
Sanghi, Shri N, K.
Sankata Prasad, Dr.
Sayyad Ali, Shri
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Sen, Shri Dwaipayan (b) for establishment of new
Sethi, Shri P. C. undertakings; or
Shah, Shri Virendrakumar (c) for any merger, amalgama-
Shambhu Nath, Shri tion and take-over; or
Shankaranand, Shri
Sharma, Shri B. S.
Shastri, Shri Sheopujan

(d) for appointing directors of
undertakings:—
(i) The Commission may call

Sher Singh, Shri

Shiv Chandika Prasad, Shri

Shukla, Shri Vidya Charan

Singh, Shri J. B.

Sursingh; Shri

Tapuriah, Shri S, K.

Tiwary, Shri D. N,

Tiwary, Shri K. N,

Tula Ram, Shri

Uikey, Shri M. G.

Yadav, Shri Chandra Jeet

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The re-

suit of the division is: Ayes: 14;
Noes: 101

The motion was negatived.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I will
put amendment No, 491 of Shri S. S.
Kothari to the vote of the Hcuse.

Amendment No, 491 was put and ne-
gatived.

T will put rest of the amendments
to clause 20 to-the vote of the House.
Amendments Nos. 35 to 37, 81, 2i2,

236 to 239, 397, 398, 424 and 425

wene put and negatived.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Now
the question is:

“That Clause 20 stan art of
the Bill.” d P ?

The motion was adopted.
Clause 20 was added to the Bill.
Clause 21—(Expansion of undertak-
ings).

SHRI M. R. MASANT: I beg to
move:

Pages 13 to 17—
for clauses 21 to 25, substitute—
“21 (1) The following conditions

shall govern the applicati
Thdera pplication of an

(a) for its substantial expansion;
or

upon the undertaking con-
cerned to satisfy it that
its proposals for esablish-
ment of new undertak-
ings or for substantial ex-
pansions or mergers, amal-
gamations or take-over or
for the appointment of
directors to undertakings,
are not likely to lead to
the concentration of econo-
mic power to the common
detriment, or is not likely
to be prejudicial to the
public interest in any other
manner, and thereupon the
Commission may, if 1t is
satisfied that it is expedi-
ent in the public interest
so to do. by order, accord
approval to the proposal
from the undertaking con-
cerned.

(1) For any of these purposes,

the undertaking concerned
shall give to the Commis-
sion notice in writing in
the prescribed form, and,
if within a period of sixty
days from the date of re-
ceipt of the notice by the
Commission, no action is
faken by the Commission
thereon, the proposal of
the applicant company may
be given effect to subject,
however, to the provisions
of any other law for the
time being in force.

(iii) The undertaking concern-

ed shall at the time of its
application to the Commis-
sion. simultaneously for-
ward a copy of such an
application to the Central
Government, which, if the
circumstances in its judge-
ment so warrant, shall sub-
mit to the commission
within forty-five days a
statement of its objections
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or modifications to the
proposed scheme of expan-
sion, or the scheme for the
establishment _of a new
undertaking or the scheme
of mergers, amalgamations
or take overs or to the ap-
pointment of directors pro-
posed by the applicant un-
dertaking.

(iv) If either the applicant
undertaking or the Central
Government shall feel that
the findings of the Commis-
sion in. respect of the pro-
posals submitted by the
applicant-undertaking, ,are
not in their respective opi-
nions fair and reasonable,
either party shall have the
right to make a reference
to the Supreme Court
whose judgement shall be
final and binding on both
the parties.

(v) The Commission shall re-
cord its reasons for the re-
jectlon or modification of
any of the proposals made
by the applicant-undertak-
Ings.

Explanation—For the purposes of
this section “substantial ex-
pansion” means the expan-
sion of an existing indus-
trial undertaking which sub-
stantially increases the vro-
ductive capacity of the under-
taking, or which is of such a
nature as to amount virtual-
ly to a new industrial under-
taking, but does not include
any such expanslon as is nor-
mal to the undertaking hav-
ing regard to its nature and
the circumstances relating to
such expansion.

(2) Nothing in this section relating
to substantial expansion shall apply
to any industrlal undertaking to
which section 13 of the Industries
(Development and Regulation) Act,
1951, applies.

(3) Nothing. in this section shall
apoly to.the acquisition by an under-
takine. which is not a dominant tn-
dertaking, of another undertaking

wces Bill
which is not also a dominant under-
taking.

(4) Nothing in this section shall
apply to the appointment of a direc-
tor of an undertaking as a director
of any undertaking inter-connected
with such undertaking.’ (38)

Page 13, line 42,—

for “twenty-five” substitute—
utenn (82),

SHRI DEVEN SEN:
move:

Page 13, line 23—

omit “substantially” (131).
Page 13, line 35—

omit “substantial” (132).
Pages 13 and 14—

omit lines 37 to 45 and 1 to 9 res-
pectively. (1338).

st wwEarnnah : A7 frafafed
AWET 9T FIAT § ¢

I beg

to

% 16 UF 17-Sg WG “=Hiw
sfama” @ agi a@i ‘=¥ sfwa” w=
&'t S (178)

9% 17 & (3) (%) ¥ & o=t
“sfiw fra” v d @t gt o o o
gaTSETEr wga” wS F ST 1T |

(179)

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: I beg. to
move:
Page 13, line 32—

add at the end—

“Section 23, shall however not
apply to those companies
who will undertake to ex-
port a significant portion
of their newly expanded
capacity and. also not to
dominate undertakings.”
(184).

Page 14, line 16—
for “so to do”
substitute—

“or exports to do s0”, (195),
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SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: I
beg to move:
Page 14, line 17,—
add at the end—

“but the Central Government
shall record reasons in
writing for such order”
(333).

Page 14, line 22—
add at the end—

“within a period of three
months as far as possible”
(334).

Page 14, line 25—
add at the end—

“and if the orders of Central
Government are contrary
to the recommendatlons of
the Commission, the Cent-
ral Government shall give
reasons in writing for such
orders” (335).

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI:
move:

Page 14—
after llne 9, insert—

“Provided that this section
shall not apply to any sea-
sonal industry, where pro-
duction has been increased
by extenslon of the number
of working days in any
year over the previous
year or by better utilisa-
tion of machines and the
installed capacity.” (492).

Page 14—
after line 9, insert—

“Provided that this section
shall not apply where pro-
duction has been increased
by utilisation of existing
installed capacity of an in-
dusi:'ry without addition of
equipment, other thian bal-
ancing equipment, any.”
(493). €quipm f any

SHRI D, N. PATODIA: While
spea_kmg on CL 21, T will not like to
go into the details because most of
@he points were covered while speak-
ing on ClL 20. I would only like to
highlight two points. One is with re-
gard to the expansion that is carried

I beg to

Trade Procti-
ces Bill

out by the undertakings who are
holding valid licences for expansion.

368

There would be many such cases
where certain licenses have been
granted by this very Ministry for
carrying oui expansion in their pro-
duction, sometimes for similar goods
and sometimes for such goods which
are not similar, In respect of that
undertaking which holds a valid
license for expansion this provision
of the Act should not apply. All the
points would have been taken into
account while granting the license.
License was granted only after giv-
ing due consideration to all the facts
of the case. It is said that if there is
expansion beyond 25 per cent of the
production it would be considered as
substantial expansion. It has not been
production what production do we
properly defined. When we' talk of
talk of? There might be different
production of the same undertaking
in different years. I have an under-
taking; on account of various factors
in the year 1967 I produced 100 units,
in 1968 I produced 120 units and in
1969 I produce only 80 units, Unless
we define properly as to the nature
of such production it would be very
confusing. I suggest, the figure of
production should be related to the
installed capacity or the actual pro-
duction whichever is higher, Unless
you have this provision in the Bill,
ronfusion will arise and a situation
may develop which is not contem-
plated. A company may have lesser
productlon compared to 5 years back,
but more production compared to
last year, but it would be consider-
ed as substantial expansion. There-
fore, I hope the Hon, Minister would
accept my amendment to this Clause.

=ft forx = W ;. SUTEGE WRYET 1
AT dIET T T A Iq N W G
et THtEA F1 goorE AT W @-
g guet e oamic O TE IR

FUAT ST | W HUSE WY @S §
IqH F & -

Value of the assets before expan-
sion would result in an increase by

not less than 25 per cent of such
value,
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AT AREIAEE #1390 @ 6
AT | AT I T UST WY Q@ E, A
Ig 97 FUT FT gAY BT IA FT G AT
Qe @A sga @10
9T dz 2 femn sng 1 Afe w9 5 0w A
I AT XS A 25 TES CRETA EH
§ qgT SaTeT F A TT4T, A6 20 FA3
T 9T 25 UREC TEA ¥ qgT T I
s | g@ fad F g froew w10
Y @1 I |

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: I have mov-
ed amendments No. 194 and 195. This
particular clause refers to expansion
of undertaking. It is well known that
when we compare sizes and opera-
tions of undertakings., we should
compare then with what is happen-
ing in other countries. In the interest
of exports we have to do something.
We should not take any steps which
might strangulate the successful
functioning of our exports. If is well
known that performance of our ex-
ports from April this year has been
completely a failure and it is a dis-
mal showing by any account. We are
losing ground more and more be-
cause of the policy of this Govern-
ment, If a clause like this in respect
of expansion or in respect of produc-
tion is to apply not only to compa-
nies having assets of 20 crores or
more but also to small, little, tiny
companies which are now classified
as dominant undertaking and having
asset of one crore of rupees, I think
this is going to be a tremendous
problem and it will put a dislncen-
tive to all the companies to function
properly. I cannot wunderstand the
need for this either. There are so
many rules and conditions and regu-
lations and other things .for which
one has to approach various minis-
tries of the Government. So. why

should this additional burden be *

sought fo be put on the undertaking
at all? My amendment exempts those

ces Bill

companies which are undertaking
to export a significant portion of
their expansion. When the company
gives the undertaking saying a major
portion of the expansion would go
en;ire]y for export I do not see what
objection this Government can have
for not exempting these companies
at all. These are the two main points,

In Page 14, line 15, it is said that
‘The Central Government may, if it
is satisfied that it is expedient in the
public inferest so to do, by order ac.
cord approval to the proposal for
such expansion”. I have said that in
addition to the public interest we
must add the word ‘exports’. Export
oriented units are to be put on a
different footing than all other com-
panies which only produce to sell in
this country. This is in the interast
of our exports, They can comp-te
well in the world market, I do not
see any objection at all for the Mi-
nister accepting such an amendment.
I }mpg the hon. Minister will accept
this, in view of the objects I have
spoken,

M@ & AT FWET g
139mT 23 7 35 F 2, Wzt o¢ 7=y
T g -

An undertaking to which this part
;pp}i:es, proposes to substantially ex-
an

# 75l T wew qeEEwet Ay el
FAT AT § TF gt ) g 718
T A & T §1 R e S
% 20 F3 = wswEnww CwEw hm,
FE NI 3 FAT ) qIENT B0 |
@ fog = & e gvm ;e w5y
= { awW @6 ) T avg ¥ aneA
358 SETHETMTE |

“givq effect to any
expansion”.

E 9% WY msmdme v fesfie
FTA AT § FifF 57 & Fvogom @
ST § X T F 3w ¥ faguw wv oo
sfimmg &, ag %2 o 2 | T fE & woer
AHAT A TR A E |

substantial
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IT H U X F F@A-AG 4T AR
Ffen forad oY TNRAT & 99 TR HHT T
N IE@ & | T W A F AW W
g G FATE |
st g W™ T ;. IUEmE S,
AX @ GwEA & — 333, 334 9T
335 #X T g9 4 & fF ;A Tvee-
HFr THEEGEA T 918 A 98 aI
N Afew T, swr F ozm Fw21 #
FZ T g W W F AR
dg TEAHE W W WE FA
HR &9 & a9 R T F AT AGH
g fF T ¥ TEIUA WE SRS
qraX AL ERT @ S FY O R
Feieckuidl
T 21(3) R FQT AT R ¢
“The Central Government may
call upon the undertaking con-
cerned to satisfy it that the pro-
posed expansion or the scheme of
finance with regard fo such expan-
sion is not likely to lead to the
concentration of economic power
to the common detriment or is not
likely to be prejudicial to the pub-
lic interest in any other manner
and thereupon the Central Gov-
ernment may, if it is satisfied that
it is expedient in the public inter-
est so to do, by order accord ap-
proval to the proposal for such ex-
pansion.”
AT Bz g & 5 zad wA0d 9z 3
fearsma
‘But the Central Government

shall record reasons in writing for
such order.

Trade Pract-

ices Bill
AU FET ag @ B oW dm
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Y Wfgw | § 7 5@ 97 w47 1 G
AERT TG AT g AC | qg AT IqA
AR AT T T 3 AT THAE €T AW
ZY & | 9g G waTAe #Y fgm T
f fpelt #1 aaffer 2 2 o= fomdy &Y qeifar
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TR AGH AT Ay § ar W Ty
[y Tfgw | F gaAm g f awam @
9 feeRaad qraw §, a1 &ifam e
I QT FATH T g | T A v A3
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g o 797w @ frad T &
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T g% gdtfae &  dogn @ g
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AW gET dAET qo 334 UE &
& 3 (f) ¥ o= Fag a1 faar 9w

‘within a period- of three months
as far as possible,’
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“and if the orders of Central
Government are contrary to the re-
commendations of the Commission,

the Central Government shall give
reasons in writing for such orders.”
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SHRI'S. S. KOTHARI: 1 have
three amendments to this clause and
the next which are very construc-
tive. Probably the mischief has been
created in an uniniended manner,
and Government did not envisage
the contingencies I have highlighted
in my amendments. I would request
the department fo examine these

points very carefully. I am not con-
cerned whether they accept these

amendments here or not. It is for
them to look into them.
First, there may be a case

where a concern has not utilised its
entire installed capacity, but only a
part of it. Suppose a motor manufac-
turing company with a capacity of
1 lakh units is at present producing
only 30,000 and next year it is able
fo improve its efficiency and produce
50,000. Does it come within the mis-
chief of this clause? My reading is
that the expression ‘proposes to sub-
stantially expand its activities in
any other manner’ may mean that
aven such a case may come within
its ambit, There are many concerns
in the coutry which have unutilis-
ed capacities and, when they fully
utilise them it is in the country’s in-
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terest, This is a very reasonable
plea and I would request that it be
examined.

Then there are seasonal industries
like sugar mills. Suppose in one sea-
son they work for 100 days and in
the next year they may be able to
work 140 or 150 days. This happens
when there is more of cane available.
It is in the national interest that
they work for more days then, be-
cause more sugar is produced. In
case, will this clause be attracted?
This needs careful examination be-
cause it is not subtantial expansion.
It leads to increased production
which should not attract this provi-
sion. .

Lastly, suppose a concern has al-
ready been granted an indusirial
licence or has been given a letter of
intent. It may have incurred on a
project expenditure exceeding a
lakh of rupees, If the Government
has already sanctioned it, why should
that entrepreneur be compelled to go
to the Commission or Government
again for sanction under this Bill?
It is for Government to consider
this. I believe Government also
wants to act in the national interest
and they also want that production
should go up.

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: Question.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: On the basis
of this clause, I expect that Govern-
ment want that production should go
up, that resources should te fully
utilised, that a seasonal industry like
a sugar mill should produce more
sugar using more sugarcane. Besides,
where a licence has already been
granted, they should not be harassed
again. I hope the Minister will care-
fully look into these contingencies
and do his best.

S TATHATX AW : T AT
¥ oqy gWET do 179 F A H FgAv
AT ar | e A ag E fF O 177 (3)
(%) & wat i W wx § @i
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SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
As far as the point raised by Shri
Kanwar Lal Gupta is concerned, un-
der clause 55 an appeal is provided
to the Supreme Court, and once an
appeal is provided to the Supreme
Court, the Government naturally
will have to give reasons one way or
he other and the order is bound to
be a speaking order. Therefore, the

apprehension of Shri Gupta need not
persist further.

Shri Patodia has asked a guestion
about the retrospective character of
this legislation. Unless it is speci-
fically provided In any legislation, its
operation would be only prospective
and not retrospective,

SHRI D. N. PATODIA:

376

Suppose

.one interested in an undertaking

holds a licence for expansion, but a
licence has not been acted upon, the
very fact that a licence has been
granted by the Ministry is good
enough fo indicate that all the pros
and cons were examined before
granting licence. In such cases, the
expansion should not come within
the purview of this Bill,

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The question Is again whether the
provisions of the Bill will be pros-
pective or retrospective, I need not
give a legal opinion on it, but nor-
mally if the provisions of a Bill are
not retrospective, they would be
onlz prospective.

The question of expansion up to 25
per cent has been raised by both
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sides, by one side about its interpre-
tation and by the other side about
the advsability of reducing the per-
centage further. It has been asked
why it is necessary to mention sub-
stantial expansion. If it is not men-
tioned, any expansion may have to
come before the Government and so
this has been wused and it has
been further explained by an Expla-
nation, Any undertaking which goes
in for an expansion would certainly
know what its capacity is under the
‘icence given under the Industries
(Development and Regulaliony Act
and the value of assets it has shown.
Therefore, there should not be any
difficulty. An hon, Member asked
what objection we could have if an
industry uses its equipment more
efficiently and produces more. To
meet such a contingency 25 per cent
expansion has been provided for and
I do not think there should be any
hardship.

In respect of export industries etc.,
clause 28 has laid down certain
gu.delines both for the Government
and the Monopolies Commission to
deal with matters when applications
come for expansion, and certainly
these guidelines would be borne in
mind, They give us sufficient indica-
tion and I would. therefore, appeal to
the hon. Members to withdraw the
amendment,

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: If a sea-
sonal industry like the sugar indus-
try works for hundred days in one
year and for 150 days in the next
year, will that come under substan-
tial expansion?

SHRI D. N. PATODIA: Does it
mean that 25 per cent would apply
to the licensed capacity of an under-
taking?

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Under the Industries (Develop-
ment and Regulation) Act there are
certain provisions under which appli-
cations are filed and licences grant-
ed. The undertaking knows what its
capacity is. I do not think I need ex-
plain what this 25 per cent expan-
sion over capacity means,

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
The Minister has not denied the alle-
gation that I made against the Cong-

ces Bill
ress Party and given ap assurance
that they will not misuse the powers,

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
I thought he would refrain from rais.
ing issues which are not relevant to
the matter under discussion. That
is why with great respect to him I
did not refer to irrelevant matters.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: If a fac-
tory has a licenced capacity to pro-
duce one lakh cycles, in the first
year it produces 50,000 and in the
next year it .mproves its efficiency
and produces 80,000, according to the
language of the Act, in my opinion
it may be covered by the provisions
of this Bill. If installed capacity is
fully util'sed, does it mean they
should again go to the Monopolies
Comm:ssion and ask for permission
tq use the unutilised capacity? Let
him say it is not covered.

- SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: I

do not know whether the hon. Mem-

ber wants me to give a legal opi-
nion, but I may refer him {o sub-
clause 4 of clause 21 which reads:
“Nothing in this section shall
apply to any industrial undertak-
ing (which is not a dominant un-
dertaking) to which section 13 of
the Industries (Development and

Regulation} Act, 1951, applies, in

so far as the expansion relates to

production of the same or similar
type of goods.”

We are interested in achieving
economies of scale in the production
of same or similar goods, but we do
not want them to appear in various
incarnations in various fields.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I put
all the amendments to Clause 21 to
the House,

Amendment Nos, 38, 82, 131 to 133,
178, 179, 194, 195, 333 to 335, 492
and 493 were put and negatived.
MR, DEPUTY SPEAKER: The
uestion is: )

“That Clause 21 stand part of the

Bill.”.

The motion was adopted.
Clause 21 was added to the Bill.
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Earlier

the House had decided to conclude

discussion of all the remaining
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Clauses by 5 PM. It is now just one
minute to 5 P.M.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA: On Clause
38 I would like to say something.

THE MINISTER OF PARLIA-
MENTARY AFFAIRS, AND SHIP-
PING AND TRANSPORT (SHRI
RAGHURAMAIAH): The hon.
Member was not present, but there
was a general consensus of all par-
ties and it was decided and the
House accepted my suggestion that
it will be guillotned at 5 PM. I
every Member wants to speak, there
is no meaning in the decision.

17 hrs.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
Let us know whether any amend-
ment is to be accepted by the Minis-
ter.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I think
we had better close this discussion
now.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA:
give me two or three minules
speak on amendment No. 38.

MR, DEPUTY SPEAKER: Then
the whole thing will be reopened.
(Interruption). It is now exactly
five. If we reopen it, then we cannot
abide by the decision of the House.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA: Will the
Min'ster say—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: You
may highlight it in the third reading.
We still have one hour. Kindly co-
operate.

SHRI N. K. SOMANI: Is it not
possible to give more time to this
Bill?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: No.
SHRI RAGHURAMAIAH:
leaders have all agreed. Please

not object now.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
Please ask the Minister whether he
accepts any amendments?

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
No, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I shall
“now vput all the remaining clauses
together to the vote of the House.
“*The question is:

Please
to

The
do
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“That clauses 22 to 67 stand part
of the Bill.”

The motion was adopted,
Clauses 22 to 87 were added to the
Bill.

Ciause 1, the Emnacting Formula and
the Title were added to the Bill,
SHRI F. A. AHMED: I move:

“That the Bill be passed.”
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I may
remind hon. Members that we have
got only one hour for the third read-

§ 1ng, and the discussion will conclude

at 6 pm, Kindly bear that in mind
and be brief in your observations,
SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
Please give five minuies to each
Member.
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Motion
moved: TN

“That the Bill be passed.”

SHRI HIMATSINGKA: Sir, the
Bill as was introduced in the Rajya
Sabha and as was put before the
Select Committee had clause 37 as
one of the clauses. According to this
Bill, all agreements which are re-
garded as restrictive have to be re-
gistered. Even in the Bill previously,
the provision was that all agree-
ments which are registered will not
be deemed to be prejudicial, unless
the Commission come to ceriain posi-
tive findings, that is to say, unless
the Commission came to the conclu-
sion that it will unreasonably in-
crease the cost relating to the produc-
tion, supply and distribution or it
will unreasonably- increase the price
at which goods are sold and so on.
That was the provision in the Bill
that was suggesied as an example in
the MIC report and that was the pro-
vision in the Bl as introduced. Sud-
denly in the Select Committee,
though all the old clauses were re-
tained as they were,—the definition
about the resirictive practices and so
on—where the monopolistic trade
practices would be deemed to be
prejudicial if the Commission comes
to certain positive findings that they
are prejudicial, that the prices would
increase and so on, in the case of
clause 37, which is now clause 38,
the position has been completely al-
tered, It now says that the restric-
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tive trade practices shall be deemed
to be prejudicial to the public inter-
est unless the Commission is satis-
fied on any of the following grounds.
So, the Commission, if it will not be
able to come to a positive finding,
and so long as they do not come to
a positive finding that the restric-
tion is reasonably necessary or the
removal of the restriction would be
denying the public, it will be regard-
ed as prejud:cial. What is the effect?
All the agreements will be register-
ed and they will be regarded as pre-
judicial unless the Commission
comes to certain positive findings
that they are not so. Therefore, the
table has been turned, and the posi-
tion as it stands in clause 38 is con-
tradictory to the definition of a rest-
rictive trade practice or monopolis-
tic trade practice. I doubt very much
if th:s will stand scrutiny in any
court, and I would even now request
the Minister to consider this position.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri
Aga—absent. Shri Patodia.

SHRI D. N. PATODIA: Sir, We
are opposed to monopolies, whether
private or State, which come in the
way of the smoolh working of the
free competitive enterprise, which go
against the consumer interesf: qnd
which do not protect social justice.
It was with this intention that we
wanted fo improve upon this Bill
and we moved certain amendments
so that this B:Il may make some
sense, but unfortunately, so far, the
Government have not seen the light
of the day. and the truth of our argu-
ments and they have failed to accept
any amendment so far. I only wish
even at this late stage. they may do
something about it.

Our principal amendment related
to the extension of the provisions of
the Bill to all public sector and
Staté enterprises. We feel that this
Bill would be meaningless, would
have no significance, unless this pro-
vision was made in the Bill,

The hon. Minister, this morning,
while replying to some of the ques-
tions, stated that the public sector
undertakings in India is not a mono-
polv, and that the public sector in
India has been set up with 3 view to
bringing generally the public good.

ices Bill

What a travesty of truth? In India,
there is no monopoly except the State
monopoly. There is no restrictive
trade practice except that adopted
by the State enterprises. There is no
dominant company or dominant un-
dertaking excepting those owned by
the State Government. And these are
the concerns, monopolistic concerns,
owned by the State which are doing
all that is harmful 'to the consumers,
harmful to the nation, to the econo-
ix_ly. I will give you a few illustra-
ions. :

Take the case of the Food Corpo-
raiion of India. They have a com-
plete, 100 per cent monopoly of that
particular sector, I now refer to a
journal published recently. In West
Bengal, rice is procured by the Gov-
ernment from the mills at Rs. 106.
The same rice is sold to the consu-
mers at Rs. 128, with Rs. 3 as com-
mission to the retailer, and the FCI
makes a net profit of Rs. 19 in the
case of rice, which is as much ag 17
per cent.

Take another case. This is a case
where a Member of Parliament, Mr.
M. Sudarsanam, a Member belonging
to this House and belonging to the
rul{ng party, has come out with a
positive and definite statement in a
press conference in Andhry Pradesh,
that in Andhra Pradesh the rice
mills are being forced by the FCT to
buy rotten wheat, without which
fresh wheat is not supplied to them.
This is the condition of the Food
Corporation of India,

Take the condition of the LIC.
Who JIs not aware that in spite of
conditions being favourable for the
reducfi.on of premium rates they are
not being reduced because there are
no competitors? Take the case of fer-
tilisers. India’s cost of production is
the ‘highest and the consumers of
fertilisers in India are paying on
account of the Inefficiency of the
State by paying high prices not only
for the Indian product but also for
the imported product,

Who is doing all this at the cost
of the consumer? Who is monopolist?
Who is dominant? Who is bad for
the economy? But in this Bill Gov-
ernment undertakings have not been
included. Government is permitted
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to increase its activ:ties in a mono-
polistic form. Foreign companies,
holding billions of dollars and
pounds, are permitted to expand their
act.vities in India. But Indian com-
panies are not permitted. Indian pri-
vate enterprise, which had been res-
ponsible for the development of the
economy of this country, has been
prevented by this legislation from
expanding. The result will be that
State monopolies will thrive at the
cost of the consumer and of the eco-
nomy, all sorts of corruption will
flow in and thrive at the cost of effi-
ciency.

They have also ignored modern
technological development all over
the world. Should I point out to you
how the Monopolies Commission in
the UK is functioning now-a-days?
Instead of causing restrictions on de-
velopment, they are permitting mer-
gers of big companies. To take ad-
vantage of modern technology,
scientific research and development
they are thinking in terms of mer-
gers and larger and larger combina-
tions so thai the cost of production
may come down, the consumer may
be benefited, the economy may de-
velop and they may compete in ex-
ports. In India we are talking of
smallness of size, It will create a
scare; it will not be helpful to the
economy. to growth, to production
and to the consumer. Whatever little
enterprise is left in {he country will
be scared; they will not come for-
ward. Therefore I would appeal,
even at th's late stage, to Govern-
ment that they should make certain
necessary improvements in the legis-
lation so that growth may not be re-
tarded.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: Sir, Gov-
ernment appears to have been over-
whelmed by, what I would call, the
dilemma of developing countries. Ex-
cessive concern and measures to
check, concentration of economic
power do not go well with economic
growth. That is the basic dilemma
that is facing all developing countries.
It depends on what emphasis a coun-
try is to place, whether it wants eco-
nomic growth or whether it -wants to
check concentration of economic
power by all possible measures as a
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consequence of which economic

growth would be checked and stulti-
fied. There are countries like Burma
which went all out to bring in so-
cialistic or Communistic measures.
They wanted that there should be a
levelling down and they probably
did achieve that and succeeded in
bringing about some element of
levelling down; but their economies
were completely jeopardised. Burma
today is in the wilderness as far as
economic growth is concerned.

For the lasi two or three years we
have been noticing a tendency in
this country thai Government is try-
ing to bring forward measures after
measures which are ostensibly in-
tended to conirol, what they call,
monopolies, restrictive -trade prac-
tices, concentration of economic
power and a variety of other slogans
or words that they have discovered.
But in effect they are all having an
adverse and stagnating effect upon
economic development of this coun-
try. I should like to sound a serious
note of warning today that within
a period of two or three years all
this is going to boomerang upon the
Government.

Production is being checked in a
variety of ways. As we have seen a
few minutes back. they are not even
prepared to concede the right of an
undertaking to utilise its installed
capacity without going to the Mono-
polies Commission or to the Govern-
ment. We are now headine lowards
an inflationary stage. It is fortu-
nately only because of the Green
Revolution that we are not yet faced
with actual inflation or rather its
further accentuaton. But every four
or five years unforlunately.there is
a bad year with regard to the har-
vest. God forbid, if that vear comes,
you will have accentuation of the
price level and these pressures
would be further accentuated be-
cause production is not allowed to
increase, capital formation is not al-
lowed to take place and there are
laws which tend to inhibit, restrict
and obstruct production and capital
expansion, capital investment and
capital formation. That is a grave
note of warning. If vou go the same
way, I think, a stage is going to
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come when we are going to be faced
with complete stagnation and the
economy would go backwards in-
stead of going forwards. The momen-
tum of growth would all be lost.

Does increase in assets alone mea.r;
concentration of economic power
Assets are bound to go up if you
have development. Does it mean that
we have to stop completely  develop-
ment? You will kindly appreciate
that if any industry is to provide
employment to people, naturally it
must have productive assets. But if
those produciive assets increase, the
uuvernment would turn round and
say, “You are concentrating power
in your hands.” It is not concentra-
tion of power by an increase in
assets which is harmful, It is the
misuse or abuse of those assets
which the Government should check
and aim against; it is not the in-
crease in assets which the Govern-
ment should check but the abuse or
misutilisation or the anti-public in-
teresi utilisation of that power that
the Government should curk., I will
be the first to support the Govern-
ment in that. Let them check mono-
polies and restrictive trade practices.
But blindly going against concentra-
tion of economjc power and inter-
preting it just to mean an increase
in assets is where, I think, the Gov-
ernment is going wrong. That is the
crux of the problem. As I said ear-
lier, they have not been able to
fackle this dilemma of growth, they
are actually tackling it in a wrong
manner, Instead of aiming at econo-
mic growth, they are trying to curb
it. They always have the power to
nationalise; they have nationalised
banks and they can nationalise any
industry they like. But let the econo-
my grow; let industries come into
existence, If the Central Bank or the
UCO Bank were not there, what
would you have nationalised? what
would you have nationalised if we
had provided in the early stages of
banking against their development
and if we had not allowed proper

banking facilities to come about? .

We may have ten steel mills fomor-
row. You can take them over when-
ever you like, Put your public sec-
tor in order first and let factories
and mills grow and multiply.

sces Bill

Then, the question of State mono-
polies is very important, As I have
already stated, the STC, the LIC
and various other corporations have
been misusing their monopolistic
power and position. When this Mono-
polies Commission is coming into exis-
tence is it not necessary that the
State monopolies should also be cover-
ed by this law that is being enacted?
This is the basic, fundamental point
Time and again the Government, the
Prime Minister, the Minister of In-
dustrial Development, all of them,
say that they want to treat the pub-
lic sector and the private sector on
par. Is this not discrimination? Why
do they want to discriminate In
favour of the public sector and not
bring it within the ambit of this
Monopolies and Restrictive Trade
Practices Bill? Why should State
monopolies be allowed fo flourish
and exploit the consuumer? 1 think,
it is for the House to search its con-
science and answer and for the Gov-
ernment and the Minister also if
they have a conscience.

st frg o= AT : IS "ERT,
g fqggw # 67 FATfGw 9T FEA
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o= &1 a1 AR IE Ffae e
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T g, f Y ¥@R § sl & gaEt
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9 W T T TFE W @ 99 W
9% WX FAeT U9 #T 93 a1 99 & W

e ATET FE § AW F FGIT FA
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“Again the monopoly schemes,
suitably adapted, seems to fit this
type of behaviour much better.”

AN &7 987 T AT g 1 AT
T 1T & 59 g & fom awg & wafar

© ¥ wWnfaed § few & § oW aw
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I formr §

“You have heard of Matsya
Nyaya, A big fish lives on small
fish, Under capitalism too this law
operates, There is a constant pres-

sure in favour of the emergence of
a monopoly.

Under capitalism there is a per-
sistent, irresistible effort on the
part of the entrepreneurs to build
up monopolies, to raise profits and
}h:trﬁby make competition imper-
ect.

5 AW gE T 9, AT e ¥ w5
Y F5 98 FAG FT TH & 6 AT
fegmm i | T aR IS gy A
forama S & o wvw gfem” sw F 9=
forar & -
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“The oligarchies of . . . economy
are, however, only dwarfs before
the leaders of the world’s financial
capital. .. the imporfant Trusts are
often subsidiaries of subsidiaries.”

“The oligarchy is a closed-pre-
serve, The son succeeds the sire. It
is generally so in every country
but in India it is particularly so.
So sons and relations—community
men at the farthest—reach ‘the
height of Simla’. Fresh blood
finds it difficult to enter the ol-
garchy as the proverbial canal the
eye of a needle.”

@t ag Ao TSR T 9g wES |
afFT T N a g & B o9 AW
A, FEET g F IH g IE
A I FY ARG FA A7 B0 A AfeT

TgT AWE F AT A9 g/ A

= & gz 39n w1 & fr e faen

61 I a1 &, Nifew fw@ #: A9
g Afm i Fae #a1 8 & o=
Tg Afre TR AR AN A TG R E )
@M WE & | g I qg AW AT
TR 75 AT AAmvew fega™
#F &1 wgromar g v

France is controlled by 200 fami-
lies.

FIT 1 200 RIAAT FIFT FT &, 9
FY T-ogewAT FY, WL FATHT F1 ¥ 7G¥
g 2 A fegra A s

#1 75 oA Fow w@ & fegEw

A MR gEATAE qrET w1 OAg
AT AT T § |

sTfEx § U | WX FEAT AR
g 1@ frdaw ¥ d@ F9gTA & TS
% o & 1 4 F o A B
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FAT NI | GHISIETE FT qaqra<r a7
# faq wAm-gET @ TR SR P |
afea ag AFfafEs I 91 59
@ qF @ a9 qF FT AT IFHIE FA
§ & wmwa 7 fAq a@E &
qar &7 @ faga® § 59 FERET F7

#w w3 fg e T

A W a9 a3 fadas fefafedt
q w-sa g, fefis & 1 s % frgmama
N swar Tl & 6 ag S A v
t W 9 wE g, e a7
fadas a8 9 9@ & 9 wE e
WA WA T | T e S
8, o o & o & feffedt & 1 afed
o fefie sl st SfF 7€ & w=e
g & Tt AT fefes fa &9 §
Y 7 weeT & W F T FT aAT I
g1

SHRI S. KUNDU : While supporting
this Bill, I have my own reservations.
I would like to say here that it does
not go to the extent where we can
check the monopolistic growth in
this country., But anything that
comes in any form to any extent to
curtail the growth of monopolies in
this country, we welcome it. But thp
problem is so great, so vast that it
is impossible just to tinker with it.
1 think this Bill just tinkers with
this problem.

The problem of monoplies or the
problem of economic concentration
or having economic power in a de-
veloping counfry is much different
than the problem in a developed:
country. In a developed country
where there are big business
houses, the basic needs of the wor-
kers or the most humble people
are felt and they can assert their
rights through various processes,
through the Press, Parliament and
by holding meetings and can defend
their rights. In a developing coun-
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try where 80 per cent people are
illiterate and about 90 per cent
are poor and 1 of people die of
starvation and they do not have a
roof over them and they have no
jobs and they do not knaw what
the future holds for them, if this
economic power is concentrated n
a few hands, it goes to the detriment
of the national growth. I can never
agree that in a developing country
like ours the big business houses have
really endeavoured and promoted the
industrial growth of the country.
On the contrary, by cornering all
the technical know-how, all the in-
telligence, all the sources of know-
ledge to build up industries for them-
selves, they have killed the dyna-
mism, they have killed the skill
among the vast sections of the young
people who could have built up a
new India. Therefore, I feel that
Indian businessmen during the Bri-
tish time as also after Independence
always looked to the profits rather
than the economic growth of India.
Whenever they thought of economic
growth of the country, they always
equated it with their profit, where-
as in other parts of the world where
the capitalism has not died. the capi-
talists have become a little enlight-
ened, Take the Ford company of
America. They have established a
Foundation and in Africa they have
laid roads which incidentally -will
encourage their trade and also help
the people. That sort of voluntary
organizatlon tries to create a consu-
mer bias. But, to-day our Indian
businessmen do not know anything
except profit and profit for them-
selves. Therefgre, it is not a fact
that the Indian big industrial Houses
have really brought about any eco-
nomic growth to our country.

390

I would very much welcome the
Minister give a very serious thinking
to this problem. Whenever I cham-
pioned the cause of small scale in-
dustry, the cause of medium scale
industry, the more and more I go
into it, the more and more ] find
that they are being eased out. There
are so many restrictions put in thelr
way that they cannot survive in this
country. It is again the big business
houses having export markets stay
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at such a position, at such a vital
position where all the facilities they
enjoy in our country in the name of
export, in the name of increasing
the industrial growth. This needs a
detailed examination.

Now the unemployment problem is
growing and at the end of a few
years, 1 think, the unemployment
fisure would be about 40 million
men. There are already more than
one lakh unemployed men—engi-
neers and technicians. Unless we
take a very drastic and radical mea-
sure, I do not think we are going
to solve this problem, Therefore, I
have moved amendments aimed at
achieving this objective. I knew the
Government would not accept them.
I just wanted: let there be a process
of thinking in this country, let the
Government come out and create a
sort of industrial bias among the edu-
cated young people and among lar-
ger sections of the people. That can
only be done by restricting this eco-
nomic growth, this monopolistic fen-
dency, not to the extent of Rs. 20
crores but by keeping it down still
further.

Thank you, Sir.

SHRI AHMAD AGA (Baramula):
It is our firm belief that public
sector is intended for the common
good. It is not correct to say that
there is State monopoly. Actually
when we started, we had both the
public sector and the private sector
and we expected that the private
sector would behave, But our expe-
rience is that the private sector did
not behave well. The Monopolies
Enquiry Commission report, the Dutt
Committee and other reports that
were furnished by the economists re-
veal that the private sector had not
done as much as was expected of
them. We had given long gesfation
period to industries in the public sec-
tor and purposely we had given
short gestation period, to the private
sector., We had expected that they
would keep the common goed in
view; but they have not. The reports
are there and everybody knows
about them. I don’t want to repeat.

Trade Pract-
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Sir, it was heartening to hear what
the Minister said yesterday that they
would be considering other amend-
ments to the Bill. Because, Sir, I
personally felt that this Bill was
restrictive of monopolistic tendencles,
but it did not eradicate the monopo-
lies as such. Since the Minister has
given an indication in this respect,
I feel most heartened. The Minister
has also hinted yesterday that shares
would ke converted into equity. I was
myself feeling that there was no
indicalion whether Government is
going to participate in the manage-
ment where heavy loans are put in,
where shares are put in. .

There is one point I would like to
speak about and it is this. These
various private sector companies
have huge reserves. I do not under-
stand what is the difficulty for con-
verting these reserves as compulsory
deposits with the Government. There
is yet another thing which I would
stress, This is in respect of non-
essential items. Various non-essen-
tial items are produced by various
private sector companies like toys,
cosmetics, loud-speakers and things
like thali, Will Government stop
capacity for further expansion in
respect of various non-essential;
items? That is something which I
would like to know. I feel, there
should be very stridt action which
should be taken in this regard, to
ensure that the capacity for non-es-
sential items ate not increased.

Sir, because of de-licensing and
de-control what has happened? What
has happened is that the regional
disparities have increased, I belong
to the State of Jammu and Kashmir.
So far as petroleum is concerned, it
is much more expensive there than
in the rest of the country. I don’t
understand why this could not be
taken into consideration, and the
policy reversed. I want also to bring
it to the notice of the Minister that
these companies are importing crude
oil from abroad and are paying 3
per cent higher price than the world
market price. I can’t understand why
Indian Oil Company cannot import
crude so that they can save at least
5 per cent of the foreign exchange,
BﬂVlVith these words I support the

392
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MR AWM O : F FAT @
S qeT =EaT g4y ag § R
q wgIed aad & wvar @A e qrfee-
wifgen 9 & @ & W A AT FA
% fad & 1 7wy s g 1 qE
T & 10 T F IE—FET 1950 F
aE 1960 ¥ FEHA AT fF WA a9
@Y, TT AT J THE TS | A WA
WO TAU TG W L F T
F # fod wmaw o AR s 87

=it =frer ware (afean) : sreRe
wrew, AR a ag 6 feard aw
W & | foa sree o 43 §, S A
w39 &, AfeT 9 B 43 & 3T A
AFT AR ITE | g AR A v
AR & | R W F A aga A
¥ qE E, 3T FT AT AT 50 oA §
FET gAT &, THFT VA & foir W wfaw
¥ wfew afardd =1 o7 fd, T 93w
¥ 7 fawr agi @var o € ) Oy faw g
RllEIAY ﬁ?‘g, # EGETI L) k]
WO T § H T FATE | AT
3@ 7% g § 5 oiw wme fafae 20
7T A, A ard IEE @ @ o
& 1 @ 20 FA% # fafwe 1 7 w00
el s i i W A @
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T ThHvEd= ft fF 9 e
T 39 | wfas § ufww ofsaws &
FY <@ S, 99 7 afers i g o
AR afeqs 399 3 fog Faw 2 w1 Aifae
<&, o 6 &7 sot whveAe § 5% fag
&I qr R ot arfs s § afeqs
o g, et fawer g o 3, foaa
fre? gu som & , o7 § s a5 &
NTZAT FTHT HTH a5 76, foredt 70 a8y
AR fae a9, F9 geur firer &% AW A=
FT Y AT A AF |

tices Bill
THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT, INTERNAL

TRADE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS
(SHRI F. A. AHMED): Mr. Deputy
Speaker, Sir, I am indeed grateful to
the many hon. Members who have
tabled large number of amendments
and have taken a very keen interest
in helping me to pilot this Bill. Ac-
cording to the Business Advisory
Committee, nearly 103 hours were
allotted for the disposal of this Bill
for all the stages but I find that as
much as nearly 14 hours have been
taken by this House. There are large
number of amendments and all of
them could not be moved and some
had to be guillotined because of the
general consensus so far as the dis-
posal of the Bill is concerned. Those
Members who had tabled their
amendments would have felt dis-
appointed because they had no oppor-
tunity to place their point of view
which I feel ought to have been
placed; and I am sure they had made
certain suggestions in the interest of
the country and for the purpose of
improving the provisions of the Bill
As I said in the beginning I was also
anxious that the Bill as has been
sent by the Rajya Sabha should be
passed by this House, but it is a
question of acquiring experience and
I have no doubt that with the good
deal of experience and also large
number of matters which have been
recommended by the Dutt Committee,
the recommendation of the Planning
Commission etc., all these factors
will be taken into consideration. I
shall also further look into the va-
rious suggestions given by the hon.
Members on these amendments.
on account of the various reasons
given by them any modiﬁcation‘ is
called for, I shall certainly bring
such amendments as are called for
at the earliest opportunity.

So far as the basic principles and
the objectives of the Bill are con-
cerned, there were two opinions il
this House. One opinion was more
or less opposed to the passing of such
a legislation. But, I am glad, such
opinion was shared only by a very
small number of Members of this
House—we may have difference of
opinion with regard to several mat-
ters—by and large overwhelming
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number of Members accepted and

supported the concept and the ob-
jé:%ives behind the provisions of this
ill.

It is true, according to some Hon.
Members, the Bill has not gone very
far and they would have liked to
make it more effective, more vigo-
rous, in order to check monopoly.
The question raised by my hon.
friend Shri Kanwar [Lal Gupta is
whether action will be taken by us
to check monopolies or whether the
monopoly will be reduced in the
future. As I said, this provision will
provide an opportunity where there
will be a body appointed permanent-
ly to look into this question and
wherever the tendency of monopoly
is seen, that Commission will see to
it that the tendency ‘is checked and
monopoly is not allowed to increase
in the country.

But, as I said, this Bill by itself is
not sufficient to check the tendency
towards monopoly. We shall have to
consider and tighten other measures
also to check this tendency. I can
assure Shri Gupta that when the
House has accepted this policy and
the country is very anxious to check
this tendency, we shall see that it is
checked. At the same time, we
must also see that production in-
creases because without it it is not
possible to solve many other pro-
blems confronting us, particularly
the problem of poverty. So we have
to strike a mean between these two
objectives: the rate of industrial
and economic growth must be accele-
rated but while pursuing that goal
we must also see that the socio-
economic objectives we have accepted
and which the country is very an-
xious to implement are also recog-
nised and attained.

I know many of the amendments:

moved from the Swatantra benches
werg tending only towards one direc-
tion. They wanted the Bill to become
more conservative and to weaken the
power of the Bill to check monopo-
listic tendencies. The other attempt
made by them was to include public
undertakings or undertakings con-
trolled by Government, Government
corporations and so on within the
meaning of ‘monopoly’,
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I have not been able to understand
it.

SHRI D. N. PATODIA: He will
not.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: How can
government undertakings come under
this definition?

SHRI D. N. PATODIA: Why not?

SHRI F. A. ‘AHMED: Monopoly
is a feature which is likely to be
deterimental to public interest.

SHRI D. N. PATODIA: Govern-
ment monopoly fis definitely detri-
mental; I gave illustrations.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: I entirely
differ. I know he quoted a case and
said if a consumer does not get the
commodity he wants or if he has to
pay a higher price for it.

SHRI S. S. KOTHARI: LIC pre-
mium rates, STC’s profiteering—tnese
are instances.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: We must
realise that public undertakings are
subject to the supervision of this
House and if anything goes wrong, it
can be set right in the public inte-
rest. But not so with private enter-
prise. There is no ong to take care
of that aspect; they can only grow
for the good of a few, they do not
care for the good of the common
people or the country as a whole.
That is why there can be a monopoly
in respect of a public sector, but we
cannot allow a monopoly in a private
-undertaking. 'There our views are
entirely different from those of the
Swatantra Benches.

I lad that Shri Gupta and
somean:’f gthe other members of his
party who at one time were thinking
in that line have veered towards this
line. This was evident in their
speeches and in some of their amend-
ments.

hri Himatsingka referred to cL 38.
Tli phraseology is more OT, less the
same as in the UK law. I do not
know what objection he has.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA : The scheme
here is quite different. All agree-
ments will be registered and they agiti
not bad by themselves. They wi
become bad if the Commission gives
an adverse finding that they had rais-
ed their prices and so on. The clause
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here says that all agreements regis-
tered will be regarded as prejudicial
unless the Commission comes to a
positive finding that they are neces-
sary and they will not raise prices
ete. That is automatically they would
become bad unless the Commission
gives a positive finding in their fa-
vour. This is putting it negatively.

SHRI F. A. AHMED : The presump-
tion ‘is that all agreements which
tend to bring about restriction of
trade are bad unless reasons are
given on account of which the Com-
mission comes to a finding that they
are not prejudicial to public interest.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA: There is
another provision whereby all agree-
ments registered, whether bad or not,
will all be regarded as bad unless
there is a positive finding by the
Commission.

SHRI F. A. AHMED: We would not
allow agreements registered which
stand in the way of the operation of
this Bill. They have been brought
within the purview of the Bill. We
do not want to leave a loophole there-
by excluding agreements entered into

which are detrimental to public inte-
rest,

The original provision in the origi-
nal Bill actually provided the circum-
stances in which a trade practice
would be deemed to be prejudicial to
the public interest. The question as
to whether such practice was in exis-
tence was left to be determined by
the Commission. But the Joint Com-
mittee felt that ‘instead of leaving
the matter to them, it should be
specified on the basis of which the
Commission can come to a finding
whether it 'is prejudicial to public
interest.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA: Automati-
cally it will be regarded as bad un-
less there is a positive finding.

SHRI F. A, AHMED: Here an im-
provement has been made. Some in-
dications have been given that for
these reasons at least they cannot be
regarded as prejudicial to public inte-
rest. This is an improvement over
the original Bill which the Committee
made to meet the objection.

. As I pointed out earlier, our objec-
tive is not to restrict economic or

Regulation (Amdt.) Or-

dinance (Res.) and Bill
industrial development, but to check
such tendencies as are against our
socio-economic objectives which we
have accepted and for which the
country is anxious. I am very glad
that an overwhelming number of
Members of this House have given
support to these concepts and objec-
tives and I, therefore, commend my
motion for the acceptance of this
House.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The
question is:

“That the Bill be passed.”
The motion was adopted.

17.50 hrs.

STATUTORY RESOLUTION RE:
DISAPPROVAL OF FOREIGN EX-
CHANGE REGULATION (AMEND-
MENT) ORDINANCE

AND

FOREIGN EXCHANGE REGULA-
TION (AMENDMENT) BILL

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Bill
and the Resolution are to be taken
up together. The time allotted is
three hours.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA
(Delhi Sadar): I beg to move:

“This House disapproves of the
Foreign Exchange Regulation
(Amendment) Ordinance, 1969 (Or-
dinance No. 9 of 1969) promulgated
by the President on the 13th Novem-
ber 1969".

Iy wEe Wi feemEd §
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fafe #1 @ @@ FaOT § HiE
¥ gw # faeg A& g W # gwwar
g fF o= FrET-EaTEtan ®i WAt
TaTafe T HRA TES B A
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& afrr @ Y oT@ XA T §
o T At g 9T § i 9 e
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