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moneys out of the Consolidated
Fund of India to meet the amounts
spent on certain services during the
financial year ended on the 31st day
of March, 1964, in excess of the am-
ounts granted for those services and
for that year, be taken into consi-
deration.”

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That the Bill to provide for the
authorisation of appropriation of
moneys out of the Consolidated
Fund of India to meet the amounts
spent on certain services during the
financial year ended on the 31st day
of March, 1964, in excess of the
amounts granted for those services
and for that year, be taken into con-
sideration.”

The motion was adopted.
Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That Clauses 1 to 3, the Schedule,
the Enacting Formula and the Title
stand part of the BIilL”

The motion was adopted.

Clauses 1 to 3, the Schedule. the
Enacting Formula and the Title were
added to the Bill.

Shri Sachindra Chaudhri: I move:
“That the Bill be passed.”

Mr. Speaker: The question is:
‘“That the Bill be passed.”

The motion was adopted,

13.43 hrs.

MOTION RE NOTIFICATION UNDER
COMPANIES ACT.

Mr. Speaker: Mr. Himatsirgka.
Shri Himatsingka (Godda): I move:

“That this House resolves that in
pursuance of sub-section (4) of sec-
tion 324 of the Companies Act, 1956,
the following modification be made
in the draft Notification proposed
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to be issued under sub-section (1)
of section 324 of the said Act, laid
on the Table on the 1st November,
1966, namely:—

for ‘“the 1st January, 1967",
substitute “the 2nd April, 1967".

“This House recommends to Rajya
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur
in this resolution.”

On the 1st November, the hon. Law
Minister placed on the Table of the
House a draft notification. ...

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty (Bar-
rackpore): Is it a no-date motion or
unofficial business? What it this?

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath (Hoshan-
gabad): Under what rule is it being
made?

Mr. Speaker: Under rule 235.

It was laid on the Table
House. Only a modification is
gested.

Shri Himatsingka: Section 324 of
the Companies Act, 1956, provides for
it.

Shrimati Renuy Chakravartty: Is the
Goveinment accepting it?

of the
sug-

Mir. Speaker: 1 cannot say that now.

Shri Himatsingka: Section 324 pro-
vides that when a draft Notification is
laid on the Table, it will be passed
if no Resolution is moved or accepted
by the House modifying the same and
my motion is for modifying this draft
Notification, slightly changing the date
from the 1st January, 1967, to 2nd
April, 1967.

13.44 hrs.
[SHR1 ShaM LAL SaRAF in the Chair]

As you will see, if it is to take
effect from 1st January, 1967, a large
number of companies may be in diffi-
culties as they will not have sufficient
time to make alternative arrangements
for the change-over of management
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and as you know, a Committee was
appointed to go into the merits of the
whole thing and they examined the
question of desirability of continuing
or not continuing the managing agency
gystem in respect of five important
industries mentioned in the Notifica-
tion. The report was that the manag-
ing agency, so far as three industries
are concerned, namely, cotton tex-
tiles, sugar and cement, may be ter-
minated, but that also under section
326 gradually. They recommended
that the managing agency in respect
of jute and paper should be allowed
to continue. But Government came
to the conclusion that managing
agency in respect of all the five indus-
tries may be terminated after three
years from the st January, 1967 and
the draft Notification under section
324(2) was laid on the Table of the
House.

Clause (4) of section 324 of the
Companies Act provides that:

“a copy of cvery Notification pro-
posed to be issued under sub-sec-
tion (1) shall be laid in draft be-
fore both Houses of Parliament for
a period of not less than thir‘y days
while they are in session; and if
within that period either House
disapproves of the jssue of the Noti-
fication or approves of such issue
only with modifications, the Notifi-
cation shall not be issued, or as the
case may require, shall be issued
only with such modification as may
be agreed on by both the Houses.”

I am proposing that the date men-
tioned in the draft Notification as 1st
January may be altered so that the
companies may have some breathing
time to make alternative arrange-
ments. We are not taking any excep-
tion to the decision of the Govern-
ment, though the decision is against
the report of the Expert Committee
that was appointed and which went
into the question very thoroughly.
There may be difficulties in the com-
panies making alternative arrange-
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ments and maybe, their production
may also fall. I am suggesting a very
simple change that they may have
three months more and if in any com-
pany the managing agency is coming
to an end between lst January and
31st March, they may get an additional
time and that is why, I am moving
this motion. I hope the House will
accept it.

Mr. Chairman: The motion is before
the House.

Shri Indrajit Gupta (Calcutta
South West): It is a very seemingly
innocent motion which has been mov-
ed by my friend, Mr. Himatsingka,
apparently being nothing excepting
changing the date by three months. It
is well known to everybody who fol-
lows the Press reports as to what has
transpired actually and what js the
background of this motion which has
very unusually a large number of sig-
natories of the ruling Party support-
ing it. It is quite obvious that the
meaning of this motion for modifica-
tion of the Notification of 1st Nov-
cmber is that, by shifting the date from
the 1st January, 1967, to the 2nd
April, 1967, the duration of the manag-
ing agency is automatically extended
by three years. The argument which
has bcen put forward by Mr. Himat-
singka that, if the operative date is
Ist January, then some companies may
have great difficulties in carrying on
their normal operation because this
is before the end of their accounting
year is, I submit, not a very truthful
and honest explanation. The real
fact of the matter is that this question
of managing agencies was gone into
at great length by the Government it-
self—Government appointed a Com-
mittee, to which he has referred.
Their report is available; we have
studied that report; he knows very
well that it was on very sound grounds
that the Government decided that not
only three industries but five indus-
tries should be covered. All the rea-
sons were given in that as to why the
jute industry, for example, should also
be included. When this notification
was placed on the Table here on the
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1st November, where the Government
after due consideration had specified
the date 1st January. certain people
who were connected with the manag-
ing agencies and the big firms which
are controlled by these managing
agencies naturally resented it very
much for a very simple reason, and
the simple reason is this that 1st
January is just a month and a half be-
fore the general elections.

My hon. friend Shri Himatsingka
comes from the city that I come from.
And we know the big managing agency
houses both Indian and foreign which
are operating there and we know that
it is these managing agency houses
which are the main donors of the
ruling parfy or the Congress for the
elections. Who does not know it?
Only the other day an answer has
been given here to a question, giving
the figures of the donations made by
corporate firms to the Congress Party
during the last elections, which run
into over a crore ef rupees, and it is
precisely for that reason that this con-
cession is being made here namely
that by extending the date from 1st
January by three ths, an aut tic
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able; of course, that is not the only
step but it is a very necessary step to
break up these big concentrations and
these large industrial groups in jute,
tea and cotton textiles and other vital
industries.

I know that my hon. friend Shri
Himatsingka also represents some busi-
ness and industry; I do not know if
he is connected with firms which have
anything to do with the house of Birlas.
For, we are reading every day in the
papers that Mr. Birla proposes or
desires to have in the next Lok Sabha
at least hundred Members who will be
amenable to his influence. All these
factors have been operating behind
the scenes. That is why suddenly a
meeting of the Congress Parliamen-
tary Party was called, or perhaps of
the Executive; I do not know which;
I have forgotten it. It was called at
very short notice and there certain
gentlemen in that party who are
connected with industry and the big
industrialists and businessmen them-
selves brought forward this proposal
that if this was terminated on the 1st
January, 1967 there would be absolute

extension of the managing agencies
for three years is being secured.

Shri Himatsingka: That is not so.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: If that is not
50, let my hon. friend clarify it here.

As the hon. Mover knows and as
the Law Minister also knows, the ter-
mination of the managing agencies in
thesc particular industries has been
recommeded and that recommendation
has been adopted on this very sound
ground that in these particular indus-
tries, firstly, there is no further neces-
gity now for the continuance of the
managing agencics and secondly their
continuation is only helping concen-
tration of ownership and monopoly
trends to consolidate themselves here.
We ider the termination of these
managing agencies to be very desir-

disaster for them. I want to know
whether this is the only argument
brought forward that it may be diffi-
cult for some companies to carry on.

They know for a long time that
these managing agencies have fulfilled
their purpose and they are now re-
dundant in these industries and they
are not required any more and they
are only eating up the money there
and they are performing an absolute-
ly parasitical function and no other
function whatsoever. They know it
all along. It was.only after this noti-
fication was placed that in order to
circumvent this, a deliberately planned
cynical decision has been taken in the
parliamentary party of the Congress
and then it is being foisted here om
the House. This is nothing but a
shameless concession to these big
monopoly managing agency houses.

Therefore, 1 oppose this motion.
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Shri D. D. Purj (Kaithal): May 1
seek a clarification from the hon.
Member? What is the basis for my
hon. friend to assume that if the date
is postponed from 1st January to 1st
April, the managing agencies will
stand automatically renewed for three
years? What is the basis for it?

Shri Indrajit Gupta: It is there in
the report. The life is being extend-
ed for three years; if they are not ter-
minated on 1st January, -certainly
they will be extended for three years.
Thus, the second date will be circum-
vented. Let him find out from the
report. That is the purpose behind
this whole motion.
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Shri S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): I
have not been able to follow what
Shri Kamalnayan Bajaj has said be-
cause he has confused the issue more.
1 do not know now by changing this
particular date from 1st January to
2nd April 1967 his parivar is going to
be saved. May I invite your atten-
tion. ...

The Minister of Law (Shri G. S.
Pathak): If Shri Banerjee permits
me, I will explain. There seems to
be some misapprehension about what
is being said in the Resolution and
what is the legal effect if it is passed.
Now, I may inform the House that even
if the Resolution is not passed, these
companies which are engaged in these
five industries will have three years
from the 1st of January. If the Reso-
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lution is passed, they will have three
year. and three months. The three
years are not a consequence of the
Resolution; they are a consequence of
the Companies Act. This js what 1
wanted to explain.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: May I
ask a question?

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy (Ken-
drapara): It is three months more.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: In that case,
take the argument of Shri Himatsingka
and Shri Bajaj that it gives a little
time to adjust matters. How does a
period of three months make a differ-
ence?

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Let
him clearify this. Is it for giving an
advantage to certain business nouses
that you want to do it?

Shri G. S. Pathak: No, no.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: May
1 just seek a clarification? If even
without this Resolution under what
has been accepted by Government in
its notification of 1st November, the
managing agencies in these 5 industries
will have three years more, there is
no need for this Resolution at all.
Please drop it. It is not necessary.

Mr. Chairman: He says it will con-
tinue from 1st April,

An hopn. Member: It is very clear.

Mr. Chairman: As it stands now,
the managing agencies will be termi-
nated as on lst January....

Shri G. S. Pathak: No, no. Three
years from the 1st January 1967.

Mr. Chairman: Let me read the
Resolution. The House resolves that
in pursuance of sub-section (4) of
section 324 of the Companies Act, 1956,
the following modification be made in
the draft notification proposed to be
jssued under sub-gection (1) of sec-
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tion 324 of the said Act, laid on the
Table on the 1st November 1966,
namedly: —for ‘the 1st January 1967,
substitute “the 2nd April 1967" and
so on. Let him clarify.

Shri G. S. Pathak: I think it will be
better if I read the section under
which the retification is issued:

“324 (1)—Subject to such rules
as may be prescribed in this be-
half, the Central Government may,
by notification in the official ga-
zette, declare that as from such
date as may be specified”—

I specify 1st January 1967—

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Before
‘the election.

Shri G. S. Pathak:“. . . the provisions
of sub-section (x) shall apply to all
companies whether incorporated be-
fore or after the commencement of this
Act which are engaged on that date or
may thereafter be engaged wholly or
in part in such class or description of
industries or business as may be spe-
cified in the notification”.

Now sub-section (2) which will
apply to these companies:
“Thereupon where any such

company has a managing agent on
the specified date”—

1st January—

“the term of office of that mana-
ging agent shall, if it does not ex-
pire earlier, expire at the end of
three years from the specified date
or on the 15th August 1980, which-
ever is later, and the company
shall not retain . . ..

Mr. Chairman: The Mover did not
make this point clear that they would
continue in any case for three years.
That is Liow this doubt occurred.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Let
him clarify this point also as he is ex-
plaining. According to the rules just
read out, if any managing agency ex-
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pires within three years, before the

three year period, that will automati-
eally be abolished.

Shri G. S. Pathak: That is right.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Under
the new motion that is under discus-
sion, would it permit those managing
agencies to continue for a period of
three years. Is that the proposition?
If so, there is some design behind it,

Mr. Chairman: First of all, the Re-
solution as drafted does not clearly lay
down what evactly it means, nor js it
in keeping with the law that we have
already passed. So I do not see how
this is required. Anyway, hon. Memb-
ers may make their contribution.

Shri Banerjee may continue,

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: It is
better that he clarifles because if it
is not necessary, let us drop it.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Why
do they incur a bad name in such a
good law? Charges will be made
against them that they want to protect
these managing agencies and let them
continue, managing agencies which are
not necessary at all. Why make a dis-
tinction?

I would make an appeal to the
Government. The House has agreed to
the legislation. The motives are very
laudable. Let them not spoil this at-
mosphere. They will be open to the
charge that they want to give protec-
tion to some business houses.

Shrimat! Renu Chakravartty: That
is very clear.

Mr. Chairman: Let this be clarified.
When the law is as it has been ex-
plained by the Law Minister, I see no
reason to accept this Resolution. What
is pointed out is that if under the law
these managing agencies will continue
for three years from 1st January, what
is the need for adding these three
months?
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Shri G. S. Pathak: That is what T
wanted to explain.

Shri G. N. Dixit (Etawah): Kindly
listen to me. I wiil explain the reasom
better because the two hon. Members
who spoke in support have not beea
able to make the position clear.

Mr. Chairman: He will resume his
seat.

‘The Law Minister is in charge of
the Bill.

Shri G. N. Dixit: He
charge, It is a motion moved by
members, and it is those members
who can explain to you the reason.
Therefore I want to explain.

is not im

Mr. Chairman: 1 will respectfully
submit to hon. Members that Govern-
ment policy is the charge of the Law
Minister. Therefore, it is not any
Member to take upon himself the res-
ponsibility of explaining. After all, it
is motion has been accepted with the
consent of the Government, When the
turn of the hon. Member comes, he
can say what he has got to say.

Shri D. D. Puri: I would respect-
fully submit that if you seek the inter-
vention of the Law Minister a little
later, after we have explained our
points of view, his contribution will
be much more helpful.

Mr. Chairman: The hon. Member
has not perhaps heard what I said
The first part of the explanation of
the Minister is before us, that is to say
these managing agencies have, ipso
facto, to continue for three years after
1st January. Therefore, we would like
to know from the hon. Minister what
the position is in the law today so that
we will get guidance.

Shri D. D. Purl: It is a question of
fact, not law.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Mr.
Banerjee was on his legs. Some ex-
planation was necessary, and the Law
Minister was good enough to inter-
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vene to clarify, so that members may
not repeat those arguments. In the
course of that, he is going to make
some clarification, and the Chair has
every right first to know before the
members discuss it. Let him there-
fore continue.

Shri
question.

Joachim Alva: I have one

Mr. Chairman: Plesse take
seat.

your

ot FAHAAAT TR : T &7 AT H
XFAT 9B %7 a1 § 1 WT AH &
fore X AT A FLIAE )

Mr. Chairman: I am a bit confused.
That confusion can be removed only
by the Law Minister explaining the
position. Only when my mind is clear,
1 will be able to conduct the business.

Shri G. 8. Pathak: I am obliged to
the Chair for giving this opportunity.
1 read the section. One part of the
section was probably missed.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: Missed by
whom?

Shri G. 8. Pathak: I am not blam-
ing anybody, I am blaming myself. I
shoulq have read it loudly. This three
year period will apply to those manag-
ing agencies whose term does not ex-
pire before the expiry of three years.
That is to say, ordinarily if the manag-
ing agency term s for five or ten
years, all those will terminate on the
expiry of three years from 1st Janu-
ary, 1067, but if there are some mana-
ging agencies whose term expires be-
fore the expiry of three years, they
shall not be renewed, and they are
finished at the proper time. The mana-
ging agencies are always for a fixed
term. If some managing agencies, term
expires on, say, 31st March, 1967, they
wi'l not have three years, because they
will expire automatically on 3lst
March, 1907. For those whose term
will expire earlier, they want that
instead of three years from 1st Janu-
ary. it should be made three years
from 2nd April.
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Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: That
is our objection.

Shri Sinhasan Singh (Gorakhpur):
Fortunately or unfortunately the Law
Minister has confined himself only to
the earlier part of section 324. He has
not read sub-section (4). If the notifi-
cation is modified or not approved by
this House, the notification cannot be
issued, and the period of three years
will not app'y. That is the fear, For-
tunately or unfortunately something
has appe-r~d in the papers that the
pa~ty hus taken a decision to give a
further time of three years to all these
companies, and that this can be given
only through a resolution modifying
the notification.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: This is for
getling election funds.

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Sub-sectiom
(4) reads;
“A copy of every notification

proposed to be issued under sub-
section (1) shall be laid in draft
before both Houses of Parliament
for a period of not less than thirty
days while they are in session; and
if, within that period, either House
disapproves of the issue of the
notification or approves of such
issue only with modifications, the
notification shall not be issued or,
as the case may require, shall be
issued only with such modifica~
tions as may be agreed on by both
the Houses.”

Our House is at the fag-end. If this
House approves or disapproves or mo-
difes. ..

Mr. Chatrman: Is it any point ef
law or fact? What is it? He should not
make a speech.

Shri Sinhasan Singh: This motion
has been brought with a certain pus-
pose. I do not know whether the
notification has been laid on the Table
of the House or not, but its effect is
that the managing agencies expiring
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before the end of three years from
1st January, 1967 will automalicaily
expire. But the notification has to be
approved or disapproved by this House
within 30 days, and for that purpose
a resolution has come in, and we are
only considering whether to modify it
or not. If we modify it, the other
House may or may not agree to such
modification, If this House disapproves
of the notification, the notification will
lapse. So, it is not three months that
my friends are wanting, they are wan-
ting for years to come.

Shri G. N. Dixit: I am one of the
movers. Therefore, kindly permit me
to explain.

Mr. Chairman: There is one thing.
There is no hurry about it. You are an
eminent lawyer. Unless the entire
legal aspect of it is thoroughly dis-
cussed threadbare, onc may not arrive
at anything.

Shri G. N. Dixit: 1 will take only
one minute to remove the confus:ion.
Mr. Himatsingka, an eminent solicitor,
gave me an argument when I signed
that; but he himself has not advanced
that only arg which appealed to
the signatories; that is, that the finan-
cial year in most of the companies
ends on 1st April and not on 3lst
December. There will be a technical
difficulty in accounting because the
accounting year closes in most of the
companies on the date...(Interrup-
tions.)

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Sir, I was ex-
plaining that voices were raised here
demanding the abolition of the manag-
ing agency system and a very perti-
nent question was raised charging the
ex-Finance Minister, Mr. T. T. K,
who extendeq the managing agency
system beyond 1967 arbitrarily for
five years or 7 years or till 1972; in one
or two cases even up to 1975.

Shri Kamalnayan Bajaj: Is he
making a speech? I must continue.
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Shri S. M. Banerjee: The hon.
Law Minister when he took over the
company law department and Shri
C. R. Pattabhi Raman also said that
they would make a proper enquiry
into the whole affair. My point at that
time was: why should the Finance
Minister take a decision at a time
when the committec was going into
the whole question of the managing
agency system. What is the notification
here laid on the Table on 1st Novem-
ber? It says that in pursuance of sub-
section (1) of section 34 of the Com-
panies Act of 1956, the Central Gov-
ernment hereby declares that as from
the 1st of January 1967...Now the
Resolution wants to change it to 2nd
April 1967. The big business houses in
the country have not welcomed the
recommendations of the committee
and they want to undo whatever go.d
it has done and it is for that purpose
that this resolution is moved. The big
business houses want to pour some
money into the veins of the ruling
party for elections and they feel that
by a remote chance a Government to
their liking may come to power. Im
January there will be nominatiors and
in February there will be elections.

Shri Kamalnayan Bajaj: Sir, I rise
on a point of order. I was on my legs.
He asked some questions and some
other questions came from the other
side. You allowed the Minister to
clarify the legal points. After that I
should have been called to continue
my speech and clarify the pasition.
My point of order is that while 1 was
on my legs why should you allow Mr.
Banerjee to speak?

Mr. Chairman: You have come too
late now.

Shrimati Renn Chakravartty: You
gat down; you forgot what you did.

Shrt S. M. Banerjee: The big busi-
ness houses will pour money into their
coffers and will try to have a Govern.-
ment of their own choice so that the
managing agency system and every-
thing else will be there. They want to
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undo the good that has been done. It
is malicious anq mischievous and I
fully support Mr. Indrajit Gupta and
Mr. Sinhasan Singh when they say
that there are motives behind this
resolution.

Shri Joachim Alva: Sir, I have very
little to say. In all my sixteen years
experience, 1 had never seen ar order
paper with 70 signatures to move a so-
called resolution. It is clear that big
‘business is operating in a big way. I
do not think the able law Minister
needed 70 people to prod him to bring
this into the House. That is all T
have to say.

Shri D. D, Puri: Sir, this resolution
is exteremely innocuous. The resolu-
tion seeks to extend the time by
three months; that is the limited ques-
tion that we have before us. The bene-
fits or the evils of the managing ag-
ency system are not under discussion.
Therefore, what are the desirable fea-
tures of the managing agencies or
what are the undesirable features that
point is completely irrelevent. It is
too late in the day now for me to shed
any tears over the abolition of Mana-
ging Agencies; I never shed any tears
even at that time the orginal Bill was
passed. That is not the question now.
An attempt has been made by the
Opposition parties to stretch three
months into three years. The period
in question is only three months; the
effective priod of three months is not
1st January to 1st April 1967; in actua)
point of fact it is 1st January 1970 to
1st April 1870. Not more than three
months are involved, however they
may do to try to stretch it. I was a
bit surprised when you yourself ex-
pressed come doubts about the section

of the Act. Now, what has motivat-
ed us to do so?

of

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Will

you he agreeable to 30th March?

Shri D. D, Puri: 31st of March is in
a large number of cascs the end of the
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financial year as it is indeed for this
august House also. Secondly, ouc
of the industries involved is the
sugar industry and in North India
on 1st January we are right in
the middle of the crushing season.
It will lead to endless trouble
in accounting and apportionmen' of
the profits, apportionment of expenscs.
The sugar season starts from Ist
November. Tt finshes—it all depends,
from year to year—say in March or
April, and in a large number of cases
the end of the financial year is 3lst
March or the 1st day of April. From
the point of view of sugar, I wouia
have been very happy if it had been
extended even beyond 2nd April by
a2 few days. The sugar season would
be over and the computation cf the
profit and loss will be more or less
clear and without any doubt. It is
therefore precisely with a view not
to cut the accounting period and the
sugar season into two that this reso-
lution has been sought to be moved.

The point has been made tha’ this
period is the election year, and theie-
fore the ruling party wants to have
Jarge sums of money in its coffers
in the hope that it will get a govern-
ment of their choice and the govern-
ment of their choice which will not
issue such a notification. I have al-
ready stated that the real period is
from the 1st January, 1970 to Ist
April, 1970 which will not be an elec-
tion year. Three years is the period
which is already in the Act which I
need not go into now. If there is &
certain section of the House in whose
interests it is necessary to modify this
decision or to alter it, and if that
section of the House has the govern-
ment of its choice according to it
then the new government could go
back on the entire decision of abolition
of Managing Agencies. The presert
position is that the managing agency
system is being done away with. But
if one wants, the managing agency
system can be revived with retrospec-
tive effect, etc. What T would like to
say respectfully is, let us not read into
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the resolution something whica is
not there. It is a limited periond of
three months; it is not three years

and the period itself is between 1st
January and 2nd April, 1970. In a

large number of cases, the end
of the financial year is the 3l1st
March or thereabouts. Especially

when one of the industrieg is the su-
gar industry, 1st January will be most
unsuitable to bring this notification
into effect.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: May I say a
~word by way of clarification? If, as
he says, this thing has been brought
forward because of a technical point
connected with the ending of the
accounting year, why is it that it was
not possible for those Members to
realise this and to bring it to the
notice of the Government and the
Government  could have brought
forward an amendment, instead ,f tois
lobbying of 70 people led oy Bhabu.

bai Chinai outside? Why dia ney
have to do it?
Shri D. D, Puri: 1 will explain.
Mr. Chairman: Order, order. Shri

Surendranath Dwivedy.

Shrl Surendranath Dwivedy: I have
listened with great patience to Shri
D. D. Puri’s speech. This motion is
an example to how in the seemingly
innocuous way in which the big busi-
ness in this country operates and the
innocent manner in which they in-
fluence the Government and the Con-
gress party, and in a surreptitious
manner, if T may say so, they want
to get the approval of this Parliament
to this resolution.

‘This Act was passed long ago. This
particular notification was placed on
the Table of the House in the early
part of November. The very people
who are now pleading for the incon-
venience of certain industries, knew it;
I do not think their management is so
very negligent and not vigilant enough
to see that this is going to take effect
from such and such a date and that
it is going to create certain difficulties
because the financial year-ending of
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these companies may be such and such
a date. They knew it. When it was
laid on the Table of the House, 1 want
to know what prevented these gentle-
men even to approach the Government
and to bring forward a motion here.
they know perfactly well that so far as
the session of this House is concerned,
we are at the fag-end of the tenure of
this House itself; there is very litule
uttendance. Members like me would
prefer to consider the point and see
that it is passed without any upposi-
tion. But here is a deliberate move.
I want the Government to realisc it.
This House, the entire Parliament, has
supported the Government on the
question of the abchtion of the mana-
ging agency system. Rather, it was
almost the unanimous view of this
country that in order to have rea¥
industria' development in conformity
with the policy that we wanted to
tollow jn this country, the managing
agency should be abolished imme-
diately. Yet, a committee was ap-
pointed; that committee went into the
question and it suggested certain mea-
sures. and the Government haltingly,
one after the other, have been taking
up the industries. Even that has not
been ‘taken up very seriously; thab
even in a phased programme they are
going to do it.

It is very clear now what certain
industries want to do. It would have
been better if, the Government itself
had brought forward this amendment,
if there were genuine difficulties. It
would be very clear now. Let us
know from the Minister if he has facts.
Or, from the mover of the motion
let us have the facts; who are
business-houses which will be bene-
fited by this motion. It will then
be very clear to this House and
to the country. A charge was level-
led that probably there are some busi-
ness-houses which want, during this
period, to donate handsomely to the
ruling party which protects their
interests; it i3 now clear that they
will be effected and they want within
these three months to manoeuvre,
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somehow or other manipulate their
own papers and other othce papers in
such a manner as to obviate the rules
altogether. When this period of three
years was embodied in the Act, should
I understand or take it that the fra-
mers of the Act, or even the big busi-
ness-houses which were opposing this
Act, did not understand the implica-
tions of it? that the three years may
‘be earlier to April, 1967? Three years
may be in the middle of the year.
Suppose, there was no such Act or no
such notification and no such limita-
tion, is there not any company whose
terms of managing agency expire be-
fore the financial year ends? There
are certain companies, because they
take permission from the Government
and from the company law adminis-
tration, and the period is given from
the date they get the permission to the
period till the five years are over.
Therefore, it does not stand to rea-
son to say at the moment that because
the financial year of some companies
ends on April, 1987, they will have
some difficulty if it ends on 1st
January, 1967. Therefore, they want
this change. I 4o not think it stands
2o any reason. I would again appeeal
to the Government. Let the Govern-
ment make up its mind; Government
will be open to this charge that in
order to give facilities for certain
benefits which they will derive by
giving them certain opportunities, they
age supporting this motion. Let the
‘Government oppose this motion, This
motion is not in the good interests of
the country. This is only to protect
certain sections of big business. The
Government brought forward the
measure to abolish the managing
agency first. We all supported it. We
are all for it. We want this notifica-
tion to be executed in this country
without any opposition. So, at this
stage, whatever grace they exhibited
in bringing forward the measure for
the abolition of the managing agency
will be completely gone if this motion
is adopted. I would like to tell other
Members of the House this much. 70
Members have signed this. But T am
glad that Shri Joachim Alva has come
out openly to say that it is the
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big business whigh is behind this
move. I also appeal to those Mem-
bers who are signatories to this mo-
tion; people probably have signed it
without knowing it. They should
oppose this motion, and I would ap-
peal to the Government to oppose this;
we would oppose this motion. Other-
wise, we will take jt that the Govern-
ment is also a party to this machina-
tion.

Shri G. N. Dixit: Mr, Chairman,
Sir, 1 am amazed at the arguments
advanced by such a fine man as Shri
Surendranath Dwivedy, attributing
motives and bringing in all this big
business, knowing fully well that Shri
Himatsingka is such an eminent, elder-
ly Member of this House, for whom
we have all great regard and with
whom we are all very cordial. When
he moves a motion or drafts a motion
which has got some backing or some
reason and arguments behind it, and
if he approaches other Members and
if the argument appeals to those
Members and if they sign the motion,
is it right and proper for the Opposi-
tion to bring in all the big business
of the country and associate them
with the Members who are the sig-
natories to the motion or with the
Government? Here is Shri Himat-
singka— (Interruption)—and you can
enquire from him: it is his proposal
and it is his motion. All other mem-
bers have signed it agreeing to the
arguments he gave on the question of
the end of the accounting year, which
was the only argument given to us
Why then bring in big business and
charge the Congress Party? It is not
good always to attack your opponents
whenever the occasion comes, even on
a small matter. If, apart from that
accountability, there is any other rea-
son, I shall myself like to withdraw
my signature. Tt is not only a ques-
tion of April. In the case of certain
companies, the year ends in Decem-
ber. For them, it may remain Decem-
ber. If it is April as in the sugar
factories. s my friend, Mr. Puri said.
it will be but fair and proper that
the year ending to be computed should
be like that, because otherwise practi-
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cal difficulties will arise. It is never
good to demand a pound of flesh like
Shylock, whether reasonable or un-
reasonable. The question of practi-
cability must be taken into considera-
tion. I appeal to my friends in the
opposition, especially Mr. Dwivedi, to
weigh this question purely and simply
on the ground of the reasonableness
of the proposal of Mr. Himatsingka
and not read between the lines the
whole country’s politics in this very
innoccuous motion. Whoever have
signed it have supported him on ac-
count of this reason only and for no

other reason.

Shri Kamalnayan Bajaj: May I
clarify. ...
Mr. Chairman: An hon. member

can spcak only once on a motion. If
there is any clarification, please do
that. But do not make a new speech.

Shri Kamalnayan Bajaj: There are
three issues involved—point of law,
point of fact and the spirit behind it.
The point of law has been acclaimed
by the minister and others. The point
of faci is this. Apart from the ac-
counting year which some companies
may finish on 31st March, there is
discrimination if the period is not ex-
tended because some of the compa-
nies which are not going to end their
accounting year on 31st March may
not get 3 full years. The spirit be-
hind the law is to give 3 years to
everyone.  you do not extend it,
some of the companies will not get
that full 3 years for their adjustment.
That discrimination should not be
there.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I am
thankful to him for this clarification
because it replies to Mr. Dixit's ques-
tion.

st a3 (FrenT) - wwmefa wRew,
Tz OF w7 gT w2 o gk fRw
¥ arag fagr Hfaa ot ¥ faar 28-
g zeqaT w1 fad | I ag @ dwr
fe o1k fod o #gar &0 AX
“aTaT aTed wWTeR”, wTar X &g fear,
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wafay am foan o figwa fagot @
T WHIO WA T g9 fqmaee
W ey

# I @ AN F A1 q@ g,
ot N wHEET A X v @ @
Y g | & Wk wrAR FANE 324

¥ F gATqT § —

“Subject to such rules as may
be prescribed in this behalf, the
Central Government may, by
notification in the Official Gazette,
declare that as from such date as
may be specified in the notifica-
tion, the provisions of sub-section
(2) shall apply to all companies,
whether incorporated before or
after the commencement of this
Act, which are engaged on that
date or may thereafter be engag-
ed wholly or in part, in such
class or description of industry or
business as may be specified in
the notification.”

for gamw 2 3—
(2) Thereupon—

(a) where any such company has a
managing agent on the specified date,
the term of office of that managing
agent shall if it does not expire ear-
lier, expire at the end of three years
from the specified date...”

A @ AN N g9 ga-AewA
43—

(4) A copy of every notification
proposed to be issued under sub-
section (1) shall be laid in draft
before both Houses of Parlia-
ment....and if either House dis-
approves of the isue of the notifi-
cation or approves of such issue
only with modifications, the noti-
fication shall not be issued or, as
the case may require, shall be
issued on'y with such modifica-
tions..."”
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Fdfaa N e Fem TEmE AW W
AW T & 9@ IART 324 F A
WETw Y 98 Fa afgd 9r A%
e wifzy ar f gy et faw-
faww gl 1 fom =17 e ¥ fag
ag e wr gr--FEw, v, I
A\ rde— g I queedty & Ao
R T THE G G ¥ FT ATCE
faq N ST g erew AT AtEa €
f& d3fom oo faeem @ @1, 3@
SEVT g T AT AW 4 g A w1
e oY <@va g1, Afwa dar fgdh N 7
Fa1 fF TH SavE § J€T WS fre
ray, gAY fay get Wi Ta A &
qran @ g

gaIt WA 9 =EE T e fE
o g¥w FY T2 F § gHIfEn Afay
¥ waz faedt &, sww gaur @
# iy o A H AT 77 WY A A
ﬁmammammgm
3 w7 gz e § TARRE @R

Act (M.)
2, & fearelt QX T T &, 0 a@ W
fgame q7ad ¥ oz g §, Afww It
e o2 grar §, ag feaeh o a2
foar omar &, el e F A A
%1 AT ag waew @) § AT oW
Tan 7 §, g 4w w9 W
Y forw Foodlt @ @ar €, IR 7
Far Ag @, § dmr Equz FEAT «iEAT

awwafa wfiza m:gmaﬁ adr
LS

st aF : WT TEA FT S FaW
a8y  f 1 wwegw f A wg fE
T Y T Y AR A1T HIF I THE-
Zowr fer SRl W AT WY I
i v Dfeferwm fo A diwg &
A @ AT I T T ISE
1 & wgvT ¢ ag 97 Aaf
gt oarim s afz soa aafew
udER #Y 39 W § agran faar at
Awfafies §z4 qg I FH 5T AT
7@t 31 fex Fafon qafern faadr @
ag T EAT WY ST W A
g ST it WY adE @1 S o

Shri C. K. Bhattacharyya (Raiganj):
Mr. Chairman, Sir, I am a signatory
to this innocent motion. Let me make
it clear that I am in no company, not
a sharcholder, not a director, not get-
ting any divident. There is no big
business, medium business or small
business running about me (Interrup-
tions). It is clear and accepted on a¥
hands that the managing agency sys-
tem should go. Nobody disputes it,
everybody accepts it, everybody stands
by it and the notification has been
issued with that specific objective.
This is a motion for extending the
time by three months. If the Govern.
ment feels that the acceptance of this
motion will in any way impede the
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objective that the law has in view or
shat the Government has inview, Gov-
ernment is free to say so and  the
motion will be dealt with accordingly.
But when my hon. friends in the
Opposition brings in the Ruling Party,
big funds, elections and all that, I am
afraid they make themselves exam-
ples of Freudian complex. It is this
Freudian complex which comes up
every time in the minds of every one
-of them. The Ruling Party, big busi-
ness money and election, all these get
combined together and lead them to
a kind of conduct, a kind of movement
which is not healthy for running the
business of Parliament.

So far as the motion is concerned,
I would like to make it clear it is for
the Government now to make their
position clear. If they feel that the
acceptance of this motion will impede
the objective that the Government has
in view or the law has in view, the
Government is free to say so and
deal with the motion accordingly. If
they feel that the acceptance of the
motion will in no way impede their
objective or impede the operation of
the law which the Law Minister and
other hon. friends have referred to,
they are free to accept it.

Y vy fmed (R77) : awfy
g7, T UF AT FFAT A0 4T
f& & FHT ¥ wAmA Tadifas
™ T RA NG E R
7 ¥ wrvs "t § 1 Afex 7F amr
2 fr o777 D A qreY F weaT A
w21 frar mr A3 A A 1 FOY s WA
To HTAT qrFt wY fyar &) gur? T
qrft & A A7 ¥ I3 # AT EMA
FPE s e F oty T far 3y

L R o e L I
far fgan
WY @y fmd 0 79 AT 200 %o

frat 21 3w ¥ WET 3 s g

NOVEMBER 24, 1966 under Companies Act 5370
M)
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faaroraed gz 9T T@ET A o
3I7 ¥ AT g9 A 90 9w 5 g7
¥ ATy X F g ¥ al Agy o
quT AT 4G FF , A1 F (e ww
g f5 oWy we dfazdw § oW
qEA ¥ 1 gTA FfRvR 0T @
AT wfog § adm
wrzat g v odr w1 = i g o
& ¥ & wm Fr § gaF wqEr e
o & Pt 3w & AT g e
I9 ¥ qEEry 35w foar I 0 A
A AT FT OFT g AT FFATCEARE
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Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Real-
ly ingenious are the ways of big busi-
ness. That is why even my friend,
Shri Bhattacharyyva was taken in.

Shri C. K. Bhattacharyya: No, no;
1 was not taken in; I agreed with my
cyes open.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: He
says he did that with his eyes open.
Therefore, we will say that he is a
very sympathetic participant of big
business. As ifar as Shri Dixit is
concerned, he was honest enough to
say that if this is not the meaning
then he would like to withdraw, The
point that has emanated from this dis-
cussion shows that if this notification
is disapproved by this House then the
notification cannot be issued at all. The
Government of India in the Ministry
of Law, my hon. friend Shri Pathak's
Department of Company Affairs, have
circulated a draft notification in these
words:

“The Notification has to be laid
in draft before both Houses of
Parliament for such period as re-

quired by Section 324 of the
Companies Act.”
Then what do they say? Let this

House very clearly understand it, !
find that even my hon, friends
Shrimati Satyabhame Devi and Shri-
mati Shakuntala Devi have also signed
it. \

shri C, K. Bhattacharyya: Please
do not forget that S8hri Samanta, Dr.
Singhwi and Shri Kashi Ram Gupta,
three shining lights of the Opposition,
are among the signatories. Do not put
all the weight on us.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Dr.
Singhvi is there and we think h is in
the right place.

Wt 7w femq : WY zifem
Wig
2204 (A1) L.S.D.—8.
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Y Mo Wo WZITATG : WY F I
wioie U A fr )

o

it ®o Wio WAW : g & A1 wA
a1 T T
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Shn
Tantia is therc, Shri Puri is there,
Shri Himatsingka is there, Shri Bajaj
is there and Shri C. K. Bhattacharyya
is there

The piont 1s—let us not try to again
mislead the House—here it says:

“The Notification can be issued..”
That is for the Government to termi-
nate after three years some companies
or managing agents—some companies
will be terminated even ecarlier, It
says:

“The Notification can be issued
only with such modiftcations as
may be agreed to by both Houses
and cannot be issued if either
House disapproves of the issue.”

So, this very Notification laid on the
Tab'c on 1st November, if thig reso-
lution of disapproval of that Notificu-
tion is passed and a modification is
made, the whole notification falls
through.

Shri Himatsingka:

It is wrong.

shri D, D. Purl; This is not dis-

approval, this is for approval with
meodification,
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Sir, I

am not a lawyer. I am not preparcd
to take the word of Shri Himatsingka.
If we read his first speech it com-
pletely misleads the entire House. He
did not raise any point. Shri Bajaj did
the same thing. When Shri Pathak
was honest enough to tell us the im-
plications of this whole measure, then
Shri Bajaj a'so said that that was true.
His spcech really supports it. Shri
Puri even now shakes his head.

shri D. D. Purl: Secking approval
with modification ig not disapproval.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: When
this Notification was laid on the Table,
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the reason for issuing the notification,
the form of the notification, the diffi-
culties in the way of issuing the noti-
fication and all those things were to
be clarified. Probably, being at the
fag end of the Parliament we were not
vigilant enough to look into the entire
matter and even Shri Kamath  has
been caught napping in this particular
matter. If Shri Indrajit Gupta had
not raised it and this whole discussion
did not come all of us would have
thought that this is 3 very innocuous
proposal.

15 hrs.

It was poor Shri Himatsingka's
family that wanted two more months.
They say that instead of 1st January
all that we are doing is to have it on
2nd April. I had a hunch why it is
2nd April, Shri P. D. Himatsingka
comes from my State and he is not a
very active Member of this Parliament.
So, when I found him going round for
getting the signature of 75 Members
with himself at the head, I had this
hunch. 1 thought why it is not 3Ist
March because that is the vear endine.
If it is regarding the suear crushing
season, the sugar crushing season goes
on till April or sometimes till the be-
ginning of May; so, it cannot be the
sugar crushing season reason. Then
Shri Pathak came out with the clari-
fication. They will not even want it
to be 30th March, because if it is 30th
March, it will not serve their purposc.
As far as I understand it—and Shr
Pathak has explained it—what will
happen is that, according to the Com-
pany Law, those who are having com-
panies and whose managing agencies
are ending on 30th March will ont get
the three-year period of the other
companies who had the period ending
after the 30th March.

So, this is not only a question of
saivng some companies from termi-
nating their managing agency system
but the very notification of the 1st
November which gives 1970 as the
date wil' be in jeopardv. Shri Puri
in his very nice, fluent and innocuous

NOVEMBER 24, 1968 under Companies Act 5374
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way told ug that it is only a question
of 2nd April, 1970 instead of January,
1970; he did not explain to us that tn
whole notification will be in jeopardy.

8hri D. D. Puri: It will not be.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: It will
be in jeopardy. This is my understand-
ing, They may go to a court of law
and then the whole thing will fall
through. We know how you go from
High Court to the Supreme Court.
You have money at your disposal;
you will go there immediately.

I do not know if your executive
committee has passed it and what your
whip will be, but this much is clear
that if this notification is not issued,
it will be difficult in the next Parlia-
ment with a big Birla lobby and the
big business lobby. I do not know
what lobby Shri Dixit belongs to. He
may be a very nice man who raised
points of order but Shri Dixit also
may be in a very unenviable position
then, So, 1 beg of the Law Minister
not to accept this Reso'ution.

Ffcangmg ) ¥mar g f5
s qE dw NN @ W Wk
Iq T F, I@ T H qEQqW
& AT & tw g & oY Jwr §
IAY qEAT G &) AT §| A UFE-
ey 7gt o< Ry § 9T A @
7g war g fr i ot & wafa i
ot @y § 9wt ¥ fadr o

fifr 3y wer & P Ta
ﬁwﬁﬁma@auﬁ&w
ot a1 ¥ 1 ag AT l@m ¥
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Wiz o3y # Mfew w7 & g
Y 19 A% T 7wa § I afifeafqat
g3 F A A 5@ A & qT F
gy "t & A I9 s ¥ fqaw
Foam frae seqr A siaR @
WF UHF T F, QAT gy ALY wwar &
wa fgemafager o 4% o w1k
fraraty oM W oyETE W @
g F Y @3 § av ar § 6@t
#9AT gy 9T § 1w A & fag fF
# o 17 a9 X fF wfe? o5 w
Lo ]

fadret ow & 73 frel & TR
TgraY W wvE Y & 99 I F @
war AV qaT A 1 fafee
= ¥ qF a8 ¥ T § 5 ostdw
T & wWae oy g3 faa @ O ff
oy foezw # fa¥ @ @eq oF
TE wigqd 7 qFT § EEAE
T AT qrzar {1 & saEm e §
Y waga w7 & fF g8 v & s
TF T g 1 T geara & W § oF
dg arr 1 & qwAT 3 i wfafes
HAIST &Y €qUOAT FY qTIAT Sy § IT
wTaAT #Y &7 W § OF q@qe qar
Y IAZ AT g7 3, I3 AT ATFAT RN
€9 TWTE & 93T 97 qW a9 A A9
aff & gy fafear v 2 f wormw
F gAY 9 73 TET AOTAT N A AF
& @var § WA Y fF qAw WY
T feq A gear 9 fawe @ a9 oF
Fasr I aqral A HqTOT AT =TRAT
R @l & g womEN
T gy ¥ 1 WAoo oAy Faeew
F LT AT A I wWAT, Wiea-
T 94T, qUNATY  EEEET &y
gfe ¥ s wafeg o @ wOY
#1 gz frar & Fgar § f 97 vy
¥ mt # gw faeft ag #1 wAwT
aff @A sy | gafew & e
¢ v @ weame A g faeat @mg
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st Ay fem® @ AT 0F AT
o6 WK R, 376 WX 340 F WAgd |
376 WAR AL

“A point of order shall relate to
the interpretation or enforcement
of these rules or such Articles of
the Constitution as regulate the
business of the House and shall
raise a question which is within
the cognizance of the Speaker. A
point of order may be raised in
relation to the business before the
House at the moment”.

W a%T §EA & WA A AT FH
tlxE T qC agw AW @ & !
AT cariz wrs AT g & i K fw
" 340 ¥ WIET TF W& WA W@t
g:
“At any time after a motion ha#»
been made, a8 member may move

that the debate on the motion be
adjourned.”

% gg W a™w ww @ @ e
whwg ox &Y agg 9 W
IqH FIT Teadl @ A |

Q¥ WA are . @ W%
g g A g ?

«t 7y femd : EAY &, caTie W
T ot & M AETE Y )

Mr. Chairman: It is not a point of
order, I rule this out. If the hon.
Member had made a proper motion
under this very rule that has been
quoted, that could be considered.

&t ag femd @ F @ @
wE | AF Y AQE T@ATE !

waTafy s . IAHT AT F@A
¢ ¥ gew IF T A AE
FW AR AT NF @I ATEE A6
ariT # gw A FE aw@ T
He could draw the attention of the

Chair and say that under ru'e so-and-
so he would like to move this motion.
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ot w1y fomy 70 097 owgw
e g

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: Sir, und
rule 340, I move:—

“That further debate on this
Motion be adjourned.”

Mr, Chairman: Motion moved:

“That further debate on
Motion be adjourned.”

Shri G, S, Pathak: 1 do not say
that the Chair hag no right to put this.

this

&t 7y feqd : g7 ME 9T ifed

Shri G. 8. Pathak: How do you
know that I shall not speak on this?
The only question that you have to
consider is whether in the case of a
Resolution this rule will apply.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: It applies
to any motion.

Mr, Chairman: There ig one thing
that I want to say. 1 wou'q have
rather liked that Shri Kamath, while
moving the motion before the Iouse,
should have given the reason for it.
Personally, 1 was feeling, before this
motion came up, that no new ground
was being covered by the ' Members
on either side. That was even in my
mind that this debate be closed and
the hon, Minister be asked to replv
to the debate.

Shri Kamalmayan Bajaj: Will Shri
Himatsingka have the right of reply?

A A femd : T g fEae N
QYA & F AW 2

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: I ar:
gratefu! to you for the guidance you
have given, Here is rule 340:

“At any time after a motion has
been made, a member may move
that the debate on the motion be
adjourned.”

NOVEMBER 24, 1966 under Companies Act 5378
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Tt is not obligatory for the member to
give reasons. You have guided us in
the matter. We are thankful to you.
But it is not necessary that the Mem-
bers should give reasons, The rule
does not provide that the Member
should give reasons,

Mr. Chairman: Let me understand
it. Suppose it happens that a motion
for consideration has just started and
another motion is being made like
this. There will be practical difficulty
in taking that motion into considera-
tion.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: Sir, you
will remember, a year ago, there was
a peculiar issue, the Banaras Hindu
University Bill, The Government had
moved the motion for consideration
and a motion that the debate be ad-
journed was moved on the first day
before it had been concluded; and it
was adjourned and no reasons were
given at that time,

Mr. Chairman; Let me understand
it. By applying rule 340, what does
it connote? Does it mean adjournment
of the debate? Now, the motion is be-
fore the House and the speeches have
been made. Different points of view
have been placed before the House.
The Government has also to say some-
thing and so also the mover of the
motion. Does it connote that further
speeches or further debate on this
motion be adjourned and the rest be
done?

shrl Kamalmayan Bajaj: Then, it
is a closure of the debate and not the
adjournment of the debate,

=t ay fawd : ag AT @ g,
Tafer og ceodde & ) W gw A ¥
TorE A A wwar @

Shri Kamalnayan Bajaj: If it is an
adjournment, I wi'] oppose it.
wmfy . aTET aR,
ot 7y fowd, gug 78 @ ¥ f5 dw
AT 9T 1 3T § W A qrETR
% fr 3z e & w1 &, wife b
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Armasel a@ ¥ fd Ky
gnw QT o fr o §o a@a AR,

TN N § W AT GFAT 9T, a8 Fg fLar
o & A A AL qrg qtY AL W
@ g, wafa ag ae4 § v fafreee
TRAN T Koz w6 dww Wk
w17 X o ww AT N FO wFA
R F L1 ok I F wAT w7
w1 "Y1 AT )

Wt ag faqd . awrfr w3y,
&9 N AR FATARATE | g
gt QY AfFTd § 1w 340 q@T 7
@R FOXAY ) sz @Y :

“At any time after 3 motion
has been made, 3 member may

move that the debate on the motion
be adjourned.”
& 362 FMIFARAL ) T
LR o 3
“At any time after a motion
has been made, any member may
move: “That the question be now
put”, and, unless it appears to the
Speaker that the motion is an
abuse of these rules or agn in-
fringement of the right of reason-
able debate, the Speaker shall
then put the motion: “That the
question be now put”.”
%% g g fr s ¥ geew ¥
ww w1 feehma &, 9 fr qeoiie ¥

TR Ay

wwafe v : w aAA aee
JRar N ¥ w4 7 &, A A geww
aft dufr 1 o B IFA FowT B,
A IIE | I e Fag
@ M wg ¢ e wm fedr @1 W
forqr il W fafreT age A €

o 7y femd . gy w@fw s
sy, gl §) 1 faa
st ® ag feoftaa «fi &
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Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: May I
explain it? Rule 362 is different.
There is a word of difference bet-
ween the rule 340 and the rule 362, if
not a word of difference, at least
considerable difference between
that one and this one. Closure
means the debate is closed, then the
Minister replies and the mover of the
motion replies and the vote is taken.
We do not want to close the debate.
What we want is this. We want a
full discussion, not today, on some
other day, next week or on any date
fixeq by the Speaker.

Mr. Chairman: It should L~ made
clear. 1 was rather confused. Mr.
Kamath is moving that the debate on
this motion be adjourned today for a
later date to be fixed by the Speaker.
I shall have to put it to the House.

Shri p. D. Puri: I rise on a point of
order. I invite your kind attention to
rule 341, sub-rule (1) which reads as
follows:

“(1) It the Speaker is of opi-
nion that a motion for the ad-
journment of g debate is an abuse
of the rules of the House, he may
either forthwith put the question
thereon or decline to propose the
question.”

My respectful submission is, as you
have expresseq yourself, that we all
fee] that the stage has now come for
the closure of the debate. Everything
that had to be said has been said.
Therefore, to adjourn the debate at
this time would mean that all this
time spent by the House will be a
matter of waste. So I beg of you to
rule this motion out of order gnd
accept my motion “That the question
now be put”.

Shri Mohammed Koya (Kozhikode):
It is for the Chair to decide whether
it should be allowed or not.

Shri Himatsingka: Sir, if you accept
the motion of Mr. Kamath, the whole
purpose of this Resolution will be lost,
As you will find from clause 4 of sec-
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tion 324, the motion either disapprov-
ing or modifying the Resolution has to
be passed within 30 days. If it is not
passed within 30 days, automatically
the Notification comes into force.
Therefore, it has got to be passed
within 30 days. Let me read out
clause 4:

“A copy of every notification
proposed to be issued under sub-
section (1) shall be laid in draft
before both the Houses of Parlia-
ment for a perioq of not less than
30 days while they are jn session;
anq if within that period, either
House disapproves of the issue of
the notifications or approves of
such issue only with modification,
the notification shall not be jssued
or as the case may require....”

Mr. Chairman: That point is clear.

Shri Himatsingka: Then, if nothing
is passed within 30 days, gutomati-
cally the notification gs placed in the
House wil] become effective. There-
fore, they want to put it off.

o vy formd: A0\ Fr & forr 0 |

ot gfe fasy wrmy . o 1w A
fear amq

Shri Himatsingka: The apprehen-
sion that was put forward that there
will be no notification is also wrong.
If it is modified, thre modified notifica-
tion will take effect. It will be auto-
matically published.

Mr. Chairman: As far as the point
rajised by Mr. Puri that this motion is
dilatory is concerned, I rule it out. It
is not dilatory. But I would like to
ask only one thing. I would request
Mr. Kamath to explain as to why
should he want the debate to be ad-
journed rather than being closeq in
an ordinary manner.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: ‘Thank
you very much indeed for that. The
debate has already taken place and,
by and by, the cat has come out of the

NOVEMBER 24, 1908 under Companies Act 5382
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bag. We see how black and big the
cat is that ras come out of the bag.
Anyway I am not going into the
merits of that.

You have asked me to give the
reasons why it should be adjourned
and not closed. It is because the mat-
ter is an important one in all cons-
cience. I am sure the House will ggree
that jt is a serious issue and must be
considered very carefully, fully and
comprehensively. What will happen
if closure is applied? Please see rule
362.

“That the
now put” is car-

“Where the motion:
question be

If that motion is adopted, the conse-
quences will be disastrous.

‘“Where the motion “That the
question be now put” has been
carried. the question or questions
consequent thereon ghall be put
forthwith without further debate:

“Provided that the Speaker may
allow a member gny right of reply
which he may have under these
rules.”

Only the mover shall have the right
of reply. That means that the Minis-
ter also will not be gble to speak. I
am gnxious, no less anxious than you
—and also every member of this House
—that there should be a full-dress
discussion, complete in all respects.
There should not be any kind of hustl-
ing. Now we have got only half an
hour or 40 minutes left before we take
uv the debate on students’ unrest. At
4.0’ Clock we are scheduled to take
up the part-discussed reso'ution of
yesterday on students’ unrest. There-
fore, it is not possible to have a full-
fledged debate today agnd I would sug-
gest that perhaps half a day tomorrow
or next Tuesday may be set apart for
this, so that the House will have the
satistaction of having discusseq it fully
before voting on the motion. I,
therefore. move this motion under
rule 340:
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“That the debate on this motion
be adjourned.”

Shri S, N. Chaturvedi (Firozabad):
Mr, Kamath has given his argument
only against the case of closure and
not in favour of adjournment.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: I am
grateful to Mr. Chaturvedi for having
given me gnother opportunity to
enlighten the House, to throw some
more light. When the debate is ad-
journed, we resume it at the point
where it was left. Any member can
speak and the Minister will a'so be
able to speak. The debate will pro-
ceed as if it had been adjourned at
that particular point where we are
leaving it today.

Mr. Chairman: I now put Mr.
Kamath's motion to the vote of the
House. The question is:

Division No. 13] AYES

Notification AGRAHAYANA 3,

1888 (SAKA) under Companies 5384
Act (M)
“That the debate on the follow-
ing motion, namely,

‘This House resolves that in
pursuance of sub-section (4) of
section 324 of the Companieg Act,
1956. the following modification
be made in the draft Notification
proposed to be issued under gub-
section (1) of section 324 of the
said Act. laid on the Table on the
1st November, 1966, namely:—

for “the 1st January, 1967",
substitute “the 2nd April, 1967".

‘This House recommends to
Rajya Sabhg that Rajya Sabha do
concur in this resolution.’

be adjourned.”

Lok Sabha divided.
15.33 hrs.

Alvares, Shri

Bade, Shri

Banerjee, Shri S.M.
Bhattacharya, Shri Dinen
Chakravartty, Shrimati Renu
Dwivedy, Shri Surendranath
Guptas, Shri Indrajit

Alva, Shri Joschim
Babunath Singh, Shri
Bajaj, Shri Kamalnayan
Barman, Shri P. C.
Barupal, Shri P. L.
Bhattacharyya, Shri C. K.
Brajeshwar Prasad, Shri
Chanda, Shrimati Jyotsna
Chaturvedi, Shri S. N.
Das, Shri B. K.

Das, Shri N. T.

Dass, Shri C.
Dhuleshwar Meens, Shri
Dixit, Shri G. N.

Dorai, Shri Kasinatha
Gshmari, Shri

Gaijraj Singh Rao, Shri
Himatsingke, Shri

Joshi, Shri A. C.
Khanna, Shri P. K

Gupta, Shri Priya
Kamath, Shri Hari Vishnu
Koya, Shri

Kureel, Shri B. N.
Limaye, Shri Madhu
Murmu, Shri Sarkar

Nair, Shri Vasai:van
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Kindar Lal, Shri

Lahtan Chaudhry, Shri
Mahishi, Dr. Sarojini
Mandal, Dr, P.
Manlyangsdan, Shri
Mantri, Shri D. D.
Masuriya Din, Shri
Matcharajn, Shri

Mathur, Shri Shiv Charan
Mechtas, Shri J. R.
Manazni, Shri David
Murti, Shri M. S.
Pandey, Shri Vishwa Nath
Panna Lal, Shri

Patil, Shri D. S.

Patil, Shri T. A.

Puri, Shri D. D.

Rai, Shrimati Sshodra Bal
Rem Sewek, Shri
Ramangthan Chetriar Sh:iR.

Roy, Dr. Saradish
Samanta, Shri S. C.
Siddiah, Shri
Umanath, Shri
Utiya, Shri

Ramdhari Dae, Shni

Rane, Shri

Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Sadha Ram, Shri

Saigal, Shri A. S.
satyabhama Devi, Shrimati
shak'ntala Devi, Shrimatl
Sharma, Shri K. C.
Siddananjappa, Shri
Siddhanti, Shri Jsgiev Singh
Surendra Pal Sineh, Shri
Tantia, Shri Rameshwar
Thevar, Shri V. V.

‘Tula Ram, Shri

Uikey, Shri

Varms, Shr’ Ravindra
Verms, Shr! K. K

Yadat. Shri N. P.
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Mr, Chairman: The result of the
Division is: Ayes: 19; Noes: 58

The motion was negatived.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: 1 tell
you this is g House of Birlas.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: It is a
disgrace to parliamentary democracy

shri D. D. Puri: Under rule 362. !
beg to move:

“That the question be now put”.

Mr. Chairman: The motion for the
adjournment of the debate has been
negatived. I feel that enough debate
has taken place on this motion. No
new ground is being covered. I
would, therefore, ask the Law Minister
to speak now.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: On a
point of arder. 1 believe you have
accepteq the motion for the closure
of the debate.

Mr. Chairman: The motion for the
adjournment of the debate has been
negatived. And the position now is as
it was before that motion had been
moved.

Taking jnto consideration all that
has been said so far I feel that all
that could be said has been said and
enough debate has taken place.
Therefore, 1 woulq request the Law
Minister to reply to the debate now.

Shri D. C, Sharma (Gurdaspur):
Some of us in the Congress also want
to oppose this motion. We may also
be given a chance,

Mr, Chalrman: I am sorry, I can-
not help it.
Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: The

Mover has the right of reply gnd not
the hon. Minister.

Mr. Chairman: The Mover is present
and he will reply after the hon.
Minister.

Shri G. S. Pathak: There is no
motion for the disapproval of the noti.
fication. The only motion is to the

NOVEMBER 24, 1866 under Companies Act §386
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effect that the notification be modified
with the substitution of one date for
the date mentioned therein.

Shri Vasudevan Nair: He is always
surprised.

Shri G. §. Pathak: I am surprised
that unnecessarily motives have been
imputed to Government.

The House knowg that while the
committee recommended that onmly
three industries should be the subject
matter of the notification, Government
decideq that there should be termina-
tion of managing agencies in respect
ot five industries; in other words, com-
panies which carry on businesg in five
industries shall have pno managing
agency. It is only a question of time.
I am not impressed by the attack that
has been made on Government or the
motives that have been attributed and
so on. I take an objective view of the
matter.

There are some reasons which
might justify the motion which has
been made. I shall mention those
reasons for the consideration of the
House.

Shri Vasudevan Nair: He is an ad-
vocate of the, big monopolists. When
the committee decided that there
shall be no managing agency, the com-
mitee also said that Government should
take a liberal view on the question of
the time, which has to be given to
the industries for change-over from
the managing agency system to another
system of management. That was the
view of the committee. We have taken
into consideration all the aspects of
the matter. We are terminating the
managing agencies as fast as we can.
If the figures were to be seen, it will
be found that there are now very few
managing agencies left as compared
with the number of managing agencies
which existed a few years ago.

Shri D. C. Sharma: Some of these
managing agencies have come under
benami names now.
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Shri G. . Pathak: So far as new
cases are concerned, we are granting
approval only to a few. We have not
granted approval to many during the
last few years,

So far as Government's attitude is
concerned, therefore, I submit that Go-
vernment are carrying out the policy
underlying the law made by Parlia-
ment. Government are anxious that
the system of managing agency should
generally disappear, but in some ex-
ceptional cases it may be necessary to
have the managing agency....

sShri D. C. S8harma: May I ask one
question? He is giving with one hand
and taking away with the other hand.

8hri G. S. Pathak: We have got to
take into consideration the interest of
the industry also because that is also
the interest of the country. We cannot
g0 on the basis of ideological grounds,
they are capitalists and so on and so
forth, Government have to look to
the interests of the industry also, and
Government have got to follow the
mandate given by this House when
sections 324 and 326 were enacted.

So far as the industry itself is con-
cerned, I have been asked to name
the industries. I have answered the
question by saying that it will apply
to all the companies which are engag-
ed in the five industries mentioned in
the notification. The notification s
before the House and I am not going
to take up the time of the House by
reading out the notification.

8hri Surendranath Dwivedy (Ken-
drapara): Let him name the companies
and not the industries.

shri G. 8. pathak: He will find the
names of the industries in the noti-
flcation,

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Let
him give a list of the names of the
companies and not the industries.

Shri G, 8. Pathak: It is correct that
the ultimate effect of the passing of
this motion will be that these manag-
ing agencies will terminate not at the

AGRAHAYANA 3,
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end of three years after 1st January,
1967 but at the end of three years
after 2nd April, 1967. That is the only
effect of this motion. When they
change over from one system to an-
other there are some formalities which
should be gone through. The articles
of association may have to be changed,
and Government's sanction has to be
taken for the purpose of alternation of
the articles of association. The man-
naging agents finance the companies
and they are thus creditors of the com-
panies also, and they have got to make
their arrangements, and the compaines
also have got to make their arrange-
ments for other finances. Therefore,
it is for the House to consider whether
the extension of the period only by
three months will be in the interests of
the industry or not, especially when
the committee has recommended that
a liberal view should be taken in res-
pect of the period which has to be
given to these industries which are
going to terminate the managing agen-
cies for a proper and convenient
change-over.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: He has
not answered the point we raised.

Mr. Chairman: If the Notification is
unaltered, what is the effect of it?

Shri G. S. Pathak: If this Resolution
is not passed, the Notification remains
unaltered and all the managing
agencies in respect of the companies
which carry on these five industries
will terminate at the end of three
years.

Mr. Chairman: If this Resolution is
passed, what effect if any, will it have
on the Notification that is to be issued?

Shri G. 8. Pathak: The effect will be
as I have already submitted, that the
three years will commence not from
1st January 1867 but from 2nd April
1967. Therefore, the question is only
of three months.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Will he
clarify whether after this Resolution is
adopted it will be not necessary, ac-
cording to the rules, to have a notifica-
tion again to be placed before the
House?
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[Shri Surendranath Dwivedy]

Shri G. S. Pathak: Section 324 itself
lays down that if the Resolution is
passed, then the Notification will be
read as if the amendment is incorpora-
ted in it.

It is a question of the workers also.

Shri Ind.ajit Gupta: The hon. Minis-
ter stated that in case this Resolution
is gdopted, it will have a certain
effect. Supose this Resolution moved
by Shri Himatsingka is  adopted in
this House and is not adopted in the
other House, what is the position?

Mr. Chairman: Let us not talk of
what will happen in the other House.

Shri indrajit Gup.a: What will be
the effect on the Notification?

Shri G. S. Pathak: It is hypotheti-
cal question.

shri Indrajit Gupta: If it is adopted
in this House and is not brought betore
the House at all, what happens to the
Notification?

Mr. Chairman: The law is clear on
the point.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: What
is the law?

Shri G. S. Pathak: There will be the
problem of workers also.

Mr. Chairman: Now that the legal
and procedural position has been ex-
plained by the Law Mirister, if there
is anything left to be asked, Shri Bade
may do so

Shri Bade: In the beginning when 1
sought a clarification from the hon.
Minister, he said that there is no necs-
sity to put it before the House. Sec-
tion 324(4) says that a copy of every
notification proposed to be issued shall
be laid before both Houses for a period
of not less than 30 days when they
are in session and if
within that pariod either
House disapproves of the issue
of the notification or approves of such
issue only with modifications, the
notification shall not be issued or, as
the case may require, shall be issued
only with such modifications as may
be agreed to by both Houses.
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Mr, Chairman: Reference has al-
ready been made by Shri Himmat-
singka and to that the Minister has
replied.

Shri G. S. Pathak: From a practical
standpoint, even i. another notification
is issued, the date will be the date
fixed by this House. It is immaterial
whether another notification js issued.

Shri D. C. Sharma: Suppose 1 get
a law passed today....

Mr. Chairman: No
this moment.

Shri D. C. Sharma: I have to make
my point clear.

Suppose some amendment is brought
to a law by a motion tabled by Shri
D. C. Sharma and others, you will say
that that motion is not a substantive
one, and the law as amended by that
motion has also got to be passed by
this House. Therefore, when the rule
passed by the Houses is being amend-
ed now, again the amended rule shouid
come before the House. Otherwise,
the legal effect will not be there. All
these persons are very anxious that
they should have a longer lease of life
than is put for them. I do not bother
about that.

Mr. Chairman:

supposition at

Everybody wishes
80

Shri D, C. Sharma: The rule has
been passed, and no doubt the amend-
ment will be passed. But the rule, as
amended, will have to come before
the House for ratification. Unless
that is done the amended rule has no
lega] and constitutional validity.

Shri G. S, Pathak: This is a draft
notification. When modification is
made by resolution, the notification
will actually be issued in the amend-
ed form.

Shri Himatsingka: I have not much
to say, now that the Law Minister has
explained the position. But there has
been unnecessary apprehension in the
minds of some Memebrs. The notifica-
tion will be issued as it is if itis not
modified, ang wi'l issue with modifica-
tion, if it is modifled by both Houses.
Sub-section (4) is absolutely clear or
the point. Therefore, I do nof see how
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this suspicion should have arisen and
insinuation made that big business will
give more money, and after the new
Parliament comes this notification will’
be scotched and all that. That does
not arise at all. Once this Notification
has been placed on the Table, it will
be issued if it is not modified within 30
days; if it is modified, it will issue in
the modified form. That is the legal
position.

Shrimati Renuka Ray (Malda): One
question. When three years will in
any case elapse before the managing
agency system goes, how does an ad-
ditional 3 months help and if so how?

Mr. Chairman: The question was
asked several times and answered.
She was not in the House then.

Division No. 14]
Alvs, Shri A, S, Lalit Sen, Shri
Bajaj, Shri Kamalnayan
Barupal, Shri P. L.
Bhattacharyys, Shri C. K.
Braieshwar Prasad, Shri
Chandrasekhar, Shrimati
Chat irvedi, Shri S. N.
Chsudhuri, Shrimati Kamala

Mandal, Dr. P.

Masuriya Din, Shri
Matcharaju, Shri

Mohanty, Shri G

AGRAHAYANA 3, 1888 (SAKA)

AYES

Malaichamti, Shri M.

Maniyangadan, Shri

Mathur, Shri Shiv Charan
Misra, Shei Bibudhendra

under Companies §392
Act (M)

Mr. Chairman: The question is:

“This House resolves that 1n
pursuance of sub-section(4) of
section 324 of the Companies Act,
1956, the following modification be
made in the draft Notification pro-
posed to be issued under sub-
section (1) of section 324 of the
said Act, laid on the Table on the
1st November, 1966, namely: —

for “the 1st January, 1967", substi-
tute “the 2nd April, 1967".

“This House recommends to
Rajya Sabha that Rajya Sabha do
concur in this resolution”.

The Lok Sabha divided.

[15.54¢ hrs.

Rane, Shri

Reddi, Dr. B. Gopala

Sadhu Ram, Shri

Saigal, Shri A. S.

Samnani, Shri

Satyabhama Devi, Shrimati

Shaknntala Devi, Shrimati

Sheo Narain, Shri
i Shri

Daljit Singh, Shri

Das, Shri B. K. Morarks, Shri
Das, Shri Sudhansu More, Shri K. L.
Dass, Shri C Murti, Shri M. S.

Dixit, Shri G. N.
Dorai, Shri Kasinatha
Gowdh, Shri H. K. V.
Heda, Shri
Himatsingka, Shri
Joshi, Shri A. C.
Kindar Lal, Shri
Kouljalgi, Shri H,V,

Panna Lal, Shri
Patil, Shri J. S.

Pratap Singh, Shri
Puri, Shri D. D.
Ram Sewak, Shri

Alvaren, Shri

Bade, Shri

Banerjee, Shri S. M.
Bhattacharya, Shri Dinen
Chakravartty, Shrimati Renu
Dwivedy, Shri

Jyotishi, Shri J. P.

Kunhun, Shri P,

Mr. Chairman: The result of the
Division is; Ayes: 60; Noes: 17;

Pandey, Shri Vishwa Nath

Pattabhi Raman, Shri C. R.

Ramanathan Cheviar, Shri R.

Gurta, Shri Indrajit

Kachhavaiya, Shri Hukam Chand
Kamath, Shri Hari Vishnu

Siddiah, Shri

Singhvi, Dr. L. M.
Sonavane, Shri
Subramanyam, Shri T.
Tantia, Shri Rameshwar (Sikar)
Tiwary, Shri K. N.
Upadhaysye, Shri Shiva Dutt
Venkstesubbaish, Shri P,
Verma, Shri K. K.

‘Wasnik, Shri Balkrishns
Yadab, Shri N. P.

NOES

Nair, Shri Vasudevan
Rsy, Shrimati Renuka
Roy, Shrimati Saradish
Umanath, Shri

Vyas, Shri Redbelal

The motion was adopted.






