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Enquiry against Foreign Companies 
under M.R.T^P. Act

*728. SHRI K. KUNHAMBU: WiU 
the Minister of LAW, JUSTICE AND 
COMPANY AFFAIRS be pleased to 
state:

(a) whether any of the foreign firms 
are facing enquiry under the Mono­
polies and Reitrictive Trade Practice? 
Act; and

(b) if so, which are the firms and 
action taken against them?

THE MINISTER OF LAW, JUSTICE 
AND COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRI 
SHANTI BHUSHAN): (a) and (b). A 
statement indicating the names of the 
foreign firms and the action taken 
against them is being placed on the 
Table of the House. The statement 
includes not only foreign companies 
which operate in India through their 
branches, but also those which operate 
through their Indian subsidiaries. These 
cases relate to restrictive and mono­
polistic trade practices which are being 
looked into by the Monopoly and Res­
trictive Trade Practices Commission.

Statement

S.
No. Name of the Company Section

Stage of enquiry before 
M.R.T.P. Commission.

I. Indian Aluminium Co. Ltd., 
Calcutta.

io(a)(iv) The enquiry is in the pleadings 
stage.

2. Philips India Ltd., Calcutta ■ io(a)(iv)j Do.

3. Western India Match Co. Ltd., 
Bombay.

io(a)(i)
io(a)(iv)

The enquiry is in the final stage 
of pleadings.

4- Cibe Geigy of India Ltd., 
Bombay.

io(a)(iii) Do.

5- Alkali & Chemicals Corpora­
tion of India Limited, Cal­
cutta

io(a)(iv)
io(a)(i)

The enquiry is in the pleadings 
stage.

6. Ashok Leyland Ltd., Madras ■ io(a)(iii)
io(a)(iv)

The enquiry is in the final 
stage of pleadings.

7- Avery India Ltd., Calcutta ■ 10(b) The enquiry is in the pleadings 
stage.
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8. Britania Biscuit Co. Ltd., Cal­
cutta.

io(s)(iv) The enquiry is in the 
pleadings stage

9. Chloride India Ltd., Calcutta ■ Do. Do.

to. Dunlop (India) Ltd., Calcutta ■ io(a)(i) Do.
II . General Electric Co. of India 

Ltd., Calcutta.
io(a)(iii) Do.

12. Gramophone Co. of India Ltd., 
Calcutta.

io(a)(iii) The enquiry is in the firm] 
stage of pleadings.

13* Guest Keen Williams Ltd., 
Calcutta.

io(a)(iv) The enquiry is in the pleadings 
stage.

14- India Foils Pvt. Ltd., Calcutta • io(a)(iv) The enquiry is in the pleadings 
stage.

»5- Indian Oxygen Ltd., Calcutta • io(a)(iv) The enquiry is in the final stage 
of pleadings.

16. India Tyre & Rubber Co. 
(India) Pvt. Ltd., Bombay.

I0(a)(i)' The enquiry is in the pleadinfli 
stage.

*7. Reckitt & Coleman of India 
Ltd., Calcutta.

io(a)(iv) Do.

18. Firestone Tyre & Rubber Co. 
of India Pvt. Ltd., Bombay.

io(a)(i) Do.

19. Goodyear India Ltd., Calcutta ■ io(a)(i) Do.

20. International General Elcccric 
Co. (India) Pvt. Ltd., 
Bombay.

io(a)(iv) The enquiry is in the pleading* 
stage.

21. Tri-Sure India Pvt. Ltd., Bom­
bay.

io(a)(iv) The enquiry is in the final stage 
of pleadings.

22. Union Cirbide India Ltd., Cal­
cutta.

io(a)(iv') The enquiry is the pleadings 
stage.

23- M )tor Industries Co. Ltd., 
Bangalore.

io(a)(iii) The enquiry is in the final stage 
of pleadings.

24. PolyJor of India Ltd., Bombay Do. Do.
Siemens India Ltd., Bombay • i)o. The enquiry is in the pleadings 

stage.
26. Heatly and Gresham Ltd. • Do. Do.

27- MazJa Lamp Co. Ltd., New 
Delhi.

Do. Do,

Z8. Glaxo Laboratories (India) Ltd., Do. Do.
Bombay.

20. Asbestos Cement Ltd., New 
Delhi.

30. Colgate Palmolive (India) Pvt. '

31. Coca-Cola Export Corporation 
3a. Cadbury Fry (India) Ltd.

io(a)(iv) Do.

Reference wa« made to the Com­
mission under Section 31 of 
of the Act. The enquiries i|» 
these cases had been stayj^ 
by an order of the D«tnli 
High Court.
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SHRI K, KUNHAMBU: May 1 know 
from the hon. Minister, how many of 
the companies listed in his statement 
are facing charges of Restrictive Trade 
Practices and what are those Restric­
tive Trade Practices?

SHRI SHANTl BHUSHAN: The
statement which I have laid on the 
Table of the House contains the names 
of 32 companies. It has also been men­
tioned that most of the proceedings 
which are pending before the Commis­
sion relate to Restrictive Trade Prac­
tices except Serial Nos. 7, 30, 31 and 
32, which relate to Monopolistic Trade 
Practices. These proceedings are 
pending. If the hon. Member wants 
to know the nature of the Kestrictive 
Trade Practices, which is the subject 
of the enquiry before the Commission, 
I require notice for that. In that case, 
the information will be laid on the 
Table of the House.

SHRI K. KUNHAMBU: IJow many 
of them are multi-national companies 
and what steps Government are taking 
to dilute the equity capital lo bring 
in line with the provisions of the 
Foreign Exchange Regulations Act, 
19 7 3 .

SHRI SHANn BHUSHAN: So far a.'; 
the dilution of the foreign equity is 
concerned, that is a matter which is 
iooked after by the Ministry of rinanco. 
The Foreign Exchange Regulations Act 
is administered by the Ministry of 
Finance.
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SHRI SHANTl BHUSHAN: 1 submit 
that this does not arise out of the ques­
tion. I require notice for this.

SHRI N. SREEKANTAN NAIR: In
the list of 32 companies, 29 companies 
except the last three, come under one 
category, that is in the pleading stage. 
It seems that the Monopoly and Res­
trictive Trade Practices Commission is 
dancing to the tune of their music 
and takes unison steps. May 1 know, 
why all these cases are in the same 
stage and not even one company has 
been convicted?

SHRI SHANTl BHUSHAN: Ihe li.st 
contains only those companies, agamst 
whom the proceedings are still pond­
ing. lhat was on account of the fact 
that the question asked was, whether 
any of the foreign firms were lacuig 
enquiries. So far as those cases where 
the enciuiry ha.s been concluded and 
the final orders have been passed are 
concerned, I have ĵot a list with me; 
twenty companies are there. Tho;se 
were cases of restrictive trade ')ractice,s 
and ‘cease and desist’ orders were 
passed. What happen.̂ ; is tni:.. If tVie 
practice is found to be a restricted 
trade practice against the interest of 
the public, then the Commi.s.'̂ ion passes 
a ‘cease and desist’ order, which re­
quires tho.'ie companies to i\vcontinuc* 
that practice. In all surh case.s v/heie 
such orders were made and complied 
with by those companies, there is no 
information that those orders have been 
contravened by these companies.
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MR. SPEAKER; It does not arise out 
of this question.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: Three 
companies listed at 30, ill and 32 are 
monopoly companies. My question is 
when the Government will abolish the 
monopoly companies and whether the 
Government is prepared to manufac­
ture the concerned items in the public 
sector. This is because if you abolish 
the monopoly comiJanies, you "nust 
provide alternative arrangements for 
manufacturing those items. Wliat steps 
is the Government taking in this direc­
tion?

MR. SPEAKER: It does not arise 
out of the main question.

AN HON. MEMBER: No oolJ cirink. 
Water is enough.

SflKI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: My 
question is very relevant. Serial Nos. 
30, 31, and 32 are monopoly houses. 
So I want to know what steps are the 
government taking to end the mono­
poly and what steps are the goveni- 
ment taking to provide an alternative 
drmk either through the public sector 
or some other agency.

MR. SPEAKER: It is for the Com­
merce Minister and not for this Minis­
ter to say what substitute tie will pro­
vide. If he wants he can answer, but 
I do not think it arises.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: Alter
all they come under monopoly.............
(Interruptions)^

■ SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Since
Cadbuty Fry, Colgate Palmolive, Ponds 
and Coca Cola export corporation are 
companies which have obtained injunc­

tion from the courts, will the Minister 
kindly tell us whether it is or it is 
not a fact that a technical defect in. 
the references made by the Ministry 
was found and as such the foreign 
companies has taken advantage of it? 
Also, in the context of the same, will 
the government withdraw the refer­
ences and issue fresh references re­
moving the technical defect so that 
the foreign companies cannot misuse 
the courts and even if they go to the 
court they do not get relief as they 
have done in the previous references.

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: So far 
as the monopolistic and restrictive 
trade practices are concerned, there 
are two ways in which a matter can 
reach the Commission. Either the 
Commission may start proceedings 
S7L0 motu or the Government can 
make a reference of the monopolistic 
trade practice to the commission. In 
these three cases which are included 
in the statement. government has-
mru!o a reference to the commission. 
The point raised by these companies 
in respect of which they have filed 
writ petitions before the Delhi High 
Court was that before the government 
marie such a reference to the com­
mission, the principles of natural jus­
tice have 1o be complied with and 
that they should have been given a 
hearing and opportunity to show 
cause before such a reference was 
made to the commission. That point 
is still pending consideration by the 
Delhi High Court. The Delhi High 
Court has stayed the proceeding so 
long as the writ petitions are pend­
ing.

So far as the other suggestion given- 
by the hon. Member, it will be consi­
dered.

DR. HENRY AUSTIN: May I know 
from the hon. Minister whether any 
of these foreign companies—most of 
them happen to be multi-nationals— 
now facing inquiry under the Mono* 
polistic and Restrictive Trade PrMC< 
tices Act have been allowed expansioox
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<hiring the pendency of these inqui­
ries and whether they have also been 
allowed repatriation of profits and 
capital.

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: So far 
as repatriation of profits is concerned, 
that again is not a matter which con­
cerns this Ministry. But so far as ex­
pansion programmes are concerned, I 
will require notice of the question in 
which case I will collect the informa­
tion and give.

DR. HENRY AUSTIN: This is a 
very relevant question.

MR. SPEAKER: He says he wants 
notice.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA; 
May we know how long these proceed­
ings have been under way and how 
many of these cases, out of 32, have 
been referred to the Commission by 
the present government and how 
many were referred to by the previ­
ous government.

SecMidly. would the government also 
be pleased to tell us whether these 
very companies have made further 
proposals for expansion, take-overs 
and mergers and whether these cases 
also have been referred to the Com­
mission?

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: I will 
require notice of the question. In that 
case the information in respect of 
these 32 companies can be collected 
and made available.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
"We must know how long proceedings 
have been under way before the co­
mmission.

SHiRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: In each 
case it Will be different. Therefore, if 
the hon. Member wants this informa- 
UOD-----

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN 
The longest period.

MISHRA:

SH81 SHANTI BHUSHAN: 1 wiU 
^ollact that information and give.

SHRI JAGANNATH RAO: From
the long list it is clear that many ca­
ses are only in the initial stage, that 
is. the pleading stage. May I know 
the reason for this long delay? Is it 
because the MRTP Commission is 
overworked or is that they are giving 
long adjournments to these firms? 
Most of these—29. 31 and 32—are at 
a preliminary stage.

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: Ust of 
those cases in which proceedings have 
already been concluded and final or­
ders passed has not l^en given. That 
is a separate list.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Kindly 
make an obser\’ation. We want the 
two lists to be laid on the Table of 
the House.

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: I shall 
lay them on the Table of the House.

SHRI A. BALAFAJANOR: He re­
quires notice for the two questions put 
by Dr. Henry Austin and Shri Shyam- 
nandan Mishra. I feel the first ques­
tion is—which are the companies on 
which Acts have been made? Com­
panies are enlarging from the listed 
number, I want to know categorically 
whether these companies which are 
listed here on which action has been 
taken are expanding or by-passing by 
another method?

I feel no notice is required for this.

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: So far 
as part (a) of the question is concern­
ed, the question relates to the enquiries 
under the Monopolies and Restrictive 
Trade Practices Act. Those enquiriea 
are going on.

So far as part (b) of the question la 
concerned i.e. about action taken, ac­
tion will be taken only after the en­
quires are concluded.

A statement will be laid on the Table 
of the House in regard to those casei 
in which enquiries have been conclud­
ed.




