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MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, the question
is:

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

MR. CHAIRMAN: We pass on to
the next item—Companies (Amendment)
Bill. The hon. Minister.

16.39 brs.
COMPANIES (AMENDMENT) BILL

THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT, INTERNAL TRADE
AND COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRI F.A.
AHMED): Sir, I beg to move:

“That the Bill further to amend
the companies Act, 1956, b: taken into

I would like to remind the House that some
time in 1967 when a Private M:=mber’s Bill
was introduced by the hon. Member (Shri
Madhu Limaye) I had given an assurance
to the House in Decembsr, 1967, thatI
would introduce a Bill to serve the same
purpose which the hon. Ma=mber had in
view, that is, 10 bar donations by companies
to political parties and individuals for
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political and elections purpose. ‘The Bill,
which is now before this House, fulfills the
assurance given by me.

In this Bill, as the hon. Member might
have noticed, there are provisions which will
make it impossible for a company to make
any contribution to political parties. Under
existing provisions, a company can give a
donation to the extent of Rs. 25,000 or
59 of the average profit of 3 years preceding
the year when the donation is made.

This Bill seeks to do away with this
right of the company and even of the B-ard
of Directors to give any donations to politi-
cal parties particu'arly for election purposes.

It also provides that any onme found
guilty, for violating this provision, can be
punished upto a term of 3 years.

These are the two main provisions which
have been made and which will serve the
purpose of prohibiting companies from
giving donations to political parties either
for political purposes or for election pur-
poses.

I need not refer to the reasons regarding
this prohibition because this matter has been
discussed both outside and also in this House
on several occasions. In fact, even before
Shri Madhu Limaye introduced this Bill
in the present Lok Sabha, many members
in the earlier Lok Sabha had also tried to
introduce a Bill seeking the authority of this
House to ban contributions to political
parties. But for one reason or other, these
cou'd mot be pursued by this House and
it became necessary for Shri Madhu Limaye
to introjuce the Private Member's Bill.
When that Bill way discussed [ gave the
assurance to introduce a bill on bchalf of the
Government and I am fulfilling that assu-
rance now,

Mot much argument is required to sup-
port these provisions and I hope that the
House will unanimously support the move
of the Govenment. This, I think, will be
in the interest of the country and will help
in clean public behaviour. All kinds of
suspicions and doubls are now raised. I
think the ban to give donations to political
parties will remove such doubts and it will
be bstter both for th: Government benches
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and also others to feel that the public life
is clean and the means by which a company
or any one who has something to do with
these companies can have aay influence over
political activity or clections.

The second importaat provisions which
this Bill includes is in respect of abolition
of managing agency system. 1 think the
Hon. Members will agree with me that this
system of the managing agency is an out-
moded system.

SHRI M. R. MASANI (Rajkot): Ques-
tion,

SHRI F. A. AHMED: It was a system
actually introduced in this country by the
British people and this ought to have gone
with the British rule. But it has remained
in our country, though the people who had
introduced this system and who were actu-
ally the bencficiaries at that time are no
longer in charge of administration of our
country. 1 think, Hon. Members will also
agree with me that, apart from UK., inno
other country this managing agency system
exists or is given that opporiunity which has
been given in our country for managing the
affairs of companies. Under the existing
provisions, the authority has been given to
Government by notification 1o abolish the
managing agency system. On the basis of
the report of a Committes, it was decided
that in five industries this managing agency
sysiem should be abolished, under the noti-
fication the opportunity bas been provided
to these units to wind up their business by
1970. Asa result of this action taken by
the Government, about 226 companies will
not have any managing agency system by
the end of March 1970. But instead of
leaving this authority to the Government
and instead of allowing this Inequitable
position this Bill sceks to make a provision
for abolishing the managing agency system
in all the companies. Under the proposed
amendment time is given to the companies
that is to say by the 3rd of April 1970 all
the managing agencies which have not in
the meanwhile ceased to exist will be abo-
lished. Therefore this bill also includes
and the very good provision which will be
helpful for the clean development of com-
pany affairs in our country.

Recenlly, we had also introduced the
system of secretaries and treasurers. We
found that that system also was not very
useful and it suffered more or less from the
same evils as the managing agency system,
Therefore, we have provided in this Bill a
provision which will do away with the
system of secrelaries and treasurers. These
are the main provisions of this Bill.

I need not zt this stage enter into further
detail b:fore the House. Iam sure hon.
Members realise the utility or usefulnzss of
the provisions for which I now seek the
sanction of this House and therefore it is
not necessary for me to give in detail the
reasons for these amendments in the
Act which placed before the House.
If any question arises in the course of
discussion and if any hon. Member requires
any matter to be clarified, I shall be glad
to do so, after [ have had the benefit of views
from hon. Members. At the present moment,
I only commend my motion for the accept-
ance of the House.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Motioa moved:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Companies Act, 1956, be taken into
coosideration.”

The time allotted for this Bill is only 4
hours. So, 1 would request hon. Members
to be very brief,

SHRI M. R. MASANI (Rajkot): I bag
to move:

Companies Act, 1956 be referred to a
Szlect Committee consisting of 21 Members,
namely: Shri N. Anbuchezhian, Shri Frank
Anthony, Shri Surendranath Dwivedy, Shri
Hari Krishna, Shri Hem Barua, Shri
Humayun Kabir, Shri S.M. Joshi, Shri
Kameshwar Singh, Shri S.S§. Kothari,
Shri J. B. Kripalani, Shri D. K. Kunte, Shri
Bal Raj Madhok, Shri H. N. Mukerjee,
Shrimati Sharda Mukerjee, Chaudhary
Nitiraj Singh, Shri P. Ramamurti, Shri N.G.
Ranga, Sbri Narendra Kumar Salve, Shri
Prakash Vir Shastri, Shri S. N. Shukla; and
Shri M.R. Masani.

“That the Bill further to amend
with instructions to report by the last
day of ihe first week of the next session,”
&)
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The 21 names cover Members of all

parties including the ruling party and it is
our wish that this Bill, which is highly
controversial, should be scrutinised and
carefully examincd by a Select Committee
representative of this House.

There are two entirely varelated provi-
sions in this measure to which the hon.
Minister has referred. There is nothing in
common between them except that they both
make amendments, as it happens to the
same law.

The first change that is proposed is to
do away with contributions or donations by
companies to political parties and to indivi-
duals for political puposes.

As it happens, the first time this issue
was raised in this House was by myself in
1960 when the Companies (Amendment)
Bill was before the House. I had then
moved an amendment in precisely the same
sense as the hon. Minister has now belatedly
come round to doing. Unfortunately, the
Congress Party alone in this House had the
distinction of opposing that reform. Shri
Lal Bahadur Shastri, who was then in
charge of the Bill was, however, a good and
sympathetic friend of mine. He conceded
on the floor of the House that there was a
great deal to be said for my am:ndment and
he was rather sad for reasons he did not
disclose to have to oppose it but he would
meet part of the proposal and he made a
compromise which he offered, which was
the compromise to which the hon. Minister
has referred, namely a ceiling of Rs. 25,000
or 5 per ceat of the profit whichever was
greater; and enother amendment which I
had moved he accepted, namely, that the
amount should be shown in the balance
sheet of the company for the year in question,
I was sorry to have to tarm down his
compromise and insisted on dividing the
House. 1 am glad to say that all Opposition
Parties without exception voted for my
amendment except the great socialist party
led by the great socialist, Pandit Jawaharlal
MNehru. MNow, at least nine years later, these
gentlemen have picked up enough courage to
do without a part of the funds that they
extort and extract from organised business,

We support clause 3 of the Bill, which
is the first part of this measure for two or
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three wvery good reasons of principle. We
in this Party are opposed to money power
on the strength of which the Congress Party
has ruled India to its disaster for the last
twenty years. We are opposed to the use
of money power whether it comes from the
rich or it comes from a totalitarian dictator-
ship abroad to their Fifth Columns in this
country; both are equally objectionable,
The second reason why we oppose
company contributions to political parties
is that this has become particularly pernici-
ous in a controlled economy. Where there
is unfettered free enterprise, the hold of
Government over enterprises is minimal, and
business can decide for itself what it wants
to do, But where, as in India, a State-
Capitalist economy is operated under the
specious name of ‘socialism’ and Government
have got all enterprises by the throat, they
can not only get free contributions made
from the heart but also extort them, as they
are in the habit of doing, and in which
they excelled on the eve of the February
1969 elections in Northern India.

Companles (Amdt.) Bill

So, in a controlled economy, such a
measure is objectionable also bscause it
becomes an engine of oppression and extor-
tion which the Congress Party has used
to its owa aivantage and to the harm of
the country. A “New Class” has come on
top coasisting of my hon. frisnds sitting on
the Treasury Bench:s and their corrupt
friends in business who jointly exploit the
common people.

This is our *“*New Class™ a mixed
Class in a mixed economy. They are
together and have got tog:ther for this
purpose.  Serajuddin and Malaviya are
a good prototyps of the alliance of the
unscrupulous businessman and the uascrupul-
ous politician,

Thirdly, we are opposed to company
contributions because the sharcholders do
not come together for the purpose of
political activities. The sharcholders of a
company came together in order to make
a legitimate profit in producing goods or
services for the needs of the country. They
come together completely indiff:rent about
the political affiliations of on: another.
They buy shares in the market without
knowing the political. affi'iations of the
company. Now, if thousands of share.
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holders in a political judgment and to make
a political contribution, what complications
would result? When corporate eaterprises
are asked to make contributions, then
inevitably it is a great injustice to thousands
of shareholders who may not agree with the
decision of the board or of the majority in
the general body meeting of that company.
This would lead to further complications
because then quarrels would start, injunc-
tions would be obtained and the wvery
purpase, the good purpose, for which the
company was formed, namely, to make a
profit in the service of the community, is
lost on the way; political factions might
start within the company.

So for all these reasons, contributions
made by corporate bodies are bad, and we
in our country, as in the United States, the
world’s leading liberal democracy, should
ban them.

I may be accused by some people of being
a little politically naive. I may be asked:
*‘Why do you suppose this Governm:nt
would not get contributions? Don't you
know about corruption? Don’t you know
about their extortions? Don't you know
that they work hand ia glove with disreput-
able industrialists in this country?’ We do
know about all these practices and our blood
boils when we think about them. But I
would rather take the risk despite these
doubts about the motives of the hon. Mover
of this Bill.

It is suggested that the motive of my
hon. friend is that the Congress Party, with
its capacity for extortion while it is in
office—it is not good, honest to God, open
cootributions made by the boards and
genzral bodies of companies, as were made
in 1962 and 1967—woauld benefit much more
in th: process. It is trus that they have
benefitted much more than we or anyone
clse on these Benches. But perhaps they
would like to hurt to us by denying us
a few lakhs even if they deny
themselves a few crores. But then the
Congress can make up for it by getting
black money under the counter, as they are
in the habit of doing, and as they did only
last January for the February elections.

It is possible that is their motive. It is
pouible thsir own calculations arc right,

But I believe in certain moral principles,
My party is prepared to take the risk that
while we will be denied honest funds given
by honest business, they may continue to
export money or get it from their corrupt
accomplices. But two wrongs do not make a
rizht. | am prepared to take that risk and
forgo good company contributions, given
openly by the finest institutions in business
in our country, to my party. I am prepared
to take this challenge and go without them.
We shall go to the common people of this
country and raise money and we will take
the risk of thess gentlemen going and
squeezing it out of big business by misusing
the controlled economy.

Sir, if this was the only part of the
Bill, I would not have asked for referring
it to the Select Committee, though there is
a point which needs examination as to what
its political purpose. There is mo defini-
tion either in this Bill or in the Companies
Act as to what is a political purpose, and
when we are told that the company may
not make a contribution to political parties,
that is easy, But when it says that they may
not make a contribution to an individual
for a political purpose, I can see complica-
tions coming in. Itisnot a well worked
out measure. My hon. friend has done his
homework rather poorly. So, a Select
Committee might be useful in order to lay
down what is a political purpose for which
contribution may not be made, because
sometimes educational and political and
other purposes come very close and it may
well be some very good cause like, let us
say, the All India Sarva Seva Sangh of
Acharya Vinobha Bhave and Jaiprakash
Narain, may not g2t a contribution from a
company because somebody might say:
“This is a' political purpose.” And who is
going to argue this, when the law is silent
on the subject? However, that is a minor
point.

Now, I come to the other part of the
Bill: the proposal to abolish the managing
agency system. This, Sir, is a hasty and ill-
conceived move. The hon. Minister has
tried to mislead the House by trying to
give a dog a bad name and then hang him.
The managing agency system in India is
responsible for the larger part of the
process of industrialisation which took place
under British.rule, and in tho facc ofa
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great deal of obstruction from the British
Government in India.

Companies (Amdt.) Bill

16.57 hrs.
[MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

Our cotton textile industry, our steel
industry, our jute industry and many other
industries were established in India, all the
way back, till 1947.48, against the opposi-
tion and obstruction of the British Raj, and
yet, the Minister had the effrontery to
suggest that the managing agemncy system
was a kind of stcoge of the British Raj.
This kind of perversion of history he
probably takes from his friends in Moscow.

The managing agency system has a
very honourable and constructive record in
this country. The managing agents, the
carlier onmes, did a gcod job of pionecring
Indian capital was very timid. They brought
it into the momey market by giving a hall-
mark of honest and good administration
provided by the founders of the original
managing agency system. It is a well-proven
system. In a way, it was an anticipation of
what we today call scientific management.
It came in when scientific company
management was not known. Now, under
the impact of modernisation, this system as
it is fading out. The laws of economics and
technology are working and the managing
agency system is going, and if the Minister
and the Government would not interfere, it
would go in God's good time.

Let me come now to the figures. On 3lst
March, 1956, just before the last Companies
Act was passed, there were 5,055 companies
with managing agents, out of a total of
29,874 companies. This is from the 11th
Annual Report. on the Working and
Administration of the Companies Act
published by the Government. In other
words, almost a sixth of the companies had
managing agents. But gradually, the number
has gone dywn. By 31st March, 1963, there
were only 1,450 companies left with manag-
ing agents, anl the last figure we have, as
on 3lst March, 1967, is this: only 720
companies were left with 429 managing
agents.

As far as new companies are concerned
the managing agency is mot very much
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favoured. In 1964-65, there were proposals
for 15 new companies to be formed with
managing agents. In 1965-66, there were
only four such proposals. And in 1966-67
there was only one proposal to have a new
managing agency. This shows that without
any of the unnecessary and unwarranted
meddlesom interference on the part of my
hon. friends opposite, technology and
modern management are having their way,
and there is no mneed to disturb what
has already grown up in this country,
which has roots in this country. Therefore,
if they were left alone, very soon managing
the agency system would normally, in
another 30 to 40 years, become a thing
of the past.

It is said that there are abuses. Of
«<ourse there are abuses. Are there no abuses
in the Managing Director companies which
we are now going to have? Are there no
misuses in Government? Do we not know
of corrupt officials and corrupt Ministeis?
Have we not had enough evidence of this
in the Union Government and in the States?
So, because of the abuse, abolish managing
agents, and because there are corrupt
Ministers, abolish the Government and have
anarchy in this country. This is the precious
logic of my hon, friend opposite.

Our opposition to this is based on two
grounds of principle. We in our party
believe in two principles which this provision
violates. The first is the principle of
maximum competition and minimum govern-
mental interference or regulation. The
second is the principle of freedom of choice
for the producer, for the investor, for the

worker, for the industrialist, and for the
consumer. How does it violate these two
principles?

17 hrs.

How you run your company when you
form one is your own business. It is none
of the businsss of the Government to poke
its nose into this matter. If five or ten
people form a partnzrship or if a hundred
people form a limited company, who they
put in charge of the company and how they
run the management is their business.
Today there are three ways of doing it.
One is to appoint a managing director.
Another is to appoint secretaries and
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treasurers, The third is to appoint a
managing agent. It is entirely the job of
the shareholders to decide now to run their
business. It is none of the business of
Government to poke its meddlesome nose
into their affairs. It isin this way that
this measure interferes with the freedom of
choice of the investor to choose the kind of
roanagement that he believes in and we
oppose this provision. We are not particu-
larly wedded to the managing agency system
1 am neutral. As a manag: con

I think a managing director or secretaries
and treasurers or a managing agent are all
perfectly legitimate ways of runming a
company. Some of each kind are good
and some of each kind are bad. It is not
that all managing agents are bad and all
managing directors are good. I wish it was
so, because the majority are managing
directors. We feel there are enough powers
under the Companies Act with the Govern-
ment to stop abuses, whatever the nature of
the abuse may be,

I want to warn my farmer friends against
the principle of this measure. If today
Government asserts the right to interfere
with the way in which sharcholdsrs manage
their business, what principle will then stop
Government from poking their nose into the
running of farms and telling the farmer how
to run his farm? The principle having been
conceded, I want to warn my agriculturist
friends that this is the thin end of the wedge
by which collective farming, under the
name of joint co-opzrative farming, will then
be produced to them asa “progressive’’
way of managing their farms. These are
the reasons why we are opposed to the
second part of this Bill.

It is not only an academic opposition.
1f clauses 4 and 5 of the Bill are passed,
considerable damage to our ecomomy is
going to be done after a year. Managing
agmcies are a cheap and economic form of
management, bzcause the same services are
given to all the companies at cheap cost.
If managing agencics are broken up, each
of these companics will have to duplicate
these services. Parkinson's Law will begin
to operate. Each company will want a
public relations officer, a labour relations
pfficer, a marketing officer, and so on.
Today all these functions are parformed by
one set of officials for a whole group of

companies. What does this mean? It
means that the cost of management in India
is going to go up. When the cost of manage-
ment in 720 companies goes up. the cost of
products 10 our consumers is going to go
up. Two years from now, the consumer
will have to thank Mr. Fakhruddin Ahmed
and his colleaguss for mulcting them unne-
cessarily by raising the cost of products.
Because the cost of our products will go up,
our compstitive capacity in the markets
of the world to foster our exports will be
damaged. Already, we are a high-cost
economy and we find it difficult to compete.
If this measure is passed, I can promise the
House that two years from now, our capacity
to export will be badly damaged in so far as
720 major companies are concerned,

Today we are short of experienced
manag>rial talent. I happen to know
because I have a management consultancy
firm which advertises for talent. Even if we
offer Rs. 2,000 or 3,000, we cannot get good
talent which we can give confidsntly to our
clients and say: “Here is a man who will
suit you." Quite often, we have to apolo-
gise and say: *“*Nobody comes forward to
take up your Rs. 2,500 job.” I am talking
of qualified, technically equipped managerial
talent. When we are in this condition, is it
right to insist that we make a further drain
on our scarce managrial resources? These
are some of the considerations which have
b:en overlooked.

In the Statement of Objects and Reasons,
the Minister has taken the liberty of mis-
quoting the Monopolies Commission of
1965 and given the impression, by quoting
out of context, that the Monopolies Com-
mission did oot like the managing agency
system and wanted its abolition. Qulte the
contrary. The M lies Cc
refused to recommnd the abolition nf
managing agency system. On pag: 188 of
their report the Monopolies Inquiry Com-
mission of 1965 dealt—right at the end of
their report—with this. They have given
reasons why they do not advise the abolition
of managing agency system. They say:

“The reasons are more than cn:.
The most important of these is that we
are doubtful whether even the total
abolition of the managing agency system
at the present stage would have amy
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concentration of economic power. We
are inclined to believe that even if the
managing agency system goes, its place;
would quickly be taken by some other
system of group management, or some
other method which it will not be prac-
ticable to prevent. Secondly, the
question of what action, if amy, should
be taken as regards managing agency
system has to be decided—what action,
if any, in addition to what is provided
in the Companies Act—not only on a
consideration of its effect on concentra-
tion of ecomomic power but on full and
careful assessment of the effects of any
proposed action on the process of
industrial advancement in the country,
which is hardly possible for this Com-
mission to undertake.”

Mow, Sir, it is because of this conclusion
of the Monopolies Commission that I pro-
pose that we appoint a Select Committee to
mrry out the function that the Monopolies

ission says should be performed before
tho managing agency system is touched in
the manner that is proposed here. Let us
appoint a Select Committee. Let that
Committee take two or three months to go
into it and let it come before us with its

proposal.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER:
amendment is also before the House.
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S AEEA T 0 AT E W AT W
adraw 7 ot w1 § B ag AE F
AEFE AN w TAE N AR
faeen gmt Fa & &, W & wiwd aw
=€, fF qax 78 §, wafaq ¥7 & dw
#T gear § Afer 37 Wi ¥ am
waar & fF 75 @mAETAl & e fggeTa
F1 oy Qe AT g om0
qorg ¥ welt € §, I WOAET A
ar g1 55 wdw Al A oW Q-

qH &Y Y FATE g Fwafral § g
g I TA 75 WA A XY A&
IGHT AU FEAT gAY I FAT AT I9g
¥ genT 7 8, afeT At SHET ¥
waer foas A foy? & fear @)
AT AGHT ot ¥ WA FHET A
fodid ¥ agral Y awg T T@HT g
ot 37k o ¥ wrar @, Afew ag
931 wgl AEET smT A s e
are qftfadt g ard i A
agl AFT a1 A IO FT ATW FAS AR
Todtfa &7 75 arefadl & grq ¥ geir
¥ A FAEEA & A AT A
FE AEA | FET T FFW fF S
dafor oot faeew & 9% @mg =@
g § 5 A% & @art qar €
g W 3 Ty § F oEwEr oAk
¥Her W I Tfgd @ T ST
Fagaia U0 W 1 oAgw e
#iowl F Wk &1 T@ FE af 1 ¥
arwat § e @ Sfo oot =5 g
¥ ITCW EIR GE W TGW TR g
g ok ¥ Fraw ¥ [w F osfgw
gaATET A wfaw @ 1w AR
AT F 9 I @ Iy ok afaw
At gt @ @ W o faeew
ofcmw agr waF g § SR a9 3
FAq@ T F gl ¥ fawe @
T g AR zafA ag A et e
gt WX TR @A T gwE AT
@ & ag SE g avE F A At
¥ @wT T F wT NG AT AT @
g dar Fr mit w1 @ aw@ F af@d
A AT 70T F7 FF agar A7 > g
o1 7g WX wibw Fgar 5= 1@ | ag
aw faagy mwe g fF W g =@
oTfa® FaaTTar &1 X FET §, G
T T F I @i wrqEeAr § @ gy
@ AAfam oo famw 1 qra A
WA Ew s g ¥ agm fr
T & I Tt aeay qrw, gefe
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T g FeEY ag ®1 @E @ fwit |
fedt = § st @ w1 afg smv s
aifr arar & Jmm, @ F@ I
T H FIM T 9 | T@F [ A7
¥ frel WY gwE 1 AW ¥ 916 FR
FT 2 fr g9 fad &1 s7dz Adwe FA
Fagi foaqr ww wHifs 9| TRT W
AT BT TWRT § WRT ] qF a0
@R 1 ffaw g @R faar 3
7 79 fad =1 o® T &7 Tfgw

WHEY § M ¥ & 9@ AR
wEAT AT W 9w wied AT §
W & ITH G T H W@ § @Y
AT a6 U9 @ T | IETH
v g W foqw gw w9 9%
WY g% TN wEr oar ¢ fR S
qrdf #Y sFeAT ¥ qga dar firar Fxar
oA winst & gro ag fag
FE Tqars fF @ 1967%F gaa &
witg W A wdEr gEd afed @
warar Gt faar & @1 @ ST @
AT | T A AR F AT FT WE
HIT A & @ Y WA AR WK
¥ &3 ST AT ¥ AT7 A TWAY awT
¥ qa71 3T e w0 E I F g
97 mifeat & wrer qav Ay faem i

¥ qra aw afgy @ faaay Asg @

SHRI S.K. TAPURIAH (Pali): If he
has made a stacement, let him prove it.
Why does he want a private hobnobbing with
Mr. Masam? If he is truthful, let him give
the figures.

sisaagani: &% sg@ g 5
& AT ag 45 S 7K § 37 FEafaal
& am 9% wg qrdEt § aqer o e
fra-fradr fra-fee ardm #t  gor
Gar faer & | ag S WOA FY g9 T AT
g9T AT & gRiwa ag & fF o g
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2¢0
g dar N I A= 98 Faw ey A
a%i & afd & 7 o faur wr afes
AT & WY | I & at F eI qw g
gwar § | 98t 9% § qaar awar g a5
fre-frrdsddagu ! N F A=
9 91 F e a1 "wwey o wife §
198 & I IEgar AT o A
SE €3 e qx W A & warfd
¥ 919 %g Twar § 5 7T S A g
gFES oot & wies dar fem
fer owr F s E ag A @
IgreAT FEgar A Ifaa adr ar fE
st fagaw g@ aww dw @ o & gafeers
T 91 arast w1 & wea 9 Ay &
TEm fe sww # @ I HF a7
F ¥ 9g¥ Tg g% AOAT reord ¥ A¥
wHrt 3w 5 gt T @1 TEAE
& 1 Tk e & e 9T% agl F19 TIAe
Az ¥ fregw @ o § A want #
Y G¥EH §T THTE THIST AT § AR
IITETE WEIRT AT A1E ot § I IH
FHL ¥ d5HC Ig qF qAAT AT | TEEA
# | ara F1 adf T AT
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it ¥ arq-mq & ag w3 qEA0
fs a@R S ag F9F T AT G E
Tz foor w5 oF IfHa T TURAr 9w
F7 ¢ AfeT I¥ T@ I 9 H oeqiA
2 wifge & g9 9T waw ft AF
TAF & § WX 9 FFT F7 3@ IdF
¥ Sfg Ofc & amq sUw arg oife
Ay fFdY TFR AT AU T AT
AT T aral § "7y gw awAifanl &
dRe wgam & at mfE @
FOMIRIA & 991 A § W arfeanie
Ao g Fauwarg fF s ew
g @A AfEd ) W gH ww oA
#1 T F TTEFAT T@AT §, AT gAY
fergeam &1 &% g9 a1 T Fr §
55 &0 @AW W FATIAT FEA O,

gEEy Jfaw fE gTA F A A NI AR WA ATGAFTH w7
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Tq AT FT A€ oA WG fw foaT Ad¥
gxw agt WA § 9 qonaRrd ¥ 9
A my § afeF wew gy T
MY §, T AR AL NAA &, W
Aaa & I 9 FgT T WA, FEnIA
FARAHNAAE) IR T
aq quagt oy @ ger fearwal @l
gl | a9 ag & e geitafa @ awmor
X FFT T AT HIT GHRT 31 aERER
IT% g9 ¥ gt | aw A} genfa #g
g e et ew e § sw g S
#&) ey @ ol #1 FwET @, R
N gWEAER IuF fay Fgar g %
gz & At gard ST HE,
g fag ad M aw § SR F g
FY o & faers 1

Xgoem § f6 w8 W A
TR fom FY wmw $ET AR
guAt qreqerEl Y wer SR @
H3fan ot faren o odfe & R
T g Tfgd 1 & 3w fadas & awda
FaT§ AR gew ¥ e sag fe
ag Ia%! gaamfa & q@ FL

W TETSEC St (19%) ¢ Iqeq
#@reg, fad) sFg AT 9T ¥ A
aeq v & gy § falma son
TRAT § WTIHT ATRa " frx AT i
¥ fr ag wig et & fafred w5 @t
g ¥ fewwag sl & swed @)
wag ¥ T faad 37w 9 fawwa
F1I1967F &l F I ¥ AW AF
F It ¥ at ¥ IUT W gos
TR Al gAY ¥ Fr av fF Fig
#Y 66 wr@ WX Ta qUE w20 A=
Ty frer | WAt @0 g aE & gEIA
€, faY 98 w9 w9 907 |

it S e awi : Haw qq a8 §
FEAGR AL T A AT ST
W SR E IEN TenE WE,
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FOA ¥ qIX F AT THHAT 7oA A
&1 (swrram)

&t wifer symor (FTEN) ¢ FIATARX
STIEZT TAY FT o1 q94T 37 & IAH qaAL
& & AT ag godr mRmi A s S w
AT FT 9747 34 § IART @HL A ] )
(sawaw)

UF WA gIE: T Ay ¥R &
fF widw 1 svaT frear &1

s vrew @ (e o) ¢
INSTH ®gRg, & @l wERy FY qurd
7 wigwm § fF 3= saw & amw
7z fadas wET @1 oR W AR 4
Fifs ot frdaw fegr o7 & wwar
aifed ac W q@ g =ifgd ar, ag
fager & 3 7Y wrar | w4¥ T8 wrar ?
FiifF fre zd-9w ¥ o g9 et #
IT-IT AR ¥ w=aT JaT 410
TOF! 39 ¥ Ig S9N fEa wam)
59 9fF firzzd S e @ ™, W™
fad sg IeF T I WA B | SfeT A
wrer HY |7 T, 38 e & a6 gy
®1 € AT IR § |

ot A a9t ¥ oy 5 wAE aw
gEEEd F 9y A &1 T oAww
7K1 fF ag FY sidg 51 fF FL @
gisfaga s §1 & widg ¥
e =t frafaren & frame s

A AT AT § |

“On 4th November, 1968,
Congress President, Shri Nijalingappa,
opined, *any blanket ban on compiny
donations is likely to result in malprac-
tices, under-table dcalings and corrup-
tion' and further stated, ‘there is nothing
wrong in political parties accepting
company donations as long as these are
willingly given'.”

the

& s =g § e awi e w0
if_irvrcgl W1 ag SEY §iw ¥ ¥ww
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[t Faz arer )
g fomd semm oY frsfamoar § o A%
ARFHEY?

A& A, ot e Fo arfew,
agen Oy AR FW AT w7 F AT
& sarar awae § fEie 39 AW w1 fade
frar & fe stae & weafal ax s
WA | TG FIUG qT6T T H . qg GATH
IATET AT IR G HAT F1 GA4AT a9
M HAY A 9% FEr fR @I
gafa=R 4T |

U WA 9T : 419 ST |

Sl FAC SO O : WA I, TE

FgT sqmar I )

# ot @z w qard /v TEww g
f5 32t zq faq #1 g7 W wAR W
Iafeqa frar § s=fs wiaa afEm w9y,
FIG F7 AN AT FGA-AHY A -
a9 § ® 4, %1 fawr s @ @
qr1 | THET ggf 9 & fAu 747 ageg
99T q9TE F 97 § |

FUG $Y TW@AT &, TOHT THAT AW
3 | FAG WA TF qTCE A7 @I § A%
FHG FT FTHIC GO TTH AT W
ey & ¥ AT oF & e W AT )

wiad wm Far & afQ
TF TE & aw § 1 AW 3| F oy
T AT A IW T F BT A
fiFar a1 @war & B gg a1 @8 ¥ afQ
At A ArEArs W, A6l F A A
gldan faw T8r TX 3@ w W&
arga § 979, faw Tw O IS qwrn
3% awa §, 99 TR X S0 d | 59
A fad g o &, s=fo g ¥ we-
fy 7Y g7 T, e FT, WH 9w
fret Y st 2w ¥ faat ot =fes
a7 saferdi & agg & TS o awd
2 IreIm wEEw, WA IEX Er E

MAY 7, 1969
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fe sl 3 Wt wdww v aga G
s T 1At ) W T oA g
Friaf B ¥er sEd areom wwt
Y GET WY AT ) A o a
w7 FTE o W} TwE I ogN
T wifgw or) Sfew ag 3 fE A
TR F4 AN Q@ 7 IW AW 9 @
fomwiiy W @ W & ¥ IEW
dar frerr anfemranfemr ww @ @
BIaR A @R, & A w W
FfeT v TET T W &)

STe ARIT s R g e
AT T WY AT AT R ATEEE fay
S ATt ¥ @A frar oA s oaE
#t ozw frqea & smife & A genfa
fFar T 41 1w ag ATA9 AMTAT AT
qr fe far = w & afw @@ &
Filiw #r fear mqr a1 AT gk A F
AT AT TAT AT | TEE oAIq ¥ 4y
Fgr T fs g wEdE ¥ ¥ fagay
A€ fgar | AfT 9 WG ¥ qg
Tarat f6 g=ai Gar fear ar ar 78 faar
a1 | # o =g § oS s
Tt el wun gg faw o 9w ¥ fxao
av gt fear 7wy SvER Fw At
) F@T ST TS F AT B www g
faar ? @ e ¥ wrewe 3 ¥ fog g
ARG TFeFfe sy
fearireeT @ar o= § 1 82 v
Wt el wear qear AR FEr A A
FEATOEAET &1 BT qEE W g
Y @ wvede fednr 1 & wear §
THWT WETFCY B 1 AT O T A
fegur @ gf & v Rm 5 3
Iy e f& SOF AN TN W T
faer o

@ Al ¥ i federd ¥
sgragm i o R oiodw #
e do ™Yo o ¥ Fhar ¥ wawiz
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Jor

F fifst 7 gargee m ww e
AT FRAF F=T 31 T WU
Hyomdr ¥ 9% a9 sfewm FOw
FRA F a7 fE7 § ) o B¢k ¥ A
aga ¥ A f 1 F g § e o
TaE T F 0

MR. DEPUTY.SPEAKER: The hoa.
M:ml_:-er may resume his speech on the next
occasion.

ot mf|g 9w ;¥ og AT |@H &
T g ? e oW foeet swEw & A H
JAN AT Y |

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER:
over. It is to be continued.

It is not

1730 hrs.
[SHRI GADILINGANA GOWD in the Chair]

BUSINESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
THIRTY-SIXTH REPORT

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMEN-
TARY AFFAIRS, AND SHIPPING AND
TRANSPORT (SHRI RAGHU RAMAIAH):
1 beg to present the Thirty-sixth Report of
the Business Advisory Committee.

SEZHIYAN (Kumbakonam) :
Is there any

SHRI
What is the recommendation?
change in the programme now?

. SHRI RAGHU RAMAIAH: Tomorrow
it will come before the House. For
tomorrow it will be planning discussion. It
has already been ar d

17.9]. b,

HALF-AN-HOUR DISCUSSION

PENDING APPLICATIONS POR  SCOOTERS
AND Cazs.

SHRI 8.S. KOTHARI (Mandsaur):
The Government's policy regarding scooter

manufacture js characterised by procrastina-
tion sluggishmess, and red-tape. The

Scooters ond cars - - 266

(H.A.H, Dis))

Ministry is seluctant to part with licences
as a miser is reluctant to part with his
gold. This is the position. The delay of
about 4 years in the issuance of licence for
soooters indicates that the Goverament is not
interested in establishing mnew scooler
factories. It wants to perpetuste the short-
age. That is the only conclusion that can
be drawn.

Sir, it is stated that it takes more time
to obtain an industrial licence in this country
than to establish an industry im Japan or
West Germany. That is the Cceplorabke
state of affairs which is existing today. If
you criticise other Ministries, they at Jeast
g0 through what is stated and try to rectify
matters, but this Ministry is impervious to
criticism and does not want to learn from
past mistakes they go on perpetuating the
mistakes,

About the demand for scooters, I have
the figures with me, which show that in
1964, there was a registered demand of about
1.5 lakh scooters, which rose to 2.5 lakhs in
1968 about 3 lakhs in 1969, thatis, at pre-
sent. Yet, in 1964, the Ministry, in its
wisdom, decided to ban the licensing of new
upits. In March, 1965, the Ministry woke
up from its slumber and decided to invite
applications from mnew entrepreneurs for
licences to establish mew scooter factories.
The response was excellent, A total of 191
applications for industrial licences was recei-
ved. The Mimistry dilly-dallied with those
applications and afier 2 or 3 years, 70 appli-
cations were selected. Later on, some mathe-
matical genius in the Ministry reduced rhe
selected applications from seventy to seventeen.
So, these seventeen were sclected. In March,
1968, when the Ministry felt that they could
not delay any further, they decided to select
3 out of 17 applications. Further there were
more of discussions, more committees were
appointed, [licensing committees, sub-com-
mittees and so on. And then they became
wiser and decided to issue one license for the
establishment of a factory for 50,000 scooters.

Then, the funniest part is this that even
that decision had to be reconsidered. They
bave invited the various applicants to sand
their representatives. The licensing com-
mittee would re-examine the whole situatien
and it may take amother 3 or 4 months



