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Another poin¢ is about the delay in
flights. Yesterday, all the flights in
the evening from the Airbug terminal
were delayed by two to five hours,
When a flight is delayed, they may
not be able to tell us exactly how
much delay will be there. But they
can be realistic and reasonable, The
flight had to come from Bombay and
to Bombay it had to come from else-
wher,» the problem was and they could
calculate the probable magnitude of
the delay. What they do is otherwise,
First they will announce one hour de-
lay or half an hour delay; then two
hour’s delay; then add another half an
hour ang then two hours, It appears
as if they want to save at the cost of
the pasengers. Under the ruels, if
delay takes place, the passengers have
to be looked after. If they have to go
somewhere and come back, even the
taxi fare has to be given ag per the
rules. But they keep the passengers
in ignorance so that they will not be
able to take advantage of even this
small facility to which they are cn-
titled.  Yesterday, a  flight had to
leave for Hyderabad and Madras at
6.20. Even at 12.25 my wife, who was
to travel by that flight, phoned
from the airport that they were
just announcing security arrange-
ments. She was not very sure when
the flight would leave, What happens
if people go by these flightg in the
late hours? They reach their places
at 2 or 3 o clock. They are put to
untold miseries. Transport will not
be available. They cannot reach their
places, Nor can they stay in the air-
port, especially if it is winter, Also,
those who have to Teceive them are
in perpetual anxiety. Those who send
off are also in perpetual anxiety. That
means the anxiety is three-fold,

In view of alt these, T woulg like
the Clvil Aviation Ministry to present
a white paper as to what specifie, con-
crete, steps will be taken to reduce
the possibility of accidents and to
reduce delays in flights so that the
travelling public in this country is
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not put to the type of anguish which
it is put to now., Thank you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI B.
SATYANARAYAN REDDY); I am
also worried now. I want to go by
today’s evening flight. I do not know
whether it will reach in time or not,

SHRI PKX  KUNJACHEN (Kerala):
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, let me asso-
ciate with him, He says it i3 a nar-
row escape. If the fire...

THE VICE.CHAIRMAN (SHRI B,
SATYANARAYAN REDDY). All
right. You want to associate. That
is all.

SHRI P. K. KUNJACHEN: It is a
very serioug thing and the Gdvern-
ment must take serious action on
that,

SHRI KAMAL MORARKA (Rajas-
than): Sir, T only wish to add this.
In the light of the recent discussion
about the Ahmedabad accident we had
in this House and in the light of what
happened yesterday, the special men-
tion made by Prof. Lakshmanna is
very very timely. The other House
has accepted an adjourniment motion
on the subject. I wish to bring it to
the notice of the Civil Aviation, Minis-
ter, through you, Sir, that the enlire
maintenance of the Indian Airlines
hag to be put on 3 sound footing. It
is not a question of enquiry, They
will again say that they will enquire
into the accident. Enquiry is after
the accident, What we need is to
prevent the accident from happening
That cannot be prevented till the
entire management is revamped.

Tiee. So- N ege—

MONOPOLIES AND RESTRIOFIVE
IRADE PRACTICES (AMENDMENT)
BILL, 1988

THE VICE.CHAIRMAN (SHRI B.
SATYANARAYAN REDDY): Now,
we will take up the Monopolies and
Restrictive Trads Practices (Amend-
ment) Bill, 1988 Shri J. Vengal Rac
to move the motion,
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THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRY
(SHRI J, VENGAL RAO). Sir, [
.nove; . - .

- ’ N X T e
"That the Bill further to amend
the !fonopolieg and Restrictive Tra-
de Piactices Act, 1969, as passed by
the 1ok Sabha, be taken into con-
siders tion.”

Sir, the Monopilies and Restrictive
Trade ‘Practices (Amendment) Bill,
1988 was passeq by the Lok Sabna
on 22n¢ November 1988 is now before
this Hcuse for consideration, Section
22A of th Act empowers the Central
Govern nent to direct by a notitication
that al. or any of the provisions of
section 21 relating to substantial ex-
Pansion of undertakings or sectinn 22
relating to establishment of new un-
dertakings shall not apply in relation
to certain categories of pro-
Dposals specified therein.
Clause 2 of the Biil seeks to
amend Section 22A so 3s to em-
power the Central Government to
emvow:r the Central Government to
issue such notifications also in rela-
tion tc proposals baseg totally on
indigenously deve'opeq technology.
As staeq in the Objects and Keasons
apnene i to the Bill, indigenously gdeve-
lonag fechnology would include tech-
nology developed in India in the pub-
lic or private sector or in national
laboratories. In order to be techno-
logically self-reliant it is necessary to
encour: ge commercial exvloitation of
indigenous technology. The proposed
amendiient is a step in this direction.

3.00 pat.

Clauee 3 of the Bill is intended to
eliminate certain administrative §iffi-
culties in giving effect to the decision
of the Central Government to revise
the scaleg of pay and allowances of
the Chiairman and members ot the
Monooclies and  Resctrictive Trade
Practicos Commission, with retrogose-
tive aft2ct, in the light of the revision
of the scales of pav of Central (Jov-
ernment officerg consequent upem the
recomrrendations o¢ the Fourth Pay
‘Commission
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I now request that the House be
pleased to take up the Bill ag passed

by the Lok Sabha for consideration
and pass the game,

R P - - ey

The question was proposed.

~ ATl SRR AT

SHRI KAMAL MORARKA (Rajas-
than); Mr. Vice-Chairman, I rise not
only to oppose the Bill that has been
brought before this House today but
to expose the hollowness of the ob-
jects and Reasons which the Minister
hag just placed before the House. Ba-
fore I come to this point I will have
to give a little background becanse
thiz is the first legislation of its kind
in this country which was brougit
forward in 1969, Mrs. Indira Ganlhl,
while dissolving the Lok Sabhz in
December 1970 and calling for mid-
term elections, addressed the nation
on the radio and one of the achieve-
ments she claimed was that the Gov-
ernment had set up the Monopolies and
Restrictive Trade Practices Commis-
sion to control the concentration of
econromic power which had got con-
centrated in a few hands, and to go
foward on the road to democratic s3-
cialirm. ‘That was 1970. After its
enactment this Act hag already been
amended a number of times. In No-
vember 1980 was the first amendment
when they sald that export production
should be excluded from the purview
of the total production taken because
that does not affect the consumer, it
goes out of the country. In April, 1982
there was an amendment which gave
powcrs t0 the Government to exemp:
by notification industries whicu, In
the opinion of the Government. are of
high national priority, or where the
Government feels that there is scope
for export or if the industry ig to be
put in & free trade zone, That was
in April 1982. That amendmeént by
itself had signalled the dilution of the
MRTP Act. In fact, the honeymoon
with gocialism had come to an end
and after 1980 the Government had

I
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already started on this new path of
liberalisation and  privatisation and
thére was a new vocabulary which is
very much in fashion these days. In
1983 the Govermment again amended
the Act purportedly based on the re-
cornmendations of the Sachar Coramit.
tee, I will show you within the course
(_Jf my speech how the Government Las
ignored the major recommendationg of
the Sachar Committee and accep:ed
only those amendments which have
suited thig new role of liberation,

At the outset let me tell you that
this Bill before the House is the last
nail in the Coﬁ‘ln of the MRTP Act,
1969. 1t woulg have been much more
honest to bring a rimple legislation
saying that this House hereby repeals
the MRTP Act, 1969. That would have
been a much more honest way of
doing what we are today heing asked
to do. The Minimum | expect
from the Minister is that an e€conomic
legislation of such far-reaching con-
sequences should be TrTeferred to a
Select Committee, In this
House ang in the Lok Sabha
also, from the time of Pandit Jawahar-
1al Nehru_ there has been a very heal-
thy practice that every complicated
vicce of legislation is referred to a <2-
lect Committee. In recent times, the
Government has given a total go-by to
the syslem, Last year, both the Hou-
ses of Parliament passeqd the Direct
Taxes (Amendment) Bill  without
even understanding the clauses and
the Governmen; and Parliament were
embarassed later because that cannot
ba implemented and it has to be amen-
ded again. Therefore, my humble stb-
mission to the honourable Minister
through vou, Sir, is to refer even at
thic stage the Bill to a Seelet Com-
mwittee in which there can be experts.
There are ~minent veople on the Trea-
sd‘rv Renches who have got a lot to sav
on this and T would be most happy to
have their views. But, under the
present system. they are unable to op-
pose the  Bill and the Bill wi}l go

mfoug’h.
!
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First, we must understand what this
jegislatiop is. Unhike the Companies
Act or the Income-Tax Act, which are
Acts to regulate business, this Act was
an Act meant to restrict a few busi-
ness houses so that the others could be
free therefore, today if yoy lift the re-
strictions on these business houses, it
is not liberalisation, but it is restric-
tion to the vast majority of small en-
trepreneurs, The phraseology 1itself is
wrong angd the impression created is
ag if they are loosening, No. We are
allowing these powerful people to
have a pold on the small
entrepreneurs. That is what we
are doing under this Act. So,
the lerm ‘liberalisation’ indicates as if
the Government is reducing its po-
wer, No. What we are doing is that
a whole bunch of small and medium
entredreneurs will now be again open
to the competition from these large
houseg which  Mrs. Gandhi, in her
wisdom. wanted to restrict through
this Act. S0, first we must understand
what wc are doing.  Liberalising a
restrictive Act is like asking for boi-
ling ice; It is a  contradictory term.
You cannot liberalise the MRTP Act.
The Mcnopolies ang Restrictive Trade
Practices Act can only be tightencd
or repealed. Liberalising that Act
means negativing it. We are acting
against the Spirit of that Act.

Sir, the Act itself has to parts; one
is concentration of economic power
and the other is protection to
the consumer. Let us now discuss
abouy concentration of economic po-
wer. Firstly, the Government has 'got
powers to exempt a whole list of in-
dustries or even undertakings from
the purview of the Act. As a result
of that power, under section 22A  the
Government issued a notification in
May, 1985, saving that such and such a
list of industries shal be exempted
from the purview of section 22A of the
MRP Act. Now, what are those indus-
iries? Sir, these industries include
everything from big iron to cement,
1o drugs. to fertilizers to pumps, to
compressors, to machine tools ete..
coming under 27 broad heads. A host
of industries have been exempted

290
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from the purview of this Act in May
1985, thay is, after this Government
came to power, Agam, in December
1286, another notification has exemp-
teg a host of further industries from
the purview of the MRTP Act. And,
what are those industries? Shipping,
liotel, paper, vanaspati, industrial ma-
chinery sponge iron, power equipment
ete, ang with certain restrictions that
they have to be put up in backward
areas even cycles bulbs, pressure coo-
kers, sewing machines, tiles—all these
have been already exempted from the
purview of this Act even before the
amendment that is before us now Is
passed. By what strengty of jmagins-
tion these industrieg can be called in-
dustries of high national priority, oaly
the Government ecan explain. But
what I-am trying to tell the House is
that, as things stang today, this legis-
lation also is nothing but 5 piece of
paper. Frankly, it is an irritant in the
sense that gince the major industries
are outside the purview, it is now “ne
more hurdle in the hurdles race to put
up an industry, Today. if a big house
wants to put up an industry, the MRTP
Commission is one more hurdle, one
more nuisance, that it has to cross.

It has ceased to have a social pur-
pose, It has ccased to have any cont-
rol or any sort of restrictive objective.
It is now one more octroi post which
has to be clecared. With this back-
ground it is very clear that the pre-
vention of concentration of economic
power has ceased to be one of the ob-
jeclive of this Government. I do not
wish to challenge, because it is their
Government, They are free to make
a policy. But I do except from them
an henest enuniciation of their policy.
They cannot say: We are against big
business houses, we are against multi-
nationalg we are for socialist ecenomy
Aand then go ahead and dilute the
Monopolies Act gnd allow Pepsi Cola
to come in this country. This double
talk is not good,

Now, the second part of the legis-
lation js protection to consumers. In
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their wisdom, the 1969 Act had prec-
ludeq the Government Undertakings
from the purview of this Act. As far
as the concentration of economic po-
wer ig concerned, the public sector
cannot be in the same category. So we
should exclude it. But when it comes
to unfair trade practices, when it co-
mes to restrictive trade practices, when
it comes to consumers being protected,
why should the Governemnt Underia-
kings be exempted? The Sachar Com-
mittee in its Report hag stated—TI
quote:

292

“There is no justification for ex-
empting Government and Govern-
ment controlled undertakings from
the provisions relating to control
and prohibition of monopolies and
estrictive trade practices under the
provisions relating to unfair trade
practices being suggested. The bene-
ficiary of monopoly legislation is the
consumer. And it is only fair and
reasonable that undertakings owned
or controlled by the Government,
should be subject to the same type
of rigour and discipline as the pri-
vate sector undertakings where the
interests of the consumers are in-
volved. ..’

-

Now, Sir, this is the mos; important

recommendation which has been ig-
nored, with the result that today the
consumer has no remcdy against the
Telephone Department,  agains; the-
supply of cooking gas, against the wa-
ter supply, against the
which are all in the
Government.

electricity,
hands of the
Now, the Sachar Com-
mittee in its wisdom saig that if we:
must have an Act to protect the con-
sumer and if the Act is aimed at stop-
ping the malpractices of big compa-
nies, for the purpose of protecting the
consumer, there is no justification for
excluding

Government companies
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which are responsible for major supply
of day-to-day necessities. )

'

! Lo

What T would like to know from the
hon. Minister is, having come forward
with this Bill, Why have the Govern-
ment not thought of revamping the
entire Act? If they fee] that between
1869 and 1993—19 years have passed
and there is a gea-change in the cor-
porate sector—the very concept of con-
centiration of economic power under
their Cabine: decision or under thier
pulicy they wang tg change, by all
meang do it; come foward and repeal
thiz Act. But protection to consumers
thankfully, they are not against that;
please make it more genuine, BT

(=7

t Gind © gty DaB

Now, here is a case where the Act:
has two parts. Prevention of concens
tration of economic power has been
totally diluted. Today’s amendment
says thar  Industries based on local
technology shall be exempted. I do
not understand, first of all the purpose
of this amendment, because under sec-
tion 22A they have the power to name
any industry they have to decide whe-
ther it is high priority. So all the local
tecbnology industries they can include
in that by notification. But they
have brought forward the Act. What
will happen, Sir? Supposing we need
the big business, suppose we neced high
technology projects, we are not allow-
ing them entry into the locally deve-
loped technology. That means, tomor-
rcw the smallest project, the most in-
sigrificans project, also is now outside
the purview of the MRTP Act. In
other words, the very concept of mo-
nopoly capital, concentration of eco-
nomic power, is a dead letter, T would
expect the Government {p come for-
weard and say: yes, the concentration of
eccnomic power is no more a priority
on our list; therefore, bring legislation
angd repeal it. If not, refer the present
Bill to a Select Committee. Let the
Select Committee go into the entire ga-
mut of monopoly legislation not only
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in this country but the anti-trust laws
of the US. US is supposed {7 be a free
economy. We always criticise it for
being too mych private sector-orient-
ed. In the United States, it is much
more difficult for big company to
bul}y a small company because the
anti-trust laws are very stricl, Ig a
big company takeg away or copies the
designs of g small company, they
have to pay milliong and millions of
dpllars in damages. In this country,
a big country can just elbow out a
Sppall company, and the Government
cannot do a thing because this Act
has no teeth. If we have a Monopo-
lies Act, if we have a Mongpolies
Commissiop, with senior Judges, ex-
.{udgeﬁ of the Supreme Court, please
pyt teeth into the Act. Insteag of
dilution, what we need is changing
the direction.of this Act, giving it
teeth, giving it power 8o tha; the
strong man does not take advantage
of the weak man, I see that not only
the features which are necessary in
the Bill but zlso the intention of the
Government is totally missing. They
have forgotten about the figureg given
in this House ip this session itself.
Thev have given figureg of the growty
of the 20 top Busincss Houses, Their
assets are growing not in arithmetic
progression any more; they are in
geometric progression. How can it
happen? Tn this country, nobody can
put an industry without taking money
from the Government which means
the Government is giving them
licence, the Government is giving
them MRTP clearance, the Govern-
ment is giving them the loan, Tf that
ig the policy of the Government, what
is thig sham? Why is the House, why
are the people being subjecteq to this
sham? 'There is a general impres-
sion and on the top of it. the trade
and industry is always shouting that,
oh, the Monopoliegs Act is a big dam-
per to our growth. Probably they
are right because they know  that
whatever they want to put up. in
any case, the put it up Only it
has o longer process, one more visit
to the Xasturba Gandhi Marg or



295 Monopolies and
Restrictive

wherever this Commission is situated,
ang another six months. If the coun-
try has to set up an industry, if the
country has to give it to a big busi-
nesg house, let us have it faster, and
empolyment wil] be generateq fast-
er, This Act is only serving the pur-
pose of (a) delay, (b) further con-
centration of economip power, (c)
discretion in the hand of the Gov-
ernment, This is what they always
want because they can decide what
is high priority. We have seen the
high priority list. I just read out to
the House. Everything from a sewing
machine to a lantern, everything is
high priority, Simply i, one word
they can say thai all industries are
exempt from the purvieyw of this Act.
Sir, I do not know what name to
give to this kind of legislation. But
we are just fooling ourselves. And T
don’t think that Parliament shoulg be
used as a forum to pass Acts which
ab initio have no meaning except in-
creasing the bureaucratic powers,
bureaucratic paper work. And pro-
bably, till the electiong the Goven-
ment do not want to say but T don’t
think it is a secret any more because
everybody knows, and even the oil
refinerieg are being put up in the
joint sector now, Even industrieg ve-
served for the Governmant are be-
ing now shareg with the private sec-
tor. So, your ‘W’ turn in the policy
should bhe openly reflected A white
Paper should be placed before™ the
people giving the tolal new picture
of Mr. Rajiv Gandhi’g economic policy
with ajl itg features of liberalisation,
privatisation. competition, high ter~h-
nology, 21st century, ele. Lgé us have
that and let us have ; debate op that.
There is no use trying to flog a dead
horse. Your MRTP Aet 3s a dead
letter, 1 agaip request the Minister:
Please do not pass thig Bill. Please
refer it to a Select Committee. Let
us have 3 proper deliberalion on it.
not only to cover the Monopolies Act

but also the pther connected
tion,

legisla-

» e == T

«.Thank you, Sir.~ ... ..~ .-
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PROF. CHANDRESH P, THAKUR
(Bihar): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, 1
rise to support the Monopolies and
Restrictive Trade Practices (Amend-
ment) Bill, 1988, Sir, it is always a
bPleasure to listen to my young friend
from the other side, Mr. Kamal Morar._
ka.

Sir, while we are discussing this
Amendment Bill, we are in the realm
of reflecting on managing the econo-
my. Macro-economic and the intru-
ments useq for that purpose. More
specifically, we are interested in dis-
cussing the relationship between the
Government on the one hand aad
business and industry on the other.
Let us accept one thing that no cco-
nomy is static. It is not frozen, struc-
turally and otherwise. Economies;
evolve and move on to a newer path
and require a corresponding change
in the dispensation from the Govern-
ment end. Notwithstanding that n
the Indian context we wanted not only
growth but we wanted a large visible
and substantive social purpose lent to
growth. It is precisely with the con-
sideration that the Directive Principles
of State Policy were framed in a
particular way and subsequently when
this Act was enacted, the very objec-
tives of the basic Act alluded towards
that, that is the promotion of certamn
directives under the Directive Princi-
ples of Stafe Policy in the vperational
arena. .-

Now, If we look at the MRTP and
its working there are two areas, thare
are two parts and 1 agree with Mr,
Morarka, one is the control of concen-
tration ang monopoly power in the
larger macro economy of the country
and the other part is the restrictive
trade practices, But in the first part
itsalf the concentration is more with
regard to large ang dominant indus-
trial undertakings. We have a pro-
blem here. There is scope for a bolt
of an ambivalence some what whera
we want growth and greater suppnrt
to the growth impulses. We have to
depeng on such forcez which possess
the capabilily {0 do so based in trerr.
recgrd.  Neyertheless, they may

g |
|

L1



297  Monopolies and
Restrictive

*. FProf. Chandresh P, Thakur]

_hot be very vegetarian, They
"may ask for the approval of
their gwn plans and precisely for
that reason we want to let them
-make contribution, but not without
soclal purpose built around them. sSow
the whole discussion is around sec-
tions 21, 22 and 23 and more partlcu-
larly section 22A which has been sub-
sequently added. There is no denying
the fact that the entry of the Govern-
ment directly or indirectly in
the economy arenas is due to
the market failure or the
lack of contribution of the market
forces to promote the social purpose
which any country of the Indian pro-
file intends promoting. Hecwever, in
the management of the economy after
a certain numbey of years of growth
that you begin to realise whether the
instrumentg which you created are
still having the same potency, sre
they still having the same effective-
ness and the collapse or disfunction-
ality of the market forceg considera-
tion which prompteq the creation of
those instruments and persuaded the
use of such instruments are still rele-
vant for ouy needs. e

I e Tt tai— e N

My submission, Mr. Vice-Chairman,
is that perhaps over the last several
decades the way the economy has
performed it has prompted the Gov-
ernment to have a look at it and see
what in the changing circumstances
and keeping a prospective view in the
intermediate range of the economy,
needs to be done in order to accelarate
the process of growth and_ yet not
jeopardise the gsocial and the larger
purpose that we want to blend with
that. So. the basic concern that Mr,
Morarka has, I agree with that. But
in his interpretation or in his atterapt
to that exposure, there is scope fpr
parting company with him, I will
come to some of those aspects a littl2
later. I am only hoping that you will
be a little considerate with me for the
time because this is the first time I am
speaking in this session of the

I-Fouse .

\
I
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Now, there has been a near chorus
cry in this country that the Govern-
ment regulations are stifling the
growth of the economy, that the ins.
truments of growth and control are
becoming an cnd in itself rather than
an instrument in the promotion of
growth of business and industry with
a social purpose. Now responding to
such a pressure and in its own judg-
ment after the examination of the
realities of the economic life when
the Government has gone ahead and
taken certain steps, then you sea the
pendulum swinging on the other end
and now it is, I mean devil quoting
scriptures, Kamal Morarka crying in
the name of socialism and that shows
the tremendous persuasive power ot
the economic philosophy of the Con=
gress Party and I think the party
leaders must be given a pat...

SHRI H. HANUMANTHAPPA (Kar.
nataka): Is it real?

PROF. CHANDRESH P. THAKWUR:
I do not know, He is a smiling per-
son, Kamal Morarka I wag with Mrs.
Gandhi when this Act was passed. {
wag very much a part, Mr. Chandresh,
and was in the forefront of the socia-
listic measures that were taken. So,
there is no question of devil gquoting
scriptures, That shows that after her
death, you changed the party insfead
of staying loyal to her.

Nevertheless, what we are taizing
at this stage is, isn't there a time
now to move from the conrol and
regulation of the economy through
non-physical instruments? That is,
you may have the same problems
persisting in a certain #measure but
the medicine needs a change. Ii the
diagnosis is revised and is adequately
revised, prescription alsg must change,
and that is precisely what is happen-
ing, that we are moving to a regimwe
from physical to financial and fls. !
control when we find that the curre:.t
profile of the business and industry
needg that kind of dispensation.

What we find is that our crncern
today is to promote productivity. Our
concern today is to control costs
through cost efficiency. Our ocmeeTn
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is to improve quality. We do want to
modernise our economy and for that
we want better technology. We want
economy in the gcale of operation at
the unit level which, as a business-
man, Mr. Morarka will agree We also
certainly want diffusion, a faster diffu-
sion of the centres of growth and
more so in the relatively backward
areas or regiong of the country. We
also want exporls because a develop.
ing economy cannot finance itself be-
yond a point unless our balance of
payment situation through export pro-
motion—not through import control—
is also brought to a respectable level.
Now if, these are the concerns, and
these are the legitimate concerns, and
these are the concerns around which
more or less there is a national con-
sensus ang this is where international
body of experts also come to persnade
us, then in that case the question
arises do we not need a certain Jegree
of discreet flexibility in the Imstru-
ments of the Government? So far as
the management of macro economy in
general ang support to and regulation
of business and industry in particular
1s cencerned, my submission is that we
neeq accelerated economic growth and
for that we need accelerated indus-
trial growth, both in the secondary
sector as well as in the tertiary gsector,
and if we look at the consisteney in
the Government policy, not within the
framework of the MRTP above but in
a larger framework, gnd that has been
the thrust and burden of the Govern-
ment policy, whether it is delicensing,
broad-banding, re-endorsement of the
capacity or for the new units to ra.
quire a minimum scale of operations
for economic efficiency then thesy fall
into a vey logical consistent pattern
of economic decision making and thev
are certainly supvortale for the iarge:
purpose within the contemporary and
prospective reality of the economic life
in this country. . .
LI - _‘j'- -~ MRS
However, having sald that—that is
in terms of the general support—I
would he less than honest. Mr, Vice-
Chairman..if.T did nat draw the atten.

tion .of, the hon. Minister, a- very
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competent Minister who has seen
things all hig life very carefully, to
certain aspects that whereas we have
allowed a certain degree of openness
or liberalisation or deregulation with
a fond hope, with a certain degree of
expectation from the business and
industry to respohd in the same spirit
through ity won contribution, then we
have to ask the question how much
business and industry growth under
the liberaliseq position is being pro-
pelleg by internal resources of busi-
ness and industry jtself? The ques-
tion here is, how much is additional
growth through internal resources
versus the one which is coming from
the term_ending institutions. It is in
this context that I would like to draw
the attention of the House to a parti-
cular guideline of the Reserve Bank
of India with regard to non-banking
financial institutions covereq under
MRTP Act, and how they chould
operate. Sir, the Government is try.
ing to suggest that if you want the
benefit of liberalisation, then come, get
forward, and bring out your own in-
ternal resources; do not depend
through direct or indirect channels on
the public moneys because you are
not going to have it both ways, libera-
isation as well as access'open ended
to public funding as it was in e
earlier period. I would like to suggest
that on thig consideration 'the Govern-
ment needs to be a little more circum-
spect and probing in relation to the
track record of business and industry
which are the beneficiaries of this
liberalisation policy. }

Secondly, Mr. Vice_Chairman, what
is the recorg of the beneficiarieg of
this policy in regard to cost efficieney?
Are our productg becoming less cost.
lier? Ig. the quality improving that
fast? Are our consumers getting the
benefit of this cost and quality im-
provement ag well. ag the‘ total flow
of. goods and services so far as their
daily. life is concerned? My submis-
sion. is that if you look at all these
parsmeters, whether it is p‘rice. which
is the result of cost performance. or
quality, oy the availabiliT of zoods
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and services, the consumers have
stiill to go a long way in regard to
establishing their right, if not sub-
stantially, even somewhat more than
marginally,

Thirdly, if liberalisation ig in the
hame of export promotion, I gm sorry
to say that the track record of the
dominant ang large enterprises is dis.
mal. It is a fact of life. It is a statis.
tical data that most of the contribution
in, the export sector has been from the
medium and small ynits rather than
from the primary beneficiaries of lise-
ralisation in this country. Perhaps, a
little bit of additional, supplementary,
measure will have to be thought of in
order to see that exports are promoted
ag a result of contribution py large
and dominant busines houses which
are going to benefit from the liberali-
sation.

More particularly, Mr. Vice-Choir-
man, what do we see when we 1nok =t
the track record of the so-called hund-
red per cent export-oriented units?

{THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (Shri H.
Hanumanthappa) in the Chair: Now,
these units have been more in
the nature of units claiming and ge't-
ing subsidies and support from the
Government than serving the purpose
for which they were created. I had run
into the data in regard to their pe.-
formance and the more we see the less
fwe discover so far ag their expert
performance is concerned. As a result
of this, they come back again and
say ‘We are not performing well and,
therefore, we wWan{ One more conces-
slon; we want one more facility’,
Therefore, there is kind of a pwzzle
here that vou create hundred per cent
export-oriented unitg and yet you dis-
cover that they are not performing
They come bhack with more requas’s

for additional supnort in order to let’

them survive desnite their managerial
deficiencies or infirmities.

When we look at the backwarg area
develonment also, .we see that the
inter.regional inequity in developmeni
has been growing. Whether we nave
Yeen able to achieve the kind of ra
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gional balance in the growth thArough
the location of industries in the %ack-
ward areas isg a different question. But
if we are allowing certain facilities to
large and dominant houses on the plea
that this wiil be a vehicle for growth,
for generating growth impulse in
under developed region. I would like
to have a look at their track record
again, This track record should he
reported to Parliament at regular in.
tervals and it should be a king of a
real-time data with gppropriate Minis-
tries, appropriate officers, looking at it
ang trying to do the course correctiong
so that this purpose is not ignored.
This inter.regional inequity in deve-
lopment is creating a lot of problems in
the country, Inter-regions! inequity
in development is behing the lot of
socia] tensions and jnter-regional *en-
sions that we are seeing today. To the
extent that the intention of the polity
of liberalisation is to encourage re-
gional balance in the growth of busi.
ness and industry, it must be rigorous-
ly monitored and whatever admmis.
trative or legislative measures requlr-
eg should be taken without delay m
order to see that the purpase is sarv-
ed. (Time-bell rings) Mr. Vice-Chair.
man, the previous occupant of the
Chaiy said that I would get all the
time. I hope you will keep that pro.
mise.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H.
HANUMANTHAPPA). What is ‘pro-
mised by the Chair is given. '

PROF, CHANDRESH p. THAKUR:
I woulq request yoy to keep in mind
the spirit of the assurance given by
the previous occupant of the Chaix.
Chairmanship has changed hands but
Chair is the same.

THE MINTSTER OF STATE i~
THE NINISTRY OF PARLIAMENT-
ARY AFFAIRS (SHRI M. M. JAC-
OB): He is-very generous.

PROF. CHANDRESH P. THAKUR:
He is generous. :

So far as modernisation is eoncerr-
ed, who can deny that this rountry
has gone in for modernisation ot
along the route? - e
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From that domestic kitchen to our
assembly line or the manufacturing
unit. Qbsolete technology, has been
Oﬁe_,o‘f the major limiting factors in
the performance of the economy in
the market place, whether it ig the
domestic or the international market
place, more so in the laiter.

Here is a point where I will agree
with Mr. Morarka that we peed R&D.
There is no denying the fact. In fact,
yesterday in this House while answer.
ing to a question one of the hon,
Ministerg indicated that annually seve-
ral thousand crores are going in jor
R&D. 1 would like to know what has
been the pay off? Has it been con-
verted into an effective gain to ihe
economy In terms of cost cortrol,
quality improvement and improvement
of the delivery schedule? Has it
benefited the economy in terms of
growth, in termg of benefit to the
consumer, in terms of price quality
and benefit to the tax.payers in redu-
cing the buyrden on him? So, I submit
if this particular amendment is direc-
ted towards promoting the commercial
use of indigenous R&D contribution,
then we have to go behind this agenda
still further, in the sense, to gee what
is the profile of the R&D, what is
the quality of the R&D and what is
the contribution of the so-called
R&D in terms wof cost improve-
ment, in terms of quality, im-~
provement and in terms of benefits
that the economy and the individual
member of the economy are getting.
If it ig not, then simly by allow'ng
this enabling provision you are likely
to open up a vent through which
more money will he diverted towards
R&D without the results coming and
we will he stuck up with the problem
of continuing stagnation in the sector
that we are talking about. So, T am
in favour of the spirit of modernica-
tion and the comercial uge of useful
R&D hut it must be useful, it must be
timely and it must be capable of com.
mercial use an the touchstone of vigo-
TOUSs economic criteria from the macro
or micro economy point of view.
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We have talked in the context of
MRTP in merger, amalgamation, take.
overs in relation to the sick units. The
incidence of sickness is writ largz on
the industrial landscape of the coun-
try. True, small agnd medium firms
are having much greater degree of
sickness put in the older units, whe-
ther they are textile or engineering
units, yoy have a high incidence of
sickness and the locking up of the
resources in large unitg as well. Thern
is the threat of jol and deskilling and
all these things are creating a lot of
tension, misery and suffering in this
economy. What I am trying to ug-
gest is that undér these liberal provi-
sions what has been the record of the
sick units, how fast ang how effec-
tively their marger, amalgamation
with or without public money, sup-
port, for rehabilitation has heen and
if it has not been there, then I think
there is a need for supplementary
instruments at the disposal of the
Ministry of Industry or the Ministry of
Finance which could be made use of
effectively in this context.

-a

-

Now there is one more point whese
I will refer to Mr. Morarka. He talked
about the possible risk of hurting
new and smaller entrepreneurs as a
result of the growth of large busi~ess.
I think it Is a real threat, no doubt
about it. The reason is, smaller and
large; firms do not have the sam=
market facilities, particularly so far as
marketing techniques and network of
retailing are concerned. So, they will
have to compete with unequal advan-
tage and in the process there will be a
kind of free for all. For that I would

.submit that from a macro economic

point of view we need to gain frum
the gtrength of the large and dominant
enterprises but we should not in the
process create a situation for an ex-
tinction or lack of resilience in the
small and medium enterprises. For
that my submission is that ancillari-
sation is one of the packages which
the Ministry of Industry ig trying to
promate. Can be make it mandatory
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on a proportionate basis, that out of
the total value added production, a
certain proportion will have to come
from the ancillaries? Onp a manda-
tory basis, it should be there for all
business houses. That will be one way
of maintaining a kind of a dualistic
structure of the economy, a healthy
inter-dependence between the two and
thig will also support the growth of
small and medium entrepreneurs. This
will also grow with the help of a
proactive strategy imposed on tne
large and dominant enterprises in pro-
moting  ancillarisation rather than
staying within the framework of the
network that they have been primarily
used to. Thig is not contradictory {o
the Government policy. Governrent
wants to promote entrepreneurs, wants
to have first generation cntrepreneurs
created in different parts of the coun-
try, operating on economic viability
basis and they cannot work .nless
market access is provided, unless tech-
nology support is provided, unless
basic 1nput support is provided. That
can come primarily on an cffective
basis from the large and dominant
enterprises. Sp If the society is
giving them some concessions, let tne
society demang on a legitimate basis,
on a very credible basis thig kind of
a contributon from these enterprises
which will serve the larger purpose of
the economy in growth through them
direetly and growth through them in-
directly too vig the support they ex-
tend to the small entreprises.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H.
HANUMANTHAPPA). (Time bell
rings) Please try to conclude now,

PROF. CHANDRESH P. THAKUR:
Sir, this is the first bell. I appreciate
your concern, but I would not like
these large enterprises’ sick unitg *o
take advantage of speculative prices
of urban land as the sele support of
the'ir turn-around funds., I woulg like
that there shoulq be a much -nore
Tigorous analysis of managerial capa-
bil,i,tlies and much meore honest ioling
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out of theiy internal resources in sup-
port of the turn-around operation. If
we do not do that, there is a risk
heie. And I am deliberating on this
point because there is a fear in my
mind of a possible linkage petweepn an
engineered sickness which the coun-
try has known, followed by merger
ang take-over in_the name of revival
pre-empting the MRTP Act and nlti-
mately in the post-revival phase, cor-
nering a lot of economic power in the
economy. That will be a deadly thing.
In the first place, the country has lost
because of the engineered sickness.
Secondly, it has allowed a kind of a
garden path through which circum-
vension of the concentration of econo-
mic powers prevention provisions has
been facilitated. And finally you will
get what you never wanted. Yon
never wanted either engineered sick-
ness or the kind of econom:c concen-
tration of power. If both these get
combined the conspiracy of engineered
sickness and revival through this kind
of merger and public support, then
you will have worst of both which is
not Government’s intention, which is
not the tax-payers intention, which is

not the voter’s intention in thig coun-
try. -

306

The Act certainly, as My, Morarka
said, is effective, or I do not know
whether he meant that, but he did
allude to that possibility with regard
to the second part of the Act—i.e.,
restrictive trade practices. If in the
track record, we find there is more
emphasis on thig part of the operation
of the Act. I have no quarrel with 1t
so long as it is really cffective. Tiis a
valuable policy goal and the constmar
here or those who are at the receiving
end of the trade and restrictive prac-
tices look forward to the Government
for certain support and protection.
There ig nothing wrong in it. The onlv
thing is, can the provision, or the
working of these Provisions be =uch
where the despatch and effectiveness
are visible enough for all of us to ~ay
that here is some instrument of the
Government which is working for the



309 Monopolies and

Restricuve

.common purpose, for the common
.benefit in a very credible way, oun a
very well demonstrated data-based
record, We have to look at advertise-
ments, we have to look at after-sale
services, the working of the R&D pro-
visions, we have to look at what is
called the prices of the components.
If you are looking for repair of your
equipment, you have to look at the
service charge provisiong which are
creeping and proliferating in industry
after industry. OQnly a very vigilant
and resourceful consumer can resist
against these insidious ways of ox-
ploitation, So, the Governmeni has
to look at that.

Public sector, yes, we have creatad
the public sector with great expecta-
tions, and on several criteria We are
proud of the contribution of the pub-
lic sector, but not that everything is
great and good about the publis sector.
When it comes to restrictive trade
practices, I thing, the consumers of
the goods and services dispensed
through public enterprises have a lot
or crying to do and, as a result, a
stage has come where the consumers
and the public need certain protection
through these legislationg from the
infirmities or the poor management
Practices of the public enterprises
themselves, whether it Is the
quality of the product, whether
it is the price of the product
whether it is the delivery schedules of
the product or whether it ig the re-
pairs of product that they provide. We
have all those problems and, on that
point, I would like to go along with
Myr. Morarka that if not through the
provision of this Act, through some
provisions of the Ministry of Industry
the public enterprises must be brought
on a more worthwhile track so far &s
the consumers are concerned.

Sir, two more points. We realize
that certain provisions with regard *o
salaries and exnenditure for the work-
ing of the Mononnlies and Restrictive
Trad. Practicrg Commission are re-
quired, and we welcome that. But my
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submission is that the intentions
behind this legislation will not be
met if it continues to work purely as
a judicial body, because a judicial
body has certain due processes and,
as a result, it becomes a kind of a
delayed process and, if we want the
results, it has to work, perhaps,
through a quasi-judicial paftery so
that there is a lower incidence of
legalism whether it comes through the
appeal provisions or the writ provi.
sions or the working of the prosecut.on
and other kindg of area of legal-
ism So, it seems to me. Mr,
Vice-Chairman, that, by anq large, the
basic intentions of the Act arg still
valid. We do want a reduced con-
centration of economic power, we do
want the growth of the industry and
business with a social purpose, but
we alsg must not ignore the changing
structure of the economy and the
need for a certain flexibility in the
package of instruments available for
the Government.

Mr. WMorarka talked about Mrs,
Gandhi’s claim, and I see no reason
why that claim should not have the
credibility of the kind which he is
doubting, The Government is still
carrying on the policies which were
established, not in slogans but in terms
of their concrete content, except that
certain course corrections, ag demand.
ed by the realities of economic life
ag they have emerged over the vears.
are being done, When the economy
is designed to be open for the good of
the larger country, there is nothing to
xpose, Mr. Vice-Chairman, as WMr.
Morarka was trying to assert and tal-
king of exvosure, He is a young
man: he comes from Bombay; he must
be going to the beaches; he must be
locking at the bikinis, A good old
story: Whas is exvosed is uninterest-
ing, but what is still  unexposed is
more vital what he should be looking
at js what is the content of the Gov-
ernmen: npolicy still. Is it running
awavy fr}\m tha Airection angq reguola-
tion of the eronomv? Ts is stll not
keebing, the leverg of. comtrol and ma-
nagement of the ‘economy {o bring a

308
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certain modicum of desired behaviour
and compliance from the dominant and
larger undertakings? If the answer is
“Yes”, then this js a vital part which
he should not ignore when he goes to
the beach next time, Thank you, Sir.

SHRI M, A. BABY (Kerala): Mr.
Vice-Chairman, Sir, I remember that
my honourable colleague from the
other side, Mr, Jagesh Desal brought
to the notice of the House through a
Special Mention, sometime back, a
deadly move from some gquarters to
scrap the MRTP Act itself and I was
one from this side who associated with
that Special Mention. 1 think the in-
tention of this amendment is to give
effect to that proposa] fo scrap the
MRTP Act ifself through he back-
door, My only humble submission to
the Treasury Benches is to change the
full form of he MRTP Act. Presently
the full form of the MRTP Act standg
as “Monopolies and Restrictive Trade
Practices Act.” But is should be
changed to the following; f-

“Monopolies and Ruthless Tycoons

Promotion Act.” If you are prepared

to accept this change of the full

form of the “MRTP Act” into the

“Monopolies and Ruthless Tyeoons

Promotion Act” then I chall appre-

ciate the gpirit of the Amendment.

It is very ironical and unfortunate
that when the Centra) Government
and the ruling party at the Centre are
observing with great fanfare the birth
centenary of Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru,
you have chosen to come with such an
amendment. What is the effect of the
Amendment? Over the years the MR-
TP Act, without it being properly ap-
plied to restrict monopolies, has been
having a natura] death, According tn
me, thanks to the lackadaisical .appli-
cation of the MRTP Act which itself
is not having sufficient teeth, qver the
years the monopolies have been grow-
ing, they have been flourishing, What
iz the experience of the application of
this MRTP Act? What necessitated the
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Government to come out with this
Amendment? According to the Sach-
har Commission Report, since the
MRTP Act came into effect in the year
1970, the top 20 businesg houses could
enhance their total assets from Rs.
2,430.61 crores in 1969 to Rs. 4,465,117
crores in 1975. The percentage of
growth of these 20 monopoly houses
from 1972 to 1975 was 68.6 per cent.
This is the finding of the Sachhar Com-
mission Report. That means, despite
the existence of the so-called MRTIP
Act, the purpose of this Act was not
served. In fact, they were flourish-
ing. So, what should have been the
attitude of the Central Goyernment by
bringing out different amendments in
order to give more grip to the MRTP
Act so that the purpose of the MRTP
Act can be served? -

Not that the Government did mot
come out with any amendment. The
Government dig come out with amend-
ments. So far, seven amendments

have been brought out. This is the

eighth amendment if my information
But all these amendments

is correct.
were ijntended {o give ore elbow-
room to the monopolies to grow. Is

this not the fact The earlier speaker
a knowledgeable professor, very effec-
tively put forth many specious argw

maents, Very cleverly very ingenious-

‘ 1y he argued the application of various

economic principles, macro ecOno-
mics, mierg economics and all that,
but very cleverly he did not come to
the crux of the point.

The MRTP Act was brought on the
statute book it was enacted with great
fanfare, stating that we wanted to
give effect to the guidelines of the Di-
rective Principles to prevent concent-
ration of economic power in certain
hands and to see that economic growth
ensures the overall well-being of the
society and all that, Did that obiecive
materialise over the years? This is the
primary question to Which mv ver¥
learnegd hon. colleague did not find
time to go into desnite the very lihe-
ral and unrestrictive attitude of the
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time. Through his ingenuous argu-
ments he cut away himself from ad-
dressing the crucial question. Experi-
ence of our country tells us that this
was just a propaganda that the Gov-
ernment is coming out witp certain
restrictive measures on the monopo-
lists. What we demand js that more
and more stringen¢ punishment should
be brought into the MRTP Act. But
what is the Government doing by
bringing in this amendment? It is per-
forming an unceremonial burial of the
Act, To this we opposc very firmly.

Now, what is the content of this
Amendment? Because of this amend-
ment, MRTP Act will not apply to new
projects and firms based gp indigenous
technology. For argument’s sake lot
me ask does the provision of the MRTP
Act prevent any monopoly house from
utilising the indigenous technology?
No. Already it has been diluted to the
extent of making the MRTP Act total-
ly ineffective, That is the present
position of the MRTP Act. Now, a
new amendment has been brought in
to make it totally useless and ineffec-
tive. Some may say that this is an
innocuous amendment or this is 3 great
patriotic amendment to inspire indige-
ncus technology. Some friends with
patrictic notes may say for the pros-
perity of the indigenous technology we
are bringing in this amendment and
all that. But the experience is that
the ruling party at the Centre is sub-
verting whatever little public sector
or planned economy was built over the
Years by Pandit Nehru and so on. That
is being subverted. And this is the
latest step towards subverting the

planned economy, subverting the
efforts to control the mono-
polists, according to me. And

whatever actually was there is
being diluted ang now this is being’
given a sound burial. So, we oppose
it tooth ang nail and we demand that
the Government should come forward
with amendments in order to 'give
teeth to the MRTP Act to make it
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more effective, to make it more strin-
gent, From Rs. 20 crores the limit
‘had been enhanced to Rs. 100 crores.
Now there is a talk that it should be
further enhanced to Rs. 200 crores, I
do not want to go into other amend-
mentg which were brought in to help

the monopoly houses, But the real
intention of the Government
stands exposed. This is a

Benami Government run by monopoly
capitalists and landlords hand in glove
with foreign multi-nationa] corpora-
tions and I don’t find any reason why
the Government should serve the in-
terests of the people other than the
interests of the multi-nationals and
monopoly houses and landlords. This
Bill proves the real intentiong of the
Government and for whom does this
Government function.

- ’ - S

With these words I thank you for
giving me an opportunity to speak,

- Py

ot aTw qvo qufsa? (wgrg) -
IuguTEns ¥ waed, siaer oF fe-
fezfrea ze Sfedw (wiswe) faw,
1988 F1 gwgT FW & few @sr
g g1 WewEm, 3@ fam W, @y
TaEht IR &1 WRETEd a»‘t#
F fau Y wugAe mm@r & S9N ®
Tefewr ¥ w@r@ FT E1 I@ /W
¥ omery ¥ Ae AEifir fa #
st owifd W &, @raFT gRae
¥Fex W, SFET JRT H, ofAF
FeeT ¥ W W JRYT A g
g a9t wifs #} AT T A
¥ 9F I9 I F AEW A A
SErETAE dgT o gy 3R
qqw § quadfx FISEATG aAIs WX
fog awa gak W ¥ g g &Y.
Ay off wIS SHY I} W TSI

FTCEN IF 1 & SET IwEqI &/ -
X g Wer et gfe

T =T AT WIS I A A e

Y W@t @ E ) AfEHus aww )

grnfis Fife ar g = g

#fd FQ@ 9 FHA TFR A

P
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Lﬁ T o gmifam)
gaTdy I I F ST 9T
f gq 3w § w9 waifas *ifa g
W & ar @ uEnfew wifa oav
T W F IE YWl IS &1 A
W W, FI-AYTr AWRET qF
AT S o ArE-yAT g IwEr M-
wifgg #7F TF wraw & W
Hifa g1 AFT I3 @ F HI
FgaT qeaT § & 3@ I F wHe
FCodToflo UwdE F ga gy Al
AR gEl TR ¥ EN gr W 39

dw ¥ wefE wfr 36 SwE &
armqa“rzﬁﬁﬁtgﬁ% =T
wiofrs ol ok ga-wfa oF
ag qT A @ g1 m@faw 4
ug war § fF Qe wree dTo dlo
vaz #1 fag oform § gwaarn
faary arfge o X IgET ST ITW
gr IAW g IFT AE gAT g WR
qra-gry S GATT FOYHAT g, Al
IgNFT &, IUET SfEw Im W)
iz Ifem g ox St A fReET
gy ot ag I R Ag TR A
@ g1 AfF zwm ogw  adl
F g gr W W 2@
¥ Wy #rfrs #ifa &1 s oW
WY & S9§ g wgra Har st
g A Y A W FHG G
¥ 3g a@ &1 ueH fwar & 5
T a9y ¥ ofax wifs @ F
fou g7 Touwe # Hiv g sefeaw
aifdt #1 fagames F1 =TiEg
F1T A orfqdEt & Heqia gYERTT T
zg qifedt #1 faawames o fEan
2\ zOFT wIAS gg A& 3 7 0w
aTh ar g9 3§ qrfady m faa3-
ARS FIT § Al IGFT FAST TS
g qUAt ®1 & grr 2, ag 3fEa
agr g1 sufac gwwr Z@ar =rfeg
f& zat 3w & gEfts ofe
AT QU a9 TF Mg 9T DfEd
T & w4l feafy ag & f& 25-50
TN F g & wefa =l o
21 3g gasrEF ard g1 AT
3N F dfaa F warfax g afw

N uFT A fagar =wfgo

|
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§ W% wreAw ¥ I® gaAmeE
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SR ¥ SYTET TF9 IqH  qrizfaye
FT 3 | GATL AT ﬁaaa"r%imra’*
F @I O SN F omemw @
T AT R & AT FE &
ML 7E T 91 Q¥ Ay gy
T AFdT 8a¥ ¥ o9z g
TR ATEY RIS & A 9%
awi # qA-OE et @ ar
qgamw{’r%lﬁ%fﬁw
FT § SETEL AT ITEAT E | gHIR
agra”r%ﬁfm’s'%‘wr%am
W A gT F AR I
% A9 9 AG 9T A & F A,
qreg qiami amﬂamﬁ;aaréa’w
fasdm wmmar @@ fEE ¥ owwR
&l awrrgmgang‘ra‘r 20 gSITX
de &1 A faw gFAr )
WX g ATEN TIW@T F A W
T ;T FW A1 AU agu
AT AW #7 QSR I F g
St faraTdl 2 oSEW oW qwq
T O IHE wH-gtg o Ag
ot FgAT  ATEAT E fe o1 g
AT F OIWAT AT o m @
A e nfed s& am = 3§t fawdt
% # g a1 AT H TAIFIHFT ITHT
FT &1 a7 3Hg |1 wed s s
!mfaz I fawrzm g, 9AwIAST X

s ¥ < fzy afswsaqd ay
gRar fag =% 79 mg § ug
€T wEAr wEgmfE = h auch fow
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A@ & WAl SFATAISH FT A
fear & ag a§r wowwar & @ &0
UfFT 5w oee & e § 7f g
9 Ag Fa7 Fm Afgd @i a@rgEs
ITH ) TH gvg T AlgEy faamr
Afg¥ 1 agdt T §  af9 &
qifefstmm #¢ o ¥ gr w7 faawy g4t
/T EI | ARAHE A1 ¥ q q%
T%g &1 qifeftgm g v oF qw
g g defeeafaer, sanfme sod
AT UFESRTIIAF LT IFA | gE
faferex ¥ food wia #w femr ®
axd ¥ wiefatud o7 @ a8 o7
qfeq® J9X & ATSTH ¥ I g9
TERIT A9 sfedT ¥ AT FIH H
gare fwar o Sfsw sw faawe
I W T 1 Ak Wgde fgEv u AT
Fpa o1 qifefedom g7 & T 28
TgT WIWT FIW 0 | TEHE AT A

ag {1 FgAT WG § 13 UHomTo
fodo F gy w1 qofafy Ay

T amy § e wig ofafary
JAT IFAT FTH FT HTHA HHIX
F @A wifgy afw swd are ¥
BEI-BR  IWW THAE F 8w R
T 9 SWIET § ST AW AT -
w1 fam =& | 98 g & fx ox
qx FWIR SAIT HAT AT 9Fw ewA
o za g7 famrr add

JueATSTY AEET, 1984 ¥ UF
queA @rAr AT 1 IE AWML &
areTw § RIqUA AN, ITRAT BT
UHe Hitedlodlo TFE F TET TI
gregws fagr war 41 0 HfEF IIEY
fag an ¥ gwewe fwar araT aifge
g7 IF A N e Agr fwar
¥ 7 fedy off @197 F1 TEAIRE F99
#F faegd & F7 | qF IR
2 fa 3@ dMas T JEAT T HIFTT
Foam& A1 wwE faodr | 3u-
aursTe wEEd, gWITr Wagd WAm-
Fy sy fEer wist X naw faan
gt f= wree mifee aam Zan arfEa)
Frez gifgr w7 a¥ Aer  3rm A«
a® IVFAT &1 I[AT TW 4T AR
Y o owwAT 2 wwfsu FTe
sifee faeem qasi 61§ 1 A7
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fgd 1 w9 & a15 FIAwE waie ¥
AT A, ST TH @ H QLT /1A
L &Q gX 9AF1 ATEF famr S
AIFAF § | IF TIHC FT GIHAIL &,
QT TF FH AW Agl FO 9% AD
Fsaas &1 mgiem sfidwm &5
g 7 @dg vg § THar IRy A=
FRA At AT R E AT sAE FEd
AW WY g SusEnE #1 dg
%9 fga Fwma ov faad aifgd g
TR A ST oF [afe I S FI9
AF 79 IRE[ IS BT AGT TAGT
¥ 9wl a7 g o waT wdmw S
ag aA¥gHe = ¥ 3 el
WA ¥ W A1 sty fawry aei
g gt 1 Ffaw uw Sw g1 gW s
T i fw Weifws faang & qw
q¢ g W ofserw E9eT @, gmR &t
9z TaHe WY T qEiHe ¥
wfeqd WY Aedfim ¥ @ uaweR
T g1 HT Y AteRY | g
gHT ) T wiafiaw gmy ogifane
JaX WME FHG A% gfent, foman
MR TN AT geAl & 3Er & fF =W
¥ i Efemw afadr fagems
g B o amR aw § st faara
g I Ay wfw & g aar ®
gFAlR FXAT § f5 Fw @Il ¥ 9
gMUT ZIT TW AW #T  WIEE
fagra 1 1 SAiw w6 S 3n THe
AToloMlo fad FT WA & I7%1 g™~
iz AT § AR 3w faw wr og@nw
I 7Y gX A T HHE T
21 9EmE | C

SHR; YALLA SES;] BHUSHANA
RAO (Andhra Pradesh): Mr. Vice
Chairman, Sir, the present Bill is
seeking to regularise the provisions
of the MRTP Act in respect of cer-
tain industries based totally on indi-
genous technology, It seeks to gmeng
section 22A of the Act. The techno-
logy is totally developed indigenously
in national laborafories o by public
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and private establishments. The
amendment empowers the Govern-
ment to exempt, by notification, cer-
taip categories of proposalg oy t, sub-
stantially exempt establishment of
new industria] units. The amendment
is further going to liberalisc the pro-
visiong of the MRTP Act. The amend-
ment looks simple and also tries to
encourage indigenous technology, But
the history of the working of the
MRTP Act and the dubioug ways
through which the monopoly houses
exploit the legal loopholes tp create
company after company, flouted the
restrictive provisiong of the MRTP
Act.  Just now Shri Morarkaji said
that there is a list of industries which
are exempted, Cap the hon, Minisfer
say whether there is Jeft over to such
a lisy of exempted industries at all?
This is my simple question,

Then I come to “indigenous techno-
logy’. What type of techrology is
indigenous? Even indigencus techno-
logy can be given to multinationals.
That ia another question. Monopo-
lists can safely combine the indige-
nous technology with their technology
and say that it is indigenous. Is there
a way to monitor this, to know what
indigenous technology is? Suppose
there ig @ company which is produc-
ing 3 number of products, It hag di-
versified its products. It may use
either importeq technology or indige-
nous technology. How to ensure that
a particular technology iy cent per
cent Indiap technology withiy the
provisions of the Aci? What means
has the Government t, verify or mo-
nitor or ensure that a technology is
totally indigenous? Is the Govern-
ment thinking of having any machi-
mery to dicide what is  indigenous
technology? What is the Government
going tq do about this? 1 suggest
that at least the Goverment can have
a machinery under the Directorate of
Scientific and Indusirial Research,
This machinery may include not
only the Government scientists but
also other eminent scienlis's in this
country who are well-versed in the
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field. This is one way to safeguard
the indgenoug technology. I request
the hon. Minister t¢ consider this
suggestion. Op an average, the MRTP
Act is brought to this House for
amendment once ipn every two angd a
half years. This ig the eighth amend-
ment sought to be made, In thig way
the effect of the Act has been whittled
down to zero and big companies have
wrested major concessiong by way of
raised investment limits gnd by diver-
sification into areas of small manu-
facturing units, The MRTP Aci flows
from the Directive Principles enshrin-
ed in our Constitution. The direction
of these prnciples is to secure disiri-
bution of ownership ang control of
the matural resources to gerve the
common good. This is the plank of
our cherished goal of democratic soci-
alism. Ig thig Government marching
towards that goal cherished by Pandit
Nehru and Indira Gandhi? These
provisiong are far {rom that  This
Government ig heading towardg an
economy which may be called Rajiv
economy or Hinduja economy. Mono-
poly houses have built up their assets
at the rate of eight or nine per cent
in the past 35 years. They ars suc-
cessfully exploiting the legal loopholes
in the resirictive provisions of the
Act. The MRTP Commission is only
restricting its own activities by exer-
cising mechanical conirol on restric-
tive ang unfajr trade practices. In-
steag of calling it the MRTP Act, the
name canp be changed to Monopoly
Protection Act. That will be honest
on the part of the Union Government.
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During the 18 years, the MRTE’
Comm'ssion is given only thrée cases
by the Government for zd-judication.
Even the three cases are mullina-
tionals. They had gone to the Sup-
rem,. Court and obtaineg stay orders,
The cases are still pending, Nothing
hag come out of it. That is the inte-
rest shown by the Union Government
as far a5 the Commission is concerned.

The Union Government is operating'
the economic system; in such a way
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that it has resulted in concentration
Of economic wealth and means of pro-
ductio;; to the common detriment.
Twenty, among the largest companics
in 1986 haq assets worth Rs. 29,000
crores which is equal {o our Union
Government's Budget of 1988-89. The
assets of the monopoly companies are
only growing. We cannot check the
monopolists in any way—that ig the
philosophy of this Government, Even
the US Government which jg saig to
be 5 free-trade Government, hag its
own restrictions. In some cases of
monopoly the US courts have ruled
that evep a 10 per cent market share
would imply, market dominance, un-
healthy competition and a tendency
towards concentration. These ccm-
panies have been direcled to divest
themselves of a part of their assets
in public interest. That is the attitude
of the US courts, Now, take the case
of employment growth. It has to be
‘remembered that all the industrial
growth, modernisatio, and the rest
have not brought about an, growth
in the rate of employment since 1951.
The employment growty rate hag re-
mained static and stagnant. Produc-
tion has to meet social justice. It
cannot be supported by wrong poli-
cies of the Government  The wrong
policies of the Government have only
generateq over the years black mo-
ney to the tune of Rs 40,000 croves
or even more which is having an ad-
verse impact op Our economy, I
sirongly feel, therefore, that the pre-
sent amendment cnly paves the way
for more unfair trade practices and
monopolies. The present Government
has no will to check this monopolistic
economy. I, therefore, strongly op-
pose the amendment,

P

SHRI CHIMANBHAI MEHTA
(Gujarat): Before considering this
Bil] we have to keep in mind ithe
economic scene of our country and
one of the pertinent questions  we
should raise is whether they have
grown suffi-icntly in the industrial
‘field Jooking to the potenlialities of
cur resources a':‘.‘d constraints. 1

[ RAJYA SABHA
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think they liave not grown to  the
exient required, Therefore, a ques-
tion may come up what they have
to do if the public sector which is the
core sector of our economy is not in
@ position to develop beyond ceriain
limits, In this context if we look at
the whole debate, then arguments for
the Bill and argumentg against {lLe
Bill also can be made out. I know
our Constitution in Article 39(c)—
under Directive Principles of State
Policy—specifically  directg the pre-
vention of concentration of wealth in
a few hands. Now, whether this Bill
will strengthen the concentration of
economic powey in a few hands or
not, is also a very vital gquestion, be-
cause when the MRTP Act was en-
acted ip 1969, the twenty big houses
thut are referred to hag in 1969
assets worth  Rs. 2,400 crores. To-
day, their assets have grown to Rs.
26,000 crores which meang they have
grown a hundred times. How they
have grown and, after this Bill be-
comes a law, how faster they  will
grow are very importani points, When
vou say, “What is wrong if some-
body develops a local technology
and the public sector is not capable
enough of absorbing that technology.
if we allow the private sector to de-~
veiop that technology?”. I would say
that fechnological development FLas
some relation with the industrial he-
uses’ capacity and, therefore, T would
like to ask, “Are you looking at it
from a national angle or from a parc-
isan angle?”.  You want to be just
a public sector advocate or a private
sector advocate? Well, 1T take an-
other view. T take the view that {he
public sector could have done a lot in
this countrv. Having invested ab-
out sixtv thousand crores or more,
we find that it has not given the res-
ults to the desired extent. One of
the' reagohs for its failure—this has
not been deicussed {hough, of course,
it has been referred to—is that labour,
which is the kef to the wealth of the
nation, was never given a sufficient
part in the management cither by
the private sector or by the public
sector although this has been en-
shrined in our Constitution in 1976
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ang twelve years have passe by
since then

3

Eitket We whnt to devéﬂ')p our ec-
unomy through our bureaucrats or we
think that the industrialists are cap-
able of developing the economy.
But both are not developing it to the
desired extent and their grievances
are there I know. Indirect taxation
in our country is Rs. 60,000 crores,
that is, Rs, 44,000 crores of the Cent-
ral and Rs, 16,000 crores of the State
QGovernments, which is about 20 to 25
per cent of our national income.
Indireet taxation hits everybody hard.
It is not like the Income-tax. In
the case of Income-tax when  you
make an income, you pay the tax.
But, in the case of indirect taxation,
whether you make income or not, you
have to give away one-fourth of your
income to the Government. On the
one hand, we have a low level, the
poverty level, and, on the other,
we have such high taxation, indirect
taxation, T am talking about indir-
ect taxation only now, So, where
i the purchasing power? Where is
the purchasing power with the peovle
to buy or consume the industrial
goods?  Where is the surplus that
our people have? There are various
segments in our economy.  There is
pn tremendous evasion of taxes. Sixty
crores you collect and sixty crores are
evaded, an equal amount, or perhaps
even more, and that goes in  black
into the Swiss banks. We have been
talking since last two years about
negotiating with the Swedish Gover-

nment and about accounts hLaving
been opened there. Once the for-
mer Finance Minister, Mr. Tiwari,

told the House that without agree-
ment also we could have accounts op-
ened in the Swiss banks. So, the
money goes there. Nothing tongible
comes out, Black money cannot
generate industrial wealth because
that is not possible. And, Sir, our
taxation is gso high that 3 p]ant that
woull cost about Rs, 50 crores in ifi-
vesiment in developed countries s
ohsting Ms 180 crores in India now.

|
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Now, who is the hindrance to eco-
nomic development? Why don’t you
look it from that angle? This re-
moval, or removal of restriction, on -
indigenous  technology I welcome, -
anyway. But have you found out
other resources which can develop
our economy? We are not concent-
rating on those things. Therefore,
we are exposed to the charge that we
are interested in helping the mono-
polists. This may not be correct or
may be correct; one can argue about
it, But the situation has come to
such 3 point where even 3 right mea-
sure that was taken two years back,
Rs. 20 crores limit for monopaly
rose to Rs. 100 crores. At that time
I supported Rs. 100 crores because I
was told that in 1969 prices were
below Rs. 100 index whole sale prices
and when the Bill was moved here
it was around 360 almost—four times
the prices went up. So twenty crores
becomes eighty crores, At  that
time there was a rationale  behind
making twenty crores to hundred cr-
ores, But today if you say that
nationalism comes first and if the
public sector is not able to deve-
lop, why do you come in the way of
industrial development if you want
to develop indigenous technology? T
can understand that there 1is some
rationale in the argument. Allow
them to develop which they can deve-
Iop. But what about the fruits of
industrialisation? That is the eruci-
al question. Has employment grown
in the private sector? Nealigible.
After an enormous investment in the
textile industry, unemployvment has
decreased. In other industries the

situation is the same, One lakh and
fifty thousand units have gone sick,
throwing out lekhs of organized wor-
kers on streets. So our  approach,
our view, is being challenged. Are
you really interested in industrialisa-
tion? Or are you going to help a
few industrialists, because you Rave
taken a blanket powers tkat Gov-
ernment can give directive outright
to: certafy industrida ¢ g6 oot & Bhe
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purview 0f the operations of the
provisions of the Monopoly Act un-
der this Bill. The test of the pudd-
ing is in the eating. How are you
going to operate this Aect? That will
be a very crucial question. Some
Members have rightly asked: How
many case were referred to the Mono-
polies Commission during the iast
few years? In one year not a sin-
gle case was referred. Well, it
there is no case to he referred to the
Monopolies Commission, then  what
ig the need for the Monopolies Com-
mijssion.  Unnecessarily you give a
handle to bureaucrats who create
hurd]es that are not cleared even in
three years. Cost, escalation takes
place, Inflation is there, Ours is a
high cost economy. The real answ-
er to the problem is not gbout the
technology. And who knows what
is local technology. How will you
define it?  Second generation, third
generation, fourth generation and so
many technologies are there. Techno-
logy is what is actually Jocally deve-
loped tecknology. He, industrialist,
will import technology secretly and
say that it is local = Anyway, what-
ever argument may be there, T am
all for the growth of wealth of the
nation.

But T feel that today what we need
is really a proper management of our
industries, and that is nowhere com-
ing. Neither the public sector units
are well-managed nor the private
sector. Dozeng of industries which
were formerly under the Industrial
Development (Regulation) Act, T thi-
nk seven dozen industries have been
exempted now in one way or the
other, Some are exported-oriented,
eome are going to the backward are-
as, some are national priorities. More
than 80 industries do not have any
application of the Industrial Deve-
Jopment (Regulation) Act And also
dozens are not coming under the pur-
view of the Monopolies Act because
if they are expori-oriented indust-
ries, the Monopolies Act will not ap-
ply. If they are nations! priority
industries, the Monopolies Act . will
not apply,

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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Sir, sometimes I hear this talk
that China and Russia have also
literalised. That has no relevance.
They have socialised their country’s
economy. ‘The means of productiun
were nationalised. When they found
that bureaucracy is coming in  the
way of further development, they
thought bureaucratic control to be
relaxed, not that ownership of the
people shculd be given up to private
sector or socialism should be given
up, (Time bell rings). So, some-
times we are quoting wrongly {rom
other countries, Today also, when
we are discussing, we are not discus-
sing the real context of our economy.
Our economy is in doldrums. Seme-
times I hear that the private sector
is more efficient. No doubt about
the Tatas’ Bombay Flectricity. They
have 96 per cent efficiency in the
electricity companies they own. And
ours public sector is 50 per cent.
Therefore, private sector has some
edge over us in talking about it. And
when the national interest cores
first, we are a little confused, where
to act and where not to act. Time
bell). Sir, I know you have given me
enough time. I appreciate that
point. : e .

Further coming to the monopolies.
Sir. in 1961 thev hag assets of Rs
2400 crores. Tn 1987 they had Rs. 26000
croree of assets. ‘They had a tumm-
over of Rs. 27000 crores. They had a
profit in one year before tax of Rs.
1100 crores And their annual bud-
get '« Rs 30000 crores They have
sufficlent strength. They can do &
Iot of things. There is a talk of
nexus of politicians, bureaucracy and
monopolists.  Take care of all these
things while you trv to implement
this legislation when it becomes law.

~ Thank you, Sir, N

R

st oy fag andwr (n9ww) o
faex areg wadw T, § @ uw.
T fr . o¥Er faw e fGQw
5 & fow @wr ogw §
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AEH TAAT WY, §LF FAA A
feafe ot e 3 w1 weer gar
¥ | TR FiegeA & | Srafafes

a“r;r"r 1 58 e A fefe § o
g1 Iy gt famw wrd Agar A
g1 5 8 & 709 HIX 709 F7ar or

W} ATXqqa o Suvar ST gy S
@ ¢ | difafees G 919 s 1 Y
AR fafe M I s e Swwr
I WS F TEF WA F gHISAAE
F T G T, w2 F T8 711 @)
T ST AT TF-CF a1T A G Hfgfasy
FY AT W § A T, 7L,
qy. F1 oY HoF wHEHT @ gee
FW O @ F—FATAAR® HT 57
F TG, Afvefasn w1 wqGgw F@
W@ g ) AT 4g gnEw &
fam greasr g, fagn o qya)-
ay § 93 MoFI A ¥ § A%
g gudAy & fF g Ty
¥ g g9 oy qae ¥ A E
ITH Teer A g gy qfa &
9 T 22-T AT gaF gl
g 1 AN TEH ST oW @
q
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e fear | A W g e
quft Frem § off fogn) AR e
TG 927 7 UF WY NS,
fagst TR agr soner sl S
TRATT FX GFAT g, SUM W
FE OF T qE@ @Y ! o oW
gt el gEd wiaw 2 foraw
Y T T BT F TR fRar ?

A aEE qIEA ¥, TR
TFATATS P JA-TEIEATERE | WO
FUST TIC ¥ WG TR F,
fedvesht wg @y oot o TR
wTEds fgar &, WX €9 99 9TouE .
FUE TN ) TAAT TGFT 74T FIT &
q1g QRIATZAS AT Y, G &Y, AW T
T FUT €47 T & & 9]
Y qi g1 AR B Jw Ol
@ & TF waAT @ L ¢ o5 an
O W § TR SEd AW Al
woaTEae a4 F1 g | foaar sme
FASECHT T3 & FAY IAAT TFIATRHT
foerar & @t ? wnd @ SERA HY
ATZT AT A F @ 2 ) WA
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o geftd frr & &Y ToT Hawa w9
& ¥ Jy 4feia oy gfaar ue 7 BFgn &
SRt JTqq AATY | AT ATa (e #1
g Wiearga Hfae Ak fae fau
o qwee wawl W § 1 gAY
TR AT AR AT AT IFAT FIIRIC
g f8 o gaay & Adfwa 2
difae, ag wdM AR mraEy 2
g A wrg SrarR, gt Fifear ar
g ) ¥ Arw E @ OE
g 3w ¥ oy < adfeaw wr §
SAHT IPAF HIT II ATIRT EATA
agt ¥ 1 qdYaw ¥ Alpdr AT
F 418 A9 o0 §, AF  GA IW
Haw g @y asar g dam § ag A9H)
ngg 779 aid safe waq Iast g
3w #F fquga owe MZo o o
gre § wiede W F7 oag fa= A
fear 2 1 g} widfew w fem-
AR &Y @ & §F AW AN FW
N ATT AT BFAT §

Ha7, 39T 9 7 feg@rsdas
FY arT g AEl A W FgF o
frgcarsdma ®7 7RAT3 & AYT gare
mE& #fged, afqqaiic g O
@ q&fas | asT Far fzarg Sar
2 1 WU AT 3T ol oFaays
& dg 3T ¢ 98 faow 5-7 aray
¥ @2 @ &) ATIET fAFrerrdEa
grfedy gArt 49 O oFEERE &
UCTIE I S} CON A A | B
rd =z IFafer ok o
Tw@ar | AFARAT 97 WY #9e
arar arfze ag A @ar | wy  FEaT
dtag 2 ¥ fo food 58 qral ¥
forgreas & »021 &1 deiz
@ W ANT AT FrIAX HT
qewe sdme wf @ @ g ?
RITHT T¥o WITo o [Yo ﬁﬁt
I wry ¥ 0 d a1 FOw Ay
%faqd ? % awdmr s mresr a2
de A A F30 wF P owre
W A, @ ey ¥ o W
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71T AT | dr o, [T, A, 9Y,
Uz ¥ N e AR gifeqny @«
3TTEA FT QT AT AT & 7 ATTHY
e @ AT Aifeay o YTeEa
# fag grgar arfgw + v G
FTET M 10 SieFe qArdy gy, IR
qus dgrEAAANT A 9 &
agf & av zaer aar fgaig fea
AAF @F g 7 3EF A 1y gifee )

v

9917 Agt AT I fagcArgana
FY atd 37 §, % A ¥
U T FET § B uFomITodYodo
OFF FV AT HT AT =0fge ) ey
faeet aay & AF 3@aAR H g 4r)
AP waga a8 g 5 med @y
cerfan F77 FTA AWM F 3 UHoMTTo
do dlo T ara ¥ géT amAAY &
A /o HTLo 2To 9To AT cATfATL
FAI T AL TH /1A A @A Qv
caifanr FIWa HTAT o 2 Ifewmn
FFAWINT  F1, HeeAfes  IFATETSY
1, fma =1, ¥ wisw fag <
gt 1 3afan wfaw adlwT s3ar @
f a@o WTTo 7o qYo @  AY¥AY
ATY, 98 399 FATT A8 2 '/ &)

AEEY, 9T AT SWWA FY
g fAsmEr § a1 § uHo HT1To 3o
qfo & AT A WY T HgAT ARATE
FAif5 zaF qi F FHar ¥ Ad 77
aHe #[TTo o Glo HAWA FT @AY
J2YT AT IQN A draula 7w BT,
zafy oo ;e 2o dro  TAT
¥ qr mATdz AI¥ 1984 ® I
fog &, I7¥ ag  Frwarg @ @I
M FaqT ¥ fAw weroar ot fw
gear wary faw, Ma® eaf so @y
AT @ F9AT & IAR0 e @
¥ g1 9%, o3 9iva WY GRe
oT¢o FYoTYo QQ! ¥ 'xlf ﬂ'{f w
T gt oregrs wret # 10-12
atdt & A KA Gfer F AN
daar iy | 1984 B 2
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[ wisT fag graar
St #sangd agifaces § s ol ag
fau dg & fegwda swadl FaFar #
1985 ¥ Faufer g HT AT 1988
qUER 1 &1 wEF @
acqr @Y 2 & 10~12 @@ ¥
afewr #¥% F1 fager &5 | 1984
B a2 & ¥WT & wWT FF B
qIFWA | A FAT AEHT T BT
fou & 3971 HawT SAF AL A F
g ZMr 7 u¥o H|iTo dio Ylo
FNOrT {1 gAX FEf Fa@E TTE,
gim ¥ AR EE FE FT TR &
o § 1 zafoe gmw 44 3 fzamw
¥ [IAET THo AITo &ro o FHIAT
F FT IWM FIAT 00 1 IHH WY A

It has sp far passed ony

“Cease and desist’ orders,

zaq o gifva T war =fee
FIGHT A 38 OFo HXo ZloGlo
FNTT FI IRAE T AN 9
difga Ag w@qr w@rfee, dke O
fgee AT o w afer sER O
FRGE 3 ) T@PT T w@iw feed
FEE 1 3 Smal WY faw sk
freq #%3d% 7 €T FT3T SERH W
faaar =wifge wifes  ISfaama
great &1 F9fadl 7 a6y 5 ag
981 @3 I I L A fom I
¥ 9@ 9edrar  urw faar @Y
ga¥ GaT @9 w1 gER W
afur? AR 2,070 /Lo Ho dlo
FHWA WEF @ fog geares a1 fe
gad aT MQEE 2| Tg AV UF HIard
A A aewm & fu 12 Afew & @
a g1, Tar A qR oHTLcdY oY 0 FHIWA
¥ #ad 1 uHoRTLcT oo  FHIAT
¥ quy frzrgg @ri #Y @w 3w
¥ faw@rgat § AW § FTEd

gazr g w9 fasga Fw,  9Q-
Fogay, wfeea T forad o7 @t
gragy fafey g dn @t AV <G
fogd 37 @Ml &7 B4 & WK
oggY a W1 Q@ ¥ aAmr S
frgd g UFE T fEeatd @A g,
Ay e ¥, dfvew ¥ s am

i

4

[ 30 NOV. 1988 ]

Trade Practices . 30
(Amdt.) Bill, 1988

g7 ¥ & ag FgA areaw
¥ wrafig Wt S & oFm g
fogr ar wag 11 @ &7 foaw
dF @wr 9Smm FEES F Sy
gawwg afuam fewr v wxe
#TT0 &o Flo UF FI Taaie,
TaiE FRATS WY Fugfea grar-
RLIT X arg F@ @ fov § o
o g9 g § & w0 oxamrvo
Ho qto Tx & T TN T,
ofeers sicwelfem™ w1 ahmefeaw
W faw qaTEr §w Foqwd w0
SEAT FWT g, NfEE FATa1 T 37
e gRT 4T O AT F |

I want an asurance regar-
ding this,

i gea WM ARAG (SHL W)
qar &Y & w1 wana gt fgar 7

SHRI KAMAL MORARKA; Sir, this
is very serious, You must direcy the
Minister.

oft yiwx fog TEar w9 aw
TG S wgr | #Y 11 SwE Y
ua ferar a1 1 & =ngar £ wslt vsgidw
Wl AgET ] | RE@9d FT 4T WY
T | TR

=t wguaq faw (fag) owe
fqTTo o Qo FHIUAFI 579 & feu
fear &

Y viwe fag ;AT  WAY WPEy
my Aty F IZ vegw A gw
Il & @rg & HOF) AT &)
gu sdAY 919 WG F@T § W
TU¥o H{TTo 1o o F HITHT W
fata w1 g}

o X

=it g7t Tag (STLARW) : Suawrewn
EET, WA T T FHEANAT v
fefeefes 2w sfedw  faw, 1988
qx 79 A F § AT W faw N
Fur YT ;ASHE ) AW weEy 2
gafao o z@ &1 W99 oIk wng
g & fs ot wEndfa e g

* et
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e AT 1 I 0F A5 AEAT
gafqe # g gmraT &1 aATTFETE )
/M ATAx & AT Wreg &1 oY
gfpa & 3aF wiatfeex  frfmea
Faw arr ¥faer § ue ¥ fegiaw
FHT AT AT FIA4T  Jasgr F
wyma 5 w1y afge 1+ qi gt
§ ¥ qray 23 agF ¥ fx qwd
FIHIT &Y AT TN TR & AT IawT
R W AT ag ¥ 5 usg W
Y g9 AR fegias g 98 FR7 AT
T TY & wmEd Ffow, a8 a9
¥ fao gcamy &% st geAafe &
ATFZT AT AT F A2 sefeayargsina
gAT | AT IRAR F H@H g
gC & 13w ufses Aedfmms ¥ ot
@A A1 FIW@W @ ge & gy o

&F AT FraF | 73 Y wrfoewr *Y
TR T3 wIT AT A1 G R Fraw
I #Y AT d ofcfenfy &, ar g
Mrrwd § Iv Sfd gEeda M@
AT fgar ATC HIT AT THA gIR
¥ af@ it & AIWI F g9
fag g’ | AT OXFT Y qF &
AN FALART HY IS @l &
far q a5 agraar v &Y ardr &
aft wrvw g fa arsgarw aw gfeaar
¥ 1o gesdny W Fgraam & o
qd 9O Iz § % gaT qw A
afest aga aver § M T fea gv
agt w7 gma 2w 3w F foa
I 3B A FoFFAT,

o fawr & I 7wt § ag faezw
gre § O geedre &Y [grar fear
wrg i fag ag-z3 AT A a9 &Y
g 23X T IET ¥ B, ¥ mad
w2 Jamf FT 76 W osAT¥ 2T
FifeT | A T FIEA ATH FhY
#3333 IIT N § | WA g TR
¥ fao a5 T8 ven fra ay &
R T H FWA § 1 T qqRT avara
¥ aff st g g, Afwa ag wear
wraar § fs gmt faa & wedr gm
g go o fagy fvarc arai ¥
x9 quaf &t gefg g @
az € & 1 & gv %) qwdre T 2
| wg, fa® 9 B I§ A § Gaw

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

Trade Practices 332
(Amdt.) Bill, 1988
TdEEE F QX F Favar wigar g F
favegr 1 amfa 12.30 9@,
I &Y 17.57 9TGE, Fobo B
16. 35 93§e, qrmra M gaf
16.79 93, TIF #2543
93ge MT mrio oo FT 15.79
93gE T T | ¥ gUT FEr FJ}A
¥ mdAtamfg sg@ @ &) aw
BN AT F FHTSEATLY SIS JATAT
MRy & A 5 el ¥ amfa 7@
sty wifge 1 ST gATer Qe
# fau FreR FIw Te@ sy =fge
oI THo Mo o Glo TFR &Y
qeqq wAr A1fge, SEwT g
anfae 1 g FiEw RS T q@rET
TIfgC WL T A gL I TF
Y exr T I wfew 1 A AF FI-
gAY I A At argary ¥
afsr 7 @rgw, Jux WA oY Taw
€T Sf§T =19 AT g § &7 e
N W amy ST oawd § 1mod
ITH USFEt {oHeE 3@ N | IR
FHEAAT § S AN ar Jfaw
TG T W @ @ gafa
T ¥ 38 a1 1T ¢ fF B
It w1 MeEwT fgar sx ) Heqy
T EAfaeT 9T @y SAF o
FIgTHeE W@ g | TN @
A F | LY
arvR gt fex wsy €27 ag
w7 a1 § f&§ A% A
m ® § «fwq ag @ xg smav
fr Fgasr U A.q A sfzfaag
g tm sz @ & 7 frwd & fau
FTaT HWT @S F HEd ¢, AFT Iq
gy Y frad ¥ A qmar S«
2 gl w1 § fr Aty g gew
F FOTA q@ @ Y ) AE SHAAS
F 7 7T q9¢ F F1H A0 famar
t | HfEet dw od gl § S
fax offwg =T faar siar & &
aragesT Towl far wifeq &%
& zafem Y FgmaE? fa
ga wre@rAl &1 faar wwma fed
nad iy ¥ ¥ Fa1 % fov wiv A4y
q g ¥ "AIgd F TH A T
FIfgT | GTFIT Q9T TIH F ST
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[=Y &f* fag]

ZrNFg o s 3, vefufreat 2,
Ifsr s DrEd gagd A QA
Fifgq 1 aAgA F A ¥ a8 97 oo
A IFT A T3 Y 9T | v
I F 7 AT WIA AR
Ty A FT W R AN
IgF IF FE 1 IAEr A oSy
@FBE"T A8 AT 1 FF N 9T
) a% Ty &1 ard A W@
FAT #T 27 § | Irg@ F fww
¥ I war gar g Fa qrare ¥
Faeqfa &7 FAT Q¥ aray g ar 3
9% AY d@r I & AW [mEw
¥ (T A BRI FBIFT AATHT
T 21 2wfan 3@ Ao & QW
F JeT@ & AT 4 AT 20 &3
AT & Iasy weafa  qv azed
¥ o1y mIx v Ffgw AW Sy
xgr wmar wfgg 1 R adF 3y
T AW R At #sgmangw g fw
e A F3-95 mwﬁ$ agr,  4e-
a3 HW’RT'& E o qa’rqfem‘f
Y mgt T B AT AW 9B A
¥ f?-m q¥ AFF B Faz QU 3
AT AY ATEY A7 AXE A AY
Y we@ T g (F fac wgar
wrzar § f5 ag fa7 aga as=er §,
zarf?t AT AT 733 w:%“r AFHTA
& arg #2797 1 aada wearg
st §w 70 ga  (Ia% n%sr)
|ITANT 3qqarsIe Y, AT9X AR
& a¥x F og79r f70 ¥ faq
& amasr gifa® amare avE BoATE
g § aad g wTs T qqr
qz %‘ St gA0fag A #) 4y 3 rana
AT argm #AifE IwP gw Ay
A ArgIrgl £ g7 31 ¥ 9w
foar g aYc a7 AW 8 % arxed
2w 7 T & AUt Ad A Ay
wFATd § IIF IANY r3; 957
&Y & mrergr, 13 nfaset me
gaqgs sanfes s (9nA)
fad7®, 1969 A T 22(q) #
gama 73 F 737 aradir Iz
gt Ay ¥ fas @ fear 3. & ot
@ qr w@r § % zawr anda
f&11 s1d ar gasr fada feer ardy
IFIT 3 AN F1A7 47797 § IAW
93y A 3, 24 QFo 4T1To Vo Yo

[ 30 NOV. 1988 ]

Trade Practices
(Amdt) Bill, 1988

e ® 332w R fs aw ¥ gl
A @3, W & 84 g¥fwa grai ¥
ewfag a &y a9 ¥ g ad
9gX dg IR JATAT AT 1 WAL
qraAt7 I Aar Y ¥ ¥ fraga
FETT U T FTA A
F ATAAIY F oY g Al 37 S
g9t & w7 v 2w & {5 2
& ¥ qfeardy, @z, faar, fagifaar
AT gAY @t & gra ¥ 41U 8T
gFa A TIT g\ A9 § ATIX 4G
F13A FATAT § I & AFL AT A%
i qar, drg Aar #) g9 QAT
A Asfa, @R g @} |
awr gt na’T? ag @17 ady g fe
AR gt AW A AN AW
@ 31 AT WY GAT QAo Ao
Ao §Yo TUIT &1 AWM @ AR
ga% dwrat a% ad #f  faAw
HIT AFT AF AqTAT | WG, TH
W H ud §/FT URTATHY, ARNTATRIT
gdsTaeat AT @Y &1 AEE A
U3 H1 FA187 2 Qv FF aqTArd
gdaTqeat IAT VgL T | FAT ATAAN
HaY S AT 3T @IAIT A @AY
ga a7 fqarz f@an fF gq a™r @A &Y
arrfa & fad &1 gara a4 o§,
g BIY g4 97 7 qOF a8 ATTN
5tm AT AT A XA B & o
g Ay rgt an w2 f5 18 ATRIY,
@t N A arw gevarkd ¥
g F3 7@ gw # A
a {EYE AW acwre a aar
K731 A3C, A7 1 IAIT QAT
armv A aqy ag F Fqa q@AA
aFd fax 173 I a1dd | mwar qar
a AT A W, &8 IR
gieTTem AT AR 7 gr ) g
A, ar WY, Tadm IO A
U ¥ d97 & T adi
§ At wWF & @Y IA g+ 80
gfrrr wadt mat § @y o o
F1 AT & Oy ¥y w7 ¥ W
TN qd 7 § feawy faa @
nw FFT A avr Wy aff faqa o
gy o FAFT 9T ofedd ¥
A 37X € AAT F U, agr SAAT
e & W aft I9F o FEEAd
& & a@ 10 THd ¥ gl
g wrat } faa% oy fage aft g,
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i aff #) prw AR oW R
] @ I fer e wzr gt
EFroam frr & wiW T oAw
ot & oIT | Y ATTET THoMTTo
Hodre TFT g, F¥ T&H Y &S
Wt de w4 AR = AT -
qfgdi #1 "ew FIR F faw fagw
& Y T AR 3 foadfy Y aws-
T &Y TR EY TRAT F ST AR
5.00 P.M. #rés?*wazmwwfrna-%u
Ay 3 AT syareaT A7 ot g !xvm
F< faar 21 ... (aum % &) 4
maT g % Fgr w50 5
T2 St ¥ AGT ¥ F WAL A @
2, IF FAIT A TR WX F A1GT
Y qw F TA AT gvg ¥ a% @
g2 ad wdemmar 3 fowd faowm
w7 fear @ IHFT MO axEA Wy
wifwrer R s 9= wu ged fau
s d 7@t a¥ ar g W 1 wAAA
Bl A ® 9T AR ST qgEdme
qafrrfa fs\'ﬁ"’r den1 15 A 20 @
¥ @ Iw oAy gferaedr #7 dine

F 311 T qady g T ¥ Fga
g fF g8 § f weR @ AN
%Wmt?rwaaﬁanvaq
RN Ama @ T A ax @ )
wﬁm‘eugr?ﬂr%maﬁﬁm
' g% IwY &Y, qF FVEH] )
-sﬁa*ra:r fagr ) fadi T woX xT
far o 3=l a® Saw gut @
FTERT ¥ FW AT RAeTeRyr @Y
froet am fer) mgd  wE A
g w9t erq qff oy, adw A
5w sTw wgt feg, fywa ¥
FT F a0 FF @m #x gdfec
S ITWF e IF A q@ M @
¥ =9 @A O § ¥ qfyay
# I A E & mefaat 1
FH UF WEH IC OF WEH #T
g & 99 maEdr waEl ¥ IFR
9% g¢ &1 W mu WA &)
"R FE Aga  add v am
FTT I@ & fx gy wwe-
T FRS F O[@AT, A FEAT
gg%ﬁ%uawfwga‘rqma—c
Vo a? 79 Fram w OF AT A,
.ma';ﬁ'a N fﬁi S q-@ g

_YS"‘W??W#‘FFJ*?‘F@
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" Trade Practices 336
(Amdt,) Bill, 1988
z% g1 dfer w7 www g oWy
AL W AW AR RO AY G-
afqdl & sqa & % g & we
wIeF ST W IR £ ST WY
q»ﬂ-e."r-u ai gt F mraeawar g,
47T 9 §IgE FIfGT w7 FF T
s At FX FVGT §, AT FAY

Tl sy, TR AfEEl @1 feEd-
i & v, g% Al FET swE

wigt ¥ dAErzd o @ Hiv FER
IUR wE FeT a9 Y WEr §OER
FraT TIEHT WY awi< 987 §, AVvErA
AT 9E1 § IEF! wWW fyw odw
a0
sgifn gsafedt 97 we T
T % Tpjewm W@ 2 3 &y Ty
T WAy IIIT AT qew |I E
famg & W % AT WT 398 @A
a1 frara § A AT g F AT
ar smo fagifa s @ € e
trsrmf*a‘r F A& F FToHRTAA
-m gr g g, TEDT 77 fretfer
F5 b Y gEmd @y ¢ . (Ba
w1 g3) Ay, wra zm' ET
gt 4 @ fgae a1 Surar EAY
g

Ty, AT W4 §gem fraifa
FCT OAER E_A@ aa garafa @1
ar T wwfaR S qFr 9ER EEe
F1 gfreT Wy gU @ & 1wy
NE T FEC I whowE
gafar 4 Fg g a1 f5 €1F I9r
gat F7 g | F wex dAwWCH
a za¥ §w & gw fREm,
Faa wwn foom sk wWOd w@
EFT 1 & us F1 oqeEr g amd
AR T T FE A fr g @
g8, FEX TN g9 ATFW I RN
qg e WY S Fr osefAfa mik
AT W A WEw qr Wt AR
gar ¥ dmw faA gy faar
e e St § oFg oar fgozw
o FT W ¥ \‘:ﬂ?f & fav WAl *r
e, frmal & sgEn, 38R
gl HIR e \ﬂm‘r I agrar
A=Al ¥y A W sgaedr guT
XA, AT TF T g gy faamy

< —f‘-arrom" 1w et
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™ ¥ & vq 9Eg]
W ¥ AR Y FIW@H AMT F,
gfufadl # aEw ¥, 20 s
TN OATT F WEF F HenAl wod
qra 7 A @, 7 WGP qF fagw
T, A WEF GH A FTH TG
W AR AT W q;ﬁqqur ¥
At & & W § 1 wiwy 4 awey
Fma FAT g § fF sy

TEAT & ST AT FWAT § Ay
% ag qra g & AW Afwg A
fager & famid 9z st I & FAS
it & was 9T W ety Qfar
aqd i,TT'T T FN ydergeqT ol AT
FL QA4 | TE W ¥ I wHET,
FAN AIIET S T N u‘g qeaTE
wWr &)1 7 AN sgAw § fy Aw
TqT AT (ST TqWT, a’T:ﬁ geqt #1
s dgve gk afafg swmE so
T 37 FWET 1 Iq yax qfafq
F ggd w1 FAT @ FWET FI
@. :f@‘, Ffew THRTTodNoqTo uue
g} & IV WEARIT FW@IET ;T
fRT TW@ 9T FIE &few | Faw
FAT AT FT ] ¥ & A
T @ A ¥ s S aw wm
@ 9 a7 ax fadaw 7@ w39,
AIF AT FTAT qHT G HIT %sr
ﬂ ﬂ#mﬁm ad ¥ v ooy

‘sﬁm}%mq #
’WWWWWEI

s R T

HT9HT

E "§F
|5, ¢ 7 CVGRF oF F

N FATER frr : SwaaTETE
dY, THomIToHofo UFE F W
dwma St T g oW ded %
dar frdfy s g, Gw  fadfe
W & AR W amMEr ¥ @ w
ST SEW aqA AT g, T O9EW
TR oATTodT oo U B, T8 IIA
¥ fawgw fardg ¥ waifs qwe
[ITodN ofTo TFR AT 2 9= WA
T OwY F fau & sgrar J]| F
far & %) Yfwa mg wieHe WY
g, T8 ATARAT Y agrET | X
faw & adr W 1T T@ W EFAI-

[ 30 NOV. 1988 ]

Trade Practices 338
(Amdt.) Bill, 1988

AN & Teme & AW 9% a g
I =rey &1 fagdy &€ agf ¥ g
AXFHAT FION ¥ Ferg RaAT g,

TJGE ¥ T A TG G wi‘r
gerar faar

% w1 wartaw  ofworw go
& Sa¥ A ¥ &€ wiaw gwedi A
Tat ¥ & f& & a7 o @
W/ ) AT T A RW T
g & AT [ TN 2, SO
gEara f&ar s1v, qq ¥R 9
F FAtdt f& ogm 2w ¥ o+
gaAveS Suwew ¥, @ fadwi A
g A wraE v @ AR
AT A WA e B
gar @1AT a2, @ 3@ fqgwr w
gl @ wwEdt g1 AfwA
FTHEL Ty FAT G aWAT
gt |

ne L

7 zrrqaﬁ‘r TF IR AT g.
Zrer wigs Fr fewwr FwAr g
AqrafT wdT ST oFY wew gvn fw
TR AFS §7 SR TG HIT |50
FUe SN dwT W FT fadw &
Har @ &) T ;AN AT Y &
Y qeew & o s
T fogr ¥ &, @ T @wa R
T §IAE, qfET SHEr amA &
FI A A wyr W ST A AT
A T IAFT TFT1 | zAfq0 TR
foay & fhar agrd wravet aagq
Y agraT I]AT =R F

aM @Y ARt f& W
FFmAIt FT FWWE  Swar g,
@ e Igfex |, afFs wan
gefafy, R qfafr Y BT €W
g AT $ TEAHIT FT T |

gifat wrAmdtr grEdw  fadwr
Trrat w1 TWWT agy F@ g7
gt fadm @& fad Twmasn &
g | & 3EF aa @ g W
g Tay Alg T W FAwE W
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& w9 wwAlg & &g 9a
gastar @ia &, @ T WO glaard
IABY AT TW § AT IF AIH
AT Ias1 fagrg gar g1 wa A
3 9z @wqr & fx g1 m W1
g% w1 FAEHTH A, T FAR
A ¥ fea ® grm ar wiga & grm ?
%TT 7z 3w & feg & g wg, A9
ar aw @ faa #¢ @wy § fw
TR Fg@ArT g |

§ wrada war ST ¥ wgm fF
Y I F wET FT O qA Z
$qraary g@ ata ¥ g f& ag
Ty 3\

3 AR I AT aTT FW@
qrafa 7 Y 7 arfearidie &Y F
¥ g =gt IgW F FAIT AU
& @) fgqr FT F AL 8T §, TAT
F1 g &g 3§, AR JAF A0ES §,
&y arerT ¥ vEar wiqfe w9 §
FqifF a2 IAET A1 QA AT AFR
g1 .

aQ [ g F A H{, qAIAN
F TR F, 9 Araaafadr f w9
W gy A F o ot §, IERTHY
XI-AF  AIANLT VHAF HT ALT-
AT FEArq At fra @ Jaw
Ay Fgr A & w§ FJIT WIT &Y
BRI Aradry @&t ST ¥ wEr R
f& gf, 97" agy s _aw Ay
¥ aga fam M gw Jaa ooy
FU |

gafae Jaqmar & fwax o«
81T §, A § FwT i, 9|
F, frror v an gy «gt oy
MEIT IR IR ATARGET IHAW
1 NTHAT &) A3 T FA F
)& fF af &7 g @ § AT
g qOT & AT @ §

afqe g wraAlg war Y &
T FEfTT FEMT—ArAAY G

AT =T F 4@,

[ RAJYA SABHA |
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Trade Practices 340
(Amdt.) Bill, 1988

dgfrara &7 wow FHT g@ @@ ¥
wferg ge § «feam & wdiww
39 ¥ 8 wdlwq 3o~ FTH gaT

g: .

“that the owmership and coantrol
of the material resources of the
community are so distributed as best
to subserve the common good;”

§ wel #gRT § g =@ned g
f& aWma areds F1 gaar gfor
&1 & a1 I§v wwae ¥ fav
# w7 fear 7 3w =Y U
gofg &1 sem & fau sav =
w1 f5ar §? g 9T wdT wgET
gRAT a7 § a9 gA e g@ 41g
93 gAATT FW Fr JAT G
gmr 3 q‘,m UH}!

e

“that the operation of the econo-
mic gystem does not resuly in the
concentration of wealth and means
of production to the common detri-
ment.”

- - T

®N FAT FWae F fay a@vfa
N qg FDIFT A ! WK &
Fg1 &0 fr gwfa w1 Faaor
M gAw @ TR gewE ®
fets & a1 & ar afi? wew
faed adl & @M gS¥T WY
Fga @ gfaaw & § mwa ww
Wt ogd T Qfwg agr wdl A
4  gE & g EmMens oY
A § fagdm S A w§ @,
afra fow owa A sgw ¥ FA
g 8 T8 WM g  AY gw wwe ?
g{ﬁﬁtﬁm%f*f?&ﬁﬁﬂ
S!EFT EFT% ] ag Q’H’oq’(oé’l’otﬁo
Fafgat # & oy &1 7§ @
TN §AT ¥ T T I FE ©
fr ga X uamad apor § ) a@
TOX § S amw qfawr g oK
FHE NI FY §gT SwE TEW
3 e fRet qmr N age swa
w*d @ #R ¥ faegw fawdm
T AW go¥IT AW A G &)
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[ aitaa fam)

g Nt AT AR sgrm WE ?
qq a3 I FIA f5 qw  Avny
M OTHW A QG TG TG B
FIAT AW Re for AR FEA
q Agy &1 F qAr Agwm fa
noy fred fedf ¥ ot gheag
& & 3z Ry & &7 Far SRR
AfRy g v & ¥ IR
7 % ¥ TFwAE Ferm @, ar
fer gmrr & fadm qerl &
e s gwRy femam ¥ ?
q ama. g gm fr foed faai &
AT S gfgad & & ¥ fardn
A% @Ey OFry ww oga- & ?
WA s T X & fF 9o aq e
s farta 729 & #1 9= 17 27
oA AIT ALY AT A IR
FAICA , AT AWM A F R
FA A T AWTAT ISYT wE AR
gr 2? WQ a7 AW F IO
it fgu s ‘9N’ F o7 3@
gIT AT TR T IT AP
o @ W ITRNfT § IR fady
F@T E IT TABIA AT, wA-
Tt g 3IRT gu O A iy fewrd
FR P T &1 37 I & ouw
fa2at # smr F@ & famsy @&
woh fygd @ aof ¥ zwl @
¥ g T TR A gar B
AWk w9 IRy fry 4
A FY, FHT qQFT F AW
ferr & fo gal i WA
g7 ¥ faam ¥ v 9w fem
3 owd @ w7 A FE IR
TwE T AF F @ AT A W
qYY T 237 A e Pewr 2
f£ IIM 1B ITT FOT ¥ IrT
¥ &) T W Ag FH oA g,
I AT WIRA, T AT
TIYT AT F TeIAw A <
¥ sy dgr Af wwdy & awd
TEd 7 qr AN T 9 #
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faqr ¥ Afvece 71 2 gavw FT faar
R wa AE wEw § f5 oA
S I T JE faa #1 3 PR
fors 71 XANT FT 9% | AR WOHIT
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¥ g w0 Fifs foed  Ral
¥ gz Bmowmr & f5 T @

@ wifarr S@-erEr #afr
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FaawT gr § vad W A
arAts WW &t § ar Af faAd
FFENF A FT I F1 T AR 4
fram #7% ag g@T @ A
=ET faad X T A oawer @ ?
g g7 a1 3T fred X W
g were3 a1 T WE? Um A
i g@ W A3, F§ wAng
geedt & g 5 “gelE  wEe
Fere Sxta o d, AT W 49
AN ? I T gARr O A wrar
d 4 58 g wen ¥ ag e
AYT FF AG F A FT IR
oF FEAT T § fawd on sag @
w7 R g 4t geY A% gEwm
¥ S W aFpdF WS A
FE@RAT @FT F OFAIAT FAT @
T ? T SR e A e
ft 7 fer a3 &t v wfwrsmo
@ 7 TR 73 % W AR wewa
gy A FOoFTR .

afac § § @@ FgO wHn AR
wier ¥, f& aw wa e
TEAA ar A T F agE W @,
wy foedy fadl # mw fewm @
Ig¥ ofcorm &t gu € Se¥ A
M Jyr AT AT A FT ATE  Ad
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FUAT | gt a1 @I ¢ 5 wiiw
& A FAIGAIT §, WIT Fgd §
B Falyane § favag w0 § ag
6 81 P Iy, I¥ IqTeqe
o, =W @ arifE & aErdy
g QY f5 gaw faastr #r oana
g A, foasit A g
v G fxwr A&t 9wy sy
U zaT fa gaer WWa o atewT ¥
TR 4T @ NH AL | 75 Sma
FL FUE WO TATAFIE 9T oFl-
fas1e &t 7y STEE, A em
garefs .ar 3@ T 5 eml am
qftTe 8 7 &, #19 9taF & F
T @ WY wxgw Afaw g g a
et ¥ AR oS wafgr ® 2, o
dfeem & 3, fowmsr Fom @lax
T Y A #U § AT A WO
& 99 frdw & gafaw o a¥)
g # g% odurm ¥ X ¥ w0
Qg g | ‘

IraaATsTy AR, § (AT
gafqr fang s § #4ifn TaQ
a7 F1 ORI Wt &gwW,
Wﬂw a‘ﬁT ‘ﬁ a'%'r, m '{vﬁg
$ fardm wiom DR @w S
# fass wom

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H.
HANUMANTHAPPA): Prof. Souren-
dra Bhattacharjee: Lasi speaker,

PROF. SOURENDRA BHATTA-
CHARJEE (West Bengal): Thank you
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, On the Bill
thay is before us regarding further
amendment of the MRTP Act, many
speakers have suggested thay perhaps
it would have been better had it been
the las; amendment thereby repealing
the MRTP Act as a whole. I was
jusy going through the Act wondering
what it proposed to do and now
through amendment what is proposed
to be done. But I must hasten to add
that the Act was meant to achieve a
wvery laudable objective meaning res-
tricting monopoly and, at the same
time prevent restrict've practices. In
practice, not onlvy from 1969 to 1988
hut even before that, 1047 to 1989 also,
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concentration of wealth hag been in-
creasing at a compounding rate, I was
first given out by the Mahalanobis
Committee dquring the Prime Minister
ship of Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru whose
centenary  celebrations are now on.
After that during the term of succes-
sive Prime Ministers, the process con-
tinved unabated. Then, an Act was
framed, if we consider it from the poing
of view of experience it was in order
to mislead the people rgarding first
socialistic patterned thinking of the
ruling class and then their socialistic
thinking after 1975, after the amend-
ment of the Constitution during Emer-
gency when our State wag described to
be a socialist State as it is still now.
The origina’ Act wag to provide that
the operation of the economic system
does not result in the concentration of
economic power tg the common detri-
ment or the control of the monopoly
or the prohibition of monopolistic and
restrictive trade practices and for ma-
tters connected therewith or inciden-
tal thereto. The provisions are fool-
proof but we know the wealth con-
centrated in the hands of 20 business
houses of "ndia, not only by seven am-
endments, but including this one, the
eighth, notwithstanding this original
Act, this thing has been done during
all these years. My only request to
the Industry Minister would be, would
be kindly give a statement to  this
House during his answer on the Bill,
that what had been the State of con-
centration of wealth in this country
since the MRTP Act was enacted. This
is number one. Number two is the
present amendment. In our country,

we are used to  having forgign
automobiles. stamped  with indige-
nous markings. Therefore, to avoid

foreign technology with indigenous
markings is a very difficult thing. Who
will check it up? Those persons, who
had during all these years overseen
this MRTP Act, be it the MRTP
Commission or any other agency, it is
again to be supervised by them that
it was indigenous teckmology. Another
thing T do not know is how it does
fit in with the existing provisions of
the Act. Section 31 of the Act has
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been referraq to. It is not clear whe-
ther that clause has been amended.
Only a new section has been inserted
22(aa). Wil] that mean elimination of
other clauses relevant to this amend-
ment? I think, this point hag to be
gone into by the Industry Minister,
But I would like from him also a
statement, a statement regarding the
greater and greater concentration of
wealth, no doubt. But another part
of it, the greater and greater indus-
trial sickness thaf is now all preva-:
sive in the country. The number of
sick units has reacheq the figure of
1,50,000. In the other House, only
yesterday, the Industry Minister told,
iag reported in the press, that he can-
not arrange the opening of s0 many
closed industries in one particular
State, at one stroke. My submission
would be, let the Industry Minister
tell us what hig Government did re-
garding removing industrial sickness
not only in one particular State but
in all the States of the country hecause
no State is immune from this malaise
notwithstanding the very effective
implementation, of highly propagated
MRTP Act.

So, let the Industry Minister en.
lighten us on that point and at the
same tima, would he kindly tell us
how monoply and restrictive practices
does not attract the indigenous tech-
nology. T hes a particular definition.
You also made that definition. ~ow,
you have given a blanket exemption.
Is it consistent with the existinz Act
which has not been revealed? There-
fore, mv sugeestion befors the House
is let tho MRTP hoax he ended once
and for all. It is a great hoax on tae
fate of the countrv and aver the peo-
ple as a whole. While talking of it,
the Government exnoses itself to the
anathema of the peoble as 3 whole
8o it hag to put an end to it.

. THm VICR.CHATRMAN (SHRI H.
HANTTMANTHAPPA). Mr. Minister.

SHRI §. VENGAL RAO: Sir, tiis
amendment is for a Hmited purpose.

|
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It you go through the Statement of
Objects and Reasons, you find that
section 22A of the Monopolies and

Restrictive Trade Practices Act, 1969,

empowers the Central Government to
direct, by notification, that all or any
of the provisions of gection 21 rélacing
to substantial expansion of undertsk-

ngg or gection 22 relating to estab.

lishment of new undertakings shall

not apply to certain categories of
proposals specified therein. It is pro-

posed to amend section 22A so as to

empower the Central Government glso

to issue such a direction in relation

to proposals based totally on indege-

nously developed technology. This

will be a liberalisation measure for

the utilisation of technology, developed

in the public or private sector or in

national laboratories, for commercial
purposes.

Sir, this amendment is only for the
encouragement of the indigenous
technology. Hon. Members who par-
ticipated in the discussion covered al-
most all the aspects from Pepsi-Cola
to black money. They discussed the
MRTP Act 2s well ag other Acts. T
cannot answer all those things, T will
confine myself to this amendment.

Some hon. Members expressed their
apprehension about the misuse of the
provision. I have taken note of their
points and T will answer them. 1f we
look at the Preamble Act, it can be
scen that what is to be ensured is
that concentration of economie power
does not lead to any common detri-
ment. The various provisions of the
Act are there to ensure that the
growth of large industrial houses does
not lead to any common defriment.
Section 28 of the Act lays down mat-
ters required to he considered by the
Central Government before according
apbproval imder Chapter IIT of “he
Act. Aopplications for setting up new
unita or exvansion of exlsting ones,
amalgamations and take-over. merget,
ete. are dealt with keeoing in view
the provisions of the MRTP Act.
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As far as amendments are con-

cerned, 1 would like to say that econo.

mic legislation has to be dynamic in

nature and has to keep pace with the
changing needs of the economy.

[The Deputy Chairman in the Chair.]

Madam Deputy Chairman, thig Act
wag passed in 1969. And only seven

times it has been amended.
We have to amend the Act in
accordance with the needs of the

time. Then only we cap ahcieve pro-
gress. Then only we can industrialise
the country. The mere fact that
amendments have been brought can-
not be said to have diluted the spirit
of the Act. As I said in my introdue-
tory remarks, amendment of Section
22A js to encourage commercial ex-
ploitation of technology developed in
our country so that technological self-
reliance can be successfully pursued.
We have to ensure that our country
develops technology by itself. Tor
that we have to encourage commer-
cialisation of technology devcloped
indigenously. Such encouragement
could be in different ways. The r<lo-
xation under consideration is one such
way. Research and development eosts
are high, It also involves a great
amount of risk which many would
not be willing to undertake as it also
requires large-scale investment, Gene-
rally only relatively larger companies
of the country are in a position to
take risks and to make such invest-
ments. Such companies, therefore,
have to be encouraged to undertake
research which will enable thig coun-
try to be technologically strong ani
independent of foreign technology.

SHRI KAMAT, MORAKA. Now the
cat is out of the bag.

SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: However,
the facility does not ensure erant of
blanket exemotion. The MRTP nom.
panies desiring to avail themselves of
this dispensation would have to ~om-
pPlvy with certain terms and conditions
that would he specified in the exemp-
tion notitication. The terms and con-
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ditions would be effective safeguards
against possible abuse or misuse of
the facility. I assure the Memberts
that they need not have any appreoen-
sions on this account,

Shri Kamal Morarka spoke about
the amendments made to the MRTP
Act in the past. He seems to have
the feeling that amendments have
been made witk a view to liberalising
the provisions of the MRTP Act. With-
out going into the details of all the
amendments made in the past,, I would
only like to add that in a changing
economic scenario it becomes neces-
sary from time to time to bring
changes in a legislation. It ig also
wrong to say that all amendmexts
made were only towards relaxation of
the provisions of the MRTP Act, Shri
Morarka also spoke about exempting
Government undertakings from the
unfair trade practices, provisions in
the Act. Today's Bill does not even
relate to that issue. We have fo con-
sider the provisiong of the Bi'l before
the House, not the entire MRTP Act.
He merely suggested...

348

SHRI KAMAL MORARKA. Oa a
point of order, Madam. The Minister
said it twice. In the beginning of his
speech he said Members have referred
to wvarious points not only on this
amendment but on the whole Act.
Again he is Tepeating Shri Morarka
has talked of the Act. While speaking
on an amendment to the Act, ran I
not speak about the Act at all? This
shows total arrogance of power.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He is
only referring to it.

SHRI KAMAI, MORARKA. No. He
is taking objection. He szays Mr.
Morarka referred to exemption of
Government undertakings whereas
that is not the subject-matter of the
amendment we have to discuss only
this amendment, not the whole A™.

SHRy SHANKER SINH VAGHELA:
The Minister wag not in the Rouge,
H- seems to be reading out 5 peady-
made reply which has no connection
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Housge.

SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: Mr, Morar-
ka suggested that the Bill be referred
to a Select Committee. The Bill is a
simple one and there is no need for
ity consideration by a Select Commit-
tee. This Bill was already passed by
the Lok Sabha. I am grateful...

SHRI KAMAIL MORARKA: Agdain
on a point of order, Madam. If a Bil
is passed by Lok Sabha, does it mean
that this House has no right to refer
it to a Select Commitee? Should T fet
the Rules Book and read out?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. ¥ is
not objecting to it. His contention is
that there is no need.

SHRI KAMAL MORARKA: This is
contempt of the House. There ;s a
limit to our tolerating such arrogance.

SHRI M. A. BABY: This cannot be
tolerated. This is nothing but econ-
tempt of the House... (Interruptions)
... This ig nothing less than contempt
of this House... (Interruptions) ...

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Tet me
tell you, he is only stating the fact
that this has been passed by the Lok
Sabha... (Interruptions)...

SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: Madam,...

SHRI KAMAL. MORARKA: Madam,
I want your protection. You are the
Deputy Chairman and you are the
custodian of this House. Is it proper
for the Minister to say that there is
no need now bhecause the Lok Sabha
has passed it...(Interruption)...

SHRI J. VENGAL RAO:. T did not
say like that ... (In$erruptions)...

SHRI V. NARAYANSAMY (Pondi-
cherry): Madam. I want {0 hear the
Minister. But I do not know why
there are so many interruptions...
(Interryptions) ...

I'THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let me
hear the Minister properly. I am not
able to hear ahything because of these
interruptions. . -- - .

|
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SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: Madam,
while introducing the Bill, I had said
that the Bill had been passed by the
Lok Sabha and was under the consi-
deration of this House. I have soid
that it is before the House and under
the consideration of the House,

I am gratefull to Prof, Chandresh
Thakur for the suppori that the has
extended to this Bill. He also touch-
ed upon various other aspects of in
dustrial development and he hag made
some suggestions also. I have ‘aken
note of them.

Shri Baby also spoke of various
amendments made in the past. I have
dealt with this point earlier. He jecls
that amendment about indigenous
technology with totally sabotage the
MRTP Act. I see no reason for guch
an apprehension.

Mr. Chimanbhai Mehts wondered
whether the liberalisatioy, woulg bene-
fit the industry or only the industria-
lists. I cap assure him that our poli-
cieg are for the development of indus-
tries and, under the provisiony of
section 22A of the MRTP Act, the
Government can impose conditions
while issuing a notification, So, we
can impose such 3 condition to enSure
that the liberalisation process is nof
abused. -,

Mr, Vaghela spoke about giving en-
couragement to the scientists in tae
country. That is exactly what the
proposed amendment is intendeg to
do, The proposal is meant to encou-
rage the development of indigenous
R&D ang its commercialisation. He
also spoke about the MRTP Commis--
sion and the cases pending in the
court; for 5 long time. While some
cases Mavy be pendjnp; in the ngh
Courts and other courts, tha MRTP
Commission hag decided many cases
and hag done 3 commendable work.

Some other speakerg also voie-
ed their apprehensions about the im-
pact that thils amendment will have
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on the small-scale industries, Let me
say that the policies that are there
to support the small-scale industries
-are not being abandoned. Encourage-
ment to the development ang commer-
cialisation of indigemous research is
not going to hurt the small-seale in-
dustries. T have already said that
suitable conditions will be incorporat-
ed in the motification to ensure that
the provision ig not abused by the
monopoly houses.

With these words, Madam I con-
clude and I am confident that, keep-
ing in view the objectives of tha pro-
posed amendment, the House will pass
thig Bill unanimously.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

“That the Bill further to gmend the
Monopolieg and Restrictive Trade
Practiceg Act, 1969, as passeq by
the Lok Sabha be taken into consi-
deration.”

(Interruptions) Do
sion?

you want divi-
If you lose, then?

AN HON, MEMBER: We have no-
thing to lose. We will continue to git
this side. (Interruptions).

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Morarka, do you Want to say some:
‘thing?

SHRI KAMAL, MORARKA
Not now, Later I want to place some-
thing on record. I have a submission
to make,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. What
is  your submission? WMake it now.
(Iaterruptions)  During the third
readng? Make it now, Why waste
time? They will announca for the
Division in the meantime. Why waste
time? (Intermptwns) Anyway, the
bell will be ringing, Members will
be coming. It is better you make
You submiission. (Interruptions)

“SHRT KAMAT, MORARKA: At the
third reading. (Interruptions)

fHE DEPUTY CHATEMAN: Under
WhEE fule?  (DiteFruptivrs) The pel
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Ig ringing. You cap go out gnd listes
to it.  (Interruptions)

SHRTI PARVATHANENT UPENDRA
(Andhra Pradesh). Once jnh a while

you have to give shock!  (Interrup-
tions)

SHRI M. A. BABY (Kerala): De-
laying. .. (Interruptions).

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No
delay. Mr. Baby, you are 5 new
Member perhaps. You do not know
that it takeg some time fo, the bell
to ring so that Members whoever
they are can come in time. You are
still too young fo kacw all about
these things! We are all very old
Members.

SHRI M. A. BABY: Madam, despite
being young, I have geen many divi-
siong in this House,

SHR! PARVATHANEN] UPENDRA:
You are too old to forget all these
things! (Interruptions) -

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Monopolies and Restrictive
Trade Practices Act, 1969, a; passed
by the Lok Sabha, be takepn into
consideration.”

The House divided,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
Ayes - .. 24
Noes . 19 . .
AYES—-24 sr
Angari, Shri Mohammed Amm .
Bekal Utsahi, Shri - e

Bhardwaj, Shri Hansraj - — «-- |
Desai, Shri Jagesh 3T et
Hanumantheppa, Shri ¥, 3l77°
Hari Singh, Shri " -f?f’?‘:-mv"'".' )
Jacob, Shri M. M. | p-on - oo

Kesri, Shyj Sitaram -
KHart, Dr. Abray Ahmed o
Kidwai, Dr. Mohd, Hashim
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Malaviya, Shrij Radhakishan
Mishra, Dr. Jagannath

Mishra, Shri Shiv Pratap
Narayanasamy, Shri V,
Pandey, Dr, Ratnakar

Patel, Shri Vithalbha; M.
Reddy, Shri T. Chandrashekhar
Sahu, Shri Rajni Ranjan

Satya Bahin, Shrimati

Shri Bir Bahadur Singh
Singh, Shri R. K. Dorendra
Singh, Thakur Kamakhyg Prasad
Singh, Shri Surender -
Verma, Shri Kapil

NOES—19

Baby, Shri M. A.
Btmtacharjee, Prof, Sourendra
Javali, Shri J, P.

Jethmalani Shri Ram
Kalvala, Shri Prabhaka, Rao
Lakshmanna, Prof. C.
Morarka, Shri Kamal

Naik, Shri L, Narsingh

Naik, Shri R. S.

Poddar, Dr. R. K.

Quasem, Shri Mostafg Bin
Rao, Shri Moturu Hanumantha
Rao, Shri Yalla Sesi Bhushana
Reddy, Dr. G. Vijaya Mohap
Reddy, Dr. Narreddy Thulasi
Sivaji, Dr, Yelamanchili
Upendra, Shri Parvathenenij
Waghela, Shri Shanker Sinh " -.-*
Yadav, Shri Ish Duté

I The motion, was edopted,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
shall now take up clause-by-clause
consideration of the Bill

| Clauses 2 and 3 were added to the
Bilp

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and
the Title were added to the Bill.
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SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: Madam, I
beg to move:

“That the Bill be passed.”

]

The question was proposed,

PROF. c. LAKSHMANNA (Andh-
ra Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chair-
man, I stand to oppose a pari of the
Bill. The Bill consists of two parts:
Amendment to Section 22A and Am-
endment to Section 67 of the Act. I do
not oppose the amendmeni to Section
67 of the Act, However, I am op-
posed to the amendment tn Section
22A. 1In thig connection, Madam, I
woulq like to put three specific gues-
tions to the Minister. Firstly, he says,
as part of the Act, “lotally oy techno-
logy developed ip India”, What does
he mean by “totally”? Madam, you
are aware of the indigenoug techno-
logy. I would like {0 mention to the
Minister—he is very familiar with
it—that there is IDPL in Hyderabad.
Technology is developed there, But
hardly that benefit goes to the IDPL
as such., At a very important mo-
ment, the persons who have been
responsible for developing that ter*
nology, they left that organisatiown
As 3 result, the entire technology now
moves into the hands of the private
sector and umpteen number of facto-
rieg have come up around the IDPL
in Hyderabad. Now, I would like to
know whether this will not be case
with regard to even the totally indi-
genoug technology developed in India
because it depends upon the defini-
tion of “¢otally”, it depends upon the
technology that has beep developed in
India. Therefore, I woulg like to
know what is the definition of “totally
on technology developed in India”.
Secondly, who gare the persons oL
which ig the body or the agence-
which will determine whether a pa.
ticular technology for which 3 c6
cession is being extended under tiL
Act is totally technology that h&
been developed jp India or not? What
is that agency? That has not been
defined, T . et
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Now, Madam, I come to the second
part of my question. Midam, by
this Act, the pationa] laboratorieg wiil
become bee-hiveg of undersirable se-
tivities because the technology hag to
be developed either in the  private
sector or the public sectofr or the
national laboratories. Madam, there
will be so much of pressure on the
scientists working iy the naliona) la-
boratories that these will become bee-
hives, ag I was mentioning of pres-
sure tactics. Further, Madam, I would
like to bring to your kind nctice inat
we spend only 11 per cent of the
GNP, if I remember correctly, on R
& D. Only 1.1 per cent and if you
go to the private industry, they do
.ot even spend 1.1 per cent, it is less
than .5 per cent Therefore the

mount that has been spent on indi-

:nous technology and R&D in this
country is so low that the entire
vlause becomes meaningless, But
nonethecless the clause has come, the
amendment has come, Therefore 1
would like to know what specific zafe.
guards will he taken by the Govern-
ment of India with regard to making
the national laboratories and the pub-
lic sector R&D departments not to

2come beshives of pressurised tacties.
‘this is the second part of the hrst
question.

&

The second question I would like ‘o
ask is that we have been having
several amendments, let us nof talk
about other amendments. I will talk
about this particular amendmert.
When once this particular amendment
is passed. T would like to ask the
Minister to specifically tell me as to
how many industries will be left un-
der the MRTP now. He may not ex-
haust all the industries. If he gies
by way of illustration evep a few
industrieg that can be left after apply.
ing the vrinciple of totally developad
technology in India as a provision for
concession to these houses, I think
that will be a good question.

Thirdly, the final question, I would
like to ask the Minister how doeg he
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make gz distinction petween a techno-
logy which has been developed else-
where and which has been transferred
to India at the final stage into a multi-
national industrial private sector R&D
and 1if that ig shown ag the finilly
developed technology in India, what
precautions will be there for not
allowing the benefit of this provision
of this Act to other multi-national
industries in this country? These are
the three questions.

SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: Madam,
the hon. Member hag raised one im-
portant question, how to prevent the
abuse of this concession. Mr, Sesi
Bhushana Rao of his party has spoken
about it in his speech. I have noted
it. In the Lok Sabha I gave an assu-
rance that before giving a notification
we will refer it to an experts’ com-
mittee i.e,, it is totally indigenous
and then only we will issue a notifi-
cation, Otherwise we will not issue
any notification. We wil] take care
of it.

PROF. ¢. LAKSHMANNA:. This
experts’ Committee, is it a standing
committee or will it be constituted
cvery time?

SHRI J. VENQGAT, RAO: Just now I
noted all your points. I am consider
ing them and I assure you I will look
into them. (Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no:
not now.

SHRT KAMAL MORARKA: Mr.
Bhardwaj is sitting, T will request you
to kindly give me a minute, because
he was not here when that happened.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What
happened?

SHRI KAMAI, MORARKA: That
relateg to Parliamentary procedure.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Talk ¢,
him in the lobby.

SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: Hon. Mem-
ber, Prof. Lakshmanna, asked how
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many companieg are still there under
the MRTP. There are 1752.

PROF, C. LAKSHMANNA. I asked,
how many industries will be left cace
this particular provision is given
effect to.

SHRI J. VENGAL RAQ: There will
be 1752 companieg under the MRTP.
Act.

PROF. C. LAKSHMANNA.
tries. not cmpanies.

SHRI KAMAL MORARKA: You
pleage understand what he is asking,
I would also like to know that. After
this amendment and after tak-
ing this amendment with your previ-
ous two notifications, after that will
there be any industries still left un-
der the purview of the MRTP Act.
19697 If so, he would like to have
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an illustrative list. You cannot give
it now but please supply it later.

SHRI J. VENGAL RAO: There ave
more than thousand industries. I will
supply the list to you.

SHRI KAMAL MORARKA: Not the
companies, industrics.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; The
question is:

“That the Bill be passed.”

The motion was gdopted.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. The
House now adjourns till 11 am. Yo-

morrow.

The House then adjuroned

ag fiftysix minutes past five
of the clock till eleven of the
clock on Thursday, tha 1st
December, 1988.



