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Narayan, Shri M. D. Narayanappa, Shri 
Sanda. Shrimati  Narayani    Devi  
Manaklal Varma. 
Neki Ram, Shri. 
Parthasarathy, Shri R. T. 
Prasad, Shri Bhola 
Pratibha Singh, Shrimati. 
Purakayastha, Shri Mahitosh. 
Puri, Shri Dev Datt. 
Raju, Shri V. B. 
Ramaswamy, Shri K. S. 
Ramiah, Dr. K. 
Rao, Shri Katragadda Srinivas. 
Reddy,  Shri M.  Srinivasa, 
Reddy, Shri Mulka Govinda. 
Roshan Lal, Shri. 
Roy,   Shri  Biren. 
Sangma, Shri E. M. 
Satyavati Dang, Shrimati. 
Sen, Dr. Triguna. 
Sherkhan, Shri. 
Sh,ukla, Shri Chakrapani. 
Singh, Shri Dalpat. 
Sinha, Shri Awadheshwar Prasad. 
Sivaprakasam, Shri S. 
Suraj Prasad, Shri. 
Sushila Mansukhalal Desai, Miss. 
Tiwary, Pt. Bhawaniprasad. 
Usha Barthakur, Shrimati. 
Venigalla  Satyanarayana,   Shri. 
Yadav, Shri Shyam Lal. 
Yajee, Shri Sheel Bhadra. 

NOES—3 

Bhagwat Dayal, Shri. 
Rajnarain, Shri. 
Reddy, Shri N. Sri Rama. 

The motion was adopted. 

The Bill was, by leave, withdrawn. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: That I have concluded. 

I _     __ 

THE COMPANIES   (AMENDMENT) 
BILL, 1967 

SHRI CHITTA BASU (West Bengal) :    
Sir, I beg to move: 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Companies Act, 1956, be taken into 
consideration." 

Sir, the object of my Bill was to amend the 
Companies Act on the question whether 
companies cannot make donation to political 
parties, individuals and other bodies also. I 
introduced my Bill late in the year 1967 and 
there was a public agitation in support of the 
basic principles underlying my amendment. 
And, Sir, it took the Government about two 
years to make up its mind and ultimately, in 
1969, the Government came forward with an 
amending Bill accepting the proposal which I 
made in my Bill1 also. 
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Sir, the Government Bill which was passed 

by the House relates more or less to the same 
provision which I wanted to amend. But, 
even after the Government's amending Bill 
was accepted by the House, 1 think, Sir, the 
major problem which faces the country has 
not yet been overcome. 

Sir, the first defect of the Government 
measure is that the Government, under this 
Act, proposed to give effect to the provision 
after the third day of April 1970. The 
proposal which I made was to give immediate 
effect, because the danger was very much 
there and unless there was immediate effect 
to the provision concerned, the menace which 
had been created cannot be really curbed. 
But, Sir, in order to save the vested interests 
or the parties or the companies or the big 
industrial houses which are in collusion with 
or which are having a close relation with the 
Government, the Government wanted to 
implement or give effect to the provision only 
from the third day of April,  1970. 

Sir, I think the House is aware of the fact 
that there have been allegations in this 
country that the political parties, particularly 
the undivided Congress Party, received 
enormous amount of money from the 
industrial houses of our oountry. It is not only 
the undivided Congress Party, but the other 
parties also like th« Swatantra Party, the Jana 
Sangh and some other parties were also the 
recipients of large amounts of money from 
the industrial houses and the power of money 
in the hands of those industrial houses. . . 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI 
(Maharashtra): Sir. on a point of order. My 
friend, Shri Chitta Basu, sayn that he 
introduced this Bill in 1967. Since then the 
Government has passed a Bill in both the 
Houses in order to put a ban on donation to 
the political parties. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

SHRT BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: After 
that Bill has been passed    and 

got the assent of the President, it is being 
implemented. Now, Sir, is it really in order to 
bring forward this type of Bill when 
Parliament has already passed such a Bill? I 
fail to understand how this Bill can be dis-
cussed on the floor of the House. We have 
already a Bill that has been passed by 
Parliament. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: No, Sir. My point 
is this: So far as the effect with respect to my 
Bill is concerned, it was to be given 
immediate effect. But the Government 
wanted to give effect to it in  1970. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: Sir, I 
think it would be better if you give your 
ruling. It is really surprising. It will be a 
wrong precedent for this House to discuss a 
measure which was introduced in 1967 and 
afterwards the Government took the initiative. 
... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Please listen to 
me. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: ... and 
now the President's assent has been obtained 
and the Bill is a law now and at this stage, 
after lj years or rather nearly two years, a 
Member is putting a Bill before the House 
and I personally feel that it is not relevant. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Sir, to make it absolutely clear: If you read 
the two Bills, the Government's amending 
Act and this one, you will find that the words 
are entirely different and it is the private 
limited company. . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, I 
would like him to state his point first. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Sir, I say that there 
is a difference between the Government Bill 
and mine, and you can take up those two and 
see. 

30 
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[Shri Chitta Basu] 
Therefore, Sir, many political parties—I 

mentioned some of the names also.... 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh): Mr. Chitta Basu, when you 
introduced it, the Government Bill was not 
there. The Government Bill was not there. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Akbar Ali 
Khan, don't disturb him now. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: I have already 
stated that it took about two years for the 
Government, after the introduction of my Bill, 
to make up its mind. Ultimately, the Govern-
ment decided to amend the particular section. 
But that does not fulfil the entire objective. 
And for that, further amendment of the Act is 
also necessary. I am coming to that point. . . . 
(Interruptions). Listen and then come to the 
decision. Even after coming to a decision, 
they left a loophole; that is, this law would 
take effect after the 3rd of May, 1970. It has, 
however, been publicly said by the 
Government even that the donations—large 
amounts of donations— were made prior to 
that—in 1965, in 1967 and in previous years 
also. Therefore, the law has lost much of its 
effect because many contributions were made 
earlier than that date fixed by the Act of the 
Government. 

Sir, again, this amending Act, as has been 
passed by this House, is applicable only to 
registered companies. It is not applicable to 
trusts. There are a large number of trusts in 
our country run by the big industrial houses. 
This Companies (Amendment) Act of 1969 as 
passed by Parliament does not cover trusts. It 
also does not cover partnership firms. Sir. I 
think you are aware that industrial houses still 
do continue to donate enormous sums of 
moneys to certain political parties in order to 
retain their vested interests over these poli-
tical parties, in order to cripple the democratic 
functioning of our Parliament.    They donate 
larpe amounts of 

money to the political parties of their choice 
through the agencies of trusts. 

Again, Sir, it has come to my notice that 
those industrial houses also contribute large 
sums of money through partnership firms. 
Sir, if the objective was to stop all kinds of 
donations to political parties by the industrial 
houses so that the democratic functioning of 
our country is not in any way affected, the 
basic purpose of the Act has been completely 
defeated because it does not cover partnership 
firms; it does not cover trusts. 

(Mr. Deputy Chairman in the Chu 

Sir, it has also been brought to my notice 
that these principal companies sometimes 
bring pressure upon their selling agents, upon 
their distributors, to make contributions to 
political parties. Instead of making 
contributions directly, these big industrial 
houses continue the practice or indulge in the 
practice of pressurizing their distributors and 
selling agents which are nothing but a part 
and parcel of the companies, to make liberal 
donations to the political parties or individuals 
of their choice. Therefore, Sir, the basic 
objective of banning contributions to the 
political parties in order to see that the 
functioning of our democracy is not adversely 
affected, has not been fulfilled. 

So, far as the individuals are concerned, the 
Act also says that there should not be any 
contribution by any industrial house or any 
company to the individuals. The 11 A.M. 
Government has failed to effectively 
implement the provisions. I find reports in the 
newspapers of sending several thousands of 
rupees to certain political individuals prying 
that they are anonymous contributions. From 
whom does the money come for his purposes? 
He merely says that the money was received 
by him from somebody whom he does not 
know. He does not even like to give out the 
name. Therefore, the provisions of the Act are 
not sufficient. 
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SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE (Bihar):   
Who is that person? 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Mr. Nija-lingappa. 
He says that person regularly gave some 
envelope full of currency notes. He gets 
envelopes full of currency notes, and from 
whom? Therefore the object of preventing 
donations from industrial houses, big 
companies to political parties, political bodies 
or individuals in the Act are defeated. 

I also want to draw the attention of the 
Government to the steps taken to implement 
the provisions of the Act. The story of CACO 
is well known in this country. The story of 
CACO's contribution to the different political 
parties in the country is quite known to the 
hon. House. Several lakhs of rupees were 
contributed by CACO some time back to 
political parties like the Congress—
undivided, of course—which received about 
Rs. 10 lakhs, the Swatantra Party which 
received about Rs. 14 lakhs, the Jana Sangh 
which received about Rs. 5 lakhs, the Jana 
Congress which received about Rs. 2.25 
lakhs, and the National Conference of 
Kashmir also which received Rs. 2 lakhs. 
Some individuals also received some money, 
and the newspaper reports suggest that Balraj 
Madhok received some money; one Mrs. 
Nigam also received some money from 
CACO. It was also stated that under the 
existing provisions of the Companies 
(Amendment) Act, the CACO President and 
the office bearers of CACO are to be 
prosecuted against. So far as my information 
goes, there have been no effective steps taken 
to launch a prosecution against ' the President 
of CACO or the office bearers of CACO. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: One minute 
please, Mr. Basu. What do you want to 
achieve by passing this Bill? 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: To prevent 
donation by companies to political parties 
and individuals. 
1493 R.S.—2. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That has 
already been done. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: The law which has 
been passed is not effective. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The same 
words have been used in that Act. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: But I also want to 
move an amendment to. . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I can read 
out the relevant section for your information 
where already a certain law exists to prevent 
donations and contributions by limited 
companies to any individual or group of 
individuals. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Delhi): That 
objection has already been raised from this 
side. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Let the 
Government say. 

 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: I am saying, let the 
Government say. . . 

MR. DEUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chitta 
Basu, please make this point clear. What is the 
provision of the existing Act and in what way 
does your Bill differ from the existing pro-
vision of law? 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: One point, which I 
have stated earlier, is that the Government 
wants to give effect to it from an appointed 
day. What I want to say is to give immediate 
effect. That is one of the important points. 

(Interruptions) 
I JI    '. :
 > 
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SHRI CHITTA BASU: There is one 
difference. My attempt has always been to 
prove that even after the passage of the Act, 
the necessary steps are not being taken. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is a 
different thing. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: That also need 
further amendment. In the course of clause by 
clause discussion, I propose to make certain 
amendments to my Bill. 

SHRI NAWAL KISHORE (Uttar Pradesh): 
How can you make amendments  to  your  
Bill? 

The Bill itself in the present form cannot 
be taken up. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: I am suggesting 
that the existing law has certain loopholes  
with regard  to the... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: I want to make  
some  amendments. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; How can 
you? 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: I would like the 
Leader of the House to understand that the 
Act does not cover the trusts and partners 
who are contributing the funds and the Act 
also does not provide any measure to prevent 
any distributor, any selling-agent or any 
agent of the Company from   paying   
contributions. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:     What is 
it? 

THE  LEADER   OF THE     HOUSE |
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MR.  DEPUTY      CHAIRMAN:      Do 
you want to say anything? 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF COMPANY AF-
FAIRS!  
(SHRI BEDABRATA BARUA): The first 
thing that I want to bring to his notice is that 
the date is 28th May, 1969 and not 1970. 
Regarding the trusts and partnerships, they 
are not covered under this Companies Act at 
all. Therefore, no such amendment can be 
covered under this Bill. There are separate 
rules for this. I requested the Mover to with-
draw this Bill. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Mr. Chitta 
Basu, if you do not mind and if you do not 
have a copy of the Act with you, I can just 
inform you that there is already section 
293(a) in the Companies Act which reads— 

'Notwithstanding anything contained 
in any other provision of this Act, neither a 
company in general meeting nor its Board 
of Directors shall, after commencement of 
the Companies (Amendment) Act, 1969, 
contribute any amount or amounts— 

(a) to any political party, or 

(b) for   any   political   purpose 
to any individual or body." 

This   is  what     you   are  saying  in your 
Bill,  i.e. 

"Notwithstanding anything, contained 
in this Act n0 company shall make any 
contribution to any political party or for 
any political purpose to any individual or 
party." 

That is the wording of your Bill. You want 
to prohibit the donations from the 
companies, but this Act has gone further. 
There is a penal clause that if anybody 
contravenes this particular section of the 
Companies Act 

and makes any contribution for political 
purpose, that company will be liable for 
penalty. Therefore, already when there is a 
particular provision on the Statute Book, the 
same Bill cannot be given effect to. Same pro-
visions cannot be discussed in this House. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: When that is 
part of an Act already, how can you discuss 
the same Bill on the same lines? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No. It can be 
discussed. What you are saying is technical. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can say 
that the Act is not implemented properly. 
There can be some other amendment to the 
Act. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We want a 
discussion. Suppose we pass like that... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is 
redundant. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is a separate 
Bill. Let there be discussion Then we shall 
see. Private Members' Bills are meant for 
discussion. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: When 
there is already' a Iaw ------------- 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; We know that. 
That point was raised when the Chairman was 
there and he allowed the discussion. You are 
again raising it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; You hear 
the point of Mr. Basu... 
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SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh) : On 
a point of order. Under the Rules an 
amendment can be with the consent of the 
Chair. We have not got a copy of the 
amendment. He only gives his ideas. You get 
a copy of the amendment and then we will 
consider. 

 

SHRI     CHITTA     BASU:     I     can 
move an amendment to my own Bill. 

 
MR.  DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN:     Mr. 

Mani,  what is your  point  of order? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: My point of order is 
this. Shri Rajnarain has tried to move an 
amendment. We do not know what the 
amendment is and he has not taken the 
consent of the Chair. There is no draft, there is 
no formulation, how can we consider the idea 
as an amendment? Let him   write   out   the   
amendment   and 
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seek your     permission.       Otherwise| 
this  discussion  should  not     proceed,j 
Mr.  Chitta     Basu  also  should     lor-i 
mulate   his     amendment.    Where   isi 
his amendment? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: He has 
agreed to withdraw. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Sir, I fully 
appreciate your spirit, I am not challenging 
what you say but technically I have found a 
point. The point here is this. Are these 
identical Bills? Is the clause identical?   I say 
it is not. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
wording may be different but the purport is 
the same. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You kindly 
listen. If a Bill has been passed and if another 
is taken up with exactly the same wording 
you can say that it is not another Bill and 
both are one and the same. In.that case it will 
become redundant. But here what does the 
Government Bill say? 

"Notwithstanding anything contained in 
any other provisions of this Act, neither the 
company in a general meeting nor its 
Board of Directors shall, after the 
commencement of the Companies Act, 
contribute any amount or amounts to a 
political party or for any political purpose 
to an individual or body." 

That is the position. And what does 
Mr. Chitta Basu's Bill say:
 a
r 

"Notwithstanding anything con 
tained in the Act no company shall 
make   any  contribution---------- " 

Now    this    does    not    say    'amount'. 
Amount is one thing, contribution is some 
other thing. Amount is certainly   covered  by   
contribution     but 
contribution     may  be  a  motor  car; 
may be a house. 

SHRI  CHITTA BASU:     Sir,     my 
point is... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Please, I am 
making out your case. So, Sir, we want to 
extend it, it should be not merely amount or 
amounts but motor cars, houses and all such 
things. Jeeps for example, all these will be 
covered by this Bill. We really want to widen 
the scope of the contribution. So this cannot 
by any stretch of imagination be regarded 
same as the previous one. You know what 
amount is, only the other day We discussed 
the word 'amount'. Amount means money. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Not 
necessarily. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA: Whereas 
contribution  means  a  wider  thing. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Amount 
will include everything. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   Suppose you  
are  a  candidate     and you are going to fight 
an election and I bring you a very dark suit 
which you like and I say to you, wear that suit 
and go  and  campaign.    I  am making     a 
contribution,      surely   it  is   a  not   an 
amount that I am giving you.    And this   Bill   
will   cover  that.    Or   suppose you are a 
good rider and I bring you   a  horse   and  
give  it  to  you  to ride.    Or   suppose  I     
give  you  five horses  for    your    campaign;  
it  is  a contribution to the Republican Party. 
But is  that  covered by the Government  Bill?    
No,  therefore these  are two  separate      
Bills.    You see    legal knowledge is  
sometimes very useful. A   careful   reading   
will   enable   you to   understand   this.    
Therefore     our contention is these are two 
separate Bills.    The Government Bill will not 
be taken away by this.    The Government B'l1  
will remain, only thing is, if this is passed the 
Government Bill may have to be amended in 
the light of this.    Instead  of the     word  'am-
ount' you may have to put 'contribution'.     So  
I   congratulate  Mr.   Chitta Basu, unwittingly 
he has done a very good   thing.     So  let    
the    discussion proceed. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, my hon. friend does not agree with 
you. 
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SHRI CHITTA BASU: Not only that 
point. I have got other things also. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN; In view of 
more important things you have promised to 
bring in  a new Bill. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU; Just have the 
patience of listening to me. 

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU (Andhra 
Pradesh): On a point of order, Sir. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh): 
What is happening in the House? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Nothing is 
there. They are separate wordings. Even if 
one word is different, the Bill becomes 
different. 

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU: Sir, 
Mr. Chitta Basu stated that his Bill is a 
different Bill in that the original Act does not 
cover trust and partnerships, and that his Bill 
is intended to cover these things. That is the 
main distinction he wanted to make. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I could not 
follow your point. 

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU: He 
said that the Act already amended only deals 
with donations by companies but that his Bill 
seeks to include trusts and partnerships as 
well. So, it is a different Bill. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: How can 
partnerships form a part of the Companies 
Act? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It can form a 
part of the Companies Act. 

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU: There 
is a separate Act, the Partnerships Act, and the 
Partnerships Act is a different Act, and the 
Companies Act does not cover it. So, if he 
wants to include trusts, he must bring in a new 
Bill. It cannot be an amendment to the 
Companies Act. It should be in the form of a 
new Bill where he 

can say all these things and include trusts also. 
Unless it is brought in the form of a new Bill I 
think it is not possible. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: As a matter of fact, 
my proposal, even at this stage, is to 
formulate an amendment in order to cover 
that. For example, I say formulate    .   .   . 

SHRI NIRANJAN VARMA: On a point of 
order. 

SHRI A. D. MANI:    On a point of order,  Sir.  
Mr.   Chitta  Basu  has  not completed   his   sentence   
when      Mr. Niranjan Varma is raising a point of        
— order.   It is not fair. 

SHRI NIRANJAN VARMA: No, no, you 
are wrong. You are not an advocate. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: That was an 
explanation. It is not a point of order. 

 

"If notice of an amendment has not been 
given one day before the day on which the 
Bill is to be considered, any member may 
object to the moving of the amendment, and 
such objection shall prevail, unless the 
Chairman allows the amendment to be 
moved." 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is a 
different thing. Amendments can also be 
allowed by the Chair if the notice is given 
before the consideration  stage comes. 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT: Sir, whether Mr.    
Chitta    Basu   moves    an 
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amendment, or some body else moves an 
amendment, or not, this Bill of Mr. Chitta 
Basu is substantially different from the Bill 
already passed by Parliament. As my hon. 
friend, Mr. Bhu-pesh Gupta, said, here it is 
"make any contribution" and there it is "make 
any amount". We have fought the battle in the 
Supreme Court about compensation, and we 
are substituting 'amount' for 'contribution'. 
Here there is the word 'contribution. And 
'contribution' can be in any form, and 
'contribution' can be black money also. So, this 
Bill of Mr. Chitta Basu is quite different from 
the Bill passed by Parliament. Whether Mr. 
Chitta Basu moves an amendment or not, that 
is a different thing; he may move or he may 
not move. This Bill can be discussed, fully 
discussed. All points of view will be 
expressed. Whether the Government accepts 
them or not is a different matter. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Now, I am a 
candidate. Mr. Birla maices an advertisement 
in his 'Hindustan Times' saying that another 
party should be supported. It is a contribution, 
not an amount, a simple thing. English word!" 
you can play upon for the sake of one's 
convenience. Surely, if Birlas advertise that 
such and such a party should be supported, it 
is a contribution, not an amount. 

Am I to discuss 'contribution' and 'amount'? 
'Amount' and 'contribution' are not the same. 
_Who said it? Every amount in this context 
will be a contribution, but every contribution 
need not necessarily be an amount. It is 
simple thing. I do not know how learned men 
can forget this simple thing. What is the use of 
giving advice? 

SHRI MAHITOSH PURAKAYASTHA 
(Assam): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I want to 
draw your attention to the fact that Mr. Om 
Mehta, Minister of State in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs, has come in a peculiar 
dress. What has happened  to  him? 

SHRI OM MEHTA: I have just donated 
my blood.    A team of    doctors 

have come. All Members who want to donate 
blood can go to the Central Hall. The blood 
will go to the Jawans who are defending our 
country on eastern and western leaders. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Blood donation 
is a contribution. Is it an amount? Suppose 
you suffer from a shortage of blood, I can 
contribute my blood to you. I am a company 
director and I can contribute my blood to you.   
Is it an amount ? 

 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: There is a 
substantial difference. As ha-3 been 
pointed,out, my Bill deals with contribution. 
Contribution means anything. Even in the 
course of my speech I have said that there are 
other lacunae in the Government's Act. In the 
course of the discussion we can remove them. 
As a matter of fact, I propose to move an 
amendment in my own way. Therefore, there 
is nothing so as not to allow consideration of 
my Bill at this stage. Its consideration should 
be taken up. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I want to speak 
on this. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: One minute 
please. The original provision in the Act is 
wider because it has a penal clause also. If Mr 
Chitta Basu's Bill is accepted.... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Please, you 
have not  understood me. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is better if 
I can make you understand what I want to 
say. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We want   1 to 
speak .   .   . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; It is all 
right.   Why are you so impatient? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We have to 
go there for the blood    donation. 

MR, DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can 
go and come back. If the House accepts the 
Bill of Mr. Chitta Basu and if it becomes 
law, then it would result in substituting the 
existing section 293A of the Companies 
Act, which is wider in scope. Of course, as 
pointed out by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and 
others, there is some difference. 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT (Haryana): 
Vital difference. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I cannot 
say vital difference, but some difference I 
can say because in the original Act the 
word used is 'amount' and in the Bill it is 
'any contribution. But substantially it means 
the same. However, as expressed by hon. 
Members, if they want to discuss this ques-
tion, I am giving them an opportunity to 
discuss it. But it should not be supposed to 
be a precedent. It is only an exception. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No. Do not 
bring in the other thing for the sake of 
prestige. 

MR. DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN: Please -sit 
down now.    In view of the desire of hon. 
Members to discuss the subject, I am 
allowing them to continue the discussion. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: As I was 
mentioning earlier, there is substantial 
difference between 'amount' and 
'contribution.' There is the contribution by 
CACO to different political parties and 
individuals. Under the provisions of the 
Companies Act the Government could take 
certain penal measures. I do not know on 
how many occasions on the floor of this 
House and the other House the question was 
raised and yet no step has   | 

been taken by the Government to-launch a 
prosecution against the President and the 
office-bearers of CACO. I want to know as 
to what steps the Government have taken 
with regard to giving effect to that measure. 
These steps they do not take only because 
certain persons who are very close to them 
are involved in these things. Government 
should take appropriate action against those 
persons who contributed large amounts of 
money to certain Individuals and certain 
political parties. No action has yet been taken 
in this regard. Therefore, I want that the 
Government should take action against them. 
Also the House should accept this Bill of 
mine which is far more comprehensive. And 
if the House accepts it, I think we can do 
away with the evil of influencing political 
parties which creates hindrance to the proper 
functioning of the political parties and to the 
smooth running of parliamentary democracy 
in the country. 

Sir, I would commend that it should be 
accepted by the House. 

The question was proposed. 
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"The provision in the Companic Act, 
1956, for making contributions to any 
political party or for any political purpose 
to any individual or body has been the 
subject mater of much criticism. Recent 
disclosures have shown th extent to which 
political life can be corrupted by big 
business Houses. In order t0 curb this 
tendency there should be a total ban on 
making such contributions by the 
Companies." 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Chavan is 
the wholeseller in Ay a Rams and Gaya Rams. 
Last year he was the seler of Gaya Rams and 
this year he is the wholeseller of Aya Rams. 

SHP.I NAWAL KISHORE: He is the   
wholesale   purchaser. 

  

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: There was a 
Bill. Your representative was also there, but 
it was not agreed. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: At the moment 
we are not concerned with Aya Rams and 
Gaya Rams; at the moment we are concerned 
wffK Jagjivan Ram. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There was some 
misunderstanding. When the original Bill was 
moved by Mr. Chitta Basil we were under the 
impression that that Bill would restrict the Bill 
Elready passed. On the contrary if Mr. Basu's 
Bill is to be accepted, the original one would 
be strengthened and broadened. It was pointed 
out to me by the Deputy Chairman in one of 
his unguarded moments that the Government 
amendment contained a penal provision and 
therefore it was wider. Mr. Basu's Bill, if it is 
passed, would not delete the Government 
amendment. That remains. Therefore Mr. 
Basu's Bill does not contain any suggestions to 
delete the amendment with regard to the Penal 
Code. That remains, Mr. Basu's Bill only 
broadens the scope of what is called 
'contribution'. That is all. Therefore if Mr. 
Basu's Bill is passed it would be contribution 
plus what remains in the original amendment 
with regard to the Penal Code. An impression 
was sought to be created as if Mr. Basu's Bill 
would take away the provision with regard to 
the Penal clause. Not at all. Therefore it was 
entirely wrong. I do not know why these are 
not understood. Mr. Basu's Bill is not 
amending what has already been passed. Now, 
Sir, I am confining myself to this Bill. In 1959 
in this House I moved a Bill of this kind and at 
that time the late Lal Bahadur Shastri was the 
Minister of Commerce. He spoke against my 
amendment and the    amendment    was    lost.    
He, I 

remember, said that the Congress Party would 
take money from the rich man and the poor 
man, from the industrialist and the worker. In" 
fact it so happened that the money came 
mostly from the industrialists BO much so that 
the Congress Party was obliged later on to 
amend the Companies Act to which reference 
has been made banning amounts to be paid to 
the political parties and so on. The Gov-
ernment Bill was brought in 19B9 whereas my 
Bill was in 1959. My Bill was rejected on 
account 0f opposition by the Government 
and.the late Lal Bahadur Shastri but the same 
thing was accepted in 1969. Generally I have 
found it takes the Government ten years to 
understand what we say and to accept what we 
suggest. Now the pace is a little quicker I 
agree. Mr. Chitta Basu's Bill says all contri-
butions should be stopped. Contribution to a 
wider term. Now-a-days they not only pay 
money, they make other forms of 
contributions. The companies make their guest 
houses available to the leaders of political 
parties, 'they make their other material 
equipment available, motor cars and so on, 
even aeroplanes, to the various political 
parties depending on how strong that party is, 
which position it occupies vis-a-vis the 
Government. Therefore d0 not think that 
contribution is confined only to cash payment. 
There was a time when the business was cash 
and carry, now it is one of lend and lease. I 
lend you my cars, my houses, my other things 
and later on when you come into the 
Government you give me licences, permits 
and so on. This is how the quid pro quo is 
arranged. I want to put a stop to it. Therefore I 
say that this Bill is much wider, and I think it 
should be supported. 

In this connection I want to bring to your 
notice one thing. You know the famous 
Mohan Meakin Breweries 

'. owned by  one................Mr.  Arora, what 
| is his name? 
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SHRI ARJUN ARORA:   Col. V. R. 

Mohan. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: ... .— owned by 
Col. V. R. Mohan. He has appeared in the 
political horizon in a very big way I find 
making .contribution to many people, many 
parties. There was a question with regard to 
his Mohan Breweries in this House and it was 
found out and admitted by the Government 
also that illegal expansion of production had 
taken place. A show-cause notice was served 
on Mohan Breweries. When this Mohan 
Breweries again applied for expansion this 
show-cause notice was pending. Some officers 
supported Mohan Breweries while others did 
not, this was revealed in the House. The 
Minister, Mr. Moinul Haque Choudhury, it 
must he said to his credit, also did not support 
the application for expansion being sanctioned 
when the show-cause notice was pending 
against the Mohan Breweries because of 
illegal expansion, unauthorised expansion, 
what is called substantial expansion of 
production without sanction of law, in fact 
violating the law. 

Then, what happened? The same Mr. B. R. 
Mohan started in Lucknow, his Mohan 
Breweries at Ghaziabad started in Lucknow a 
company called Mohan Gold Water, and the 
Mohan Gold Water company then applied for 
licence for production, and the Mohan Gold 
Water company was given a licence for 
production. That is what happened. And now, 
recently in a speech at the Company's meeting 
Mr. B. R. Mohan said that he held a 
substantial controlling share in" the Mohan 
Gold Water also. Now, this kind of thing goes 
on. On the one hand expansion is sought but 
not given on the ground that they had 
committed crime and were facing charges. On 
the other hand, the same man starts a new 
company in another place and gets the same 
licence sanctioned for expansion   of   
production. 

The Minister should have been fair to this 
House and should have told us instead of 
trying to take cover under certain technical or 
other difficulty, technically correct according 
to some Members. Well, he wanted to make 
out that no favours had been shown. The 
favour had been shown and the purpose of the 
law had been violated, in the first instance by 
allowing him to expand and then not taking 
penal action against him when the expansion 
had taken place. In Mohan Breweries the law 
had been violated and a fraud on Parliament 
had been committed. When the same Mohan 
Breweries and the same Mr. B. R. Mohan 
started another company, the Mohan Gold 
Water, he got the licence when the show cause 
notice with regard to Mohan Breweries was 
still pending. Sir, all these things are known to 
the Government. I would like to know why it 
was done. Sir, everybody says that Mr. B. R. 
Mohan makes a lot of contribution to certain 
political individuals apart from political 
parties. This is what we are told. The 
gentleman brags that he pays as income-tax 
one lakh of rupees per day and that he knows 
how to look after the administration and 
political leaders and so on. He goes on 
bragging. How, this thing everybody knows in 
Lucknow. My friends in Lucknow, our party 
people and others, have told me that he goes 
on bragging very openly that he can buy 
anybody he likes. Everybody knows it 
including perhaps the Minister for Industrial 
Development that Mohan Breweries has got a 
lobby in the Company Law Department. Also, 
I believe he has got one in the Finance 
Ministry. He has got a lobby in all the 
important Ministries of Government, and the 
corporations. Mr. B. R. Mohan has got his 
mefi among the officers and others and it is 
well known And this is how he helps the 
political parties and political individuals and 
gets in return assistance from them. Now I 
must also tell you 
that I have come to know again from 
Lucknow      sources      that        Mohan 
Breweries has got also some people in 
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the Home Ministry to protect him. I should 
like that this question should be gone into. Sir, 
surprisingly enough, Mr. B. R. Mohan is also 
trying to terrorise officials in the various Min-
istries—it is well known—and he is getting the 
backing, of some Ministers at least. Well, Sir, 
he is trying to terrorise the officials so that 
they cannot say anything against him or the 
papers coming from Mohan Breweries or Mr. 
B. R. Mohan. Yesterday I found he sent to 
me—good of him—a brochure brought out by 
Mr. B. R. Mohan, an expensive brochure on 
Bangla Desh, not an advertisement but an 
expensive brochure on Bangla Desh to flatter 
some leaders of the Government. Well, this is 
how it is going on. I therefore demand that this 
thing should be put a stop to. Now corruption 
takes place in this manner and the Company 
Law, which we have amended, is being 
circumvented otherwise, indirectly, and other 
methods have been found. Well, something is 
given and then you get something from these 
people. It is not any cash payment which is 
shown in the company's accounts so that they 
can evade the law that way. It is given in kind, 
given otherwise, given in certain material 
donations, not necessarily money or amount. 
This is what is happening. Everybody knows 
it. Everybody knows the famous Coca-Cola 
case. Coca-Cola also are financing some 
politicians in the country. Now, Sir, another 
interesting thing has come to our notice to 
show how these people behave. These people 
are corrupting the political life of our country 
in this manner. Therefore, drastic action 
should be taken. I shall show how other 
companies are being treated. Here I have got a 
letter from the Secretary of the National 
Federation of Indian Woifien, Bani Das Gupta. 
She is one of the Secretaries. The other 
Secretary of the organisation is Hamida 
HabiBuTTah. She happens to be now a 
Minister in the UP Government. These are the 
two Secretaries. The patrons are: Anasuya 
Gyanchand, Pushpa    Moyee 

J Bose and Kapila Khandwala. The 
President is Aruna Asaf Ali and so on. I 
have got the letter from one of the two 
Secretaries. The other Secretary being a 
Minister perhaps did not write, but they 
have written to me thus: — 

"We understand from M|s Nava 
Bharat Enterprises who gave us two 
advertisements for our brochure in 
connection with our Annual Day 
function held on May 2nd, 1971, that 
the CBI issued summons to them to 
produce certain documents like the 
letter written by our organisation to 
the company requesting for advertise-
ments." 

Now, here is the National Federation of 
Indian Women, an "organisation consisting 
of people from various parties, people from 
no party, social workers and others. It is a 
social organisation. The other day they 
organised a function which was, I think, 
attended by Mr. Giri. Also, a message was 
sent by Prime Minister Indira Gandhi. Shri 
Siddartha Shankar Ray, another Minister, 
addressed the conference where people 
from other countries of the world came and 
attended the function. Now, what happens? 
The Nava Bharat Enterprises gave an 
advertisement to the brochure brought out 
by such an organisation. The CBI goes 
there. Why? Why? I should like to know it. 
It is a serious matter. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: How big? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not know, 
but it was a small advertisement. The Nava 
Bharat Enterprises have been giving 
advertisements to this organisation for many 
years. They give advertisements to 
progressive journals. They give advertisement 
to my paper also for many years. They do not 
require to be influenced by anybody to give 
advertisement. The Nava Bharat Enterprises 
are a con-'   cern which consist among the 
owners 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] 
or partners many progressive people. They 
always help progressive organisations of 
various types. In fact, one of the persons is 
known to us. He was associated some time 
back, twenty years ago, with the work of the 
communist group in Parliament. Now, he is a 
businessman. Many years ago he was 
associated. Such an enterprise will naturally 
give advertisements to progressive 
organisations. What is there for CBI to 
investigate? Why does not the CBI go after the 
Birlas who are giving advertisements? Why 
does not the CBI go after the Current paper 
and find out how many advertisements have 
been given to it and by whom? Why does not 
the CBI go alter the advertisers of the pro-
American journal Current in this country? And 
yet they go to hunt out and terrorise some such 
organisation like the National Federation of 
Indian Women. It is a shame and a disgrace. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: What do you have 
against the Current? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Current is 
absolutely an American mouthpiece in our 
country. Current writes scandalous things 
against everyone who stands for progress. 
Among, the journals it stands entirely 
discredited. Jawaharlal Nehru in the other 
House said that it was a dirty rag not worth 
looking at. When the Current gets 
advertisements, an anti-national, anti-
democratic and frankly a pno-Ameri-can    
journal,     and    you      can    see 
columns      of      advertisements ....................  
Then the CBI does not go and find out as to 
who the advertisers are, why the 
advertisements are being given. But the 
moment it cornea to the question of an 
advertisement in a little brochure published by 
a social organisation like the National Fe-
deration of Indian Women, the CBI, is very 
active. 

SHRI A. D. MANI:    Why? 

I SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not know—
terrorising. I say, some people are working. I 
do not know. You should find out. I should 
like to know whether it is the policy of the 
Government. I should like to know against 
how many advertisers in other papers which 
are absolutely reactionary, which write against 
progressive matters, which write against the 
Prime Minister even, the CBI has proceeded; 
in how many such cases the CBI has gone to 
investigate. Why the advertisers to this 
organisation's brochure are being persecuted? 
It is a serious matter. You cannot stop 
donations by big companies directly given to 
political parties like the Swatantra Party, the 
Jana Sangh and others. You cannot do 
anything. But when a small assistance by 
whatever advertisements is given to such 
organisation's publications, you go after them. 
Sir, what they write is very interesting— 

"As you know, M|s. Nava Bharat have 
been giving us advertisements for the last 
so many years and it is nothing to them. I 
may also add that a substantial part of the 
money collected from the advertisements in 
the brochure has been contributed to Bangla 
Desh refugee camps." 

This organisation, the National Federation 
of Indian Women, has raised funds for Bangla 
Desh refugee camps. They have sent money 
there and that is how those people have 
benefited— this money out of the sale of the 
brochure was sent—the entire money—to the 
refugee camps. And this is what the CBI is 
doing. This is shame, utter shame. They 
write— 

"We would therefore like you to 
take up this matter." 

I am taking it up. They are trying to intimidate—
it is time that you stopped it—the advertisers who 
are giving advertisements to the progressive jour-
nals of social organisations and other 
organisations. Is it the policy now? I should like 
to know whether it is the policy of the 
Government. On the one hand, you talk about big 
reforms and other things and also pass such im- 1 
portant measures and on     the other 
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hand,  allow the CBI to be used like this.  Big 
business people, I regret to  | say, are using the 
CBI. The CBI is a very important organisation. 
We attach importance  to  them.  As you     
know, we   have   been     particularly   careful 
about the CBI to give up such practices 
because it has a very important role  to play in 
fighting     corruption, political    corruption,    
corruption    by donations and     so     on     
and     other types      of corruption.    Now,  
Sir,    it would be a sad day   for this country if 
the CBI    is permitted to be    used by  some 
monopolists     and    others— big  business     
people,     certain     officials of the     
Governments     and    so on—against this kind     
of     organisation, to enter into politics, to 
enter into anti-social behaviour, in order    to 
persecute  those  who  are  doing  good work.     
Sir,   you   should   think   as  to how to stop 
this thing. To this subj'ect I shall come later on 
again one day when the Bill on Commissions 
of Inquiry comes up.       But I must launch my 
protest against it. I should like to know from 
the Government what steps they have taken to 
penalise those people responsible for doing 
this     thing. Nava Bharat people met me and 
told me that summonses were served     on 
them, fantastic questions were asked. And the 
CBI did not even know that Messrs. Nava    
Bharat is a     concern which has been giving 
advertisements to such an organisation, even to   
the Communist Party,  for the last      ten years 
or      so,  ever  since,      anyhow, Messrs.    
Nava Bharat enterprise   has come into 
existence. I.should like   to know this thing 
from the Government. THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN   
(Shri      Ram Sahai)  in the Chair. 

Sir finally before I sit down— because my 
friend, Mr. Rajnarain, would like to speak, I 
have already told him that I will conclude—I 
would say that something should be done to 
stop contributions going round. Lots of 
money are finding their way to political 
parties from "Big business people. 
Everybody talks about it. Sir, in many 
Ministries there are people who manoeuvre 
and manipulate contributions because they 
think that would help them.     And I think 
that one Ministry 

has looked after that thing very well —it is 
perhaps the Ministry of Industrial 
Development, and also I     think that Ministry 
deals with licences and other  things.  But  
there  are      others there. Very interesting 
things are happening, I must tell you in other 
Ministries also it is going on. I think these 
things should be inquired   into. Now the 
technique is      to  create      terror among the 
advertisers,      amongst the officials who are 
for progressive measures and who stand by 
the Government and protect the corrupt 
officials by diverting attention in other direc-
tions. To that I shall come later.      I think this 
thing should be gone into. All contributions 
should be gone into. Partnerships    should   
be covered.    In dividuals should be covered. 
Big businessmen      should not    be allowed 
to make contributions.      Company      ac-
counts should be gone into. Black money is a 
very great source of contribution which is not 
shown in the company books  at  all, I say 
despite this Bill, lots of contributions are 
going to the various political parties, some 
political parties in particular. Now  the trend 
is for the company owners     to build up some 
individuals in the party. Now they do not 
necessarily give   to the Congress Party. They 
find out the right type of people who would   
give to the party, right type of Ministers, right 
type of officials through    whom the money 
should be channelised    to the Minister     
concerned. All     these things should be gone      
into. Now a chain has developed—Minister,     
officials, big businessmen and Mr. V.   R. 
Mohan, the     linchpin of that set-up. This  
thing  should 'be  stopped      and properly 
investigated instead of    the kind of thing that 
they are doing. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: For the simple 
reason that I have nothing against Sanjay 
Gandhi. I have nothing against him. 

 
SHRI G. A. APPAN (Tamil Nadu): Cm a 

point of order, Sir. My friend, Mr. Rajnarain, 
mentioned about the Prime Minister or her 
name which has no relevance or reference to 
the Bill now under discussion. I do not know 
why such frivolous things are brought in 
causing unnecessary waste of time. Would 
you kindly aBk Mr. Rajnarain to speak only 
on the Bill and not on any other thing? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Raj 
narain has asked me. I do not know 
what he is saying. I do not have any 
such information. So far as Sanjay 
Gandhi is concerned ________  (Interrup 
tions.) 

SHRi G. A. APPAN (Tarall Nadu): Hf, the 
fittHB at tfie House is very pre-doua. So, 
either he should stop all these things, or he 
should be asked to 

go out.     Otherwise, you should name him, 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir. 

 
SHRI G. A. APPAN: He has learnt many 

lessons all these years, but still he will not 
come to his own senses. It is rather ridiculous 
that a person like him should be kept by this 
House. We should have done it long, long 
before He is taking undue advantage of the 
goodness of the House and of the generosity 
of the Members of this House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, my friend, 
Mr. Rajnarain, has asked me a question. I do 
not know any such thing. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: You have said this. 
Do not waste time. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; I said, I do not 
know any such thing and I am not concerned 
with the V. R. Mo-haVi business. And as far 
as Sanjay Gandhi is concerned, I know him. 
He is the son of my friend, Mr. Feroze 
Gandhi, and is a very enterprising, intelligent 
young man. I think he should not be dragged 
in. 

(Interruptions) 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
I have a suggestion. I have thought over it 
again and again. I think at least for a day Shri 
Rajnarain should be in the Chair and he 
should be allowed to face the music. This is 
my humble request. 

SHRI G. A. APPAN: The earlier it is done, 
the better. 

SHRI BRAHMANANDA PANDA 
(Orissa): From there also he will rise on 
Points of OrcLef. 

 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am sure, if 
m'y friend Shri Rajnarain is in the Chair, he 
will so conduct the business of the House that 
ultimately he will have to vacate the Chair 
and walk out. 

 

MESSAGES FROM THE LOK SABHA 

I. THE   ASIIAN   REFRACTORIES   'LIMITED 
(ACQUISITION   OF  UNDERTAKING)   BILL, 

1971. 

U.    THE    MANIPUR     (HILL    AREAS) 
DISTRICT  COUNCILS BILL,   1971. 

SECRETARY:    Sir, I have to report to the 
House the following messages 


