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Provided that for the purposes of this clause, the 
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goods of any description that are produced, 
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stantial part thereof, or
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29. Explanation to section 21.
30. Sections 21(3)(a) and 22(3)(a).
31. (a) to achieve the production, supply and distribution,

by most efficient and economical means of goods of 
siich types and qualities, in such volume and at 
such prices as will best meet the requirements of 
the defence of India, ahd home and overseas markets”, ■

(b) to have the trade organised in such a way that its 
efficiency is progressively increased;

(c) to ensure the best use and distribution of men, 
materials and industrial capacity in India;

(d) to Qffect technical and technological improve
ments in trade and expansion of exiisting markets 
and the opening up of new marketŝ -

(e) to encourage nev/ enterprises as a countervailing 
force to the concentration of economic pov/er to 
the common detriment;

(f) to regulate the control of-the material resources 
of the community to sub?erve the common good;
and

(g) to reduce disparities in development between 
different regions and more especially in 
relation to areas which have remained markedly 
backward.

32. (a)-.to increase unreasonably the cost relating to
the production,' supply or distribution of goods 
or the performance of any service;

(b) to increase unreasonably-
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