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7th May, 1985, increasing the export duty
leviable on black pepper to RS. 3 per
kilogram from the date of issue of the
Notification laid on the Table of the Rajya
Sabha on the 7th May, 1985."

The Resolution was adopted.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI SAN-
TOSH KUMAR SAHU): Now. Shri
Veerendra Patil.

THE MONOPOLIES AND RESTRIC-
TIVE TRADE PRACTICES (AMEND-
MENT) BILL, 1985

THE MINISTER OF CHEMICALS AND
FERTILIZERS AND INDUSTRY AND
COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRI
VEERENDRA PATIL): Sir, I beg to move;

-That the Bill further to amend the
Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Practices
Act. 1969, as passed by the Lok Sabha, be
taken into consideration."

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, the Monopolies
and Restrictive Trade Practices (Amendment)
Bill, 1985 provides for the upward revision of
the value of assets from Rs. 20 crores to Rs.
100 crores in section 20(a) of the Mono,-
polies and Restrictive Trade Practices Act,
1969. The amendment proposed in the Bill is
most timely and appro, priate. The nation is
standing (n the threshold of technological
revolution which the 21st century is likely to
usher in. We must, therefore, take stock of the
economic development achieved so far and
prepare ourseives to seize challenging
opportunities of the future.

Although the Monopolies and Restrictive
Trade Practices Act, 1969, which is in
operation for the last over 14 years, has
succeeded in containing the concentration of
economic power in the hands of a few, the
view is almost universally shared, especially
by the new entrepreneur that the present limit
of Rs. 20 crores for bringing an undertaking
within the pur-
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view of the regulatory measures in Chapter
III of the MRTP Act gives an unfair
advantage to the monopoly houses with larger
assets if the new entrepreneur is treated at par
with such monopoly houses with larger assets
against whom he wants to offer competition.
It has been argued with considerable force
that competition would be encouraged and
concentra. tion in the hands of the monopoly
houses curbed if independent new
entrepreneurs ~ with  reasonably  large
investments are permitted without the
restriction of the MRTP Act to enter the field
hitherto monopolised by these houses.

When the original MRTP Act was passed
in 1969, the asset limit of Rs. 20 crores was
introduced in section 20(a) of that Act rather
tentatively and the then Minister of Company
Affairs had stated i" Parliament that it was
merely as a working  arrangement.  Ever
since the MRTP Act came into force,
Government have been receiving re.

presentations  from different  sources that
the asset limit of Rs. 20 crores to bring an
undertaking within the purview of the

MRTP Act is rather unrealistic and should be
revised upwards. Asthe economy grows,
the resources of the nation increase and as
the wealth of the nation expands, the monetary
limit has to undergo upward revision relative
to the growth of the economy. Such a revision
is inherent in the very dynamism of the eco-
nomy. To retain the asset limit of Rs. 20 crores
in section 20 (a) of the Monopolies and
Restrictive Trade Practices Act as an index of
the concentration of economic power for ,ll
time to come would obviously seem to suggest
as if there had been no economic develop,
ment since the Acthad come into force.
In view of this, and particularly taking into
account the increase in the prices and the
growth i, the industrial base, Government feeis
that it is only reasonable that the value of
assets for the purpose of applicability of the
regulatory provisions and r.-gisterability of
undertakings in terms of clause (a) of section
20 of the Act
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[Shri Veerendra Patil] should be raised to
the level o* Rs. 100 erores. The proposed Bill
reflects this intention of the Govem-ment.

Sir, I move that the House be pleased to,
take this Bill into consideration and pass the
same.

The question was proposed.

¢SHRIMATI ILA BHATTACHARYA
(Tripura): Mr. Vice-Chairman. Sir the Hon.
Minister has moved a Bill to amend the
Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Practices
Act, 1969, which seeks to raise the ceiling of
asset from Rs. 20 crores to 100 crores for the
monopoly companies. The Hon. Finance
Minister gave indication of introducing; a Bill
i, his Budget speech. He said. "In order to
reflect the considerable increase in the cost
and the economic size of the projects that has
taken place since the asset limit for MRTP
Companies was fixed in 1969, this limit is
being revised to Rs. 100 crores."

In support of the amending Bill the Hon.
Minister has referred to price-rise these days.
Besides, he said, the size of the economic
projects had become very big these days.
Therefore, MRTP Companies should be given
more opportunities to invest their capital.

I would request the Hon. Minister to
remember the logic behind the enactment of
MRTP Act in 1969. The objective of that
enactment was to prevent concentration of
wealth into the hands of monopolists so that
they may not be able to remove the medium-
scale and small-scale industries from the
market. That legislation wanted that
monopolists should not control the market.
That legislation wanted that small industries
should not be devoured by big industries as
small fishes are devoured by big fishes.

#English translation of the original speech
delivered in Bengali.
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The MRTP Act was enacted in 1969 on the
basis of a policy as laid dawn in the
Constitution of India. Article 30 of the
Constitution says: 'the ownership and control
of the mat-rial resources of the community are
so distributed as best to subserve the common
good. Secondly, the operat' the economic
system does not result in the concentration of
wealth and means of production to the
common detriment." If this was the objective
of the MRTP Act of 1969. how is it that the
present amending Bill has been moved today
in the House? I do not think that the price-rise
is the only cause. The motive of the Gov-
ernment is to reward the industrialists with
this concession. The Government is always
ready to safeguard the inter, ests of the
capitalists. Of course, in our country, the
concentration cf wealth into few hands started
long ago. In 1946, a censu, of industries was
taken. According to the Report of that census,
we had 34 Managing Agency Firms at that
time. Each firm had an asset more than Rs.
one crore. Of these firms, four had an asset of
Rs. 5 crores ana three had an asset of Rs. 10
crores.

After independence, in 1,948, the Indian
National Congress declared, "Economic
structure  which will yield maximum
production without the operation of private
monopolies and the concentration of wealth
undertakings which are in the nature of mono-
polies or in view of their scale of ooe-rations
serves the country as a whole or cover more
than one province should be run on the basis
of public ownership in respect of existing
undertakings process of transfer from private
to public ownership ghould commence after a
period of five years."

Since the above declaration we have passed
many years. <But the process of transfer from
private to public ownership has no,t yet
started. We find in independent India  that
the assets
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ol Monopoly Houses are increasing clay by
day. So, after independency there was a
tendency among Monopoly Houses to corner
the wealth of the nation. Having seen this
tendency, before the enactment of MRTP Act
in 1969, the Government appointed
Mahalanobis Committee, Hazari Com-mittee.
Monopoly Inquiry Commission and Datta
Committee to enquire into the growing assets
o.f Monopoly capitalist; in the country.

In the reports of the above-said Committees
and Inquiry Commission, it was stated how the
Monopoly Hous-ses are increasing their assets
day by day and how they are setting up new
industries. But after the enactment of MRTP
Act in 1969, the number of licensed industries
o,n behalf of Monopoly Houses declined
gradually. If ! submit an information to this
effect, the position will be very clear. Accord-
ing to the Report of Monopoly Enquiry
Commission of 1965, Tata had 53 registered
Companies. But according to Dutta Committee
Report of 1967, the number of registered
industries for Tata House increased to 70. But
after the enactment of MRTP Act, the number
of registered industries for Tata House
declined as necessity was not felt to include
industries having assets upto Rs. 20 crores in
Government records. Similarly, in 1965, Birla
House had 151 registered companies. But in
1967, their registered Companies rose to 203.
After the enactment of MRTP Act, their
registered Companies came down to 70. In the
same fashion the number of registered
Companies belonging to Bangur, Goenka,
Singhania. Mafatlal, Sarabhai. Scindia, Sriram
and Surajmal and Nagarmal increased from
1965 to 1967. But, after the enactment of
MRTP Act, the number of registered
Companies belonging to these industrialists
declined. So the MRTP Act has actually
benefited these industrialists. Now they are not
required to submit accounts of their growing
assets to the Government. So. the Government
should have checked the growing concentra-
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tion of wealth into few hands long ,g°-It is
now clear that big capitalists kept many of
their companies beyond the scope of the
MRTP Act by taking advantage of loopholes
in it.

It is to be noted how the assets of
Monopoly Houses have been increasing since
the enactment of MRTP Act in 1969. The
assets that the Monopoly Houses had in
1971—77 increased much in 1980—S83. In
1980—83, the assets of Birla House had
increased from Rs. H21 crores to Rs. 2900
crores. Similarly, the assets to Tata House had
also increased from Rs. 1500 crores to 2700
crores, it shows that the Government does not
have powers to curb the mounting assets of
Monopoly Houses in (pite of having any
number of legislations like MRTP Act of
1969. We can thus say that the assets of The
big industrial houses have been increasing by
30 per cent annually.

Out of 101 companies, 49 companies have
assets more than Rs- 100 crores. It is now
clear that the present amending Bili had fixed
a ceiling of Rs. 100 crores in order to enable
52 companies to turn their black money into
white money.

There are provisions in the MRTP Act,
19609. to curb the concentration of wealth into
the hands of few Monopolists. It is laid down
in Sections 2\, 22 and 23 of the MRTP Act,
1969, that if a company wants to expand its
existing industries, or to set VP new
companies, or to amalgamate one company
with the other, it will have to take prior
approval of the Government. But the big
Monopoly Houses have now become so
powerful that they do not care to take prior
approval of the Government. We have seen in
the Government Reports that Hindustan Lever
did not take care to take prior approval of the
Government for setting up new industries. It
shows that big business houses have scant
respect for the Government of India.

The Government of India appointed Inter-
Ministerial Advisory Groups to
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advise the Government on the affairs of big
companies. These Advisory Committees
prepared various cases about big business
houses and sent them to the Government so
that Monopolies Enquiry Commission may
enquire into these cases to And out the causes
of their growing assets. But it has been found
that the Government of India did not feel it
necessary to send 90 per cent cases to the
Monopoly Enquiry Commission So the
Monopoly Enquiry Commission has become
a show-piece.

The Hon. Minister has advanced this
argument that the ceiling should be raised to
Rs. 100 crores in order to meet the price.rise.
Increased ceiling will enable thte industrialist;,
to invest more capital in new industries. It is
necessary for the welfare of the country. But I
would like to say to the Hon. Minister that due
to price-rise crores of people in our country are
forced to live below the poverty line. They are
now unable to carry the burden of life. Taxes
have been imposed in the current budget on
essential commodities like petroleum products,
kerosene. Biri and papers. These commodities
are used by crores of common people. Why
the Government does not propose to reduce
taxes on these essential commodities? Why the
Government does not propose to nationalise
the private and foreign capital in the country")
1 hope, the Hon. Minister will express his
views on this matter. Nationalisation of private
capital must come. This type of Bill will come
more in future because it is the economic
policy of the Government of India to safeguard
the interests of big business houses. The main
intention of the Ruling Party is to remain in
power perpetually. So the Government goes on
flattering the big business houses. At the time
of elections, crores of rupees were paid to the
Ruling Party by big business houses. Wfth that
money the country was
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flooded with posters so that the eyes of the
common people may be daz-elled with them.
It is, therefore, natural that the Government
will reward the big business houses with this
concession. By raising the ceiling to Rs. 100
crores, the Government has enabled the big
business houses to loot the common people
more and more.

With the passage of this Bill, the rich will
become richer and the poor-will become
poorer. The assets of the big business houses
will further grow. So, I cannot support this

amending Bill. I oppose it.

THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI
SANTOSH KUMAR SAHU): Mr.
Chimanbhai Mehta.

SHRI CHIMANBHAI MEHTA

(Gujarat): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, just now |
was hearing, the speech from the Opposition
bench, and then I thought that there is a
considerable confusion with regard to the
objective of this amendment. According to the
speaker from the opposition, we are trying to
please the monopolies. In fact, if you go
through The amendment carefully, you will find
that opposite is the case for the simple reason
that what is raised is the limit from Rs 20
crores to Rs. 100 crores to define a monopoly.
She has also mentioned about the strength of
Tatas and Birlas going up everyday. My poser
is this. These are the big companies having
assets of more than Rs. 2000 crores. As the
position stands today, they are being treated at
par with those who have assets over 20 crores,
Now, is this fair competition? A person or a
group or a company which owns more than Rs.
20 crores gets ihe same treatment as a company
or a group which has Rs. 2000 crores. Tbis is
the essence of the amendment that they should
not be treated on par. It is for this purpose that
the limit of 20 crores is being raised to 100
crores. All those who are above 100 crores will
be treated on par. This is the main thing. This
amendment tries  to
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protect the middle level capitalists agamst the
big level capitalists. Whelher it is proper to do
it or not is a debatable question. But the
charge ihat We are trying to please monopoly
houses does not stand when you under-stand
it. That was the main point J wanted to make.

They also say that now there is a deviation
from the socialist path. Does it mean that we
were following the socialist path prior to this
amendment? should analyse when they speak
about They should analyse when they speak
about it because they are confused perception.
Development of capitalism is one thing and
development of monopoly capitalism is
another thing. These two things, are quite
separate. The system we have adopted in
which the public sector must attain the com-
manding heights means that there is a scope
for the development of capitalism and also of
monopoly capitalism, lism. It has been
accepted in the Industrial Policy Resolution
also.

t Now, as a socialists, we must try to
prevent the concentration of wealth in a few
groups. Let us look at the overall picture.
What are the assets or capital of the public
sector? Probably Rs. 35000 crores. That are
the assets of the monopoly houses which
come under the MRTP Act today? Rs. 26000
crores. What your amendment does is to take
out those comDanies whose assets in total
amount to Rs. 500 crores out of the orbit of
this MRTP Act. if you understand it, you will
know that only those companies with assets of
Rs. 500 crores axe going out of the orbit of
this Act.

So, I fail to understand why w# make such
a cry that we are giving up socialism, we are
developing capitalism. This should not have
been the criticism. I have one criticism to
offer here. The hon. Minister has rightly said,
and I agree with him, that the prices that were
there when this MRTP Act, was enacted in
19fif) were not static. They have gone much
high and, therefore, the limit of Rs.
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20 crores should also go up commen-surately.
It may come to around R. 70 crores. But, as
the Act is not just for today and it is also
meant for trie future, we have kept the limit at
Rs. 100 crores.

Now, one legitimate question come
up here. Are we treating all the issues
in a similar way? I have to offer a
criticism here. A few days back I
said that when we talk about taxa
tion, there should be liberal exemp
tion to small-scale sector. I am looking
from the point of view of the small
scale industries. There is the small-
scale  sector manufacturing 10  hp
diesel oil engines. There the excise
limit was puto Rs. 30 lakhs. Production
over Rs. 30 lakhs worth goods would
attract excise. Now that limit is re
duced to Rs. 20 lakhs. That means.
small scale units  are hurt more
because the excise is there even on a small
turn-over.

AN HON. MEMRER: Now they arc
excluded.

SHRI CHIMANBHAI MEHTA: t
don't think so. In the same way, I referred to
the dyestuff industry. The eligibility limit for
attracting excise has remaned the same. AU
these limits were impose” in 1975. Naturally,
the prices have gon, up. So, those small units
should be given the benefit of higher prices.

But we have taken care largely et the
middle level capitalist sector. This is my
feeling. Therefore, against this, I would like to
protect the middle level sector against the big
monopoly level sector, I would like to protect
tbe small scale sector against middle level.
Basically, I am for a socialist economy. About
the public sector also, I would like to say that
the public sector is now at the commanding
heights, and it should go still higher, and «t Is
going in that direction and nothing is going to
stop it. But the public sector units are not
running property. That does not mean that the
private sector has a right to attack the public
*sector because the private capitalists are not
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only working with a profit motive but
there are many maipractices in their
functioning also.  Therefore, they
have no business to attack they public sector.
But from the socialist point of view, I would
say that our public sector is not running as a
public sector, but sometimes it is running like
a bureaucratic sector. Although there has been
an investment of Rs. 35,000 crores, in spite of
price hike in every field, the profit is just Rs.
1,000 crores. And several units are losing.
That is a question that we have to think over.
Therefore. I would say here that we are not
able to properly manage our public sector.
Don't think that I am speaking in favour of the
private sector. I have already condemned it.
But are we not going to give some help to the
middle level capitalist Who wants to make
some expansion, who may be in need of a
little more credit and whose deposit and credit
ratio may be different when compared *.o the
monopoly houses? That is what is being
sought to be done through this legislation. So,
my emphasis would be that to strengthen the
public sector, the bureaucratisation that is
grown over the years should be fought.

Nowadays, I find that Chairman and the
Managing Director of a Public undertakings
company is the same person mostly a
bureaucrat of a technocrat. 1 think a person
who is a Chairman must have a socialist con-
viction; he cannot be just bureaucrat nor a
technocrat. However efficient he may be,
without the socialist conviction he cannot
build up confidence among the workers. His
team cannot be built up because a person who
is a socialist is essentially a democrat also and
then the public sector will get a new kind of
life or a new orientation; of course, that is
very much requ'red. But let us not be on the
defensive. Sometimes we become defensive
that public sector is not able to make up or
give a concession fo this kind of practice. That
argument
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should not come in future. That is my
understanding.

SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERIJEE; Do you
remember that Bagaram Tulpule was made the
Chairman of Durgapur Steel Ltd.? What is the
problem? Would you com, out with that? He
was not a bureaucrat.

SHRI CHIMANBHAI MEHTA: J
am not aware of it. I know that some people
feel that in the name of putting in non-
officials, perhaps a Congress member may be
made the Chairman. Well, that is not my idea
at all. Therefore, some time a criticism comes
that in the name of putting a non-offlcial, we
are trying or we* want to put a man from our
party. That is not the idea. He may be from
some other group also. But there are public
sector undertakings where the Chairmen are
non-officials who have delivered goods; they
have done much better. So, there is no
question of a comparison that a person who is
not a bureaucrat or a technocrat will ruin the
public undertaking. I don't entertain that
philosophy.

It is a fact that during the last several years,
monopolies have also strengthened. 1 do agree
that the Birlas have almost doubled, from Rs.
1400 crores to Rs. 2900 crores. In the same
way, the Tatas also have doubled from Rs.
1300 crores to Rs. 2700 crores. Now, I am
really concerned with that. We should try to
see that public sector expands more and the
grips and the role of the monopolies could be
gradually reduced and then we can definitely
assert, as we have done in our AICC
resolution, that we are moving towards
socialist path. I am only concerned about that.
A criticism is made that we are partially
deviating from our path, we are not leaving the
monopolies; we are actually fighting against it.
But this is not properly understood. Giving
concession to private capitalists does not mean
handing over everything to capitalists. In
socialist countr'es also where the great thinkers
will be the leaders, and they will
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be implementing the work; they also
will be making adjustments about it.
Several socialist  countries invite

foreign capital; they have a collabora-ration
with them. So one has to keep in mind
whether the Government or the State is ever
going to surrender to big monopoly houses or
the Indian people are going to surrender to big
monopoly houses. It is not the case, With
these observations, 1 support the Bill.

SHRI BISWA GOSWAMI (Assam): Mr.
Vice-HChairman, I rise to oppose this Bill.
This Bill is consequential to the Budget
proposals. In the Budget proposals, it was
mentioned that the ceiling of th« MRTP Act
will be raised from Rs. 20 crores to Rs. 100
crores.

Sir, by the Budget proposals, the
Government have clearly deviated
froa their professed goal of socialism
and preferred to follow the capitalis
tic path of development fully. I am
not going to discuss the Budget
proposals. But I would only like to
reter to the fact that the Budget pro.
posals for the year 1985-86, have
clearly shown that the Government is fully
prepared to follow the capitalistic path of
development.

This Bill is an example of this devi
ation 'and it has frustrated the objec
tive of the original MRTP Act. The
MRTP Act has a genesis. The genesis
is that it was enacted to prevent the
concentration of wealth in the hands
of a few, to the detriment of the
common interest. It was in 1969
that the MRTP Act was enacted and
the MRTP Commission was constitu
ted. The purpose was to see that the
ownership and control of the material
resources of the community was not
concentrated in the hands of a very
few. Sir, before the MRTP Act was
enacted, there were four committees
appointed, namely, the  Mahalanobis
Committee, Hazari Committee, the
Dutta Committee and the Monopoly Enquiry
Committee. All these commit-
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te as in their study reports said that a.l the
developmental activities in the country were
in favour of a very few at the top and the
wealth is being concentrated in the hands of a
very lew. As a result of these study reports, Go-
vernment enacted the MRTP Act md
constituted the MRTP Commission, in spite
of this MRTP Act which has been in
operation, no step whatsoever has been taken
by the Government to see that there is no
concentration of wealth in the hands of a very
few. It is surprising that the Government
did not refer any matter to the Commission.
The MRTP  Commission remains a
toothless organisation. It has no infrastructure,
it has  no monitoring capacity and it
has no final say on any matter.
As a result, the MRTP  Commission, al-
though it has been existing  for the last
fifteen years, has been able to do nothing in
checking the concentration of wealth in the
hands of a very few. We have seen that due
to this concentration of wealth in the hands of
a very few, there has been inequality in income
and growing poverty among the masses. We
are gradually deviating from our cherished
goal of socla-limg and the establishment of an
eg-litarian society. =~ We are gradually
going in the  opposite direction. By this
amending Bill, we have given the scope for the
strengthening of  the monopoly houses. As
aresult of this amending  Bill, about 49
companies will go out of the purview of
the MRTP Act because their assets are
below Rs. 100 crores. They will be free
to do anything. Therefore, we are again going
towards concentration of wealth. It has been
said that in the interest of increasing
productivity » we have done so. It has also
been expected that if  there is more produc-
tion, it will ultimately help the society it will
ultimattly help the people who are at the lower
level. This theory has already been exploded.
Only by mere growth of economy, only by
merely Increasing production, the condition
of the people living at the lower strata cannot
be improved. This "trickling down" theory
has already been falsi-
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fied. The economic development of the few
will not help those masses who are living
below the povery line. So it is futile to except
that if India's production increases, if there is
growth of economy, then our problem of un
employment, our problem of poverty will be
solved. It is wrong to think so. And we are
basing an our activities on this false notion
that we should produce more, our productivity
should be increased. As 1 have already said,
unless there is provision for an equitable
distribution of whatever is produced,
inequality will not decrease; on the contrary
inequality will increase. Therefore, the policy
which the present Government is following,
instead of leading the country to the 21st
century, will lead us backward because the
economic philosophy which the present
Government is following is the 19th century
economic policy. This economic policy has
been discarded. This policy will not lead the
counlry towards progress and prosperity. This
policy has been pursued in some countries and
we have seen what results those countries have
derived by following this policy. This Bill,
therefore, will not only encourage monopolies,
it will not only encourage the stranglehold of
monopolies over the economy of our country
but it will lead to more and more concen-
tration of wealth in the hands of a few people.

The, present Government has for-
gotton  everything that happened dur
ing the freedom struggle itself. Under

the leadership of Mahatma Gandhi,
we pledged ourselves for the estab
lishment of an  egalitarian  socieiy.

The 'Quit India' Resolution of 1942
said that the freedom of the -country
would belong to the tillers of the field
and the workers of the factories. Not
only that, in the Preamble of the Con-,
stitution we have pledged ourselves
for establishment of a  democratic,
socialist, and secular country. But in
practice we are day by day going on
giving concessions to the monopolies;
we are going on giving
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them more and more concessions so that they
ean have a stranglehold over the economy. Sir,
1 do not say thai the original MRTP Act and
ihe MRTP Commission have been sucess-lul
jn fulfilling its objectives; They have not,
because we have seen, in spite of the MRTP
Act being in existence, between 1980 and
1983, the top ten corporate groups increased
their assets by more than 100 per cent. The
value of assets of Birla group of companies
went up from Rs. 1,421 crores to Rs. 2900
crores and the assets of Tata Group went up
from Rs. 1,500 crores to over Rs. 2,700 crores
during the period of three years. So, the
original MRTP Act and the MRTF Commis-
sion also failed to serve the objective for
which the MRTP Act was enacted. What
should have the Government done? The
Government should have come forward to
adopt measures so that the original objective
of the MRTP Act is fulfilled, so_ that the con-
centration of wealth in-the hands of the few is
reduced, so that wealth is distributed, so that
the small-scale industries grow, so that the
medium-size industries grow, so that the eco-
nomic benefits go to the poorer sections of the
people and the masses are benefited. But,
instead of doing that, they have brought
forward this amending Bill. By this amending
Bill, as I have already said, 49 companies will
be liberated from the MRTP Act. So, Sir. as [
have already said,, the whole budget
philosophy of the present Government is for
increasing productivity and not to decrease
inequality. They are not concerned whether
there is inequality ot not. They are only
concerned with increasing' produotivityj

We have already seen that income has been
generated, there has been production and, side
by side, we have also seen that there is
inequality. After the passage of this Bill the
inequality will further increase. The poorer
sections will again become paupers, there will
be more unemyloyment there will be more
poverty, there will be more social tensions and
there will be clashes
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because unless and until the economic
problems of the people are solved, many
issues will raise their heads. The communal
forces, regional forces and other forces will
raise their ugly heads and there will be social
tensions throughout the country. By passing
the Anti-Terrorists Act and by adopting more
stringent measures alone you cannot stop
terrorism. Unless and wuntil the main
problem—the economic problem—of the
country is solved, if the poverty of the people
is not removed, there will be chaos
everywhere, there will b, more and more
clashes, there will be social tensions, there
will be more and more exploitation, there will
be poverty and unemployment and the
number of people beiow the poverty line will
increase and it will result in a very bad
situation in the country. Therefore, Sir, this
Bill is not going to helD in solving the
conomic problem of the country nor in the
industrialization of the country.

After all, how do you industrialize a country
like India? Do you think that the country will,
be industrialized by giving these 49 companies
scope to expand according to their own wish-
es? What goods will they produce? Wil. they
produce goods essential for the consumption of
the common people? And will there be market
for them? Will they depend entirely on the
international market or wil] they get market
from people who are paupers and have no
purchasing power? If there is no market, then
how can you industrialize, how can you go on
industrializing without looking into the real
problems of the people, without solving their
problems, without making the people capable
or purchasing the things so that they can come
forward for purchasing the goods which are
going to be produced by these companies?
Gandhiji said that in a country like India the
salvation lies in the development of cottage
and small-scale industries. But you have given
the go-by to that theory. You have forgotten
the old Gandhi  be-
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cause you have get another Gandhi
ruling the country today.

So Sir, we have forgotten our own. oledge for
socialism, we have forgotten our conviction
about Gandhism. That is why this Bill has
been brought forward. I strongly oppose this
BiU because this Bill will lead uy nowhere;
neither will it improve the conditions of the
common people nor will it help in
industrialising the country.

With these words,, Sir, I oppoge the Bill.

SHRI RAMESHWAR THAKUR (Bihar):
Mr. Vice-Chairman, 1 rise t° second the
Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Practices
(Amendment) BiU, 1985. The Amendment
seeks to raise the limit of the. assets .from Rs.
20 crores to Rs. 100 crores under section 20(a)
of the MRTP Act, 1969. We have to see the
entire Amendment in the proper perspective of
the economic development in our country.

Some hon. Members from the other side in
this House as well as in the other House have
offered, within the Houses and in the Press,
deliberate criticisms on the Budlget proposals
which contained this amendment of raising the
limit in the overall context of the economic
growth and competition in the economy, if we
see the basic aspects of the situation, after the
Independence our country made sustained
efforts to improve economic development in
the country, and this was done under the
Directive Principles of the State Policy. The
Directive Principles refer to the need for mom-
ting a conscious effort to see that the economic
power is decentralised. Under article 39(c) of
the Constitution it directs:

"that the operation of the economic system
does not result in the concentration of wealth
.nd means of production to the common detri-
ment;"

This is the basic  direction towards which
we have to address ourseives.
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Sir, the development, as we found, has been
two-fold. We adopted first the Industrial
Policy Resolution in 1948, which clearly
accepted the policy of mixed economy. Then
we adopted a planned economy. If we see the
economic position since the First Plan to
the Sixth Plan, very clear, well-defined,
objectives have been there  in regard to the
basic goals directed ny our Constitution. And
if we see realiy what we have achieved from
the First Plan to the Sixth Plan, then, we will
clearly be able to apprecite  the
development in the public and the private
sector and social justice that we have been
able to  achieve during these three-and-
a.half decades of planning in  India.  The
First Plan has had investment only of the
order of Rs. 2,356 crores. It was of the order
of Rs. 141,377 crores so far as the
Sixth Plan is concerned, and the public secto,r
outlay was of the order of Rs. 71,000 crores.
What we are going to have so far as the
Seventh Five-Year Plan is concerned, this is
going to be a Plan of Rs. 3,20,000 crores, in
which the public sector investment
would be of the order of Rs. 1,80,000 crores.
This shows what 5. P.M.  our Government
has done in respect of public sector un-
dertakings. It has been alleged that we
have left 'socialism'. If ye see the concept of
socialism  right from the Avadi Congress to
the latest Congress held in Delhi, it has been
made abundantly clear that the goal set by the
first Prime Minister, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru and
by subsequent Prime Ministers, particularly
Mrs. Indira Gandhi and now the young Prime
Minister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi, is being fol-
lowed.
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About public sectors it has been
mentioned out of the context. In
1951, there were only 5 public sector
undertakings with a total investment
of Rs. 29 crores. When the MRTP
came into being is 1968-69, we were
having 85 public sector undertakings
with an investment of Rs. 3,902 cro
res. Now, what is the position? We
had about 209 public sector undertak
ings with an investment of Rs. 30.03
crores during 1982-83. The present
position of investment is around Rs. 35,000
crores. That shows that the public sector
undertakings have attained commanding
heights. As a professional man, however, I can
say that we have achieved better results, bet.
ter efficiency and economy from the public
sector undertakings.

About 79.5 per cent of the public sector
undertakings are engaged in producing go:.ds;
17 per cent are engaged in services and 4 per
cent in the constructional activity. The basic
investment in the production of steel in public
sector undertaking constitutes 17.1 per cent;
chemical and fertilisers 12-.7 per cent; coal
10.9 per cent and petroleum 10.1 per cent. The
basic industries like steel, chemicals and
fertilizers, coal and petroleum are in the core
sector to which public sector undertakings are
serving. Therefore, when my friends on that
side remarked that we have deviated from that
goal, is rather unfortunate. They have ont
substantiated it with facts and figures. We
have not deviated from the goal of the public
sector undertakings. They have also said that
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this MRTP Act is going to benefit the
top houses is also not correct. The Honourable
Minister has very clearly stated the three
objectives and I do not want to repeat the
same and take much time of the House. So
far as the MRTP Act is concerned, its working
has been reviewed.  Frcm time to time the
Commission's reports ~ have been submitted
to Parliament. The Commission's
achievements and failures have been stated
clearly.  The main thing is that in 1969 this
limit of Rs. 20 crores was fixed. Since
then the economic development has teen
much faster.  Even in the public sector, the
investment has increased from Rs. 3,000
crores to Rs. 35,000 crores. We have a much
higher commanding position in the public
sector now. So the limit of Rs. 20 crores which
was fixed in 1969 does not hold good S0
far as the present situation is concerned.  So
far as the dominance part is concerned, ,es, we
should not agree to any relaxation. I would
support this policy of the Government as well
as Of the party, I would say, that so far as the
dominance  part is concerned, there should
not be any relaxation. So far as section
20(b) is concerned, there is no relaxation
regarding the dominance part. No relaxation
is contemplated for such companies as men-
tioned in section 20(b). In fact, I
would suggest that that the provision should
be strictly followed and strictly
implemented. The implementation should be
further strengthened so far as that part is
concerned. But so far as this part is
concerned, this is the reality of the situation
and we have to accept it. As the hon.
Minister has said, the prices have gone
up. In 1969 what were the prices of steel and
cement? In 1969 we had steel as Rs. 800 to
Rs. 900 per tonne and cement at Rs. 8 per
bag. Similarly the prices of other things
have gone up so much. Therefore, if the
limit is raised now, it does not mean in any
way any kind of deviation. This is, just a
realistic step, as the situation demands. Now in
the growth process, we have a large number
of bigger companies.
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[The Vice-Chairman
Mehta) in the Chair].

In 1982-83- we had 247 companies
which  had an investment of more than
Rs. 100 crores. But 20 big houses were the
dominan: houses. = We had Tatas, Birlas
and others and these were the houses
which were controlling 50 per cent. Out of
more than Rs. 11,000 crores of investment,
they were having more than Rs. 5,500 crores.
What does it mean? It means that these 20
houses are the dominant companies.  And
none of these houses is having less than Rs.
250 crores of assets. There is no concession
to them now. So far as these houses are con-
cerned, this amendment is not relevant
because the, are not benefited in any way
because they are already having assets from
Rs. 260 crores to Rs. 2900  crores.
Therefore, these are not the houses which are
going to be benefited. Now we have about
1.423 companies, according to the data avail-
able for 1983, which were registered under
the MRTP Act. and now about 491 will be out
of the purview because of this amendment.
But 932 houses will still be having more than
Rs. 100 crores of assets and will still be under
the MRTP Act. As my colleague said, this
wil] give a certain degree of flexibility, certain
degree of  competition within the country
to those medium-sized groups and
companies, who have done well and who have
the potentiality to do better if they are taken
out of the purview and are given the op-
portunity to grow faster. They ,re not the
top ones; they are not those 20 houses.  Even
after  this amendment, about 1000
companies wil]  still be there and only
400 to 500 companies which are medium-
sized will be taken out so that they work
better and increase production and compete
with the rest of these companies. There-
fore, it is not advisable to criticise this Bill on
the basis of facts which are not correct
and relevant. Otherwise, if it is made a
political issue one can understand.  But the
facts and figures do, not sustain this position
that has been stated.

(Shri Chimanbhai
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[Shri Rameshwar Thakur]

The other point is when we -re talking of a
vast economic growth and a very large-sized
plan going from Rs. 2,300 crores in the First
Plan to Rs. 3,20,000 crores in the Seventh Plan
with large investments in the public sector as
also in the private sector. It is increasing not
only in India but throughout the world. There
must be a certain degree of flexibility. So far
as the dominance part is concerned, it is in the
spirit of the constitution, in the spirit of the
MRTP Act, in the spirit of the reports of the
committees like Dr. Hazari Committee, the
Dutt Sub-Committee and other committees
whose reports formed the basis of this Act,
which should be maintained, in fact, it should
be strictly followed. It should be honoured.
And that alone will serve the purpose. I am
sure the Government's policy in this regard is a
progressive policy. It will certainly help the
growth and development of the economy to the
expected level and it needs such flexibility and
opportunity for competition and they will be
able to do full justice in the years to come. I
am sure this is not going to affect the spirit of
dominance. So far as the amendments to
MRTP i concerned, I am sure Government's
action in this regard will be welcome in the
proper perspective.
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HIETUA TTAATAA HEIa4, 94
§ wmd ama 77 fAaTE §7 )
z, a1 # s gima giEar w
Tqifeg fafaea wis &1 FE-
zawe F1 g A § -

"The State shall, in particular, direct
its policy towards securing.—

(a) that the citizens, men and women
equalise have the right to an adequate
means of livelihood;

(bj that the ownership and control of
the material resources of the community
are so as best to subserve the common
good;

(c) that the operation of the economic
system does not result in the
concentration of wealth and means of
production to the common detriment;

(d) that there is equal pay for equal
work for ' both men and women;"

o A ArE ww En oo qEr ?

I want this clarification from the Go-
vernment.
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"We, the people of India, having solemnly
resolved to constitute India into a Sovereign
Socialist Secular Democratic Republic and
to secure to all its citizens; Justice, social,
economic and political; Liberty of thought,
expression, belief, faith and worship,
Equality of status and of opportunity. . ."
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"The aim oi the 1948  Industrial Policy was
that the 'State must play a progressively
active role in the development  of
industries'. It also conceded that the
mechanism and the resources of the state
may not permit it to function forthwith
in industry as widely as may be desirable.
Hence the decision to have complete
state monopoly  only on three industries,
namely arms and ammunition, atomic
energy and railway transport. Also any
future ventures in 6 other industries were to
be the exclusive monopoly of the State.
These were coal, iron and steel, aircraft
manufacture, ship building, manufacture of
telephones, telegraph and wireless
apparatus, excluding radio receiving sets,
and mineral oil.  The result of this policy
was the acceptance of mixed economy as
a model for develop, ment of the country.
It allowed the establishment of industries
in the private sector in a wide field. Gra-
dually, however, more stress was laid by
the Government on the attainment of
socialistic ~ pattern  of society. A-
Resolution adopted by Lok Sabha in
December 1954  declared that the object
of the country's economic policy should
be socialistic pattern of society.  Speaking
on the Resolution, Prime Minister Nehru
said that ‘'progressively as the socialist
pattern grows there is bound to be more
and more nationalised industry—but what
is important is not that there should be an
attempt to nationalise everything, but the
results of that. That is. what you are
aiming at is production and employment If
by taking any step you actually stop the pro-
duction process from growing, this does
not lead you to that socialistic pattern,
although that little step might be called
socialistic". It is this pragmatic thinking
that has in-
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formed the government's industrial policy
throughout the post-independence period.

Industrial Policy Resolution of 1956—
The intervening years from 1948 when the
first industrial Policy Resolution was
adopted and 1956 when the policy was
restated, certain momentous developments
had taken place in the country. The
Constitution of India had been enacted
guaranteeing certain Fundamental Rights
and enunciating the Directive Principles of
State Policy. Planning had proceeded in a"
organised basis, and the First Plan was
successfully completed. A  socialistic
pattern of society was accepted as the
objective of social and economic policy.
Whereas the Preamble to, the Constitution
said inter aha about securing social and
economic justice, the Directive Principles
had called upon the State (1) to secure to all
citizens an adequate means of livelihood,
(ii) to ensure that the ownership and control
of material resources of the community are
so distributed as best to, subserve tha
common good, and (iii) to ensure that the
operation of the economic system does not
result in the concentration of wealth and
means of production to, the common detri-
ment.

The Industrial Policy Resolution of 1956
laid stress on accelerating the speed of
industrialization, in  particular heavy
industries, expansion of public sector- and
the growth of the cooperative sector. The
State was to progressively assume a pre-
dominant and drect responsibility for
setting up new industrial undertakings and
for developing trans, port facilities. State
trading was another important area stressed
by the Policy Resolution. Industries of basic
and strategic importance and those in the
nature of public utility services were to be
in the public sector. Those industries which
requir, ed huge investment, which only the
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State could mobilize, also had to be in the
public sector."

1948 FT TiAdT THAIEITT, 1956
T §’|F*4"’T qrfesT TETT‘EWH 1976
FT %TEET‘?-:T’H UATRE gz
AR 1969 FT THe HT7e o flo UFF
HIT TATL AT AT AT TqA17 7T T
ggT9 HAT FT T2 TEW FeA F AR
ST qger ifEEr arzwveE fEar g 99
CEE A

I reaffirm our adherence to socialism and
planning. Without planning, we could not
have reached where we are. Our aim is
continuous modernisation, higher producti-
vity and rapid advance af social justice.

Is this MRTP Act within the framework
of the Preamble of the Constitution? is this
HIT ITERS HAEE, WAl U ;g Al
€1 ¥ gua wfas swarE = 77
2 fr

The objective of Congress is es-
tablishment of socialism.

ar 7 "9 HEoig §ET WEET H

T oUW e A dr v wHEET fae

FT HAHGT F T-T A1 FEAT HIEM

f& w1 carges ﬁﬁ o fFar 2 =w 1=

T oqAT FEffmEdE 2 1§ S(eeT
Tar g f*

MRTP Amendment Act within the
framework ol Industrial Policy Resolution
of 1958 or 1948? Is this MRTP Amend-
ment Act within the framework oi policy
statements of our Prime Minister, Shri
Rajiv Gandhi on social ism? -Is this MRTP
Act within thi framework of the Congress
electio] manifesto or within the framewor ¢
of this policy statement?
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"] want to make India a developed, strong,
powerful and socialist India. But for
making India strong and powerful, either
dynamise the country or get yourself
dynamited."

fergeam wfggoeit a3 grr w7
TaTHATEl 9@ | faer aweae ¥
7 WHEFATHT A A qHAT £ ) T
fa & Zo F AT AV AT andv
wac FEW 5 fegmam § awraam
T FHLA FTF T fa ATy EAEGE]
¥ 3u7 faaar 4 sfrEer A e
% AME | TEA GYETE GMAT FT

EIEA NI N



153 The M.R.T.P.

[20 MAY 1985 ]

f& S & w0z eTT AT gE I
& 2, wu¥ W AvwErsIT ATty
war for = o< & At s
s ¥ qar far owm w@r e, aw
@ fawr wwmr wte ofes d9ee
F FHIST grEz  WrE IFART 2H
g ot gw fs T3l & oreme
9T I FFA F TEfEr & A gard
FAT WS § 1 T TR F AT
% 3w foer 7 qwdT FAr § + gewATE

mae H wmET F fay o faw owmn
g & vu% 809 ® o & 57 @st
g fahy & safaw w7 @ g
& ug dfagwm ¥ fedww fag@l &
faars 2 1 falg & sofed # <@
£ &F = o1 & v § quiT 47
FHEMECH AT e what #
arere wie 1 syt g faed s

;
i
3
:
£

o, ag 59 %1 am &7 Fw
& fa o5 5w s adf #r oo
arse dle e #T d3% ¥ mifas

(Amendment) Bill, 1985 154

AMT FT 2197 AATET H AW E AR
21491 WAy ¥ faAr wEmer iy
F A@T A I OAFAT | A
HAGHT  Fraad F1 W[ qT
ygFv q 218 TE B FET |

§ #d wfms & g9 o am
oxrfasre o9 <4 8 49 §, afeag
® OH o7 o@w 21w ¥
WA a7 Al STAT T OWEH WA
38 &T WEAT| A ug f HI9ET
favgig feawr § f& gw @ ar
Ag W@, § AR ¥ ARl T
§ f& um ¥T W@ Ay w7 TEW
& @ smod swrar &S & s Add
qOF T T F owww 2187
wAlAr & wa¥  wigw 3R, wAw
B R O o |
fitex &w arfsw @ S fx
MIF 37 T F TN F AL
o & afr mor wd T Afe
faFar &1

& mody gElr gt 9T et
gmmw g & f et @ A
F& TE WER TIH PAT § IHfAEY
oxrfawre #r dmr 20 WWT ¥
100 0% T fawr & & wdr
T & qeer 9w § o oaa
73 F= ag & fF o690 ¥ AFT
el % g TH Sata M &€l
g? afe s omr s E A1 #
gl W AGE HIAA TEAT DA
g 0g afafess dT  @tas
Frgett 2 1 39 ;ISR 99T
T E

"A major step towards helping private
industry is that of raising the asset limit for
the MRTP units from Rs. 20 crore to Rs.

100 crore. This certainly is not the way to
make the economy more competitive. Some
Inflation-indexing was perhaps necessary,
because the limit was fixed in 1969, but
even the most optimistic among the
monopoly  houses could not have
anticipated that the limit would be raised
five-fold when the price-inflation since

1969 has been about three-and-a.half
times".
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"The largest among the small units—
claiming all the benefits ol being small—
are often open or disguised subsidiaries of
the large enterprises. Even multinationals
have now entered the field of small scale
industries. The liberalisation of excise
exemption on clearances on a graded basis
will also mean relatively more benefit to the
small units at the top of the scale. The
really small ones, owned by the small
entrepreneurs, will remain practically where
they were. The benefit from the large
subsidies on exports and fertilisers will also
go to the big producers and large farmers".
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"With this limit, a large number of
industrial giants which were virtually
stagnating will now be allowed to grow
freely till such time as their assets touch the
Rs. 100 crore mark. It is expected that their
growth rate will be phenomenal for these
industrial houses will be allowed to freely
expand their activity in the low priority
Industries which are commonly known as
non.appendix I items of manufacture by
virtue of being out of the MRTP net.
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On the other hand, however, relatively
smaller companies with their assets being
just above Rs. 1 crore and manufacturing
specialised items in great demand would
continue to stagnate under the MRTP Act
by virtue of the fact that their share in the
total domestic market is 25 per cent the
qualifying limit for {he purpose  of
'monopoly"."
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"During the year under report, no such
reference was made by the Central
Government to the Commission."
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"Nor did the Commission institute any

such. inquiry suo motu."”

THE A2 A1 FIT OTHET AT q9T TR
5 )t @99 9 H WNE HHA UF
TRATE FHET AT WET TEAT |
71 3z (79 797 FAE ¥ A &
i 1978 ¥ WTE A § 9T wEEA
T emw @ f792 & 95 240 wAr
ER

"20.4 Suggestions for revision of the Rs.
20 crores limit. Suggestions have been
received in some of the memoranda for
upward revision o,f the criteria of Rs. 20
crores as value of assets for purposes of
applicability of the provisions in Chapter
UI of the Act. Suggestions have been made
that it should be raised to, RS. 50 crores. We
have considered this matter but we do not
feel that any change in the criteria of Rs. 20
crores assets is necessary at present."”
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