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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 Tth
May, 1985.”

The Resolution was adopted.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI SANT
TOSH KUMAR SAHU): Now, Shrl
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 con-
sideration.”

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, the Mono-
polies and Restrictive Trade Practices
(Amendment) Bill, 1985 provides for
the upward revision ¢f the value of
assets from Rs. 20 crores to Rs. 100
crores in section 20(a) of the Mono-
polies and Restrictive Trade Practices
Act7 1969. The amendment proposed
in the Bill is most timely and appro-
priate. The nation is standing on the
threshold of technological revolution
which the 2ist century ig likely to
usher in. We must. therefore, take
stock of the economic development
achieved so far and prepare ourselves
to seize challenging opportunities of
the future.

Although the Monopolies and Res-
triclive 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 pre-
sent limit of Rs. 20 crores for bring-
ing 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 as-
sets against whom he wants to offer
competition. It has been argued with
considerable force that competition
woulg be encouraged and concentra.
{ion in the hands of the monopoly
houses curbed if independent new
enyrepreneurs 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 in Parliament that it was mere-
ly as a working arrangement. Ever
since the MRTP Act came into force,
Government have been receiving re.
presentations from different
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 up-
wards. As the economy grows, the
resources of the nation increase and
as the wealth of the nation expands,
the monetary limit has to undergo up-
ward revision relative to the growth of
the economy. Such a revision is inher-
ent in the very dynamism of the eco-
nomy. To retain the asset limit of Rs.
20 crores in section 20 (a) of the Mono-
polies and Restrictive Trade Practices
Act as an index of the concentration
of economic power for g]l time to come
would obviously seem to guggest as if
there had been no economic develop.

ment since the Act had come
force.

sources

into
In view of this, and particular-
ly taking into account the increase in
the prices and the growth in the in-
dustrial base, Government feels that
it is only reasonable that the value ol
assets for the purpose of applicability
of the regulatory provisions and re-
gisterability of undertakings in terms
of clause (a) of section 20 of the Act
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should be raised to the level f)‘l
Rs. 100 crores, The proposed Bill

reflects this intention of the Govern-
ment,

Sir, I move that the House be pleas-
ed to take this Bill into consideration
and pass the game.

The questton was praposcd.

*SHRIMATI 1LA BHATTACHARYA
(Tripura): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir the
Hon. Minister has moved a Bill to am-
end the Monopolies and Restrictive
Trade Practices Act, 1969, which seeks
to raise the ceiling of assef from Rs.20
crores to 100 crores for the monopoly
companies. The Hon. Finance Minis-
ter gave indication of introducing a
. Bill in his Budget speech. He said, “In
order to reflect the considerable in-
crease in the cost and the economic
size of the projects that hag taken
place since the asset limit for MRTP
Companies was fixed in 1969, this 1imit
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 be-

come very big these days. Therefore,
MRTP Companjes should be given
more opportunities to invest their
capital.

1 would reguest the FHon, Minister
to remember the logic behind the en-
actment 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 me-
dium-gcale and small-scale industries
from the market, That legislation
wanted that monopolists should not
contro} the market. That legislation
wanted that small indusiries should
not be devoured by big industries as
small fishes are devoured hy bhig
fishes,

*English translation of the original
speech delivered in Bengali.
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The MRTP Act was enacted in 1969
on the bhasis of a policy as laid down
in the Constitution of India. Article
30 of the Constitution says: “the
ownership and control of the mat=rial
resources of lhe community ar: so
distributed as hest fo subserve the com-
mon good. Secondly, the operation of
the economic system does not rzsult
in the concentration of wealth and
means of production to the commen
detriment.” [f this was the objective
of the MRTP Act of 1969, how :wy it
that the present amending Bill aas
been moved today in the House? [
do not think that the price-rise is the
only cause. The motive vf 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 of
wealth into few hands started long
ago. In 19467 a censug of industries
was taken. According to the Report
of that census, we had 34 Managing
Agency Firms at that time. Each frm
had an asset more than Rs. one crore.
Of these firms, four had an asset of

Rs. 5 crores ang three had an gsset of
Rs. 10 crores.

After independence, in 1948, the
Indian National Congress declared,
“Economic structure which will yield
maximum production without the ope-

ration of private monopolies andg the
concentration  of wealth undertak-
ings which are in the nature of mono-
polies or in view of their scale of ope-
rations serveg the country as a whole
or cover more than one province
should be run on the basis of public
ownershio in  respect of existing
undertakings process of transfer from
private to public ownership ghould
commence after a period of five vears.”

Since the above declaration we have
passed many years. But the process
of transfer from private fo public
ownership has not yet started. We find
in independent India that the zssets
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of Monopoly Houses are increasing
day by day. So, after independence,
there was a tendency among Monopoly
Houses fo corner the wealth of the
natior. Having seen this tendency,
before the enactment of MRTP Act
in 1989, the Government appointed
Mahalanobis Committee Hazari Com-
mittee. Monopoly Inquiry Commission
and Dutta (Committee to enquire into
the growing assets of Monopoly capi-
talisis 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
indusiries. But after the enactment oﬁ
MRTP Act in 1969, the number ol
licersed industries on behalf of Mono-
poly Houses declined gradually. If i
submit an information to this eflect,
the position will be very clear. Accord-
ing to the Report of Monopoly Enquiry
Commission of 1965, Tata had 53 Te-
gistered Companies. But according t0
Dutta Commitiee Repert of 1967, the
number of registered industries for
Tata House increased to 70. But after
the enactment of MRTP Act, the num-
ver ¢f registered industries for Tata
House declined as necessity wag not
felt 1o include industries having assets
upto RS. 20 croreg in Government re-
cords. 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 fashjon the
number of registereq Companies be-
longing to Bangur, Goenka  Singhania,
Mafatlal, Sarabhai, Scindia, Sriram
and Surajmal and Nagarmal increased
from: 1965 to 1967. But, after the en.
actment 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 requireq to submit accounts of
their growing assets to the GoOvern-
ment. 8o, the Government should
have checked the growing concentra-

[ 20 MAY 1985 ]

(Amendment) Bill, 1985 122

tion of wealth into few hands long zgo.
It is now clear that big capitalists kept
many of their companies beyond the
scope of the MRTP Act by taking ad-
vantage 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 assetg that the Monopoly
Houses had in 1971—77 increased
much in 1980—83. In 1980—83, the
assets of Birla House haq increased
from Rs. 1421 crores to Rs. 2900 crores.
Similarly., the assets to Tata House
had also increased from Rs. 1500 cror-
es to 2700 crores. It shows that the Go-
vernment does not have pewers to curb
the mounting assets ot Monopoly
Houses in gpite of having any number
of legislations like MRTP Act of 1969.
We can thus say that the assets of {he
big industrial houses have been in-
creasing by 30 per cent annually.,

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

There are provisions in the MRTP
Act, 1969, to curb the concentration ot
wealth into the hands of few Mono-
polists. It is laid down in Sections 21,
22 and 23 of the MRTP Act, 1969, that
if a company wants to expand its ex-
isting industries, or to set up new
companies, or to amalgamate one com-
pany ‘with the other, it will have to
take prior approval of the Govern-
ment. 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 Hindu-
stan Lever did not take care totake
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 Groupg to
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e Government on the affairs

. jse th -
advise These Advisory

ig companies.
éirr?rrittees prepared various cas;e;
about big business housés and Ste; -
them to the Govemment‘ ?0 t :
Monopolies Enquiry Commission mu)t’
enquire into these cases to. find ;}ts
the causes of their growing ass _
But it has been found that thel Gov
ernment of India did not teel it ne(;
cessary to send 90 Der cent catc,es. tn
the Monopoly Enquiry 'Comrmssn?
So the Monopoly Enquiry Commis-
sion has become 2 show-piece.

has advanced

. Minister
The Mo ¢ ceiling should

i ment that th
‘:)lgsr:irsgeté to tRs. 100 crores in orde(;‘
to meet the price_rise: Incr_ea§e
ceiling will enable the mdustr.latl;sti
to invest more capital in new 1 us
It is necessary for the welfare

tries. /
of the country. But I woulg like 10
say to the Hon. Minister that due to

ice-ri ores of people in our
price-rise cr e e

rv are forced to live b
:)?J%z:'ti line. They are now unable 10
carry the purden of life. Taxes have
been imposed in the current pudget
on essential commodities lik.e peiro-
leum products. kerosene, Biri and
papers. These commodities are used
by crores of common people. Why the
Government does not propose to re-
duce taxes on these essential commo-
.dities? Why the Government does not
propose to nationalise the private and
foreign capital in the country? 1
hope, the Hon. Minister will expres‘s
his views on this matter. Nationali-
sation 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 tf’
safeguard the interests of big busi-
ness houses. The main intention of
the Ruling Party is to remain in
power perpetually. So the Govern-
ment goes on flattering the big busi-
ness houses. At the time of elections,
crores of rupees were paid to the
Ruling Party by big business houses.
With 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 re-
ward the big business houses with
this concession. By raising the ceil-
ing to Rs. 100 crores, the Govern-
ment 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 thig am-
ending Bill. I oppose it.

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

SHRI CHIMANBHAI MEHTA
(Gujarat): Mr. Vice-Chajrman, Sir

H)
just n-w I 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
tfact, 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 ¢rores to Rs. 100 crores to define a
monopoly. She has alse mentioned
about the strength of Tatas and Bir-
las 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 per-
son or a group or a company which
owns more than Rs. 20 crores gets the
same treatmen{ as a company or a
group which has Rs. 2000 crores. This
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 jis being raised to 100 crores.
All those who are above 100 crores
will be treated on par. This ig the
main thing. This amendment tries to
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protect the middle level capitalists
agamnst the big ievel capitalists. Whe-
ther 1t is proper to do it or not is a
debatable question. But the charge
that we are trying to please monopoly
houses does not stand when you under-
stand 1t. That was the main point }
wanted to make.

They also say that now there is a
deviation from the socialist path. Does
1t mean that we were following the
socialist path prior to this amendment?
should analyse when they speak about
They shoulq analyse when they speak
about it because they are confused
perception. Development of capitalism
is one thing and development of mono-
poly 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 scepe for the development of capita-
lism and also of monopoly capitalism,
lism. It has been accepted in the In-
dustrial Policy Resolution also.

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 ot
the monopolv houses which come under
the MRTP Act today? Rs. 26000 crores,
What your amendment does ig to take
out those combanies whose assels in
total amount to Rs. 500 crores out of
the orbit of {his MRTP Act. If you
understand it, you will know that only
those companies with assets of Rs. 500
crores are going out of the orbit of
this Act.

So, I fail to understand why we
make such a cry that we are giving up
socialism, we are  developing capita-
lism. This should not have been the
criticism. I have one criticism ta 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 1969 were
not staticc. 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 arcund R, 70
crores. But, as the Act is not just for
today and it is also meant for the
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 gbout taxa-
tion, there should be liberal exemp-
iivn 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: I
dun’t think so. In the same way, [ re-
ferreq to the dyestuff industry. The
eligibility limit for attracting excise
has remaned the same. All these limits
were imposeq in 1975. Naturally, the
prices have gone up. So, those small
units should be given the benefit of
higher prices.

But we have taken care largely ¢f
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 the
small scale sector against middle level.
Basjeally, T am for a socialist econo-
my. About the public sector also, I
would like to say that the public sec-
tor is now at the commanding heights.
ang it should go still higher. and % 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 malpractices 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 sec-
tor, 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 -ver.
Therefore, I would say here that we
are not able to properly manhage our
public sector. Don’t think that I am
speaking in favour of the private sec-
tor. I have already condemned it.
But are we not going to give some
help to the middle level capitalist who
wanis t~ 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
undertiakings company is the same
person mostly a bureaucrat of a
technocrat. I 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 convic-
tion he cannot build up confidence
among the workers. His team cannot
be built up hecause 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 orien-
tation; of course, that is very much
required. But let us not be on the
defensive. Sometimes we become de-
fensive that public sector is not able
to make up or give a concession to
‘this kind of practice. That argument
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should not come in future. That is my
understanding.

SHRI NIRMAL CHATTERJEE: Do
you remember that Bagaram Tulpule
was made the Chairman of Durgapur
Steel Ltd.? What 1is the problem?
Would you come out with that? He
was not a bureaucrat.

SHRI CHIMANBHA] MEHTA: I
am not aware of it. I know that some
people feel that in the name of put-
ting in non-officials, perhaps a Cong-
ress member may be made the Chair-
man. Well, that is not my idea at all.
Therefore, some time a criticisin comes
that in the name of putting a non-
official, 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 Chair-
men are non-officials who have deli-
vered goods; they have done much bet-
ter. So, there is no question of a com-
parison that a person who is not g
bureaucrat or a technocrat will ruin
the public undertaking. I don’t enter-
tain that philosophy.

It is a fact that during the last seve-
ral years, monopolies have also streng-
thened. I 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 Ks.
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 gra-
dually reduced and then we can defi-
nitely assert, as we have done in our
AICC resolution, that we are moving
towards socialist path. I am only con-
cerned about that. A criticism is made
that we are partially deviating from
our path. we are not leaving the mono-
polies; we are actually fighting against
it, But this is not properly understood.
Giving concession to private capita-
lists dees not mean handing - over
everything to capitalists. In socialist
countries also where the great thin-
kers will be the leaders, and they wili
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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, I support the
Bill.

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

Sir, by the Budget proposals, the
Government have clearly deviated
frox their professed goal of socialism
and preferred to follow the capitalis-
tic path of development fully. I am
not gowmng to discuss the
proposals. But I would only like to
refer 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 capitalis-
tic path of development.

This Bill is an example of this devl-
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-

Budget .
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tezs in their study reports said that
a'l the developmental activities 1n the
country were in favour of a very few
at the top and the wealth is being con-
centrated in the hands of a very few.
As a result of these study reports, Go-
vernment enacted the MRTP Act and
constituted the MRTP Commission. In
spite of this MRTP Act which has
been in operation, no step whatsoever
has been ‘aken by the Government to
see that there is no concentration
of wealth in the hands of a very few.
It is surprising tha: the Government
did not refer any matter to the Com-
mission. The MRTP Commission re-
mains a toothless organisation. It has
no infrastructure, it has no moni-
toring capacity and it Thas no
final say on any matter. Ag 2
result, the MRTP Commission, al-
though it has been existing for the
last fifteen years, has been able to do
nething in checking the concentration
of wealth in the hands of a very few.
We have seen that due to this con-
centration of wealth in the hands of
a very few, there has been inequality
in jncome and growing poverty among
the miasses. We are gradually deviat-
ing 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 *or the strengthening of the
monopoly houses. As a result of this

amending  Bili, about 49 companies
will go out of the purview of the
MRTP Act because their assets are

below Rs. 100 crores. They will he
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 ex-
pected that if there is more produc-
tion, it will ultimately help the society
it will ultimattly heip the people who
are at the lower level. This theory has
already been exploded. Only by mere
growth of econcmy. only by merely in-
creasing 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, ocur problem of poverty
will be solved. It is wrong to  think
so. And we are basing an our activi-
ties on this faise notion that we should
produce more, our productivity should
be increased. As I have galready said,
unless there is provision for an equi-
fable distribution of whatever is pro-
duced, inequality will not decrease; on
the centrary inequality will increase.
Therefore, the policy which the pre-
sent Government is following, instead
of leading the country to the 21st
cenfury, will lead us backward be-
cause the eccnomic philosophy which
the present Government is following
is the 19th century economic policy.
This economic policy has been discar-
ded. This pelicy will not lead the
countiry towards progress and
prosperity. This policy has been pur-
sued 1n some countries and we have
seen what results those countries have
derived by following this policy. This
Bill, therefore, will not only encou-
rage monopolies, it will not only encou-
rage the stranglehold of monopolies
over the economy of our country hut
it will tead to more and more concen-
tration of wealth 'in the hands of a
few peopie.

The present Government has for-
gotton everything that happened .iur-
ing the freedom struggle itseif. Under
the leadership of Mahatma Gandhi,
we pledged ourselves for the estab-
lishment of an  egalitarian sociely.
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
cnly that, in the Preamble of the Con-
stitution we have Dpledged 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 mure and more concessions

so that they can have a stranglehold
over the economy. Sir, [ do not say
that the original MRTP Act and the
MRTP Commission have been sucess-
tul in fulfilling its objectives; They
have not, because we have seen, in
spile of the MRTP Act being in exist-
ence, between 1980 and 1983, the wop
ten corporate grcups increased their
assels by more than 100 per cent. The
value of assets of Birla group of com-
panies went up from Rs. 1421 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 cf three years. So, the original
MRTP Act and the MRTP Commis-
sion alsc 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 ~on~
centration of wealth in~ the hands of
the few is reduced, so that wealth is
distributed, so that the small-scale in-
dustries grow, so that the medium-
size industries grow, so that the eco-
nomic bhenefits go to the poorer sec-
tions of the people and the masses
are benefited. But, instead of doing
that, they have breught forward this
amending Bill. By this amending
Bill, as I have already said, 49 com-
panies will be liberated from the
MRTP Act. So, Sir, as I have already
said, the whole budget philosophy of
the present Government is for in-
creasing productivity and not to de-
crease inequality. They are not con-
cerned whether there is inequality or
not. They are only concerned with
increasing productivity.

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 sec-
tions 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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pecause unless and until the economic
problems of the Dpeople are solved,
. many issues will raise their heads. The
communal firces, regional forces and
other  forces will raise their ugly
heads and there will be social tensions
throughout ithe country. By passing
the Anti-Terrorists Act and by ad-
opting more stringent measures alone
you cannot stop terrorism. Unless
and until the main problem—the eco-
nomic probiem—of the country is sol-
ved, if the poverty of the people Iis
not removed, there will be chaos
everywhere, there will be more and
more clashes, there will be social 1en-
sions, there will be more and more
exploitation, there will be poverty
and unemployment and the number
of people below the poverty line will
increase and it will resylt in a very
bad situation in the country. There-
fore, Sir, this Bill is not going to help
in golving the conomic problem of the
rcountfry 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 {o
expand according to their own wish-
es? What goods will they produce?
"Wilt they produce goods essential for
the consumption of the common peo-
ple? And will there be market for
them?  Will they depend entirely on
the international market or will they
get market from people who are pau-
pers 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, with-
out solving their problems, without
-making the people capable or purchas-
ing the things so that they can come
forward for purchasing the goods
which are going to be produced by
these companies? Gandhiji saig 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 forgotton 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,
ole‘dge for socialism, we have for.gOt-
:cen our conviction about Gandhism.
That is why this Bill has been b?ougl:lt
forward. 1 strongly oppose this Bill
because this Bill will lead ug no-
where; neither will it improve the
conditions of the common people nor
will it help in industrialising the

country.

With these words, Sir, 1 0ppose
the Bill.

SHRI RAMESHWAR THAKUR

(Bihar): Mr. Vice-Chairman, I rise t0
second the Monopolies and Restrictive
Trade Practices (Amendment) Bill,
1985. The Amendment seeks to raise
the limit of the assets ,from Rs. 20
crores to Rs. 100 creres under section
20(a) of the MRTP Act, 1969, We
have to see the entire Amendment in
the proper perspective of the econo-
mic 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 compe-
tition 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 Princi.
ples 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 econo-
mic system does not result in the
concentration of wealth gnd means
of production to the common detri-
ment;”

This is the basic direction towards
which we have to address ourgelves,
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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 eccnomy. If we see the cco-
nomic position since the First Plan
to the Sixth Plan, very clear, well-
defined, objectives have been there in
regard to the basic goals directed Dby
our Constitution. And if we see re-
ally 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 pri-
vate sector and social justice that we
have been able to achieve during
these three-and-a.half decades of plan-
ning in India. The First Plan has
had investment only of the order of
Rs. 2356 crores. It was of the order
of Rs. 141,377 crores so far as the
Sixth Plan is concerned, and the pub-
lic sector 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
our Government has done in
respect of public sector un-
dertakings. It has been alleged that
we have left ‘soclalism’. If we see the
concept of socialism right from the
Avadi Congress to the latest Congress
held in Delhi, it has been made abun-
dantly clear that the goa] set by the
first Prime Minister, Shri Jawaharlal
I.Vehru and by subsequent Prime Mn-
i i o e youneplidira Gan

€ young Prime Minis-

ter, Shri Rajiv Gandhi,
lowed.

5. P.M.

is being fol-
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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 at-
tained commanding heights. As a pro-
fessional 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 €n- -
gaged in services and 4 per cent in
the constructional activity. The basic
investment in the production of steel
in public sector undertaking consti-
tutes 17.1 per cent; chemical and fer-
tilisers 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 remark-
ed that we have deviated from that
goal  is rather unfortunate. They
have ont substantiated it with facts
ang figures. We have not deyiated
from the goal of the public sector un~
dertakings. They have also said that
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this MRTP Act is going to benefit
the top houses 18 also not correct. The
Honourable Minister has very clearly
ctated the three objectives and 1 do
not want to repeat the same and lake
much time of the House. So far as
the MRTP Act 18 concerned, its work-
ing has been reviewed. Frcm time toO

time the Commission’s reports have
been submitted to Parliament. Th.e
Commission’s achievements and fai-
lures have been stated clearly. The

main thing is that in 1969 this limit ot
Rs. 20 crores was fixed. Since then
the economic development has been
much faster. Even in the public sec-
tor, the investment has jncreased 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 dces not hold goed  so
far as the present situation is concern-
ed. So far as the dominance part is
concerned, yes, we should not agree tO
any relaxation. I would gupport this
policy of the Government as well as
of the party, I would sav, 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 con-
templated for such companies as men-
ticned in section 20(b). In fact, I
wouid suggest that that the provision
should be strictly followed and strict-
ly 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 oprices 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 fonne and cement
at Rs. 8 per bag. Similarly the pri-
ces of other things have zone up so0
much. Therefore, if the limit is rais-
ed 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 g
large number of bigger companies.
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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 {he houses which were control-
ling 50 per cent. Out of more than
Rs. 11,000 crores of investment, they
were having more than Rs. 5,500 cro-
res. What deces it mean? [t means
that these 20 houses are the dominant
companies. And none of these pouses
1s 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 rele-
vant because they 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 1423
companies, gecording to the data ax:all-
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 ynder
the MRTP Act. As my colleague said
this wil] give a certain degree of ﬁex-,
ibility, certain degree of competition
within the country to those medium-
sized groups and companies, 'who have
fione well and who have the potential-
ity to do better it they are taken out
of the purview and are given the op-
portunity to grow faster. They gre
not the top ones: they are not those 20
houses. Even after this amendment
about 1000 companies will  still b(;
there and only 400 to 300 companies
which gre medium-sized wilj be\ taken
out so that they work better and in-
c;ease producticn and compete with
;oje.rietsgs Onfotﬂ;fis;/eis:lglr:ianies.' 'Ther?_

! o criticise this
Bill on the basis of facts which are
.not. correct and relevant, Otherwise
it it is made g3 political issue Oone can’
understand. But the facts and figures

do not sustain this position tha{ has
been stated.
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The other point is when we .re
talking of a vast economic growth and
a very large.sizeq 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 ke
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 gerve 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 opportu-
nity 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. Sqg far
as the amendments to MRTP ig con-
cerned I am sure Government’s action
in this regard will be welcome in the
proper perspective.
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“The State shall, in Dparticular,
direct its policy towards securing—

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

(b) that the ownership and con-
trol of the material resources of
the community are go distributed
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 ¢f production to the com-
mon detriment;

(d) that there is equal pay for
equal work for * both men and
women;’’

dfagm & T TradfEEs fafges
AE A FETIIE § oag famn g
g F il ok e 7 A N
grE & IR oar § gvE o ug
qEAT JRAT g OfF oz gHo H|vo
Ao dto wazuz fam % weaw [
W F oEfA o T %
N N A FA M oar =T ?

I want this clarification from the Go.
vernment.

TR ITGATETSA AR, 0Fo
7o o flo wAT F§ 1969 IR
1970 % Wex FAT AT, F§ T F
et sfew At St 3 garware
# feor T F% &4F waw werm o

aw F UEIHEOr 39 feam
q oF 4TI wEW 9T, wami
F et T A amfa gz
FIW AT U IN gEISEE T
famr @ I W oan vw S
gq I UHo IUITo o qT Iz
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[# Fqq1T UF]

AT § G & SaAT =g
g%‘69%85,% Eiee) THo o
&o dro st 7 fegeam & o
geirafadl & e 1 ST FT ! THHT
TuT 9gT @Y SA F fG9re Far M-
JEr F ! T 15-16 Iuf F &
UHo H{¥o &Yoo  Hlo a::frsm &
wr fraw oeidfadl & & A
W= ® T, fefER & faeTs
FEFEr HFT W 16—16 AT F
fggea & WM grSEW #r
Jrera famdr @ ? ot gwe fug
g @ 4 & 1400 0T FT AFI-
el g 2900 FUS FT &r AT,
1500 a7 ZET 2700 FUST &1 &I
T | To o &0 dro ‘69 ¥
T L 15 a9 F FA WX
fergeama & WIS EIIET W
o 9T @ I9 F d&g W 9@ 7
g7 @ ? #ar sw A sEelEd
fafafoca o fz stdegew #1
am F A fewm § owwed et

|y AT a9 FL gw 7 fggmna
%%Tfa‘ar#ﬁm#ua‘r#sﬁw
ot fora & wtew @ gw ¥ fggeaaA
N OFAE F WA FE —

“We, the people of India, having
solemnly resolved to constitute
India into a Sovereign Socialist Se-
cular Democratic Republic and to
secure to all its citizens. Justice, so.
cial, economic and political; Liberty
of thought, expression, belief, faith
and worship, Equality of status and
of opportunity. . .”

ga+ fersEam & wfqum # frafas
¥ g am A Faw @ g fF
T OHTIATET  TOUAST  FT EATYAT
ﬁ?lﬁﬁ"\’%ﬁﬁ'@o *To  Tlo
o waz & ATEAH T 99 FUT *Y
ot t@%a'l%rtrrvﬁnfaa‘rﬁgﬂ
e & % fF oo wR & e
WW%@F&W|WW
T YT FT AT &I B TqAT
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gfagre gEdt W FR0 FT AT FT
AT AT 21 ‘48 %7 ITET AT
fesitegaa #T Fgar &

“The aim of 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 desir-
able. Hence the decision to have
complete state monopoly only on
three industries, namely arms and
ammunition, atomic energy and rail--
way transport. Also any  future
ventures in 6 other industries were
to be the exclusive monopoly of the
State. These were c¢o0al, 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 po-
licy was the acceptance of mixed
economy as a mode] 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 at-
tainment of gocialistic paftern ot
society. A Resolution adopted by
Lok Sabha in December 1954 dec-
lared that the object of the coun-
try's economic policy should be so-
cialistic pattern of society. Speak-
ing on the Resolution, Prime Minis-
ter Nehru said that ‘progressively as
the socialist pattern grows there is
bound to be more and more natio-
nalised industry—but what is im-
portant is not that there should be
an attempt to nationalise everything,
but the results of that. That is,
what you are aiming at is produec.
tion and employment. If by taking
any step you actually stop the pro-
duction procesg 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-indepen-
dence period.

Industrial Policy Resolution of
1956—The intervening years irom
1948 when the first industrial Policy
Resolution was adopted and 1956
when the policy was restated, cer-
tain momentous developments had
taken place in the country., The
Constitution of India had been en-
acted guaranteeing certain Funda-
mental Rights and enunciating the
Directive Principles of State Policy.
Planning had proceeded in gn orga~
nised basis, and the First Plan was
successfully completed. A socialis-
tic pattern of society was accepted
as the objective of social and econo-
mic policy. Whereas the Preamble
to, the Constitution said inter alia
about securing social and economic
justice, the Directive Principles had
called upon the State (1) to secure
to alj citizens an adequate means ol
livelihood, (ii) to ensure that the
ownership and control of material
resources of the community zre so
distributed as best to, gubserve the
common good, and (lily to ensure
that the operation of the economic
system does not result in the comn-
centration of wealth and means of
production to, the common getri-
ment.

The Industrial Policy Resolution
of 1956 laig stress on accelerating
the speed of industrialization, in
particuiar heavy industiries, expan~
sion 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 un-~
dertakings and for developing transs
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
seryices were to be in the publie sec-
tor. Those industries which requir,
ed huge investment, which only the

[ 20 MAY 1985 ]
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State could mobilize, also had to be
in the public sector.”

1948 F7 qIfaT HITIAA, 1956
F1 sefegaa arfest ﬁn-zrsm' 1976
m FEIETAT ~ AASHE UL
FR 1969 FT T Ho o o TF=

HX g NI WAl A1 el T T

U HAT FT 98 AW A T AR
1 agerr Aedy FmeFTER fFAT A7 99
- T T

I reaffirm our adherence to social
ism and planning. Without plan<
ning, we could not have reached
where 'we are. Our aim is continu-
ous modernisation, higher producti.
vity and rapid advance of social
]‘ustice.

AT IMEAA WRT, HWAT T = #
@ ¥ gua mfys swqg e
2

The objective of Congress is es-
tablishment of socialism,

A § U4 HIEONT HAT WERA ¥
T UH AT Y qr uFE wHEHE faa
T GUIT FIT g | FgAT AEW
fe ot cargeq B9 W[ fFA0 & S X
§ HoAT FAffRFI T\ A SAT
wrgar g f%

Is this MRTP Act within the
framework of the Preamble of the
Constitution? is this MRTP Amend-
ment Act within the framework of
Industrial Policy Resolution of 1956
or 19487 Is this MRTP Amend.
ment Act within the framework ol
policy statements of our Prime Mi
nister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi on social
ism? -Ig this MRTP Act within the
framework of the Congress electio:
manifesto or within the framewor
-of this policy statement?

7 7z T W ) # o fae

FT GHAT FLAT FLAT § WWT?TEH'
g & o= (swawer) ag Ot aw g
%Tﬁ?ﬁ'ﬂwfaﬁraﬁ@wﬁma’r@q
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[=ft Feaaty 7]

wE | Afea garh arfeEr gy g fw
fom #Y faar = g T W F "fage
T wqq @l 2 fF gw ersaE &y
FFT TR EATAT FA | ZH T HIT FAE
TIGUT 97 & AIEAA H [T F FAS
FUT ATAT F qET TI9 @UAT & I
¥ qOIE A TAMAT FIA | BH
T AIET AT AGE WX ATA TEGT
mEAT WR AT e T %
qAgeq § WRT § UF AT HR FAAAET
ORISR TATAT FA H FweT fAqT §
R T A9 F FAA 47 1 WA Ay
& Aqea W gl HwfasA wATNA FIF
%, mwmzﬁ%lgq#ma#w
FAT FAS F IFCIAT F§ GHEITATEY
JAS &1 TAAT F1 oAFeT faar gan
2, AfFT 7R TW gXE ¥ /T 7 wHI-
&Y gISFT F1 AW FEHET, WX 3T
1 FZ3 F AR oA AR afsEw
JF2T FT FAINET  greed mrfe
TRIAFY X FEf T@r F@ W @t g
‘Fﬁ'q‘f\‘f .....

4qdd ®F daRT § U Gal
(AR AIWT Weqr) @ T ]

S FEXT T TIM . TAT TAT § AY
ag ATq Y AT & W gw A JEa
& 1 AfT %X 3T T IW A W R
frasft a1 73 qWfq oF gATL FATT
AT IF FI, FATN FFARY FY AT
F ot & TAgE &, FATL wLHT
FIOF F TEATT FT KR FTAET F1 AL
F YT ok FT TAAT 3 FTAT ST AT
%mng#iaar A faq &v qfF
F fod g USRS WAER A
& T7 famara AT StAdy e e
I g7 AW AT ST Y
ey Ay wgeAoir &, 99 &t
W A g F | AW T ogan-
are #v fam u =fs sfag waw A
IS HIT 3T AT Z=AT F ol
20 FUT FT @A FT FET F 100
F0T F2 fagr ar 1 w44t 90 FOHET
FET F AFA FATHATE F AT | 1 Eﬁsﬁ
w”r FATY TIATET FT 9IS F OIIWAT &
ATHA TTARA TE FL EHT | T w70
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HATTATEY THTST FT ELTHAT H7 TR
TEr FATX | TART TOUF THIIL JAAT
A TART TAFIMAT gETSETET fagra
9T FE |

%T“rtrv'{ LI =T TSENT Fr
T FT L 1 I5H ATEAH  F A AW
F TeIT AW FI TATIT FT ) PAT
9 gSAvafqai F1 I &Y FAT F B
2 =r§ TR FEAAA FEAEgEE q,
¥ meai Rkl F7 A gz A T
A q earer &FT AT T WY forear
TR TEM, qE TET I MR gAFT AA-
TSt 3 % I fF w0 A T
¥ AT wAAfT w1 ¥ gwrfaq &
F1 AT FE L FElqd & gAR
# HHIHT F HIA FIT gfr Y
= fafreer & sgm fF 3 @
FfefEr & fF gy el A
aTrE & sfagm #1 ama <@ &< dfeq
TITET ATA AZE A Sl qAraqrar A
AIATE T 78 IqF FATA & 7 (37949

s gIW wEMSt  (Fgrg)
oT FA7 Fg @ & ¢ (W)

St FAIT WS . TE ATTHT THA
% ATEL FT 19 & | AT AT IHA
g aFF | WY ArA-aifafesw  grEEy
g, ot & o7 W E, SN guem
F artam FafaT )

wmfas & sgm 5 gard faan
W I AT FAF AT FW
Sore faas fax fasa & AET AT
zfaxr @i F wEr o4An
“] want to make Indig a develop-
ed, strong, powerful and socialist
India. But for making India gtrong
and powerful either dynamise the
country or get yourself dynamited.”

fgrgeam  orfeg@relt  aw g S
FuAMEaR FaIr | faar gmeEaE ¥
Fg WEIWHAT AE T HAT E | T9-
fad 7 oy F AAT ofr S WA F
qA FRM 5 e & guweae
FT AAGT FIA F AT WATA FrIAT
F 3R fagm v wfyaew aorar S«
TF AMT | UZA GIEHT WYAT FI
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f& st &t Fq7 E=WH AT gz S
& F 9wl G JuTETsSE aFT Y
war feor s <@ OE, ST wrEAme
Eeﬁmi‘rqﬁrfrmmtgr%ag
qa fear qEm T afwd g4
F FHIST gES  WIF THATET I
T N gw fwars sammEl & e
qT 39 dF F1 qrArfedy I S gAY
FYUT FTET § | T WAl & qA
# 5g fast F7 q0IT FLAT | THARE

s wqaew fry (fegw) ¢
SYANTERST Y, THo IJTTo Zlo dlo
o H gWiga # foo S faw g
g ¥ sax fag ¥ =7 & fav @=r
P g ) a0y § gwiod #% W g
f& xg dfggm * fadww fagel *
fams & 1 fady & @l 3¢ @
§ fF 27 srw & a@w & @afw &
FEGFCT  FET WL ThEl & v
gt "1 T SgEr gR frEE o
R & sieriaaor & ST aTaT agR
& fay zafas <41 § % w@F aftg
qEl a9 AW W WEEA IGO0
9T AT AT O AR TE T9 AW
F fagm ¥ far =sms fag gmma

W9, a8 5@ F 9 £ % Fw
& for e forg wg @@l v o
Ao o d¥o FT §3F ¥ uifas Mfy
faaifer &7 7€ 47, &5 soF farde
g FIETATEY TR UFHIETFER e

ar
@m%uﬁg@maﬁ@wﬁ‘mé
AR AW e R R T &
iy ¥ v g s =@ war @

W
ﬁl
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AN & 2148 wAEET § AT & WIS
2197 wETsEY ¥ faAr AT e

F  FWET AE ST AFAT | TEiAA
HAGAT  gEEST &7 AT 9T
qgET T 219 @Al H AT |

§ welt mgws & qear (oA
THIferFrT TS W7 & A W, aifad
® OF T AN 21T waiEl "
STAT T ARy STAT L OWIGE WA
@ FT AT H uF W MIUEI
fawa faomer g f& ogw @@ At
a@@r,ﬁwmammr%m
g f& wmw w'T @ A o &t
5 & olod surer A T oW @ |
q9% I T ¥ 9w 2140
Tt & wa®  wfaw &fw, §I9
TET AU W HIE g
fiwae 3w wifew & S fF
MIF 37 A F AR F AR
gt g ufe miad wd e afer
fwar av |

F oo g@d a3 wIEl
g vy & B P # A
gg 7, WEw wIw gur g il
werfaw # dwmo 20 I X
100 FUe =T faur gl g adr
werEs ¥ gqewt agr g '
uaa—vrrarra% fF 69 ¥ %<
R CI | B o I i i
szrfa 1T qrm esgergerrﬁ
AT ®T WM HIAY T@AT NFAT
g, qifaferer g FEAIAT
Al a‘ 2 A 13 L (X R
T g :

“A major step towards helping pri-
vate industrv 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 ne-
cessary, because the limit was fixed
in 1969, but even the most opiimis-
tic 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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[ squAq fas]

FTy geAEEm A oa| W AR
frim wex £ f&7 oW oag K
Tem g g (F W fodar gfem
SAwT 3 W & Sadr a1 IR A
wit &% A& | 98 a1 50 U
ar & wm #7 @ & W faow
§ st o9 vad Ao SEm § I
g1 ErT 1§ wEs & & Wl
7 oggm & W™ @ @ FI
T ofew W IR &

“The largest among the small

units—claiming all the benefits .01
being small—are often open or dis-
guised subsidiaries of the large en-
terprises. Even multinationals have
now entereq the field of small scale
industries. The liberalisation of ex-
cise exemption on clearances on a
graded basis will also mean rela-
tively 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 far-
mers”.
Tg #1E FEIfAEe W &1 H@ER
1 2 &7 fex arow faawn g
‘g TEETEE ergR W ag ge-
fefaue o 7ex v@ §1 9@ ® &
I ¥ W g | 4E 20 WE T
(LS fafme werd W W@ 2
9% @ ¥ fogm T

“With this limit, a large number
‘of industrial giants which were vir-
tually stagnating will now be al-
-lowed to grow freely till such time
as their assets touch the Rs. 100
crore mark. It is expected that
their growth rate will be phenome-
nal for these industrial houses will
be allowed to freely expand their
activity in the low priority Indus-
tries which are commonly known
as non.appendix I items of manus
facture by virtue of being out of
the MRTP net.
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On the other hand, however, rela-
tively 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 ghare
in the total domestic market ig 25
per cent the qualifying limit for the
purpose of ‘monopoly’.”

qEafeal F wEFitd & ey
JEI T A W § ) W faame
§ weAw SAW AR gAY IANM T
qalg & WA | AT FIA TH FA
F AF TIC | WA C™T w3 Al
T 9C A TgIr i uH ;IR D
T wFe &7 T FWES T qEg
forqy saar afwmer o6 2t ey
B ANH AW F1 W7 IT qF
A ar 8 we FneC | WA q|
¥ ag FEW AEw g fw ozAr
W gmfa F FEFT TG
AT | ITEAIEAT  WElRd,  ugl
T 20 9WE JEFET F TG Frgdr
T g™ 2 SAH wAIT Ow
fater gEw & wim § @0 TRl glew
FOF e

T 3 AW oTH I OH G
W oWy @Eq § 5 owafer ®
BT W {1 94T AT W
qw & wREIkmw w9 ? g
Fa4T W TFR F G @ @
g1 a8 €7 el alg =i B 5@
W H fr awie Blzw I St
RTq9FT F¥ W AT g dfeq
SATELAIT TEE FIE GI4T 4G @
W a1 fF IRA TSR 89 9%
SR Jq faat AT gRiR [ FT
afggre awq F At F Hfaam
fifq faqms fogl@ @ =Nt &
FET §, FEMAE F FEA ¥ S
7. AT T | IR W o9 faw
T I AT AT T9A A T AW
3T uFATd Tl AqHA &9 g
T T LW B At T I F
gl &7 g7 Z1 A8 ¢ Efawe
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Fagma wafy @1 g owafar w
T HEM A WEIAT X uE wiedr
FT AT FAr g1 FarA F HIK
T wHAT H AW WA F aqearg
¥ W gad i ogedr ¥ dfea
fegma § Saw WX @9y F TE
LU qa’T' T & weﬁél
W o% Afwa & agt #v g
Y WM F wE A S FEAr 50

To WA #aedt § Fgr fa

31§ gre WR Fwiten
A T w80 wrax &1 gl
F I arar fagama gm F
g el & wEl @ 8, fee Wy
Fafen feafe € gmr &0 ww
TieAE A2 AAGI, TE AF B
ATFH WA 3:, BT wAy A g
TE H oA A wAiteT Qi
i zzs 3. faww g1 &% A
9T a1 fAuaw g1 dfsas  §aer
A% fg7 & fag amr FEOB
feiezsmm A% giwr A 3, Fezawd
% za # 3, g Ak g
F 2, fafisgea, 4w g3 99
g g1 af ws wifer @ ®

AR R o A G S 1
a7 f&5. 8 ) g wigdr Y
FAUET TIE W@ TEAT R ?

7g 99 TG FY3T 2| T HTRY
TAAE FT 9T g | IAAT IS AT
FT WA TERT T feaft WA
g3 FT f§a7 T ) AT 9RT Fr UF
TEAT FAAT GIAT | R EqeT T A FFAT
g ¢ 5 o3 7g wiE weroar
fg afst® FFze T FY AT FTAT
F fao g Far ) s Shafaa
1 gear Ay fear, gear g fTar
e gear gEdie faar | afeas g
7 S OHT qU0 SRR €Y1 SfEA
M T WUFW TAET gE@l AT W@y
$ ) wF A At & oerdt § &
YT G A § CWET FAT AEY
13 w9 o qfd ¥ faT o
Fgusdd  FAE & fadaw 23]
% | T OHOHTRoZToqlo  UFE  HY
TqHTT T AT IET £\ § =R
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CWH qHomedeNo  FHTUA &Y
e e Fzav ArEg@T g ) 7 AUEA
T iR & mE wF s
q ag [ AR g

“During the year under report,
no such reference was made by the
Central Government{ to the Com-

mission.”

T T F oo wfAewE faeEe
#F fT a8 fear 1 oo Ho o
FHUT W Uw g ¥ Uw W a3
T T |
“Nor did the

tute any such,inquiry

Commission insti-

suo  motu.”

IF AR AT ;T TR HAT WY @

%9 Fdg ¥ K AE qWA UF
TraTe FAET ol SRGT WIAT A@Aw
gn%f‘(ﬁaq*atﬂfr%mﬁ
T 1978 § g AT | F wdY wEie
FT e 39 9 & &5 240 A
T Frrirzo £ T farmaT =rear
g
“2(,4 Suggestions for revision of
the Rs. 20 crores limit. Suggestions
have been received in some of the
memoranda for upward revision of
the criteria of Rs. 20 crores as value
of assets for purposes of applicabi-
lity of the provisions in Chapter IIL
of the Act.
made that it should be raised to, Rs.
We have considered this

Suggestions have been

50 crores.
matter but we do not feel that any
of Rs. 20

is necessary at pre-

change in the criteria
crores assets

sent.”

g T4 1978~79 I AA R | @
fwwm“mua’rqzﬁmﬁgw
a@mgﬁﬁwﬁm%m 39
qawa FHEY  ®F FA-AT XA
IAF a9 Iqey g T9aF WY 97
F zg®r & FOS FXA o | § 7
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[+ aqaw fasr]

¥ s ®7 § qMAT W@ g o
T -GS AHA SATT HIEd
§ a1 ag @h A &) § A AW
wgar § fF AR #r og| Al
7z g & uHomTododlo ww F
@y W ¥ 97 FIA A IvW T
foadr Fw o @eafa &7 F=7 &< AH0
ST O% | IGH UF AT 47 &1 999
ST FATH o, FeAiefateray, aTfa garr
faxitr geamil & s w9 § Qv
IEF! e 9uE ¥ a=e faam oo
AfFT qew & Tar A fEar) e
woi  fRar, fama Sl §

A s ge
FTST qEY SATET HEI-
| 9 TS FT TAT
g Az AT
AR O A C | £
, g famrd | wE
" gifasw @ @Eer ATES
T afeEs ST o wmE
AR FEMET  geaT &
T Feqfafaeer Fo(rel J7 o7 JF*T
A e Agr fFET | mmow OF-
FOfET FT FERT ¥ OAeA
T & fow g @ T
FgaT w1gaT g f 9w foie
AT TX 1970 & AFT 1977
Ted QHoMT-Fodo & HTAEd
18 ToT¥og TaHE F qw uTE |
e T fa®, 59 w1 ThT v
F O | FHEE AT e
fF 90 ¥ 93 wfama =
d9q

13
:
3
;

e
3%

¥3

E
E P

-

> 3 ¥y ﬂ"ﬁ»
2

EE

1

FE |, TAA A FW TIEqT T, I9-
F¥ oS ggfa & I9F RO S agl
1974 7 FIT 97 & FIH1E %, F 79T
@O F AR F A% ¥IW w{ qF
g g & | mmfaw & wer S ¥
FgT f& FA  IW F AR A

Fo T&r fFar I gwar
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g A% H F 35w A8 q@HE |
q g FEAT AW fF A AT
I & fF 3@ IR ¥ §end I©
fFar 9@ @ FW ¥ F9 TR I
Fifwg, oo faq qeg & ToAi W
afg & W & sEw www 9wl
o famet gt o@w fafaw g0
oq i fafqe 2 wmfaw o &
FH § FH AHC F2 AL TIF
™ ar § fwmard § @iwd & fF
wea gfg F1 TF I a1 ST -
%FEL AT E AR S AAT AW
t % feweg &7 afsqw F<amET s
fr fewt a1 &) g9 9w 3w @,
g I A deEar @ f& wEr
EGIE U S S S O TR IR
R fawame #<G §F oo gW@Er 9
E 1 3w Ay TR A ATRATT HrEr
femr & ok 73 I @ EWT AV
TP g e far § Ay
TIAT FEM  fF AT THFT FIAC |

To TS0 HYo Yo
Tw faar ?

EOR EC s Gl

I oWl & 9T F gRE q
T FAT =@EAT § & I @
faar #1 amw T ¥ X WH W
HISAT FT AHET F, TR QU GATT
FIN F AR OTAR A WA | B faAl
¥ F® Ag & A g | ;T T
WH U FT TT A Wy AW
§ oy 9w favaw d=v o@nm o
TS W FT SHIaE afcfeafa &
T ogqT & WY TH gew A
THEAE AT AT Sifest grft | @fay
7 g ¥ fided s =ear
g fo ag =w foa #1 amww &
TTTT |



