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Secretary of Rajya Sabba :

i) “In accordance with the provi-
sions of rule 111 of the Rules
of Procedure and Conduct of
Business in the Rajya Sabha,
I am directed to enclose a copy
of the Merchant Shipping
(Amendment) Bill, 1969, which
has been passed by the Rajva
Sabha at its sitting held on the
3rd December, 1969,

‘In accordance with the provi-
sions of rule 115 of the Rules
of Procedure and Conduct of
Business in the Rajya Sabha, 1
am directed to inform the Lok
Sabha that the Rajya Sabha,
at its sitting held on the 8th
December, 1969, agreed to the
following amendments made by
the Lok Sabha at its sitting
keld on the 1st December,
1969, in the Indian Registration
(Amendment) Bill, 1968 :

Emacting Formula

(ii)

1. That at page 1, line 1,—

for “Nineteenth” substirure ““Twentieth”.

Clause |
2. That at page 1, line 4,—
for “1968" substitute 1969,

MERCHANT SHIPPING (AMENDMENT)
BILL

As Passed by Rajya Sabha

SECRETARY : Sir, 1 also lay on the
Table of the House the Merchant Shipping
(Amendment) Bill, 1969, as passed by Rajya
Sabha.

COMMITTEE ON PRIVATE MEMBERS'
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Fifty-Sixth Report

SHRI M. G. UIKEY (Mandla) : I beg
to present the Fifty-sixth Report of the
Committee on Private Members' Bills and
Resolutions.
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MONOPOLIES AND RESTRICTIVE
TRADE PRACTICES BILL

MR. SPEAKER :
Item 8,

Now we come to

SHRI RANGA  (Srikakulam) :
Ministers concerned are not here.

The

SHRI SURENDRANATH DWIVEDY
(Kendrapara) : The House may be adjourn-
cflas the Minister is not here. (Interrup-
tions'.

st Tfa @ (39) - ¥ sgEEdr &
w37 & 1 3z fa7 : g7 ageaqad &) fadaz
a8l #1 frale zart amd 21 Teg g1
AggOA A E A A A F gw
zaa ar @ 2 fr fag m= w1 fagg
Nt ag afar A qarg . nz aw
ArSgE A iTa § o IAR AP @
arfed ar1 JfFa ag & 7480 A FawdE
#41 wgHg 1 Arq ¥ifer | A §9
gug fzar . =rfgd 1 grew A Wi
URAF FL T |

SHRI SURENDRANATH DWIVEDY :

The House may be adjourned. There is no
business now. (fnterruptions)

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS :

rose—
SHRI RABI RAY : Mr. Fakhruddin
Ali Abmed is disregarding the House.

qg 5T 1 graE AL ST W E

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH (Buxar) :
1 beg to move that the House do now
adjourn t the Ministers med are
not here.

sit tfa T : & §HEST GAGA HL@T
g1 ZIE S A qEIw a9% W

qeaA AT : g4l 2rIg 9AF §
# Qi Fz @ Nt ad § e wAd
widE g 7 § wa aw wew gh )
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st tfa wra: FAFr wdy Hwigd
ifzr o TRy AR wEEWM AT
Frfad

SHRI ASHOKA MEHTA (Bhandara) :
The Minister was not here and the Motion
was moved. The Motion cannot be dis-
missed like this. The Motion is before
you.

MR. SPEAKER : Minister has already
come. '

SHRI SURENDRANATH DWIVEDY :
It will be a wvery bad precedent, Sir. It
will be a very bad precedent for the House
if the Chair  (faterruptions),

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH :
do not have any responsibility.

They

SHRI SURENDRANATH DWIVEDY :
Sir, the Cha'r should not take this affront
to the House so lightly. The Motion was
moved by Dr. Ram Subhag Singh that the
House may be adjourned. There was no
Minister before the House when the item
was taken up and cven when he comes, he
does not apologise, he does not express
regret for his absence, and you, in the Chair
also do mot rebuke him. Really this is
very surprising. You must uphold the dig-
nity of the House. If the Minister starts
behaviog like this, I do not know where we
will be.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH : Sir,
such lapses should not be treated lightly.

st gwrdlT gre (2193) ¢ F A
oF 2Y fraea &7ar =igar 2 feal oF
faarn & grafiaa & ot §radf &
afes 39% aa oF Tsg A 3 AR
o gausAt ot & ) gaT AT Afar g
% wfqaz fafgeat AgY § 71 wsg wedd
#1 ar si1-A7=1 &1 gzt w1 =rfgr ) 4
arza: g & g M9 @ G Fg
fafsaa Treqar 1 Arerw 7 W A
ANF A F) IH OSFITH AL €T H 7
oAl AT T ¥ G §F ag w1 e

fadw w1y g3 § faad wigsy & fag
T J9 |

MR. SPEAKER ; Thank you for giving
me time to speak also...q7S( AIgT, WA
71 fegufesr 2

st godte qAA (FAYY) : w1q FH
N7 iz &, qrar wiq 41 2ifzdr

MR. SPEAKER . 1 am very sorry I
was kept like this for a few minutes. There
was no Minister, nor could anybody tell me
where vou were. If you are to come any
time late, please do inform the Chair so
that 1 may be in a position to take up the
next i'em. This 1s not a gquestion which
needs my interference ; it is the general
business of the House and the business of
the House should not be ignored like this,

THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT, INTERNAL TRADE
AND COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRI F. A.
AHMED) : Sir, I am very sorry for the
inconveniéence caused to the House, and, to
a certain extent, 1 am myself responsible,
because I was going through the various
amendments which the Hon. Members have
tabled. I had left instruction that as soon
as the Calling Attention is over 1 may be
informed so that I may come here. Well
the information was given to me, but as the
hon, Member knows, 1 do not walk very fast
and so it took me a little time.

MR. SPEAKER : Minister
has expressed his regret.

The hon.

ot foa mma () ;o wsam
wgiza, wAT ;19 oF faaz & faq gn &1
T A, @ A9 g7 ¥ oA} w371

MR. SPEAKER : 1 still hope that
the business of the House would not be
taken so lightly. Of course, it is not a
question of fast walkiog. That may be so
in the hon, Minister's case ; we can accept
it. But there are younger people in the
Ministry ; there is the Deputy Minister and
there is also the Minister of Statc ; at least
they should have been present here in the
House,
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The hon. Minister must know that the
times are different mow, They cunnot be-
have in the same old manner. All the times
the Opposition Members are up and so
vigilant and they are looking after any type
of anything that is wrong in the hon.
Minister. The hon. Minister should be
very much aware of that,

Monopolies ete. Bill

SHRI M. L. SONDHI (New Delhi):

You have uttered immortal words. You
have made history, today, Sir.
SHRI F A. AHMED : After I had

expressed my regret at the inconvenience
caused to the Members of the House, I
thought that the matter was over. [ am
really very very sorry for this inconvenience.

SHRT HEM BARUA (Mangaldai): The
hon. Minister does not walk fast. But
what about the Minister of State and the
Deputy Minister ? Do they not also walk
fast 7

SHRI F. A. AHMED : 1 beg to move:

“That the Bill to provide that the
operation of the economic system does
not result in the concentration of econo-

_mic power 1o the commen detriment,
for the control of monopolies, for the
prohibition of monopolistic and restric-
tive trade proctices and for matters
connected therewith or incidental there-
to, as passed by Rajpa Sabha, be taken
into consideration.”

As carly as on the 6th April, 1948,
Government had adopted a resolution
emphasising the importance to the economy
of securing a continuous increase in produc-
tion and its equitable distribution. Subse-
quently, the Constitution of India had been
enacted through which our people promised
to themselves that the system of economy
would be so directed that the ownership and
control of material resources of the commu-
nity would be so distributed os to subserve
the common good and that the operation of
the system would not result in concentra-
tion of wealth and means of production to
the common detriment. These basic and
general principles were given a8 more precise
direction when Parliament accepted in
December, 1954 the socialist pattern of
society as ihe objeciive of social and econo-
mi¢ policy of the country,
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SHRI M. R. MASANI (Rajkot): We
are not able to hear the hon. Minister. If
he wants us to understand him, he must
speuk louder and not mumble something.

MR. SPEAKER : The hon. Member
can use his ear-phones.
SHKI N. K. SOMANI (Nagaur) . I

am using it, but still it does not help very
much.

SHRI F. A. AHMED :
as loudly as possible.

I am speaking

SHRI BAL RAJ] MADHOK (South
Delhi} : I sympathise with the hon. minis-
ter, Either he should retire or he should
pull up himself.

SHRI F. A. AHMED :
to accept that suggestion.

I am not

In more recent years, we have had a
close look at the aqeveloping economic
pattern, and what we have found is that
though the industrial production has increas-
ed and it has brought about economic
development also, as a result of the various
activities undertaken in the private sector,
there is no doubt that there is a tendency of
concentration of wealth in the hands of a

few...

SHRI M. R. MASANI : Those sitting
on the Treasury Benches,

SHRI F. A, AHMED : ...to the detri-

ment of the public at large.

On the other hand, while we have given
various incentives for the development of
the economy and for industrial production,
we have found that the incentives have
actually benefited a few . hands, with the
result that there was a demand for appoint-
ing a commission 1o find out whether this
had resulted in the concentration of econo-
mic wealth in the hands of a few, and ‘as a
result of that dimand. two bodies  made
inquiries into this question. One was the
Mahalanobis Commission and the other
was the Monopolies Inquiry Commission
which was set up on the 16th April, 1964,
and they submitted their report to Govern-
ment on the 31st October, 1965. The
recommendations of this commission were
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con'ained in their report and were consider-
ed by Government and their decision was
emboided in a resolution dated the S5th
September, 1966. Subseguently, the Mono-
polies and Restrictive Trade Prices Bill was
introduced in the Rajya Sabha on the 18th
August, 1967. The motion for referring
the Bill to a Joint Committee of the Houses
was adopted by the Rajya Sabha on the 21st
MNovember, 1967. This House discussed
and concurred in the motion on the 2ird
December, 1967. The Joint Committee sub-
mitted its report on the 19th February, 1969.
The Bill as passed by th: Rajya Sabha on
the 24th July, 1969 is now before this
House,

While the structure of the Bill as intro-
duced in the Rajya Sabha was basically the
same as that recommended by the Mono-
polies Inguiry Commission,

SHRI M. R. MASANI : Question. It
is entirely untrue. It is not so. Itisa
different Bill altogether.

SHRI F. A. AHMED : some impor-
tant modifications were introduced by
Government. 1 am just pointing out the

modificattons which were introduced by us.

SHRI M. R. MASANI : Let him not
make a misstatenent, It is a dilTerent
Bill altogether.

SHRI F. A. AHMED : Hon, Members
must have noted that the Monopolies and
Restrictive Trade Prac ices Commission has
been given mandatory powers in respett of
restrictive trade practices. In other ma'ters,
relating particularly to concentration of
economic power and monopolistic  practices,
the commission has been entrusted with
powers of an advisory nature ..

SHRI M. R. MASANI :  Shame !

SHRI F. A. AHMED ; in as much
as those powers will enable the commission
to make inquiry and to report on certain
types of cases which Government may from
time to time refer to them.

The suggestion in regard to the proposed
commission with such advisory powers has
been mooted, having regard to the vital
necessity for considering and deciding upon
such matters at the level of the Central
Government, which. ipgo facto have to take
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into consideration several factors having a
direct bearing on ecomomic planning in the
country as a whole ..

SHRI M. R. MASANI: And corrup-
tion,
SHRI F. A. AHMED : The other im-

portant modification introduced in the Bill
includes provisions for exercising control
over undertakings belonging to a group
having total assets of the value of not less
than Rs. 20 crores.

This group concept has to find expression
through the agency of interconnection.

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL (Dabhoi) :
Why should the hon. Minister have to
read it ? Let him speak extempore, if he
has studied the Bill,

MR. SPEAKER : Since he is piloting
a Bill, he can read out from the written
text also,

SHRI F. A. AHMED : There can be
more than ope opinion on the provisions of
the Bill. This is evidenced by the fact that
as many as 12 Members of the Joint Com-
mittee submitted their minutes of dissent,
The Joint Committee, therefore, had the
difficult and challenging task of rcconciling
these opinions, while keeping in view the
directives eoshrined in the Constitution,
enjoining on the State to direct its policy
towards securing an order under which
ownership and control of the material
resources of the community are so distribut-
ed as best to subserve the common good and
the operation of the economy does not
result in the concentration of wealth,

May I say that the Joint Committee has
done a commendable job ? Apart from
filling in certain gaps and streamlining the
procedure prescribed, the Joint Committee
has tightened some of the important provi-
sions of the Bill with a view to make them
more effective. The Bill also prescribes a
time-limit within which the commission has
to complete its ingquiries, if any, and the
Government have to dispose of the cases,
This time-limit has been inserted with a
view to obviating any adverse effect that
might stem from administrative delays in
dealing with the application of this legisla-
tion,
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It will also be seen that clause 38 of the
Bill provides that a restrictive trade practice
shall be deemed to be prejudicial to public
interest, unless the commission is satisfied
that the prevalent practice is justifiable on
one of the eight grounds specified therein.
Thus, the onus of proving that a prevalent
practice is not prejudicial to public interest
has been cast on the undertaking. Part A
of Chapter ITI of the Bill deals with con-
centration of economic power. It will be
seen from clause 20 that the undertakings
to which this part shall apply have been
defined from the standpoint of both
countrywize and productwise concentration,
Apropos the countrywise concentration,
which is based on the concept of business
group as such, the definition of the term
‘interconnected undertaking’ has been enlarged
to cover cases of simultaneous interconnec-
tion,

Clauses, 21, 22 and 23 of the Bill em-
power the Central Government to regulate
the scheme of substantial expansion, establish-
ment of new undertzkings and schemes of
marginal amalgamation and take-ove- which
may be resorted to by an undertaking to
which Part A of Chapter 111 applles.

The definition of the term ‘monopolistic
undertaking’ has been amplified to bring
within its purview any undertaking which
together with not more than two other
independent undertak ngs produces  supplies
and distributes one ha!l of the total goods
or produces or controls not less than one
half of the services also.

Clause 10 of the Bill bas also been
amplified so as to empower the Monopolies
and Restrictive Trade Practices Commission
1o inquire suo motu into cases of monopoli-
stic and restrictive trade practices.

Hon. membe s are aware that the
development  of industrially  backward
countries such as ours is an iofinitely
difficult task. Together with this task we
have also to take into consideration the
various directive principles enshrined in
our Constitution. While we are anxious
to bring about a speedy development in
our couniry, we have at the same time to
implement the provisions contaiaed in the
directive  principles contained in the
Constitution. Between the two, we have to
decide and take action which, while on
1L: one hand helps in implementing these
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directive priociples, on the other does not
retard industrial production in the country.

It is with this end in view that this
Bill has been brought before this House,
I have no doubt that it will receive the
support of the hon. members to check the
unfortunate tendencies which have been
noticed during the past few years that
while iocentives and other help have been
given by Government for the purpose of
economic and industrial development, the
resulting wealth from this development has
in some cases gone into a few hands which
is detrimental to the public interest. As I
said, the object of the Bill is to check this
tendency ; it is not to retared economic or
industrial development,

So I hope that the Bill which has been
examined very mioutely by the Joint
Committee and has also been discussed
in the Rajya Sabha will received the support
of hon. members of this House.

I know that there may be a difference
of opinon with regard to this matter. But
what I would ask, members to remember
and comsider is that om the one hand, we
must keep in view the coesideration that
we should not take any action likely to
impede industrial production ; on the other,
we should also see that on such tendencies
as | have alluded to are allowed to develop
which  while increasing expansion will
result onlv in the concentration of wealth
in the hands of a few to the detriment of
the public at large,

It is with this object that this Bill will
be taken into copsideration. If any amend-
me's are moved at the appropriate stage,
they will be considered in the light and
I will reply at the appropriate time. I
move.

MR. SPEAKER : Motion moved :

“That the Bill to provide that the
operation of the economic system does
not result in the concentration of
economic power to the common detri-
ment, for the control of monopolies,
for the prohibition of monopolistic
and restrictive trade practices and for
matters connected therewith or in-
cidental thereto, as passed by Rajya
Sabha, be taken into consideration™.
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SHRI ASOKA METHA (Bhandara) :
Mr. Speaker, I welcome this opportunity
to discuss a matter of vital importance to
the country. It is regrettable that as far
as monopolistic and restrictive practices are
concerned, the Government and Parliament
have taken such a long time in taking
action, These are matter on which legisla-
tions have been enacted in other countries
of the worlds, even by conservative Govern-
ments. [ thank the lead was taken in
this matter in the UK. by tea Conservative
Government. As far as  monopoiistic
practices are concerned, in the U.S. A,
anti-trust legislation has existed from the
days of Sherman and Clayton.

So, no one [ believe would favour amy
kind of restrictive practice or any kind of
monopolistic  practice and on this I am
sure irrespective of one's philosophies, no
one can ever agree that restrictive practices
or monopolistic practices can be condoned.
The core of the problem, therefore, is
where provisions have been made for
deconcentration of economic power ; here
again, 1 believe that there is a great deal
of agreement against the concentration of
economic power. The question arises, how
do you do it. What are the ways of doing
it, and what is the context in which you
are seeking to achieve your objectives 7 1
would, therefore, like o make it very
clear at the very beginning that as far as
the broad objectives of this Bill are concern-
ed, 1 am in complete agreement with those
objectives. The quezstion is, what are the
approaches, and it is on those approches
that a great deal of thought and attention
has to be given.

But befor: T turn to my comments on
the approaches adopt2d in this Bill, I would
like to point out that a great deal of
prevailing restrictionism and a great deal
of mischie! that monopolistic practices flow
directly from the policies of the Goverrment.
With all seriousness and with a full sense
of responsibilty, 1 want to charge Mr.
Fakhruddin with being respansible—presiding
as he does over the Ministry of Industrial
Development for  pursuing an  economic
policy which leads to shortage, to resiric-
tions of ali kinds, to sheltered markets and
1o easy profits. These are the inevitable
consequences of the policies that he has
pursued. Under him we are wilnessing
and will continue to witness increasing
shortages of fertilisers, of steel and of
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alumipnium, paper and of all kinds of other
commodities, because his policy is to seek
what I call industrial development through
a hurdles race which he puts up.  If you go
and ask -any enterpreneur in the country
whether public or private or co-oprative,
the general view is that Mr. Fakhruddin
has cooverted the Ministry of Industrial
Development into a Ministry of Industrial
dithering, and this dithering has converted
this country into a sheltered market, a
paradise of profiteering.

We are anxious, and I am sure every
section of the House, and I believ even Mr.
Masani, is anxious to see that interlocking of
ownership and dirctorships are straightened
out, but that caonot be done when you are
imposing upon the country an interlocking
crisis, political crisis, economic crisis,
social crisis imposed upon this country by
Shri Fakhruddin and his distinguished Leader.
Therefore, this cannot be isolated ; these
good ambitions, good aims and good
objectives cannot be isolated from the
general context in which this country is
being pushed.

Leaving this aside, let us take up the
Bill and its provisions. [ am sorry to say
that many parts of them are vague, comfus-
ing and many clauses have been lossely
drafted. Please go through the definitions.
I have had no time to go through every

definition, Varlous amendments will come
up. But there are any number of defini-
tions, At one place, for instance, there

is the definition of “trade practices.” Trade
practices are supposed to include “a single
or isolated action of any person in rslation
to apy trade,” It is an amazing trade
practice : it is an amazing defination of
trade practice. In the same manner, take
even the selection of the Chairman of the
Commisson. It is a wvery important Com-
mission, Who will be its Chairman ? Any
ore who is qualified to be a judge of a
high court. Sir, you are a distinguished
lawyer. and you know. All that Mr,
Fakhruddin has to do is to pick up a lawver
with 10 years’ standing, because he is
qualified to be a high court judge. Are we
taking up this matter in a serious way, or,
is this the manner in which we are approach-
ing this subject? But 1 do not want to
take time on these definitions. At the
appropriate time, various amendments will
come up, and I would like to concentrate
uvpon the main thing, and I would like to
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devote my attention to the main problem
of how to bring in deconcentration of
economic power But before I turn to
that, I have one more thing to say. While
the public sector is free to establish a
monopoly, whether it is the Life Insurance
Corporation, or any other Corporation.
of, even if there are more than one
public corporation, it will still be ulti-
metely a monopoly. because it is owned
by a single party. [ have no quarrel with
it. Some people may have quarrel with it,
but I have no quarrel with ir. But my
point is, any public corporation or any
public authority, becase we are here also
dealing with the services, may be a transport
service, may be a bus service is quite capable
of induliging in monopolistic or restrictive
practice. Monopoly is something different

from monopnlistice practice. 1 hope the
Minister has cared 10 go through the
distinction between these two. Surely, [

or any man whn uses the transport services
in the city might come to the conclusion
that the ftransport services are being run
in a manner which is restrictive. Have I
not the right 10 bring this mat'er up some-
where 7 Can I not aciizte abour it? It is
not as if it is a sacred cow that you cannot
touch. And everywere, the Minister™s argu-
ment is that the Government will decide
as to what is to be done. [ will come to
that now, as to what kind of powers are
given to the Government withou: any kind
of charter, without any kind or irainework,
without any kind of policy perspective,

I hope the Minister is aware that
concentration of economic power can be
atiacked only if there is a policy framework.
Secondly, one has also 1o see to the res-
ponsibility. You do not put responsibilities
upon enterprises that they carnot fujfil. 1
can understand, you ask any entreprencur
who comes to oo to tell vou, what he is
going to pruduce, what his proces<ing is,
what his cost will be, what will be the
import content and how much he will export,
what is Lis financing scheme  You can ask
him all th.t. But how do vou expect the
pocr fellow 1o convince the Government 7
According te clause 23, £y u want to set up
some enterpriscs, you have 1o convince the
Government that it will not lead to concen-
tration or that it wi/l not harm the public
interests,  The Government should bz able
to find it out by itsell. You should be
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called upon to say what you are trying to
do, in what manner you are trying to do.
The Government has to judge it in the light
of its framework and policy known to us
and in the light of its own judgement.
Instead of that, you are saddling the
enterprises with this kind of responsibility.

Again, I want to say that no expansion
of any significance takes place, and no new
undertaking is set up in this country unless
everything is cleard with Mr. Fakhruddin.
I know the amount of scrutiny that Mr,
Fakhruddin wants : manysided, dilatory,
tortuous scrutiny that Mr. Fakhruddin is
anxious to have. I am aware of it as his
colleague in the Government once. There-
fore, with all the scrutiny at his command,
does he want to have second scrutiny ? Let
us be clear about it. Are you going to do
this in one scrutiny or is therc going to be
another, second scrutiny ? Is one more
hurdle to be placed in the famous hurdles
race in. which Mr. Fakhruddin i a
pastmaster ?

What are our objectives 7 Mr. Fakhrud-
din directed our attention to objectives of
industrial growth and the Directive
Principles enshrined in the Constitution,
Tn this Bill, the objectives have been square-
ly laid down in clause 28. If you rcad
clause 28 carefully, you will find that these
objectives are not like the horses hitched to
the chariot of the sun. There are seven
horses to the chariot of the sun and they
move in one direction. But these objectives
are like Plato's team of horses. You
remember, Sir, that Plato's team of horses
ran in different directions. Where you have
the objectives which run countcr to one
another, how do you reconcile this ? This
is where a policy framework is necessary.
This is where the real understanding of the
country and the technological problem of
industry is necessarv, and I am afraid the
Bill shows no reflection of that.

The government's sole response is :
“‘leave everything to us"because the Mughal-
like authority of the government is there to

decide everything. This Parliament does
not recognise any Mughal. Tell us on what
lines you are going to do it. In Shri

Fakhruddin® speech he referred to economic
plaoniog in passing If you have plans,
surely this policy has to be part and parcel
of the Plan. What are your policies and
plans, let us know.
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There are three types of concentration.
There is concentration of ownership, which
is objectionable and obnoxious. Tiwere is
concentration of production. 1 do not want
concentration of production. There is con-
centration of management, In some cases,
in specific cases, concentration of manage-
ment will be very pecessary. Shri Fakhruddin
has not even bothered to differentiate the
different types of concentration and the
different measures to be taken against th-m,
If we are to compete in the world market—
my friend Shri Bhagat is not here, but I
presume that India is a part of the world
market and we want to be a part of the
world economy—if we are to compete in the
world market, there will be certain areas of
production, there will be certain types of
production in which production will have to
be carried out on a very large scale and in
very large-size plants. Not only that, I go
farther and say that any government which
has any understanding of the needs of
exports and the necds of economic develop-
ment will have consciously to pursue a
policy of merger of sume plants,

Do you know what the British Labour
Government under Mr. Wilson did, unlike
Shri Fakhruddin, because he knows and
understands world economic development.
has set up under Government auspices the
British Industrial Reconstruction Corporation
with £150 million as its capital. This
Corporation has brought about 36 mergers
including a merger between Levland and
BMC, the two big automobile concerns,

between G. E. C., Eoglish Electric and
A.E.I. Why are they doingit? 1Is the
British Labour Government interested in

creating monopolies ? No, It is to compete

in the world market today.

SHRI YOGENDRA SHARMA
(Begnsati) : They are interested in creating
monopolies.

SHRI ASOKA MEHTA : In certain
selected areas 1 want the governmeat to
take up an instrument of that kind. What
are the areas where it is necessary to do it ?
Take the automobile industry in India.
These three footling little plants will never
achieve anything. They have to be merged
today under one single management...
iinterruptions You can bring it about
either by npationslisation or some other
method., But if you allow them to continue
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as small plants the cost becomes too heavy,
the scale of production does not go up,
ancillaries cannot  develop and exports
cannot be brought about. These are econo-
mic aod technological problems and they
can not be decided on ideological grounds
alone.

DR. MAITREYEE BASU (Darjze-
ling): This is an apology for keeping
managing agencies.

SHRI ASOKA MEHTA : Managing
agency has been abolished. The hon.
Member is living in the Rip Van Winkle age.

DR. MAITREYEE BASU : He is trying
to create managing agency svslem again.

SHRI ASOKA MEHTA : Shri Fakhru-
ddin referred to a plan. I have before me
the latest issue of the Reserve Bank of
India bulletin. I am sure vou have seen it.
It speaks about the matrix of savings and
financial low. What does it show ? In  the
Fourth Plan Rs. 2.800 crores will be iavested
in the corporations in the private sector.
Out of that savings of the corporations will
be only 25 per cent  Here I am talking of
the corporations in the private sector and
not of the corporations in the public sector.
13 per cent of the resources will be raised
from the general public, 7 per cent will be
foreign private investment. The other 55
per cent will flow under the direction of the
government. It is not government's money
nationalised banks' money is not government
money, but the direction is with the govern-
ment and the government financing institu-
tions. Cannot Shri Fakhruddin and his
planners sit down and say these are the
areas which will be developed ? What is
the meaning of this...(interruptions) If
Shri Fakhruddin and his colleagues are not
capable of doing that, let them ask us. We
will produce a plan to show the areas, the
sirategic and non-strategic areas, what is
the kind of flow and what is the credit plan.
I hopz when the budget is presented, it will
be accompanied by a credit plan because a
budget has no meaning in planning unless it
has a credit plan side by side.

We come next t> what can be done even
with the limited resources that the govern-
ment may have. What is it that Italy has
done ? ltaly has IRI, which is a govern-
mental institution, which controls 130 firms
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in different areas. Five per cent of the
gross national product of Italy is today
controlled by the IRI. The Ministry of
Public Participation, controls the IRI that is
something like the Ministry of Shri Fakhrud-
din here, but it believes in development.
So, five per cent of the gross national pro-
duction Italy is produced by 130 firms
under the I1RI. For every lira of fund
the government invests, 20 liras are contribut-
ed by the public. So, under the Mibistry
ot Public Participation and the IR1 there is
a tremendous transformation in the Italian
cconomy,

But here we see all negative things.
Shri Faklruddin says : “give me more
power, 1 will decide ; let the files pile up on
my table ; | will dispose of them whenever
Ilike”. He says he is too weak to walk.
I sympathise with him. But 1 hope he is
pot too weak to dispose of files also, The
files keep on pilling on his table and he
wants the pile to become bigger so that he
will become the biggest Minister in the
Cabinet.

Let us realise that in our production
there is such a thing as upstream production
and down-stream production. The upstream
production consist of production of basic
and primary material and the down-stream
of processing and fabrication. In some
areas in metallurgical and chemical industry
the upstream production, that is, the produc-
tion cf th: basic material, has to be on a
very large scale. Take steel, for instance.
There are 19 firms in the world that produce
more than 7 million tonnes, and they are
scaltered everywhere—USA 6, Japan 5,
USSR 2. Poland and Czechoslovakia 1.
Poland and Czechoslovakia are small count-
tries but they want production of steel in a
competitive way. Here in India steel is
nationalised. 1 wunderstand it. But it
applies to many metallurgical industries and
chemical industries where we have to com-
pete with the rest of the world. There are
giunt corporations in the chemical industry.
In Germany three chemical industrial cor-
porations have invested in 1969 alone pearly
one billion dollars. It is with these
concerns that we huve to compete, There-
fore, in the case of these industries it has
to be produced on a massive scale some-
wheie.  As far as the production of synthetic
yarn is concerned, it can be done 8 medium
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scale.  As far as the weaving of varn into
cloth is concerned. it can be done on a

decentralised scale but caprolectum has to
be produced on a massive scale,

There are economies of scale related ‘o
exrort needs. Time and again the Minister
has been using the term “modern techno-
logy”. You can produce, phospheric
fertilizer on a small way. Can you produce
nitrogenous fertilizer in the backyard ?
Therefore, this has nothing to do with
capitalism and communism, irrespective of
what their theoreticians may say. Amnyone
who has understood the modern technologi-
cal problems and practices knows that both
upstream and down-stream have got to be
controlled and regulated in different manners.
What is this programme ?

The argument will be like this  If we
permit large units like Mafatlal 1o grow up,
what is the result.  Questions will come up
here in the House and Shri Fakhruddin will
be in jitters what all these howling members
would say. If he does not allow that, what
will happen ? He will make some wishy
washy statement and soimebody will pounce
upon him, The result is that poor Mafatlal
will suffer and the covntry will suffer.

AN HON. MEMBER : Not poor.

SHR1 ASOKA MEHTA : 1 am not
referring to any particular person. I am
referiing to the system,

Here is a petro-chemical industry. Will

you not permit it to grow 7 You have also
public sector production programme. But
if expansion is permitied will that lead to
concentration of economic power 7 Even a
country like West Germany has gone into it
very carefully. In the chemical industry no
individual is permitted to own more than
three per cent of the shares. You limit the
share-holding, you iosist that no person will
have apything more than three per cent of
the shares, or as you have done in the case
of Banking Companies Act, nobody can have
more than one per cent of the vote There
are various ways of doing it 1 would be
willing to go with you—I do not know
whether every section of the House will go
but my colleagues and I will be willing to
go with you—in taking those steps io deal
with the concentration of ecopomic power,
but do not impede the growth of large-scale
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enterprises where it is necessary. Processing
and [abrication industries can be scatiered
all over the country but there are industries
like aluminium und steel, basic drugs and
pharmaceuticals and some other basic
chemical materials which have to be produced
on a mass scale in order that you have the
maximum advantage inside the country on
cos! and development of ancillary industries
on the hand and their export on the other.

There is no such conception here. All
that you want is that Moghul like you sit
in your throne and everybody comes to you
and says, “This is what [ want to do,”” and
you decide whether you will permit him or
not. On what grounds or criteria will you
decide 7 You have kept to yourself
unquestioned power.

Shri Masani was telling me that this is
a Bill purely for concentraing economic and
political powers in the hands of Shri
Fakhruddin and his colleagues. This is
highly objectionable. Let us have a clear
picture. If the Commission is 1o do it, by
what will the Commission be guided and if
the Government wants to do it, by what
will the Government be guided ? If itis
that every enterpreneur has to come to you
and sat'sfy you, how does the entrepreneur
know how to satisfy you 7 You should have
a clearcut yardstick, standard and policy
framework in which people come and either
satisfy yvou or not. [If they fail to satisfy,
we will also know that they have failed to
satisfy. This kind of a blanket powor in
your hands will only lead to dilatoriness
which is so characteristic of your ministry.
It will only lead to widespread frustration
which is so obvious in our country. It will
pull the country in the cesspool of corrup-
tion, whether you like it or not.

Therefore, while the objectives are
desirabie and laudable, the approaches have
not been properly worked out. It is not
merely a question of going into the clauses
of the Bill The Bill needs a proper
framewoik. You talk of economic planning.
This Bill is completeiy divorced from your
Plan ; it has not been integrated with your
five-year plan. Do not come with a shoddy
thing aud tell us that this is the way to
control monopolistic and restrictive practices,
You are yourself selling shoddy goods to the
country, Please take back these shoddy
goods and come back with something decent
and worth while.

SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA : What
about T.tas and Birlas? Are they not
monopolists 7

st atg srat . mew 3z @3 @A
F2i aaqr gq; 53 qiq wfiAaea §9 7
T WA 8 AT 7T ag AT 2|

o galw Fear: wfimqeza ¥
7 qdt @17 2 afeq 99 9o § )
T M1+ Interruptions)

SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA : What
about Tatas and Birlas ? Are they not
monopolists ?

MR. SPEAKER : Order, order. I think,
in future I shall pass on to the leaders of
parties the time allocated to them so that
they may adjust their speakers accordingly.
to the number of parties : Congress (O)...
(Interruption)

AN HON. MEMBER :
Congress (0) mean ?

MR. SPEAKER : Congress (O) means...
(¢aterruption)

° SHRI CHENGALRAYA
(Chittoor) : Congress (Organisation).

What does

NAIDU

Wt vA fxe amE (arnEddy)
FFT A, F FIAL A7 7 7

MR. SPEAKER : I enquired from Dr.
Ram Subhag Singh and he says that
Congress (0) is full of many meanings. He
mentioned five Os. 1 think, he remembers
that.

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH : Yes, Sir,

MR. SPEAKER : They are : Congress
(Old), Congress (Original), Congrss (Organi-
sation), Congress (Opposilion) and Congress
(Ordinary) :

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN (Mettur):
Congress (Zero).
SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : You may

add, Congress (Oustees).

MR. SPEAKER : These are the Treasury
Benches...(fnterruprion). Anyway, Cobgress
0) 1as 31 minutes ; Swatantra—20 ; Jana-
sangh—16 ; DMK-—13; CPI—12; CPI
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(M)—10 ; SSP—10: PSP—10; UIPG—11 ;

BKD—6 ; Unatiached—15 and Congress

{Government}—1 hour and 56 minutes.

13.00 hrs.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur):
Congress (Opposition) have got the maximum
time.

MR. SPEAKER : It includes everything.
The Minister is also included. In future
you will receive the slip for allocation of
time.

st ofy v : g fAded & fr agd
ag Fi§ vk gAezE o Y At OE
FT 8§ YT nF I 3G AT A5
arel FY AIF A GAAT AGT FIGT 497
¥fea wrwr wafs Fige qrft 92 o @
At ag qudY wfwar Afs wft 0 T9
@ 2 v § frada Qar arfgr g%
37 &1 AraE 59 &1 741§ sHfAg oF
gu7 B H1C oF g gASEE qr| &
aws ¥ gA@ T Sfear gara @A

aifg7 |

SHR1 P. RAMAMURTI
What is the total time ?

(Madurai) :

MR. SPEAKER : Total time is 4}

hours.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : That is too
little.

MR. SPEAKER : Mr. Panigrahi.

»t <f 7o : | HTEANT Y TATE

MR. SPEAKER : Yes, we may now
adjourn for lunch,

13.01 hrs.

The Lok Sabha adjourned for Lunch
till Fourteen of the Clock.

The Lok Sabha re-assembled afrer Lunch
at Seven Minutes Past Fourteen of
' the Clock.

[Mr. Depaty-Speaker in the Chair]
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MONOPOLIES AND RESTRICTIVL
TRADE PRACTICES BILL—Comd.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : MNow, Shri
Chintamani Panigrahi. The hon. Member
may make his speech as brief as possible,
5o that it may be possible to accommodate
a few more Members from his party.

SHR1 CHINTAMANI
(Bhubaneswar) : 1shall try to be brief.
Though late, this Bill is a most welcome
measure. According to the Directive Princi-
ples of the Constitution, we have given
pledges to this country and to the society
and to the people that we shall secure an
order in which the ownership and control of
the material resources of the community are
so distributed as best to subserve the
common good and the operation of the
economic  system does not result in the
concentration of wealth and the means of
production to the common detriment.

PANIGRAHI

For many :ears, the people of this
country and many Members of this House
had been trying thzir best to impress upon
Government to come forward with a measure
of this nature, and, therefore, I am glad and
I am sure the whole House will also
appreciate that at last this Bill has come
before us today.

I am very happy that Shri Asoka Mehta
haa raised the tone of this debate to an
intellectual level. MNuw, let us sce what
points were made out. The three important
puints which ne made out were concentration
of management, concentration of production
and concentration of ownership.  In a highly
industrialised society, we can try to find
subtle ways of differences between these three
4spects. But after taking into consideration
the background of India and its economic
development and the class structure that we
have in this country and that has developed
during the last 20 years in this country and
also the progress of industrial growth, I
think the difference between these three
aspects is largely margioal. 1 could give
some instances to illustrate my point.

The monopoly houses appear on the
scene of economic growth in many ayarars ;
like the manyheaded Ravana, they come in
different shapes. Thus, certain groups of
monopoly  houses exercise control over
management as a group so that they get
control over production and distribution as
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well' This is their economic power; by
exercising their cconomic power of conirol
over management, they control production
and distribution and they get control over
ownership also.

So, the differcnce here is marginal
between these three sectors of concentration,
and sometimes they overlap as well We
have seen that in the case of the banking
institutions, the number of shareholders is
high, but it so happened that there were just
a few who exercised control because all the
shareholders are not able 1o go 1o the general
body meeting of the banks : natu:ally those
few people get contro! over the institutions.

I would like to submit that monopoly
itselfl is an antithesis of higher production
in sociely at any stage of development. You
will find that in many cases, when the rate
of profit goes down, the production also
goes down. What this Bill is trving to do
is this. It tries to control concentration,
but not by retarding production : it seeks
to control that power which retards pro-
duction. because monopoly itself is an
antithesis of higher production, because it is
by less production that they are able to get
more profit, and when the profit falls, they
also restrict producing more.

Shri Asoka Mehta was saying ope thiog
which surprised me a little. I do not known
what he meant by that, He suggested, I
think, that if we had failed to have any plan
or had failed to have any thinking, then he
could give us the thinking or we could take
his thinking or something like that. I did
not quite follow what he meant by that.
But as far as my konowledge goes, Shri
Asoka Mehta was concerned with the Plan-
ning Commission for almost four years and
was also in the Government till the other
day. I do not know what kind of suggestions
he had made, because he knows so much
about planning and other things, and he
was connecled with the Planning Commission
also and in fact virtually presiding over it.
I can only say that after whatever the
Planning Commission had done, after all
the wise-councel that the Planning Commis-
sion and the Government got from Shri
Asoka Mehta, we find the emergence of
monopolies. So today we have had to come
forward with this Bill seeking to remove the
distortions that the economy is suffering
from as a result of the growth of
monopolies.

The question now is how we shall
control these monapolies In regard to
control of management, it was made out
that if there was no unifiea management,
produciion may not be rationalised. It is
possible in those bigger countries where they
combine things so that the cost of produc-
tion may be less, and they could innovate
newer and more scientilic methods of
production so that they could sell the goods
more and more at a cheape: rate. But here
in India, | am afraid that, that situation
does not prevail.

1 feel that without Birlas and Tatas we
can produce something in our country, but
without the technocrats who are involved in
the very methcd of production, we cannot
increase the production of this country, I
hope the Bill has made a difference bet-
ween management and tachnocracy which
helps in  the method and growth of
production.  'We shall have to see that the
technocrats who are involved in the process
of production must be protected from the
grip of the monopoly houses so that they
can apply their intelligence and thcy can
apply their skill and develop newer and
better methods of production and increase
production which is the crying need of the
hour and the crying demand of all sections
of the House and the country.

The instances of Italv and Britain were
cited. But I would submit that they have
reached their present s'age of economic
growth after so many hundreds of years, I
think it will take some time to discuss the
economic growth, the pattern of growth etc,
in Italy and Britain and those in India before
we could make such a comparison and say
that the monopolies here should not be
controlled.

After Shri Asoks Mehta’s speech, [ do
not know what Shri M. R. Masani is guing
to speak. I do not know how he can improve
on the speech of Shri Asoka Mebta.

SHRI M. R. MASANI : I shall try.

SHRI CHINTAMANI PANIGRAHI :
Shri M. R. Masani always makes a studied
speech, but on this o>casion, I do not know
how he is going to improve on the speech
of Shri Asoka Mehta,

I shall cite now some more instances.
Take, for instance, the case of lirclcum,
There is control of management, and ¢ontrol
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of ownership in one unit, But the margin of
profit in the case of the linoleum industry is
250 per cent. Take the case of nylon and
other industries which we have built up with
the collaboration of foreign partners. Take
the casc of Unilevers ; the rate of net profit
is 75,6 per cent : no home-industry is mak-
ing that much of profit today. In the case
of the ICI, it is 19 per cent. In the case of
Union Carbide, it is 26.4 per cent, and in
the case of Indian Aluminiums, it is 233
per cent, and in the case of Dunlop Rubbers,
it is 19 per cent and so on and so forth.
Therefore, there is nothing to warrant the
criticism that this Bill will retard the econo-
mic growth of this country.

In fact, I would go a step further and
say that after having gone through the provi-
sions of the Bill, I feel that it is inadeguate
to control the growth of monopolies in th:
country. It should have been more restrictive
and more stringent. Therefore, I would urge
Goveroment to study and examine the
recommendations of the Dutt Committee in
this respect. In the light of those recom-
mendations 1 feel that if necessary Govern-
ment may even have to pationalise all the
75 monopoly houses which have been enu-
merated by the Monopolies Commission.
They may not be nationalised today or
tomorrow, but perhaps the logic of develop-
ments would lead to such a step.

1 have been keenly watching the progress
of things ever since the committee was set
up, how it was working, how many pecople
came forward to give evidence, and how
many months it took to prepare the report.
1do not know how far he meant it, but
probably out of a sense of disgust he hed
said that ‘If you go oo talking so much
time, then why don't you nationalise such
things 7

SHRI M.
that.

Monopulies etc. Bill

R. MASANI : [ have said

SHRI CHINTAMANI PANIGRAHI :
Probably out of disgust or some such thing
be had said that, and 1 feel that Government
should accept what he had said.

SHRI M. R. MASANI: I never said
that.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : He did not

commit that crime.
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SHRI CHINTAMANI PANIGRAHI :
Now, 1 come to the case of the automobile
industry. I feel that the time has come when
the three leading automobile firms should be
nationalised so that we can have control
over the transport system and afford more
facilities to the travelling public so far as the
roud sector is concerned.

The only way to increase production of
wealth in all sectors without monopoly
growth is to nationalise as many industries
as possible which have a higher rate of profit
and which have concentration of ownership
and control over distribution which is not
in the interest of the common people. 1 feel
that that should be the broader policy which
Government should pursue,

I also feel that the time has been come
in this country when we should take steps,
within a period of one or two years, 1o see
that the great disparity between incomes is
removed or narrowed down. I feel that
this Bill is a first step in that direction.
I think it is clause 3 which provides that
where certain business houses or a group of
houses want expansion of their units they
should come : nd satisfy Government whether
further expansion is needed or not. 1 do not
know what Shri Mehta was trying to suggest.
If he reads that provision, he will find that
there an opportunity has been given to the
group of houses so that they can approach
Government and convince them that a fur-
ther expansion to assist increased production
is necessary. If that provision is deleted,
Government will have more power which
Shri Mehta does not want to vest Govern-
ment with. Therefore, whatever little provi-
sion is there is good so that such groups of
houses as want to expand could come and
explain to Government and make out a con-
vincing case for further expansion for fur-
ther growth of production in that particular
sector.

Lastly, I would refe: to another thing.
we have to look into the role of the financial
institutions.

The Dutt Committee has said that in
spite of provisions of law like the Bank-
ing Companies Act, the Companies Act, the
Essenlial Commodities Act and so on in our
armoury, the growth of monopoly houses
continued unchecked. Therefore, the last
thing which remains by which something
can be dope is in regard to the functioning
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of the bureaucracv. Here comes the guestion
of the administratio of the provisions of the
Bill. I think this aspect should be taken
note of and taken care of. Even in regard to
the heavy industries we have developed in
the publiz sector, vou will be surprised to
know that their products are mainly con-
sumed by the monopoly houses. Take the
Bhilai steel plant.  All its products go to the
monopoly houses  Therefore, unless along
with these heavy indusiries we also develop
ancillary industries to utilise the products
of the heavy indusiries, we will find the same
monopoly houses benefitting and growing by
feeding on our heavy industries in the public
sector, Therc are so many factors which help
the growth of monopoly houses in this
country.

As you know, there are people who earn
Rs. 100 and Rs. 90 per month in this coun-
try ; there are others who earn Rs. 1 Jakh
and Rs. 10 lakhs per month.  The time has
come to remove this disparity. This is a
little measure we have which will check the
growth of monopoly and help in releasing
the forces of production for the common
good. It will help all those who are engaged
in production activities in this country so
that we can get rid of the clutches of the
monopoly houses and utilise our energies for
further growth, for increasing production,
for augmenting the national wealth which
can go towatds satisfying the needs of the
people by proper distribution. If this is done,
I am sure we can achieve further success.

SHRI M. R. MASANI (Rajkot) : Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, 1 speak for a Party which
believes in competition That is the classical
Liberal school of economics. We believe
that any restriction on competition is
prima facie undesirable, though in rare
cases it can b= connived at by the State for

“I look upon an increase of the power
of the State with the gieatest fear be-
cause, though apparently doing good by
minimising exploitation, it does the
greatest harm to manki. :] by destroying
individuality which lies 21 the root of all
progres:",

Therefore, in our Election Manifesto—1
quote from our Manifesio of 1967—we
said :

“The Swatantra Partv is opposed to
“all monopoly whether in the State or
free sector and will seek to re-establish
competition wherever possible for the
benefit of the consumer. Monopolies,
where tolerated, will be subject 1o essen-
tial contro!. Where owing to temporary
scarcity of certain  vital resources regu-
lation becomes inevilable, there should
be a guasi-judicial authority to indicate
the necessary priorities und allocations™,
This Libe:al point of view is not really

different from an intelligent Democratic
Socialist point of view. I will quote from
the manifesto of the German Socialist Party
of which Herr Willy Brardt, the present
Chancellor, is the leader. Tiey said exactly
the same thing. The Germ an Socialist pro-
giamme is nothing but a paraphrase of the
Swatantra Party’s programme in regard to
monopolres.

It says :

“Totalitartan control of the ecomomy
destroys ficedom. The Social Demo-
cratic Party, therefore, favours a free
market wherever free competition really
exists,. Where a market is dominated
by individuals or groups, however, all
manner of steps must be taken to protect
freedom in the economic sphere. As
much competition as possible, as little
planning as necessary...”

social purposes. We believe that petition
is a therapeutic clement which cures a lot of
things including exploitation of the consumer
and many other mal-practices. Therefore, we
are vigorously opposed to all restrictive
trade practices and to monopolies of any
kind.

We are also opposed to concentration of
power in the same hands, whether it is
concentration of economic power or a combi-
nation of economic and political power.
We agree with Mahatma Gandhi when he
used (o say :

Therefore, 1 am not surprised that the
speaker from the Opposition Congress Party
made a speech with a great deal of which I
find it easy to agree.

We believe in the ballot of the market
place, where the consumer decides the pattern
of production. We are prepared to support
any anti-monopoly legislation which is
honest and genuine. It is against this very
friendly background that we judge the Bill.

We find the Bill teriibly disappointing
because it is not an anti-monopolies Bill at
all. It was bad enough when it was intro-
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duced in Parliament. Even then it was not
on the lines of the draft Bill attachcd to the
Das Gupta Commission’s Report, as the hon.
Minister wrongly claimed this morning. It
was & Bill entirely different from what the
earlier Monopolies Commission had recom-
mended. After coming back from the
Joint Committee I regret to say that the Bill
has gct much worse, and it is a great pity
that it should be so. When you read the
evidence be‘ore the Joint Committee, it was
in an entirely different direction. The
changes made in the Bill by Joint Committee,
I regret to say, are entirely in the opposite
direction from what the weight of the evi-
dence would have dictated.

Let me turn to some features of the
Bill and show why I say it isa bad Bill,
pot an anti-monopolies Bill at all. I will
list certain aspects which are objection-
able.

The first is that the Bill does nothing to
stop monopoly. Let me start with the defini-
tion of “monopoly™, because, listeaing to
my hon, friend opposite, I realise that at
least certain hon. Members of this House
do mot know the meaning of the word
“monopoly.” I shall read from Chambers's
Twentieth Century Dictionary, but you can
take up any dictionary, you will find they
are all agreed on the meaning of the word
“monopoly.” Chambers Dictionary defines
monopoely as follows :

“Sole power, or privilege, of dealing
in anything, exclusive command or
possession ; that of which one has such
a sole power, privilege, command or
possession.”

So the meaning is absolutely clear.
Whatever you have monopoly of, you have
to yourself, there can be no sharing of
monopoly, There cannot be three monopolists
sharing a thing, only one can be a mono-
polist. So monopoly is a hundred per ceot
domination or control or possession of pro-
duction of porticular article or commodity.
Judged by that test, there is not a single
monopoly outside Government enterprises
in this country today. I have asked in the
Joint Committee and elsewhere for a single
monopoly to be produced which is not a
Government monopoly, and it is obvious
that there is pot a single one where it can
be alleged that a private enterprise is indul-
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ging in  monopulistic practize which would
bring it within the purview of this Bill.

Then are there any Government mono-
polies ? There are Government monopolies.
All of them are Government monopolies,
those that exist in India. 1 will mention
three. The Life Insurance Corporation is
a hundred per ceni Chambers Dictionary
kind of monopoly because when anyone
tries to compete with LIC he can be
punished and sent to jail. The Indian
Airlnes Corpocation is another monopoly,
and Air India International is a third one.
Then, the Indian Railways are a monopoly.

AN HON. MEMBER : Also roads.

SHRI M. R, MASANI : No, because
hundreds of operators compete on the
roads.

Telegraphs are a  hundred per cent
monopoly, telephones are a hundred per
cent monopoly, All India Radio is a hundred
per cent monopoly.

SHRI YOGENDRA SHARMA :
want to abolish these monopolies ?

You

SHRI M. R. MASANI : I would gladly
deal with these nterruptions, but wyou, Sir,
are a very good Deputy Speaker, as 1 have
noticed during these two days, and you try
to keep us to time. So 1 will not be able
to deal with these rather futile interrup-
tions.

1 was saying that the only monopolies
in India, and the only monopolistic practices
are those of the Government of India enter-
prises like those I mentioned.

There are partial monopolies also.
There is ths STC, MMTC, FCI, and
S0 on.

The Das Gupta Commission on mono-
polies when it reported took note of this
fact and it advised that, when a Bill was
introduced, Government mcnopolies should
not be excluded from the purview of the
Bill. Tt said :

“It was rightly pointed out that all
such public enterpriscs are no less
capable of indulging in restrictive
practices that may be harmful to the
general public than their private sector
competitors, And if the latter require
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in the public interest the controlling
supervision of the Commission, such
controlling supervision is equally needed
for the public sector enterprises.”

The Commission went ¢n to say :

“We are bound to say that there is
considerable force in these contentions
that the Government and Parliament
should consider seriously whether these
public  sector enterprites should be
allowed to enjoy special immunity or
whether they should be made subject to
the Commission’s jurisdiction in the
s.me rmanner as the private sector
concerns in respect of anv restrictive
practice.”

And vet the hor. Minister had the eff:ontery
to try to mislead the House this morning
by pretending that this wretched Bill that
he has introduced has any family resemblance
to the draft Bill that the Das Gupta Com-
mission had recommended.

Now, the sad thing is that all these
State monopolies, which are the only mono-
polies in India, are specifically excluded
from the purview of the Bill. My two
colleagues, Mr. Dahyabhai Patel and Mr.
C. C. Desai, in their excellent Minutes of
Dissent, have stated our objection to this
very well. Therefore, the first aspect of
the Bill is that it does not deal with the
only monopolies that exist : it pretends to
deal with non-existent monopolies that do
not exist. It has been argued tha! demo-
cratic control exists over the nationalised
industries and therefore no anti-monopoly
legislation need be applied to them. I want
to ask the hon. Members to be honest with
themselves : to consider how little democratic
control is exercised over this Government,
leave aside over the enterprises of the
Government. | have been Chairman of
the Public Accounts Committee for two
years 1 think my Committee did a good
job, but let me adnit that the influence we
had on Government policies and administra-
tion was marginal ; it was peripheral I
think the same applies to the Estimates
Committec and the Public Undertakings
Committee. What they can do is wery
limited, because when the large industries
are conducted by the Government, a body
like Pailiament is not capable, is not made
to exercise effective control. Therefore,
this idea that democratic control is there

and therefore an anti-monopoly Bill should
not apply to them is a wrong idea.

Prof. Galbraith, the great American
socialist, who was an Ambassador in our
country, was a strong supporter of the
Government of the day and the planning
of the . In his latest book, The new
Indusirial State, he has given his judgement
on our public enterprises. He said he had
studied them at close quarters and has
described them as “‘remote, irresponsible
bodies, immune from public scrutiny or
democratic control.”

So the Government monopolies are the
worst monopo'ies because they are irresponsi-
ble. Private monopolies have the police
power of the Government to check them,
Th.re is the doctrine of countervailing power
between the corporationand the Government.
Rut  where the Government becomes a
factory-owner or the factory-owner is
the same as the policeman, there is no
appeal. So the poor consumer who has to
buy from the -Government enterprises is
completely at the mercy of the Government
monopolies. The worker in the establish-
ment also has no right of appeal to any
third party. Thatis why I would call the
doctrine  embodied in this Bill industrial
feudalism of the most reactionary kind.
The Bill is a fraud on the people of India
because it pretends to fight monopoly while
it does nothing of the kind.

A second aspect of the Bill is the one
which has been referred 1o by Shri Asoka
Mehta : the way in which the Commission
that is sought to be appointed is down-
graded into a mere advisory body while all
real power is to be exercised by my hon.
friend the Minister as he likes. That is
the second aspect of the Bill which we can-
not accept as being honestly anti-monopoly.

A third aspect of the Bill which does
not commend itself to us is that it tries to
restrict competition. It does not foster
competition as an anti-monopoly Bill should.
It restricts competition in two ways. First
of all, it restricts competition between
private enterprises and State enterprises by
giving the latter a complete monopoly,
Secondly as between private enoterprises, it
gives the Government power to stop free
competition by inhibiting real competition
between the rival private enterprises by
using their permit-licence powers and their
anti-monopoly powers.
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This is sought to be done by a
whole battery ol clauses, with which 1 have
no time to deal. which subjects any
organised enterprise  in industry to the
arbitrary whims and fancies of the Govern-
ment of the day.

Take the definition given in clause 2 of
what is a dominant company, what are
inter-connected companies and what ure
monopolistic companies,  According 1o
clause 2(j), a company is a monopolistic
company if, along with two other independ-
ent d « with which it
is competing, it shares 50 per cent of the
market. It is astounding that the Minister
was not ashamed to read out this definition.
Imagine the absurdity of this clause. Let
us imagine that there are three companies
which together share 50 per cent of the
market in competition One of them may
have 25 per cent, one 15 per cent and the
third 10 per cent share of the market. The
companies which have 10 per cent or 15 per
cent share in the market competing with
two others are monopolistic concerns ! It
is an outrage on the English language. 1
am sorry the Minister was not here when I
read the delinition of monopoly Other-
wise, he would not have introduced this
clause.

The whole of the third Chapter has no
place in this Bill. It deals with so called
concentration of economic power, but gives
concentration of power to the men sitting
opposite. It is an impertinence to tell us
that this whole chapter by which he seeks to
put his hands on power is designed to
decentralise economic power.  Therefore,
for this reason thar it inhibits competition
and really concentrates power in the
hands of those in office for the time
being, we are opposed to this Bill,

The entire Bill is based on a confusion
between size and  monopoly. Size and
monopoly have nothing te do with each
other. You can have a small concern
completely dominating the market in a
particular product and it would be mono-
polistic, evun if it is small. You can have
giant companies like the American automobile
companies fighting a struggle to the death
in competition ; yet, none of them would be
a monopely. The trouble is, that many
hon. members do not wi.k: quietly 1o think
about it and they seek to make out anythiog
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big as a monopoly. If they start with a
wrong definition, they canmpot come to a
wise conclusion. This elementary dis'inction
between size and monopoly has been
completely ignored by this Bill. 1am quite
sure the Minister and his advisers in the
official gallery are not so perverse as not to
know this distinction. Therefore, I can
only conclude that they are deliberately
trying to rouse a hysteria against organised
industries and big business of a compet itive
nature by trying to put the communist
label of “monopolist™ on them and to pass
this Bill.

Let me say this that io this country
there are no big companies. I repeat : in
this country there are no big companies.

AN
Tatas ?

HON. MEMBER : What about

SHRI M. R. MASANI : I am coming
to them. There are no big companies in
this country by international standards.
There is a list of 200 big companies in the
world which is authoritatively published.
It may interest hon. members to know that
the only Indian company that figures in the
list is a Government of Iodian enlerprise,
Hindustan Steel Limited. There is not a
second Indian companv worthy to enter
the list of the giants. Of the ten biggest
Indian companies, there are nine that are
Govrenment of India enterprises only one
that is a private enterprise. These are
pygmies ; only they are slightly bigger ones
than the average pygmies. Of the ten, there
are nine Government of India companies
and the only exception is the Tata Iron and
Steel Company. It is interesting to note
the nature of Hindustan Steel, which is one
of the ten biggest Indian companies.
Hindustan Steel ranks tenth in the whole
world in terms of size of capital, but it
ranks 120th in terms of production and
sale  Lock at the lousy nature of this big
enterprise of ours, Whereas it ranks tenoth
among the capital structures of the world,
it stands 120th out of the 200 big companies
of the world in terms of production and
sale. This is the second reason why I say
this Bill is a fraud on the Indian people.

The third reason why we are against
this Bill is that it will retard India's
economic development ; it will retard our
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exports and it will retard employment in
our country. Mr. Asoka Mehta has given
a very intelligent analvsis of world trends
Hz has pointed out how the British Labour

Government and the German Socialist
Government are going in for mergers,
because otherwise they cannot maintain

their pilace in the world market. I will
only add to the countries he gave, another.

The Japanese Government is guiing out
of its way to allow Mitsuibishi and the old
Zaibatsu, which were broken up by General
MacArthur  and the Americans after the
war, to be pu: together again in order
to compete in the world marke' and promote
exports. The two biggest Japanese sieel
works, Yawata and Fuji, bigge:r than ours,
are being marged today with Government's
approval,

France, Germany, Britain, America all
are following the same paltern because they
want Lo protect their economy and fight in the
world market. So this Bill goes completely
against the world trend.

India has no big companies ; Britain
has very much bigger companies but let me
read out a sentence from the Monopolies
Commission of the British Labour Govern-
ment to show that they consider their
companies also to be small, though they are
bigger than ours. This is what the British
Monopolies Commission says :—

“The absolute size of British compani-
es does not, fo the present at
lzast, seem tJ raisc any important issues

for the public interest. ‘Large’ is a
relative  term, and large  British
companies, though big in relation to

the British economy, are not for the
most part big in relation to the inter-
national companies with which many of
them compete.*

What they have said about Britain applies
a hundred times more to this country.

I would go further and state the fifth
reason why this Bill is pointless, All these
powers which they are trying to take are
pot necessary. Ewven today, with the kind
of restrictions that exist which, as Shri Asoka
Mehta pointed out are responsible for
limited monopolies and concentration of
wealth, this “‘permit-licence raj” and regime
of corruption based on sale of guotas,
permite and licences hy which the honourable
gontleman oppositc and the Government
thrive, these powers are already there,
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Managing agencies have been abolished and
there is & whole battery of legislation that
gives the Government power of life and
death over industrial enterprises. Let me
name some of them : The Industrial Develop-
meot and Reguiation Act, 1951 ; The
Capital Issues Control Act, 1947 ; the
Compa: i»s Act, 1956 ; the Essential Com-
modi'ies Act, 1955 ; the Foreign Exchange
Regulation Act, 1947 ; and the Imports and
Exports Control Act, 1947, Al these give
the Government enough power to decide the
location of an undertaking, how much they
should produce, at what price they should
sell. and whether they can expand or not.
What more power do they want ?

That brings me to ask the question :
Why did they introduce this Bill 7 I can
only say that, as in Russia and Yugoslavia
about which Mr. Milovan Djilas, the well-
known Yugoslav Communist, has written in
his book, The New Class there is a New
Class in India also. The physiognomy of
that new class is embodied by an hon.
friend sitting opposite, the Minister, or if
you like both the Ministers. It is this class
which exploits its political power to get its
hands on the economy and to extort what
Karl Marx would have called “surplus
valus™ out of the peasants and workers and
the middle class of this country.

Ours is a mixed economy. So it is a
mixed class. This class has three heads—
the political head, the official head and the
business head outside—.vho conspire to loot
this country and squeeze out the hard-sarned
earnings of the common people. If there
is one vested interest in India todmy, it s
the one symbolised by this Government,
corrup! officials—such of them as are
corrupt—and the corrupt businessmen oug-
side who join hands with them to loot the
people.

This Bill is an instrument that js being
forged by this new class of monopolists here
and outside who want to create a State capita-
list munopoly system to exploit the common
people fo- the benefit of this new class,
Mr. Nirad Chaudhuri, one of our courageous
and good writers. in an article that he wrote
on Ist December, 19¢9 in the Hindusthan
Standard of Ca'cutta made the remark that
today in our country—

“Socialism has supplanted patriotism
as the last refuge of a scoundrel,”

This Bill is the handiwork of the
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kind of people about whom Nirad Chaudhuri
has written. They are like a dog in
the manger ; they cannot produze anything.
My English friend, Graham Hutton, has
described such as a dog in the barn-
yard, the dog that barks. distuib: the
hens from layiog eggs but cannot lay an egg
itself. This Bill is of that nature. It is a
Dog-in-the-Barnyard Bill which would do
barm to our enterprises, and to our ecvpo-
mic development but will be no good to
anyone else.

Therefora, we are opposed to this Bill
precisely because it does mot fight monopoly
_ and concentration of economic power ; in
fact, n an amendment that 1 have tabled,
which I shall move at the appropriate time.
1 have descrihed the Bill as a Bill for
increasing concentration of economic power
in this country, as a Bill for destroying all
monopolies excepling those enjoved by the
Government. That is an accurate descrip-
tion of this Bill. And precisely because we
want competition and we stand for the
consumer, we oppose this Bill.

Now, the consumer is completely for-
gottem in this Bill. The Bill does not even
provides that at least onec representative of
the consumer should be there on the Com-
mission. 1 am glad that Mr. Somani has
tabled an amendment to that effect, We
stand for the consumer, we stand for the
market economy which gives the consumer
a fair deal, because in our philosophy *‘the
consumer ix king." In this Bill, the consu-
mer is the forgotten factor.

Therefore, we shall try to improve the
Bill, when it comes up for clause by clause
consideration, and try to make it a genuine
anti-monopoly Bill. I we fail --and I can
judge from the attitude of the Government
we may fail—we shall oppose the Bill and
we shall vote against the Bill. If the Bill
is still carried, we shall pledge to the people
of India to remove this Bill from the statute
book and promise to replace it by a genuine
anti-monopoly law which will fight monopoly
in this coun'ry.

o wavar e (feedt AsT) o
Turene @1, fad wigaiEl ¥ M9 ag &4
gza & oimy Ao 28 IEE0 AW4GA
Fear g gark fawa & ar  grafeed
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fafgos 38 2 32 & woFt mrar & wgar

3 g

"The State shall strive to promote
the welfare of the people by securing and
protecting as effectively as it may a
social order in which justice, social,
economic and political, shall inform all
the institutions of the national life,”

fazgim gart am a1 fawA gamr
g1 37 0F §Y wn sadq # At fF
FIFT F1 Y Afagi @i faag @y @
ZRIT B9 & frEa@ 2 gasr fagvw =@
3T § ZrAr arfgo fF Sdy & d ang
A 7z G 4gT qF | IAF] A AE-
AT FY 4gEAT WlT g A 69 FF
Z1di ¥ adf v -g@) fama & oF
feafez @Y gt s 2fez § ag fagm
A mar A & qgAr A g &
fagra & zua @) €9 &) 1, Fa1 (oo
22 At # Avwe A gaw qu frar g ?
& argmr (5 a+d g1gg S0 q9d) Feny
Nz T35 gy N zawy wE
fF 31 3514 22 F1AT § 3w & A9
FA9 A &7 7 93T W F WA AV
fesfr 9t wrw 3agq saET  AAIGE,
FHLWA WIF Joo g1 g A1 A4 w2 7
# #zAr Figar g 5 22 qra quigd 1
AU A7 F 17 A &9 50 § M A-
94 9Y &t FHHZAT AF ITT 941 I
FE A1 so12 W19 @ 38% Ao Ag Wi
fagar 7t gargd www fasmig aeE
av fasig ar feaY Mz oz fazg &fea
#ar ag @A wmgar § & mae wg
taars § oy fasAr 4 wed gEET
#& afsz & fao g ar arzr § wod
graraY ¥ ﬁﬁfﬁ? A1 4y ? ag ®#q
mast AYL ¥ gar g, vt o &
grAET A g 2 1 zafan & wigar g %
o9 o1 &HwmT fasd g E fagar
F1 a1 f&EY 9YC &1, @07 9u@ oF Q0



225 Monopoiles ete. Bill AGRAHAYANA 19, 1891 (SAKA) Monopolies eic. Bill 2.6

st fasrq forad == =15 W AT A
ag +t &Y fr 9o fau gxem #at aw
Y §, aafierT st as Q9 § Wi Sy
AT Afgw N T wgt as Qe § 1 &
31 wigar g & g7 dat &1 @ifaw @
o H ¥ FAor AT FEIAT WG
¥eq sarar w3

& wrawY Jar § gz q@Ar =vgar g
f& sndt i ¥ a1z zzr A wdea
30 F97 &q0 4 Aifs =i 559 FO7
¥ fager 1 20 s01g Ot Afs w=
510 sz 219 ¥z wiw N ag
fagem &1 79 63 & F%T 66-67 am 7
W %1 74 9@ 2 WX zEr &7 32
WHE 1 Az M T ME qagk §
gaw fao at7 fasdmre 2 722 @ &
q1x gg ot faw gvar & sEw waAE 4g
g fmauwx 22 ol # g g & &7
gt faar & &Y aig w7 af @,
TIEHT A ;AT 4 a3 I O ALY F
...(saaum),, zizr fagar £ aw g
N g, W gat ag-3@ siafAsi A
ara O #Y Znit AfFT g7 adararcy
FY @1q g A #11 IAF FEA HFAF
FHIAAIE FT AIY AMFI, FAANT F
tfeat 35T gaar § A1 %3 f6at A1
A E

# ag g1 F1gar & miq Jgaers-
Fqa wt arg w43 & 1 gard wdl & fay
TaFsar w1 &g At 8, AT Ag W
gt & fr gw wrgdz g & fawiw g,
o war yigg fafaer d @ =g &
gATL ¥W F qF #F g¥ET d 1€ qrgde
#Fz¢ 01T gfeq® gz gAT-wFT FH
g1 & masr g fF wigdT 4T X
gaR 2w A agad § w9 w2,
qfsas dezx A AN fear & 47

qag §

st T ¥uw grEw: ONT AT A
21 fF g A aa sy £ feogAn
ggi &Y §9TT A wgEe daEC E, A
ofeq® §ez7 ¢, A Sl9 @1 qwI ?, ag
& ST =gar g |

st waTeT ea: 22 7%, aFomEe
#o oYt &Y gwFTe & TOY § FeE TR
aral ® osar fear g T FEY &
st frar AfFa gn qewr 2 e
2w & fab fogm 7 gor 1 afeq ez §5
#1 qur quprig 2 P faad) @ wfaedy
f & gawr 239 gqigz faa fawdg
gISET T aar § 1 MT T qoEIHy
udemTEoHte F12| AfFw gz Y =i
g AAAT SEwsdE qrgd § a7 fRAam ¥
fRE M A F T d ) & Sgar g
fe T 7 oF £ atg & i g, nvw A&
ATz &Y wad grigg N A gz & a3
q=gr A & |

ot v waf ;. zrer, fagar & g
ars fifad

it ®avArE g - AAEGA Fogw
78l T1gd, I8 F IqE F7 & A A
WY Fagw GIHIC IZAM g0 39 F7 019
FAX | AAIGH B o@ew w3 & fad,
FEEAT AIF I°9 F @A wW B Ay,
36 T @Az &7 F 77 gw AN
Fag IsmA AQ qrff 3@ o T
FT |

wgt & ag Tgar § 5 wrede qwx
Wt a3 agiag W AT g 5 afsas
g2 W1 a3 A A F1 FESTA AT
aifgd | & agadf =svzar fe srg grgdz
dqz7 #F MAICHT @ FL AT 0feAwF
AqT A AAIGA G771 FL g8 W wwEr
aff ¢ @ fad ¥ g WA S A
w9 H g §eX § gz i

oy Agt it ) & qeAr g e w7
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WY A9 F FEHTA TN FqA FAAHHAAE
2, =i 9T FXgA § A1 39 A % wifd
s gwraar Afad qre3z dazed am
aalt 2g FY TFATHT AF P FFAT L
;g F gAEIATEY 5} 39z @, Yafeew
ST FIWA &7 A AT FOYAT
38 71§41 qFAEA ITAr 9@ ? gwfay
# =rdm fF5 @gi wzde d3E F weaw
araredr JE @it wifzr, Tzt ofeas
gz § ot WA Al dD =far
(AT dwd & g aredaa v arfs
sl ®Y, aggETwm egfe &1 IF w0
gt awg ¥ a@rw & a% afew g7
aIETy WA F A @ qrg¥e Fa
NG @A FEE ANrEw N FY
W w2 oot ofsmw dve ¥ S
FURfaddt @ g 1 grer as 22 909
¥ gz a7 frar ox wwr @ 3g faw Tar
Hgm A oy sa d gwA 9@
& Wz w7 fam ngr, #§ o= & faarw
g1 & ampar g 5 Y Fadtm g 0w
qFzT ¥ 2 wfed anfe =i #1 og=h
A wedt N faq a%

MY UATHFTW FT 1 § gg NS0
Fr, afFw g =12 fF =@ F wew
qifafess sR2IT 7% N1FT T 1 BH
T ¢ e oY uRlaFwm F gy ;7
 Fg-aF AR AT ¥ dF awg @
Ttz Y A ) st & aigmr o
g J R w1 ashasw fear g, wa,
5,6 W@ drg 17 AfFT WY FT A
Few 93 fag @& wgw 98 fF wmiw
gq Ay &Y 15 QU F@T ARIE 7
Fgw zA, g9 AME@ WA T FT OF
Fraraea AT 91 2r @ fE aga awmr
w2 gzr fear & ggr =wgAr g fw
Fx7 & I wHm w9 7 gAY P OeNg-
201 FT d= @17 fga & faqr sl olw
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#gr drad & arx wrg S gReHEOA
&Y ety adf a97 9% | W9 g &
gilm F1 OF 21 ¢ 1 Afew qur feod
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F 14 i afY gy | W9 & R QY
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AT E

F1 Fgar g & oy A o & usha-
F far, ar sy A «5Y7 & 39 91 0§
%52 Wiy aAIEd, T W 99 Y
g arr arfs Ayn 1 wige @ fe
frady g g€ & 1 T o Ady gk, o
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¢ fw adl, mm Qfefess q@Ee w7
frager oY 7€f grar, © |7 w1 9@
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ifefdz grf qrag wdirme dorr wfgd
&g W & fodr ot q1w w2 5 wman AF
aTg ¥ e & e g fe g AR
qifefewrs YFaeaTgeaT At G & W a |
S w1y & g9 ¥ wigw wrar @ 99
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I ¥ fewdefigy da1 #3 dfFT il A1
wraar A F9, ag N & awwar g fH
AT

q1q ArEE Fifae & ) mrewr
A1 gATT FOT ®AAT A6 F fiyer | JEE
FY TEANIT ENTI, FAF0 gWI 2w &Y
WG 9T ¥ SWIE 9E, OF A4-
WIATC ATRH! W gy Wy Evm 7 #
g & W 3z a1 T fE owaTew
dfae a5 g7 & & Agaw difaaw
FT AT T GEIT T & AFAT AV
TITRT 7% W@ auaaE §, o fiegw
g7 &) ¥ ImE F@ ¥ fAT
1 wFd £ weed A3 qedr ? IOw
arrwig ag @z ¥ wrg g A% F 97
% g fF wro aga er-faar w1 s
o4, ag TE) fF gar § ad w1

ag fam w19 22 @19 a@ A §
22§ 9% W9 I @ gr Y 7 oFar
sraFt Ay JE a1 fs AT @ @
& wEgwT AF Fow @ g § 7 wiaw
arga o1 s w5 7z w53 q1er A5 2
r fast & waddz &t g0 qrav dy af
2 AT WA A A A Tg wAET
# fewT £T& wAMTT FY feard & fedd
g ¥ arg qaqiz & qu gfawz 2 fw
FGRATA T | 371 A A wfaFre
a1t =ifzu 5 ag wdwT 1 s 5
EFIT & AT AT ¥ 7 wortwq
st fRqiE g @ ag arsfen dr Tifzo
ag o sfed ¥z witwq 3, gfeas srvma
g saar foie Y maedz arsfun a0
gl §Tt 7 naq4 aq) dwer JAT 37
afss w93 w97 g9 & gmfae <aEr 2
fF qg wF T92T &, WIOHY @A srgﬁ
& WS WA AW H &G, g g
FHl & fe AI9FT AL g1 7
st w7 §, FWIAMI FEgA § ag Y
T A awdl ) Tg 9T gIR ERad
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[t Faens ]
(wegfez) wi€ &3 &1 %41 ag 1w AL
§ f& saear § AngEdr ATEIR A
weiter A &1 oA & AR
@t gomimd #aed g g 3
FADT N E, ¥ A FIEF AFIL
g1 & gwwar § fx ow as gmr fewm
% T@ RaT— =1 g FAMATG
AT FAATH AT WTEGAX FT AT AAE —
€Y Fg AT B qrAT qgl 31 IT AT
ook few ¥ Y ¥ fao e A an
as &1 w10 S1% atg ¥ AR AT A
2% s fr owma G fe g W
g= war 2, SraAr< 9% Fa1 frar 2, @R
a1y gufsd | T 22 g9 an g 1)
&, o= ¥ gg aqid g $T @S | HIT
ANil & A&, @@ Ag8 [ @ T ag
e W AT T A /T qET T A
WY @ sorET @A gEE wa arfEn
aww Hifac )

zafan wa § @@ 7z 839 ®
FIHIT 757 9T AAT, 54 faa w1 Araqarsi
5z Fw@r g1 AfFT gF war A4
& GTHTT F FAT |

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : I shall
be calling Shri K N_Tiwary next. It is his
turn to speak now, but Shri Sezhiyan had
made = request that he may bz allowed
to speak earlier because he wants to atte_nd
the Businoss Advisory Committee’s meeting

at 330 p.m  After him, [ shall be calling
Shri K. N. Twwary.

SHRI SEZHIYAN (Kumbakonam): 1
thank you for giving me an opportunity to
speak on this Bill. The urgency of the Bill
to curb monopolistic growth and restrictive
trade practice is very great. Through the
objective of this Bill is laudable, I am afraid
however, thai it may not serve the purpose
for which it is being enacted.

The idea of curbing concentration of
wenlty and means of production which is to
the yommon detriment s not a new oODe,
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As pointed out by the hon. Members who
spoke before me, it bas been enunciated in
the Directive Principles of the Constitution
itself, It has been stated there that we
should secure a social order in which “the
operation of the economic system does not
result in the concentration of wealth and
means of production to the common detri-
ment,” Irrespective of parties, this basic
principle has been accepted by all. But
how far the Bill is going to achieve this
objective in the thing which is being debated
upon today. This policy that we should
curb monopolistic growth and concentration
of wealth has been enunciated again and
again. It is there in the Directive Principles
of the Constitution. The Industrial Policy
Resolution has also reiterated it.  The expert
committee set up by the Planning Commis-
mission and the Monopolies Inquiry Com-
mission kave also amplified this point and
have come to the conclusion that the con-
centration of economic wealth should be
curbed. The latest that we have in this
connection is the report of the Industrial
Licensing Policy Inquiry Committee. Un-
fortunately, that report was not available to
us when the Joint Committee went into the
various cliuses of the Bill. If we could
have had that report, then very many clauses
might have been altered. 1 hope Govern-
ment will take that report inte consideration
to come forward with some immediate
amendments to the bill.

I shall now straight come 10 the main
problem, namely the concentration of econo-
mic power. The monopolistic and restric-
tive trade practices are only tfunctions of
such concentration. To treat the symptoms
instead of going to the deep root of the
disease will do no good either to the country
or to the Government that is bringing for-
ward this Bill,

My hon. friend Shri Chintamani Pani-
grahi had referred to the big industrial
houses and bad referred tu the giant under-
takings that had come into existence. I
would not blame the Birlas or Tatas for
monopolising certain  fields. It is this
Government which by its past policies and
by its erroneous planning and shoddy imple-
mentation, has helped the big business to
come into the field. They did not come by
any secret design ; they did not come by
any dublous method ; they openly started



233 Monopolies etc. Bill AGRAHAYANA 19, 1891 (SAKA) Monopolies ete. Bill 234

their business with the connivance and with
the help of this Government which has been
on the saddle for the past 22 years and it is
thus that these big business-houses have
grown.

We have been talking about concentra-
tion of economic power and wealth, and
this Government has dedicated itself at least
by paying a lip-service to socialism. But
in spite of the Industrial Policy Resolution,
the Directive Principles of the Constitution
and the expert committees that have been set
up by ihe Planning Commission and various
other committees, and in spite of the fact
that they had ample powers of regulation
in their hands to curb the growth of big
business, they have miserably failed to curb
it. 1 would say that they have succeeded
in making the big business grow in stature
and acquire concentration of wealth.

I would now give a few instances to
show how the assets of the big business
groups have given up during the last few
years, In the case of the Mafatlal group,
the total value of assets which stood at
about Rs. 45.9 crores at the end of March,
1964 grew up to Rs. 106 crorers in 1966-67; in
the case of Tatas, it went up from Rs. 417 to
Rs. 547 crores, and n the case of Birlas, it
went up from Rs, 292 crores in 1964 to
Rs. 450 crores in 1965-67; this means that
the assets have gone up by 131 per cent in
the case of Mafatlal, by 31 per cent in the
case of Tatas and 64 per cent in the case of
Birlas. These groups have grown with the
connivance and with the blessings and with
the full support of those who are there in
power.

Therefore, it is the Planning Commission,
it is the planning pattern and it is the
financial programmes of this Government
that have helped in the concentration of
wealth and in the growth of these big busi-
ness-houses.

I would agree with Shri M. R. Masani
on one point, namely that compared to the
international combines, our companies are
only pygmies. He also said that there were
the big pygmies and the small pygmies in
the country.

SHRI RABI RAY :
context they are big.

SHRI SEZHIYAN : Concentration and
monopoly are only relative terms. We do
not want the big pygmy to swallow the

But in the Indian

small pygmy here. We do not want the
big fish in the small pond of India to swallow
the small fishes. That is why this Bill is
there. So, we npeed not compare the
pygmies here with those in other countries.

As I have pointed out already, the con-
centration of wealth is the creation of the
plan. 1 would quote in this connection no
less an authority than Dr, D. R. Gadgil
himself. This was what he had said :

“Tt is clear that currently in India it
s implementation of plans of develop-
mant, particularly in the modern busi-
ness sector, that is creating on a very
large scale situations described a; mono-
polistic position created by private
action, appearing few as compared with
those created as a result of official and
planned policy, for the larger part of
monopoly gains with national research
accruing in  Indian economy are the
result not of collusion and other practices
indulged in by businessmen but of the
licensing and other allocative decisions
taken by the administration in their
favour.”.

Dr. Gadgil said this in 196A. Since
then he has become Deputy Chairman of
the Planning Commission. I do not know
bow much he has reoriented planning, how
much he has bzen able to correct this policy
of helping the business houses is yet to be
seen.

[ will give some statistics concerning
how much help has been given to the big
business houses by the financial institutions
set up with public money, like LIC, ICICI,
SBI and UTIL. As per the report of the
Todustrial Licensing Policy Inquiry Com-
mittee, all these institutions have contri-
buted to ihe growth of big business. The
total financial assistance sanctioned by these
public institutions betwecn 1956 and 1966
was Rs. BOS crores, out of which the large
industrial sector, 73 big business houses,
have monopolised as much as Rs. 456 crores,
that is 56 per cent. If we take the indivi-
dual institutions, the picture is horrible.
ICICI has given 67 per cent of its total
financial assistance to the large industrial
sector. SBI term loans alone to this sector
are of the order of B8l per cent. LIC has
given 80 per cent and UTI as much as 93
per cent. As regards the last, Shri T. T.
Krishnamachari had said that it is the =mulil
man's money which will go to the small man
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the small sector, but now it has gone into
the bigger houses. This is the state of
affairs.

T can say that just by nationalising banks
we are not going to have panacea to the
country’s economic ills. It is not going to
help the people of this country, unless the
funds placed in your hands are directed and
given to the small entrepreneurs, the farmers
and workers. Without this, any amount of
nationalisation alone will not cure the
disease Indian economy suffers from.

The State Bank of India is very much a
nationalised institution, in the hands of
Government. But in 1968 according to the
report, 23.9 per cent of its total assistance
has been given to gentlemen directors be-
longing to big business groups. One-fourth
of it has gone that way. Therefore, just
nationalisation of this bank or that sector is
not going to helping the economy, unless
other measures are also taken,

1 can quote another gentleman, Shri
T. T. Krisknamachari, who was called from
his retirement from Madras to assist this
Goveroment in its economic planning and
policy formulation. Speaking in Delhi at
the requisitioned AICC, he said—l am
quoting from the press report :

“Speaking on controls, Mr. Krishnam-
achari said, ‘You cannot have socialism
and say ‘we  want decontrol’. He
criticised the Government for lack of a
clear policy after the introduction of
cement control. Cement control was
introduced to protect the consumer, not
to protect the mills.”

On the one hand, they talk of socialism
on the one hand, they say we are going to
curb monopoly ; on the other, decontrol of
cement is being contemplated. 1 do not
know what final conclusion they will come
to. I hope they will have second thoughts.

After decontrol of cement, big business
will have its way reestablised. For example,
ACC, one of the biggest concerns in cement
will after decontrol earn additional profit of
Rs. 160 lakhs ; Dalmias will earn Rs. 40
lakhs additional profit ; Sahu-Jains will
earn Rs. 83 lakhs.

SHRI TENNETI VISWANATHAM
(Visakhapatnam) : They are pleading for
contiols, '
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SHRI SEZHIYAN : No, it is the other
way.

My Party stands for genuine control of
cement, because that is in the interest of the
consumer at the present juncture ; there
must be a uniform rate applicable through-
out India. Once control is lifted, prices
will be distorted and freight charges will be
added and the consumers will be fleeced to
benifit the big business.

Therefore, while 1 support the general
objective of this Bill, I am very much afraid
that this Bill in isolation, without any other
scheme to help it, will not achieve much,
Till now they could say that they did not
have the co-operation from all and had
certain opposition from some Congressmen.
Now that they have got a clear field, I
want to know whether they will enunciate
any clear economic programme  Talking in
the air will not help. Saying so many
things about socialism is not going to help
the Indian masses. There should be clear
programmes, they should be very clear in
their objectives, very siocere in their
approach and very firm in implementation.
Though there are so many statutes giving
ample opportunities to curb monopolistic
growth, they have not been used. All the
powers given to them by Parliament were
misused, abused, with the result that big
business has grown as 1 pointed out.
Therefore, putting one more law on the
statute-book is not enough, is not going to
help the country, unless it is followed by a
clear programme, firm action and sincere
approach. Without that the objective will
not be achieved,

st 510 Ave famAt (vigrAna) : @
far ot fiwfefasn wa as gur ¢ =@
FY g7 FT gH §g wegg gwr ¢ | &
9% X @l & emwaz e g Eo
gRoF oo & fifysi2fea #1 gie FTaFY
dta afew o=t qifzql & &y fafaddfes
Y F 39 ¥ oF gwiaar oY WX wg A2
f& nasifiz oA grg H Fga oA ¥
@R

st avirr oAt : o § et & =g
wt & it
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sh gre a1o famdt : AN wAr ER
oz agi g | gF ww @\EF §)
sgR FR g & madde & gwd ag@
qTaT W1 WE 2 ANE Agar qrga A war
f rawftz 3t qrfadt 8 geet & g
g @ # ., A1gdY AT o @g wet fF
nawde 3 m a5 @) f&war @, g7 nwA.A
fwar | #1¢ sz s frar §radf &
9 @ gmE Agar argg naehz ¥
as aF @ yEr #1 ara Af gf afew
S & 97 wadAfz ¥ gz M0 Y & AR
qTHT & g9197 A9 g QA9 AIT A TG
g1 argz mfawr 51 ag =wfzar & &
w7 71§ sfasr ¥ @170 2 o7 389 A1
&9 AT 7E wrar afwT w7 7z Aiaww
#ge amar g a owwr Agw gear g fw
A9 H AT | yAT 7Y ag SAFT AT R
aadt §ag g glar g @@ T A
7% qiafeez 293 £ ar A1&r Aaiee g
IAFY £ gwIT A fg=reare w1 gAr
UF RIETd F AT 2

Fararargar g fF uae ¥ &Y
wifasq § I99) wARE ®W & fAQ
qra< few &1 &7 9 ¢ g WwelE  Agan
atga 1 & o1F, A A12T & QT
a1 FAT AT 77 5 ® & aF ? Aawide
#1 ST AR FT GFdT 2 0 gwd
gaw ® Ag wiar 5 z@ fofefaen @1
Fq7 AGQT § | ANT fHET ) qrET HAr
g a1 3z naqfe & g %l g ailF 19
8w avg WgaE 1 1 waT I E1F avg
Ygie Ad fiar @ a1 W H ag-wmd
&% WA | ag faw st wrar & 7 safac
Ml ¢ i& ua faq o oifsmdiz ¥ 6
T W) wgr grar ar f§ i3 we oEw
frax o= quwT Mg'n quiz ) #4ZaA
W% dew azar w1 721 & vy fanfefasw
®I @A g7 0F FHINT agra gur | IEH
feare i€ WX Sa% woeaey ag faw

wrar g | g9 faq &t fadt sifagq «t 78
fefzarss 593, saat guizd 1 sifaw
T 4l 2 au% a%ar a1 | qfET 0w
ST A1 4§ F7 & f aaedz aga
qrax & @t @, #1§ @A Agf w@arg |
ag ®z1 war § fr fzg'a sa® &1 s
%7 a7y fr &% fggm 2 g 7 ag
g gard @awy § ar wf AY 4y
T  JQ gA A mf ¥

gw A ¥ farg fommaer & gg1 @ -
“ggAar g wafa”  Agsa A K&
gaia A 2, 4% &Y Q1e ar qum 39 W@
MFE | & wMF dgar wafwew §
fazarg < a3y A 8 g w9 AT §)
nwq 3z =N g, st Frwddy A s
Faraie 007 & qrg dsx § 1 ¥ A
IAF ararT a3 q¥ §, 99 F A=A
YT =% F g azF qq7 | (WANA)

ot g1t A Fer fe garr ¥ faadr
qrAIg Frodtw &, fergem A A
FeqAT 7% AT A1 & 1 7 fAFgqA s
awgar g fs fag 2w ¥ fagar g7 ar
gwafer &, tomar gasr fasrg ar s=fa
gt 2, va% gaifas & A seoft ar 9
safaa, €12 ar as au® A 2 | AT H
fag qrad § o9 29 gAX w941 &, 94
g4t gRvr war g, 99 & @mgT ¥ aqw
BT T FIFT AT FHHW SAT@T R )
ga7 gzt #1€ 150 ar 200 &4 &od
& ®9A1 g, @1 F2 ggr *r feafg &
2a¥ gu A W awed g ausr
S, gnde, gadEr a1 JuAT § ag
A N A AW T gH A way W H
sgasat & garfas z@ar @ s
FAAZTA &N W@ 2 AT AG |

aaiFr & a1 1€ Yar w0 72 g,
w1 1T T Ay uwse § F g AfFA
g ¥W ¥ o gy "wEdl & a§ 904
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[ gre ATo faamdy]
Fzar A o 7t 2. foaw wiadr &
qra gY 221 9N 2, q7 a3 AEA
rRwr wEnT 1 W fAC gEdE &
amade &Y zgi AR FTAr oar Agt A
Frafad] &1 Frqfeam gudigr 81 wafqagi
F arg A1 Ifaq a8 e Az wEET
aer ¥ 9 & e fesgeara 4 weafaat
AN E R T@ WNE FEAILTA
agf 2

WY AR B Fasgad F fag A
22 ¢ | TR wer fF FAsgas &1 5
g&t 2iat ot faadt sifeo | 97 3@ ag
gzfezafaez a1 fafgaaga wwa & 19l
Famagiy § W7 wEdE gEwE &t
1 Andl 2, 99 a%d 97 1 3& AFY grar
2 | (gaww) ¥ a¥ 7% gefeafae M
fasiagdm wwia & & wgar 93T &
oYz 7z fadr aaq wwng 7 & o e
Al wfaw &Y fF aasgasd 1 wEE
g fad as, @Y & gavw §, v ag
wgr 747 waar &) gw =igd € fF ga
2 # 519 WreagwA ag, arfe  fEdy e
FT UNIT T W@ O FASIAN  H wfyw
A T 2F 9g ) Wfew wadg gEem At
FASYAY F AW 9T WITEH AT
FIH gU MadAH 1 9 I AR &)
naadz grAIeEls 9T =g fag QF A
Figd & fF *asgae’ &1 ged Tl 9%
i faw &%, 91t g9 feafq &1 wea 2,
faw d gg & gl & wies ¥ ofww
EAGEAT far @ ARy ST 9w =g,
T H =S AT

Al geEg < #EEl 3 afEs
{gTT M ATz JFT F gaAv A A1)
37 #1 7139 77 2 f5 ofims weefem
WY wrEgee § )YT 39 & gig of gridT
837T & amA § sy FW@ AR
[, 17 919 9T Wiewd Par g qfeww
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3azT # wwfai aga @ wwfa §,
fag a7 J@a &1, fqmyaT &1, d§r @M
goT # 91T 39 § oY myweAl € @, 9%
Y 25979T & o9 € A g, fe U%
ARH, a1 §g wafaal & 9, & 99
78T | 3§ A I F FEfem WA
I & §19 FAT Fgi aF gfaa g,
ag a1d G § A wTdl 2

15.25 hrs.

[Shri M, B, Raoa in the Chair]

Al azeq T Wt wridzE & §
a1 9t fasiz gwe fow 8, ¥ 5 fag 4@
f& 5@ fam #Y cageqrdl § Fg g™
fear i3, afes zq fag fr o8 wadde
FT AT A E, wawr fEfeaEs o
i damm g fF m faw § =
TgAHE 9 AT IATLA F IEE AG 2 |
TFAdE § nAfagi @ QA & W @
F]W G § 1 wAAT geEr I & @i
#F2 01T 3IgF fAu S9% qiE W%
gaax # | afFT 3z & a8 g TR
f& $15 gean faw za gza & @ WO,
Al 9§ AT w1 IIGNT qEAH: FT 6T
Mg &G & fao fear s
(smasia)

SIS SATAT A7 IET § fprgwarT WY
#arfeafa § 7 wa @1 gw F aga Ay
S agT A HorAY qudr ¥ wEi &
gewofadi # @A wfeg ad g—wie
w5 Aoel ¥ sy W T E—fF ¥ uw
W ¥ sqa@ry g1 9N FAN FYE 9
AT FT oA FT | W faw awdE
F1 €29 TF §TAT qwAT ¥, I A=)
IuRT & fag f1 woR ar wERET
AT HT RGAT FATES FAT qyAT &1 AT
& fafyaeds Wit gefegafoea @1 o f
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ST #Y qATAd, I9EY sqqmaAy @y Sy
Fr qE 30, fag § =7 &1 wfas 7
wfas gawr fag a7 7 4@ e &
gre 78t =rad, faq & 2w # wger @),
¥ & wF mfgza g1 @ w9 Ay
wifat ¥ gaga @143 & &0 41 =g
a7 s73q1T E Agf F@ & T A1 miwe
Aifex & arzfee 617 &0 sa # faq
19 & Fiagr A @, T 9§ F1 G H
adt 1 . ¥fea agddz F A 3T AN
wefuarg ®1 zaw1 & 1 agh 9T oA =i
# FEIF 2, nadq8z F1 gaeq &G IF
FA@ A am w1 @%@ Aride
MnzgF far om ad wa & ar
waRHT Aol gAIEHT & ag I O
w2

ag f fefasn & 911 @ f§ aaddz
) Fwrgdie 1 e ar 2 afsa 7
AT | WA & e vadiz & S
1T gaii mfs & 1€ Agt wwEE
agf W W 2, 37 # oF 1 gHISE @
wT ®; 34 W TAEW f3@ A FWA I
wfgm 75 A adt 0 owAT WIN G
§ra adt fes @ & @ midz wanofs
a1 fafadads g wied AEEES F1 ATF
9T TEET Y qaifidly A 9§ T #T
a7 & FF § 1 Al naAve 7 seafaar
& dar 7FY wT At § 1 9w a8 FIEAT
¥ =i 9w e 3 ariAT Fef A
amr s, @t argw g s 9w & gt
TEAE §

farign;[ o q_;-z"l'i’ilt Taq afgs a‘a’f
¢ f& ¥ ga ST F7 AT W sATEAT
FT g% | aridz Fegfaal & & A%
Wl 3, T AleWA AR owmIeE AfAg
A AP @R e & fow A
an & g7 Frafadl § o W EDA F
U A W E, uw9IE ¥ AfagawT w3
¥ 379! g g frar wnar @ AR @

FTW 7 FEfAa] £ @ DHar &1 W
ngAdz #7 wofadi & [ wEdT
Fwfagi ¥ 3F dra fzma war a1y,
UFIe T NgAST 7 K 1T, A ATGH
Ztr f& 3 @z ofeas gefas &
qa1 § sarn faaddss § 1

# giaar § f& ofems dszg W
Frafagi ¥ Y 1easy 21 IEST FEQW
gz & f5 37 71 Gafae e 47 2fae
g faar AT FraT 2 YT 99 &1 %A
dwfraz § wzar ¢ #9D o ofss
wewefem, urdlzn Tadr @k afeas
UFTITH FUEN T AAT qFAF WHA R
fw dEr 7Y Frar wrfer w7 o wwafaa
¥ gaafias T@@1% &1 H¥T, wAT BT
Iifzo, aft § HF dn & I9 FTFAE
gaz v|r A fear @, ar s
FOAIA K g0 F AL T4 FRAY )
TEANZ F 39 AF =HE AT =;1fET

SHR1 BEDABRATA BARUA (Kalia-
bor) ¢ Sir, the whole debate today started
with an attack on State monopoly, which
is the favourite whipping boy of my hon.
friends opposite, who sought to discredit the
public sector. Naturally, the whole content
of the Bill has been forgetien in the general
desire to justifv the type of concentration
that gees on in the economy now.

The concentration of economic and
polirical power. as they say, has been rather

distorted w0 mean the concentration of
political power which is a sort of political
moenopoly according to  them. But they

bave rather benevelently mentioned the anti-
trust laws which have been in operation
even in the United States. They concluded
by saying that this government is not compe-
tent to implement anti-trust laws and so we
should go back to status gquoanmle, we
should have no control over the monopolists
or the malpractices which have been attempt-
ed to be perpetrated by them.

The tragedy of the Indian situation has
been a sheltered market which gives exorbi-
tant profits and scope for corruption, Here
we have to remember that corruption i:
prevalent in the private sector and mct (o
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the public sector. 'When the public sector
makes purchases from undertakings in the
public sector. there could be no scope for
corruption, It is only when the public
sector comes into contact with the private
sector that there is corruption because the
private sector is interested in getting more
profits by getting more business and so it
offers bribe.

There will b2 no efficiency in an industry
if it bas a sheliered market. Shri Masani
contradicted himsell by referring to the
motorcar isidustry which is selling its pro-
ducts at two or three times the international
price. S0, the solution lies in ezonomy of
scale. T would be one with them if the
big business agree to merger for economy
of scale. But they aie opposed to economy
of scale Take the automobile industry.
When 1 asked the Minister a few months
ago why Hindustan Motors could not have
collaboration for expansion, the answer was
that even il they are allowed to expand
they would not be willing to bring down the
cost by more than Rs. 1,000. So, given
concentration of wealth and monopoly,
economy of scale cannot be achieved merely
by helping an industry in the private sector
to grow. FEven if we allow it to grow in a
monopolistic way we will not be able to
make it efficient, because it is not concerned
with efficiency, it is concerned only with a
sheltered market.

Therefore, what is necessary today is to
find out how exactly we control the private
sector from exploiting the protected market
in its desire to make huge profits by restrict-
ing production and raising the price. The
object of this Bill is to see that there is mno
restriction on production. That is one of
the strong poiots of this Bill. Therefore,
this Bill deserves the support of all elements
in the country who want the development of
the economy.

Now most of the things are done at the
bureaucratic level. I would admit that
some of the plan objectives of the govern-
ment have been frustrated because they were
implemented by people who were npot
informed of the major policies of the govern-
ment or because the guidelines were not
properly observed. This Bill, for the first
time, lays down that there will be an Inde-
1+ ndent Commission and the guidelines are
also laid down in the Bill itself as to how
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the Commission should function, what are
its objectives and what are the tests on
which monoply or otherwise would be
decided. T here can be room for discussing
whether these arcas can be widened, whether
the guidelines can be improved or broadened
to serve the purpose of greater production
and stricter control over monopoly.

I am surprised that Shri Masani of all
persons sought to refer to the Concise
Oxford Dictionary to explain “monopoly”.
It is an economic concept and it should be
understood in that context, Shri Masani is
a well-known vconomist of reputation and
he knows that the perfect competition where
the prices come down to the lowest died,
died as a concept in the beginning of this
century. Mr:. John Robinson had written
a book about the theory of imperfect com-
petition where she said that ¢ven under
conditions of competition the economy can
be operated in a monopolistic manner and
monopolies could exist at all levels. Even
when there are a hundred producers,
there can be a monopoly. Monopolistic
competition is the norm throughout the
economy. I am surprised that a man of
Shri Masani's stature seeks to ignore that
aspect and tries even to distort it,

It is said that the public sector is also a
monopoly. This is also a distortion of
facts, What we mean by monopoly is an
industrial system of production in which
profit is soucht to be created by restricting
production or by other means, The essence
of monopoly is the restriction of production
and the raising of prices. Even if a public
sector enterprise seeks to restrict production,
it would be very unnatural to imagine that
it was doing so only to derive profit. In
fact, from the very begioning the very basic
postulate of the public sector was that it
would go into lines where the private sector
is unwilling to go, that it would try to help
the industry and lay down the infra-structure
or build steel etc. How can there be rais-
ing of prices and restricting of production
then ?

So, the whole idea that the public sector
is monopolistic is bypassing the needs of the
nation to lay down the basic economic
foundations. It also shows that we want
the public sector to be cowed down and
brought to an equal level of the private
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sector which will mean that we are trving to
do a great disservice to the nation’s econo-
mic development.

I would say that free competition
between the public sector and the private
sector is a misnomer becaus: there cannot
be free competition. Will they agree, for
example, to eampetition in the textile indus-
try or artificial silk ; or will they agree to
© competition in the same industry, say, the
production of nylon and others ? Would
they agree to the nationalisation of thase
industries ? T think, there is certain dzmo-
cratic control in the public sector.

The charge thet we have no big industry
in the countiy is also not true. It is not
necessary that the industry should be big ;
it is neces-ary that they should be restric-
tive. That is the oaly criterion on which
to test how we are to control their using
whatever bigness they have, in the interest of
their own prefit and against the national
interest.

We have to fight the corrupt business-
men, the corrupt politicians or for that
‘matter the corrupt bureaucrats. We have to
fight all these evils. We have to find ways,
also legislative ways so long as we are in
this Parliament The legislative way is to
find out if we can take these issues outside
the jurisdiction or realm of control of
politicians and put them under the control
of some commission as is being instituted
now.

So, I think, from all points of view it is
necessary that we support th’s Bill. There
is no doubt that there needs to be free
competition but competition should be at a
level at which we can really get more pro-
duction so as to bring down prices and
increase efficiency, quality and all that.

ot TR Ya® grEA (AVTF) © FAI-

qfa sit, =g @t sigar owfas qar
frdmasra smarz gar fa@as oT 939
9 TG 8, angT a1 g N FAr @ g,
FifF g gudga 45 FEAT Y 9T-A
sfafsgraifedl ¥ faez & afas @t
TS0 | FAfAT v FT oGHAT G HAA
‘frgmiAfFT A qgraa g sgm f
sifaz s& a% gu wad waF), W FOF
), 79T $1 wraT 37 @A, wifs § g@

q 9T Y 981 § AT AT G 49 9591 §,
wH gasl w4 N ewifase qme
A Nadt 781 faqai, 54 wgH wo%
Y 7Y et 1 #fsT gart arEdt e
£g 08 A7 95 gu #, madl Srag §
q, FIT A1 AT F AL F AT
g FEOT FTETE A oAamar @
fir ag wiferwrd fadas o1 war & A
stad ghza-gE-art agy mRE 91T
Frg-arg A3 70 ;A F—us Afefehe A
T AT 3ARr 2 I F ) 5y gA e AW
%, St 3T A7 IIT AT avw 43 g0 §,
A gERl FEIFD 73 w7 37 W gAAT
dFH Ay & —az gav wifefede Smdr
gfaur aidt &t far rar 2 f5 aags ag
aga wifasrdt fdgs 21 afeT & wgar
Tz fF R e as am gm A &
WA A A AT T R AT
wira s 3@, 59 awg T F ar
FY, AFHA] IAYY AT AFAT  GHE-
g FT @ w1 oar w2 F A wPm
f& awet S99 Fat 7 B wa as
fater &Y grar sa war A% Wiar wix
@ A% g% § gW warr adg 95
FT §g 29 2 fear #29 2, o & wiast
AATAATZ FY T17 AT AT 2, TMAST FT
wAr & aF9 g1, AfFT g9 NG T q97 §
o7 39 &1 qg @ |

g% g@ 3 —99 UF G &Y T 2
et ot St |1 Fifs & TR W,
FETHATEY FARA ® Gy a1 FOEIfT A
g, a< sqardy A1 2, 4 WEAT AT R,
faa®r srarom qAq1 § F1€ grasg A
2, ¥ st mid g wifasdl, gaTOEEl,
gregaTdr g aa g | g3 9 @Al FEAE
g Fragae@yad @ s@ g @
STeT ey 2ar §, 91 & av fe W A
gam iy & F g0 fF oau @ 9T
ST FAT |
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[+t 7w Baw arEw ]

gty 9217 A9FT gAY woA
aet agmr af g, dema gt af AR
FA*!T arg =y v g FRaAt 7 ada fa
FrAl &1, a9lq Zi¥ qrel @1, 70 feaa
awgy &1, 4fFT gaT ¥ g2 H9A W@A-
HEA F1 W, 0T F1 AL, g€ §  @EA-HA
G, Taby oY §:¥ A HFT G A% F;T
aaf 2@ at 991 fgegeara #1 aday @,
fergears & adannzm Y args Aot
¥ =T 7§ AT F @A-atEd ¥, IAF
g9 ¥ 9'9 §1% vy & ¢ @RINAIE &0
waaq gaat, agdy gs fawnar g2, a fs
agdl g& fawear Ak @@ @ AW
guTFarz &1 ATe0 6 SeEr 9rg o qR
18 7§ arg ®Yx @@ &1 feear ggoa A
@l 2, a'wa fazarag § zaag @
faaifaat ad & za =) & dfaaq @@
2, afwa qmaae &1 Aw o 991 - 93
& faemar 2 |

awiafa agigy, #% g owifaFe
A T 920, 36 H g9 ) oF o frard
& fr sw fadas & 79v g afaq g
@t goftafadi & @19 & auad gifew
gy, &Y wra oEIfEwIT S T E, 83
A & A9 § qad FE FOFGT OA
wWmH guw §war g Afwa, gwafy
wereg, 99 uHIfaEIe §1 W F@ 1
ATETW qATT F1 FaG FE ara A,
T wrf faan & famat 1

#few oF 7ardt @gT § R g
Far g, GARAIT F N G =) R,
F3 & Y auad FTaw FY 9@, IEwr N
¥ qEna G & 57 §o ad §, awan
g aragag’ FR

e wgiza, #3 o & wmwd
# g0 g, w3 § fewt w1 A g oY aga

{4 ord § | avqw fegem A wifew
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ffagi &1 9107 A Frsagmid A8 7 J),
a R 7a1 AAA } 5 397 A8 , AFET
g fr 7z fergearT ) g §1 393 F
frd foredraiz 8, gafAg A1 #4471 9307
ot sra Fim foar sar 2 &Y w20 A 2
& safyna ard A= A &, @z weo0w
FT 23X § qe9 ¥ Ag AT g FA Al
& g, ¥few & wzqr =meenr 2 fs &
ois g gEary ¥ 9gr g 0 UF A1 gArL

L&ty ®ro wiga § Ferar fF zm am A

Fifeai swa 2, 17 NH ? oF O
qatq & 41, fFa$ ? os mTEC S0
YT OF sq1917 FATT—arT-TZ F FI3 |
TRUT H ot A1 2, gwrd 3T 92F AR
uF W1l g—Fumafy famdt st gaF
¥ N -FU wsex w1 A7 faumn
TET &Y 74T 1 dro dYo ear F AN, 1w
Atz & qa sifzar s E..,

Y Tl fag (TEa®) : w9t ST
Ay faay 1 )

&7 UM AE qrEE : gl Wi Ay
faaa 1 W1 &Y awdl g, @mrag NEGH
arga &) 3 A g gy 2| F FEOT—
ot AT 3T &Y N AL

Q® AT ®TE : §1g-A A A

sit T\ @9w oy : qg W1 agr SrEr
2, Wz "reEt s arg FewErd g
# g W@ w—Al WX I} A A,
foe® g1 ag-dw A 9 ¢, W A
FA ...

st voie fag: ag aar a@@ &,
FE-TE QT ALY FET IFT | We take
strong exception to what he says. It must be
expunged. ¥IT qgi 9T Mgz ATAY feewa
frt amas § 7
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wit gwetaTe Wi (qTTAAY) @ -
qfq wftzg, Jer carsz i v B F
argg @t § faaat s€01 fo 97 gw agi
g @Y=y E, &Y Aww i FAr FW
NFX 2, AIFT T I F7 W FA G
2, A8 A1 7170 £ suar 2, IAH AI9-
2, ut-az 51 amr aifaadez 77 zfez ¥
AR ez g dF FE 2, Tz A
FIETIU AZT 8 ...

ot Towie fag © 9g 7ga favaz
arm ¢, aifwariz & wwed & fodr gl
A

st gadt Tw gy gl o,
¥ o AT €Y w1 2 i 97 T A
et & Y W FO &G wera ey,
12 97 & #fzd, ¥fFw grow # o AT
agy & Fifgd

it T fag . @ gE@Fdw T A
=ifza | somifageer 71a ag7 9T 7% @0y
=1fgd |

st T ¥aw oree : & agA fawwar
# arg faadt s m fF AT AN AT Y
giwr 39 AM 2 @Y g aWr §I )
afe #3 1 ¥ v arT adf @ 2
aed} ¥ q¥ arg A8 T4 &0 & g A
19 ®1 W16 FIAT ATAT § 1 HA gAY
saTT e fgegeard & waardd e eqi
% fagra & garwag 1 wdts a7 0 §)
&% g1 £ gar} § IAF AT F
ofts & =7 # qgr 2. T gEd aww
garT 7oAt F gIA— AT —ATA FY 7909
gAT WiE & aAA @1 1@ ¥ IAT
Arz@e & ol g7 srdar-a7 Iar gar

...

st ot fag : @z FgT AT R )
g Far @ U9 F—WAT TF TAYH

2 fran<d o gad s4r a1 § 1 W AT
& w1 ) A 74T B 8., (W),

st e ¥a® ara - @ AT ane-
TE A FW I AT AG &, TR TAS-
arg g N sgar =gm s afz
AFGT AW AT qEA H A g
FX FZAT AT F—AR AT &1 0FIfG-
FIT g, F1g AFE F1 - o gy,
TR AT A F1 oFifawT @), @@
qUA 21w fATAr & Frewm ¥ ar
91§ F FIewA F 44T gW0 w9Er, =T
oI HZT AT w9 A" WA g1
w7 Mz faFar @ ot ada aqar gz
g @t ag g § AT AT ¥ Fead
Faftgd D w7 F 2 AmrzAta @
wr § fasdt garagtga . ag
e 2, Y 9t sfaasw @i sHa
# umfusrz zas geaT Aar 2 s
AT F A H SART IEFT FEAT Y
Frar 8+ safad g gEgE wEA A
fr uafasr? @eq &1 o 97 et o7 a2
£, fafut gd srmear =7 ara) 78
¢ 1 fafer wd-snger 7 @mmAe A
sraar 1 safan ovfasr @A 2o
w177 "ate ¥ fao ? 1 o@ fr ofegsu
aAYq & faq &Y asar 2 3N avg ¥
uwifawi fatas 3t ddiw & fag &
aFdr 2 97 aF A fafma aff 0%
gty Afg 7 arem, /9 9T AF A
Tt Y7 oz fafem wd-sqgedr &1
1A 375 AF T AT qF FG A FIAT
Fdf 2 w1 @i & |7 & gq favaw
aaga gafag war § 4aifs 7 geaadt
wr§ i fF 7z FY7 2 agr, #ar favise
Y7 wéde &) Srardt agi A F7 T

ot gudtars wiex  (TrEsa) o
garafy Aggn, gz @ owifesre qar
frdeaasrd sqraiT a1 fadas ged &
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15 gadierE swa)
WA § 3491 AGE W@ gr { wgAr
atgar g fs oF ara 1 aifaq & af 5w
W N md gham F 5 fedimgaa
sidf @afar Yt sifsfmfn &
wArgfa & fadl 1 sz fagmar g 191
qamEar 47 w1 541 &1 WYY ag 4|
Faw graEd & @ Agt ¥ oafes sad
gharaft g aft & 7z Na Agz &
ar =@ AT F1 1 AGS0, A g
¥ fagwar 2 2z @rdt ad 21 @z A
gfaar & fag @ 301 & ( f99#1 2a Mg
Tqeq Fgd § IiA A @1, TUA A0,
argfaw o7 gadt @t mifns qeas o
qUTAAT &1 A F7 08 2 AfFT gwA 7
&g Y 727 Ay Ad wA) afex Iww
I WrIUW AT E ¢ gAR WEAAIT
FIAE A, [AE glEE A7 gaEd
FEedl 1 gW OBi 97 gAG &, Ag E6R
FAT Jet A% feoralt ¥ §, 398 @
#1 g% ¢ ufFa 3 1€ g0 wear O
@y faxn e ag Ny g7 & wid
9a oF S gmA § Agz § g Had
Y 90 WT IgEr wE Aa]dFT wIgw
@l oY g g usA W AWM A
sie gfaw & 2 ot 7€ @p wiT wEAr
Y awar ¢ wfea 2w aa fargean & &
FEFy 9 q@ ¥ W o@Few 9rdd,
see ar M TE gy A ¥ ER
¥ oft sqEr 39 diw Fr favw w2
fagsy fe WETqEA &g @A 2 9 i
sgA A A 2, wgT F Al A
awt g ST ST 1T FY w79 2 G fw
FEgEAE i gar | @1 98 F faw & @
gqn e an fatiy Fw@ @ #T 2w A
3g uEd 1 Aleaure A& fear 1 a7 (T
guu uvar #v7 @ 2 fowa fs gEAT S
saesfafadl 1 g fFar ar a% #1T 8
0 N 41 ag T 7 A% axg § faw
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% | 9T IAFT AT FIAT § g qwar
2 1 38Y Qfg 9¢ ¥=d gu 7gi 9T w97
A AIGT & gOH g gwar @ fF gAY
39T FE g3 afexar & faawr gee
HIAT ATAGEH 1 A TG gW  FATS qATE
FAIG 9T WG Iq I%A IAKT  goEd A1
ST EFdr 1 afew wd gfe § Ew
gAET ;T FE wear @

ot gt 9T $5 wigEl A F@ f5
2z gratest 78 g =ifio #EifE &
gFar § ez mAes # o fewdefag
wramy | 7w feafy § gz awds @
gt & Afrq agi Y e @y ww Afw
T a#} & faaw fr feseet war o1 9% |
997 ¥ g0 @a ¥ 5 gfaw ®r 2@FT
T2 a8 WIgHt wir W@ 7 Afea wa ar
faege gus1 gezr wWWT W owETE 0
w1g wrew fafaeer &, fafwezd & @
gferm & wifgar @ a1 N @ a®
afgFift &, ng v A #1f a7 ad @
a3 Kagawar g i g TwX A
fasaar s Sd A1 98E N g Ag 8
afsT 8% arg qrg ag aig S war
fs ama & KA €1 HF ag ¥ WwSA
#Hamrag . gRIw & @ fAgw 6w
FWA § 37 9 AF I ¥ AAT W gU
AT gH A[T ) @At F wiEE ¥
Fast A gHar g | wfFT gw WwE E fF
JEF INA P W2 T wEEAr {
Qe for f wear w@ s g f&
F44 & g1u afgear wifgear an@
ager W 1 forg g £ 2 § eRrAifas
FFEITE §, TG a & Q8 "A Hl
FUZTA G 0T & IEY @ AT G H
g wa fedt W WY & oW €
WETT HT A g a2 ar 3z favwar
g2 i oFITH qg N Fgraar ¢ fw
a¥ TaAAE # T FHge g dk g
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@ ag A FrT  AE R ) W@ oAw Y
gurw § v 2tar £ 0 gzt g frAdt
qifeqt &Y a3 & A7 fawas 1 FE
g f& & a2y wzr &) A w@ FEg
¥ 3z 117 7 =T § A3 A 8 DFA
¥ fae & 2z fa= =mmr amr & e &
FAWAT § gaFr and frar e =ifg

ow arg gzt st o€ SN R Fd,
grgd @t 7 7 fE o1 4§ 7@ gqqT A
g ag W gareEE F29 § 0 F A% sanr
AY qgr famr 72Y § 9t mgz w0 wqae
oY 398 sgrar A F 9wy §WI A}l
71z ar g¥gfasw =) grar g, =A% fAg
F1§ gfefagm fmaar & &Awsg *3
Iy ag AL FA1 § afew ag @z A
% & " ¥ srgface wi, @AY
A8 2 f& 7 w7 g1 ar sfarEr 93 gu
gl | Fiig @i ar gadt aifeal # s
AT & S5 Y surar gAaTa A0 gad
9g g &1 zafan fad) sfeagaa &
S FY AENT A9 2 FIAT § 97 73979
Y a1 21 99 a99 IgFr a0 FIF &
gr 33f, z@ @ ® FgAr Evar 2o
...(samE) Bt ©F @ S A wE
ag g W oam 2 AT ag ag frew 2w
# fasez oFlATAr 97 @ WG @F &=L
% qrfast war. .,

st o Jaw grax : & 7 T@z &
mfast N qim a8 #A2 AR ad &6
nAd 7 smgr sy o § giEafas e o
fgmradY & AT safgqua e & fAEr
g1 8 mmitww wgar §, wArE F
fagaa wgar §, gy Ay wEfEd
TAFEAT AIE AN |

st gEsEE  @iEw o ARIEAEHA
w71 81 A SaF At Aty ¥ oA
ag fe wzz & mfed A =g #¢
dazdt 2t o1 R} WX A WG Y

&, qEo adwm wg @ swa ¢ fw
Fragfza gz 77 I} | 9% wa@ET
o ffedlguer wot sfae & 2
9wy IEE A 20 fra s § ) et aw
Framifry vzt w1 qAF 2, grow A
g v f shnafer Jsex 77w a2
T 2, wzITee ¥ agF ag w2 At
FaFr W AFr At st 2D ew oam
g7 & a0 &t v IF ¥ s
gfedtgma gadf Aiaxfar &1 29 =g’
adi 2 AfEa gan frgem % A1
Adsrafi 2 : 14 99 s¥maA ¥ ot
10 79 §azi 27 3g 2 f& =¥ o
s Agf 2 oAm Add AF 8
Fiaaifeas ezt agd azd ¥ srowm
#qifF agi 9@ @ Fra gar § 1 Iad
gy gAY & oY fagwa g By £ o
A aiwr 3 sEmifas wA=Ea T8,
oYT & & |7 1 gawar fax ww @@t
T g agi d1wA & fad grewm @
a8t uw g & e ez w1 wlusre @tw
I BT IT T WIT Tg1 § A wwalw
At 2 az ¥y ¥ fag, what ® fAa
smar @ srzr A owTro @ WU
FgAT R 1

16.00 hrs,

as & fair s2r g, A agAr § e
I F UHAFIT @ & I o AN
sa% fR¥ Tar gar 74 # 496 gAa
1 § gg &4 2 gafay o fAaw aa
Frew 22 § aQ& #Y dar A F
g%, @t ot fam aw, da wadg
qrzg oY 3 HE, AR HEAMUL § 1T F=
Fa #1 4% fad & wEruE ¥ w0 Al
v qiel % fad mfes &@enr @ W
& § Ttz #U & 37 Av & S
strzE e & ey A foawr amy,
Fragd wifz ¥ 48 &Y gma e 2 fa
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[sit gaeterE wrwa)

Y ¥ qiw 914, 39§ UAEREE H,
gArd Ueefta e A1 A ag g & 9N
gasrd¥a 37 & Fm & faa dar
fea1q 1 a1 % wHgFm § AW A}
Sraer &t gar @ i afdd gara ) w5 §
fe a2 w17 7 3 NGt F qqF A<
39 FY GITET FAT | MLIF § FFATT
grm & 4 aF fF gmwr duAd SE
T} agen wtx zdifea ga & gEEAN
frar g wsga 4 zEr f& W W fewe
@y fa madh A 9@, S F
fad migdt 74F &, sy gaT FT =AC
arar 2 at $1§ fege adi qaai g afea
T fogpz & A1 madt mize i ad
TEAT | A T F1 A%a7 FWIT 2 |

JATE AN F ueEe FIFY A9 E AR
39 &1 FJEAT FAT @F G o D N
@ & fard w3 § 7z Aw T o0
TFW &1 A€ Q9 Adf i@ F
T &1 A 94 qFAL, AN AT &
A& RN 21 FAET AT F 9gA
T g% @17 29 & %2 2 f6 wsi
qEY 2 gt gz AN 8 7 g7 @
Fgf s} | At w1 AT w2z @
qifa® 21 #Y7 s7ar & sarEr w419 T
afan & wAifas F:397 L 6T g
T AAT FT, T3 0F AT 59K fAg B
qg R FaAr R

SHRI R. K. BIRLA (Jhunjhunu) : Mr,
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, before 1 come to the
Bill, T Would like to expiess my happiness
over the stalement made by our Prime
Minister the other day in the Rajya Sabha ;
accordine to her, nationalisation is not the
end of economic activities and the Govern-
ment is commitfted to the mixed economy in
which both the private and the public sectors
have got an important part to plav. Both,
according to me, are supplementary and
complementary to each other and it is also
proof that we are committed to the industrial
policy resolution of 1956. The latest statement

DECEMBER 10, 1969

Monopolies etc Bill 256

of the Prime Minister two days back said
that according to her there is neither a public
sector nor a private sector ; it is a national
sector. If that is so, I do not understand why
this Bill is applicable only to the private
sector, when the Prime Minister says that
there is nothing like a private sector and a
public sector and there is only one sector.
Therefore, if at all, this Bill should be
applicable to both sectors,

I would like to draw the atiention of
the House to what Mr. T.T. Krishnama-
chari, the former Finance Minister and a
man of outstanding economic intelligence
said, a few days back in Delhi. He said,
concentration of wealth in the hands of a
few is definitely bad, but no step should be
taken which hinders production, It is
production which brings socialism. If there
is no production, what type of socialism are
they going to practise in this country ?
Firstly, production is to be generated and
then it should be distributed equitably in
the interest of public good 1 would give
an example to show how production brings
socialism. The utensils and crockery of the
French Emperor, Napoleon Bonaparte, were
made of gold. At that time, alumipium
came into being. It was a sort of invention
and the price or aluminium was much more
than that of gold, Napoleon was not short
of money and he immediately ordered that
his utensils and crockery must be made of
aluminium. That was done. Today the
production of aluminium, not in India but
in the world, has increased with the result
that aluminium is awvailable to the com-
monest of the common people in the country.
A full set of thali with four karoris a glass,
a spoon and a pyala will cost about Rs. 20
only today. But at one time, it was a sort
of privilege for Napoleon. That is how
increased production brings socialism in the
country and in the world.

We know very well that we are spending
a lot of valuable foreign exchange on the
import of special steel, because the special
steel sector of our steel plants is producing
only 37 per cent of the installed capacity.
Neither we are able to increase our pro-
duction in the public sector nor we are
prepared to give licence to private people
who cao assure the country that they will
meet the entire demand of the country. On
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the other hand, we import special steel
involving a lot of foreign exchange. The
same thing applics to telephone cables.
Government appointed a committes a few
months back. Their report has been sub-
mitted to the concerned ministry. The
committee have said that without involving
any foreign exchange, the demand of
telephone cables can be met if the private
sector people are asked to expand their
units. 1 do not know what decision Govern-
ment has taken, but it has come to my
knowledge that the Government is thinking
of putting up a factory in the public sector.
I am not opposed to the public sector, but
what is the use of spending valuable foreign
exchange to the extent of crores of ruppees
in putting up a public sector factory when,
without any foreign exchange investment,
we can meet the demand ? 1 Speak on
the Monopolies Bill in the light of
these two policy resolutions. The Bill
is meant to check monopolies, unfair
trade practices leading to concentration of
wealth, But here monopoly means the one
which Bell Telephone Companyv of United
States had 25 years ago, when they produced
everything from A to Z That type of
monopoly should not be allowed. At the
same time, I would say that production
should be encouraged, not of people but of
commodities,. That should be uppermost
in our mind when we consider any issue. If
there are any unfair trade practices, they
must be curbed and people ind ilging in them
must be punished without any leniency.

I have some reservation in commending
the Bill. Some hon. Members were saying
that this Bill is good in parts. According
to me, no part of this Bill is good because
it hinders production.

According to the Directive Principles of
the Constitution government is committed to
bring about social change in the economy
for the public good. But what is public
good? Is not incieased production of
commodities in which we are short a public
good ? So, if there is increased production,
be it in the private, public or co-operative
sector, it should be allowed and encouraged
instead of putting impediments in its way.

Government have already got various
legislative enactments in the stature book
like the Industrial (Development and Regula-
tion! Act, Companies Act, Indian Patents
Act, Capital Issue Control Act and so on.
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Government can guide and control the
industries from cradle to grave with the help
of these en.ctments. So, when everything
is done under the supervision of the govern-
ment, I fail to understand the necessity
for this Bill. Further, what will be its
impact on production ? Some of my hon.
friends were saying that industrial growth
has been very poor. Some others were
saying that it is tolerably good and still some
others that it is very good, Whatever it is,
in view of the industrial growth which has
taken place under the supervision of the
government, why bring in such a Bill which
hampers production ?

The Monopoly Commission which was
appointed in 1964 made two recommen-
dations. One of its recommendations was
“to secure the highest production possible
and ensuring this achievement with the least
damage to the people at large”. Here I
would like to state that Professor Galbraith,
former US Ambassador to India, stated in
one of his notes to the Gevernment of India
that whether in capitalistic countries or
socialist countries economic growth comes
out of the ploughed back capital of the
corporate sector. In other words, it is the
savings of the corporate sector which help
new industrial undertakings. When this is
the law of economic growth government
should not put the gear in the reverse direc-
tion. Ewven the Monopoly Commission has
stated in its report that we “need not strike
at concentration of economic power as such
but should do so only when it becomes a
meoace to best production™ in quantity,
quality and in prices.

Coming to the Bill under discussion, in
view of the enactments which the government
have already got in their armoury, 1 per-
sonally feel that the stage has not reached
when this Bill should be brought before the
House.

Some of my hon. friends have already
referred to the definition of *“‘dominent
undertaking”, T am sure my friends will
agree with me when I say that it is going
to hamper industrial production, which is
badly needed in the country,

What we today need is consumer goods
to be made available to the public within
their purchasing capacity. This is possible
only when there is enough production and
there is a glut of articles in the country,
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This control and that control is not going to
bring about those results. I would say that
what we today need in this country is
Cadillac socialism and mot bullock-cart
socialism. It is only the Cadillac socialism
which can improve the condition and
standard of our people.
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SHRI HEM BARUA (Mangaldai) : Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, although this Bill does
not lead us to the Socialism to which we are
pledged, this is welcome mcasure in the
sense that it seeks to curb the concentration
of economic power in the country. There is
a powerful lobby in this couniry that is
trying to defeat the purpose of this Bill.
And, Sir, as I read some of the Minutes of
Dissent, I came aciosi a Minute of Dissent
where it has been sugeges'ed that Chapter
I of this Bill should be eliminated. 1If
Chapter 111 of the Bill is eliminated then
the entire purpose of this Rill is defuated.

Sir, to say thai this Bill is going to ushe:
in an ¢ra of socialism in this country would
be an erreneous proposition. It is not going
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to do that and this Bill cannot serve the
necessary purpose unless we change the
socio-economic structure in this country.
Now, the socio-economic structure is a very
valuable thing which should attract the
attention of this Government, which should
attrect the attention of the people in this
country.

Whatever that might be, we do Dot have
socialism in this couniry. We have only a
sort of mized economy. Whatever lip-
service might be paid 1o socialism, socialism
is a pile of gold, but nobody is trying for
socialism. If socialism is a mere slogan,
then, every intelligent Indian is a socialist.
The path of socialism is not pawed with
disloyalty, indiscipline or manoeuvre. If it
means concrele programme of work for
socialism, then, nobody in this country is a
souialist. That is the question that generally
comes to my mind.

Sir, to say that this Bill is going to
bring in socialism in this country is erro-
Deous.

Then, Sir, this Bill has not served the
purpose of the Directive Principles of the
Constitution also. The Directive Principles
of the Coostitution says specifically that
*“there should be a curb on the concentration
of economic power in a few hands." This
Bill has taken this basic fact into con-
sideration to some extent but the purpose
of this Bill is not to fulfil fully the Directive
Principles of the Constitution, I koow, this
Bill is only for the future, not for the pre-
sent. The Monopolics Enquiry Commission
has said that the country’s economy bas been
controlled by 75 business houses. 'Where is
the atiempt in this Bill to attack these 75
houses 7 1s there apy attempt in this Bill to
attack these 75 houses who control the
economic power of this country ? The:efore,
this is a Bill only for the future. You have
Bills of this type in countries like the
U. 5. A, U. K., Japan, etc. | would say,
the Anti-monopoly Bill in U. 8. A. is more
stringent than what obtains in this country.
In the Scandinavian countries also, although
they do not have the anti-Monopolies laws,
they are very emphatic about cne particular
thing, namely, curbing the concentration of
economic power in & few hands. Now, in this
country, what has been happening so far ?
There was the concentration of economic
power in a few hands, Those who sing the
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song of the private sector think that effi-
ciency is monopolised only by the private
sector when they speak of industrial develop-
ment. Sir, to think that industrial develop-
ment can take place only if the private
sector is allowed to come into operation is
an erroneous thing. Do you think that
all the efficiency in this country is
Monopolised only by the private sector
and there is nothing left for the public
sector 7 That is why 1 said that a
powerful lobby is allowed to grow in this
country,

In spite of the fact that this Govern-
ment pays lip service to socialism, socialism
is an elusive goal. One of the reasons for it
is the defective application of the licensing
policy. Who gets the licences 7 It is the big
business houses who command the economic
power. It is the Birlas, Tatas and Mafatlals
who get the licences.

SHRI R. K. BIRLA : Because they can
deliver the goods.

SHRI HEM BARUA : That is the mis-
take he is making. Does he think that all
the efficiency in the coun'ry is monopolised
only by these people, the Tatas, Birlas and
Mafatlals ? Efficiency is something that is
monopolised by other people also. There-
fore, Government should come out with
a programme for the elimination of this
concentration of economic power entirely,

These big business houses who get the
licences also get the support of the banks
and foreign collaboration  They get loreign
collaboration more easily than other small
entrepreneurs.

SHRI HIMATSINGKA (Godda) : Why
do they get it ?

SHRI HEM BARUA : Because they
can manipulate, pull strings.  Entrcpreneurs
like Shri Birla and Shri Himatsingka get
livences go more easily than the smaller
man.

The nationalisation of 14 commercial
banks is a welcome move, But every
nationalisation scheme must be accompanied
by a sort of scheme to implement the objec-
tive of pationalisation. Take the nationali-
sation of the banks. It should have been
accompanied by a oredit policy scheme.
Where is the credit policy 7 It has becn

pledged that sioce there is a case pending
against it in the Supreme Court, credit
policy has not been formulated. But credit
policy can be formulated according to sug-
gestions given by the RBI.

It is said—and it is a fact—that loans are
advanced to poor people also by these banks.
But on what terms ? May [ tell you that
India is one of the most corrupt countries
in the world ? The other day a friend came
to me and sa'd that a poor man he knew
applied for a loan of Rs, 1,000 from a
nationalised bank. He got the loan all right.
But for Rs. 1,000 he had to pay Rs. 200 as
grutis. This is what is happening in the
country ; this is the corruption prevailing
here. 1f loan-seekers have to pay money
like this, for Rs. 1,000 loan Rs. 200 as
gratis, [ would say that corruption of the
worst type exists in this country,

SHRI YIKRAM CHAND MAHAJAN :
Corruption is 20 per cent.

SHRI HEM BARUA : He is right ; it
is only 20 per cent. Whatever the percentage
might be, there should be no corruption in
this country.

There is a lot of controversy about the
provision for expansion. This Bill stipulates
that if an undertaking wants to expand by
25 per cent its capacily, it has to obtain
government permission. But the big business
houses know how to circumvent the provi-
sions of the law. They will expand by 20 or
24 per cent which they can do without per-
mission  Thus concentration of economic
power in a few hands would grow and
gO On.

The economy in India is controlled by
what ? By borrowings only. I have read the
book The Asian Drama. 1t has been said
that whatever money might be pumped into
our economy from external or internal
sources, unless there is a basic change in the
socio-economic structure, no advance is going
to be registered. I am very sorry to say that
this Bill does not take us to that goal. In
1955-66, borrowings from extermal sources
in rescarch comparison with the public
borrowings of the Government was less than
one per cent. By March, 1964 it came to 32
per cent. After the devaluation of the
Indian rupce, it has come to 45 per ceat.
What a stupendous borrowing, what a
stupendous dependence on other cour'ries
for money. Therefore, 1 say money can be
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found in this country provided we take bold
measures towards the socio-economic recon-
struction of this country.

There are provisions in this Bill which
can be easily circumvented as 1 have already
pointed out.  This Bill is not going to serve
the main objective to which we are all
dedicated. The objective is to establish an
egalitarian society in this country. Is it
going to usher in that era of socialism 7 It
is not going to.

1 am very sorry to tell you that there is
no attempt to check the 75 houses in whose
hands economic power is concentrated. The
Monopolies Commission has made a pointed
reference to them. However, I welcome this
Bill because this is going to lay the foun-
dation of or give a fillip to the economic
egalitarianism in this country and curb con-
centration of economic power in a few hands
which has been detrimental and which has
proved hazardous to our economy ¢o long.

SHRI S. R. DAMANI (Sholapur) : At
the verv outset 1 would like to say that this
Bill which the Government has brought is
according to the needs of the country, Such
a law is now prevelent in many countries
like US.A,, France aud U.K. Concentration
of economic power and monopolies have to
be controlled and as such 1 support this Bill,

In the last decade great progress has
been made in indigenous production of which
we are all proud. In the last 15 years
industrial production has increased by 50
times. - Today, we are self-sufficient in all
consumer goods. The public sector has
provided the infrasiructure and as such heavy
engineering and other industrial could pro-
duce all kinds of machinery and consumer
goods in  the country. Production has
increased so much that today we are in a
position to export a huge amount. This
has been achieved not by only one person,
but by the concentrated efforts of the public
sector, the private sector and entrepre-
neurs. With their efforts the country has
reached this stage, created employment
for hundreds and thousands of people,
created wealth in the country and given
revenue to the Government for develop-
ment purposes. The measures that have
been taken for the development of industry
and tl.e progress made by India as a develop-
ing country has gained the praise of many
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foreigners and hence the World Bank and
many friendly countries have helped us by
providing finances for purchase of capital
goods and other things. But our popula-
tion is increasitg. The 400 million people
who are living in the rural areas are going
to require many things and as such we ha-.e
to establish many more industries for
consumer goods, many more engineering
factories, many more heavy indusiries. We
are short of steel and we are short of many
other items. As such, it is very essential that
the production of commodities and the esta-
blishment of industries and the growth of in-
dusiries are not held up. On 1he contrary, they
should increase. There should be encourage-
ment for the entrepreneurs to establish morc
and more industries so that the country
can develop and people can get employment
when there is a lot of unemployed in the
country ; that piuvblem could be solved and
we can reach the target of export of
Rs. 1900 ciores by the end of 1973-74,
Without the establishment of new industries
our targets of exports and our internal
demands are not going to be met and as
such this Bill should not restrict the growth
of industries. That is what 1 want to say
and we have, therefore, to examine that
these measures do not hold up our industria-
lisation of the country.

Next, I feel that the figure for dominant
undertakings which is fixed at Rs. 1 crore
is going to hamper and restrict the growth
of industries.

SHRI R. K. BIRLA :
extent.

SHRI S R. DAMANI : Sir, I was a
Member of the Select Committee and at
that time I also mentioned it. Today, a
small spioning mill with 12,500 spindles
costs Rs. 1 crore. It js not economic. Licence
for such a small capacity was given only to
just allow the small entrepreneurs to go
into the industrial field. A small sugar
factory of 500 tonnes costs more than Rs. 1
crore. A cement factory of 500 toones
costs more than Rs. 1 crore. A paper mill
of 40 tonnes capacity costs more than Rs. 1
crore. These are the capacities which are
the minimum, These are the capacitics
which are very essential and if, 2t their very
inception, their capacities are 10 come within
this limit of dominant undertakings, what

To a very great
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will happen ? How will they expand and
how will there be any expansion of these
industries and what amount of delay will
take place at the very inception ? Therefore.
I want to submit that this figure of Rs 1
crore should be increased and if it is not
increased, then our production and growth
of the industries are going to be affected
which the country cannot afford. Therefore.
I suggest that this figure should be increased
from Rs. 1 crore to Rs. 5 crores, so that
an economic unit can be put up and the
progress is not held up by the mneed for
permission or licence or other factors.
Therefore, my first submission is that the
definition of dominant undertaking has to
be revise | and the amount increased to Rs. §
crores so that economic units can be
established and speedily too.

Sir, competition is the essence of any
industry, and if there is competition, the
management will be more alert. Tne consu-
mers will be benefited and if, by such
restrictions the production is held up, the
establishmen: of new industries is held up,
the consumers are going to be put in a dis-
advaatageous position. That is my first
submission.

My second submission is this, With
that, I shall conclude The basis for an
undertaking is taken on its assets, which I
think is not very correct, because there are
certain industries which are capital-intensive
and there are certain industries which are
consumer-intensive  like the engineering
industry, where for the establishment with
Rs. | crore, the production will be Rs, 50
lakhs. There are certain industries with an
invetment of Rs. 1 crore ; they can produce
goods worth Rs. 3 crores to Rs, 4 crores,
Therefore, by taking the assets as the crite-
rion, some industries will be at a disadvan-
tage. Therefore, if the basis is to be changed
from the assets (0 one of production, and
if it is defined, say, that an industry produc-
ing more than Rs. 4 crores or Rs. 5 crores
of goods will come under this category,
then, every industry will get justice.
I submit that instead of defining it on
the basis of assets, it should be on the
production basis, so that all industries can
got justice.

Mr. Asoka Mehta mentioned that in the
three or four years, the growth of
is held up beeause of the
the Government’s policies.

last
industries
Minister and

It is not correct. He himself has said
many times that this was due to the
recession, but today he says it is due to the
policies of the Government 1 think
Government is always anxious to ensure
growth of industries and as such Govern-
ment have come forward with this Bill. so
that new entreprencurs may establish new
industries and our targets may be fulfilled.
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SHRI KRISHNA KUMAR CHATTERIJI
(Howrah) : Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, it is
indeed a privilege to take part in the dis-
cussion of this Bill, So far as the purpose
of this Bill is concerned, the hon Minister
bas already made it clear that the real pur-
pose is to stop concentration of wealth in a
few hands, to stop monopolistic enterprises
and to put a curb on restrictive trade
practices. I am of the opinion that this Bill
will not achieve that end. Even in the UK
and USA such enactments have been made
to control monopoly and concentration of
wealth in a few bands but such advanced
countries have also failed to achieve that
end. In our present ecomomy position it
will not be possible for us by this enactment
to contain concemtration of wealth even

to a limited extent. Even that end capnot
be achieved by this Bill.

The Third Chapter has been included in

Factaries (5t.]

this Bill to bring about that aim to a pur-
poseful end but I have carefully gone through
the clauses of that chapter and 1 am quite
certain that it is not possible to achieve that
aim by this chapter alone. The monopoly is
so great, as my hon. friend, Professor Hem
Barua, has pointed out, that practically the
greater part of our wealth is in the hands of
22 families. We have allowed these families
to grow in spite of our socialist professions,
That has been the real danger that has been
created in our economy and our socio-econo-
mic structure is distorted to such an extent
that we have created extreme poverty on the
one hand...

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER :
continue his speech the next day.

He can

16.58 hrs.

STATEMENT RE : ORDNANCE
CLOTHING FACTORIES

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Before I
take up the motion of Shri Kanwar Lal
Gupta, I would like to dispose of two small
itews. Ope is: Shri Mishra to lay a
statement on the Table of the House.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur):
Sir. it is a very important matter. Let him
read the statement if it is & small statement,
because this concerns about 3.500 workers.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : He will
lay it on the Table of the House. You can
read it and after that whatever proper action
is needed will be taken,

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: We have
to seek clarification.
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : We have

to take up Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta's motion
and I will request you to agree to his laying
it on the Table of House.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE (SHRI L. N.
MISHRA) : Sir, 1 beg to lay on the Table
a statement regarding the declaration
of more than 3,500 workers as surplus in
Ordnance Clothing Factories at Shahjahan-
pur, Kanpur and Avadi.



