Notss for discussion with the Monopolies Commission
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tra Party a a
Statement of Folicy, March 19 and 20, 1960 1

"The Party believes that the free choice of the producer, the inveator,

the worker and the consumer must be givenm due place and importance.

The Party believes {n the incentives for higher production and expansion
inherent in competitive enterprise, with adequate safeguards for the
protection of labour and agiinst unressonable profits, prices and /there
dividends in those cases where/is no competition or where competition

is not adequate to secure the necessary corrective.” (p.20)

"iherever the :tate enters the field of industry or business, the
Swatantra Party is of the view that it should not be given a monopeliatic
position but should show results facing competition on egqual terss.® H.Z‘I)

Berman Socinlista;

"The Party is gratified to note in the new German Socialist Manifesto the
following echo of its owm thinking: "Free choice of consumer goods and
services, free choice of sorking place, freedom for employers to exercise
their initiative and free competition are essential conditions of &
socisl Demooratic ecomosic policy. The sutonomy of trade unions amd
employers associations 4in collective bargaining is an important feature
of a free society, Totalit.rian control of tha economy destroys freedom.
The Jociul Jemocratic Party thersfore favours a free market wharever free
competition really exists, Where a mariet is dominated by individuals or
groups, however, ull manner of steps must be takem to protect freedom in
the economic sphere. As much competition &s possible — &8 much planning
as necessary," (p.22)

Election Manifesto, 1967

"The Swa antra Purty is oprosed to all monopoly, whether in the State

or free sactor, And will seek to re—establish competition, wherever
possible, for the benefit of the consumer. Monopolies, wherse tolerated,
will be subject to emsential control.

“Where, owing to temporary scarcity of certain vital resources, regulation

becomes inevitable, there should be a quasi-judicial authority to indicate
the neceasary priorities and allocations.”
(p-12)
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in February 1964

Resolution of Third Baticual Convention, sg»s, Bangalore / for the
establishsent of an independent, non-pelitical board for licences
and permits 1

#The National Comvention of the Swatantra Party recorda its convictiom that,
apart from many other grave issues, the confidence of the people in the
administration cannot be se-ured and maintained unless the supreme control of
the distribution of licences, permits and quotas in exerciee of powers obtained
in violation of the Fundamental Rights gusranteed in Part III of the original
Constitution adopted in Novesber 1949 is vested in an independent, non-political
stututory Board free from all influences and political pressures and en joying
the same independent status as the supreme judiciary.®

Swatantra Party, therefore, opposed to Monopoly both in State and {ree sector
For marimum competition as main corrective

For minimum social comtrol but free from political government of the day

These views placed before Das Gupta Commission on behalf of the Party im
November 1964

Present Bill against this background :

1. Poorly drafted -
¥ill caused uncertainty and neesdless litigation
2. Entirely different from draft Bill suggeatsd by Monopolies Comwimsion

Swatantra Party opposed to this BRill

Quote Resolution of CPB of Jamuary 27, 1968 ;

"The Swatantra Party has always been opposed to monopoly, whether in the
State or the private sector, and would welcome the introduction o. genuine amd
reasonable anti-monopoly lerislation which would seek to prevent those concerned
Tom emploiting a monopolistic situation. The Central Parlissentsry Board of
the Swatantra Party having exramined the Monop.ly snd Restrictive Trade Prices
Bill now be‘ore Parlisment is alarmed at finding that the provisions of the Bill
have to a large extent little to do with combsting monopolies but are so designed
85 to give Government all manmer of arhitrary authority over all industrial and
trading concerns regardless of whether or not they are monopolies. The Bill
bears little recesblamce to the draft legisletion recommended by the Das Gupta
Comaission on Monopolies. If enacted in its present form, the Bill would prevent
this country froa emjoying the benefits of technological progress and economies
of ~ize on the one hand, and would place everyone engaged in industry, trade or
serviges at the mercy of the politician er and burcaucrat to whose arbitrary
*hims ani ‘ancies the Bill provides meither a judicial or an other check.

The Board, therefore, calls wupon the Swat:ntra Members of Parlisment to fight

this pernicious Bill, while making it clesr that the Party stands for opposition
to monopoly in whatever sector it may reiss its head.



8 Objections

1. Exclusion of State enterprises
These the only Monopolies in Indis today - no other
Monopoly situation may exist but not Momopoly power
Give details
(Tata Memorandus pages 19, 20 and 23)
fovt. Monopolies also more dangerous because of combination of economie
und police power and the absence of a Court of ‘ppeal

Bill should either include State .nterprises or be dropped

2, Proposed Permanent Monopolies Commission should be altogether indspendent
of Government and suprese in its sphere

Not merely un miivas advisory body as at present

3. Appeal to the Suprems Court from all decisions under this legislation
ahould be wide and unfettered

4, Chapter III on Concentration of ecomomic power should be deleted altogether
This altogether irrelevant to the subject of monopoly
Monopoly and size are two entirely different things

In India, thanks to cruds Karxist proparscia indulged in by Pandit
Hehru and others, popular mind confused

Firast becams sware of it x¥em as Chairman of RTRC appeinted by Govt.

In Madree, many witnesces, both official amd non-offiocial,
kept on referring to 7.V.S. snd Southern Rosdwsys as a Monopoly

¥hen quastioned, however, they all admifed that there were other
operators too competing with Southern Roadways' trucks on roads

Vhen asked why they call it a momopoly, thay said it was big
This confusion at the root of this Bill,

ah
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Nonopoly is the absence of competition and has mo relation to size

A mmoll enterprise may be a monopoly
i big corporation like Gemoral Motors im Amorica with other big rfirms
coupeting against is not a momopoly

The only concentration of power today im Govi
Politicians and Bureaucrats
c.f. Djilas' New Class

Rofer Time for & Chunge (page 4) and JPudget and Yoy

Secondly, this Chapter is restrictive, refrogressive and would hamper progress

Govt. thomrelves earlier seemed to appreciate need for well-established
enterprises with popular credit to enter new fields of endeavour

othervice neglected
e.g. Tatas and Lakme'

Tata Memorandum p. 27
Correspondence between C.C.Desal and Tatas

Sconomies of scale are important and should be encouraged
This Chapter would reiard India's economic advance

Compare attitude of other governments

e.d. British Labour Government (Tata Memorandum p. 6 to 8

Japsn  p 3 to 5

turops p.b6

Along with elimination of the Chapter should alsoc go the entire concept
of inter-conmnected undertakings
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Once this legislation om the Statute Book, present system of licensing
and control should be would up &and the therapeutic effect of
competition allowed to show itself

Today industrial development hamstrung by & mass o controls emtadied in
The Capital Issues (Control) Act, 1947
The Imports and Exports (Control) ict, 1947
The Foreirn Exchange Regulation Act, 1947
The lndustries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951
The Tariff Commissmion Aet, 1951
The Essential Commodities Act, 1955 and
The Companies Act, 1956.

The exercise of power under these Acts ashould be suspended, eince

there were only an altermative to anti-Monopoly legislation.

In fact, they have crippled private enter;rise, widened econcmic

and social inequalities and retarded industrial development and progress.



