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15, Id. pps 202-203,

16. See also for the arguments of Industries Minister in
support of public sector, Rajya Sabha Debates, Vol.
LXIX, No.3, CC, 654655,

17, Report, pp. 134-138,

18. "dominant undertaking" means an undertaking which
' either by itself or along with inter-connected un-
dertakings,-

(1) produces, supnlies, distributes,or otherwise
controls not.less than one-third of the total
goods of any description that are produced,
supplied or distributed in India or any sub-
stantial part thereof, or

(ii) provides or otherwise controls not less than
one~third of any services that are rendered
in India or any substantial part thereof:

Provided that for the purposes of this clause, the

goods produced by an undertaking which does not
employ= :

(a) more than fifty workers on any day of the
relevant year, and in any part of which a
manufacturing process is being carried on
without the aid of power or is ordinarily so
carried on, or ’

(b) more than one hundred workers on any day of
the relevant year, and in any part of which
a manufacturing process is being carried on:
without the aid of power or is ordinarily so
carried on,

shall not be taken into account,
19, 'monopolistic undertaking“ meanse
(i) a dominant undertaking which, or

(ii) an undertaking which, together with not more
than two other independent undertakings,-

(a) produces, supplies, distributes or otherwise
controls not less than one-half of the total
goods of any description that are produced,
supplied or distributed in India or any sub-
stantial part thereof, or
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(b) provides or otherwise controls not less than
one-half of the services that are rendecred in
India or any substantial part thereof:

"monopolistic trade practice" means a trade practice
which has, or is likely to have, the effect of,-

(i) maintaining prices at an unreasonable level
by limiting, reducing or otherwlse controlling
the production, sypply or distribution of
goods of any descrlptloﬂ or the supply of
any services or‘in any other manner,

(ii) wunreasonably preventing or lessening competi-
tion in the production, supply or distribution
of any goods or in the supply of any services,

(1ii) limiting technical development or capital in-
vestment to the common detriment or allowing
the quality of any goods produced, supplied or.
distributed, or any service rendered, in India
to deteriorate; N

"We need not strike at concentration of economic power
as such, but should do so only when it becomes a
menace to the best production (in quality 'and quantlty)
or to fair distribution." Report of the Monopolies
Inquiry Commission, 1965, le59

The Minister of Industrial Developmeht while rejecting
the 1limit of 5 crore rupees suggested by a member did
hot explain how rupees 20 crores limit was propér when
it was to have the effect of excluding 42 business
houses.

Rajya Sabha rejected Mr, Bhupesh Gupta's amendment
to prescribe instead the criterion of 5 crores
rupees assets. The Minister of Industries Develop=-
ment stated that the limit of 20 crores covers as
many as 33 business houses and if 5 crores limit is
accepted it will cover all :the 75 hQuses 6f business

. which have been mentioned by the MonOpolles Commi ssion.

Rajya Sabha Debates, Vol. LXIX No.4,CC,817-818
Rajya .Sabha Debates Vol. LXIX, No.3,CC.662 664
Report p.l€7.
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Report of the Jolnt Committee on the Monopolies and
Restrictive Trade Practices Bill, 1967, Gazette of
India,Extra, Part II,Sec. 2, 1969 p.111,

Rajya Sabha Debates,Vol,LXIX, No, 3, CC, 678-679
Report p.172, Clause 15(2).

Explanation to éection 21.

Sections 21(3)(a) and 22(3)(a).

(a) to achieve the preduction, supply and distribution,
by most efficlent and economical means of goods of
siuch types and qualities, in such volume and at
such prices as will best meet the requirements of
the defence of India, and home and overseas
markets; -

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

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

(d) to effect technical and technological improve-
ments in trade and expansion of existing markets
and the opening up of new marketss.

(e) to encourage new enterprises as a countervailing
force to the concentration of economic power to
the common detriments;

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

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

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

(b) to increase unreasonablye
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(1) the prices at which goods are sold, or

(ii)the profits derived from the production,
" supply or dlstributlgn of goods or from
the performance of ‘any service:

(e) to reduce or limit unreasonably competition in
the production; supply or distribution of any
goods (including their sale or purchase) or
the provisiaon of any serv1ce,

(d) to limit or prevent unreasonably the supply of

goods to consumers, or the provision of any
services

(e) to result in a deterioration in the quality of
any goods or in the performance of any service.

Report of the Monopolies Inquiry Commission, 1965,
pp0198 and 204,
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Report of the Monopolies Inquiry Commission, 1965,
P 16]..
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