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Non-discriminatory Protection 
IN Off the Record feature of your 

last issue you have lamented 
the _ fate of the indigenous units of 
Indian soap industry because the 
giant foreign concern, Lever Bro
thers, has successfully captured the 
lion's share of the domestic market. 
Y o u have also drawn attention to 
the Government of India's industrial 
policy statement according to winch 
the same treatment is to be accorded 
to all units of an industry, whether 
they are foreign or indigenous. 

A somewhat similar situation is 
faced by the Tariff Commission in 
its enquiry in to the claims for conti
nuat ion of protection to the dry 
battery industry. There are only 
three units. The National Carbon 
Company, which account for about 
80 per cent of the total output of 
the country, have "clear ly stated that 
they do not seek am protect ion," 

according to Dr B V Narayanaswamy 
N a i d u of the Tariff Commission. 
The other two units in the industry 
have claimed that protection should 
be continued beyond the end of 
this year. Dr N a i d u further said, 
" i t has also been suggested that the 
Nat ional Carbon Company is in an 
exceptionally favourable position be
cause of the long experience and 
resources of its wor ld wide organisa
t ion." This company has set up a 
new factory in Madras for the 
manufacture of standard type of 
batteries w i t h an installed capacity of 
25 m i l l i o n cells per annum. Dr 
Na idu made it clear also that the 
impor t regulations have created a 
sheltered market for the industry in 
the country. In fact, in view of the 
ban on impor t of dry batteries, the 
Tariff Commission has had to obtain 

fob prices from exporting countries 
and cif prices f rom some of the 
neighbouring countries which impor t 
dry batteries, because this informa
t ion is necessary if the quantum of 
protection is to be fixed, He also 
posed the general question whether 
protection should be continued. On 
the face of the facts, viewed in the 
l ight of the industrial policy state
ment, it seems that the competence 
of the one uni t which supplies the 
major port ion of the domestic re
quirements should be recognised. 
The industrial policy statement gave 
non-discriminatory protection only to 
foreign units already in the industry 
whose claim for protection may be 
found justified. For further expan
sion in the case of industries coming 
under the schedule of the Develop
ment of Industries Act , the Govern
ment has sufficient powers to allow 
si nailer units to expand in prefer
ence to bigger provided the existing 
demand allows an expansion of the 
industry. As you have hinted import 
licensing may be used diseriniinately 
as between different units in the 
ease of industries which are not 
under the schedule of the Develop
ment of Industries Act . Bu t if one 
or a few units in an industry, be 
they foreign or indigenous, have the 
resources and the skill to monopolise 
the domestic market, it can hardly 
be helped, especially when foreign 
capital is being wooed, atleast in 
those industries in which indigenous 
skill is not enough. 

Incidentally, the Tariff Commis
sion in its report on the continuance 
of protection to the motor vehicle 
battery industry published last year 
drew pointed at tention to the cha-
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sacteristic feature of the Govern
ment of India's industrial policy 
statement made by the Prime M i n i s 
ter on A p r i l 6, 1049, assuring that 
there would be no discrimination 
against existing foreign concerns in 
India w i t h a view to w i thho ld ing 
from them the ful l benefits of the 
protection granted to industries in 
which they were engaged. The sig
nificance of the policy w i l l be better 
understood from the fact that before 
it came the Tariff Board whi le 
recommending protection to motor 
vehicle battery industry in 1948 
also stated that in ease the two 
foreign companies expanded their 
product ion of batteries, " Govern
ment should adopt necessary mea
sures to safeguard the Indian section 
of the Industry ." 

T V Jayaraman 
Bombay, 
1 5th A p r i l . 
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