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The report of the Monopolies Commission cannot be treated with the indifference (or amusement) which was 
extended to the report of the Mahalanobis Committee. Too many undertakings have been given about implementing 
its recommendations and a draft bill is incorporated in the report. 

However, the only charitable interpretation possible of the general approach and recommendations of the Mono
polies Commission is that it proved unequal to the task of reconciling the opposing logic of capitalism and socialism. 

Those who had felt that the Commission should never have been set up in the first place have been proved right. 

THE report of the Monopolies Com
mission has three merits. It has 

been completed on schedule and releas
ed quickly to the public without pro
longing, its existence or that of its esta
blishment. The Commission has essay-
ed, though with very limited success, 

the task of improving efficiency and 
business practices in a sheltered mar
ket through regulatory processes. And 
the principal deficiencies in its approach 
and recommendations have been made 
up in an able and comprehensive 
minute of dissent by, of all persons, a 
senior civil servant. It also marks a de
parture from the tradition of high 
power commissions: obiter dicta take 
the place of reasoned and documented 
analysis, the Commission's interpreta
tion of recent history is unbalanced, 
the report is shoddy by any (leave 
aside Cambridge) standard, and there 
is no summary of conclusions and re
commendations. Even those who ex
pected litle from this Commission have 
reason to be disappointed. 

The Commission was supposed to 
bring its ripe wisdom to bear upon 
some of the basic problems of a semi-
planned mixed economy. That it has 
failed to do. The Majority chose either 
to wallow in British precedents or to 
refrain from the effort to reconcile the 
justifiable areas of concentration and 
monopoly with the socio-economic ob
jective of broad-based economic power. 
They became victims of the implicit 
compulsion to frame legislation which, 
if at all seriously intended, can deal with 
monopolistic practices only, and a prey 
to the common irrational feeling that 
the judiciary can deliver the goods 
for which politicians and bureaucrats 
have prove inadequate. This faith in the 

* Report of the Monopolies Enquiry 
Commission 1965, vols I and II. 
Price Rs 6.50 or 15s 2d or $2.34. 
The listed prices are consistent 
with the Commission's devotion to 
petty detail. 

judiciary, which some other countries 
repose in the army, is touching indeed: 
the Santhanam Committee whose re
commendations seem to have coloured 
what little thinking the Commission 
did, shared this faith, which only 
proves that the age of faith is not 
over. 

Terms of Reference 
The main purpose behind the ap

pointment of this Commission was 
never clear, By the time it took over 
the boiling pot from the MahaIanobis 
Committee on Distribution of Income 
and Wealth, public attention was al
ready diverted to other more element
al issues. There was, pernaps, a serious 
intention to clear private traffic lanes 
but the implications of this process in 
the light of an increasingly sheltered 
market, a growing public sector and 
proliferating weeds of administrative 
regulation were not fully understood. 
Nobody, however, bargained for the 
substitution of judicial processes (i e, 
unforsceable delays) in place of admi
nistrative bungling and indiscretion 
which are by now foreseen and reason
ably discountable factors. 

The Commission appointed in May 
last year consisted of Justice K C Das 
Gupta of the Supreme Court (Chair
man), G R Rajagopaul (Legal Drafts
man), K R P Aiyangar (former Chair
man of the Tariff Commission), R C 
Dutt (Chairman of Company law 
Board), and I G Patel (Chief Economic 
Advisor). Its terms of reference were 
as follows: 

(a) to inquire into the extent and 
effect of concentration of economic 
power in private hands and the 
prevalence of monopolistic and 
restrictive practices in important 
sectors of economic activity other 
than agriculture with special refer
ence to 

(i) the factors responsible for such 
concentration and monopolistic 
and restrictive practices; 

(ii) their social and economic con
sequences, and the extent to 
which they might work to the 
common detriment; and 

(b) to suggest such legislative and 
other measures that might be con
sidered necessary in the light of 
such enquiry, including, in parti
cular, any new legislation to pro
tect essential public interests and 
the procedure and agency for the 
enforcement of such legislation. 

It was further authorised to report 
on any other matter bearing on any 
aspect of the national economy or func
tioning of the private sector and finan
cial institutions as well as to look into 
concentration in the ownership of news
papers. 

The terms of reference, thus, clearly 
distinguished between concentration of 
economic power, on the one hand, and 
monopolistic and restrictive practices, 
on the other. The Majority confounded 
both these phenomena under 'concen
tration of economic power' and decided 
to handle only the latter on the ground 
that what it describes as country-wise 
concentration has proved beneficial so 
far and would remain so in future. 

"The concentration of economic 
power has helped the economic bet
terment of the country. Even today 
our industrial development is far 
behind that in the western world 
or in Japan. But what little develop
ment there is owes much to the ad
venture and skill of a few men who 

have in the process succeeded also 
in becoming 'big business', thus con
centrating in their hands a great 
portion of the economic power con
trolling and directing the production 
and distribution of national wealth 
and income. It is fair also to state 
that after concentrating power in 
their hands these men have gone on 
often to push forward development 
of further industries, which has been 
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to the advantage of the country. It 
is also generally agreed that con
centrated economic power has been 
responsible for the greater part of 
the not very high capital formation 
in the country. Huge profits were 
often earned so that even after the 
distribution of high rates of di
vidends good surpluses were left. 
These were utilised to add to the 
industrial capital, whether by way 
of issue of bonus shares or in the 
shape of reserves or by investment 
in fresh ventures. 

"Although complaints were not 
infrequently heard that dynastic 
control of big business has some-
times kept professional managerial 
talent from coming into its own, 
it is fair to say that big business has 
generally been able to supply over 
the years considerable amount of 
managerial skill of high quality, so 
that production has been high, pro
fits have been good and failures 
comparatively few in number. 

" I t is important to note that big 
business has been able to attract and 
obtain foreign collaboration and 
such collaboration has helped the 
starting of many industries special
ly by supplying the essential machi
nery and technical know-how. As we 
have already stated when discuss
ing the factors responsible for con
centration of economic power, for
eign business concerns are not likely 
to extend similar collaboration to 
small units. 

"From its past records in the 
development of industries and the 
special advantage it has in starting 
and keeping up capital intensive 
industries as also the bright chance 
of obtaining helpful foreign col
laboration, it is reasonable to expect 
that concentrated economic power 
may be relied upon to make i m 
portant contribution to industrial 
development in the crucial years to 
come." 

This confidence in big business has 
greater empirical justification than the 
commonly held belief in the extra
territorial benefits of judicial processes. 
Beyond that one is constrained to re
mark that the Commission should have 
had the benefit of more tangible and 
analytical evidence before getting 
swept off its feet. This is all the more 
rimarkable because it has not hesitated 
to outright condemn resale price main
tenance (Report, pp 129, 162, 178-79, 
and section 28 of the draft bil l , a 
condemnation which at least one of 
the signatories to the Majority does 

not recollect), presumably because it 
has been so treated in U K recently 
after acute controversy. The Commis
sion has produced no evidence, apart 
from its "anxious consideration of the 
problem", to establish that resale price 
maintenance is per se against the 
public interest. In a word, the 
Commission has chosen, for reasons 
nowhere documented or elaborated in 
its report, to give an unqualified good 
certificate to concentration and to 
create a semi-judicial agency in the 
name of policing private sector traffic, 
which would add a new dimension to 
over-extended administration of indus
trial planning, or what goes under that 
label. 

Analysis of History 

In the Commission's analysis, techno
logical economies of scale lead to con
trol of large amounts of capital and 
the limited supply of managerial skill 
has proved a fruitful source of concen
tration of economic power. From this 
it delves into history and comes up with 
a few gems. On the basis of a deduc
tive interpretation of history, unalloy
ed by a check on facts, it comes to 
the conclusion that War-time expansion 
and transfers of companies from Bri
tish to Indian control around 1947 
'necessarily' caused an increase in con
centration. Less exalted minds, bogged 
in detail, might find it difficult to un
derstand how a lets than 20 per cent 
expansion of industrial production bet
ween 1939 and 1945 during which' 
period a number of new Indian groups 
came into prominence at the expense 
to some extent of British groups specia
lising in stagnant tea, coal and jute, 
and the subsequent transfer of several 
British companies to Indian control 
would 'necessarily' cause an increase in 
concentration. Judicially oriented high 

power commissions, one understands, 
do not look into such niceties. Nor, 
in spite of the economic expertise at 
their disposal, do they care to observe 
that the demands of planned develop
ment itself, not merely food scarcity 
and hoarding and machinery imports, 
necessitate substantial trimming of im
ports. 

For many years, Government spokes
men vehemently denied that concentra
tion had increased and was probably 
increasing. The Commission, one won
ders how, takes growth of concentra
tion as a proved fact, though its own 
catalogues of 'product-wise' and 'coun
try-wise' concentration relate only to 
March 1964. I refuse to believe that 
my modest effort, completed in 1961, 

in studying one aspect of these pro
blems has borne this fruit. The Com
mission refrains from offering any 
proof of its hypothesis that concentra
tion has increased over the period of 
planning. That need not restrain observ
ers from asking how the Commission 
started with this hypothesis. 

It gives five main reasons, neverthe
less, for the increase in concentration: 

(1) Big business could raise capital 
easily and there was less risk of 
their industrial licences remaining 
unutilised. (Did the Commission 
look into the list of unutilised 
licenses between, say, 1955 and 
1960, when Government began to 
revoke unutilised licenses, to eva
luate this risk?). 

(2) Licensing authorities have been in
clined to favour the larger groups 
on account of their proved compe
tence and greater resources. The 
Commission found no evidence of 
prejudice against the larger groups, 
rather the country. "we are con
vinced that the system of controls 
in the shape of industrial licensing, 
however necessary from other 
points of view, has restricted the 
freedom of entry into industry and 
so helped to produce concentra
tion". It is implied, as emphasised 
in Dutt's note of dissent, that 
licensing alone prevented smaller 
men from taking up big projects 
and raising more money than they 
actually did. 

(3) Foreign collaborators have tended 
to favour the larger groups. 

(4) The advantage which big business 
has over smaller people in obtain
ing assistance from banks and 
other financial institutions is 
another factor. 

(5) Import restrictions and exchange 
have played their part. 

Product-wise concentration is bound 
to arise and to continue for some time 
in every new line of production. In 
seme cases, the supply of raw materials 
and/or the size of the market is limited. 
The law of patents has also played a 
role. 

Product Catalogue 
The Commission then proceeds to 

make a catalogue each of the two 
brands of concentration uncovered by 
it The product-wise catalogue is based 
upon data provided by the Development 
Wing. The Commission itself makes no 
effort to define 'product' or to look into 
the possibilities of substitution. The 
emphasis is on ratios, high, medium, 
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low and nil; these can be huddled with 
reasonable safety by super sory and 
clerical staff. When the share of the 
three top producers is 75 per cent or 
more, the ratio is high, between 60 and 
7/5 per cent it is medium, and between 
50 and 60 per cent low. Where the 
share is less than 50 per cent, "the 
concentration may be considered to be 
ni l" . There is no reference to price 
leadership with a much smaller share 
of production or to local monopoly. Of 
the 100 products "specially selected in 
view of their importance to the ordi
nary consumer", two-thirds have high 
concentration, 10 medium, 8 low and 
17 nil. These, incidentally, include in
fant milk food, corn and wheat flakes, 
biscuits, chocolate, refrigerators, tooth 
paste and talcum powder. 

Group Catalogue 
For country-wise concentration, the 

Commission defines a business group as 
comprising "all such concerns which 
are subject to the ultimate and decisive 
decision making power of the controll
ing interest in the group—the group 
master." It has tried to ascertain the 
substance of control and has not gone 
merely by legal technicalities. The Com
mission does not follow the concept of 
"outer circle" which, it alleges, "has 
found favour with some authorities". 
The innocent reader is left to find out 
what this concept is. why it found 
favour with somebody whether authori
ty or nonentity, and why the Commis
sion could not countenance it. It could 
not avoid coming across companies 
under joint control, which it decided 
to exclude from the list of companies 
in various groups. Consequently, Asso
ciated Cement and its affiliates are 
treated as a separate group, without 
any mention of their joint control by 
Killick, Shapoorji, Tata and Khatau. 
Parenthetical references are made to 
the Tata interest in Macneill & Barry, 
the Bajoria interest in Soorajmall 
Nagarmull and British India Corpora
tion, the links between Wallace and 
Vissanji and between Walchand and 
Rilachand. The Shapooiji interest in 
Nowrosjee Wadia is attributed to inter
locking of directorates when it is 
known to exceed 40 per cent of share 
capital. There is no reference to the 
Indian holding in Jardine Henderson. 

The Commission looked into financial 
journals, but it docs not seem to have 

* Any resemblance between this de
finition and what appeared in my 
article in The Economic Weekly 
of November 26, 1960 is a pure 
coincidence. 
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come across the fact that Binny and 
Macneill & Barry are both subsidiaries 
of the Inchcape group. There are inte
resting references to close associates of 
the Birla group. 

The group catalogue includes 75 
groups and gives the number of com
panies (excluding banks), their share 
capital, assets (balance sheet totals?), 
turnover, industrial classification and 
role in product concentration. As of 
end-March 1964, these 75 groups had 
1,536 companies which accounted for 
44 per cent and 47 per cent of the 
share capital and assets, respectively, 
of all non-government non-banking 
companies. The Commission has re
frained from giving the ratios for the 
two top groups, Tata and Birla, but a 
little calculation of its own data give a 
ratio of about 12 per cent for them— 
which excludes the groups which are 
closely related with Birla, and the Tata 
interest in ACC, Macneill & Barry and 
several other companies. That even a 
Commission is not immune to the dan
gers of cataloguing is obvious from the 
fact that Thapar's Crompton Parkinson 
(Works) is described as Crompton 
Engineering Co (p 111). 

Definitions 
The Commission has found instance? 

of monopolistic exploitation of con
sumers and restrictive practices. These 
two are distinguished on a rather tenu
ous basis. A monopolistic practice is 
"every practice whether it is by action 
or understanding or agreement, formal 
or informal, to which persons enjoying 
monopoly power resort in exercise 
of the same to reap the benefits of that 
power and every action, understanding 
or agreement tending to or calculated 
to preserve, increase or consolidate such 
power''. Restrictive practices are de
fined to mean practices other than those 
pursued by monopolists which obstruct 
the free play of competitive forces or 
impede the free flow of capital or re
sources into the stream of production 
or of the finished goods into the stream 
of distribution at any point before 
they reach the hands of the ultimate 
consumers, e. g., horizontal fixation of 
prices, vertical fixation of price and 
resale price maintenance, allocation of 
markets, discrimination between pur
chasers, boycott, exclusive dealing con
tracts and tie-up arrangements. Within 
the limited time at its disposal, the 
Commission could secure only illustra
tive examples of these practices but it 
believes them to be widespread. 

What are the consequences of con
centration? The common man in In-

dia, according to the Commission, re
gards concentrated economic power as 
wholly evil, a belief which it does not 
share, but which it regards serious 
enough to disturb "the mutual good
will that is the sine qua non of a happy 
community". Its recipe for harmony 
is a lengthy appreciation of the past, 
present and future role of concentra
tion and big business (quoted above), 
tempered with a realisation of certain 
evil effects, the most serious of which 
is the emergence of monopoly, control 
of publicity media, and keeping out of 
small business. As regards misdirec
tion of investment resulting from con
centration, which the Commission 
should have investigated, it was unable 
to study the matter. Unlike other 
matters, which it did not study in any 
depth, it has not made any comments 
on this issue. 

General Recommendations" 
Having found nothing to justify 

dealing with country-wise concentra
tion, the Majority's general recommen
dations are, briefly,' 

(1) Self-discipline fly political par
ties, i e, rejection of assistance 
from business houses, 

(2) Removal of corruption from ad
ministration, 

(3) Liberalisation of licensing since 
it cannot be abolished and pre-
ference in favour of small busi
ness without sacrifice of efficiency, 

(4) Insistence on proper distribution 
of goods imported under licenses, 

(5) Higher imports to stimulate effi
ciency, 

(6) Countervailing action by public 
sector through public units to 
prevent monopoly, and, 

(7) Promotion of small industries 
and preferential Government pur
chases from small units, strong 
consumer cooperatives and or
ganised consumer resistance. 

It considers the regulation of inter
company investments and loans with a 
view to dealing with concentration as 
wholly outside the scheme and purpose 
of the relevant sections of the Com
panies Act. This is not accepted by 
the dissenting member. The proposi
tion was rejected by Government many 
years back. 

Since rapid industrialisation is 
bound to bring with it greater concen
tration of economic power which 
would give rise to monopolistic condi
tions and practices, the principles of 
legislative policy have to be: 
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(1) We need not strike at concen
tration of economic power as 
such but should do so only when 
it becomes a menace to the best 
production (in quality and quan
tity) or to fair distribution; 

(2) To accomplish this a constant 
watch must be. kept by a body 
independent of Government to 
see that big business does not 
misuse its power; 

(3) Monopolistic conditions in any 
industrial sphere are to be dis
couraged but without injury to 
the public interest; 

(4) Monopolistic and restrictive prac
tices must be curbed except when 
they are conducive to the com
mon good. 

A permanent Commission should be 
established primarily to look into res-
pective and monopolistic practices 
which arc to the common detriment. 
The proviso is not all that qualified, at 
least so far as resale price maintenance 
is concerned because, as stated earlier, 
this practice has been condemned per 
se. The Chairman of the Com
mission is to be chosen from Supreme 
Court Judges or Chief Justices of High 
Courts. The minimum age for mem
bers should be 50. 

Expansion and Mergers 
All restrictive practices would have 

to be registered with a Registrar and 
the documents concerned would be 
open to public inspection. Trade prac
tices would be deemed to be against 
the public interest if they unreasonably 
increase the cost or price of goods or 
unreasonably reduce or limit competi
tion or limit or prevent the supply of 
goods to consumers. A judicial inves
tigation by the Commission would 
fellow on the reference of a prima facie 
case either from its Director of In
vestigations or direct from Govern
ment. If the Commission gives a ver
dict of no detriment, nothing further 
would be done. If the practice is found 
to be against the public interest, it can 
issue an order to discontinue the 
practice. This order would be manda
tory (not a recommendation to Gov
ernment, as Dutt suggests on the Bri
tish pattern) but subject to unqualified 
Supreme Court review on appeal. 
Punishment would be only by fines; 
"in the circumstances of our country", 
imprisonment is not considered 
feasible. Special provisions have been 
recommended to deal with hoarding, 
cornering and profiteering; it is pro

posed to empower the Commission to 
cancel the licenses of those who re
fuse "to sell at the usual rate". 

As regards monopolistic practices, 
the permanent Commission would be 
empowered to give a verdict on rea
sonable prices, regulation of produc
tion or supplies and prohibition of ag
reements against the public interest. 
When the Commission enquires into 
the conduct of any undertaking in 
this connection, Government would be 
debarred from investigating its 
management under section 15 of the 
Industries Development and Regulation 
Act and vice versa. (This is, incident-
ly, the only provision which allows 
specific relaxation of other procedures 
of industrial policy.) It can examine 
the structure of an industry in order 
to combat inefficiency and obsolescence. 
Mergers and take-over bids involving 
undertakings with assets exceeding Rs 
1 crore which lead to acquisition of 
one-half or more of the market for a 
product or service would need prior 
clearance by the Commission, which 
would appraise the proposal on 
grounds of higher productivity, lower 
costs and better quality. Similarly, 
any 'dominant undertaking' (assets 
exceeding Rs 1 crore and having one-
third or more of the market) propos
ing to expand by 25 per cent or more 
would have to get the Commission's 
approval (Patel and Dutt have dissent
ed from this recommendation). Inter
locking directorates in competing busi
nesses outside the same group are to 
be prohibited (relatives and other as
sociates are not debarred). All domi
nant undertakings and all companies 
with assets exceeding Rs 3 crores 
would be required to file with the 
Commission annual returns of orga
nisation, business, conduct, practices, 
management, costs of production and 
connections with other undertakings 
according to prescribed rules. The 
Commission would also look into the 
implementation of patent law. 

Press and Managing Agency 
This merciless delegation of powers 

is not softened by any recommenda
tions to dilute controls elsewhere. 
The unstated hypothesis is that judi
cial processes would work where the 
executive arm has failed. 

So far as country-wise concentration 
is concerned, this is all a case of diver
sification and both are necessary evils 
in the economic interests of the coun
try. "We believe that by proper use 
of licensing and other powers vested 

in Government under the existing 
laws, Government can effectively pre
vent the growth of country-wise con
centration wherever it is to the com
mon detriment. We do not consider 
it necessary to vest the Commission 
with any power in this behalf". 

The press and managing agency sys
tem are dealt with summarily. The 
Commission finds that a large segment 
of the press is controlled by big busi
ness, and that newspapers are preju
diced in favour of business, especially 
big business (though some papers have 
exposed business malpractices). By its 
own twisted logic, however, it con-
siders the "essence of the matter" to 
be that "any attempt to curtail big 
businessmen's control over newspapers 
which impedes the exercise of 
fundamental right (by big business) 
must be ruled out", but attempts 
should be made to encourage more in
dependent journals. 

The Commission has made no re
commendations for abolition or con
trol of the managing agency system 
because it is part of the blessings of 
concentration, its abolition would have 
no marked effect on concentration 
since its place would be taken by some 
other system of group management, 
and action in this field has to consider 
not just concentration of economic 
power but also the effect on industrial 
progress "which is hardly possible for 
this Commission to undertake", Other 
matters which the Commission handl
ed somewhat less casually have, pre
sumably, no effect on industrial pro
gress. 

Note of Dissent 
It is hardly surprising that, in their 

evidence before the Commission, 
spokesmen of the Associated Cham
bers suggested this kind of approach 
and that since the publication of its 
report, the Federation of India Cham
bers of Commerce and Industry has 
expressed its dissatisfaction with the 
proposed adoption of one more set of 
controls. Members of the Associated 
Chambers are interested mainly in 
iute, coal, tea and cotton, none of 
which have high product-wise concen
tration or expect a high rate of grow
th. FICCl has reason to be disturbed 
because its members are relatively 
more monopoly and growth oriented, 
and administrative or judicial delays 
hurt them much more. 

In a lengthy well-reasoned note, 
Dutt has dissented from the approach 
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and most of the recommendations of 
the Commission.., He is more tolerant 
of monopoly than concentration. Dutt 
feels that the harmful effects of "real" 
concentration of economic power 
have been seriously under-estimated, 
that the causes of concentration are 
basically different from those enumera
ted by the Majority, that planning is 
neutral in the growth of concentra
tion, and that it is possible in some 
ways to strike at further concentra
tion without endangering growth. 

Dutt regards the managing agency 
system as an instrument, not a cause, 
of concentration. The alleged short
age of managerial talent cannot be one 
of its main justifications for such 
shortage is to be expected; the sys
tem has made no attempt to meet the 
shortage. This instrument has to be 
dealt with to the extent concentration 
has to be discouraged. As regards the 
Majority's contention that licensing 
and controls have helped concentration 
and implicity the assumption that the 
growth of concentration would have 
been curbed in their absence, "There 
is no assurance that... the larger esta
blished industrialists would have had 
to yield their places In new entrants". 
If this expectation did exist, there 
would be no justification for anti-trust 
and monopoly laws in other countries 
or for many of the Majority's recom
mendations. He feels that the Corn-
mission should have recommended the 
extent and manner of using planning 
and controls to curb concentration. 

Control over Resources 

Without denying the significance of 
financial links between political par
ties and industrialists, he asserts that 
the influence of big business over poli
ticians and administrators arises from 
their control over resources, produc
tion, employment, investment, growth 
and the press. Together with their 
command over unaccounted money, 
this power inevitably leads to malprac
tices. As for the contribution of con
centration to economic betterment, 
bigness of individual industrial units 
should be distinguished from over-all 
concentration "which involves inter
linking of companies for purposes of 
control and docs not necessarily con
tribute to greater efficiency of any of 
the individual units so inter-linked, 
(and) has no effect on the quantum of 
surplus". It does not follow from the 
Majority's argument that the quantum 
of managerial skill available would 
have been less if there had been less 
of concentration; rather the contrary 
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is possible resulting from the denial 
of opportunities to persons unattached 
to privileged families. 

Dutt feels that it would be un
desirable to restrict the growth of in
dividual units t i l l they receive the 
full benefits of economies of scale. 
Dominance in any particular industry 
does not by itself give power to a firm 
to influence the national economy as 
a whole, which comes from country-
wise concentration. To the extent that 
dominance in individual products and 
industries is inevitable and economies 
of scale are desirable, it. is necessary 
to set up a machinery which can deal 
with the monopolistic and unfair trade 
practices which are likely to arise 
therefrom. 

Demarcation of Areas 

At the same time, proliferation of 
large groups into different industries 
should be permitted only on a balance 
of advantages. Since a certain level 
and some growth of concentration 
might be inevitable, certain steps are 
necessary to provide safeguards against 
their harmful effects, Dutt favours 
seme kind of demarcation of areas of 
concentration: 

" I t is possible, for instance, to re
serve new units in conventional in
dustries where the rate of growth 
envisaged is not very high for the 
new entrant or the small man. For 
certain other industries, where the 
rate of planned development envisag
ed is higher, but which still (do) not 
enjoy a very high degree of prio
rity, established entrepreneurs of 
moderate means can be encouraged. 
For still other industries, such as 
Fertiliser, Aluminium, etc, which 
enjoy high priorities and which arc 
also highly capital intensive, reliance 
will have to be placed on the well 
established entrepreneurs, even 
though such reliance may add to the 
concentration of power." 

He also suggests that the public ins-
titutions which hold large blocks of 
shares in companies should take a 
more active interest in the manage
ment of these companies to help diff
use economic power "at least to the 
extent of preventing a greater concen
tration of such power than their share
holding justifies in the hands of a com
paratively few persons". (He does not, 
however, specify the nature and extent 
of this more active interest.) And the 
State must play an active part in 
countervailing the power of big busi
ness, particularly in basic industries. 

This report cannot, unfortunately, 
be treated with the same indifference 
(or amusement) as was extended to 
the Mahalanobis Committee. Too 
many undertakings have been given 
about implementing its recommenda
tions, and a draft bill is incorporated 
in the report. The issues and pro
blems raised by if might be of some
what marginal significance in the over 
all immedite context—a view which 
the Commission does not accept—but 
having been raised, they have to be 
taken into account. Personally, I did 
not see the need for setting up this 
Commission last year and feel there 
is little justification for setting up a 
permanent Commission in the near 
future. Insofar as the problems of 
concentration are amenable to regula
tion, they have to be dealt with 
through the general economic policy 
and administrative mechanism of Gov
ernment. Political corruption cannot 
be eradicated by outlawing corporate 
donations; they are at least over the 
counter. No amount of exhortation 
from judicial authorities would impro
ve the moral tone of the community 
so long as the political and financial 
stakes arc high and there is money 
around to play on them. Public opinion 
against monopolistic and restrictive 
pratices can be mobilised only when 
effective action is taken to improve 
production and to reduce the inf lu
ence of big business on the imple
mentation of development policies. 
Turning a blind eye to concentration 
and summoning petty industrialists 
and traders to the witness box for 
charging a few paise more than the 
"usual rate" is hardly the right way 
to mobilise public opinion. The only 
charitable interpretation that one can 
place on the approach and recommen
dations of the Monopolies Commission 
is that it proved unequal to the 
difficult task of reconciling the oppo
sing logic of capitalism and socialism. 
That reconciliation is the obligation 
of intellectuals. 


