Occasional Paper No. 28

FOREIGN TECHNICAL COLLABORATION
IN INDIAN BUSINESSHOUSES 1957-76 :
A QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

SUBHENDU DASGUPTA

CENTRE FOR STUDIES IN SOCIAL SCIENCES, CALCUTTA



PUBLICATIONS OF
CENTRE FOR STUDIES IN SOCIAL SCIENCES, CALCUTTA

OCCASIONAL PAPER SERIES :

Mimeographed Occasional Papers for limited circulation for scholarly comments and critical
evaluation of first drafts are meant for publication laterin journals or books : reference to
subsequent publication of each of.the following Occasional Papers are given in brackets :

1. ASOK SEN Iswarchandra Vidyasagar and his Elusive
Milestones (Calcutta, Riddhi-India, 1977)

2. BHABATOSH DATTA Budget Deficit, Money Supply and Inflation

(The Contents of Economic Growth and Other
Essays, Calcutta, Research India Publications,

1977)

3. SUNIL MUNSI Railway Network Growth in Eastern India, 1854-
1910 ( International Geography, Vol. VI,
1976)

4. DIPESH CHAKRABORTY Sasipada Banerjee : A Study in the Nature of the

First Contact of the Bengali Bhadralok with the
Working Classes of Bengali (/ndian Historical
Review, Vol. Il, No. 2, January, 1976)

5. AMIYA KUMAR BAGCHI Reflections on Patterns of Regional Growth in
India during the Period of British Rule (Bengal
Past and Present, Vol. XCV, Part1, No. 180,
January-June, 1976)

6. GAUTAM BHADRA Social Groups and Social Relations in the Town
of Murshidabad, 1765-1793 (/ndian Historical
Review, Vol. Il, No. 2, January, 1976)

7. SOBHANLAL DATTA GUPTA Contemporary Studies on the Indian Party
System : An Evaluative Account (Socialist
Perspective, Vol. VI, No. 3, December, 1978 and
Vol. VI, No. 4, March 1979)

8. SHIBANI KINKAR CHAUBE Studies in the Constitution and Government of
India: A Methodological Survey (Teaching
Politics, Vol, IV, Nos. 1-2, 1978)

9. NIRMALA BANERJEE Demand for Electricity

10. SOBHANLAN DATTA GUPTA Comintern and the Colonial Question : The
Decolonisation Controvery (Marxist Miscellany
No. 8, 1977 and No. 11, 1978)

124008



BN 229337

OCCASIONAL PAPER NO.28

WNSTITJTe
o
DEVELOPML I |
$TUDIES
1IBRARY

FOREIGN TECHNICAL COLLABORATION
IN INDIAN BUSINESSHOUSES 1957=76:
A QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

SUBHENDU DASGUETA

NAY 1980

CENTRE FOR STUDIES IN SOCIAL SCIENCES, CALCUITA

10, IAKE TERRACE
CALCUTTA=700 029.

IDS

104422



This paper is a chapter of my Ph.D. thesis on Foreign Collaboration
in Indian Business Houses, on which I am working at the Centre For
Studies In Social Sciences, Calcutta, under the supervision of Amiya

Kumar Bagchie.

Several question may be raised on different issues dealt with in this
paper, most of which will be analysed in the other chapters of the

thesis. In this respect, this paper is not 2 conpreheysive one,.

I am indebted to 4miya Kumar Bagchi for his guidence. I am grateful
to N. Krishnaji, Nirmal Kumar Chandra and Sudip Chaudhuri for their
valuable comments on an earlier draft of this paper. For the
collection and use of data I acknowledge my debt to- S.K. Goyal, the
Indian Investment Centre, New Delhi and the Ministry of Industrial
Development, Government of India, My friend Abhijit Lahiri has helped
me in preparing the productwise categorisation of the allaboration

agreements,

S ubhendu Daggupta
May ’ 1980,



SORBEIGN J%CENaCAL COLLABORATIONS
IN
INDIAN BUSINESS EOUSIS,1957-=1976%
A QUANTITATIVE ANAIVSIS

I

Discussions on foreign collaboration has occupied. an important

place in the studieson Indian ew nomics, In the past amalysis of foreign
technical collaboration in Indi a by institutions or academic economist:iz1 an
important aspeat of the issue has been excluded, that is, the role played by
the Indian business houses in this respect. The aim of the present paper is
to put forward an altermative approach by considering the place of each Indjan
business house in the asphere of foreign technie?f], eellaboration. The purpose
here is to analyse the linkages. of the Indian bourgeoisie with floreign economic
power, The 'Linkage' is essentially a qualitative concept andi is difficult to
measure in precise terms. It can, however,be measured. with limitations, by
gome cconomic indicators. One such economic indicator, used in the present
paper, is the number of foreign technical ccllaborations entered: into by a

business house,.

Several imporéént points, however, have to be elarified in this
context., First, only that part of the indian bourgeoisie, which comprises
the Indian business houses, is considered in the present atudy.'2 The point
of view adopted here, following R. K, Hazari,is that "The business group,
not the individual joint stock company, is the wit of economic powen."3
Secondly,in considexring lndian bourgecise as an exclusive entity, only
houses, wholly owned, controlled and managed by the Indian business. families'
are includedi in the present sstudy. Thirdly, we nonsider in this study, only
collaboration in manvfacturing indusiries. Fourthly, we deal in the present
paper, mainly with the quantitative aspect of import of foreign’ technology,

aving detailed exposition of the qualitative aspect for a separate study,



The sources of information for the present paper are several official
reports —— published and unpublished. The Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiz
Committee, appointed by the Government of India had undertaken several back-
ground studies in order to prepare their final reporte MYost parts of these
background ssbudiess are not included. in the published. main report.™ For the
present paper one such background study on foreign collaboration has been
usedi extensiv‘ely.q For the list of collaborations, we have used the list
prepared by the Indian Investment Centre for the years 1957 to 19738 and for
1974 to 1976, the list prepared. by the Ministry of Industrial Development,
Government of India.” The difference batween the two is that tho list
preparedi by the Ministry of Industrial Development includes some countries as
gources of technology, which have not been considered: by the Indian Invesstmen
Centre, The shares of these countries, however, are negligible.‘lo We have
taken into account for the present atudy, those countriess which are common in

both the lists.

For the cataloguing of companies under the Indian business houses, ow
study depends on two liste pne prepared by the Industmial Licensing Policy
Inquiry Committee (xzpzc) !
Unit, Department of Company 4ffairs, Government of India (MRU) ;12 There. are

and another prepared by the Monopolies Research

differences between these two lists, The basis of selection of business
houses by ILPIC has been the list evolved by the Monopolics Inquiry Commissior
in which 'the assetss of all concerns belonging to a group together execeded
rupees 5 crores in 1964'.14 The criteria for the selection of business
houses undertaken by ILPIC have been their own, The basis adopted by the
MRU however, diffems from this approach., 1t was based on the Monopolies and
Restrictive Irade Practices &ct of 1969.: Herc the groups under which tho
interconnected undertakings have a total value of assets of not less. than
twenty crores of rupeces have been considered.15 Ihe ILPIC has taken into
account the companies that existed in 1964, On the other hand, the list of
the MRU includes the companies registered upto 1974. In effeet, some of



the houses, considered by ILPIC have not beecn included: in the MRU 1ist, and
on the other hand, some of the houses in the MRU 1ist are absent in the ILPIC
list, Moreover, the numbers of companies lis*ed under the same house in the

ILPIC and the MRTP lists are often d5fforent-

The present paper is divided into three sections, The first is based
on the data o llected from the background study of the ILPIC, The second
concerns the list of foreign collaborations prepared by the Indian Investment
Centre and the Ministry of Industrial Development and the list of companies.
under the respective Indian busircss houses 2s mentioned in the report of
ILPIC, The third relates. to the infomation presented in the Indian
Investment Centre and Ministry of Industrial Development's lists, andthe list
of Companies registered under the Indian business houses-as prepared by the
MRU,

IT

The Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiry Committee (ILPIC) was appointed
in July 1967 as "an Expert Committee %o inquire into the working of the
industrial licensing system during thc past ton yea.rs."1'6 The Report of the
Committee was: submitted in July 1969. There were three terms of references
set out for the work of the Committee, 411 the three terms of reference were
concemed, in essence, with 'Industrial House' and e 'Licensing Systen',
4lthough there was no special reference to foreign collaboration within the
scope of the study, it was observed: by the Cormittee that, 'the approval of
terms of foreign collaboration ... had become almost an inherent part of the
industrial licensing system, Therefore, data on (this 8spect-SD) had also to
be collecteds Our enquiry revealed that consolidated data on (this 2spect-SD)
were not recadily available anywhere in Government, Regarding foreign
collaboration, we werc able to obtain from the Ministry of Finance (Departmnt
of Economic Affairs) a list for the period between 1956 and 1965, Ve were



informed that the list had been roughly prepared for the usc of the Public
Accounts Committee sometime in 1965 anmd was not an cxhaustive one, We,
thercforc, to the extent possible, supplemented these by culling out data
from the records of the Forcign wugrcements Committee 17
Incidentally, vhatover data have been eollccted on the number of
foreign collaborations in Indian business houscs, they have not been presentoc
conprehensively, either in the Main Report or in the dppendices., For the
preparation of the Main Report the Committce had undertaken detailed backgrow
studies, One of them is a preliminary note on foreign collaboration, in vhid
a comprchensive analysis of foreign collaborations has been made, We will nov
take recmourse to this note to present the house-—wise data on foreign mlla-
boration which Wwill cover a substantial part (1956 to 1965/ of the period of
the present analysis. The basic source of information on which the note is
based, is a consolidated list obtained from the Department of Economic affairs
Ministry of Finance., Therc are several drawbacks to the information contained
in this list. It comprises the collaborations which were approved any timc

between 1956 and 1965, and does not exclude the cases vhich faled to materia-
lise after the issue of the Govermnment's approval lettcr. The data, therefore
relate to collaboration agreemonts approved, rather than to those in force.

But- this list was, considercd by the Committce as being more comprechensive in
coverage than any other available source of information. So far as the
coverage of collaboration agreecments is concermed, the Comuittec considercd
the number of cases in such a way that in cases wherc two collaborators for
the same Conpany were involved, either fom one or morc than one product, and
where the terms of both collaborators or for both products werc given
scparatcly, thesc have been taken as separate cases in the analysis. The
nunber of collaborations/approvals issued by the Government in eadh year

botween 1956 and 1965 was 2472, This figurc includes approvals, giving



nodification to and rcrcwals of the agrecments appmoved carlicr. The nunbers
of cascs of such remcwals and nodifieations arc 116 and 42 respectively, during
the period under revicw, Collaboration agmeements in which payments (such as
royalty and technical fees) have beon made scprrately, were. trecated by the
connittee as separatc cases of collaborations.s The total nunber of collaborfe
tions during the period betwecn 1956 and 1965 has becn found to be 2524,
including rcnewals and modificationse This figpre was treated in the prelini-
nary note as the total nunber of collaboration. Moreover, in the background
study technical collaboration was not considered. secparately from financial
collaboration, Hence herc the catalogue of collaborations comprises both

technical and financial collaborations,

Our ain now will be to analys the data presented in the backeronmd
study, which will focus on the different aspects of foreign collaboration in
the Indian business houses. We will consider from the study only those houses
which, according to our definition, are catcgorised as Indian business houses,

4

First, notec will be taken of the share of the Indian business houses
(as defined by the ILPIC) in the total collaborations approved during 195665,

as shown in Tahle 1. The share ranges from 21,83 per.cont.to 35.04 per cent,
and the average share is 26,86 per cent,

We. now turn our attention to the distribution of collaborations among
different houses, The distribution of collaboration-approvals anmong the

different Indian business houses in cach year from 1956 to 1965, presented in
_Tahte 2 shows that all the Indian business houses; have entered into colla-
borations with foreign Conpanies, 4n 4nalysis of the frequency distribution
shows that distribution of collaboration agrecnents was highly uneven anong
the houses, Fron Table 3. it is found that while at the botton, a large
nunber of houscs have few collaborations, at the top therc are a few houses

with a large nunber of collaborations cach. In the range of 1-19 collaborations,



there arc 41 housos anong the total 49 Indian business. houses; in the range
of 20=29 collaborations there arc only 3 houses. - Baiai. Sarabhai and Shri
in the range of 30-39 thore arc only 2 houscs,— Soorajoull Nagarnull and
Walchand, and in the rangc of 40-49, thero is only one house——-Kirloskar,
nost inportant point is that, while there is no house in the range of 50-99
there arc two houses with collaborations above 100 i.e, Birla and Tata, Tt
feature of unevenness in the sharc of collaborations among the houses is
presented in another way in Iahle 4, wherec the top 10 houses. are nanked
according to their share in the total nunber of collaborations in the Indiar
business houses, 1t secnss that the collaboration-approvals of the Indian
business housess during the period 1956 to 1965 have concentrated. anongst a
few houses, 4 question may be raised at this juncture regarding the corres-
pondence between the size of the houses and the number of collaborationss

The awalysis of this aspect is, however, not within the swpe of the presen
paper, and will be dealt with in a semrate study.

Our analysis so famr has covered all collaboratinn approvals, inalndi
renewals. Renewal constitutes a category by itself and, therefore, may be
presented separately. The approvals for remwals aggregate 116 out of the
total nunber of 2524 collaboration-approvals, among which the share of India

businoss houses is 24 out of a total number of 678 collaboration-approvals,
The share of cach Indian busimess housc in the rencwals of collaborations

during 1956 to 1965 is shown in Tahle 5. It has been nentioned in the back-
ground study thast, 'the assinilation of the tochnology imported, is conditio:
by the extent to which the basic knowhow is imparted by the collaborators,
the degree of .tho absorptive capacity of the Indian conpany and their keennes
to bring local adaptation's The regular rerewal of collaboration agrccnents
suggests that foreign collaborations has not assured local adaptation and
assinilation of technology. In the category of companies under the Indian
business houses, however, the rcncwals constitute only 3.54 per cent of the

collaboration-approvals during 1956 to 1965.



Another inportant feature of foreign collaboration, revealed in the
background study, is the prevalence of plural agreements. Plural agrecnent
neans that a particular company under a house producing different products of
a specific industrial categories enters into foreign m llaboration more than
one with one or more than one collaborator., It can be seen from Tahle 6
that companies under Indian business houses have entered into 328 plural
agreenents with foreign companies, which constitute 48,38 per cent of the
total 678 collaborations undertaken by the Indian business houses. The plural
agreenent suggeste, according to the background study, that 'the growth of
collaboration has not resulted in the growth of new entrants cormensurately,

The growth has been the rcsult more of diversification and expansion thea

new. entry' .

The next inportant feature that has been dealt with by the background
study is nultiple allaboration, that is, collaboration by different firms for
sinilar technologiess The phenomenon of nultiple collaboration may arise fron
the fact that a collaboration is being undertaken by a new Indian conpany in
an existing product linc, without taking into consideration sinmilar knowhow
already available in the eountry in the units set up carlier with forecign
collaborations, Of course, if posspssion of a collaboration agreement is
necessary for winning in a competitive game, or if a firn has access to what
it believes to be genuaneldy superior knowhow, we can expect conpetttive (or
rather OligOpOliStiG) forces: to lead to nultiplicity of ¢ollaboration
agreenents, The background studies has noted that, 'the erux of collaboration
nultiplicity lies in the repetitive import of the same/sinikr knowhow's The
houge-wise distribution of multiple apllaboration, vresented in Zahile 7,
anounts, to 125, whiech is 18.44 per cent of the total number of (678)
collaborations. wndertaken by the Indian business houses,
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The lists of collaborations prepared bythe Indian Investment
Contre (IIC) and the Ministry of Lndustrial Developnent (MID) present the
infornation in the following categorics. = (1) nares and addresses of Indig
fims (2) nones and addresses. of the respoctive fareign collaborators (3)
of manufacture for which collaboration has becn approved and (4) naturc of
collaboratiom (whether technical or financial and technical)e (411 this

infornation is available separately for cvery year),

We, on our part, have classified.the Indian firmus, referrcd to in
these lists, under the respective Indian busiress houses, as per the 1list
houses and the companies under their control prepared by the ILPIC, In th
context @ linitation of the data has to be mentioned. The ILFIC docunent
includes the firms that existed:-in 1964, On the other hand, documents of
IIC and the MID include the firns with collaborations upto 1976. Henee, t
firns under the houses which have appeared. after 1964 and entered. into
collaboration will be 1lcft out of the purview of our study., The analysis -
include the collaborations only of those firms umder the India business

houses which existed in the Indian industrial scenc upto 1964. 4nother po
to be chrified. is that, whenever therc is nore tham onc collaborator and n

than one product in a ellaboration agrecement of an Indian firm, we have co
the cases separatcly. Following this procedurc, we have wevared Table 8.
showing the share of Indian business. housces in the total collaborations in
cach yoar from 1957 to 1976. The annual average number of collaborations
stands at 234.,7, whereas that of collaborations entered into by Indian
business houscess is 37415 per year. Two inportant featuress come out of the
presented in the —Tebla 8. First, the share of the Indian business houses.
tle total number of collaborations never exceded 25 per cente It waried
between 5 per cent in 1968 and 24,58 per cent in 1965. Sccond, the period

of analysis, ViZe, 1957 = 1976, can be divided into two distinct phascs.,



Betwoen 1957 and 1967, the share of Indian busiress houses in the total
collaborations on an average per year. wls. 19,92 per cent, whereas between
1968 and 1976 the average was 10,73 per conte This showa that Indian

business. houses have undertaken less foreign collaborations in the late
sixties and. early soventies, tha. in the earlier period.

We now focus our attention on the distribution of collaborationm
agronents anong different Indian busire ss housese, The distribution of
collaboration approvals anong tho different houses in ead yoar from 1956 to
1965 is pregented in Iable Q. We have considerocd 52 houses, The five
houses, nacly, ReK, Dalnia, Jaipuria, R, K, RKanoria, Muthiah and
Thiagaraja prosent hore have not bocn enlistod: in tho Cocunent of the
Background Study of the ILFIC, On the other hand, Aninchand Pyarclal and
Kothari enlisted in the Background study have not been included. in the Main
Report of the ILPIC, It can be secn from Table 9 that in the casess of nost
of tho houses, the nunmber of collaboratiom agrocnenis was gredter in the
deende of late fifties andearly sixtics (1957 to 1966) than in the decade of
late sixties and carly seventicss (1967 to 1976). Only J.K., Modi ond G. V.
Najdu have undertaken nore collaborations in the later phase,

The analysis of house-wisc distribution of the collaborations reveals
sone important features, Firstly, im nmost of the houses the share of the
conpanics with fareigm collaboration: in the total nunber of conpamiess under the
respective house is insignifiicant (see Iahle_l.o). Only in. the cases of seven
houses, nanely, Bajaj, Kirloskar, Mahindra, ldurugappa Chettiar, Nowrosjea
Wadia, Seshasayec and Tata, the shares, were more than 30 per cent, On the
otker hand, in the cases of eleven houses, Be K. Agarwal, Bangur, Goenka,

@, D, Jatia, By Kanoria, R.K, Kanoria, D.C, Kothani, Mangaldas Jeysinghbai,
¥angaldas. Parekh, Soorajnull Nagamull, J.P, Srivastava, the shares werc lesa

than 10 per cent, Howover, thc absolute number of collaborations entcmed into

by a businecss house does not convoy the real picture of its degree of
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dependence on foreign collaboration. 1t mey be that the fims with foreis
collaboration, in spite of being small in nuiber, night constitute the na;
fims in the respoetivc houses, In order to cxamine this question, an at
was nade to identify the 'major firn' in terms of the lva.lue of assets',

Tahile 11 shows the value of assets of tho firns under the: respeetive housc
on 1964, colleccted fron the ILPIC Report. Only for 39 houses were the cor
data availablc, Anong then, for 21 houses, the share of assats. of fims v
foreign collaboration to tke total assets of the house_is less than 50 pe
On the other hamd, for 8 houses, Keneni, .Ebataun, Kirloskar, Murugappa Che
V. R, Najdu, Nowrosjee Wadia, Sarabhai, Shri Ran, the shares were nore the

per cent., (Phe rest fell in the monge 50-80 per cent),

Second, the distribution of aollaboration. agreenents snong the hor
has beem uneven, Fron Iahle 12 , it can be seen that out of 52 houses, ©
houses have had no o llaboration. Anong the rest, the larger number of hc
have only a few collaboration agrcecments, but a few houses have a large m
of collaborations, This featurc of uncvenncess in the sharc of collaborati
agroenents among the houscs can be presented in anotler way, The top 101t
are ranked according to their sharc in the total nunber of collaborations
Indim houscs, in Iahle 13- The top the houses gecurcd 462 collaboration
agreenonts, which is 62.19 per.cont of the total collaborations in the Inc

business houses,

We have also tried to compute the country-wise and product=wisc
distribution of collaborations. Fron the analysis of thesc data, two sete

results arc obtaincd.

Fron an analysis of the nationality of the foreign collaborators,
shown in Izhlo 14, it is found that there are 19 countries, to which the i
collaborators with the Indian busincss housess belong, In the calculation

country~wise collaboration agrecements, the nethod adopted was that, in thc



of an Indian fim which hadentercd into a collaboration agreancnt for -one

or nore than one product with: dorc than onc forcign firns, the number of
collaborating:countrics has been taken to be more than one. The. leading
countries in this regard arc U.X. (constituting 25¢44 per cent of the total
collaboration with the Indian business housoa), USe4d, (23.42 per cent) ,
Federal Republic of Germany (16.02 per aent), Japan (9.56 per cent),
Switzeriand (7.81 per cent), France (5.65 per cent) and Italy (3.36 per cent).
These soven countries together share 91.26 per cent of the total collaborations,

A noteworthy fecaturc in this context is that nost of the housea do
not have collaborators belonging to one particular country, In that sensc,
collaboration agreements have been distributed among the various countries.
For example, Birla has had collaborations with forcign firms fron 14 countries,
Tata, Walchand and Thapar have had collaboration with 11 countries, Bajaj and
Kirloskar with 9 countries each, J.K. and Anin with 8 countrics, Shri Ran and
Seshaasayea with 7 countries and Khatau with 6 countrics. However, there are
a few examples of concontration of collaboration agreementss with particular
countriesy For example, the Birlas have 38 collaborati om agreements with firms
fron the U.S.,A,, the Thapars have 20 collaborations with British firns.
Soorajnull Nagarnull has undertaken 13 agrccments with firns fronm the UK.,
Kirloskar has entered into 13 collaboration agreenents with Anerican firns,
Mahindra has 12 w th 4nerican ifirns, Khatau has: 12 with firns froo the Federal
Republic of Gernany, G.V. Naidu has 11 collaborations with Swiss firms and
Nowros jee Wadia hass 11 collaborations with firms fron the U.K, (This classi-
fication ngy not be accurate in all recspects, becauwse we do not know whetherr
or not the forcign firms collaborating with Indian firms are thenselves

affiljated to a conglomerate doniciled in another country).

The distribution of the collaborati on agreements undertaken by the
Indian business housess under diffcrent products as classificd by the
Directorate General of Dechnical Developnent, Governnent of India’,8 in
presented in Tahle 15- It can be scen that thare are altogether 27 products,
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in which collaboration agreenents have been made, and the percentage sh
of products such ass electrical equipnents, chemicals (other than Fertili
industrial nachinery, nmetallurgical industries, nmachine tools, and trang
have been 16471, 1543, 16,00, 10,28, 7,00 and 6.43 respectively, in the
nunber of @llaboration agrcenents entered. into by the Indian business: hon
Of the total 47 houses that have entered into eollaboration agreemcnts, 1
houses have collaborations in 5 or morec categories of industries. Anong
the Birlas have collaboration in 21 industrial groups, the Tatas in 19

industrial groups, Mahindra, Shri Ran and Thapar have wllaborations in 1
industrial groups each. On the other hand, the houses that have concentx
their collaboratdon efforts nainly in one group of industry are, Kilachar
Tulsidass (6 out of its total 9 collaboration agrecoents are in Chenicals)
(7 out of its totel 8 collaborations in Eloctwical Equipnent), G. V. Naid
(5 out of its 10 collaborations in Industrial Hadhinery), Nowrosjce Wadia
out of its total/collaborations in Chemicals), Ruia (5 out of its total

collaborations in Chemicals) and Sarabhai (10 out of its total 16 collabo
in Chenicals)e The houses. in gencral however, have, distributed their

‘collaborations agreencnts among a wide range of industries. This partly

the diversification stmategy of Indian busincss houses.

Iy

The Monopolics: Rescarch Unit (MRU) of the Departnent of Conmpany A:
has prepared. a fact shect of companies under the respective business houss
has been mentioned in the document that "every undertsking to which Part ¢
Chapter I1II of the Monopolies and Respective Trade Practiees 4ct, 1969 ap;
is pequired to register itself with the Central Govermment under Section :
of the 4ct. According to Section 20, Clause (a) of the Act, the said Par
applicable to

an undertaking if’ the total value of
i) its own assets, or

ii) its ovm assets together with the assots of its
interconneccted undertakings



is not lesa then twenty crores of rupeea"19
the companies registered under this clause @s on 31st December °

1976 are listed in the fact shebt, From the list we have considered 47
houses, according to our criteria, Out of them 34 have also been enlisted
previously by the Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiry Coumittec and 13 have
appeared as new entries, in the MRU list., On the other hand, 17 houses that
wo have considered in the analysis of the ILPIC documents are not present
here, Mdoreover, for the houses comuon to both the lists, the number of
coupanies under the respective houses are always larger in the ILPIC 1list
than in the MRV list, except in the cases of Bajaj, £hatau and Murugappa
Chettiar, wherecas in the cases of Kothari and 8,P, Jain, the number of firms
is the same in both the lists. "The introduction of tae concopt of inter-
conncction betwecen undertakings as laid dovm in Clause 2'a) of the MRTP Act
has led to the addition (and alteration) of a few undertdkings to the groups
alrcady idcntified by ILPIC, and has brought about tho now groups which
were not studiod by the ILPIC earlicr within thc ambit of Clausc (a) of
Section 20."20-&11 the qualifications momtioncd in the proceding section with
regard to tho lists of collaborations preparcd by the Indian investuent
Centre and the Ministry of Industrial Development, are also applicable to the

data in the present section,

Although thc data, are not strictly comparsble, the steps of
analysis and the cssence of the results are more or less the saue as those
of the previous sections.. The main purposc of the present section is to
test the resultes that have been presented in the earlier section, with a

acparatc set of list of firus under Indian business houses.

From 1957 to 1976, the total number of collaborations entered into
by the Indian business houses, as enlisted in the iU documents, was, 468, whid:
gives: an @nnual average of 23.4. The share of Indian business housea in the

total number of collaborations wés always below 19 per cent, varying between
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4,17 per cent (in 1968) and 18.37 per cent (in 1958) (see Table 16.) Two
distinct phases can be located as before, as from 1957 to 1967 average sha
of Indian business houses in the total collaboration agreements was. 12,33
per cent, and that between 1968 to 1976 was 7,96 per cent. The trend has
been similar to that thrown up by the ILPIC data, discussed in the previow
section, The distribution of collaboration agreements among the different
houses: in each year from 1957 to 1976, as presented in Table 17, also

reveals the same trend as followed by the Indian business houses as a whol¢

From the analysis of the house-wise distribution of collaborations,
as shown in Table 18, it is found that in the majority of the houses, the
shares of the companies with foreign collaboration in the total number of
companies under the respective houses are negligible, Only in the cases of
14 houses, the share was more than 30 per cent (The number is, however,
larger in comparison to the houses enlisted by the ILPIC), In Table 19 are
depicted thc sharess of assehs of firms with foreign enllaborations to the
total assets of the controlling houses. as on 1974, Et is found that, among
the 38 houses for vhich conplete data are available, in the cases of 28 hou
the value of assets of firms with foreign collaborations was nore than 50

per cent of the total aseets of the respective houses,

The frequency distribution of the collaboration agreements anong the
houses, presented:. in Table 20. highlights the feature of uneven distributio:
of collaboration agreements., Out of A7 houses, 8 houses have not entered i:
any collaboration agreements, Anong the rest, nost of the houses have
clustered arouwnd the lower ranges. of the distribution, and in the upper rang
there are very few housess. Analysis of the share of the top 10 houses, rank
according to the number of cllaborations, shown in Tabhle 21, exhibits the
gane feature, The first ten houses have securcd 58,98 per cent of the total

collaboration agreements undertaken by the Indian business houses.



Phe country-wise.analysis of the collaboration agreements entered into
by the Indian business hcouses, as presented in Table 22, expresses the sane
features, as have been fornulated-frou the analysis of the houses enlisted by
the ILPIC, The sae seven countries as sources of foreign technology control
the najor share (i.e. 91.30 per cent) of the total nuiber of collaboration
though their rank has changede The US.A, (27,27 per cent) has surpassed the
UK., (23,76 per cent) followed by the Pederal Republic of Germany (15,08 per
cent) which has retained its third position, and Switzemland (9.71 per cent)
has surpassed. Japan (7.64 per cent)e The position of France (3,92 per cent/
and Italy (3,92 per cent) has remained unaltered, This table also substantiates
that in the cases of nost of the houses, the collaboration agrecements have been
diffused. anong several countries, though this diffusion is not so wide-spread
ass in the cases of the ILPIC—enlisted houses. However, theme arec also Sone
cases of concentration of agreenents to one country, for exanple, Goenka has
5 out of its total 8 agreements with firms fron the U.S.4; Khatau has 13 out of
its total 18 agreements with firms fron the Federal Republic of Gernmany; S.P.
Jain has 5 out of itstotal 6 agrecenents with Japanese firms; Murugappa Chettiar
haa.5 out of its total 8 agrcements with firms fron the U,S.,A; ad Kilachand
Tulsidas has 6 out of its total 9 agreenents with firms from the U.,S.A, (The
sane type of qualification a4s to the ultinate locus of control of the foreign

frons asw@s nentioned in-the proceeding section also applies. in this case),

The product-wise analysis of the collaboration agreenents, presented
in Table 23, showss that among the 28 categories of product in which collaboration
agreenents have been nade, a few e@ategories of industries, have controlled najor
shares, nanely, electrical equipment (16,23 per cent), industrial nmachinery
(14,04 per cent), chenicals other than fertiliser, (13.60 per cent), nachire
tools (9.21 per cent) and metallurgical industries (8433 per cent). Some of the
houses have distributed their collaboration ventures: anong different categories
of industries. For exanple, Birla and Tata have @ llaboration agreenents in
13 groups of industries, llahindra and Thapar have undertaken collaborations in
9 c@tegories of industries, J.K., Kasturbhai Lalbhai, Khatau and Shri Ran

have entered into collaborations in 8 groups of industries, Kirloskar and



Walchand have collaborations in 7 types of industriesy On the othor hand,
sonc of the houses have concentrated their @ llaboration venturcs in onc or
two categories, for example Kilchand and Nowrosjee Wadia have concentrated or
chenicols, GoVe Naidu and Prataplal Bhogival on madiine tools, L.V.S. Iyengax
on transportation and V., Rankrishna on transportation.

v

The ain of the present paper has been to analyse the linkages of the
busine ss houses owned, oontrolled and nanaged by the Indian business fanilies
with foreign firns, On the basis of one of the indicators of such linkages,
that is, the number of technical collaborations, the following conclusions

have been arrived. at :

1. The share of Indian business houscs in the total nunber of
collaborations in any year between 1957 and 1976 has not

exceeded 30 per cent,

2¢ The nunber of collaborations centired into by the Indian business
houses was: fewor in the late sixtioes and early scventics than in
i}

the late fifties and carly sixfties,

3. The distribution of collaboration agreecments has been uneven anong
the Indian business houses, A few houses, accounted for a large share
of the total collaborations where8s a larger number of houses

accounted for a relatively smaller share,

4. Anongst the constituent firms of the respective business houses, the
firns with foreign collaborations have never occupied a major share,
although the value of assets of the latter in the total assets of the

houses, have, in a nuuber of cases, occupied a significant share,

5. Sewen foreign countries accounted for around 90 per cent of the
total collaborations with Indian business houses. 4mongst these,
the United.Kingdon and the United States of 4nerica have been the
leading countries followed. by the Federal Republic of Gernmany, Jagpan,

Switzerland, France and Italy.
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In the casea of uwost of the houscs, the colloborations have been
distributed amongst various countriecs. There have, however, been
exceptions where in the cases of some houses, foreign collaborations

have becen entered into with only one or two countries.

Foreign technical collaborations of the Indian business houses have
tended to concentrate on a-few specific groups of industries —— nanely,
electrical equipment, chenicals, industrial nad inery, nachine tools,

netallurgical industries and transportation,

The collaboration. agrecrents in. Indian business houses, with few
ompeptions, -have been diffused anong differemt categories of

industries.,
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(iv)

(w)

(vi)

(vii)

where one undertaking is owned by a body corporate and the
other is owned by a firm, if one or more partners of the firn -
(a) hold, directly or indirectly, not less than fifty
per cent of the shares, whether preference or equity,
of the body corporate, or,
(b) exercise control, directly or indirectly, whether as

director or otherwise, over thec body corporate.

if one is owned by a body corporate and the other is owned by
a firn having bodies corporate-as its partners, if such bodies
corporate are wnder-the sane-nansgenent.- -« - -- .

't
if the Undertakings are owned or controlled by the sane person or
groups of persons, !
if one is connectad, with the other, either directly or through
any nemnber of Undertakings which are interconnected Undertakings
within the meaning of one or more of the foregoing sub-—clauges."

Government of India, Ministry of Law, Justice and Company affairs,

Thg Monovolies and Restrictive Trade Practices sct, 1969, op cit,
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TABIE {1 TOTAL NUMBER OF COLLaBORLTIONS IN INDIAN BUSINESS
HOUSES AND ITS PERCENTAGE TO TOTAL COLLaBORATIONS

APPROVED (YEAR-WISE )

Year Total Number of Total Number of

Collaborations in Collaborations

Indian business approved.

houses

(1) (2) (3) (4)

1956 31 Coa 97 3195
1957 23 80 28475
1958 41 17 35404
1959 1 215 33602
1960 90 352 2557
1961 118 414 28,50
1962 96 401 23494
1963 76 313 244,28
1964 82 306 26,80
1965 50 229 2183
Total 678 2524 26,86

Source : Governnent of India, Ministry of Industrial Developuent,
Internal Trade and Coupany affairs, Departnent of Industrial
Development, Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiry Coumuittee,
i Prelininary Note on Forejegn Collaborations. 1969
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Nare s of the
Houses

(1)

(2)

(3)

Less than 5
5«9
10 - 19
20 - 29

30 - 39
40 - 49
50 - 99
100 and above:

Source : Same as Table 1

19
14
8
3 Bajgj , Sarabhai, Shri rau
2 Soorajmull Nagarmull,
Walchand
1 Kirloskar
2 Birla, Tata
49
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TABIE 4 TOP TEN HOUSES IN RESPECT OF COLIABORATION APPROVAIS 1956-1965
Rank gg%ggs?f“the ggﬁgggbggtion ga%bgi'%fOEOE
Agreements in agreements en
the House by the India
Houses
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1 Birla 143 21409
2 Tate 101 14490
3 Kirloskaxr 49 Te23
4 Walchand 34 501
5 Soorajmull Nagarmull 30 4442
6 Shri ram 22 3e24
7 Sarabhai 21 310
8 Bajaj 20 2e%5
9 Thapar 19 2480
10 Kasturbhai Lalbhai 18 2465
1 Other Houses 221 32461
Total 678 100,00

Source

Same as Table 1.



5 HOUSE -WISE DISTRIBUTION OF RENEWALS OF
FOREIGN COLIABORATION APPROVALS, _ .

House Number of renewals
(1) o (2)

1e Amin 1
24 Birla 6
3e Chinai 1
4, Kamani 1
5e Kirloskar 3
6. Sarabhai 1
Te Soorajmull Nagarmull 1
8. Tata 5
9 Thackersey 1
10, Thapar 1
l . ¥alchand 3
24

Source : Same as Table 1
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TABIE 6  HOUSE-WISE DISTRIBUTION OF PLURAL FOREIGN COLLABORATION AGREE

Hoygem N of Undertakings of
(1) (2) (
1, Awmin 1
2. Birla 1 7
3¢ Chinai 1 :
4o Kamani 1 g
5« Kasturbhai \ 2 1
6. Khatau 1 ¢
Te Kirloskar 6 4¢
8e Mahindra 1 €
9« Ranakrishna, V, 1 8

10 Sahu Jain 1 1
11+ Sarabhai 2 14
12+ Seshaagyee 1 5
13« Soorajmull Nagarnull 2 26
14, Tata 6 65

328

Note : Plural agreenent means that a particular company under
a house producing different products, of a gpecific
industrial category enters into foreggn collaboration
nore thanonoe with one or more than one collaborator.

Source ¢ Sare as Table 1.









YEARW:Ss DISURIBUTION OF COLLABORATION AGRESuENTS IN EACH TNDIAN

i BUSINESS HOUSE . ENLISTED BY TILPIC. 1957=1976-
" Houses 157 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1965 1964 1965 1966 1967
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (1) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
-» Agarwal, R.K. 1
o Amin 2 2 3 2 3
o« B.N, Elias
o Bajaj 1 3 4 3 2 2 1 1 2
. Bangur 2 1
. Birla 7 14 13 8 13 23 14 13 ¢
e Chinai 1 1
e Dalnia, J, 1 1 1
o Dalmia, R.K.
e Goenka 1 2 2 1 1 1 1
o Indra Singh ]
e Je K. ‘ 2 1 1 2 1 1 1
o Jaipuria’
o« Jatia, G,D,
o Kamani 2 1 2 1 1 2
o Kanoria, B, 2 1 1

o Kanoria, R.K,

» Kasturbhai Lalbhai 2 1 1 2 1

» Khatau 1 1 1 2 3 3
Kilachand Tulsidas 2 1 2 1
Kirloskar 1 6 4 4 3 3
Kothari, D,C, 1 1 1
lafatlal 1 1 4 1 1
Wahindra & Mahindra 2 5 1 1 2 1 2 4 3 1
Mangaldas Jeysinghbhai 1
Mangaldas Parekh 1

slodi 2

slurugappa Chettiar 1

(S|

Contd... Next page



Table 9 Contd.
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Houses

1968

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

19

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21

1.
.2
3e
4.
5
6o
Te
8

9
10,

1.
12,
13
14,
15.
16,
17.
18,
19.
20,
21.
22,
23
24,
e
26,
27
28,

Agarwal, R.X.
Anin

BN, Elias
Bajaj

Bangur

Birla

Chinai
Dalnia, J,

Dalmia’ RQK.
Goenka

Indra Singh

Je Ko

Jaipuria

Jatia, G.D,

Kanani

Kanoria, B,
Kanoria, R.K
Kasturbhai Lalbhai
Khatau

Kilachand Tulsidasa
Kirloskar

Kothari, D.C.
Mafatlal

Mahindra & Mahindra
Magaldaa Jeysinghbhai
Magaldas Parekh
Modi

Murugappa Chettiar

el T A I \S)

Contd



Table 9 Contd.

Houses 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Luthiah
Naidu, G.V. 1 1 2 LI
Naidu, V.R. 1 2 1 1
Nowrosjee Wadia 2 1 2 1 :
Podar 1 1
Ruia 1 1 2 1
Sahu Jain 2 1
Sarabhai 3 4 2 2 1
Scindia Stean Navigation 1 1
Saghasayee 1 2 2 2 5 1 1 1 3
3hapoorji Pallonji 2 1 2
Shriran 1 3 5 1 1 1 1
shriyan Prasad Jain 2 1 2
joorajmull Nagarnull 1 5 9 2 1 5 3 1
irivastava, J,P,
'V a3 e Iyenger 1 2 1 1 - 1
'alukder Law |
ata 4 3 5 1 7 10 6 7 2 4
hackersey 2 1
hapar 1 1 2 4 3 3 3 3 1 1
liagaraja
» Ranakrighna 3 2 2 2 1
lssanji 1
\lchand 1 2 2 1 3 2 3 8
tal 9 10 44 67 8 54 45 16 59 3 41

Contd,.
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Table 9 Contd.

Houses 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 197
(1) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)

29, Muthiah

30, Naidu, G,V. 1 4 3 1°
31, Naidu, V,R. 1
32+ Nowrosjee Wadia 1 1 |
33, Podar
34+ Ruia 1 1
35« Sahu Jain 1
36, Sarabhai 2 1
37. Scindia Stean Navi=... ..
gation 1 1

38, Seghasayee 1 2
39, Shapoorji Pallonji 1 2
40, Shriran 1 1 1 2
41, Shriyen Prasad Jain 1
42, Soorajnull Nagarmaull 1 1
43, Srivastavg, J.P.
44, TV.S. Iyenger 1 1
45, Talukder Law 2
46, Tata 2 3 6 2 2 3 4
47. Thackensey 1 1
48, Thapar 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 7
49, Thiagaraja
50, V. Ranakrishna 2 1
51. Vissanji
52, Walchand 1 1 3 1

Total 6 14 32 31 23 16 52 29 31

Source : same as Table 8,



E 10 DISTRIB N O ] R O ] N HENTS
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N

Total Total
Number of Numban of % of Total
House Companioas Companioes (3) to (2) Number of
onliated with foreign Collaborations
under the house Collaborations
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

dgarwal, R, K. 40 1 2450 1
wldin 13 3 23,08 17
3.N. Elias 5 Nil - -
lajaj 24 9 37450 26
jangur 93 7 Te52 9
lirla 276 49 17675 148
hinai 18 2 11.11 2
alcia, J, 18 4 22422 6
alnja y RKe 11 Nil -

oerka 69 6 8469 14
adra Singh 12 2 16467 3
Ko 51 10 1961 24
iipuria 18 Nil -

wwia, G0, 15 1 6467 1
mani 21 7 25693 1
noria, B. 13 1 769 4
noria , R, XK. 20 1 500 2

sturbhaj Lalbhai 36 6 16,67 1

atau 50 8 16000 18

lachand Tulsidas 24 3 12,50 9

rloskar 22 9 40491 31

thari, D,C, 20 2 10,00 5

‘atlal 34 6 17.65 12

uindra & Mahindra 19 13 68,42 30

galdas Jeymanghbhai 15 1 6467 1

C'ontd 00 e0ans, fnm
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(1)

(3)

(4)

26,
27
28,

29,
30,

1.
32,
33,
3.
5.
36,
T
38e
39,
40,
41,
42,
43,
44,
454
46,
4.
48.
49.
50,
51,

52,

Mangaldass Parekh
Modi
Murugappa Chottiar

Muthiah
-Naidu, G.V,.

Naidu, VR,
Nowrosjee Wadia
Podar

Ruia

Sahu Jain

Sarabhai

Scindia Steam Navigation.
Seshasayee
Shapoorji Pallonji
Shriran

Shriyan Prasad.Jain
Soonajnull Nagarmull
Srivastava, J,P.
TV, Iyenger
Talukdar Law

Tata

Thackersey

Thaparm

Thiagaraja

V. Ramakrishna
Vissanji

Walchand

18
12
10

"
17

11
14
20
24
29
29

13
29
54
14
110
16
22
13
84
29
63
34
11
10

29

= H = 0 PN = NN U ¢>E§ Ul W =

N
(oA NN (o)

-
N

Nil

5456
25400
50,00

23453
18418
35671
10,00
12450
10434
24414
12,50
46415
20,69

12,96 -

28457
8.18
6425

13.64

T469°

34452
20469
20463

9.09
10,00

20,69

Source : Same ag Table 8,

15

21

18

3

82

35

13

28
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TBIE_11 SHARE OF THE ASSETS OF THE COuPANIES WI1H FOREIGN
COLLABORATIONS IN THE TQTAL ASSETS OF THE
HOUSES ,, ENLISTED BY ILPIC, 1964.
U oty Aelgfldpmies B of
House (Rupees in Cro= - Collaborations (3) to (2)
-res) (Rupees in Crores)
(1) (2) (3) ' (4)
1. Agarwal, R.K, 7401 1e11 15483
2. Anin 14496 10437 69432
3., Bajaj 35428 20,03 5754
44 Bangur 104431 11.69 11.21
5e Birla 457 o84 216485 47436
6. Chinai 18.35 2 2429
7. Daluia, J, 26471 7 40 26436
'8, Goenka 65434 13486 21.81
9. Indra Singh 10655 . Nobie -
10, JKe 66 .84 16,60 20627
11. Jatia, G,D, Neao 1e3 -
12, Kanani 18,04 16,06 89,02
13. Kanoma, B, Neio N, -
14, Kanoria , R.K. 12,56 Ned, -
15. Kagturvhai Lalbhai 51419 26,00 50479
16, Khatau 40,09 35«76 89,20
17« Kilchand Tulsidag 37622 25465 68491
18+ Kirlosgkar 434,02 38,20 82,80
19. Kothari, D.C. Nedo Neso -
20, lMafatlal 92,70 46418 49482
21e Mahindra & Mahindra 38458 Noto -
22. lMeangaldas Jeysinghbhai 9.73 3419 32479
23. Mangaldas Parekh 12470 o{6 3662
24, MNodi 19438 6438 32472
25, Murugappa Chettiar 20,06 16,80 83475

(contd.)
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

26.
27.
28,
29
30,
31
324
33
34
e
364
37.
38,
394
40,
4.
42,
43,

45,
46,

47,

Naidu, G.V.

Naidu, V.R.
Nowrosjee Wadia
Podar

Ruia

Sahu Jain

Sarabhai

Scindia Sitean Navigation
Seshasayee

Shaporji Pallonji
Shriran

Shriyan Prasad Jain
Soorajnull Nagarmull
Srivastava, J.P,

TV &S, Iyenger
Talukdar Law

Tata

Thackersey
Thapar

V., Ramakrishna
Visgsanji

Walchand

26441
2155
20,56
14.28
22440
58.75
56471
55498
32472
26435
"T4e13
13,99
% .62

N.d,
43.83

5459

505436. .

17419

98430,
18.78.
14499
81a11

18.14
19.90
1899
6468
554
18,07
41433
1430

20443 -

8469
59.46
9.02

29.85 ’

17
8.46
NeA ¢

367.14

Te24
43442

«82
2486

4385

68,78
88617
92,436
46,78
24473
30476
83646

2632
62444
32498

" 80621

65476
21480

19430

72.65
42412
5380

4431
19.08

53480

Note : N.,A, means not available,

Source : Same as Table 8,
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TABIE 12 . __._ -— -
LLPLC, 19571916 o
Range of Junber of Nanes. of the
Collaborations Jovaes Houses
(1) (2) (3)
0 5
1-5 15
6 - 10 10
11 =20 13
21 - 30 5 Mahindra, Walchani, Bajaj, J.K.,
Seshasayee
31 - 40 Kirloskar, Thapar, Soorajnull-
Nagarnull
41 - 80
81 = 90 1 Tata
91 -100
Above 100 1 Birla

Source : Same ag Table 8



TABIF 13 RANKING OF INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES ENLISTED BY ILPIC

ACCORDING TO ®HE NUMHBER OF COLLABORATIONS, 1957-76
Rank Houses Nunter of % of (3) ta %atal
Collaborations collaborations in
Indian business
houses
(1 .7 (2 (3) (4)
1 Birla 148 . 19492
2 Tata 82 11404
3 Kirloskar 31 4498
4 Thapar 35 4471
5 Soorajnull Nagarmull 3 4e17
6 Mahindra & Mahindra 30 4,04
7 Walchand 28 3e17
8 Bajaj 26 3450
9 J K. 24 3e23
10 Seshasayee 21 2483
1 Other Houses 281 3781
Total 743 100,00

Source : Same as Table 8.
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OF COLLABORATION wGHEEWENTS IN THE INDLAN

BUSIINESS

HOUSES AUSTRIA
(1) (2)

[

1, 4garwal, R.K,

2o wlin

3. Bajaj

4, Bangur

5. Birla

6, Chinai

7. Dalmia, J,

8, Goenka

9, Indra Singh
10. J. K.

1. Jatia, GJ.D,
12, Kamani
13, Kanoria, B,

14, Kanoria, R.K,.

I15. Kasturbhai Lalbhai
|6+ Khatau

|7 Kilachand Tulsidas
I8¢ Kirloskar

19« Kotharte D.C.

0, Mafatlal

1+ liahigdra & Mahindra
‘2, Nangaldas Jeysingbhai
3. iMangaldas Parekh

‘4, Kodi

2+ Nurygappa Chettiar
6o Naidu, G .V,

Te. Naidu, VR,

aUSTR.~ CZECHO~
L4  BEIGIVH CiNaDa SLOVAKIa IENLERK FRGNCE
) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

(Contd.)



Table 14 Contd.

42 1=

FRG GDR

(9) (10)

HUNGuRY

(11)

ITalY JuPAN NETHERe

(12)

(13)

LANDS
(14)

POLLAND

(15)

1e
24
S
4.
5e
6o
Te
8e
9.
10,
1.
12.
13.
14,

15.
16.
7.
13
19.
20,
21.
22,
23,
2o
5.
26,
27

agarwal, R.K.
Amig .

Bajaj
Bangur
Biria
Chinai
Dalnia, J,
Goenka
indma Singh
J. K.
Jatiay GJD,
Kamani
Kanoria, B,

Kanori&, R.K.

Kosturbhai Lalbhai

Khotau. |

Kilachand Tulsidas

Kirloskor
Xothari, D.C.
wafatlal

Liohindra & Mahindra
songaldas Jeyaingbhai

flangildas Porekh

~041

surngappa Chettiar

Naidu, GoVe
Naidu, V.R.

1
5
4
1

20

contde oo



Table 14 Contd.

43

SWITZER-
LaND UK,
(17) (18)
1. agarwal, R.K,
24 4min 1 4
3. Bajaj
4, Banguw: 1
5e Birla 14 28
6, Chinai
7. Dalmia, J,. ]
8. Goenka 6
9. Indra Singh
10, J &Ko 2
11, Jatia, G.D, 1
12, Kanani 3 3
13. Kanoria, B, 1 3
14, Kanoria, R.K,
15. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 1 2
16, Khatau 1
17. Kilachand Tulsidas 1
18. Kirloskar 1 6
19. Kothari, D,.C, 1
20, Mafatlal 2
21¢ Mahindra & Mahindra 1 12

22,
23,
24,
25,
26,

Mangalgas, Jeysingbhai

uanggldas Parekh
Modi

Murwgappa Chettiar

Naidu, G.V,
Naidu, V.R.

11

UeS eine U.S«S.R, TOTAL
(19) (20) (21)

38 148

N = = Uy O = b =
O

Contd..
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AUSTRA ~
HOUSES AUSTRIA 1A
(1) (2) (3)

28,
29.
30.
31.
326
33

34,
35,
36,
7.
38,
39,
40,
41,
42,
43,
44.
45,
46,
47,

Nowrosjee Wadia
Podar

Ruia

Sahu Jain
Sarabhai

Scincia Stean
Navigation

Seshasayee
Shapoorji Pallonji
Shriram

Shriyan Prasad Jain
Soorajmull Nagarmull
Srivastava, J.P.
T.VeSe Iyengar
Talukder Law

Tata

Thackersey

Thapar

V. Ramakrishna
Vissanji

Walchand

Total

BELIUd CalJADA SIOVAKIA

(4 (5)

— et ————

CZECHO-  IEN-
MARK FR!
(6) (7) (¢
2
42

Contd.



POLLaND SWEILEN

LANDS
(14) (15) (16)
28, Nowros jee Wadia
29, Podar
30, Ruia 4 1
31, Sahu Jain 3 1
32, Sarabhai 4 1
33, Scindia Steam
Navigation 1
34, Seshagayee 3 2 3
'35, Shapoorji Pallonji 2 1 1
36, Shriran 2 2 4 2
3. Shriyan Prasad Jain 1 3
38, Soorajmull Nagamuull 2 3
39, Srivagtava, J.P. 1
40, T.V.S. Iyengar 1
41, Talukder Law
42, Tata 9 2 4 1 3
43, Thackersey 1
44, Thapar 3 1 1
45, V, Ramakrishne 3
46, Vissanji
47, Walchand 5 1 1 1
Total 119 25 71 10



46

Table 14 Contd.

Smwm@ UOK'. R U.S‘“‘-‘— U.S .S .Ro TOTA

(17) (18)v .y (19)Z, (20) (2

28, Nowroggee Wadia 1
29, Pelar
30e Ruia
31e Séhu Jain
32, Sarabhai 1
33. Scindia S team

Navigation 1
34, Seshasayee 4 3
35+ Shapoorji Pallonji 4 1
36. Shriram 2 5
37. Shriyan Prasad Jain 1 1
38, Soorajmull Negarmull 13 T
39. Srivastava, J.P,
40, T2VS,, 1yengar
41, Talukder Law 2
42, Tata 26 26
43, Thackersey 3
44, Thapar 20
45. V, Ramakrishna
46, Vissanji 1
47, Walchand 7

Total 58 189 174 143

Source : Same as Table 8.
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TAB)_IE_J.ﬁ SHARE OF IBDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES REGISTERED BY wmRTP
-
Table 15 contd.

@ s e e it

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) —

17 Kilchand Tulsidas

18. Kirloskar

19. Kothari, D,C,

20, Mafatlal

21. Mahindra & Mahindra

22, Mangaldas Jeysinghbhai

23, Mangaldas Parekh

24, Modi

25. Marugapva Chettiar

26, Naidu, G,V,

27. Naidu, V.R,

28. Nowrosjee Tadia

29. Podar

30. Ruia

31. Sshu Jain

32. Sarabhai 1
33, Seindia Steam Navigation
34, Seshasayee

35. Shapoorji Pallonji
36, Shriram

37. Shriyan Prasad Jain
38. Soorajmull Nagarmull
39, Srivastava, J.P
40, T.V,S. Iyengar

41, Talukdar law

420 Tata

43, Thackersey

44, Thavar

45. V. Ramakrishna

46, Vissanji

47, Talchand

O = \Jl =\

—
W N W —

Total > 108 12

et
Note : The product classification of oolluboratum

. have not been categorised in the IGTD Hang = ==
Source ¢ Same as Table 8. ot
By the

- T IIIVGOWITEROT O IINIZ , NUNUpOIIeS Itoavaron—onx sp-svpwswwmt of
Justice/ Company Affairs, Ministry of Law,/& Compeny Affairs, Financial Data
for the vear 1974 of undertaking Registered under MRTP Act. 1969
(As on December '31,1976), New Delhi. (mimeographed).
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T(22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (21) (28) (29) (30) (31)

28+ Nowro:
29, Polar
30, Ruia

31 Schu .
324 Sarabl
33, Scind:

34 Seshai 1
35. Shapoc

36, Shrir: 1 1
37. Shri

38, Soorz, 1 ! 2
39e Sriva

40, T,V,S

41, Talukc: 3 1 i ’ 5
42, Tata

43, Thack:

44, Thapa:

45, Vo Ra 7 L

1 10 414 15

4'6. Vissm
47. Walcho agreements could not be made,

———jbook.
Total

because they




()
™B IE 16  SHARE OF INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES FEGISTRRED BY MRTP
1N THE TOTAL COLIABORATION ({EAR-WISE), 197-1976

{ear: Total Collaborations in % of (3)
Collaborations Indian Business Houses. to (2)
- (2) (3) (4)
1957 53 7 1321
1958 49 9 ™ ’ 18437
1959 204 25 12,25
1960 318 34 12633
1964 399 41 104,27
1962 289 34 11,76
1963 343 29 8445
1964 380 45 11.84
1965 240 b 12,92
1966 203 25 12431
1967 170 23 13e53
1968 120 5 4417
1969 129 8 6420
1970 176 24 13.63
1971 235 23 9.79
1972 229 18 T 86
1973 250 16 6440
1974 359 23 6.41
1975 21 5 9423
1976 217 22 7494
Total 464 468 9.97
Sourceg: i) Indian Investment Centre, List of Cages.Involving Collaboratian
betwgep Indian & Forejsn Firms Approved by the Government of India.
during the Period 197 to 1973 New Delhi (mimeographed)
ii) Govermment of India, Ministry of Industrial Develowment.List of
Foreign Technical/Financial Collaboration Cases approved Bv the

Government of India during 1974, 1975 and 1976,New Delhi,
(mimeographed).
iii) Government of India , Monopolies Rescarch Unit, Department of
Justice/ Company Affairs, Ministry of Law,/& Conpany Affairs, Financial Data
for the vear 1974 of undertaking Registered under MRTP Act. 1969
(As on December '31,1976), New Delhi, (mimeographed).
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T4BLE + 17 YEARVISE DISTRIBUTION OF THE COLLABORATION AGREEMSNTS IN THE
INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES REGISTZRED BY MRTP, 1957-1976.

1 058 1 60 196 62 196 6 6
o o§ 3 é ?4§ %a) 365 %75 38) %95 ( 3 %11;|
1 2 1 1

1. Bajaj
2. Bangur 2 2 1 1

3+ Bhiwandiwals

4. Birla 1 1 4 3 3 4 3 5 4 4
5 Chowgule

6. Godrej ) . 2

7. Goenka 1 1 1 1
8. Harbanslal Mshotra 1 2 1 1

9. J.K, 1 1 2 1 1
10. Jaivuria

11. Kamani 2 1
12, Kapadia . 1

13, Kagturbhai Lalbhai 1 2
14, Khatau 2 1

15, Kilachand Tulsidas 2 1
16, Kirloskar 5 4
17. Kothari

18, Mafatlal 1 1 1 1
19. Mahindr and Mahindra 2 3 1 2 1 1 3 3
20. Modi

21. Murugapva Chettiar
22, Naicdu, G.V, : 1 1 T 1 1 1
23. Naigu, V.R.

24, Nowrosjee ™adia ¢ <
25. Oberoi N ) N
26, Prataplal Bhogilal 2 1
27. R.N, Goenka .

28, Rawmaq Singh

29. Ruia

—_ = =\

W NN = = o -
W = N NN -

Contd LN




(53)

Table 17 Contd
Houge 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 T O T A L
(17) (14) (15) (16) (17) (48) (19) (o0) (21) (52)
1, Bajaj 13 1 11
2. Bangur 6
3. Bhiwandiwala -
4, Birla 4 2 1 4 2 1 2 49
5. Chowgale 1 1 6
6. Godrej : 3
T. Goenka 1 1 8
8. Harbanslal Mal hotra 1 1 7
9% J.K, 1 3 2 4 1 2 1 21
10, Jaipuria -
11, Kamani | 1 1 12
12, Kapadia 1 7
13. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 2 1 1 v 14
14, Khatau 1 1 1 2 2 1 16
15, Kileohand Tulsidas 3 9
16 Xirloskar 1 3 1 1 2 4 1 1 1 33
17. Kothari 1 1 2
18, Mafatlal 1 8
19, Mahindra and Mahindra 3 1 1 1 1 1 25
20, Modi 2 1 1 2 3 10
21s Muruganva Chettiar 1 1 1 1 8
22; Naidu, G.V, 1 4 4 14
23, Naidu, V.R, 1 6
24, Nowrosjee Vadia 1 10
25, Oberoi -
26, Prataplal Bhogilal 1 1 1 12
27. RN, Goenka
28, Raunaq Singh 1 1 3
2

290 Ruia
Contd. XX
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Tablc 17 Contd.

Housge _1957.1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964

(1) (2) (3) (1) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12

30,
31.
32,
33
34
35

36,
37,
38,
39,
A0,
Al.
42.
43,
a4,
45.
46,
a7,

Shu Jain
&Rlgaocar
S rabhai
Seindia
Seshasayee

Sri Ambica (Harballav
Ias)
Sriram 1

S P, Jain

Somaiya

Soorajmull MNagarmull
TVS Iyensar

Tata

Thackersey

Thapar

Thiagaraja

V. Ramakrishna

V.S, Demvo

“alchand 1

1 1

Total 7 9 25

34 41 34

29

45

25

- 23

uontd. LR ]
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Tible 17 Contd.
Honge 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 Tota
(13) (14) (15)-(16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22
30, Sahu Jain : % 2
31« mlgaocar -
32 Brabhai 1T s 1 7
33, Scindia : 1 1 4
34. Seshasayee e -
35, Sri Ambica (Harballav Ims) o ' 1
36 Sriram 1 1 2 1 14
37« S¢ P Jain 3
38. Somaiya 1 6
39 Soorajmull Nagarmull - 3
40, TVS Iyengar 1 1 8
41, Tata Y 11 4 1“1 4 2 47
42, Thackersey 3
4%, Thapar _ 1 2 1 2. 1 2 6 30
44, Thiagaraja -
A5« V. Ramkkrishna 1 1 11
464 V.S, Demvo
A7, Walchand 1 1 3 1 27
Total L 5 8 24 23 18 16 23 25 22 468

Source ¢ -Same as Table 16.
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TaBIE 18 DISTRIBUTiON OF TOTAL NUMBER OF COLLABORaTiON AGREEMENTIS IN
COLPANIES UNDER INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES, REGISTERED BY MRTP

1957-1976
Total Number Total Number % of (3) Total
of Companies of Companies to (3) Number of
House Registered under Foreign Collabona~-
under the Collaborations tions
houses
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1. Bajaj 27 5 18452 1
2. Bangur 43, 5 11463 6
3. Bhiwandiwala 10 Nil - Nil
4. Birla 69 17 24,64 49
5. Chowgule 20 3 15,00 6
6. Godrej 1 3333
Te Goenka 2 3333
8. Harbanglal Malhotra 10 2 20,00
9. J. Ko 34 9 26447 21
10, Jaipuria 2 Nil - Nil
11« Kanani 24 8 3333 12
12, Kapadia 13 3 23,08 7
13. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 20 5 25.00 14
14, Khatau 46 6 13.04 16
15. Kilachand Tulsidas 13 3 23,08 9
16. Kirloskar 15 6 40,00 33
17. Kothari 4 2 50,00
18, Mafatlal 19 5 31458 8
19. Mahindra & Ma indra 13 9 69.23 25
20, Modi " 3 2121 10
21, Murugappa Chettiar 12 5 41,67 8
22, Naidu, GV 14 3 21443 14
23. Naidu, V.R. 7 2 28457 6 ﬂ
24. Nowrosjee Wadia 8 4 50600 10

(Contd.)



( 57.)

(1) e (2) (30 ... (4) s (5)
25, Oberoi 12 Nil . — Nil
26, Prataplal Bhogilal 1 3 2121 12
27. RJ,N. Goenka 7 Nil - Nil
28, Raunag Singh 9 1 1111
29. Ruia 7 1 14,29
30, Sahu Jain 1 1 100,00 "2
31. Salgeocar 14 Nil - Nil
32, Sarabhai 13 .4 30477 7
33, Scindie- _ 3 oo 33433 4
34, Seshasayee 1 Nil - Nil
3. Sri ambica (Harballav
Das) 11 1 9.09 1
36, Shriraa . 14 6 42486 14
37« SePe Jain o 14 2 14,29 3
38, Somaiya 9 3 33433 6
39, ,Soorajnull Nagarmull 9 2 22,22 3
40, T.V.8, Iyengar 19 4 21.05 8
41, .Tata : 21 12 44444 47
42. Thackersey T 1 14.29 3
43. Thapar 36 10 27.78 30
44, Thiagaraja 3 “Nil - Nil
45, V. Ramakrishna - 8 1 12,50 1
46, Vo S, Deipo= ‘ 13 Nil - Nil
47, Walchand -0 20 5 25.00 27
Total : 468

Source s Same as Table 16



IABIE 19

IN THE TOTAL ASSETS OF THE HOUSES . HEGISWEEHED BY wRTP, 1974

Houses

(58 )

SHARE OF THD ASSETS OF THE COMPANIES WiTi ROREIGN COLLABORATLONS

(1)

10,
1.
12,
13.
14,
15.
16,
17,
18,
19.
20,
21,
22,
23
24
e
26,

Bajaj

Bangur

Birla

Chowgule

Godrej

Goenka

Harbanslal sialhotra
JK.

Kamani

Kapadia

Kasturbhai Lalbhai
Khatau

Kilachand
Kirloskar

Kothari

Mafatlal
Mzshindra & lahindra
ilodi

Murugappa Chettiar
Nazdu, G.V,.

Naidu V.R.
Nowrosjee Wadia
Prataplal Bhogilal
Raunagq Singh

Ruia

Sahu Jain

Potal Assets of Assets of the firms % of (3)
The Houses with Foreign to (2)
Collaboration

( -me in orores) (use in crores)
_ (2 (3) (4)

906442 {23) 421344 (5) ., 46,48
1642641 (43) 3799.0 (5) 23413
7293549 (69) 3105545 (17) 42,58
3081.6 (16) 162041 (3) 52457
540144 (3 ) 313341 (1) 58,00
334845 (6 ) 133065 (2 ) 39473
72941 (5 ) 55046 (2 ) 75451
17636.0 (29) 905543 (9 ) 51434
6276.9 (15) 593047 (7 ) 94,48
6045.7 (12) 392445 (3 ) 64491
1005541 (15) 4289.9 (5 ) 42,66
1079648 (37) 814349 (5 ) 75 443
3629.9 (12) 313046 (3 ) 86424
11327.9 (15) 911940 (6 ) 80450
217440 (4 ) 1654,0 (2 ) 59462
232985 (13) 1233946 (5 ) 52496
981043 (13) 97177 (9 ) 99.05
923746 (9 ) 668549 (3 ) 72.38
404248 (10) 319543 (4 ) 79.04
607047 (12) 415442 (3 ) 68443
2862,0 (7 ) 236349 (2 ) 82,60
534547 (8 ) 521141 (4 ) 97 .48
2936.,9 (8 ) 2575.0 (2 ) 87.68
1992.0 (7 ) 1446.,0 (1 ) 72459
61.0 (6 ) 302 (1) 5e24
219549 (1) 219549 (1) 100,00

Contd




(59 )

Table 19 Contd.
(1) (2) (3) (4)

27, Sarabhai 10521,0 (12) 8217+2.(4 ) 78410
28, Soindia 1513246 ( 3) 204.5 (1) 135
29, Shriram 14408,9 (14) 13006.8 (6 ) 90,27
30, S, P, Jain 3698.7 (12) 287843 (2 ) 77 082
31, Somaiya 2493.6 (6 ) 231445 (3 ) 92,82
32, Soorajmull Nagarmull  4625,2 (9 ) 581.2 (8 ) 12456
33, TV, Iyengar 9426.4 (17) %935 (4 ) 38412
34, Tata 7331143 (27) 59125.2 (12) 80465
35, Thackersey 2111,0 (4 ) 490,0 (1 ) 23,21
36, Thapar 1675548 (34) 12139.8 (10) 72445
37. V. Ramakrishna 3520,2 (8 ) 2245.,2 (1) 63,60
38, Walchand 12184.4 (20) 6209,0 (5 ) 50,96

Note Figures in bracketa show the number of firms to which the
value of assets relate, as the data of all the firms were

not available,

Source Same as Table {6,
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE COLLABORATION AGREIMENTS

Table 20
IN THE INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES, REGISTHRED BY MRTP. 1957-1976

Range of Number of Names of the
Collaborations Houses Houses

(1) (2) (3)

8
1 10
6 10 14
11 20 8
21 50 4 JoK, 5 Mahindra & Mahindra, valchand,
Thapar

40 1 Xirloskar

11 50 2 Birla, Tata

47




(61 )

RANKING ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF COLLABORATION AGRZEMENTS
OF THE INDIAN BUSIN:SS HOUSZS, REGISTERED B o

Hou se Number of % of (3) to total collaborations in
collaboration Indian business houses
agreements

(3) (4)

Birla 49 10.47

Tata 47 10.04

Kirloskar 33 7.05

mapa.r 30 6.42

¥alchand 27 Se77

Mhindm 28 5¢ 34

J.K, 4449

m&hu 16 3042

Kasturbhai {4 2+99

Nnidu Go vo 14 2e 99

Other Houges 192 41.02

Total 468 100.00

Source : Shme as Table 16.
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TABLE 29 COTNTRYWISE DISTRIBUTION OF COLLABORATION AGREEMENTS IN THE

INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSEZS, REGISTERED BY MRTP, 195%.1976

. AUSTRIA AUSTRA- BELGIUM CANADA CZECHO. DENMARK FRANCE FR
Honses LIA =% . SLOVAKIA

3%
35
36,
3T,
38
39.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (s) " (6) (7)  (8) (9)

Bajaj
Bangur
Birla
Chowgule
Godrej
Goenka

Harbanslal Malhotra 2
J. K. 10
Kamani

Kapadia |
Kagturbhai Lalbhai

Kha tau 13
Kilchand Tulsidas

Kirloskar 6
Kothari

Mafatlal 2
Mahindra & Mahindra

Modi 1
Marugapva Chettiar

Naidu’ Go V. 1
Naidu, V.R,

Nowrosjee Wadta
Prataplal Bhogilal
Raunaq Singh

Ruia

$hu Jain

Sarabhai

Seindia

Sri Ambica
(Harballav Dns)
Sriram

S. P, Jain .

Somaiya

Soorajmull “agarmull..-
To V.. Sa Iyengar

Tata

Thackersey

Thapar 1 2

V, Ramakrishna 1«

Walchand 1., —_— -
Total 3 6 1

- AN s

—
N

NSO

.
e

Contd LN
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Table 22

- HOU STS GDR ITALY JAPAN NETHERLANDS SWiDiN SWITZERLAND

m(” (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

2
4 6

1. BQJQJ

2 Bangur

3e Birla

4+ Chowgule

5. Godrej 1

6. Goenkn 1

7. Harbanslal ¥alhotr 1

8, J,K, ° 3 1

9., Kamani 1 3

10. K&padia 1

11. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 3 5

12. Khatau . 1

13, Kilchand Tulsidas

14. Kirloskar 4 3

150 Kothari

16, Mafatlal 2

17. Mahindrm and Mahindrm

18, Modi 2

19. Marugappa Chettiar

20, Naidu, G.V.

21. Naidu, V.R.

22, Nowrosjee "adia

23, Pmtaplal Bhogilal _ 3

24, Taunaq Singh

250 Ruia i

26, Shu Jain

27. Tarmbhai 1 3

28, Scindia 3

29. Sri ‘mbica (Harballav Dns)

30. %rinm 2

310 S-Po Jain

32+ Somaiyn

33. Soorajmull Nagarmull

34, T.V.S. Iyengar

35 Tata 1 1 2

36 Thackersey

37. Thapar 1 1 .

38, V. Ramakrishna

39. Walchand 1 1 2
Total , 2 19 37 1 4 47

-t \ N b o

N) = b =t o

W N

1

Ny N
N
—

-t

SN

\N =

Contde a...
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UK, U,S 4 YUGOSCAVIA T OTA4L
(16) (17) (18) (19)
1¢ Bajaj 5 2 "
2. Bangur 1 3 6
3e Birla 10 21 50
4+ Chowgule 1 1 6
5« Godrej 1 3
6+ Goenka 2 5 8
7. Harbanslal Malhotra 3 7
8s Jo K, 1 3 22
9. Kamani 3 1 12
10, Kapadia 4 3 -8
11« Kasturbhai Lalbhai 2 3 14
12 ¥hatau 1 18
13, Kilachand Tulsidas 2 6 9
14, Kirloskar 6 12 33
15, Kothari 2
16, Mafatlal 3 2 9
17. Mahindra and Mahindra 9 12 26
18, Modi 4 10
19. :urugapva Chettiar 3 5 8
200 N'J.idu, G.V. 14
21e Naidu, V. 3. 1 6
22, Nowrosjee "adia 1 12
23. Prataplal Bhogilal 3 3 14
24, Raunagq Singh 1 1 3
25, Ruisa 1 2
26, Sahu Jain 2
27. Sarabhai 1 7
28, Seindia 4
29. Sri ‘wbica (Harballav Ms) 1
30 Shriram 2 6 15
31e¢ Y P. Jain 1 6
32. Somaiya 6
33, Soorajmll Nagarmull 2 3
34 T,V.S, Iyengar 4 3 8
35, Tata 13 19 48
36s Thackersey 2 1 3

37, Thapar 16 4 30 3
38, V. Ramakrichna 3 1
39, Walchand 7 3 27
Total - 115 132 1 484

Source : Sime as Table 16.




Table 23 Contd. 2o
: 57
g H K
“+ g 43
o )
© -?l ‘é’» .~ €
5 © ot
3 3
Youse a Dok g
gh g s ia
@ H Ly
(o) O «
M ® O gy
a o«
T (1) _(19) . (20) (21)w
al
1. Bﬁjaj a
2. Bangur 1
30 Birlﬂ
1« Chowgule m
8 5. Godrej
6. Goenka ali
7. Harbanslal ¥Malhotra
8. J.X, 1d
9. Kamani
10. Rapadia :2
11. Kasturbhai Lalbhai
12 Xhatau in
13, Kilachand Tulsidas
14 Kirloskar of
15. Kothari
16, Mafatlal e
17. Mahindra & Mahindra
re
th
ry
[ !
George Roques
27. ABANTI! KUNDU Pattern of Organisation in Handloom Industry of

West Bengal




Table

20.
21.
22,
23
24-.

s 3

pr

T T bape

b bt bt beed el

—

25

26,
27,
28,
29.
30,
31
324
33
34
35
36,
3T
38.
39

dustries

ntation

e

Food Processing Ind stries

1 e and Gel tin

stries

In

Non- hedule

o o]
—~ +
.H 0
En 3
o
3 £
8 .
. 0
it g o
8 g 3 &
n O ) 5
O -~
O P ~ 0]
o] (0] o
U'J‘f-d g .g FL}
Q-‘& ng o
38 o o &
0 © &)
1
1
1
1
1
Contd eee

Source ° Same as Table 16.



Table 23 Contd,

184
19«
20,
21,
22,
23,
244
25.
264
27,
28,
29,
30,
31,
32,
33
34e
35
364
3T,

68)

Modi

Maruganpa Chettiar
Naidu, G,V,

Naidu, V,R.
Nowrosjee Tadia
Prataplal Bhogilal
Raunaq Singh

Ruia

Shu Jain

Sirabhai

Scindia

te
. st

e

Shri lmbica (Harballav Das)

Shriram
S P Jain
Somaiya

Soorajmull Nagarmull

T, Ve S. Iyengar
Tata
Thackersey
Thapar

V, Ramakrishna

et
ali

1d

4 5

The product classification of 12 Collaboratiq,

gorisod in the DGTD Handbooks

Source ¢

n/ce

3me as Table 16,

re

th

rv

——m

T —— fnda : An unpublished French Memoir by

George Roques

27. ABANTI KUNDU

Pattern of Organisation in Handloom Industry of
West Bengal



{

Te
2e

'4-.

5e

6e

Te

Bs

D
10,
1.
126
13
14,
15
16,
17.
18.
19.
20,
21,
22,
23,
24,
25
26,
2T,
28,
29
30,
316
32,
33.
34,
35
364
3T
38
39

1)

2] (o3) _(3a) _(55) Rl o3y [3R) T3a) (38).

}
2 1 3 1
3
1
4
3 1 2 1" 5 5 9 19 . 1

n .greements could not be made, because they have not been cate-

Source ¢ Same as Iable 16.



11.

12. NRIPENDRANATH BANDYOPADHYAY :

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25,

26.

DIPESH CHAKRABORTY

ARUN GHOSH comp.

AMIYA KUMAR BAGCHI

PARTHA CHATTERJEE

RUDRANGSHU MUKHERJEE
SHIBANI KINKAR CHAUBE
DEBES ROY

AMALENDU GUHA

BARUN DE

PARTHA CHATTERJEE

RANAJIT DAS GUPTA

A. P.RAO

KEYA DEB

AMALENDU GUHA

INDRANI RAY

ABANTI KUNDU

Communal Riots and Labour: Bengal's Jute
Mill Hands in the 1890s (forthcoming in Past
and Present, Oxford).

An Enquiry into the Causes of the Sharp Increase
in Agricultural Labourers in North Bengal

(Economic and Political Weekly, Vol. Xll, No. 53,
December 31, 1977)

Research Notes and Documents Collectad by the
Late Prodyot Mukherjee

Choice of Techniques and Technological Deve-
lopment in  Underdeveloped Countries: A
Critique of the Non-Neoclassical Orthodoxy
(Cambridge Journal of Economics, June, 1978)

On the Scientific Study of Politics: A Review
of the Positivist Method (The State of Political
Theory : Some Marxist Eassys. Calcutta,
Research India Publications, 1978)

Trade and Empire in Awadh, 1756-1804

The Ethnic and Social Bases of Indian Feceralism

(Use of Punctuation Marks in the Bengali
Journalistic Prose, 1818-1858 )

Medieval Northeast India: Polity Society and
Economy, 1260-1750 A. D.

The Colonialist Premise in the British Occupation
of Bengal : Contributions by Clive and Pitt, the
Elder, During 1757-59

Thirking About Ideology : In Search of an
Analytical Framework

Material Conditions and Behavioural Aspects of
Calcutta Working Class 1875-1899

An Essay on John Rawls’ Theory of Distributive
Justice and its Relevance to the Third World

Impact of Plantations on the Agrarian Structure
of the Brahmaputra Valley

Assamese Peasant Society in the late Nineteenth
Century : Structure and Trend

Of Trade and Traders in Seventeenth Century
India : An unpublished French Memoir by
George Roques

Pattern of Organisation in Handloom Industry of
West Bengal



PROCEEDINGS OF CONFERENCES & SEMINARS :
Problems of the Economy and Planning in West Bengal ( CSSSC, 1974 )

PERSPECTIVES IN SOCIAL SCIENCS :
Volumes of essays on a common theme by scholars in the Centre to be periodically published :
I. Historical Dimensions ( Calcutta, Oxford University Press, 1977 )
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Co.. 1979
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