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INTERSECTION OF COMPETITION LAW AND
MERGER AND ACQUISITION IN INDIA AN ANALYSIS"

AUTHORED BY - TAVISH DHINGRA

Abstract

Mergers and acquisitions (M&A) represent critical mechanisms for corporate growth,
market consolidation, and economic restructuring in modern economies. AS Cross-
border business activities intensify and capital markets become more interconnected,
understanding the regulatory frameworks governing M&A transactions across different
jurisdictions has become indispensable for multinational corporations, legal practitioners,
regulatory authorities, and policymakers.

This dissertation undertakes a comprehensive comparative analysis of the legal frameworks
regulating mergers and acquisitions in India and the United Kingdom, two significant common
law jurisdictions with distinct regulatory approaches shaped by their unique economic
trajectories, historical developments, and policy objectives. The choice of these jurisdictions is
strategically significant given their shared legal heritage rooted in common law principles,
yet divergent paths in developing regulatory frameworks to address the specific needs

of their respective markets.

Introduction

The United Kingdom represents one of the world's most sophisticated financial markets,
with an M&A regulatory framework that has evolved over decades. The City Code on
Takeovers and Mergers, administered by the Takeover Panel, represents a unique self-
regulatory approach based on principles rather than rigid rules. India presents a
fascinating case study as one of the fastest-growing major economies that has
transitioned from a heavily regulated economy to a more liberalized, market-oriented
system following economic reforms initiated in the early 1990s. This transformation has
necessitated the development of a robust regulatory framework capable of facilitating

economic growth while protecting investor interests and market integrity.

1.2 Literature Review


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com
Volume 3 Issue 2 | May 2026 ISSN: 2582-6433

The literature on M&A regulation reveals several thematic areas critical to understanding

the comparative legal frameworks in India and the United Kingdom.

Paul L. Davies & Sarah Worthington, Gower's Principles of Modern Company
Law.!

Davies and Worthington provide the foundational exposition of UK company law, including
mergers, schemes of arrangement, and takeover regulation. Their work explains the
principles-based nature of UK M&A regulation, emphasizing shareholder democracy,
disclosure, and fairness. For your research, this text is crucial in understanding why the
UK relies on selt-regulation through the Takeover Panel rather than heavy statutory control,
forming the baseline for comparison with India's rules-based model.

Jennifer Payne, Takeovers in English and German Law (2002).2

Payne adopts a functional comparative approach, showing how different legal systems
achieve similar regulatory objectives through different mechanisms. Her analysis of
English takeover law highlights speed, certainty, and equal treatment of shareholders,
Methodologically, her work directly informs your India-UK comparison, demonstrating how

contrasting regulatory philosophies can still protect investors and market integrity.

Mark A. Weinberg & Mark V. Blank, Takeovers and Mergers.?

This treatise provides a detailed doctrinal and practical analysis of the UK takeover regime,
including the City Code, mandatory bid rule, and enforcement by the Takeover Panel.
It strengthens your research by explaining how principles-based regulation operates in
practice, supporting your argument that the UK model prioritizes efficiency and transaction
certainty over statutory rigidity.

Umakanth Varottil & M. Vijaya Kumar, Takeovers: Law and Practice (2013).#
This is the authoritative text on Indian takeover law. The authors trace the evolution
of SEBI's Takeover Regulations and critically analyze thresholds, pricing norms,
exemptions, and enforcement challenges. Their work directly supports your thesis that
India adopts a statutory, investor-protection-oriented framework, contrasting with the
UK's self-regulatory approach.

S. K. Bhandari, Mergers and Acquisitions: Law and Practice (2019).°

Bhandari focuses on the practical interaction between company law, securities law, and
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! Paul L. Davies & Sarah Worthington, Gower's Principles of Modern Company Law (10th ed. 2016).
2 Jennifer Payne, takeovers in English and German law (2002).

3 Mark a. Weinberg & Mark v. Blank, takeovers and mergers (5th ed. 2020).

4 Umakanth Varottil & m. Vijaya Kumar, takeovers: law and practice (2013).

5> S. K. Bhandari, mergers and acquisitions: law and practice (2019).
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competition law in India. His analysis highlights regulatory complexity and procedural
safeguards in Indian M&A transactions. This work strengthens your discussion on institutional
overlap and regulatory oversight in India, especially when compared to the streamlined
UK framework.

Who Writes the Rules for Hostile Takeovers, and Why? — John Armour & David
A. Skeel®

Armour and Skeel explain why the UK evolved a self-regulatory takeover regime
while other common-law jurisdictions did not. They argue that institutional design, rather
than legal origin alone, shapes takeover regulation. This directly supports your comparative
analysis of institutional roles (Takeover Panel VS SEBI).

Lucian A. Bebchuk, The Case for Increasing Shareholder Power, 118 Harv. L.
Rev. 833 (2005).’

Bebchuk argues for stronger shareholder rights in corporate control transactions, critiquing
managerial resistance to takeovers. His theory underpins mandatory bid rules and minority
protection mechanisms in both India and the UK, giving normative justification for takeover
regulation in your dissertation.

Ronald J. Gilson, A Structural Approach to Corporations: The Case Against
Defensive Tactics in Tender Offers, 33 Stan. L. Rev. 819 (1981).2

Gilson challenges management-friendly defenses in takeovers and promotes market discipline
through shareholder choice. His work helps frame your analysis of how takeover law
balances efficiency versus protection, especially when contrasting India's regulatory
intervention with the UK's market-oriented approach.

Umakanth Varottil, The Evolution of Corporate Law in Post-Colonial India: From
Transplant to Autochthony, 31 Nat'l L. Sch. India Rev. 253 (2019).°

Varottil traces India's shift from transplanted British company law to context-specific
regulation. This article is central to your research because it explains why India diverged
from the Uk model, despite shared common-law roots.

Afra Afsharipour, Corporate Governance Convergence: Lessons from the Indian

& John Armour & David A. Skeel, Jr., Who Writes the Rules for Hostile Takeovers, and Why? The Peculiar
Divergence of U.S. and U.K. Takeover Regulation, 95 GEO. L.J. 1727 (2007).

7 Lucian A. Bebchuk, The Case for Increasing Shareholder Power, 118 HARV. L. REV. 833 (2005).

8 Ronald J. Gilson, A Structural Approach to Corporations: The Case Against Defensive Tactics in Tender
Offers, 33 STAN. L. REV. 819 (1981).

® Umakanth Varottil, The Evolution of Corporate Law in Post-Colonial India: From Transplant to Autochthony,
31 NAT’L L. SCH. INDIA REV. 253 (2019).
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Experience, 29 Nw. J. Int'l L. & Bus. 335 (2011).%°
Afsharipour evaluates whether India is converging toward global corporate governance norms.
Her findings help you assess whether Indian M&A regulation reflects convergence or
regulatory independence, a key theme in your concluding chapter.
John C. Coffee, Jr., The Future as History: The Prospects for Global Convergence
in Corporate Governance and Its Implications, 93 Nw. U. L. Rev. 641 (1999).11
Coffee questions the inevitability of global convergence in corporate governance. His work
supports your argument that India and the UK can achieve similar outcomes through
structurally different regulatory models, without full harmonization.
Rafael La Porta, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, Andrei Shleifer & Robert W. Vishny, Law
and Finance, 106 J. Pol. Econ. 1113 (1998).12
This seminal empirical study links legal systems to investor protection. It provides the
theoretical backbone for comparing India and the UK as common-law jurisdictions while
acknowledging institutional divergence in enforcement and regulatory style.
Panel on Takeovers & Mergers, Annual Report 2023-24 (2024).%3
The report illustrates practical enforcement of the City Code, reinforcing your analysis of
the UK’s principles-based, non-statutory regulatory success.
Securities & Exchange Board of India, Annual Report 2023-24 (2024).14
SEBI’s report provides empirical grounding for your discussion on regulatory oversight,
enforcement trends, and investor protection in India.
Vikramaditya S. Khanna, The Economic History of the Corporate Form in
Ancient India, Univ. of Ill. L. & Econ. Rsch. Paper No. LE05-024 (2005).!° Khanna

provides historical contextshowing that  corporate

organization in India predates colonial law. This supports your broader
argument that India’s modern M&A framework reflects both transplanted and indigenous

influences.

10 Afra Afsharipour, Corporate Governance Convergence: Lessons from the Indian Experience, 29 NW. J. INT’L
L. & BUS. 335 (2011).

11 John C. Coffee, Jr., The Future as History: The Prospects for Global Convergence in Corporate Governance
and Its Implications, 93 NW. U. L. REV. 641 (1999).

12 Rafael La Porta, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, Andrei Shleifer & Robert W. Vishny, Law and Finance, 106
J. POL. ECON. 1113 (1998).

13 Panel on takeovers & mergers, annual report 2023-24 (2024).

14 Sec. & Exch. Bd. Of india, annual report 2023-24 (2024).

15 Vikramaditya S. Khanna, The Economic History of the Corporate Form in Ancient India, Univ. of Ill. L.
& Econ. Rsch. Paper No. LE05-024 (2005)
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1.3 Research Gaps

While substantial literature exists on M&A regulation in both jurisdictions individually,
comprehensive comparative analyses examining India and the UK in depth remain limited.
Most comparative scholarship focuses on comparisons between developed markets or
examines India alongside other emerging economies. Additionally, literature examining post-
Brexit developments in UK M&A regulation and India's recent regulatory reforms requires
synthesis and analysis. This dissertation addresses these gaps by providing current,
comprehensive comparative analysis grounded in doctrinal research and engagement with
theoretical and empirical scholarship.

1.4  Hypothesis

While India and the United Kingdom share common law foundations, their M&A
regulatory frameworks reflect fundamentally different approaches: the UK's principles-
based, self- regulatory model prioritizes market efficiency and transaction speed,
whereas India’s rules- based, statutory model emphasizes investor protection and regulatory
oversight. Despite these philosophical differences, both frameworks can be shown to achieve
their respective regulatory objectives effectively within their distinct economic and
institutional contexts, and each jurisdiction can benefit from selective adoption of
mechanisms from the other without wholesale transplantation of the entire regulatory
approach.

1.5 Research Objectives

1. To critically analyze and compare the statutory and regulatory architecture
governing M&A transactions in India and the United Kingdom, including the roles, powers,
and coordination mechanisms of key regulatory institutions.

2. To evaluate the effectiveness of each jurisdiction's regulatory framework in
balancing competing objectives such as economic efficiency, minority shareholder
protection, market competition, and cross-border transaction facilitation.

3. To examine and compare the mechanisms for minority shareholder protection,
disclosure requirements, and transparency obligations in M&A transactions in both
jurisdictions.

4. To identify best practices, regulatory innovations, and potential lessons each

jurisdiction can derive from the other's approach, and propose recommendations
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for future regulatory reform.

1.6 Research Questions

1. What are the key similarities and differences in the statutory and regulatory architecture
governing M&A transactions in India and the United Kingdom, and how do the roles and
coordination mechanisms of regulatory institutions differ between the two jurisdictions?

2. How effectively does each jurisdiction's regulatory framework balance competing
objectives of economic efficiency, minority shareholder protection, market competition, and
cross-border transaction facilitation, and what factors account for differences in regulatory
effectiveness?

3. What are the comparative strengths and weaknesses of minority shareholder protection
mechanisms, disclosure requirements, and transparency obligations in M&A transactions in
India and the United Kingdom?

4. What best practices and regulatory innovations from each jurisdiction could inform
reforms in the other, and what are the practical implications and feasibility considerations
for such regulatory transplantation?

Research Methodology

This dissertation employs doctrinal legal research methodology, incorporating comparative
legal analysis to examine regulatory frameworks in both jurisdictions. The research approach
is analytical and evaluative, focusing on systematic examination of legal sources, principles,

rules, and their application.

The research design is comparative, employing both functional and structural
methodologies. The functional approach examines how each jurisdiction addresses common
regulatory challenges and achieves similar objectives using different mechanisms. The
structural approach analyzes the architecture of legal frameworks, comparing statutory
provisions, regulatory institutions, and enforcement mechanisms.

Primary sources examined include the Companies Act 2006 (UK), Companies Act
2013 (India), the City Code on Takeovers and Mergers, SEBI (Substantial Acquisition of
Shares and Takeovers) Regulations 2011, and competition law frameworks including
the Enterprise Act 2002, Competition Act 1998 (UK), and Competition Act 2002 (India).

Case law from superior courts and tribunals in both jurisdictions are
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comprehensively examined, including decisions from the UK Supreme Court, Takeover Panel
rulings, Supreme Court of India, Securities Appellate Tribunal, and Competition Appellate
Tribunal. Regulatory guidelines, circulars, and practice directions are analyzed to
understand regulatory intent and implementation.

Secondary sources including academic commentary, scholarly articles, legal treatises,
empirical studies, and policy documents supplement the doctrinal analysis by providing
theoretical frameworks and context regarding practical functioning and economic impact.
Data collection methods involve library research, analysis of judicial pronouncements,
examination of regulatory materials, and review of scholarly literature.

Limitations of the Study

The study is limited to legal frameworks governing M&A transactions involving public
companies in India and the United Kingdom. Private company transactions and wholly
domestic unlisted company mergers fall outside the primary scope. The research
focuses predominantly on doctrinal analysis rather than empirical measurement of regulatory
effectiveness. Access to certain unpublished regulatory materials, internal guidance
documents, or confidential transaction details may be limited. The rapidly evolving nature of
M&A regulation, particularly post-Brexit changes and ongoing Indian regulatory reforms,
may result in some regulatory provisions being amended during the research period. The
study does not extensively cover sector-specific M&A regulations or detailed tax implications

of M&A transactions, which are specialized areas requiring separate focused examination.

Conclusion

This study has undertaken a comprehensive comparative analysis of the legal frameworks
governing mergers and acquisitions (M&A) in India and the United Kingdom. Despite
sharing a common law heritage, the two jurisdictions have evolved distinct regulatory
philosophies shaped by their economic priorities, institutional structures, and market
maturity.

The United Kingdom adopts a principles-based, self-regulatory framework, primarily
administered through the Takeover Panel and the City Code on Takeovers and Mergers.

This system emphasizes flexibility, speed, and market efficiency, ensuring
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that transactions are conducted with minimal procedural delays while maintaining fairness

and transparency. The equal treatment of shareholders and the emphasis on disclosure norms

have contributed to a highly efficient M&A environment.

In contrast, India follows a rules-based, statutory regulatory framework, characterized

by detailed legislation and oversight by multiple regulatory bodies such as SEBI, CClI,

NCLT, and RBI. This framework prioritizes investor protection, regulatory supervision,

and market integrity, often at the cost of procedural complexity and longer transaction

timelines. The layered regulatory approach reflects India’s evolving market structure and the

need to safeguard minority shareholders and prevent market abuse.

The comparative analysis demonstrates that both systems are effective within their

respective contexts. The UK model excels in efficiency and certainty, while the

Indian model provides stronger institutional safeguards and detailed compliance mechanisms.

The hypothesis of the study is thus validated: although the regulatory approaches differ

fundamentally, both jurisdictions successfully achieve their core objectives.

However, the study also reveals certain challenges. India’s regulatory framework suffers from

overlapping jurisdiction, procedural delays, and compliance burdens, whereas the UK

system may face limitations in dealing with complex modern challenges due to its

reliance on self-regulation.

Suggestions

Based on the ~ comparative analysis, the  following suggestions  are
proposed to strengthen the M&A regulatory frameworks in both jurisdictions:

A. Suggestions for India

1. Simplification of Regulatory Framework

Reduce procedural complexity by streamlining approvals across SEBI, CCI, and NCLT.

Introduce a single-window clearance system for M&A transactions.

2. Adoption of Principles-Based Elements

Incorporate  flexible, principle-based guidelines alongside existing
rules toimprove efficiency.

Allow regulators greater discretion in non-contentious transactions.

3. Reduction in Approval Timelines
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Establish strict  timelines for regulatory approvals to enhance
transaction certainty.

Promote fast-track mechanisms for more categories of mergers.

4. Strengthening Inter-Regulatory Coordination

Improve coordination between regulatory bodies to avoid duplication and delays.

Develop integrated digital platforms for regulatory filings.

5. Enhancing Minority Shareholder Protection

Strengthen mechanisms such as fairness opinions and independent valuation. Ensure
effective grievance redressal mechanisms through NCLT and SEBI.

6. Encouraging Cross-Border M&A

Simplify FEMA regulations and approval procedures.

Promote India as a global investment destination by reducing
compliance barriers.

B. Suggestions for the United Kingdom

1. Strengthening Statutory Backing

Introduce limited statutory provisions to support the Takeover Panel in complex cases.
Ensure stronger enforcement in cases of non-compliance.

2. Addressing Emerging Challenges

Update regulatory framework to address issues such as ESG considerations, digital
markets, and foreign investment scrutiny.

3. Enhancing Transparency in Self-Regulation

Increase public disclosure of decision-making processes of the Takeover Panel. Strengthen
accountability mechanisms.

4. Balancing Flexibility with Oversight

Maintain flexibility while ensuring sufficient checks to prevent misuse of self-regulation.
C. Common Recommendations

5. Global Regulatory Cooperation

Enhance cooperation  between jurisdictions  to regulate Cross-
border M&A effectively.
6. Technology Integration

Use digital tools for faster approvals, compliance monitoring, and transparency.
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7. Continuous Regulatory Reforms
Periodically review and  update laws to keep pace with evolving

market conditions.
8. Capacity Building

Strengthen institutional capacity and expertise of regulatory authorities.

Final Remarks

The study concludes that there is no single ideal model of M&A regulation. Instead,
effectiveness depends on aligning regulatory frameworks with economic conditions,
institutional capacity, and market maturity. While India can benefit from adopting flexibility
and efficiency from the UK model, the UK can draw lessons from India’s robust statutory
safeguards.

A balanced approach combining efficiency, transparency, and investor protection is
essential for creating a resilient and dynamic M&A regulatory environment in the future.
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