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Abstract:: This paper presents a comprehensive comparative analysis of India's debt recovery and insolvency frameworks,
specifically the Recovery of Debts and Bankruptcy Act (1993), the Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial Assets and
Enforcement of Security Interest Act (2002), and the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code (2016). The study examines the evolution
of these laws, focusing on their effectiveness in addressing non-performing assets (NPAs) and the broader implications for
economic stability. Through a critical evaluation of each law's framework, procedural efficiency, and creditor empowerment, the
paper concludes that the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code offers a more robust and comprehensive solution for corporate
insolvency, blending creditor rights with effective resolution processes. The research highlights the importance of legal reforms
in strengthening India's financial ecosystem and offers policy recommendations for enhancing the effectiveness of insolvency
proceedings.
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Introduction
The legal framework governing debt recovery and insolvency resolution in India has undergone significant evolution over
the past few decades, driven by the growing challenges of non-performing assets (NPAs) and defaults by borrowers. As the
financial sector expanded and more companies faced financial distress, India’s legal system faced increasing pressure to
provide efficient mechanisms for resolving debt-related issues. The Recovery of Debts and Bankruptcy Act, 1993 (RDDBFI
Act), the Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002 (SARFAESI
Act), and the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (IBC) have emerged as critical legislative frameworks to address this
challenge.
The RDDBFI Act was a pioneering effort to streamline debt recovery by establishing specialized tribunals for quick
adjudication, particularly for banks and financial institutions. While it served as a foundation for debt recovery, it was limited
by procedural inefficiencies and a narrow scope. The SARFAESI Act further empowered secured creditors by allowing them
to enforce security interests directly, bypassing traditional court procedures. Although it significantly accelerated the
recovery process for secured creditors, it was largely limited to asset enforcement, excluding broader corporate restructuring
or the resolution of complex insolvency issues.
In contrast, the IBC represented a comprehensive overhaul of India’s insolvency and bankruptcy laws. By consolidating and
amending several existing legal frameworks, the IBC introduced a unified, time-bound process for corporate insolvency
resolution, emphasizing creditor rights and business revival. The IBC is seen as a landmark reform in India’s financial
ecosystem, offering a robust mechanism to deal with corporate distress while balancing the interests of all stakeholders.
This study aims to provide a comparative analysis of these three crucial laws—RDDBFI, SARFAESI, and IBC—with a focus on
their evolution, effectiveness, and implications for India’s financial system. By examining the strengths and limitations of each
framework, this research will explore the transition from a recovery-focused model to a more inclusive, resolution-driven
approach, culminating in the enactment of the IBC. The findings will offer valuable insights into the evolving landscape of
debt recovery in India and provide recommendations for strengthening legal and institutional mechanisms to address the
challenges posed by NPAs and corporate insolvency.
Literature Review
The legal frameworks governing debt recovery and insolvency resolution have been a subject of extensive academic research
in India, reflecting the increasing complexity and importance of these mechanisms in the country’s financial landscape.
Several studies have focused on the evolution of debt recovery laws, the challenges they face, and the effectiveness of various
legislative measures in addressing financial distress. This literature review aims to synthesize key contributions in the field,
focusing on the Recovery of Debts and Bankruptcy Act, 1993 (RDDBFI Act), the Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial
Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002 (SARFAESI Act), and the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (IBC).
The Recovery of Debts and Bankruptcy Act, 1993
The RDDBFI Act was the first major step in India’s effort to address the growing concerns of non-performing assets (NPAs)
in the banking sector. Scholars such as Batra (2007) and Singh (2011) have highlighted the intent of the RDDBFI Act to

streamline debt recovery by establishing specialized tribunals and bypassing the cumbersome procedures of the traditional
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court system. However, the RDDBFI Act has been critiqued for its inefficiency in practice. Sharma and Ranjan (2014) point
out that the effectiveness of Debt Recovery Tribunals (DRTs) has been undermined by under-resourcing, procedural delays,
and the lack of adequate infrastructure. While it was intended to expedite recovery processes, the RDDBFI Act failed to meet
its objectives due to these systemic shortcomings.

The Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002

The SARFAESI Act was introduced to further address the challenges of recovery, particularly for secured creditors, by
allowing them to take direct action to enforce security interests without needing to approach the courts. Scholars like Rathi
and Purohit (2015) and Gupta (2016) argue that the SARFAESI Act significantly improved recovery for secured creditors by
reducing dependence on the judicial system. However, the act has been critiqued for its limited scope, as it applies only to
secured creditors, leaving unsecured creditors and operational creditors without any recourse under this framework.
Srinivasan (2017) discusses how the SARFAESI Act has been effective in reducing delays for secured creditors but highlights
that it lacks a comprehensive insolvency resolution mechanism, which is necessary for dealing with the broader issues of
corporate distress.

The Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016

The IBC marked a transformative shift in India’s insolvency and bankruptcy landscape. It introduced a unified, time-bound
process for insolvency resolution, covering both corporate and individual insolvency. Studies such as Kapur (2018) and Patel
(2020) have praised the IBC for its comprehensive approach, which not only focuses on debt recovery but also incorporates
provisions for business revival and restructuring. The IBC has been widely regarded as a major reform, with Vijay and
Muralidhar (2019) noting that it has improved India’s position in global rankings for ease of doing business, particularly in
the area of insolvency resolution.

However, the IBC has not been without its criticisms. Sahoo (2019) points out that while the IBC has led to more timely and
structured insolvency resolutions, its implementation has faced challenges such as delays in judicial processes, lack of
adequate insolvency professionals, and resistance from certain stakeholders. Chopra (2020) discusses the complexity of the
IBC, particularly in its application to smaller businesses and the issue of over-reliance on large financial creditors in the
resolution process. The literature suggests that while the IBC has brought significant improvements, there is still a need for
continuous refinement to address emerging challenges and ensure its effectiveness in all cases of corporate distress.
Comparative Studies

Comparative studies of the RDDBFI Act, SARFAESI Act, and IBC have also been conducted to assess the relative strengths and
weaknesses of each framework. Ishrat Siddiqui (2017) compares the SARFAESI Act and IBC, noting that while SARFAESI
offers a more direct and creditor-friendly approach to asset recovery, it lacks the holistic resolution framework provided by
the IBC. Rathod (2021) further critiques the SARFAESI Act for its failure to include operational creditors and suggests that
the IBC’s inclusion of both financial and operational creditors creates a more balanced and fair process.

Chopra and Sahoo (2019) in their study on the IBC note that the transition from recovery-centric frameworks under the
RDDBFI Act and SARFAESI Act to a resolution-centric framework under the IBC has brought significant improvements in the
treatment of distressed assets, but it also introduces complexities related to the speed and cost of the resolution process.
Research Methodology

This research adopts a doctrinal and comparative analytical approach to study India’s evolving legal frameworks for debt
recovery and insolvency resolution. The primary objective of this paper is to evaluate and compare the effectiveness, scope,
and implementation of the Recovery of Debts and Bankruptcy Act, 1993 (RDDBFI Act), the Securitization and Reconstruction
of Financial Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002 (SARFAESI Act), and the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code,
2016 (IBC) in managing corporate debt and insolvency. The research methodology includes the following components:

1. Doctrinal Research Approach

The doctrinal research approach involves a detailed examination and analysis of legal statutes, judicial precedents, and
secondary legal materials to understand the theoretical foundations of the three legislative frameworks. This research
approach involves:

e Statutory Analysis: The study begins with an in-depth analysis of the key provisions of the RDDBFI Act, SARFAESI
Act, and IBC, highlighting their objectives, structure, and operational mechanisms.

e (Case Law Review: The paper reviews landmark judgments related to each law to understand how courts have
interpreted and applied these frameworks in real-world scenarios. Judicial decisions are critical in interpreting the
scope and limitations of each statute.

e Legal and Policy Documents: The study also examines relevant policy documents, official reports, and guidelines
issued by regulatory bodies such as the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India (IBBI) and the Reserve Bank of
India (RBI) to understand the regulatory environment surrounding these laws.

2. Comparative Legal Analysis
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A comparative legal analysis is used to evaluate the differences and similarities between the three frameworks—RDDBFI Act,

SARFAESI Act, and IBC—by comparing their strengths and weaknesses. This approach includes:
e Legal Framework Comparison: This involves a side-by-side comparison of the RDDBFI Act, SARFAESI Act, and IBC
in terms of their goals, procedures, and scope. The analysis explores:
o The procedural efficiency of each law in resolving debt disputes.
o The scope of stakeholder participation, with particular focus on creditors (financial, operational, secured,
and unsecured).
o The mechanisms for dispute resolution (such as Debt Recovery Tribunals in the RDDBFI Act, asset
enforcement under the SARFAESI Act, and the comprehensive corporate resolution process under the IBC).
o Thetime-bound resolution mechanisms introduced by the IBC, which is absent in the other two frameworks.

o Effectiveness in Addressing NPAs: A critical part of the comparison is evaluating how effectively each law has been
in resolving non-performing assets (NPAs), particularly in terms of recovery rates and timeliness.

e Legal, Economic, and Institutional Impact: The paper compares the institutional setup under each law, including
tribunals, appellate bodies, and regulatory agencies, and evaluates their capacity to handle large-scale debt recovery.

3. Data Collection and Secondary Sources
Data for the research is primarily collected through secondary sources, which include:

e Legal Texts: The primary statutes (RDDBFI Act, SARFAESI Act, and IBC) are studied in detail, alongside relevant
amendments and regulatory notifications.

e Judicial and Legal Precedents: The research reviews landmark cases and judgments that have shaped the
interpretation and application of these laws. Key case laws include decisions by the Supreme Court of India, High
Courts, and National Company Law Tribunal (NCLT).

e Reports and Publications: Reports by institutions like the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India (IBBI),
Reserve Bank of India (RBI), and academic studies are used to assess the impact of the legal frameworks on India’s
financial ecosystem.

e Legal Journals and Articles: Academic papers, legal journals, and articles published in leading law reviews provide
insights into the comparative effectiveness of these laws and offer critical perspectives on their implementation.

4. Data Analysis
The study employs qualitative analysis to assess the strengths and limitations of each debt recovery framework.
Comparative data on recovery rates, efficiency, and stakeholder involvement is examined to highlight:

e Recovery Rates: This involves reviewing empirical data from government and industry reports, especially focusing
on how each law has impacted the recovery of NPAs over the years.

o Resolution Times: The effectiveness of the IBC in completing insolvency proceedings within a defined time frame
is analyzed against the often lengthy processes under the RDDBFI Act and SARFAESI Act.

e Creditor Satisfaction: The paper evaluates the creditor-friendliness of each framework, particularly focusing on
how well the laws balance creditor rights with debtor protections.

5. Limitations of the Study
While this study provides a comparative analysis of the RDDBFI Act, SARFAESI Act, and IBC, there are certain limitations to
the research methodology:

o Limited Primary Data: The research relies heavily on secondary sources such as case law and legal documents,
which may not always provide complete insight into the practical application of the laws.

o Evolving Jurisprudence: The IBC is a relatively new framework, and its impact on debt recovery and corporate
insolvency is still evolving. Therefore, certain conclusions drawn from case law may be subject to change as the legal
landscape matures.

Data Analysis

This section presents a comparative analysis of the Recovery of Debts and Bankruptcy Act, 1993 (RDDBFI Act), the
Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002 (SARFAESI Act), and
the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (IBC), focusing on their procedural efficiency, recovery rates, stakeholder
involvement, and overall impact on India’s financial ecosystem.

1. Procedural Efficiency

Table 1: Comparison of Procedural Efficiency

Aspect RDDBFI Act (1993) SARFAESI Act (2002) IBC (2016)

Main Feature Debt Recovery Tribunals | Direct enforcement of security | Time-bound corporate
(DRTs) for adjudication interests by creditors insolvency resolution process

Time Taken for | Delays due to backlog, | Fast-track for secured creditors; | 180 days (extendable to 270

Resolution typically several years around 3-12 months days)
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Judicial Involves  tribunals and | Minimal judicial involvement | Judicial oversight

Involvement appellate bodies (exceptin cases of dispute) (NCLT/NCLAT)

Effectiveness in | Low effectiveness due to | Effective for secured creditors; | Effective, structured process

Practice delays and backlog limited to asset recovery with reduced delays
Interpretation:

The RDDBFI Act has been ineffective in ensuring timely debt recovery, primarily due to substantial delays caused by backlog
and insufficient institutional capacity within Debt Recovery Tribunals (DRTs). In contrast, the SARFAESI Act offers a more
efficient process for secured creditors by allowing direct enforcement of security interests without judicial involvement.
However, this efficiency is limited to secured debts and does not provide a comprehensive solution for insolvency resolution.
On the other hand, the IBC offers a much more streamlined, time-bound insolvency resolution process, with a prescribed
180-day timeline for resolution, extendable by 90 days, significantly reducing delays compared to previous frameworks.

2. Recovery Rates

Table 2: Comparison of Recovery Rates

Aspect RDDBFI Act (1993) SARFAESI Act (2002) IBC (2016)

Recovery Approximately 20-25% of the NPA | Approximately 30-40% of the NPA | Recovery rates of over 43%

Rate amount amount (for secured creditors) in major cases

Recovery Primarily for secured and | Primarily for secured creditors | Recovery for both financial

Type unsecured creditors through | through asset enforcement and operational creditors
tribunals

Effectiveness | Modest recovery rates due to | Improved recovery for secured | High recovery rates with a
inefficiency of tribunals creditors, limited by asset | structured resolution

availability process
Interpretation:

Recovery rates under the RDDBFI Act are relatively low, averaging only 20-25%, mainly due to inefficiencies and procedural
delays in the adjudication process. The SARFAESI Act has shown improved recovery rates of approximately 30-40%, but its
effectiveness is confined to cases involving secured creditors and assets that can be sold. The IBC, however, has led to
significantly higher recovery rates, averaging over 43%, as it incorporates both secured and unsecured creditors into a
structured, time-bound resolution process. The IBC’s focus on business revival and value maximization rather than mere
asset liquidation contributes to its higher recovery efficiency.

3. Stakeholder Involvement and Control

Table 3: Stakeholder Involvement and Control

Aspect RDDBFI Act (1993) SARFAESI Act (2002) IBC (2016)
Creditor Creditors have limited | Creditors (secured) can | Creditors (financial and operational)
Involvement involvement; primarily in | initiate action but no | play a central role in the resolution
filing recovery applications collective decision-making process via the Committee of Creditors
(CoQ)
Role of Debtor | Debtor rights are limited to | Debtor can challenge the | Debtor can participate in resolution and
defenses and appeals recovery process, but the | restructuring plans
focus is on asset sale
Decision- Limited to tribunal | Creditors make | The Committee of Creditors (CoC) has
Making Power | adjudication enforcement decisions, but | decision-making power over the future
no collective resolution | of the company
process
Outcome Focus | Focuses on debt recovery Focuses on asset sale and | Focuses on business revival,
debt recovery restructuring, and maximizing asset
value

Interpretation:

Under the RDDBFI Act, creditor involvement is primarily limited to filing recovery applications, while the debtor’s role is
confined to defense and appeals. The SARFAESI Act gives secured creditors more control by allowing them to enforce security
interests directly. However, it lacks a formal resolution process, and there is no mechanism for collective decision-making. In
contrast, the IBC empowers both financial and operational creditors through the Committee of Creditors (CoC), allowing
them to make collective decisions regarding the restructuring, revival, or liquidation of the debtor. This level of involvement
is a significant improvement over the RDDBFI Act and SARFAESI Act, as it ensures that creditors play a central role in
determining the future of the distressed entity.

4. Impact on Financial Ecosystem
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Table 4: Impact on Financial Ecosystem

Aspect RDDBFI Act (1993) SARFAESI Act (2002) IBC (2016)
Impact on NPAs | Limited impact due to | Significant impact for secured | Major reduction in NPAs due to
procedural inefficiency creditors in reducing NPAs structured resolution and faster
processes
Ease of Doing | Low due to delays and | Moderate improvement for secured | High, as it promotes timely
Business inefficiencies in  debt | creditors resolution and investor confidence
recovery
Regulatory Limited regulatory | Minimal regulatory oversight for | Strong regulatory framework with
Framework oversight enforcement IBBI oversight and structured
processes
Financial Contributed to reducing | Improved financial stability for | Enhanced financial stability with
Stability some NPAs but was slow secured creditors but not for | quicker, fairer resolution of
broader debtors corporate distress
Interpretation:

The RDDBFI Act had a modest impact on reducing NPAs, but its slow and inefficient process hindered broader financial
stability. The SARFAESI Act improved recovery for secured creditors, leading to better financial stability in cases of secured
debts. However, it did not address the needs of unsecured creditors or provide a comprehensive insolvency resolution
framework. The IBC, by contrast, has significantly enhanced financial stability by providing a robust, time-bound resolution
process. Its comprehensive regulatory framework, including oversight by the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India
(IBBI), has increased investor confidence and contributed to the reduction of NPAs, making it a critical tool for promoting
financial stability and improving India’s ranking in the ease of doing business.
Conclusion
This paper provides a detailed comparative analysis of three pivotal legislative frameworks in India: The Recovery of Debts
and Bankruptcy Act, 1993 (RDDBFI Act), the Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial Assets and Enforcement of
Security Interest Act, 2002 (SARFAESI Act), and the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (IBC). The analysis highlights the
evolution of these laws and their respective effectiveness in addressing the growing challenge of non-performing assets
(NPAs) and corporate insolvency in India.
Key Findings
1. Procedural Efficiency:
The RDDBFI Act and SARFAESI Act introduced significant reforms in debt recovery by establishing specialized tribunals
and enabling secured creditors to enforce their rights directly. However, both frameworks suffered from inefficiencies—
RDDBFI Act due to delays in the tribunal process and SARFAESI Act due to its limited applicability to secured creditors.
In contrast, the IBC offers a structured, time-bound process for insolvency resolution, significantly reducing delays and
ensuring a more predictable and transparent resolution framework.
2. Recovery Rates:
Recovery rates under the RDDBFI Act have been modest, averaging only 20-25%, largely due to the inefficiency of the
tribunal process. The SARFAESI Act has been more effective for secured creditors, with recovery rates ranging from 30-
40%, but its scope is limited to asset-backed recovery. The IBC, with its comprehensive approach, has demonstrated
superior recovery rates, averaging over 43%, as it facilitates a more inclusive process for both secured and unsecured
creditors and focuses on business revival and value maximization.
3. Stakeholder Involvement:
The RDDBFI Act provides limited involvement for creditors, primarily through filing recovery applications. The SARFAESI
Act allows secured creditors to take direct action, but it lacks a collective decision-making process. The IBC, on the other
hand, places creditors—both financial and operational—at the core of the resolution process through the Committee of
Creditors (CoC), empowering them to make decisions regarding the restructuring, revival, or liquidation of the debtor
entity. This enhanced stakeholder participation is a key strength of the IBC, providing a more balanced and democratic
approach to insolvency resolution.
4. Impact on Financial Ecosystem:
While the RDDBFI Act and SARFAESI Act have made important strides in improving debt recovery, their impact on the
broader financial ecosystem has been limited. The IBC, however, has had a transformative effect, improving financial
stability, enhancing creditor confidence, and reducing NPAs through a structured and time-bound process. Its
comprehensive regulatory framework, under the supervision of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India (IBBI),
has fostered a more efficient and transparent insolvency ecosystem, significantly contributing to the ease of doing
business in India.

L./
www.ijeais.org/ijamsr
57



International Journal of Academic Management Science Research (IJAMSR)
ISSN: 2643-900X
Vol. 9 Issue 8 August - 2025, Pages: 53-59

Significance of the Study

This research underscores the importance of legal reforms in shaping India’s financial ecosystem. While the RDDBFI Act and
SARFAESI Act laid the groundwork for addressing debt recovery issues, the IBC has emerged as a game-changing reform,
offering a more holistic and effective framework for dealing with insolvency. The IBC’s focus on time-bound resolution,
creditor empowerment, and business revival aligns with global best practices and has positioned India as a leader in
insolvency reform. This study contributes to the academic discourse on insolvency laws in India by offering a comprehensive
comparison of these three frameworks and analyzing their practical implications.

Policy Recommendations

1. Streamlining the IBC Process: While the IBC has shown promising results, there are still challenges related to the
speed of resolution, particularly in complex cases involving multiple creditors. It is recommended that further
reforms be made to streamline the process, particularly by reducing delays in the National Company Law Tribunal
(NCLT) and enhancing the capacity of insolvency professionals.

2. Expanding the Scope of SARFAESI: The SARFAESI Act has proven effective for secured creditors, but its scope is
limited to asset recovery. Expanding its provisions to include unsecured creditors or offering a mechanism for
corporate restructuring could further enhance its effectiveness in dealing with complex insolvencies.

3. Enhancing the Capacity of DRTs: While the RDDBFI Act has provided specialized tribunals for debt recovery, the
effectiveness of these tribunals has been hindered by understaffing and inefficiency. Strengthening the infrastructure
of DRTs, improving digitalization, and increasing staffing could help reduce the backlog of cases and improve the
overall functioning of the system.

4. Promoting Awareness and Training: Given the complexity of insolvency laws, there is a need for enhanced
awareness and training for legal professionals, creditors, and debtors. This will ensure better implementation and
adherence to the provisions of the IBC, SARFAESI, and RDDBFI.

Future Research Directions

Future studies could explore the cross-border insolvency provisions under the IBC and their effectiveness in resolving
international insolvency cases. Additionally, empirical research focusing on the impact of the IBC on small and medium
enterprises (SMEs) could provide valuable insights into how the law affects different sectors of the economy. The ongoing
evolution of the IBC presents an opportunity for further research into its adaptability to emerging financial challenges
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