
 ः  that:  is.  whethe:

 :the  Allahabad  High  Court,  the  LIC

 went  in  for  appeal  to  the  Supreme
 Court...  2छ  writ  petition  pending  in

 the  Calcutta  High  Court  was.  also

 transferred  to  the  Supreme  Court.  At

 preliminary  stage  of  the  hearing,  the

 Supreme  Court  had  passed  order  that

 in  the  event  of  the  LIC  appeal  not.

 surviving, the  ‘employees  should  be

 ‘paid  bonus
 along  with

 12  per  cenit  in-

 terest.

 (ऐ.  November  10,  1980,  the  ‘Supreme

 Court  by  its  judgment  held  all  the

 actions  of  the  LIC  and  the  Govern-

 ment  of  India  illegal  and  ultra  vires

 the  Constitution  and  struck  down  the

 orders:  ‘depriving  the
 employees

 of

 their  right  to  bonus.:

 But  now  strangely  enough  |  report
 .  has  appeared  in  a  section  of  the  press

 that  secret  confabulations  are  going

 on  in  the  concerned  Ministries  to  see

 to.  it  that  the  effects  of  the  Supreme

 Court:  judgment  are  nullified  and

 employees  are  not  paid  any  bonus,

 even  the  bonus  that  has  legally  ac-

 erued  to  them  for  the  years  1978-79

 and:  1979.80.  To  a  delegation  of  the
 AY  India  Insurance  Employees’  Asso-

 ciation,  the  LIC  Chairtnan.was  report-
 "८

 ed.  to  have  told  on  11-11-80  that  in

 view  of  the  ‘Finance  Ministry  tele-.

 phonically  instructing  him  ‘not  to
 pay

 a  the  ad  he  was  राड
 to

 pay.

 ol  urge  tipon  the  Government  not  to

 engage  in  such  methods,  What  isin-  .

 volved.  inthis  issue  is  not  merely  the  .  -.

 question  of:.  payment -  ‘of  bonus.  to

 43,000:  LAC  employees  “only,  put  also  a
 -८  ‘more:  basic  ‘and  fundamental  and  ...  -

 ae,
 '

 thig  Government  will
 :.  ,.  submit  ६0.  the  judicial  interprétation  ~.

 of  Taw
 enacted.

 by  the  Parliament or
 os  it  रंधा.  ;किए81

 प
 iteelt  . ह

 “the:

 -  were
 successfully

 :  ‘challenged.  ‘in! थ  .
 Ow.  Bench

 “of  the  Allahabad  =~;

 Court.  “Another  Writ  Petition

 ..ऊ  filed  inthe  Calcutta  High  Court

 द्  -  सिगार  the  validity  of  the  LIC’s
 ~<  “aetiong  under  10  (2)  and  9A  of  the

 LD:  Act  and  the  Central:  Government’  Ss

 aetion  under  Section  49  and  11(2)  of:

 ‘the  LIC  Act,  Having  lost  the  case.in

 “oN
 ae  PARTS:  OF.  Bonarਂ

 SHRIMATI  .  -PRAMILA.:  ‘DANDA«  द
 ः  VATE  (Bombay  North:  Central)};:Mr.  ~~

 थ
 Speaker,  Sir,  on  7th  December,  1980,

 -.  a  serious  episode  occurred  in  Borabay
 ..

 +
 which  constitutes  a  grave  threat

 te

 the  freedom  of  press.  ”

 The  ‘Mumbai  Sakal’  a  popular  Ma.

 rathi  daily  published  from  Bombay
 has  been  exposing  the  growing  gang-
 sterism  in  World  and.  Prabhadevi.

 areas  of  Bombay  where  gangsters
 openly  move  with  swords  terrorising
 people.

 regarding  this  gangsterism  has  pro-
 duced  no  result  so  far.

 Some  elements  probably  engaged
 by  the  exposure  of  gangsterism

 through  the  columns  of  ‘Mumbai
 Sakal’  burnt  the  tempo  carrying  copies
 of  the  Marathi  daily  on  7th  Decem-

 per,  1980.  The  driver  escaped  and
 was,  therefore,  saved  from  being
 burnt  alive.  This  is  an  assault  on

 the  freedom  of  press.

 J  request  the  Minister  of  Home

 Affairs  to  instruct  the  authorities
 concerned to  ensure  that  such  acts  of
 vandalism  are  prevented  and

 freedom

 as  press  probectes,

 (viii)  ‘SUFPLY  OF  MAIDA  TO
 ‘Tamm

 ~NApo

 उसका  ए,  PALANIAPPAN  (Salem):
 Mr,  Speaker,  Sir,  under  Rule  877,  I

 wish  to  raise  the  following  matter  of

 urgent.  public  importance.  In  Tamil-

 wadu  there  are  thousands  of  cottage
 ..  Units  producing  pappad,.  bun,  biscuits  |

 ¢@te.,  which  are  common.  people's.  ‘deli.
 eaedes.  *  To  give  an  example,  in-Salem  -

 a  district’  alone,  there  are  120,  cottage.

 cunits  *  “producing  -  ‘pappads:.  ऑ  which
 more  than.  3000.  people  are : -working,  थ

 ‘out,  of  whom.  ‘about: म  -  women.

 My  letters  of  complaint  to
 ~

 the  Police  Commissioner  of  Bombay


