
99 Lie {Modification of m a y  i» , m e Settlement) £iU 100

NOES

Banerjee, Shri S. M.
Bhattacharyya, Shri Dinen 
Bhattacharyya, Shri Jagadish 
Bhattacharyya, Shri S. P.
Chandrappan, Shri C. K.
Chatterjee, Shri Somnath 
Chowhan, Shri Bharat Singh 
Das, Shri R. P.
Deshpande, Shrimati Roza
Gupta, Shri Indrajit
Haider, Shri Krishna Chandra 
hoarder, Shri Dinesh 
Krishnan, Shrimati Parvathi
Mehta, Shri P. M.
Mohammad Ismail, Shri
Mukherjee, Shri Samar
•Pandey, Shri Tarkeshwar
Reddy, Shri B. N.
Reddy, Shri Y. Eswara 
Saha, Shri Ajit Kumar
Sambhali, Shri Ishaque 
Sen, Dr. Ranen

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The
resulti of the division is. Ayes 106; 
Noes 22.

The motion was adopted.

16.62 hrs.

LIFE INSURANCE CORPORATION 
(MODIFICATION OF SETTLEMENT)

BILL

MB. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, we
take up the tile  XhffuvaiMte Cwpo*#*
tion (Modification of Settlement) Bitt,

Mr. C. Subramaniam.

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE 
(SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM): Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, the Life Insur
ance Corporation (Modification o& 
Settlement) Bill was introduced iU 
the House on the first of last month.
I beg to move:

“That the Bill to provide for the
modification of the settlement ar- 
rived at between the Life Insurance
Corporation of India and their work* 
men, be taken into consideration.”

Hon. Members are aware that the
Payment of Bonus Act does not apply 
to LIC, GIC and the nationalised 
Banks. When the Bonus Act was re
cently amended, Government simul
taneously took certain decisions in
respect of ex-gratia payment to be
made to institutions outside the scepe
of the Bonus Act. The employees of
these institutions can now be paid ex- 
gratia amounts upto ten per cent of
their salary, this payment being ad
missible onI> to those drawing a maxi
mum salary of Rs. 1,600 per month.
The maximum amount of payment is 
also restricted to that calculated for
the salary of Rs. 750 per month. In 
other words, the maximum payment is
limited to Rs. 900

However, m the case of LIC, under
subsisting agreements between the
management and Class III and Class 
IV employees, the amount payable by
the Corporation to these categories of
employees is at the rate of 15 per cent
of their annual salary (basic pay,
special pay and dearness allowance)

•Wrongly voted for NOES.
fThe following Members also recorded their votes for AYES:
Sarvashxi Hari Singh, Lutfal Haque, S. N. Singh Deo, Bibhuti

Mishra, Shankarrao Savant, Manikrao Palodkar, Tarkeshwar Pandey, Shri
mati Maya Ray, and Dr. Sankata Prasad.
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feltbout any maximum limit. Hon. 
Um bers would be interested to know 
that, on this Basis, a Superintendent 
drawing salary at the maximum scale 
would be entitled to as much as nearly 
Si. 4,000 as bonus whereas in all 
otter sectors, the maximum could be 
only Rs. 900.

As these existing agreements are 
enforceable till 31-3-1977, and can be 
set aside only by legislative action, the 
Bill was introduced to enable the Gov
ernment to apply these decisions to 
LIC employees. The justification for 
the Bill is:

(i) Having applied the provisions of 
the Payment of Bonus (Amend
ment) Act, 1976, and of the 
Government decision restricting 
ex-gratia payment to 10 per 
cent (and that too on a maxi
mum deemed salary of Rs. 750 
per month) to all other employ
ees it would be difficult to make 
an exception in the case of the 
Lie employees who are rela
tively in receipt of much higher 
emoluments.

(ii) When the Payment of Bonus Act 
has already set aside agreements 
which contemplate payment of 
bonus higher than that provided 
by the amended law, it is but 
logical that in the case of those 
who ar© now to be paid ex- 
gratia payments in lieu of 
bonus similar settlements 
should be set aside.

(iii) The interest of the class of in
sured persons also has to be pro
tected. more so, when it has not 
been found possible for a num
ber of years now either to in
crease bonus or reduce premia 
rates. The renewal expenses of 
the Life Insurance Corporation 
should normally be 15 per cent 
of renewal premium income ac
cording to Rule 17D of the 
Insurance Rules (read with 
Section 40B of the Life Insur
ance Act, 1938). The accounts 
of the LIC for the financial

year 1974-75 disclosed that its renewal 
expenses ratio was 18.97 per cent A 
careful control has therefore to be ex
ercised over LIC expenses. In this 
back-drop, LIC can ill-afford to make 
ex-gratia payments at the high levels 
visualised in these settlements.

At the time of introduction of the 
Bill, some hon. Members took excep
tion to the introduction ot a Bill to 
annul a settlement. This is not some
thing new, since the amendment to 
the Bonus Act had provisions to an
nul settlements which caused distor
tions. Again, Government have taken 
initiative in a number of cases to 
re-open settlements to provide addi
tional benefits to workers. Hon. 
Members would recall that this was 
done in the Life Insurance Corporation 
of India itself when the payment of 
ex-gratia bonus was reopened during 
the currency of the settlement in the 
year 1972 and the management decid
ed, with the approval of the Govern
ment to pay bonus to Class III and 
Class IV employees at-the rate o£ 10 
per cent of basic pay, special pay and 
dearness allowance with effect from 
1971, even though under the settle
ment which was current from 1-4-1969 
to 31-3-1973 bonus had to be paid ac
cording to the award of National In
dustrial Tribunal at the rate of 1J 
months' basic pay. Likewise, at the 
intervention of the Labour Ministry, 
revision of wages in the Cement In
dustry was agreed to by the manage* 
ment effective from 15-9-1973 over
riding an agreement which was in 
force till 31st March, 1977. 1' can cite 
several other such instances. Cases of 
reopening settlement* are therefore, 
not unusual. The larger interests of 
workers as a whole and the health 
of the national economy has to over
ride the limited interests of certain 
selected categories. Hon. Members 
will, I hope, consider this Bill in this 
perspective and will extend their full 
cooperation to the passing of this Bill.

I would also like to inform the 
House that the Management would 
have consultations with the represen
tatives of the employees for the pur-
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pose of fixing the actual rate and how 
to make further adjustments, If neces
sary. But I am sure, this House will 
not take a partisan attitude with refer
ence to the LIC workers, who are. 
what I call in the high-wage island.

MR. DEPUTY-SFELAKER: Motion
moved:

“That the Bill to provide for the 
modification of the settlement ar
rived at between the Life Insurance 
Corporation of India and their 
workmen, be taken into considera
tion”.
Mr. Banerjee—You move your

amendment?
SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur): 

Yes, Sir. I beg to move:
“That the Bill be circulated for 

the purpose of eliciting opinion 
thereon by the 16th August, 1976.” 
(1)
MR. DEPUTy-SPEAKER: Mr. Ram- 

avatar Shaslri and Shri Madhukar are 
not here.

Mr. Dinen Bhattacharyya—you move 
your amendment?

SHIU DINEN BHATTACHARYYA: 
(Serampore): Yes, sir. I beg to move:

“That the Bill to provide for the 
modification of the settlement ar
rived at between the Life Insurance 
Corporation of India and their work
men, be referred to a Select Com
mittee consisting of 9 members, 
namely:—Shri S. M. Banerjee, Shri 
Tridib Chaudhari, Shri Prasannbhai 
Mehta, Shri Samar Mukherjee, Shri 
Era Sezhiyan, Shri Ramavatar Shas- 
tri, Shri Digvijaya Narain Singh. 
Shri C. Subramaniam; and Shri 
Dinen Bhattacharyya with instruc
tions to report by the last day of 
the first week of the next session.” 
(12).

ME. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now. Mr. 
Sreekantaxi Nair is not there. So, now. 
‘Wiese amendments are before the 
House Shri Somnath Chatterjee.

SHKl SOMNATH CHATTSBJSS 
(Buxdwan); The hon. Minister Slid 
that while dealing with the Bill wa 
should not take up a partisan attitude. 
When the Government is taking a 
partisan attitude in favour of tte 
affluent section of the people, we tore 
to take a partisan attitude in favour 
of the weaker sections of the people 
of this country.

Like the last Bill which the House 
has now passed, this also is a pernici
ous and atrocious measure and is an* 
other glaring instance of the calculat
ed anti-working class policy adopted 
by this government and this BUI is 
being rushed through this House by 
the use of a sledge-hammer majority 
to bulldoze the hard-earned rights of 
thousands of LIC employees.

This anti-people measure is not 
only going to deprive the LIC em
ployees of their legitimate as well as 
legal rights but it is also going to 
tarnish the image and record of this 
august House and will also make this 
House a party to the deliberate nulli
fication of certain rights which have 
accrued to the LIC employees under 
another valid piece of legislation, 
namely, the Industrial Disputes Act 
which sanctioned this agreement and 
which gives it sustenance in law.

Under the Proclamation of Emer
gency various emergency powers have 
been taken by this Government osten
sibly for the purpose of using them 
against the so-called anti-national 
forces in this country but it seems that 
these emergency powers have been 
utilised as a sword by this govern
ment to strike down the interests of 
the working class and to use them 
against the legitimate rights and 
interests of the working class in this 
country.

I am sure the sanction behind this 
immoral legislative measure is not the 
will of the people to be expressed and 
ascertained by a free voting according 
to the conscience of my hon. friends 
opposite hut by the whip of Mr. Raghu 
Ramaiah under the exercise or threat
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af tttttteise o f the d»«soai«n power* 
like MlSA and DIE and what not, 
egdinst those who might dare to oppose 
it outside. This is the only sanction 
behind this piece of legislation.

This is a Bill which clearly shows 
the antipathy of this Government to
wards the interests and the legitimate 
rights of the working class whose 
rights are being denuded every day 
and day by day, while this Govern
ment is making concession after con
cession—see the recent ones in the 
rates of income-tax and wealth-tax— 
for the benefit of the affluent sections 
of the society of this country.

This Bill further shows a complete 
antipathy of this Government towards 
the effect and operation of the existing 
laws in this country and the rights 
derived by the people under the exist
ing laws which are also inadequate 
for the working class of this country.

This is another example of the 
supreme contempt which this Govern
ment is showing towards the principles 
of collective bargaining in respect of 
the demands of the industrial workers 
which is being recognized the world 
over. That is now being treated with 
the contempt it does not deserve.

When the Bill was sought to be 
introduced in this House first on 31st 
March, there were protests from all 
sections of the House. I liope Mr. Kul- 
kami will not be a mute spectator to
day and I hope Mr. Stephen—I do not 
find him—-and Mr. Sathe—they are 
not there—will express the views they 
did on the last occasion. Not only 
Members from all sides did not feel 
happy about that but even the hon. 
Speaker intervened and said, ‘Why are 
you associating the House in passing 
this measure?' and made certain ob
servations and because of that, the 
Government had the matter adjourned 
for the day and on the next day, a 
meeting was held in the room of Shri 
Pranab Kumar Mukherjee—Mr. 
Mukherjee and Mrs. Bohatgi were 
also there—and at the short time at 
our disposal we could place our view

points not fully but we requesttst them 
to tafo* the workers into confidence, 
to sit with them and the employers’ 
representatives across the table and 
discuss the matter, but that was not 
to be. They do not want to take the 
employees who are going to be affected 
into confidence and they want to make 
a short-shrift of a valid agreement by 
show of arrogance. The spirit of ac
commodation which one would expect 
from an ideal employer, if at all there 
be, and the sense of co-operation, so 
far as this Government is concerned, 
have become the victims of the emer
gency. They are not willing even to 
show an ordinary attitude of fairness 
and fairplay towards the employees of 
this Corporation.

We should recapitulate very shortly 
the implication of the Bill which seeks 
to abrogate it retrospectively. This is 
important—retrospective operation is
being given to nullify the provision of 
a comprehensive agreement. Bonus 
was being received by the employees 
of the Insurance Companies in this 
country long before the nationalisa
tion of the life insurance business. As 
a matter of fact, for the last forty 
years the employees have been receiv
ing bonus without any interruption 
and after the LIC came into existence, 
agreements have been entered into 
from time to time, tho last one being 
the agreement which is now sought to 
be partially abrogated.

The important thing to notice and 
to remember is that this bipartite 
settlement does not deal with bonus 
only. It covered various aspects of the 
setrvice conditions of the employees 
and it was entered into after prolong
ed negotiations, discussions, with the 
full knowledge of the Central Govern
ment and even with the active parti
cipation of the then Finance Minister 
Shri Chavan and the present Labour 
Minister, Shri Reddy. Nothing was 
done behind the back of the Govern
ment. As a matter of fact Shri Chavan. 
and Shri Reddy had assisted in 
arriving at a settlement. It was In the 
nature of a package deal. Various 
terms of the agreement provided the
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consideration for each other and it 
was a solemn agreement which was 
entered Into openly, lawfully and with 
the approval of the Central Govern
ment which .gave a statutory approval 
under the LIC Act for the purpose of 
its enforcement.

Please permit me to indicate the 
nature of the agreement that was 
entered into on the 24th January, 1974. 
It dealt with the questions of scales of 
pay, method of fixation of the scales, 
dearness allowance, house rent allow
ance, compensatory allowance, provi
dent fund contributions, gratuity, 
bonus (one of the terms of the agree
ment), and then about gradation, 
option to the existing employees and 
also the period of settlement.

One of the clauses was very important, 
to which reference was made by Shri 
Kulkarni on the last occasion, viz., 
Clause 9 which provided that the 
Government in the third year and in 
the fourth year will make available 
Rs. 1 crore each year on account oi 
the medical benefits, provident fund 
and leave travel concession, etc. ft 
was left to the good offices of the 
Corporation which had given an 
undertaking m this agreement that 
they will take up this matter in the 
third and the fourth year and will take 
decision so that Rs. i crore provision 
for each year could be utilised for the 
purpose of giving this benefit. This 
was openly violated. The agreement 
on Clause 9 still subsists. The LIC 
has not taken a single stey to imple
ment it. Therefore, an important 
thing is that this is not merely a bonus 
agreement, various provisions relating 
to the conditions of service were 
agreed to in respect of carrying out 
the provision which was to be done 
by the L.I.C. One particular clause is 
now being sought to be deleted and 
mutilated. The truncated agreement 
is being thrust upon the employees. 
This unique achievement this Govern
ment Is seeking to have. Kindly 
remember that this Bill does not geek 
tp prevent something happening in 
the future. It seeks to take away the

change and alter with retrospective 
effect the existing agreement to the $t» 
triment of one of the parties without 
their knowledge, without their consent, 
without any discussion with ftem, 
without even taking their views in 
the matter, as if they do not exist so 
far as this Government is concerned.

This is another example, 
infamous attempt, to rewrite an alreei&y 
existing operative agreement to which 
Government has given its expressed 
approval only 2& years back. If this 
attempt succeeds I shudder to think 
how far this Government can 4nd noil 
go to take away the accrued, valued, 
minimum rights of the working class. 
This agreement was approved by the 
Central Government. Till today that 
agreement is binding and it is in 
force. In spite of that agreement, 
which is binding on the LIC because 
of the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, which make it statutori
ly binding on the LIC, another law is 
sought to be passed today to nullify 
a part of it. That is to say, a part of 
that agreement is being nullified 
which agreement has the sanctity of 
law which is not being challenged. 
Does it not show a supreme indiffer
ence on the part of the Government? 
They throw away any law which does 
not suit them, in their crusade against 
the working class.

This agreement is operative since 
January 1974. Under this they worked 
out the amounts and bonus was paid. 
Bonus was to be paid now along witfc 
salary of April 1976 and in April 
1976 this Bill was not there. There 
was no law which prevented L.I.C. 
from paying this money.

In gross violation of this agreement 
which is binding on the Government 
just now, at 4-25 PM on 19th of May, 
deliberate and wanton violation of 
this agreement is being sought to be 
given legislative shield by us. Why 
should there be such deliberate breach 
of an agreement which is lawful and 
binding on the LIC? Why Aould you 
do this, without any 
authority or monii authorHy sftitt
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'without (he knowledge and consent of 
lb<» employees, without taking them 
into confidence. Government has not 
only condoned this illegal breach of 
this agreement but they have attem
pted to provide a legislative stick to 
the LIC to beat the workers with. Is 
this not a travesty of justice and fair
play in this country? I will tell you 
why they are taking this inconsistent 
stand.

The All India Insurance Employees 
Association and some of the employ
ees have gone to the Calcutta High 
Court and filed a writ proceedings 
saying that as long as this agreement 
is a legal and a vaild agreement, the 
LIC is obliged to honour it. There 
is no right as far as LIC is concerned, 
to refuse to carry out this agreement. 
1 have the fortune and privilege to 
appear for the employees association 
in that case before Calcutta High 
Court. In the affidavit m those 
proceedings which LIC had filed, they 
have taken this stand, They say, they 
are unable 1o pay, because the Central 
Government has issued a directive to 
them. They say that this Central 
Government directive is legal under 
the LIC Act and it is binding on LIC 
itself. They have produced a D O 
letter. I don’t know whether Mr. 
Kulkami knows it This is dated 
37th October, 1975. One Mr. D.K. 
Singh, Director, Ministry of Finance 
has written a D O letter to Chairman, 
LIC, requesting him not to make any 
further payment of bonus without 
getting the same cleared by the Gov
ernment. When the Government had 
nothing to do with it in October 1975 
or even, for that matter, in April 1976. 
This is the accepted position. Mr. 
Pranab Kumar Mukherjee said 
solemnly in this House that without 
the legislative authority or without 
this Bill the Central Government has 
no power to stop payment of this 
amount to L.I.C. workmen. LIC has 
no authority to stop payment to its 
emptyijees. Today Mr. $ubramaoiam 
stud the «*me thing as Mr. Mukherjee 
said earlier.

But, Sir, LIC is making solemn 
affidavits in the courts of law that 
because ol the letter from the Central 
Government—which according to 
them is a statutory direction—they are 
unable to pay. If Central Government 
has given any direction his is nothing 
but high-handed interference in that 
matter of carrying out an agreement 
which is lawful and binding on all 
concerned. Before the court they are 
saying that under the existing law 
they have the authority to stop pay
ment whereas here the Finance Minis
ter comes and says that I have no 
authority and give me the authority. 
What stand has to be believed? The 
position is that the LIC justified their 
illegal stand on Central Government 
directive and Centarl Government says 
that LIC cannot refuse to make pay
ment and, therefore, give me the 
authority under this law.

I am sure the hon. Members are 
aware that it is nobody’s case—even 
not that of Mr. Subramaniam—that 
the employees do not deserve to 
receive <his money. It is not that 
they have not carried out any part of 
this agreement or broken any part of 
this agreement or not rendered 
devoted and loyal service to the LIC 
during the period that is over. Nor 
is it the case of the Government or 
the LIC that LIC's financial condition 
does not permit payment of this money.

Sir, some facts have been stated 
but some facts have not been dis
closed. During the last few years, 
especially the last year, LIC’s business 
has gone up by record proportions. 
Whereas in 1957 the ordinary new 
business was of the order of Rs. 282 
crores in 1967 it is Rs. 2197 crores. 
Likewise the number of policies from 
7 lakhs became 20 lakhs. So far as 
the profit—what is known in the 
insurance parlance as valuation sur- 
plus*—is concerned, in 1956-57 it was 
Rs. 30 crores whereas in 1975 it has 
become Rs. 181.50 crores. There is an 
increase of 600 per cent The Central 
Government is also taking a greater 
and greater slice qf it. From Rs, 1.5 
crores now it is Rs. 9.07 crores from
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LiCTs profit. Sir, worth Be. 5,387 
crores of new business has been 
transacted by LIC in 1975. Could you 
have done that with your Chairman, 
Managing Director and the officials of 
the Ministry without the active and 
loyal service of the LIC employees! 
This could not have been achieved. 
Because of the good service rendered 
to the LIC by their employees this is 
the wonderful return and response 
from these over.lords and masters in 
Delhi for these employees. This is 
the response they are getting for their 
dedicated service.

So far as the quantum of this amount 
is concerned, I bad expected Mr. Sub
ramaniam to come out with more 
particulars in supporting an indefensi
ble case. In 1974, when the matter 
was being negotiated before the 
agreement of 24th January was enter
ed into, LIC repeatedly said, we can 
provide Rs. 6 crores for all the differ
ent heads of demands, not for bonus. 
The break-up that was agreed upon 
was that the cost of increase of bonus 
would be Rs. 1.81 crores and the rest 
of the money, out of Rs. 6 crores, was 
to be taken up with regard to the 
other items of demands, which I do 
not have the time to read. Mr. Puri 
repeatedly said, “Rs. 6 crores are 
the maximum limit to which I (.an 
go.” But that is not being exceeded. 
It is within Rs. 6 crores. It is not 
correct to say that the entire amount 
agreed upon will go on account of 
bonus.

DA is paid on the basis of the consu
mer price index. Although actually 
prices are going up, by some jugglery 
the consumer price index is going 
down, as a result of which, the LIC is 
saving Rs. 4.30 crores on account of DA 
alone. Because of the artificial decline 
in the consumer price index which is 
being manipulated, the LIC employees 
are going to lose DA to the extent of 
more than Rs. 4 crores. Under the in
famous Bill which we just now passed, 
to which I had to be an unwilling 
party, the DA is being further reduced 
and impounded. You are making a 
bite on the bonus, which is called bonus

but which is nothing but a part of the 
wages of the employees. This was part 
of the service condition, in addition, S& 
per cent of the increase in DA is being: 
impounded and the employees are los
ing more than Ra 4 crores on DA be- 
cause of the manipulated consumer 
price index.

Whenever the judgments go in their 
favour, they pay respect to the Sup
reme Court. Let us know what is the 
attitude of this government towards 
this judgment on the bonus question 
where the Supreme Court said:

“It has been recognised that in in
dustrial law, collective bargaining, 
union representation, concilations, 
arbitrations, adjudications, appellate 
and other proceedings is a velcomer 
development and an enlightened ad
vance in industrial life."

But they are repudiating the principle 
of collective bargaining. They do not 
want union representation or concilia
tion or negotiation or adjudication. 
The Supreme Court has expressly said 
that so far as the concept of bonus is 
concerned, bonus is payable outside (he 
ambit of the Payment of Bonus Act 
because there is customary bonus pay- 
table under custom which has acquired 
the force of law, bonus payable under 
the service conditions entered into tet- 
ween the employer and the employees 
not wholly covered by the Payment of 
Bonus Act, etc. Mr. Kulkami knows- 
about the recent judgment of the 
Supreme Court in the Mumbai Kamgar 
Sabha case, in which the Supreme 
Court has recognised some righls of the 
employees in this couni ry. The very 
basis of that judgment is being sought 
to be taken away by the Bill that is 
before the House. Perhaps, this judg
ment is anathema o* this Government. 
So far as the Statement of Objects and 
Reasons i$ concerned, in this it is said 
that in respect of non-competing pub
lic sector undertakings, there should 
be an ear-graHa payment alone. We do 
not know as to what is to be paid to
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them. The Bill ia conspicuously silent 
or this. These employees have not 
been taken into confidence as to /hat 
is the payment to be made to >he em
ployees in lieu of this. No indication 
has been givtesn today by Mr. Subra- 
maniam. He gave four or five justifi
cations for this anti-labour and anti
people BUI. He hag said that the 
Bonus Act has brought about changes 
in the payment of bonus so far as 
trthers are concerned and so, why 
should these people be in a better posi
tion? Because one wrong was clone to 
somebody, it has to be perpetuated to 
others also,—that is not a logical argu
ment This fact has also not been 
brought before the House as to whe
ther there was a package deal and a 
bipartite settlement covering ill terms 
and conditions of service of those em
ployees. We are kept in the dark 
about that. Certainly, we are opposi- 
ing this. They have themselves fixed 
the ev-gratia amount and so they want 
that must be accepted. That is why, I 
say this is a deliberate and calculated 
attempt to scrap the solemn, legal and 
honest agreement. They think that 
they are the only arbiters of the fate 
of the people of this country and so. 
whatever they say must be the law, 
and either you accept it or you face the 
consequences.

It has been said that it is difficult to 
make exemption for one section of the 
people and the Bonus Act having set 
aside other agreements, th ey  should 
also not get any better privileges. Sir, 
a new plea has been put forward to
day, namely, the interest of the insu
red people should be looked into. The 
expense ratio in LIC has gone down 
from 18 per cent to 15 per /ent last 
year. That is the definite case of the 
employees. There has been reduction in 
the expense ratio and larger and lar
ger profit as a result of new ousiness. 
For this good service rendered v7y these 
people, this is the return they are get
ting. The hon. Minister only thought 
that some of these people might be get
ting Rs, 4000/- as bonus. But kindly 
take into consideration that this agree
ment expressly excludes payment of 
profit-sharing bonus.

This 50 per cent was fixed as part 
of the additional wages. It was nothing 
but additional wages to be paid along 
with the salary at the end of the,year. 
It was agreed that this should be paid 
in April.

In view of this, I submit that this is 
a Bill which only those who want to 
avoid payment of bonus, can rupport. 
This is a Bill which has been concei
ved not in the interest of the reople 
of this country. This is in continua
tion of the arrogant nttitude on the 
part of this Government. On the one 
hand, they are speaking of inflation 
being contained, and on the other, we 
find that righU of the employees are 
being taken away. Their purchasing 
power is going down day by day £■«d 
their carry-home pay is being rodueed 
every day. This is not for the Leneflt 
of the people of this country. This is 
really doing injustice to the LIC em
ployees. This ig the fate of the people 
who do their best for the organisation 
they are working in and this ‘s the 
return they are getting. You c.ronot 
expect people to make sacrifices for 
somebody else’s satisfaction.

I oppose this BilL I oppose every 
word of this Bill.

SHRI RAJA KULKARNI (Bombay- 
North East): This bill has come to-day, 
after its introduction a few days ear
lier. No doubt thie bill and the ex
plantation given by the Finance Minis
ter have raised a number of questions.
I was listening to our friend, Mr Som- 
nath Chatterjee. I would like to put 
the whole issue in a correct perspec
tive.

It is true that the main issue behind 
this bill which has become a matter of 
dispute,—-is more about the method 
and the manner with which it has been 
handled. The agreement has been
modified unilaterally and this was 
resented when the bill was introduced 
on that day.

So far as the question of streamline- 
ing the bonus system in the industry, 
Services, public sector and private sec
tor are concerned, there has beer, a
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geooral opinion in favour of streamlin
ing, in the light of the new policy. 
But the Government has not studied 
the specific issue of LIC in a proper 

.perspective; and has not appreciated 
the factors which exist in regard to the 
background relating to lhe bonus agree, 
ment in the LIC.

It has been stated by the Finance 
Minister that the Bonus Act itself has 
got an over-riding clause which gLves 
power for making a unilateral modifi
cation of agreements. That is true; 
but that is in respect of all those agree
ments which are covered under lhe 
■Bonus Act, and the industries which 
are covered under the Bonus Act. 
•Suppose there Is a company in the pri
vate sector which has entered into a 
package deal settlement of 20 per cent 
bonus. Now under xhe new Act. theie 
is no doubt, a statutory intervention. 
However, the Act assures bonus as per 
the bonus formula of the Act itself.
16.44 hrs.

[S h r i  P. P a r th a s a r th i  in th e C hair ] 

It may happen that in accordance with 
the bonus formula, the bonus might 
come to 16 per cent or 18 per cent. 
Under such circumstances, i.e. under 
the Act, when the statutory brvm̂  in 
any private sector undertaking is icss 
than the contractual bonus the parties 
might come together and agree nn some 
kind of an efficiency or produ"tivity- 
bous, as supplementary to profit shar
ing, so that the employees do not differ; 
and the total quantum, under the ori
ginal agreement, is maintained. Statu
tory profit-sharing bonus, is there sup
plemented by productivity bonus, 
Similar situations can also exist, even 
in a public sector undertaking there 
contractual bonus is higher than the
• atutory bonus. But such benefit is 

not available to the LIC under the 
present Bill.

This is a very big difference. What 
is offered here is ex-fifratio. There is
no formula. What is proposed, that 
the LIC employees would he given like 
-all other non-competing public sector 
indertakings employees. It Is upto 10

per cent and on par with GIC or bank# 
who have beep paid from 7 per cag# 
to 10 per cerit. But in the GIC anil 
hanks, there are no package deal state
ments covering bonus.

What is to be safeguarded :s that 
employees do not suffer in the totetl 
monetary benefit entitled under con
tractual terms. This should have bpen 
the approach. When the ex-gratiq 
directive was issued to aU the public 
sector undertakings in October 1975, 4  
was possible for the Government to 
tell the management of the LIC and 
unions to come together. Guidelines 
could have been given that in view of 
the Government’s policy of streamlin
ing the bonus system, they should either 
revise it and come to a new settlement 
on package deal or on a bonus based oi\ 
productivity system.

We do not know why the Finance 
Ministry did not issue this advice to 
the LIC from October till today. As a 
result of this, a new settlement would 
have come into force. It was possible. 
Then there was no necessity for bring
ing this Bill forward. The main objec
tive for slereamlining it is thai there 
should be no industry getting any pre
ferential treatment. Well, that, of 
course, is not a disputable issue.

In most of the industries,, besides 
streamlining the bonus system, there 
is an effort to streamline the D.A. 
One and uniform type of D.A. rale is 
being attempted in public sector. No 
body is against such system, whether it 
be a uniform rate of D.A. or payment 
of bonus or payment of fringe benefits 
in all the public sector undertakings. 
The question is what is the method and 
the manner adopted for this system? 
It is here I have got some ob
servations. I do agree with the
main objectives of the Bill for stream
lining this system in all the public 
sector undertakings, including the LIC.

Although the Government did not 
issue the instructions to the LIC /.bout 
it earlier, at least they could do it now. 
and tell them that whatever tomtntt- 
ments the LIC has made under the
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•greexpent, tat them unilaterally an- 
aottpee those commitments, implement 
them ap<3 create an atmosphere for a 
npw type at bonus system. But that 
has not been done. This has created 
a sort of discontment among the em
ployee*.

I know that we have to approach the 
•employees also, but, at the same time, 
I have faith in the Government that 
they will reconsider all the effects ot 
*this method and the manner which has 
been used in streamling the bonus 
Issue. I do agree with the basic objec
tives of the BilL But, at the same 
time, I would request the Government 
to see that employees do not lose in 
their earnings.

There is one argument which is i*ot 
very convincing It is regarding the 
•capacity to pay. This concept has got 
its own definition. I have got the 
figures about the productivity and the 
capacity to pay here. The statutory 
bonus formula is based on expressly 
stated concept of profits which is 
considered as capacity to pay. In LIC 
the business has gone up The capacity 
to pay will be according to the statutory 
bonus formula and not according to 
any other concept as given by the 
Finance Minister. If the pre
mium has not been reduced during 1he 
last so many years, it is not ,->ecanse 
the employees were getting a very high 
salary. High or low salary is a rela
tive comparison to other industries, but 
does not give indication of high or low 
unit cost of production in the industry 
concerned.

The point is, what is the percentage 
of total wage bill to the total business 
or the earnings of the L.I.C. This per
centage is more relevant than the 
salary of an individual employee in an 
individual concern to understand high 
or low labour cost in the industry.

I would only request the Govern- 
NMQtt if at all this BUI it to bp passed, 
** 4t*t?ld fro pawed only on tfte ©round

that they want to streamline the bonus 
system. So far as the method and 
manner is concerned, I hope, they will 
take some steps later on and see that 
the employees do not suffer and that a 
new revised agreement comes '->P on 
the service conditions of the employees 
as early as possible and that all tther 
commitments which still remain unful
filled are fulfilled.

I would have liked this Bill to be 
delayed by a few days. But there was 
also the pressure from Mr. Somnath 
Chatterjee who has sone to Calcutta 
High Court against LIC for alleged 
offence of a breach of settlement .. .

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE- Is 
this Bill to pre-empt the High Court 
judgment? Let the Government say 
that We will know then

SHRI RAJA KULKARNI: In any
case, the Bill hds come, j  agree with 
the intention of the Bill.

With these words, I support the Bill.
SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur): 

Mr. Chairman, Sir, I rise to oppose the 
Bill it has been brought with mala 
fide and immoral intentions.

I was a part} to this Agreement On 
24th January, 1974, this Agreement 
was signed by five all-India organisa
tions, the All-India Insurance Em- 
plyees Association, the All-India Natio
nal Life Insurance Employees Federa
tion—Mr. N. K Bhat, the Member of 
the other House is the Chairman—the 
All-India Life Insurance Employees 
Federation, that is, my Federation and 
two other Federations. What were the 
teims of settlement’  After two 
months of negotiations, it was decided 
that the total amount should be Rs. 6.5 
crores. Mr. Puri who signed this 
Agreement who has been elevated to 
the post of the Governor, Reserve Bank 
of India, was the Chairman of the 
L.I.C. at that time. What was the 
period of settlement? I read from the 
Agreement:

“This settlement shall be effective
from 1st April, 1973 and sball be for
a period of four years, from is*



1X9 {iioW eatitm  of MAY W, 1978 Settlement) i*W ia o

[Shri 9. M. Banerjee]
April, 1973 to 31st March, 1977. The
terms of this settlement shall he sub.
ject to the approval of the Board of
the Corporation and the Central Gov
ernment. This settlement disposes 
of all the demands raised by the 
workmen for revision of terms and 
conditions of their service.”

As my hon. friend, Shri Somnath Chat- 
terjee, pointed out, the portion of bonus 
should be Rs- 1.80 crores. The rest of
the Agreement was on the method and 
fixation in the new scales, dearness 
allowance, provident fund contribution,
city compensatory ' allowance, house 
rent allowance and other things.

In that Agreement, it is written—I
read from clause 8:

“No profit-sharing bonus shall be
paid. However, the Corporation 
may, subject to such directions as 
the Central Government may issue 
from time to time grant any other 
kind of bonus to its Class III and IV 
employees.

“An annual cash bonus will be
paid to all Class HI and Class IV
employees at the rate of 15 per cent 
of the annual salary (i.e., basic pry,
inclusive of special pay, if any, and 
dearness allowance and additional 
dearness allowance) actually drawn 
by an employee in respect of the 
financial year to which the bonus 
relates.”

This Agreemenf had the blessings of
the then Finance Minister, Shri Y. B. 
Chavan, and Shri Raghunatha Reddy,
the Labour Minister, who is missing 
from the House today. It was done
after two months and with the assist
ance of these two Ministers. We could
never imagine that this particular
Agreement which was never discussed 
in this House—it was not placed on the 
Table of the House, the Members were
not given an opportunity even to see 
the Agreemenet—would be sought to 
be annulled by this House. It will be
a aad commentary on the history of
fU8 Parliament, to which I have had 
the honour to belong for the but 20

years, if  war have to pass a tagtstattoa 
annulling a particular agreement whiefe 
has nothing to do with this House. A t
no stage was this House consulted, it
was not even announced. It was re
gistered under the Industrial Disputes
Act which still remains shining.

Mr. Subramaniam has tried 10 justify
this Bill by saying that many Agree* 
ments were modified, annulled and bo
on. But those agreements were an
nulled not to the detriment of the enu
ployees but to their benefit.

Even after the Ordinance was brought
reducing the bonus to four per cent, an 
agreement was signed by the hon.
Member, Shri Raja Kulkarni, in the
ONGC for payment of 18 per cent
bonus—18 per cent of the pay. But
here the Lie employees who have in
creased the business beyond expecta
tions and who have put life into the 
veins of the Corporation suffer today.
The Chairman becomes the Governor
of the Reserve Bank and the employees
lose their bonus of 15 per cent. This
is how the employees are rewarded.

I cannot understand why this parti
cular Bill was brought. The hon.
Minister, Shri C. Subramaniam, while
concluding his speech said some good
w o r d s  for the employees. He said that 
instructions would be issued to the
management to negotiate with the em
ployees on fixing the quantum of
bonus and other things. Why should 
the discussion not have taken place
before? Heavens were not going to
fall if this Bill were to be taken up
for discussion on the 25th or 28th of
this month.

An assurance was given in this House 
by Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee 
when he introduced this Bill. I am 
quoting from his speech:

"Before a final view was being
taken. I suggested to them or rather
I assured them.........”

That is, to the delegation of the
bers of Parliament. The Bill could not
be introduced on that day, the Speaker.
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la Ids wisdom, said, “Let it not be
brought today; let us have it tomorrow 
let there be a discussion”. Mr. Raghu 
Ramaiah was also present and he sug
gested that the Members would be 
given a chance to discuss it with Ibe 
Tinance Minister, in the absence of the 
finance Minister with the Minister of
State, Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee.
After discussion he said in the:

“Before a final view was being 
taken, I suggested to them or rather 
I assured them that all these views
would be looker into, and the aues- 
tions which the Hon. Members have 
raised in this connection shall be
taken into account before arriving at 
a final decision.”

This solemn assurance was j^ven in 
this House. But after that, we were
never consulted; the employees were
not consulted; the Members of Parlia- 
ment were not consulted; I do not
know whether the hon. Minister con
sulted his own party colleagues at 
least; I do not think they were also 
consulted; I do not think Mr. Raja Kul
karni was consulted. Now, what is lhe 
use of consultation after the passage 
oi this Bill? With a sword hanging 
over their head, with a pistol on ihesr 
chest, the employees are being asked 
to surrender their 15 per cent lionus - 
because of Emergency, bec.mse of
MISA, because of DIR. because ci n.ass 
arrests and other things, is that inoral? 
Do you still say that you have a cons
cience? And the hon. Minister said 
that many awards were modified He 
said that there is a history in this 
House when a particular award v>as 
modified in the case of Punjab Na
tional Bank. At that time, the calibre
o f the Ministers wus different. They
would not cling to their chairs, they 
were not depending on one man and 
they were different persons. Shri Giri 
resigned at that time. Do you think 
that these Ministers have the guts to 
resign? They will be asked to resign, 
but they will never resign. Naturally 
that calibre is not there. I include my
self also. Do you think that a man 
like me would have come to this 
House?

17 brs.

Now, I am reading from a (.hart 
showing the LIC new business in crore*
of rupees. It was Rs. 248 crores in
1956-57, Rs. 1295 crores in 1970-71, 
Rs. 1629 crores in 1971-72, Rs. 2082 
crores in 1972-73, Rs. 2575 crores il)l 
1973-74, Rs. 3113 crores m 1974-75 after
this agreement and Rs, 5387 in 1975-76. 
This is all within six crores. It is not
that employees have demanded that 
since the business has gone up. since
the profits have gone up, thev want 
m ore than six or six and a half crores
of rupees. This is all within the ambit 
of six crores of rupees, not a copper
more. We never demanded 16 per cent 
or 17 per cent.

Now, it is said that a Superintendent
will get Rs. 400o as bonus, but what
does the Chairman get? What about
his luxurious house, what about his
expenses? Has somebody taken into
account that? Nobody will do that 
and nobody talks of that. The Minis,
ter has said the the LIC employees are 
the highest paid in the country. I do
not know, how they are highest paid.

M3 submission 16 that this Bill should 
be circulated to elicit public opinion. 
Let t.ie people of our country know it
thai lhi;> Government has comp to a 
stage, and which is a climax, when 
they want to annul an agreement 
reached between the employees and the 
Corporation and which had the bless
ings of the Minister also. But to day,
to deprive those employees, they want
to annul it. The country will not know 
what we say here. If you circulate it, 
that will be banned. The press has not
the courage to say anything; it will be
immediately censored. But the LIC 
employees know it that this Bill is
there and without any threat, Sir, if
this Bill is passed, some ol the LIC 
employees will have the courage to
sacrifice more for their cause and they
will definitely oppose it. Do you want 
that? Why cann’t we sit and decide
this? On behalf of my Federation, X 
assure my fullest cooperation in decid
ing this issue amicably and to the satis*
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feotion of both but give us a chance 
to do that.

J must congratulate Shri Kulkami 
lor his nice speech. It was some sort 
of a tight-rope walking, but he walked 
very well without any risk involved. 
The substance of his speech is that he 
also did not like this, because this is 
going to be dangerous Today, 
you may pass this, but tomorrow 
or day after, when we are not here, 
■we do not know, what will be the 
attitude of this House? You will annul 
everything whatever you do not like. 
This is not going to be a good thing, 
it is going to be a sad commentary 
on our parliamentary democracy. 
What is this parliamentary demo
cracy? Because you are in a majority, 
you can annual this. Then, what is 
the sanctity of this agreement? I am 
not going to quote the Supreme 
Court judgement which had been 
read by my hon. friend, Shri Somnath 
Chatterjee and perhaps followed by 
others. In the Calcutta High Court a 
case is pending and this letter was 
written. From 1st April onwards 
they are entitled to 15 per cent and 
this letter was sent In the Bombay 
High Court nearly 7-8 adjournments 
have been asked for. For what? Be
cause ‘the Central Government is tak
ing a decision.’ When we me! the 
Deputy Minister, my respected Sushi- 
laji, something wa6 brewing up, but 
she perhaps did not know. When we 
told Mr. Subramaniam that something 
was brewing up, he said, *We do not 
know what will happen.’ Who de
cided this? Which is that Cabinet? 
Whether it is a Cabinet or a sub- 
Cabinet, what is that Cabinet, I want 
to know, who decided it? Which is 
that invisible hand that decides Buch 
an issue? Today when we say this, 
it is not that LIC employees are going 
to lose.

Something has been quoted about 
the GIC employees. It has been said 
that the GIC employees are getting 
9 per cent. There was no agreement.

I am not aflrsUd of it—whether they 
lose or not. If they have got the fctftt,. 
they will gain more, but the question 
is: what we say in Hindi:

*r$f, srftwrto

The question is this. We are not af
raid of this, but no agreement, after 
this, is going to he entered into. This 
is the end of all bilateral agreements 
and I think if this is the funeral of 
bilateral agreements let it be that in
stead of passing this Bill by vote, we 
observe a two minutes’ gilence and 
say, ‘The bilateral agreement is dead 
and long live the bilateral agreement/

If the working class after this 
Emergency and during this Emergen
cy have something which they can 
mobilise, let them unite on this com
mon issue and I do not think this 
government will have the guts to sup
press such an agitation and I oppose 
this Bill tooth and nail and I tear it.

SHRI M. RAM GOPAL REDDY 
(Nizamabad): A senior Member like 
Mr. Banerjee should not do this.

SHRI K. SURYANARAYANA 
(Eluru): After hearing our friend 
from the Opposition, I am very sorry 
that an always-calm-going Mr. Ba
nerjee chose to tear this small Bill..

DR RANEN SEN (Barasat): Every
where it is done.

SHRI S M. BANERJEE- Even dur
ing the Telengana agitation, you have 
done the same thing.

SHRI K SURYANARAYANA: I
never tore the copies of the Bills. X 
am very sorry and surprised that even 
after hearing the speeches, including 
that of our learned lawyer and effi
cient parliamentarian, Mr. Somnath 
Chatterjee, nobody has raised the 
question of the interests of the policy
holders who are the pillars of the 
Life Insurance Corporation. They have 
only quoted figures to show that the 
business has increased by 80 per cent
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during the period 1978—1975. In 1973 
it was Rs. 2075 crores and in 1975 it 
*as Rs. 3112 crores. But, accordingly, 
the expenses also, instead of coming 
down, have gone up. I do not know 
wherefrom our friend Mr. Banerjee 
got his figures. But these have been 
given in the press reports. They say 
that the overall expense ratio was 
27.58 per cent in 1973 and it went upto 
30.48 per cent in 1975. In any busi
ness, as the business increases, the 
expense ratio should go down. But in 
Spite of all these things, they argue 
as if they are the agents of the work
ing class. I ask: does a person draw
ing Rs. 700—1000 and a bonus of Rs. 
5000 belong to the working class? 
How many working class people 
art there in this country who are not 
even getting one rupee per day? 
Whenever any such legislation comes 
up, they think and speak as if they 
are the agents and advocate*; of the 
working class and we are not

Let me remind my friends on the 
opposite that in 1937—40 when our 
Ministers, when the entire Councils 
of Ministers resigned and went to jail 
opposing the British entering the war, 
you supported the British and their 
war efforts

SHRI S M. BANERJEE; I never 
supported. I supported the 1942 
movement and you do not know

SHRI K SURYANARAYANA; I 
am not concerned with the 1942 
movement. You Baid that the Con
gress Ministers are not prepared to 
resign even though they are asked 
to resign. Many Ministers including 
Late Shri Rajagopalachari, the then 
Chief Minister of the Madra*, State, 
and the M.LAs. resigned and opposed 
the British Government in 1940. You 
were not there in 1940. You were 
with us in 1942, to oppose the British 
Government.

When the insurance business was 
nationalised In 1956, a substantial re
duction in expenses was expected. In 
fact, while introducing the Bill in the

Lok Sabha for nationalisation: in 1958 
the then Finance Minister, Shri C. D. 
Deshmukh, specifically promised an 
improvement in the efficiency, im
provement in efficiency being another 
name for the reduction in costs. But 
our friends in opposition have not 
mentioned about the costs or expen
ses. At whose cost js the LIC busi
ness being increased? The policy 
holders are the only sufferers, There 
is no efficiency, there is no service.

The officials come at 10.30 a.m. and 
leave at 5 p.m. They are not sincere 
to their job.

After the nationalisation of the 
general insurance four companies got 
registered and constituted the Gene
ral Insurance Corporation. The four 
companies are competing with each 
other in service. The premium rates 
and other policy concessions are the 
same. But in service they are com
peting with each other. That policy 
should be observed in the LIC also.

I am proud of being an insurance 
worker once. In my career I have 
been associated 'with insurance. I 
have been maintaining my status In 
the political, public and social life 
with the earnings from insurance 
business. I have been trained by the 
late Dr Pattabhi Sitaramayaya who 
advised me to serve myself and keep 
my dignity with self-earning without 
any capital. You can earn without 
any capital. That fe ideal.

I am not against the working class. 
Their argument that they are only for 
the working class is as if they are the 
working class.

They always say ‘the so-called bi
partite agreement.’ Did We not com
mit through the constitution to the 
Maharajas guaranteeing their privy 
purses and other rights according to 
their status? Did we not abolish the 
princely system and the zamindari 
sysem by amending the Constitution? 
You also joined us in this regard.
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You want to argue for equal salary 

and equal rights for each and every 
one. Does it not apply lor the agri
culturists also? Not even 1 per cent 
of them is getting this much of sa
lary or the facility. It is no logic to 
oppose simply for the sake of oppo
sition.

1 have been associated with the 
insurance people. The insurance peo
ple have given me a memorandum to 
oppose this Bill. The last sentence 

o f  this memorandum is—
“We earnestly request you as our 

representative in the Parliament to 
oppose the Bill and thug honour the 
legally violated bipartite industrial 
agreement.”

Jf there are any difficulties cropping 
out of this Bill, Government is pre
pared to sit and settle them in a 
peaceful manner. I am not worried 
about MISA or the Defence of India 
Rules. I am interested in the service 
policy holders People are not 
bothered about the LIC but only they 
are bothered about their bread. They 
are not bothered about the elections 
and the ballot. Government has com
mitted itself to rectify these anomalies 
not only in the LIC but in other Ins
titutions also. They want that the 
conditions of the working class should 
be improved They want to bring 
down the privileges of the big people 
and increase the status of the low- 
paid employees That is the principal 
objective of the Government n°w.

I appeal to the LIC employees’ 
association also to give some service 
to the policyholders who are the 
pillars of this institution. I have 2 
policies which are still continuing. 
These are whole-life policies. But I 
have not received any bonus certifi
cate after nationalisation. 20 years 
back, I was an agent and an organiser 
of LIC. I do not know why they have 
not reduce the premium rate. Many 
years back they fixed these premium 
rates. At that time average life ex
pectancy was 25 years as determined

by actuaries. Now it hast gone up to 
40 or 45 years but in spite of that the 
premium rates are not reduced. 1 
appeal to the Government to reduce 
the premium rates. Then only policy
holders will be satisfied. They should 
bring down the expenses and bring 
down the premium rates. According 
to the income only of the LIC they 
could pay reasonable salaries to all 
the officers and low-paid employee*.

(srir) :w n ftr

s? *<?#*) f a r o ,  1976*#TT

farcrwrr
?*rrg,fjfffaq*iftt % wfiwnff % s*awr 
9  ^  art wnntorr t ,

urmpMtr Ssffsrcssft?**

itar fa*rr arr 1 1
Prdsft seer % JTWfta sureiff % ^  

we*# qm w * z x  f t̂rr f  fa  «r?

% 1 w  ^  ̂  % 'ft® «ri *PiTJT
^  srnir 5f sfar *rr

I  fa  % srarfo sffhnfq ff 
aft t & r  f a s r  srr
^  1 1  fsFT grsr
% f̂ rcr q-rcrer fa s  $m , t f r  s w f t  
% vpffn : * t  srt *mr f * m  ^
srw  err^rr srft ? * {  t i t  wniWf ’pqreff

&  sa  forr m
| i «tb£ ?rnf^r % 

sram w r f  fa  f w  if 
^ rfo ff  % sTfirP-rfwrf % qr*r ^  w  
wtffarr fa*ff stptt «rr

qrr fasr *rraT trun 
srrf^f *t, tosr % ^ sn fxm  * t  ytr 

* r %  star i *r$ t i t  ^  m r e m  
tfr a * * f o r  tor ^  ft*rr wrr fare# 
3 *  «rafar w w  fa*fr, flrtfcft «rator



W «rr *ftr  ipr 
m$ <st s r r w  srt *rrcra srf̂ r start t  

w  wRfir 1 1  w  
w r? iw r$ *ffc r7 $ %  f t w m ^ t t f l i r t f *  
*r$ vw r%  Frqf«f f ¥  aft srortar i t ^ t t  
aprsff $ 3> *Wf ^  *FT ^  ift
srff ^ rr , i
f t *  toir w  ?rqr * t  q v  **u f™ r  
*r a * 5f « fft  fcvr *? tor ^ p rr srg?r ift 
n w f a r i  * * ^ # $ * ^ 5 * ^ 7 7  
arcr «pt 5fft sGT*nsfV?n- ftrer %t% $t $ t o  ’fft 
^  w  f a r  q v  * s ^g- ^  ^tft, t o  ^  

trf**=fa jt faarr srw q f t  f s r f a « r *t  
* * w  fw*rr srw i m x  ?ti 9  

*rotow t o t  H i^ ft t  ?ft fr®3r ?f?r$r* 
* t  W  f p  f t f t  r̂Sr «r3rf[Tf % i p r  H  
fa r  % s?r ? rq  % *m n r gsrT* ^  %tnr 
*t tft 3!?t% ^E f̂Wrr ?m? ^ f^ rr  i ^  

i f̂t r̂f r̂wrar^T r̂t 
fQ  STflT $Tcft W T * ^ r f r  ^Tf^ir f o  *ft
• n u t f f c i t fM t i i  ^rr I ftog ftT fft  
f^?r % fa q  ?*rerr t r  fr *r r  snrrf qtft 
srft spht afar* mmr tr^T ??r 
^  jpt irflwr aft f a  % srfser v t 
5TRT w if  srnrjft 5!> 3% S f^ iW  Jffft * V T  
?ft z r t m  spt eft 5*T wt̂ r *r> e!JK 3  * W  
srsht srr^wf «jr i
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*T5 q rP FT «w r $*r cp^ % f«n?r sit 
v £ \  antnft ?rt ^r*r w nfarfwf 

*nr$<f % faq &  *r# *k  v  ®ft <pp *nrf*fT 
*pra*r fW t  ^ rfr^  *ftr sr^st r r f m  
W f  ^WV srTf$q w  ^ *ft ^T?r T.*ro: 

^ ft?r^ T ?rT ^ lr»r5r^ T ® F t 
5jv?th ̂  *ptt wtT ^rf^r ̂  
*isrr ^ i ^r> «rr# irtr imf ?sft *P*f- 
^Tt'Wf % f ^  m i t  3rT^ 3Tr5TT 
t  fa  Ijff ^  w«*r wrr w r

t S T ^ * ?  fMifT

T O f &  wi% r̂r ft?r w %  irfijsr 
% f ^  ?rr Tfr 1 1 t t
ft^ rir fjflrr eft « n »  3m?̂ rr 
f v  jfl<W *rtaT if « w t <BR^ 
^rzr? ^  f  ^  3*nsr % wrmr 
f s r f^ ff  sra*t ftarr (  1 ?r> % r  
t i t  W W  * f f  OTtft aft * ? n m  

f«T5T T^r |  irr 'wr ^ft f ^ r  f> r^r |  
% srrsnr w ^ f i w i r r  

w k  ’s w  ^  ?  i

#  wrt?  ^ fir s*
7^ ^  3«ifinrre f ^ r i frtr srk
%Tr gsrr?  |  f^r art |  ^  ^ t  s<ft 
«R5  <t w  t-qt «r^r j j  9 7 7  wr? 
wit. sptf ^er *f 'T f^ c fa  ^r ?rsfftsTT 
t  cfr « r r W  ^ t, « r r^ (T ^ 9r7  «rt, q #  
f*, ̂  «pt fr*  ?r t o P N t t  m  ̂  |> 
«ptf f f r ^ F r  3tpt i ? t r  ffr ^ j f ^ r f t  
gfa f ?̂r =srr?̂  f , w r n :  1 1 
^ r r  st * w w  f%  #  fJJW srV  ^f^TTnr ^  
^  1 rrftfrr |  w  %
qr ?*rrv  in&ik *rr 1 f^r rr^r w  f^ r  wr 
wrc gft ^  % f^er i f t  T|^r*rr w
Tgr * r ft  »r?>w  * ftr  sirnr

^rr f^rrr
t  •

iro tn : « t w t  .
?rr^ ,̂ ?f ^r fw9i ^ t ^<r?r ^

% ^ ? r  f?rr f  1 %fwr?r m
frr«r ^  gsrR  | 1 *f sr^ r ^  ^ f t  
^ft ?r ?ft ^  *  ?t^t g
%fr»r ^  W 8  g?nw |  \ % aft
^rte# f  ^n^Tcn: * ft t^  % f  1
$  3m?R2T %• i ?tt% % *rgr * rm
1 1 ^bt % ^r>rf ^  tt^t q«n ^ * f t t ^ r  
* N t  I  1 *f? r ft^ r  %
flW f % |  fa s ir  ^ ? r  m f t
fa tft  |  1 ^ rrfjp  srtft ^ ^ n T T H w  aft ?t 
^ r ,  ?it w tv  r̂srr % * r ^ r  f  ^rtr ?ft^- 
*rwr % % »rr v t  ?rrftp: *pt% ?5iT% it
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[tfwrt w f f o f

vxm  (f^TT f  fa  fTT ^  VTtr f w  

1 1  f  si? tjsi «*!&¥)■«%•
!T ^  f ,  zizt % srchf |  vttz fai^rit?r 
1 1  q&u yga qrrfagr % tfk  <m fe  

src nrnr i  <ft st?t f> ft i
trtftiR  gft fWT 55Tlf

*fh: tp=5iTtir % ?rr«r s*r*r fasrr | :

“The agreement is effective from 
1st April, 1973 and it is binding on 
the LIC Management upto SIst 

March, 1977 and even thereafter till 
it is replaced by another agree
ment___"

A rarat fa fiim
vfo; wt ftfoffrg w  && m v  ^
'B T ^  frff^TT ^TUf OT?>«f %ftT
fa ftfa r , * f t  ^  ^  % |?tt fa r  
irft ?msr ^ ^  mm fa  ^ S rt 
wrt m*\ *rt **rr anna1 m  qtflr ? 
*rr i 9 7 7 « w v n r r n i r c 5 T ^ v ? [ ^  
«t WT sm? sptf •WT trtfrire 
ff r̂ ?nf?m «tt ? srt srrir
W f  ^tcft eft STT7 *fl§ fa  &\ ?rsr
# « n T ^ | i  S rfa jT ^ s fte ir^ trg fs ra  
5 | t f t  *PTT 3 J W  «ft ? ST»TC STT7 1 9 77 
cW far  ̂̂  eft srrm  facPTT
for 51# ?T> 3T5TT ? WPT 15 «P%*5
«frnsr spt l O T ^ ^ ’fr r ^ ,

cTT? ?T aftTO if 'P® 3>*ft WX I 
*JST w r ĤTT I  T O f q w t e  ^ 37® 

fat; t  tTicqr^r % srw 
fa  i o tr ^ * ' t r o ? » T srfa*r*rg srr'rtfft 
^ r%  sfte *pt |  i w«ft ^  
3ft sncr^r f t  it 3?r% fT^% -
fe*3i % m y ^  ^  arra1 ^
3»rr i 3*t£ft t? t  fa  f #  srmrt tfn  

^nftir®fftfasrr|i 
«rrqr% t o  ^rr ^  |

’=rrf̂ ?fr | i *m ^  q? | fa

faWTfT % 3»TT $  W#t TW Jpnpf $ I
* if  ^  ftw f | t s r o  <5*wdTsr | 
*rr t#qr |  i i m  f a t p m r  ^ i% *r r  
? f t f r R n f t c r f t r r  i f a p m v t  

^ u rt wt w  |
f̂hr^r fa  sitt frftif? 

firmer w\ ?ft̂ % «pn | i 
t  ^ ? f r r  ^  v t f  sfhfV «rtf |  a r f^ r  o t t

t  I SEmHTT̂ R 3
5 r n T ? * n r t t ? r r ^ r ^ |  i w f ^ r a ^  
w  |, ̂  ̂ fir?2: sthb ̂ r® ter t̂ ¥ -Orarsi 

^a: g .
“The bonus to Class HI and Class 

IV employe^ is being paid under 
the terms of a settlement arrived 
at between the corporation and such 
employees from time to time.”

# {fi vfeft 3 1 ^ 'n V # f t? iT
I w  sfrt5 i T ( f i ^ :  r-fnrr % eft 

Jra’i T ^  q[ T̂ JTt cfr^TJTT *r  5 ^ t  SnfSFTT 

sf.?j ?pp ^Yt | i €*i f*r ^  r̂T 3f- 
*rfaT w Tg i  fa g w r  t?rr 
^  ? f t r  f a r  ^?g % f a  ?Tft ^  f n f ^ q ;  

% îprr SRN *̂T tp- sTTT faT 
? r t t  ^  ^  HfrT  ̂ ?rcfrar t a #  i
w r e r ^  ^ t  ^  | ,  s t f t

??rir q? r̂ r̂r firr | :

“It is proposed to set aside, -with 
effect from the 1st April, 1975, these 
provisions ot the settlement arrived 
at between the Corporation and its 
Class III and Class IV employees 
on 24th January, 1974 to enable the 
Corporation to make ex gratia pay
ments to such employees at the 
rates determined on the basis of 
the general Government policy for 
making ex gratia payments to the 
employees of the undertakings.”

Sfffferq; w *1? ’f^rr fa sft sbtoi ’rrffcitft 
| fa  ̂ r r  I  ^  % z t -m  vi*? 
iftr firafifr qft flfr, ? f r ^  t o t  $?tt
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snrar ’*T 85rrg faq?
f* r  fk & g x

t̂ fzr% ^dTpW $ <rr | *ftr *t$^wpfir 
srff f^rr | 1 ^
v t  *Pte f w  1 1 t  ^  q r  
TO *FT ^TW  '̂ TgffT £ :

"settlement”  means the settle
ment arrived at between the Cor
poration and their workmen on the 
24th day of January, 1974, under 
section 18, read with clause (p) of 
section 2, of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1047.

$  srf̂ r *rr& ® r t^  $ 1 sra %
Sf iRT3l 18 ^  ^  5PTfIT ’̂ ’T̂ 'TT 
f ,  i f  are f^ r r r  f s r r  t  —

A settlement arrived at by agree
ment between the employer and 
workman otherwise than in the
course of conciliation proceeding 
shall be binding on the parties to 
the agreement.

*nr #*rpt ( 2) *Ft Oft) w r 
% :

"settlement” means a settlement 
arrived at in the course of concilia
tion proceeding an<j includes a 
written agreement between the em
ployer and workmen arrived at 
otherwise than in the course of
conciliation proceeding where such 
agreement has been signed by the 
parties thereto in such manner as 
may be prescribed and a copy
thereof has been sent to the appro
priate Government and the conci
liation officer.

5ft sft ^  ff gvr % t i t ^  «rt
<jt?t I  I g sfta  wti $37*1 T felTT

| £  | :

The Supreme Court has recently 
held that the Payment of Bonus 
Act cannot interfere with bonus

which is customary in nature and 
has become part of the service con
ditions.

5ft t  f q *  ?r$ f  srrr w r if ^5

^  f  eft qft *rprcr 1 
20 camte srhrnr Sf srt srftf w  m  

f^ r r  | *  w t* r  * t  ̂ n^fsr $ 1

^  eft ^  t ip  v m

’rm tbiTr f ? R %  70
£STT I  1 9 7 5 -7 6

^  fcnrifer warn
t 1 2 0 7 n rr$ rsr fa m * t

f  1 ^  q f  gft t o
f e n  t o t  I  q f  3PJ 1 1

srrr v*  spt ^rr ^ 5 t  $
^ t  T fa  fsriT srfa: ^  *ft <? s t  ^  fcnr 1

5ft $ *t #  %  fta ft srt
% % r  stptt ^ fs*nr 

sfh: srrc ^  spfi fa  srnrr
g w f  *ftr srr% °fft 3̂=r $■

?ST % T T  I q ^ r  w r  srnr % ^  «rr f V  
^  1 15 t o ?  ^  fcrr «rr, 5ft ^

1 ^T3rn%| 
rTP55TT̂  | I ^  q-ppft *Ft

n̂r p r  % ^
^  I  I sn r  m hipn  5ft qrtfft

ft  ̂ rrqntfV 1 1  ?rr? % ̂ rr*T% it ̂ ft3f
V Z  TfT I  %  SITT ^ t t^ rr fjR ' ^  I

? m ^ f< B T i£ F 3 r R r * P $ * t fa * * r  
?pt f q ^ r  ? t h  %  1 f q ^ r
*rnr% ? w e n c ^ ^ ^ s r

^5ft \ 15ft *Jprr %  v p n  

?rpr ^ t  ^ t  5n^ % ?r$f
spT?rr 1 5ft ^  m  31  »m f,
1976  5TS 5ft ^  ^ t  Wlif
ar< \ % frfa& K  WT̂ ar % I
*PfTT ^ r f  f V  3R  t  SRT? ^ 5ft #
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^ ’Ft srof *nc ^  w r  % * 1 $  

w r  vt$  *rcr f 1 1  ^  t  ^  t  W  
# ?  w f t f q r f v w t i i w w f t  

^  foiSpfii * p ^  Itftsrcr % ^  
w  xpprr $  %wn% ^ rr  *ftr fc*r 
?r spm ^  «rtr f*^ tr *** *T$f 
^  ?rt sitffar ^  £t»rr f c  5£ **rrr £t?rr 
\fcrr 1

t s  3ft s r r f i w s ^  t ,  3ft ^ptft-
^3j7Rr spT ^ r  |  r̂cppt *n ro t b r  t o t  
'srrf^r 1 srtqftsrf&n' t ,  
^fsfspft* |, f  *ft |

ift w r w t * * J [ 5  «F*rr ^ r f ^  1

f  ^ r ^ r r % ? r P T f5 ^

f f % sn*r 3T?r*fcr wz % <tt% t u t  
?r$, *f%*T % f ^  ^

w d |  1 W&TO 
few*#* r̂ ^ r r  5rr *frirr 1 srnr eft tnrc- 
* t f t  | ,  * t f  *ft<rr ^rfapT f^ r *rt 
*r<rc f s  »rf eft $t * r * i t  t  f V f a r  
* r w t » r ^ v n T ^ « R ^ i  s?r 
*n ft htpt st «tr: s ta  % 1 f^RT tft <rrcr

snrfa ?ft w r  ff 1 * r f V *  *rrr f% 
j r n r ^ w r T t t  1 #? fm  1 q^%
fV?r <mr f w r  ^  tft ¥<? ?rt ttst 1

* n t  f  ^NTC ^TiJT & I 3 ft  ^SR 
fsnrcr t  1 $  wr frc ^rart w r arsrnr 

*ir r  1 ww *ft $sr ?r f t  f V  src #
w r  f t  *ranr, w r  f t  w r  i ^ r  «tt̂

IhgTSTift ’fT^f UT'T ia W  I

vr*r*flf w f a m s w f a  
i

SHHI B. V. NAIK (Kanara): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, I would like to give 
certain statistics which have been 
published in the Report and Accounts, 
for the year ending 31st March 1975, 
of the Life Insurance Corporation of 
India. Without rushing to pass a 
judgement one way or the other, I 
think it would be in the fitness of 
things if the figures are made to speak 
for themselves.

I have been trying to look into the 
certified balance-sheet. Of course, 
this is the latest report available, i.e. 
for the year 1975. Under the Insur
ance Act, LIC has a distinct form of 
presentation of its financial state
ments. But I have not been able to 
put my finger down on the amount 
of net profit. Various figures have 
been stated regarding Bs. 182 crores 
of nett profit. T know a bit of ac
counting—which I had learnt years 
back, without practising much of it. 
But it is only a statement under Sec
tion 10(2) of the Insurance Act. It is 
an old Act of 1938. And the actuaries 
who prepare the financial statement 
of the LIC usually do not give the 
figure; invariably never. Mr. Raja 
Kulkami might kindly go through 
the entire statement of financial ac
counts and verify the validity of my 
statement. If we say that the profi
tability is indicated on the basis of 
the figures provided here, viz. rate of 
interest realized on the main life 
insurance fund, we can say that the 
LIC Is quite healthy, and financially 
very sound. But the whole of the 
debate had provoked our hon. friend 
Mr. S. M. Banerjee to tear off the 
amending bill. Of course, it is a very 
recent occurrence. It has not been 
witnessed fOr quite sometime. It 
means that he is fairly agitated. His 
credibility cannot be questioned, or 
his sincerity, for that matter.
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But I hope that he knows fairly 
well when he talks of the working 
class of the Life Insurance Corpora
tion. He is speaking of a very im
portant section of the working class, 
but it only forms a small minuscule 
of the total salaried employees of this 
country.

On the 81st of March, 1975, this 
gigantic multi-crore Corporation had 
a total strength of—all the classes put 
together, including Sweepers and its 
Chairman. At that time, Mr. Puri 
was Its Chairman, but now, 1 think, 
Mr. Pradhan is its Chairman. 58540 
employees. There are about 50—100 
employees of my constituency. There 
is an alert get of employees.

I compliment them on their alert
ness, because they have also sent the 
telegram to me To the extent that 
I can render my services to them, I 
will do it.

But if you see the whole texture of 
the argument, beginning right from 
our friend Sardar Swaran Singh 
Sokhi (Jamshedpur), Mr S. M. Baner
jee (Kanpur), Mr Somnath Chatter- 
jee (Calcutta) and our dear friend, 
Shri Raja Kulkarni, you will find that 
after all it is the employees of the 
big cities who have a tremendous in
fluence. We are glad about it. We 
would like them to have such an in
fluence rather than these money-bags 
who are not at all compromising. We 
do not hold any brief at all for the 
idle money bags. But there is a sem
blance of justice in looking into the 
grievances of the active money bags. 
I would say that these 58,000 employ
ees do have an organised labour 
class, as the hon. Minister was kind 
enough to say. But the total amount 
of remuneration which they get is 
fairly fabulous, which at least a mid
dle class Member like me should envy 
During the year 1973-74, their salary 
and other benefits were of the order 
of Rs. 7257 crores. There were fewer 
number of employees then. But, at 
the time when the strength of the 
employees reached 58,000 odd, their

salary bill reached Rs. 93 crores; 
for a poor country like India, if this 
is worked out from A to Z, from 
Mr. Chairman (Mr. Pradhan) to the 
last man in the ladder or in the line, 
it wag not less than about Rs. 15,000 
on an average per annum. That 
means that the per month total take- 
home-pay-packet is above Rs. 1000 
on an average for all the 48,000 em
ployees.

The hon. Minister defends the case 
of the LIC employees. Many of them 
are personally known to us. We are 
also aware of the fact that we are 
defending the case of labour aristo
crats, labour elites of this country. It 
is not that they are isolated as being 
the elites of the labour forces They 
have got very good companions in Air 
India; they have got companions in 
other financial institutions like the 
Nationalised Banks; they have com
panions in the General Insurance 
which has also been nationalised. But 
to many of us who come from 'the 
rural area, who do not have towns 
beyond a population of 50,000,1 think, 
socialism means something more, as 
the hon. Minister was kind enough to 
explain earlier, something more to the 
lower section. That is a fabulous 
figure. In India, those people who 
live below the poverty line seem to 
be of the order of 30,000 odd millions. 
That is where, I think, the first atten
tion should go.

Now, our friends from the Opposi
tion were very conscientiously telling 
us about the morality of it, about the 
moral issues I do feel that, in a way, 
this moral posture have been reversed 
by this legislation. Two years back, 
many of the hon. friends here said 
that it was an arm-twisting of the 
Government that was being done by 
the labour force, the organised labour 
sector, in our country The Govern
ment in this country, besides the 
monetary policy in’ regard to the 
amount of money in circulation, con
trol through the interest rates, be
sides the fiscal policy of taxation, has 
one of the main responsibilities in re-
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gard to the personnel policy because, 
in this country, the Government is one 
of the biggest employers not only for 
the Central Government, the State 
Governments but also the mammoth 
public seclor which has already cross
ed the liirdta of the organised private 
sector, la this, from time to time, we 
have or rather our friends in the 
Opposition have found fault with the 
management of the public sector and 
most particularly with the personnel 
policy in regard to the public sector

As has been repeatedly said, even 
within the public sector where the 
President of India is the sole share
holder in most of the cases except a 
few exceptions here and there, it is 
true that disparities persist and at 
times we have a feeling that, unless 
flgures and facts to the contrary are 
furnished to us, perhaps the disparities 
are increasing between the lowest 
employees. For example, between an 
employee in a small town office, an 
employee in a small local self-govern
ment office and an employee, let us 
say, of the Shipping Corporation of 
India, the Class IV one, a sweeper in 
the Life Insurance Corporation, the 
gap is unmanageable particularly 
when we come to know that the em
ployer is one single individual sym
bolically, the employer is one single 
institution which is the Government 
of this country While we could 
understand that Tata gives one scale 
of pay and Goenka gives another 
scale of pay, here is a case where one 
employer gives separate set of condi
tions of service This should not 
happen.

I do find fault with the Govern
ment on this count that they have not 
paid attention to rationalising the 
service conditions of its employees, 
particularly in all the sectors to
gether. Why only in the public sec
tor? Also, in regard to even the 
States as well as the Centre and 
within the Centre, in regard to the 
joint sector and the public sector,

The question fe this. May I ask of 
my dear friends, of the progressive, 
leftist, trade-unionist initiative in 
them, as to what have they done in 
the last five years to concentrate the 
attention of the Government to come 
to have a broad discussion on this in
stead of wasting time on frivolous 
issues, it may be tearing of the pa
pers or doing something like that. 
What is that the progressive forces 
even of the Opposition have done in 
trying to have a meaningful dialogue 
and concentrate not only on 53,000 
employees or 58,000 employees of the 
L.IC. alone but on the entire public 
sector employing more than a million 
people? Have they been able to bring 
forward a matter for broad discus
sion, for a fruitful dialogue, for a 
fruitful bilateral negotiation, instead 
of forming from time to time distinct 
pressure groups, looking into the cost 
vs benefit in regard to the backing of 
a particular proposal or leaving that 
issue high and dry? I wish that these 
things had been discussed threadbare 
in the year 1971 immediately after the 
mid-term poll We have lost four 
precious years. Anyway, it js better 
late than never I do hope, while 
supporting the Government in regard 
to the Bill that has been brought for
ward, that sooner, rather than later, 
the whole of the personnel policy of 
the public sector and its employees 
as a whole will be considered in 
depth and meaningful decisions will 
be taken.

SHRI FRIYA RANJAN DAS 
MUNSI (Calcutta-South): Mr. Chair
man, Sir, I rise to support the stand 
of the Government and not to identify 
myself or project myself as being op
posed to the working class struggle or 
opposed to the employees who are 
working in the Life Insurance Cor
poration. But, I think, the time has 
come in this country when we have to 
identify what is a genuine working 
dabs struggle and what is not genuine 
working class struggle.
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I think, the approach of the pro
gressive forces to fight the forces of 
reaction should not always be venti
lated by tiwir political wisdom, by 
their theorltical interpretation, but 
should be ventilated in a very realis
tic manner, obviously in favour of the 
people within the ambit of the natio
nal economy and the resources. If 
the wisdom of the progressive ele
ments in this country fails there, then 
directly or indirectly the only forces 
that will get the strength will be the 
forces of reaction. I would like to 
say, with all my due regards to the 
progressive forces in this countiy, 
specially on thie Opposite, with all my 
tributes to their leadership in the 
working class struggle, that they have 
tried hard to If am everything in this 
country in spite of the appalling pover
ty in ihis country, but they have not 
learnt the real thing in the real time 
and they have not tried to practise 
what they feel every time. As a result 
of that, today, the progressive forces, 
specially on the Opposite, have been 
reduced to an absolute minority. The 
leadership of 1he progressive forces is 
not at all united, in spite of many 
United Front Governments, in spite 
of many leftist united actions in this 
country. I do appeal from the core 
of my heart to the leadership of the 
working class in this country as well 
as the progressive movement to judge 
the whole situation in the country not 
as a piectemeal business but as a whole

I was first thinking whether I 
should participate in this debate or 
not and if so, what I should speak. 
A large number of LIC employees 
reside in my constituency, in Calcutta; 
they have been coming to me for the 
last two months and have been sub
mitting their papers, memoranda and 
telegrams. I had several rounds of 
discussions with them. After study
ing all those things, I came to the 
conclusion that I should not keep 
quiet, I should not just push the 
button to support the Government, 
but I should participate in this high
light something In the real perspec
tive.

I was surprised to hear the remarks 
in the beginning from Shri Somnath 
Chatterjtee, hon. Member from CPM, 
that he stood today to defend the 
weaker sections of the country. I 
know of Mr. Somnath Chatterjee’s 
wisdom and talents in the Bar, in the 
Calcutta High Court and in the Sup
reme Court in arguing end defending 
very delicate Constitutional matters 
and legal matters, even relating to 
the working class, but I am scrry to 
say that I cannot pay my full compli
ments to him today. Today he has 
proved to be an utter failure when he 
has defined the LIC employees as 
belonging to the weaker sections of 
the country. It is not that I do not 
have any regards for the LIC em
ployees. They are as good patriots 
as we are, they are as sincere as we 
are, they are as good as we are. But 
what I appteal to you is that we must 
decide two or three things today.

Before I begin with the main con
tent of my speech, I would like Mr. 
Banerjee, the hon. Member on the 
Opposite, for whom I have tremen
dous regards— I know his personal 
contribution to the working class 
struggle in this country—to read tl'e 
settlement draft. I do not know who 
did it. If it is analysed as per the 
speech of Shri Somnath Chatterjee, 
the hon. Member Opposite, the very 
working class will be divided into 
three groups. The agreement was 
very beautiful. The sweepers and 
cleaners start from the grade o* Rs- 
120 their increment is Rs. 5, Rs. 6, 
Rs. 7, Rs. 8. that is Re. 1 every year 
upto twenty years. This is the first 
beginning of their settlement and the 
last comles the Superintendents. Their 
grade is Rs. 370, increment Rs. 25, 
then Rs. 470, increment Rs. 30 and 
then Rs. 830 within 16 yeajrs. Where 
is the wisdom of the working class 
of this country? Do you like to ab
sorb all just to get support in the rally 
and demonstration and identify all 
from the sweeper to the Superinten
dent within '-he same grip? It is only 
to serve their selfish tendencies and 
their political motivations that in the 
working class struggle they strengthen 
the reactionary forces  ̂ whether it is
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the management of LIC, or whether
It is some people in the Government
or outside. What wag this agreement?
While the Superintendent wii] get an 
increment of Rs. 25 and then Rs. 30, 
a sweeper will get an increment 0/
Re. 1 per year for all his life. Is it
a weaker section settlement? It is 
nothing. The leaders of the working
class are doing the white-collar job
whether in the head office of the LIC
or any bank. There the strength of
the sweepers is 50, the strength of the
clerks is 90, 80, and the strength of
the manipulating authority, that is 
Superintendents is 15. We have to
look to the majority interest, then to
the minority interest, whatever wea
ker and poorer they are. It has be
come a traditional practice of the 
working class struggle in our country
that the white-collar section look to
their own interest. What is lhe strug
gle today? Karl Marx defined the 
class struggle in a different context.
What the proletariat should get with
in the ambit of the communist philo
sophy, I am not competent to defend
What I would like to ask is, is there
no class contradiction in the country
today? A Superintendent having the 
same qualification will enjoy the
grade of Rs. 350 with an increment of
Rs. 25 and Rs. 30, while a graduate 
having the same qualification and 
working as a Record Keeper will get
Rs. 2 as his increment. You are talk
ing that these are all middle class 
people. A Section officer in the Sec
retariat in the South Block is claiming
that he is middle class, the Chief Sec
retary of the State Government claims
that he is middle class, and the
Superintendent is also claiming that
he is a middle class. And you are 
shouting of the struggle of middle
class. Below the shadow of middle
class people, we find that there are so 
many classes which are put together
into one basket. That is not the real
struggle.

A« a result of practising the work
ing class struggle in this method for
the last twenty years, we hftve 
strengthened the hands of the capita
lists and the reactionary forces both
in the management and outside and 
have ̂ deviated from the real progres
sive struggle of this country. This 
was the net result of this country’s
clad struggle in terms of communist
philosophy. This is what has happen
ed in the country.

Now, I am really pained in my
heart that the Parliament is going to
nullify today a settlement which was
tfeached between the employees of
LIC and the management. I am not
feeling very happy that I am pushing
the button to nullify that settlement.
But who is responsible? With all my
due regards to Shri T. T. Krishnama- 
chari, and with all my regards to Shri 
Morarji Desai, when he was in the 
chair of Finance Minister and Shri
Sachin Choudhari, I would like to say 
that what we find today is the result of
the past. The pinpricks and the situa- 
ion which our Prime Minister, Shrimati
Indira Gandhi is facing today, it is not
because of today, but because of ac
cumulation of things of the past. She 
is only burning the bushes, where the
animals are residing to make it worth
living for the people. This is all be
cause 0f the accumulated rescult of
all those leaders contribution and 
foolish wisdom which paralysed the 
basic approach to our national eco
nomy in the country. We must realise 
it. When you realise it, why don’t 
you share it with the leaders and help
in clearing this jungle and burning 
these bushes?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The hon. Mem
ber may continue his speech tomorrow.
18 hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till
Eleven of the Clock on Thursday, May
20, 1976/VawafcHa 30, 1898 (Sofca).

GMGIPND—L-—888 LS—9-7-76.


