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BESO LU nO N  RE SAFEGUARDING 
OF NATIONAL SECURITY RULES 

Shri Nambiar (Mayuram): 1 beg to 
move:

“ This House is of opinion that 
the Safeguarding of National
Security Rules 1949 introduced in 
the Railways, Postal, Defence and 
all the other Central Government 
Services to discharge Govern
ment employees without recourse 
to normal procedure of discipli
nary rules be cancelled forthwith 
and all those discharged or sus
pended under these rules be re
instated.”

This is a resolution which has been 
moved under the circumstances that 
prevail today. Today the Government 
servants are afraid that for any reason 
whatsoever, very often under the guise 
of political colour.......

Shri M, L. Dwivedi (Hamirpur Distt): 
On a point of privilege, Sir. There was 
a voting just now in the House. I was 
working in the Library, and as soon as 
I heard the division beU, I came nm -

ning to the House, and the door was- 
open. As soon as the bell was stopped, 
I had entered half inside the lobby, 
and I was half outside. But I was 
forcibly dragged out and debarred 
from  voting.

m .  Chairman: So far as that Reso
lution IS concerned, that has been vot
ed upon already. And the result has 
been decided. If the hon. Member has 
got any complaint, he can make it to 
the hon. Speaker.

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: I would have 
voted, had I not been forcibly kept 
out. I have been debarred from vot
ing. and I have lost my privilege of 
votmg, and at the same time been in-

Mr. Chairman: The result of the vot
ing has been announced already. It 
cannot be changed now. The only 
question now is that if the hon. Mem
ber had been allowed to enter he 
would have voted. That is the ’ only 
point. And in respect of that, the hon. 
Member can certainly make a com
plaint to the hon. Speaker.

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: My point is that 
I was forcibly kept out of the gate 
when I was half in.
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Dr. S. P. Mookcrjee (Calcutta South
East): Who did it?

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: The gate
keeper.

Mr. Chairman: Do I understand
that the hon. Member did vote?

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: No, no. I was 
kept out forcibly when I was half in. 
When the beU was over, at that time 
I was half in and half out and he 
dragged me out forcibly.

The Minister of Parliamentary 
AlTairs (Shri Satya Narayan Sinha): 
I think this is a serious t ^ g  and an 
inquiry should be made into it.

^r«r 5  5ft ^

sr%^iT ?PTf t  I
Mr. Chairman: Anyhow, so far as

that resolution is concerned, it is over 
and the vote of the hon. Member can
not be added on to it now. But so far 
as this matter is concerned, it is a 
serious matter and therefore a com
plaint should be given to the Speaker 
and an inquiry should be made and 
it shall be seen what action is neces
sary against the person complained 
of.

Shri Nambiar. This resolution is 
moved by me after exhausting all 
other methods to see that the Govern
ment servants get their legitimate 
rights to conduct their business them
selves with regard to their trade 
unions. (Interruptions).

Mr. Chairman: Order, order. There 
is so much talk in the House that the 
hon. Member cannot be allowed to 
proceed unless the talk ceases. I will 
r^u est hon. Members to kindly hear 
him.

Shri Nambiar: The Government
' servants at present have not even got 

their trade union rights and they are 
victimised.T have got cases here and 
I will place them before this House. 
These Safeguarding of National Se
curity Rules were promulgated 
in 1949 under the Govern
ment of India Act by the then 
Governor General, Shri Rajagopala- 
chari. In that he states that under 
normai' circumstances if a Government 
servant is to be discharged from ser
vice, he has to be discharged under 
various procedures. He has to be given 
a charge-sheet, an explanation is to be 
obtained, an enquiry is to be_made 
and he must be heard in person. So 
much of procedure is to be followed 
before a servant is to be discharged 
or dismissed from service. But under

these rules all this procedure is deni6<£ 
and summarily a Government s « “vant 
could be discharged from service. 
Blither he may be suspended- or may 
be dismissed. This is the purpose, fo r  
which it was promulgated.

In 1949, especially when the. r u l« . 
were promulgated under the then. 
Govemment of India Act by the 
Governor. General, what was the situa
tion? Does that situation continue t o  
day? We have to see. Immediately 
a ft^ ' the war, not only the Govern
ment servants but the industrial 
workers, ordinary working class as ar 
whole, were suffering under the high 
prices and low wages. They wanted 
adequate dearness allowance, they 
wanted reasonable living conditions 
and they were agitating. They had 
hoped that this Congress regime which 
promised so much in those days would 
give them something and with all ex
pectations they approached the G ov- 
emment. Biiti the Government rather 
than hearing them and giving carefu l 
consideration to the points raised by 
them^ resorted to repressive measures, 
and this Safeguarding of National 
Security rules is one of those measures 
used against Government servants to* 
deprive them of their bread. This has- 
got the smell o f the Preventive Deten-r 
tion Act. Then in 1949, it was known. 
as the Maintenance of Public Order 
Act in various States. First, ^mder- 
the Maintenance of Public OrdeiSk.ct. 
a Government servant used to ber 
arrested and detained in jail. While* 
he is kept in detention, he is given a 
charge-sheet; and there was, as you. 
know, Sir, no enquiry by  ̂ a court o r  
law. Added to that, he is deprived o f  
his job also. Firstly, he is imprisoned 
and his family is made to suffer*,, 
secondly, he is totally removed fromi 
the service under these rules. There
fore, this  ̂ was a rule against the 
normal r i^ ts  of a Government ser
vant.

In 1P49; you may remember, as a 
result of the Central Pay Commis
sion’s recommendations ^ e  Govern
ment servants had some hopes that 
they would get their wages increased 
and they would get adequate dearness 
allowance. When the Central P a r  
Commission stated that the dearness 
allowance that they are entitled to is 
according to a slab system, for every 
20 points rise in the cost of living 
index they were expecting R s .. 5. 
This was made clear in their recom
mendations. But when it was applied 
to the services, it was not given accord
ing to the recommendations of the 
Central Pay Commission.

So far as the Railways were con
cerned, I know, that when in 1948 
they had the right under the minimum 
wage group to get upto Rs. 60, th e r
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were given only Rs. 30. So you can 
see how their wages and dearness 
allowance has been reduced to the 
minimum.' Therefore, they wanted 

that they should be given pay and 
allowances in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Central Pay 
Commission. Adj^ed to that, for the 
railway servants they had the grain- 
shop facilities imder which they could 
purchase food and other articles—  
about 26 items— at reduced rates, and 
further they had many other facilities. 
All these facilities were curtailed. 
The House will remember an inquiry 

was held by a Committee called the 
Grainshop Inquiry Committee under 
the Chairmanship of Mr. Santhanam 
and this Committee recommended 
that the grainshop system must be 
abolished on the railways with the 
result that there was another attack 
on the earnings of the railwaymen. 
So attacks after attacks came on the 
railway workers. Therefore, they had 
to resist them and they resorted to 
legal, constitutional steps, A  legal, 
constitutional step under the Consti
tution is the right to strike. Till today 

Tthat right is not denied, of course, on 
.paper— not denied according to the 
Constitution. But in practice, they 
are terrorised and victimised so that 
they should not go on strike. They 
will not get fulfilment of the promises 
w h id lk re  given to them, they will not 
get • r  wages and dearness allowance 
which they are entitled to even under 
the Pay Commission’s recommenda
tions and if they resort to the legal 
method of strike, they are denied 
even that right. They are victimised 
for attempting to go on strike. This 
^ort of situation was there in 1948. 
In 1948, I hope you will remember. 
Sir, there was a strike ballot by the 
All India Railwaymen’s Federation. 
That strike ballot was for enhancing 
the dearness allowance according to 
the Pay Commission’s recommenda
tions and against the Grainshop In
quiry Committee’s recommendations. 
Even then they tried all methods to 
see that they get adequate dearness 
allowance increase and justice at the 
hands of the Government. The GoVf- 

«m m ent did not satisfy the railway
men; therefore, the railwaymen 
decided to go on strike.

So also the postal employees. You 
■may remember in 1949, the postal 
employees threatened to go on strike. 
Along with them, the railwaymen also. 
B ut finally when certain talks were 
conducted, a section of the railway
men did not go on strike. But other 
sections agreed to go on strike and 
they were preparing and a ballot was 
taken; an all-India agitation was 
going on. It was at this time that the 
Safeguarding of National Security

Rules was promulgated by the 
Governor-General. That was the situa
tion and that thing continues till to
day. Even last week there was a case 
in Kalka, very near here. A  railway 
worker by name Gandhi was issued 
a charge-sheet under the Safeguard
ing of National Security Rules. They 
have given reasons why he is to be 
removed from service. One of them 
is that he attended a meeting in 
which a Communist also spoke and 
participated. So, the whole thing is a 
political attack on the Government 
servants. To say that this is an 
attack against subversive activities is 
only a cover. But the real content of 
the attack is that no Trade Union 
activity will be permitted to the Gov
ernment servant. Whatever is given 
to them, they mugt accept; they 
should not agitate against that. That 
is the idea behind this order. I will 
read to you, Sir, how the order reads. 
It reads:

“ In exercise of the powers con
ferred by sub-section (2) of 
section 241, section 247 and sub
section (3) of section 266 of the 
Government of India Act 1935, 
the Governor-General is pleased 
to make the following rules.

These rules may be called the
Civil Servants.......”
It goes on to say that they apply 

to all persons serving in connection 
with the affairs of the Dominion 
whose conditions of service are regu
lated by the Governor-General or the 
Governor of a Province under section 
247 of the Government of India Act, 
1935. So, it covers the entire Govern
ment servants, both Central as well 
as provincial. It says;

“A government servant who, in 
the opinion of the competent
authority is engaged in or is
reasonably suspected to be en
gaged in subversive activities or 
is associated with others in sub
versive activities in such a manner 
as to raise doubts about his
reliability, may be compulsorily 
retired from service.”

You see. Sir, how ambiguous and 
how alL-powerful the wording is. 
Anybody under the sun, any Govern
ment servant whom the official does 
not like can be booked under.̂  this 
rule, because it says, ‘reasonably 
suspected to be engaged in subversive 
activities or associates with others in 
subversive activities’ . Anybody may 
be said to be “ reasonably suspected” 
or he may be associated with another 
person who is “ reasonably suspected” 
of any subversive activities. What is 
subversive activity? Nobody has
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defined it and the rule does not say 
what amounts to a subversive acti
vity. The rules also say, in clause 5,

“Nothing contained in Parts X  
and XIII of the Civil Service, 
Classification, Control and Appeal, 
Rules, shall apply to or in res
pect of any action taken by or 
proposed to be taken under these 
rules.”

If a Government servant has to be 
dismissed or discharged, he has to be 
dismissed or discharged under. Parts 
X  and XIII of the Civil Service, 
Classification, Control and Appeal 
Rules, which gives an elaborate pro
cedure. So, anybody dismissed under 
this procedure need not go through 
the various clauses of the procedure 
mentioned in those chapters. That 
procedure is suspended. A  Govern
ment servant may be removecl under 
these Rules without giving any reason.

So also with regard to the railway. 
There also you have the same thing 
reproduced. It says: ^

“ In the exercise o f the powers 
conferred by sub-section (2) of 
section 241...These Rules may be 
called the Railway Service (Safe
guarding of National Security) 
Rules, 1949.”

There again, it is mentioned in 
clause 3; •

“A  member of the railway ser
vices who is. in the opinion of the 
competent authority, engaged in 
or is reasonably suspected to be 
engaged in subversive activities 
or is associated with others in 
subversive activities in such 
manner as to raise doubts about 
his reliability.......”

The same thing is repeate'd. This is 
issued separately under the name of 
the Secretary, Railway Board. The 
other thing was issued by the Secre
tary, Home Department. Therefore, it 
is a sort of move to suppress the legiti
mate agitation of the Government 
servants. From this you can under
stand. Sir, how dangerous a move it 
was, how it was aimed at suppression 
of certain minimum rights that are 
guaranteed to the ordinary railway or 
Government servant.

In planning this attack, Sir, there 
was another circular issued by. the 
Home Ministry, which also I want to 
bring to your notice, Sir. That circular 
is No. 25/11/49, dated 14th April, 
1949 which explains how this is to be 
implemented.. In one of the para
graphs, it is stated:

“Under the ordinary rules, the 
removal o f a permanent govern
ment servant involves the holding 
of an elaborate enquiry amount
ing virtually to a judicial pro
ceeding with correspondingly high 
requirements of the quality of 
evidence and the degree o f proof 
needed. In the case of government 
servants engaged in or associated 
with subversive activities, it is 
clearly impracticable to follow 
this procedure.”

Therefore, they say, in the case o f  
Government servants.

“As a result of prolonged and 
careful consideration of the posi
tion, it was therefore found neces
sary to make ad hoc rules which 
would enable government com
pulsorily to retire without re
course to the elaborate procedure 
laid down by Rule 55.”

This is given in the body of the ex
planatory circular issued by the Home* 
Department. Of course, I can place a 
copy of this on the table of the House.
I am not reading any secret docu
ment.

In paragraph 2 you can see some
thing more interesting.

“ For the present it has been 
decided that the following organi
sations ^ ou ld  be listed to be 
treated as subversive:

The Communist Party,
The Revolutionary Communist 

Party of India,
The Revolutionary Socialist 

Party of India,
The Rashtriya Swayam Sewak: 

Sangh,
•nie Muslim National Guards; 

and
The Khaksars.”

Again, in paragraph 3, it explains,
“The Committee of Advisers 

referred to in the Standard Form 
of notice will consist of 4 mem
bers.”

They are forming a Committee or a  
Board of Members to go through the 
cases. There are four members, 
namely,

“ an officer of the Ministry of 
Home Affairs, an officer of the 
Ministry of Law, and the Director, 
Intelligence Bureau, who will 
function in aU cases, and the 
fourth will be an officer of the 
Ministry concerned with the 
particular case.”
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*This Intelligence man must always be 
ihere.

“ The officers of the Ministries 
will not be below the rank of 

-Joint Secretary. The officer nomi
nated to represent the Ministry of 
Home Affairs will be the Chair
man of the Committee of 
Advisers.”

Of course, this is not a non-official 
committee. This is a committee con- 
•taining the Intelligence Bureau officer, 
as the super-man and he must cer
tainly be there. That is, the C.I.D. is 
the final person to decide it. In an 
■annexure it is said and it is a very 
interesting thing which the House 
must know and which I want to bring 

~to the light of day:

“ Information about subversive 
activities or sjrmpathies of Govem - 
-ment servants would normally be 
available through two official

■channels, i.e., the Police or the 
officer under whom the Govern
ment servant is employed.”

One railway servant or Government 
^employee may have sympathy ?for 
communism. Then it is enough. He 
may have read Lenin or Stalin or 
something like that. If it is found 

*ttet a Government servant is posses
sing a book in which Lenin or Stalin 
is written, that shows sympathy. All 
the parties whom they considered
•against the Congress are there, all 
those parties whom the Home Minis
try considered at that time as against 
the Congress, all those who belong to 
the opposition against the Congress 
must be singled out. That was their 
theory and they brought it like that. 
"They say:

“ Information about subversive 
activities or sjTnpathies of Govern
ment servants would normally be 
available' through two official
channels, i.e., the Police or the 
officer under whom the Govern
ment servant is employed. iQfor- 
mation received from either source 
should be passed on by the com
petent authority to the appro
priate Provincial Police Authori
ties. It will be examined by the 
D.I.G., C.I.D. or I.B. as the case 
Thay be who will, in his turn, 
verify the information, offer his 
comments and, in all cases, where 
he.......”

Therefore, the whole thing is done 
"by the C I.D. officials who are the 
persons giving information apart from 
:4he officers of the department.

Now, with regard to how the rules 
should be applied to the provincial 
services, the instructions read as 
follows:—

' “ Provincial Governments are 
requested to issue instructions to 
the provincial authorities to afford 
the necessary assistance to the 
competent authorities mentioned 
in the rules to enable them to take 
all the necessary action in accord
ance with the instruction pres
cribed. Instructions may also be 
issued to the Provincial Officer 
mentioned in para. 3(a) of item 
(ii) above. A copy of the instruc
tions issued by the Provincial 
Government in this behalf may 
kindly be communicated to the 
iMinistry of Home Affairs and the 
Ministry of Railways for informa
tion.”

So, it is an all-comprehensive arrange
ment. Through J;his, they wanted to 
isolate a certain ideology, not even the 
activities. I do not for a moment say 
that any Government servant should 
have anything to do with any party, 
whether it be the Communist Party, 
or- the Socialist Party or any other 
party, but this rule should also apply 
to the Congress Party. If a Govern
ment servant wears Khadi and dons a 
Congress cap, he can do anything; on 
the other hand, if he has sympathy for 
any other party he is treated as an 
imtouchsii)le. This is how the ordinary, 
fundamental rights of the Government 
servants are hard hit.

If these rules were merely there on 
paper and did not actually affect 
Government servants, I would have 
understood, but as the full particulars 
and details which I have given to the 
Ministry will show, some 250 railway- 
men have been dismissed and 70 of 
them have in addition been suspended 
under these rules. I have submitted 
three lists. Apart from railwaymen, 
there are employees of the P. & T. 
Department, civilian employees of 
the Defence Services and employees 
of Naval Dockyards and other ser
vices. In all, the number will be about 
600 men who have been either dis- 
missedT or suspended under these 
rules.

A  long agitation against these rules 
was starled and it was continued. Let 
us see whether the persons affected 
are top ranking Communists or politi
cians, or mere ordinary workers. For 
instance, taking the South Indian
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Hailway, you have the following 
jiames:—

V. Muniswami T^aidu—^Rolling 
Stock Labourer, Mettupalayam.

Natarajan—Train Lighting F il
ler, Mettupalayam.

.Mariassosai—Carpenter, Erode. 
Manithamuthu—Painter, 'Erode, 
Sankaran Nair—Sepoy, Watch 

rand Ward, Shoranur.
T. Arugugam—Pointsman, Karai- 

kudi.
These sepoys, fitters and carpenters 
rare considered to be persons who 
ought to be dismissed for reasons of 
security under these rules. Workers 
:had the right to strike, but despite 
.that they were dismissed. This is 
jiothing but victimisation. I am 
appealing 'to  the Government, not 
only in my capacity as an Opposition 
Member and a Member of the Com
munist Party, but in my capacity as 
one who feels sympathy for the 
families of these people—I am appeal
ing to the Government that they should 
not victimise these ordinary workers 
under these obnoxious rules. If they 
have anything against a certain politi
cal party, let them fight it openly. 
When they found the Communist Party 
not acting up to their wishes, they 
banned it. Even today, although they 
.allow us to sit here, if they want to 
lock us in, they will straightaway 
take us to the Delhi jail in a moment. 
We are also prepared to go. But why 
should they attack the ordinary workers 
for the sin that they belong to a trade 
union, for the siiv that they voted in 
favour of a strike ballot? From the 
South Indian Railway alone, hundred 
people have been dismissed. It has a 
total of 50 thousand workers, but they 
singled out these 100 men who were 
the founders of the trade union move
ment there. They were Vice-Presi^ 
•dents. General Secretaries or Secre
taries.

Leave aside the raijajays. You have 
•similar cases, as I said, in the postal 
department and among dockyard 
workers. Here is the case of Samuel 
Augustine who joined the dockyard in 
1941 and worked as a fitter. He was 
-discharged. Then Pritam Singh; then 
Menon. There are so many cases.

Mr. Chairman: He has four minutes 
more. Already he has taken twenty- 
six  minutes.

Shri Nambiar: I have hardly
covered the ground. I am giving you 
concrete examples. The railwaymen 

did not keep quiet. They agitated. 
They went to court. I shall read to 
you from the judgment in one of 
these cases, namely, Sambandam 
against the G. M. Southern Railway.

The petition is No. 14078 of 1950 and 
was disposed of on 13th November 
1951 and the judge says in his judg
ment:—

“ As the question is one of right 
procedure to be foUowed in exer
cise of the powers conferred 
under the Safeguarding of Natmn^ 
Security Rules and as the rights 
of the petitioner have been clearly 
infringed, this is a fit case m 
which the writ must issue. The 
order dated 6th September 1950 is 
accordingly set aside. The peti
tioner will be entitled to his costs, 
advocate’s fee Rs. 100.”

That worker was a wireman in 
Mandapam. He got the order cancel
led and he was entitled to ^ .1 0 0  as 
costs. But what happened? While we 
thought that everyone would come 
under the same interpretation and 
will be taken back to duty, the Rail
way Board interpreted the judgment 
as applying to a certain procedure 
and they said they will change the 
procedure. So, they cancelled the 
discharge order and served a fresh 
notice. T il^ today this man has not 
been taken back. At one stage, he got 
an order that he must pay back his 
provident fund, allowances etc. That 
order also is now cancelled. Yet, he 
is hanging in the air. He does not 
know whether he is in service or not 
These points did not arise for the first 
time in the South. I had the honour 
of representing the railwaymen in the 
South. I went as a trade unionist and 
met the Deputy Minister and the 
Minister of Railways. I tried my best. 
Then, this matter was brought up on 
the floor of the House. During the 
last session, on 28th July 1952, all 
Opposition leaders, including Dr. Lanka 
Sundaram, Shri Deshpande, Shri 
Gopalan, Shri More, Shri Menon etc. 
went and represented this matter to 
Shri Lai Bahadur Shastri and he said 
that barring two or three very serious 
cases, he would apply his mind very 
sympathetically. We had much hope 
But after eight months during the 
Budget session this year he replied to 
us saying that he had gone through all 
the cases himself and had seen no 
reason to reinstate them except in a 
few cases, and those few cases, as we 
were able to elicit in this House 
during question time will mean twenty 
cases of discharged men and ten cases 
of suspended men. As the matter 
stands they are not prepared to take 
them back. That is the position.
6 P.M.

It is in this background. Sir, that I 
am moving this Resolution. But apart 
from moving this Resolution I have 
been in touch with the Railwaymen. 
You can see the number of telegrams
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that I have received, copies o f all o f 
which have been sent to eithor Mr. 
Lai Bahadur Shastri or Mr. Alagesan. 
These are telegrams coming from the 
railway workers of South India and 
I am prepared to place them on the 
Table of the House, because the House 
must know what is the feeling on this 
matter in South India. Not only the 
trade unions in the South, but other 
trade unions as well are agitated over 
this question and they too have sent 
telegrams. The United Trade 

-Union Congress which was in session 
in Calcutta sent a telegram:

“ Railway Minister promised 
liberal consideration Security 
Rules cases. Now declares rein
statement of 30 out o f 100. Most 
unsatisfactory. Demand reinstate
ment order.”
The AU-India Railwaymen’s Federa

tion, which has taken up the case has 
passed a resolution in its session in 
Assam. That resolution is also here 
with me and I am prepared to place 
it on the Table of the House.

Mr, Chairman: The hon. Member
has already taken thirty minutes, I 
would request him to conclude in five 
minutes.

Shri Nambiar: This resolution says:
“ This meeting of the General 

Council of the All-India Railway
men’s Federation vehemently pro
tests against suspending or forcing 
to go on compulsory leave of 
ra ilw ay em ployes, under the 
National Safeguarding Security 
Rules.”
All sections of labour have passed 

resolutions in support of their rein
statement and for the withdrawal of 
these orders.

Apart from all this I have got copy 
of a letter addressed by the Trade 
Union International under the signa
ture of Stelian Moraru, its Se^.'retary- 
General, dated the 2nd October 1952, 
to no less a person than the Prime 
Minister of India, Pandit Jawaharlal 
Nehru. This letter was forwarded by 
the Trade Union International of 
Land and Air Transport Workers 
with these words:

“ We are giving below the text 
of the letter addressed by the 
T.U.I. Secretariat to the Prime 
Minister of India. ‘The land and 
air transport workers of 24 coun
tries, members of our Trade Union 
International are deeply worried 
by the grave injustice perpetrated 
against the railwaymen in our 
country.' ”

This body has got a membership o f
6,800,000 in twenty-four countries. 
Certain trade unions in India are 
afWiated to this World Federation of 
Trade Unions. It is recognised by the 
United Nations. That body has 
appealed to Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru 
to reconsider this question.

It is not merely a question affecting 
certain number of workers. It i.q a 
question of right to do trade union 
work, for which these people have 
been discharged. I may perhaps be 
asked: They were considered to b e
subversive elements; they did not do 
any trade union work. How can you 
say that their right of doing trade 
union work is being impeded?

I can quote to the House extract? 
from charge-sheets served on these 
men which w ill prove beyond any 
doubt that these are all cases o f 
victimisation for trade union work. 
One of the charge-sheets reads:

“ . . . . You as a member of the 
Executive Council of the E . I .  
Railway Road Workers’ Union 
carried on propaganda as a mem
ber of the Executive Council of 
the Union.**

In several cases the charge-sheets 
say: “You agitated for strike: you are 
a member of a trade union” . So agita
tion for strike or being a member o f 
a trade union is an offence. Agitation 
for better livelihood is the reason
behind the action against these people,
not any subversive activities. I f  it is 
subversive activities, there is a case 
for action against them. I f  anyone
wants to sabotage the interests of the 
country, I  for one am not here to
support him. Anyone working against 
the interests of the country may be 
punished. Sometime back they propa
gated that the Communist Party in
dulged in subversive activities and 
the Party was banned. But today do 
they say that the ban continues? No. 
Because they have found it not possi
ble to do so. They found that people 
did not respond to their propaganda ‘ 
scandals. But why should they victi
mise the ordinary trade union worker 
today saying that he is connected 
with the trade union movement.

We have tried all avenues and all 
methods. We tried to convince the 
Ministry; we tried to convince the 
Government on the floor of the House. 
We, the Opposition leaders went to 
the bon. Minister and brought the 
High Court Judm ent to his notice. 
But in spite of aU these, they are not 
prepared to take these men back.
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I have got mass signatures from
5.000 workers. They have understood 
rhai my resolution is having a nope 
of coming before the Hcuse and taey 
have senx these petitions signed to 
me. A copy of this has gone to tho 
hon. Minister. I want to place this 
also on the Table of the House. I 
want to take the House into confidence 
and request it to persuade the Minis
try to reconsider the whole questi(»i. 
This is a case of victimisation and 
about 500 families are suffering in 
these hard days for no fault of theirs. 
It is not merely a question of victi
misation of certain individuals. This 
has some political implications. This 
is an attack made on political grounds. 
So it is a political matter having 
international consequence, because the 
International Trade Unions have 
intervened. I would therefore request 
the hon. the Prime Minister to give 
per-sonal attention to this matter.

I had appealed to Dr. Katju per
sonally. I went to his Chamber and 
asked him: “ Why do you want the 
National Security Rules to continue? 
I convinced him that the situation has 
changed” . He told me: “ I am con-
Bidering the matter, but I do not think 
that I can do it myself. This involves 
bigger issues.”  Thus he evaded the 
issue. I request the hon. the Home 
Minister, the Railway Minister and the 
Prime Minister to reconsider this 
issue afresh. We on this side of the 
House are certainly prepared to place 
all the material before them and seek 
their co-operation. I am not agitating 
here with a view to put the Govern
ment in the wrong and score any 
debating point. My object is only to 
get the sympathy of this House, so 
that it may see that these men are 
reinstated and this obnoxious rule put 
an end to. Let us create a situation 
in which the railwaymen and the 
Central Government employees may 
have confidence that this Government 
will render them justice. Without that 
confidence there will be no improve
ment in the state of affair in the 
country. Your Five Year Plan will not 
be successful. Let them think in these 
terms. ^

Mr. Chairman: Resolution moved:
“ This House is of opinion that 

the Safeguarding of National 
Security Rules, 1949 introduced 
in the Railways, Postal, Defence 
and all the other Central Goverh- 

 ̂ ment Services to discharge 
Government employees without 
recourse to normal procedure of 
disciplinary rules be cancelled 
forthwith and all those discharged 
or suspended v»upder these rules 
be reinstated.”

81 PSD.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram (Visaklapat* 
nam): I would like to say a few words 
in support of this Resolution, generally, 
because, I am convinced that the pro
blems which ihis Resolution wants to 
spotrlight are of vital interest to 
workingman’s movement of this land. 
My hqn. friend Mr. Nambiar men
tioned that I was one of the people 
who waited on deputation on the hon. 
the Railway Minister on the 28th of 
July last year. I agreed to join the 
deputation because I was convinced 
then, as I am convinced now again, 
that something has gone wrong on 
account of the attitude adopted by the 
Railway Administration to the fortunes 
of these 600 unfortunate railway 
workers. Let there be no mistake, 
Mr. Chairman, that I come to defend 
saboteurs. It is not my line. Twenty- 
five years of my life I have spent in 
trade union work. I am for legal, con
stitutional and trade union rights to 
be maintained on the highest pedestal. 
I do not ask for anything more than 
what is guaranteed to me in terms of 
the law of the land. If anybody, 
especially a government servant, is 
proved to be guilty of subversive 
activity or is proved to be a saboteur, 
let the course of the law be pursued. 
That is all I ask fi^m the Home 
Minister in particular.

I was rather surprised that after 
nearly eleven months of review the 
hon. the Railway Minister was not 
able to satisfy me at any rate—I am 
speaking for myself as one of the 
members of the deputation— t̂hat 
justice was done, and justice was 
shown to have been done in those 
cases. I often wonder why, like in the 
case of the Preventive Detention Act 
of which my hon. friend the Home 
Mmister is so fond, there is no judicial 
tribunal to review these cases.

The Minister o f Home Affairs and 
States (Dr. Katjn): I think it is one 
of the best Acts that you have 
enacted.

Dr. Lanka Sundairam: I am giving 
you like for like. I think the Home 
Minister did not catch what I have 
said. I was saying like in the case of 
We Preventive Detention Act where 
there are reviewing judicial boards, 
why was there not such a provision in 
the case of the discharged workers. I 
still f ^ l  that it is not beyond remedy 
at the moment. A procedure of that 
type can still be adopted, and a pro
per quasi-judicial review can be done 
as regards these railway workers.

Having said this, I would like to 
make one or two general observations 
with your permission. Sir. This is a 
legislation born out o f war conditions, 
in 1949. My hon. friend Mr. Nambiar
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made a reference to his talk with the 
Home Minister and said why^abese 
Rules should now be withdrawn, and 
that is the purport of this Resolution.
I wa^t to ask the House to bear with 
me for a few seconds, with your per
mission, in what I am going to pre
sent to you in terms of the employ
ment conditions created in government 
service these days. It is not only the 
National Security Rules of 1949 which 
are invoked against certain types of 
trade union workers. Actually there 
is what is called the Essential Services 
Rules.

I will give you a case, a very path^ 
tic case, the accuracy of which I am 
prepared to vouch personally. About 
100 conservancy workers— I do not 
want to use the word ‘Scavengers’— of 
a municipality in my constituency 
demanded a little increase of basic 
pay, a little dearness allowance and 
some uniforms. And I want my hon. 
friend the Home Minister to remember 
what happened to them. They were 
arrested and kept in prison under the 
Essential Services Rules. I fought the 
case for the past three years, but there 
is no redress. The damage has been 
done. Of course my hon. friend would 
tell me that it is a matter for the 
Madras Government. I am trying to 
present to the Jlouse a very faithful 
picture as to the manner ia  which law
ful trade union activity is sought to 
be interfered with, and officials of 
trade unions properly registered and 
properly conducted— l̂eave aside sabo
teurs and people guilty of subversive 
activities— are victimised.

I am glad my hon. friend Shri Jag- 
jivan Ram Is here. Only four days 
ago a letter was passed on to him by 
my hon. friend Seth Govind Das about 
the discharge from service of one of 
the committee members of the Post
men and Lower Grade Employees’ 
Union from Jubbuljwre, a union which 
has nothing to da with Communism, 
requesting him to look into the case.

I will give my hon. friend the Home 
Minister another illustration of a case 
o f which I have personal knowledge 
and which I have been fighting, ̂ n  
company with my friend Mr. Venkala- 
raman who is sitting here, and also 
of the Deputy-Speaker. This is the 
case of a trade union official from 
Visakhapatnam, the Secretary ^ f  the 
local branch of the Military Engineer
ing S e r v i c e  Union. And what was his 
fault? He wrote a few letters to the 
higher authorities that the garrison 
engineer and contractors are defraud
ing Dublic funds, and asked for an 
enquiry—please mark my words, 
Mr. Chairman. And what is the result?

He was given a summary notice of 
discharge. I make reference to the 
good faith behind his action, and I 
hope that justice will be done even
tually. Let it be said to the credit of 
the late Shri Gopalaswami Ayyangar 
that after four months of enquiry he 
rescinded the order of discharge. And 
what happened to the case? Here I 
want you to bear with me for a few 
seconds. The moment the man went 
from here to Visakhapatnam with this 
order of rescission of discharge for 
the offence supposed to have been 
committed by him, what happened? 
The moment he reported to duty he 
was served with a fresh order of dis-- 
charge on the ground of inefficiency, 
and was discharged again. The poor 
man is twiddling his thumbs, working 
in a trade union office. My friend 
Mr. Venkataraman would bear me out 
when I say this. Out of pity for his 
condition and his family of seven 
children, he was given this job where 
he is trying to earn his meagre bread 
every day. That case is still being 
looked into by the Defence Ministry.

Sir. I am saying these things with a 
full sense of responsibility. Why are 
these things happening? Because I 
can tell you. with all the sense of 
responsibility I can command, that 
certain tjrpes of union workers who 
are energetic, who are go-getters, are 
not liked by the employers. In this 
case I am prepared to make a declara
tion. and I will prove it here, or as 
legally required, that the Garrison 
Engineer had the temerity to come to 
me and ask me not to sponsor the 
application of this particular union 
official ^ t h  the Government of India,
I am making a very hDld assertion 
because the sort of victimisation that 
is going on is something which my 
hon. friend in charge of the Ministry 
of Home Affairs, which frames the 
rules of conduct and procedure for 
government departments and govern
ment servants, does not unfortunately 
know.

I would not like to weary the House 
with a further recital of a number of 

. cases. But I would like to spotlight 
another point of importance. Today 
the laws of the land have been altered 
in such a way that there is no pro
vision for a legal strike. I have said 
so last time, and I am sure the Home 
Minister would remember what I said 
when I intervened in the discussion 
on the Preventive Detention Bill. 
Why? Because the Government in 
particular, being the biggest employer 
in the land involving 25 to 30 lakhs 
of people In the various Ministries, 
Railways, Posts and Telegraphs. Tele
phone Services, Qflilway Collieries,
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Shipyard, Sindri and so on and so 
forth, are unable to tackle this pro
blem of wages, living conditions and 
the rights of workers under the trade 
union law.

The other day, on the 7th of this 
month, there was a short notice ques
tion about what happened in Visakha- 
patnam. What happened? Without any 
consultation with the Works Com
mittee and so on, completely destroy
ing all the normal processes available 
under the trade union law, on the 
^Oth of last month at 2 o ’clock the 
office-bearers of the Shipyard Labour 
Union were called by the Managmg 
Director and served with an order of 
discharge, and on the next morning, 
without even seventeen hours’ notice. 
813 workers were discharged. Why 
was such a thing resorted to? If the 
legal requirement of a fourteen days’ 
notice, which is the normal custom 
under the trade union law. had been 
followed, these people would have 
gone to the labour conciliation officers, 
an industrial tribunal would have 
come into existence. and no one
could h»ve been discharged.

I am making a reference to all these 
things for the reason that it is not 
merely the enforcement of these rules, 
but the entire type^bf approach of the 
Government as an employer which is 
at fault. I do trust the Home Minister 
would look into these rules.

There are two things which Govern
ment does every time as an employer. 
It declares on paper that such and 
such service is an “essential service . 
naturally seeking to compel the 
workers to work against their will. 
Secondly, immediately a strike notice 
is given it is declared illegal. Pre
viously the Railwaymen wanted to go 
on strike. In Visakhapatnam they are 
likely to do so on the 22nd when the 
strike notice expires. What is the pur
pose of your declaration when the 
workers are determined not to work. 
Nothing on the face of the earth can 
compel them to work. Circumstances 
like these should be avoided.

I propose to make one or two con
structive suggestions to the Home 
Minister, to investigate and to see 
whether he cannot do something to 
stop the growing deterioration in the 
policy of the Government as an em
ployer, who have to set a standard for 
the ordinary employers in the private 
sector.

Otherwise I can assure him it wiU 
not be very long before there will be 
a major revolution in the working
man’s movement, because in Railways, 
Posts and Telegraphs, Defence Services, 
collieries, shipyards, everywhere.

there is retrenchment going on, and 
everywhere there is a clamour against 
it. When one worker is discharged, the 
entire Trade Union stands by him. 

.That has been the practice in this
* country, and the tradition of this 
country, I am glad it is a very noble 
and enduring tradition.

The suggestions I would like to make 
are these. I want the Home Minister 
to examine whether the conditions of 
service in Government are uniform 
for the various Ministries. If they are 
not, I would ask him to bring about 
a uniform code of service conditions, 
especially in regard to recognition of 
Trade Unions, and Rules of Procedure 
about enquiries into alleged mis
conduct of officers of Unions, and- if 
he cannot do that. I regret to say it 
wiD not be possible for him to carry 
on the administration of the land as 
the Home Minister, for the reason that 
every particular Ministry, every part^ 
cular Department in a Ministry, has 
taken, the law into its own hands. I 
discussed this matter with the Minis
ter for Labour, who unfortunately is 
not here. Everybody knows, including 
the Labour Minister, that the direc
tions of the Home Ministry and the 
Labour Ministry are flouted, with the 
result that these vitriolic positions as 
regards unemployment and Union 
conditions are arising in various parts 
of the country.

I hope I have said som^fBing which, 
will stir my hon. friend into furious 
activity, in order to see that v/herevet 
there is a wrong, it is ijghted, and 
procedures which have goL to be 
established for the sake of the har
monious relationship between the 
employer and the employee; parti
cularly, laws relating to the Unions 
where the Government stands as an 
employer aris properly laid down.
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^  ^  ^  jTRTT % ^

^  1 ^  ^ 1  ^  ^  ^  
%  f w  ^  ^ ...............

I

«Tfcr 3 T ^  XW 5TnF̂  : ^  #  ^ -q

^  ?Rr ^  ^  T̂PT I 4  ^  ^
Sfft 5fTPTT m \, ?rac3T ^  cqrm  ^  f ^

I

«To 5 1 ^  ^
^  t l

* ^ fc r  3 T ^  THT ^nr^ft •
«iia ^ I ^  ̂  T?fTt %

^  '»n^*i fe rr I  arVr 3ttt

^  ^  % 3T̂ 2TFft ^  3Tm r T!iV
^  i n w  I

« ft f n i ^  (« n ^ T ) :
^  ansqrM+t ^  ^  ^  ^ ^ '̂ 4 I

*lfiRf 8TOT TR ^TTf f̂t: ^  ^
^ T̂RTT ^ I ^3^  51^ % srorrn) ^
^HTTTf t  I “3TR ^  'TTf, ^ ^

^  i  \ f w
^  T̂PT ^  ^  ^PT ^T^SVT

^  3TH^ ^  t  I

« ’Srr»f;3W 't («ft THf I^T^T) :
f t iT  5^: I

«ift5T 3IH1T xm  #
^  I 3TFT ^  ^  ^^ trr

^  PqqO #  ^  I ̂ 't
f w  ^  ^  m  % fk  ̂ 4  

^ T r5 ^ 3 T n n T T ^ ^ | f% m 2 p >  
^  11 ^ 3 T c in w  w ^

11 f ^ ,  ^  ^  ?Pt ^55T^
feTT ^  T ^  I ,  ŝtTcTT | I ^
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Mr. Chairman: Order, order; I re
quest the hon. Member to speak on 
the Resolution.

i  ^  ^
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Shri Vcnkataraman (Tanjore): We 
have had a very eloquent plea on 
behalf of the workmen who have ^ e n  
rather badly treated under the Safe
guarding of NaUonal Security Rules, 
and my friend Mr. Nambiar made a 
powerful plea for the scrappmg of 
these rules.

Trade union work b r o a i^  falls 
under two categories. One category is 
of those who espouse the cause of the 
workers with a view to remedy all the 
difficulties which they are undergoing 
and also to improve the standard of 
life of the workmen. The other cat^  
gory is that class of people who exploit 
the difficulties, the miseries and the 
hardships of the people either to build 
up certain political backing and follow
ing for themselves, or for the purpose 
of creating a sort of confusion m the 
country. This distinction has been 
made not by me, but by the Professor 
of Industrial Relations in the Oxford 
University, in describing what is trade 
union work and what is political agi
tation. Trade unionists are those who 
try to improve the standard of life of 
the workmen by means of constitu
tional agitation. The political agitator 
is one who tries to exploit anyhow the 
grievances and difficulties of the 
workers with a view to build up the 
party organization. Therefore, in 
making a distinction between these

two, one has to be very careful to see 
that no injury is caused to the real 
trade unionist either under a mistake 
of the intentions of that man, or the 
following which he is leading. I quite 
agree that instances may occur where 
an honest _1xade unionist may be mis
understood to be a political agitator 
who exploits the situation. Also there 
are occasions—and I am quite sure 
you can easily ijTiagine them— in which 
political agitators may try to mas
querade as real trade unionists and 
play on the grievances of workmen. 
So. it is impossible to lay down a hard 
and fast rule and say that all trade 
union work is of the trade union 
variety, or to say otherwise, viz., that 
every agitation is really o f a political 
character. Therefore, everybody who 
is in charge of administration has to 
apply the principles to the facts of 
each case and ascertain whether or 
not that particular instance is an in
stance of r^al, genuine trade union 
work, or it is qjn instance of political 
agitation.

The Safeguarding of National Secu
rity Rules were brought into existence 
at a time when certain parties in this 
country thought of subverting the 
Government of the day by means of an 
industrial putburst. In 1948-49 the 
philosophy of certain political parties 
in this country was that they could 
change the administration o f this 
country by means of an organized up
rising o f the people in factories, in 
^ e  ^ ilw a y s , in Posts and Telegraphs, 
in the fields and in agriculture, "niey 
tried that method, and it is common 
knowledge that at that time many 
workers were induced to go on strike, 
not necessarily to remedy the hard
ships which they were undergoing, not 
necessarily to improve their standard 
of life, but with a view to create 
political confusion. It was in this 
background that the South Indian 
Railway Labour Union declared a 
strike in the South Indian Railway 
contrary To the directions issued by 
the All-India Railwaymen’s Federation 
to which they were affiliated.

The All-India Railwaymen’s Federa^
tion considered their grievances first, 
and it even directed the taWing o f the 
strike ballot. But the Railwaymen’s 
Federation met subsequently and 
examined the entire situation in the 
country and then decided that in that 
context, a strike should not be launch
ed, and therefore they issued a direc
tive to all their affiliated unions not 
to go on strike. In contravention of 
those directives, the South Indian 
Railway Labour Union, which my 
hon. friend Mr. Nambiar has the pri
vilege o f representing, went on strike, 
and it was an illegal strike.
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Shri Nambiar: There was no strike 
in March 1949. The South Indian Rail
way Union also withdrew the strike. 
The hon. Member is wrong. Let him 
correct himself.

Shri Venkataraman: Now I am not
going to bandy words as to the correct
ness of the date, but I can very easily 
prove that in contravention of the 
directives of the AU-India Railway- 
men’s Federation, the South Indian 
Railway Labour Union ^y^t on strike, 
and it was because of that that the 
All India Railwajonen’s Federation 
expelled the South Indian Railway 
Labour Union, and it is because of 
that that the South Indian Railway 
Labour Union is today not recognis^  
by the Railway administration. I can 
also go further and say that All India 
Railwaymen’s Federation refused to 
take them back into the Federation, 
because of their failure to obey the 
mandates of the Federation.

Shri Nambiar: There must be facts.
Shri Yenkataraman: I cannot con-

vmce persons who refuse to be con
vinced. My submission is that the 
object with which the strike was 
launched was not to improve the service 
conditions of the workmen. If it were 
so, they would have followed the line 
which _was set by their oWn Federa
tion namely the All India Railway
men’s Federation. Then, what hap
pened? The strike was carried on in 
a violent njanner, and some of the 
workmen belonging to my Railway 
Union in the Southern Railway were 
treated violently, and some of them 
had to suffer indignities. In spite of 
these things, the other railway unions 
stuck on to their duty posts and 
carried on the work. That is the cir
cumstance under which the Safe
guarding of National ^^curity Rules 
were formulated, so far as the Rail
ways were concerned. My submission 
is that on the date on which these 
rules were formulated, there was 
ample Dustification for it, and that 
was done to meet an emergent situa- 
pon caused by certain political parties 
in this country, who thought that they 
could change the order of society, and 
the Government of the day, by an 
organised uprising of the peasants 
and workers o f this country.

My next point is this. Are these 
rules now really against the normal 
trade union workers, or . are they in 
violation of the fundamental right of 
workers to organise themselves? Today 
there are more than two or three lakhs 
o f  railway workers who are unionized. 
I f the contention of my hon. friend 
Mr. Nambiar were correct, then every 
trade unionist is brought under these

Safeguarding o f National Security 
Rules, and all those people should 
have lost their jobs. These. Rules were 
meant against such persons who, 
according to the authorities— t̂hey
may be right or wrong, and I do not 
hold any brief for them—were trjdng 
to either subvert the working of the 
railways or to cause dislocation in the 
services, or utilise these things for 
their own party advantage. How that 
is going to be judged is a matter in 
which there might be difference of 
opinion. The Government have pro
vided, a Board consisting of a member 
of the Home Ministry, a member of 
the Law Ministry, and then, as my 
hon. friend Mr, Nambiar himself ex
patiated upon, a member o f the 
Ministry concerned. These Are men 
who occupy the status of Joint Secre
tary in Government. After all, how 
is the person who occupies the posi
tion of Joint Secretary in a Govern
ment less competent to handle these 
cases, I do not see. The persons have 
no direct personal knowledge and fhey 
always examine and scrutinise cases 
of the particular individuals.

Shri VelayudhaH (Quilon cum 
Mavelikkara—^Reserved—Sch. Castes): 
When the party is not l?efore the 
Tribunal?

Shri Venkataraman: On the ques
tion of representation of parties, the 
parties are allowed to make written 
representations... (Interruption). Writ
ten representations are always before 
the particular Board which is consti
tuted.

Shri K. K. Basu: Why not leave it 
to the judiciary?

Shri Venkataraman: If the cases
have to be brought before the judi
ciary, certainly they will not be 
brought under the Safeguarding of 
National Security Rules, but they will 
be prosecuted for criminal offences 
and sent to jail. The difference is 
where certain acts cannot be proved 
in a court of law but which, never
theless, arQ such as to endanger the 
security of the services, they have got 
to be dealt with in a different way. 
The same argument which was 
advanced in this House with regard to 
the Public Safety Act applies to this 
also.

An Hon. Member: No.
Shri Venkataraman: If it can be

brought before the court, certainly it 
will be Ipjought before the court. My 
friend, Mr. Nambiar, knows that a 
number of people were prosecuted and 
many of them were also sentenced. 
But in such cases where it is not 
possible to bring them before a court, 
it is necessary that the Government
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has got to resort to a Tribunal which 
will look into their cases and ^  
whether their continuance m service 
is in the interest of the service or not.
At the same time I am very anxious 
that the normal, legitimate trade union 
activity of the workers should be pro
tected. Today we have the Industrial 
Disputes Act which provides that
certain services can be declared as 
•essential services or public utility 
services. The only handicap of the
workers in the public utility services 
is not that they cannot go on strike, 
as m y  friend, Mr. Lanka Sundaram, 
said; all that they have got to do is 
merely to give a notice of strike of
14 days. And if after a notice of strike 
is given the conciliation which is
'obligatory in the public utility services 
*does not bring about a settlement of 
the dispute, then the Government is 
obliged under'section 10(1) (b) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act to refer the 
case to arbitration or adjudication by 
a  tribunal.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: May I inter-
• rupt the hon. Member? But what 
^ibout tjie other side of the case? I 
gave the example of the workers of 
the Visak,hapatnam shipyard—sum
mary discharge without even 17 hours’ 
notice. What is the remedy?

Shri Venkataraman: I will conclude 
this point and reply.

Now, under the Industrial Disputes 
Act, those services which are declared 
to  be public utility services have got 
the right to go on strike only after 
giving the prescribed notice. And if 
after the notice is given and the con
ciliation proceedings take place and 
the dispute is not settled, it is obli
gatory on the part of the Govern
ment— in fact the language is:

“ that the Government shall 
refer the dispute to adjudication 
unless they are satisfied that the 
case is frivolous or vexatious.”

Therefore, the worker is amply pro
tected in all those cases in which the 
services are declared to be public 
utility services, whereas in a private 
service the worker has no right to 
have recourse to adjudication. In the 
case of the public utility services, the 
worker has got the ri'gnt '̂to have his 
case referred to the tribunal, unless of 
course the case, as I said, is found to 
be frivolous or vexatious. Therefore, 
1 do not think that the people in the 
essential services or public utility 
services are in a more disadvantageous 
l>osition than the rest. *

My friend, Mr. Lanka Sundaram, 
asked me: what about certain persons 
who are discharged, as in the shipyard.

without notice? The law only pres
cribes that either notice should be 
given or wages in lieu of notice should 
be given, and in the case of the Vis&- 
khapatnam Shipyard, wages in lieu of 
notice have been given,, I do not at all 
justify the discharge. I am against the 
discharge of workers under any cir
cumstances, for this reason that they 
are thrown out in the wide world 
without a chance of eking out their 
livelihood after serving in an indus
try for  ̂ niinjber of years. But that 
is not to say that in every case where 
there is a discharge, it is. an illegal 
discharge. The renaedies normally 
open under the Industrial Disputes 
Act are still open to the workmen at 
the Visakhapatnam Shipyard and I 
am quite sure that they wiU get them.

Dr. Lanka Snndaram: That is not
true.

Shri Venkataraman: I do not know 
what is not true: whether the fact is 
not true, or the law which I am stat
ing is not true.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: If fourteen
days notice is given, the workers 
would have referred this matter to 
the Conciliation Board and they would 
have been inside the 'Yard and 
appeared before the Board and the 
management would have had to justify 
the discharge. Now, they are thrown 
out on the streets and this Board, if 
at all It is created, wiU take long 
months to adjudicate' the matter 
That is the vital difference. '

Dr. Katja: On a point of order.
Are we not traversing ground which 
is not covered by the resolution? The 
resolution merely suggests the with
drawal of these rules, whereas we are 
discussing the whole of the trade 
union law. .

Mr. Chairman: Yes, this is an argu
ment going on on a point of law and 
has nothmg to do with the resolution. 
Since Dr. Lanka Sundaram raised 
this point, Mr. Venkataraman replied 
to It and now if I say that Mr. Venkata
raman should not answer tiie point 
just now raised by Dr. Lanka Sunda
ram, It ought not to be thought that 
Mr. Venkataraman is not able to 
answer it.

Shri V ^ ataram an : I shall not
advert to that case. The other matter 
referred to by Dr. Lanka Sundaram 
was the case of the M.E.S. Worker. 
His own mstance proved that Govern
ment had corrected the mistake.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: And who re
committed the mistake?

Mr. Chairman: I am afraid this case 
also does not come within the scope 
of the discussion.
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Shri Venkataraman: If you had tiot 
allowed Dr. Lanka Sundaram to raise 
this point, I would not have referred 
to it.

Mr. Chairman: My difficulty is this. 
If I allow the hon. Member to discuss 
this now and another hon. Member 
wants to reply to him <Mr. Venkata
raman) I would be unable to stop 
him. So, I am nipping the evil in the 
bud. He, may confine his remarks to 
the other parts of the case.

Shri Venkataraman: I bow to your 
ruling. I only wanted to correct a 
misapprehension. Anyhow, the cases 
are being taken up with the MinisUy 
concerned and I do hope that justice 
would be done.

I have only one other point to make, 
and that is that whatever may have 
been the reasons and the circum
stances under which these rules came 
into existence, the time has now come 
for re-examining whetTier they should 
be continued. The situation in the 
country has improved. The number of 
strikes and lock-outs have gone down. 
Even the report of the Labour Ministry 
would show that the situation with 
regard to industrial production and 
industrial peace has shown consider
able improvement. If that is so. Gov
ernment may re-examine the position 
and find out whether these rules are 
necessary at all. and if they think that 
they are necessary, whether the 
rigours of the rules may be modified. 
I think that some pf the provisions 
of the rules may be easily modified in 
the light of changed circumstances. I 
therefore appeal to Government to 
reconsider the matter.

Mr. Chairman: There are only three 
minutes to. 7 o’clock and at 7 o’clock 
we shall have the half-anrhour dis
cussion. I suggest that this resolution 
may stop here and may be taken up 
on the next non-official day.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Can you not
call upon someone to speak for these 
few minutes?

Mr. Chairman: That would be
giving him a right to speak on the 
next occasion. I do not want to do 
that. I suggest that we start the half- 
an-hour discussion.

EAST PAKISTAN REFUGEE 
WOMEN’S HOME AT CHUNAR

Mr. Chairman: We shall now take 
up the half-an-hour discussion. I want 
to suggest that since the time allotted 
is only half-an-hour and six or seven

hon. Members are desirous of taking 
part, the opener may take five minutes 
and the others two or three minutes.
I think the hon. Minister will require 
ten minutes.

The Minister of Rehabilitation 
(Shri A. P. Jain): Ten minutes will
do.

Mr. Chainhan: Mr. T. K. Chaudhuri 
is going to open the discussion. Will 
he be satisfied with five minutes or  
would he require more time?

Shri T. K. Chaudhuri (Berhampore): 
I will take ten minutes.

Mr. Chairman: There are three
other hon. Members who want to take 
part. They will have to be satisfied 
with a minute or so 1 Ihink those who 
want to'talce part should only put 
questions and nothing more.

Shri T. K. Chaudhuri: The main
purpose in my seek-ng to raise this 
discussion in the House is to draw the 
attention of the hon. House to the 
condition of the inmates of the East 
Pakistan refugee women’s home at 
Chunar. in the wider background of 
the misgivings in the minds of the 
public in Bengal about the treatment 
meted out to East Bengal refugees 
when they are taken out of West 

'Bengal. I do not say that all these mis
givings are always warranted by facts» 
but the existence of these misgivings 
is a fact and I feel in the background 
of what has happened in Chunar the 
authorities should have been more 
careful and should have given more 
attention to the administration of this 
Camp.

You know. Sir. that conditions of 
living of the women imates of the 
Chunar Camp was referred to by the 
hon. Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani in 
the course of the Budget debate on 
Rehabilitation on the 21st of March 
last, on the basis of certain informa
tion given to her by another hon. 
Member. Shrimati Uma Nehru. She 
informed us that thej?e girls who were 
taken to Chunar were given only one 
set of clothes in six months. Mrs. Uma 
Nehru also confirmed this and said 
that they did not have even proper 
winter clothes in the biting cold o f 
Chunar. She informed us further that 
she had given this report to the hon. 
the Rehabilitation Minister and she 
expressed the hope that the hon. the 
Rehabilitation j Minister must have, by 
the* time she was speaking, taken steps 
to redress this state of affairs. We do 
not know what the hon. Minister did, 
but evidently the passing of the winter 
and the advent of spring and summer




