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Amendment} Bill Report on Port and

Hr. Dep«ty-9peaker: Amendments
1 and 2 have been tabled just now, 
both are out of order (Interrup
tion*) I would draw the attention of 
the hon Member to article 110 of the 
Constitution and article 1 1 0 ( 1 ) (a) 
refers to the imposition, abolition 
remission, alteration or regulation of 
any tax Then in article 117 he would 
see that if any reference is made to 
it, anv law or amendment would 
require the sanction of the President 
It has not been obtained The hon 
Member, Shri Kodiyan wants that 
taxes be levied even on newspapers 
That would be an imposition of a tax 
and therefore, the permission of the 
President is necessary

Shri V P. Nayar The point raised 
m the amendment is not that In the 
original Sales Tax Act, tht words 
were not included This is an amend 
ment which seeks to bring in the 
particular clause the word newspapei 
we want the status quo to be main
tained

Dock Workers’
Demands

Shrimati Tarkeshwari Sinha- Sir, I 
move

“That the Bill be passed"
Shri V. P Nayar rose—
Mr Deputy-Speaker- We have to 

take up another item at 3 00 PM

Shri V P Nayar This mav be held 
ov< r

Shrimati Tarkeshwari Sinha No, no
Shri V P Nayar I want to speak
Mr Deputy-Speaker If there be no 

objection in taking up the other thing 
aftei ten minutes

Shri V P. Nayar Let the House 
ait foi ten minutes more Sir because 
that is also equally impoitant pei- 
haps more important than this

Mr Deputy-Speaker All light Then 
this will be taken up next time 
Motion moved

Mr Deputy-Speaker No Tht Bill is 
there and now an amendment is 
being moved The Bill seeks to 1m 
pose certain taxes for which sanction 
ha;, been obtained The amendment 
also must have permission of the Pre
sident before the tax can be vaned 
So, it is out of order Similar is the 
fate of the other amendment also 

There is also article 274(1) which 
sa\s

No Bill or amendment which 
imposes or varies any tax or duty 
in which States are interested, or 
which varies *he meaning of the 
expression ”

15 fan.
Shri V. F. Nayar: That is clear
Mr. Depaty-Speaker: There are no 

amendment̂  1 shall put all the 
clauses together The question is

“That clauses 1 to 12, the Enact- 
mg Fo*3pula and the Title stand 
Part of the SHI.”

The motion was adopted.
%»M?» 1 to tfw SnMctine formula

***** w«*7 added to tfw Bill.

‘ T h a t  the  Bill b e  passed ’
Shri V P Nayar Then I am on 

m> kfis Sir

15 02 hrs

CHAUDHUR1 COMMITTEE’S RE
PORT ON PORT AND DOCK 

WORKERS DEMANDS

Shri Asoka Mehta (Muzaffarpur) 
Sir I beg to move

‘That the Chaudhun Commit
tee’s Report on Port and Dock 
Workers’ Demands and the Gov
ernment’s Resolution thereon 
published in the Gazette of India 
on the 21st July, 1958 be taken 
into consideration ”

Sir, I am happy that when we take 
up this discussion of the situation that 
is today prevailing and is likely to 
develop in the ports and docks in our 
country, we have as the Minister-ia— 
charge an old friend of mine about
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whose capacity to understand the 
intricacies of the situation and ability 
to respond in the manner desired I 
have no doubt.

I have suggested that we discuss on 
the floor of this House the Chaudhuri 
Committee’s Report on Port and Dock 
Workers and the resolution that the 
Government have passed on it, for the 
simple reason that I have the impres
sion that all is not well with our ports 
and our docks. The situation there is 
uneasy, and it is quite possible that 
unless prompt measures are taken 
we may once again be confronted with 
the kind of situation that we faced a 
few weeks back. As the Minister 
knows very well that I was very un
happy at that time— and I am sure 
most Members of this House were un
happy—I would like that such a situa
tion is avoided, because it is 'likely 
that any dislocation or disturbance in 
our ports and our docks would exert 
severe and adverse repercussions on 
our food situation as well as on our 
foreign exchange difficulties. I have, 
therefore, no doubt in my mind that 
all sections of this House are agreed 
that everything possible should be 
done to see that the • workers in the 
port and docks, who are manning such 
an important and strategic ' sector of 
our economy in a period of such diffi
culties through which we are passing, 
have no grievances lelFt or have no 
reason to harbour any feeling that 
justice is not being meted out to them.

I feel that the way the Government 
have been handling the situation has 
not created that, kind of impression in 
the ranks of the workers. In the last 
two years, the port and dock workers, 
their organisation, Sir, gave notice of 
general strike on five occasions, and 
only recently we witnessed the para
lysis of ports arid docks for eleven 
days.. Rumblings of another strike 
are heard. I read with considerable 
amount of distress a resolution adopted 
b y ‘the All India Port and Dock Wor
kers Federation at its meeting held 
on 21st July 1958, and in the course 
of that resolution—it is a long resolu
tion, I cannot read the whole of it—

one of the sentences to which attention 
needs to be attracted is: “Agitation 
should be intensified at the ports to 
urge on the Government the need to 
reconsider their decisions.” Agitation 
is being intensified, and when agita
tion gets intensified in those vulner
able areas of ports and docks anything 
can happen unless prompt action is 
taken.

It may be argued that if this Federa
tion of Port and Dock Workers has 
given five notices of general strike in 
the past two years, and if it struck 
work for eleven days, it may be that 
this organisation functions in an ir
responsible or in an intransigent man
ner. I would have been the very first 
person to criticise them and try my 
level best to correct them, if I was 
convinced that those who are today 
’leading this organisation are either 
functioning irresponsibly or in an 
intransigent manner.

But, Sir, when I look at the record 
of the work of the port and dock 
workers under these leaders put in 
recent years, I cannot withhold from 
them my meed of praise. In the last 
two or two and a half years, loading 
and unloading has increased at the 
ports and docks by anything between 
100 and 200 per cent. You will 
recollect, Sir, that a couple of years 
back there were constant complaints 
about congestion in our docks and on 
more than one occasion we were told 
that surcharges would be levied by the 
ships which come to our ports. We 
also had to pay a large amount of 
money to the shipping companies and 
a certain amount of drain was caused 
on our foreign exchange resources. 
But we find that in Apri'l 1958 in the 
Bombay Port—the datum line laid 
down for work to be done is 1,06,204 
tons—the tonnage actually handled 
was 2,42,817 tons—an excess of 129 
per cent over the datum line—and 
when we realise that about three 
years back, perhaps only 80 per 
cent of the datum line was reached, 
we have to come to the conclusion 
that the improvement today in handl
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ing cargo at the port is not only 129 
per cent, but nearer 200 per cent.

In Madras Port, I have been told 
that the port authorities themselves 
have taken pride on the fact that 
world record in the rate of handling 
cargo has been established in that 
port. Here are, therefore, men of 
whom we can legitimately be proud. 
Here are people who are wiHing to 
respond to the situation through which 
we are passing, and I do not think 
we can say that those who lead the 
port and dock workers are necessarily 
functioning in an irresponsible man
ner.

Then why is this unrest there? This 
unrest is there because,—I am sorry to 
say, because I have great respect and 
personal affection for the Minister 
who is in charge of it; but I must say 
the truth—I feel, the Government has 
been pursuing a policy of procrastina
tion. Assurances are given, and 
those assurances are often not honour
ed. I shall try in the limited time
at my disposal to substantiate this
very serious charge which I have 
made against the Government.

This Federation of Port and Dock 
Workers was formed in 1954. An All 
India Federation had to be formed 
because there are all-India problems, 
and those all-India problems were
not attended to so long as the port
and dock workers functioned on the 
basis of different ports. There are 
six major ports and I presume there 
must be six or probably a dozen 
unions working in those major ports. 
They have all come together and this 
Federation was formed in 1954. Since 
then, its demands are in sense hang
ing fire. What has been the main 
demand? The main demand, as far as 
I have been able to understand, is 
uniformity in pay-seales and service 
conditions in the major ports.

You will recollect that everywhere 
today this is the tendency; the Central 
Pay Commission sought to rationalise 
and make uniform, the conditions of 
pay and conditions of service. This 
rationalisation and creating uniform

conditions, or what is known as equal 
pay for' equal work, is being adopted 
more and more in other industries 
also. This has been suggested by 
various committees and various com
missions. That is also the accepted 
policy of the Government.

Shri Lai Bahadur Shastri, who was 
the Minister in charge of Transport, 
said in September, 1956. as ffallows. 
I am quoting him:

“There is no uniformity of pay- 
scales, leave rules, provident fund 
benefits, etc., in all ports of India.”

I presume he was referring to the six 
major ports.

“This, to my mind, is an urgent 
matter which should be tackled at 
the earliest” .

The Minister recognised in Septem
ber, 1956, that this was an urgent 
matter which needed to be tackled at 
the earliest.

In order that the whole question 
may be thoroughly looked into, all 
pros and cons examined, all evidence 
sifted, a very senior officer of the Gov
ernment was appointed. It was not 
a Commission. Workers were not re
presented. Nobody else was represent
ed. It was a one-man Committee or 
Commission, whatever it is called. He 
was Mr. P. C. Chaudhuri, a very 
senitfr member of the Indian Civil 
Service. Mr. Chaudhuri was asked 
to submit his report within six weeks 
on certain points. Mr. Chaudhuri took 
a longer period. Now, all that the 
Federation is asking for is that the 
recommendations of Mr. Chaudhuri 
should be implemented. This senior 
officer was appointed by the Govern
ment. This senior officer spent any
thing between nine to 11 months. He 
went round and visited all the ports; 
he consulted all the interests. concern
ed and he sifted all evidence and he 
has given quite a voluminous report— 
about 400 pages. As you kn&w, he 
was connected with the States Re
organisation Commission also. Gov
ernment evidently tru"st him, respect
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his judgment. He was entrusted with 
another important task, and he has 
produced a very worthy report.

Now, what the Federation asks for 
is that the recommendations of Mr. 
Chaudhuri be implemented. The 
Prime Minister, recently when the 
strike was on, sent a telegram to the 
Federation, saying that Government 
are 'determined to see that justice is 
done to the workers. On that account, 
on the telegram from the Prime Minis
ter, and the friendly spirit that the 
Minister had evinced, the strike was 
withdrawn. The Government had also 
then assured in the course of the dis
cussion that they had with the repre
sentatives of the Federation, that the 
assurances given by Shri Lai Bahadur 
Shastri would be implemented. It is 
the contention of the Federation—and 
I have a considerable amount of 
sympathy with that contention— that 
the recent Government resolution fails 
to carry out these assurances given by 
the highest in the land. Why is it 
so? The reason is, there is an 
ambiguity and I suggest that there is 
a deliberate ambiguity—the Minister 
will pardon me for saving so—on the 
position of the port and dockwor- 
kers. Sometimes, it is argued that 
their case has to be considered sepa
rately. Sometimes, it is argued that 
they are covered by the Pay Com
mission. The first Pa£- Commission 
never took the question or the case of 
the port and dock workers into con
sideration. The Chaudhuri Commit
tee’s report at page 70 categorically 
observes:

“ It does not appear from the Re
port of the Central Pay Commis
sion that they specifically consider
ed the pay-seales of Bombay, 
Calcutta and Madras Ports whose 
employees were not technically 
central government servants” .

I have had the opportunity of work
ing as a trustee of the Bombay Port 
Trust and I have also had occasion, 
when I was an active trade unionist,

to negotiate with the Chairman of 
the Port Trust in Bombay, and 
repeatedly I was told in the meeting of 
the Board of Trustees, when I used 
to negotiate with Chairman, that the 
Bombay Port Trust is an autonomous 
body. Whenever it suits them it be
comes an autonomous body; whenever 
it suits them, it is said that their case 
is covered by the Pay Commission. 
The Central Pay Commission on the 
last occasion did not consider the case 
of the port and dock workers. This 
time also, to the best of my know
ledge, the Central Pay Commission 
has not invited the Federation to put 
forward their case. The Central Pay 
Commission, therefore, has neither on 
the previous occasion nor on this 
occasion, tried to look into the pro
blems of the port and dock workers.

There are 1,25,000 port and dock 
workers. Only 5,000 of them are 
Government employees. As many as
40,000 are privately employed by 
stevedores and the rest are employed 
by these autonomous authorities. The 
main principles enunciated by the 
first Pay Commission were, equal pay 
for equal work and rationalisation and 
uniformity of pay structure. These 
principles have not been implemented.. 
It is true that ad hoc increases have 
been given, but these two principles 
have not been implemented. In the 
case of the railways, whether the 
workshop is in Ajmer or is in 
Perambur or wherever it is, the pay 
structure is the same. In the ports 
and docks, people may be doing the 
same kind of work. But neither a, 
common nomenclature has yet been 
brought about nor uniform conditions 
of pay and uniform conditions of 
service have yet been created. This 
particular demand was made over and 
over again. If the recommendations 
of the Pay Commission or if the 
principles laid down by the Pay Com
mission had been given effect to, then, 
these anomalies would not have 
existed, and there would have been no 
occasion for Mr. Chaudhuri to spend 
nine to 11 months of his valuable time 
in formulating his report.
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Mr. Chaudhuri was appointed to 
evolve proposals. I have not been 
able to get hold of the terms of 
reference, because I find that the 
terms of reference are not given 
in the report. Probably, the Minister 
will be able to enlighten us on what 
precisely were the terms of reference. 
But anyway, from the report which I 
have tried to go through as carefully 
as possible, I find that he was asked to 
evolve proposals for service conditions 
and other things after consulting the 
interests concerned in the light of +he 
Pay Commission’s recommendations. 
Originally, it was suggested that this 
would be done in the framework of 
the Central Pay Commission’s recom
mendations. But the wording was 
changed: from “in the framework of” , 
it was made “ in the light of” . The 
change in the wordings, which was 
brought about at the instance of the 
Federation, suggests that Mr. 
Chaudhuri was asked to keep the 
broad recommendations of the Pay 
Commission in mind and reach his 
own conclusions. He was also expect
ed to consider whether there are any 
special conditions prevailing in ports 
and docks, whether the workers there 
have any stresses and strains peculiar 
to their own work, and if there be any 
such stresses and strains, what kind of 
further allowances, further amenities, 
should be given to them.

Now, Mr. Chaudhuri, as I said, after 
a very careful consideration, has 
submitted his report. In the report, 
he has recommended certain wage 
increases' If these wage
increases are given effect to, it would 
mean, as he has pointed out, this 
much increase. He has said:

“As it is, the total annual 
establishment expenditure on all 
the ports during the year 1955-56 
was of the order of Rs. 12 crores. 
An additional expenditure of even 
Rs. 25 lakhs will mean about 2 per 
cent of the total wage bill” .

What he recommended would have 
resulted in two per cent increase in 
the wage bill.

Then, he suggested that provident, 
fund contributions be increased from, 
basic pay plus half dearness allowance 
to basic pay. plus full dearness allow
ance. He suggested that the gratuity 
should be 25 months instead of 15. 
months and it should include full 
dearness allowance instead of ha if 
dearness allowance as at present. He- 
suggested that the gratuity should be 
given at the rate of full month’s pay 
for one year’s service as against half 
a month’s pay, as is the case at 
present. About leave and holidays. 
also he made certain suggestions. 
About night work, he said that 
uniformly the night shift should be • 
6 hours and over-time payment 
should be one-sixth.

He made these suggestions because 
he came to the conclusion that “ in 
ports and docks, the workers have! 
exacting nature of work” . He has
given figures about the incidence of. 
accidents. The incidence of accidents . 
in ports and docks is three or four 
times that in other industries in 
the country. The type of work is’ 
exacting. For that, there is any
amount of evidence available. The-
ILO and other organisations the world 
over have gone into this problem.

My hon. friend, the Minister, who 
has himself been a trustee and also a 
labour leader, who has been such a 
distinguished citizen of my city,
kn'ows what the conditions of work 
there are and because of these condi
tions of work, the officer on special 
duty suggested that certain special 
retiring benefits be given. All that the 
Government have done is this. The 
total amount involved in the conces
sions that have been conceded by the 
Government comes to Rs. 20 lakhs only. 
I can understand if the ports had not 
the capacity to pay. I have worked 
on various committees. Even today I 
am a member of the Central Wage 
Board. I was one of those who had 
the honour of framing our policy of 
fair wages. I have been connected for 
the last 12 years with various com
mittees and commissions where this 
problem of wages had been consider
ed. Everywhere we have said that
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if an industry has a higher capacity 
to pay, it should pay. The Govern
ment’s argument is, how can we start 
with social security for one section of 
,the people? If in that particular in
dustry, it is possible to start that 
pattern that we want to create and 
expand through the whole of the 
country, why should not we do it?

With your permission, Sir, may I 
point out what is the capacity of our 
ports today? The ports have been 
having by and large surplus budgets. 
Bombay Port Trust, for instance, is 
having surplus budgets since 1934, in 
Bombay and Bombay port is very 
important, because it handles 45 per 
cent, of all the cargo in the country. 
Other ports also have been having a 

^-comfortable time. The port rates or 
the port dues have been increased 
■only by 33-1/3 per cent, since 1934. 
War has come and gone; inflation has 
started and prices have soared every
where, but port dues have been 
jncreased only by 33-1/3 per cent, in 
the last 24 or 25 years.

In Madras, since 1939, port dues 
have been increased by 50 per cent. 
In Calcutta, it is true that they have 
been increased by 100 per cent. But 
the former Finance Minister, Shri 

'T. T. Krishnamachari advised publicly 
to raise the rates, because to quote his 
own words, “ the present rates are 
very low” . I am not suggesting that 
the rates be raised. I am not arguing 
'for that. But I am saying that there 
is considerable amount of fat. It is 
not necessary for us to deny elemen
tary justice to our employees, because, 
as I shall explain to you in a minute, 
they have contributed to the improve
ment of the functioning of the ports 
and docks in a manner whereby they 
are entitled to the best possible condi
tions that we can offer.

Ports and docks are having surplus 
budgets today and in case they desire 
a little more money, there is plenty of 
room, because unlike in other spheres 
of life, here the increases in charges 

Ihave been very very nominal.

Shipping companies have said that 
they are willing to pay more if the 
turn-round is improved. For instance, 
the Vashist Committee, which was 
appointed especially to go into this 
and allied problems reported as 
follows:

“Similar opinion was expressed 
by a representative of another 
company in the following words:

‘We can afford to forego these 
fews extra or few dollars extra 
or few shillings extra, but we 
must get better turn-round. It 
does not matter if the Calcutta 
rate goes up or the London rate 
drops; if the Union can prove that 
the workers can bring about a 
change in the output in the shape 
of increase, perhaps no company 
would mind spending some extra 
money on them, but where tne 
expenditure does not yield any 
increase in output, it means that 
money is literally wasted—waste 
of labour, waste of time and that 
too to nobody’s benefit’.”

This is what an important shipping 
company has said, as quoted by the 
Vashist Committee in its report.

Since then the turn-round has 
improved very much. Whereas we 
were losing about Rs. 4,500 to Rs.
10,000 a day, now no one complains. 
As a matter of fact, our ports have 
built up a formidable reputation about 
the work being done there, as I quoted 
the instance of the Madras port. 
Therefore, even if it is necessary to 
impose a slightly higher rate, nobody 
is going to complain. The possibility 
for it is there, but as I said, there will 
be no need for it. The present and 
the potential capacity to bear any 
increased burden is, therefore, 
established.

The Government, however, have 
turned down the proposals of Mr. 
Chaudhuri on the contention that it 
would create repercussions as far as 
other Government employees are 
concerned. This I am unable to
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understand. Here are employees 
whose case was specially gone into by 
the special officer who was appointed. 
He spent 11 months on this and he 
was a senior officer specially assigned 
to this job. Either he knows what he 
is saying or my friend, the Minister, 
with such advisers as he has in Delhi, 
knows everything. It he knows every
thing, why did he appoint this officer? 
When I say “he” , I mean the Govern
ment. If they have all the wisdom 
under the sun and if they know sitting 
here whether the workers there h&v*-,' 
a higher stress or a lower strain, -why 
did they appoint this committee? It 
is amazing that some sections of the 
workers put in 6 hours of work in the 
night shift—that is their full day:s 
work—and the overtime payment is 
one-eighth, of the pay instead of one- 
sixth. These are amazing anomalies 
and disturbing discrepancies and the 
question is whether they should be 
removed or not and how they should 
be removed. The Federation did i>ot 
say that its word should be accepted. 
But a person who knows all the 
implications, who, if the Minister so 
chose, could have been put in charge 
of one or all the ports in India, such 
a person goes there, looks into the 
conditions and submits a report that 
certain thing, should be done. But the 
Minister, sitting here, with such 
advice he gets, after one year’s 
cogitation, what does he jay? Whnt a 
long period of incubation is needed by 
our Ministers! The eggs may be put 
there, but it takes one year to hatch 
and to come to any kina of decisi-.n. 
And, after one year, tne Government 
decide that Mr. Chaudhuri’s recom
mendations are, by and large, to be 
rejected.

I ask, why do the Government 
appoint these cum.r.ittees? Why 
should workers have any confidence 
after this? The Federation comes 
once, twice, thrice and withdraws 
strike notices, with very enviable 
faith in the good intentions of our 
Ministers. The officer is appointed 
and the impression is given 
that the recommendations of the 
officer would by and large be accept
ed. But what do we find? When the

officer reports, the whole thing is to 
be considered completely de novo. The 
Government reaches its own con
clusions, without taking into conside
ration the capacity of the industry 
to pay. The result is that the port 
and dock workers are losing faith in 
the Government. It would be a sad 
day if that faith is lost. On the last 
occasion, the Prime Minister had to 
intervene. Are we gcing to permit 
the Prime Minister's influence, the 
Prime Minister’s capacity to inter
vene and mediate, to suffer in any 
way? My friend, the Minister, is a 
dynamic and competent person, onf; of 
those Ministers about whom we can 
say that he is going to go very far; he 
has not reached the top of the ladder 
yet. Is this Minister going to create 
a feeling in the ranks of the workers 
that he cannot be trujted, that he can 
pull wool over their eyes? I hope, 
not. I say with all the seriousness at 
my command that today in the ports 
and docks of Bombay, Calcutta, 
Madras and other places, as far as our 
workers are concerned, this feeling is 
being created. The work has been 
increasing. Earnings have gone up. 
They have put in tremendous work. 
Things are going to .hum there. The 
poor port and dock workers are 
saying: we are anxious to co-operate. 
But the Ministry says: no. He hums 
and haws. God only knows why.

The only argument that he put 
forward is that it will have repercus
sions. What are the repercussions? 
He said: what will happen to the 51 
million workers who are working in 
other Government departments? I 
would like to know from the Govern
ment—let them clarify their policy— 
are all people to be treated, are all 
people who are engaged in Govern
ment offices, establishments, factories 
run by autonomous corporations, are 
they all to be treated and given the 
same wages and scales of pay? It 
means the steel plants will give the 
same wages that we give today to the 
dock workers. A worker working—• 
I can quote onlj figures about 
Bombay—in Bombay Dockyard Engi
neering concerns gets Rs. 134. A
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worker doing the same amount
of work in the Bombay port
gets only Rs. 102. The minimum
wage that a Bombay port worker gets 
is only Rs. 92-8-0. A textile worker 
gets anything between Rs. 110 to 
Rs. 120. An engineering worker gets 
more than Rs. 120. I am talking 
about Bombay, not aJ'cut Calcutta or 
Madras. Now I just cannot under
stand how you can expect '.ho best 
people, the good people, ’vho are 
working in the ports to accept this. 
Are you going to have uniform condi
tions of work and uniform conditions 
of pay even when some of these 
establishment are run by autonomous 
corporations? If that is the policy, if 
uniformity is to mean this kind of 
dead uniformity, I am afraid, we 
might as well rule out the map of our 
industrialisation. This talk of reper
cussions will not lead us anywhere. 
When the Central Pay Commission 
has not looked into the case of these 
employees, they were told that their 
case will be heard by Mr. Chaudhuri, 
and when he reports, his report is not 
taken into consideration and they are 
not being given any other opportunity. 
I find it very difficult to understand 
how this matter is going to be solved 
in a manner satisfactory to the work
ers.

One more point and I have done.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He has already 

taken two more minutes.

Shri Asoka Mehta: One word will 
not take more than a quarter of a 
minute.

The world over the port and dock 
workers are among the highest paid, 
and in India we want to see that 
similar conditions as created. The 
world over ports and docks are full 
of difficulties. They are very often 
placed where maximum disturbances 
take place. Thank God, in our coun
try we have men at the helm of these 
organisations who are patriotic. Let 
us strengthen their hands. Let us 
make it possible for them to get for 
the workers, with the goodwill of the 
Government, wages which will be

commensurate with the needs of their 
requirements. All that they are ask
ing for is that the recommendations 
of Mr. Chaudhuri be implemented and 
I hope and trust that the Government 
will revise their policy and will not 
provoke any kind of conflict in this 
very vital sector.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Motion moved:

“That the Chaudhuri Com
mittee’s Report on Port and Dock 
Workers’ Demands and the Gov
ernment’s Resolution thereon 
published in the Gazette of India 
on the 21st July, 1958, be taken 
into consideration.”

There are substitute motions by Shri 
Anthony Pillai. First I would like to 
find out from the hon. Minister how 
much time he would require.

The Minister of Transport and Com
munications (Shri S. K. Patil): The
time allotted is two hours; that means, 
120 minutes. A  fair distribution is,
I should say, two-thirds for those who 
want to make the case, and one-third 
for those persons who have got to 
reply to it. That is a fair distribu
tion—80 minutes and 40 minutes. Our 
40 minutes we shall divide between 
myself and the Minister of Shipping. 
The Minister of Shipping will take 
about 15 minutes and myself about 
25 minutes. But we shall not take 
more than 40 minutes.

Shrimati Parvathi Krishnan (Coim
batore): What about those who' want 
to support the motion?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The mover
would like to say something in reply 
also.

Shri* Asoka Mehta: Not very much, 
unless the hon. Minister is going to 
tell me something new.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Ten minutes?

Shri Asoka Mehta: Even less,
because I do not think anything new 

is going to come up.
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 35 minutes
-have already been taken. 40 minutes 
are required by the hon. Minister and 
•another 10 minutes by the hon. Mem
ber for reply. So, out of the 2£ 
hours we have got, only 65 minutes 
remain for other speakers. Shall I fix 
ten minutes for each hon. Member?

Slirimati Parvathi Krishnan: Fifteen 
minutes.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I have ab
solutely no objection. Now there are 
three substitute motions by Shri 
Anthony Pillai. Is he going to move 
all of them?

Shri Anthony Pillai (Madras North): 
Yes, Sir.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Then he might 
■nove them and make a speech also.

Shri Anthony Pillai: I beg to move:

“That for the original motion, 
the following be substituted, 
namely:—

‘This House having considered 
the Chaudhury Committee’s Re
port on Port and Dock Workers 
and the Government’s Resolution 
‘.hereon published in the Gazette 
•of India on the 21st July, 1958, is 
of the opinion that it is not likely 
to bring industrial peace to the 
Port Transport Industry.

This House is further of opinion 
that since securing the co-opera
tion of labour for improved effi
ciency of Port Transport is essen
tial for the successful execution of 
the Second Five Year Plan, a 
mediator of judicial status should 
be appointed, clothed with the 
powers of an arbitrator, to bring 
about an industrial truce for the 
Plan period, and to evolve pro
posals to secure co-operation of 
labour in increased efficiency’.”

“That for the original motion, 
the following be substituted, 
namely:—

‘This House having considered 
the Chaudhury Committee’s -Re
port on Port and Dock Workers
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and the Government’s Resolution 
thereon published in the Gazette 
of India on the 21st July, 1958, is 
of the opinion that the Govern
ment should commend to the Port 
and Dock authorities for accept
ance and implementation with 
effect from 1st July, 1956, the 
following recommendations made 
by Shri P. C. Chaudhuri:

(a) that Provident Fund contri
bution and gratuity be cal
culated on basic wages and 
the whole of the dearness 
allowance;

(b) that each employee should 
be fixed in the revised scale 
on the basis of one incre
ment for every three years 
of service;

(c) that the number of festival 
holidays and casual leave 
per annum should be at least 
16 days and 15 days res
pectively;

(d) that contract labour be re
duced to 25 per cent, by 
departmentalising them;

(e) that the number of shore 
casual registered labour be 
reduced to a minimum and 
granted an attendance allow
ance;

(f) that a uniform night shift 
of six hours duration be 
adopted at all the Ports; and

(g) that the wage rate of all 
casual workers be levelled 
up to that applicable to 
permanent workers’.”

“That for the original motion, 
the following be substituted, 
namely:—

‘This House having considered 
the Chaudhuri Committee’s Re
port on Port and J3ock Workers 
and the Government’s Resolution 
thereon published in the Gazette 
of India on the 21st July, 1958, is 
of the opinion that in the light 
of the assurance given by Govern
ment concessions to labour confer- ' 
ring financial benefits should be 
given with retrospective effect

27 AUGUST 1958
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from 1st July, 1956 and made
applicable to stevedore labour as
wen*.”

In commending these substitute 
motions, I would like to add a few 
words to what has already been 
stated by my hon. friend, Shri Asoka 
Mehta. I have very short time at my 
disposal and so I will not cover the 
points already covered by him. But I 
would like to urge one point initially 
and that is this. There has been a 
great deal of dissatisfaction among the 
port and dock workers over the fact 
that there has been no proper imple
mentation of the assurances given to 
them. In fact, the Port Workers’ 
Federation has stated that the record 
bears out the allegation that Govern
ment's intervention in the Port Trust 
has been an unbroken series of broken 
promises. This final resolution of 
Government, published in the Gazette 
o f India dated the 21st July. 1958, is 
one more link in that unbroken series.

First of all, I would like to analyse 
the economic consequences of this 
policy o f ineptitude on the part of the 
Transport Ministry. It shows the com
plete lack of imagination on the part 
o f the Transport Ministry in tackling 
this problem. There are three major 
problems, and they are: the large 
volume of contract labour which is 
employed in the docks, the question of 
the large volume of casual labour that 
is required in ports, and thirdly, the 
problem of disparities and anomalies 
in the pay and service conditions of 
the port workers in all the major ports. 
These evils, these discrepancies and 
these anomalies that I have pointed 
o<4 have been in existence for quite 
aoftte time.

Jn 1947 when the First Pay Com- 
mission’s report was published, the 
Government advised the Port author
ity* to Implement the Commission’s 
recommendations. They were not 
implemented on the plea that they are 
autonomous bodies. Since then, there 
bis been tor the last eleven years a 
constant agitation on the put of the 
wort and dock workers that there

should be rationalisation o f *ervioe 
conditions and that these disparities 
should be removed. In spite o f eleven 
years of agitation these problems havfe 
not been successfully tackled with the 
net result that the productivity and 
output of the workers In the port 
transport industry, which could have 
been multiplied several times more, as 
has been stated by my hon. friend, 
Shri Asoka Mehta, has been lost to 
the country. That is what I mean by 
saying that the economic consequences 
to the country by this lack of imagi
nation is considerable. Though the 
port transport workers and dock 
workers agreed to piece-rate schemes 
as early as 1956, the implementation 
of the piece-rate schemes have not 
been carried out with that expedition 
which one would have expected. Even 
when consequential problems arise, 
namely of congestion in the transit 
sheds, and though Mr. Chaudhuri 
makes a recommendation that an 
incentive scheme should be instituted 
for those indirectly connected with the 
handling of cargo, a pious decision 
has been adopted by Government, viz., 
that as some industrial consultants are 
being employed by the Bombay Port 
Trust it is expected that they would 
submit a report very shortly. Who 
are these industrial consultants? They 
ace the people whom normally the 
trade unions oppose. Therefore, there 
is not the least doubt that when these 
industrial consultants do submit their 
report* there may be further disputes 
as to what kind of incentive schemes 
should be adopted for the quick move
ment of cargo in the transit sheds.

There has been unnecessary delay 
and unnecessary procrastination about 
matters on which there has been full 
agreement on principle. It is not as 
though on every matter there will be 
repercussions The Government, as 
far as the other services are concerned, 
liberalised leave facilities as long a£0 
as April 1957. Government has 
decided only now in its Resolution of 
July 1959 that the same principle 
should apply, viz., equalisation at leave 
facilities for Class HI and daw XV
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Sven in July 1857 when the Bombay 
*trike was «*lled ofl, the then Trans
port Minister gave an assurance that 
»t would be implemented It took six 
months for the Bombay Fort Trust to 
g in  effect to that decision and then 
again it was not given effect to from 
the 1st April, 1997, as happened m 
other Government services

Then, take again the question of 
P T O  facilities Several months ago 
the Madras Port Trust adopted a 
resolution that P T O  facilities now 
obtaining in the Central Government 
services should be gnwn to its em
ployees Up-to-date Government's
sanction has not been accorded Or, 
take again the question of reference 
of disputes to the tribunal for adjudi
cation In November 1956 Government 
gave a solemn assurance that those 
disputes would be referred to tribunals 
for adjudication It was repeated 
when the strike was called off in July 
1957 Up-to-date onl> some of the dis
putes have been referred to tribunals 
for adjudication in Bombay, and a 
couple of disputes m Calcutta Surely, 
there i* no question of repercussions 
here

Then in November, 1956 an assur
ance was given that schemes of 
departmentalisation and decasualisa- 
tion would be implemented in Vizag 
and Calcutta It needed a strike m 
June 1958 for Government to announce 
what those decasualisation schemes 
would be though such decasualisation 
schemes already exist in Bombay, 
Calcutta and Madras Where does the 
question of repercussions arise here’  
The repercussion lies m the industry 
here Here, within the port industry 
the repercussions anse and about this 
they prefer to turn a Nelson’s eye

Theo, take again another question, 
the question of casual leave, and festi
val holidays, for instance What does 
Mr Chaudhuri recommend’  Mr 
Chaudhuri recommends that the same 

leave and festival holidays 
fadlitW  which obtained in the Posts 
and Telegraphs services should be

applicable to the port transport

workers. Where does the question o f 
lepercussion come in, m accepting this 
recommendation?

Then take the question of wage- 
fixation I would like to mention one 
point 1 am continuously referring to 
this assurance given m November 1956 
In November 1956, an understanding 
was reached between the Government 
and the port transport workers on the 
basis of which the threatened strike 
was called off and, therefore, inasmuch 
as the strike was called off on that 
basis, the workers expect the Govern
ment to honour all those assurances 
that were given m November, 1958 
Some of these assurances were repeat
ed m the Press note that was issued 
by the Government after the discus
sion with the Prime Minister Here is- 
one assurance The Federation pointed 
out that Shri Lai Bahadur Shastn, the 
former Transport Minister, had given 
certain assurances for rationalising the 
scales of pay and achieving as large- 
a measure of uniformity as possible in 
the matter of pay scales and other 
conditions of service without any 
reduction of the existing scales or of 
any benefit Government assured the 
Federation that this assurance will be- 
implemented You cannot find any
where in this Resolution any reference 
to this assurance repeatedly given and 
repeated again by th» hon Pnme 
Minister Why is this Resolution com
pletely silent with regard to this very 
important assurance1

Take the manner in which another 
ussuiance has been implemented It 
was agreed during the discussions with 
the hon Prime Minister that there 
would be an equitable fixation of em
ployees in the revised scales of pay 
Equitable cannot mean no fixation 
whatsoever If they had completely 
denied it, one would have said that 
they have gone back on their assur
ance Instead of that, they adopt a 
Resolution to the effect that an em
ployee will be given one increment 
In other words, they are just saving 
themselves from the accusation that 
this particular assurance has not keen 
implemented My charge is that with 
regard to this, there is a breach a t
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faith-a breach of faith in the sense 
that the spirit underlying that assur
ance has not been implemented. 

In the November 1956 discussions it 
was specifically stated that one of the 
terms of reference to Mr. Chaudhuri 
would be to formulate proposals for 
fixing them in revised scales of pay. 
Nevertheless we find that once again 
there has been a breach of faith on 
this question. In November 1956, the 
port and dock workers were told that 
there need not be a judicial authority 
appointed to decide these disputes as 
the matters could be dealt with, with 
expedition if there was an officer of 
the Civil Service who could conduct 
this enquir:v. An officer of the Finance 
Ministry was also associated with this 
enquiry so that matters could be dealt 
with expeditiously and that Govern
ment would be in a position to imple
ment th2m without any difficulty. 
Despite the fact that Mr. Chaudhuri 
made his 1·ecommendat�ons in Septem
ber 1957, it has takert'the Government 
very nearly a whole year to take 
decision on his recommendations. All 
that the Government has done with 
regard to Mr. Chaudh,iri's recommen
dations is to merely accept the ques
·tion of removing some of the dispari
ties and anomalies in the matter of 
leave, in the matter of travel benefits 
but the major recommendations
recommendations with regard to gra
tuity and provident fund, with regard 
to decasualisation, "·ith regard to the 
abolition of contract system, with 
t"egard to equalisation of wages bet
ween casual ,vorkers and permanent 
workers and with regard to the incen
tive scheme-all these have been 
denied and rejected. Where it is not 
specifically said that they ha.ve been 
rejected. there is no reference at all 
to them in the Resolution on these 
points. 

With regard to gratuity and provi
dent fund, I would repeat the charge 
that here is a refusal to accept an 

· assurance-a refusal to honour an 
;assurance. It was not included in 

the terms of reference that Mr. 
Chaudhuri should devise some retire
ment benefit scheme, in the light of 
the existing Pay Commission's scheme 
or in the light of a11y other scheme of 
retirement benefits already applica
ble to Central Government servants. 
He was ;.sked to devise a retirement 
benefit scheme taking into considera
tion the circumstances such as hazards, 
intensity of work and the tum over 
of labour in the Port transport in
dustry. When the Government ad
vised the workers to withdraw the 
threatened port and dock strike 
on the basis of this reference, tiwre 
was an implied understanding that 
whatever his recommendations were on 
the question of retirement benefit. 
the:> would be accepted and honoured. 
I would also like to point out that 
in Madras both the Dock Workers 
,representatives and the Dock em
ployers representatives agreed long 
before Mr. Chaudhuri's recommenda
tions were out that they would 
accept and implement Shri Chau
dhuri's recommendations on retire
ment benefit. In July 1957 when the 
Bombay strike was called off, Mr. 
Shastry gave a written assurance to 
the effect that retirement benefit 
would be calculated on the basis of 
6± per cent. of the total earnings 
of the cargo handling workers. What 
has happened to this assurance? Gov
ernment, on the one hand, sa�rs that 
the Dock authority is autonomous 
and they will not normally interefere. 
'\Vhy should they now pass a resolu
tion requiring the Dock Labour Board, 
Madras, not to implement Shri 
Chaudhuri's recommendation, when 
both the workers and employers 
hav,, agrrcd, that it should be im
plemented. 

Therefore, my humble submission 
is that this particular decision which 
does not remove any of the evils 
which have bedevilled industrial re
lations in the Port transpO'Tt industry 
is not likely to bring about industrial 
peace. There is likely to be' a conti
nuation of industrial unrest. There-
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for*, my bumble submission is that it 
will be  beet and most advisable for 
mme mediator to be appointed to look 
into all the various dispute* and 
bring about a settlement Surely, a 
mediator with judicial status is not 
going to ignore the question of capa
city to pay, nor is he going to ignore 
the question o f repercussions. Why 
should they be worried with regard 
to appointing such a mediator to bring 
about such a settlement? Have not 
they seen a settlement of the piece 
rate question at the Ports of Calcutta 
<md Madras? If such mediation can 
bring about increased productivity to 
the tune o f 200 per cent or 300 per 
cent in the Ports of Madras and Bom
bay, I do not see why a mediator 
should not be able to bring about a 
settlement which would be beneficial 
both to the industry and to the 
country and to the workers.

Shrimati Parvathl Krfehnan: Mr 
Deputy-Speaker, I welcome this op
portunity of discussing the report of 
Shri Chaudhuri on Port and Dock 
Workers and the Resolution which the 
Government has thought fit to adopt 
on this report I welcome it not only 
because this is a very important prob
lem, which I feel should be discussed 
and thrashed out on the floor of 
Parliament, but also because, at the 
same time, it gives us an opportunity 
to put before hon. Members of Par
liament the side of the workers. Be
cause, we know, today, there is a 
tendency to try to make out that the 
workers who went on strike a few 
weeks ago were being misled by anti
national elements, by unpatriotic ele
ments, by those who wished to 
sabotage the national effort, by those 
who wished to sabotage the Plan and 
so on. Therefore, it was very neces
sary and I am glad that my hon. 
friends Shri Asoka Mehta *and Shri 
Anthony Pillai have both described 
how the dilatoriness o f the Govern
ment and procrastination of the de
partment and the Ministry of Trans
port aad Communications is wholly 
and solely to blame for the events 
th*t took place, how the port workers

had been waiting for their very justi
fied demands to be granted and the 
time had come when they could not 
be asked to wait longer.

15-59 hrs.

[Pandit Thakub Das Bharoava in the
Chair]

We all know that ports play a very 
important part in our national effort 
and in our national life. Before 
Independence, what were the ports 
being used for? They were a part 
of the colonial set up in this country 
and a part of the colonial economy. 
The British imperialists who were 
here, built the ports in order to see 
that the goods that they needed to 
supplement their economy were ex
ported from here and the goods that 
they wished to dump in the colonial 
market were being imported What 
has happened after Independence? 
After Independence, all of us look at 
the ports as almost the heart o f the 
economic plans that we draw, be
cause, the ports are used for import
ing that material which is so neces
sary for us to build our heavy in
dustry, that machinery which is So 
necessary for us to guarantee the 
fulfilment of our developmental pro
gramme. Therefore, when this basic 
charge is there in the very type of 
cargo that is being handled in the 
ports, one would have expected that 
the Congress Government would have 
also seen to it that the workers in 
those ports would also benefit from 
the fruits of freedom as much as the 
many so-called political sufferers in 
our country have done. But, this has 
not happened. Far from i t  Whatever 
administrative set up was there during 
the days of British imperialism in 
this country, that same administra
tive set up more or less continues with 
this difference that instead of having 
a man with white skin as Chairman 
of the Port Trust you have an LCS. 
officer who carries out blindfold, who 
carries out in the same rigid bureau
cratic manner the same type o f ad
ministration that existed even before
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Independence. This is what we "see. 
We see that the interests that are 
guarded zealously by the Port Trusts 
are the vested interests and para
mount interest of national progress is 
not in the least looked at, is not 
cared about at all. In this back
ground it is that I would appeal to 
the hon. Members and also to the 
Minister for whom, I must admit, I 
do not have even one-fourth of the 
sympathy as my hon. friend Shri 
Asoka Mehta has, and I would ask 
him to view the problem of the work
ers.

Their primary demand as I see it, 
is the demand of wages. In other 
words, what do they want? They 
want to have that much of money 
which will enable them to live the 
life of ordinary human beings, which 
will make them capable of fulfilling 
the work that they are called upon 
to do by the administration and by 
the country. What else do they de
mand? They demand conditions of 
service which they are entitled to 
according to those Directive principles 
of the Constitution, according to all 
the ideas of social equity and social 
justice which underline that Constitu
tion, which we have taken an oath, 
when we came into tKis House, to 
honour and uphold. That is all they 
have demanded and this is what they 
are being denied.

From 1954, onwards, negotiations 
started and strike notices were given 
by the Unions and the Federation. 
They were withdrawn when, time and 
again, assurances were being given to 
them by the Ministry of Transport 
and Communications. What were 
they told originally? The Central 
Pay Commission’s recommendations 
could not be implemented in toto; 
certain recommendations would be 
implemented. So, in a truncated form 
these recommendations were imple
mented. Where there was lack of

uniformity, where one of the main 
problems was lack of uniformity, fur
ther discrepancies and further anom
alies were introduced. This is the 
Herculean task that the Ministry, 
performed after seven years of Inde
pendence. It is really a record that, 
I am sure, even they would be 
ashamed to come forward and defend 
on the floor of the House.

We are told sometimes that there 
has been revision from time to time 
of the wages of the workers. What 
does the report of Shri Chaudhuri it
self say about this wage revision? On 
page 57 of the report, he says:

“Apart from these revisions, 
there have been piece-meal re
visions on an individual basis, 
sometimes on account of the 
nature of the duties and respon
sibilities and sometimes mainly as 
compensation for the lack of 
avenues of promotion. The effect 
of these..........

These are the words to which I would 
like to draw the attention of the hon. 
Ministers who are sitting opposite.

-----these piece-meal and ad hoc
changes have, however, contribu
ted to an increase in the number 
of scales and also led to other 
complications” .

Therefore, instead of reducing com
plications, instead of introducing fur
ther uniformity, complications have 
been increased as a result of these 
piece-meal revisions. Shri Chaudhuri’s 
report provides a solution for all these 
problems.

This report, we are told, came into 
the hands of the Government in Sep
tember, 1957. Then, it was put into 
cold storage for some time. Then, 
when questions were asked in Parlia
ment and the Federation moved in 
the matter, the various Unions were 
given copies of the report and told to 
keep it a secret and told to carry on 
negotiations at local levels on this re
port.
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,,A$ usual, those negotiations also were 
absolutely on a par with the negotia
tions that have been going on with 
the Ministry here in Delhi. In other 
words, there were no negotiations at 
aty. Whatever negotiations took place 
were only in order to enable the 
Government to issue a communique 
in the press or to have it in their 
armoury to bring forward when talks 
oqme up or strikes take place to say: 
"There you are, we wanted them to 
negotiate, we told them to negotiate, 
we gave them even this report that 
we did not place on the Table of the 
House, this report that was even re
fused to all-India organisation such 
as the All-India Trade Union 'Con
gress when they asked for a copy of 
it. We gave them this confidential 
report. Such confidence we have got 
in them, and yet they go on strike.” 
But what is the point of giving this 
report to them unless and until there 
is a seriousness about the negotiations, 
unless there is a serious attitude to
ward seeing that the differences that 
might crop up on the basis of these 
recommendations are smoothed out 
as a result of discussion round a 
table?

Then, the Ministry promised to take 
steps and said that if the negotiations 
were being delayed, they would go 
into it still further. Again, the same 
thing happened, and again there was 
ao alternative for the Federation but 
to give a strike notice.

Now. what happens at a time when 
a strike notice is given? One would 
feel at least the Minister would have 
a sense o f responsibility towards the 
whole matter and say again at least 
from his side: “Let us try once more 
to come to some agreement." Instead 
o f that, he sends instructions that 
state* o f emergartcy  should be dec
lared, the strike is coming, and the 
whofe oountry is going to collapse. 
This Sort o f  attitude naturally did not 
help at all, and whan the workers 
finally did j©  on strike the manner in

Demands
which developments took place in the 
various cities leaves very much to be 
desired, particularly in the City o f 
Madras where within a few  hours a 
firing takes place, six people are killed 
and 200 injured.

I would like to put before you what 
happens when the strike takes place. 
Ministers went around frantically 
saying: "The dock workers have gone 
on strike. They are sabotaging the 
national effort. Foodgrains are there 
in the harbour but they cannot reach 
the starving people of our country.”  
This was what the Ministers were 
saying, but did they go there to try 
and bring about a settlement? Did 
they try to bring about any under
standing? No On the other hand, the 
Ministers of the Madras Government 
wanted to isolate the workers from 
the general public. Yet I would like 
to point out that after this particular 
f i r i n g  in the City of Madras one saw 
a n  upsurge among the common people 
from e v e r y  section Those who were 
in business offices, clerks, hotel 
bearers, industrial workers, every 
single section rose as one man to 
show their sympathy to those worker* 
who had died as martyrs and to show 
their solidarity for the strike. There 
was a hartal two days after and never 
has Madras City, even during the days 
of our fight for freedom, seen such 
a successful hartal This was a 
spontaneous upsurge o f the people o f 
the City o f Madras, and I am proud 
the people rose as one man to show 
their sympathy and solidarity for the 
cause of the workers. It is not only 
for the cause of the workers there 
who suffered in Madras, but they ex
pressed their sympathy for the work
ers who were fighting for their lives 
and ^ages in Calcutta and Bombay, 
fighting against the black legs who 
were being introduced by the Gov
ernment, fighting against the Army 
and the Navy that were being 
brought in to try and suppress this 
strike which was a very innocent and 
justified strike.

In Calcutta also there was an 
upsurge in support o f the dock work
ers. Apart from that, in Calcutta
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what else happened? In Calcutta in 
the docks, even the engineering per
sonnel who are not covered by thlf 
report, participated, and we know 
that even the Bengal Government 
which normally is not quite so sym
pathetic towards the working class on 
any occasion or towards and popular 
movement that arises—we know what 
the record of the Bengal Government 
is—wanted to use its good offices to 
bring about a settlement, but our 
Minister here sat on his prestige and 
said: “This is my zamindari, and not 
even the Ministry of Dr B C. Roy 
will be allowed to interfere with i t ” 
This is what happened. That in itself 
proves how justified was the cause of 
the dock workers When even such 
a Government can take up a reason
able stand for once it its history, even 
then we find that you have the atti
tude here that assurance are not bved 
up to and recommendations are not 
implemented.

I have a very short time to say the 
few words that I have got, but what 
I would like to appeal here at this 
stage is that those assurances tnat 
were given at the time the stnke was 
on, before the stnke was called off, 
assurances about non-victimisation, 
even those are not being implemented 
today.

In Calcutta you have 40 cases of 
victimisation How is it that these 
things happen7 I would like to 
repeat to the hon Minister a 
certain passage which I have 
come across recently, and that 
is, that you can buy a man's time, a 
man’s physical presence in a given 
place, you can even buy a measured 
nuiflber o f skilled muscular motions 
per hour or day, but you cannot buy 
enthusiasm, you cannot buy initiative, 
you cannot buy loyalty and you 
cannot buy the devotion of hearts, 
minds and souls; you have to earn 
thefe things. In my opinion, the 
Minister in all these negotiations, and 
the Ministry throughout this period, 
has done nothing to -earn these things

which are sacred and which are so 
necessary if  you want to see that t i l  
sections o f  our people put in their 
will behind the national effort

Today, unless the question of victi
misation is taken up immediately, 
unless that assurance is lived up to, 
unless the recommendations o f this 
report are implemented in all their 
spint, unless that is done, unless tri
bute is paid to the proud record of 
the dock workers in this country, 
we are in for a very difficult period 
where the dock workers are concern* 
ed In these days we talk about the 
shortage of foreign exchange, we talk 
about the building up of our industry, 
and when foreign visitors come, where 
are they first taken to’  They are 
taken to Bhakra-Nangal, they are 
taken to Bhilai, they are taken to the 
Perambur Integral Coach Factory, 
they are taken to Chittaranjan, and the 
worker’s contribution is forgotten. 
The worker? starting from those very 
port workers who first discharge the 
cargo, and then going step by step 
from the railway workers and all other 
transport workers, right up to those 
very worker* who are there on the 
spot o f constructing and putting up 
these edifices of which we are all 
\ery justly and rightly proud, are 
forgotten When you take your 
foreign visitors there, do you ever say 
to them. “Here are the demands of 
our workers, we are looking into 
them, and we will look into them ” 
Do you ever pay tribute to the 
workers materially or even by word? 
I have never seen it done, and unless 
that is done, unless these recommen
dations are taken up in all earnest
ness, unless these assurances that have 
been given at the time o f the strike 
are fully lived up to, certainly y o« 
w ill find that so far as the dock 
workers arq concerned, we are in for 
a period of industrial unrest. This 
warning is not just a warning that 
can be lightly brushed aside, but the 
statement o f the Dockworkers* 
Federation immediately after the Gov
ernment resolution was first published 
in itself showed that there was
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satisfaction amongst the ranks of the 
workers, and therefore today if you 
want the dock workers  to remain 
contented, if you want them  to pull 
their full weight in the national effort 
in the context of the rising prices, in 
the context of difficulties  that they 
have to face m their everyday  life, 
you will have to see that these recom
mendations are fulfilled.

Furthermore,  there  is  also  one 
aspect that I would like to touch on, 
and  that  is  the  question  of  the 
accidents that are taking place in the 
ports and docks  Shn Asoka Mehta 
has already referred to these accidents, 
and it is very disturbing to see that 
Government’s own reports give us the 
figures and the facts to show that ILO 
recommendations are not being imple
mented,  and  that  various  safety 
devices that have to be provided are 
not being provided.  There is no time 
ftr me to quote chapter  and verse, 
but if one reads the reports that are 
there  of  the  Chief  Adviser  of 
Factories,  one  will  see  how  the 
authorities and  the  administrations 
themselves are responsible for  this 
absolutely callous attitude that is there 
touards the lives of the workers  So, 
on the one hand, you have the callous
ness towards  the question  of their 
wages and their service conditions, on 
the other hand, you have the callous
ness towards their very life itself, in 
ignoring this nsing graph of accidents 
that are taking place in the ports and 
docks.

In concluding, once again, I would 
appeal to the Mmister to look at this 
matter more sympathetically than he 
has done, and to look at it with more 
understanding, to meet the represen
tatives of the workers and to live up 
at least to those assurances that were 
given by the Prune Minister to  the 
representatives of the Federation

Yfc* Minister «f State to the MOnts- 
*■7  Trantpmt and Coeunimleatkms 
I”1!  lUhartw);  oportunity
PKWMsd to ua by this  motion is 

welcome to us.  It is welcome

because it will enable this Mouse and 
the country at large through  this 
House to judge for itself the correct 
situation, and the rights and wrongs 
of the whole dispute, the unfortunate 
dispute as it arose, and which we very 
fondly hope has, after all, been ami
cably settled, that is still our hope

Shri Anthony Pillai:  Fond hope

Shri Raj Bahadur:  Charges  have
been levelled, and words have been 
bandied  We have been accused at 
breach of faith, of not honouring our 
assurances, of breaking promises, and 
last but not least, we have also been 
warned by the hon  lady  Member 
opposite that it is not a mere warn
ing  I do not know whether in  the 
few minutes that I have got at my 
disposal, I would be able to do full 
justice to all the points

Shrimatl Parvathi  Krishnan:  The
Minister of State can take some more 
minutes from the Minister’s tune

Shri Raj Bahadur:  Let me, first of
all, refer to the first observation that 
was made by my hon and esteemed 
friend Shn Asoka Mehta, that during 
the course of the last one year or two 
on as many as five occasions, stnke 
notice had to be served by the federa
tion, that is, the All India Federation 
of Port and  Dock Workers,  which 
represents a section of the workers of 
the ports and docks  I do not for a 
moment deny the  accuracy at this 
fact.  But 1 would place at the dis
posal of this House the background in 
a few minutes’  tuna,  and how  it 
developed

It was m the year 1956, in Septem
ber or a little earlier than that, that 
the first notice was served  On that, 
negotiations took place, and finally, it 
was decided that an officer on special 
duty would be appointed by way of a 
committee to go into the whole ques
tion.  The terms  of reference—and 
thi« jg important—were settled as far 
back as 27th November, 1956 Hardly 
within a fortnight the OSD wrote to

Report on Port and  ytjEA
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[Shri Raj Bahadur] 
the port authorities for data and also 
to the labour unions for memoranda; 
and hardly had these memoranda been 
submitted, but in January, 1957, the 
Federation resolved to strike if the 
OSD's report was not completed by 
the first week of February, 1957. It 

is surprising how the offer on special 
duty could submit or furnish his 
report when even the memoranda had 
not been submitted. However, those 
memoranda started coming in, and 
they came in about a month after the 
date on which the strike was supposed 
to be staged. They came near about 
the 12th March, 1957. Then, the dis-
cussions started ....... . 

Shri Anthony Pillai: May I inter-
rupt ........... . 

Shri Raj Bahadur: The memoranda 
were received from the Federation 
near about that date. I have my 
facts, and I stand by them. The dis
cussions started within,)en days of 
that. The OSD started the discussion 
with the All India Port and Dock 
Workers' Federation; on 9th April, 
1957, the last instalment of memo
randa were received from them. 
Again, 27th May was the last date by 
which the discussions were completed. 
Further memoranda, were, however, 
received from the stev€'dores' asso
ciation on 29th May, and lo! on 28th 
June, the Bombay unions again 
served a notice of strike for expedit
ing the O�D's report. This was the 
second str.ike notice. 

The OSD submitted his report 
within about a week of this, on 5th 
July. This was the interim report. 
Then, the discussions started, within 
hardly a week, on the same (. strike 
notice which was served, between the 
officers here and the representatives of 
the Federation, on 12th July and the 
strike notice was withdrawn. The 
new Pay Commission came into being 
on 21st August, 1957. The OSD sub
mitted his final report on 1st Septem
ber. Naturally, we took time to consult 
the port authorities and the various 
Ministries concerned, and to finalise, 

and to think about or draw up a line 
of action and the procedure that we 
should adopt in this behalf. On 11th 
November, 1957, the ·discussions were 
started with the port authorities, and 
on 12th November, 1957, discussions 
started with the labour unions. The 
port authorities were requested to 
consider the recommendations on a 
high priority basis in consultation 
with the labour unions. This was an 
agreed solution or an agreed proce
dure which was to be adopted, and 
this was adopted. The discussions 
lasted for some time, and were sup
posed to be concluded in about a 
couple of months' time. But when 
the discussions actually started, the 
unions refused to sit together, and 
they wanted to sit separately. That 
again took time. Permission was then 
given that they might be allowed to 
discuss things separately. 

On 26th January, 1958, however, 
before the discussions had even been 
concluded or had even been entered 
into earnestly, another notice of strike 
came. At this time, the notice of 
strike ........... . 

Shri Ranga (Tenali): By one of 
the rival unions? 

Shri Raj Bahadur: It was the All 
India Port and Dock Workers' Fede
ration which gave this notice of strike. 
It was the same union, or the same 
federation. It passed a resolution in 
favour of a general strike if the 
favourable recommendations were not 
implemented by 28th February, 1958. 
It is inconceivable how in a situation 
of this kind the recommendations in 
the report could have been considered 
in peace, in tranquillity or with that 
calm that is required. However, 
things went on ......... . 

Shri Tangamani: It is a strange 
argument. 

Shri Raj Bahadur: It may look 
strange. 
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Shri Tangamani: The report was 
received in August. 

Shri Raj Bahadur: But, I think, 
sometimes, the facts are more impor
tant than mere observations or fiction. 
It must look strange to the hon. 
Member, because that is so. 

Then, I personally requested and 
approached on my own initiative the 
Federation and requested them, that 
'Let us sit down together'. For, it 
was· not possible for us to settle the 
whole thing, sitting in Delhi. After 
all, there were so many items which 
had to be settled at the port levels. 
We had conferences, and those dis
cussions must conclude before the 
Central Government would be in a 
position to make up their mind in 
regard to the various points of dis
agreement; there might be many 
points of disagrement in regard to 
the recommendations. So, it was 
necessary that those discussions should 
ba concluded, and we fixed that we 
shall conclude those discussions by 
the end of April. That, was the 
agreed solution, again, which was 
arrived at between ourselves. But, 
again, on 19th March, that is, befor� 
the end of April, six weeks before 
that, the Federation passed another 
resolution fixing 7th May, 1958 as the 
date for serving a strike notice. 

Again, this time, the Minister for 
Transport and Communication him
self intervened, and he requested 
them that we should meet all together 
on 8th May. We did meet, and we 
discussed things, and I think the dis
cussions were very amicable and were 
conducted with perfect cordiality on 
both sides. 

Shri Anthony Pillai: Friendly but 
fruitless. 

Shri Raj Bahadur: Unfortunately, 
however, as soon as we · got out of 
the conference room, or tl;ie next day 
·we came to know that a strike notice 
·was going to come. I do not know 
what the Minister could do in those 
·circumstances. We went ·out of the 

-way in every case, at every oppor
tunity, to settle down things. 

In a few minutes' time, I shall try 
to say something about the various 
points that have been made. I shall 
leave the main points to my hon. 
colleague the Minister of Transport 
and Communications, and I shall 
about such points as have been made 
by Shri Asoka Mehta about the main 
basis for the setting up of this com
mittee. He said that it was in order 
to achieve uniformity in scales of pay. 
Unfortunately, however when we 
came to discuss the report, we came 
to realise that we could not achieve 
that; it was agreed that we could not 
take a final decision in regard to all 
those scales, because even the Chou
dhury Committee's report did not 
give the scales for each category of 
workers; it gave some scales and left 
the entire thing for being settled at 
the administration level. 

However, the viewpoint of the 
Federation, as it emerged at the con
ference, was not uniformity but 
maximisation,, that is, wherever any 
particular class or category of post 
carries the highest scale, whether it 
is in Bombay, Madras or Calcutta, 
that should be adopted. Leave aside 
the framework of the 1947 Pay 
Commission · recommendations; even 
the light of those recommenc;Iations 
was not at all cared for. So obvious
ly we could not maximise all those 
scales. 

About retirement benefits also, I 
only beg to refer to the observations 
that have been made by Shri Chau
dhuri himself in his Report, that 
because the Second Pay Commission 
has been set up, many of his own 
recommendations may have to be 
modified or adjusted in the light of 
their recommendations. So even he 
visualised and envisaged that all his 
recommendations may not hold good. 
Imagine the situation. It is not pos
sible for us to forestall the findings 
or judgment of a body of that stature 
and eminence which is going to give 
an authentic pronouncement about all 
these matters. 
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[Shri Raj Bahadur]
The second thing is about holidays. 

I would only say that here the 
Chaudhuri Report made a recommen
dation that a total ot 15 days holi
days plus casual leave plus holidays 
should be allowed. We have gone 
much beyond that; we have allowed a 
maximum of 21 days holidays plus 
casual leave. So I think we cannot be 
accused that we have in any way 
diminished the effect or extent o f the 
recommendations in this behalf. At 
any rate, we have made it more liberal 
and we have done that despite the fact 
that in Madras, the position in regard 
to this leave and holidays was very 
poor, m Calcutta it was best and in 
Bombay it was medium But we 
took it as 21 days. That was our 
decision.

In regard to night duty, to which 
reference was made, it is well known 
to Members opposite, particularly, to 
Shn Anthony Pillai. that in Bombay 
there was an agreed understanding 
and settlement concerning it That 
was 6 hours. In Madras too, they 
have fixed it by mutual consent at 
6i hours. In Calcutta also, it has been 
fixed by mutual consent at 6J hours. 
Was it proper for us to go beyond 
these agreed solutions or settlements? 
We could not have done it We 
would have been accused, had we 
done it.

Then a point was made that while 
calculating the hourly rate, instead of 
116 we had made <t 1 8 of the daily 
wages That was not our decision. 
When the point was taken to the 
Labour Appellate Tribunal, the 
Tribunal, considering all the pros 
and cons, came to that decision, 
keeping in view three important 
factors. The first factor wa,s that 
because night duty was being 
rotated between workers, the special 
allowance should be discouraged. The 
second consideration was that since 
sight duty o f 6 hourg already invol
ved a reduction in duty by two hours, 
this concession was not necessary. 
H ie  third point was that because 
night duty was only tor S hours, on 
the completion o f 6 hours, overtime

began. After considering the whole 
issue and after all the discussions 
and representations from the various 
parties and sections, they came to this 
decision. We could not go behind 
that.

Then Shri Anthony Pillai referred 
to the equalisation of leave facilities 
between class III and class IV. He 
knows—and he has read the Resolu
tion— that that particular decision will 
take retrospective effect from 1st 
July 1957. He also knows very well 
that before we can introduce or 
implement this particular decision, 
regular rules and regulations will 
to be framed. The Port authorities 
did take their own time in framing 
those rules They have now come to 
the F' Mnc - Ministry and I think 
within u week’s time, they will be 
implemented.

He also made a reference to adjudi
cation. He knows very well the posi
tion that, first of all, these points of 
dispute have got to be discussed and 
settled at the port level and points 
of disagreement—we have already 
agreed upon—should be referred to 
adjudication as the law would permit.

I would only say that in the light 
of these facts we fail to understand 
how we could have gone further than 
we have I have shown that on five 
occasions, month after month, almost 
week after week, we were served 
with stnke notices or resolutions to 
go on strike We are led to one 
inevitable conclusion that, unforttw- 
nately. those strike* are often used 
as instruments of mass political 
action. I would very much wish that 
we should put our heads together, 
keeping in view the difficult times 
we are passsing through 1# it not 
high time that we came to some 
agreed understanding that w e shall 
not use labour, we shall not use this 
very important and very precious 
right o f workers to go on strike for 
the settlement o f their disputes; tar 
our political ends.
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Shri TangaouuU (Madurai): I shall 
be very brief in my observations in 
view o f the very circumstances that 
led to the strike, the Chaudhuri Com
mittee Report and also the po.nts dealt 
with at length by Shri Asoka Mehta 
and Shri Anthony Pillai. The hon. 
Minister of Shipping was trying to 
make out that from 1954 onwards there 
had not been any delay on the part 
o f Government. I would like to quote 
only his own version. The demands 
were made in 1954. When the Federa
tion came with the chartcr of demands 
in 1956, Shri Chaudhuri was appoint
ed and the terms of reference 
were finalised in November. The Re
port of the Chaudhuri Committee was 
in the hands of Government in August
1957. From August 1957 to July li)08, 
there is a gap of 11 months. What
ever justification he might trot out 
now, in view of the fact that assurance 
was given to the representatives oi 
labour by the then Minister of Trans
port and Communications that the 
Report of the Chaudhuri Committee 
would be implemented in full. Gov
ernment ought to l.ave implemented 
them forthwith. But Government had 
to wait for 11 months for coming with 
th^ir decisions.

Shrimati Parvalhi Krishnan was 
pointing out that even the Report was 
not made available to us earlier. It 
was oniv today that the Report and 
Government's Resolution of July has 
been p.’aced on the Table of the House. 
Government were not willing to take 
the House into confidence. Ever since 
the Report was received—that was in 
August 1957—they were having some 
kind of negotiations with the repre
sentatives of labour so that when the 
actual action took place, the Minister 
could come forward and say that they 
had done all that was possible within 
their power and the strike was un
justified. I submit this *ts not the 
attitude which we must adopt towards 
labour. Bccause a strike notice is 
given, it does not mean that the peace 
of the entire Ministry is disturbed. 
That is something which 1 am learning 
new from the hon. Minister. Talks 
went on with the strike notice and

negotiations had taken place. How far 
have those talks carried the demands 
of the workers further, how far have 
they advanced towards implementing 
the original assurance given as early 
as August 1956? That is the whole 
point. Instead of meeting that point, 
now in a lawyer-like manner, he is 
arguing.

Shri Raj Bahadur: I am a lawyer.

Shri Tangamani; I submit that this 
approach to labour is again going to 
lead him to disaster, because after the 
publication of the July 21st Resolu
tion, the Federation have come for
ward with a definite resolution that 
they are going to intensify their pro
paganda. Now the representatives of 
labour—of course, there are the dock 
workers in Madras, Vizag, Cochin, 
Kandla and the other two major 
ports—also will have to be taken into 
confidence. Unless and until that is 
done, unless and until a new approach 
is made, which is indicated in the re
solution which has been circulated, I 
am afraid the unrest is likely to 
continue.

I would like to mention that there 
are certain basic points which have 
been more or less accepted in indus
trial law. Where the employer is 
asked to pay fair wages we are told 
it has been more or less agreed that 
we can compel the employer to pay 
fair wages only when he has got the 
capacity to pay. That point was made 
very forcibly by Shri Asoka Mehta.

I would like to know from the hon. 
Minister when he replies whether in 
the pcyts of Calcutta, Bombay or 
Madras or Kandla, Vizag or Cochin 
there is this capacity to pay the wage 
demanded by the workers or whether 
the recommendations of the Chaudhuri 
committee are exorbitant and they will 
not be in a position to pay. That is 
a point on which I would like to have 
a categorical reply, because, as Shri 
Pillai pointed out, probably, the Pay 
Commission will recommend some
thing more.

Report on Port and 3276
Dock Workers’
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Provident Fund, as the hon, Minis

ter knows, is nothing but compulsory 
saving. We want the workers to save 
so that, ultimately, when they retire 
they may have lump sums to live 
upon. It suggests that instead of 8.1/3 
per cent on basic wage and hall the 
dearness allowance as in the Railways, 
it should be 8.1/3 per cent on basic 
wage and full dearness allowance. 
That is an incentive. He is only sav
ing from his own earnings, the incen
tive being that an equal amount is 
going to be contributed by Govern
ment or by the Port Trust, whoever is 
going to contribute. Can there be any 
difficulty in contributing this? I can 
understand in private industries the 
employers saying that they do not 
have the capacity to contribute 8 1/3 
per cent. Now, when the worker is 
prepared to contribute 8.1/3 per cent 
o f the basic pay and full dearness 
allowance so that, ultimately, he will 
have a lump sum, I would like to 
know why Government are opposing 
that.

There is another point—about gra
tuity Formerly, the maximum 
amount that they could get by way of 
gratuity was 15 months’ basic wage 
and half dearness allowance. Now, the 
Chaudhuri Report says that for each 
year of service they must have one 
month's full wage as gratuity so that 
the maximum would be 25 months’ 
■wages which has been put as the ceil
ing. What is the reason why this G ov
ernment 19 opposing this modest sug
gestion o f the Chaudhury Report’  
H us is what they say:

mam argument advanced 
by the O.S.D. in recommending 
these substantial increases is that 
the amounts received by way of 
Provident Fund contribution, 
under the present economic condi
tions and in accordance with the 
prevent and anticipated price 
levels, will not be sufficient to en
sure subsistence for the worker 
tiuring the period he is expected 
to live after retirement. He has

contended that the pensionary 
equivalent of the amounts actual
ly received by an employee 
in settlement of his Provident 
Fund account at the time of retire
ment is much smaller than what the 
employee would have got had he 
been on a pensionable system. He 
has considered the present wage 
level as being below the subsis
tence level, and has assumed that 
there is little possibility o f the 
price levels falling to an extent 
which will necessitate reduction in 
the existing rates of dearness 
allowance He has, therefore, aim
ed at increasing the corpus of the 
Provident Fund including the 
special contribution (gratuity) by 
recommending the inclusion of the 
whole of the D.A m pay for all 
purposes of the Provident Fund 
Rules and the calculation of the 
grautity at a month's pay for each 
year’s service subject to maximum 
of 25 months’ pay as against the 
present basis of i a month’s pay 
for each year of service subject 
to a maximum of 15 months’ pay. 
He has further recommended that 
the increase in the Provident Fund 
accumulations and Special Contri
butions should be converted into 
annuities of the joint and survivor 
type, compulsorily by legislation, 
if necessary ”

What the Government of India say 
is this:

“The Government of India are 
not impressed by the O.S-D.’s 
views. His recommendations vir
tually amount to the provision of 
a scheme of old age insurance and 
security."

We wart? to give full social security 
to the workers. That is the labour 
policy which has been accepted in the 
Second Five Year Plan; and we are 
having provident iuad and other so
cial security schemes. We ham* al
ready accepted soane soda! sesurity
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schemes. Some quantum is suggested 
by the O.S.D. The reason given lor 
not accepting it is something which 
goes contra to the accepted policy of 
Government. I do say it goes contra 
to the accepted policy of Government 
in formulating the Second Five Year 
Plan. I would also like to know whe
ther Government is still going to stick 
to these reasons or at least revise 
them.

There are certain anomalies existing 
between the different types of port 
trust workers. I will mention some of 
them, Let me give one instance. There 
atc  about 300 Junior Clerks and Junior 
Clerks (Cargo). Shri P. C. Chaudhuri 
proscribes a grade of Rs. 60-3-81 and 
so on He also says:

"It is also recommended that in 
Madras Port, where the Upper 
Division Grade does not exist at 
the moment, an equivalent inter
mediate Grade should be created 
between the Tally Clerks and the 
Shed Masters. The suggestion is 
based on the consideration that 
there should be some jobs for re
ceipt and delivery work, carrying 
responsibilities equivalent to the 
Upper Grade, which in all proba
bility is now undertaken by the 
Lower Division Cadre. This will 
provide, incidentally, an avenue 
o f promotion for Junior Clerks for 
whom S.S.L.C. qualifications are 
not being insisted on.”

The Madras Port Trust in their 
superior wisdom revise Shri Chau- 
dhuri’s suggestion and give not more 
than Rs. 55-75 on the ground that these 
Junior Clerks do not possess S.S.L.C. 
qualification.

I am just citing this one instance 
to show how  Shri Chaudhuri was able 
t6 find out certain anomalies which 
«*• now existing which he tries to 
**gularise. I would like to know what 
GOvijfrnttient propose to do to ' such 
*n*ttafci also. I will giv# another in- 
irifcne© about dock workers.

A reason which was given for not 
accepting 1/6 of the wages for the 
hourly rate was a Labour Appellate 
Tribunal’s decision. Here Shri 
Chaudhuri has clearly pointed out that 
so far as night work is concerned 64 
hours is now the practice in Madras 
and 6 hours in Bombay and, proba
bly, in Calcutta also. If it is made 
6 hours uniform, it will be well and 
good Shri Chaudhuri says that a 
‘ in 1 form 6 hour night duty must be im
port'd. And, if on the basis of that an 
hourly rate is to be fixed it is 1/6. 
Here is a new reason given—the deci
sion given by the L.A.T. It may seem 
to be an ordinary point but it will also 
show how the mind Government is 
working.
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What the O.S.D. has suggested is 
that for those who are doing night 
work there must be some payment for 
conveyance; if conveyance is not pro
vided they must be given T.A. Gov
ernment say that this is going to lead 
to administrative difficulties. In one 
ease, it 15 administrative difficulty; in 
another case, they say, you want to 
introduce social insurance and in a 
third case they tTot out yet another 
reason None of these reasons are 
accepted m labour jurisprudence. If 
there is no capacity to pay we can 
understand If they say that it is go
ing to lead to administrative difficul
ties I would suggest the increase in 
the number of members of the staff. 
Why should a worker who has got to 
go to the night shift also be put to 
the onerous duty of going for the 
night shift and also of spending out o f 
his pocket for his conveyance? Even 
as late as 16th August, 1958. when the 
question was raised in the House in 
reply to a starred question No. 156, the 
hon. Minister has only said that all 
that is possible is being done and 
says: “We are here to do justice.”
Instead of these general terms. I would 
like the hon. Minister to reply in the 
same way as he did in answer to 
starred question No. 341 on SO 2.1958.
I would like certain specific answers 
to various issues that have been raised. 
For instance he has said that in so far 
as Bombay was concerned, the Chair-
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man, Port Trust, had had two dis
cussions with the three labour unions; 
discussions with other labour unions 
are proceeding; the port trust has also 
appointed an officer on special duty to 
submit recommendations on the ra
tionalisation of the pay structure of 
class III and Class IV employees in the 
light of the report of the officer on 
special duty. In Madras, he has said, 
the Port Trust appointed a committee 
of the board consisting of six members 
including the Chairman and two trus
tees representing labour to make de
tailed recommendations; the commit
tee has had four sittings and is ex
pected to complete its work by the 
end of February, 1958. With regard 
to Calcutta, he has said that the 
Chairman there invited the views of 
the heads of departments as well as 
of the two recognised unions on the 
recommendations contained in the re
port of the officer on special duty and 
in agreement with the representatives 
appointed a departmental committee 
consisting of the Secretary and the 
Chief Accountant for examining the 
recommendations on rationalization of 
pay scales; heads of departments have 
also been asked to evaluate the jobs 
attached to various posts in class III 
and IV cadres and submit tentative 
proposals regarding the revision or 
otherwise of the pay scales attached 
to these posts. The departmental com
mittee has held ten meetings.

In the case of the ports of Cochin, 
Vizag and Kandla, he has stated, the 
existing pay-scales are based on the 
scales recommended by the 1957 Pay 
Commission and the port authorities 
are, however, examining the recom
mendations in detail and will submit 
proposals for rationalization when 
necessary.

Lastly, I want to say that in the 
case of these three ports, Kandla, 
Vizag and Cochin, some concrete steps 
should be taken. Otherwise, discon
tent will grow. It is growing and is 
likely to be increased particularly in

these three ports because no machin
ery has been set up for really imple
menting the recommendations of the 
Chaudhury Committee.

Shri S. K. Patil: Sir, I am indeed
grateful to the hon. Members because 
they have given the Government an 
opportunity to explain the position o f 
the Government and look at this ques
tion, if I may say so, this very im
portant and vital question in a na
tional way. I am particularly grateful 
to my hon. friend, Shri Asoka Mehta 
for the very constructive and help
ful way in which he has dealt with the 
subject. Before going into the intri
cacies of this problem, I want this 
House to know the nature and mag
nitude of the problem that we are 
handling. It is very easy to say in a 
given circumstances, in a given indus
try what should be done. The ports 
and docks are not on a par with any 
industry or business concern. You are 
handling a problem which is as old as 
decades. Some port trusts are 60 or 
70 years old; the youngest of them is 
about a couple of years old. Why I 
am stressing this background is be
cause against that background, I 
shall appeal to the House to judge the 
position and the recommendations that 
have been made.

When these port trusts came into 
being, what was the notion then? The 
notion was that they were to be 
treated as business organisations or 
entities by themselves with having 
very little to do with the Government 
except the direction of policy. They 
were to adjust their budgets. They had 
to give their increments. Government 
were never consulted about them. I 
am merely saying this to show that 
during the last sixty or seventy years, 
conventions have grown, precedents 
have been laid, and that has led to the 
immense diversity that you find to
day in these various ports. Therefore, 
you cannot by any magic wand, how
soever well-meaning a Minister or 
Government may be, bring about, what
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my hon. friend Shri Asoka Mehta calls, 
a uniformity.

The principle is all right. The ideal 
is all right. But imagine what has 
happened during the last 60 or 70 
years. It was never intended during 
any part of that period, except during 
the last three or four years when these 
matters have now come to Parliament 
in a kind of concerted way, because 
the Federation has now united on their 
side and that has made Government 
also to unite. Otherwise, the position 
in these different ports of Bombay and 
Calcutta, which are the oldest ports, 
and the other ports of Madras, Kandla, 
Cochin and Vizag, is different from 
each other in many respects—in their 
scales of pay, in their service condi
tions and other things. And, they were 
competent to do so. I do not blame 
them, because they were empowered 
to do so under the Act that this House 
or its predecessors had passed. Under 
that Act they were to act on their own, 
and in that almost sovereign power to 
look after their affairs they had made 
their laws. That is why there is dis
parity, if it exists. The responsibility 
of it is not either on this Government 
or any Government whatsoever, be
cause it was the intention of the Gov
ernment that they should be separate 
entities as they have been.

I said so, Sir, because I do 
not want to go into the his
tory of it because it will take a 
long time. We, therefore, immediately 
come to the period to which reference 
was made by my hon. friend, Shri 
Asoka Mehta and also by those 
speakers who followed him. It was 
said that during the last three or four 
years there have been a cry that we 
must attempt some kind of rationalisa
tion or uniformity. Big principles 
were enunciated. What does it mean? 
Equal pay for equal work—as if it is 
a mathematical proposition where we 
are merely to have the equation and 
it is done. I wish it was as simple as 
that. Then it would have been my 
proud privilege to implement it, if it

were as simple as that. We appointed 
this O.S.D., Shri Chaudhuri. No doubt, 
he is an experienced officer. He has 
done quite an excellent work of it. He 
is a man of very amiable disposition, 
and he has taken as much pain and 
as much care as he should have taken. 
Even then, if you look to the report 
you will find that he could not grapple 
with the situation because the situa
tion, when it is spread over all these 
six big ports, varies from port to port, 
and it is so complicated that it waj 
impossible for him even to suggest any 
method of uniformity.
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The main features of the Chaudhuri 
Report—because the House must 
understand to what extent these 
recommendations have been imple
mented or are in the process of being 
implemented so far as the Government 
is concerned—can be classified into 
three categories. One is about the pay 
scales, the rationalisation of pay scales 
or the increasing of pay scales, what
ever you may call it—that is one 
chapter. Another is about the process 
of decasualisation, to what extent it 
has been attempted, and what could 
be done in order to develop the scope 
of decasualisation. The third is. what 
is generally called retirement bene
fits—provident fund, gratuity and so 
on. There are two or three other 
things, but they are comparatively 
small.

Let us consider what has happened 
so far as these three main recommen
dations of Shri Chaudhuri are con
cerned. I may say without fear of 
being contradicted that so far as the 
first part of it is concerned, hundred 
per cent of whatever Shri Chaudhuri 
has suggested with regard to ration
alisation of pay scales has been imple
mented. He has suggested—what 
more should be done is a different 
matter—certain pay scales possibly to 
bring it on a par with the 1947 Pay 
Commission’s Report. It was, indeed, 
a misfortune that it was not done
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earlier It could have been done, per
haps, earlier. If those Port Trusts 
would have done it, surely Govern
ment would not have come in their 
way I would like to illustrate one 
point The Port Trust of Bombay, 
three or four years back, went out of 
their way and recommended a part of 
the suggestion which was made by the 
1947 Pay Commission They passed it, 
and when they asked the Government 
as to whether they agreed with it, we 
said “you are responsible and surely 
if you have done it, go on ” So, you 
will see here that there was not the 
slightest disinclination on the part of 
the Government, if the Port Trusts 
had done something in their power, 
as they were competent to do, as the 
Bombay Port Trust did m many cases, 
surely they could have done it But 
if they did not do it, that kind of co
ordination which should have existed 
between all these ports was not there

scales, as to which category that has 
got to get a pay-scale—1, II, A, B, C, 
D, etc. It is a very difficult problem. 
Mr. Chaudhuri has given no lead about 
that problem, the Federation has 
given no lead about that problem; we 
have no lead about that problem. 
Therefore, it was agreed between the 
Federation and ourselves that we 
should appoint a competent commit
tee for that purpose alone— that after 
having accepted the pay-scales, the 
categorisation and classification with a 
view to fitting in hundreds and thou
sands of our employees that are there 
had to be done That had to be done 
and that has been done by mutual 
a g r e e m e n t  between the Federation and 
ourselves So far as that chapter, 
w h i c h  a c c o i r t i n g  to m< is the most 
important chapter—the pay-scalcs—is 
c o n c e r n e d  the G o v e r n m e n t  has given 
h u n d r e d  p e r  cent of w h a t  the OSD or 
the S p t c n l  O f f i c e r  has recommended

I am admitting tins fact, because, 
now, in our departments and in our 
Ministry, the first thing that I am 
attempting to do, in order that the 
casts of disparity should not multiply 
and a situation should not arise in 
future, is to set that there are no 
disparities There are many dispari
ties and, therefore, the question of 
uniformity becomes a difficult one W f 
are having some kind of machinery by 
which all these Port Trusts put toge
ther could act in a untform way Such 
a machinery did not exist, even does 
not exist today It has got to be 
creatcd, because through the problem 
that the labourers or the Federation 
have put before us, they make it 
incumbent on us that such machinery 
should come into being

So far as the first chapter is con
cerned, namely, the pay-scales and 
rationalisation, I once again repeat 
that we have accepted the pay-scales. 
We have got to fit them m, because 
there are hundreds o f categories You 
can accept two or three main pay-

I comt to the second problem which 
is dccasudliiation There also I do not 
say that we could give hundred per 
cent, beciuse there are many, many 
things we have to consider It is not 
alone a question as to what labour 
wants, but we get similar problems 
elsewhere We have got the railways 
and other people As Shri Asoka 
Mehta has said, we have got 51 million 
peoplt, Government employees, and 
many of them are in a similar condi
tion Now, it is argued that, “Oh, they 
are doing hard work” I can say that 
a part of them or a section of them 
does quite hard work, but is it con
tended that all the clerks also that are 
m the Port Trusts do equally hard 
work? There are many people. You 
cannot apply the same standard to 
everybody Therefore, a responsible 
body like the Government o f India, 
when it takes into consideration any 
change in the service conditions or 
the pay-scales, has got to take into 
consideration how those recommen
dations are going to affect these 59 
lakhs of people, because, immediately
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trouble will start in another place. “II 
it is given in the Port Trusts, why not 
give it to us?” Therefore, it becomes 
the responsibility of the Government 
to see to it— call it repercussion, call it 
consequences, call it common sense. I 
call it common sense. Every Govern
ment must possess that common sense 
that if they want to treat a section of 
their labour in a particular way, they 
must also be able to treat the other 
section also equally situated in a 
similar manner. This is merely the 
consequence or the repercussion, and 
is nothing beyond it. Therefore, so 
far as the first item is concerned, as 
I said, it is completely given.

As regards the second item—deeasu- 
alisation—in my view more than 80 
per cent of the recommendations have 
been accepted by us. The Federation 
will nod and say it is not. That way, 
there cannot be any unity or agree
ment between the Federation and the 
Government, but anybody who sees 
the recommendations of the Govern
ment and reads them carefully and 
compares and contrasts them with the 
recommendations that Shri Chaudhuri 
has made, can come to the conclusion 
that substantially or by and large, even 
on the point of decasuaiisation, the 
report has been implemented or is in 
the process of being implemented.

I come to the last item, namely, the 
retirement benefits. Retirement bene
fit is something that comes after the 
man has ended his work, when he 
comes to the retirement age. Now, if 
what they wanted is something which 
really is good, and if we could give it, 
the Government could give it. Why 
should it not be given? There the 
point we have got to consider is, 
could you, by any stretch of imagina
tion, give to a section o f your emplo
ye** certain retirement benefits which 
are denied to the other sections of 
Government employees. Therefore, 
Government were faced with a 
dilemma .that they cannot, even if they 
wanted, give anything more than what

is given in the railways or elsewhere. 
We have got millions of people else
where and we have got to consider 
that what is good for the ports is also 
good for them. Therefore, we must 
not create conditions by which, trying 
to settle difference in one way, we 
may create difference in hundred other 
ways.

Therefore, we told the Federation, 
wait till the second Pay Commission 
submits its report and we promise and 
guarantee—which was not done in 
1947, because, as 1 said, there was no 
uniform behaviour on the part of these 
port trusts—that when the report of 
the second Pay Commission comes, 
whenever the Government accepts the 
recommendations of the sccond Pay 
Commission, automatically and on that 
day we rhall apply them to the port 
trusts also. Therefore, if the second 
Pay Commission in their wisdom pro
pose that the retirement benefits 
should be substantially more than 
what they are today, surely automati
cally all these workers in the ports 
and docks will qualify for that.

It was pointed out by the workers 
and by my hon. friend, Shri Asoka 
Mehta, that there are some workers 
m the ports and docks who do hard 
work—the load lifters and- so on. 
Because they do hard work, they have 
to retire prematurely and they cannot 
work like other people. Of course, 
experience has shown that they carry 
on till 60 years and they do not pre
maturely retire. But it stands to 
reason that because of the hard nature 
of work, sometimes they have to retire 
earlier, and so they are qualified for 
something better and something more. 
Government took, the view that pos
sibly if we go out of our way to do 
something for that section of our em
ployees, possibly we shall not be 
held up to a charge that we really 
acted in a sense o f favouritism. So, 
we evolved a formula. We appealed 
to the Federation to give a formula, 
but they could not do i t  Ultimately 
the Government evolved a formula
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that those workers who are supposed 
to be hard workers— the definition of 
hard workers is those who are piece- 
raters—should get something more 
even before the recommendations of 
the second Pay Commission come. That 
is instead of having their provident 
fund and gratuity calculated on the 
pay and half the dearness allowance, 
they should further get something of 
a processing allowance If I describe 
what that processing allowance is, it 
will take time But I shall give you 
the increase m the quantum that 
everybody is going to receive under 
this scheme

The increase in the quantum is about 
25 per cent That means, all these 
piece-raters, no matter wherever they 
are, who do hard work, apart frora 
what they were getting before, they 
will get 25 per cent more as a result 
o f the fact that the Government have 
taken the view that we should libe
ralise the conditions so far as this 
particular section was concerned, 
because they do hard work

Shri S. M Banerjee: May I point 
out

the Government have stretched theLr 
sympathy as far as possible and have 
done whatever they could do. It is 
held that their work is very import
ant and it is very vital. Surely it is 
very hard work that they are doing.

17 hrs

If the leaders are going to have any 
share in that certificate, then I *haU 
be chary of giving that certificate. 
But so far as the workers are concerned, 
they had woiked hard. The leaderd 
are working hard in their own way, 
but not in the same way. When the 
output of the worker has increased, 
he is out to see that strikes will 
increase as a result of it When a case 
is> made out for them, it is rather diffi
cult to get provoked I am not pro
voked and Government cannot be 
piovoked It is an unwise govern
ment which gets provoked because 
iomebodv has said something But 
works of provocation will not help 
matters Wo want words of concilia
tion, fellow-leeung, sympathy Gov
ernment has got every sympathy for 
this particular section of our working 
population They have done excellent 
work

Shri S. K. Patil; No, I am not yield
ing the floor Tell that to Mr Asoka 
Mehta and he will tell you m his 
reply

Shri S. M. Banerjee; The hon Min
ister 3aid that they will be getting 25 
per cent more My submission is that 
the fixation of piece-rate is itself based 
on the fact that they do, hard 
work.........

Shri S. K, Patil; They do get it and 
that is also admitted by the Federa
tion, whatever your arguments may 
be about it

Therefore, in all these three matters 
— pay scales, rationalisation and deca- 
sualisation and retirement benefit*—

Bj*. when the leadeis come, take the 
credit and run away with it, saying 
that they have got the efficiency 
increased by 50 per cent or 100 per 
cent, may I tell my good friend, Shn 
Asoka Mel .a, how it has increased? 
It has not increased all of a sudden 
because a spurt of nationalism or 
patriotism has come to them and they 
have decided that somehow they must 
work and increase the output. It has 
increased because they have beep put 
on piece raVe. Therefore, if they T#ork 
hard, they get more money. There is 
a case in Bombay— that is rather a 
rare case, not a common case—where 
a man on a single day, according to the 
piece-rate system of pay earned 
Rs. 59/-. But earning Rs. 10, R*- 15> 
or Rs. 20 a day is a usual occurrence
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tax, because they earn money, and I 
am glad they are earning money. 
They work hard and they get
money. Therefore, if anybody
comet and tells me that because 
of the request made by the
Union leaders or Federation leaders, 
the workers are showing a better sense 
of responsibility and they are working 
harder and so they are getting more, 
so something has got to be done for 
them because a miracle has been
brought about, I will say: No, sir, that 
way a miracle has not happened.

Now, my hon. friend, Shn Asoka 
Mehta has raised some very important 
points. He said that the principle of 
uniformity must be accepted. What is 
that uniformity? Equal pay for equal 
work. Looks quite good. But does 
that uniformity exist in any of the 
industries? Does a textile worker or 
any worker in any industry either in 
Bombay, Calcutta or Kanpur get the 
same wages? Not that he should not 
get it; that is a different matter. But 
we have got, as I said, these diverse 
conditions of life. Equal opportunity 
is a good thing. A worker must get 
enough food to cat, shelter and all 
that. I can understand it. If we can 
get them cheaper, well and good A  
person has to pay perhaps Rs. 10-20 
per month for a room in places like 
Bombay or Calcutta. In a smaller 
place like Kanpur he may get it for 
Rs. 2 /-  or Rs. 3 /- ;  one does not know. 
We can lay it down as a principle. 
Equal pay for equal work is something 
which Is not uniformity. It is some
thing of an ideal which we might have 
as a long-range view. Not that it is 
a wrong ideal; I am not suggesting 
that. But it is not possible to bring It 
into force quickly.

7hcr« is another aspoct to this prob- 
lem. What is this uniformity? What is 
the uniformity according to the 
federation? A  worker may perchance 
be getting a higher wage somewhere.

148 L.8 .D.—9

Everybody cannot get that wage. But 
everybody wants it. It means ulti
mately that uniformity means the 
maximisation of the wages and work
ing conditions. In other words, 
wherever higher wages exist, those 
higher wages should be made uni
form. Uniformity, according to me, 
and according to justice, means that 
some of the tall thingB have to be 
brought down and the bottom things 
have to be raised up, so that ulti
mately you may arrive at some sort 
of uniformity. You cannot expect 
uniformity if you say that everything 
must be as tall as Mount Everest. 
That is not uniformity. While it is 
necessary that the position of the 
underdogs must be raised, if we have 
made a mistake and because of that 
somebody is getting more, we could 
not maintain uniformity at that high 
level. They must be prepared to 
make sacrifices so that we can have 
uniformity. But such a thing is not 
at all agreeable to them. They say 
that we should not touch anything, 
so far as the higher wages are con
cerned; we are not allowed to do 
that. Therefore, the Government 
Resolution says that although we 
have put down these conditions and 
increased the scale of wages etc., 
wherever higher wages exist, those 
people will continue to enjoy them. 
We have got to do that because other
wise there would have been a furore 
At once, you could have said that even 
they have got to get down. Therefore, 
you see how difficult it is that this 
uniformity could be introduced in 
various ports and if at all we try to 
do, it may be after five years or ten 
or twenty years. But to say that 
immediately you could do so because 
it is a v$ry nice principle, I wish it 
was so very easy and so very possi
ble for us to do.

So far as the higher output is con
cerned, I have explained to you as to 
how it has happened. My hon. friend, 
Shri Asoka Mehta, has made a charge 
of procrastination, as also Shrimsti 
Parvathi Krishnan. She was very 

charitable to me and she said that
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she does not give even one-fourth of 
that compliment and sympathy that 
Shri Asoka Mehta gave me. But I am 
so delighted that at least she was 
ready to give me that one-fourth. 
That means that at least I can still 
hope that it will become the whole or 
hundred per cent. But, apart from 
the sympathy—and I do care for her 
sympathy—what I am suggesting is 
that this particular charge of pro
crastination that the Government 
machinery is moving slowly—I may 
assure my hon. friend Shri Asoka 
Mehta—is a correct charge. I am not 
ashamed of it. It is a correct charge.

Really speaking, if our Government 
departments could act with all the 
speed and expedition that they are 
capable of, possibly all the difficul
ties will not be removed but some of 
them will be removed. But, as I 
explained in this particular case, we 
were not competent to do so because 
we had not that kind of right over 
the Port Trusts. Even now under the 
Act we have not got it. We have got 
to acquire it by amending the Act that 
we could tell them to do anything 
except in the matter of policy deci
sion. We are not competent to tell 
them what they should do and what 
they should not do. Even the Gov
ernment Resolution that has been 
passed has got to be endorsed by the 
Executive Committee of these Port 
Trusts in order that it becomes effec
tive. If they are taking time it is 
not because that they are departments 
of the Government who have got to 
take an economy decision. Hereafter, 
whether you want that all these 
things really should be raised to the 
status of Port Trusts or they should 
be the Government departments 
because this question should be 
raised on the floor of the House time 
and again. You have got three Port 
Trusts, but in the other three ports, 
viz., Kandla, Vizag and Cochin we 
have not got the port trusts—that is
a  -different matter which is already___
( Interruption).

There is the Chairman and surely 
he has not delegated hie responsibil
ity to the hon. Member.

Out of the six major ports, three 
have got Port Trusts and the other 
chree have not got them. Therefore, 
in order to bring uniformity we have 
got to bring uniformity either by 
reducing the Port Trusts to the status 
of Government departments or by 
raising the Government departments 
to the status of Port Trusts. These 
are all questions that are confronting 
us. They are important questions, 
but surely they cannot be decided in 
the manner we expect them that they 
should be so. Therefore, so far as 
efforts of Government are concerned, 
I once again repeat that we have not 
gone back on our promise.

Again and again it was said that 
Shri Lai Bahadur Shastri promised. 
What did he say? He said that we 
must attempt uniformity and it is 
uniformity that we are attempting. 
If uniformity was say 50% before, we 
have tried to bring it to 75%. I wish 
it was possible for us to bring it to 
hundred per cent. But it is not possi
ble under the circumstances and con
ditions, which I have explained. There 
is no desire on our part that we shall 
go back on any promise.

Even the hon. Prime Minister was 
quoted. It was said that the hon. 
Prime Minister said something and 
that promise has not been implement
ed. What is the quotation? The quota
tion is that justice will be done to the 
workers. There is no other quotation. 
There are a lot o f things that the hon. 
Prime Minister has said. Even Satan 
can quote the Bible and the Federa
tion can quote the hon. Prime Minis
ter. But what I am saying is that 
what he said was that justice will be 
done and surely we have done every
thing in our power to the satisfaction 
ot the hon. Prime Minister that justice 
could be done. I am not suggesting 
that these things really would have
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been necessary. We appealed to them, 
we requested them to watt till the 
Second Pay Cotnnflsslon’s report 
came. That is the time when uni
formity in a larger degree and in a 
larger measure could be attempted 
and we have tried to do so.

My hon. friend, Shri Asoka Mehta, 
said that why could we not give this 
to one section of Government em
ployees because this section is making 
profit. May I tell in all humility my 
hon. friend—he is a great expert in 
economics—that it is the monopolistic 
business where it is in the power of 
Government to fix rates etc. for profit 
that accrued—profit wi^ich is the 
result of labour. Tomorrow, the 
people of Nasik Security Press will 
say that because they print currency 
worth Rs. 300 crores, they will collect 
their Rs. 300 crores and therefore 
their pay must be increased. Then, 
surely my postmen, who do not make 
any profit—and we are running the 
Posts and Telegraphs Department at 
a loss of Rs. 2 crores—have an equal 
right to say, “Why not put me in the 
Nasik Security Press and bring some
body to do the work of postman?”

What 1 am saying is this. In the 
case of those sheltered industries 
where there is a monopoly which the 
Government directs under conditions, 
any possibility of profit that we make 
and the actual profit that we make is 
not necessarily—I do not really rule 
out completely the share of labour in 
it—necessarily 100 per cent really the 
result of the improved work or effi
ciency of labour. Therefore, it can
not be contended that because these 
Port Trusts have been making profits, 
the workers should get it. What is 
the profit? When they require crores 
of rupees, as they do require, for the 
expansion of developmental activi
ties, surely we have got to take loans. 
K it was possible to make their own 
money, this would not have T>een 
done. My main argument remains. 
If Shri Atoka Mehta could convince 
the Cabinet and the leadership of this

country, no matter what other condi
tions are, in any particular depart
ment, industry or business, if there is 
a profit, that profit should be imme
diately shared with the workers, no 
matter, notwithstanding, what hap
pens anywhere else, I would be with 
him in suggesting these things.
17.11 hrs.

[ M r . S p e a k e r  in the Chair ]

It is a matter wholly outside the com
petence of the Minister of Transport 
and Communications. Therefore, it 
cannot be done. Tomorrow, if there 
are losses made, could it be suggest
ed that we should take something out 
of labour in order to make good or 
make amends for these losses? It 
cannot be done. Therefore, the very 
fact that the Port Trusts are self- 
sufficient or may appear to have a sur
plus budget need not deter us from 
the fact that what is really good for 
one worker must be good for others. 
As I have said, these specially shelter* 
ed businesses and concerns ought not 
to be quoted as examples that profits 
must be distributed among the 
workers.

My hon. friend Shri Anthony Pillai 
can never be satisfied. He knows it 
and 1 know it. He gave notice of 
strike and he withdrew it. I have 
been a little bit a labour leader some
times. I have not got that full quali
fication A Grade as Shri Anthony 
Pillai has got. But, he and I know 
how strikes are made and how strikes 
are withdrawn. We know how to 
express our satisfaction and how to 
express our dissatisfaction. If there is 
satisfaction complete, what will be 
the work left for my bon. friend Shri 
Anthony Pillai from tomorrow? If 
there is dissatisfaction, we must not 
quarrel with that dissatisfaction. Dis
satisfaction U the very basis of agi
tation for some things worth while 
in life. I am not suggesting on that 
account that I would Tike my hon. 
friend Shri Anthony Pillai to be dis
satisfied all the time. I want a smil
ing face which he always possesses.
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[Shri S. K. Patil]
If he could make it more smiling, I 
would be happier. What I want to 
tell him is this. Satisfaction or dis
satisfaction is a condition which de
pends on so many things. I am not 
introducing politics here. I wish poli
tics was not there in any of these 
things. It would have been much 
better if politics was not there. Possi
bly there would be fewer strikes and 
greater output everywhere. He has 
got these amendments or whatever 
you may treat them. They express 
this dissatisfaction. Therefore, after 
all that I have said and explained, I 
am not in a position to accept any 
one of them, because, they go very 
contrary to the effort that the Gov
ernment has been making in order 
that there may be maximum satisfac
tion so far as these 125,000 of our 
workers in the Port Trusts and docks 
are concerned.

Shrimati Parvathi Krishnan said 
something. I did not interrupt at 
that time because I do not like to 
interrupt people when they are 
speaking, because, the trend of their 
very melodious speech is sometimes 
interrupted and I would be guilty of 
a thing which I do not do ordinarily, 
much less in the case of an hon. Lady 
Member. But, she said something
that Dr. Bidhan Chandra Roy suggest
ed something to me and I did not
accept. I just woke up, sat up and
did everything as to what is thfs all 
that Dr. Roy suggested and I would 
not do. I can assure the hon. Lady 
Member that there was no suggestion 
by Dr. Bidhan Chandra Roy for any 
compromise or any settlement to
which I did not respond. Therefore, 
if there is a story going round in 
Calcutta or somewhere that there was 
some kind o f a difference of opinion 
between me and Dr. Roy on the ques
tion of a compromise so far as this 
strike was concerned, it is wholly in
correct and not warranted by facts.

Then she referred to a case to 
which I must answer. W# said 
there should be no victimisation, and

it is true. We stand by it, and I 
assure this House that there has not
been one case of victimisation, and 
I stand by it. She spoke about 40 
cases but did not tell whether those 
40 cases had anything to do with this 
formula or the compromise that we 
arrived at. She might perhaps say 
that all the people who were arrested 
after that compromise are all cases of 
victimisation so far as the Govern
ment of India are concerned.

The cases were like this, that when 
we came to this compromise, some 
very enthusiastic workers, all good 
workers, in Calcutta went around 
and they arranged a victory parade in 
Calcutta as if they had earned a very 
great victory. And there was nothing 
wrong if they thought it was a vic
tory. I am glad because I gave them 
the victory, but as a result of that 
victory this is what they are alleged 
to have done—because these are 
matters in a court of law and I must 
not pronounce any judgment on 
them. These people went and black
ened the faces of the persons called 
black legs, that was the expression 
used by Shrimati Parvathi Krishnan. 
Some of them were shaved, some of 
them were treated in the most heinous 
manner in which one can do it, and 
these 40 cases are not cases of victimi
sation. They are cases of violence in 
a court of law, every one of them.
I liked those labour leaders, the 
Federation leaders in Calcutta, I 
honestly say so. If I could do any
thing to secure their co-operation, I 
would go the whole hog, because 
thereby I do not become small, and 
therefore I have been asking the 
Chief Minister of Bengal and my 
authorities, the port authorities, in 
Calcutta, if it is possible to review 
these cases and do something I would 
be very glad indeed, and what do I 
learn?—that all these 40 cases are 
in a court o f law; and fn every ease 
there is an allegation lhat there is 
violence implied. If these cases 
come up and they are acquitted, I will 
have a little victory parade myself; I 
shall be very glad i f  they are vlndi-
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cated and there Is nothing like vio
lence, I hope so. We are not going 
to flght these cases as if there is any
thing on our side we want to do. I 
am merely pointing out that the 
House need not go away with the 
misapprehension that we did some
thing by Which 40 cases of victimisa
tion still remain to be attended to. 
There is not a single case of victimi
sation that has remained.

I have taken a lot of your time, 
but in explanation I said what exact
ly has got to be done. I can assure 
Shri Asoka Mehta that we can solve 
this problem if we approach it in a 
constructive manner. T have told 
him my limitations, that I could not 
go beyond what I have done, I could 
not give the pay or the scales of 
wages higher than 1947 before the 
second pay commission reports. I 
could not do anything more about 
decasuaiisation than 1 did without 
affecting other similar services else
where. So far as provident fund and 
gratuity are concerned, I cannot go 
farther than that because it had re
percussions on lakhs of workers 
everywhere. To the extent to which 
we could go we Tiave gone, but let us 
wait. After the second pay commis
sion’s report, when it comes, we shall 
do that, and in doing that, if it is 
possible for us to bring in a greater 
measure of uniformity, I shall be 
pleased to do so.

One word more and 1 have done. 
They said that there is a growing dis
satisfaction among the people. I 
would appeal to these leaders that 
dissatisfaction there should be for 
other purposes, but so far as output of 
work is concerned, surely it will be 
unpatriotic on the part of anybody to 
show his dissatisfaction.

My hon. lady friend there said that 
the Ministers went around saying that 
they were unpatriotic people who had 
started this strike. Which Minister 
said that I do riot know, but so far 
a« the Minister wtoo can be hanged

for anything good or bad in this 
matter is concerned, that is myself, I 
was never guilty of an utterance of 
that kind. 1  would call it a stupid 
utterance if due to any provocation 
or in any other circumstances I could 
have made it. They are conscienti
ous, good workers. They have done 
good work. Left alone they could 
do even better, but unfortunately 
they are not left alone. That is the 
case. We appeal to the Federation 
and to Shri Asoka Mehta to use his 
undoubted good offices. I used that 
even'during the strike, but the things 
were beyond me and beyond him and 
nothing could happen in those dayB. I 
repeat that any matter approached 
constructively and helpfully shall 
have immediate response so far as the 
Government is concerned.

Shri Asoka Mehta: I have; listened 
very carcfully to wTial the senior and 
junior Ministers have said on this 
subject.

As far as the junior Minister is con
cerned, he gave us a lot of dates and 
other things. Naturally I am not 
conversant with that. All that I can 
tell him is that most of us sitting on 
this side of the House will have no 
sympathy with any organisation that 
deliberately tries to interfere with 
any process of settlement or negotia
tion by giving strike notices in season 
and out of season. At least 1 would 
not be guilty of supporting any such 
move.

There are other statements made by 
him. Well, probably I would differ 
from him or correct him. For ins
tance, he said Shri Chaudhury sug
gested some 15 days’ or 16 days’ leave, 
or something like that. It is not so. 
There are some days of leave and 
some days of holidays. But I shall 
not go into those details, because they 
are not important. I have referred 
to those things, because I do not 
want my hon. friend Shri Raj Bahadur 
to feel that I had not listened very 
carefully to all that he said.
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[Shri Asoka Mehta}
I would like to confine myself with

in the few minutes at my disposal to 
making a few observations on the 
very important and weighty observa
tions that were made by the senior 
Minister opposite I have known the 
senior Minister for many years

Shri D C Sharms (Guidaspur) 
He knows the hon Member also

Shri Asoka Mehta Yes, he knows 
me also I know his tremendous 
capacity of introducing clarity in con
fusion where he wants and introducing 
confusion in clarity when he desires 
Unfortunately, today, he has prefer
red to introduce confusion where 
clarity could have been created 
(Hear, hear) He and I have worked 
together for so many years that I 
know many red herrings he has v,ith 
him and how often he could release 
those red herrings and blaze a new 
kind of trail

May I suggest that if he is m a mood 
to approach these questions in a con
structive manner, he should not try 
to confuse matters which are very 
simple7 He talks about uniformity 
and asks how it can be achieved and 
says it would take ten years or 
twenty years Sir, you will remember 
that when the Central Pay Commis
sion was appointed ten or twelve 
years back,—probably you were m 
this House at that time— there was a 
veritable jungle of pay scales in the 
country The Pay Commission, I 
think, in a year or so were able to do 
their work Our friend Shri Gadgil 
and our fnend Shri N M Joshi were 
among the important members of the 
commission, perhaps, there were 
others also from this House They 
were able to straighten out everything 
and I believe, the Pay Commission 
was able to give us uniform, and by 
and large, satisfactory scales of pay 
within a very short period I 
believe it is the intention of Govern
ment to appoint after the Central 
Pay Commission’s work is over, a pay 
commission for the States The pay 
scales in the States are also a verita
ble jungle Surely, a group at men

will be found who will be able to 
hack their way out of this jungle Is 
it so very difficult that this cannot be 
done?

Both the Ministers have said, oh, 
look at these port and dock workers 
they are not asking for uniformity, 
they are asking for maximisation 
It is very wrong All that the federa
tion is asking for, to the best of my 
knowledge— I do not know as much as 
my hon fnend Shri Anthony Pillai 
or the Ministers—is that the recom
mendations of the Choudhury Com
mittee be implemented, not maximi
sation They will be satisfied with 
that, and if they are not satisfied with 
that we on this side of the House 
will join the Minister in bringing 
them and pulling them to order

Shri S K. Patil I hope he will do
so

Shri Asoka Mehta If you look at 
the term's of the Choudhury Commit
tee’s report—Shri Anthony Pillai nus 
been good enough to give them to 
me—>ou will find that the first term 
of reference is

‘ to enquire into the disparities 
and anomalies in the scales of pay 
and allowances of class III and 
class IV employees of the major 
ports, and to make recommenda 
tions for the rationalisation of the 
pay structure of the various cate
gories m the light of the recom
mendations made by the Central 
Pay Commission The recom
mendations were to aim at bring
ing about as large a measure of 
uniformity as possible ”

Is this so difficult that it will take 
twenty years before it can be 
achieved* Why was this then the 
very first term of reference? How is 
it that after this matter has been gone 
into, Govemnrent are not prepared 
even to go as far as Mr Choudhury 
has gone? The Ministers refitted to 
answer that point.
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The second point is this He says 
that after the recommendations of 
the Second Pay Commission are out, 
he would be the very first person to 
go and give them whatever benefits 
had accrued to them I am happy to 
hear that But why should these peo
ple be governed by the recommenda
tions of the Pay Commission when 
they are not given an opportunity to 
place their case before them, when a 
different committee was appointed for 
them’  Why should they be governed 
by the recommendations of a commis
sion before which they had no access 
and they were not given an opportu
nity to present their case’  The Minis
ter said, and I am grateful to him for 
saying that, that 1 understand a little 
bit of economics and all that He
says ‘Does my hon friend Shri 
Asoka Mehta want to suggest that if 
in a sheltered industry, a lot of profits 
are being made, they should be 
handed over to the workers’ ’ Of
course not I do not want it On
many labour questions, I have dared
to take up an unpopular position 
which even the Treasury Benches 
have not done What is being 
suggested is that these people ar~ 
doing a hazardous kind of work, 
which has been established not by 
Shri Chaudhuri alone but bv innu
merable committees and commissions 
the world over—that this is a hazar
dous type of work—and thev should 
be given some kind of snecial benefi* 
That is what Shn Chaudhuri suggest
ed and that is what Government have 
refused to do You cannot say *No 
matter what kind of work you are 
doing you will be treated equally' 
That kind of statement shows lack of 
appreciation, lack of understanding 
and lack of courage on the part of 
the Treasury Benches The Minister 
should have the courage to go to the 
workers and say  “You, workers, I 
believe deserve a different treatment*
Tf he is not satisfied. It is a different 
matter; let him give an answer that 
Shri Chaudhuri is wrong, ILO is 
wrong, the whole world is wrong and 
onlv he is right, that this type of 
work is not a hazardous work He 
said—*we have given those who are

doing hard work some kind of allow
ance’, What does it work out to? 
Rs. 80 to Rs 100 at the end of his full 
span of work Retirement benefit or 
gratuity will increase by Rs 80 to Rs. 
100 in Bombay, and in Madras—Shn 
Anthony Pillai tells me—by Rs 180

Shri 8 K. Patil: They are wrrng
figures

Shri Asoka Mehta: If they are
wrong figures, all that I can say is 
that people who are working in their 
midst have not understood your 
scheme They are the people with 
whom the Minister sits down and 
negotiates, those whom he accepts as 
the spokesmen of the port and dock 
workers with whom those long- 
drawn-out negotiations are earned 
on They tell me— and I have only 
their word to rely on—that the con
cession given is a minimum of Rs G9 
at the end of 20 or 30 years and the 
maximum is Rs 180

w"shri S. K Patil; I .would disprove 
it to his satisfaction It is wholly an 
under-estimate There is no compa
rison

Shri Asoka Mehta- This matter 
of facts which can be gone into

Therefore, may I end up by appeal
ing to the Minister to accept not the 
amendment that Shn Anthony Pillai 
has moved but his suggestion to have 
some mediator someone who will try 
and see whether a solution is not pos
sible He knows—very often he tries 
to have a convenient memorv—that n  
Calcutta the workers refused to ac
cept a solution The whole matter 
was referred to some tribunal or 
other body Nothing came out of it 
Then the whole thing was referred to 
a very good fnend of ours Shn 
Jeejibhoy and he was able to settle 
it I am sure the Minister know? 
about it, the Federation people also 
know about it, that an amicable 
settlement has been reached simply 
because the matter was referred to a 
person who was able to bring about 
an agreement where due to some mis-
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[Shri Asoka Mehta] 
understanding, agreement had not 
been reached. These are things
where it is possible to reach an agree
ment; these are things where the 
Minister said he wanted me to go and 
convince the Cabinet. If the Cabinet 
will give me an opportunity to meet 
them, I am quite willing to do my 
share of the work. But I know that 
there are such distinguished members 
in the Cabinet as my hon. friend, the 
Minister opposite; so no such respon
sibility need devolve on me. He is 
completely capable of carrying convic
tion to his distinguished colleagues in 
the Cabinet

The trouble is that he is not willing 
to do it. My whole difficulty arises 
from the fact that he is unwilling to 
do what he is capable of doing; if he 
is willing to fulfil his share of res
ponsibility, I can assure him that to 
the extent of the little influence that 
I am able to exert in the ranks of the 
port and dock workers, I shall exert 
to the full; I can assure him. I am 
not prepared to assure on behalf of 
the extreme section of the House, but 
as far as my hon. and stalwart friend, 
Shri Anthony Pillai, is concerned, I 
have no hesitation in saying that if, 
as the Minister is very very fond of 
saying, he will come 49 per cent, he 
will find that Shri Anthony Pillai is 
moving 51 per cent, to meet him.

Mr. Speaker: Which amendment is 
to be put to vote?

Shri Anthony Pillai: No. 1.

Report on Port and 3306 
Dock Workers'

Demands 
Mr. Speaker: The question is:

That for the original motion, the 
following be substituted, namely: —

“This House having considered 
the Chaudhuri Committee’s Report 
on Port and Dock Workers and 
the Government’s Resolution 
thereon published in the Gazette 
of India on the 21st July 1958, is 
of the opinion that it is not likely 
to bring industrial peace to the 
Port Transport Industry.

“This House is further of opin
ion that since securing the co
operation of labour for improv
ed efficiency of Port Transport is 
essential for the successful exe
cution of the Second Five Year 
Plan, a mediator of judicial status 
should be appointed, clothed with 
the powers of an arbitrator, to 
bring about an industrial truce 
for the Plan period, and to evolve 
proposals to secure co-operation 
of labour in increased efficiency” .

The motion was negatived*

Mr. Speaker: The House will now
stand adjourned to meet tomorrow.

17.31 hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till 
Eleven of the Clock on Thursday, the 
28th August 1958.

•Substitute motion* No. 2 and 3 »re deemed to h*ve been withdrawn.




