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Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Is it
a fact that this mine where the acci-
dent took place is under the contract
system although the Implementation
Committee had recommended that the
contract system should not be resorted
to, and that during this time, the
workers were engaged in dressing an-
other work in the dyke? Prior to that,
hot water was coming out and in spite
of that, the contractor insisted on
the workers working there and after
that the gas accident took place: 1s
that a fact?

Shri L. N. Mishra: The hon. Mem-
ber is giving details. We are expect-
ing a report from the Inspector. When
we get all the details, we shall see
how the matter stands.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Is it
also a fact that the Inspectorate,
although they were being phoned up
by the Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, did
not go to the spot till four hours after
the accident was over?

Shri L. N. Mishra: I am not aware.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: This
is most unsatisfactory. We would like
to know if there is a court of enquiry,
whether a court of enquiry is going to
be set up, because this is a very dis-
graceful story about the management,
the contract system and the Mining
Department itself which has called it
a non-gassy mine only a few months
ago.

The Minister of Labour and Em-
ployment and Planning (Shri Nanda):
The answer having been given that
an enquiry is in progress, it should
satisfy the hon. Member for the pre-
sent. If any facts are revealed which
require further action, we will certain-
1y take.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: I want
to know whether a court of enquiry
has been held.

Shri Nanda: There is an enquiry. A
court of enquiry is not held for every
accident that occurs.
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Mr. Speaker: If hon. Members who
have tabled this Calling Attention no-
tice have got any particular point for
investigation, they will kindly write it
out and sent to the Minister. He will
pass it on.

Shri T. B. Vittal Rao (Khammam):
Let us have the Inspector’s report. On
that we shall raise a debate.

12.19 hrs.

STATUTORY RESOLUTION RE: ES-
SENTIAL SERVICES MAINTEN-
ANCE AND MOTION RE: STRIKE.
OF SOME CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYEES—Contd.

Mr. Speaker: The House will now
take up further discussion of the fol-
lowing Resolution moved by Shri
Naushir Bharucha on the 8th August,.
1960, namely: —

«“This House disapproves of the
Essential Services Maintenance
Ordinance, 1960 (Ordinance No. 1
of 1960) promulgated by the Pre-
sident on the 8th July, 1960.”

and also along with it further consi-
deration of the Motion moved by"
the hon. Home Minister and the-
amendments that have Been tabled
and moved in this House. Shri Nath

Pai.
Shri Nath Pai rose—

Shri M. Khuda Bukhsh (Murshida-
bad): On a point of order. I am
stating a point of order and may,
therefore, be permitted to read out
from a manuscript. The Essential Ser-
vices Maintenance Ordinance, 1960 hgs
been challenged in two High Courts,
namely the Madras and Calcutta High
Courts, and in the process, articles
of the Constitution have been invok-
ed. Sir, it involves fundamental ques-
tions of freedom. I submit that the
people of India are sovereign, and so-
are the Government elected by them.
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"That sovereignty is equally shared by
ithe people and the Government.

Mr. Speaker: What is the point of
.order?

Shri M. Khuda Bukhsh: I am com-
ing to that. =

The people, therefore, should be left
with the freedom to bring about a
~change of Government by peacefullv
and non-violently staying at home. It
is their freedom with which Govern-
ment dare not interfere, It is a matter
-of residuary sovereignty which must
‘vest in the people. The whole matter
is under judicial scrutiny and, there-
fore, sub judice. My point of order is:
Can a Legislature debate a matter
-which is sub judice?

Mr. Speaker: In what courts is it sub
judice?

Shri M. Khuda Bukhsh: In the High
‘Courts of Madras and Calcutta.

Mr. Speaker: What is the point that
‘has been raised?

Shri M. Khuda Bukhsh: The vali-
.dity of the Essential Services Main-
tenance Ordinance has deen question-
ed, and it has been said that it tanta-
mounts to forced labour which is ex-
‘pressly forbidden in the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker: That is, ultra vires
‘the Constitution?

Shri M. Khuda Bukhsh: That is
‘the argument on which it has been
.challenged in the courts.

Shri  Naushir Bharucha (East
Khandesh): May I speak on the point
.of order, since this matter directly
‘relates to my resolution? My submis-
sion is that the words ‘sub judice’
must be very strictly and legally in-
terpreted. It is true that the House
cannot discuss a question which is
sub judice, but what is sub judice 1s
precisely the point which is raised in
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a court of law and not the entire
gamut of the Ordinance itself. If, ac-
cording to my hon. friend, the Ordi-
nance is being challenged by reason of
the fact that under the Constitution,
forced labour or veth is prohibited or
forbidden, then we cannot discuss
only the question whether a particular
section of the Ordinance amounts to
forced labour or not, but anything else
can be discussed. Therefore, my sub-
mission is that if my hon. friend really
satisfies the House that this was pre-
cisely the issue, then that issue need
not be touched.

Secondly, the political aspect of the
Ordinance certainly can be discussed,
not the legal aspect, even on the
question of forced labour. Therefore,
my submission is that the words ‘sub
judice’ should be very strictly and
legally interpreted.

The Minister of Home Affairs (Shri
G. B. Pant): I do not fully agree with
Shri Naushir Bharucha, but the resolu-
tion has been admitted, and it has
already been discussed for one full
day, namely yesterday, and I do not
know how he can at this stage raise
this point. 1 request you te declare
the point of order as out of order.

Shri M. Khuda Bukhsh: If the point
of order is upheld, then the business
of the House can certainly be  sus-
pended.

Mr. Speaker: This point might have
been raised yesterday. But apart from
that, it is only those matters which
are exactly before a court and on
which the court’s decision is invited,
that cannot be discussed here. From
what I have heard from the hon. Mem-
ber, the questiom raised was that it
would amount to forced labour and
that would be against the Fundamental
Rights guaranteed under the Consti-
tution. Hon. Members will take care
not to enter into the legality of this;
otherwise, théy can go into it.

Now, the hon. Prime Minister.
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Shri Nath Pai (Rajapur):’ I sub-
mit that I was in possession of the
floor of the House. You had called
me earlier.

Mr. Speaker: 1 did not look this
side. I shall call him next. Now, the
bon. Prime Minister.

The Prime Minister and Minister of
External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru): In the course of the debate
yesterday, many subjects were
touched upon, the labour policy of
Governemnt, prices etc., and I sup-
pose they were all relevant because
almost anything can be brought with-
in the scope of this discussion. I do
not complain, but I think it will be
better for us,—at any rate, I should
endeavour to do so,—to confine our-
selves to the specific points at issue
in this debate, What are they? They
are: consideration of the general strike,
that is to say, broadly speaking, whe-
ther it was a desirable or a permis-
sible act, and the steps Government
took, and the Ordinance, and whe-
ther that also was permissible or
desirable or not.

Now, in considering the question of
the general strike, hon. Members
went rather far afield, discussing
labour policy and saying how one
thing led to another, how it was the
failure of Government, may be five
wyears ago or ten years ago or a year
ago or six mionths ago, that led to a
certain state of affairs, which led to
certain persons feeling that ‘We
should do something’, which led to
the sponsors of the strike to think that
there should be a strike, which led to
their forming a Council of Action. Of
course, the stream of time goes on,
and one thing leads to another. Noth-
ing is isolated. It is rather difficult to
consider anything in a completely iso-
lated way. It is true that they are
determining factors. But what we
have to consider are not all those
jprevious determining factors from
the time when British rule was here,
and for the last hundred years, which
has resulted in the economy coming
to the state which it was in when they
Jeft and so on and so forth.

701(Ai) L.S.D.—4.
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We have to consider in the existing
circumstances as they existed two
months ago, or three months ago or
four months ago or whatever the
period may be; when this call for a
strike was given, in those existing
circumstances, was that desirable,
justified or permissible? Nothing
more, nothing less; one may go into
the other questions to consider the
magnitude of the offence, and whe-
ther there were any extenuating cir-
cumstances. If there iis a murder,
there is a murder, there, the matter
ends. But, in passing sentence, you
will consider extenuating circumstan-
ces, no doubt. That is the first point.

So, forgetting everything that hap-
pened previously, was that general
strike desirable or permissible, when
the call for it was given and when it
took place? And the second point is
whether in view of that general strike
call being given and coming, it was
proper for Government to issue that
Ordinance, These are two relatively
simple points although they are con-
nected with many difficult circumstan-
ces.

Then hon. Member, Shri Asoka
Mehta, warmly repudiated the idea
that this was a political strike and
expressed his sorrow that I had used
the words ‘civil rebellion’ in connec-
tion with it. Without going into facts,
I want to make a submission, and that
is that every general strike is a poli-
tical strike, and no general strike can
be a general strike without being a
political strike and without having tar-
reaching political consequences, apart
from economic consequences and all
that; in the nature of things, it must
have that regardless of what the
sponsors may think or may not think.
The sponsors of it may, in their
naivety and simplicity, not see the
consequences of something. That is
a different matter, but I do say, and
I say it with all the strength at my
command that a general strike of the
kind called for must esssentially have
wide far-reaching, political consequ-
ences, and, therefore, it is a political
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strike in that respect. And you cannot
escape from that conclusion. If that
succeeds, it has tremendous political
consequences; if it fails, it has not that
type of political consequences, but
still, political consequences and far-
reaching economic consequences,
causing loss to the nation and to the
very unhappy persons who have been
incited to go in for that strike.

That is the proposition that I would
venture to ask this House to consider,
this broad principle, regardless of the
facts; and I submit that there can be
no answer to this, to this fact that a
general strike has very far-reaching
politica]l consequences, upsetting con-
sequences, and in effect, subversive
consequences. Whether they are
meant or not is a matter for persons’
minds, and I cannot probe into those
minds, because my difficulty is this.

Shri Asoka Mehta spoke about the
desirability of workers and labour
generally becoming mature; true;
what I am concerned with is the
desirability of people who call for
strikes becoming mature and consi-
dering questions with some maturity
and not in this light-hearted way and
not realising what the consequences
are and then trying to ride a tiger
when they cannot ride a donkey.
(Interruptions) It is amazing; the
irresponsibility ot this whole thing is
astounding. I am not going into the
facts. The broad facts are there.
Apart from the facts, the general
principle I have laid down that a gen-
eral strike is inevitably, in its very
character, in its very consequences, a
subversive act, is there. It may be
justified or not; that is a different
matter. But the justification of it
must lead you to think and carry out
a subversive act, with all its conse-
quences.

Secondly, look at the nature of this
strike, A call on the railways not to
function. In other words, the wvast
organisation supplying food to various
parts of the country to stop; the vast
organisation supplying coal to our
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major factories, steel plants to stop;
industry to wind up, to stop, And I
would venture to suggest also that we
are making special efforts for the
defence of the country, whether it is
in our ordnance factories or whether
it is on the border. It is true that
some Members of this House make
fun of this; some Members of this
House imagine that all this is just
bunkum; some Members of this House
and some members of a Party in this
House write and talk in the most light-
hearted manner about the defence of
this country and about the dangers
to this country. I am amazed at the
way they are carrying on intensive
and continuous propaganda which does
not befit any person who calls him-
self an Indian.

But the question is: Did those other
gentlemen who sponsored the strike
and who perhaps presumably do not
have that outlook that the country
should go to pieces, if necessary, did
they think of the consequences, whe-
ther it is in the ordnance depots or
whether it is on the frontier where
every little bit has to be flown, food
supplies etc? Every twig has to be
flown there. Did they think of the
consequences of the strike on that? I
ventured with great deliberation to
point this out to some extent in the
broadcast I made prior to the strike,
and I would beg of the House to con-
sider, apart from the general princi-
ple, the actual consequences which
could only be disastrous to the
food situation, to the industrial situa-
tion and to the defence situation.

One may say—as Shri Asoka Mehta
said—You see, it was only a 25 per
cent strike; therefore, it could not
have such bad consequences’. I won-
der if the sponsors of the strike had
clearly thought out that it should be
25 per cent, no more and no less!

Shri Asoka Mehta (Muzaffarpur):
Only 25 per cent of the employees



.

1669  Resolution and SRAVANA 18, 1882 (SAKA) Motion re: Ordinance 1670

had served notice of strike, This is
the figure given by Government.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: True, I am
accepting that. Did the sponsors of
the strike want only 25 per cent of
the government employees to serve
notice?

Shri Asoka Mehta: That is obvious.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: It is not
obvious. The obvious thing is that
in spite of every effort of the spon-
sors of the strike 75 per cent did not
fal] into line. I am pointing out the
amazing and astounding irresponsi-
bility of those persons who took up
the strike. I say this regardless of
the economic conditions; I say this
regardless of the fact that the gov-
ernment employees may have hard-
ships—let us deal with the hardships—
regardless of the fact that they may
have a valid point to raise; I say that
in spite of all that, this action was a
fundamentally wrong and vicious ac-
tion,

What amazes me is that after this,
after even seeing the failure of it, the
collapse of it, even then, some of them
have brazenly praised the strike and
said: ‘What good boys we are? We
asked for the strike’. There is no
element of repentance or even of in-
telligent discussion of any event. The
least they could have done was to
perform prayaschit for all the sins
that they have committed. No, there
is no evidence of doing that. There
lies the danger.

Al] of us in our excitement—Gov-
ernment and the Opposition—err, but
the test of a person is not that he
does not err—only angels in heaven
or saints may not, if there are such
things; the test of a person is not that
he does not err, but that he recog-
nises his error when it takes place
and tries to correct it. But among
our friends on the opposite side, I
have yet to find it out, I am not re-
ferring to everybody in the Opposi-
tion, but the sponsors of the strike.
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I have yet to discover the least ele-
ment of repentence, of an admission
of error, although the error of all this
stands out like a pikestaff for the
whole world to see.

What is more—regardless of my
views or other people’s views—even
they should know one basic fact, that
the people of India as a whole were
opposed to it. They dislike it, stood
up against it and that put it down.
No gleam of intelligence has enter-
ed into the heads or brains, or what-
ever it is, of those people.

Let us look at this. My first pro-
position—I repeat—is this, that a gen-
eral strike must inevitably be a poli-
tical strike, whatever you call it,
whatever you think of it; there is no
other way; it can be none else, be-
cause it has those large-scale conse-
quences. Secondly, this particular
strike, in the manner in which it was
called, and everything, was inevitably
to injure us and hurt basically the
economy of the country, the food
position of the country, the industrial
position of the country and the
defence position of the country. To
what extent and what degree is ano-
ther matter. That depended; the
greater the failure of the strike, the
lesser the effect on the country. That
is true, but surely people who ask
for a strike normally do not work for
its failure. It comes in spite of them,
in spite of all their efforts.

Therefore, 1 say it was an astonish-
ingly irresponsible thing, a thing which
could not possibly bring any benefit to
those who had asked for the strike.
I say ‘could not’, because if it fails—
as any person who had thought about
it would have realised that it was
bound to fail—if it fails, it brings a
sense of frustration on people who
struck work, It always does. It
brings material losses. I am not talk-
ing about the persons who misbehaved
and might be punished—they, of
course, suffer more—but I am talking
of the general run of them, more or
less innocent people who have been
pushed either by hopes or fears or
whatever it is, into it. They suffer.
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On the other hand, let us conceive
of the strike succeeding in some mea-
sure—it is difficult to conceive it, it
is not a strike that succeeds. Then
certain political consequences flow
from it, obviously. If this Parliament
continued then, which it may or may
not, somebody else would be sitting
here in these Benches and we—this
Government—would be somewhere
else. ‘All kinds of consequences flow
from that and this whole process of
success, if it came, would have done,
for the time being, very very heavy
economic damage,

Mr, Speaker: Is the hon. Prime
Minister sure that there will be a
Parliament then?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I said so.
1 said, I do not know if there will be
a Parliament if a strike like this suc-
ceeds. I am not at all sure that the
Parliament will function after that, or
what form of Parliament, I do not
know,; because it is not the parlia-
mentary way of making changes.
Once you adopt the course of direct
action in a general strtke—not a small
sirike—if you adopt a general strike
in that way, you hit at the roots of
parliamentary and democratic gov-
ernment.

Therefore, I venture to say that this
was an act—and I am putting it at the
highest—of utterly irresponsible im-
mature persons who somehow got on
the back of this tiger and did not
know what to do. They could not get
off it, and there they were. That was
very difficult. It is always a difficult
thing for immature people who do not
know riding to get at the backs of
animals. That is true.

As I have said, this strike was a
wrong thing; I say, whatever the pro-
vocation for it, I put it at the highest,
it was a wrong thing. And yet, what
was the provocation? The provoca-
tion was that the Pay Commission had
not done justice to certain claims.
That’ was the provocation. Now, at
the utmost it may be said that there
can be two opinions about it.
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After all the Pay Commission was
not a Commission of politicians of this
party or that party. It consisted of,
broadly speaking people outside party
politics and all the rest, very eminent
people, a very eminent judge who
spent two or three years over this
matter. Now, that does not necessarily
mean that the Pay Commission and
the Supreme Court Judge were right.
But it does create a very strong pre-
sumption that they are likely to be
right. I would not dare say. ‘No’ to
them, I have not that knowledge; I
have not spent 2 years of considera-
tion. And, I may not even venture
to say, disagree, if you like. But,
after all, the least that can be done
is to show respect to them. You may
not wholly agree.

Now, where there is on this ques-
tion—if you like, a very important
and vital matter—some difference of
opinion, on the one side, you put this
Pay Commission and the Supreme
Court and all that, and, on the other,
state your own view. I say, your view
may, perhaps, be right. But, is it right
to the extent of your upsetting the
country, it is right to the extent of your
calling for some action like a general
strike, which has all these grave con-
sequences and which, at the same
time, puts an end practically to any
future procedure of Pay Commissions
and the like, because no decent man
is going to serve on such Commissions
after that, if peace is to be thrown
overbroad like this, So, I put it to
you how, whether on grounds of prin-
ciple or on grounds of common sense,
one is to justify it. I should like to
know that. In justification, all the
people will tell you, as Shri Asoka
Mehta partly did, and others may do,
Oh, this happened in 1955, this hap-
pened in 1956 and this happened in
1958. I say, I accept all that and say,
in spite of all that and taking them
into consideration, it was a very
wrong and a very irresponsible thing
to do. I am not for the moment
going into arguments about that.

Let us discuss the labour policy
fully; let us discuss the price policy
fully and let us discuss any poliey
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fully. But, what has all that got to
do with a general strike which upsets
the country and ruins the country?
And, what time did they choose for
this? Just when, after a great effort,
after years or months of labour, we
produced the draft of the Third Five
Year Plan, That is the time chosen—
may be not deliberately chosen, may
be accidentally chosen, whatever it is
—that was the time, when all effort is
being made for the country’s mind to
be directed into constructive channels
of hard work, etc. Here was a heavy
burden to carry. And they have
come out to have a general strike. Is
that the idea of the future of India?
Is that how they are going to build
up the future of India?

I have the greatest respect to hon.
Members of the Opposition, but that
respect does Rot lead me to the belief
that they always think before they
act, or, perhaps, that they think at all
about these serious matters. It is easy
for me, and I know it is easy for hon.
Members to deliver speeches here, 1
ean talk fluently and Shri Asoka
Mehta can talk with his usual elo-
quence and vigour. That is true. I
know that is a separate problem.
After all, behind the speeches there
are problems or behind the speeches
there are conditions in this country
which cannot be swept away by
speeches. I put it ¢to the House, are
they going to meet or are they going
to solve any one of these questions by
this method of the general strike just
when we are struggling hard to get
out of this morass of poverty? How?
By hard work, by capital accumula-
tion, by savings and all that; and
things are suggested which, practically
cannot be done, unless, of course you
decide to put an end to planning. No
doubt that would please Shri Masani.
That does not matter. (Interrup-
tion). Because, then, we shall arrive
at that paradise of private enterprise
-when there are no checks and the pri-
viate entrepreneur flourishes like ‘the
‘green bay tree. (Interruptions).

Shri M. R. Masani (Ranchi-East):
Nobody advocates that at all, and you
know it.
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Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Unfortu-
nately, this is our misfortune that even
private enterprise which shows some
intelligence in other countries, even
capitalism which has become, to some
extent, a modernised form of the old
type of capitalists, even in countries
like America or England or France or
elsewhere, even that degree of moder-
nity has not come to our capitalism.

Shri M. R. Masani: Nor to your
socialism.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: And so I
find with an ever-increasing amaze-
ment the type of stuff that is doled
out here in the name of capitalism
and private enterprise, and the type
of stuff that is doled out against plan-
ning etc. which nobody in the wide
world, except some persons with
hardly any intelligence, can accept in
any way.

Again, as I mentioned, after all
when you take big steps where you
have to act in a big way you have to
look in a big way. I have talked
about the Indian situation, about the
Five Year Plan, about our frontier
situation. I do not mean to say that
war is breaking out on the frontier.
But, it should be realised—I hope the
Members of the Communist Party will
also realise in spite of the wvarious
coloured goggles that they wear which
prevents them from seeing straight—
that these are serious matters which
this country is dealing with and we
are exercising ourselves to the ut-
most, that there are burdens that we
have to carry because of this frontier
and because of other things. We do
not always shout about them. The
fact remains that these are grave and
graver burdens and graver situations
we will have to face from day to day,
not situations in which we can play
about with general strikes and the
like because we find we have a game
to play.

Apart from all this, look at the
larger world situation. Evervene
knows or everyone ought to know
that in the last 3 months or so, the
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world situation has deteriorated
greatly. Ever since the U-2 episode
and failure of the summit and some
other things, it goes on deteriorating.
It is a dangerous situation and no
man knows where the war may break
out, whether it is in Africa or in
Europe or in Asia. Do people realise
all this when they play about with
words in this House and play about
with strike notices and constitute what
is called a ‘Council of Action'?

This is a most remarkable develop-
ment in Indian life. I do not know
when the Councils of Action started.
I have a vague idea that they started
in the student world. And, the student
mentality may be excused. But,
surely, after a certain age, it tunctions
more maturely. (Interruptions).
And, curiously enough, the Council of
Action was constituted for this strike.
The strike is for a period but the
Council of Action continues, and
meets.

Therefore, I say we have to consi-
der these matters. I have no doubt
at all that in the circumstances that
arose here, that is, appeal to the
strike, any government, whatever its
complexion, would inevitably have
had to take up that challenge. There
is no choice about it.

Seth Govind Das talks about my
adar niti and all this. I am glad if
1 function in an wudar way, in a
soft way. However, the point is that
any Government faced with that situ-
ation inevitably had to take up the
challenge. Not to take it up meant
that they should resign, retire or
leave it to others, It had to be done.
If it had to be done, it was quite
inevitable to have some legal appara-
tus to deal with this situation—that
is, the Ordinance. It is the most
extra-ordinary thing to indulge in all
kinds of aggressive or even violent
activities and then complaining: Oh!,
we have been shown harshness; we
have been put in prison; this has
happened or that has happened. No-
body likes harshness. But if you take
up some activity which leads to war,
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war follows. It is mo good expecting
a one-sided war in which one party
hits out and damages and does every-
thing and the other meekly submit-
ting. True, that is undoubtedly the
policy which the great men, the great
saints have advocated and I have no
doubt that Acharya Kripalani who is
a great student of saints and others
may advocate it. But I am not aware
of a Government, anywhere, of any
complexion that puts up with this:
to be hit and broken and for action
to take place in front of the Gov-
ernment and ruining the Government
and the country which seeks te
govern and then to be told: do not
hit out and do not do anything as
this is against this or or that, In a
situation like this, the Government is
not only justified but it is incum-
bent upon it to take every step what-
ever the step may be to protect the
country’s interests.

Raja Mahendra Pratap (Mathura):
One word only. You are the succes-
ful Commander in this case. Ridi-
cule not your defeated Generals.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: There is
one other relatively small matter.
After the Pay Commission report and
after the Government’s major deci-
sions on it were announced—I do not
remember the dates—I can very well
understand that among the Govern-
ment employees and others concern-
ed, there was a measure of disappoint-
ment. They expected more, Maybe,
if T had been in their position, I
would have expected more. That
is natural and I have no grievance
against their feeling that way because,
after all conditions in India being
what they are, most people live under
strains, pressures and difficulties. It
may be that Government employees
are better off than many. But never-
theless we do not normally go about
comparing our case with others and
feel that we are better and there-
fore, we should be happy. I admit
that and it is a matter which should
be separately dealt with in  other
ways. Anyhow, there was no talk and
no mention of the strike for several
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months, Oddly enough, the question
that was raised and to which objec-
tion was taken was that of Saturday
holidays—not, I venture to say—a
major question. It may be a question
to object to or not but it was not—
I venture to say—a question on
which to have & strike. I do not
wish to express any opinion for or
against Saturday holidays except that,
broadly, I believe that there are far
too many holidays in this country
and far too little work done at all
stages and ranks and unless we work
much harder than we do, we do not
want to produce the results we aim
at. However, my point is that it was
on the basis of Saturday holi-
day that a demonstration was made
—not on anything else—and that too,
months afterwards. It may be—I
venture to guess—that seeing that the
Saturday holiday itself had brought
quite a large number of people to
demonstrate, they thought: why not
add something else to it and have
bigger demonstrations and even
bigger strikes? So, gradually, the
idea of a strike came months after
this originated. It is not a sudden
reaction, It was coldly thought
out, months after the reac-
tions should have taken place. Then
this came about.

Now, I should like to say a few
words about the real thing that
should concern us. The strike is over
with all the harm it did and the good
it did—good in the sense of making
people think about these problems
and discuss these problems in this
way and the popular response that
came about because they thought
about it. That was good. But it did
harm. But the main good that it had
done, 1 hope, is that it has made us
think about the future, What of the
future? That is really the import-
ant thing because this business of
settling things by strikes and lock-
outs is not the logical or a reasonable
way. I have been connected enough
with labour. I do not pretend to be
an expert like our friends on that
eide but I have been connected enough
with labour to realise the enormous

and Strike

value that labour attaches to the
strike weapon because that has saved
them for the last hundred years or so
from being drowned, sat upon and
crushed—organisation and ultimately
sometimes strikes. I am not belittling
that. Nevertheless, I think the way
of settling things by strikes is an
outmoded way. I do not, for a
moment refer to the ordinary indus-
trial strikes. I am not suggesting
that the strikes should be banned or
forbidden because the fact of the
matter is that strike is an inevitable
concomitant of the capitalist system,
If you have capitalists and have
employer—employee relations, then
you have to have something to pro-
tect the employee from the employers’
pressures and other things.

Shri M. R. Masani: In that case
how was there a strike by the steel
workers at Pozuan in communist
Poland?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I do re-
peat—strikes may occur and do
occur, I believe, in communist system.

Shri Ranga (Tenali): Do they?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: But not in
that big way, because they are sup-
pressed. There too something hap-
pens which they dislike or whatever
the reason may be. But I say: in
theory, the socialist structure of so-
ciety has no room for strikes—in
theory, In practice, it may fail. It
may not be perfect. But the capita-
list structure is based on strikes—I
say the theory of it—although in
modern capitalism an attempt is being
made to get out of this. But it has
not gone far but in some cases it has
succeeded remarkably even in Ameri-
ca or UK. or elsewhere. That is
because people realise that the whole
method of settling disputes by strike
or lockouts is completely out of date
and it is a foolish method. I you
take up the wider international
sphere, in the old days people thought
that war should settle questions bet-
ween nations. Inspite of its folly
and the terrible damage, it was in
human nature to fight and to bring
about a new equilibrium.
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Well, the question of war has pro-
ceeded so far that now we think in
terms of nuclear war, hydrogen bombs
and the like, with the result that
nobody, barring a very few persons,
wants big-scale war, Most people do
not want even small-scale war
because small-scale wars will lead to
big-scale wars; that is to say, people
have been forced by circumstances to
come to this conclusion that national
and international problems must not
be settled by war because war does
not settle, there is no victory, there

. is no defeat, there is just extinction,
probably today.

Now, we think about that, but
somehow or the other we are still
caught up in, may I use the word, our
past karma. We cannot get out.
Nations cannot get out of their past
misdeeds. And while we talk and
we realise logically that war must
be ended, still we arm, still we go
on arming and spying at each other
living on the brink of war all the
time and any day it may break out.
Anyhow, it is realised that it is bad.

Now, I submit to you that this
kind of industrial war is also out of
date, But it is no good my saying
that and no good my banning this
kind of thing unless we can produce
an adequate substitute for the settle-
ment of such disputes, controversies
that might arise. Therefore, it
becomes of the greatest importance,
this constructive approach, people
talking about banning this or that. I
do think and I agree with my collea-
gue the Home Minister that in regard
to essential activities, essential ser-
vices, strikes should particularly be
.avoided and should not take place
because of their far-reaching conse-
quences. In regard to Government
employees the position is still more
serious, it takes you still  further,
!)ecause. they are the very structure
in a Government which looks after
Jits people. If that steel structure
breaks down, then the resultant is
likely to be chaotic. So that is all
right. But it is essential to devise
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means which can progressively, as &
question or a difficulty arises, solve
that, That is quite essential.

The procedure may vary. For ins-
tance, for the Government employees
in the Secretariat etc. there may be
one procedure. Sometimes it is re-
ferred to, particularly, as the Whitely
procedure. It is practised in England
and adapted in India, not copied as it
is, and we must take the conse-
quences of it, the full consequences.
In other places it may be in some
other way.

The point is that the world has
grown so much, changed so much that
these old conceptions, whether capi-
talist or any other or, if I may
venture to say so, even the old
socialist approach or the old capita-
list approach, both are out of date
and you have to think in terms of
this new world, a world in which
there is plenty or potential plenty,
In our case it is potential plenty and
in the case of America, England or
Russia it is plenty today; whatever
the other ills may be it is plenty in
a way, whether they proceeded by
the capitalist way or the socialist way
or the communist way they have
achieved plenty and they will go on
adding to that plenty because ultima-
tely, whatever their arguments may
be, they are using modern science,
modern technology and the rest. I am
not for a moment defending anything
or attacking it, I am merely stating
a fact, that they have achieved
plenty by the adoption of these methods
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I have no doubt that in India
we can also and we will also
achieve plenty by adopting not
exactly their methods but by adnpt-
ing the methods of science which is
a common factor of communism,
socialism, capitalism and all that. All
these are rather superficial arguments
behind the fact of modern science
and technology and the human mind.
That is the real thing. If we have
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that we shall proceed and progress;
plus labour because without har.d
work nothing can be done. All this
has led to a completely different way
of thinking in many places and a
new sense of social responsibility has
grown everywhere whether it is in
the capitalist country or elsewhere.
There is a sense of social responsibi-
lity growing together with the anar-

chism of capitalism, The sense of
social responsibility is growing apd
eating into the old-styled capitalist

method. And, of course, the whole
of socialism is based on a sense ot
social responsibility, otherwise it has
no meaning. The form it should
take, again, depends on circumstan-
ces, it is not for me to lay down.
Anyhow, as I said, in this new world
this old-world apprach of strikes, of
breaking up, of breaking up in order
perhaps to construct later, is not
good enough, it is not logical, it is not
sensible, it is not reasonable and,
certainly, it is not democratic.

Shri Masani referred to democracy
in a particular sense. Apparently,
and that is a curious factor which has
always surprised me, the leaders of
private enterprise conceive of demo-
cracy in terms only of private enter-
prise, in terms of a capitalist structure
of society, a remarkable thing because
nothing can be more opposed to de-
mocracy than this chaotic private
enterprise, a system which creates ups
and downs and all that. It is essen-
tially opposed to democracy. Political
democracy they have got and have
managed to carry on because of
various reasons, science and techno-
logy and all that, with an absence of
democracy in industry.

Shri M. R. Masani: You must be
talking of People’s Democracy.

Shri Jawaharlal Neliru: But the
normal growth js ‘economic democra-
cy also. The normal growth is ul-
timately a stage where there is no
employer, no employee, they are
partners in a common concern and
playing their equal parts (Interrup-
tion).

and Strike

Therefore, it is up to us, in dis-
cussing these matters, not to lose our-
selves in past disputes, We have to
have post-mortems whenever deaths
take place. A major death has taken
place and we have the corpse of the
general strike. We have to have a
post mortem of it. But the real
thing is the future. The major thing
is how to evolve a system both
for our general industry and the
government employees but, for the
moment, more particularly, I would
like to concentrate on government
employees.

Government employees, again, are
of two types. There are the Secre-
tariat type of employees, the office
type, and there are the industrial
employees, There are slight diffe-
rences. They may be treated some-
what differently depending on ecir-
cumstances. The second is the broad
industrial employment which is
growing and growing in India. We
have to devise methods, we have to
devise a machinery, not even this
Pay Commission machinery, which is
useful enough, but which is rather a
slow-moving machine, which after
many years it should be. One can-
not change pays, but there are so
many other things. I do believe that
the real thing that the Government
should pay first attention to is not so
much pay and salaries but to the
amenities that are offered to its
employees, whether it is  education,
whether it is health, whether it is
housing and so on. These things are
more important than a little rise in
salary, certainly, Amenities perhaps
are more more easy to give. So, that,
I submit, should be the approach to
this problem.

So far ag this particular debate is
concerned, I do submit, with all
humility, that any person who would
care to think about it can arrive at
only ane conclusion, namely, that
general strikes are unreasonable in
the modern day; they are bad; and
this particular general strike was
vicious and so foolish as to pass com-
prehension. It hag occurred, and it
s over. Let us realise that it was
a bad thing and let us atone for it
and perform Prayaschita.
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Shri Nath Pai: Mr, Speaker, Sir, I
am reminded of an episode in the
Manusmriti where Angiras being
young was charged by those with
whom he had the audacity of dis-
agreeing, and they took the quarrel to
‘Brahamadev. This is the sloka from
Manusmriti which I venture to quote:

T I qEYAI AT T T
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1t says like this: that it is not an
offence to be young, and maturity and
mere grey-hair do not necessarily go
together. It is the tradition of this
country that we try to judge issues
on their merits and not by intro-
ducing extraneous considerations into
it. It was a pity that yesterday some
speeches introduced a spirit of acri-
mony and polemics. I had hoped
that we would succeed in trying to
place before the country a clear re-
cord of the events that led to the
strike in spite of all the ridicule and
the contempt which the Prime Minis-
ter has thought fit to pour on the heads
of those who, in their own way, had
tried to learn from his own earlier,
teachings to whom he had been con-
sistently saying that the starving men
must resist, and for whom all his
sympathies were reserved all these
years. That we took his teachings
too seriously and tried to act upon
them according to our light.

But, in spite of all the unkind
things which he thinks it fit that
he should say, even when according
to him, the battle is over, I will try
to confine myself to the bare facts of
the issue. Why did the strike become
unavoidable? Was it an act of irres-
ponsibility? Was it an act of all
those who wanted to act in harmony
with a foreign power? The simple
reason, and the real reply to this is
that we do not have a machinery in
this country for solving disputes, for
ventilating grievances, and for solving
the disputes by negotiation, so that
these drift into disputes and the dis-
putes develop into conflicts,
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It is true that we have a Lubour
Ministry and in Shri Nanda we have
a man of integrity, sincerity and
ability. It is a remarkable thing that
all these virtues are reduced to futi-
lity because of the attitudes of the
Government. May, I Sir, be per-
mitted to quote a letter of the
Prime Minister himself who agrees
with this analysis, in his letter
to the Chief Minister of States, dated
30th June? This is what the Prime
Minister says, and here is the plea
which I am raising as to why the
strike became inevitable. He says:

“We have thus far not evolved
any adequate machinery for the
rapid settlement of disputes of
this type. The Government's way
of dealing with such matters is a
leisurely way, and months and
even years pass sometimes before
we come to grips with the pro-
blem; a problem which perhaps
could have been solved with
greater ease, becomes more diffi-
cult. Frustration takes place and
passions are aroused, and these
lead to a conflict which ig ulti-
mately good for no one.”

This is my plea too. This is what
the Prime Minister has said in his
letter to his provincial colleagues and
lieutenants. (Interruptions). This is
one tragedy of life in this country
that in spite of all the lessons we
never try to act unless sufficient pres-
sure is generated. It is not a ques-
tion of acting. (Interruptions.)

Shri Ramanathan Chettiar (Pudu-
kottai): Sir, on a point of order. How
is the hon, Member’s quotation re-
levant? The hon. Member opposite
is reading a letter purported to have
been written by the Prime Minister
to the Chief Ministers of the States.
It is a confidential document. How
can he get the dscument and read it?
(Interruption).

Shri Nath Pai: The reply to that
is very simple. (Interruption).
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Mr. Speaker: Order, order, I have
heard the point of order. There is
no point of order. (Laughter).

Shri Nath Pai: May I satisfy him
by saying that what the Prime Minis-
ter writes is part of national litera-
ture.

Mr. Speaker: I think it was quoted
yesterday.

An Hon. Member: Yes, Sir.

Shri Nath Pai: The other point is
the attitude in the higher echelons
of the administrative machinery of
the country. These offices reek with
the strench of snobbery. The higher
officials feel nothing but contempt for
what they call the Class III and
Class IV clerks and babus. Unfortu-
nately, the others reciprocate that
with lack of respect, and we get this
unhappy atmosphere in our depart-
ments. But who is mainly responsi-
ble for this state of affairs?

Here, may I again have the auda-
city of quoting the Prime Minister on
this issue also? He has said:

“Among those who have served
in, the IC.S, or other inferior
services, there will be many
Indian or foreigners whose ser-
vices we may welcome when we
have become free, but of one thing
1 am quite sure: that no new
order can be built in India so
long as the spirit of the IC.S.
pervades over administration,
and our public services. That
spirit of authoritanianism and
ally of imperialism cannot co-
exist with that freedom. The
new India must be served by
earnest, efficient workers who
have an ardent faith in the cause
that they serve and are bent on
achievements.”

Here is again a confirmation of what
I wanted to say. There was this
spirit of hostility; there was the
spirit of contempt towards those
employees.

Motion re: 1686
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Thirdly, I would like to mention
a very serious point. There are some
people who can be generally defined
as the authorities of the country who
are not reconciled to the goal of so-
cialism and who have never taken
kindly to the objective that this coun-
try should march towards socialism,
but who because of the fear only of
the Prime Minister, as he always
succeeds in bullying his allies and
his associates, are paying lip-sympa-
thy to the idea of socialism. This is
why a strike becomes ineviiable, This
is what happened in the United King-
dom. May I quote, here from the
best book on the subject The Gene-
ral Strike by Julian Symons to show
why strikes become inevitable? It is
said in this book:

“....some kind of showdown
must take place between the
Government and the trade union,
was strong in the Cabinet.......
Some Ministers were anxious to
see the struggle, joined on almost
any pretext....Thus, although
there were individuals in the
Cabinet who would have liked to
see a negotiated settlement, both
before and during the strike, they
never provided a coherent oppo-
sition to the inflexible attitude to
Mr. Churchill.”

Well, I do not know; it will be for
future historians to say who played
the part of Churchill in seeing that
every effort made for negotiation,
every request we made for settlement,
was contemptuously turned down.
That will be a task for the future
student of history and research to
find out.

Then, because of the cumulative
effect of this and because of the past
experience of the employees, the
situation began to develop where they
were not finding any way. But still,
did we become desperate? I was very
pained when I listened to the Prime
Minister. I could wunderstand his
anger, but I could not understand
from our Prime Minister this dis-
regard for truth. He says that the
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first complaint we raised was about
the salaried holidays. With your
permission, I would quote a little
later that he wrote in reply to my
letter of the 16th January. In our
letter, all the relevant issues were
given in detail for his kind considera-
tion. It is very unfair for them to
come and say that “we saw some de-
monstration” and say, “why not add
a little fuel to the fire to make fun
of a general strike.” This is how my
plea ended:

“] feel a genuine effort should
be made to thrash out acceptable
solu.ons and the matter should
not be aliowed to drift. I there-
fore plead with you once again
to take action, in convening a
conference which will be charged
with the task of meeting the legi-
timate demands of the employees
where the Pay Commission has
given them a raw deal.”

The Prime Minister was kind enough
to reply, the next day, and he stated
that there was no need for such
things. But to say that suddenly we
come one day and demand all other
things, without having given any pre-
monition, any notice, without having
made any effort to persuade the Gov-
ernment to see the legitimacy of our
claimg is patently unfair and is not
in keeping with the true facts. There
was this House in which a plea was
made by me, which was yesterday
quoted by an hon. Member. I con-
tinued my effort with all other Mi-
nisters. I had written a letter to the
hon, Home Minister. The reply being
marked ‘personal’, it will not be fair
to quote from it. But the approach
of the Government remained the
same. What was it? It was, in the
“words of the Home Minister, “the
‘fundamental issue of the sanctity of
the award.” The award came from
a high-powered body and therefore,
it must be respected. True enough.
‘But has it been the record of the
‘Government with regard to the Pay
Commission? Had it not itself modi-
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fied the recommendations of the Pay
Commission? Is it even today accept-
ing all the Pay Commission’s recom-
mendations, may I ask?

Yesterday the Home Minister said
that we are going to ban the strikes.
The Pay Commission has given its
verdict clearly against ihe banning of
the strike. The Pay Commission said
that the present law is adequate to
deal with any situation. Regarding
the wi.hdrawal of recognition, the
Pay Commission has said something
to which his present attitude is
opposed. The Pay Commission has
said that strikes need not be banned
in this country, the present law is
enough for it and with regard to the
unions, a general liberal attitude may
be adopted. Is this the respect for
the sanctity of the award? When only
the employee comes and says, “let
us modify it to remove some of our
grievances”, he is accused of defying
the sanctity of the Pay Commission’s
recommendations.

I want to ask the Government whe-
ther the same consideration was ex-
tended to all the other Commissions,
particularly—as a student of law, as
a very immature one, but as one who
knows the law, I should ask—what
has happened to the recommendations
of the Law Commission presided over
by the best judicial minds of the
country? With contempt, they have
been pigeon-holed and when we
were trying to raise the same issue
about some of their major recommen-
dations, what did Government do?
But we leave that aside and ask, has
the Government followed a consistent
policy with regard to the Pay Com-
missions? Had it always followed a
consistent policy of upholding the
sanctity of the Pay Commission, then
the first Pay Commission’s recom-
mendations would not have been

‘flouted the way they were.

I am sorry he thinks fit to use the
word ‘threat’ in connection ‘with a
strike notice. It was the registration
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of a protest, raising the cry of appeal
and it requires a great stretch of
imagination to distort it as a threat.
On three occasions in 1948, 1951 and
1957, on every occasion, when every-
thing else failed, the Government
employees got up and said, “In that
case, if every other door is locked
and barred against us, then we may
have to go on strike”. It was under
this accumulated pressure that grants
of Rs. 10 and Rs. 5 have been made.
It is a tragedy of our national life
that a premium has been placed on
building pressures and then only
justice has been done. This happen-
ed to the first Pay Commission’s re-
commendations and the Government
could be persuaded to implement them
only under accumulated pressure of
all Government employees. The
same happened again with regard to
the second Pay Commission.

What was happening? Beginning
with December to the end of June,
this was the effort. We appealed to
the Prime Minister to use his un-
parallelled authority and influence to
thrash out solutions to meet legitimate
grievances. It was an extraordinary
thing to hear him quote a figure of
Rs. 750 crores as the possible burden
for the five-year period if the de-
mands were met. May I say that two
images came to my mind as I listen-
ed to his touching and moving speech?
One was that of Pandit Jawaharlal
Nehru, the idealist of 1926, who was
moved to tears at the plight of the
British working class and the other
of the Prime Minister of India of 1960,
whom the tearful appeals of his own
employees failed to move to do jus-
ticee. What a tragedy it is for many
that his appeal should go unheeded!
There is something wrong—he makes
an appeal and a large number of peo-
ple think it just correct and even
honourable to disregard and defy
that appeal. This was not an act of
mutiny or rebellion. It was a pointer
to him that there may be something
wrong in the approach they were
making.
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That appeal of the employees was
distorted into a threat and having
taken this wrong posture, wrong
measures were adopted by the Gov-
ernment. The whole thing began to
break, on what? Because of my ob-
stinacy and that of my friends, be-
cause of our immaturity and our in-
ability to ride a tiger! I have not met
men who ride tigers. I quite plead
I do not know how to ride a tiger.
But it was not the tiger that was
generated. Why distort him as a
tiger?

An appeal was made to him It was
a simple question of slightly modify-
ing the dearness allowance formula
of the Pay Commission’s recommen-
dation. That formula was inadequate.
Why? Let me tell them very simple
economic facts. Even the Eastern
Economist, which has been, of course,
clamouring for my prosecution and
so cannot be taken as very kindly to
us and fond of us, points this out
regarding the dearness allowance.
The one crucial point on which ulti-
mately the negotiations broke in
spite of the innumerable formulae
which we proposed was this. Not one
formula was submitted for their con-
sideration, but a variety of formulae.
As Shri Asoka Mehta, Shri Masani
and some others have ventured to
point out to this House, the real
wages of the employees have since
1947 gone down, while there is talk
of prosperity 40 per cent increase in
national income, 20 per cent increase
in per capita income etc.?

Where is all this going? The Ilate
Dr. John Mathai had demanded one
thing and we are going to repeat that
demand in this House. An enquiry
must be instituted into the channels
into which this new wealth is finding
its way. Where is this wealth going?
Every year figures are given about
increasing national wealth. Into
whose pockets or safety vaults is this
wealth going and what is the share
of the average man in it?

The Home Minister in his master-
ful handing of rhetoric yesterday
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said, it is like asking Paul to give
away half his loin clo.h to Peter. The
Government employees was not ask-
ing them to do any such injustice.
The Government employee was plead-
ing on behalf of the millions of Pauls
and Peters in this country who are
going about naked, when there is an
accumulation of wealth in a certain
sector. May I point out, therefore,
that this plea for dearness allowance
being linked with the cost of living
index was a most legiiimate one?
- Here is the consolidated opinion of a
paper, which is not very fond of us,
I think, or of our policies:

“When the new pay scales come
into effect very shortly, it is esti-
mated that the average value of
the consumer price index for 1960
might be around 125. The em-
ployee would need about Rs. 86—
Rs, 6 more than his minimum pay.
in order to neutralise .'ly the rise
in price level.”

So, they do not give him what he was
getting in 1947, there is all this talk
about growing prosperity. Is it too
much of an offence, is it very anti-
social or anti-national to ask not for
a share in the growing prosperity, but
at least let us have what we were
getting in 1947......

Shri Asoka Mehta: And given by
the Pay Commission.

Shri Nath Pai: Yes. The salary of
Rs. 80 is not even what he was get-
ting in 1947. This particular paper
shows how year after year there has
been a gap in his real earnings. This
is available at page 137, because I
do not want to take your time. In
every year beginning from 1947, ex-
cept the two years when nature help-
ed us with a bumper crop and there
was a slight improvement, in every
one of the 13 years, there was a real
drop and fall in the real earnings of
the employees. Is this very much
convincing proof of our being very
sincere about a fairer share? This is
the tragedy. We thought slogans we
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mouth about Welfare State, socialism
and all that are seriously meant and
the poor employees thought, of course,
that they could make a legitimate
effort to get from implemented.

It was the Government’s adaman-
tine attitude on this very simple and
legitimate issue of dearness allow-
ance on which broke the negotiations.
If it was a political weapon in our
hands, why did you not try to prove
us wrong by accepting one of the
many formulae? We would have been
proved wrong if you would have in-
sisted on it. This was the only eco-
nomic demand out of the six, because
on the demand of the basic wage,
it was fully indicated to Shri Nanda
that we are not going to press, pro-
vided Government accepted the prin-
ciple of it and the progressive reali-
sation of it. It was, therefore, the
Government’s adamantine attitude
and its determination to teach a les-
son to those who wanted seriously to
talk about a Welfare State and a fair
share that led to the strike.

I am sorry that he feels that we
should come in a repentant mood.
Repentant about what? Repentant
about having the courage of your
conviction? What was wrong in it?
Times without number I stated here
that it is an appeal to the Govern-
ment, it is not a threat to its authoriy,
it is not a challenge to its authority.
And we made it very clear that every
Government employee in this country
will die, if he is a postal man, de-
fending a postal box rather than see
it fall into the hands of an enemy
and if he is a railway boy he will de-
fend each fish-plate by laying down
his life rather than see it go to a
foreigner. Still they come back and
say “all this is disregarded contemp-
tuously” and then an accusation is
made that a foreign country would
have derived benefit from this. I
hope after all this earnest plea that
we should sooner than later drop
these unfair and unjustifiable attacks
and accusations. It is very unfair.
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Such a sirike happened in England
and how did the Government behave
with regard to it? The historians say
that no one-tenth of the emergency
powers were employed. What hap-
pened in India? How was the strike
conducted?

Shri G. B, Pant: When did the
Government servants strike there?

Shri Nath Pai: I am referring to the
1926 general strike in Britain. And
the attitude the Government then
adopted is comparable to what hap-
pened in this country. The role play-
ed by the entire apparatus of the
State turned against the em-
ployee. It was a unique spectacle.
Here were small, unknown, insigni-
ficant men, we know. There was the
apparatus of the Government with
all its resources, with all the prestige
of the man after whom this era will
perhaps be named. It was an un-
equal fight. But was at least Dharma
followed? Why there is talk of Praya-
schitha? Was any regard for truth
shown? What happened to the All
India Radio. Mr. Speaker, this is how
the BBC behaved during that episode
and this is what the historians have
to say:

“The attempt to maintain im-
partiality was genuine. The BBC
broadcast messages from the
General Council as well as mes-
sages from Downing Street. It
quoted speeches of trade union
leaders in Parliament and out of
it. It referred to the British
Worker as well as to the British
Gazette.”

Mr. Churchill was thinking that the
BBC’s broadcasts would be turned to
full use to suppress the strike. But
"there were men in the BBC like Mr.
Reith, after whom the lecture series
were started, who had honesty and
courage to say “I am not a propa-
ganda instrument of any party or
any Government. I am here to carry
on the education of and information
to the British people”. I do not know
when the All India Radio will rise to
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that standard. (Interruptions), It has
won a temporary gain, a temporary
victory against whom victory has no
meaning. But it has lost something
permanent; and that is a tragedy for
all of us. Nothing is more dangerous
for a country than the people of the
country should lose complete faith
in the integrity and impartiality of
its chief instrument, chief agency of
information, and that is the tragedy
by its partisan spirit the All India
Radio has brought upon it.

Yesterday the Home Minister re-
ferred to some effigies being burnt.
One is very pained that such things
should have happened. We are as
much pained as he is that such things
should have happened. I condemn it
and we are one with him in condemn-
ing this kind of practice. But this is
an unfortunate hangover from past
practices which all of us taught to
our people. Let us be patient and
not try to exploit this in this unjust
manner. I am one with him in con-
demning this. But I would go deeper,
in spite of my immaturity, and ask:
what is this continuation of, what is
this hangover of? It is the hangover
of those days when we thought of
doing this thing as a legitimate ex-
pression of our disagreement. I would
like, therefore, not to see more,
though I agree in condemning it, than
there is really in it.

Then I come to the violence busi-
ness. May I just narrate one small
touching episode which we witness-
ed? They are talking of that vie-
tory over the Government emplo-
yees. They are free to do that. I am
sorry for any mistakes we have com-
mitted. I will reciprocate the magna-
nimity which he now and then brings
when he is not very angry with some-
body that mistakes might have been
committed on either side. We might
have done it. But we are not guilty
of any thing, and this we cannot accept
whosoever may be the accuser and
when all these passiong settle down,
when we are a little romoved from
the event and when the heat is lost
perhaps a better verdict will be pas-
sed. We had made supreme efforts
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in seeing that in evolving solutions to
the employees’ demands those solu-
tions must not be permitted even in
the remotest degree to injure the
larger interests of the community. We
did it and if, Mr. Speaker, we failed
in persuading those who had the
power to listen to us it was the
misfortune, it was perhaps the ineffi-
ciency of our persuasion though we
pleaded in earnest. We called upon
the employees in Assam not to go on
strike; so also in Ladakh and in the
border areas. Is this an evidence of
irresponsibility? Is this a case of lack
of consideration for the nation’s in-
terest?

Mr. Speaker, much back-slapping
is done about the firmness of Gov-
ernment. We would like our Gov-
ernment to act wi.h firmness. We
would be very happy and we would
be the first to congratulate and do
ness. But against whom is this firm-
ness. But against whom is this firm-
ness? We have never seen such a firm
-attitude against the Salazar’s mock-
ery of India’s flag on the territory of
India in Goa. We do not see such
kind of firmness against the moc-
keries which Pakistan makes now
and then of our sovereigniy. We do
not see such manifestations of firm-
ness against Chou-en-Lai, who was
assured ‘“We will negotiate, nego-
‘tiate, negotiate till the biiter end”.
“‘When our own little Class III em-
ployee comes and begs for clemency,
mercy and consideration you say “you
are a rebel”. He is honoured, of
course, with an appellation of rebel.
But the fact remains that there was
a collapse not of. the Government
‘but of statesmanship.

I would like to make this point
very very clear, Mr, Speaker, that if
there was the slightest danger that
‘the civilian authority would collapse
we wou'd have been the first soldiers
to defend it because our quarrel is
with Jawaharlal Nehru (Interrup-
tions). Yes, it is so, the hon. Prime
Minister. His knowledge of history
‘is better; his politics is even better.
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Bagehot, Maitland, Dicey and Laski
will be turning in their graves, and
he is the friend of the last, and a
great student of political science too
when they heard what he said just.
His analysis is: if communications are
temporarily jeopardised civilian
authority collapses, which is an extra-
ordinary thesis. The army was there,
the po’ice and the home guards and
the entire loyalty of the country to
you as Government was there, and
ours was a quarrel. What is that?
Ah! childish! Mr. Speaker, I do not
think that when his anger subsides
even he will entertain this kind of
feeling. This dispu:e we have was
not as our Prime Minister, which he
remains, but as an employer, as the
head of an employing agency. How
can it be distorted? How can it be
disregarded? How can it be complete-
ly ignored? Only yesterday, Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri said something in
the House and that is the essence of
our plea and it is this. The prices of
textiles have gone as much as by 40
per cent. If the price is going up
like that, all peasant will retort by
increasing his price and if the food
prices go up the whole apple-cart of
our Plan will be upset. What is being
done against those people who are
indulging in this kind of anti-national
activiiies? What happened to the
Essential Commodities Act which has
been passed?

An Hon. Member: We are not re-
bels, that is the trouble.

Shri Nath Pai: What has happen-
ed to the Essential Commodites Act?
After his release, when he really
symbolised all the aspirations ard
also the agony of the country, the
Prime Minister in 1946, soon after his
release from Ahmadnagar said “If
I have the power I would hang these
blackmarketeers by the posts”. This
is what he said in Bombay.

An Hon. Member: Yes,
lamp-post.

Shri Nath Pal: I do not know ia
how many cases the Essential Com-
modities Act has been applied in this

nearest
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coun.ry. What check has been placed
on the activities of these people who
are making all these unconscionable
gains?

Yesterday the Home Minister talk-
ed of Rs. 80 being given and when
we asked for a little modification he
though. that it was unfair and un-
patrioticc. Though he was extremely
restrained in his language, he said
“you are asking me to make the poor
people bear the burden”, it is the
privilege of the Government emplo-
yees o starve and suffer. But I ask:
Is this the pattern of life for the
whole society till we pass this transi-
tional period and reach the stage of
a self-generating economy? Is it
being attained? He cannot be given
Rs. 5 more now but we read in the
papers there are people in the social
welfare State who can buy cars for
Rs, 80,000 What an example of fair
share, social justice, profit being peg-
ged and everybody being given a fair
deal;

Since you have rung the Bell, I
would say in conclusion..

Mr. Speaker: I gave him half an
hour.

Shri Nath Pai: I would like to say
there is no bitterness in our heart nor
any animosity. There is, of course,
no repentance. There is sorrow and
sadness because many of our illusions
have been broken for ever. I do not
wan. to dilate about it much. We had
illusion—yes, we had an illusion—
that when the first concerted effort
of an organised section of our com-
munity was there and when Pandit
Jawaharlal Nehru was still at the
helm of affairs, they would be regard-
ed by him as allies and colleagues and
they would be patted on the back by
him instead of getting the big rod
from him. It was to this tragic mis-
celculation that some hon, Members
referred yesterday. Perhaps the
lesson has been learnt now.

-May I make on earnest plea, name-
4y, that everything must be done by

701(Ai) LS—5

SRAVANA 18, 1882 (SAKA)

Motion re: b
Ordinance and Strike

a'l of us to see that there is no spirit
of animosity and of conflict maintain-
ed in the departments? Let not the
only monument of the Government’s
victory against its employees and
against immature politicians......

Shri C. K. Bhattacharya (West
Dinajpur): Not against the employees
but against those who wanted to mis-
lead the employees...... (Interrup-
tiom).

Shri Nath Pai: Let that not be
symbolised by broken homes, by
the ashes of frustrated hopes and by
the smouldering fires of suppressed
bitterness and disappointment. I
would in the end say .hat it should
be the endeavour of all concerned to
create a new spirit of dedication, an
idealism among the employees, an
awareness of the glory of participat-
ing in the mighty adventure of build-
ing a new India. That wil be our
endeavour. I do not know if those
who are supposed to be defeated
should entertain such hopes. But we
refuse to accept :hat we have done
something for which we should ex-
pect forgiveness. We did the right
thing and it will help democracy in
this country and show that there are
some small men who will raise their
little voice against whosoever they
may be when they have the convic-
tion that they are standing for the
right thing. This is good for India’s
democracy.

Shri Khadilkar (Ahmednagar): Mr.
Speaker, Sir, I am one of those who
tried their best to avert the strike on
this occa ion. but unfortunately we
failed in that. More we should be
more objective when viewing events.
Instead of viewing events from a
partisan angle, let us apply our minds
dispassionately. Let us take the
whole situation into our con-ideration.

In this connection some hon. Mem-
bers have referred to the 1926
general strike. I would like this
House to remember as to what
hapoened in 1926 and what judgment
bad been pased by Professor Laski
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and Mrs. Webb on that. Was it not
the responsibility of the Government
to give protection to the community
and was it not the responsibility of
the trade umions to show some sense
so far as the effect on the com-
munity wag concerned? I will just
point out what Prof. Laski had to
observe as to whether Government
was justified in intervening at this
juncture. I have summarised his
observations because I do not want to
take more time of the House. He has
said:

“In this complex  post-war
world, there is no industrial com-
munity at the heart of which the
relation between the trade unions
and public is not of pivotal
importance. The smooth running
of socia] life depends upon
matters like transport, communi-
cations, provision of supplies etc.
If there is a breakdown in any of
these services, the threat it repre-
sents to the successful mainten-
ance of the urban life is literally
overwhelming. That is why all
industry that is directly clothed
with public purpose cannot in-
volve itself in a major dispute
without bringing the certainty
at -ome stage, most usually an
early stage, of Government
intervention.”

Further, he observes:

“It is not only true to say that
the Government will claim to
intervene on behalf of the com-
munity, but it is aiso true to say
that there is a general expectation
where there is uch a breakdown
that the Government will inter-
vene and that it is its duty to do
80. The main criticism directed
against the Government is that it
failed to take approvriate
measures to prevent the trike of
1926 from occurring at all.”

I have tried to summarise what
Professor Laski has observed when
delivering hi: lectures on the trade
uniong role in modern industrial
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society about the 1926 strike. Similar
observations have been made by
another eminent British social scien-
tist, Mrs. Beatrice Webb. She has,
as the hon. Prime Minister has, said
that in the nature of things if a
general strike is to succeed it is to
coerce the community and to tht
extent it coerces the community i
can succeed. Therefore there was &
big gulf in the trade union leadership
in Britain at that time on whether
such a strike should be undertaken or
not., They had come to the conclusion
in the end—a very objective conclu-
sion—that because of ~uch a strike the
Labour Party did not draw any bene-
fit. But the reaction, or the righs
wing in the Labour Party, of men like
MacDonald succeeded to impose their
policy on the Party. Many other
writers have also come to the conclu-
sion that in the end such an adven-
ture, a trade union action of this
nature chould always be averted,

I am not one of those who feel that
in the present context of our situation
there should be no strike. That is not
possibie, In the nature of things,
there i- bound to be social conflict
situated as we are and there is bound
to be a s'rike here or there that when
in the modern world ihe trade union
movement is supposed be conscious
of its responsibility to the community,
as very fervently pleaded by Pro-
fessor Laski, I want to submit very
humbly—and I did that to” the strike
leaders at the eleventh hour when my
hon. friend, Shri Feroze Gandhi ani
myself tried to avert this tragedv for
I call it a tragedy—that we do admit
that had no direct political motives,
but that in the nature of things it was
bound to take a political colour and
that Government was bound to take
it as a challenge to its authority. ¥
told them, “For Heaven’s sake, let us
negotiate.”

It wag said by a senior trade union
leader in this country to me before I
come to Delhi that he enjoyed the
reputation of being a strike leader but
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in his whole lifetime he had very
rarely asked people to go on :strike.
He said, “Under the threat of a strike
I have always negotiated and there I
have made some advance. But when-
ever a sgtrike was forced on me, I have
been defeated, completely floored and
the workers’ interest; were sacrificed.”

At that moment when the final
decision was taken, I know, many
responsible leaders were hesitating.
They were not quite sure whether
their action wa: right or wrong. But
it must be said to the credit of Shri
Nath Pai that when all the Council
were more or less dumfounded when
1 wag co-opted at the eleventh hour to
report on what happened between us
and the hon. Home Minister and other
negotiators, between myself, Shri
Feroze Gandhi, Shri S. M. Joshi and
others, the only man who spoke and
spoke with a voice of determination
was Shri Nath Pai. The resolution
was read out by Shri Nath Pai that
set everything right according to him
and we dispersed in the dead of night.

An Hon. Member: What did he say?

Shri Khadilkar: I call it a tragedy
for two reasons. I do not for a
moment doubt the sincerety of Shri
Nath Pai or of those who were sup-
posed to be at the helm of affairs at
that moment because they were
sincerely hoping for the be't to the
last. At the first stage when negotia-
tions tcok place, Shri Nanda with all
sincerse'y had appealed and told Shri
S. M. Josh~-I know that it was told
to him—that if within the scheme of
things it could be settled—with his
permission, I would make this dis-
closure—and if certain points of dis-
pute remained behind, he would offer
arbitration. I appealed to the strike
leaders on tha! plea only and said,
“All right. Heat is generated. The
Government has taken it as a chal-
lenge. A rigid attitude is developing.
Therefore wiser counsels should pre-
vail and we should give some thought
to what Shri Nanda has to say in
whom every leader of the Action
Committee had full confidence.” But
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the tragedy of it is that nobody listen-
ed. A spirit of some type of romantic
adventure was in the atmosphere and
perheps some of the leaders felt “What
happens even if we are defeated? It
will go on record when the history of
the trade union movement ang the
working class movement comes to be
written that we in this country had
the courage, behalf of the workers, to
give a challenge because Government
was not prepared to accept our re-
asonable demands”. I can under-
stand this attitude. = Government
also should appreciate this attitude.
They should not draw comfort, and it
would be a short- ighted policy if they
feel in terms of ‘“now that we have
come out with flying colours and they
have been defeated” we pu. things
in averse gear. That is a totally wrong
approach. They hould think inward
and examine why a situation had ari-
sen which, as Laski has said, led peo-
ple, the loyal government employees,
to believe that they should follow so
called ‘immature leadership’ and give
a challenge to the leadership enthron-
ed by the people to rule over this
country with long experience and
sacrifice behind them. That is a most
important problem.

And here I may point out very plain-
ly, because when we intervened and
tried to do something to avert this
situaticn, we wero con cious that Gov-
ernment had not given serious thought
to this problem at all. When the Pay
Commission report was submitted to
the Government, Government took
several months but did not even pro-
cess it. Its consequences, etc., they
did not study. When it was presented
to thi; House there was a fervent
plea made from this side, “at least
before implementation take counsel,
invite the leaders and different trade
union organisations”. That plea was
turned down. When it was imple-
mented now it ha- became an award
overnight—but when it was imple-
mented it was implemented piecemeal.
The whole report was more or less
considered as the property of the Gov-
ernment, and whatever wag found
suitable was implemented,
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On thi; point I would not blame
those organisations which went on
strike. Even the President of the
INTUC, Shri Vasavada, who made an
appeal to us—a copy came to me—
complained about this. What did he
have to say? He said that Govern-
ment’; at.itude in dealing with the
recommendations of the Pay Commis-
sion was objectionable. That is what
Shri Vasavada had to say. And he
said, “If they wanted to modify or
reject any of the recommendations,
they should have done so in consulta-
tion with their employees”.

Now, after all this, whenever the
issue was raised, it is most unfor-
tuna'e—and Nandan admitted it
while we were discus-ing certain pro-
blems in order to settle this matter—
that on the floor of the House, from
the Government side there was no
economic argument; to whatever plea
wag made from this -ide, only the
political danda was shown. It created
a certain amount of bitterness, not
only in our minds but in the minds of
the employees in the government
service. That faclor al-o cannot be
ignored. But wih all this as I said,
it is a great tragedy. It should not
have happened. It has retarded the
Indian trade union movement consi-
derably. It has strengthened reaction
not anly In the country but in the
Congre s. You must remember all
this. These are the worst conseque-
nees.

But all these consequences taken to-
gether, at this hour when we are try-
ing to understand gz particular itua-
tion that developed and certain
recults that followed, is it not the duty
of the Government to apply its mind
to this, instead of dealing with it in
a symptomatic manner, and find out
what is the root cause of the dicease?

Some hon. friends have already
referred to an article in the Eastern
Economist. The Eastern Economist is
not a friend of labour. The writer
there has done it with a motive. He
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wantg to point out that the Govern-
ment, in order to give some protection
to the employee in the private sector,
are trying to do justice, and in Bom-
bay at least at the present moment
industrial labour gets about Rs. 130.
But he has pointed out—and that
a“pect is very importance—that cince
1947 to 1960, on an average the em-
ployees are getting Rs, 33 per month
less. Our wages are pegged at 1947,
ang if we calculate—leave aside the
years 1954 and 1955 as being com-
paratively a betier period—what do
we find? The Government has failed
to neutralise and give protection to
hi; real wage, the corroding of his
ordinary life has not been stopped,
and every lower class employee of
Government has lost, by way of
neu‘ralisation, not less than Rs. 600 in
the e thirteen years.

‘What has happeneqd to this country?
Let us examine it economically.
Because, we are seeing on the one side
that national income hag gone up by
41 per cent or so, and on the other
side there is not the -lightest reflec-
tion of this in the wages or earnings
of the poor employees who are serving
the Government. What has happen-
ed? The other day there was a small
Seminar and I happened to li ten to
it. There were the pure theorist
I mean the economists, living in the
ivory tower, and one of them suggest-
ed, “Oh, there is a sort of price phobia
and there is a psychological resi tance
to this price problem.” The main
issue is that there is an uneven impact
of the price rise all over ‘he country.
As Prof. Shenoy ha; pointed out—I
quoted his article two years back—
since this inflation period has started,
every year more than Rs. 300 to 400
crores of rupees are mopped up by a
small coterie of people in this country.
What have we done to prevent this
concentration of wealth? Have we
done anything? Are we to suppose
that during the period of reconsiruc-
tion and development and planning all
the burden is to be borne by the em-
ployees and the common people, that
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they are to be the beasts of burden,
and that they are to be the pack
horses of recon truction and advance
and progress, and that they should not
even raise their voice that whatever
advance you are making, adding tn tue
national income, they must get some
reflection of it in their daily earnings?

And when I quote index number, I
am consciou —Nandaji knows it—
that the present computation of index
number is very faulty. The Prime
Minister said just now that there
should be more amenities. In the pre-
sent calculation of index number,
such thing ' as education, such things
as health never creep in. And these
are the problems. Do you suppose
they have not to spend on the educa-
tion of their children? They have
got to spend on it.

I woulq therefore gppeal to the Gov-
ernment, it is not an hour of triumph,
and they should con ider that after
twelve years of their rule a situation
has developed in thig couniry when
government servants, the most loyal
of the lot, whatever their number,
came out with a challenge. Therefore
this is a matler for examination, a
fundamental examination of the objec-
tives of our labour pocilly.

14 hrs.

Before coming to that, I would like
to mention one or two small matters.

Mr. Speaker: I have allowed the
hon. Member sufficient time. He
must conclude. There are so many
other hon. Members.

Shri Khadilkar: I will finish in
five minutes. There are two matters.
One is this. In the post strike: per-
jod, all power is given to the Heads of
department. Yesterday, an instamce
was quoted by my hon, friend Shri
Asocka Mehta. I have an instance of
a P & T worker who has been suspend-
ag for activity that he is supposed to
have indulged in about four weeks be-
fore the Ordinance was promulgated.
Ses, in thelr enthustssm;, how the
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officers give retrospective effect to the
blessed Ordinance. That also should
be studied by the Government. There
i3 another case. One officer felt that
he must punish some people. He
has picked out a Harijan couple. Both
of them are serving in the Telephone
Exchange department at one place.
The wife has been transferred from
the feminine section to a district place
where she will not even get accom-
modation. Is this the way? I would
appeal to the Government not only to
be generous. They should adopt a
little more magnanimous at!itude so
far as dealing with the employees
are concerned. I would expect this
from the Government. In an em-
ergency they promulgated an Ordin-
ance. All right. It was perhaps ne-
ces ary as I said in the earlier part
of my speech. Now, let them declare
that there won’t be any punishment,
and no body would be punished by
his wife and children being thrown
on the streets, seeking, employment
round about with the stamp of ex-
employee of the Government, in the
hour of their victory. That picture
we chould not see.

One word, with your permission,
and I have finished. So far as the long
term policy is concerned, I was very
much pained, because, in this country
we have not yet realised the value of
human capital or social capita] as we
cal] it. We are prepared to pay the
price for material resources. But, we
are not prepared to pay an adequate
price and look after the husbanding of
human resources. If we want to do
that, if we want to succeed in our plan,
the objective of our labour policy
during the Plan  period must be
naturally to establish some sort of a
relationship of a durable nature where
there will never occur such a conflict
and there will be what we call in-
dustrial peace or industrial truce.
Therefore, I appeal to the Government
to forget what happened during the
strike period. Let them call the lea-
ders of the Unions, sit round a table
and tell them, you will not simply
o= the burden, you wil be sefive
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partners in thig bold adventure of
building our country, you will share it
equally with us, let us evolve some
machinery by which we shall at least
for some years to come, in the indus-
tria] sphere and in the sphere of
Government, esiablish a relationship
in which there will be truce, and
peace, so that our efforts will succeed.
We are, today, in the midst of the
Plan. As the Prime Minister said, an
outline of the Third Plan is just before
the House. We were planning to
reach the ‘take off’ period. But, this
‘take off’ period is ever vanishing. I
would appeal to the Government, it
is not a question of how you develop
a particular economic mechnism. But,
the main question is how we are going
to achieve the objective of our labour
policy, consistent with the idea] or ob-
jective of socialism and how we are
going to prevent the maldistribution
of wealth, putting an uneven burden
on the poorer section of the society in
this country, as in no other country.
Leave aside what is happening in the
so-called affluent societies, In this
country, we are making a plea of
poverty. At the same time, I would
like to point out to Shri Nanda and
the Finance Minister, who also comes
from Ahmedabad, what Mrs. Bose,
an English lady who has married an
Indian hag said. She has given a
vivid picture in the Times of India of
Bombay, of how cloth prices have
gone up. They have gone up because
the mill-owners changed their techni-
clans as they change cars every third
month and the most incompetent peo-
ple who are supposed to succeed the
proprietors have some in charge of
the industry. Unless the Government
is prepared to change the character of
our eapitalism which is speculating,
which iy merchantile in character,
which is exploitive, into a sort of
modern capitalism which the Prime
Minister said, we find in the Waest,
disciplined, I do not think they can
toddy take credit. It was perhaps

'mbent on them to give protection
to the community. In future, if they
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do not draw proper lessons, they will
be faced not with only a small number
of people giving a challenge, not the
immature leaders. With the past
experience and accumulated bitternese
that they have experienced in the
things which are contrary to the
objective of the Government, all the
people will combine and then it would
not be easy for you to meet their
challenge, Therefore, be a little more
careful. Apply your mind as to how
to remove the deep-scated symptoms.
Do not deal with it in a superficial
way, in a symptomatic way., That
would not last long. That would not
help us, nor help the country.

Dr. Melkote (Raichur): Mr.
Speaker, we have been listening to a
series of speeches made here since
yesterday morning.

14.08 hrs.

[PanprT THAKUR DAs BHARGAVA in the
Chair]

The speeches have been intelligent
and have had their emotional content.
But, I feel that the crux of the pro-
blem has not been placed squarely
before this House, Before proceeding
further, let me at the very outset say
that the country generally and every
section o? its population wishes to
congratulate the Government for the
wise way in which they have taken
action and for the efficient way that
they have done it. At the same time,
I have got to say that we, who are
working in the labour field, feel a
great amount of concern with the way
that the strike took place and with
the way things have developed in the
country now.

We.have heard the speech of Shri
Asoka Mehta, He is not a person who
can be considered as being is disloyal
to the country. He is not a person
who can not be said to have a suffi-
cient amount of intelligence. Equally
so, we heard that emotional speech of
Shri Nath Pai. A very moving speech
it was. But, in spite of it, I should
squarely place before the House that
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the speeches that they made were
most unconvincing to me. I have got
to say why it is like that. It is not by
merely saying that the worker is
suffering, the worker demands for
justice. If you go back to the history
and look into the speeches that we in
that side have made in the past 3 or
4 years, even last year on the occasion
of the Pay Commission debate........

Shri Braj Raj Singh (Ferozabad):
Qood speeches.

Dr. Melkote: It is not merely
speeches; 1 will show. We have been
saying that since the cost of living
has been going up, it should be
neutralised equally in the pay scales.
In today’s context, we have said with
the cost of living going up and with
the national income that has gone up,
the workers in the Government
sphere should also be partners in the
increase in the national income.
‘Whilst, therefore, the cause of the
workers is just and legitimate—whe-
ther Government are paying it or not
is a different question altogether—to
me, it appears that such a very good
cause has been lost today, and it has
damaged the labour union movement
as it has never done in any other
country of the world. And why is
that so? This is a problem which has
g0t to be understood very clearly. An
upheaval of this type may have taken
place in other country of the world
but the damage that this strike has
done to the labour movement here
has not occurred in any other part of
the world. And why is that so? The
reason is apparently clear, over a small
word that Shri Nath Pai uttered, na-
mely ‘miscalculation’. Let us under-
stand what this miscalculation means.

Here is a labour leader with suffi-
cient intelligence, who, whenever he
gives a notice of strike and goes on
implementing i., has immediately to
consider how he has got to do it. He
cannot put the workers into difficul-
ties. He has got to preparc himself
sufficiently; there should be a sufficient
amount of public sympathy and re-
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sponse to their call. They should feel
sympthy for the strike that he is
advocating. There should equally be
a question of unanimity and he should
influence the minds of other co-work-
ers in the field that his cause is just,
and their sympathy should be evoked.

Here is a strike wherein it was said
that in the railways, for instance, 80
per cent or 90 per cent of the workers
belonged to the INTUC; and yet Mr.
Gurusawami and other federation men
come up and want to negotia‘e with
Government on equa] terms. On one
side, they say that there should te
only one union recognised, and then,
on the other side, they put pressure
to see that Mr. Guruswami’s union is
recognised, and they begin to talk
with Government; 10 per cent people
trying to negotiate over the head of
80 per cent of the people.

This has occurred not only the rail-
ways but also in Defence. We have
been pained at what has happened.
The Indian National Defence Worwers
Federation which we formed only last
year was formed because of the tacties
that these people were playing; we
knew that this strike was developing
in their minds, not only a few months
ago, but it was developing in their
minds for the pa:t two or three years.
Knowing that * these people were
leading the workers astray, and, the
Government servants,  astray, we
started this union only during last
April and i today, in spite of all that
they have said, they have failed i
their strike, it has only proved our
contention that they were going o
lead the workers astray and our econ-
tention has been justified.

On the railways’ side, 90 per cent.
of the workers did not want a strike.
Why? Is it that they do not want
this increment in dearnes allowance?
No labour leader will forward and
say that ‘I am going to ask only this
much and nothing more’, when it is
justified. Can the leader justify their
very existence before the workers if
they  say like this? Will workess
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[Dr. Melkote]

support us at any time if we do that?
If 90 per cent. of the people had join-
ed the INTUC and did not joint the
others, does it not show to them that
the method that they have adopted
is wrong? Have they considered this
aspect of the question?

Therefore, on the one side, they have
not taken the sympathy of the people;
on the other side, they have not taken
the sympathy of their own co-workers
in the field, who have also been
speaking here and saying that this is
a thing which is justified and it
should be done.

- What was the miscalculation? This
miscalculation was only this, namely
that they felt that when they de-
manded very much more, they would
be able to bring over all the INTUC
workers on their very side, and,
therefore, they begged them on to
strike. I am really very happy to
say that the INTUC has been leading
the workers, whether it be in the in-
dustrial sector, whether it be in the
private or public sector or in the
Government sector, properly. We are
part of the nation. We are justified
in demanding certain things. But,
equally, we have got a responsibility.
And whenever we make a demand,
we see that it is a reasonable demand
and nothing more. And whilst doing
so, we have got to exhaust every
method of getting it implemented by
peaceful constitutional methods. It
is only when all the avenues and
labour laws are exhausted and noth-
ing else is there that we are justified
in calling for a strike. Here was a
Pay Commission, whose recommenda-
tions have been debated upon here,
and which have to be implemented,
and during the debate on the Pay
Commission Recommendations, the
question that was discussed at the tri-
partite Labour Conference 1958, where
we had agreed to Rs. 125 was never
discussed here; the INTUC at Oota-
camund had demanded Rs. 150 for a

worker. But that was not in the |
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field here today. So, they had tried
to confuse the minds of the workers
by saying ‘We shall get you the
Rs. 125°. On the INTUC gide also,
I say that there have been Ministers
and others who have been presidents
of the union, who, on the eve of the
strike, have disowned the union and
have resigned. Similarly, there have
been infiltrations into the ranks. 20
per cent. of the people have been in-
filtrating with communist minds into
the Government services. And I
have been saying this since 1952. It
is tbis 20 per cent. that has made the
P.SP. people as their leader; the
secretary belongs to them. And they
tell them, look here, all these people
are behind you. And when the strike
was failing, it is said by the people,
that it was the communists who went
out of the strike, in order to beat
the P.S.P. to the floor. And why?
They did so Lzcause the P.S.P. beat
them in Kerala. And, therefore, now
they must finish them up. This is
the role that the communists have
played in this country. They have
not merely defeated themselves, but
they have defeated the P.S.P. so that
the rank and file may go over to their
side. But what is the result? The
resuit has been this. The Govern-
ment servants that went on strike
expected that when they demanded
something, and went on strike, the
whole of the rank and file would be
behind them. But the people have
not supported them. 80 per cent. of
the staff had not joined the strike.
It was not merely a question of the
Ordinance. Supposing all the weor-
kers had demanded this, including
the INTUC, how could the Govern-
ment have faced this? But we did
not join And why did we not join?
We felt that this was unconstitutional;
we had not exhausted all the means
at our disposal, to achieve our objec-~
tive. That was why we did not join
this, not that we did not want any in-
cresse in the wages.

And when they begged them on te
strike, the P.S.P. could not go behind,
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because the secretaries belonged to
them,; it was those people that domi-
nated the whole thing in the joining
council of action; and in the mean-
while, the figureheads of the P.S.P.
went on begging them to a strike,
and went on speaking emotionally.
This is the situation that has occurred
in the couniry, a most damaging
situation. And when has this occur-
red? Possibly, Government may be
aware of it, or may not be aware of
is; I am not sure. When the country
was facing trouble, and there was in-
vasion of our territory in Assam, by
China the Communists created trouble
in Punjab over the land reforms issue;
when there was trouble in Longju in
Assam, there was trouble in the
Punjab; and again, and when the
Chinese were invading near Srinagar
on Kashmir side, there was trouble
in Bengal, and now when the Chinese
are facing the Tibetan upheaval, there
is tiouble in the country, so that our
country may not go and re-occupy
the territory that belongs to us. This
i3 the tactics that these people have
been adopting.

Acharya Kripalani (Sitamarhi):
When did the Chinese invade India?

Dr. Melkote: When they occupied
some part of our territory. That is
what I mean. I am sorry. I would
correct myself.

Acharya Kripalani: But your Prime
Minister does not say that China has
mvaded India.

Dr. Melkote: They have occupied
pait of our territory. My hon. friend
and I know it,

This is the situation, and this is the
game that the Communists play. And
in spite of whatever they have done,
they have misled, and they have mis-
calculated. And Shri Nath Pai and
thcse people come up at this juncture
and speak emotionally and say that
they are not anti-national. Certain-
ly, they are not anti-national But
if they had succeeded, they would not
Tave been the leaders, but it would
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have been the Communists who would
have been the leader; that would
have been not merely politically bad,
but it would have been one of the
greatest national tragedies that would
have occurred.

Acharya Kripalani: That would
have served the Congress all right.

Dr. Melkote: It has served my hon.
friend all right; it has served him
puitectly all right.

This was the situation that the
cointry had to face. That was why
90 per cent. of the workers, knowing
the situation, had not backed what
might be considered a legitimate
demand. And this is what has hap-
Pened in the country, and this is one
of the greatest tragedies.

Shri Khandubhai Desai, Shri Vasa-
vada and other leaders of the INTUC
warned us right in time, during the
last two or three years that this situ-
ation was developing, and, therefore,
we became careful. I congratulate
them, and I congratulate the INTUC
people who have helped Government
in every possible manner. It is not
merely the INTUC workers who help-
ed Government at the time of the
strike but there were also other sec-
tiuns of the population that helped
Government; if the INTUC had join-
ed and helped the workers at the
tine of the strike, in spite of the
severity of the Ordinance, the Gov-
ernment’s arms would have been
troken; it was not merely the INTUC
workers who helped, but there were
also other sections of the population
like the Bharat Sewak Samaj and
others who had helped Government,
and the strike was broken. Now, at
this juncture, people come up and say
that nothing should be done to those
who had struck work.

Acharya Kripalani: Hang them.

Dr. Melkete: I understand that
pothing should be done, and we
shenld gp abeut with magnanimity.
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Acharya Kripalani: Hang your own
officers.

Dr. Melkote: But in respect of

whom? In respect of those people

who are trying to play politics with
the country, and who are damaging
the national interests? Are we to
keep quiet with them?

1 personally feel that those people
who have taken this wrong cue and
have misled the people, the leaders
should be severely punished. With
regard to the rest, be magnanimous
and be very liberal.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: He should be
made a Magistrate.

Dr. Melkote: Thanks very much. I
will gladly accept it. In my Govern-
ment, I will accept any post.

This is the history of the movement.
1f this failure is there, it only shows
the bankruptcy of the P.SP. in
sssessing the situation. They were
wisied and I only hope that they will
take a lesson from this and correct
themselves.

Maharajkumar Vijaya Anand (Visa-
khapatnam): I rise to oppose Shri
Naushir Bharucha’s motion and sup-
pnri the government measures taken
before the strike, during the strike
z«nd after the strike. I am grateful
to you for giving me this opportunity
of speaking today. I am not un-
familiar with this Chamber because I
had the honour of being your col-
league in the Central Assembly.

After the Prime Minister’'s speech,
no matter who speak, it is something
like feat champagne. It is a wonder-
ful speech of his today. Much
steamn has been let off by the Opposi-
tion the whole of yesterday and pro-
bably a good deal remains to be let
off towards this evening. It is said
by the Opposition and by certain
people that the hon. Prime Minister is
vindictive. That is not so. .He is the
very milk of human kindness. If
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anything, he is generous to a fault,
He appealed to everyone over the air,
thrrugh the Press and in his publie
speeches not to have this strike. But
he had to accept the challenge when
it w~s before him. Manfully, he stood
up to it; and there was Pandit Pant,
his lieutenant, the Vice-Captain, and
they both had to accept the challenge,
with the result that Skipper Nehru,
as T would like to call him, placed his
field so beautifully, and with his im-
maculate length of bowling and mag-
niflicient wicket keeping of Pandit
Pant, each striker was caught or
stumped with the result that the
score was after five days, all out for
a duck. When Captain Nehru’s turn
came to send his side in to bat, he
sent the veteran Dr. Subbarayan, the
oidest member of the M. C. C. and
along with him, Jagjivan Ram to
open the innings. At the end of five
days, let me tell you, they came up
sgainst terrific body-line bowling, bea-
mers, bouncers and everything that
the book of cricket can have or has.
They never ducked, they never flinch-
ed, they never edged and they never
gave a catch. At the end of five days,
they were both five, apiece not out,
and the score board read: 10 for no
loss, Nehru’s victory. That is what
happened at the end of the strike.

Our freedom has been won only 13
years ago, and I just cannot under-
stand people indulging in this strike
despite the passionate appeal made by
the Prime Minister and other leaders
of this country, not taking into
account that we have Pakistan, a
thorn in our bed, and across the fron-
tiers we have the bhai-bhai—to whom
we now say ‘bye-bye’—with her teeth
into us. Apart from this, there was
the international situation so full of
possibilities, on the brink of a vol-
cano. Any time, any moment, to
erupt. Forgetting all this, they start-
ed a campaign of violence—I call it
violence. Despite the fact that
everyone was against it, most of the
elders had advised them not to do
so—they went on with it, and it was
a real disservice to this country.
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Apart from this, I would very much
like to see very strong legislation en-
acted so that future strikes, future
goondas, as I would call them, are not
allowed to do what they have done
during the strike. Our Prime Minis-
ter is far too generous....

Shri 8. M. Banerjee (Kanpur):
What is this? He is saying ‘goondas’.

Maharajkumar Vijaya Anand: Not
for you.

Shri 8. M. Banerjee: That may be
the expression of Rajas. But it 1s
exiremely bad.

Mr. Chairman: The hon. Member
has raised an objection. But ne
should not cast aspersions against the
speaker.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Is it
not unparliamentary?

Mr. Chairman: What is the object-
tion?

Shri Prabhat Kar (Hooghly): He is
saying about them ‘goondas’.

Mr. Chairman: That is his view,
that those who indulge in strike 1n
this way and bring misery to the
people, will not be good people and
they were future goondas. What 18
wrong with it?

Shrimati Renw Chakravartty: So
anybody can use any language to des-
cribe anything. (Interruptions).

‘Mi. Chairman: I have given my
ruling. Hon. Members should not go
on criticising the Chair also.

Maharajkumar Vijaya Anand: It
was only meant for the people who
committed violence, to none else. It
was not at all meant for the Members
of the House; it was meant for the
people who indulged in such hoogli-
ganism.

As 1 said, our freedom ﬁas been
won- only 18 years ago and instead of
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our getting together and behaving
like a team, we were divided amongst
ourselves, with the result that this
strike caused immense loss. Apart
from this, lndia suffered in world
prestige. I do hope that in future ald
such strikes will be given up and no
attempt will be made to encourage
such strikes. I appeal to the Opposi-
tion to play the game, as our Prime
Minister has always played, with a
siraight bat.

&t wr ™ fag . gAmlT weq,
oS 9§ 57 gIarw X 997 T g
A wafsTa svis sl fwan A,
g graq § faae f wr g, N AF
T ¥ s a7 T8y §1 (8% A AX
a1 @1 e ¥ R WM X
felt qar & fgars @ ¥ fomw
Y w1 AT Ta= FET 9 AR A
g fazalr gar & fqa1s % q2 @
FT 937 & faw Fo= a0 & W gar
FTmAsmfircmarafafa &
=T AL R AFIAT §7 q3&faq
X far a1 Ak 7 & w5 a8
Newd few & o1 ard 2@
# afl faear av < @ TR ¥ 55 Fg
geal fr sw g fafer gar M 7@ &
g R ...

w8 WA wrem: A5, qdf

ot wor v g : A ALY, A
EQ araT & 5 3 9w g W I
¥ oAl @ &, 99 w9 A T @ g
&feT ag g #1 aa & F oo o
gar ¥ ag ¥ fedr A qrge e
1 @M ¥ fau gfaard #1 wav Grar
ST & dY T IR HTRNA FY @
et am-ase, afeqa  sTRYew
FY g F% qiEwa 7l e

af) T I FFAT F AR F A
o gER {1 Ag @ g R ¥
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[ a7 fag]
TR TR/ G 4T T W 96
X1 FA FASTAT w1 Jgarg e
TWHT R, q1 394 FrE A= T F1 A
g ke 23 ¥ET g7 aw=d
i Jrq o g AT Ag fm A gAR aT4W
TR A a & (5 g w1 AT I
AR ¥ 149 Fi gIU AT FG AT AU
g Wedl W qrewre v & WX IT
AT ¥ 7 fa b 1.5 Fro=& 1 gea
w1 e i e F Lo o AN g
t ARRmEd AR Waf v g
FEHE W IWWA AT §, A aER
fr R R gfaaa ar gy gfvaa ar
3o Afama F&EA FHANG gIIA
F forg FamT Y 9@ € A Tac vg I
oF 390 qig § ondr @ e ) s
FY TEARAT F FT fa=r FT ATRT 1
I G Ia I W ®w
&9 B fa=m< w1 ST ©g % &
fF oz TF dcfrdemr .7 9,
[ a T F F AR A @
T 1 #g wedt sedt au A
A §war g i g Aoy
€ @y & fF 3 aw g W
s 4 TF ol s
gl AN g EHF o ¥
T §T #AT W & wHAT g3 ¥
fAg Far A AR 1 AT T FFAEAT
= far W fF fm sdatal 3
eI ®, Sawr et fafew
AT AFNENresi & §
WY fpam §, W f @fge =R &
TR T dvr § AR WY dafsa &
1 T T 0w aaw oty
ot Jerar fed i oY v anfsy i
# o= St £0E # qmEe ¥ § afz *
Kafsa 1 wF @Y fex wraalt wav w7yt
o ?

wo1 WY wEvE X g e q@ a%g
® ww A ww fafw Fedfors
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2 AT A e N Fad g
g) TN A% A% Al AR T @
Y FE TR F a1 ¢ v @ awg
#r gzmw fefaw fdfema gy
i 3qar 7z & &5 fafaw Fdawm
A 1 AOF FHATGT Fr 397 fgvaa
g7  wrfax ®Ye @ gt ofcfatmt
qar 35 & fomr & e e T g
<A ¥ fau faaw 37 &7 o9 Fd
g & v tfama ol ok wm §
fz 35 & o sk fq afem am
¥ fggivm wryamE g
@y & f5 N sofal #r qeeang
TRV I FAMR A G 1
3F gty F1 " Ay ofeglaat &
LeY F( gha § 9 F fAg o1 qTC
T H9E gl AT § T 99 W far
FA F fag smw da AFF R F
o < ¥ fag s w7 fac Ad)
g & wt sy qa ferfr sy 3§
forg i frggaar &t Wawm? W
gsTa 1 #r Aaa A a7 w16 AfgT
& w3 g ¥ oF JATsThFT
< AT AT AT §, T A F1 AHATEY
wyf qa1 & o€ & 5 ag fodr o
Fr A qIF FY 7 F faw Fa< A&
2 g ¥ faq e A & AR o 4
agi & qa fAe & wawran g fs uw aga
FTFIVUATAATEGFATE | TERFA
gC A 5 5@ q® F AW gEa OF
fafawr fdiem & godt § § g 799
¥ TR T § 5 39y IET B
1 qaq da1 & gar &, I TATEE
| g T g% &1 ag Cgr gy
T A | T@ AW@ ¥ NN
o T A A7 g A IsaT
Tgi o TqEA F WA FT oA
T RaAT a8 v {Ew F) ST o
e A A 1 (R g R
T ot o § e fgew
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& F4qT AHTT § fagarg Fvar & AR
MR §F A Af g¥I 7 AT 5% AR
i §, fegeam & Ty A wad
Y 7 TG AT GHIAT1 THiAC T
TR FESMATEH s Q1T A8 ¥
¥ av g3 § fr & axg WY ¥
&1 g4 &g &34T 9feT 1 T7 IR
Y gEAT ¥ YIHIC av & a7 T
&, sduT TFTC F @ F A 9
W faw @war § AfFT oo F g8
oot #1 a1 F Afaeed £ @y @i
g gy wtfed i fo gfaa) s ag 42
&, 9 gfaal aT ag &R g F fae
2 W\ HIg ar IF 9 a9 ¥ @
aifed fr fw Afg o ag =@ ©§
g w4 &Y, |dr @), afgwany g1
g Afa w1 38 SEwr F @ E T
fogdr 13 @19 & fageam & Sfaw
w1 feamr &, 7 g Wife @ afaa
g% &, wet wfaq gd &, FT 9a gEww
T AT 1 AR A qEd @ fr oAy
qay gafsy A& E, I8 W wSEA
AET Q1 TET 8, 99 TEwA BT T qhv
g fawr @y & i o=y awg ¥ avfom
@ &7 g Aw FY TFR F fawrw
I5 @eT gY | ATHT I qF AqraAr
& s f w<Fme FY Y Tnfgd 1+ Har-
FMEwisgfFeeam &
e 47 ¥ & WY, ©IEF FEO gaa
F forg 4T FET w2 faar s AR
#g fear e fF w1t g Y & @
T W T qrer g g1 fadr
oY W wfe @ § § 999 F s
fatg S%e T AFT TR TEFR
N T ¥ B W W@ A W
T @ o & a8 faw o o @
for ggaTT ® A< FEEAT wac X fear
YT IR IHIRAgEF faar s
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T a ¥ agua g 5 amae @
IE * @A AGH gy Iifed, Ife
& qgAT st § 5w fog e
s g1 @F fog FduTr SRR
@ &, T fau fredar F &nr A% E
form Y fiF g ST SaRTaS-
qui Fad §, shceaifaaasga & 1 fex
¥ ghegifafas @t 1 £3 @y fa=r
Wea FW F, W R AR F@
# 9% g1 WS Fgr wmar § f¥
Ao 0T ook To HY TAHT Hiafaw
¢t & @ do= 2 5 gfaaa mdaaTw
AT TG FGTSA AN &, ITH He LY
® WX FIT AT qY 98 I T
a2 sk mwawar A
& qgT TTEAT § fF A oo oy odilo
771 T A G Ty, S Ty feafa
2T Nt &1 F ama & Ay o qer
TR § 5 Jod s, 99 F
AT AOEr afafafuat g @
AT aegd § SAEr FhwEl &
ad ;N | AF gRr §7 wA @
R arfosy qar ganr w9, = 9
TR et St ¥ 79z fFar fF vo
afaa #93 & Fwd @ §1 W
#Y FrAF qIAT AT &, qE gy
S FT FHT I § WX 9T § qIAT
§ 9 W AY §F T 0 g9 §,
OF g O aFa g A {6 Iv o §
%8 SIF 78 § fF qu sa=T A 7 FA
W I9H AR Y a9 aF g4 ¥ fog
Fare A gf ¥ aF § g U< IaqTE
T G, AF A {1 qF A @
AR 9T 7 Fan § 5 o A g
fas fear ¥ =< arelt T gy o §,
%9 as fear a g a7 ax fedr
TR Y g F g ag Far< A€ Y IRt
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g & wew & AR i T
Y T qoF F aga § Ww, R
ST 7 wEgE 1 w1 R E fF e
form & xuT W0 X w9 | 1 faeww
foar & STET YT T AE G/ I7
&t =ifeq ar)1 Afew w@ 9%
tar 4 foar w@my S9F T g
g% wR fow fear o< s W S
& FT qF qF WA I F ATAL
AR 7 &1 99 gw fear @
griY o7 aF fedY arg Y o 9g A
Ffauda AN § 1 TRFE F=IE
frqar & anfa Y, ST w9 Sfa-
N w5z F@ @, faOw sove F R
FfFT T WA AT SHHT TER A
TFR T T TR AT g
fr frelt & ot € afaw & a9 §
Y forrd Y GadT § 1 99 98 99
fEas &9 =70 FICT § TF FE¥ a1 A
& fog ag dae 3 &)

Fag ARG E R gw A@ W
F Tem Y fegea™ # www WY &,
feor aff & 9@ AfFEA IW
g & fr fgam @ ggae o o R
et TRi T asgd | A Afwwl
T 9 Tl 7€ § AR F I wfa
st wetafa ofes s g1 dfem
g 73 & fF frg a@ & s S
T g safEal FT AT A8
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Shri Indrajit Gupta (Calcutta—
South West): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I am
afraid, after listening to the hon.
Prime Minister’s very angry and elo-
quent oration, I fail to be convinced
particularly regarding his invitation
to appear before him in sack cloth
and ashes. I am afraid I must decline
that invitation politely but firmly, be-
cause I find that in all the speeches
made in this House both yesterday
and today on behalf of Government
the central issue which has been rais-
ced through this strike and which has
been referred to here repeatedly by
a number of hon. Members is being
evaded. No clear-cut answer is being
given to that question; and that ques-
tion is this. Are the Central Govern-
ment employees, who, everybody here
admits, are not in the run or ordinary
employees because they occupy a
particularly strategic and vital posi-
tion and who do not number just a
few thousands but 22 lakhs, which
means that, if you take into con-
sideration their dependants and fami-
lies, they may come anywhere bet-
ween one to one and a half crores of
people, which is quite a substantial
section of the population of our coun-
try, are these people to have any sort
of guarantee or assurance that their
existing real wages are going to be
protected? No answer is being given
to this point as far as I have been
able to follow the arguments of the
speakers on behalf of Government. I
would like a reply to it because un-
less we get a reply to this we cannot
be convinced by other arguments.

The Prime Minister referred in his
broadcast before the strike, and refer-
red to it also in his speech, to the
consideration of border defence. He
chose to score some, what I think is
somewhat rather unworthy, debating
points at the expense of the Opposi-
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tion. On that paoint I am provoked
to make a remark.

Unfortunately, his reference in this
«connection, linking it with the strike,
1o the qu.stion of border defence
‘would have sounded a little more con-
vincing if we had seen the Govern-
ment take some vigorous action to de-
fend the rear of those brave soldiers of
ours who are not standing only on the
western bord-rs but also on the north-
eastern borders of “the country. Arc
therz not our jawans there and what
kind of rear did the Government
create for them when for 18 long days
arson, looting and plunder was going
on in Assam? Was that the way to
strengthen the defencz in a border
Siate? We would be a little more
<convinced if some of these things were
corelated and put before the House
because everything with which the
Prime Minister disagrees or which he
‘does not approve of is, of course, out-
moded, according to him. Even he
knows—and he admits that—that in
today’s circumstances and the condi-
tions of the moderm world—I am not
talking about the countries equipped
with nuclear weapons but countries
1ik - curs—defence does not mean the
front alone but m-ans the front and
the rear. Defence has no meaning
without a strong r-ar, without con-
tented civil workers manning our rail-
way lines, our postal, telegraph and
telcphone services, our coal mines and
our steel plants. Could you treat the
workers there to starvation and to
‘hunger and expect your defence to be
strengthened? That is why these
arguments have not cut any ice, from
thc day that broadcast was made.
I know some of the Government
Members may indulge in some self-
salisfaction by quoting statistics ard
say that an overwhelming majority of
the emplovees did not participate in
‘this strike.

Sir, I am not going into statistical
arguments. We agree to differ on that
‘because in that part of the country
from which I come some statistics
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were put out during the strike. You
have to go and ask all those hundreds
and thousands of people who listened
cver the radio every day that all the
trains were runming normally from
Howrah and Sealdah and took their
luggaze and went to the station and
saw a different sight and czame back
cursing the Government. You have
to ask those people who could not put
a trunk telephone call through and
who could not get their letters posted
or delivered.

Shri C. D.
Thanks to you.

Pande (Maini Tal):

Shri Indrajit Gupta: Yes, thanks to
you. So, I am not going into statistical
arguments.

But the fact remains—even if 4 or 5
lakhs of employees out of 22 lakhs
went on strike in conditions where
they were threatened with this kind of
Ordinance, where they were threat-
ened with immediate dismissal from
work and where their own liveli-
hood and the future of their families
was at stake. is it a light matter
to be taken lightly? Four or
five lakhs of workers risked their
ev.rything and went on strike. There-
fore, there is one point which I must
refer to here; and that is this question
has become sufficiently clear, I think,
for all honest people to admit that
what the employees were out for was
some sort of rclease, release from this
perpetual nightmare which has been
haunting them for the last so many
years, this nightmare of rising prices
and falling real wages.

I am not prepared like the Prime
Minister to forget all that background.
He says, forget all that; let us just
come down to what happened on the
11th July. I say, ‘No’ We have to
take into consideration that past and,
therefore, this nightmare from which
th>y were secking some sort of release
—what is going to happen to that in
future. Those who, according to the
Prime Minister, tried to ride the tiger
may have fallen off the back of the
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tiger; but what about the tiger? Where
is the tiger to go? Do you want it to
turn into a man-eater as somebody in
this House tried to make out in another
connection-man-eating  tiger? The
tiger is there; the rider may have
fallen off. Let us discuss what the
tiger asked fo-. (Iuterruption). It is
an unhappy simile. But the Prime
Minister has used it.

Therefore, in this connection I do
not find myself in harmony with the
sentiments expressed in this House
that the strike has been defeated. Has
it been defeat>d? Look at things a
iittle more deeply. Yes; it has been
defeated, in the immediate sense; it
has been defeated in the sense that the
immediate d:mand which had come to
the forefront of getting an immediate
increase in dearness allowance—that
the cmployees were not able to get. So,
they have been beaten. I say, ulti-
mately, if you look at it a little deeper,
the same experience which these em-
ployees have suffered repeatedly at the
hands of this Government from 1946-
47 and onwards, namely, that unless
you do something, unless you shout,
unless you put pressure, unless you

ive a threat of strike and unless you
g£c on strike or some sort of struggle
ncthing ever comes out, this basic les-
son has not been contradicted. It has
been confirmed once again. The Prime
Minister was good enough to admit
that one good thing that has come out
of the strike was that it has given us a
jolt. The Government and other peo-
ple who were not so keenly aware of
these problems are now compelled to
think about them. It is good; it is a
gain of the strike. But not only that.
On the eve of the strike, when the
Joint Council of Action, I believe, was
prepared to call off the strike and
withdraw the strike notice on the basis
of the formula which they had put for-
ward, namely, 7 point increase in the
cost of living index instead of 10
points above the 115 which was the
proposal of the Government. If they
were agreeable to compensate at least
50 per cent. of the rise and if an ave-
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rage of 7 points is reached at the end
of 12 months, the balance can be re-
ferred to arbitration. Was it such an
unreasonable proposal? Was that a
proposal put forward by people who
are absolutely insistent and bent on
going on strike, who were so irrespon-
sible as the Prime Minister says. They
were not prepared to think of any way
by which they could avert the situa-
tion. But at that time, through the
agency of the Labour Minister it was
made clear that even if they accepted
the Govermment’s proposal of the ave-
rag rise of 10 points over 12 months,
the Govermment may or may not re--
view the situation, let alone give an
increase. Whether it would be review-
ed or not was itself to be left to the
discretion of the Government. But at
least as a by-product of this defeated
strike here, yesterday, in this House,
the Home Minister as I understood
him to say has made a commitment
before the nation that if the index
goes up by an average of 10 points
over 12 months Government will re—
view the position. ‘May’ is substituted
by ‘will’.... (Interruptions.)

The Minister of Finance (Shri
Morarji Desai): There is nothing new
about it.

An Hon. Member: He did not say so.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: I am very sorry
for it. But I understood him to say
that it would be reviewed and it
might be compensated up to 50 per
cent.

Shri Morarji Desai: That wag said
before also.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: That was mnot
said before. I have looked through alt
the correspondence and the papers and
it is quite clearly put there that they
may review the situation.

There are these new scales which
have bezn announced and new incre-
ments and adjustments in pay and so
on. They were lying there for 'months
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and years together but now they have
come out. What is the grace in this
announcement? If it had come before
the strike, there would have been
some grace in it and they could have
taken some credit for it. Is it a by-
product of tne strike. These are all
good things. You may say that you
were considering the matter. Birt the
point is that nothing would have come
out and it would have taken another
six months or a year. We know this
Government very well. There are
some concessions in them.

Acharya Kripalani: They may take
them back!

Shri Indrajit Gupta: They have been
given. Not only that. There is our
brave soldier of the Indian Army.
After all he had some desire too, I
think, that his family, poverty-stricken
family back in his home village—its
condition should be improved a bit. He
got from the Prime Minister of course
very genc¢rous measure of praise which
he deserves but that generous measure
of verbal praise was not enough to
feed his family nor were his own
rations. Anyway, we are glad that if
only after the strike—you may say
there is no connection but I say there
is connection—from RBs. 5550 or
Rs. 52:50 his emoluments are raised to
Rs. 66. It seems there is some catal-
ytic agent working somewhere. Whst
is it? Why are these things ceming
now one after another within the
space of 3-4 days where they used to
take months together? The public of
this country will draw its own con-
clusion,

Not only in the case of the Central
Government employees has this hap-
pened. I read today that the Govern-
ment of UP.—the biggest State in our
country—which, I believe, was offered
a subsidy by the Central Government
if it was thinking of revising the emo-
luments of its State Government em-
ployees but which at one time refused
to do that—that Government of U.P.
on the 27th of last month has at last
announced—after the strike—a raise of
Rs. 5.50 for the State Government em-
ployees. Our Governor of Madras—he
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is not friendly to the Opposition or the
strike—Shri Bishnuram Medhi in his
Address to the Joint Session of the two
Houses of the Madras Legislature says:

“One disquieting feature in the
present economy of the country is
the pcrsistent upward trend in
prices. This is indeed causing consi-
derable hardship to the people, par-
ticularly in the fixed low-income
groups.”

What does he say? I say this because
the Prime Minister waxed eloquent
about the Plan and the future.

“Unless this tendency is arrested
the anticipated resources for the
Third Plan may not ever be forth-
coming because the incentive and
ability to save are diminished under
inflationary conditions.”

Lower down in that speech he goes on
to mention the recent increase which
the State Pay Commission has granted
in Madras also, to the employees there.

An Hon. Member: It is not because
of the strike.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: Everything has
happened because of the strike. As I
said, evidently, some by-prcducts have
come. Therefore, we are not prepared
to accept that the strike has produced
no results at all.

Certain proposals have been made
here for the future. I do not want to
take time over them. When these pro-
posals come before this House, we
shall have enough to say. But I want
to say this much. If you want to ban
the strikes, you will have to ban cer-
tain other things also. Otherwis~. the
unilateral ban_would not work. The
tiger is roaming about, though rider-
less at the moment; the tiger has to be
satisfied. You have got so ‘'many Acts,
bans and Ordinances. But not one of
them worked. I do not want to repeat
what my hon. friends have said about
the prices, blackmarketing, profiteer-
ing and speculation. If you can ban
them, you can also ban the strike.
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Otherwise, a hundred bans will not
prevent people going on strike of their
conditions become intolerable.

The question of outsiders was raised
yesterday—the question of excluding
outsiders from trade unions. As far as
we from the AITUC are concerned—
my friends from the INTUC sounded a
bit apprehensive yesterday—we may
say that at the last Indian Labour
Conference we made it clear that we
are prepared for the exclusion of out-
siders from all trade unions—not only
froin those of the Government em-
ployees. But your definition of out-
siders must not include ex-employees.
That is the thin end of the wedge. I
know that anybody who is an em-
ployee and who is a leading member
of his union can be sacked today and
victimised tomorrow. He becomes an
ex-employee and an outsider and can
no longer have a place in the union.
We are not prepared to accept that
position. Apart from that we are not
afraid of it. Some INTUC gentlemen
may be apprehensive of losing their
jobs but we are not afraid.

I have no time to go into the with-
drawal of recognition and other things.
But before concluding I must say a
few words about the post-strike rep.e-
pression and victimisation of the em-
ployees. I am not going to quote cases
because it is no use giving a few indi-
vidual cases. I want an answer from
the Government on one central point.
Much has been said about leniency—
Jenient attitude towards the majority
of the employees and stern measures
against just a few who were guilty of
violence or sabotage. The Home
Minister said yesterday—if I heard
him right—that he had got informa-
tion about 135 cases of sabotage and
some 200 cases of violence, intimida-
tion, etc. If that is so, why is action
taken against thousands of employees
throughout the countryv? A veil is
being thrown over realities. What is
happening? We have been given assu-
rances about leniency.
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But what is going on for the last
threz we:ks in this country since the
strike was called off? Why do they
run into hundreds and thousands, peo-
ple who are suspended, dischargad, dis.
missed and so on? The point is, for
mere participation in strikes, even if
it is an illegal strikz, the Supreme
Court has laid down in decision after
decision, in the case of the Punjab
National Bank, in the case of Burn
and Company, in the case of some
other cases—I can give you references
—that for mere participation in a
strike, even if it is an illegal strike,
an employee cannot be dismissed from
his job. I want to say, if the Prime
Minister feels that any modification of
a high-power Pay Commission’s re-
commendation ‘may lead to a situation
where any decent man, he said, will
think twic> before serving on that Pay
Commission again, is it not unwittingly
casting a reflection on the Judges of
the Supreme Court, the highest judi-
ciarv of the country, whose decisions
ar> now being flouted by every petty
bureaucrat and officer who considers
himself to be a little dictator in gov-
ernmental offices? What is your reply
to this question? Are you going to
punish p-ople for the crime of mere
participation in the strike? That is
what is happening.

My final word is, are you prepared
tn give any kind of machinery or pro-
vision for providing safeguard to wor-
kers and employees against possible
misuse of these powers by the officers?
Will you consider any form of appel-
late bodyv or appellate authority, or are
you going to leave it completely in_the
hands of the officers to do what they
please and ther= is nobody else to
auestion or check up.

Finally, there is one question which
has not be-n referred to by anyone.

Mr. Chairman: Order, order. Only
15 minutes are allowed. I rang the
bell thrice after 15 minutes. He must
conclude now.
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Shri Tangamani (Madurai): This is
his maiden speech.

Mr. Chairman: I am only requesting
him to conclude. If he has concluded,
then I will call another hon. Member.

Shri Nath Pai: One minute is lost in
the negotiation.

Mr. Chairman: He hag taken one
minute thrice. 1 will certainly give
him one more minute if he so desires.

Shri Indrajit Gup’a: Sir, I have con-
cludead.

Shri Naushir Bharucha (East Khan-
desh): Sir, may I know when the hon.
Minister will be called on to reply?

Mr. Chairman: At 3°15 p.m.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: It is already
3.00.

Mr. Chairman: Shri Nanda is going
to speak at 3.15.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: When will
the Home Minister be called?

Mr. Chairman: So far it has not been
decided.

Some Hon. Members: To-morrow.

The Minister of Parliamentary
Affairs (Shri Satya Narayan Sinha):
He will be called at 4.30 p.M. today.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: In that case,
Sir, when shall I have the time to re-
ply, at 4157

Mr. Chairman: That will
upon the time available.

depend

Shri Goray (Poona): If it is possible
Sir, taking into consideration the seri-
ousness of the discussion, I would sug-
gest that you may ask the Home
Minister to reply tomorraw.

An Hon. Member: At 12.00.

Mr. Chairman: As a matter of fact,
this debate was fixed for two days. If
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the House feels that the time should
be extended, I personally have no ob-
jection. The Speaker will be coming
just now and he will decide the ques-
tion.

Shri Nath Pai: We agree.

Shri Satya Narayan Sinha: Sir, he is
very anxious to finish it today.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: In that
case, Sir, why don’t you let Shri Indra-
jit Gupta finish his speech. If you are
going to extend the time he may be
allowed to finish his speech. This is
his maiden speech.

Mr. Chairman: I understand that
there are some hon. Members who
want to see that the time is extended
and there are others who want to see
that the time is not extended. The
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs has
just now said that the Speaker wishes
to se= that this debate is concluded to-
day. Only two days have been allotted
for this debate,

Shri Jaipal Singh (Ranchi West-
Reserved-Sch. Tribes): Sir, now that
we are staggering the time available
at our disposal, I want to know whe-
ther Shri Bharucha would be given his
right to reply. I heard from the hon.
Minister for Parliamentary  Affairs,
who is again sitting in the wrong place,
that the hon. Home Minister will be
called to reply at 4.30. Am I correct
Sir?

Mr. Chairman: The hon. Mini.i_r for
Parliamentary Affairs said that the
Home Minister will reply at 4.30. What
more does he want to know?

Shri Jaipal Singh: Indirectly, Sir,
you have indicated that the desire of
the House is not that the time may be
extended. That is to be seen by a
voice vote. But still, I maintain that a
maiden specch deserves special consi-
deration.

Mr. Chairman: The time fixed for
this debate was two days. It the
whole House agrees to extend the time
I have no objection.
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Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mr. Chairman: Some hon. Members
want to see that the time is not ex-
tended. The Speaker will come now
and he will then dscide the question.
Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani (New
Delhi): Mr. Chairman, Sir, much has
been spoken, and at the fag end of the
discussion I do not want to take much
time of the Hous>. But I have been
thinking about this strike situation.
Unfortunately, I was away from India
when the strike took place. Our coun-
try since its freedom has faced many
difficult situations. Particularly, this
year has been a difficult year for us.
But I feel this was one of the gravest
situations we faced. If the Central
Government employees had all gone
on strike it would not have been
merely a crisis for the Government,
it would have been a crisis for the
whole nation.

I am happy that this strike failed.
This strike failed, I am told, due te
various reasons. One was the lack of
public response and also the firm
handling by the Government. Govern-
ment is accused for firmly handling the
strike. But I think they advisedly did
so, because if a situation of chaos had
been created here we would not have
known how to get out of it. Therefore,
at such a juncture it was necessary
that the strike should not be allowed
to be successful.

Also, I am happy that the leaders of
the strike unconditionally withdrew it
after five days. For these reasons, we
got out a very difficult situation.
It would have served nobody’s in-
terest if the strike had continued and
a situation of chaos had come about.
T do not wish to get into any recrimi-
nation nor do I wish to make all sorts
of charges, we have heard enough
about it yesterday and also today, but
I would say that this strike was un-
timely and very ill-advised. I say
untitnely because of the difficulties at
our borders. This whole year has
been a year of great anxiety. I know
that the PSP has been greatly exer-
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cised by this. Therefore, it came as a
surprise to me that the PSP should
have played such a prominent part
during the strike.

The whole psychology in the country
was opposed to a strike. That is why
we found such public response against
the strike. It is unfortunate that when
the trade union leaders—I have also
done ga little of trade union work—
gave a call for a strike the public
should not respond. If you want to
succeed, if you really want to lead
the workers to their goal, then it is
your duty first to assess your strength,
first assess the public opinion and
then go on strike. In this strike the
leaders gave a tremendous call, they
gave a call, to all the government
servants all our the country. It was
not an ordinary industrial strike. It
was a call for a tremendous strike
affecting the core of our being, affect-
ing the existence of the country. But
for that strike they did not think it
fit to educate public opinion, to collect
the sympathy of the people. We had
strikes during our national movement.
After all, what was our national move-
ment? There were general strikes
against the British Government. But
Gandhiji took six months, a year to
prepare the nation for a strike. Only
when he found that the country was
ready he gave the call for a strike.

Therefore, Sir, I feel that it was
thoroughly ill-advised, ill-timed and
they chose the most wrong psycholog-
ical moment to give a call for the
strike.

I am happy that in Delhi the gov-
ernment servants were wise enough
not to indulge in this strike. In
some areas they did strike. On my
return to Delhi, Government em-
ployees have come again and again to
me. I am associated with many
labour unions and with the Govern-
ment servants’ associations also. The
one burden of the song of the Gov-
ernment servants was, “get us out of
these difficulties. See that nobody is
victimised.” Their prayer is to see
that the orders of suspension and. dis-
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missal are withdrawn. I have receiv-
ed letters from the members of the
families of these people. They are
.all poorly paid people. They are faced
with dire consequences. You know
how difficult it is to get employment
in this country now. After all who
have suffered by this ill-timed call for
strike? Whencever a strike fails, who
suffers most? The people concerned
suffer most; the strikers suffer. First
of all, they are faced with all this
punishment, Secondiy, owing to the
action that the Government is now
going to take by putting a restriction
on trade union activity by de-recog-
nising some of the trade unions, it is
the trade unions' interests that would
suffer. Therefore, no leader worth his
salt, no leader of a trade union should
indulge in a strike before preparing
this people for the eventualities, There
is frustration. There is demoralisa-
tion in the ranks of the Government
servants as a result of this strike.

1 do not think this is the time to
-apportion blame or to say who was
responsible and who was not. Let us
say that the blame was on both sides.
At this time, I would appeal to the
‘Government and to my hon. friends on
the other side, What is our duty at
the moment? Our duty is to see that
normalcy is arrived at. Our duty is
‘to try and see that good relations are
established between the Government
servants and the Government. Our
duty is to see that the just grievances
of the people are properly redressed,
taking into consideration the entire
situation obtaining in the nation.

1 am happy that our Home Minister
in his yesterday’s speech repeatedly
said this; and he expressed his sym-
pathy and concern for the Govern-
ment servants. He also made it clear
that his attitude is not a vindictive
one. He does not want to be retalia-
tory. He wants to handle the situa-
tion with as much human considera-
tion as possible. The same sentiments
were expressed by the Prime Minister
today. Therrfore T would like to ap-

SRAVANA 18, 1882 (SAKA)

Motion re: 1742
Ordinance end Strike

peal to the Government., The situa-
tion, as 1 have assessed, is one where
the Government will have to act with
a great deal of generosity and a great
deal of wisdom. The Government
would like to have the best of re-
lations between themselves and the
Government employees. I would,
therefore, request the Government to
see that all employees against whom
suspension and dismissal orders have
been served are allowed to rejoin. In-
dividual cases may be studied and
after scrutiny of the individual cases,
if it is found that they had indulged
in sabotage or in violence, certainly
action should be taken against such
persons. Such a general policy and
such a generous attitude, I am sure,
will give you good dividends.

I would also like to appeal to the
Government to see that no wide use
of rule 5 is made. With a wide use
of rule 5, the Government can dismiss
the Government servants without as-
signing the causes, and if such wide
use of the rule is made, it will leave
a trail of bitterness. I am sure the
Government do not desire to have a
trail of bitterness behind all this.

While speaking on this situation, I
may also say this. 1 also came to
realise that there were certain unions
which in the beginning did not join
the strikers. They decided against the
strike. But, later on, under the force
of events and under pressure, thev
gave notice of strike. I would appeal
to the Government to treat them
leniently. I most earnestly appeal to
the Government to see that in no
way do the Government servants go
away with the feeling that they are
being victimised and that the Gov-
ernment are being vindictive towards
them.

I have an objection to one of the
decisions of the Government. The dis-
cretion of taking action against the
staff should not be left with the
departmental heads. I have nothing to-
say against the departmental heads.
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But instances have been g oted w us
today and yesterday where tney have
acted in an ili-informed way and
where sometimes they have acted 1n
a vindictive manner. When you leave
the discretion with the heads of de-
partments, there is a chance and there
is a scope of wreaking vengeance on
some private scores. Somebody might
have been angry at some Government
servant and the head of the depart-
ment might make use of this oppor-
tunity to get rid of the man concerned.
Therefore, 1 appeal to the Government
in all earnestness that for the future
good of the country, for the future
good reiations between the Govern-
ment and the Government servants,
they should see that all those servants
are allowed to rejoin. Let the indivi-
dual cases be scrutinised and those
who are found to have been at fault
may be punished; action may be
taken against them. But that does not
mean that I do not appreciate the
argument that the Government may
put forward. They will say that
strict discipline should be main‘ained.
Certainly, among the Government ser-
vants there should be strict discipline.
But this was an extraordinary situa-
tion and such a situation, I hope, is
not going to recur again in this coun-
try. In this case, the strikers also
withdrew the strike. Therefore, it is
good and proper that you should adopt
a very generous attitude and deal with
the strikers on the grounds of huma-
nity and clemency and see that no
trail of bitterness is left behind.

Then, I would Ilike to say a few
words about the demands of the low-
paid Government servants. I live in
New Delhi and 1 represent the Gov-
ernment servants in New Delhi. I
have had occasion, as the hon. Home
Minister knows, to deal with their
cases. The Home Minister and the
Minister of State in the Ministry of
Home Affairs, Shri Datar, have com-
plained -to me that “we get the largest
number of representations about Gov-
ernment servants from you.” I suppose
you know that I know all the pro-
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blems of these Government servants.
I am in touch with them. I meet
them every day. I know how they
live and 1 know how ihese Class IV
or Class IIl1 servants find it difficult
to meet the growing cost of living. It
is true that Government servants are
better paid than the people in other
sectors, but even with all that, with
today’s high cost of living, a poorly
paid Government servants finds it very
difficult 1o meet all his demands at
the end of the month. Therefore, they
demangd that they be given a minimum
wage which is linked to the needs;
that their dearness allowance be linked
to the cost of living index. I might
mention that this demand is not un-
casonable. It is reasonable. This
principle was accepted by the Pay
Commission, but the first Pay Com-
mission thought that about the cost
of living the prices would be stabilis-
ed at a particular stage; unfortunately,

. the prices did not stabilise, and they

kept on soaring, Therefore, today, in
spite of the rise that you have given,
today’s real wage of the worker is of
the 1947 level only. This is so when
our national income is supposed te
have gone up. Therefore, you can-
not blame them if they say, “Give us
a share of the national income.” You
cannot blame them if they cry, “We
are in distress.”” I understand that
the Home Minister has to view the
entire country as a whole. But if the
Government servant is in distress, if
his shoe pinches what can the Gov-
ernment servant do? The Minister
also knows that these poor Govern-
ment servants cannot pay the school
fees of their children, that they can-
not sometimes pay the grocers’ bills,
ete. Therefore, they come and ask
for a rise in the wage. I do appreciate
the Government’s difficulty. I appre-
ciate what Shri G. B. Pant told us
yesterday: that they have to think of
the entire nation; that they have to
consider the salaries that prevail in
the States and in the local bodies, ete.
But with all that, I would appeal to
the Government to try to give these
people whatever relief they can, be-
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cause, without that relief it is difficult
for them to work efficiently.

The Government want these people
to be contented and efficient. They
do not want the staff to be grumbling
all the iime. They do not want them
to be in the processions all the time,
and they do not want them in the
pubiic 10 be voicing their grievances.
If the Government want them to be
contented and efficient, conditions
must be created under which they
can work properly. Here, I would
like to draw the attention of the Gov-
ernment to one more aspect of the
problem. The cost of living index
does not take into consideration all
the items of essential expenditure, The
cost of living index is based on the
needs of the working class. The Gov-
ernment servant must educate his
children; the cost of education has
risen very high during the last few
years. 1 know the conditions in
Delhi. There is no provision to miti-
gale this difficulty, in the calculation
of the salary. Then take housing. I
know that the Government servants
are supposed to get houses from the
Government, but there are not enough
houses for them. I know that the
Government servants are paying
enormous house-rents for private
houses. Sometimes even one-third of
the salary is paid out as housz rent.
Therefore, I am happy that some kind
of solution has now come, namely,
this ten point formula. With the im-
plementation of this formula, there
would be perhaps a little rise in the
salaries of Government employees. It
would not completely satisfy them,
though I do not decry it. It is some-
thing. But even this rise adds a bur-
den of Rs. 45 crores to the budget.
When I look at the other side of the
picture, T see it is a difficult position.
Therefore, I would appeal to the Gov-
ernment to see that they must try to
help the Government servants in other
ways.

The Prime Minister today talked of
amenities. The Pay Commission has
devoted a whole chapter to the wel-
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fare of the workers. This should be
given to them. Facilities should be
given to them for cheap grain shops.
If that cannot be done then they
should be given facilities for running
their own co-operatives for consumer
goods. Government should give them
facilities for the education of their
children, cheap housing and such
facilities which add to the real wages
oi the people, because an increase of
Is. 5 today means very little and it
does not remove the discontent.

I would like to draw attention to
another aspect. As I have been deal-
ing with the Government servants, I
know there are innumerale smal] pin-
pricks which are focal points of dis-
content. There are troubles about
promotion. The employees should
know that the promotions will always
come with fairness and justice. If a
man is superseded in order to give
advantage to somebody else, it be-
comes a point of discontent. Then,
there are the relations between the
superior staff and the inferior staff.
The management of personnel is not
what it should be. Every day poor
Government servants come to me with
all sorts of complaints. If these are
removed, you take away a major
factor of their discontent and you lay
the foundation for better relations
between the Government and the ser-
vants.

Something very serious has happen-
ed as a result of the strike. We are
taking away the right to strike from
the trade unions. Trade unions came
into existence in order to facilitate
smooth adjustment between the em-
ployer and the employees. When we
take away these rights, we should
create a really efficient machinery
which will give an opportunity to
employees to negotiate with the em-
ployers properly. So, a proper pro-
cedure should be laid down clearly
and precisely. Such machinery should
be quick and efficient.

In this regard, Shri Masani drew
the attention of the House to the fact
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that Government servants can be
divided into three categories—essen-
tial services, civil service proper and
industrial workers. As the public sec-
tor is increasing every day, more and
more industrial workers will become
.Government employees. So, we should
.think very deeply before we take
.away this right from them.

1523 hus.
[Mg, SPEAKER in the Chair]

The Minister of Labour and Em-
_ployment and Planning (Shri Nanda):
_Sir, you allow me to intervene briefly
.in this discussion in order that I may
be able to offer a liitle further clari-
ficalion on some important issues,
mainly two issues—one is the justi-
fication for the strike and the second
is the reasonableness of the measures
that we propose to adopt for the
future. 1 would like to give an ob-
jective and calm appraisal of certain
things which happened at a certain
stage in the progress of the dispute, a
-stage with which I happened to be as-
- sociated. On the basis of that know-
ledge, on the basis also of my special
knowledge of the labour movement,
the needs of labour and their obliga-
tions also and of the labour adminis-
tration, I would like to say something.
There is nothing exciting about what
1 have to say, but it is going to have
a bearing on the proper understanding
.of the situation.

In the first place, I might submit
-that I might be incurring the risk of
causing a certain amount of dis-
pleasure, by talking of certain things,
giving facts and speaking out my
mind frankly. It may note be liked,
it may not be palatable...... .

Shri Asoka Mehta: To which side
.of the House?

Shri Nanda: You will find out. I am
very conscious of the fact that I have
- had a-great deal of goodwill and sup-
port for whatever I have been at-
tempting to do. Sometimes I feel
overwhelmed by it. It is no question of
personal satisfaction, but I feel
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the support, sympathy and goodwill
are a very great asset in promoting
the objectives of labour policy and in
promoting the interests of the working
class and the industry and also the
national interest. So, I value it very
highly as a very great asset.

I may also say that there are indi-
vidual Members who have been very
kind to me. One of them just spoke
of me in terms which are almost em-
barrassing. But he said in respect of
me among other things about my
integrity and therefore I shall exer-
cise that obligation?

The first thing about the strike is;
why did it occur? There has been
a great deal of labouring of the point
and a great deal of stress that they
had been driven to this position of
going on strike of this magnitude with
all its serious consequences, because
they had not been allowed any avenue
for settlement and no channe] for dis-
cussion. So, what would we do? “We
had our grievances for which there
was no way to ventilate and to get
redress”. If that had been the fact,
as a person who has spent many more
years in the labour movement in
other places, 1 can certainly appre-
ciate that feeling and that attitude.
But at the point of time when I en-
tered on the scene, I dealt with these
demands and all that they had to sav
on behalf of the workers at very great
length. I had prolonged discussions
and they were not in a personal capa-
city. It was on behalf of Government.
That was not just on the eve of the
strike in the sense that things had
gone out of hand. It was on the 30th
June, 1st or 2nd July; it was about
that period. For hours, in the morn-
ings and til] late evenings, individual-
ly and in groups, we discussed all
these things. ’

I thought I had been able to create
a certain impression regarding each
individual demand and issue. It was
discussed threadbare and all the merits
of it were gone into and nothing of
substance had been left which could
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be the basis or reason for taking this
drastic step. May be, I now under-
:stand that they might have taken a
certain view of the situation into
which all these things did not enter
and something else entered, which
may not have been relevant. Shri
Nath Pai has been saying, “Don’t in-
troduce extraneous considerations”. I
still have a lirking suspicion in my
mind that at that stage certain other
considerations—extraneous considera-
tions—entered. This is my feeling. On
the face of it, on the face of their own
record of demands and my offers made
to them, nothing very much was left
to be done.

I have heard from some hon. Mem-
‘bers here something being said about
‘mv personal attitude as distinct from
the position as a member of the
-Government. There is no such dis-
tinction. I was speaking on behalf of
‘the Government. It is not a compli-
‘ment to say I had more sympathy
than others to the Government
servants. It is not a compliment but
‘it is a condemnation. If in any sub-
‘stantial matter injustice is done to
the working class I will have no
‘hesitation in condemning it and the
-attractions of office will not hold me
here even for a moment. When I was
talking to them I was talking out of
-conviction.

Shri Tangamani: If you feel so
trongly you must resign.

Shri Nanda: Because you feel so,
1 also should feel that I have not
been able to play my part preperly,
that is not correct. There may be
differences in detail here and there.
But in substance if I feel justice s
not done to the working class I would
not be here. This is the wrong way
of looking at it. I argued with
the hon. Members with deep convic-
tion about the case I had been
entrusted with, and not simply
because certain instructions or a
certain brief had been given to me.
Tt is not so.
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About the demands themselves my
broad approach was very clear.
Among the demands there are some
which touch the heart of the recom-
mendations of the Pay Commission.
It was not possible to by-pass those
recommendations. But within the
framework of the Pay Commission’s
recommendations the maximum possi-
ble accommodation and latitude
would be given. That is what I said
regarding those two demands.
Regarding the others I said that the
atmost that was possible would be
done. How much was actually offer-
ed? It was praclically full satisfac-
tion in respect of all those items of
demands. When I say we were not
prepared to by-pass the Pay Commis-
sion we are confronted with another
question ‘“you say you would not by-
pass it because you attribute to it a
certain sanctity, a certain importance
which is equivalent to the award of
an arbitration board or adjudication
or something like that. Did you
actually treat it like that yourself?
That was the question.” Sir, it may
be that some modifications had been
made. If you look into the whole
gamut of the recommendations you
will find that those modifications were
very small which, in totality did not
amount to very much. But if still
that argument could be advanced my
answer is that in those three days
full rectification was made. I offered
to them that whatever the Pay Com-
mission has offered that was going to
be observed and respected. This was
the position. Therefore, if anything
had been taken away from the value
of the recommendations of the Pay
Commission, that had been set
right. Therefore, that ground does
not remain. To say “you did not
treat it as an award; so we did not
treat it that way” is not correct. I
told them that whatever deparures
have been made from the recommen-
dations of the Pay Commission, we
would set them right and rectify
them. Therefore, that point no longer
remains.

I will come to those two demands a
little bit later, but there were other
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questions. One other question, was
about the principle of arbitration.
Here the Pay Commission has made
some very good recommendations. But
the employees could ask: “What about
us? We have no maihinery for nego-
tiations and settlement. When there
is a dispute what do we do?” I
realise the great force in that posi-
tion. If we do not want the Gov-
ernment servants always to be agitat-
ing or giving threats of strike then
there must be some kind of assurance
that when they have a grievance
justice will be done unto them.
Therefore, 1 agreed with them that so
far as the recommendations of the
Pay Commission were concerned, and
they cover almost the whole range of
things which interest the Government
employees—remuneration and condi-
tions of services, etc.—any point aris-
ing out of implementation of non-
implementation of these recommenda-
tions we will try to meet and discuss
with each other. If we s:ill differ then
these differences will be referred for
impartial settlement. Therefore, the
principle of arbitration was accepted.
Not only for the occasion but also
I offered that later on we would
establish a machinery, some kind of a
joint machinery. Regarding the
details I offered that within six
month; we will have a conference
and we will decide all the issues.

Therefore, whatever we are now
saying I said even then—machinery
for negotiations, arbitration and so on.
Well, if they thought differently, I
cannot really enter into their minds.
All that was possible at that stage
was done. Having got all they could
have, and still to launch a strike
for this there was certainly not the
slightest justification. Regarding the
other demands I do not want to go in
détail now.

But I did not rest content with that.
On these two demands I entered into
a close argument with them on the
merits of the case. Take, for example,
the need based on minimum wage. A
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good deal of misconception has ga-
thered round the need-based minimum
wage. About the Indian Labour Con-
ference recommendations in  various
quarters the misconception remains.
It is necessary that it should be clear-
ed. The 15th Indian Labour Con-
ference broke new ground. Previously
there used to be consideration of some
legislation, properly these were really
matters entirely fcr the Government;
some of the recommendations were
accepted and some were not. Here
we met in a particular situation, and
the unrest was increasing. The
number of man days los: owing
to stoppages was rising, the em-
ployers were complaining that there
was indiscipline growing and ccses
of intimidation and violence and
coercion increasing. The workers
were asking for a 25 per cent increase
in wages. The employers themselves
were feeling that there should be
some kind of norms set up, because
the tribunals are not fully acquainted
with all these things. That was the
situation in which this subject was
taken up and the Indian Labour
Conference met. What were the
issues before them? The issues were
discipline in industry, reationalisation
of industry, workers’ education, parti-
cipation; in fact all aspects of all
labour policy were brought into the
picture in that conference.

Perhaps it is not known that the
need-based minimum wage was a
unanimous recommendation, unani-
mous not only on the part of the
workers’ representatives—workers
representatives of course agreed to it
__but of the employers also. The
representatives of various sections of
the employers also agreed to it. Then
the States concerned, the Ministers,
Secretaries all agreed to it. Why did
they agree? They agreed because it
was a kind of a package deal. By
agreeing to it they were getting in
turn rationalisation, discipline in
industry and so on. And discipline:
in industry was not a small matter..
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The workers on their side agreed to
it.

Shri Nath Pai: The Finance Minis-
ter said that Government is not bound
by these recommendations.

Shri Nanda: We have to under-
stand the sense in which it js said.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy
(Kendrapara): Finance Minister did
no! agree (Interruptions).

Shri Nanda: I shall deal with it.

Shri Tangamani: Is it not true that
all the decisions of the Indian Labour
Conferences are unanimous deci-
sions?

Shri Nanda: I have said so. Why
‘have you to remind me about that?

Shri Nath Pai: Your
repudiated it.

colleague

Shri Nanda: I am coming to that

Now. what does iy say? It says,
firstly, that there should be no strike
or lockout without notice.

Shri Tyagi
mous?

(Dehra Dun): Unani-

Shri Nanda: Yes. unanimous from
‘the workers’ side.

The Minister of Railways (Shri
Jagiivan Ram): It says ‘without
notice’.

Shri Nanda: Then it says:

“No unilateral action should be
taken in connection with any
industrial matter;

There should be no recourse to
go-slow tactics;

No dcliberate damage should
b« caused to a plant or property;

Act of violence, intimidation,
coercion or instigation should
not be resorted to;
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Awards and agreements should
be speedily implemented;

Any action which disturbs
cordial industrial realtions should
be avoided.”

There were several other things...

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: What
about the last two?

Shri Nanda: ....and that the whole
machinery and procedure should be
exhausted before a notice of strike is
given.

Shri Tyagi: How did you persuade
them to agree to this?

Shri Prabhat Kar: What proce-
dure under the Industrial Disputes
Act was followed in this case?

Shri Nanda: I shall deal with that.
I shall deal with the actual facts of
the case.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: How do you
say that the employers have accept-
ed it? The Railways have not accept-
ed it. Defence has not accepted it.
No public sector employer has
accepted it.

Shri Nanda: We could have a full
debate on that. It is only a side
issue at the moment. The main issue
at the moment is not something to
whnich my friend need raise objections.
When the employers accepted this,
they accepted it because they knew
that they were getting certain ad-
vantages and it was a deal made
between the emplorers and the
workers. Committees of the Confer-
ence were set up and they dealt with
it. This thing was adopted in the
open conference and it was rightly
so. I do not think there was any-
thing wrong that was done. But I
may say that some misunderstandings
grew later on about the content and
the meaning of this recommendation.
I think if that recommendation is
properly understood there should be
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no difficulty about this being accepted
by anybody.

What does it say? It says:

“While accepting that minimum
wage was ‘need-based’ and
snould ensure the minimum
human needs of the industrial
worker the following norms were
accepted as a guide for all wage
fixing authorities including mini-

mum wage commiitees..... ” etc.

That is a guide. Then certain norms
are given. Firstly,

“In calculating the minimum
wage the standarq working class
family should be taken to com-
prise three consumption unitg for

»

one earner...... etc.

‘Then,

“Minimum food requirements
should be calculated on the basis
of a net intake of calories as
recommended by Dr. Akroyd....”

In regard to clothing requirements,
18 yards per annum were taken. Then,

“In respect of housing, the rent
corresponding’ to the minimum
area provided for under Govern-
ment’s Industrial Housing Scheme
should be taken into considera-
tion...... .

“Fuel, lighting and other mis-
cellaneous items of expenditure
should constitute 20 per cent of
the total minimum wage.”

I do not know how and where
somehow a mistake occurred. This
budget does not make an equivalent
of Rs. 125. There has been a mis-
understanding about the real content
of this recommendation. That health
bulletin of Dr. Akroyd gives three
different schedules—one is a balanced
diet; the other is an adequate diet and
the third is an improved diet. A
minimum wage cannot be based on a
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balanced diet and on high ideas about
how much vitamins of the best kind
—so much eggs, so much milk and
all that—be made available. But it
was an improved diet which was
necessarily to be taken and on the
basis of improved diet—I have made
the calculations it means Rs. 100 to
Rs. 105. What wrong had been done?

Shri S. M. Banerjee: That doe; not
amount to 56 nP per day.

Shri Nanda: I am at the moment
dealing with the recommendations of
the Indian Labour Conference regard—
ing the need-based minimum wage.
Now this comeg to Rs. 105 at a time-
when actually in the textile industry
a section of the workers are getling.
more, that is, minimum wage and
dearness allowance, not to think of
bonus which they get from year to
year. So it was more. It was nothing
so atrocious as is being made out to
be.

What did the Government do? Did
the Government tell the Pay Com-
mission not to take into consideration
all this? All that the recommenda-
tion says is that thig should be taken
into consideration by the authorities
who go into the question of wages
and all that the Finance Ministry’'s
letter said was, Deal with it on its
merits.” We have not ratified it,
because there is no ratification of
recommendations of the Indian
Labour Conference. They do not go
through a process of ratification.
The:~%re a'! that the Finance Minis-
try said was, “All right, take it into
consideration on its merits.” That
wag what was intended to be done.

Shri Prabhat Kar: It was an agree-
ment and merit had to be taken into
consideration before the agreement
wag arrived at.

Shri Nanda: I shall explain it a
little further and then possibly the
position will become clear to the
hon. Member. What did the Pay
Commisssion do? Diq it not consider
this report? Did it not consider
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these recommendations? The Pay
Commission took them into full consi-
deration. Pages after pages have
been devoted to a consideration of
this recommendation. The Pay Com-
mission considered it.

There is another clause in this
agrement, which says:

“Whenever the minimum wage
fixed was below the norms
recommended above, it would be
incumbent on the authorities
concerned to justify the circum-
stances which prevented them
from adherence to the aforesaid
norms.”

The Pay Commission did the utmost
justice to this recommendation by
making a detailed analysis of it, by
gomng into it in its own way and by
arriving at a certain conclusion of
its own according to which it gave
that figure which you know.

There may be differences of opinion.
They said that it was not possible to
give much more. The Pay Commis-
sion therefore took into account the
recommendations of the Indian
Labour Conference fully. It did not
meet the requirements fully. That is
a very different matter because it
was perfectly within its competence
to consider it and, if conditions did
not permit, to say, “We cannot give
this much. We are giving so much
only after a full enquiry and consi-
deration of the whole matter.”

The question was raised about the
agreement, the Indian Labour Con-
ference’s recommendations and status.
Naturally, it has necessarily and
essentially an advisory status. But
when the two parties, that is, the
employers and the workers, sit to-
gether and the Government helps in
facilitating agreements then they
certainly acquire a certain character
and a certain force. Of course, there
has to be no rigidity about these
things. It is the spirit of accomoda-
tion in which these things have to be
dealt with.
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Recently, I took the matter again
to the Standing Labour Committee
after the Pay Commission’s report. I
said, “Some kind of an objection has.
been raised. Some doubt has been
cast on certain caculations and certain
bases adopted in these recommenda-
tions. Let us go into it and see
wha are the minimum needs of the
workers. It is a scientific fact. Some
years ago some scientist did it. Today
if anybody says that it is excessive-
let us go into it.” The Standing
Labour Committee agreed to that.
They did not take a rigid view. I
told them, if you bind a person to-
the letter of an agreement then you
would not get agreements in future..
If you find that something is not
workable, something is wrong which
has been discovered, be just and
accommodate.” That is what they did..
We are going on all right so far as
this thing is concerned.

In justice to the hon. Member and’
his colleagues who spoke to me and
discussed this with me, I must say
that they realised the force of all
this and did not press the demand
for a minimum wage. They said that
it was a progressive realisation of this
which, they were seeking. Of course,
nobody could object to that. What
are all these plang for and our effort
at economic development except that
in course of time all these things
should be realised.

The other thing wag about dearness.
allowance. Again, there are two
parts of that demand. The Pay Com-
mission took its stand on two grounds.
One was that it was not proper that
the emoluments of Government em-
ployees should be disturbed too fre-
quently, and changes should occur
often. Therefore, they said, there
should be some stability about that.
That was one thing.

Secondly. they said that there
should be no automatic linking, and
they gave reasons for it. These ten
points over a period of twelve months
is the result of this consideration. If
it is to change, let it not be oves
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three or four months or such short
period, let it be af.er a considerable
period lapses. And that period may
have gone against the employees now
-but then it can be in their favour also.
If the things are in the reverse
direction there will be some benefit
also. Of course, hon. Members may
think whether it is going to happen.
Well, we have all to try to see that
it does happen. But that 1is the
-prinicple of it.

Then in regard to  automatic
linking. the Pay Commission looked
into this matter very closely and very
carefully and 1t felt that automatic
“linking may not be feasible or possi-
ble for a Government to agree to, and
‘to adhere to if it has agreed, because
“the conditions are different. There
is a difference between industry and
~Government. In industry if the cloth
‘prices  rise, simultaneously the
workers get a little more wage, it is
-distributed over a whole community
of consumers. But here the Gov-
ernment’s revenue from which to pay
‘its employees come from narrow
~sources. It is from taxation.

Shri M. R Masani: These also have
increased, like prices!

Shri Nanda: True, but the increase
“in prices is for other reasons, and not
-due to the increase in wages, because
the increase in wages would not have
‘made any difference, more than 2 per
cent or so. in the case of cloth even
less than that. It has no relation at
all to what has happened. The
workers’ wages have not contributed
in any sense to that.

The Textile Wage Board has laid
down that there should be no change
in the wage for five vears; that is,
for five vears the textile worker has
not to raise his voice and ask for
anvthing more; stay-put for the indus-
try for five vears. And this increase
is coupled with certain conditions
about rationalisation. And in place
-after place agreements have been
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entered into about rationalisation. All
that ha; happened there.

Here hon. Members say about the
puices. Now, there is ncthing which
can have a greater impact or a worse
impact on prices, what Government
may do in a wreng way so far as its
own reseurces are concerned, in this
sesnse tha. if it is not taxation and if
the rasources are not adequate and if
we have recourse to defici¢ financing,
then the amount of daficit finance,
which will have repercussions on the
inflaticnary situation of prices, out of
all propcrtion to the same amount of
money which may be paid to in
industry, etc. We should understand
that it will be ou: of all proportion
and we will be setting up the spiral
of inflation of prices.

Shri Tyagi: And real wages wiil go
down.

An Hon. Member: What has hap-
pened?

Shri Nanda: But did they say that
if there is to be no alternative for
automoatic linking, there should be
no censideration of the demand?
After a persistent rise for a period—
and they defined it in certain terms—
it should be considered. And to
these friends, with, whom I had long
discussions, I made this offer—and
this is very important. I said that as
soon as the conditions laid down in
this formula are satisfied, immediately
the Government will consider it. I
also further assured them that if
somehow we offered something and
the employees’ representatives do not
find it satisfactory, the matter will
not rest in the hands of Government
alone; it will go for impartial settle-
ment. Here was full-fledged arbitra-
tion. What then was left as a
ground for a strike? And it was not
on the 11th but on the 3rd July.

I; is said, “you gave automatic
linking in indusiry, Government im-
poseg it”. Some hon. Member, I
think Shri Naushir Bharucha, said,
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“you imposed it on them and you
don’t accept that position for your-
self’. We never imposed it on them
anywhere. This automatic linking
even in industry is not universal
This automatic linking, full neutrali-
sation on the cost of living, is confined
to a small section of industry. It is
not all-pervasive at all. Even the
Wage Borad has only said that if the
workers want to make a claim that
their wages have not been neutralis-
ed, they can go to adjudication.
And this is what I offered, they may
have arbitration and substantiate
their claim. That is what was offered.
It is nothing else than what js open
in private industry. It was fully
that.

Why did then the strike happens?
They understood the position, but
they had got stuck on something.
They said, “whatever happens, let us
vary this formula a bit”. It ijs not
ten, months or twelve monthg and ten
points. To me it was not a question
of a little variation, because when we
are dealing with high issues, how
could I say, “you vary it”? The
moment I vary it I throw overboard
my main contention that the main
and the principal recommendations of
the Pay Commission are not going to
be tampered with. It was not a
question at that time; of a little more
or less. They should have understood
jt. It was not possible.

Then we discussed, apart from the
merits of this case which I have gone
over, we discussed also other aspects.
Because, I am a friend of theirs, I am
a humble servant of the working class.
And 1 knew all that was going to
come, somehow I saw it very clearly,
and I told them, “you are loudly
protesting”—it was on the 3rd July—
“that it is not a political strike, that
there is no political intention; I agree
fully; but intentions apart, what are
‘going to be the consequences of it?”
Hon. Members are telling them now;
1 told them then. I said, “No Gov-
ernment can tolerate it; you may not
want to embarrass Government or to
bring it down or create a rebellion or
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anything of that kind; but if it
succeeds to any considerable extent
it can have only those consequences;
will any Government allow it to be
done; it will use all its strength, all
its capacity, all its resources legiti-
mately for that purpose”. I told them
like that. And I said, “Then what
will happen; how much suffering will
be brought about; how much damage
will be caused; the workers and the
government  employees will  be
alienated from the public; there will
be a greater gulf between the public
and the government employees and
its repercussions on the government
employees”. I told them all this.

But there was some inexorable fate
which had taken them in hand and
pushed them. I am very sorry, I am
unhappy about it. Shri Nath Pai
said about his aspirations, his illusions
and all that. And I also feel unhappy
that such energy, youthful energy,
such dedication and enthusiasm for
the country, such socialist passion
should be wasted like this. It has
other uses, other purposes and more
constructive purposes.

There was something about the
future. 1 may say a word about it.
What do we want to do now? We
have been talking about banning of
strikes, etc. The word ‘banning’ af
strikes in really irrelevant here. We
are not going to just ban strikes; we
are going to make them superfluous.
We are going to make it sure that
there is no occasion for a strike—why
do you strike? Even now we can
ban strikes. There is the Industrial
Disputes Act under which, when we
refer a case to adjudication, a strike
becomes illegal. So that, illegality is
not a new concept. We do that. Shri
Naushir Bharucha asked, “why did
you not do it in this case?” Yes, I
shall answer that. Here something
like adjudication has already been
done. So where wag the question of
fresh adjudication. How could we
utilise the Industrial Disputes Act in
this case? The hon. Member may
take another view. I took that view
that we are going to carry out the
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Pay Commission recommendations
tully, and therefore it was on that
basis. The working class now is very
keen, much more keen for arbitration
than for adjudication. It was the
essense of arbitration.

16 hrs.

I may remind some hon. Members
who met me in these tripartite
bodies. I put it to the Indian labour
conference. I am. prepared to scrap
this legislation for adjudication which
compels the workers to remain at
work, are you agreeable? I can give
a trial to free action if you want to
have it, collective bargaining or any-
thing. All of them disagreed. They
wanted adjudication.

Shri Nath Pai: Did you have the
consent of your colleagues?

Shri Nanda:
now.

Leave it between us

This was the position. What hap-
pens? The ordinary worker has no
greater advantage than the govern-
ment employees under the provisions
of a new law like this. An ordinary
worker may go on strike. We can
compel him not to go on strike. He
is not assured of an adjudication.
What is happening in this case?
Here we are providing always adjudi-
cation or something similar. There
was uncertainty regarding govern-
ment employees so far. I can under-
stand the plea, that we may pass an
Ordinance any time and take away
the right to get justice. Here, we
say, you have always your right to
struggle justice all the time. They are
in a better position than the other
workers who sometimes may be allow-
ed to go on strike or may not be al-
lowed to go on strike; Here we shall
lay down a certain procedure that we
will adopt in all circumstances. This
is what we are thinking of doing.
The stress is not on banning strike;
the stress is on the machinery to be
provided so that disputes will be
resolved by mutual understanding.
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Occasionally if something remained,
that would be settled by arbitration,
or adjudication or by some process.
This is superior to anything that we
have got in our existing legislation.
Don’t call it as something drastic or
draconian with the intentions we have
got about government employees.

Shri Tyagi: Only there should not
be outsiders.

Shri Nanda: I do not know what
the hon. Member means by outsiders.
I have been an outsider for many
years in the labour movement. There-
fore, I may not be in a good position
to state the case dispassionately.
Since the hon. Member has reminded
me about outsiders. I may add that
one lesson of the strike is this. Out-
sider or no, I do not attach importance
to whether one is outsider or not. I
attach importance to two things. One
is, you should have whole-time
workers, a person who, gives his whole
time to it. It is not playing about
with this union in his pocket or that
union in his hand or another on his
head. This is what should not be.
This is doing injustice to the workers:
no: being able to look after their in-
terests. You are not able to under-
stand things properly. The second
thing is politics. This part-time trade
union worker and larger-time politi-
cian has his political interests always.
I am not now making any invidious
distinction between one section and
another; I say, this irrespective of any
distinction, of all sections. They should
forget their politics and devote their
whole time to this. They are think-
ing of the elections and the use they
can make of their Trade Union con-
nections. Therefore, it is not a ques-
tion of outsider or not. We nave to
interpret this problem in these terms:
how do we try to secure the working
classes from these dangers. These
are dangers.

I have taker a good deal of time
I have covered some of the points
The conclusion is, I again repeat, what-
ever may have been the situation be-
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fore, when I started meeting them,
there was not a semblance of an
excuse left for my friends to persist
in that course of a strike coming
about. They should have called it off
much earlier. That was not done.
Therefore, I repeat, there was no
justification for a strike. To the other
question of Shri Naushir Bharucha, the
answer comes straight from that.
‘What we propose to do is naturally
for the good of the working classes of
the country and everbody.

Mr. Speaker: Shri Frank Anthony.

Shri Jaipal Singh (Ranchi West—
Reserved—Sch. Tribes): Before Shri
Frank Anthony begins, may I just have
a clarification? Earlier I requested
that the hon. Home Minister may reply
tomorrow so that more Members may
take part in this.

Mr. Speaker: Even if he replies to-
morrow, that would give only half
an hour. I will call the hon. Home
Minister at 4.30. The House will rise
at 5.

Shri Nath Pai: He has a right to
reply.

Mr. Speaker: He will reply in two
minutes.

Shri Naushir Bhaurcha: Both of us
will reply tomorrow.

Some Hon. Members: It should be
finished today.

Shri G. B. Pant: Whatever time
hon. Members opposite are willing to
give, I will be satisfied with that. T
leave it to them as to the time that
they would like me to take. If they
want to gag me altogether, I won’t
speak.

Some Hon. Members:
MOITOW.

Speak to-

Shri S. M. Banerjee r0se—

Mr, Speaker: I cannot allow every
hon. Member.
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Shri S. M. Banerjee: Personal re-
ferences have been made.

Mr. Speaker: Many personal re-
ferences have been made.

Shri Jaipal Singh: I have no in-
tention of gagging my hon. friend.
Since the debate has taken a  very
healthy and interesting turn, I thought
more hon, Members may have an op-
portunity to speak if the hon. Home
Minister replied tomorrow and after
him Shri Naushir Bharucha also who °
has a right of reply.

Shri G. B. Pant: You, Sir, started
with one day. Then you said, one more
forenoon; then, two days.

Dr. Sushila Nayar (Jhansi): 1 wish
to submit that we had our programmes
outside on the 8th and 9th. We
could not leave because of the de-
bate. If it goes on tomorrow, we have
to again cancel our programmes.
Therefore we want it to be finaished
today.

Mr. Speaker: The decision is, we
will complete it today.

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated—
Anglo-Indians): Mr. Speaker, I have
listened carefully to the speeches made
on both sides of the House, and per-
haps the welter of contradictory views
is what I had expected. I shall have
a little more to say later on about
what the hen, Labour Minister  has
just now said. But, let us start with
this premise that trade union in the
country is nothing if it is not politics
conditioned. Every major trade union
in this country is the creature of one
political party or the other.

Some Hon. Members: The IN.T.U.C.
is not that.

Shri Frank Anthony: My friends
say that the IN.T.U.C. is not that.
With great respect to the IN.T.UC,
it has all the attributes of a union
which dances to the tune of the Gov-
ernment

An Hon. Member: And of the Con-
gress party.
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Shri Frank Anthony: We won’t gu
into that. Because of that, we have
inevitably had speeches......

Shri K. N. Pandey (Hata): I object
to this remark. It is an independent
organisation. Naturally it has got an
alliance and it believes in the policy
as laid down by the Congress. But,
that does not mean that we work on
the instructions of the Government.

" What are you talking?

Shri Frank Anthony: Both my hon.
friend’s protestation and his physical
position rather belie what he asks
me to believe. As a person owing
allegiance to no political party, per-
haps what I have to say may partake
of some objectivity.

First of all, I want to say this. The
hon. Prime Minister, when he spoke
this morning, wanted us to isolate this
question, as if all this happened in
some kind of a vacuum. I feel
strongly that the Government is not
blameless for the conditions which
permitted frustration and resentment
to come to such a head that it could
become the springboard for a strike
in this country. I say this in all
seriousness that there has been no
urgent attempt the part of the Gov-
ernment to hold the price line. There
has been a great deal of philosophis-
ing, calling for more production,
greater  austerity, the Government
never practising what is preaches.
While they preach in season and cut of
season greater austerity, the only
thing we sec is an increasing complex
of reckless extravagance on the part
of the Government. And the man-in-
the-street has become resigned to this
position that half of Government ex-
penditure goes down the drain, either
of waste or of corruption. And what
is the position so far as the Govern-
ment machinery is concerned?

T have said it before that increasing-
ly you get this unhealthy turgidity,
too many Government servants chas-
ing too few responsibilities and tasks.
I agree that some degree of inflation
is inevitable, because with this vast
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expenaiture and necessary planning,
there is bound to be a certain ai:ount
of inflation. But, as my hon. friend
Shri Asoka Mehta has pointed out,
the kind of inflation that we are up
against today is near run-away infla-
tion. It is almost meaningless ¢ talk
in terms of Rs. 80 or Rs. 85 or Rs. 100.
When we come down and Aassess it in
terms of real wages, it means barely
Rs. 15 or Rs. 20 as compared with
the purchasing power in 1939,

Bu! what I feel is this. My hon.
friend the Labour Minister has tried
to justify the attitude of Goverument
towards those employed in *the private
sector and the attitude of Govern:iient
towards their own employees. I found
that tv be a distinction without a
difference. There is no doubt that
Government have endorsed a cectain
minimum, 2 need-based minimum, or
whatever you may call it. Now, it is
not for Government to assume an
aura cf injured innocence. You were
obviously a party—whether you call
it a unanimous agreement or not—to
an agreement that there is the need
for this minimum need-based wage.
Obviously, it was the minimum.
otherwise, you would not have accept-
ed it. If you think that it is the
minimum, and it is based on need for
the private sector, then when your
own employees come to you and say
‘We want the same thing which you
almost insist on for the private sector,
and you must give it to us’, then, it is
not for you as Government to assume
an air of injured innocence. The
worst feature of all this is......

Shri Nanda: May I interrupt my
hon, friend for a minute and inform
him that even in the private sector,
the employers come up and urge that
they cannot pay, and the wage boards
also do not give the full need-based
minimum? Therefore, there is no
difference.

Shri Ranga: But you come down
with an Ordinance.

Shri Frank Anthony: My hon.

friend who has just interrupted me
has underlined the position. Govern-
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ment are today suffering from some
kind of a torpor; I do not know what
it is, but there is some power-drunk
torpor or some other torpor. They
never move until somebody resorts
either to threats of violence or resorts
to violence.

My hon. friend himself has  said
that they had rejected certain recom-
mendations of the Pay Commission.
The Government may have called
them, the minimal recommendation,
but the point is this; today, you do
things unilaterally. You had re-
jected certain recommendations of the
Pay Commission; you had never con-
sulted anybody. Suddenly, you come
here and you say that you want to in-
vest the Pay Commission’s recom-
mendations with some aura of sanc-
tity, but unilaterally, because of this
power-drunkenness on your part, you
rejected their recommendations. When
these people come to you, you say I
am going to condemn them too. (In-
terruptions).

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: My
hon. friend can derive whatever sat-
isfaction he likes from that.

Shri Frank Anthony: I have great
personal regard for my hon, friend
Shri Nath Pai, and T am sorry over
what has happened. Had he come to
see me, I would have persuaded him
not to precipitate the strike. I have had
not a little to do with railway labour
in my own way, and I know how the
men feel, how they think, how resent-
ful they are, how frustrated they are.
I followed these negotiations careful-
ly, and I found that ultimately they
resolved themselves into two major
points, a need-based minimum wage of
Rs. 125 and the linking of dearness
allowance with the cost of living so
as to bring about complete neutralis-
ation.

On the 2nd July, I found one of the
Joint Council of Action leaders saying,
no, we do not insist on Rs. 125, let it
be Rs. 100. On the 3rd July, another
leader of the Joint Council of Action
said, we do not even insist on Rs. 100,
you may make it Rs. 90.
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Shri Nath Pai: No.

Shri Frank Anthony: I saw this on
the 2nd July in The Times of India,
and on the 3rd July in The Stdtesman
and I can only be guided by these
press reports. And I said to myself,
here is Shri Nath Pai, a very able
person, very enthusiastic, who ap-
parently wanted to do something, but
they are not only not clear about what
they want, but they are not serious
about what they want; and then, ulti-
mately, they came down to this parti-
cular issue of the linking of dearness
allowance with the cost of living in-
dex.

I was a member of the First Pay
Commission. You may say that I was
guilty of trying to give to the worker
in this country complete neutralis-
ation, so far as the increase in the cost
of living index was concerned. But
I looked at it in this way. I am not
suggesting that the recommendation
of the Central Pay Commission was
perfect. But so far as the linking of
the dearness allowance with the cost
of living index is concerned, I do think
that the recommendation of the Second
Pay Commission is in one way an
advance over that of the First Pay
Commission. We had recommended
the after 20 points increase, there
should be complete neutralisation. As
far as I can make out, if you work it
out—I have seen some kind of an
analysis—there is just a difference of
a few naye paise. But, so far as the
Second Pay Commission is concerned,
they have said that after every 10
points increase......

Shri Asoka Mehta: Those 10 points
are equal to the old 35 points. I am
afraid my hon. friend has made a
mistake.

Shri Nath Pai: May I interrupt my
hon. friend for a minute? One inter-
ruption is very essential at this stage.
My hon. friend has referred to me,
but I am not going to say anything
by way of personal explanation. But
there is the danger of an able and
eminent Member of this House succes-
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sfully trying to mislead the House on
a vital point. He is going by the 10
points of the Second Pay Commission.
But these 10 points are based on the
base year of 1949, and these are equal
to 355 points of the First Pay Com-
mission, based on the year 1939. The
First Pay Commission recommended
a review every six months, if
there was an average increase of
20 points over a period of
three months. As against this the
Second Pay Commission demanded
that the average must persist over a
period of twelve months, and this in-
crease must be 355 old points or 10
new points. I would like my hon.
friend to bear this in mind. Such a
thing has not happened for three
years, and that was the reason why
we rejected it.

Shri Frank Anthony: I have got an
analysis made. I have studied it. The
point that I was trying to make was
this. I felt that the major grievance
of the workers was against the unil-
atera] rejection by Government of the
Second Pay Commission’s recom-
mendation. When the Prime Minis-
ter categorically on the 7th July said
tha: Government would adhere to all
the major recommendations, I felt in
spite of this difference with regard to
the linking of the dearness allowance
with the cost of living index that
there was no valid reason for the
Joint Council of Action to precipitate
a strike, a trial of strength. What
could they possibly hope to get? As
my hon. friend Shrimati Sucheta
Kripalani has pointed out, those who
have anything to do with trade
unionism have not only a duty, but
they have a grave responsibility, a
trust to those whom they purport to
lead. Surely, my hon. friends must
have known that there was not the
semblance of a hope of their succeed-
ing in this trial of strength with Gov-
ernment. I say this that it was their
inescapable duty to have weighed
everything in the balance.

Who constitute the largest number
of workers in this country? It is the
railwaymen. I know as much as any
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other Member of this House as to
what the conditions are on railway
trade unionism. Not more than half
the railwaymen altogether belong to
any trade union. And how are the
trade unions organised on the rail-
ways? They are farcical excepting
the union which I have the privilege
to lead. As my hon. friend has said,
there are unions with a paper mem-
bership of 20,000 or 30,000; the office is
located in the pocket of the secretary,
the funds are located in the vest-
pocket of some other office-bearer.
That is how they are organised. Now,
with your trade union movement in
this country not organised properly,—
it is allegedly organised, but organised
really in a farcical way—you preci-
pitated a trial of strength, knowing
that on this particular issue, the differ-
ence has been narrowed down so con-
siderably.....

Shri Feroze Gandhi (Rae Bareli):
Why does my hon. friend say ‘Your
country’> He should say ‘Our coun-
try’.

Shri Frank Anthony: I did not say
‘country’ at all. I said, ‘trial of
strength with Government'.

I am not going to say anything about
my hon. friend Shri Nath Pai, because
I have a great regard for him. But
I am going to say categorically that
the part played by the Communists
was a deliberately unworthy part,
and that was unfortunate. Shri Nath
Pai and his PSP colleagues were
caught on the horns of this dilemma.
The Communists were lying close be-
hind them. And nobody has referred
to this. I expected¢ the Communists
to throw in their full weight in their
appointed role as saboteurs and sub-
verters of civil order. Their Peking
masters had the impertinence to ex-
press solicitude for the Indian
workers; I mean the people in Peking.
But then I found the Communists not
throwing in their full weight. 1
think there are several reasons. What
are the reasons? They felt that the
PSP has precipitated the strike and
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it will not do for them to pull their
chest-nuts out of the political fire.
Another reason—and a greater re-
ason—is the revulsion of feeeling in
the country against the role of the
Communists. The Communists realised
that if they threw in their full weight
and indulged in sabotage and sub-
version, because of this Chinese ag-
gression against India in which the
Communists of this country have not
only acquisced but endorsed, there
would be such a tremendous revulsion
of feeling against the Communists
in this country that they would be
wiped off the political map of India.
That is why we did not have the
amount of subversion and violence
that 1 expected in this strike.

But I say this. I know the extent
our people are emotional and the ex-
tent they are credulous, and I am going
to endorse the plea made by Shrimati
Sucheta Kripalani. I do not know
what the attitude of the government
servants is going to be, the senior gov-
ernment servants. I have never had
much faith in them—good people,
well-meaning people, but distinguish-
ed always by a complete lack of im-
agination. Let us put it at the highest
at that. Many of them are going to
use this occasion not only for victi-
misation but for witch-hunting, and
they are going 1o penalise all kinds of
really innocent people who did not
know what the strike was about. But
I say this too, that every peison who
is found guilty of intimidation, of
violence, of sabotage, must be punish-
ed, and punished in an exemplary way.

I know what has happened on the
South.Eastern Railway. Members of
my community have faced every form
of intimidation, vioience and sabotage.
But they kept your trains running
from Kharagpur to Arra. Your Terri-
torial Army was nowhere in the pic-
ture. It came late to Kharagpur. It
came late to Arra. These people with
their families exposed to violence kept
your trains running.

Motion re: 1774
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Now, I say, however credulous a
government servant may be, if he
allows that credulity to stampede him
into committing an offence, he has to
pay the full penalty, whatever misery
is caused to him or his famiiy. After
that, I say this, that if there is a
doubt, the benefit of the doubt must
go to the government servants. My
own fear is that your heads of depart-
ment—yes, with all due 1espect to
them—will use this as an occasion for
getting rid of any and every person
they do not like. Every person whose
face is persona non grata with the
head of the department or ihe Divis-
ional superintendent or even with the
officers at the lower echelons, will be
got rid of. So Government have to
be most careful about it in not allow-
mg complete discretion to the officers
in the matter of punishment even to
the heads of department

Now I wish to say something about
my hon. friend’s the Labour Minister’s
defence of the banning of sirikes. I
know that he does not like the sound
of it. Nobody who has ever had any-
thing to do with workers in this coun-
try likes the sound of it. But let us
be frank. Let us face it. What do
you want to do? Ban strikes? In
every civilised society, it is a  basic
fundamental right 1o have collective
bargaining. Is not {he need for that
right a thousand fold greater in India
where people do not only live, on the
margin but live at a sub-marginal
level? How are they going to ex-
ercise this vital right, recognised as a
fundamental right in the most advanc-
ed countries? Unless you accept the
right of collective bargaining, what is
the point of saying, ‘You can form
trade unions; you can form associ-
ations’? It will be farcical. What are
they to do? Are they to give certi-
ficates to Government? Are they to
give receptions to Ministers? What
is the purpose of a trade union or
association if it is not to under-write,
as it is, the first and essential task of
collective bargaining? How will they
collectively bargain with Government?
There may be a dispute; bargain first
fight, if necessary. You find Govern-
ment completely unresponsive. I do
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‘not know why today it is completely
" unresponsive. Silent pain evokes no
response. Constitutional methods are
treated with contempt. It is only the
danda, the lathi and something else
vrhich moves Government to any kind
cf response. Governmen{ have placed
a premium on strikes. Government
‘have placed a premium on violence.
The resentment comes to a head and
the people say, ‘Nothing will get us
even our minimum legitimate rights,
unless we resort to violence’. That is
the tragedy. Do not blame my hon.
"friend, Shri Nath Pai—you may blame
the Communists.

What is the posidon? My hon.
friend knows the position as well as I
do. We have taken our parliamentary
cdemocracy from Britain. What is the
rosition in Britain? There, cxcept for
a very narrow section of government
servants, all government servants have
the right to s‘rike. Railwaymen are
not even regarded as government ser-
vants. Government are going to ban
railwaymen too from strikirg.

Shri C. D, Pande: What is the posi-
tion in the USA?

Shri M. R. Masani: In the USA, the
railways are not tn by Govern-
rrent.

Shri Frank Anthouny: ! wi.l come to
that. Somebody gives a second-hand
cpinion and it is repeated third-hand
in this House.

Shri C. D. Pande: It is first -hand.

Shri Frank Anthony: In the USA,
they have not put a pedestal, as we
have done in our usual fashion. We
pay lip-service to the trappings of
democracy. We have given in India
the fundamental right to form unions
and associations. In the USA, there
is no fundamental right; there is only
the due-process clause. We have
made it a fundamental right, and like
all other fundamental rights, we are
now going to make a travesty of it.
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We are going to denude it of its con-
tent. As a distinguished Judge said
the other day, more and more the
executive has drained the vitality from
the rule of law in this country. That
is what has happened. I just do not
understand it.

I am quite prepared to accept the
position as it obtains in Britain. What
is prohibited in Britain? If a person
does an illegal act, certainly it is
prohibited and it comes under punish-
ment by the law. I am even prepared
to accept the position under the
British Trade Unions Act of 1927.
There a general strike is prescribed,
that is, when all the workers intend
to go on strike, provided two con-
ditions are fulfilled, or one of two
conditions is fufilled, firstly, it is in-
tended avowedly to paralyse the Gov-
ernment, and secondly, it will have a
disastrous impact on the community.
If you say, ‘Yes, we will ban it and
we will copy the British Act’. I am
prepared to accept it. That is why I
say that in this case I support this
Ordinance because there was a general
strike, whether it was intended
avowedly to paralyse the Government
or not.

Shri Nath Pai: The strike was only
of the employees, not a genera] strike.

Shri Frank Anthony: I would be
prepared to regard it as a general
strike and in those conditions, I say,
‘Yes, you can ban it’, I am prepared
to go as far as that. But after that,
why do you want to shackle all your
government servants? I ask my hon.
friend, what is the effect going to be?
I know that he in his heart is not
happy about this; he is only justifi-
fying the brief that he is asked to
plead on behalf of the Government.
He cannot be happy.

Shri Nanda: I resent this insinua-
tion.

An Hon. Member: He is happy in
his position. .
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Shri Nanda: I cannot ask for an-
other spell of time for repudiating
all these things, But I can quote
chapter and verse to show in how
many countries there is such a ban on
strikes by employees of Government.
I will do that on some other occa-
sion.

In any case, so far as my inten-
tions are concerned, I believe it is in
the interest of the workers that they
should not be exposed to the posi-
tion to which they were exposed
sometime back, and an Ordinance was
promulgated.

Shri Frank Anthony: What, in
effect, are you going to do in this
country? You are not only going to
ban strikes; you are going to destroy
utterly and completely the trade union
movement.

Shri Nath Pai: Therefore,
support the Ordinance.

do not

Shri Frank Anthony: Because of the
steadily expanding public sector, to-
day Government is the largest em-
ployer of labour. With a steadily
expanding public sector, inevitably
Government will become more and
more the largest employer of labour,
You are going to ban all your em-
ployees, however provoked they are,
however intolerable the conditions,
from ever striking.

Shri Nanda: We never suggested
that.

Shri Frank Anthony:
motives have been imput-
ed to my friends on this side.
But what are the people saying and
what will they continue to say?
‘What is the your reason for banning?
I do not know. You de-recognise
them. If I were sitting on the
Treasury Benches, I would have
de-recognised the Communists long
ago. What are the people going to
say? Your motives are nothing but
political.  Firstly, you are going to
de-recognise and ban, What will be
the effect of it? You will have the
workers into your Union. The

Political
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Union which works, at any rate on
the Railways, regards itself as some
kind of limb, if anything—I won’t
say marionette—of the ruling party.

What I do not understand is this.
Has not the present Government got
enough powers today? The Govern-
ment- today has arrogated to itself
more powers than the British did
when they had to deal with these
things. Under the Penal Code, you
can punish a conspirarcy to commit
an offence. Any two government
servants who concert in order to
commit an offence or to commit vio-
lence can be punished under the
Penal Code. Under the Criminal Law
Amendment Act of 1908 you can ban
any association which is dangerous to
the country. You should have done
that long ago with my communist
friends, (Interruptions.)

Shri A. K. Gopalan (Kasergod):
On every occasion he repeats this.
Even when it is a question of ex-
porting monkeys he will say, ban
the communists. (Interruptions.)

Shri Frank Anthony: You can ban
any association that is dangerous to
the country. You have several Ordin-
ance making powers. You have the
Preventive Detention Act by which
you can put anybody whom you do
not like into jail, however innocent
he may be.

Mr. Speaker:
must conclude.

The hon. Member

Shri Frank Anthony: I will finish
in two minutes, Sir; there I want to
make an appeal to the Home Minis-
ter, It is no doubt that our regard
for the rule of law is rapidly dis-
appearing and Government is the
most guilty party. I wrote an article.
The Home Minister might not have
seen it. It was commenced by
jurists. I talked of the erosion of
the rule of law since 1950, of the
emasculation by Government, not only
the emasculation but the destruction
by Government of our fundamental
rights. And, what is left of the Fun-
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damental Rights? There is also ero-
sion by judicial interpretation. There
is noihing left in our Fundamental
Rights chapter. You take that out
tomorrow and no citizen will be in a
worse position, The right to pro-
perty has gone. Article 14 has gone
by judicial interpretation. What we
have left is article 19. One of the
sub-articles is the right to form
unions and associations. Now, you
ban it. It will be a gearless stand-
ing mockery to the workers to form
unions but which must say ‘namaste’
to Government,

I am proud of the part the mem-
bers of my community played in th=
strike. But is this the reward that
you are going to give them; is this
the answer you are going to give for
their loyalty? Do you mean to say
that your workers are not capable of
deciding how they should organise
themselves and who their leader
should be? If your workers are not
capable of doing it, then why do you
give them the right to vote? If the
workers are going to be misled by
their leaders they are misled also in
voting people into power. Is this
the reward you are going to give to
the workers? You say, ‘Yes, you
have been loyal; you have shown
courage; but you are not able to pro-
tect yourselves and Government is
going to protect you. Is that the pro-
tection you are going to give? Are
they going to be bound hand and foot?

An Hon. Member: Is that a warn-
ing or an appeal?

Shri Frank Anthony: I think his
‘hands and feet are tied.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: Mr. Spea-
ker, Sir, frankly, I am very much
disappointed at the substance and
tenor of the speeches made by the
‘hon. Home Minister and Prime Minis-
ter, Frankly, I was shocked when
the hon. Prime Minister laid on the
floor of the House a novel dictum
‘that every general strike is a politi-
«cal strike. (Interruptions.)

Never mind, Shri Anthony, I am
answering the Prime Minister.
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He said that the strike leaders
were irresponsible.  They were
people who were riding a tiger when
they even did not know how to ride
a donkey. May I point out to the
hon. Prime Minister that when he
spoke this he completely disregarded
the judgment of this hon, House
because it was this hon. House which
had enacted the Industrial Disputes
Act of 1947? Does the Industrial
Disputes Act take away the right of
a general strike from the workers?
May I know whether, when the
framers of this Act, which means
this hon. House, when they framed
that Act and gave this right to the
workers, they did not understand
that there would be leaders among
workers who may not be able to ride
a donkey but who may be wanting
to ride a tiger? The point is that
this hon. House in its wisdom had
granted the right of general strike to
the workers. And, so long as the law
stands as it is, it does not lie in the
mouth of the Prime Minister to say
that a general strike is a political
strike or a general strike should not
be resorted to.

Sir, in resorting to a general strike
only of a limited section, namely, the
Central Government employees, the
leaders of the strike had done noth-
ing except to exercise this right which
the Industrial Disputes Act has given
them. I was surprised at the argu-
ment which the hon. Home Minister
put out: Does Mr., Bharucha not
know the magnitude of the problem
with which the country was faced?
What would happen if there was °
successful strike in the electricit
supply undertakings? There would
be no light; there would be no water
supply. Does he mean to say that
the Government must sit and watch
this country go into chaos?” May I
point out to him, Sir, that the Indus-
trial Disputes Act does not even
think of these ‘essential services’ at
all. In the First Schedule to the Act
there are 10 services enumerated in-
cluding transport, banking, food-
stuffs, iron and steel, etc. And these
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are called only ‘public utility services’

and the Act gives the workers @n
these services a right to stx_uke in
any circumstance. May I point out

to him that the only difference made
is that a particular kind of 14 days’
netice is necessary for, the purpose of
going on strike even in the public
utility services.

When the hon. Minister asks, ‘Does
not Mr. Bharucha understand the im-
plications of a general strike in essen-
tial services’, may I ask the hon,
Home Minister, ‘Did not the House
understand it when it enacted this
Act, the consequences of a general
strike in essential services?” Why
did the House give that right? Did
not the House understand that with-
out electricity supply and without
water supply there would be chaos?
But, still this precious right to strike
was given to the workers. There-
fore. what does that mean? It means
that all this bogie now drawn before
this House, namely, that there would
be chaos, and other factors were con-
sidered by this hon. House and the
hon. House said, ‘Never mind all
these things, the workers must have
this right of general strike’. And
the workers have exercised that right.
Therefore, it does not lie in the mouth
of the Government now to say that
the country would have been paraly-
sed and that Government would have
been paralysed and there would have
been civil rebellion. What does it
matter if the government was paraly-
sed so long as this Act of this House
thought it fit to give right of strike
to the workers? (Interruptiton).

This House might have been paraly-
sed. There may not be any Parlia-
ment at all. This hon. House has
considered all these things and then
given this right. Now, it does not
lie in the month of individual Minis-
ters to say that the exercise of that
right means a sort of political upris-
ing. We do not agree. This is a
right granted by the House under the
Act and Union leaders have exercised
it under the Act.
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I was further surprised about the
way the Prime Minister spoke about
responsibility.
Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member
must conclude soon.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: I have
hardly taken 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker: How long does he
want?

Shri Naushir Bharucha: Fifteen
minutes.

Mr. Speaker: He cannot have 15
minutes in reply, He can just touch
the points; he cannot make a fresh
speech.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: I was sur-
prised when the hon. Prime Minister
spoke. I should say it is open to the
House reconsider its attitude and
completely revise the Industrial Dis-
putes Act. I am not referring to
that. The hon. Home Minister has
not said what the alternative is going
to be when he said that strikes are
going to be banned. There can be
only one alternative if strikes are
banned and the workers have got
no other means of having their
grievances redressed, They can only
be reduced to the position of bonded
slaves. If that is the intention of the
House it can do it. But let us under-
stand the situation. The House is
supreme.

Sir. the hon. Prime Minister has
said that we will find out some alter-
native. What is the alternative? I
would like to know. Let it be under-
stoed that so far as we are concerned,
whatever political affiliations we may
have, we do not want strikes and it
has been borne out by no less a per-
son than Shri Nanda himself when
he said that he put the question point
blank to the representative of the
workers whether they want to have
a strike and have a trial of strength
or arbitration and they said that they
wanted arbitration. They wanted arbi-
tration because they do not want a
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strike. They want to resolve indus-
trial disputes by negotiation, concilia-
tion and arbitration. That is a tribute
to them. So, if you are prepared to
ban a strike without any alternative
remedies for the redress of the griev-
ances to the workers, democracy is
at an end so far as the Government
workers are concerned. The hon.
Prime Minister has placed before this
House no proposal to the effect that
whatever disputes are there they will
be referred to arbitration automati-
cally and the Government undertake
to be bound by the award. Unless that
is said, how can the strikes be banned?

Before I close, I want to speak on
one point. A wrong impression has
been going round the country since
yesterday’s debate that some conces-
sions had been given by the Home
Minister with respect to the linking
of the dearness allowance to the cost
of living index. In responsible papers
it is stated that 50 per cent. rise in
the cost would be automatically neu-
tralised. May I read exactly what the
hor, Home Minister has said:

‘“(Government) has also accept-
ed the proposal for review of the
position when there is a persistent
rise of ten points . . .”

How very pe;sistent? One year, two
years, ten years?

An Hon. Member: 12 months,

Shri Naushir Bharucha: He goes
on—

“ .. .rise of ten points in the
index of prices for twelve
months . .” (Interruptions.)

May I just point out that it is either
‘12 months’ or ‘persistent’ Or is it
persistent rise for 12 months at a
stretch or is it that there is a persist-
ent rise for six months and then there
is no rise for a month and there is a
rise for another five months . . . (In-
terruptions.) I shall read further:
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“ .. .it is possible that the Gov-
ernment may take a decision that
at least half of such rise or the
loss or hardship due to it should
be neutralised automatically and
for the rest, if necessary, a refe-
rence may be made to an impartial
body.”

A reference may be made. I should
like to know from the hon. Home Min-
ister as to what exactly he means.
Shall I take it that if on the whole ten
points have risen whether persistent
ly or not in the cost of living index
for a year, automatically half of the
rise will be neutralised?

Shri G. B. Pant: Will you be satis-
fied if I say ‘yes’?

Shri Naushir Bharucha: I am grate-
ful to the hon. Home Minister for this
because it is a small mercy and a small
concession which the workers have
got. For the rest he says that if neces-
sary, a reference may be made to an
impartial body. Shall I also take it
that there will automatically be a
reference for the rest and the Govern-
ment will abide by the decision of that
body? I hope he may say ‘yes’.

“Shri G. B. Pant: You should read
the words I have used and if you can-
not interpret them, I will help you
outside the House.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: I should
like a clear cut assurance. It is not
that I am satisfied even then; that is
a different question. But let him say
that it will be referred automatically
and the decision would be binding on
the Government. When the First Pay
Commission recommended linking of
the dearness allowance to the cost of
living index, having regard to the 1947
conditions the workers should have
got today Rs. 45 more. What the Gov-
ernment would actually give now
even if this is conceded, would be 25

per cent. That is not proper.
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Sir, these are some of the funda-
mental points, As I said, let us deal
with this question in a statesmanlike
way. If the Government wants to ban
strikes, I prefer Shri Nanda’s phraseo-
logy that strikes should be made
superflous, not banned, if strikes are
to be made superfluous our co-opera-

tion is  with you, provided
you by legislation provide the
machinery  where the worker

would be able to refer a dispute to an
impartial body or tribunal and the
Government gives a promise that the
decision of that tribunal will be bind-
ing on them.

Sir, this debate has been very useful.
It has extracted some small mercies
from the Government. That apart, I
hope it has also had the effect of ton-
ing down the Government in the post-
strike measures they are going to
take—I hope so. There is one import-
ant thing, that so far as the future is
concerned I must tell this Government
that they must not light-heartedly
enter upon legislation to ban strikes.

. So far as my resolution regarding
the Ordinance is concerned, anybody
who has the interest of the workers
at heart and who understands the
position that the worker did nothing
more than exercise the right given
under the Industrial Disputes Act,
such a person should vote for the re-
solution. I appeal to the House to
accept it,

Shri G. B. Pant: Sir, I wonder if
at this hour I can deal with the vari-
ous questions that have been raised
in the course of this debate during the
last two days. I venture to think that
the statements made by me yesterday
stand almost, I should say, effectively
unassailed, they remain as sound as
they were when I made them. Certain
points here and there have been pick-
ed up which do not affect the basic
issues in this matter.

The question has been raised whe-
ther the recommendations of the Pay
Commission were or were not accepted
by Government as an award, or whe-
ther they were treated in a different
manner. Well, the attitude of the
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Government was like this, that so far
as the two fundamental issues are con-
cerned relating to the needbased wage
and the linking of the salary or th

wage with the price index, these mat-
ters were of such a basic and funda-
mental character that they could not
be varied. If we tamper with them
then the whole structure collapses and
tumbles down. So we could not reopen
these questions.

Well, I think it was conceded even
by the leaders of the strike that so far
as their demand for the minimum wage
on the basis of the resolution passed
at the 15th Tripartite Labour Confer-
ence was concerned it was not very
sound and they virtually dropped it—
not virtually, but they dropped it—
and as to the other there was also an
attempt to find some solution. But
there was a sort of stubbornness in
the matter. Shri Nanda has explained
the position. I think from what he
has said it must be clear that the Gov-
ernment have made every attempt to
avert the strike and the responsibility
for it does not rest on the Government
at all, either directly or indirectly. It
is regrettable that those who were in
a position to take a decision considered
it necessary to go in for the strike.

Something has been said here about
the linking of the wage with the price
index. A recommendation of that
character was made by the first Pay
Commission. It was also accepted by
the Government. But it was found
that it was unworkable. The Govern-
ment could not enforce it and it had
to be dropped. So, with that experi-
ence and also with the knowledge of
the fact that in no other country have
the governments accepted any princi-
ple of linking the price index with
the wage structure, it was not possible
for Government to accept this, against
the recommendation made by the first
Pay Commission. The Second Pay
Commission has gone into the ques-
tion thoroughly. They have consider-
ed the suggestions made by Dr.
Aykroyd and also other matters
which have a bearing on this, and
after having given the utmost and
careful thought to it, they arrived at
the conclusion that this was not a
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feasible proposition. In the circum-
stances, I do not see how anybody
could have expected the Government
to repeat the mistake which they had
already committed in the year 1947 or
1948 and which they had to correct
later.

Then it was said that since 1947
there has been a rise of about 22
points. There were also ad hoc incre-
ments allowed in the meantime. Rs. 10
were given once and Rs. 5 thereafter,
so that Rs. 15 had been added to the
minimum wage previously, and now
the Pay Commission has added some-
thing to what had been allowed pre-
viously and it is accepted that it has
at least neutralised all the rise that
kas taken place since 1947.

It is said that there has been an
improvement in the national income
and other things. I have dealt with
the matter at some length yesterday
and I will not repeat the arguments
again, but out of the national income
there have to be investments. We
are engaged in the planned develop-
ment of our country today, which was
not then the condition and which was
not within the view of any person who
was connected with the determination
of these issues. Then there was no
question of planning nor of develop-
ment in the manner in which it is
being attempted on a large scale. Shri
M. R. Masani would like all resources
to be devoted to the production of
consumer goods; the method of plan-
ned development to be abandoned and
that no heavy industry be encouraged
or established in the in the country
at least in the public sector.

Shri M. R. Masani: That is not cor-
rect.

Shri G. B. Pant: Nothing would be
more harmful than the course suggest-
ed by him. So, in the circumstances,
what the Government has done is the
best that could possibly be done. I
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have already said that the Government
might grant an automatic increase of
half that may be necessary to meet
the hardship caused by a rise of ten
per cent. during a period of 12 months.
So, I think Shri Bharucha should not
have any grouse in this respect now.

So far as other matters are concern-
ed, there was no occasion for putting
the country in such a dangerous posi-
tion. The catastrophic step that was
taken was hardly justified; it can
never be justified and under those cir-
cumstances, it was something repre-
hensible. So, I think what the Gov-
ernment tried to do to avert the strike
was neutralised by those who were
determined to go in for the strike.
Shri A. P. Jain read out some extracts
from the mouthpiece of the Hind Maz-
door Sabha in which it has been defi-
nitely stated that the conditions should
be such as would be impossible of
acceptance by Government, so that the
strike will necessarily be launched.

1 was surprised to hear Shri Asoka
Mehta’s remarks which he made the
other day when he said that only 5
lakhs had balloted for the strike and
only 3 lakhs from among them had
perhaps cast their ballots for it or
something like that. I do not know
how these ballots were cast and whe-
ther they were genuine or otherwise.
But he drew the inference from that
that it was not a general strike, but
what was intended was that only those
people who had voted for the strike
should go in for the strike. That is
rather a queer way of looking at this.

In fact, I have before me, the reso-
lution passed by the Joint Council of
Action on the 10th July. It was pub-
lished in the papers. I do not want
to read the whole of it:

“The Committee feels confident
that all Central Government em-
ployees will strike work at mid-
night on July 11, as decided by the
Joint Council of Action.”

That was the expectation, So, the
result of such a general strike can
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easily be visualised even by the un-
imaginative people. I indicated what
it would have led to yesterday and 1
would not repeat that. But as the
Prime Minister stated in his powerful
speech this morning, a general strike
would be anti-social and subversive
under any circumstances whatsoever.

17 hrs.

I need not refer to what an esteemed
leader has said in this connection, who
is respected by the Members sitting in
the opposite benches as much as by
me. He would not agree with the
philosophy that has been propounded
by some of the Members here. Shri
Bharucha went still further and said
that there is a right of general strike
under the statute. Well, I have not
come across any law like that so far.
Then, Shri Frank Anthony said there
is a fundamental right to strike.

Shri Frank Anthony: No, no.

Shri G. B. Pant: If you did not say
so then I am glad. So, there is no
fundamental right to strike. If it is
admitted then what is necessary is to
settle the disputes in a satisfactory
manner, to see that the workers or the
employers do not suffer in any way
and that the difference are settled in a
satisfactory and reasonable manner.
when it is said that the strikes should
be banned it is also coupled with other
proposals that some machinery should
be set up for consultation, negotiation
and settlement and, where necessary,
reference to arbitration. This will not
apply to the industrial concerns in the
privates sector but it will apply to
Government servants ang also to rail-
ways and post offices and, perhaps, to
defence installations. But that will
have to be examined fully and the law
or the Bill when ready will be placed
before this House,

I do not see how any reasonable man
can say we must quarrel over a thing
and not devise any such means as
wquld enable those who have any
grievance to get justice without going
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in for any suffering or any sort of
trial or hardship. I do not see how
it is right for anyone to suffer un-
necessarily. Every person should be
heard and justice should be done to
him with the least delay and in a
manner that may be less uncongenial.
So far as the basic matters go, I do
not think there can be any two opi-
nions in this House and if some of the
hon. Members differ from this, then
I think they will realise that the course
that has been suggested is the best in
the interests of the country and in the
interests of maintenance of order and
good relations and such relations of
mutual confidence as should exist
between the Government and its em-
ployees.

In the course of this discussion there
was also the question why is the Gov-
ernment going to de-recognize any of
these unions. It was said that there
would be an interference with the
right of association. Nobody is going
to lay down any law to the effect that
there should be no unions in the indus-
trial concerns or even in railways and
post offices, but there will be a diffe-
rent code for the latter. These unions
have to be de-recognized because they
have taken a very subversive step
which would have landed the entire
country in an irrevocable catastrophe.

Here I would like to just refer to
one or two statements made by those
who had called this strike even after
the strike had been called off. From
a letter issued by Sri Peter Alvares I
am giving the quotation below:

“The strike has been of an un-
precedented character. Its dimen-
sions are phenomenal. Its reper-
cussions will be felt for a long
time. It will have succeeded in
lifting the trade union movement
from a third class static adminis-
trative machinery into an active
and revolutionary economic in-
strument.

“ ... Its potentialities are both
revolutionary and dynamic, A new
economic force has emerged in the
country. All efforts should be made
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[Shri G. B. Pant]

to keep up this spirit and pur-
pose.”

There is another one, an extract from
-a circular letter issued by Shri Maha-
debeshwar, who is the Secretary of the
‘Hind Mazdoor Sabha:

“Our strike was 100 per cent.
successful. More than 15 lakh
Central Government employees
participated in the strike and over
20,000 of them embraced the or-
deal of taking a leading part and
risking not only their service but
even their lives from . . .

1 think, it must be ‘for’.

«“ . . for the common interest of
the working class. Its actual
effects and gains would be realis-
ed in the coming future and this
‘historic economic struggle of all
Central Government employees
will prove an important land-
mark in the history of our trade
movement.”

1 see that this conclusion cannot in
any way be avoided and it has to be
accepted that those who are in charge
of these unions still intend to persist
in this method so that they may work
for a general strike which we all con-
sider to be suicidal in the interest of
the workers and also of the people and
the country.

There is an exaggeration here that
15 lakhs had joined the strike. Shri
Gopalan also the other day said that
one million had joined the strike. Of
course, he has his own sources of in-
formation. I do not know whether he
had been reading these news in the
Chinese papers which made . . .(In-
terruption).

Shri A, K. Gopalan: Because Indian
‘papers gave incorrect news.

Shri G. B. Pant: . . .which had
taken special glee in publishing these
news and had been gloating over what
it was expecting to be a movement
which will lead to anarchy and chaos
in this country. I do not know whe-
ther he read that news. But he made
another astounding statement. He
said:
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“The conduct of Government
before the strike etc., had shocked
the conscience of every honest man
in this country barring perhaps
nearly a million of them who
struck work. It has shocked the
conscience of everyone except
those who are sitting on the oppo-
site side”.

That is what he had said, I think. I
do not know if he has at all any idea
of the reaction that the strike produc-
ed in the country. I would not, I
think, be able to convince him of what
has appeared in the press which has
condemned it, except for certain papers
belonging to certain parties, and the
people in general from all platforms
have not done so, But he thinks that
the conscience of the country has been
shocked. I am glad to hear of consci-
ence at least in this connection. It is
scmething elastic. But I do not know
whether his conscience was shocked
when many steps were taken by the
Kerala Government against the strik-
ers and the warnings that were given
to the strikers there. But to talk of
the conscience of the country being
shocked is nothing but, if I may say
so, a travesty of facts and altogether
ridicu'ous. There was hardly any per-
son in the country excepting those who
were involved in this strike and who
could not extricate themselves, who
had any sympathy with this strike or
the strikers or the organisers of the
strike.

Sir, the position has been fully ex-
plained in many ways. I have got
really long notes and there have been
a large number of speeches too. But
I wonder if it is necessary for me to
take more time of the House. I hope
that it will be realised
by all sections of this
House and of the community that
these methods caanot but lcad to dis-
aster. 1 hope all will pledge them-
selves not to have recourse to any-
thing by way of general strike now
and that every effort will be made
by all to devise such means as will
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enable the country to march forward
and to strengthen its defences and also
its internal resources, so that we may
gain strength in all fronts.

One of the observations made here
was to the effect, namely, while ask-
ing for this general strike the orga-
nisers had said that Assam, Tripura
and Manipur should be left out of this
general strike. I do not know how
it could help them. If they say that
no railway in the country should func-
tion, no post office should function, no
dockyard should function, nothing
should be transported to these areas,
what is to be done in those places?
If you bind the hand and foot and
you also shut up the mouth but keep
one finger free, what is the result of
it? Who can benefit thereby? And
how can anyone gain any strength in
that manner? That was perhaps sup-
posed to be an indication of the patrio-
tic sentiments that lay behind this
move. I am sorry that those senti-
ments were not respected by the
Chinese Press. I will not say much
more about this now.

I hope, Sir, that the resolution of
Shri Naushir Bharucha will be thrown
out. Everybody here almost accepts,
excepting those who were intimately
associated with the general strike, that
the general strike should not have
been allowed in any way to materialise
and steps should have been taken for
that purpose. So this step was abso-
lutely necessary and it was unavoid-
able. I hope, therefore, that my
motion with the amendment (No. 6)
of Shri Jaganatha Rao will be accept-
ed by the House.

SRAVANA 18, 1882 (SAKA)

Motion re: 17
Ordinance and Strike
The question is:

“This House disapproves of the
Essential Services Maintenance
Ordinance, 1960, (Ordinance No. 1
of 1960) Promuigated by the
President on the 8th July, 1960.”

The House divided.

Some Hon. Members: There are
mistakes.
Shri Harish Chandra Mathur

(Pali): Here is a mistake by pressing
the wrong button.

Mr. Speaker: Any mistakes?

Shrimati Kesar Kumari (Rajpur—
Reserved—Sch. Tribes): rose—

Mr. Speaker: Did she vote for the
‘Ayes’ or ‘Noes’?

Shrimati Kesar Kumari: ‘Noes’.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: I want-
ed to vote for ‘Noes’.

Shri J. R. Mehta (Jodhpur): My
vote is not indicated there. I wanted
1 vole for ‘Noes’.

Shri P. R. Patel (Mehsana): T want-
ed to vote for ‘Notes’.

An Hon. Member: He has joined the
Congress Party and that is why he is
voting for ‘Noes’.

Shri Hem Barua (Gauhati): [ want-
ed to vote for ‘Ayes’.

Mr. Speaker: Has he voted, and is
his vote recorded?

Shri Hem Barua: It is recorded as
‘Noes’ but I want to vote for ‘Ayes’.

Mr. Speaker: The result of the

Mr. Speaker: I will put Shri Nau- division is as follows:
shir Bharucha’s motion first. There *
are no amendments to this motion. Ayes: 38; Noes: 258,
Division No. 2] [17.19 hrs.
AYES
Amijad Ali, Shri Dige, Shri Gupta, Shri Indrajit

Banerjee, Shri Pramathanath
Banerjee, ShriS. M.
Barua, Shri Hem

Bharucha, Shri Naushir
Braj Raj Singh, Shri

Das Gupta, Shri B.

Goray, Shri

Elias, Shri Muhammed
Gaikwad, Shri B. K.
Ghosal, Shri Aurobindo
Ghose, Shri Subiman
Gopalan, Shri A. K.

Halder, Shri
Jadhav, Shri Yadav Narayan
Kamble, Shri B. C.

Kar, Shri Prabhat
Khushwagqt Rai, Shri
Kodiyan, Shri

*The fige was corrected as 37 vide Debates dated 10. 8. 60 .

~
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Mohan Swarup, Shri
Mukerjee, Shii H. N.
Mullick, Shri B. C.
Nair, Shri Vasudevan
Nath Pai, Shri
Pandey, Shri Sarju

Abdul Latif, Shri
Achal'Sivgh, Seth
Achar, Shri
Agarwal, Shri Manskbhai
Ambalam, Shri Subbiah
Aney, Dr. M. S.
Authony, Shri Frank
Arumugam, Shri R. S.
Arumugham, Shri S. R.
Asthana, Shri Lila Dha.
Ayyakannu, Shri
Badan Singh, Ch.
Bahadur Singh, Shri
Bajaj, Shri Kamalnayan
Bakliwal, Shri
Balakrishnan, Shri
Balmiki, Shri
Banerji, Shri P. B.
Bangshi Thakur, Shri
Barman, Shri
Barupal, Shri P. L.
Basappa, Shri
Basumatari. Shri
Bhagat, Shri B.R.
Bhagavat, Shri
Bhakt Darshan, Shri
Bhargava, Pandit Thakur Das
Bhatkar, Shri
Bhattacharya, Shri C. K.
Bhogji Bhai, Shri
Bidasi, Shri
Birbal Singh, Shri
Birendra Bahadur Siaghji, Shri
Biswas, Shri Bholansth
Brehm Prakash, Ch.
Brajeshwer Prasad, Shri
Cbanda, Shri Anil K.
Chandak, Shri
Chandia Shankar, Shri
Cbsturvedi, Shri
Chettiar, Shri Remanathan
Choudhry, Shri C. L.
Chuni Lal, Shri
Daljt Singh, Shri
Damani, Shri
Damar, Shri
Das, Dr» M. M.
Das, Shri N. T.
Dasappas, Shri
Datar, Shri
Deb, Shri N. M.
Desai, Shri Morarji
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Panigrahi, Shri Chintamoni
Parvathi Krishnan, Shrimati
Patil, Shri Nana

Patil, Shri U. L.

Prodhan, Shri B. C.
Rajendra Singh, Shri

NOES

Deshmukh, Shri K. G.
Dindod, Shri

Dinesh Singh, Shri
Dube, Shri Mulchand
Dublish, Shri

Dwivedi, Shri M. L.
Bacharan, Shri V.
Ganapathy, Shri
Gandhi, Shri Feroze
Gandhi, Shri M. M.
Ganga Devi, Shrimati
Ganpati Ram, Shri
Ghosh, Shri M. K.
Ghosh. Shri N. R.
Gohoksr, Dr.

Gounder, Stri Doraissvami
Gounder, Shri K. Periaswami
Govind Das, Seth
Guha, Shri A. C.
Hsrvani, Shri Ansar
Hansda, Shti Subodh]
Hathi, Shri

Hazarika, Shri J. N.
Heda, Shri

Hem Raj, Shri

Iqtal Singh. Sardar
Jagjivan Ram, Shri
Jain, Shri A. P.

Jangde, Shri

Jeaa, ShriK. C.
Jhunjhunwala, Shri
Jinachandran, Shri
Joshi, Shri A. C. i
Joshi, Shrimati Subhadra
Jyotishi, Pandit J. P.
Kalika Singh, Shri
Kamble, Dr.

Kasliwal, Shri

Kedaria, Shri C. M.
Kesar Kumari, Shrimati
Keshava, Shri

Keskar, Dr.

Khadiwala, Shri

Khan, Shri Osnman Ali
Khan, Shri Sadath Ali
Khan, Shri Shahoawaz
Kiledar, ShriR. S.
Koratkar, Shri
Kripalani, Shrimati Sucheta
Krishaa, Shri M. R.
Krishna Chandra, Shri
Krishna Race, Shri M. V.
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Saksena, Shri S. L.
‘Tengamani, Shri
Vajpayee, Shri
Verma, Shri Ramji

Krishnappa, Shri M. \".
Kureel, Shri B. N.
Lachhi Ram, Shri
Lahiri, Shri
Laskar, ShriN. C.
Laxmi Bai, Shrimati
Mafide Ahmed, Shrimati
Maiti, Shri N. B.
Majhi, Shri R. C.
Majithia, Sardar
Malaviya, Pandit Govind
Aialhotra, Shri Juder .
Malliah Shri U. S,
Malvia, Shri K. B,
Malviya, Shri Motilal
Manaen, Shri
Mandal, Dr. Pashupati
Maniyangadan, Shri
Masuriva Din, Shri
Mathur, Shri Harish Chandra
Mathur, Shri M. D.
Mehdi, Shri S. A.
Mehta, Shri B. G.
Mehta, Shr J. R.
Mehta, Shrimati Krishna
Melkote, Dr.
Menon, Shri Krishna
Minimata, Shrimati
Misbra, Shri Bibhuti
Mishra, Shri L. N.
Mishra, Shri R. R.
Mishrs, Shri S. N.
Misra, Shri B. D.
Mohammad Akbar, Shaikh
Mohideen, Shri Gulam
Mohiuddin, Shri
Morarka, Shri
More, Shri
Muniswamy, Shri N. R.
Murmu, Shri Palka
Murty, Shri M. S.
Muthukrishnan, Shri
Naidu, Shri Govindarajaiu
Nair, Shri C. K.
Nair, Shri Kuttikrishnan
Nallakoya, Shri
Nands, Shri
‘Nanjappa, Shri
Narasimhan, Shri
Narayanasamy, Shri R.
Nayak, Shri Mchan
Nayar, Dr. Sushila,
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Negi, Shri Nek Ram
Nehru, Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru, Shrimati Uma
Onkar Lal, Shri

Oza, Shri

Padam Dev, Shri
Palaniyandy, Shri
Palchoudhuri, Shrimati lla
Pande, Shri C. D.
Pandey, Shri K. N.
Pangarkar, Shri

Panna Lal, Shri

Parmar, Shri Deen Bandhu
Patel, Sushri Maniben
Patel, Shri N. N.

Patel, ShriP. R.

Patel, Shri Rajeshwar
Pattabhi Raman, Shri C. R,
Prabhakar, Shri Naval
Radha Mohan Singh, Shri
Radha Raman, Shri
Raghubir Sahai, Shri
Raghuramaiah, Shri

Raj Bahadur, Shri

Raju, Shri D. S.

Ram Saran, Shri

Ram Shankar Lal, Shri
Ram Subhag Singh, Dr.
Ramaswamy, Shri S. V.
Ramaswamy, Shri K. S,
Ramaul, Shri S. N.
Ramdhani Das, Shri
Rane, Shri

Rangarao, Shri

Rao, Shri Jaganatha

Mr. Speaker: Need I put any of the
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Rao, Shri Thirumala
Raut, Shri Bhola

Ray, Shrimati Renuka
Reddy, Shri K. C.
Reddy, Shri Ramakrishna
Reddy, Shi Rami

Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Rup, Narain, Shri

Sadhu Ram, Shri

Sahu, Shri Bhagabat
Sahu, Shri Rameshwar
Saigal, Sardar A. S.
Samanta, Shri S. C.
Samantsinhar, Dr.
Sarhadi, Shri Ajit Singh
Satish Chendra, Shri
Satyabhama Devi, Shrimati
Selku, Shri

Sen, Shri P. G.

Shah, Shrimati Jayaben
Shah, Shri Manabendra
Shankeraiya, Shri
Sharma, Shri D. C.
Sharma, Pandit K. C.
Sharma, Shri R. C.
Shaastri, Shri La! Bahadur
Shastri, Swami Ramanand
Shree Narayan Das, Shri
Siddananjappa, Shri
Siddiah, Shri

Singh, Shri D'N.

Singh, Shri H. P.

Sinha, Shri Gajendra Prasad
Sinha, Shri K. P.

Sinha, Shri Satya Narayan

The Motion was negatived.

Mr. Speaker: We have
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Sinhasan Singh, Shri
Snatak, Shri Nardeo
Somani, Shri

Soren, Shri Debi
Subbarayan, Dr. P.
Subramanyam, Shri T.
Sumat Prasad, Shri
Sunder Lal, Shri

Surya Prasad, Shri

Tahir Shri Mohammed
Tantia, Shri Rameshwar
Tariq, Sh A. M.
Tewari, Shri Dwarikanath
Thimmaigh, Shri
Thomas,Shri A. M.
“Tiwari, Pandit Babu Lal
Tiwari, Shri R. S.
‘T'iwari, Pandit D. N.
‘Tula Ram, Sari

Uike, Shri

Umrao Singh, Shri
Upadhyaya, Shri Shiva Datt
Varma, Shri B. 5.

Varma, Shri M. L.

Varma, Shri Ramiing 811
Venkatasubbaiah, Shri
Vijaya Anand, Mahagajkamar
Viswanath Prasad. Shri
Vyas, Shri R.

Vyas, Shri Radheia’
Wadiwa, Shri

Wodeyar, Siri
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heard the

amenaments to the vote of the House?

Shri A. K. Gopalan: My amend-
ment may be put to vote.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: All the
amenaments may be pu: together.

Shri B. K. Gaekwad (Narsik): My
amendment is very simple. I have
heard the Home Minister’s speech.

Mr. Speaker: What is the number
of his amendment?

Shri B. K. Gaekwad: It is amend-
meni No. 4.

Mr. Speaker: Need I put it to the
vote of the House?

Shri B. K. Gaekwad: Mav 1 know
the rcaction of Government? I am
preparcd to withdraw.

reaction for two days now.

Shri B. K. Gaekwad: He has not
repiled to this amendment.

Mr. Speaker: There would not be
any more reply. Does he press it or
does he withdraw it?

Shri B. K. Gaekwad: If 1 do not
hcar the reaction of Government, I
press it.

Mr. Speaker: If he has no: heard
so far, he would not hear hereafter.

1 shall now put all these amend-
ments together.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: But Shri
Jaganatha Rac’s amendment will have
10 be separated.

Mr. Speaker: 1 know.
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Shri Tangamani: Similarly, Shti
Kasliwal’'s amendment also has to be
separated.

Mr. Speaker: I shall now put
amendments Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8 and
9 to vote.

The amendments Nos. 1 to 4 and 7 to
9 were put and negatived.

Mr. Speaker: Now, I come to Shri
Kasliwal’s amendment.

Shri Kasliwal:
withdraw it.

I would like to

Mr. Speaker: Has the hon. Member
leave of the House to withdraw his
amendment?

Hon. Members: Yes.

The amendment was, by leave, with-
drawn.

AUGUST 9, 1960

Motion re: Ordinunce 1800
and Strike

Mr. Speaker: I shall now put Shri

Jaganatha Rao’s amendment to vote.

The question is:

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

“This House having considered
the situation arising out of the
receni strike of some Central
Government employees and the
action taken by the Government
of India in connection therewith,
approves the action and the stand
of the Government of India there-
on.” (6)

The motion was adopted.
17.24 hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till
Eleven of the Clock on Wednesday,
the 10th August, 1960/Sravana 19,
1882 (Saka).





