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-~ MESSAGES FROM THE LOK SABHA

(I) The Appropriation Bill, 1981,
- (II) The Appropriation (No, 2) Bill,

(II1) The Appropriation (No. 3) Bill
1981.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Sir, 1
have to report to the House the fol-
lowing messages received from the
Lok Sabha, signed by the Secretary
of the Lok Sabha:—

@

“In accordance with the provi-
sions of Rule 96 of the Rules of
Procedure and Conduct of Business
in Lok Sabha, I am directed to en-
close herewith the Appropriation
Bill, 1981 as passed by Lok Sabha
at its sitting held on the 16th March,
1981.”

“The Speaker has certified that
this Bill js a Money Bill within the
meaning of article 110 of the Con-
stitution of India.”

Lo |

“In accordance with the provi-
sions of Rule 96 of the Rules of
Procedure and Conduct of Busi-
nesg in Lok Sabha, I am directed
to enclose herewith the Appropria-
tion (No. 2) Bill, 1981, ag passed
by Lok Sabha at its sitting held on
the 16th March, 1981.”

“The Speaker has certified that
this Bill is a Money Bill within the
meaning of article 110 of the Con-
_stitution of India.”

(ITH

“In accordance with the provi-
sions of Rule 96 of the Rules of
Procedure gnd Conduct of Business
in Lok Sabha, I am directed to en-
close herewith the Apprepriation
(No. 3) 'Bill 1981, as passed by Lok

Sabha at jts sitting held on the
16ty March 1981.”
“The Speaker has certified that

this Bill is a Money Bill within the
meaning of article 110 of the Conr
stitution of India.”

Sir, I lay a copy of each of the Bills
on the Table. - P
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I STATUTORY RESOLUTION
SEEKING DISAPPROVAL OF
THE LIFE INSURANCE COR-
PORATION S(AMENDWMENT)
ORDINANCE, 1981—contd,

II, THE LIFE INSURANCE COR.
PORATION (AMENDMENT)
BILL 1981.Contd.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
will resume discussion cn the Re-
solution and the Bill. There are
three more speakers. I would make
an...

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF PARLIAMEN-
TARY AFFAIRS (SHRI SITARAM
KESRI): So far as our speakers are
concerned, I withdraw the names.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Thank
you, I will request hon, Members
to confine their observations to a
short period, so that we can complete
the discussion by say, 6 p.Mm., and the
Finance Minister can reply also. Mr.
Bagaitkar.

= gatfrg amidas Syawh
s, Hywm A ST gRT St
T G’ F ogmT @y omr g
SqE! gwda #5 & fag &  @er
g1 E | To WiEo o wmifedm
Sq @ qeae F v fRur g @
GEH AW {AFT AGEAT @@
3 AR ==l aqr G39 S oSy owEr
gAr gar § # Agnr @@ @ =@
a ¥ g®mf & FF 188 WA @
gIFT B AIT FT ) ITW OFEA
T 9gq w g, sSfemw ferge
¥z F AT 3F AT Fav 9g3q § ?
TR N F waq & qa1 AT, S
FE & Bagy § T AT AW IgET
Fqt fasad ) AdST gArag @9
SR mred @0 F owAAv g
f& gwr 7 a7 wfeda fAs@ar
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[ =Y garfoa amgasx |
gy fear 8 @ &9 AT AT SA-
A, gfiw FE FT GwgaAT v FEFQ
# gmar Afew 99F GE FTAA A
W feafe fF IEF F@ER F WS-
FTO @ gen | g dma & maE
A FIAT ATY GAAT 93 FIX H
qY FEE ¥ AU GG FE | ARQ
g & geF o e¥lww mped &
T €, GFd € 3 AU amy
HIC g | 9 qgq W@ <& 97 ag
T T AT Ol &g I W 30
A wgw 3w & shew § @y o
F guatd & wwa gE ) A gW
freft g@ ge 9% ¥, fe na &
e ag A Fd &, ©F W& ¥ A%
arfeda | wTewr WY @I FAT
g ot uifrm w55 FAR
W W oA A fggEm W
LAY ATEq oY, §9qag A 55 FOE
Wy ufers 31 f@ad sgd | 39
WA FY I A GYRIT I AW @
At AR Aty off ¥ fosly ¥ 5 FW
ST IurTE fFar SN OF am@ dfkd-
T & Ay 9| @ fr arfeear
F FET fq qwT RGggem F Qg
S qIEE € SRl AwK W T1g
F AT G grd FwEEdr g
IqFI gH AF T §FY | @ AW
TEY S ¥ 9w wFd war dr |
TR AT BET U8 R GV
ogy g Tt AR " @R A g
far uifemm 1 wemr & @
gTw F mfad W A% W/ og
f& wm&% wwy @Y wmEEr g
SgEr Afardr &t ww fAwmd oan
T, TEFT § Amd saE AT g |
o Wrfo o F FRT S AT
g A gEer gy fagaw ¥ var
2 1 g Twow e gE fexfw  agh
g | aFw S agi +Ff § ag W forft ST
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§ waH N AR ¥ weg AT W@ E
wrzw wEAgT # isfie, €T A

e a1 igfve, fawr ofieg @
aizfeee, FROWE #T el &
W UF & gel & AfFw  anesEl
F fad meawwan St awd g
13w ¥ mwaw, ame AN STA-
FTO BT g1 @ ¥ WL &t & SyIar
Ho weE Aforat w19 FT W E 0
A EEFAT FAR F AN HO§
F@ It gEEr & 1 5§ FE A%
df5 A¥Y & | 98 S@WT §amr fF
s daa § guwaT AT oy

Wil gaw Uso wWEo ®lo #F

sHafat & &g mfeqq fAzmT ag
FF A8 T 1 Tmd e W1 IEw

g, fagss ¥ st faar gwr § Sed

EEEHT AT FH F 7g AT g |
AR @l § THE WAt Amd AL

Agl & wrm #r gfee & 1w

qgue § TEwd T W afw
% & afew Wi aw F afaey
¥ zoaET aE0 Sl W TOE &R
¥ o ome @ W E ) F AAT ST
TG aaT wgar g 5 og wifeag
fiwrar Fv dw@nr & ggaret wWgd,
OF qrg 9 gTT ASE T WA
TG F1 Ffoer Y 1 WY ST FE
qagy GUSA WOE A FEET I,
quAGT FE AT @@l FEA A FAAT
IFEr T ST KT WET AT I
fF o wamlar 4 @ ¢ & 99
FHEIY T iR GG FO AT
for oW @9 v sSov fAFas ¥
afoer T ? oy WAET AT
gzl @t adr W 5w o &
TET F wae ol §FECO A
wFET GRS #1 4™ M E, STW

A ag wWreEr @ § 1 g1 awar

R 5 gmd wAm waw o, dfee

HOETT F1 qTRAT T @ aEn §
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T gy AIqAE I OGTEE H G
FM F ogmwA v@r gy | gaR

Fe@dgranar @ fF ogaR qw oA W

.

»

g@d ¥ wg gw frad

FANFS Fee &, W@ qATAT §,
gAY WU qZ FT LEE 1 T
R T @7 @1 R gee ;Mo Hio
F ger W WAAR, IT§ AN &
IAF! SATEl gaetg faw W@ § &l
I TA AR T 9IAG  THAAT
e #T fear o7 gwww # W
FFAFZAW A IaR dea & fag
afea g5 -

gl g% 3@ wifesqa i 97
6% g 98 W v g v AfE
7o Hifo Hlo ¥ FAwfxal &r F7-
T|E Wus §, IHWC IR0 IF
FW & faq a8 wfeqdm wmr war
21 AT W AT FToaqy ¥ fF
frg v & 78 QWwR FM W
TqiwT qgeft a@ ar ag § &
7S 5g FC F A 77E GIFR

= fadr g & 99 §F @ AT FT

#ifIqq W FW@W IT 9Ed
THT ZTEIAH FLAT § 1 IF 9T F
/IT ¥ FE I qAT Q IAF )
feow @3 & JaxdT ARy 7 A
F @ F 97 g3q fawr wr @ @
T IFR w1 wizqq ard a7 3
T B\ SEA AT Far g 5 9w
gix fag wr &1 @ 9 IER &
oifsg a8 Fr =g 1 ;@
i
T HE IALHAT T A A AT AET
F IR TR AT oWiTAT Al
FW A FAEGAFN 4 7 qg AT
g 5 aF gar 7 59 #1 g &)
fear % 1 Wfed & wamar § 5
™ A frary # qier owar g ...
(sxaere)

e, e S0 360 (4)

(@) ®1¥ g7 A} g | WH
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a5 fear & 5 —
“it shall be competent for the
President during the period any
Proclamation issued under this

article is in operation to issue dir-
ections for the reduction of salaries
and allowances of all or any class
of persons serving in connection
with the affairs of the Union in-
cluding the Judges of the Supreme
Court and the High Courts.”

T BIZATIA TAITE) FY A7 Y
AAE ST 360 FAWT & WX SEFT
4(dt) fesr @ S® &1 WA 9w
3@ ifwd | wA oEr wwar § f
TT WA BEAATIA FAS) feF-
AT A A & q 3m TR F1 wiieTw
S FIAC IT ST FT ERA frags
g, wrg fags & 139 AR T wileAT
RFIHG Afard F f@TE FH 57 @
g1 nfsqmgsradiaragganr & =
TFo Mo Wio & AT &t ot
gfa@ FeEraew §, 99FT S @
TzH § 99 &1 WG FAT F 0w
T W T FW FRT &1 AT w79
TAHT IAT 7 TR 747 FAT Tifg0
FT AT FITT F. AW qFL AT
Fred € | 7feFa o1 Tedme 735 5
LE Ao Gio & Faatfan & ag
©AAT F aXqAT A®T § | WO
wigAT g TAHE! A TG WL
W 3fic & § grasr § & wow
7g TIA agq DFI G | AR TAT T9TT
g v gfm #1E 7 59 Bl 7 ag
et fear @ 99 ®1 T B feg
FiE WY T T FGFT woy wifeRw
S FT fRar L g w7 F wwar
T ST F,  WIT FWHR ARI
A gL qF @FaC F 987 SFAr §
HEFHE A 5 LFALTTRE FTFAT
F, GTETT (0 o0 I TTFALC F{ a8
gFdl & Ml a7 @ W
gl ot Fg IFA ®, IFR FTIEAN
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& qdr feafa 4 3@ 991 4 wifeqq
A TW FY g AN FW N FIH
T T gwd § 1 it afawr
AHZL ATREA F A AP, TR
F = ¥ fagam w1 0% foear ooy
WIT g, a1 3§ ¥ fAu 9w
@ ¥ v F afs oW F 9w
g fesar wmw § 1 gafHg siaq,
AU g FgN g R g § o wifedy
fras@ar 38 & W & N {Rr MNaE-
fax, sexfiowm fedwes %71 oz @
I8 TeE-Age & war § HWiT e
7o afcorm @ @R 1 9T wm
3 IR FX E R om g & &Y
wex W frar ] 58% qw & wagwy
F AW FAT G JEAT @ TZ ]
AT A@ A E | W X A B8R
g o e Iawfas w97
AR AT FTT 7 56 Ty mT

T Fragha
(¥R =t wal)

ot wafma amdawe ;. nfge |
¥ A & F Agw fF 9w w0
T gl § 5 wm Wy fRu uw
TI0 ATAQ AT AL gAAT AR
1 OWR AN Jase W qQifedr
FIAT AT & O WU W ¥ 7
s 97 5w fifsg 0 gw saw
gAY WIA g13 @ 1 afeT iy
St ag fear § e Adar ssor g
BT AW 3§ seEEw fedwen w5y
WIETR ] SE FAMY IEAAT FW
femr & sf o ¥ a3 A@
NITFAT § ST feRgw  fowyg
qF, T 9 AAT, ARIH 6 Biwd
fomrd oo w g, 98 § Fgar
Rl § |
SHRI P. RAMAMURTI. Sir, I rise
to support the Resolution moved by

: v w0
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Comrade Bhupesh Gupta and to op-
pose the Bill. Sir, I am really surpris-
ed that the Government talks in two
voices. When in Bangalore the work-
ers wanted parity in wages with the
BHEL, one Minister declared that if
there would be any parity, it is on
the basis of productivity. And here
the Finance Minister says that there
must be some parity. I do not under-
stand this. And if it is a question of
productivity, the Finance Minister
knows that productivity has increas-
ed. His own figures, the figures given
by the LIC show in clear-cut terms
that the total nuraber of employees in
the LIC have decreased between 1974
and 1980 whereas the production—
they do not produce any commeodi-
ty; here the production is only pro-
curing the policies—the number of
policies and the amount they procur-
ed have increased. That is the mea-
sure of productivity. So, here the
same number of workers or a lesser
number of workers have procured
policies valued nearly three times of
what they were procuring in 1974.
Therefore, you are punishing them for
being productive. This is the reality.
This is the first point that I wanted
to make. Sir, I do not want to go
into other questions.

Sir, somebody there said, “Is there
no limit for dearness allowance?’” Sir,
here are the workers who by their
fight have been able to secure cent
per cent neutralisation. The Class III
and Class IV employees have been
able to secure cent per cent neutrali-
sation according to the rise in the cost
of living. This is the princigle. When
you say, “Is there no 1limit? Is the
sky the 1imit?” then the questions
comes: What is the limit for your
price increase? If the sky ig the limit
for your price increase, if you can-
not bring down the prices, what can
we do about it? This is your policy.
We are not responsible for the high
prices. It ig your own linflationary
policy and it is your own doing. And
for that why should the workers be
penalised? If the LIC workers have
got it, the other workers will fight

e
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and they will also got it. After all,
the pace is set by the advanced
workers, and today the LIC workers
in this country happen tc be the ad-
vance coentingent of the entire work-
ing class of the employees of this
country. Naturally, the other workers
also will fight for it and they will also
get this thing. And you are now
wanting to prevent it. That is the
meaning of it. The prices will in-
crease but your real wages will go on
decreasing because you say that you
will not give the full compensation
for the rise in the cost of living.
This is what is meant by that. Of
course, the collective bargaining is
given the go-by. The other people
have talked about it and 1 do not
want to talk about it much. Here,
Sir, I would like to point out that

defending this, Mr. Venkataraman,
who is a lawyer told Mr., Indrajit
Gupta... |

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: I do
not know if I ever defended you.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: I never al-
lowed anybody to defend me. You
- know that. I have never allowed any-
body to defend me. I have defended
myself and I have also gppeared for
others though I am not 3 lawyer. Just
as Mr. Venkataraman claims that he
is a good economist in spite of his
being a lawyer, I can also claim to be
a good lawyer in spite of not being a
lawyer. Therefore, Sir, I also know
the law and also the procedures in
courts. Mr, Venkataraman, the other
day, of course, taunted Mr. Indrajit
Gupta, “You are not a lawyer; I am a
lawyer”. That is why I am telling
him not to try to taunt me like that.
Mr. Venkataraman said this thing the
other day when this question was rais-
ed. About the order he said there are
certain procedures known in the Sup-
reme Court as a record of processing
in the Supreme Court. They are not
judgments of the Supreme  Court.
They are not decrease of the Supreme
Courf. They are not orders of the
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Supreme Court. This he was saying
while replying to the points made by
Shri Somnath Chatterjee. He said,
so, Sir, this is not an order of the
Supreme Court. I am gquoting from
what he has stated in the other House.
I would like to point out to him that
the order of the Government of India,
rather the orders of the Government
of India, when issued, are signed by
an Under Secretary. Is an under sec-
retary the Government? The Govern=
ment is the President assisted by the
Council of Ministers. Is it not neces-
sary for the Minister to sign or the
President to sign every order? Butit
is the under secretary who signs these
orders. Because it is governed by the
rules of procedure laid down by the
Government itself and here are Rules
of Procedure of the Supreme Court.
What do the Supreme Court Rules say
in this matter? The Supreme Court
rule says: Every decree passed or or-
der made by the court shall be drawn
up in the register and be signed by
the Registrar or the Deputy Registrar
and sealed with the seal of the court
and shall bear the name, date of the
judgement, sitting etc. Then, when
the Registrar or the Deputy Regiftrar
considers it necessary that the draft
of any decree or order should be
settled in the presence of the parties,
or where the parties require it to be
settled in their presence, the Regis-
trar or the Deputy Registrar, shall by
notice in writing appoint a time fnr
settl'ng the same and the mparties shall
attend the appeintments and produce
the briefs "and such other documents
as may be necessary tfo enable the
craft to be settled, The Supreme
Court merely pronounces the order.
These orders are recorded by the Re-
gistrar or the Deputy Registrar in
what is called the proceedings of the
court and this is what has happened
here also. Mr. Venkataraman was
saying that this is just signed by the
clerk. Tt is not signed by the clerk.
It is the Deputy Registrar who has
signed it and there is the seal of the
Supreme Court. Is the clerk entitled
to give the seal. What is it that he is
talking? Let him go out and repeat
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it outside, I am not going to imple-
ment this order, I am not bound to
implement the order. He is, of course,
protected here by parliamentary pri-
vileges. I would ask him to go out
and make the statement outside, it is
not binding on me, I am not bound
to do that. Then I can charge him
with contempt of court. There are
people in this country who will charge
him for contempt of court. Therefore,
this is a pucrile argument. This is
the procedure of the court. This is
the procedure laid down by the court,
Under the procedure, the clerk has
drafted it, the Registrar has gone
through it, the Registrar is there and
the Supreme Court seal is also there.
This is what is happening. This is
what happened with regard -to both
the matters.

While on the same question, I would
like to ask him that in one case with
regard to this order dated 10-11-1980,
he says, it is signed by the court mas-
ter, who is a clerk. But when it
comes to the revison petition, there
also it is the same thing. There also
it is stated, the judge has not signed
anything. There also it is an order
and the order is in this form. An
order is also in the same form. What
is the form? The proceedings of the
court, and the court passed the fol-
lowing order: ‘The learned Attorney-
General who appears on behalf of the
LIC has made a statement Vefore us
that the order passed by the court in
its judgment dated  November 1980
shall be complied with before April
15, 1981. We may add that this order
will ultimately be subjected to the re-
sult of the review petition. The stay
petition filed along with the review
petition is rejected.’ This is the or-
der. This is the way in which it has
been given. The Supreme Court has
not signed it. But in this case the
rejection of the petition for revision
by the Supreme Court, which is in the
form of an order signed by the De-
puty Registrar, and the court master,
that you are able to rely upon, that
you would say is a correct thing, but
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in the other case you will only say it

is not applicable, This is the proce-

dure. I would only ask you to go

and make a statemeni outside. You

make the same statement outside.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: I will
answer to thig pont,

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI. Because
you are protected here, you may 5ay
anything. I challenge you to make
this very statement outside the House
anywhere, and, Sir, let him face 1..he
consequences. Lel him say it outside
if he is so sure of himself. Then, the
most fantastic thing he stated was
about the order...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
word you had used was not proper, 1
think. . -

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: That can
be corrected; I have no objection, but
that referred to the statement.

Anyway, then, Sir, he said that Mr.
Indrajit Gupta relied on certain f)bser-
vations made by so and so. Sir, t¥e
knows that the majority judgment is
a judgment. Judgment is not the
final order, and as a lawyer he knows
that in the judgment, there are two
things. There is, what is called, obiter
dicta and also, what is called, ratio
decidendi. You konw that...

SHRI NARASINGHA PRASAD
NANDA (Orissa): That is a point of
decision.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Yes, exact-
ly. Ratio decidendi is the rationale
behind the final order, the principles
on the basis of which the Supreme
Court gives a final order, and that is
binding on all these things. He must
have got a number of cases. After
all, Mr. Venkatararaan, you have been
the junior of Mr. §. Doraiswamy Iyer;
don’t forget that. I knew you then
and knew Mr. Doraiswamy Iyer who
was the tallest advocate in Madras in
those days, a person who in 1907 broke
the Surat Congress along with Tilak.
Mr. Venkataraman was a junior under
him when he started his practice. And

Y
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I knew Mr. Doraiswamy Iyer as you
knew. He used to make enquiries
about you, Mr. Venkataraman and he
made enquiries about you when I vi-
sited him before his death. Even in
1976, he was making enquiries about
you. I know in what exteem he held
you. And today, I am glad that Mr.
Doraiswamy has died; I am Thappy
about it because if he had known...

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA.: Other-
wise, he would have died of heart
failure.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: If he had
known that you said so, he would
have died of heart failure. And as
the Englishman says, he will be turn-
ing in his grave if he comes to know
that Mr. Venkataraman has made this
kind of a statement. And now the
Supreme Court has specifically stated
it. Why then did you go in for a re-
vision petition? This fact is also re-
vealed by the revision petition.

SHR1I BHUPESH GUPTA.: They
got the wrong arguments.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: What is
the revision petition that they {filed?

What is the point to determine? I
quote:

“In the written arguments filed
in the transfer case said the ques-
tion as to whether the ID. Act or
the LIC Act is a special statute, has
been adverted to...’ etc.

Then,

«“_ .. .It appears that this Hon'ble
Court has been pleased to advert
10 the question whether the I.D.
Act and LIC Act is a special statute
and whether there was any conflict
between the statutes and in the
event of a conflict, which statute
will prevail, has been adverted to
in the judgment because of this as-
pect having been dealt with in the
written submission.”

Therefore, this is the basis on which
they came to this conclusion. It is

[16 MARCH, 1981]

Corporation (Amdt.) 290
Bill, 1981
not obiter dicta; it is the principle.
The principle is, the LIC Act is a ge-
neral Act as far as employer-employee
relations are concerned. 'The I.D. Act
is a special Act and wheu there is a
conflict between the speecfal Act and
the general Act, it is the special Act
that prevalls, which is the rationale
behind the whole thing. And this is
what you have challenged. Other-
wise, why should you go in for revi-
sion? This is the main question on
the basis of which you filed a review
petition. Th's is what you have stated.
Now, you come and say that these
are all nothing, these are all non-
sense, anybody can make any state-
ment and you have got nothing to do
about it. This is the statement you
have made. That is why, I said, if
Mr. Doraiswamy Iyer had been alive,
he would have died of heart failure
when he hears this. This is a won-
derful argument which Mr. Venkata-
raman is trying to pursue. Now, Sir,
the Supreme Court has held that—it
is not an obiter dicta—when there is
a conflict betwen a general Act and
a special Act, it is only the special
Act which will prevail. It has also
held that the Industrial DIsputes Act
is a special Act governing the em-
ployee-employer relationship and
which provides for collective bargain-
ing. If you want to pass another Act,
you should provide for all these things,
the right of collective bargaining and
so on. Without that, how can you
say it is a special Act? It is ouly
amending a general Act in a general
way. The question is, when you have
gone to the Court, asking for review-
ing the whole thing, why should there
be this urgency? This is because you
are sure that the Supreme Court is
not going to give a verdict in your
favour. This is the charge [ am mak-
ing. They will still held that ID. Act
is a special Act and the right of col-
lective bargaining is taken away by
this. Already, this question has been
challenged. The Ordinance is there.
If you had gone to them and asked
for some time, I could have under-
stood that The Ordinance has been
challenged. They have said that the
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LIC Act is a general Act, that the LD.
Act is a special Act and, hence, they
cannot take away this right. This
has been challenged. Why can’t you
wait for that? The case is being
heard today, tomorrow or the day
after. It is listed for tomorrow. Why
can’t you wa.t for that? [Instead ot
waiting for that, you have mow come
up with this. This is the charge that
I am making. What have the workers
gained by this right? In the case of
a Class III employee, the basic wage
is Rs. 175 only. Then, this has gone
up because of dearness allowance.
Even in regard to the Class IV em-
ployees, you have said that 15.8 will
be the ceil.ng, beyond that, they can-
not go. Therefore, this has been the
principle so long that at least as far
as the Class IV employees are con-
cerned, the rise in the cost of living
will be neutralised, Today, you are
coming to a position where even in
the case of the Class IV employees, as
a result of your inflationary policles,
the price rise and so on, their wages
will be depressed; their real wages
will be depressed. This is what you
are going to do. This is what is going
to happen. Sir, I do not know
whether alt these th'ngs will make any
sense to the Government. I am sure,
the Government is not going to listen
to me. The only way out for them is
to take to the streets, to strikes. This
is what they will do. I am sure, as
a result of this, this is what they will
do. T welcome this for one purpose.
For one thing, I am glad about it.
Their real face is now exposed before
the workers. They talk of agricultu-
ral labourers and so on. My only
question is, who prevented them from
implementing the Minimum Wages
Act? Who prevented them? Who
prevented you from implementing the
Minimum Wages Act? Why have youl
been silent all these years? Wherever
the Minimum wages Act hag been im-
plemented, it is only because of the
development of the trade union move-
ment, It is only as a result of the
development of the trade union move-
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ment that the agricultural workers in
the aountry were awakened, were
able to organise themselves and have
been able to get better wages in spite
of terriffic repression on the part of
the landlords in league with the Po-
lice, the goondas ard so on. Sir, what
will happen now? What has happen-
ed already? Along with the LIC em-
ployees, today ,the officers have also
joined them and tomorrow, I am quite
sure, as g result of thls, the entire
working class and the entire toiling
people will rise against your policy.
When you are talking of the wage
structure, you are not talking of the
income structure. Employers can get
any amouat of money. When you are
talking about the wage structure, you
are not talking about prices. Prices
can go up to any extent. "The mono-
poly houses can increase their profits
to any extent. As far as the wages
are concerned, however, they must be
controlled. Th's iy what you want to
do. This, { tell you, will not help and
this is going to be resisted. The peo-
ple will rise against it. Ultimately,
things are not going to be decided by
what you are going to lay down, but
it is only the working peoule in this
country, the workars, the agricultural
labcurers, the poor people and so on
who are going to decide the fate and
they are already on the march. I am
glad, they are already on the march.
Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes,
Mr. Kalyanasundaram. Please he
brief because all the points have al-
ready been covered. Certain points
have been repeated several times,.

SHRI' M. KALYANASUNDARAM
(Tamil Nadu): Thank yoy for your
advice. I do not propose to repeat
any point. I stand here to support
the Resolution moved by  Comrade
Bhupesh Gupta and oppose the Ordi-
nance and also oppose the Bill. Every
point of th's Bill is a retrogade step
against the working class. The legal
aspect and other things have been ex-
plained by the previous speakers and
I do not propose to speak any further
on them. About the philosophy be-
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hind the Bill, Comrade Bhupesh Gupta
has already dealt with it in detail in
his speech. About the settlement
reached between the employees’ or-
ganisation and the management in
1974, lot of false propaganda is being
made and that is what the Britishers
also did in 1946 when the railwaymen
gave notice of strike. They demand-
ed only thirty rupees of minimum
wage, What the Britishers said is that
these railwaymen were taking ad-
vantage of the key position that they
were occupying and that they wanted
to steal a march over the rest of the
society for asking for thirty rupees
of minilcum wage. That is what
the Britishers said, Now look
at the wonderful advance that
the LIC workers have made. With re-
gard fo bonus and dearness allowance,
not only through their struggle ovut
sacrifice they have attained some ad-
vance compared to the rest of the
workers. W:th regard tg the dearness
allowance too, I hope Comrade Rama-
murti would pardon me, I do not
agree with him that it is a full neu-
tralisation because there are a lot of
complaints about compilation of the
price index itself. That requires a
thorough review. So, compared to

other public sector undertaking em-
ployees, Central Government em-
ployees, even our employees working
in the Rajya Sabha and Lok Sabha
Secretariats, they have advanced.
These people can never think of full
neutralisation. The price is soaring

so high that dearness allowance is just
an illusion. So, where is the question
of full neutralisation in the case of
Government employees or the public
sector workers? So, Sir, that settle-
ment gives them some benefit. After
all, some margin should be there for
the aptitude of the LIC employees.
The patience, aptitude and persever-

ance in the case of LIC people is pro~
verbial. It is their hard work and
perseverance that has shown the re-

sult in the LIC business. They have
to go and convass business. It is just

running the administration. The busi-
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ness has increased three times. The
number of staff has not increased.
Without increasing the strength of
staff, business has increased. The
figures furnished by trade wunionists
show that the ratio in respect of the
expenditure on staff is gong down as
compared to the increase in business.
This shows the stagnation in the
strength of staff and also the stagna-
tion in their emoluments. That is the
reason why the officers and the em-
ployees have joined together in the
struggle. They are on the strike for
the third day. So, do not advance
wrong and false arguments. The de-
mand for need-based min‘mum wage
and ful neutralisation of rising prices
is a universal demand in almost all
the capitalist countries.

Even in America and Britain that is
the fight that is going on. In our coun-
try, the workers are very modest.
They have not yet combined and
started the struggle. Here and there,
occasionally they take a stand. Now
the Government, by this Ordinance,
is forcing all the Central Government
employees, the public sector employeeg
and the other workers in the private
sector to make common cause with
the peasantry and the rural poor to
force the Government to change their
economic policy which gives rise to

such an anarchic state of affairs.
While props=rity is there on the one
side, there is poverty increasing on
the other side, What ig this anomaly?
Our President has given a call to de-
lare war against povertv. At the same
time  he signs such an Ordinance. He
complains about the concentration of
wealth in the hands of a few and
growing poverty, If the people read -
his spezch, they will laugh at him.
He occupies such a high position. Does
he not have the power to give a direc-
tive or tell the council of Ministers,
“this is what you shoyld do, and this
is what you should not do”? When
he had an opportunity to deliver his
Address to both the Houses of Parlia-
ment, he committed himself to all
these things. But now he speaks like
this. It is only a propaganda to mis-
lead the people, A serioug attack has
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been Jaunched, much more serious
than that in the emergency period.
In fact, this started in 1976 during the
emergency and it is still continuing.
The only thing is that it is now spre-
ading against the rest of the working
peaple, I warn the Government, as
has been done by the previous speaker
also, that the workers cannot remain
silent spectators, You compare it with
the recent gzttlement with the Port
and Dock workers. 1 ask this of Mr.
Venktataraman who wag also help-
ing us In those negotiations with the
Port and Dock workers. The minimym
wage for a Port and Dock worker is
now Rs. 700. Compare that with LIC.
There is one clause there that if the
rate of dearness allowance is revised
elsewhere, the Port and Dock workers
have got a right to reopen the ques-
tion. That clause is also contained in
such a settlement. So this is the posi-
tion.

During the past 12 months alone,
the cost of living index has increas-
ed by 45 points. It was just 363 on
1st January, 1980. Now it is 408. This
is the rate at which the prices are
going up. If Mr. Venkataraman’s Bud-
get—said to be a “development orien-
ted budget”—percolates lower below,
before the end of this year the prices
will shoot up like anything, So revise
your policy. Have a review in regard
not only to rationaliation of wages/
salaries, but, have a review of the
profits of the monopolies and the
wealth they are acquiring. Have a
national policy of wages, income, price
and profits. Don’t speak of wages
alone; speak of prices and profits
also. Without speaking about prices
and profits, you speak of rationalisa-
tion of wages. I do not want to use
any strong word, but it is an attack
on the workers.

Sir, I appeal to the Government that
before it is too late, even in this case
let them call the trade union repre-
sentatives and discuss with them. After
all, with the majority that they have,
they are going to get this Bill passed.
They are taking powers. But the
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powers alone will not save them, The
LIC workers may e small in number,
but they are strong and united be-
cause of the issues involved. So, don’t
be sitting in an ivory tower. See the
writing on the wall and change your
policy.

6 p.M.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr,
Bnupesh Gupta, will yoy reply to the
debate? Have you to say anything?
Of course, you have already said suffi-
cinetly. (Interruptions) Now he will
reply to the Resolution,

SHRI M. KALYANASUNDARAM:
No. After the Minister says, he has
the right of reply.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, the
position is this. The Minister should
intervene because the Minister has
moved the Bill,

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
have moved the Resolution first. So
you will reply to the Resolution first.
Then the Minister will reply.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He can
reply to the debale on the Bill

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That he
will do. First you reply to the Re-
solytion.

SHRI BMMUPESH GUPTA: So, that
is the tactics you are adopting.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is
the procedure.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If he
says that he will usurp the right of
the junior to reply to the debate on
the Bill, I cannot say ‘No’. But it
would have been fair if he has left
the reply also to his junior and en-
croach on the time of the House to
“Intervene” as they call it, so that
we could have replied to him.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
already know his points, very well in
advance,
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Sir, we
know him, we know his points very
well. But we do not know what con-
coctions he will make just now.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Coftce

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: So,
Sir, we are deprived of that, the latest
gems that will be soon dropping from
the precious lips of the Finance Minis-
ter of the coyntry. That is a very un-
fortunate denial but, nevertheless,
we shall proceed: we are subject to
your guidance.

Sir, my Resolution has been oppos-
ed by some friends there and I felt
our friends there are to oppose me
because they are situated in a position
from where it is very costly to sup-
port me. I can understand their diffi-
culty. Therefore, they have opposed
it. The hon. Minister has moved the
Bil]l and said whatever he had to say.
Comrade Ramamurti and others also
spoke,

Our position is quite clear. We are
opposed to this Ordinance not merely
on economic and legal groynds. We
are opposed to this Ordinance becaues
it introduces a dangerous social ap-
proach to the important question of
industrial relations in the country.
And the industrial relations in the
country, if they are disturbed and
undermined in the manner in which
they seek to do it, other relations in
other situations also cannot be good.
In fact, it will have very serious re-
percussions in all spheres of our eco-
nomic life and, possibly, in our politi-
cal life and social life as well.

Sir, I did not know that oyr friend,
the Finance Minister, was junior to
such an eminent lawyer and patriot
but then, Sir, we are in the days where
eminence is heavy discount. And pat-
riotism is paraded in ways other than
it used to be in some quarters in the
old days.

As far as the LIC employees are
ggncerlxed, we are very sorry that
some adverse remarks were made
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against them by some of our friends,
who should show a better understand-
ing. It is as if the LIC employees
were comiing in the way of narrowing
down or removing the economic dis-
parities, as if the bonus given to the
LIC employees, 15 per cent or so, or
the emoluments that are given to
them, stood in the way of giving a
better deal to other sections of the
working people or to the rural poor.
That is not so. Even, two days befare,
the President of India, whlie inaugu-
rating the conference of the Governors
of the States, gave the reason as to
why the economic disparities con-
tinue, as to who had cornered the
gains of oyr development. He had
taken the period between 1964 and
1976. The monopoly houses with
assets of Rs. 20 crores and more had
grown from 42 to 103. I did not say
it. Tt is he who said it, the President
of India. It is the President of India
who said that in the three decades
between 1951 and 1971 the agricultu-
ral population had gone up from 21
per cent of the rural population to
26 per cent of the rural population;
and he complained that many of them
were not getting even the minimum
wage fixed. He said it. It is again
the Presidnet of India who said that
the present system is responsible for
it. e said it in so many words; but
I am not using those words. He said
that the top less than 1 per cent
people enjoy more than 5 per cent
while the bottom § per cent enjoy
less than 1 per cent. These are his
figures. He bemoaned the state of
affairs, the Presidnet of India.

Who prevents you from giving re-
munerative prices to the farmers, to
the peasants and a living wage to the
agricyltural workers? The LIC em-
ployees, the bank employees, the
workers? Not at all, If the prices are
rising, they are jolly well entitled to
optimum centralization of the rising
cost of living. And hence you have
developed this scheme of going with
the cost of living index, as recommen-
ded by your Pay Commission and other
bodies. That is how vyou raise the
Dearness Allowance. And they have
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got it by strike. Why are you grudg-
ing it? You never said in 1974: “No,
we shall not give this bonus of 15 per
cent.”” On the contrary, you signed it.
What hag happened between January,
1974 and now that you want to take
it away? Have the prices gone down
or gone up? The prices have gone up;
the value of rupee has fallen. Who
is responsible for it? The LIC emplo-
yees, the bank employees  the work-
ers? Or, the monopolists, pro-
fiteers, hoarders and dear black-
money-holders, your polices are
responsible.  When 1 say ‘you, 1
do not wuse it in any personal
sense; 1 mean all the regimes, whe-
ther it is the Janta regime or vour re-
gime now or your previous regime, I
am not having any individuals in my
mind at the moment. Now, Sir, this
is adding insult to injury when they
say that the LIC employees are gett-
ing more; it ig a very mean propa-
ganda—this propaganda that is car-
ried on by all newspapers—that they
are getting more than the Joint Secre-
taries. Well, everybody knows what
they are getting. It was not a gift that
you have made to them. Inch by inch
they had fought. Because of your
policies you are obliged and compell-~
ed to concede some of their demands,
and they made gains. But yoy now use
it as an argument. Anyway, I do not
want to dilate upon it. This goes un-
checked. (Time bell rings) In 15
minutes, let me finish,

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Already
you have taken about eight minutes.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 will
finish. This is one part of it. I would
not dilate upon it. As far as the legal
part of it is concerned, what shall I
say?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That
has ‘been explained.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: After all,
these materials have been given to us,
and we have studied them. Everybody
hag studied them. The only argument
he has is that whatever he says must
go even after the Sypreme Court has
said—it cannot correct the Minister,
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By implication it is said, the Minister
has made a wrong statement. Other-
wise, how does the question of correct-
ing the Minister arise? The statement
of the Minister made on the 23rd
February in the other House was really
commented upon by the Supreme
Court in a very polite but very scin-
tillating manner.

Not a word of regret, not a word of
apology, not a word of remorseness,
not a word of repentance, nothing of
the kind. What I'say stands? I am the
monarch of all I survey and accept
what 1 sav as the law of the land!
Well, Sir, this is a very dangerous
trend.

Well, the Judges cannot come and
speak here nor can they go to public
meetings and speak like that. But they
have put it down in writing, After
that, we need not argue about it. If
the Judges understood it, we under-
stood it, the LIC employees under-
stood it everybody understood it, that
way, how can you say that you meant
something else? No. Sir, English words

have their meaning. yoy read the
Attorney-General’s statement.
He was asked, @and he said, “Yes,

by the 15th of April we shall pay.”
He said “pay’. “Payment” was the
issue. Then he denied it, and I do not
know what to do with the Attorney-
General or those who advised the
Attorney-General. [ do not know. The
Supreme Court should think of a
certain procedure where such people
can be dealt with for contempt of
court. There should be some procedure
of dealing with the lawyers who pro-
fessionally misconduct. The person who
misleads the Sypreme Court in this
manner, bluffs the Supreme Court,
he has no right to be the Attorney-
Gencral. At least this should be laid
down by the Supreme Court and the
Bar Council and other competent
authorities should disqualify them.
This is a matter for them to consider,
not for me or for you to lay down.
This is there. As far as the hon, Minis-
ter is concerned, he is incorrigible;
he will not change, (Interruptions)
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That
will do.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We have
moved our Resolution, We have oppos-
ed the Bill, Many of my friends there,
had they been in the Opposition, be-
cause the Janata Government was
doing this thing also when it was in
power, I am sure, would have sup-
ported me. The moment the trouble
arises, they go to that side. This is
what I find. Otherwise, I have no
doulbt that had they been sitting on
this side, many of them would have
lent their voice in a much stronger
way than T did,

What Mr. Venkataraman- would
have done, I cannot say, Perhaps he
would have refrained from speaking,
h» would have abstained from the
House, kecause he is wedded to a
philosophy that holds the tongue
over such matters. That is not appli-
cable in other cases, So, Sir, you ask
him. ..

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
have asked them sufficiently. Do not
WOrTy.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We
would still ask our friends there. You
may ask, “Are you a fool to ask for
their support?”

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
have asked several times,

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You
have not called me a fool.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No,

not in the least. Nobody can dare do
that.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, it
is always a good thing to ask people
to do a good thing, even if they do
not do so, I just tell them that they
should consider that a very wrong
step has een taken. Again I say, we
protest against this Ordinance because
every principle, including the princi-
ple of functioning of parliamentary
system and democracy, and the direc-
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tives of the Speaker and the Chair-
man, Sir, everything has been violat-
ed by this outrageous Ordinance which
was promulgated to double-cross Par-
liament—I say, to double-cross Par-
liament. Sir, this is a fraud of the
wrost type. And, thercfore, Sir, it
deserves the strongest condemnation
by all right-minded people. If for
some reason my good friends there are
not condemning it, I will not con-
demn them for the present, but I
will look forward to them so that they
would ponder over the matter and
think what a wrong thing they are
donig by encouraging this kind of
thing. 1 hope it will be resisted out-
side in a much stronger way.

302

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now
the hon. Minister may please reply
to the debate.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Mr.
Deputy Chairman, Sir, I am very
sorry that a number of things have
been stated regarding the proceedings
in the Supreme Court which are not
factually correct. And it looked as if
the parties who are likely to lose their
case in the Supreme Court are attemp-
ting to create a sort of eonflict bet-
ween the executive and the judiciary
and thereby win the sympathy of the
judiciary on their side. The order
that wag passed on the 10th Novem-
ber, 1980, very definitely stated as
follows:

“The transfer petition No. 1 of
1979 standg allowed in so far as the
writ will issue to the Life Insurance
Corporation directing it to give
effect to the terms of settlement of
1974 relating to bonug until super-
seded by a fresh settlement, an in-
dustrial award or relevant legisla-
tion.” ‘

This is the final order that was pass-
ed. This order is signed, I said in the
other House, by three judges. And
somebody said there was another
order. I said, an order signed by the
three judges has a precedence, has
the imprimature of the decision of the
judges themselves. That is the tenor
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of my speech. I did not have to com-
ment on what order is important and
what order is not important. I merely
pointed out that this is the order,
namely, the order signed by three
judges, which stated that this agree-
ment will be valid until it is set aside
by one of the three things, namely,
a fresh agreement, a reference to ad-
judication or b relevant legislation.
By saying that I tried to say that this
is not the order of the Supreme Court
or that is not the order of the Sup-
reme Court, they are all trying to
create a sert of misunderstanding
between me or the Government and
the Supreme Court.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: That is
what I read from your speech, You
have said, it ig not the order.
am I to do? You have said it.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
wait for for some time.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Please
hear me. When somebody said that
there is something else, I said, the
order which is fully binding is the
one which has been signed by the
three judges. And that is what I have
been saying. When so many pople
speak in the debate and several things
are said, probably I do not know. ..

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: You are
correcting yourself,

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: My
point is very clear even now, as was
said in the other House, that the order
which is binding and strictly appli-
cable so far as the Government s
concerned, is this order signed by the
three judges, which gives the Govern-
ment the option to do one of the
three things. Now, the next question
which was raised about the Supreme
Court was whether the Attorney
General stated ‘“he will pay the
bonus”. On this I want to read only
the judgment of the Supreme Court,
because even here people read only
those portiong which are favourable
to them and omitted to read to the
House those portions which are not

‘What

[RAJYA SABHA]

L

Corporation (Amdt.) 30d
Bill, 1981

favourable to them. This is not the
way. I have also argued cases, but I
have not done this kind of a thing.
The Supreme Court stated as follows:

“It is undoubtedly true that the

order passed by this Court on Nov-
ember 10, 1980 gives the Life In-
surance Corporation of India the
option either to have the settlement
of 1974 superseded by a fresh settle-
ment or to obtain an industrial
award on the subject. But the exer-
cise of such option was not our
understanding of the Attorney
General’s statement. Our under-
standing of the matter was and we
took the Attorney General to mean
that the payment for the judgement
dated November 10, 1980, will be
compiled with subject, of course,
to the result of the review petition
which was then pending...”

They read only up to this. I want to
read the further part of it.

“The Attorney General says that
when he made the particular state-
ment of January 13, 1981 on behalf
of the Life Insurance Corporation
of India what he had in mind was
that the bonus as directed by the
judgment of November 10, 1980 will
be paid to the employees WLefore
April 15, 1981 subject to the qualifi-
cations that the gualification of that
amount will be in the manner con-
templated by the order and in ac-
cordance with the decision on the
review petition which was then
pending.”

“Contemplated by the order of Nov-
ember 10, 1980” which said that it
can be complied with either by agree-
ment or adjudication or relevant legis-
lation. And this is the Attorney Gene-
ral’s statement...

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: This is
what he meant, what he intended.

SHRI AR. VENKATARAMAN: The
Attorney General says...

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Now he

Siu .
say ;

N
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SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Now,
we cannot go on questioning every-
body’s statement.

I go on further

“Mr. Garg who appeared for the
petitioners contests this  position.
But we cannot accept that At-
torney General jg not right in say-
ing today as to what he really in-
tended to convey to us on January
13, 1981...”

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Just a
minute. ..

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: I can-
not yield. Please sit down. 1 did
not disturb you and I will not allow
you to disturb me. After I have fin-
ished I will give you an opportunity.

Now, the point here ig if the Court
thought what the Attorney General
said was not correct then the Court
would have said. “ No, we do not
think that was so...”. On the con-
trary, the Court said that “we can-
not accept...” — mark the words ‘we
cannot accept’ — “...that the Attor-
ney General is not right in saying
today as to what he really intended
to convey to us on January 13, 1981.”
Therefore, the Supreme Court accep-
ted the Attorney General’s statement.
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta makes 3ll sorts of
statements against the Attorney
General which I repudiate. We have
the privilege of Parliament, and,
therefore, we can speak anything we
like. But it is totally wrong to make
such allegations against such , high
officer of the Government such a
judicial officer as the Attorney Gene-
ral. I want to place on recory my
protest against the allegations made
by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and I want
to say that they are totally unwar-
ranted. The position therefore is the
Attorney General says before the
Court this is what I intended and the
Court accepts what the Attorney
General says. Now_ people come and
say the Attorney General promised
to pay and he has not paid and the
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Government has not paid_it hag viola-
ted, it has committed a breach of
trust. Venkataraman be committed to
contempt of courl, this, that, as if you
want him to be impaled and scaffol-
ded! What is all this talking? The
simple thing is this. Did the Attor-
ney General agree in termg to pay the
bonus amount as was stated? The
Attorney General said: I will pay
before the 15th in terms of the judge-
ment. I have read the judgement of
the 10th. If the agreement said be-
for the 15th, he will pay it; if there
was adjudication that jt should be
paid before the 15th, he .will pay it.
If there was legislation then in c-
cordance with that legislation he will
pay it. This is the interpretation of
his statement.

I will not go into the merits of
the cage because we are going to argue
in the court, The court will have
to hear fully on whether the Ordi-
nance is valid, whether the legisla-
tion is valid. It is 5 matter for the
court. Successive Chairmen have
held that the legality of legislation
is not for the Chair to decide. but
it is for the Members to decided.
Therefore, I will not accept that. Ex-
cept for clarifying that there has been
no mistake, there has been no mis-
understanding on the part of the At-
torney General or on the part of the
Goverament, I have no desire to go
into the legalities. ..

SHRI M. KALYANASUNDARAM:
When are you going to decide tl.e
bonus and make the payment?

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: With-
in the 15th April. Now, I will go
into the equity or morality of this
case. The hon. Members said: You
did not have any dialogue or discus-
sion with the Unions, but rushed with
legislation. Apparently these Mem-
bers were not properly briefed by
the Unions. Concrete proposals were
made to the Unions in 1978 1979
and again in April 1980. But the
employees refused to discuss because
under the agreement they had D.A. .



Life Insurance

307

[Shri R. Venkataraman]

and bonus without  ceiling. Why
should they come for discussion? And
they refused to have discussion? The
hon., Members complained that the
Government rushed to legislation
without discussion....

SHRI M. KALYANASUNDARAM:
Can there be discussion for reduc-
tion of pay? For improvement there
should be discussijon.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Their
allegation that the Government did
not discuss falls on their own state-
ment. .

1 will go further to say that the
agreement of 1974 says that the agree-
ment will be valid for three years.
The agreement says that the settle-
ment shall be effective from 1-4-1973
and shall be for a period of four
vears. In other words, it will be va-
lid between 1-.41973 and 31-3-1977,
© If the Government were merely in-
clined to go by the legal position,
they would have said: The agree-
ment has expired and you are not
entitled to the benefits thereunder.
We did not do it. We wanted to get
them into some arrangement and
reach a settlement.

SHRI SHRIDHAR WASUDEO
DHABE: Under the law you are
bound to pay even after the agree-
ment expires.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: The
momept the agreement’s term s
over, the contract law begins to ope-
rate.

SHRI M. KALYANASUNDARAM:
You cannot unilaterally reduce that.
You hgve been g trade union leader,

SHRI ~ R. VENKATARAMAN: If
the Government wanted to take a
legal stand, we could have said SG.
But we did not do jt. On the con-
trary the Government wanted to talk
to them, wanted to approach them
and wanteq to have some settlement
with them. We wanted to see that
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there is some kind of rapprochement
reached. On the contrary, because
they were getting & higher amount,
they were not willing to come to any
settlement and no settlement is pos-
sible under these circumstances.
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SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: You should
have referred to adjudication.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Who

and on what? There is a dispute
which js raiseq by them....
SHRI P, RAMAMURTI: But the

management can raise a dispute and
go in for adjudication?

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: The
management’s right is to negotiate
and say: Your agreement has been
terminated. ... (Interruptions). If the
workers are not prepared to do it,
then there is no questior.

SHRI M. KALYANASUNDARAM:
They cannof justify it before any tri-
bunal. ST

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Ad-
judication for what? If the workers
make a demand, then you can say
that it should be referred for adju-
dication. But there is no demand,

SHRI SHRIDHAR WASUDEO
DHABE: That was a demand by the
management.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: That
is not a demand. My honourable
friend is a trade urion man and he
must know that it js not a demand to
say that the wages should be redu-
ced. It is not a demand. If it is

for something more, then you can say
that.

Then, Sir, 1 come to the merits of
the LIC employees’ case. Sir, it was
said that the LIC ernployees’ expen-
ses have been reducsd and their Pro-
ductivity hag increased. Well, I will
give some figures with regard to this.
I will give some figures realting to
the administrative staff’s salaries ex-
pressed as cost per policy. In 1959,
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it was Rs. 12.45p; in 1964-65 it was
Rs. 16.88p; in 1969-70 it was Rs.
23.57p; in 1974-75, it was Rs. 38 10p;
and in 1978-79 it was Rs. 42.03p! This
is how the cost per policy has been
reduced!

Now, Sir, the other question raised
was that the cost of living has been
increasing and, therefore, the workers
are entitled to get more on account of
the increase in the cost of living. Now,
Sir, I will show what the rise in the
contumer price index is ang the rise
in the salaries of the LIC employees
is. Now, the rise in the consumer
price index, from 196G (base year):
100) to 1978-79, was 332 and the
rise in the emoluments of the Class
1II employees from 1960 rated at
100, is 640. As against the increase
in the cost of living index, in the
consumer price index, which was 332,
the wages have risen by 640 per cent!
Well if this is not an unconscionable
rise an unreasonable rise, I want to
know what it is then.

Then, Sir, I will give some more
comparative figures.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Give
him some better notes, notes which
you can read.

SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Sir,
I have got better notes than what
he gives, because I have unanswer-
able things,

Now, take the comparative figures.
For class III employees, as compared
with others, basic pay plus DA: LIC:
Rs. 2,962]-. BHEL: Rs. 1.119]-;
ONGC: Rs. 13,94|- Air-India: Rs.
1,626/-; Indian Airlines: Rs. 1,376]-;
Madras Fertilizers: Rs. 1,399]-; and
so on. The other things are even
similar.

I have not done anything which
should create this kind of a furore
and this kind of an exaggerated frenzy.
All that we have said is that like
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some of the best paid employees in
the banks, they will get DA subject
to a ceiling of Rs. 50.80p, ilke t he
other employees who are subject to
the bonus law, they will also be sub-
ject to the bonus law. Is it wrong,
it is improper, to ask one set of em-
ployeeg to conform to the same stan-
dards a3 another set of employees? '
All the people in service today, most
of the pcople, with some exceptions,
are subject to the bonus law  and,
according to  the bonus law,

a person getting a salary up
to Rs. 1.600/- will get a bonus
limited to Rs. 750]- ceiling.

The same thing we said, will apply
1to these people glso.” We did not want
to give them a higher status. We
said: “You are governed by the same
law.” Similarly, we said, “You will
be governed by some of the best-paid
employment in respect of DA”, What

is it that this Government has done
to create this kind of a frenzy to say
that they will fight it out in the
streets, fight it out here and there ang
so on? If some people start itching
for a fight, they can fight for better
causes. There are people in the
country who do not earn a minimum
wage. I would like to tell them not
to fight for the LIC employees and
not to fight for the Reserve Bank
employees, but to fight for these peo-
ple. The cause may also be worth
fighting for. Therefore, I say that
there is absolutely no reason why
there should be so much agitation
over this. I would appeal now to the
LIC employees to see reason znd fall
in line with the other better or some
of the best paid employees and take
the same amount of bonus and wages
as in the rest of the country.
(Interruptions)

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Just a
clarification, to bput the record
straight. I am quoting what he him-
self quoted:

o «
P

“Mr. R. K. Garg contests this
bosition, But we cannot accept that
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the Attorney-General is not rightin
saying today...”

Not on that day.

“, .. in saying today, as to what
he really intended to convey...”

Not what he really stated. What he
really stated and what we understood
from the statement was that he will
pay the amount by that time, but
today we are not going to contest it.
Therefore, this is the kind of At-
torney-General. (Interruptions)

SHRI N. ¥. P. SALVE (Maharash-
tra): Forget about this. What about
the last argument: Conform to the
service conditions of other employees
who are some of the best paid em-
ployees? (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; I shall
now put the Resolution of Shri Bhu-
pesh Gupta to vote. The question is:

“That this House disapproves the
Life Insurance Corporation (Am-
endment) Ordinance, 1981 (No. 3
of 1981) promulgated by the Pre-
sident on the 31st January. 1981.”

The motion wds negatived,

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I shall
now put the amendment of Shri Jha
to vote. (Interruptions)

(At this stage, some hon. Members
left the Chamber)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Life Insurance Corporation Act,
1956, be referred to a Select Com-
mittee of the Rajya Sabha consist-
ing of the following members,
damely: —

1. Shri R. R. Morarka
2. Dr. Bhai Mahavir

3. Shri
Nanda

4, Shri Bhupesh Gupta

Narasingha Prasad
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. Shri G. C. Bhattacharya
. Shri Harekrushna Mallick

5

6

7. Shri Biswa Goswamj
8. Shri Ramesliwar Singh
9

. Shri Hukmdeo Narayan
Yadav

10. Shri Sh.va Chandra Jha

with instructions to report by the
first day of the next Session of thé

Rajya Sabha.” ‘ -

The motion was negatived,

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I shall
now put the motion moved by Shri
Maganbhai Barot to vote. The ques-

tions is: <

“That the Bill further to amend
the Life Insurance Corporation Act,
1956, as passec by the Lok Sab’.a.
be taken into consideration.”

The motion was negatived,

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
shall now take up the clause-by-
clause consideration of the Bill.

Clause 2. There are two amend-
ments (Nos. 2 and 3) by Shri Kal-
yanasundaram. Not here.

Clause 2 was cdded to the Bill,

Clause 3 was added to the Bill.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. Clause
4. There is one amendment (No. 4)
by Shri Kalyanasundaram. Not here.
Not moved.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill,

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Clause
1. There is one amendment by Shri

Kalyanasundaram. Not here. Shri
Bhabhara, not here. Shri Pyarelal
Khandelwal, not nere. Not moved.

Clause 1 was added to the Bill,

The Enacting formula, the Pream.
ble and the Title were added to the
Bill.

/
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SHRI R. VENKATARAMAN: Sir,
I move:

“That the Bill be passed.”

The question was put and the mo-
tion was adopted.

GMGIPND—2016 RS—21.7.81—570.
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The House then adjourned
at forty-one minutes past
six of the clock till eleven of

the clock on Tuesday, the
17th March. 1981,



