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[Shri Viswanatlia Menon] Bill will be 
passed, because you have the brute majority. 
You will pass it, I know. But at least you 
should pay the workers this year's bonus, 
because it is already due to them. So, 1 request 
... [Interruption by Shri Sardar Amjad Ali). . . 
Sir. when I was with him ih 1967 in the Lok 
Sabha, then he was with the Opposition. Now., 
he has joined the Congress. I have no 
complaint about that, but  . . . 

MR.    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN :    You 
seem to be old  friends quarrelling    over 
nothing. 

SHRI VISWANATHA MENON : My 
humble submission and my request to the hon. 
Minister is that they should at least pay this 
year's bonus to the workers because it is 
already overdue because you are going to curb 
their rights. At least, you should pay this 
amount to the workers. 

MR.    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN :    The 
House stands adjourned  til] 2 P.M.  today. The 

House then adjourned   for lunch  at 
eight  minutes past  one of the clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at two 
minutes past two of the clock, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman in the Chair. 
THE LIFE INSURANCE CORPORATION 
(MODIFICATION OF SETTLE MENTS) 
BILL.  1976 —contd. 
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:l KHISHNARAO NARAYAN 
DHULAP (Maharashtra) : Mr. Deputy 
Chairman. Sir ... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You speak 
on your amendments also. 

SHRI KRISHNARAO NARAYAN 
DHULAP : With your permission. Sir, I am 
opposing tooth and nail the Bill No. 51 of 
1976, that is, regarding the Life Insurance 
Corporation (Modification of Settle-ments) 
Bill, 1976. It is a very unfortunate Bill and I 
have nothing but pity for the hen. Minister to 
have been forced to pilot thk Bill in this 
House. Sir, at the outset, I express my 
profound dissatisfaction at the way in which 
this House is being treated by tha 
Government. This august House is being 
taken for granted. We are now called    upon 
to express our views on this 

| Bill, to decide the fate of the thousands of 
workers and their monetary interest. We 

I do not know anything about the settlement 
' entered into between the management of the 

L!C and the representatives of the em- 
! ployees   of   the   LIC.    If at  all  the   hon. 
I Minister has given some information to us, it   

is  not sufficient  to enable  us to express 
! our views. 

Sir, when the Bill was introduced, there was 
only one settlement which was referred to in 
the Bill. That was the settlement arrived at on 
the 24th January, 1972. The Bill came to us 
from the Lok Sabha. Now, another settlement 
has been referred to in clause 2, sub-clause (c), 
namely, the settlement arrived at on the 6th 
February, 1974. In the Statement of Objects 
and Reasons of the Bill, only one settlement 
has been referred to. Some information about 
it has been given. But we know nothing about 
the second settlement which is being refered to 
in the Bill, which has come to us from the Lok 
Sabha. I heard the speech of the hon. Minister 
in this House today. She also did not refer to 
the" second settlement and its terms. 1 do not 
know what are the terms and conditions of this 
settlement. She did not refer to it at all. My 
first grievance is thi t this House is being taken 
for granted. This House is got beine taken into 
confidence and sufficient information is not 
put forth before this House either orally or by 
way of a document. 

Now, I come to the provisions of the Bill. 
This was a settlement entered into between the 
representatives of the employees and the 
management of the LIC. I would like to know 
from the hon. Minisr-ter whether the Finance 
Ministry and the Labour Ministry were 
consulted by the management of the LIC 
before they entered into this settlement. If 
these two Ministries were consulted by the 
management of the LIC when they entered 
into this agreement with the representatives of 
the employees, the Government is indirectly a 
party to this agreement. Now, they have come 
before this House for the annulment of this 
settlement, of this agreement, entered into on 
these two occasions. They want to take  away 
what has been given 
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[Shri Krishnarao Narayan  Dhulap] 

1O the workers.     They want to annul this 
agreement entered into by the management of  
the LIC with  the concurrence  of the Central   
Government   and   the       Finance Ministry.      
It  is  true  the    Payment    of Boijus Act, 1965, 
is not applicable to the employees working in 
the LIC.     But this practice has been    in   
vogue since    1956. Workers were being given      
bonus.      The term used is 'bonus'. This 
practice has been in  vogue  since   1956.    
Now they want to change it.    The Government 
has come before   the House with  a  Bill   and 
in     the Statement of Objects and Reasons it is 
said that it is proposed to set aside, with effect 
from the  1st April,  1975, these provisions of 
the settlement  arrived at between    the 
Corporation and its class III and class    IV 
employees on 24th January.  1974 and the other 
agreement   of   6th   February.   1974., For  
what  purpose ? To enable the  Corporation to 
make ex-gratia payments to such employees at 
the  rates determined on the basis of the general 
Government policy for making ex-gratia 
payments to the employees of the  
noncompeting  public sector undertakings.      
So.  by anulling this  agreement Government 
wants that now these workers in LIC be brought 
on par with other workers working in other 
Government undertakings  or  quasi-
Government  undertakings and the ex-gratia 
payment to be determined on the basis of the 
general    Government policy.      What is the 
general Government policy ? That too has not 
been explained by the hon.      Minister who 
piloted    this Bill.     They   are keeping   us in   
the   dark about it.     That is one grievance. 

Just now my hon. friend. Shri Ranbir Sin^b, 
-expressed his views very vehemently. He 
observed that the farmers who are working in 
the fields day in and day out through all the 
seasons are not being given their due. that 
their produce is not fetching a proper price, 
that the workers in the fields are not getting 
their due. Why 7 It is because their 
organisations are not strong, If the farmers 
come together, if the workers in the field—the 
agricultural labour—come together and if they 
are strops enough to negotiate with the Gov-
ernment  to get    remunerative prices    and 

proper wages, they will get their due. But they 
should have a strong organisation of their 
own. Therefore, if they are not getting their 
due it is not the fault of the workers. It is 
because they do not have a propei, strong 
oiganisation of their own. Therefore, the 
grievance of Shri Ranbir Singh is not correct. 

Sir, I would urge upon the Government that 
this has been a practice in the LIC that it enters 
into an agreement with the employee., and 
because of an agreement they pay them. But 
now Government is doing away with that 
agreement and there will be lot or discontent 
among the workers. Now because of the 
emergency, because of the tear of MISA and 
other measures which are with the 
Government, the workers will not openly 
register their protest. If you are not prepared to 
give them their dues for the last one year and 
also if you want them to give back whatever 
they got by wav of bonus. Sir. their hands will 
give back the amount of bonus. But their hearts 
will bleed. There will always be a 
discontentment in thei r  hearts, and in their 
heart of hearts they will be cursing the 
Government, and a time will come, after the 
emergency as lifted, when this diocon-tentment 
will have a stupendous outburst and it will be 
difficult for the Government to face  it. 

With these words, I conclude mv speech. 
SHRI U. K. LAKSHMANA GOWDA 

(Karnataka) : Mr. Deputy Chairman.. Sir. this 
Life Insurance Corporation (Modification of 
Settlements) Bill has generated quite a 
considerable controversy between the sections 
of the people who are representing the trade 
unions and the Government, and the  other  
sections. 

Sir, to start with. I should like to say here 
iliat the entire muddle and mess which has 
been made out of bonus is a responsibility 
which should be taken by the Government, 
and particularly by the Labour Ministry. The 
Deputy Finance Minister, Shrimati Sushila 
Rohatgi is here, but I am sorry the Labour 
Minister is not here. Wh-'n this subject came 
up some years ago—my friend Mr. Om Mehta 
knows it, as  all   those   who  were  here  in   
1968-69 
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know it--Mr. Chitta Basu brought forward a 
Private Members' Bill for increasing the 
minimum bonus from 41 per cent to 81 per 
cent, even when there was no profit. I was one 
of those who were against it. There was a lot 
of heat generated in the House. I insisted that 
the Bill should be circulated to the States. And 
when the repiy from the States came, after a 
few months, almost every State had unami-
mously said that if this was applied to public 
sector industries, it would lead to enormous 
trouble. Then it was pressed further. Then our 
great friend Mr. Khadilkai took over and he 
made a worse mess of   it  by  his  Bombay  
formula. 

AN HON'BLE MEMBER : At his cost. 
SHRI U. K. LAKSHMANA GOWDA : I do 

not know whether at his cost, but at the corl of 
the workers and others as we'll. It became a 
complete mess. They tried in vain a formula 
based on depreciation' of 2 per cent and more 
or less and something like that. The whole 
thing did not work. Then the matter went 
before several Commissions, but the muddle 
was not cleared and no decision could be taken 
out of the Bonus Commission's report. So, in a 
way, the earlier recommendaticn of the Bonus 
Commission and the Bonus Act—was working 
fairly satisfactorily until this complication 
arose and my friend Mr. Khadilkar made a 
mess of it. So, from then on, in industries, 
plantations and other establishments, bonijs 
was being paid in some, under the Bonus Act, 
and in some others under the provisions of 
section 34 which made allowance for 
establishments to pay on bipartite settlements. 
That was working. Then, with the amendment 
which came recently, section 34 has been com-
pletely knocked out. The very basis of any 
agreement has gone. That created other 
complications. And now the repercussion of all 
that is that Mrs. Rohatgi is handling it her and 
facing difficulties. So. it is the Government of 
India, particularly the Labour Ministry, which 
should take the responsibility of having created 
complications. Sir. coming to this particular 
Bill. . . 

SHRI  KALI      MUKHERJEE :    There 
should be a national wage policy. 

SHRI U. K. LAKSHMANA GOWDA : 
Yes, I am certainly in favour of a national 
wi.ge policy. I have said a number of times in 
this House that instead of getting involved in 
bonus which is not related to production, 
which is purely on an ad hoc basis, always 
generating complications, you should have a 
national wage policy. I am in favour of it. But, 
unfortunately, Mr. Mukherjee. there has been 
pampering of a particular section, whether 
rightly or wrongly, to get more popularity. In 
the past, dealing with strikes even if the strike 
was illegal, the Ministers used to say in the 
House. "Of course, our sympathies are with 
the workers" even without verifying whether it 
was legal or illegal strike. Now, when you 
have realised the difficulty and you have got 
into a tight corner, you come back with a 
vengeance and try to go entirely 180 degrees 
on the opposite side in the opposite direction. 
And now, Mr. Kalyan Roy, Mr. Viswanatha 
Menon and others are shouting here, and the 
consequences are like this. So. the 
Government has to take the responsibility for 
this. I think they have now realised what is the 
situation which they themselves help to create. 

So far as this particular Bill is concerned, 
under Section 34 in respect of the private 
industry you have taken away the right of any 
bilateral agreement and now how can you say 
that only in the case of the L1C this could go 
on ? I agree that it was a package deal but that 
package deal also had an element of bonus. 
Take, for example, the plantation industry 
with which I am connected. We have been 
having bilateral agreements for bonus, wage 
and every thing for the last 15 years. And i am 
proud to say that we have maintained a very 
cordial industrial relation, and we have settled 
bonus, wage and everything by bilateral 
negotiations. Even for the next yeai we bad an 
agreement under Section 34 of the Bonus Act 
for 12 per cent l ionns. The agreement was 
for industry-wise bonus. On unit might incur a 
Joss; another unit might earn a profit. But . it 
was an agreement between the management 
and the workers, the different trade unions, 
whether INTUC or AiTUC or CITU.      It was 
an agreement 
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I continue to be paid. But you should have 1 
had some other arrangement. Of course the 
difficulty was there, it was foreseen. Mr. C. 
Subramaniam said in the other House that there 
are so many unions and we could not come to 
an agreement. 1 think that is justified because 
what Mr. \iswanatha Menon was saying Mr. 
Bhati was not prepared to accept. Mr. Bhatt was 
talking about the INTUC and he was ta lk ing 
of the CITU. 

SIIRi VISWANATHA MENON : The 
original agreement was made with five 
unions. 
SHRI  U.  K. LAKSHMANA GOWDA: That is 
why  I say that in this particular instance, when  
the  agreement was there, there was a possibility 
of coming to a settlement,   not  on  the   basis  
of  reduction or whatever it is, but at least on the 
Question to which years this  bonus should 
apply. Mr.   Dhulap  put  in  an  amendment here 
which is a veiy sensible amendment. Take for 
example, Bonus Amendment Bill. Under the 
original amendment    it    was    provided that if 
for the year 1975-76, that i9 the year ending 31-
3-1976, a higher bonus had been   paid,   it   
should  be  recovered  from the workers in three 
instalments.      Later on  an  amendment  was  
introduced  in his House—I think Mr. Dhulap 
introduced the amendment and I am glad the 
Government accepted it.     And according to 
that amendment applicability came from   1975-
76 year and there was no question of paying 
back, the  bonus paid prior to  1975-76. Now in 
this case of LIC I think at least for the year 
1975-76, that is the      year      ending 31-3-
1976, the bonus or whatever package was 
agreed to should have been continued. I do not 
support: the view that we can come with a 
proposal here in the month of May 1976 and say 
that the retrospective effect siioud be from the  
1st April.  1975.      If it had been applied only 
for the current year, the workers would have got 
their bonus or whatever it is under their 
agreement, for the year ending 31-3-1976.    
And then the Government could have   applied   
this   new policy in line with   what has been 
done in the amendment to the Bonus Act, which 
says that after 31-3-1976 all the agreements are 
gone and you will   have   to pay   strictly 
according to the Bonus Act.   I would like to 
commend here to the hon. Minister the 

[Sferi U. K. Lakshmaiia Gowda]
between the unions and the Planters' Asso
ciation,' and  it was  going on very    well.
But now with the amendment of the Bonus
Act,   that   agreement  lapses.      What  will
happen in the  plantation industry is that
many  people who  are getting bonus will
not get it without an industry vide agree
ment now.   Some will get 15 per cent—the
ceiling was up to 20 per cent—some 4 per
cent and some others more, and many will
not get anything.    Because an opportunity
was    provided for a  bilateral    agreement,
everybody  was  getting  12  per  cent. And
cordial industrial relations existed in the en
tire plantation industry. That was disturbed.
When this has happened to thousands and
thousands of units in this country where the
Bonus Act was made applicable and when
in the case of the LIC even the Bonus Act
was not applicable, it is difficult to sustain
the claim of my friends here for  15 per
cent bonus  to be  continued.    How  could
il be done ? In  the  first instance, under
the Act, none of these institutions qualify
for a bonus.     And in regard to his pari-
cuter >'istance, I will not like to quo}': how
the Government had taken certain arbitrary
decisions and then cot into trouble.      In
the past, when the Coffee Board was brou
ght under the Bonus Act, it was like the
LTC; it was contended that the   Bonus Act
was not applicable to it.      The legal opi
nion was like that.   Later on, the agitation
continued.     And that was a time when the
soft corner was    somewhere    else.    And
then by  an  administrative  order of     the
Commerce Ministry it was said that 8-1/3
per cent hontis should be paid.     There are
80,000 growers.      The Coffee Board does
not make any profit.     It is a pool marke
ting system.      Everybody  pools  the pro
duce, auction it and takes back money less
the expenditure.      Writ petitions went to
the High Court.     That is how things have
been done.      Now. after having   come to
an agreement, if it is a package agreement,
I would certainly say that it is not fair on
your part to come to a decision without
havihi.  a discussion with them. You

should have had a discussion wilh them 
because that was a bilateral agreement. You 
are breaking it, and you aje bringing in a new 
concept. I agree that it is not possible  for  the 
15  per cent  bonus    to 
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amendment proposed by Mr.    Dhulap    so 
that you get over the difficulty of    retro-
spective effect and the workers also get a 
certain  amount of benefit.    But 1   would 
not support the view that    because     that 
agreement was there in spite of the fact that 
thousands and thousands of other workers in  
private  and  other  establishments     lost 
their bonus, the LIC workers should     be 
paid on higher bonus of 15%.    The    LIC 
employees are fairly well-paid.    It is also 
relevant to point out here that there    are u 
large' number of policy-holders,  according 
to the Minister's statement, about  188 lakhs 
of policy-holders, and half of    them are 
policy-holder #f less than Rs. 5,000. It is all 
very nice for the hori. Minister to say that it 
should be a sort of trust and    all that. But if 
you go into the statistics, you do not find 
any reduction in the premium rates.   I do 
not think any additional bonus has been paid 
to the policy-holders in the last few years.    
If you take the expenditure itself;. Mr.  
Subramaniam said  in the other House that    
originally    there    were 28,000 employees 
and the working expenditure per employee 
was about Rs.  3,000. This was the position 
somewhere in 1957-58 or 1955-56.    Now    
with    58,000    employees,  the working 
expenditure  per employee comes to Rs.  
15,000,  with a total -expenditure of Rs.  90 
crores.    There     is scope for effecting 
some economy  in the expenditure on the 
Life Insurance Corporation set-up itself.     
(Time    bell    rings). One minute,    I think 
it was during    Mr. T. A. Pai's time, when a 
lot of pressure was brought in, that this Rs. 6 
crore agreement came with a package deal.    
So, Sir, I would like to say that the Life 
Insurance Corporation should effect some 
economy in its expenditure and work as a 
trustee as it is supposed  to function  :md 
provide adequate service to the policy-
holders as well. So far as this particular Bill 
is concerned, I would again plead that the 
modification could be without retrospective 
effect from the 1st April, 1975 and it could 
be effective after paying the  agreed  bonus  
and  whatever it is in the package deal for 
the year 1975-76, that is the year ending 31-
3-1976. Thank you. 

SHRIMATI SUSHILA ROHATGI: Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, I    would    like    to 

thank all the honourable Members who 
have participated in this debate and made 
very   valid   and   valuable  observations. 

I  t h i n k  it was a very wide spectrum    of 
discussion  today,  starting    from    
speeches decrying the  Bill,  criticising the 
Bill    and opposing the   Bill    tooth    and    
nail     and threatening to strike here or 
strike outside and  to take the course of 
action in their own  hands   to  speeches  by  
some  honourable   Members  fully  
supporting  the '   Bill. Anyhow, Sir, 1 
would like to lake the House into 
confidence  in general  and  say    that when 
a measure of this nature come* up here, it is 
only after giving due    thought and   due   
consideration  to   the   issue     that the   
Government  brings  forward   such     a 
measure.    Consideration   is  given  to   ' all 
aspects.    The  Government  considers     
the issue from all  angles,  considers  how  it 
is going to affect labour or a particular sec-
tion or how it is going to affect the nation as 
a whole and so on and it is only   after all  
these factors are taken into consideration 
and due thought is given to every aspect and 
everything is considered fully .that a 
measure of this kind is brought forward in   
the    House.    Certainly,     Sir,     having 
taken  all  those factors  into consideration, 
we feel that this is a correct step and we feel 
that it is a moral step and we-feel that it is a 
step which will take the community forward 
and it is also a thing to which, we are 
morally bound and I think    it ,U    an 
obligation on our part to do this, particular 
thing because the Government is, bound to 
do this for the very purpose for "which the 
LIC has been created and it is to subserve 
the common interests and  to    look after the 
interests of the policy-holders and T do  not  
think  there  is  any other option available 
before us.    Therefore, Sir, in the initial 
speech, I had tried to put all    the facts into 
as concise a form as possible and to  bring 
before  the honourable     Member the  
various  circumstances,  the     historical 
facts, the necessities and also    the    chal-
lenges that are before us and the need to 
consider this question    from    the    social 
equality point of view. Above all, Sir,, it is 
our firm belief that the LIC workers will 
appreciate and let them realise this also— 
that they have to walk into the mainstream 
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[Shrimati Sushila Rohtagi] of our national 
life.   We have very   great faith in our 
workers and it is only through their endeavour 
and through    their    cooperation and through 
their dedication and discir/lice which they 
have shown—here I think the LIC workers 
would not be different from the others—that 
they would    be helping us in building what 
we are really aiming at building.    As a matter 
of fact, before I speak on the other things. I 
would like to say that because of the 
atmosphere of dedication and discipline 
created by the workers—many  of the  
theories  propounded by some of the 
honourable    Members here have had no 
effect on our workers— that recently the 
working expenses of the LIC decreased 
considerably and we     also find that the 
performance is better and we also find that the 
LIC workers feel that it is their own work 
which they are    doing and that they are 
supposed to carry    out certain duties  no 
matter whatever be  the threat that is made 
here on the floor of this House or outside and 
I am sure the workers realise the fact that the 
work to which they are dedicated is really the 
correct* work and I am also sure that    they 
will do their work with greater enthusiasm, 
more devotion and more patriotism. 

Now, coming to the    other    things,    1 
would like to make one observation here. 
Apart from the political angle, the various 
political angles, from which all the parties 
viewed this issue, we are aware that this is n©6 
a political issue and it should    be realised that 
five different unions are looking at this issue 
from very different angles. But, certainly it is 
not the intention of the Government to bring 
forward    any    anti-labour measure 
whatsoever.     Mr.  Kalyan Roy, who raised 
the discussion here today and who also 
initiated the discussion yesterday, has preferred 
to be out    of    the House at this particular 
moment.    Sir, as I said, all the steps that the 
Government has been taking from the 
beginning, more so in the recent past, are really 
aimed at, each one of them is really aimed at, 
seeing that disparities are removed gradually 
and slowly without  hitting any particular sec-
tion of the community and the concept is to  
bring  about  democratic  socialism  and to 
bring about an egalitarian society when 

these disparities will not be there.    I think the 
houorable Members would agree with me that 
there are great disparities in    the country 
today, whether between the Central  
Government and  the State     Governments or 
between the State Governments themselves  or  
between  the public     sector undertakings  and 
the Central Government or between the 
various public sector undertakings themselves, 
and there are lots    of things concerning these  
disparities     which come before us from time 
to time. Therefore,  on all  these serious issues,  
I  think, | we have to pool our wisdom and see 
how. slowly and gradually and in a peaceful 
end democratic way, a comfton policy can be 
evolved and I think labour has a very very big  
role  to  play  in  this.    May  be  that there are 
some people who do not    agree with us on 
this.    But it is only in    their larger interests 
because they are part and parcel of  our  
national  life  and  I     think they will  play 
their part and  I have not the slightest doubt 
that toe LIC    workers will stand by us and see 
that nobody    is allowed to take any isolated 
step which will spoil the excellent work they 
are doing and the image they want to create for 
themselves. 

Now, Sir, it is open to the House to see 
what is happening in the Life Insurance 
Corporation. As some honourable Members 
have pointed out, the expense ratio has gone 
up and it has gone up to 18.97 and it should 
not have been above 15 per cent. But. at the 
same time, on account of the greater 
dedication and devotion shown by them, it 
has been possible to bring down the expense 
ratio and it has been brought down to 17 per 
cent. 

We are sure that with this being sustained 
in the future, it would imorove things. At the 
same time, the annual expenditure on each of 
these employees, which number 58,000 now, 
on an average, came to Rs. 3000 (1956-57} 
earlier. Now it comes to about Rs. 15,000 
per employee (1974-75). And I think this is 
not a very small amount. Therefore, to 
equate them, the LIC people, with the 
ordinary workers, as some of the hon. 
Members have pointed out, is a matter of 
degree. That is a matter of  comparability,  
and   I  leave  it  to  the 
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wisdom of hon.  Members  to    judge     for 
themselves. 

Between the workers, between the orga-
nised labour and those who do not have the 
capacity or the power or the money or the 
wealth or the vested interest behind them, 
there is a great deal of disparity there, and 
we have to take that also into 
consideration. 

I would like to brin^ to the notice of the 
hon.  Members.... 

SHRI KALI MUKHERJEE (West Ben-
gal) : What about the subscribers, for 
whom this machinery is set up ? Is there 
any possibility of giving good service ? 
Why don't you touch en ti.at point. Only 
wage is not the problem. The problem is 
about service to the subscn'bcis. 

SHRIMATI SUSHILA ROHATGI : I 
will come to that. Thank you very much for 
pointing it out. I will cortainly come to that 
later on. 

Hon.  Members are aware under    what 
circumstances  the settlement    came     into 
operation.   There have been gheraos. There 
v/ere demonstrations.   There were all types 
of things.- It was riot only the senior people 
and managers  who could  not per-l'orm 
their  duties,  but  there were- disturbance- 
within the campus, and even wives and 
ihiklren of these people were subjected to 
all sorts of pressures.    Is that   the way  in 
which democracy should work . I car   
understand   what it means  when  the 
husband or any male member is subjected to 
these types of things.    Being a wife, a 
mother and a woman, I can understand all 
this.    We do not care for the money and alt 
the rest of things.    It is the safety of the 
person; it is the honour of the person. Under 
pressure, many things can be done. I can 
however, tell those in the Opposition, who 
incited people, that we know how to deal  
with   demonstrations, dislocation and 
attempts at paralysing the economy.   People 
can incite and take the leadership in their 
hands.    But when the poor people face 
difficulties, it is not the leaders who come to 
them.    The poor people have to look for 
their morsel of food every day.   T am sure 
they will  also understand  all this.    What 
they want is security.   What they want is 
peace.   They' also know that the pay packet 

is now slightly better. It is not idle. Con-
sumer price index (All India) in terms of 
real value of money has registered a dec-
line of nearly 29 points. To this extent. 
their  purchasing power has increased. If 
these conditions are sustained, we have 
every reason to hope that their condition 
will improve further and we anticipate that 
in the atmosphere prevailing in the coun-
try at present, the production will also in-
crease further. The women who go to 
office understand what mis really means. 
Housewives are looking forward to such 
living—not the gheraos, misrule, 
dislocation and unemployment which 
spread discontent, which some people are 
trying to do. Therefore, inciting workers 
will not nay any one. It is not the intention 
of the Government to hurt the labour. 

While I was speaking yesterday when 
piloting the Additional Emoluments (Com-
pulsory Deposit) (Amendment ^ Bill, 1976. 
I told the House that a fund of about Rs. 
1000 crores was being created, and it was 
the idea of the Government to see the 
workers also become partners in that. A 
Cabinet Committee has been set up and they 
will discuss it in detail, and important 
leaders will also be taken into confidence to 
sec how that money can be really invested 
and utilised and how the workers can also 
have an active participation, not only in an 
advisory capacity, but also by going into the 
details so that they realise that they are 
really trying for the economic development 
of the country as a whole. 

Sir. at the time when this settlement was 
made, I would just like to point out, the 
bonus payable to the Superintendent was 
approximately Rs. 4000. while the sub-
staff at the minimum scale got Rs. 700. 
Thus the agreement is very heavily 
weighted in favour of the white-collored 
workers even in the LIC itself. 

While I am speaking about the dispariu 
in the wage structure, this structure is ex-
isting and we have to go into that in 
depth. 

Apart from that, the final expenses have 
gone up. According to the settlement, an 
extra Rs. I crore each in the third and the 
fourth; year was to be given in the shape of  
improvements   in   provident  fund  con- 
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IShrimati Sushila Rohtagi] ,tribution, leave 
travel concession and medical benefits. The 
Chairman was to review the financial 
position of the Corporation at the end of the 
second and the third year of the settlement to 
consider the feasibility of granting one or 
more of these bene-Sir, we find that the 
review was done. was felt that the financial 
position of the Corporation was not such as to 
provide additional outlay of Rs. 1 crore for 
effecting certain improvements in the 
existing leave navel, medical benefits, etc. In 
fact, the new individual business in the year 
1974-75 registered a decline of 7.8 per cent 
as compared to 1973-74. 

Sir, another review will be done in the 
current year. These are our own employees 
and it shall always be our endeavour to see as 
to what improvements are feasible, keeping in 
view other relevant factors. Certainly, we are 
alive to whatever they require. And. therefore, 
the matter will be reviewed. 

Now, Sir, T would just touch upon the point 
raised by Shri Kali Mukherjee. I would just 
like to draw the attention of the House to the 
exact wording of the Life Insurance 
Corporation Act—Section 6.    It 

', "Subject lo the rules, if any, made by the  
Central Government in this behalf, it shall be 
the general duty of the Corporation to carry on 
life insurance business, whether in India or 
outside India, and the Corporation shall so 
exercise its powers under this Act as to secure 
that life   insurance business  is   developed   to 
the best advantage of the community." Sir, 
about 57-58 per cent policy-holders have 
policies for about Rs. 5000 or below Rs.   5000.     
We   have  tried  to   help   these people in our 
own way.   After all, to whom does the benefit 
of this go ?    It is to the poor widows, orphans, 
children and to the aged people.    These    are    
the    people    to whom,   according to our     
socio-economic policy, these benefits should 
go.    Some of the hon. Members referred to 
monopolists, etc.   But our investment policy is 
such that 75 per cent of it goes to the socio-
economic structure.    About ten per cent or so 
is reserved for the private corporate sector. Out 
of that, maybe much of it has gone to the 

larger houses. That depends upon their passing 
through the M.R.T.P. and other usual 
formalities. The main thrust of the 1 I.C. is in 
favour of the vulnerable and weaker sections 
which really need Insurance. All these sections 
want insurance so that there is something to 
look after them in case there is early death of 
the p-Therefore, Sir, it is to the policy-holders 
and the community as a whole that the L.I.C.  
has given  its attention. 

Some of the hon. Members have pointed out that 
there has been no reduction in the premium  nor 
is there any increase  in  the rale   of bonus  for  
the  last    three     years. Actually, they have a 
right to say so especially because the mortality 
rate has gone down and or longetivity has 
improved. But we must also keep in view that 
the nature of   business   today   is  not   only   
individual  business.   It is also directed 
towards group insurance which really caters to 
the smaller   and   weaker   sections   of   the 3 
P.M.    society. But   the   policy   holders have a 
right to .ask, under better conditions of living,  
with    greater    longevity,   why   there   has   
not been a rise in the bonus or a fall in the    rate    
of   premium.    And these are the things, I think, 
which we have to face, and the L.I.C. also has to 
reply to the policy holders oq So,   under   these   
circumstances,  with     the awareness that 
though there are anomalies in the pay structure, 
at the same time, there should   he  a  greater 
progress towards the egalitarian concept of 
society and it is not the sectoral interest which 
we have to serve but the nation as a whole, and 
a decision was  taken.    This decision was taken 
with. all   f a i th ,   with all  humility,  with no 
intention  of  fighting the  labour  because     the 
labour js primarily in the eyes of th? Party and 
the Government.   And all "these charges which 
have been levelled -against us that it is anti-
labour,  it is  immoral, and  i sinister,  I  certainly 
refute.   And   I  would very humbly, with due 
conviction, with full laiih. appeal to the LIC 
people, the v.    I ers there,  to understand the 
ctreumsta ices under which it is being done and 
also to understand that this is a historic step 
which will really bring about a change, which 
will really be in the larger interests of the coun-
try and in which, I (hink, they Would also like 
to participate and involve themselves. 
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With these words, Sir, I would request each 
of the Members to assist us, help us and 
support us in passing this. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The ques-
tion is : 

"That the Bill to provide for the modi-(i-
aticn of the settlements arrived at between 
the Life Insurance Corporation of India and 
their workmen, as passed by the Lok Sabha, 
be taken into consideration." 

The   motion   was  adopted. 

MR. DFPUTY CHAIRMAN : We shall 
now take up clause by clause consideration of 
the  Bill. 
Clause 2 was added to the Bill. Clause 3—

Modification of settlements MR. DEPUTY 
CHAIRMAN .  There is ^-an amendment by Mr. 
Dhulap. 

SHRI KRISHNARAO NARAYAN 
DHULAP :  Sir, I beg to move : 

"That at page 2, lines 15—17, for the 
words "and shall not be deemed to have had 
any force or effect on and from the 1st day 
of April, 1975." the words "from the date of 
the passing of this Act" be substituted." 
The   question   was put and  the motion 

was negatived. 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The 

question is : 

That clause 3 stand part of the Bill." 
The motion was adopted. 
Clause 3 was added to the Bill. 
Clause   1,   the  Enacting Formula and 
tit.   Title were added to the Bill. 

SHRIMATI SUSHILA ROHATGI : Sir, 
I  move :
 
i 

"That the Bill be passed." The question was 
put and the motion was adopted. 

THE BANKING AND PUBLIC FINAN-
CIAL INSTITUTIONS LAWS (AMEND-

MENT)   BILL,   1976. 
THE DEPUTY   MINISTER    IN    THE 

£V,2LI5TRY OF FJNANCE     (SHRIMATI SUSHILA  
ROHATGI) :     Sir, I    beg    to move : 6 —
L285RSS]76 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Industrial Finance Corporation Act, 1948, 
the State Bank of India Act, 1955, the 
Industrial Development Bank of India Act, 
1964, and the Regional Rural Banks Act, 
1976, as passed by the Lok Sabha, be  taken  
into  consideration." 

[The       Vice-Chairman     (Shri     Lokanath 
Misra) in the Chair. 

Sir. this Bill seeks to bring about a measure 
of uniformity in the provisions relating to 
appointment and fixation of terms and 
conditions of service of the Chairman of the 
Industrial Finance Corporation of India, the 
Chairman, Vice-Chairman and Managing 
Directors of the State Bank of India, the 
Chairman and the Managing Director of the 
Industrial Development Bank of India and the 
Chairman of Regional Rural Banks, in the 
relevant statutes under which these banks and 
institutions have been set up. While 
commending the Bill for consideration of the 
House, I shall confine myself to explain some 
of the more important amendments. 

As the House is aware, these banks and 
institutions we're set up over the years from 
1948 to  1976. 

The Industrial Finance Corporation of India 
was set up in 1948 and its shares are held 
between the Industrial Development Bank of 
India (50 per cent), the Life Insurance 
Corporation and the Scheduled Banks 
(about'35 per cent), co-operative banks and 
co-operative societies (about 15 per cent). 
Chairman of this Corporation is appointed by 
the Centra! Government in consultation with 
the Industrial Development Bank of India. 

The State Bank of India was established in 
1955. It was a successor to the Imperial Bank 
of India, a private sector bank, where the 
Central Board was autonomous in the matler 
of appointment and determi-npjion cf (he 
terms and conditions of service of its senior 
executives. Under the State Bank of India Act, 
the Chairman and the Vice-Chairman of the 
bank are appointed by the Central 
Government in consultation with the Reserve 
Bank of India and 


