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RAJYA SABHA 
Friday, the  21th  April,   1962/the 1th 

Vaisakha, 1884 (Saka) 

The House met     at  eleven  of the clock, 

MR. CHAIRMAN in the Chair. 

ANNOUNCEMENT     RE      GOVERN-
MENT   BUSINESS 

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY 
AFFAIRS (SHRI SATYA NARAYAN SINHA): 
With your permission, Sir, I rise to announce 
that during the week commencing 30th April, 
1962 this House will discuss the Motion of 
Thanks to the President to be moved by Prof. 
R. D. Sinha Dinkar. 

RESOLUTION RE  REINSTATEMENT 
OF  CENTRAL  GOVERNMENT    EM-
PLOYEES WHO PARTICIPATED IN 

THE STRIKE OF JULY, 1960 
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The question was proposed. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN:     There    is one 
amendment.      You   may    move the 
amendment     without     making the 
speech now. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA (Madhya Pradesh):   
Sir, I move; 

"That after the words 'lost their jobs' the 
words 'or who have been demoted' be 
inserted." 

The question was proposed. 

SHRI T. S. AVINASHLINGAM 
CHETTIAR (Madras): Mr. Chairman, this 
indeed is a Resolution under which lie very 
important principles of Government. When I 
first saw the Resolution, I thought that it 
could be that it is an appeal so made in the 
name of mercy but I was amazed to hear the 
speech of the Mover of this Resolution.    But 
before I go into the prac- 
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tices that obtain in the various States, various 
Governments of the world, let me first state as 
to what happened really on the facts of the 
case. Sir, with the little Hindi that I knew, 
which was reinforced and supported by a little 
translation of the speech by my hon. friend to 
my left, I understood from the speech that the 
strike was a very peaceful one. He said: 'Bade 
shanti men kam kiye'. I should like to tell this 
House how peaceful it was. One does not 
know. This is a publication of the I.N.T.U.C. 
They are people who are interested in trade 
unionism. If I understood the hon. mover 
conrectly, he said that it was a blow to the 
great trade union movement and no institution 
stood for the trade union movement as much 
as the LN.T.U.C. and this is what they have to 
say: 

"In fact the movement was least non-
violent; violence was used and used in 
abundance. Neither it was a peaceful action 
by any standards; there was no strike where 
there was peace and no peace where there 
was strike. Whatever dislocation that was 
brought about during those five days in a 
few pockets, it was created by means which 
were not peaceful by any standard. Emplo-
yees were physically obstructed, they were 
mobbed while on work, families of those 
employees who refused to join the strike 
were threatened and even assaulted, children 
were kidnapped to coerce their parents to 
join the strike. On the 11th July in a 
Railway Loco Workshop a number of hand 
bombs and acid bulbs were seized. Crackers 
were thrown on the employees in their place 
of work and in numerous places, bodily 
assaults were made on the persons who 
refused to join the strike. Several instances 
of deliberate attempts of sabotage to disrupt 
communications by cutting of cables, signal 
and telegraph wires and damaging of 
railway track were reported. Fire of railwav 
engines was deliberately dropped or 

caused to be dropped in number of places 
with the object of immobilising the engines 
and blocking the track. Eight cases of 
derailment due to sabotage were reported 
during the strike period. An attempt was 
also made through non-worker hirelings to 
try to dislocate the transportation and 
communications. Thus on a railway 5000 
refugees were employed on daily basis just 
to squat on the railway track to prevent 
movement of trains." 

SHRI A. D, MANI (Madhya Pradesh) : 
From what he is reading, may [ know? 

SHRI T. S. AVINASHLINGAM 
CHETTIAR: This is a report of the strike by 
the I.N.T.U.C. 

SHRI P. A. SOLOMON (Kerala): Is he 
awaire that the I.N.T.U.C. is a puppet 
organisation created by the Home 
Ministry itself? 

SHRI T. S. AVINASHILINGAM 
CHETTIAR: Does he not know that this was 
sponsored by the Communists? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: May I know if 
there is any evidence to show that these acts 
were not committed by agents provocateur? 

SHRI T. S. AVINASHILINGAM 
CHETTIAR: This is the argument of all 
criminals. When a murder is committed, the 
defence is, how do you know whether it was 
not committed by somebody else? 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You will have an 
opportunity of answering later. Do not disturb 
him. 

SHRI T. S. AVINASHILINGAM 
CHETTIAR: These are arguments which are 
given as a defence by all accused in trials. To 
say the least, there was nowhere any 
atmosphere of non-violence in that strike. 
They tried their best, but they failed to win 
over the large   body   of 
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[Shri T- S. Avinashilingam Chettiar.] 
workers. All glory to this large body of 
workers, for they said that they would stand by 
the Government, because the consequences of 
the strike would have been tremendous. I also 
heard the hon. Member say—and I hope I 
have understood him correctly—that there was 
no political motive behind it. Let us imagine 
for a moment, what would have happened if 
the strike had succeeded. If the strike had 
succeeded, it would not have been possible to 
run the Government. And if it is nol possible 
to run the Government, then the Government 
ceases to work. The Ministers go out and the 
Government goes out and chaos will rule. And 
the people who wanted to get advantage out of 
this strike thought they could come back to 
power in a very back-door way. Sir, it is 
wrong to think that in a strike where Govern-
ment servante are concerned there is no 
political motive, because it itself is political. 

Now let me examine the various practices 
obtaining in the various States of the world. I 
am grateful to the Institute of Public 
Administration in Delhi, for I had asked them 
to examine the position and let me have a note 
and I am grateful to them for the dispassionate 
note that they have prepared. In it they liave 
stated that the prohibition or restriction on 
strikes by Government employees exist in the 
following countries: Austria, Belgium, Brazil, 
Canada, Ceylon; Columbia, Equador, Finland, 
and various other countries also. Now let us 
take the constitutional position in some of the 
prominent countries of the world. Take the 
United States of America. There they have an 
Act known as the Taft-Hartley Act and I 
would like to read what the late President 
Roosevelt had to say on this Act. He says: 

"All Government employees should 
realize that the process of collective 
bargaining, as usually understood, cannot 
be transplanted into the public service." 

Further he says: 

"Since their own services have to-do with 
the functioning of the Government, a strike 
of public employees manifests nothing less 
than an. intent on their part to prevent or 
obstruct the operations of Government until 
their demands are satis-fifed. Such action, 
looking toward the paralysis of Government 
by those who have sworn to support it, is  
unthinkable   and  intolerable." 

Therefore, this Act was passed to prohibit 
strikes and it is called the Taft-Hartley Act, 
and it says: 

"It shall be unlawful for any individual 
employee by the United States or any 
agency thereof including wholly owned 
government corporations to participate in 
any strike." 

Sir, in this Act, the punishment that was meted 
out was dismissal. But later on they had 
another Act in 1955 which said that not only 
will the persons be dismissed but will also be 
considered guilty of a crime, a felony and 
punished under the Criminal Code. This is the 
law. Except in France where there is an 
exception, almost all the countries in the world 
have by law banned strikes by Government 
servants. The reason is that otherwise the 
Government will not run. Government servants 
are not in the same position as other servants or 
workers in other establishments. Keeping this 
in view, where do we stand? It is quite clear 
that not only was this strike illegal but harmful. 
It was illegal. An ordinance was issued and it 
was made illegal. They were told in the 
strongest terms that the fullest punishment 
would be meted out to the strikers and they 
were warned. It is not as though they were not 
warned. They were warned and they were also 
told of the consequences by no less a person 
than the Prime Minister who did so on the 
radio so that everybody could hear it. Still they 
went on strike. And what happened later on? 
The strike failed dismally. They wanted to stop 
trains,. 
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but they were surprised to find that the   trains   
continued   to   run.   They wanted   to   stop   
the   functioning   of offices even in Delhi.   
But    to their surprise  they  found  that   the   
offices continued   to   work   fairly   
normally. And    then    they    surrendered.   
And what action did the Government take 
after they surrendered?    I think, if I 
understood the hon.   Member correctly, he 
said that they were treated very harshly, that 
they were treated very unsympathetically.   
But what are the facts    of   the   case?   Mr.   
Chairman, 45,945  persons   struck  work,   
and   all except    208    have    been    
reinstated. Does that show harshness?      
Does it show  that  Government  treated  them 
unsympathetically   or   does   it   show 
graciousness on the part of the Government?    
I know that when the Government later said 
that these persons should    be    treated    
sympathetically some   departmental   heads   
protested and said:    "When the strike began 
we were told that we should take strong 
action.   But  when  we    take    strong action, 
you don't support us, you support    the    
strikers."   I    know    some departmental 
heads    said    that.    Still the Government 
said, let us be sympathetic.   And  the  result is  
that  all except these  208  have been  allowed 
to join back  and they     have     been 
reinstated.    Out    of   these    208,    136 
employees have either been dismissed or 
removed from service, 11 compul-sorily   
retired   from  service   and   the irest  61,   
have  been   discharged   from service.   These 
are the details.   Strong disciplinary  
proceedings    were  originally instituted 
against    about 46.000 employees;  2,084 
were     dismissed  or removed  and 2,131 
were     discharged from service.   The 
number of those in whose  cases   orders  of  
dismissal,  removal or compulsory    
retirement    or discharge are still   pending   
is   very small,, namely, 208.    May I ask 
whether you consider this harsh?   I think this 
is being very sympathetic. 

I would like to add one more word and it 
is this. We who are interested in building up 
the democratic tradi- 

tions in this country, we    who    axe interested 
in building up a stable government in this 
country, we do   leel that public servants 
should be    kept satisfied, that they must have 
ways of putting forth    their    difficulties    and 
removing them.    We know   that   we must 
have the necessary machinery for removing   
their    grievances.    Everywhere there must be,   
and there are bound to be, difficulties and 
grievances and these difficulties must be 
looked into and removed.    But is it    by     a 
strike that you are going to remove those 
difficulties?   Direct action is not the method by 
which it can be done. As has been   suggested,   
there   must be bodies constituted with   
representatives of  the  Government  and     the 
government employees and they must sit down 
and thrash out problems and solve them.    
Institutions on the lines of the Whitley 
Councils    have    been suggested.    There are   
a   variety    of other ways in  which people can  
get together  and  understand  these problems 
and solve them.   All these have been 
suggested.    I    understand    that and I feel 
that the Government should keep its servants 
comparatively happy, comparatively   secure   
and    comparatively free from difficulties.    
That is being done.    It cannot be said in this 
country that we are not meeting their needs.   
Let us compare the conditions of  employees  
in  industrial  establishments and those of the 
employees of the  Government.    Let    us    see    
the condition of people in private employment 
and the condition of the Government    
employee.      Even    today    the number of 
people who seek government employment is 
tremndous com-pard  to the number  of people    
who seek    private    employment,    because 
they think and know that government service is  
superior,  that  the government employees have 
provident funds, pensions, security of service 
and so on. Even medicore people can flourish 
in government   service.   Outside,  people have 
to    compete   with    others,    but medicore 
men can sometimes go right up to the top in 
government service. There is security of 
service in govern- 
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[Shri T. S. Avinashilingam Chettiar.] ment 
service. Also the Central Government 
employees are much better off than those of 
the State Governments. This has been pointed 
out many times. Take the Madras Government 
and the pay scales of the Central Government 
and those of the Madras Government. Two 
brothers of the same family, with the same 
qualifications, the one in the Central 
Government is much better off compared to 
the other in the State service. The difference is 
so large. So I say that it would not be correct 
to say that government service is not attractive 
in this country and certainly it cannot be said 
that Central Government service is not 
attractive in this country. It is the highest-paid 
in the country and after all this, to say that 
they are being illtreated is just heartrending. I 
do not mean to say that they have no 
grievances. Of course they have. The prices 
have gone up and they are rising. We know 
that and we appreciate it. But to try to solve 
these problems by a strike is against all canons 
of public administration. No country which 
wants to maintain peace, which wants to main-
tain a stable government, can support such 
methods on the part of its servants. 

Sir, in this House as well as in this 
Parliament, in our Houses, usually we suffer 
from one disability. We have Oppositions and 
the Oppositions can never come to power in 
the near future. I want a strong Opposition, 
Mr. Chairman, for they would be more 
responsible in that case. Oppositions which 
never exnect to come to power cannot have a 
sense of responsibility and, with all due defer-
ence to the hon. Member who delivered the 
speech, I should say, if they had a greater 
sense of responsibility to the Government and 
to the people of this country, to the proper 
running of a Government in this country, the 
arguments which were advanced would never 
have been advanced. Sir, I oppose the 
Resolution. 
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SHRI K. SANTHANAM (Madras): Mr. 

Charrman, it is a matter of regret that in his 
enthusiasm to sponsor the Resolution the hon. 
Mover should not have placed the facts 
squarely before the House. It is not true, as he 
stated, that the strike was precipitated by 
sudden economic difficulties of the workers 
because of rising prices. This was the case in 
1957 when all the Central Government 
servants were greatly agitated and there were 
vague talks of strike but the majority opinion 
wanted a Pay Commission to go into the 
causes and the Government accepted the 
demand and appointed the Pay Commission in 
1957. 
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This Commission reported in 1959. 
During its deliberations not a single 
labour leader, even of the Communist 
Party, questioned the impartiality or 
the competence of the Commissi'on 
and when the Commission reported in 
1959 there was general satisfaction 
about the new pay scales. There were 
cries of dissatisfaction only on minor 
matters because the Commission found 
that our w'orkers were working too 
little and they cut down their leave 
a little and then abolished the half 
Saturdays and substituted one Satur 
day in a month. These were minor 
grievances. But somehow tho'se peo 
ple who in 1957 wanted to 
12 NOON precipitate a strike thought 
that their influence was 
waning and so they wanted to 
get back their hold on the Cen 
tral Government servants. For 
this purpose a convention was held in 
December, 1959 and there a Joint 
Council of Action was set up and 
they began to organise ballots for the 
strike. It was in response to their 
demand, a Pay Commission was 
appointed and the Pay Commission 
made unanimous recommendations. 
The Central Government had accept 
ed their recommendations and were 
willing to implement them. In spite 
of all that some mischievous elements, 
who were leading these unions, want 
ed to precipitate another struggle. 
It was then that the Government had 
to decide what should be done. 
Therefore, the Prime Minister made 
an earnest appeal on 7th July that 
the Central Government workers 
should not indulge in these threats 
and should not go on strike. But his 
advice was not heeded. They went 
on strike on the 11th July. Those 
unions which had balloted for the 
strike were not unanimous. Even if 
their entire membership was taken 
into account, they constituted only 
one-third of the Central Government 
servants. Immediately before the 
strike, the President promulgated an 
Ordinance on 8th July and as soon as 
the strike began on the 11th July, 
orders were issued under the Ordi 
nance making the strike illegal.   Any 

Government servant continuing a strike after it 
had been declared illegal was doing something 
which would upset any kind of Government, 
and much more so, a democratic Government. 
But then these people persisted and as my 
friend, Shri Avinashi-lingam, has pointed out, 
it was not at all a peaceful or non-violent 
strike. There were 122 cases of sabotage on 
the Railways and 31 cases of sabotage in the 
postal installations. There were many riots, as 
many as 244, in which 172 policemen and 29 
volunteers were injured and 9 volunteers died. 
In spite of all these riots there were only 24 
cases of police action in which five rioters 
were killed and 29 injured. My hon. friend 
stated that there was a loss of only Rs. 40,000.    
Was it not? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE:  Yes. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: The loss to the 
Government amounted to Rs. 4£ crores. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: As a result of 
sabotage? 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: Sabotage and 
illegal strike. And there was a loss of 112 lakh 
man-hours. We have only just to imagine the 
amount of harm it had done to the national 
economy by the strike. Then, what happened? 
Soon the strike collapsed, because it could not 
be carried on. I know that in Madras the 
railway-men simply refused to join and all the 
trains, suburban and others, went on normally. 
In fact, this came as a sort of thunderbolt to 
the strikers there, to the stirke leaders there. 
This was the case all over the country. Except 
in certain pockets, the large majority of 
Government servants were loyal and patriotic 
and they did not join the strike. As soon as the 
strike collapsed, of course, the Government 
wanted to go slow. Yet, they could not keep 
quiet. In 46,000 cases departmental action 
was instituted, as a result of which 2084 
people were dismissed and 2136 people were 
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[Shri K. Santhanam.] discharged. But as a 
result of appeals from all kinds of people, both 
within the Congress and outside the Congress, 
that these people were misled and, therefore, 
they should be treated gently, most of these 
people were reinstated. There were only 20& 
cases of such people who had lost their jobs. 
One hundred and thirty-six people had been 
dismissed or removed from service, 11 people 
were retired and 61 people were discharged. 
All these discharged people are free to join 
Government service again. This is all the 
action which the Government have taken as a 
result of the strike in which such damage was 
caused and such loss was incurred by the 
nation. Therefore, to say that the Government 
of India have treated these strikers harshly is 
far, far from the truth. As a matter of fact, 
from the point of view of the well-being of the 
nation I think they have treated them very, 
very leniently. Here we must consider the 
principles involved. Is it right for a Govern-
ment servant to go on strike? I think it is 
altogether wrong. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: The right is there 
in the Constitution. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: No. There is no 
right in the Constitution that a Government 
servant can go on strike. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order. Please go 
on. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: As the cost of living 
was going up, why did you not pay them 
more? 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: The cost of living 
was covered by the new scales. The new 
scales of pay had covered the full rise in the 
cost of living. And whatever rise has occurred 
after the Pay Commission Report has been 
covered by the recent action. This strike action 
was taken when the cost was covered. It was 
wholly an anti-national and unnecessary strike    
that 

happened in 1959. I think Government 
servants should n'ot have the right to strike. It 
is altogether immoral for a Government 
servant to go on strike, because he is a servant 
of the people. Against whom is he striking? Is 
it against the people, against the whole 
country? I think this ought not to be permitted. 

And then, what was the nature of the strike? 
It was not an ordinary strike. It was not a 
sectional strike. It was a general strike. A 
general strike can certainly mean, more or 
less, a civil revolt, which is likely to become a 
violent revolt. We know what happened in 
Great Britain. The entire people rose against 
the general strike, even though it was led by 
the powerful Labour Party. We have not heard 
of a general strike in the United Kingdom 
afterwards. I hope hereafter we shall not hear 
any talk of a general strike by Government 
servants and if any such talk comes, the 
Government will take drastic action even 
before that talk is converted into any kind of 
action. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: That general 
strike in England was n'ot by Government 
servants. It was called by organisations of 
labourers, not directly by Government 
servants. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: Including 
Government servants. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, please go on. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: It was supported 
by the Labour Party. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh) : For 
that matter it was supported by Mr. Lloyd 
George. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: Here, once the 
strike had been declared illegal, it was wrong 
on the part of the Government servants to 
have continued it. If Government servants 
themselves are to participate in an illegal 
action, 



 

how can any law be maintained in this 
country or in any other country? Therefore, on 
principle, the Government could and should 
have taken more drastic action. Naturally they 
cared more for the human aspect and the 
action taken has been very mild indeed. 

There is the argument of compassion. After 
all, we are not in a Communist country where 
all livelihood depends upon Government pat-
ronage. The Government servants form only a 
small minority of the community. How is it 
that 208 people cannot find an honest liveli-
hood other than Government service? What is 
the great harm that these people have 
experienced? Is it the case that they are unfit to 
get any job other than Government service? 
Why should they not get their livelihood? 
Because they took the action, they must pay 
the penalty. When we, 'satyagrahis', went to 
jail, we never said: "All right. Please release 
us." We said: "We go to jail. We will take the 
punishment." So, when these people undertook 
the perilous task of organising a strike, they 
must be hold enough to say: "We took the risk. 
We do not care for Government service. We 
shall earn our livelihood by doing some 'other 
honest work." Sir, this argument of compassion 
is wholly mistaken. 

Lastly, there is this basic issue of 
democracy. Is this country going to be ruled 
by the representatives of the people, or is it 
going to be ruled by the paid Government 
servants? That is the issue. 

"[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

If by the threat of a Government servants' 
strike, general or partial, people are to be 
taxed more or if their finances are to be 
regulated by •the threatening and bullying of 
their own servants, then I say democracy will 
not be worth the name. Government  servants 
must  be  bound  by 
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decisions of the representatives of the people. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
They have trade union rights, they have 
constitutional rights. It was trade dispute on 
an outstanding matter. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I think it is 
better that Mr. Bhupesh Gupta does not speak 
because we all know what happens. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: I am glad that he 
has come. It was his Party that was 
responsible for the strike. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   I see. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: And now our 
'other friends have taken up the cudgels. This 
is an unholy demonstration, I say. The whole 
idea behind the strike was that the Communist 
Party should mobilise its power over the 
workers both in the Government and outside 
the Government to stage finally not a peaceful 
strike but a vi'olent revolution. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I thought that 
Mr. Santhanam was more intelligent than his 
words would suggest. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: He would be less 
than a Communist if he says that his objective 
is not a proletarian revolution in the country. 
Is it your objective or not? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: By this strike? 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: The strike was an 
infant step towards that ideal. Otherwise there 
was n'o justification at that time for this strike. 
It was only to consolidate the Communist 
power over Government servants, and I am 
glad it is broken, and I hope we shall not 
allow it to grow again among Government 
servants. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: The hon. Member 
should know that the strike 
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[Shri Ata] Behari Vajpayee.] was led by 
the Praja Socialist Party and not by the  
Communist Party. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE (Bihar):   
Also by the Jan Sangh. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: You say that it 
was led by the Praja Socialist Party. Then 
you admit that it was a political action and 
not a trade union move. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:    Madam, I came 
here specially to participate in this debate 
because I think that we as representatives  of  
the  people in  this House  owe it  to     
ourselves,    to  our c'onscience, to the    
Government    employees and to the people at 
large that we take  up  this  question  with     
the Government and press for redress in this 
matter.   It is pointless and it will serve no 
purpose on the part of hon. Members here if 
they try to raise some kind  of political  
bogey  and    suggest that the strike was  
something like a proletarian revolution or that 
the Communist Party was behind the    strike. 
This only shows that they    have    no case on 
merits.   They need    political diversion 
because everyone knows how the  strike took  
place  and  what  circumstances compelled    
the    Government employees to take the    
decision much  as  they would  have     liked  
to avoid it.   Who does not know that the 
Government refused to implement the 
recommendations  of the     First     Pay 
Commission so far as increase in the dearness 
allowance with the rise in the cost of living 
was    concerned?    And Government 
employees were entitled to have  it.   Who   
does  not  know     that they did not appoint 
the Second Pay Commission, and only when 
the Posts and Telegraphs  employees  gave     
the strike notice or wanted to give such notice 
did Government decide that the Second  Pay  
Commission      should   be appointed?      
And it was     appointed. That was how the     
workers  had to fight for their demand. 

Even before this thing came the 
Government employees were exploring the 
possibilities of negotiation, press- 

ing their demands and So on and asking  for  a  
little  redress.   It  was  not done.      But    has    
not      the      Government      itself proved    by      
taking the    subsequent    action    that    fun-
damentally  the  case   of  the    Central 
Government employees was abundantly just 
and honourable?      Then why do  y'ou  accuse     
them?   You     cannot treat the country Or run 
the country in this manner when millions of 
Government employees are without housing, 
are remaining on starvation level and are   
demanding   reasonable   amenities of  life.   In   
such   a  situation   d'o  you expect  our   
democratic  institutions  to flourish on the 
starvation and hunger of Government    
employees?        What sort of  democracy  
would  it  be  if  I were to: build that democracy 
on the skeletons  of     Government employees 
ground down in their day to day life? It would 
not be worth looking at. That is what I tell you.   
Therefore, it is an industrial dispute.   Madam, 
let us not go back into its    history.   Everybody 
knows  how   it   took  place   and   how 
seventeen  thousand  Government  employees 
were  arrested in no time, in a matter 'of few 
hours, on mere suspicion or under charges most 
of which proved false in the courts of law  or 
most of which had to be withdrawn. At  the 
same  time the Assam     riots were taking place,  
and not one person  was  arrested  under  the 
Preventive Detention Act or any such thing. Are  
you   serving   democracy   or   are you wielding 
the big stick and trying to force the Government     
employees into submission?    This question I 
may put to Mr.  Santhanam when he says those 
things.   Let us not go info these things; the 
strike was settled and we are all happy that it 
was settled. Shri Govind   Ballabh   Pant   gave      
certain-assurances  in  the     Lok     Sabha     on 
August 8th, 1960.   I have got it here,, and this 
is what he said: 

"We have issued instructions that those 
who had been arrested or those who had 
even been convicted or those who have 
even been suspended should be dealt with 
leniently and should be punished only   to. 
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the extent it is necessary in public interest 
and ior the maintenance of discipline and 
efficiency and also for avoiding repetition 
of such scenes. That is what we wanted to 
do. And I can say that action has already 
been taken 'on these lines and large 
numbers have been already released or now 
allowed to resume duty, but there also the 
action taken by us is not final. We have 
now to devise methods so that there may be 
no strikes." 

Then he went on elaborating this thing. He 
was speaking of lenient acti'on, mind you. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: I am sorry my 
hon. friend was not present when I gave 
detailed figures to show how lenient the 
action has been. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Yes, but do not 
stop it. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh): 
Whatever you may say, he just goes on. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Do not stop it. If 
you say lenient, go on with it. Leniency is not 
to be stopped. If it is an approach, a policy, an 
outlook or an attitude, there is no point in 
stepping away from it. On the contrary carry it 
out. This is what is expected bf you as the 
Government of the country by your own 
employees. Therefore I am asking you not to 
do something which is alien even to your 
practice. This is the point I wish to make. 

Then again, in the L'ok Sabha, in answer to 
Unstarred Question No. 2223 on September 
6th, the Home Minister gave a similar kind of 
assurance and so on. He was trying to say that 
he was dealing with this matter leniently. He 
was giving consideration to the demand 'that 
this thing should be set right and the people 
should be reinstated in their j'obs and so on. 
Everything we said he did not accept, but at 
the same time the debating point was not 
there—what Mr. San-thanam was saying, that 
the offence of 

strike had been committed by them, so it must 
be an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth, 
and revenge must be taken on the Government 
employees. That was not the appfoach of the 
Home Minister of the country. His approach 
in this matter was that he should be more 
lenient. He did not fully accede to everything, 
but he realised, being a greater man, a wiser 
man than perhaps many hon. Members of this 
House, that here was a question of 
Government empl'oyees and it had to be 
treated not in a rigid, inflexible and oppressive 
manner but with compassion, sympathy and 
wise understanding. That is what he did. That 
he tried to do. After his death, some people 
seem to have taken advantage of it. I do not 
mean Shri Lai Bahadur Shastri for whom 
personally I have the greatest regard, and it is 
a tragedy today to see these Government 
employees not being reinstated when Shri Lai 
Bahadur Shastri, a great friend or disciple or 
whatever it is or a colleague of Pandit Govind 
Ballabh Pant has stepped inte his shoes. I 
thought that he was a man more soft, more 
mild, and perhaps in many ways full bf human 
compassion. Therefore, at times I feel sorry 
for him. I am saying this thing not for flattery 
which is not my habit. You know it very well. 
I say what I believe to be true but somehow or 
other the bureaucrats sitting in the departments 
and the administration are advising him in a 
wrong direction. This is what I say. 

SHRI SUDHIR GHOSH (West Bengal): 
How is this sort of a situation dealt with by 
the Government of the U.S.S.R.? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You go to the 
other planet. I am talking of India. I have gone 
to the U.S.S.R. Why don't you go to the 
moon? Get the American rocket and go there. 
(Interruption). Now, this is the position. He 
wants me go to the U.S.S.R. I am here in 
Indian Parliament today speaking. 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] 
Now, Madam Deputy    Chairman, it has  

to be reconsidered whether that matter is 
over, whether that thing has been     settled.   
The  goodwill   of   the Government 
employees    is a precious heritage which the 
Government should cherish and if today 
people remain not reinstated in this manner 
and persecuted,  it  demoralises  the 
administration.    There will always be a 
feeling in the minds of the fellow-workers 
and employees that some of their men had 
been  penalised,   punished   and  persecuted 
because they had the courage to fight  for  the  
cause   that  was   theirs. This is an objective 
consideration.   It is not a subjective matter at 
all because whether  an  employee  
participated  in the strike or not, everybody 
felt that he had  a  demand to     put     
forward before the Government,    a    cause 
to fight for, and that naturally stands to 
reas'on.   Those who    fought    for the cause 
and suffered for it are not criminals  but  
valiant   fighters  for     the cause of the 
working people, admired and appreciated  
even by    those who did not participate in the 
strike. That you must bear in mind. 

Therefore, by persecuting these people, by 
keeping them in their present positi'on, you 
are at the same time annoying large sections 
of Government employees. All that we 
know. The situation is like that. Why should 
it be so? What do you lose by it? The 
Government of India, I should have th'ought, 
is something bigger than a petty police court 
or a petty police station. It is a much bigger 
institution than these and generosity shown 
in this matter would have brought, if 
anything, only credit to the Government and 
would have helped to reinstate good morale 
in the administration and also to win the 
goodwill of the Government employees. 
Why don't you do such a thing? What do 
you gain by it? Madam Deputy Chairman, 
Government employees have the right to 
strike as much as anybody has. The 
Constitution is not a Fascist Constitution yet. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: No. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Yes, they have, 
they have. 

AN HON. MEMBER: No. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Go to the 
Supreme Court. 

(Interruptions) 

You declared the strike illegal. The 
fundamental right is there and the Government 
employees have every right. If you had a 
Fascist Constitution, or would like to imitate 
President Ayub Khan or McCarthy or Hitler or 
Mussolini, I could understand it. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Or Khrushchev or 
Mao. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I think you 
should be interested in Mr. Binoda-nand Jha 
more than in Mx. Ma'o. (Interruption from 
Shri Sheet Bhadra Yajee). He is popping up 
every time. He knows that what he says he 
will not believe. In the Lobby he will say that 
he does not believe it. But what can you do? 
Such is the drama that is enacted in this 
House. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Carry on, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE:   He 
must withdraw. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   I  do not 
withdraw. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA    YAJEE:  I 
want  him   to   withdraw. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, in the 
Lobby he is a very good man. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE: You 
withdraw. * * * 

***Expunged    as    ordered   by    the 
Chair. rl 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why should I 
withdraw? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You carry 
on. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You are good in 
the Lobby. You are a very good man, I know. 
You are a good friend of mine in the Lobby. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: When I call him 
good, he gets annoyed. What can be done? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please finish 
your points. You have only three minutes 
more. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, Shri 
Yajee is my good friend; he is a very dear 
friend, more especially in the Lobby, I can 
tell you. He should net get annoyed like that. 

Now, why should it be so? I think the 
matter should be closed. Shri Santhanam was 
saying: Can't they find jobs? Is it a question to 
be asked? Is it not cynicism, pure and simple? 
He has taken a fine job but what about the 
jobs to which they were entitled and in which 
they should be reinstated? Are you to take 
away the jobs and tell them to go and find 
jobs elsewhere? I cannot see any logic in it 
because they are Government servants. They 
have been Government servants. They want to 
be back in their posts. It is not a question of 
merely earning some money or getting 
something for their families   .   .   . 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: Legitimate action 
was taken against them and they ceased to be 
Government servants.    That action was 
taken. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I tell you, it does 
happen. People are reinstated; even in 
Government they are reinstated. Many 
suspension orders were withdrawn; many    
cases    were 

dropped. You have done it even in this 
particular case. I am not asking you to do 
something which you did not do. I am asking 
you to do something which you have done. 
Only I ask you to d0 a little more of this thing. 
You have dropped cases. You have reinstated 
people. You have stopped suspension orders. 
You have in some cases even condoned break 
in service. All these things are there. Why 
can't you in this case also do the same thing? 
This is what I ask. Am I asking you to do 
something which is unknown, alien and 
strange to you? Not at all. I follow this line. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, we did 
not debate on this subject very much 
because views were known. We had 
divergence of opinion. We had dif 
ferent approaches in this matter. But 
ultimately this matter was settled; the 
strike was called off and you set in 
the process of reinstating people. You 
set in the process of meeting, as far 
as possible, some of their legitimate 
grievances, and what is more, there 
was a certain implementation of the 
recommendations of the Pay Commis 
sion—increase in their emoluments to 
some extent also. All these indicated 
that their essential case was just. 
When they had been subjected to such 
a denial, they took a certain acticn. I 
may call it an action taken in good 
faith and in pursuance of an indus 
trial dispute, a justifiable action. You 
may call it, no, it was not a justifiable 
action. Here is a debating point, a 
point of divergence between us, a 
point of controversy. But after the 
strike was settled, I think the mind 
of the House was converging on one 
single point as to how not to perse 
cute people but how to restore as 
many people as possible to their jobs. 
To that task the House addressed 
itself and the Home Minister at that 
time was thinking along this line. He 
was not thinking on the lines of pro 
secution, penalty, punishment, re 
venge. This is what I say. Now I 
say, let us stand on this pledge of a 
different, constructive,        human 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] approach in this 
matter and try to see if we can bring ourselves 
to reinstating the remaining few men, some 
people who are still there. I do not see as to 
why it should be objected to in principle; I do 
not see as to why it should be opposed in 
practice; I do not see as to what standard of 
public justice or administrative decorum you 
lose by reinstating these men in their jobs and 
thereby helping their morale to be restored 
and also helping the people to be back to their 
posts and seeing that their families are not 
starved or put to unnecessary suffering. Now, 
this much thing cannot we expect from him? 
This much thing certainly we can expect from 
the Government. Do not bring in Communism 
here. Do not bring in parties here because you 
know how the strike took place. Now you are 
telling that the Communist Party is 
responsible for it. In the other House it was 
the P.S.P. Sometimes it will be somebody 
else. Put all these arguments aside; these are 
not relevant to the point at the moment today 
after two years of the strike or so. I appeal to 
the hon. Home Minister, Shri Lai Bahadur 
Shastri, in all solemnity that, in the name of 
the families of these men and for the sake cf 
our trade union rights, and in the interests of 
democratic justice and in the interests of 
public administration, he should rise equal to 
the occasion and find his way to reinstate all 
these employees in their jobs, and carry 
forward the task which his predecessor, Shri 
Govind Ballabh Pant, began but could not 
complete, or maybe he had not thought that it 
should be completed in the manner I am 
suggesting now at that time. But the process 
was begun and let the present Home Minister 
complete it, and he will be earning their 
goodwill. Does he really believe that by 
punishing these people, putting them under 
penalty, he is going to win the goodwill of the 
Government employees? Will he take the 
plebiscite of the Government employees? He 
has got two million Government employees 
on the civil side. Is it his contention that if it 
were put 

to vote to them in a plebiscite the Government 
employees will say: Punish them. I am sure, 
whether one participated in the strike or not, 
or supported it or not, every single Gov-
ernment employee in the country will give 
him the advice, if he were called upon to give 
such advice: Mr. Home Minister, please 
reinstate these people. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Abid Ali. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore, 
Madam   .   .    . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have called 
the next speaker. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore, 
Madam, I have made this appeal and I expect 
Shri Lai Bahadur Shastri to do justice to these 
people. 

SHRI ABID ALI (Maharashtra): Madam 
Deputy Chairman, as you have called upon 
me to speak, I am bound to  obey your order. 

Now it is very interesting to find that the 
representatives of the Jan a Sangh and of the 
Communist Party have combined in this 
particular matter, one which is anti-national in 
every form and shape. 

(Interruptions) 

I am not referring to the Jana Sangh as 
being anti-national. No, no, not that way. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Are we going to      
... 

SHRI ABID ALI: Madam, if he hears me, 
he will be convinced that whatever I am 
saying is correct, and he will agree with me. 
They are only communal. Of course, it is 
communal.   But communalism is also . . . 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Is it for the hon. 
Member to decide who is communal or not 
communal? 



 

SHRI ABID ALI: But when I said "anti-
national", I was particularly referring to the 
Communist Party. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: But he has not got 
the monopoly of nationalism in this country. 
What are we today on? Are we discussing 
today who is national and who is anti-
national, and what is nationalism and what is 
not? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, we are not going to put up with 
this abuse of anti-nationalism. I would ask the 
leader, Mr. Lai Bahadur Shastri, to stop his 
reference  to anti-national   .   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please 
proceed with your speech. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He starts the 
abuse by calling us anti-national. What does 
he mean? (Interruptions.) I would ask for 
your ruling whether the leading party in 
Parliament which is in opposition should be 
called anti-national from the Government 
side. 

SHRI ABID ALI: There is no party. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What is it then? 
Do you not know that we have received 12 
million votes? What is it? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 
The hon. Member will sit down when the 
Chair is on its legs. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I know, Madam, 
but please stop him from calling us 'anti-
national'. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 

SHRI K. T. SHAH: You obey the Chair. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 
No hon. Member should be on his feet when I 
am on my feet, and I do hope you know the 
procedure. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I knew when he 
was chucked out of the Ministry, he would 
give us trouble. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Abid 
Ali, you will carry on with your speech and 
make your points without any insinuations. 

SHRI ABU) ALI: Now I was saying that the 
Jana Sangh   .   .   . 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please carry 
on. 

SHRI ABID ALI: Nobody can say that there 
are no anti-national elements in this country. 
There are some.   Every country has traitors . 
. . 

 

SHRI BHUPESH  GUPTA: Nobody 
can  say they are no agents of    big 
capitalists   who   are   chucked out  by 
their Prime Minister. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I will not 
permit such interruptions. The hon. Member 
has had his say. He should be patient with 
other speakers, and if he has any corrections 
to make, he can make them later. 

SHRI ABID ALI: Now coming to this 
particular Resolution, Madam, all employees 
including Government servants deserve 
sympathy and support so far as their 
legitimate claims are 
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[Shri Abid Ali.] concerned, and at the 
same time, Madam, Government also deserve 
unqualified support, unstinted support when 
it takes action in the interests of the country 
and to maintain discipline among the 
Government employees. Madam, it is very 
fortunate for this country that, by and large, 
the civil servants in this country are not only 
good, honest and dutiful, but are also 
patriots. At one time, four or five years back, 
when there was some agitation to attend to 
their duties without shirts, shirtless, at that 
time only four employees in the Delhi 
Secretariat thought of entering the outer 
precincts of the Secretariat without shirts, 
and going up and up the steps they found that 
all their colleagues were going with their 
shirts on and those four also went on putting 
their shirts, because the then Home Minister 
had appealed to and also warned them that 
action would be taken, and observed that 
there was no justification for the 
demonstration that they were attempting. 

Our Government, with regard to this 
particular matter, has been very much liberal, 
has been considerate and has been in favour 
of the employees. On the other hand, there is 
the legitimate complaint that, so far as 
national interests are concerned, they should 
have behaved better and that this sort of 
indiscipline and this sort of strike was 
uncalled for. I am coming to the right to 
strike to which the hon. Member has made a 
reference. It should be thought over twice 
before it is attempted or preached. 

Now some hon. Member said that the strike 
was settled. Who settled trike? Where were 
the negotiations, and with whom? The strike 
collapsed. Firstly, out of the two million 
Government employees hardly one-fourth, 
less than one-fourth, either went on strike or 
were forced to go on strike. A large number 
of them did not want to go on strike but they 
were forced by elements which became very 
much violent, and as has been pointed out by 
my hon. friend 

from     Agra,      Shri    Nawab     Singb 
Chauhan   .    .   . 

SHRI NAWAB  SINGH CHAUHAN: 
Aligarh. 

SHRI ABID ALI:   All right;  I correct 
myself, but Agra is also in U.P- 

 
eftflThe Communists remained aloof in the 
morning, were only watching the situation. 
Some of the friends of the P.S.P. or H.M.S., 
well, they were leading the strike, and the 
Communists were only watching. By noon, 
when it was clear that the strike had failed, the 
Communists, those who were watching and 
some of those who had resorted to the strike, 
well, they were the first to resume the strike, 
followed by others subsequently. Now, action 
was attempted against about 27,000—I am 
quoting from memory . . 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Forty-six 
thousand. 

SHRI ABID ALI: Then it went on 
decreasing and decreasing, as it was 
mentioned this morning. Now, about 300 
persons only are involved. 

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: Two hundred and  
eight. 

SHRI ABID ALI: There were a few, 2,000 
perhaps, who were demoted, or action of a 
minor nature was taken against them. Now the 
hon. Member who moved this Resolution said 
that every person had been penalised simply 
because he went on strike. If this was the case, 
then there would have been about 4 lakh 
disciplinary actions. But this Government had 
been, as I have said earlier, very much 
considerate. The hon. Member who has just 
spoken said that ttiey are starving. But, 
Madam, action should be taken  against  those    
who 
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commit breach of the law. Now, Madam, if a 
person commits a murder and his children go 
to court and say, "If my father ig punished, 
then we will starve," then it means that no 
action should be taken against any criminal, 
against those who attempt to paralyse the 
Government, against those who attempt to 
create chaos in this country. Against those 
who commit crimes against the society or 
against the nation, certainly action should be 
taken against them to the extent that it 
becomes necessary in the interests of the 
country, its security and its integrity. But this 
sort of complaint has no basis so far as this 
particular case is concerned. There are 
political parties who are attempting 
penetration into Government services and I 
request the Home Minister, as he should be 
very much alive to this aspect also, to ensure 
that, of course, so far as opinion is concerned, 
everyone in this country, whether he is in 
government employment or otherwise, is 
entitled to have opinion. But when that 
opinion is attempted to be used against the 
interests of the nation, national interest should 
be protected, and any action which the 
Government may take in this behalf will have 
certainly, not only the support of the public 
but also of every sensible, genuine, Indian and 
Members of Parliament. 

The Resolution in question is very much 
helpful to convince every reasonable-minded 
person that the Government has been, in this 
particular matter not vindictive. If they had 
been vindictive, a large number of persons 
would have been out of Government jobs. 

Madam, about the staff in the offices of the 
Comptroller and Auditor-General, much 
reference was made by the mover of the 
Resolution who should also remember how 
much complaint is against them. What is the 
extent of discipline in that office, how much 
politics is discussed there and everybody 
knows how many months an ordinary file 
takes for its disposal 

in that office.   To that aspect also we should 
be alive. 

About violence, much reference was, made 
about the I.N.T.U.C. this morning. The hon. 
Member, Shri Chettiar, read extracts from the 
report of the I.N.T.U.C. and someone, there 
from the Communist Benches, said that it was 
an organisation of "Government stooges". 
Yes, it is easy to make such remarks, but 
perhaps the hon. Member who made this 
remark does not know that the I.N.T.U.C. did 
not come into existence after independence. 
The I.N.T.U.C. came into existence in 
Champaran when Gandhiji started his 
movement there, followed by a trade union 
organisation established by Mahatma Gandhi 
in Ahmedabad and which spread to Bombay, 
Indore, Jamshedpur, Madras, Calcutta and so 
many other places. When the workers working 
in different spheres in different parts of the 
country thought that the question of achieving 
national independence was over, they thought 
that more attention should be devoted to help 
the workers, both peasants and those working 
in factories. They thought that a national 
organisation was necessary. As a matter of 
fact, it was already working, though not 
having come together technically. The day 
they decided to get together, they met and the 
unions of about eight lakhs of workers got 
affiliated to the I.N.T.U.C. 

Madam, the I.N.T.U.C, which is very much 
alive to the needs and requirements of 
workers, is also alive to national interests. 
They know that if national interests are in 
jeopardy, where are the workers, where are 
the peasants? There will be chaos in the 
country. They know that national interest, 
national prosperity, comes first and from that 
everything else flows. 

So far as the workers are concerned, the 
I.N.T.U.C. tries its best to secure all that the 
workers deserve. Now, when occasions come, 
when political parties for their own interest 
try to create chaos in this country and want 
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[Shri Abid AIL] to exploit the workers, it 
is the duty of the I.N.T.U.C. to protect them, 
to give them a proper lead. I am proud of the 
part played by the I.N.T.U.C. organisation, its 
workers, its leaders with regard to this 
particular strike. Every sensible, genuine, 
patriotic Indian will support the stand that 
this workers' organisation, this I.N.T.U.C, 
played its part very well. It was a political 
strike. It was not a trade union movement, it 
was not a trade union demand. 

Madam,   the   Prime   Minister   had .given 
the unqualified promise, which he has carried 
out also, that whatever award,   whatever     
decision  will    be given,  those    
recommendations made by the Pay 
Commission will be accepted   as   an  award.    
After  having   got this  unqualified    assurance  
from  the Prime Minister of the country, where 
was any room left for any action on the part of 
the leaders of the so-called Government 
employees'  strike except that there was 
political motive behind it?   That has been 
amply proved, and my request to the 
Government, particularly with  regard  to  the  
strikers against whom action has been taken, is 
that in, case a substantial case    is made out 
that action has been taken against any 
particular employee who was  really  innocent,   
that   should  be given     special     
consideration.      But those who were 
responsible for sabotage,  who were  
responsible  for  this unwarranted strike,  of 
course,  action against them is justified and it 
should be confirmed. 

Again,  there is one case which    I 
would like to plead, namely, of those 
against whom  action has been taken 
but  who did not participate  in    the 
strike.     There   are   some   supervisors 
under the influence of a party which 
is very much anti-national, and there 
are   some persons  who  are able    to 
exert their influence in  some of the 
De-fence  establishments and in    some 
other offices.    They have been    very 
much responsible for harming    those 
persons  who opposed  this  strike and 
against persons who preached violence. 

Their women and children, their family 
members were attacked, and their property 
damaged. Their interest also is very much 
necessary to be protected by the Government. 
Their cases have been reported to the 
Government. I am sorry to say that those who 
stood by the nation, who stood against these 
anti-nationals, action has been taken against 
them and they are really victimised. 

THE DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:   Please 
wind up. 

SHRI ABID ALI:  Only two minutes more, 
Madam. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:      You have 
taken more than two minutes. 

SHRI  ABID  ALI:   Because  of    the rights 
given to Government servants under  the  
Constitution,   the  sense  of fear is  gone.    I 
am happy that that sense of fear dees not exist 
amongst Government servants, but there 
should be a    sense  of    responsibility    also. 
There   are   some   elements   amongst them,   
although   a  very,   very   small percentage, 
who are attempting to see that  the  sense  of 
fear having  gone, a sense of responsibility 
should    not enter and there should be more 
cases of indiscipline.   I submit to the Home 
Ministry that there is at the present time a 
vacuum, a sense of responsibility has not 
entered and the sense of fear having gone, they 
should rise to the occasion and find out 
appropriate ways and means by which this 
attempt to    create    chaos    and     indiscipline 
amongst Government servants is very much 
checked. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY 
CMadras): On a matter of information, may 
we know from some Government spokesman 
on what grounds these 200 Government 
servants have been dismissed and 
discharged? 

THE MINISTER or STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI B. 
N. DATAR): These Government servants   .   .   
. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The hon. 
Minister may kindly make a note of it and may 
cover the point when he replies. 
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The House reassembled after lunch at half-past 
two of the clock, THE VICE.CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA), in the Chair. 

T
H
E

 DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I had called for the 
report as to exactly what Shri Sheel Bhadra 
Yajee had said. He has used a phrase which is 
unparliamentary.    It will be expunged. 

The House will now adjourn to meet again at 
2-30. 

The House then    adjourned for 
lunch at one of the clock. 
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SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore); 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, knowing the hon. mover 
of this Resolution— or at least having heard 
him—to be a good parliamentarian, I had 
expected that he would place before the House 
all sides of this problem. I had expected that 
he would be no less interested in the 
efficiency and discipline of the 
Administration, no less interested in the. 
public welfare than in the interest of the civil 
services. But I am sorry to observe that he has 
taken only one view of the matter, namely, the 
interests of the civil services alone. He has not 
at all dwelt upon the frightful consequences 
which a strike of the sort we had the 
misfortune to have, would have had on the 
country and the people in general. He has 
spoken, no doubt, in measured tones unlike 
the hon. Member who sat to his right in the 
morning and who raised a shout, wanting to 
make up by sound what his arguments lacked 
in force I wish to submit to this House that it 
would be incorrect and it would be imprudent 
for this House to accept this Resolution. It 
would be incorrect, because by accepting this 
Resolution, we would be laying down 
something bad in principle, and we would also 
be accepting a policy which would be suicidal 
and which would cut at the roots of discipline 
in the services. 

To the merits of reinstatement or otherwise 
of these persons, I will come later on. I doubt 
the very propriety of Parliament going into this 
matter. Now; let us see what has happened. 
Whether right or wrong—that is a different 
matter—Departments have taken up the 
question of these, strikers, those who took part 
in this strike, those who indulged in 
disobeying the Ordinance; several cases of 
sabotage and intimidation, including criminal 
ones, have been gone into, and the authorities 
have taken some decision. In some cases the 
Government have taken the decision and in 
some cases the Departments have taken the 
decision. Now, would it be right for 
Parliament  to  intervene,  to  interfere 

with these decisions and say: "Well, your 
decision should g°-" Suppose we do that, 
suppose Parliament interfered with the 
decisions taken by the Government or by the 
Heads of Departments, tomorrow, with what 
face and with what authority can the Head of a 
Department extract service from his 
subordinates? How can he enforce discipline 
in the ranks? This is the question which the 
hon. the mover of the Resolution must see and 
also the other hon. Members who have spoken 
in support of the Resolution. In the interest of 
the services and discipline, is it right that the 
highest body in the land, Parliament, should 
intervene and take away from the Heads of 
Departments and from the Government, the 
right of taking disciplinary action? That would 
cut at the very root of efficiency. Therefore, I 
submit it would not be proper at all for this 
House to accept this Resolution. 

The other question is one of principle. This 
Resolution involves a principle, namely, 
whether the services have the right to strike or 
not. This has been referred to by some of the 
hon. Members who spoke before me. I would 
say verv humbly that government servants 
should not have the right to strike. In fact Shri 
Avinashilingam Chettiar has pointed out the 
position in the U.S.A. and referred to the Taft-
Hartley Act and read out some of the 
provisions in that Act. There is no State which 
accords to its servants the right to strike. That 
is because government servants cannot be 
deemed to be wage-earners or employees in 
the ordinary industrial sense of the term. A 
government servant is not a mere wage-earner. 
However small a government servant may be, 
he represents in a measure the institution of 
government. People do not look to him as to a 
wage-earner or as a factory labourer. A factory 
worker may be here today and somewhere else 
tomorrow. People do not look at a government 
servant in that way. People look at him as a 
representative of the   institution    of      
government. 
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Therefore, he is much more than a wage 
earner, he is much more than a labourer. He 
represents Government in authority, the 
sovereignty of the State itseslf in a measure. 
He has to consider himself as such and not 
treat himself as a labourer and that is why he 
has some privileges and also, more 
responsibilities devolving on him. A wage-
earner today, a worker in a factory or a textile 
mill, can strike work and can do anything; 
there is no prohibition. But a Government 
servant cannot do so . A Government servant 
is entrusted with the secrets of the 
Government and he cannot behave in any 
manner he likes. The Government servants, 
implicitly or explicitly, take the oath of loyalty 
to the Constitution and, therefore, it would be 
insulting the Government servants themselves 
to treat them as ordinary labourers. 
Government is also not an ordinary employer 
in that sense. Government is not an employer 
in the sense that a factory owner who employs 
labourers is an employer. So, the ordinary 
industrial relations of an employee and 
employer in the matter of the right to strike 
should not apply here. It is more sacred than 
that. The relationship between the 
Government servants and the Government and 
the Government and the people is more 
sacred, more sanctified than the relationship 
between the labourers in a factory and their 
employer. Sir, Government holds the life of 
the nation In its hands and Government can 
administer only through its executive 
machinery which is the services. So, if the 
services have a mind and have the right of 
strike, they can hold the nation to ransom. 
This is a sacred trust which the Government 
has distributed to the services and the Gov-
ernment as well as its servants are trustees of 
this and therefore, Sir, very heavy 
responsibilities devolve on them. If this body 
which is holding that sacred trust of the life of 
the nation, if it goes on strike and paralyses 
the nation, affects production, industry and 
trade and causes incalculable harm and 
hardship, would the public  or  anybody  say  
that  this 
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is right? I can understand that there 
can be grievances on the part of the 
Government servants. We have to 
find out other means,, other machinery 
to redress these, grievances but not 
give the right to the services to bring 
the nation to grief. That is a thing 
which cannot be tolerated. The hon. 
mover of this Resolution and those 
who have supported him have claimed 
that the strike was non-violent where 
as facts to controvert that position 
were quoted. It was not a non 
violent strike. It had resulted in a 
terrible hardship to the people and 
prhaps it would have resulted in 
greater hardship if the people had not 
co-operated. To our good fortune, the 
people by and large had sound sense. 
They did not at all encourage this. 
Even amongst the Central Government 
employees themselves by far the larger 
portion did not encourage the strike 
and therefore, it could not do much 
havoc but the little havoc it was able 
to do is sufficient to open our eyes to 
reconsider the position whether we 
?hould accord this right to the Gov 
ernment servants at all. Sir, I would 
remind the House of what happened in 
British Guiana last February. There, 
Sir, similar conditions prevailed and 
Government took action. The Prime 
Minister in his enthusiasm of a pro 
gressive ideology took a decision to 
impose some austerity measures on 
services as well. Of course, there were 
other measures also and the services 
decided to strike work. When the 
services struck work, do you know 
what happened? Some people went and 
dynamited shops and huge fires were 
started. The water works establish 
ment had closed, had struck work and 
the electricity department had struck 
work. The wind was blowing in the 
direction of the quarters where the 
very people who fomented this strike 
resided and they themselves could not 
help. To their utter regret they found 
that thy could not stop the Aire be 
cause the water works department had 
struck work.   They      themselves 
•suffered and some of them got burnt. This is 
an instance in point to show that it is a 
suicidal thing to foment a 
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[Shri M. Govinda Reddy.] strike, a national 
strike, on the part of anybody, let alone 
Government servants. The hon. mover took the 
name of the late Shri Govind Ballabh Pant, 
said that he could have been more lenient and 
that the assurance he held out were not 
fulfilled. I think Sir, and I think I can say this 
without being challenged, that it was because 
of Pandit Govind Ballabh Pant that very liberal 
measures, were taken. If anybody could 
surmise an action which was a fitting 
retaliation to the strike and by the way this 
strike was run, very severe action should have 
been called for; but he was a gentleman, as we 
all know, whose heart was overflowing with 
the milk of kindness and it was he who 
softened Government action to a considerable 
extent, so much so that it enraged many of the 
people who insisted on the strict enforcement 
of law and order that the Government should 
have been so lenient to people who had no 
second thought for the welfare of the country, 
who wanted to jeopardise the nation, who even 
could have promoted chaos in the country. 
Some figures have been given here and I am 
giving some figures to show in what liberal 
measures the Government had softened its 
action. Action to suspend 27098 people was 
taken in the beginning but by the end of March 
last, only 15 remained. In the case of all the 
others, suspension orders were revoked and 
they were taken back. There were 2084 
dismissals initially when the strike was called 
off and action was taken but at the end of 
March last there were only 136 people. Where, 
is 2084 and where is 136? So many people 
have been reinstated. A total of 2137 
temporary employees were discharged initially 
but at the end of March this number came 
down to 61; so many of them were taken back. 
Departmental proceedings were instituted 
against 45,945 and at the end of March, Sir, the 
departmental proceedings stood only in the 
case of 17 people. Does this not show that 
Government viewed the matter more liberally?   
In the cases in which dis- 

ciplinary action or punishment has stayed, 
Government could not intervene because the 
authorities had gone into each case, the 
authorities had examined the facts of each case 
and had come to the conclusion that in such 
cases punishment should not be lenient and 
that it should stay. Now, this House should 
expect that these authorities have discharged 
their duties properly and truly in relation to the 
facts before them. Therefore, Sir, when they 
have deliberately decided—in the face of the 
instructions of the Government that as far as 
possible those cases of employees who have 
not been involved in sabotage, in terrorising 
and in victimising people, who have not bean 
involved in criminal activities, should be 
considered liberally, that even criminal 
proceedings should be withdrawn as far as 
possible—if the departmental heads have 
decided that in the case of these 208 people 
punishment should remain, I think, Sir, this 
House in its judgement should believe that 
there must have been some sound reasons for 
the authorities to have taken that action. If this 
action is not taken7 if even these 208 people 
are let off, then it would be setting a very bad 
example 'before the country and any officer 
may hereafter with impunity do mischief 
thinking that later on there would be people 
who would plead for his retention. 
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SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Mr. Vice-Chairman, 

there is a wide ocean which divides rne, so far 
aa the ideology is concerned, from my friend, 
Mr. A. B. Vajpayee. Yet it is a principle with 
me never to judge a question from anything 
but the point of view of merit, of merit of the 
issue involved. I have therefore applied my 
mind to the question whether Mr. Atal Behari 
Vajpayee, who has come forward here as the 
champion of the oppressed Government 
servants, has applied his mind to the real prob-
lem which has been raised by the Resolution 
which he has put before us. I have, for this 
reason, looked into the terms of his 
Resolution, and I find that they are written 
somewhat in the manner of a Rip Van Winkle. 
He assumes that the Government servants 
against whom action had to be taken were 
men of a very very innocent type and that 
really very harsh action has been taken by 
Government and the Party, which has no 
element of fairness about it. I will just read out  
the language of this Resolution: 

"This House is of opinion that all the 
Central Government employees"—whoever 
they may be whatever may be their fault—
"who lost their jobs ...." 
Now the word 'lost' is somewhat 

significant, because it suggests that they were 
not responsible in the slightest degree for 
losing their jobs for participation in the 
Central Government Employees' strike. 

"----- for participation in the Cen 
tral Government Employees' strike 
•• ♦•♦* be reinstated." 

There is not a word of disapproval in this 
Resolution, in the form in which this 
Resolution has been placed before us, against 
those Government servants who under, I 
think, rather immature leadership of certain 
political parties went on a strike, and had 
therefore to suffer the consequences of that 
strike. Two of the most prominent members of 
the labour movement—they were greatly 
interested in the labour movement—the late 
Mr. Feroze Gandhi and Mr. Khadil-kar, 
almost were on the point of bringing about a 
settlement of the issue between the employees 
and employers, the latter being the Central 
Government here, but yet the employees were 
so ill advised by men, who should have 
known better, by men whom experience of life 
will teach them to be better labour leaders, 
that they rejected the advice of Mr. Feroze 
Gandhi and Mr. Khadilkar. 

Now I do not wish to enter into the question 
whether Government servants should have the 
right to strike or should not have the right to 
strike at all. The question of this strike or of a 
general strike raises some very difficult 
questions of political philosophy, and I must 
confess that my approach to that matter is not 
exactly the same as that of Mr. Santhanam 
who, at all events, for some years, in some 
capacity or other, has been a bureaucrat. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS:  No, no. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: There are High 
Court judgments that the Government 
servants' strike was not proper. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Speaking quite 
seriously from the point of political 
philosophy, from the point of jurisprudence, 
the question of a strike or a general strike 
poses very difficult problems and I do not 
deliberately wish to go into them. If you want 
to have an inkling into my mind, I may tell 
you that I have a somewhat sympathetic 
attitude so far as my concept of socialism is 
concerned,   and there- 
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fore it ig difficult for me to speak on this 
question with absolute frankness. I would 
like, therefore, to confine my attention to the 
question whether the Central employees, who 
went on strike, have been given a fair deal or 
not by the Government of the day, and I have 
deliberately come to the conclusion that they 
have been given a fair deal, that Government 
cannot be accused of having acted against 
them vindictively. 

There were about two million Government 
servants and nearly one-third of them took the 
decision that there should be a strike. 
Agreeing to that many of them went actually 
on strike, after that, the strike was broken up 
because it was ill-conceived. It was broken up 
because there was no public sympathy with 
the strikers. There are certain conditions 
which must be fulfilled before a strike can 
succeed. Those conditions were impossible of 
fulfilment and the strike was broken up and 
action was taken against a fairly large number 
of persons. I think, first, about 27,098 persons 
were suspended. Then, 2,084 persons were 
dismissed or removed from service. There is 
difference between dismissal and removal, as 
we all know. The number of temporary 
persons discharged from service was 2,137; 
11 persons were compulsorily retired and 
against 45,945 persons departmental 
proceedings were taken in July 1960. 

Now, what is the position in March 1962? 
The position today is that there are about 208 
persons against whom proceedings have not 
been dropped as yet. The number under 
suspension today is 15. The number of 
persons dismissed or removed from service is 
136. The number of persons compulsorily 
retired is 11. The number of persons 
temporarily tried and discharged from service 
today is 61, and departmental proceedings are 
pending against 17. and they continue to be 
pending against these 17 persons because, I 
believe, there are writ applications pending 
before High Courts on behalf of these persons. 

Now, Sir, these figures do not show that the 
Government has been vindictive in the 
manner in which it has approached this task. 
The strike was on a gigantic scale. If it had 
succeeded it would have paralysed the whole 
life of the community. It would have affected 
the trade of the country. It would have 
affected the traffic of the country, and it 
would have, in fact, almost torpedoed the Five 
Year Plans in which we are engaged. 
Therefore, it was a serious decision for these 
misguided men to go on strike, and yet the 
Government has acted towards them with that 
understanding, with that humanity which is 
expected of a government which swears by 
eertain radical principles. I would, therefore, 
say that the charge that Mr. Vajpayee, who 
will have no hesitation in imposing his brand 
of culture upon this entire country, has 
brought against us is without foundation. 

Sir, this does not mean that I would not like 
the cases of even these 208 men to be viewed 
or to be reviewed with sympathy by the 
Government. Two years have elapsed since 
the thing occurred. These men must have 
grown wiser as a result of the experience of 
these two years and, therefore, as situations 
change decisions must also change. 

May I also say, Mr. Vice-Chairman, that 
while I am no admirer of the bureaucracy that 
administers our country, I do not believe in 
running it down day in and day out. I know 
their defects and I know their virtues also. 
Most of the men who are working in superior 
positions in our Railways or in our post 
offices are men of integrity and humanity and 
fairness, and I think that it is incorrect on our 
part to say that they have not approached these 
cases in the manner indicated by the Home 
Minister in his utterance in this House on the 
question of this strike. I think that they have 
endeavoured to do their very best to see that 
justice is tempered with mercy in dealing with 
the cases of these persons.   Therefore, Mr. 
Vice. 
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[Shri P. N. Sapru.] 
Chairman, I would say that without ruling out 
the possibility of a further revision of the 
punishment which has been meted out to these 
men, Mr. Vajpayee has not been able to make 
out a case for this Resolution. 

Finally, I would like also to say that I am 
not one of those who think that political 
parties should have nothing to do with trade 
unions or trade unionism. If that principle 
were accepted, there would be no British 
Labour Party. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Does the hon. 
Member know that the Trade Union Congress 
of Britain does not allow the Labour Party to 
interfere in its affairs? 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: It is the other way 
round. I know the relations of the Labour 
Party with the Trade Union Congress of 
Britain very well, and I can assure him that I 
have read almost everything that is worth 
reading on the Labour Party and its cons-
titution. It is a very complicated constitution. 
The proposition that I was making was that 
political parties there do take interest in trade 
union disputes, that Labour Party is financed . 
. . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): Your time is up, Mr. Sapru. 
Please finish. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: This remark is, • of 
course, only of an incidental character and I 
am not prepared to blame any political party 
which has alliances with trade unions, though I 
may repeat that I have no particular grievance 
against political parties taking funds from big 
commercial houses for running their election 
campaigns. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Mr. Vice-Chairman, I 
should like to say that I would like to support 
the Resolution which has been moved by my 
friend, Shri Vajpayee. Perhaps it is necessary 
for m« to say that I am not one of those 

who support the Government servants to go 
on strike or for that matter, who supported the 
Government servants' strike last July 1960. As 
a part of my credentials, I am saying that 
when the Government servants of Madhya 
Pradesh went on strike. I was one of those 
who appealed and persuaded them to 
withdraw the strike and they said so in a 
resolution adopted at that time. I hope, there-
fore, that no Member of this House would be 
under the impression that I am interested in 
fomenting trouble for the Government. I do 
not want to go into a discussion of the 
constitutional principles raised by my hon. 
friend. Shri Avinashilingam Chettiar. On the 
question of the Government servants' right to 
strike, the opinion is still divided. There is, for 
example, the Franklin Roosevelt document 
which says that Governments cannot be an 
equal negotiating party with the-strikers if 
they happened to be Government servants. 
This view has not been accepted by labour 
parties in many parts of the world. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: The pre-
ponderant opinion is in favour of the fact that 
the Government servants should not strike. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: I do agree that the 
Government service is on an entirely different 
footing from service in private industries and 
that Government servants must forego certain 
privileges which are due to workers in private 
industries but I am only mentioning that the 
final word has not been said on this subject 
and I know that a large number of people 
would like constitutional limitations to be 
placed on the right of Government servants to 
strike. I may mention here that apart from all 
these constitutional principles which have 
been raised, we should like to go into the 
background of this strike. I have listened to 
the many speeches made on this side as well 
as the other but there has been no reference to 
the background or the events that led to the 
unfortunate developments which resulted in 
the strike.   I should like   to 
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say with a due sense of responsibility that the 
Government offered sufficient, grave, 
provocative reasons for this strike. We cannot 
divorce the conduct of the Government in an 
assessment of the responsibility of those who 
went on strike. The Ministry of Labour has 
been asking many industries to raise the D. A. 
It has been the settled policy of the Ministry 
of Labour to equalise the rise in the D.A. with 
the rise in the cost of living and on that 
account, 100 per cent, of the cost of living in 
the textile industry has been equalised. 
Similarly, for other industries. Seventy to 
eighty per cent, of the rise in the cost of living 
had been neutralised. Furtlier, in our country, 
we attach much value to what the 
Government says. We give the benefit of the 
doubt to the Government that it does not lie. It 
is a crude expression I use and I am using it 
because one of the reasons which led to the 
strike was the adherance of the Government 
in the Ministry of Labour to the tripartite 
Indian Labour Conference decision that the 
minimum wage in India should be Rs. 125. 
That was solemnly accepted by the Ministry 
of Labour as the official policy of the 
Government of India. Later on when it came 
to a question of implementation... 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: There was no 
acceptance of the figure of Rs. 125. There 
was only the acceptance of a certain formula 
which, according to some people, worked out 
to Rs. 125. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: I want to read out what 
Mr. Morarji Desai had said on this subject. 
When the attention of the hon. Finance 
Minister was drawn to this, he said: 

"The Government desire me 'to make it 
clear that the recommendation of the Labour 
Conference should not be regarded as deci-
sions of Government and have not been 
formally ratified by the Central 
Government." 188 RS—4. 

The Minister of Labour was one of the parties 
to that Conference. He did not dissent from 
the recommendations and Mr. Morarji Desai 
does not agree with the interpretation now 
given by my hon. friend, Mr. Arora. Further 
he sas; 

"They should be regarded"— that is, 
these recommendations—"as merely the 
recommendations of the Indian Labour 
Conference which is tripartite in character. 
Government have, at no t_me, committed 
themselves to taking executive action to 
enforce  the  recommendations." 

SHRI AKJUN ARORA: The hon. Member 
has tried to mislead the House. There was no 
acceptance of any ttgure. According to me, 
that formula works out to a minimum figure 
of Rs. 139 and not Rs. 125. There was a 
formula which was accepted, and not the 
figure of Rs. 125. He has read something 
from the papers which he has got. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: I read what Mr. Morarji 
Desai had said. Whether it is Rs. 125 or Rs. 
139 or Rs. 200 does not matter. It is much 
more than Rs. 80 sanctioned by the Pay Com-
mission. I remember that at that time a large 
number of people met me and said that the 
Government was going back on its 
recommendations. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: On a point of 
order. Mr. Mani has raised a very 
fundamental question. If a member of the 
Government, a Minister, partakes in any 
international conference, is the Government 
bound by the fact of that participation? No, 
unless the Government ratines it. If the 
Government ratifies it, then of course it is 
binding, otherwise, there are many 
conferences in which our delegations 
participate. 

(Interruptions.) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): What is your exact point of 
order? 
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SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: This Is a 
constitutional question. 

THE VICE-CHAIKMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : There is no point of order. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I am referring 
that to you. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Many people wno spoite 
to me at trial ume saiu that the Government 
had. gone back. They went on strike. A large 
number of people working under an emotional 
strain do a number of foolish tilings. Tney 
went on strike and quite a large number of 
them were charge-sheeted and disciplinary ac-
tion was proposed to be taken. Now I quite 
concede that in dealing with the majority of 
the cases, the Government has acted with 
leniency but in regard to those 208 people who 
have lost their jobs, I would like to tell the 
Government that if a private industry were to 
do this, the Ministry of Labour would come 
and say: 'Take back everybody who had gone 
on strike'. The advice is always meant for the 
private industry and whenever a strike has 
been settled in a private industry, the 
Government has advised the strikers to be 
taken back. Now my hon. friend, Shri Chettiar, 
spoke about sabotage and I believe my hon. 
friend, Mr. Santhanam, also spoke about 
sabotage. I have been at pains to go through 
these papers from the Parliament Library to 
find out whether there was one case of proved 
sabotage against the strikers. There has been 
no such case at all and I would like the hon. 
Home Minister to reply to th's specific point 
whether any conviction has been sustained 
against a person for acts of sabotage. I would 
like to have that point cleared because I have 
been trying to go through all these papers but I 
have not found any. If it is a question of 
sabotage, it is not covered by my hon. friend's 
Resolution because the Resolution says: 

"inat tins nuuac js oi opinion tnai ail uie 
Ceiiuai u->v eminent employees wno lost 
tneir jobs ror participation in Uie Central 
Government employees' smite . . . ." 

it is  oiiiy participation, it is nut acu ux 
baDjoag<j or conviction.      i snouiu 

liKe to say rurtner that wneu 4 P.M.      
deai.ng with this matter, tnc 

Government suould understand inat 
unless there is an avenue open to tne Central 
Government employees to represent their 
point of view, such explosions would occur. 
There have been Staff Councils at work and 
on the floor of the House a large volume of 
statistics, quite impressive statistics, have been 
furnished, about the number of cases that had 
been referred to the Staff Councils and so on. 
All that shows that the Staff Councils are 
working very well. But, Sir, if the 
Government is to deal with the economic 
situation satisfactorily, they should understand 
that the Government servants are also part of 
the working population in this country and 
they should treat the Staff Councils as some 
sort of a negotiating body. Last year a 
Member of the British Parliament came to 
India. Mr. Douglas Houghton, a Labour M.P. 
came here with the British delegation to the 
Commonwealth Parliamentary Conference 
and he met the Prime Minister and had long 
discussions about Staff Counc;lg and the 
trends of the Staff Councils of the 
Government of India. These made a very 
powerful impression but he said they had 
these in 1919 in England and not in 1957. I 
would like to read what he wrote to a Member 
of Parliament here at that time—Mr. Shiva 
Rao—who had sent him a copy of the 
constitution and rules of the Staff Counc;ls. He 
wrote: 

"The interesting enclosure to your 
letter"—that is to say, the instructions for 
the constitution of the Staff Councils—
"takes me back to the first proposals    put 
forward by 
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our Government here in 1919, when the 
Whitley Report came out." 

Then he goes On to the constitutional 
question about the government having the 
right to decide what the workers should get 
and so on and says: — 

"This, of course, is purely constitutional 
fustian, unrelated to the fact" 

And this relates to the point raised by Mr.   
Avinashilingam  Chettiar, 

"unrelated to the fact that in practice it 
is not the people who fix the pay and 
conditions of Government employees but 
Ministers and higher Civil Servants. They 
already have the power of decision; and 
there is no reason why they should not 
reach their decisions in the course of 
negotiation." 

The Government servants wanted 
negotiations at every stage before going on 
strike, but the Government was not prepared 
to accept negotiation. Though it was felt at 
that time that the hon. Minister of Labour— 
Shri Nanda—sympathised with them, the 
Finance Ministry of the Government of India 
and the Home Ministry took the decision that 
there was not to be negotiation. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Has that been 
brought on record? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: After all hon. Members 
on both sides of the House say so many 
things which are not on record and it is all 
known to everyone in the House who has 
dealt with the labour situation in the country. 
Sir, the way in which public enterprises are 
expanding, there is grave danger of 
substantial part of the population losing their 
fundamental rights by becoming Government 
servants. There are so many enterprises 
coming up that by the Fourth or Fifth Plan, 
about half the population will be in the public 
sector, and we will lose  our fundamental 
rights.    If 

the Government had established Staff 
Councils which had negotiating powers, the 
present situation would not have arisen. 

I should like to take the House to the 
decisions taken by the Government after the 
termination or failure of the strike. Virtually 
the Government met the point of the strikers 
half-way; but they were not prepared to do so 
just at that time. Sir, the economic situation is 
bad in the country. The Railway Minister has 
proposed a rise in fares, and the Central 
Budget also has its own quota of taxes. The 
purchasing power of the rupee is going down. 
It was the economic distress and misery 
which made the Government servants go on a 
strike. It Is a very human problem. With 
regard to those who have lost their jobs, I 
would like to give my own experience. I will 
relate from my own experience of what 
happened in Nag-pur. I was in touch with 
many who took part in this strike and one 
officer served notice on a person who 
belonged to a rival cultural society, of which 
the officer was not the President. There were 
two societies in Nagpur and he was the 
president of one society. There was another 
so-Hetv wh"rr some people were putting UD a 
verv active performance. Th^ Person who 
took part in the work "f the cultural societv 
which was ^nnnsPM tn his got the notice. 
Thif is   whit   hipnpned. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: That was 
wrong. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: That was wrong. That 
is what I am saying. As the hon. Member, 
Mr. Sapru, with the judicious wisdom with 
which he approaches all these quest;ons in 
this House has said, a large number of neoole 
have suffered I believe the Auditor-General's 
Office has the largest number of such 
casualties. It is not the Auditor-General who 
has taken the decision in all these cases. It is 
the local officers who have  got 
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[Shri A. D. Mani.] 

some resentment towards some persons who 
have taken the decisions. Persons who have 
put in 32 years of service have been retired, 
and in Bengal one man committed suicide 
because there was a suspension order. 

AN   HON.  MEMBER:   Yes. 

SHRI A. D. MANI; You know that case. I 
would like to say that the Congress Party, 
when it came into power in 1937, released 
murderers from jail. In 1947, after the termi-
nation of the Civil Disobedience Movement 
and after the Congress was asked to form the 
Government, then also they released persons 
convicted of criminal offences. I would make 
an appeal to the hon. the Home Minister.    
Let  bygones  be bygones. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Which murders, has 
the hon   Member in mind? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: I have got a large 
number of them and if the hon. Member likes, 
I can give him a list of those cases which 
happened in Madhya Pradesh, where so many 
people were released. I would make One 
appeal to the Home Minister. The strike is 
over and the Government servants have got a 
new frame of mind. Let all these cases be 
examined with a fresh mind, and not by the 
departmental officers, but by men of judicial 
standmg like the hon. Member, Mr. Sapru, 
and let these people get back their jobs. We 
have come here only on a mission of mercy, 
with the request that the people who took part 
in a thoughtless mood in the strike should not 
be penalised and their families should not 
starve. 

SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: Mr. Vice-
Chairman. I will not take much time of the 
House, but since the Railways have been 
.mentioned prominently in this debate, I have 
ventured to intervene. We in the Railways 
have been very fortune in having very cordial 
relations between our workers and the    
Railway 

Administration. As you are aware, we have 
two Federations, to whom we had given 
facilities for negotiating with the Railway 
Board. One is the National Federation of 
Indian Railway Men and the other is the All-
India Railway Men's Federation. Sir, at one 
time. the facility for negotiating with the 
Railway Board was not available to the All 
India Railwaymen's Federation. Shri Jag-
jivan Ram, who was then the Railway 
Minister and who always has had a very 
sympathetic outlook and sympathetic 
behaviour towards all labour problems gave 
those facilities to the Railwaymen's 
Federation. At the time this strike came. Sir, 
all the very important issues which were 
made the main issues in the strike also were 
under negotiation and discussion w!th the 
Railway Board. The National Federation of 
Indian Rail-waymen had negotiated with the 
Board and had practically induced the 
Railway Board to accept most of their 
demands but when the strike intervened, those 
decisions had to be delayed. S:r, all I can say 
is that as far as we in the Railway Ministry 
are concerned we have always had cordial 
relationshin with our em-nloyees and we 
intend to do everything possible to retain that 
happy relationship and I can assure you, Sir. 
that we have no intention of taking uo a 
vindictive attitude or an attitude of revenge 
against, anv of nur employees. 

T have herp some figures which I would 
like to place before the House. Initially, as 
many as 10,815 employees were suspended 
and now out of this number of onlv six are 
still under susnensio-i because the:r cases are 
still under investigation or some sort of 
departmental investigations ar^ going on. 
Now. coming to dismissals and removals, 
there were 478 case=! "f removal out of 
which all excepting 64 emoloyees have been 
put back on  dutv. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal): 
What about the leaders of the movement? 
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SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: Out of tne 
temporary staff and apprentices, not.ces for 
removal were served on 12,325 employees 
and out of this, only 43 temporary employees 
or apprentices stand with their services 
terminated. This is the attitude we have 
taken. 

SHRI M. )3. GURUPADASWAMY 
(Mysore): May I know the reasons on the 
basis of which suspensions or dismissals 
have been revoked in these cases? How do 
they differ from the reasons in respect of the 
other cases  that  are  still  there? 

SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: The main 
reason why people were removed from 
service was the use of criminal force against 
the officials, supervisory staff or against their 
colleagues preventing them from gong to 
their jobs and so on. Some employees were 
beaten up and their families were harassed. 
Those who wanted to go, those loyal workers 
who wanted to go and keep the trains moving 
were physically prevented  from doing so. 

SHRI   M.   S    GURUPADASWAMY: 
May I ask whether there has    been 
registration  of these cases  and whether there 
has been any case of fine in a court of law? 

SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: Yes, Sir, 
there were several cases of that nature. Cases 
went to courts and there were convictions by 
the courts. On the basis of those convictions 
some of the employees were removed from 
service. 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADASWAMY: 
Mav I know whether in the few 
cases that are still there, the cases 
mentioned by the hon. Minister, ac 
tion either by way of dismissal or 
suspension has been taken after 
these cases have been proved in a 
court of law?  

SHPI   SHAH  NAWAZ KHAN:   Not all 
of them. 

SHRI     NIREN       GHOSE:        How 
many? 

SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: My hon. 
friend, Shri Mani, said that he had waded 
through a large number of files and he had 
not been able to come across a single case of 
sabotage. I would like to give him some 
figures. On the Railways, there were eight 
cases of derailment of trains due to deliberate 
acts of sabotage and you can imagine, Sir, 
what might have been the consequences of 
such acts of derailment of trains. These might 
have led to serious accidents in which a large 
number of passengers might have been killed. 
These are the type of cases in which we have 
been constrained to take act:on against them. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSE: May I know 
whether the Railway Board's circular ais 
regards the procedure for charge sheeting and 
suspension and all that was implemented in 
practice? 

S:IRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: Sir, there 
wers several cases of cutting of the cables and 
signals wires, telegraph wires and there were 
a large number of cases where fire was drop-
ped deliberately. The train was taken and 
half-way through fire was dropped and the 
passengers were stranded there. Surely this is 
not a type of conduct which the hon. 
Members would like to encourage. In spite of 
all these things, Sir, as I said in the beginning, 
we were determined not to take a vindictive 
attitude and we in the Railway Ministry 
examined almost every single case of the 
Railway employees who have not been put 
back on duty and again I should like to assure 
the House, Sir. .. . 

SHRI A B. VAJPAYEE: I do not want to 
intervene but then there are appeals  still  
pending.  How  can     he 

I   say   that   every   case  has   been   exa- 
|  mined? 
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SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: Whatever 
case has come to us so far. I again reiterate 
here that we have no rigid attitude and in case 
any hon. Member of this House feels that 
there is room for reviewing in any particular 
case and if such a case is referred to us, I can 
assure the hon. House that that case will be 
examined thoroughly not at the lower level or 
the level of junior officers but that the case 
will come up to the highest level, to the 
Minister. I can assure the House lhat if there 
are any cases where hon. Members feel that 
there is still room for re-examination, in those 
cases we shall only be too glad to do so. 

Now. Sir. some hon. Member opposite sa;d 
that the damage that had been done was very 
small. Some said it was Rs. 21 000 and some 
others said that it was Rs. 30:000. Sir. here 
are some figures from the Railway Ministry 
side which I would like to place before the 
House. 

 
Sir, the damage on account of loss of 
'production came to Rs. 38 29,000. We lost 
Rs. 3,17,59,000 on account of loss due to 
reduction in traffic. We were entrusted with 
the care of public property and we had to 
make special arrangements and On that 
account we had to spend Rs. 6,81,000. 
Damage to Government property accounted 
for Rs. 24,100. This. Sir, gives a total of Rs. 
3.62.93,100—the actual damage done as far as 
the Railways are concerned. Then one hon. 
Member said that we should have acted like 
parents when they are confronted with their 
disobed-'ent children. Sir, the whole country 
knows what happened. The strike notice was 
given: 'Accept out demands or we strike' and 
under that threat we were asked te =tart nego- 

liations with those who had issued the strike 
notice. We said, 'we are quite prepared to talk 
to you; we are prepared to negotiate with you 
but please do not come and negotiate with us 
at the point of a pistol. Withdraw the strike 
notice and then come to us and we are quite 
prepared to discuss with you', but they were 
not prepared to do so. 

In the end again I wish to emphasise that 
we have no feeling of revenge or 
vindictiveness towards our own employees 
but I would like to request my hon. friends 
opposite who are so fond of inciting the 
employees to go on strike on the least pretext 
that the consequences of misleading the 
employees can be very serious for those 
employees. If those employees are in trouble 
if their children are starving today, if they are 
in this terrible plight, they have to a great 
extent thank the gentlemen who misled them 
and I hope in future they will not follow those 
gentlemen so easily. 

Finally, I would like to say a word in praise 
of the very large number of patriotic workers 
who in spite of these efforts by various people 
to mislead them stuck to their posts of duty 
and kept the wheels moving. The National 
Federation of Indian Rail-waymen, that 
patriotic organisation, stood up to a man and 
took it as a challenge to the country. Sir, when 
our beloved Prime Minister said that this was 
not a mere strike but it was a challenge to the 
whole country, those patriotic railway 
employees stood up and showed that in spite 
of whatever other people might do, they 
would keep the trains moving and they did. 
And I would, through this august House, 
again like to congratulate those employees 
and to thank them for the very wonderful 
work that they did during that time. We also 
owe a great debt of gratitude to the general 
public who co-operated with us who extended 
their full sympathies to the Government. As I 
said, although we have an open mind 



 

and we are always prepared to reexamine the 
cases, we cannot accept this principle that 
everybody who took part in the strike-
whether they committed assaults on superior 
officials— should be taken back. That princi-
ple, I am afraid, we cannot accept. 

SHRI SUDHIR GHOSH: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I have only a very iew brief 
sentences to contribute to this discussion and 
I wish to do so, particularly ^because there 
are certa'.n matters of principle involved in 
this discussion. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN   (DR.  A.  SUBBA RAO)  
in the Chair] 

When I interrupted my hon. friend, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, this morning asking how th.s 
sort of a situation was dealt with in the 
U.S.S.R., he did not seem to like it. Now, Sir, 
it is the history of Communism all the world 
over that 'When our Communist friends are in 
the opposition in a country they are very fond 
of freedom. Freedom of speech, freedom of 
the individual civil liberties, parliamentary 
government, democracy, all these beautiful 
freedoms they are very fond of but as soon as 
they come to power they have no use for 
these beautiful freedoms even for one day. 
When a man like our friend, Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, makes such a forceful speech on 
behalf of these sentiments, one feels a little 
sceptical about it. That does not mean, the 
fact that I disagree with Mr, Bhupesh Gupta's 
eloquence does not mean that I accept the 
position taken by my friend, Mr. Santhanam, 
as regards the Government officials' right to 
strike. As soon as you say that no 
Government employee should have the r'ght 
to strike, you fall into the trap of Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta himself because that is what the 
Communists claim in their own country. I 
have been to Russia and I have  studied their 
industrial  orga- 

nisations and their workers' organisations, 
'lnere the Government says to the workers, 
'Look here, this industrial unit, this steel plant 
or any other plant, belongs to you, belongs to 
the people. How can you strike against 
yourself? It is absurd. And that is all that they 
have toy way of right to strike in those very 
free countries. Therefore we have to be very 
careful when in answer to a person like Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta we put forward the argument 
that we do not believe in any Government 
employee's right to strike. We are on very 
dangerous grounds there. In the United 
Kingdom, for instance, if anybody suggested 
that a nationalised industry like the coal 
mines, that is, the coal miners of Great Britain 
should not have the right to strike, well, he 
will get short shrift. Why coal miners? Even 
civil servants; they have their Civil Servants' 
Unions. Whenever a law of the land permits 
the union of workers and gives them the right 
of collective bargaining, we must be very 
careful not to interfere with those rights. But 
the issue that is involved here is not whether 
the Government employees have a right to 
strike or not. The real issue that is involved 
here is that here was a situation in India 
where a Government's very right to govern 
was challenged. Its very existence was 
challenged and any Government which is 
worth the name of a Government cannot but 
reply to that. Now, I want to make clear one 
thing. There are Government employees like 
the Posts and Telegraph employees, Railway 
employees and as my friend, Mr. Mani, has 
pointed out there are more and more public 
sector enterprises coming up but there also we 
are slightly mistaken because the members of 
all Government enterprises are not regarded 
as Government servants. For instance the 
employees of a steel plant under the 
Government have just, as much right to strike 
as the employees of the Tata Iron and Steel 
Co. or the Indian Iron and Steel Co. 
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SHRI A. D. MANI; They will lose it  very  
soon. 

SHRI SUDHIR GHOSH: We must mane 
sure that they do not lose it but that is not the 
point. The poini is whether the Government 
employees nave the rignt to scrike or not. 
There are well-defined limits within which 
they are allowed to strike but this was a very 
different kind of a situation and those who 
organised this Government employees' strike 
and the general strike did a very dangerous 
thing for tne life of the nation. They organised 
the disruption of the communications 
system— railways and postal 
communications —and they did not have any 
control over the forces of disintegration which 
they let loose. It is all very well to organise a 
strike. You may have a sense of grievance 
against the Government and the Government 
may have failed to give you satisfaction on all 
counts in this particular dispute; but that is a 
different matter and there are other ways of 
meeting that situation than letting loose forces 
of disruption and disintegration in a country 
which is already overburdened with many 
such forces. And that was a very dangerous 
kind of game to play. Those politicians—
never mind the party or the group to which 
they belong— whoever organised it, did not 
do an act of service to their own country. It 
was a very dangerous thing to do. So what I 
object to is this challenge by some organised 
groups to a Government's right to govern to a 
Government's very existence and that has got 
to be met very forcefully and the Government 
did right in taking stern and decisive action. 
Of course in fairness it must be said that 
before the Government took that action, even 
in the initial stages of negotiations in this 
dispute it may be claimed that perhaps the 
Government could have been more prompt in 
dealing with those problems and perhaps 
more expeditious action could have been 
taken in time to avoid all the bitter. 

ness. But that is different from saying that 
Government did not do what it was expected 
to under the laws of the land. They did all that 
was required 01 them in the circumstances 
and in the end the Prime Minister himself 
made an appeal to them, not as a party leader 
but as a national leader, pointing out    .    . 

AN HON. MEMBER: The Prime Minister 
did not meet them. 

SHRI SUDHIR GHOSH: Well, he did 
certainly make a broadcast appeal as far as I 
remember. He did not deal with it on the party 
plane but on a higher plane, as a dispute 
between the employer and the employees. I 
for one was rather touched by that appeal. 
Now, who are the people who suffered as a 
result of this strike? It seems quite clear that it 
was not the primary consideration of those 
who organised the strike to secure for the 
strikers their rights; perhaps they were 
motivated by a dssire to improve their own 
political position, either as individuals or as 
groups. That maybe an uncharitable 
suggestion but that was the impression in the 
country and it was not the Government, it was 
the people of the country who rejected this 
strike. I was in Calcutta at that time. Calcutta 
is a city full of troubles. I remember how 
people were buying their household goods, 
their foodstuffs and vegetables for weeks and 
weeks, because they thought that some-
dreadful things were going to happen in this 
country. Fortunately it was saved in time and 
the economic life of the country was not very 
seriously dislocated. Therefore, we must be 
quite clear in our arguments here that it is not 
the right of certain classes of Government 
employees to strike in a certain situation that 
is in question. We are not questioning it. 

We are questioning the right of any 
organised group to challenge the existence of 
the Government. I do not accept that position. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH; That was not 
questioned at all. 
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SHRI SUDHIR GHOSH: Now, if it 
is a question of giving consideration 
to 200 odd people, who seem to have 
lost their jobs, that is another matter. 
We could deal with it on a different 
p?ane. We know what sort of man 
the Home Minister is. I believe, it 
does not matter whether the man 
belongs to the Government side or 
any particular group in the Opposi 
tion in this House, everybody in this 
House has a special kind of feeling for 
the Home Minister, a feeling that he 
is a man with very great integrity of 
reind, a man of great humility. Now, 
I think it is better ................  

SHRI A. D. MANI: May I ask the hon. 
Member whether he would like the Home 
Minister to review ihe cases himself or allow 
them to be reviewed by persons of judicial 
standing? 

SHRI SUDHIR GHOSH: All I was going to 
say is this. We have discussed the question 
threadbare. We know the whole history of this 
issue-. Now, in the end we are saying that 
there are 200 odd employees who have 
suffered. Now, I do not want to go into the 
merits of these cases. Ail that I would care to 
say is that if the Home Minister says to us that 
he i-s prepared to look into these cases and 
wherever possible he will treat them with 
mercy—because justice also should be 
tempered with mercy as the hon. Member, 
Mr. Sapru, said— and do whatever is 
possible, well, I for one am more than 
satisfied. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar Pradesh): 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, it is always a pleasure to 
listen to the lucid and forceful speech of my 
friend, Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, who has 
moved the Resolution which is being 
discussed by this House today. Probably it 
seems Mr. Vajpayee is not aware of all the 
facts of the case and how the strike came 
about and he has taken up this CM* because 
of sentimental reasons. I will show presently 
how political motives were there for the 
strike and 
188 RS—5. 

how it was prompted    by interested parties. 

Now, let us examine what the condition 
was immediately after the Pay Commission's 
recommendations were presented in August 
1959. Immediately after the Pay 
Commission's Report was presented and more 
particularly after Government's orders were 
issued in the last week of December 
extending the working hours on Saturdays 
and curtailing, to some extent, casual leave 
and public holidays, the various all-India 
organisations of certain sections of Central 
Government employees, chiefly the All India 
Railwaymen's Federation, the National 
Federation of Posts and Telegraphs 
Employees, the All India Defence Employees' 
Federation and the Fede ration of Central 
Government Employees, built up a tempo of 
agitation for discounting the favourable re-
commendations of the Pay Cmmission 
accepted by the Government, and highlighting 
the few unfavourable recommendations 
implemented by the Government. A 
convention held in Bangalore under the 
influence of the Communist Party of India in 
December, 1959, appointed a Joint Council of 
Action to negotiate a satisfactory settlement 
with the Government by 15th May, 1960, and 
failing that to organise a general strike. This 
was in December 1959. 

I had the    privilege of moving a 
motion in  this    House on  the 17th 
February,   1960,     which reads as fol 
lows:— 

"That   the   Report   of   the   Pay 
Commission   1957-59,   and   Government's 
decisions thereon, laid on the Table of  the    
Rajya Sabha on the 30th November, 1959, be 
taken into consideration." This was the motion 
before the House and I would like to invite the 
attention of the House to the amendments 
tabled to my motion by the Communist Party 
in this very House.   There were four  
amendments,  namely: — 

1. "and having    considered the same  
this  House  is  of  the  opinion 
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that Government immediately restore the 
cut in holidays and leave facilities 
enjoyed by the Central Government 
employees and convene a conference of 
the representatives of their organisations 
for a bipartite settlement of the disputes 
arising out of these recommendations." 

2. "and having considered the same 
this House rejects the wage and dietic 
norms suggested by the Pay 
Commission and holds that all wage-
fixing authorities abide by the 
recommendations of the 1957 Indian 
Labour Conference." 

3. "and having considered the same 
this House regrets the attitude of the 
Ministry of Finance in playing down the 
recommendations of the 15th Indian 
Labour Conference and holds that Gov-
ernment should stick to and abide by 
those recommendations." 

and 

4. "and having considered the 
same this House is of the opinion 
that in view of the rising trend in 
prices the Dearness Allowance in 
all Central Government Depart 
ments and establishments be link 
ed with the cost of living index 
in accordance with the recom 
mendations of the Varadachariar 
Commission." 

That is the First Pay Commission. 

Now, during the course of the debate some 
sort of threat was given by the Communist 
Party through its representative, Dr. Raj 
Bahadur Gour, who was speaking on my 
motion. This is what he said: — 

"Well, of course, I am threatening you 
on behalf of the employees and we will not 
allow you to do it, we will fight and we will 
fight a hard battle to see that the gains are 
retained; you have no right to tamper with 
these gains". 

This is what happened in this august House. 

Now, I will read out to you the charter of 
demands by the strikers, as given by the Joint 
Council. Their first demand was grant of a 
national minimum wage in the light of princi-
ples enunciated by the 15th Indian Labour 
Conference and the determination of suitable 
differences between the lowest paid and the 
higher class of employees. Their demand No. 
2 was for dearness allowance on the basis of 
cost of living index on the basis of the First 
Pay Commission Report. Their third demand 
was for the appointment of Standing Boards 
for settling disputes relating to scales of pay 
and other service conditions. The fourth de-
mand was no curtailment of existing 
amenities, rights and privileges. The fifth 
demand was reference to arbitration of 
disputes referred by either party and 
recognition of one union in one industry by 
determination of the representative character 
of the union through referendum held bi-
annually. Their last demand was withdrawal 
of rule 148 of the Railway Code and the 
proviso to rule 1709 about the powers of 
General Managers to discharge an employee 
after giving due notice. 

Now, Sir, if you compare the amendments 
moved in this House and the first of the four 
demands made by the Joint Council, you will 
find that in substance they are the same. They 
are the same exactly. My friend, Mr. Bhu-
pesh Gupta, was pleased to say that the strike 
was spontaneous, that it was not pre-planned. 
Well, I beg to differ from him and would say 
that the position as indicated by the chronolo-
gical events is not like that. They were trying 
outside for bringing about an agitation. They 
tried to press their demands in this august 
House, and probably in the other House—I 
am not sure of it—and all the demands were 
negatived. When the demands were negatived 
in this House, what did they do? They again 
went out and made their plans. The Joint 
Council launched large-scale preparations in 
June 1960 to collect funds for a general strike 
and to build up mass support for a strike call. 
They gave the strike call,     and  what was     
the  response? 
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There are more than 19 lakhs of civilian 
Central Government employees. They could 
not get response in spite of all their publicity, 
in spite of all their preparations, from more 
than one-third of the employees. That >vas 
the state of affairs. When they gave notice of 
a strike, there were negotiations being held 
between the Joint Council and the 
representatives; of the Government. My 
friend, Shri A. B. Vajpayee, had made a 
reference to my dear friend who is no more, 
Mr. Feroze Gandhi, and to the part played by 
him in seeing that the strike did not come off. 
But he failed, not because the Government 
was not prepared to listen to them, not 
because there was any lack of sympathy from 
the Government for their legitimate demands, 
but because the attitude of the strikers was 
very rigid, and they had very great plans for 
paralysing the life of the country. Some of 
them even thought tha.t this might provide 
them with a handle for usurping or taking 
away the power from the Government which 
was in existence at that time. And if really 
they had succeeded in their plans, the country 
would have been faced with a very critical 
situation, and it would hava meant chaos in 
the country. Fortunately they did not. 

Now I was talking about negotiations and 
the rigid attitude taken up by them. The hon. 
Prime Minister on the 7th July, after the 
negotiations had failed, in a broadcast 
message mads a fervent appeal to 
Government employees against gofng on 
strike and assured them that the Government 
were prepared to give favourable con-
sideration to any of the Pay Commission's 
recommendations involving financial 
consequences and that there should be a 
proper method for the implementation of the 
decisions made and that arrangements should 
be made for joint consultations and nego-
tiations between representatives of the 
Government and of the employees in regard 
to implementation. The Joint Council of 
Action, however,     rejected 

the Prime Minister's plea for a recon-
sideration of the strike decision. And then the 
strike call came, and the strike could not be 
continued for more than a day. 

Members have said from the opposite side 
that there was no loss, that there was nothing, 
that the loss was Rs. 21,000, and so on. They 
forget the colossal loss which the country has 
suffered by that strike. My friend, Shri Shah 
Nawaz Khan, has given figures about the Ioss 
sustained by the Railways which came to 
about Rs. 3£ c ores and, as I am told, the 
other Ministries of the Government had to 
incur an expenditure to the tune of Rs. 4A 
crores for making emergency arrangements to 
meet the situation— Rs. 4£ crores by the 
Government of India and Rs. 3£ crores by the 
Railways; that makes a total of Rs. 8 crores. 
My friends will forgive me if I saj that the 
loss caused by the strike is not to the tune of a 
few thousands of rupees but is to the tune of 
Rs. 8 crores. And Rs. 8 crores is no joke. 
Besides this, the harm done by the strike to 
the progress of the Plan is hard to calculate. 
So, the loss, if I may put it, is not in any way 
less than Rs. 10 crores or so. 

If my friends opposite had not instigated 
the workers to strike and if they had not 
compelled them to give the strike notice, 
probably all this country's money could have 
been saved and utilised in better ways. But 
whatever was to happen had happened, and 
now my friend, Mr. A. B. Vajpayee, has 
come before this House with the present 
Resolution. If Shri Vajpayee had pleaded 
with the various Government Departments for 
consideration of individual cases where he 
felt that any injustice had been done, it would 
have been a better course and probably he 
would have had a better ear from the Govern-
ment in that case and probably he would have 
got the support of this side of the House also 
in getting redress in those individual cases 
where really hardship had been caused. But 
he has adopted the other course      of 
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Resolution. Now if this Resolution is 
accepted, what will it mean? It will mean that 
you give encouragement to indiscipline, that 
yqu give indirect encouragement to violence, 
that you do not care for the country's money; 
let people do what they like, let them act in 
whatever manner they want, and then some-
body or other will act as an advocate for them 
in this august House. 

I am sorry that a seasoned parliamentarian 
like Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee has chosen 
this course of bringing in this Resolution 
before this House which will do more harm to 
the cause which he wants to plead. 

SHRI P. K. KUMARAN (Andhra Pradesh): 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, the Resolution 
before us is a very simple one. The issue 
involved i? the reinstatement of 208 
employees who have been victimised. But in 
the course of the discussion, a lot of political 
heat was sought to be created and I am afraid 
that if that is the light taken, the discussion 
will only do harm to the employees 
concerned. 

The Central Government employees' strike 
is recent history and I am sorry to see that 
certain facts have been distorted. It is a fact 
that when the Council met in Bombay, its first 
decision was to negotiate with the 
Government. It was only when the 
Government refused to negotiate with them 
that they gave the call for taking the strike 
ballot. Even after that, their attempt to start 
negotiations was refused by the Government. 
It is a fact. Actually what happened was a 
series of interviews with the Ministers, and 
the Ministers had always been saying, you call 
off the strike notice, do this or do that and 
only then would the negotiations take place. 
Anyway, out of the 208 employees now 
remaining to be taken back, 113 belong to tire 
Railways. I welcome the statement of the hon. 
Minister thai they are prepared to consider 
their cases leniently. It is not denied that the 
Government was lenient.    But the cases 
involved,    the 

remaining cases, are not, as the Minister says, 
cases in which violent   actions have been 
involved.    I take the cases of six employees 
who are    still to be reinstated     on     the    
Southern Railway. Only five remain now.      
One man, Mohan Naidu, a striker from the 
Perambur      Workshops      died      four 
months back.    A man with      a large family,  
he  died  of      starvation.  Another man, 
Narayanaswamy from Bangalore, was charged 
with assault on a driver.   "He was acquitted      
by      the court but he is not yet     taken back. 
Two others were Anglo-Indians. They were not 
members    of      any      trade union.    They 
were simply drawn into the struggle because of 
the justness of the cause. I do not know   for     
what reason they have been removed from 
service.    Like this, many of the people who 
are now remaining are     not active trade union 
organisers or active trade unionists at all. 
Hence, I appeal to the Government to review      
their cases once and for all instead of waiting 
for  individual  representation;      I appeal to 
them to review the cases of all the 208 people 
completely and do justice  to these employees 
because it is   a   question   of   living.   One   
hon. Member  was  asking:   was  it  difficult 
for these 208 employees to And     em-
ployment?    The question here is that these 
men have been in service     for the last ten, 
fifteen or twenty     years and at this late stage, 
it is very difficult for them      to seek    
employment elsewhere and to start a new life.    
I therefore    support      the      Resolution 
moved by Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee and also 
the amendment. The administration in the 
Secunderabad    Division of   the   Central    
Railway    was   very cruel in this affair. There 
are   nearly 22 employees who are yet to be 
reinstated.    In Secunderabad a    'C grade 
driver was reverted  to  a      'C grade fireman's 
post     and     transfered     to Jhansi.    Such  
unmerited      reversions are there;   a number 
of reversions are there.   So, I appeal to    the    
Government to reconsider the cases of      all 
these employees and issue order;, for reinstating 
them as a May Day gift to the  Central   
Government    employees' 
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organisations. Such a gesture of goodwill 
will help develop good relations between the 
Government and their employees.s 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Mr. Vice-
Chair.nan, the Resolution and the speeches 
made in its support will undoubtedly make 
the Government servants, particularly those 
out of employment—thanks to the strike—
say this evening, 'God, save us from our 
friends. We will look after our enemies.' The 
Resolution and the speeches have shown the 
utter ignorance of most of the speakers of the 
problem? that were involved in the strike. The 
speeches have also shown that at least some 
of those who supported this Resolution were 
out to make political capital out of the misery 
of the Government servants. I am a humble 
trade unionist who can claim to have devoted 
the whole of his lifetime in the service of the 
working class, Government servants not 
excluded. And I would be most happy if all 
the persons who lost their jobs are reinstated. 
But I am opposed to—and every good trade 
unionist will be opposed to— the attitude 
which the mover of the Resolution amply 
demonstrated in his speech. Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta had to admit that the Government gave 
an assurance that leiniency would be the 
guiding policy in its treatment of the 
employees. Shri Bhupesh Gupta, his thunder 
apart, his practice of trying to convert this 
House into an Ochter-lony Maidan meeting 
apart, had to admit that the Government had 
adopted a lenient attitude, and I am sure he 
knows that the Government will continue to 
adopt a lenient attitude in individual cases in 
spite of what has been said today. 

Sir, a few facts concerning the strike may 
be narrated with advantage, particularly for 
the education of the Mover and some of his 
supporters. It was not the case—as Shri 
Vimalkumar Chordia, the new enthusiast, tike 
a new Mussalman eating onion?, too much, 
tries to make out—that the Government did 
not accept the Pay Commision's Award. It has 
'been pointed out repeatedly that as early as 
November, 1959, the Government accepted 
the main recommendations of the Second Pay 
Commission and on points on which there was 
no decision in November, 1959, the Prime 
Minister, before the strike began, gave a 
solemn assurance that the recommendations of 
the Pay Commission would be heated as an 
Award. Subsequent events have shown that 
the Government has respected that 
undertaking. The Government has carried it 
out and recently the dearness allowance of 
Government employees has been increased 
with effect from November, 1961. It was 
dearness allowance which was in dispute and   
.   .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. A. SUBBA 
RAO) : You can continue the next day. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA:  Thank you. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. A. SUBBA 
RAO) : Further discussions on this Resolution 
will stand till the next Private Members' 
Resolutions day. 

The House stands adjourned till 11-00 A.M. 
on Monday, the 30th April. 

The House then idjourned at five 
of the clock till eleven of the clock 
on Monday, the 30th April 1962. 
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