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SHrl D. A. MIRZA (Madras): Mr.

Chairman, great inconvenience is caused to
passengers going to Madras by the Grand
Trunk Express not going via Wardha and
Kazipet. May I know from the hon. Deputy
Minister when through service will be
restored? Also the G. T. Express that left
Madras on the 30th August has not yet
reached Delhi. I understand that that G. T.
Express has not yet reached New Delhi. |
want to know what has happened to that train?

SHrr V. K. DHAGE (Bombay): It is
coming.

SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: As I have
said, there have been unprecedented floods
and certain bridges including girders have
been washed away. It is a thing for which the
Railway Ministry can hardly be blamed.

SHRI D. A. MIRZA: Whenever there is a
heavy rain, will there be these breaches in the
future also? It has become an yearly affair.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: Since it concerns Andhra
Pradesh, may I know from the hon. Deputy
Minister what is his information? Is it because
of the weakness in the track that this thing is
happening, or is it because of the floods? I ask
this, because everytime in the rainy season
cautious driving is resorted to in the
Secunderabad Division.

SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: I think the
cautions driving is amply justified by the fact
that even bridges have been washed away.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: My point is, after the
Jangaon and Mahbubnagar accidents, the
tracks in the Secunderabad Division were to
be  re-examined by  the  Railway
Administration. Has it been done? My point is
that the track itself is weak.

Suri SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: A special
committee of railway engineers was appointed
to inspect all the
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bridges and having done so, wherever any
alterations were needed, they have made
recommendations and all these have been
carried out. There is nothing wrong with  the
track.

SHRiIMATI T. NALLAMUTHU RA-
MAMURTI (Madras): May I know in what
way we have advanced from times
immemorial and from the ancient past, if we
are going to be-creatures of nature and be
subject to-all the natural forces? I thought man
had mastered nature .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Not altogether.

SHRiMATI T. NALLAMUTHU RA-
MAMURTI: . . . and science should' be used
by the Railway Department and they should
make use of science to foresee these accidents
and prevent them.

SHRI SHAH NAWAZ KHAN: S<v far, the
Railway Ministry has not been able to control
the downpour of rains, Sir.

MR. CHAIRMAN: That will do, I think.
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w77 (5T #amm &0 F | gearE |

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND  (Uttar
Pradesh): Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the

Bill as passed by the Lok Sabha and brought
before this House.

[Ms. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

Sir, I would like to impress on the House
as to why this Ordinance was
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necessary, and what the Government has done
was the only course open to them with the past
experience which they had with the proprietors
of newspapers. I would draw the attention of the
House to the condition of the working
journalists, what it was before independence and
what steps were taken after independence. The
Government of India came out with the Press
Commission in the year 1952, but before that I
would like to draw the attention of the House to
the fact that the condition of the working
journalists was so bad that even the State
Governments which were interested in the
welfare of the newspaper industry appointed
committees, and it was on the 18th of June, 1947
that a committee was appointed by the Gov-
ernment of U.P. to enquire into the working of
the newspaper industry in U.P. and the scales of
pay, etc., of the working journalists. I would not
take the House through the history of the
condition of the working journalists before
independence. We know, Sir, that the then
Government was only interested in Anglo-Indian
newspapers and English papers and had a
particular bias against the Indian language
papers, and there was a vast difference in the
salaries and emoluments between the two classes
of people who were employed in that industry, I
mean, the British and Anglo-Indians on the one
hand and Indians on the other. Now, Sir, that
committee worked and worked and as we know,
it was not a committee of Government officials;
it was a non-official committee presided over by
a Parliamentary Secretary of the Information Mi-
nister and it had as its members prominent
editors, editors like the late Mr. Gopinath
Srivastava, Mr. Chala-pathi Rau, the present
editor of the 'National Herald', Mr. Firoze
Gandhi, Pandit Kamlapati Tripathi, and other
journalists of U.P. were on that committee. That
committee classified the newspapers, drew up a
scheme in consultation with the working
journalists and the press and the report thev pre-
sented was a unanimous report, which was
adopted by the Government. The scales of pay of
journalists were fixed.
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But what do we find thereafter? Thereafter we
find that there was a case instituted by the
"Viswamitra" of Kanpur, a chain paper run
also at Calcutta. Well, they were not prepared
to accept this, and the matter was referred to
the industrial tribunal. The industrial tribunal
decided in favour of the working journalists.
The proprietors went in appeal; they went to
the High Court and Supreme Court, and the
decision of the tribunal was upheld. In the
meanwhile. Sir, another chain paper in Patna
the "Searchlight" filed a suit and the Pa'na
High Court held that workin" iournalists were
not workmen as defined in the Industrial Dis-
putes Act. That was the case there. But
because the judgment of the Supreme Court
was binding as far as U. P. was concerned,
there was arbitration going on in about five
big cases of U. P. and the award was about to
be given in favour of the working journalists.
By that time, Sir, the Press Commission was
appointed, and on the representation of the
newspaper proprietors all the proceedings
before that tribunal were withdrawn, and it
was said, Sir, that because the whole matter
was going to be enquired into on an all-India
scale, this might be stayed. Naturally, the
Government had no option and they withdrew
their case from the tribunals. Now, Sir, what I
wanted to point out was that it was not before
the Press Commission only *“at this matter
was being tackled but also, as the matter was
very very urgent, it was looked into by the
State Governments also.

Now, Sir, what happened’” We know the
history; after the Press Commission had
reported, there was the passage of the
Working Journalists Act, then the Wage
Board, then the judgment of the Supreme
Court coming in. Now, Sir, we come to a
stage where we find that the working
journalists have not yet succeeded in what
even the State Governments had agreed to in
the year 1948.

Government was to some-the Government was
to somehow or other settle the matter by
negotiations and with goodwill so that the
condition of the working journalists may be
improved and put on a proper level. Now, Sir,
when the Government was doing all for
labour, for the working people, how could it
be possible for Government to ignore the
newspaper industry and the persons who are
working there? We know that only one-fifth of
the persons there are working journalists. We
know that. And what do we find from the
employers? What do they say? They say: We
have got the other four-fifths who are also
working in the press. When they can go to the
industrial courts why should not these people
take the same course? Now, there is a great
fallacy in the whole matter. Now, let us see,
Sir, after the judgment of the Supreme Court,
what negotiations were made. The hon.
Minister wanted to tell us that some
negotiations were going on. There was a
question on that subject in the last session, Sir,
and I wanted to know from the hon. Labour
Minister as to what time he was going to take
in these negotiations, and he said that as he
was proceeding with the negotiations he would
not like to say even the time that would be
taken. What do we find, Sir? We find that on
one side, the negotiations were going on with
the Government, and on the other side, pre-
parations were being made to approach the
Supreme Court, and as soon as they found that
it was not possible to play their game with the
Government they went straight to the Supreme
Court. Now, there is the judgment of the
Supreme Court and I would not go into the
details of that because all the points made
therein were thrashed out very thoroughly by
hon. Members, but the main point taken by
them was about the capacity of the industry to
pay, and the other was about natural justice.
Now, Sir, what do we find? We find that the
Labour Minister was
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negotiating for the second time with them.
What I understand is, and I know the Labour
Minister will tell us, that even a sub-
committee of the Cabinet went into the matter,
went into negotiations and there too the matter
stood. Now, what was the option for the
Government? Was it for the Government to
stay on and leave this matter to the whims of
the newspaper proprietors or in accordance
with their policy they ought to have proceeded
with the matter? Now, what was the question?
The question was that a committee should be
appointed which may go into the two points
on which the Supreme Court held that the
Wage  Board's decision cannot be
implemented. One was about the capacity to
pay and the second about the natural justice.
Now, we find that under the Ordinance a
committee has been appointed. Mr. Samuel
yesterday explained the personnel of the
committee and I would not like to repeat it for
the very simple reason that the persons are
those persons whom even the members of the
opposition who attack this committee, would
say they are honest gentlemen. But they want
thit they should not be Government officials.
Now, at a stage persons do become
Government officials and, as was pointed out
already, the chairman is now qualified to be a
judge of the Supreme Court. Now, what do we
find? We find that now under this Bill, under
the Ordinance, in that committee these
members have only to look into those
representations which they will receive after
issuing a notice of one month and all the
material available before the Wage Board
would be at their disposal. Now, to say that
the Wage Board is the basis on which this
enquiry is to be held, is, in my humble
opinion, a perverse opinion. Now, what we
find is that the time which has been given by
the Government to complete the work is said
to to be two months. I do not know if they
have extended it to three months. I do not
know if they have extended it to another two
months. Now, if the newspaper
proprietor
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had co-operated with the Government all
along, I can understand that Government
ought to have give them another chance. But
the Government came to the conclusion, as we
also come to the conclusion, that right from
the Press Commission stage to the Wage
Board stage, the newspaper proprietors were
not prepared to co-operate. What I mean by
saying that they were not prepared to
cooperate is that they were not prepared to dis-
close their accounts, their capacity to pay and
the income from the press. Now, Sir, we know
that if you want to take money cut of some
person, he would not be prepared to. show his
account books to you. That is what we know
from the income-tax cases, that is what we
know in our everyday life. So, what was the
option now left to the Government" Is it
appointing a committee with which the
newspapetr industry was not going to
cooperate? The working journalists always
agreed to whatever be the decision whether
the Press Commission gave or the Wage
Board gave. So, what was the option? The
only option was to appoint a committee which
may look into all the possible objections that
were made by the Supreme Court and then
come to -JL decision. I am sorry that the
Government under clause 6 has not taken
sufficient powers as they ought to have taken.
But I think that when they are coming through
an Ordinance, it is better that they should have
less powers. I would not go into all those
details, but I am sure that after this committee
gives its decision, certainly the Government
will give an opportunity to the newspaper
industry to say what they havo to say on that
and then the Government will take its own
deci-con, and I am sure and I wish to impress
on the Government that all thesa should not
take more than six months at the ment will
take its own decision, and I which should be
upheld even by the Supreme Court or any
other tribunal, because I am sure that the
newspaper people will again go to the court
and will not allow the working journalists to
get a square meal to
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maintain their position and dignity in life.
Now, we are fortunate in having some of the
working journalists in our midst. Mr. Shiva
Rao said he is a working journalist of 41
years* standing. I know Mr. Banarsi Das
Chaturvedi is also a working journalist of
equal standing or even more. I would like that
every working journalist should be like Mr.
Shiva Rao. We find him a very dignified man,
a man who has worked for the industry. Why
should anybody grudge that these working
journalists should i:ot draw a fair wage? Now,
Sir, so much about the newspapers, their
capacity to pay. I know that there is a capacity
according to law and there is an actual
capacity. We who move about in the society
know that a man who does not pay even
income-tax lives happily and maintains good
elations, good social status, and all that. So,
capacity to pay as far as law is concerned is
quite different from the actual capacity. What
we should know in this House in the case of
the newspaper industry is their actual capacity
to pay, not the capacity according to law, or
according to manipulated recount books or the
like. Now, if we scrutinise the few cases that
have come before us, it will be found that the
"Times of India", it is said, is running at a
loss. What is the loss?. The loss is because
about Rs. 3 lakhs are deemed to have been
paid as commission or selling agency
commission to their own relatives. If we say
like that, I ask what would be the capacity of
the industry? We know how much the
Government of India is paying to these big
chain papers as advertisements. Now, I shall
show some of the papers, even Hindi
newspapers, I would show to you that papers
which have four pages, contain more than
three pages of advertisements from the
Government of India. Here is a paper. It is the
"Dainik Jagran" of Jhansi dated 30th April,
1958. Now. one page, two pages, three full
pages, fourth page, fifth page, sixth page.
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seventh page, eight pages advertisement in
a four page paper.

SHrRI H. P. SAKSENA (Uttar Pradesh):
How is that possible?

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: Why not? The
paper is here. The advertisement is of eight
pages. He gets it.

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA: Then, it is not of
four pages. It must be an eight page paper.

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: That is just
what [ am coming to. It is a four-page paper
getting eight page advertisements. Now, I
would explain it. The normal issue is four
pages. Because of this eight page
advertisement that issue is of ten pages. What I
was pointing out is that even in these papers—
here is another four-page paper—you will find
such a big advertisement. Here Government
advertisements are of three and a half
columns, then the whole of fourth page is
advertisement. Again, you will find this
advertisement. What I say is that these papers
live only on advertisements and that is the
reason why you find that there is always a race
for getting more and more advertisements for
these papers. Now, Sir, what 1. beg to submit
is that when the Government of India or the
State Governments are giving so many
advertisements to these papers, does it lie in
their mouth to say that they are not going to
pay even fair wages to the workers who work
for them? That is the point which I want to
impress and here it is necessary for the
Government to come to their aid and see that
the working journalists do get a fair chance, a
fair and decent salary, to live. I know about the
condition of the working journalists, people
who work for days and nights in the press.
What is the condition of his home? His wife is
suffering from T.B. He has not got the
capacity to purchase milk for her. He cannot
afford the education of his children. This is the
condition. And then we, sitting here say that
the Government is not doing what it ought to
do *nd if the Government has set up a
committee



1943 Working Journalists

(Fixation of

to look into this, there is a hue and scry that
ordinance powers are being used. This is, |
say, a worthy, and proper case in which this
power ought to have been used.

SHRI M. H. SAMUEL (Andhra Pradesh):
Freedom of the press.

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: You talk eof
freedom of the press. What is freedom of the
press? At one time you go and ask the
Government to give you advertisements, and
at another time you go and say "well, if you do
anything, it affects our freedom". Treedom of
what? Freedom of exploiting their own men,
freedom of moving with their families in the
way they like, ignoring the working jour-
nalists. I would like to know, Sir, what is the
contribution of the working journalists. If you
invest your money in a newspaper industry
and you want to run it, you take all the
appreciations and everything and erf joy the
life, being the proprietor; I have no objection
to it because you are running the industry. But
it cannot "be allowed in the year 1958 that a
capitalist, while investing his money and
taking possession of the newspaper industry,
should exploit the workers who are the pillars
of that industry. Sir, what I beg to submit is
that this capacity to pay is very very
suspicious. Have you ever seen a big press
magnate travelling in a train? I have not seen.
Sir. I have ealways seen them travelling in
planes from place to place to get in touch with
the Minister of Information and Broadcasting
either at the Centre or in the States. For what?
Only to get more quota for newsprint, to get
more advertisements and make money Tight
and left. Now, Sir, it is a fact that small papers
do suffer. Are we not aware that
blackmarketing is going *on in newsprint? Are
we not aware that blackmailing is going on
through some chain newspapers? If they do all
this, what are we to do? They must thank
themselves for their acts, and the sooner the
Government comes down upon them with a
strong hand

[3 SEP. 1958 ]
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the better it would be. Taking all these facts
into consideration, what I personally feel is
that the Government has all along been
lenient with the newspaper industry.

Now, Sir, what about the price page
schedule? It was a year back here in this
House that Dr. Keskar said that he was
looking into the matter, that he was
negotiating, and that he would come very
soon to some decision. There was my question
yesterday about the price page schedule, and
the one line answer which has been given to
me is that the matter is still under
consideration. I want to know. Sir, how much
time after all the Government is to take in
these matters. If the price page schedule had
come in, there would not have been cases like
this. Then naturally the advertisements will be
within that limit. Now, Sir, advertisements are
the only basis on which these newspapers
thrive. We know our own conditions, we
know how many persons purchase newspapers
and what is the circulation as compared to
other countries. Now, Sir, a Five-Year Plan
for this city is being taken up. We do not
know in what paper the publicity is done,
whether it reaches the proper persons
concerned or not. We know about a single
page small leaflet newspaper getting court
notices. It is only published when there is a
court notice. If there is no court notice in a
month, probably no issue will come out. What
is this? Why should we do all this? Therefore,
Sir, it is necessary that the Government should
step in with a strong hand to see that
newspapers are properly maintained, that
advertisements are properly given, and that
the relationship between the press proprietors
and the journalists is harmonious.

Now, Sir, I would like to take up one more
point, and that is about this alternative
procedure that has been suggested. The
alternative procedure which had been
suggested by Dr. Kunzru was that there
should have been an independent board or
another Wage Board or something  which
would have inspired
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[Shri Amolakh Charid.] SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: So, Sky their
the confidence of the people. I respect | capacity is known and also how the accounts
fully submit, Sir, that when there is are manoeuvred. I do not know how far the
the intention to fight out a case to | income-tax officers which this Committee has

the last, what can any committee or
Wage Board or anything do? 1 have
looked into the constitution of the
Wage Boards in Canada in the United
Kingdom and in Australia—I would
not like to take much time of the
House in detailing how those
Wage Boards are constituted,

how the recommendations of the Wage Boards
there Constitute and become a schedule of the
Act, and all that. If only there is an intention
to do a particular act, no law is necessary.
What was the impediment in the way of the
newspaper industry in saying "All right, we
agree to the recommendations of the Press
Commission and we raise the salaries
according to that standard". And wherever it
was possible to give something more, you
give something more. But now, Sir, they have
taken up an attitude of fighting the working
journalists. They are capitalists, they have got
money, they can say that they have no
capacity to pay them, but they have the
capacity to pay the seniormost lawyers in the
Supreme Court and other courts to the tune of
2 to 3 thousand rupees per day

DRr. R. B. GOUR (Andhra Pradesh): They
spent Rs. \\ lakhs in the Supreme Court.

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: I know, Dr.
Gour knows more about them, about their
money, about their expenditure and accounts
and all that. I have never cared to look into
that. Sir, what we find is even if it is only a
small press case, one of the senior-most
lawyers will be engaged to defend 'them.
There, there is capacity. They have the
capacity to do that.

Surl SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE (Bihar): It
is the sign of decaying capitalism.

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: That Is the
sign today.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
must wind up. It is getting time.

appointed to look into the accounts would be
able to do that. I wish that the Government
should be firm in their stand and ask their
officers to look into these accounts very
carefully and report to the Government, and
the Government also should take a very
reasonable step without causing any feeling in
any quarter.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The House
will meet again at 2-30.

The House then adjourned for
lunch at one of the clock.

The House reassembled after lunch at half
past two of the clock, THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
(SHRIMATI MAYA DEvVI CHETTRY) in the
Chair.

DRr. A. N. BOSE (West Bengal;: Madam, in
spite of all the differences of opinion which
have been expressed over some aspects of the
Bill, it is pleasant to find .

SHrt BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal):
Madam, what has the Food Minister got to do
with this Bill?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI MAYA
DEvI CHETTRY) : Any Minister ...

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no. The
Minister should be brought in. It is not a
question of other Ministers being present.
When we are discussing such an important
Bill as this, at least the Minister of
Information and Broadcasting should be
present here.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI MAYA
DEvI CHETTRY): Any Minister can represent
him. He will take notes.

Suri BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 know that
already that any Minister can represent him.
But I think they will be benefited by being
here.
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI MAYA
DEvVI CHETTRY) : Anyway, he is taking notes.

DRr. A. N. BOSE: 1t is pleasant to find that
there is a large measure of unanimity over the
main objective of the Bill, that is, to give the
working journalists a square deal for which
they have been fighting for so long and which
has been opposed tooth and nail by the
newspaper publishers. I welcome this Bill in
so far as it is a modest approach towards the
fulfilment of the aspirations of the working
journalists.

[ 3 SEP. 1958 ]

The newspaper industry has grown to
phenomenal proportions since the attainment
of our independence. It is no longer what it
was before our independence. Madam,
references have been made about the glorious
traditions of journalism in our country. It is
true that the newspapers, during the British
days, had to fight against great odds. There
were severe press laws hanging like the sword
of Damocles over their heads. The editors had
very often to suspend publication to remain
true to their ideals, to hold aloft the ideal of a
free press, and sometimes, they had even to
court jails. But those are things of the past.
Journalism or newspaper publication was a
pursuit of sacrifice and suffering. It has now
become a profession of profit. Newspapers
have grown into monolithic organisations.
They have spread their chains far and wide;
they have grown into monopolies. They are
making and unmaking public opinion and
there is hardly anything to distinguish between
a newspaper and a commercial concern. What
is more ominous is the close association of the
various Ministries with the press. I am
reminded of an incident which happended in
West Bengal about a year ago. One of the
leading newspapers of West Bengal which has
a long and glorious tradition behind it, of
fighting the repression of foreign imperialism,
and which had changed its tone for quite a few
years now, inadvertently made a critical
comment about the Congress organisation of
West Bengal. The son
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of the editor who is also the proprietor of the
newspaper happens to be in the West Bengal
Ministry. He was immediately taken to task
openly by the Congress Chief of West Bengal
for adverse criticisms being published in his
paper. The minister had to tender his
resignation and after some time, a sort of
patch-work was made. The minister had to eat
the humble pie and to recant and apologise for
the statement which was made against the
West Bengal Congress. Madam, these things
are alarming. A free press is the very corner-
stone of a democratic State.

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: Who has
brought this Bill—the Congress Government
or the P.S.P. Government?

Dr. A. N. BOSE: Wait, wait. Don't be
impatient. This thing must be taken serious
note of.

The Press Commission observed in their
report that the newspapers are making an
overall profit of one per cent, over the
invested capital. On the face of it, it appears to
be very modest, but there are several factors
which deserve notice, factors which have been
pointed out by the Press Commission
themselves. In paragraph 115, page 42, of the
Report, it .ays:—

"In one concern  substantial advances
had been made to employees on the

managerial side who, in a number of
cases, were also relations of the
proprietor. This was not a satisfactory
feature, particularly since the concern
was depending on loans for its entire
working capital. In another concern, we
noticed that large investments had been

made outside the business and that heavy
loans had been raised for this purpose.” These
are also very disquieting features. Loans are
given to employees on the managerial side out
of the capital which mainly is built up with
loans. Then further, in paragraph 143, page
54, it says:

"It has been represented to us that some
Managements of the papers.
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have followed certain practices that have
increased the cost of production and thus
reduced the profit available for distribution
as bonus. The methods are mainly:

1. To employ a number of persons
(mostly relations of the employer) on high
salaries. In some cases an excessive number
of posts are created on the managerial side and
the resources of the concerns are thus drained
away to pay excessive commission to
concerns in which the main shareholders or
directors are  interested. These payments
may be by way of commission for the pur-
chase of newsprint, for acting as Sole Selling-
Agents, Sole Advertising-Agents or
Managing-Agents and sometimes even without
any business justification." When we speak so

much about the capacity to pay these
observations made by  the Press
Commission are worth noting. It is true

that all the newspapers are not like this.
There are some which do not follow these
unfair  practices but  which try to remain
true to their  ideals. It has been pointed out
already, Madam, that the period during
which the Press Commission went into
enquiry was a period of abnormal times,
when the price of newsprint was more
than double the normal. The price of news-
print has since come down. It has also been
pointed out that circulation of newspapers
has increased, that advertisement revenue
has multiplied and that as a result of
conversion to the metric system of currency,
large profit was made at the expense of
the consumers. When so much is
spoken about the capacity for payment, it is
worth noting that the small news- I papers
came forward and implemented to a large
extent the decisions of the Wage Board, while
the big newspapers challenged those decisions
and went to the  Supreme  Court. The
decisions of the Wage Board were set aside not
because of any inherent fault in them but
because of some technical lapses, because the
Wage Board -did not take into
consideration the (

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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capacity to pay in terms of section 9 of the
Working Journalists Act and because the
Board did not circulate the decisions and invite
objections from the employers.  The Wage
Board themselves have admitted—the
Chairman of the Wage Board has admitted—
that the Board had to work under severe
handicaps. The Board could not calculate the
burden that might be imposed as a result of their
decisions with any degree of precision.
This was because of the fact that much
necessary information was withheld from them.
Information regarding the capacity to pay,
information  about accounts, information
about the terms and conditions of service, were
all withheld from them. So from the very first
the Wage Board had to act under serious
handicaps. My submission is—while 1
welcome the bill—that the Wage Board should
be treated with due respect. In many other
countries the decisions of the Wage Boards are
treated as schedules to the statutes.  Every
impediment in the way of its operation
should be removed. Composed as the Board is
of representatives of workers and the
employers themselves, the Board is the most
competent body for prevention of disputes
before they actually come up. Prevention,
it is said, is better than cure. It is better that
the Wage Baord is given sufficient latitude for
the prevention of disputes rather than the
disputes are taken up for settlement after they
come up. [ fully agree with Dr. Kunzru who
criticised yesterday the composition of the
Wage Committee. The Wage Committee
should have been composed of independent
members. It should not have been an official
body. And I would also ask the Ministry to
take note  of the underdogs, those  who
remain even under the working
journalists, who do not come within the
category of  working journalists and whose
interests are not protected by the Bill—I mean

the clerks, typists, menials, etc. They also
deserve  a square deal.  And in the end I
would remind the Ministry once again to
keep themselves above board, to keep
themselves  clear of any publishing

interests because it is a more serious



1951  Working Journalists

(Fixation of
threat to the future of democracy, to the future
of a free press than any additional burden that
might come upon them as a result of giving a
square deal to the working journalists. Thank
you, madam.

ot SYAIT A ITFATECT WETEAT,
TAT HZATHT TAF & q99 27 (A9
w & fag o awstdT erme favas
gEq & amAa faarad T g g,
Faw 7 e aHdT w7 E |

A WAL § 6 w0 43 49 &
qre frgea § A1 AHAAT oA 2
FART AAFL HIT FG § GATFA F
oo w=ve wrETEE g MR TEE G-
=] 54 FHET #1 e ge | 9
HTIAT HT ST @ 47 (% 57 AR+ 7953677
g Ia4r Frea § g g AT I
AT A (AITOT FRIT AT AT
FC AT A1 A7 | IAF ATE AT TAT
AT & #wifew § ST A ¥ A
T W g5 ) AF ¥ AU F 7 AT 0A
T fewgear & foma gamn § @t g
Faq AR narEaw 7 gfg g, Afeq
TIER FT IFH TG N A AR
far | ST & fF oga e oA
HEATE ST AL, AIZ AT I[AT 0T I
AT A% 4% E &, AT oA F wifew
g o% fau wifes a1 f5 § o
W ATk TE FEA afew gy e
i #9 & fod st s T
& 3% 309 7 qf7 FF | Ffww 17z
T T FwET F AT o7 f F it
wife® &% o1 & ot @ &, g
of & 7 wat= = 7, giw 7912
¥ A ER B A awe o
AT AT 48 BT # Fir agt=wr =rmmerg
1 St BT GATE, I Ba F Tafaw
ug 1 foda s Tt & ag su% faere
ST & | Gt AT OF A< AEY e A
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Fi 4 1 gATe fame F weffard g4 &
uaifaer gur W17 7t & Anr 2t w1
g A7 i ®if § a7 77 5w afiEd
541 F UAET & FT H1 FEE AT
foar, < foeam | oo amx fie e &
FHA AT T FH FIGA AT TI7
7zt fr (o a1 aaq F—fv gd™
F1Z F1 7 wigae & & 1 Fm
TS TO0 A FYLET AT IEHC
qaTi— 2 g F12 § Sa & qmfaw
AT A7 Ffow &7 & | Ffe ey
zfarrt 319 § 9T o T F7 a9
FTaTdr Aifa & FEw fEems 20 8
gafad afys awwre &1 AusE el
F1 graa gare & feag 7z feans amr
TET AT ST IF A T HATH 47 SA7AT
fr ag gy w12 & farems war &,
A% 7 wrarsr § wwwat g 5 ssdr af
=1few |

St sto dto faz (fme) : =
gy &1 #1 aw A § 1w
T | et gE |

ot witewz areft : § Fzar g fw
afFaTeft & AT S F FEav g

st ¥ro dte Tag : gz sfam =& &
fir i 12 ¥ a1 F 10 a2 1 A
¥z |

Wt =rewg awl : T8 HOH! G
# am & | F gftw 712 ¥ 59 grew &t
T AT E | B T A0 FC 2 F
far ag 99 92 faame 5 |

At fo dto oy : FT =Y I F
aa A &

ot SiYsrwE Ay < 4F W] AW &,
& ww wrer w1 &Y g 1 Ofw FEE A A
77 %2 a1 fi gETorETE & wqrear § o



1953 Working Journalists [ RAJYA SABHA ]

(Fixation of

(A1 fraaz amst)
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IA% q wET § W7 A AW
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Fw TAER &1 A8 & 9w |

oo wwAo YR et (qFAf) :
=TT gOTY AT A FT BT ¢

st sfterwz aret o f5wmr o 7
Ffeq W wear £ fv wvwR 7 agw
ar A w7 witeAd w1 Ar G 4r
e T A T T AT A 5 e
grans d Wi d awman g o 5@ s
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Fore area A ot fwa, @ e F
far ST 1 g% wenfe &, e E,
g ot fFar & 1

s} g TATT WEHAT | FHIL T e
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=} ST qTHT @ §T GHOETE BT
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AT |

ar afufy &1 57 77 gur & waw
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& 3fedsz 4 &, 9 famr @ & 912
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IR WER FL, A oy Ifedia
AT q A7 FAYAT ASAT A T T AT
&, wufed s # o war & 7= O
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AT &1 FATTAT ATt § W T
ug Sfaw aaw daw fafeea won
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ATEAT & AT T T T-Af6T 478 FIE FIAT AT ST AT AIGA K

AT uraarEr A1fa 2, a1 afz g afafa
# qwT & wiiwfaaes @F & a1 9@
FOFTE & AL A A% T T F
F1 T %9 § Alwd qfz GY qTET A7
T FoE TMgT F7 O W A AG AT
e g+ st 5 sl 92 &7
FIATE T A 0T 37 HFAT & HIT
ot gad g arF & gt & 9§
Twar § o e § A § A
3% a7 T 7@ & awdt £

o FFgo YFo wfwdt. : 4w,
HIGHT qTH AZT AT ¢

Y AN AUAY T TA A
I AR T FLERTF ! FATL AT TI7-
He mifefoges & 4 #1 wand & 7
T AT T FAT AET & W ATT FAT
WaT &, 7 A Fq7 99T § ) TATHE
s 3wt & Fav fewddz & 1
d4etr & 7 famr we ady ady gy
& "yl #r wA 3wz fwifer @
T E ML ITHF AL H BT FH 8§
T g AF AT § AT gAwT F
zafad ST TR B7 FHET G
¥ S AT R ATAT §, T T AT
w1 § IEET F WA A ¥ OO A
w7 & Afed s §feqde Smt w1 97
s 2 faar sry A o 4@ & ghges
a7 aEt & ot § Wi 2rew & ange
& st & o A h e g A
& st W gravar € frga awg &
TAFT & A9 41 747 g1 1 gafey oy
e § o1 wriEfras apt & w3 §
a7 @A ITAT FALT § | afx AT
FTAA FT G1E FATA ISqTE AT IAF (o
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wAq A0 fawer & wofr s g, gEw
staT F1T AT 717 & 7 gl gw ww F

AT ATE & ATL § FIE WEHT AT
ar Iw g S AT A EEEar
7 % 7 oF1 w=dy 997 § 79 &Y 999 |
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TT &1 47 FERIE & UFAS FT AT O°
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T

SHRI M. H. SAMUEL: If we have a
judge, it will again go up to the Supreme
Court.

off sirawz @it 2 WA ZHTE FE
AT F AT AT 54T & o IA¥T grew 7
qATT EFT A1(eq | 98 31 & 5 0% o
at &1 e § f7 99 Fo4T & 9 Sy
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F % oy arTe Ffere FaEAT | qaT
f& za1? §9 W wrEi A A A E
& fa a2 & farw, veafeowe, a2
&% qFi %1 fery § 3¢ avg & A% oY
fag g, a1  awwar g & g oa
FA HIT STHT TG H GATT T &
fora 3wt famrw 71 | afegwa@ &
Fa&1 e frear & o faams &
Ffed & FaF1 ATAEAT AT & a7 AT
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[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]
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# IS g F garT g "1 g9t
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reason given here, namely, that on account of
the decision of the Supreme Court something
has to be done, is not a sufficient reason for this
measure. They say that the old Act, so far as the
Wage Board is concerned, has been repealed.
But in another place—Section 4 (4) — they say
it will be taken into account. I am going to refer
to that later. The drafting is not proper. If they
feel that something had to be done on account of
the decision of the Supreme Court, then they can
very easily have effected it by means of certain
amendments in the concerned sections.

1958

As regards the decision of the Supreme
Court, in my opinion, they have not said
anything  beyond that the Wage Board's award

is bad on account of two things. Many things
were put forward before  th»n» But so far
as I can understand  the judgment, what they

have said is that the Wage Board did not
take into account the capacity of the
employers as regards the payments and also they
have not gone into  the question of natural
justice.  J may be wrong, but that is what, [
feel,is the sum and substance of the
Supreme  Court's  judgment. In order  to
effectuate this intention, all that is
necessary, in my opinion, is to make
certain amend-mets in the rules relating to
the Wage Board. For that purpose, I shall
invite your attention to the provisions in
the old  Act, The Working Journalists
(Conditions  of Service) and Miscellaneous
Provisions, Act, 1955. The preamble <>f
that Act says:

"An Act to regulate certain conditions of

DR. P. V. KANE (Nominated): Mr. Deputy service of working journalists and other persons
Chairman, I want to say that the present Bill employed in newspaper establishments."

causes a great deal of confusion and it is not So the preamble says that the measure is for

clear what is aimed at. The present Bill, I feel, regulating certain conditions

of service of

is unnecessary also and what is sought to be working journalists. That is the old Act. I need

done could have been done by amendingnot go into everything in that Act; I

am only

certain sections in the old Act. That, in brief, pointing out the relevant

will be what 1 am goin,g to drive at m my
speech. My first point is that the Bill is
creates
confusion and the same object could have
been served by making certain amendments.

unnecessary, secondly, that it

The
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and important provisions there. In section 8,
it says:

"The Central Government may, by
notification in the Official Gazette,
constitute a Wage Board for fixing rates of
wages in respect of working Journalists in
accordance with the provisions of this Act."

So they say the Central Government may
constitute a Wage Board. That is important.
And the purpose will be to fix rates of wages
in respect of working journalists. So section 8
does contemplate a Wage Board whose only
purpose is the fixing of rates of wages. Then
Subsection (2) of section 8 speaks of the
number persons on the Board. With that we
are not concerned just now. Then comes
sectoin 9 which is important. It says:

"In fixing rates of wages in respect of
working journalists, the Board shall have
regard to the cost of living, the prevalent
rates of wages for comparable employ-
ments, the circumstances relating to the
newspaper industry in different regions of
the country, and to any other circumstances
which to the Board may seem relevant."

Here comes the Supreme Court's decision.
The section speaks of "any other
circumstances which to the Board may seem
relevant." So it is given discretion and so we
could have by an amendment added here after
"any other circumstances" the words "such as
the capacity of the employer and also calls of
natural justice". So they may consider these
and any other circumstances which to them
may seem relevant. So this is an important
thing.

Then we come to sub-section (3) of clause
9 which says that after hearing everything, the
Board wnen it comes to a decision, fixing the
rates of wages shall communicate it as soon
as practicable to the Central
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Government. Then section 10 says: in

sub-section (1):

"The decision of the Board shall within a
period of one month from the date of its
receipt by the Central Government, be
published in such manner as the Central
Government thinks fit."

And in sub-section (2)

"The decision qf the Board published
under sub-section (1) shall come into
operation with effect from such date as may
be specified in the decision, and where no
date is, so, specified, it, shall come into
operation on the date of its publication."

it says:

Dr. R. B. GOUR: May I interrupt? The
Wage Board was formed and it has given its
decision. Because the decision of the Wage
Board was set aside by the Supreme Court, the
Government has come forward with this Bill.
So how can a modification of the old Act
serve the purpose we have in view?

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What he is
going to show is that, it could have been
amended in the light of the Supreme Court's
judgment.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: The same Wage Board?

DRr. P. V. KANE: Yes, the old Wage Board
still exists. It is the decision of the Wage
Board that has gone. That is the confusion. |
am coming to it latter on. My point is, the
Wage Board does exist. Please let me know
under what section it has ceased to exist.
There is no repealing section. It is not said that
the Wage Board is abolished. There is no kind
of even implied repeal. And you must have an
express repeal. Therefore, I say this Wage
Board still remains. Under "ub-section 10(2) if
there is no date fixed then ipso facto, it comes
into operation. That is important.
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[Dr. P. V. Kane.] Then
section 12 says:

"The decision of the Board shall be
binding on all employers in relation to
newspaper establishments and every
working journalists shall be entitled to
be paid wages at a rate which shall, in
no case, be less than the rate of wages
fixed by the Board."

I am leaving the other sections and I
come to section 20 which is practically
the last section. It says:

"The Central Government may, by
notification in the Official j
Gazette, make rules to carry outj
the purposes of this Act".

And then follow the various matters for
which the rules are to provide, from (a) to
(f). I will not refer to them in detail, but
only invite your attention to what stated
under (d):

"the procedure to be followed by the
Board in fixing rates of wages;"

Here you can make an amendment to the
procedure. First appoint a small
committee, and taking the advice of the
small committee which the Government
will publish in the Gazette, the whole Act
could have been put in there. By
procedure you can make the Government
appoint a committee to help the Wage
Board. This is the original Act.

Now, we come to the present measure.
You will find there is a preamble in
clause 8, for in my opinion, that clause
should really have been the preamble to
this Bill, for it says:

"For the purpose of enabling' the
Central Government to fix rates of
wages in respect of working journalists
in the light of the Judgment of the
Supreme Court" etc.

"and in the light of all other relevant
circumstances, the Central
Government shall, by notifi-
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cation in the Official Gazette, con-
stitute a Committee consisting of the
following persons,"

Well, I have no objection to the persons.
My point is, this is really the preamble.
The preamble ha* been put down like
this:

"to provide for the fixation of rates
of wages in respect of working
journalists and for matters connected
therewith."

What is the difference between this
preamble and clause 3 of this Bill? It is
merely a repetition. This is also to
provide for the fixation of rates of wages
and clause 3 speaks of "enabling the
Central Government to fix rates of
wages." I don't find any difference.

Drafting is also not proper. Apart from
the drafting, new difficulties will come in
under clause 3. Under this clause, certain
people who are all officials more or less
are appointed to the Committee. At
present I do not take objection to them
but that is most objectionable. I come to
clause 4 which says:

"The Committee shall, by notice
published in such manner as it
thinks fit, call upon newspaper

establishments and working jour
nalists and other persons inter
ested in the Wage Board "

That is, the Wage Board is still alive and
the Committee should call:

"other persons interested in the Wage
Board decision to make such
representations as they may think fit as
respects the Wage Board decision and
the rates of wage* which may be fixed
under this Act in respect of working
journalists."

Later on comes the sub-clauses relating
to procedure, etc, with which we are not
concerned. Sub-clause (3) of clause 4
says:

"The Committee shall take
account...."

into

Here again comes the same question—
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" the representations aforesaid,
if any, and after examining the materials
placed before the Wage Board...."

That is, Board is still

there—

the Wage

".... and such further materials as have
since been obtained by or made available to
it under this Act, make such
recommendations, as it thinks fit, to the
Central Government for the fixation of
rates of wages in respect of working
journalists, whether by way of modification
or otherwise...."

My point is this:  Is this Committee to sit as
a court of appeal against the Wage
Board? That is a point which is not quite
clear to me because, it is said that the
Committee has to take the material
collected by the Wage Board and also
collect materials, if any, and then make re-
commendations ~ which may mean
modification of the Wage Board decision. Is
this Committee a court of appeal, as it were,
sitting over  the Wage Board?  This is
confusion. I am not quite clear. Confusion
is worse confounded if we read sub-clause (4).
"In making any recommendations to the
Central Government, the Committee shall
have regard to all the matters set outin sub-
section (1) of section 9 ofthe  Working
Journalists Act."

They have to look to so many things apart
from the question of capacity to pay and also
the question of natural justice. That could
have been added here. I do not want to trouble
you with other clauses but let us now look at

clause 11. This confuses me a lot. It reads as
follows:

"Sections 8, 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the
Working Journalists Act shall have no
effect in relation to the Committee."

What does this mean? Does this mean that the
other sections have effect? They should have
said that the whole of the Act is under repeal
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and this new Bill is a substitute for that. I can
understand that. That would be quite clear but
here you say that sections 8, 10, 11, 12 and 13
will have no effect in relation to the
Committee. We cannot make any sense at all.
Either those sections remain or they are
repealed. My submission is that this must be
enlarged and whatever meaning the legislating
authority wants to give to this should be
brought out and made clear. The Wage Board
Act is still there; there are some sections
which will be considered by the Committee,
sections dealing with the Wage Board and you
say that all those sections are nqt repealed but
only sections 8, 10, 11, 12 and 13 are repealed.
The Wage Board, the Act and everything
remains and now you have got a confusing
enactment saying that these sections will have
no relation. What does it mean really? Does it
mean that these sections are repealed or, does
it mean that some thing new must be made by
the Committee which, under these sections,
you did not do? I am saying that this particular
clause is very badly worded. The meaning is
not very clear. The marginal note says;

"Effect of Act on Working Journalists Act,
etc." Of course, the marginal note is not
necessarily binding on us. The point is that it
is not known what Government wants. Does it
mean that the Committee may do some things
which, under these sections, could not be
done by the Wage Board? Is that the meaning,
or is it that the Committee is going to sit in
judgment as it were? You will see that clause
11 makes the whole thing confounded. Fur-
ther, look at the proviso. Anyhow, I need not
go into that. My point is this. Look at clause
13.

"The Central Government may, by
notification in the Official Gazette, make
rules to carry out the purpose of this Act."

The sub-clause following deals with the
procedure to be adopted, the manner in
which notices are to
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[Dr. P. V. Kane.] be issued and so on. You
will find, Sir, that 13(2) (b) is the same as (d)
of section 20. There is no difference Section
20(d) deals with the procedure to be followed
by the Board in fixing the wages. Here also,
the Committee has to make rules about the
procedure to be followed in the exercise of the
powers under this Act. This Act is for the
fixation of wages and it means the fixation of
wages only. My point is that it looks like a
case of overlapping and confusion. I do not
want to go into greater detail with regard to
the other points. With great respect to the Law
Officers, I say that it is confusing. I do not say
that I am a very great lawyer but for 45 years
1 have worked in a High Court and I cannot
make out as to what they are driving at. Are
they saying that the old Journalists Act is
gone? Are they saying that the Wage Board is
dead and gone or, are they saying that this
Committee is going to be a super-appellate
court against the Wage Board? All these
points must be made clear.

SHRI RAGHAVENDRARAO (Mysore): Mr.
Deputy Chairman, ] rise with a feeling of
helplessness over the present state of affairs in
the Indian Press. 1 have been saying all along
that I am a firm believer in the freedom of the
Press and that I oppose any interference from
any quarter and oppose it with all the
vehemence at my command but, at the same
time, I want to make it clear that I stand by the
working journalists. Mys|elf being a journalist.
I do not want that any journalist should
economically suffer, should spiritually suffer
and should mentally suffer. He stands in a
different category. He was, in the past re-
presenting practically what the Parliament
today represents. He nag been a fighter in the
cause of freedom and he has fought side by
side With the ‘'others in -the national
movement and as such, I do not be-lieve that
we are in any way help-
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ing him by having this kind of piecemeal
legislation. Sir, the real cause is to be found
somewhere else. Since independence or since
the formation of the Press Commission,
trouble for the Indian Press started. The Press
Commission recommended the formation of a
Press Council and that has been completely
ignored by the Information Ministry. A self-
governing Press Council which could alone
deal with the problems of a Press should have
been brought in. The Press Commission was
appointed by the Information Ministry and that
Press Commission produced this Press Council
idea but it is something identical" to the case
of Shakuntala. Dr. Keskar, the Information
Minister today, now disclaims the Press
Council. If the Press Council had been formed,
brought into existence, all these problems
would not have arisen and I may be allowed to
say here that no such measures will ever be
able to cow down the Indian Press. For the last
six or seven years you have been passing
resolutions and things like that. Have you been
able to implement any of these things? Has a
single pie been added to the salaries, the
emoluments of the journalist? It has not been
possible because the Indian Press, and parti-
cularly the people who handle the Press, are
not submitting to you. They will never submit
because the Indian Press was born in the fight
for freedom and the threat of an ordinance is
nothing to them. We were born under the heels
of the ordinances. What is the meaning of the
ordinances that you have been promulgating
these days? It means that you yourself have no
faith in the judicial administration of the
country. You say that by going to the judi-
ciary, it will take time, it will go to the second
generation but, Sir, what about the common
man who believes in your administration? Has
he to wait for the next generation? Being a
Minister if you yourself do not believe in
this  administration,
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how you can carry on the administration, I do
not understand. Only recently, this House was
reverberating with the sanctity of the
judiciary and to-day on the face if you bran-
dish this ordinance to dispense justice I do

not quite understand.

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: What has the
promulgation of the ordinance to do with the
sanctity or otherwise of judicial
pronouncements?

SHRI RAGAVENDRARAO: Then why do
you bring this ordinance? Because you are
going against the judgment of the Supreme
Court, you are bringing this ordinance.

(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No cross-
conversations.

SHRI RAGHAVENDARAO: Well, Sir,
I am standing here to make clear one thing.
I believe in the newspaper industry, as a
profession,  and if the working journalists
want to be treated as workers, let them be
treated so; I have no objection. Let them be
benefited, but at the same time let there be
no discrimination in the newspaper industry.
Let everyone be treated alike, whether on the
managerial or the editorial or the printing
side or the circulation side. All these
people should be treated on an equal footing.
Only then we  can achieve our purpose.
Perhaps many people may not be
knowing that along with the editor every
time the printer has gone to jail for some of
the items published by his corres-
pondent—a working  journalist. He has
fought shouldfer to shoulder with you and he
has stood by you. And to-day by ignoring
his services and sacrifices and by not
allowing him to be treated on an equal
footing with the working journalist and
to be given the same facilities as the work-
ing journalist gets you will be doing great
injustice to him. Those who are conversant
with the newspaper industry will see that
every man in the industry puts his heart
and soul in doing his work and every day he
is
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givmg something new; he is creating
something new. He puts his heart and he
produces something and that something is not
merely produced by the so-called working
journalist but also by the printer. Even the
lino-man, even the man Who Works oh the
stone, the man who looks after the circulation
of the paper and the man who sells the paper,
everyone has to put his heart. Then only (he
paper will survive, and it all helps to build the
industry.

1968

Sir, as I said, I stand by the working
journalist. The thing is about the fixation of
their wages. Members were saying that it was
an essential service. I know. If it was an
essential service as our friends were saying
yesterday, then nationalise the industry, and if
you cannot nationalise it, then let the
appointments be made through the Public
Service Commission and let there be proper
emoluments as obtain in Government service;
let there be gazetted posts and gazetted
officers. Only then we will be able to improve
the lot of the newspaper industry and decide
on the merits a newspaperman should have.

Sir, the Press is a powerful weapon and any
settlement between an employee and an
employer based on economic reasons would
not solve the problem of the Indian Press,
because the Indian Press has a social respon-
sibility. Any unscrupulous proprietor can pay
you any amount. But that does not help to
build the Indian Press.

With these words, Sir, I take my seat.

DrR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, I must confess that I am frankly in
sympathy with the working journalists, and so
far as the spirit behind this legislation is con-
cerned, I feel I have- little to add to what the
hon. Mr. Nanda said the other day both in this

House and in
the Lok Sabha. |

It seems to me quite plain, Sir,
that there cannot be any discrimi-
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[Dr. W. S. Barlingay.] nation between one
industry and another, and if journalism or the
Press is a species of industry—and there is no
doubt at all that, constituted as we are today, it
has become an industry like any other
industry—I do not see any reason whatever
why any discrimination should be made
between labour,—whether it is intellectual
labour, or manual labour, it is labour,
nonetheless—why any discrimination should
be made between the labourers in the field of
journalism and any other species of labour.

In this connection, Sir, I would draw the
attention of the House to article 39 of the
Constitution, and also articles 13 and 14 of the
Constitution, which in terms lay down that
there shall be no discrimination of any sort
between citizen and citizen, that all citizens
must have equal protection of the law and the
law shall treat all citizens as equals. So far as
article 39 of the Constitution is concerned, it
lays down in the clearest terms that if a person
works in the same way as any other person—
let us take it that both work for seven hours a
day—then both must have equal emoluments.
That must really form part of the State policy.
So I must say that so far as the spirit behind
this legislation is concerned, I am in complete
agreement with the hon. Minister who moved
it, and I feel, as he did, that if there is any
corruption in society, then the worst type of
corruption is the corruption of the intellect.

Sir, the working journalist is an
intellectual; but today he is not properly fed,
and if he is not properly fed, it is bound to
currupt his soul. That is the ordinary law of
nature, and if the soul of the journalist in this
country is corrupt, then I submit the entire
society will go wrong. Sir, I do not want to
repeat the many extremely good arguments
that have been advanced on the floor of this
House by many eminent Members in this
connection but, so far as I am concerned, |
want to deal with certain legal aspects of the
Bill.
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Sir, let us recapitulate the history of this
legislation. Under the old Act of 1955 a Wage
Board was formed, obviously to do justice as
between the employers and the employees in
this particular industry. Now, that Wage
Board gave a decision, and that decision,
because it did not comply with certain
provisions of that Act, namely section 9, that
was set aside by the Supreme Court. Certain
speakers yesterday said that this decision was
still alive, and I was a little surprised at that
sort of statement because I have got here the
judgment of the Supreme Court itself, and I
shall, with your permission, Sir, read out only
a sentence from that judgment. "On a
consideration of all the grounds of attack thus
levelled against the validity and the binding
nature of the decision of the Wage Board we
have come to the conclusion that the said
decision cannot be sustained and must be set
aside." Therefore it follows and very clearly
follows that that decision of the old Wage
Board is as dead as dodo; it does no more
exist. Now, after this state of affairs what was
the proper thing to do? What could we have
expected the Government to do?

Dr. ft. B. GOUR: Did the Supreme Court
go into the merits of the decision? It only set
aside the implementation of the decision
because the method followed in arriving at
that decision was objectionable in the opinion
of that court.

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: I am sorry Dr.
Gour is not a lawyer. If he had been a lawyer,
he could have easily understood it. Whether it
is a decision on merits or not, does not matter
at all.

The whole point is that that decision
offended against section 9 of the old Act of
1955 and it has been declared ultra vires that
particular section of the old Act and,
therefore, the decision, as I said, is as dead as
dodo. It no more exists. Now, the question is
after this state of affairs what do we expect
the Government to do?
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Will you
please read that sentence again?

DRr. W. S. BARLINGAY:: I would read
out the further paragraph also:

[3 SEP.

"On a consideration of all the
grounds of attack thus levelled against
the validity and the binding nature of
the decision of the Wage Board, we
have, therefore, come to the conclusion
that the said decision cannot be
sustained and must be set aside. The
petitions will, therefore, be allowed and
the petitioners will be entitled to an
order declaring that section 5(1) (a) (iii)
of the Working Journalists (Conditions
of Service) and Miscellaneous
Provisions Act, 1955 (Act No. 45 of
1955) is ultra vires the Constitution of
India and that the decision of the Wage
Board, dated April 30, 1957 is illegal
and void."

Now, that is the state of affairs. In this
state of affairs what would you expect the
Government to do? I am really very
grateful to Dr. Kane who spoke before
me and pointed out certain irregularities
in the whole procedure that was followed
by the Government. What would you
expect the Government to do if it was
very anxious? The Government was very
anxious that it should do justice to the
working journalists. As Dr. Kane very
rightly pointed out the decision was no
more there. That is quite clear. But the
Wage Board apparently was not defunct.
Either it was defunct or it was not
defunct. If it was not defunct, then surely
the same Wage Board constituted by the
Act could have again functioned and it
could have come to another decision with
regard to the wages of the working
journalists after having taken into
account the full implications of section 9
of the old Act. Now, I understand that
there is a view of certain people here that
this old Wage Board has become defunct
and it is no more in existence. Very well.
If it was not in existence, there was
another alternative and what was the
alternative? The Act was there. You
could have constituted another Wage
Board and I must say with all respect
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to the hon. Minister that the Wage Board
constituted under the old Act was in a
way much better constituted, was more
calculated to do justice as between the
parties concerned than the present
Committee which has been constituted
under this Bill. What did the old Act say?
According to the old Act, representatives
of the newspaper industry and
representatives of the working journalists
were represented on that Board and
therefore, it was to be expected that that
sort of Board would be more fair to all
the people concerned, to both the sides.
Now, Sir, here we have another Com-
mittee and that Committee does not
consist of any representative either of the
working journalists, on the one hand, or
of the representatives of the industry itself
on the other. Now, in these
circumstances, can we say that this
Committee, which will be constituted
under this Bill, is likely to do more justice
to the case of the working journalists than
the Wage Board which was constituted
under the old Act? I feel very great doubt
about this matter. However, what did tha
Government do? The Government
immediately issued an ordinance. Now
Sir, like Mr. B. K. P. Sinha who spoke the
other day, I feel this was a very wrong
step and also an unnecessary step to take.
I do not want to repeat the many good
arguments that Mr. B. K. P. Sinha gave
yesterday so far as the promulgation of
the Ordinance is concerned. One has only
to read the provisions of the Constitution
and to understand the spirit behind the
Constitution in order to come to the
conclusion that the issue of ordinances is
a very extraordinary procedure and ought
not to be resorted to except in times of
extreme stress and difficulty. But
nonetheless an ordinance was issued.
Now, apart from the validity or otherwise
of this ordinance, I wish to point out very
respectfully that under the old Act there
was a provision, section 13, which reads
like this. The old Act was a
comprehensive Act and it was a good
Act:
"Notwithstanding anything con-
tained in this Act, where the Central
Government is of opinion that it is
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[Dr. W. S. Barlingay.] necessary so to
do, it may, after consultation with the
Board, by notification in the Official
Gazette, fix interim rates of wages in
respect of working journalists."

Now, what was there to prevent the
Government from using this section and
fixing interim wages for the benefit of the
working journalists instead of issuing an
ordinance of the kind they did? I am one
with Dr. Kane when he says that this
whole Bill is entirely misconceived and
wholly unnecessary. The old Act could
have done and it was quite sufficient for
purposes of meeting the situation as it has
developed today so far as the working
journalists are concerned. What does the
new Bill say? And I must say although
after a very careful reading of the Bill I
feel that the Bill may not be declared ultra
vires the Constitution or may not be per se
illegal, it does seem to me anyhow that
the drafting of the Bill is extremely
confusing. The State, as we all know,
performs—the State in the wide sense of
the term—three types of functions—the
legislative, judicial and the executive.
And for performance of these three types
of activities, you have got three different
institutions or bodies. So far as the
judicial function is concerned, it is now
vested, under the Constitution, in the
Supreme Court. So far as legislation is
concerned, that power is vested in the
Parliament—of course, both the Houses of
Parliament, including the President. And
so far as the executive function is
concerned, that is vested in the
Government. It is a part of our
administration. Now it seems to me with
all respect to our draftsmen—Iet them not
take my remarks amiss, there is nothing
personal about anybody, I mean this is
only a general discussion of the principles
of drafting involved so far as this Bill is
concerned—it seems to me that all these
various functions of the State are being
confused in this Bill. It is really an
extraordinary piece of draft. Normally
what would you expect? Suppose, for
instance, there is a decision of a certain
statutory
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body. Legislation after all means law-
making; that is to say, you may make
general rules of law which lay down the
general policy of the State. You do not
make rules of law with regard to
particular individuals. But here as the Bill
has been drafted it is extraordinary to find
that you appear to be concerned with the
Wage Board decision although it seems to
me after a very careful reading of the
entire Bill that that would not be a correct
interpretation of the entire Bill. I feel that
this Committee is really an independent
Committee and the decision to be arrived
at by the Committee will be an entirely
independent decision. It will have nothing
to do with the decision of the old Wage
Board. That is my view as a lawyer. But
apart from that it does seem to me that the
way the whole Bill has been framed is
extraordinary. Normally you do not make
any law, you do not legislate for the
purpose of adding to or amending or
setting aside or subtracting from a
decision of a statutory body. You do not
do that by legislation. Suppose a statutory
body is formed and that statutory body
takes a decision. Then you cannot make a
law to alter that decision. All that you can
do, if you like, is to amend the original
Act or form another body and ask that
body to take another decision. That you
can very well do. But here you will be
surprised to find—and that is what is
apparent on the face of the Bill—here you
find very curiously 'Wage Board
decision" being defined under clause 2 of
the Bill—a most extraordinary procedure.
Then you will find that in clause .4 the
draft is like this:

"The Committee shall, by notice
published in such manner as it
thinks fit, call upon newspaper
establishments and working journa
lists and other persons interested in
the Wage Board decision to make
such representations as they may
think fit as respects the Wage Board
decision............. "

Where is the Wage Board decision?
It is no more in existence when it is
j declared void. To somehow or other
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resurrect the ghost of that sort of decision
seems to me most extraordinary.

Anyhow, what seems to me to be the
case is this: If you interpret the law
properly, it seems to me that all this is
absolutely wrong wording. Whether we
refer to the decision of the Wage Board
or whether we do not refer to that
decision, the Committee constituted
under this measure seems to me to be an
entirely independent Committee, and it
could take into consideration any
statements made by anybody, I mean the
parties concerned, and after taking into
consideration those statements and so on,
it could come to any decision as it might
like. It is an independent body according
to the interpretation that I put upon it,
because that is the only interpretation
which will uphold the validity of the Act.
Otherwise it seems to me that the whole
Act will be thrown out by the Supreme
Court on an application.

Now, apart from this fact that you
cannot change the decisions of statutory
bodies by means of legislation, it does
seem to me that this entire Bill reads like
executive instructions. You cannot for
that matter write an essay or write
executive instructions and call them a
Bill. You may do so, if you like, but it is
open to the House to pass or not to pass
it. You cannot write an essay and call it a
Bill. A Bill is a Bill and it has to be
properly drafted according to well-known
principles. Here is an example of the
drafting of the Bill which has been very
rightly pointed out by Dr. Kane. Here is
the wording:

"For the purpose of enabling the
Central Government to fix rates of
wages in respect of working journalists
in the light of the Judgment of the
Supreme Court, dated the 19th day of
March, 1958, relating to the Wage
Board decision, and in the light of all

other relevant circumstances, the
Central Government  shall, by
notification...."

Now, the only operative part of this
clause is "the Central Government

[3 SEP. 1958 ]
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shall, by notification etc.", and all that
goes before that ought to have gone into
the Preamble. It has nothing whatever to
do with the operative part of the clause of
the Bill.

Sir, it is a very well-known principle of
legislation that the purposes of the Bill or
the causes which have brought the Bill
into existence do not form part of the
Bill. If i anybody were to interpret this
clause, what addition to the meaning of
the operative part would this particular
phraseo logy make, how would it add to
the meaning of this clause, I would ask.
This is not an operative part at all. I am
therefore really surprised that a thing
which ought to have gone into the
Preamble now finds a place in the body
of the clause itself. Sir, as far as the
practice of the British Parliament is
concerned, we know that there are certain
peculiar types of Bill which were being
passed by the British Parliament in the
old days. A student of the British
Constitution will be able to say about
those types of Bills, but I know that, for
instance, the British Parliament could
pass what was called a Bill of Attainder
or an Act of Grace or an Act of
Indemnity. These had reference to
particular persons or to particular acts
and so on. I do not know whether this
type of Bill would be all right if it is
placed before the British Parliament, but
I certainly think that so far as this
Parliament is concerned, it is not a
sovereign law-making body like the
British Parliament.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why
not?

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: It is not a
sovereign law-making body. Its powers
are defined by the Constitution. In
England on the other hand, they have no
written Constitution.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Parlia-
ment is supreme.

DRrR. W. S. BARLINGAY: I am sorry to
say this is an entirely different thing.
This is not a sovereign lawmaking body.
It may become sove-
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[Dr. W. S. Barlingay.] reign only in
certain circumstances, that is to say, when
for instance, it sits to amend the
Constitution itself by two-thirds majority and
SO on.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
Constitution defines the powers of making
laws, and so long as the law that this
Parliament makes is in consonance With the
Constitution, it is supreme.

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: I respectfully
agree with the statement . . .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Then how do
you say that it is not sovereign?

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: Such a body is not
called a sovereign lawmaking body. There is a
difference between States which have got written
Constitutions and States which do not have
written Constitutions, which have unwritten
Constitutions as in the case of England. No Act
of the sovereign British Parliament can be
questioned by any sort of law. But here, any Bill
of this Parliament can ”~ be questioned; its
validity can be questioned by the Supreme Court.
It can always come to the conclusion that an Act
which has been enacted by this body is ultra
vires the Constitution. That does not happen w;th
regard to a sovereign law-making body as in
England. At any rate that is the meaning that I
attach to the word 'sovereign law-making body.'

Therefore, 1 feel that this Parliament is not
competent to pass an Act such as an Act of
Attainder or an Act of Grace. I doubt very
much whether that sort of an Act could be
passed by a Parliament like the Indian
Parliament. 1 also doubt whether this
particular Bill is a good Bill, is a Bill which is
according to the Constitution. It does seem to
me that it is an extremely confusing Bill and it
is confusing because it confuses between
legislative, judicial and executive functions of
the State, I repeat, with your permission, Sir,
that we have no right to legislate with regard
to
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particular decisions which a statutory body
may arrive at, although we may get rid of that
particular statutory body itself by amending
the Act. It is entirely a different matter.

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: The hon.
Member is confused.

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: I am sorry that
my friend, Shri Sheel Bhadra Yajee, is not a
lawyer. If he had been, he would have
understood
it.

Therefore, what I feel is that, instead of this
measure, the proper thing to do would have
been to constitute another Wage Board. If the
constitution of the old Wage Board was not
appropriate, if there was any objection to it,
then the old Act could have been suitably
amended and another suitable Wage Board
could have been formed. After a suitable
Wage Board is formed, there would be no
objection at all, so far as that particular
statutory Board is concerned, for it to go into
the whole question once more. What was the
objection to that sort of a course, as was very
rightly pointed out by Dr. Kane?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Clause 11
says that sections 8, 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the
Working Journalists Act shall have no effect
in relation to the Committee.

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: I am saying that
it does not mean that those old sections are
non-existent. So far as this Committee is
concerned . . .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: So far as this
is concerned, those sections do not bind it.

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: I admit it. But
what 1 am saying is this. Instead of taking
recourse to this sort of an Act, if the old Act of
1955 had been suitably amended and the
Wage Board reconstituted under that old Act
itself, that would have been very much better.
There was no need for having this sort of an
Act at all. I, therefore, submit that I have got
great sympathy
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for the working journalists and I feel that
justice ought to be done to them, They have
been treated very unfairly . till today and
justice has got to be ! done to them, and as
early as possible 'too. But then, this was
not the way to do it. The proper way was
to constitute another Wage Board with |
or without an amendment of the Act | of 1955
and if that sort of thing had j been done, then
probably early justice could have been done to
the working journalists. Thank you.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, the hon. Dr. Barlingay who |
spoke just before me went into the
niceties of the law. I am afraid 1
shall not be able, at any rate, to
challenge his arguments because,
happily, I am not a lawyer. Sir, in
medical terminology we wuse a word
'valetudinarian', about a  person who
is too much careful in his approach
c'o health. He weighs himself before
he takes any food. He weighs him
self after he has taken food. He
takes the calorific value of the food
taken and the health value of the
entire  thing. That valetudinarian
approach to life itself makes him
very miserable and he cannot lead a
happy life. So, I think that a suitable
terminology must also be created in
relation to law.  Let us not have a
legal valetudinarian here, as we have
a medical valetudinarian. Too much
of law is also creating a little problem.
As you  know, the President himself
told us the other day while inaugurat
ing the Law Association  (Inter
ruption) . That is what we want. There
is exactly something of law which we
have in this Bill.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is a law-
making body and you are making law and it
has to be interpreted.

[ 3 SEP.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: I say, there is too much
of law. They are not expected to make too
much of law. We are expected to make
something of it so that we do not err this way
or that way.

Sir, as I understand the Supreme Court
judgment or as the country

1958 ]
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has understood it—well, I am not here to
speak on behalf of the gentlemen of the
Secretariat—it is that the Supreme Court has
said that the Wage Board appointed under the
Working Journalists (.Conditions of Service)
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1955, did
not stick to section 9 of that Act. That means
that the paying capacity of the newspapers was
not taken into consideration and therefore, the
decisions of the Wage Board are declared
illegal or they cannot be sustained. That is the
idea as I have understood it. That means, it
will be too much to read into the Supreme
Court's judgment, to think that the Supreme
Court went into the wage structure,
classification and all that and declared its
opinion on that. Therefore, what is it that we
have to do? We have to take steps to see that
the particular procedure under section 9 is
adopted. What is it that the Supreme Court
has said?

1980

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh): Have
you read the judgment of the Supreme Court
that the decision of the Wage Board is set
aside? It does not exist. The other reason has
no significance.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: That is true. But my point
is that the decision of the Wage Board has been
set aside because it has not been arrived at
properly. That is what the Supreme Court says.
But setting aside means, for what? For
implementation purposes? They cannot be
implemented. But if the Supreme Court's
objection in regard to the approach to the
decision is satisfied, then that illegality does not
stand. That is why, what we are doing through
this Bill is, we are making this Wage Board
decision open again. Let me remind you of the
Supreme Court's judgment again. The Supreme
Court, in the course of its judgment says that
the Wage Board could have circulated its
recommendations to the various newspapers
and asked for their opinion and if they had done
it, it would have been I better.  That means,
what we  are
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[Dr. R. B. Gour.] doing today under this
Bill is, we are making open the Wage Board
decisions again for newspapers' opinion, for
working journalists' opinion, for everybody's
opinion. When the interests concerned express
themselves again to satisfy the requirements of
section 9 of the old Act, the Committee will
take a decision, that decision will again be
reviewed by the Government and it will finally
come in the shape of wage fixation to the
workers of the various categories. Even
materially, the Wage Board decisions will be
altered after having come out of the
proceedings of this Committee. The Wage
Board decisions will qualitatively and
quantitatively be different from what they
were. Therefore, the objections of the Supreme
Court are supremely met by the provisions of
this Bill and I do not think there is any reason
to attack this Bill from that angle. That is why
I say that it is not too much of law, but
sufficient law is there. That is my contention
and I would request all the legal luminaries of
this House kindly to ponder over this question.

4 p.M.

Then, Sir, 1 shall come to the other
arguments that have been advanced. Here,
there have been arguments by certain
gentlemen who styled themselves as working
journalists. Fictitious working journalists, I
should say. Now, they have come forward and
said this. I am sorry I have to make a strong
criticism of such an hon. Member, elderly as
well, as Mr. Shiva Rao. He told us that he was
a working journalist. I do not know but
recently he has been a witness for the
management. I have got it here—the judgment
of a tribunal—the notification of the Delhi
Administration, dated 17th June. Mr. Shiva
Rao has appeared for the management as
witness No. 4 when the case of victimisation
of Mr. Ramamurti of the Hindu was under
consideration. There he has appeared as the
management's witness and [ am sorry to say,
he has appeared in this House as
management's advocate.

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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Sir, here is a simple case of that great
institution caded the Hindu, so much praise for
which was lavishly expressed, by our friends—
and by Dr. Thomas also. Here, let me remind
the House that Mr. Shiva Rao equated the
Editor of the Hindu, the Editor of the Indian
Express, the Editor of the Hindustan Times and
the Editors of all these papers that are existing
today with such old figures like Surendranath
Banerjee, Bal Gangadhar Tilak and Mahatma
Gandhi who were editors of certain papers in
the past. Firstly, I think by no stretch of
imagination can this comparison be taken as
correct and secondly it is a great injustice to
these great leaders like Surendranath Banerjee,
Bal Gangadhar Tilak and Mahatma Gandhi to
be equaled with Kasturis, Goenkas and Birlas
of today. Never was there a case when
Gandhiji victimised a correspondent of the
Harijan; never was there a case when Bal
Gangadhar Tilak victimised a working
journalist of his paper; and never was there a
case when Surendranath Banerjee victimised
an employee. Here is the Hindu with which
Mr. Shiva Rao himself is associated which has
victimised Mr. Ramamurti. And Mr. Shiva Rao
himself approached Mr. Ramamurti on behalf
of the management to ask him to quit and here
is the judgment which shows that Mr.
Ramamurti was victimised because he was
associated with the Delhi Union of Journalists
and he was the Secretary of the Indian
Federation of Working Journalists. And these
are the gentlemen who talk of the freedom of
the Press—these Kasturis, Goenkas, Birlas and
the like.

Sir, here is a story published, a sordid story
I should say, by the Hindu. These upholders
of the cause of the freedom of the Press
publish every statement against the working
journalists but not a single statement given in
reply by the working journalists is published
in that. Now, a worker is victimised by the
Hindu and Dr. Thomas said yesterday he was
absolutely correct that a few workers
prevented the majority of the workers
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from going in. No, Sir. They themselves
have said in this pamphlet that out of 800
and odd workers employed in the Hindu 200
and odd were working inside. Even then 200
do not become a majority out of 800. I
cannot tell you to what extent they have
gone and they are being compared to
Gandhijis, Tilaks and  Surendranath
Banerjees.

[3 SEP. 1958 ]

In Madras there is another case. These
gentlemen try to take signatures from their
employees asking them to say that they have
nothing to do with the case. Is that the way
to deal with the employees? Is that a
democratic way—to coerce them to affix
their signatures to a document which they do
not subscribe to? Then 30 workers opposite
the Hindu office were cordoned by the
workers from Simpson. Who were they?
When the police interrogated them, they
revealed that they were hired by the Hindu
management to attack the workers who were
on strike—the working journalists of the
Hindu.  These are the methods of the so-
called upholders of the cause of the freedom
of the Press and we are equating them with
the Surendranath Banerjees, Tilaks and
Gandhis. This is the sordid state -of affairs.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: And we are a
little surprised that the Congress party
allows such cSm'parison to be made, which
is a defilement of the memory of the great
leaders.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Now, Sir, some people
have talked about the small papers. That
reminds me of an argument that we hear.
When we come to the question of absentee
landlordism, they ask, what will happen to
the old widow in that remote village whose
land is being tilled by some fellow? She is
an absentee landlord. Sir, nowhere does the
Working Journalists Act or the Wage Board
decision demolish the small papers.
Complete safeguards are there. The
classification itself shows that—Class I,
Class II, Class III, Class IV and Class V.
And for the last class it is only the minimum
wage that will be fixed. Ido
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not know why that should be objected
to. And let me tell you,not a single
small paper has ever  gone to  the
Supreme  Court or to the High Court against

the decisions of the Wage Board.  They have
not pleaded incapacity to pay before anybody.
They have not gone to the big chambers of the
LLE.N.S. and pleaded with them, 'please fight our
case on our behalf. But it is these big gentle-
men who have gone to the Supreme Court, spent
a lakh and a half rupees, and are pleading
incapacity to pay. Therefore, that small paper
argument is absolutely irrelevant. Sufficient
safeguards are there in the decisions of the Wage
Board for small papers. I say, sympathy for the
small papers must be reflected in getting the
price page schedule as soon as possible, in
giving them more advertisements, and all that.
State aid must come through  these methods.
But these  things are all opposed by these
gentlemen. The price page schedule is opposed.
They want to grab all the advertisements them-
selves. And Mr. Shiva Rao said, 'what
will  happen  to their service?" If
they have to increase the wages, will they be
able to appoint correspondents abroad? What
will happen to the freedom of the press? Then
we may have to depend only on Reuters but
now we can depend on the Times of India
service.

You pay to a correspondent in
London, not according to what you feel but
according to what the law of London de-
mands. But in India  you want to starve
them. To newsprint you will pay  what the
newsprint magnates demand. To the London

correspondent you will pay according to the law
there.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: For the Hindu it
is 150 pounds.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: But the Indian working
journalist is the one gentleman who must be
axed in order to see that all this paraphernalia
is maintained. Why don't you come up and
suggest something should be done to reduce
the cost of newsprint, something should be
done to import newsprint on a large scale and
see that it is
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sold at proper rates? It is the newsprint that
makes up for 45 per cent, of your cost of
production. Why should the axe fall on the
working journalists and not on others?

And let me remind the House that the Press
Trust of India  approached the Government
of India that because of the Working
Journalists Act, their wages will have to be
increased and therefore the =~ Government of
India must increase the amount that they are
paying to the Press Trust of India and the
amount was increased but not the pay Bill of
the working  journalists. Let me also remind
the House that the Hindu sent a letter round
to its advertisers that the "Working Journa-
lists Act has come and they  would have to
pay a little  more to their working
journalists and therefore the rates of
advertisements will have to be increased.
Sir, the rates were increased for
advertisements but not the emoluments of
the working journalists. That is how matters
are taking place. Do you call it honesty? Do
you call it democracy? And is it this which
we have to defend.

Hon. Dr. Kunzru adopted quite  a different

line and I  should say, he appeared to me
absolutely innocent. Probably he did not
know anything about it.  He said, "The

Industrial Disputes Act was there and why do
you come with this?" Let rne remind Dr.
Kunzru and the House that  the Government
tackled these darlings of the Government with
the deepest care that it could. Our complaint
is: Why is it that they are treating these gen-
tlemen with such tender care? The point is
that you appointed the Wage Board. They did
not cooperate with the Wage Board. Who
violated section 9? Not the Wage Board but
the employers who refused to cooperate, rhis
is what they say. Here is a pamphlet published
by Shri Upendra Nath | Acharya, President of
the Indian and Eastern Newspaper Society, Old
Mill Road, New Delhi.  This is for  their
private circulation. This is what they say in
page 6:

[ RAJYA SABHA T
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"The majority decision of th Wage
Board".

That means that they themselves dii not
agree with it—that is why the; call
themselves minority—

"The majority decision of thi Wage
Board is not based on a com prehensive
assessment of the dati relating to the
newspaper industrj but on  such
information as wa: placed before the
Board."

What do they want the Board to do' The
Board went into the informatior that was
placed before them. A comprehensive study
of the data that was placed before them was
there. What they wanted was 'Appoint your
own inspectors, have your inspectors to go
round the whole country, investigate into
every newspaper and into the paying
capacity of every paper and then come to a
decision.' Even 10 years will be required if the
Board had to appoint its own investigators
who had to go round the whole country. I don't
think even the Government of India with its
big paraphernalia will be able to do that.
They have not been able to do it in the
industrial field—to collect the wage census.
The employers will not cooperate with  the
Wage Board, they will not submit to the Wage
Board figures concerning the cost of
production etc., they will want the Board to
appoint investigators and now they say that
Section 9 was not  considered by the
Wage Board. Why was it so? Because, you
did not go before the Board with the statement.
The Government says now: "Here is a
committee, submit your memoranda, the
Committee will go into them and give its own
recommendations to the Government and
Government will do it." They treated the Wage
Board like this. Then what happened? After
the Wage Board decisions were announced,
the Government took it into its own hands to
see that certain compromises were arrived at
between the working journalists and the
newspaper employers. A Sub-Committee
of the Cabinet itself tried to meet. The
Home Minister was there, the Prime
Minister was there,
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the Labour Minister was there and the I.
and B. Minister was there. Even before
this Sub-Committee they came. Certain
amendments were made and probably
some adjustments were also made in the
Wage Board decisions and these
gentlemen came out and immediately
went to the Supreme Court —from the
room of the Sub-Committee of the
Cabinet to the room of the Supreme
Court. That is what they did in 24 hours.
They were not cooperating with the Wage
Board, with the Government, with the
authorities who wanted a settlement and
these are the gentlemen who are to be
equated with and who are supposed to be
the heirs of Surendranath Banerjee, Tilak
and Mahatma Gandhi. It will be
disastrous. I must confess that Mr. Shiva
Rao performed a herculean task. He
performed, I would say, a feat of
gymnastics. He not only distorted what
my friend Dr. Sapru said by physically
mis-appropriating him to his side. Dr.
Sapru only said: 'Please keep a lawyer or
the Deputy Law Minister there, a judicial
authority to see that the judicial aspect is
judiciously taken into consideration and
you don't commit mistakes.! But Mr.
Shiva Rao physically took him and said:
'He is on the side of management and he
also does not want this.' This is distortion
and misappropriation to an amazing
extent. This is how things are done. I,
therefore, request you and through you,
the House, to consider this question very
seriously and I may also Suggest and very
humbly suggest—I am sure Mr. Sapru
will be a little angry with me when I
say—that there is something that should
be done with the Supreme Court also. Let
me be very frank. Every Trade Union in
this country is feeling this that there is
something of extra-power in the Supreme
Court to prevent social justice. I cast no
aspersion on the Supreme Court.

DRr. W. S. BARLINGAY: It is abso-
lutely wrong.

DrR.R.B. GOUR: You may be
wrong but I am not wrong. [ am say-

[ 3 SHP. 1958 ]
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ing from experience. The point is, if Dr.
Barlingay is so much interested in
judgments, let me quote to him the
judgment itself. The famous Bharat Bank
case was there. In the first instance, I
think the Supreme Court had to discuss
that case whether it can discuss it at all.
Therefore, there was a difference of
opinion among the judges themselves that
the judgment of a tribunal or an award of
a tribunal cannot be subject to a revision
by the Supreme Court. That was the
contention raised. Because a tribunal is
doing a job of delegated legislation. It is
not a judicial body itself that it is subject
to review by an appellate authority. It is a
body which is, wunder legislation,
appointed to do certain delegated job, that
is, fixing wages, settling disputes etc.
Therefore, Justice Patanjali Sastri and
some other judge in the dissenting note
said that this cannot be subjected to
review by the Supreme Court. Justice
Patanjali Sastri was then a judge in those
dp.-but the majority of judges of the Sup-
reme Court held, No, it is a quasi-judicial
affair and therefore it is subject to review
by the Supreme Court.' Therefore, there is
a majority judgment and a minority
dissent. You just see. I want you to think
about it. The employers have got money,
the employers have got lawyers, they
have many resources in their hands.
Therefore they immediately jump into the
Supreme Court and the very purpose of
social justice is lost. Therefore, that is one
aspect. Therefore the working journalists
also raised this question whether the
Wage Board which was doing a job
delegated to it by the law of the land or
was it a quasi-judicial body itself whose
judgment could be reviewed? Without
going into this matter

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: You must
remember that so far as the Supreme
Court is concerned, it merely interprets
the law which is made by this
Parliament. It does nothing more than
interpret.
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Dr. R. B. GOUR: Tam not going into it. |
want you to decide  this. Now, in the
Bharat Bank case, the Supreme Court held
that in  quasi-judicial or judicial cases they
can review the judgments. Therefore, we
raised this question in the  Supreme Court
again whether the Wage Board could be
construed to mean a  quasi-judicial

or judicial body. Could its decisions
be subjectto review by the Supreme
Court? Or is ita body appointed

by the Government to do a job delegated by
the Government, by the law passed by
Parliament? Now, the Supreme Court
without answering this query whether the
Wage Board was a body which was only
discharging a job delegated by law or it was a
quasi-judicial body whose decision was sub-
ject to review, without answering this, they
simply went into this and decided as they did.
So my point is, that that answer has to come.
Therefore, this question must be very seriously
considered because labour as a whole, the
trade union movement as a whole, is facing
this trouble  and difficulty. This must be
decided. Or give us an equality of
opportunity to go to them with all these big
lawyers and others.

A point was raised that we should not
question our ex-Governors and others
appearing before the Supreme Court. No. I
don't think in the past, when we were fighting
with British Imperialists. Mr. Bhulabhai Desai
ever appeared in a case which was not just.
Why should he appear for the employers?
Why could not you offer your services to the
working journalists free of cost? You were a
servant of the country. You have served the
country as a Governor, as a Minister and as a
Member of Parliament.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: May I say to my friend
that the ethics of the profession is that you
have to accept a brief and you have nothing to
do with the right or wrong of your client's
case. By appearing for your client, you don't
identify yourself with your client.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: I entirely agree with my
friend, Mr. Sapru. But I
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would also request him to tell me whether the
ethics of the profession is a written or
unwritten one and the ethics of our legal
profession during the freedom struggle was
that they refused to appear in wrong cases.
Gandhiji himself refused when he was in
Africa. That is also ethics. After all, it gives
weight to the case when the Attorney General
appears on behalf of the employers. It gives
social  weight, political weight and
administrative weight. Why don't you offer
your services to me, to the working journalists
and to their case? After all, you are lawyers
knowing full well that here is a socially
oppressed class of people who have not the
money to put up such lawyers. Why don't you
do that? That would have been superior ethics.

1990

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are not
sitting in judgment on lawyers.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: But the point was raised.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Ifyou
are a lawyer, you can appear on your
free volition. You cannot compel a
lawyer to appear fora particular

party.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: I am not criticising the
legal profession. I am criticising our national
leaders, those who have served the people,
who have come up as the leaders of the
people, as politicians and as Minis*ers and
Members of Parliament. They have not got
merely the capacity of lawyers. Let me be
frank with you. If they are only lawyers, I
have nothing more to say, I have no quarrel
with them. If they have only the principles of
the profession and only these apply to them,
and no other principles apply to them, then I
have no quarrel with them. That is my
contention. Then, Sir, these- gentlemen of the
press are supposed to be the heirs of Gandhiji,
of Balgangadhar Tilak and Surendranath
Banerjee. You can see what they have done to
the working journalists. When the old Bill was
being discussed, a list was produced,

1
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in the House, of 28 persons who were
victimised'. Since then, by now already 20 are
victimised. I don't know how many of the
actual working journalists would be there and
how many new working journalists would be
in their place by the time wages are fixed.
This victimisation is going on on a large
scale. And these are supposed to be the heirs
to Surendranath Banerjee, Mahatma Gandhi
and Bal-gangadhar Tilak.

Dr. P. J. THOMAS (Kerala):
evidence is there?

What

Dr. R. B. GOUR: You want evidence? In
the Hindu, Shri Rama-murthi was victimised
and the Industrial Tribunal's judgment is there
as the evidence. If you want more evidence,
you have the working journalists roaming
about who have been victimised, who are
unemployed. Meet them and talk to them and
you will have ample evidence. If you want
judicial evidence, here it is—the judgment on
the victimisation of Rama-murthi for trade
union activities. Even m the recent Hindu
dispute— the working journalist was on night
shift m the Hindu and after working his night
shift he. came out and started doing day shift.
He worked for about an hour. Then suddenly
the management said, "You are to go to night
shift. So you go away." What is it? Are they
to cancel that one hour?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: According to
your own argument, there has been a decision
given under the Industrial Disputes Act. So
you may go to the next point.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: To say that these
magnates, these upholders of the cause of the
freedom of the press in our country are the
heirs of Balgan-gadhar Tilak, Surendranath
Banerjee and Gandhiji appears to me to be a
fantastic idea. My hon. friend is very tond of
the Hindu. May I ask how such a leading
person in our country like Shri Chelapathi
Rao himself, when he delivered the
presidential
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Conference at Hyderabad, his speech was
blacked out by the Hindu, the great upholder
of the freedom of the press? And may I add
that the Hindw is supposed to be the only
paper in the world which gives so much infor-
mation. But even Shri U. Krishna Rao,
Speaker of Madras Assembly, had to criticise
the Hindu on something being blacked out
from the engagement column. Why talk of the
freedom of the press when the press is in the
hands of these people, these Kasturis, Birlas
and Goenkas? Let us not speak too much
about these gentlemen. They are not the same
gentlemen who had suffered for the country,
who had suffered police repression and
government repression. You cannot compare
them and say these are the heirs of those
people. They are no more their heirs. They do
not have those noble ideas any more. They
have converted themselves into exploiters and
money grabbers. That is why we need a law to
protect the working journalists. Otherwise, do
you mean to say that with Surendranath
Banerjee, Balgangadhar Tilak and Gandhiji, a
law was necessary to protect the working
journalists? Because they are no more there,
because those high ideals of journalism are no
more there with these proprietors, we need this
law. We have been asking for it. You can see
how during the last two or three years there
has been victimisation on a wide scale. There
is no wage increase, but the rates of adver-
tisements have been increasing, not the wages.
What is it? Therefore, very effective steps are
very necessary and this Bill, Sir, we
wholeheartedly support for the simple reason
that the Government can now appoint the
Committee and that Committee will, more or
less, review the decisions of the Wage Board
and finally it will be the decision of the
Government, directly and indirectly, fixing the
wages. Let us see. My only fear is that the
Government in order to make this decision
acceptable to the employers”—I use the word
"acceptable" within quotations—might not
whittle down the Wage Board's decision. That
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[Dr. R. B. Gour.] is my only fear.
Therefore, 1 think this Bill should be
supported and my appeal to the Government
and my request to the Government would be
to see that they deal with this question with
sufficient strength. The employers have been
bargaining from a position of strength. Let
the Government now, through this Bill, deal
with the employers from a position of
strength. The working journalists have been
absolutely cooperative. What to talk of
cooperating with the Government? They are
in the hands of the Government. The
working journalists have been telling
Government to do it. Suggestions coming
from the Government have hardly been
rejected by the working journalists.
Therefore, 1 say, this class of employers
are not so simple as they look. Some of
them have even been attacking the
Government and Parliament. Let me draw
your attention to that. Last year Shri
Gulzarilal Nanda made a speech with
regard to the labour demands in the Lok
Sabha and in that speech he hit out at the
employers. He hardly hits out at the
employers, but he gives warnings, for he is
after all, a non-violent Gandhtan person
and he cannot hit out. He just gave a
warning. That warning, being the speech
of a Minister was to be published and the
Hindustan Times published it. But
explanations were called from the reporter,
the sub-editor and the editor and that
speech was removed or partly removed
from the "Dak" edition. That, Sir, is this so
called freedom of the press. And recently,
Sir, they held a meeting to teach the
Government a lesson  and

*  suggested
at the meeting that there should be
a one day strike by all newspapers,
that they should stop publishing
Ministers' speeches, that they should
stop or cut short Parliamentary pro
ceedings. That was the proposal made
* * * at the
meeting to teach the Government a
lesson. Let them say that this sugges-

**'Expunged as the

Chair.

ordered by
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tion was not made * * * * And these are
the gentlemen who are the up-holders of
the freedom of the press in our country,
to whom we are told we should
approach reasonably.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
will do. Just wind up.

That

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Sir, I thank you
very much for the time you have
allowed me. In conclusion, I must say,
here is an essential piece of legislation
and a legislation to tackle an essential
problem, a problem which has been
delayed too long.
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SHRI T. BODRA (Bihar): Only one
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BABU GOPI NATH SINGH (Uttar
Pradesh): Is it in order, Sir, that one
Member should cast a slanderous remark
against another Member?

SHRI T. BODRA: There was a motion
of No-confidence against the Ministry of
Bihar and the Editor of the "Searchlight"
came out with the full report .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are
not concerned with the Ministry in Bihar.

SHRI T. BODRA: But what I said was
about the Congress party in Bihar.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order. You have to raise it at the proper
place, if you want to raise it.

SYED MAZHAR IMAM: 1 take
objection.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What is
it that has been said, may I know? I am
sorry I did not follow.

St AT AT 919 T A -
AgE & UEET F1 R fzEm

BaBU GOPI NATH SINGH: One
Member charges another Member with
manipulating an assault on another. Is
it in order?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let us
see the proceedings.

DrR. W. S. BARLINGAY: It is a
question of privilege, Sir.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I shall see.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Mr. Mazhar Imam is
entitled to your protection. The statement was
made that he instigated people . . .

MH. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If there is
anything unparliamentary or undignified, it will
be expunged. Please go on.

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: He must withdraw
it, Sir. There is no question of expunging it.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Are
you prepared to withdraw it? You
should not wus. such words, Mr.
Bodra.

SHRI T. BODRA: Yes, Sir, I withdraw it.
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T HA%T ¥ A9 § faw @
g gEEAT AT FIAT § 1)

SHrRi KAIL ASH BIHARI LALL
(Bihar): Mr. Deputy Chairman, it is very
kind of you to give me a chance to speak
a few words on this important legislation.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I came to
know only recently that you wanted to
speak.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: It is
always my sad fate, Sir, that I get the
opportunity at this time of the day.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am
telling you .

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: 1
always despair of my case and I remain
silent only for fear that I may not get
time, and if at all I should get time I will
have to sit till 5 P.M. to avail of the oppor-
tunity to speak for five minutes or so.
Only out of such fear I keep quiet and I
do not even look into the Bills coming up.
Not only that . . .

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
know the rules; an hon. Member must
stand up and catch the eye of the Chair
and then go on. You should not leave it to
me to call your name.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Well, he has the
privilege of speaking just before the
Minister.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Now,
Sir, of course I have got some ideas to put
forward, but I do not think I will carry the
applause of all sections of the House
when I give vent to my ideas. This is
another misfortune of mine.

So far as this Bill is concerned I do not
feel that I can be in line with those people
who have expressed themselves in one
way of thinking.  Generally, in the
country a
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[Shri Kailash Bihari Lall.] feeling is already
there ihat whatever thing is made popular,
whether it is really popular or not does not
matter, whatever thing is made popular, people
take to that path, and these days you can see
that the small urchins are used to make a thing
popular and they with huge flags in their hands
and some slogans on their lips parade a
locality and beyond seeing them carry the
flags and utter some slogans very few people
know what the slogans are, what they are cry-
ing, and when some people gather round them,
those interested in such propaganda feel
gladdened that their purpose is served.

Now, this talk has become popular. As I
have said, whether a thing is popular or not, it
is somehow made popular through such
slogans and the people gathering round them.
Let it be clearly understood that I never mean
to cast any aspersions on the way of thinking
of the hon. Members of this House; it is far
from my intention. But 1 feel apprehensive
about my own self that . . .

DRr. R. B. GOUR: You have made yourself
most popular to us all here.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let trim go
on.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Dr. Gour
has always the knack of snatching at anything
and just saying something to attract the
attention of the House and destroy my thread
of thinking. I will request you with folded
hands not to take away a portion of my time
by these interruptions when we badly require
time to make our observations. I request you to
allow me my own way of thinking and place
before this House what I have come to think
about this Bill.

(Interruptions.)

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
eorder; you please go on.

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: That is
my way of speaking and I request my friends,
the hon. Members, not to disturb me. I am
always under your protection.

Rotes of Wages)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is why I
am telling Mr. Yajee and Dr. Gour.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Now, Sir,
I have already begun by saying that mine is
not the same line of thinking as my hon.
friends' and they spoke that way because there
is the cry at present to please the press, | mean
the working journalists. I am not against the
working journalists. They are as good
countrymen of mine as they can be, as all my
friends here, and I have got every sympathy
for them just as I have got every sympathy for
so many classes of people who are similarly
languishing at this unfortunate time through
which we are passing.

SHrRI SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: Not
crocodile tears.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: I do not
think it is proper for me to say whether they
were crocodile tears or not. He should not
have at least exhibited himself in the way in
which he exhibited himself. I do not know
whether they were crocodile tears or real tears,
but they shed some tears, and they are
shedding tears here in this House for the
working journalists. I am not against working
journalists, I have made that clear. I want that
whatever relief is possible should be given to
them, but the way in which tears are being
shed by my friends in the House led me to
give the introduction how some cause is made
popular only by some flags and slogans. Our
friends are not raising flags and slogans here
in this House, but they are very much
following the same pattern—that when one
person is speaking and shedding tears for the
working journalists all my friends must shed
tears and rally round the same flag and cry the
same
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slogan. That is why I, in my introductory
remarks, said that we should be at least free
thinkers here in this House. We should be
independent thinkers in this House and unless
we are independent, unless we are free here, |
know what thunder will fall on my head from
aboveifl. ..

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY: That is an
aspersion on this House.

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: He is
afraid of the press.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: 1
am speaking of the thunder from
above. (Interruptions.) I am

conscious of that and I am knowingly saying
this that I am not against them even. But I
want to give vent to my independent thinking
and it should be taken in the spirit in which I
am expressing my thoughts. In the first place,
I know that a free press is very essential for
every country and more so for a country which
is making an experiment in democratic ideas.
And do you think that democratic ideas or the
cause of democracy can advance when we
have not got a free press? By the way, | may
give you an instance as to how our press is
being muzzled today, not by Government, but
by the very trend of thought that is prevailing
in our country.

SHrRI SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: Ts this
all relevant?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let him go
on.

SHr1 KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Every
word that you spoke was relevant. It is a very
nice compliment to themselves. See, they
have been speaking for the last three days and
every one of them was relevant and what
escapes my lips becomes irrelevant. You
please keep silent and do not take the time of
the House, which I want to take.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please do not
look at them. Don't be disturbed by them.

] Rates of Wages)
Bill, 1958

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: You will see
that they are spoiling your time and my time
and the time of this House. Let them not
interrupt me. I was saying, without meaning
anything bad against anybody, how the
condition of the press is existing at present in
our country. I have already said that the
Government is not muzzling, nor any law nor
machinery even, but the conditions that are
prevailing in our country, our moral character
may be somewhat responsible. I may disclose
to you this. Once I had occasion to talk to
these so-called working journalists or
pressmen and I said that their method of
reporting was not as fair as it should be. I
asked one of them: why do you report in that
way? And the House will be staggered to
know the reply that he gave me. 'You don't
give us tea. Why should we give you
publicity?' Now, look here, this is the standard
of the press people in our democracy.

2016

THE MINISTER orF LABOUR AND
EMPLOYMENT AND PLANNING
(SHRI GULZARILAL NANDA): Their

condition is such that they cannot

' afford tea for themselves.

SHR1I KAILASH BIHARI
have .

LALL:!'1

SHRIMATI SAVITRY DEVI NIGAM: This
makes you realise their actual situation.

SHrRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: 1 have
realised their actual situation I and also the
actual position. People here in this House should
be independent people. Now, what is the display
between the opposition and the Government on
this very Bill? The display is they are not so
childlike. They are grown up, mature people,
sitting in opposition and they have dittoed
everything of the Government in this Bill. Why?
Especially such a mature, ex-Judge of the High
Court, hon. Member has pointed out: why this

Committee all consisting of Government
servants? This should be an independent
Committee,
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[Shri Kailash Bihari Lall.] not under the
Government. But that has not found support
very much. This idea of independent working
through this Committee has not found favour
with so many members here. (Interruptions.)
And see when it has not struck us it has struck
them. Let them reply. Why have they
approved it? Because they know that the
Ministers can change their seats and they may
have always covetous eyes and watery mouth
for these benches. But they know it quite well
that those who are in the secretariat, those who
are the servants, those who are ruling the
destiny of the affairs of the Government, they
will come under them. In that case they will
stand with folded hands before them just as
they are standing before the present Ministers.
So, with these covetous eyes our friends on
the opposition have let it go as it is.
Otherwise, they would have castigated our
Governmentj they would have come upon the
Government with a heavy hand. They have
seen that it is purposeful. I suppose they have
skipped over it. They have not taken so much
care about this thing: Why should so many
Government servants predominate in that
Committee? They know that the Ministers
have got a certain amount of feelings on party
lines. They are opposed to that way of
thinking. And they feel that if at all these
benches are vacated by them and if such a
fortune favours them at any time they will
come over here. They will have again the
same experience with these Government
servants. Why not let us flatter them, cajole
them from the very beginning?

SHri SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: All
Congress Members have supported it.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: I have
already said that. I do not know what my hon.
friend is referring to. I have myself said that.

(Interruptions.)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order.
Please address the Chair.

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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SHR1I KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Now
there are still three minutes more.

Rates of Wages)

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I may tell
you, Mr. Kailash Bihari Lall. that you must
address the Chair and not Mr. Deokinandan
Narayan.

Suri KAILASH BIHARI LALL: They are
just by my side, without caring for your
advice.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please do not
yield, but go on.

SHR1 KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Please
keep silence. So, they kept silent on such a
provision to which they should have objected.
Why should there be so many Government
servants predominating in this Committee
here? I do not know why their mouth remained
shut, whereas a Member from this side, from
the Congress side, raised the point. It may
seem strange. I am proud that an ex-Judge of
the High Court had the independence to speak
the truth, although it is not a question of party.
Just my friend says that all persons of our
party had supported. I am also supporting this
Bill. That doe& not mean that I am opposing
the Bill. I am also supporting the Bill. I am
just laying before the House one aspect of the
question which led the opposition to support
this Bill in toto, and they were overflowing in
their praise of it and also they spent thousands
and lakhs of words over this Bill. They were
more lavish in their support than the Members
on this side.

SHRI GOPIKRISHNA VIJAIVAR-GIYA
(Madhya Pradesh): Why are you against the
working journalists?

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: I am not
against the journalists. Neither they are for or
against; nor we are for or against. I was
impressing that there should be some amount
of freedom of the press in the country, and the
way of thinking of the people engaged in this
profession should not
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be just as I ftave narrated in the story. Their
way of thinking should be more on
independent lines. But then you will revert to
the question, then you will say unless they are
made free, unless they are free from the cares
of earning their bread, how can they ever be
independent on their part? But I think by this
way of winning their favour by all the parties
showing overzealousness, over-zealousness to
please the press people you spoil their moral
character. 1 think you should not be over-
zealous in that matter. (Interruptions.) There
should be some check over your interruptions
also.

[ 3 SEP. 1958 ]

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let him
continue.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: That was
the point that I made . If we want a free and
independent press we have to build their
character also, so that they may build up our
character. But how can they build our
character, when they are themselves of this
way of thinking?

ot st ATt : 3 A T T
FeqEL YT ANEq 7

DRr. R. B. GOUR: Can any Member attack
the character of any person or any class?

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He is not
attacking anybody's character. Do you want
more time?

SHr1 KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Yes, Sir.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can
finish in about two or three minutes. Order,
order.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI : It is already
five.

(Interruptions.)
MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The hon.

Minister will reply tomorrow. So, I would like
you to finish it in two or three minutes.
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SHRI KAIL ASH BIHARI LALL: All
right, Sir.

Sir, I have not much to say. I want to
disabuse the minds of our friends and also the
press people that [ am in the least against them
or against the Bill. I am very much for this
Bill in howsoever small a measure it may be
benefiting them. What I wanted to say was
that there should be no race between the
Government and the opposition and the other
people in pleasing the press people. To me it
appears that some race is going on
.(Interruptions.)

Surt SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: This is an
aspersion.

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: To you
every word is an aspersion. If you cannot
follow, the Chair is there to understand and to
guide and direct. These interruptions mean
wasting further time. Sir, I was going to make
my position clear with regard to whatever I
said, so that people may not run away with the
idea that I am against the working journalists.
I am only saying that there should not be over
anxiety on our part in respect of one class of
people. There are many classes of people who
are suffering in the same way as the press
people are suffering. Of course it is a good
thing that the Government has taken note of
their suffering.

THE DEPUTY MINISTER or LABOUR
(SHRI ABID ALI) : Are you supporting the Bill?

SHrRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: I fully
support the Bill. I have no doubt about that.
Even the little good that you are able to do to
one class of persons is quite welcome. But the
only point is that you should not be over-
anxious to please one section of the people.

Sir, I had some points jotted down on which
I wanted to say a few words, but I feel that [
should finish now. Thank you, Sir.



