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The Joint Council of Action which consists of representatives 
of various fedenitions of government employees issued a call for 
a token strike on September 19,1968. Tliey made ;i number of 
demands chief Liniong them Ix-ing the merger of deamess 
allowance with pa>- and for a iiecd-based minimum wage. 
Government offered to refer all their demands except the 
demand for a need-based wage to arbitration. The Joint Council 
of Action rejected Uie offer. Thereupon Go\ernment through 
an ordinance declared the strike illegal and warned that serious 
action would be taken against those who participated in the 
strike. About tliis time a large number of democratic trade 
unions decided not to join the strike on September 19. Tlie 
only unions to respond tu the strike call were those controlled 
by the Communists, tlie Samyukta Sociahsts and Uic Prajci 
Socialists. But most workers belonging oven lo these Unions 
ignored the call to strike. The strike was a failure. 

The Joint Council of Action though nominally presided over 
by a member each of tlie PSP and thi' SSF is in reality controlled 
by tlie Communists. Il was ob\ ions thut the democratic leaders in 
tlie Joint Council of Action were merely pawns in the Communist 
game. 

Immediately die winter session of Parliament convened on 
November 11, certain Oijpusition Parties moved a motion of 
no-confidcnce, wliich though couched in the lamtliar fonnula 



The President 's Goi?erntneut 
must he carried on 

191. R. Dlasanl 

Now diat both sides have had their impassioned 
spokesmen, it is perhaps time that we had a slightly 
more detached and objective look at the situation that 
we are discussing. We on these benches find that we 
aie in the face of a clash or a seeming clash between 
two of the important values in our Democracy. The 
first of these is the right of the worker to deny his 
labour and the right to strike wliich are considered 
to be Fundamental Freedoms which only Fascist and 
Communist regimes dare to deny. The other value is 
the maintenance of the social structure. In Britain they 
say that "the Queen's Government must be carried on." 
In India tlie President's Government must also be 
carried on. We have to maintain our social organism 
in a nonnal, peaceful way without allowing it to be 
disrupted in any fashion. In the situation that we have 
gone through, these two principles clashed and hence 
all the excitement and discussion. 

Now, this morning, we on these benches abstained 
from associating ourselves with this motion of no-
confidence in the Government. I tliink we owe it to 
the House to explain why we, with regret, have had 
to dissociate ourselves, as tlie major Opposition Part)' 
in this country, from other groups on this side. We 
did it because of two basic reasons. 

Empty Ritual 

One is diat we feel that too many motions of no-
confidence at the begmning of ever>' Session become 
an empty ritual — an empty ritual that loses much of 
the spontaneity and the feeling that should be beliind 
it. The result of that, or one of the manifestations of 
it, was something that irritated my friends quite 
rightly, namely, the empty Treasury Benches. Tliat 
itself shows how you can devalue censure motions as 
you devalue the currency, and we see how die Prime 
Minister and others are getting accustomed to this. 
That is one reason why we felt that we would not 
associate ourselves with this kind of move. 

The other was d)at, although the motion was moved 
without giving any reasons, wc had the benefit of 
seeing the original motion tabled by the hon. mover 
of this motion. It had eight grounds and we found 
ourselves not very happy or in agreement witli several 
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The iwatantra r u n j a ^..^^^ Ti/i. i 
twrt the Motion and abstained. Whyf . • „ » „ „ 
^Before we answur this question, it might be "^/^^^ting to re-
J that eight years ago. in August. 1960. the Lok Sabha 
Snilarly debated a strike by Government Employees. Then .t 
wTsTn indefinite strike which lasted five days. That s t r^e too 
w S unsuccessful. The main demand then was for mcreased 
deamess allowance. The Swatantra Party at that tune also 
opposed the strike but was very critical of the Ordinance and 
its indiscriminate use by Government. Speaking durmg that 
debate, Mr. Masani pointed out that the demand for mcreased 
deamess aUowance was a direct consequence of the ruinous 
economic pohcies of Government which had l td to rise in prices 
and an erosion in the real incomes of the employees as a 
result of inflation. i ^ ^ 

On the issue of strikes by Government Employees, Mr. Masani j ^ J 
observed; 

' . . . let us limit the truncating of the right to strike, to essen­
tial services and to civil ser\'ants proper. In regard to these, 
I would prefer Sri Jayaprakash Narain's approach—trying 
to get an agreed formida for arbitration—if you like, com­
pulsory arbitration as in Australia, because wo know compul­
sory arbitration automatically prevents a strike . . . I suggest 
to all concerned, including those who led the Government 
Employees to agree to tlie principle that all disputes between 
them and the Government sliould be justiciable and should 
go to a tribunal of some kind, chosen with the consent of 
both the Pa r t i e s . . . You cannot deny a man the right to 
deny his labour uiJess you give him the right to a judicial 
recourse. Once tliis has been accepted, you can illegalisc 
strikes in this limited sphere of activity." 

What Mr. Masimi and Mr. Dandeker said during the No-
Confidence Motion debate on November U and 12. 1968 was 
not different. They reiterated the point that if Government 
Employees could not be allowed to go on strike thi'y should 
have the right of arbitration. 

It would hnvQ been very easy to obtain cheap popularity by 
joining the opposition chorus and denouncing government. But 
then tlie Swataiitra Party is a responsible opposiUon Party \\'hich 
believes in c-onstitutitmalism and the rule ot law. There was no ^ ^ 
doubt that the strike was a communist manoeuvre.* The Com- ^W 
munists have always made irresponsible demands knowing full 
well that such demands will not be accepted as diey are not 
teasiblc m the context of our economic situation. In the result­
ant dissaUsfaction that is generated the Communists derive tlic 
ma.™num benefit. Confusion and chaos are the breeding ground 
for a)mmmnsm and September 19, 1968 was a "dress rehearsal" 
by Uie Communists m Uieir grand design for chaos and con­
tusion at a later date when the country would hi- • rin.-" fnr 
their kind of -revolution". Therefore, t h 7 p a X ^ G r o u p X l i n c d 
to support the motion and abstained. '""^^^^^^P aeclmcct 

The fact that the Swatantra Party opnosed the stril:,. rln^. 

As Rajaji observed: 

nomic policy-a field in w M M ^ . i f i " ^ mvolve issues of eco-



the only exception being the demand for neecU 
based minimum wage which was included in the 
lists of demands fonnulatetl by all organisations. 
Tlie otlier Departments and Ministers of the Gov­
ernment adopted a similar attitude. Any reasonable 
or responsible leadership would have regarded this 
as a fair enough compromise and, dropping the 
idea of the striko, would have begun immediate 
talks for securing in concrete terms the rest of the 
danands either through negotiations or through 
arbitration." 

It is for these reasons that we tl\ink that the strike 
was unjustified. It was a poIitically-moti\ated strike and 
the Government was perfectly right in dealing \vith it 
the way it did. 

Need-based Wage 

Now I might be asked: "Why sliould not the de­
mand for a need-based minimum wage be referred to 
arbitration?" It is a perfectly legitimate question and 
I think both the Government and those who agree 
with me have an obligation to explain way the need-
based minimum wage cannot be referred to arbitra­
tion hke any other. Our present plight is such that 
we are far horn being able to meet the needs of our 
people. We suffer from a bankrupt economy created 
by the economic pohcies of a bankrupt government. 
Wc arc stagnating today. (Intenuption) My logic is 
this. If wc were to pay a need-based wage to any cate­
gories of our employees, whether Central, State or 
otherwise, the aheady deficit budget would have to 
be stretched still furtlier and hvindreds of crOres of 
rupees of further deficit financing would become 
necessary, and these gentlemen who join me in shout­
ing against inflation would be creating die very infla­
tion against which we Iiave resolved to .set our face. 
Also, it would be a deception of those ver>' people 
whom these gentlemen profess to serve because by 
giving them a need-based wage you would be giving 
them a depreciated rupee, taking away witli one hand 
what you are giving with the other. It would lead to 
massive deficit financing and inflation which will ruin 
further the economy of this country. 

Finally, tliis is not the proletariat in our country. 
The Central Government employees are undoubtedly 
an under-privileged part of our societ>' and should be 
getting a fair deal, but they are by no means the poor­
est. There are milhons of people in this country who 
would envy the salary or wage which the Central 
Government employee gets today. Tlicre are landless 
rural labourers, there are millions of our small peas­
ant farmers whose standard of living is undoubtedlv 
poorer still. We cannot, tliereforc, favour a vocal and 
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S ' i * t . t l the events of 19tl> September. 
That betog tlie case, we felt that we could not associate 
oureelves Vith a motion tliat soug^it o condemn the 
Government for the way they handled that particular 
situation. 

Strike Unjustified 

We beUeve that the strike on the 19th September 
was unjustiBed. We beUeve that it was a political 
manoeuvre masquerading or camouHagmg itself as an 

industrial dispute. 
Mr. Nambiar: Absolutely false and irresponsible. 
Mr. Masani: We say that because once the strike ( 

was declared illegal tliere is only one duty for any 
law-abiding citizen and that is to obey the law . . . 

Mr. Nambiar: It was a lawless law, a jungle law. 
Mr. Masani: We cannot associate with a violent 

breach of the law or defiance of the law, once it is the 
law of the country. Tlie way to deal with tlie situation 
was to come to the House and amend tlie law. That 
is why, Mr. Deputy Speaker, we cannot join with 
these gentlemen. We believe, on the other hand, that 
Uiis government which is weak, tliis government tliat 
yields to pressures and appeases pressures, for once 
did the right thing. For once if showed courage in 
maintaining law and order. We believe that for once 
tliey did something on which they had the country 
behind them. . . (Interruption). 

Mr. Piloo Mody. Sir, Why not keep a little law and 
order here? 

Mr. Masani: A very reasonable compromise was 
offered. Some days before the strike took place a 
reasonable compromise was offered to the leaders of 
the strike. Unfortunately, they rejected it. I shall read 
an article by a veteran trade unionist of this country, 
a man who has given more of his sei-vice to the work­
ing class than many of my noisy friends on this side. 
I am reading an article in Opinion by Mr. V. B. Kamik. 
{Interruption). He is senior to these gentlemen in his 
service to the working class of tliis country and he has 
served the working class without entering politics. He 
has this to say: 

"The immediate cause of the strike was the refusal 
of tlie Government to refer to aibitration one 
demand, namely, the demand for a need-based 
minimum wage. The Government had agreed, in 
the course of the talks that preceded, to negotiate 
or refer to arbitraUon all other demands. For 
e.xample, the All India Railwaymen's Federation 
had formulated twenty-eight demands. Tlie Rail­
way Board agreed to settle or refer to an ad hoc 
tribunal twenty-seven out of twenty-eight demands. 



crying tor this reform in the trade union structure tor 
ten or twenty years. Political outsiders should be ex­
cluded and the union should belong to the workers 
themselves. I am very glad that the Government has 
now announced that they will not recognise tliese 
unions unless tliey belong exclusively to the workers. 

Let me now come to another side of the scene — 
eertain long-term aspects of this matter which, how­
ever, ijoint in another direction. 

The question that arises is as to who is responsible 
for creating tliis large army of underpaid civil wor­
kers. Who has indulged in Parkinson's Law and 
created an anny of people in the Secretariat and 
Government establishments who cannot be paid the 
wages to which they are entitled? It is the Govern­
ment; it is their pohcies over the last twenty years 
that have created a large body of underemployed, 
underpaid Government employees. For this the Gov­
ernment is squarely responsible. If they had restricted 
the number, if they had shown some consideration for 
the taxpayers in their Budgets, we would have had 
a smaller number of Government employees getting 
a mucli better wage and they would not have had to 
lace the situation which they have done. 

Similarly, what is responsible for creating a situa­
tion where the Govenmient of diis great country can­
not pay its employees what would be considered a 
decent, humane wage? There again, it is the Govern­
ment's economic policies which have led this country 
to stagnation, bankruptcy and collapse wliich have 
created this situation. For this the Government must 
squarely be held responsible. 

Oisiinciion between Government Employees 

We have son]e time to define our attitude to restrict­
ing the right of Government employees to strike. As 
I said earlier, we beheve that the right to strike is a 
Fundamental Freedom. Only the Communists and 
other enemies of freedom deny that right when thoy 
are in government although they may shout themselves 
hoarse over it now. {Interruption) But the question 
arises in what situation and under what circumstances 
the right to strike can be denied. Now, it is perfectly 
clear that the members of the Armed Forces of the 
country cannot enjoy the right to strike. It is also 
clear that the members of the police force cannot 
enjoy the right to strike nor the members of the ci\il 
service, (Interruption) who have to carry on the 
Presidents administration. But a distinction has to be 
made Ix-tween these Government offieials and the 
commercial employees of Government. When the 
Government becomes an employer, when it stai'ts 
factories, runs airlines and railways and supplies post 
and telegiaph services, then Government has to be-
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small minority at the cost of the big majority of 
toiling masses. 

I welcome tlie wididrawal of the recognition of me 
so-called central federations which had been holding 
the working class till now to ransom. These are small 
minorit>' groups led by the Communists and other 
politicians who have been enjoying a closed shop and 
have been denying the masses of Govenunent work­
ers the representation to which they are entitled 
because a promise was made to these federations that 
tliey would liave a monopoly of representation. They 
have been misusing the monopoly all tliese years and 
I am very glad tliat tliis monopoly has been broken 
at last. 

Mr. Unianath: What about Tata's monopoly? ^k 
Mr. Sheo Narain: Sir, you should help tlie s p e a k e r . ^ ' 
Mr. Masani; I do not need any help. 
Mr. Nambiar: Bring in the normal situation out­

side and then normalcy will be here. Cancel victimi­
sation. That is tlie only remedy for nonnal conditions ^M 
in the Lok Sabha. Take it from us. Otherwise you ^ * 
cannot proceed. 

Dr. Sushila l^ayar: They must stop victimisation of 
speakers. 

Mr. Umanath: Stop victimisation of workers out­
side. 

Mr. Nambiar: Tliere is no mincing of matters. If 
you want normalcy here, bring normalcy outside. If 
there is not normalcy outside, there will be no nor­
malcy here. Let them take it from us. We are ready 
for it. We are game for it. Bring about normalcy out­
side, then there will be normalcy here; otherwise 
everything will be abnormal here in this country. 

Mr. Viloo Mo(hj: I hope you have seen a very good 
exliibition. ^ ^ 

Mr. Masani: I have dealt with these gentlemen for W 
thirty years and I can manage them still, I do not 
mind . . . (Interruption) 

Mr. } . M. Biswas: Let liim only say when he is 
joining the Cabinet. 

Mr. Masani: I am not joining the Cabinet. 
Sir, I also want to welcome the announcement by 
Government . . . (Interruption) 

Mr. Viloo Moclij: Sir, you better make up your mind 
who you want to hear. 

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Shri Nambiar will please 
keep quiet for tlic time being. 

Sahuary Decision 

Mr. Masani: Sir, I was going to say Biat another 
step on which I congratulate the Government is that 
they have decided not to recognise Unions unless they 
belong to the employees themselves and exclude out­
siders from their leadership. Many of us have been 



events that happened in the eapitai, in Indraprastha! 
Estate, to which a reference has been made earher byJ 
Mr. Kunwar Lai Gupta and others, 

Mr. Mambiar: See the pliotos. 
Mr. Masaui: I do not have to see anytlnng youjj 

produce. I liave read tiie documents to the extent ihey' 
are available. There is no doubt in my mind, on thd 
basis of the Deputy Commissioner's Report and also 
the Report of the non-offieial Inquiry Committee to 
which 1 shall refer, that there was a gross abuse of] 
authorit)' and there was excessive violence used by | 
the Police in that particular incident. 

Mr. M. L. Sondbi: Niurder. 
Mr. Masani: I would first read the conclusions of the 

Deputy Commissioner's Report. He says; 

"My conclusions are; 

(i) Sliri M. K. Kaw and Shri Molunder Singh did 
not handle the situation outside 'Y' building 
tactfully at 1 p.m. 

(ii) It was not necessary for the police to enter 
the 'Y' building at about 3 p.m. 

(iii) The decision to send the police force inside 
the buikUng was entirely that of Shri Mohinder 
Singh and none else, and \\-as taken without 
any consultation with Shri M. K. Kaw. 

(iv) The above-mentioned decision was taken in 
disregard of the clear and unequivocal instruc­
tions of the IGP and DC given from the for­
mer's Control Room and repeated to liim by 
the TDG (R) who was present on the spot. 
The officers and ineji of the police force had 
not l)cen told of the objccti\e to be achieved 
b\' the entry of the police inside the building 
nor were they briefed. The rcsponsibilit}" for 
the same is also that of Shri Mohinder Singh. 

(vi) Tlie police indulged in unprovoked beating of 
innocent iiersons and wanton acts of destruc­
tion." 

There was a non-official Committee that also went 
into this matter a little later because of the refusal 
to have a judicial inquiry. The Committee consisted 
of two members, Mr. Sarjoo Prasad, a former Chief 
Justice of the Rajasthan and Assam High Courts, and 
-Mr. Purshottam Trikamdas, a senior Advocate of the 
Supreme Court and a Member of the International 
Commission of Jurists, whom I happen to know over 
my whole life time as a distinguished lawyer, who 
believes in the spirit of the Rule of Law, who is 
entirely unconnected with the elements who were be­
hind the strike and who believes that individual liberty 
is the supreme good. The conclusions to which this 
Committee has come are, in all respects, the same as 
those of the D.C. except that they do not agree with 
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i .-^r inrl when the Govemraent be-

^ n ^ S canno talk of its so^'erc.gnty. It cannot be-
? e Uk Louis XIV sa>ing: -L'Cat ccsi,uo. and 

ofuse to submit to arbitration and say: If an arbz-
L tor gives an award against m c i wdl change . to 
„w own convenience". It is. tlierefore. important that 
we leam to discriminate between different categories 
of GoNemment employees. We cannot take away tlic 
right to strike of the commercial employees of Govern­
ment or even others without givmg them an 
aleniative means of redress. What,is the alternative 
to the denial of labom- or the right to strike? I suggest 
that that alternative is tlie Rule of Law, the right to go 
to arbitration or to adjudication 

Mr. Nambiar: That was not given. 
Mr. Masani: . . . to have a tribunal to which to appeal 

and to be bound by the verdict of the tribunal even 
if it goes against Government. My hon. friend says 
that was not given. It was given in all cases except 
in respect of the need-based wage. 

Mr. Nambiar: Why? 
Mr. Masani: I \vilJ explain. The need-based wage 

is not an issue in an industrial dispute . . . . (Inteirup-
tions) I don't yield; I refuse to yield. You can answer 
me later on. I am saying that the need-based wage 
cannot be referred to arbitration. You may as well 
refer tlie Budget of the country to arbitration; you 
may as well refer the country's international policy 
to arbitration! You cannot refer the basic economic 
and political issues facing this nation to arbiti'ation. 
Tliose are political and economic issues whicli this 
Parliament and the people of India will decide in a 
democratic manner. What you can refer to arbitration 
are specific industrial disputes. It is the specific indus­
trial dispute which is referable to arbitration. There­
fore, I saj", when we deal with the Bill that will corner 
before us to replace the Ordinance that has been 
passed. \se will take our position and we sliall discuss 
tlie matter in detail and we will see that the right to 
strike is not taken away unless the right to arbitration 
and adjudication is given. 

This is the stand I took in this House on 8th August, 
1960, when I opposed the Bill brought for\\ard by 
Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru and his Government to outlaw 
the Central Govcrnmonl employees' strike without 
agrecmg to go to adjudication or arbitration. All these 
noisy gentlemen then supported the amendment which 

moved agamst the Government! They are not going 
to gag us here. Tliey can do it in Prague if they want 

Indraprastha Incident 

JhZfnr T^'"' I T ^'^;'^'' * ^^""^^l ^^<^ to deal xMth I>efore I conclude and that is the unfortunate 
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Tohen Strike or 
Dress Rehearsal? 

I 
N. Dandeker 

Mr. Speaker, Sir, just as we had feared, the debate 
on this motion has degenerated into a set of intolerant 
speeches (Interruption). 

Mr. Speaker: Order please. Let us hear him. 
Shri N. Damleker: Mr. Speaker, Sir, just as we had 

feared the debate on this motion has degenerated into 
a set of intolerant speeches, concerning a very serious 
matter (Interruption). 

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. 
Shri N. Dandeker: I hope these gentlemen on my 

left will show us the same indulgence that we exten­
ded lo their leaders when they spoke. Now, Sir, the 
debate, as I said, has descended into a most intem­
perate kind of discussion concerning matters of very 
grave importance, namely the central government 
employees' strike, call it a token strike, or a substan­
tive strike, or whatever it was supposed to be. Both 
for the Government as well as for those who went on 
strike, as well as for the public too, it was an extreme­
ly serious matter. But unfortunately the debate, as it 
has j)roceeded, has taken a turn which was most un­
fortunate. On the other hand it has been sometimes 
raised to a level, as was done by Acharya Kripalani 
to whose speech one listened widi rapt attention. 

By the mere choice of a "one-line" motion to cen­
sure Government it has also enabled some speakers 
on the government side to resort to cheap jibes at the 
Opposition Parties by saying tliat there was nothing 
else they could find to censure Govemment \vith. It 
has also enabled some speakers, particularly on this 
side of the House to obscure the issues, sometimes 
relating to the strike itself, or to side-track the pro­
blems by debates relating to the need-based wage and 
matters of that kind. 

I must, therefore, begin by reiterating oin- position 
on my side. In the first place, we maintain—and we 
havL' said diis over and over again—that strikes b\-
pubhc servants, as distinguished from strikes by those 
employed by government in their industrial under­
takings-are altogether impermissible (Inter-
nipiions). 

An Hon. Member: fley Sheo Narain! (Interrupliona). 
Mr. Speaker: Will the Hon. Member resume his seat? 

Someone shouted 'Hey Sheo Narain". Let tliem settle it 
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the attempt of the other report to exonerate the two 
senior officials. Mr. Tandon and Mr. Kaw, wlio happen­
ed to be 0.1 the spot. They have said that they are 
not satisfied that tlic blame can be cast on the junior 
officers antl thc\ bcUcne that these two people also 
were responsible for what happened and, in fact, they 
say that Mr. Kaw wus actually seen assaulting innocent 
people. Thorc is a conflict of findings between these 
^vo scrutinising bodies on this particular point as to 
where the responsibility lies, but both agree that some­
thing very liorrible happened. In die light of that, the 
non-official Inquir)- Committee hus come to the follow­
ing conclusion: 

"Wc think that the incidents pre-eminently call for 
a thorough judicial inquir>' .since they affect ce r -<^ 
tain basic principles of the administration, namely, 
the safety and security of loyal government ser­
vants, the control and discipline of tlie poUce and 
the co-ordination and respect which one depart­
ment of the Go\'eniment should have for another." 

I 

Judicial Inquiry 

I believe, Mr. Deputy Speakei', that a judicial in­
quiry should be used very sparingly like motions of 
no-confidcnce and Unit neitlier of them .should be 
made cheap, as the motion today has been made. But 
there are occasions when, in order to restore public 
confidence, in order to bring the guilty to book, it ^ _ 
becomes necessarj' that a Tribunal, in whose indepen- ^ | 
denee and capacity there should be no doubt, should 
go into incidents concerning large numbers of civil 
servants who were loyally doing their job on a day H 
when they could very well have gone on strike if they 
had listened to those elements; on such occasions cer- ^ 
tainly there should Ix; a judicial inquiry. 1 think W ' 
Government have blundered cgregiously in refusing 
to face the facts on this matter. I would even now 
appeal to tlie Prime Minister and the Home Minister 
to reconsider this matter. I am speaking as one who 
supports their handhng of the strike, but when thev 
do not agree to have a judicial inquiry into the matter, 
I feel I must vigorously part company with them and 
dissociate myself from the stand taken in this matter. 

For all the reasons which I have given, wc on these 
J3enches will abstain from voting when this motion is 
put to the vote. 



I quite clearly, strikes by pubUe servants, as disting­
uished from strikes by worknaon in the industrial 
employment of Government, arc, we think, entirely 
impermissible. They do no good to the employees 

I diemselves. They hold the entire government to 
ransom, and what is worse, they completely dis-
orgamse tJie entire civil life of the population. I think 
in diis connection Acharya Kripalani was veiy graphic. 
But I would merely mention die dimensions of the 

i problem. 
Something like 2.-5 miHion employes, had tlicy all 

gone on strike, would have held up the life and 
labours and all that goes with it, of 500 million people 
of this country. It is not permissible. We cannot allow 

•
lialf a per cent of the population to hold the Govern­
ment to ransom or the public to ransom until the 
Govermnent pays the forfeit they demand. 

Precisely for that reason, our position secondly is 
this, diat it is essential that in the organisation of 
Government and its relations with its own employees, 
diere must be compulsory procedures for the settle­
ment of disputes. We cannot have this thing going on 
and on and on, employees making demands, a con­
siderable piirt of them perfectly legitimate, Govern-

I m e n t going on negotiating with them, nobody know­
ing exactly where they are, and Government then 
declaring t)njt they have the final word on the subject. 
There is urgent need that there must he made avaif-
abie procedures of a compulsor)- kind, tlie lesults of 
which would be l>inding both on die Government and 
on the employees. 

r 
I 

i'olicc Excesses 

Thirdly, Sir. we cannot in any ex'cnt countenance, 
regardless of whether the strike was proper, or whe­
ther it was improper, whether tlie Government was 
right etc.-regardless of all the.sc considerations we 
cannot possiblv countenance excesses in the enforce­
ment of law and order such as were committed in 
Delhi and other places, just as we lia\'e refused to 
countenance the loial imwfiviifj by the {ToUce in States 
like West Bengal last j-ear. and in Kerala during the 

course of the last year and this year (hUcr-
rnptions). The police have a duty to perform, and 
Hiat duty they must perform and should not refrain 
Irom performing, and that dulv the\- must perform 
without resort to excesses. It is dilficult and often un­
pleasant duty. I will not sa\^ tliut sometimes a little 
excess here- or there would not hapix-n. Hut the kind 
of happenings of which there have been a great maii\-
of graphic description heie , - the kind of happenings 
at Indraprasdia Estate, the kind of happenings in 
lathankol. Bikaner and elsewherc,-are not die sort 
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between theniseives first! Someone has shouted as if it 
is a market place. Tiifs is the ParJi.iment of t]ie country. 

listening to the speech of Shri Ramamurti before 
coming here and while lieing here and I saw that it 
was heard with great respect and patience. Here is 
the Secretary of the largest Opposition Part)' 
and Deputy Leader of tlie Party speaking, and speak­
ing for the Opposition. It is not just Shri Tliirumala 
Kao who is speaking now (Intcirupfions). It is not as 
if some member is speaking for the Congress Benclies. 
If that was so, I could understand {Intemtptions). 

Shri Randhii- Siii'^h: Shri Thirumaia Rao is our 
Deputy Leader. 

Shri Sheo Narain: Do not be so cheap alwut our 
leader. If you give me ten minutes, I will pa>- him 
back in the same coin. 

Mr. Speaker: In the case of the Deputy Leader of 
the Congress Party, the ruling Partj', I can understand. 
But they are not allowing one oi their own Opposi­
tion Party Leaders to speak. 

S/iri Jijotirnioy Basu: His i.s a subsidiary of tlic ruling 
party. It is isolated. 

My. Speaker: Th(;y arc the biggest Opposition Party 
in tlie House, 45 strong. Whether they arc isolated 
or the hon. Member and his Party is isolated, is not 
niy business. 

Shri JtjOtinnoy Basu: Tlie\ go to Rajasthan with 
Hcngals money and fight elections {Infcnuplions). 

Mr. Speaker: They have 45 members here and they 
iiavc all come elected. 

Shri Bah'aj Madhok: Can the hon. Member make 
remarks like this? He may have got elected with 
C;hine.se monc)' or Communist money. He does not 
represent the people. He has no faith in this Parlia-
»)('nt. He does not know fiow to behave (Inlerrupfions). 

Shri Visicamttha Mciwn: \Vho the hell is he to shout 
like this? {Interrupt ions). 

Mr. Speaker: All the hon. Members of this House 
are elcctetl. Nobody is nominated or something like 
that. .Ml are elected by the people from different con­
stituencies, whether it is Rajasthan, Punjab or Bengal 
or Naxalbari or an\'where else. Tlierefore, let us not be­
little one smother. 

Shri Hem Barm: \Vl\y Naxalbari? 
Mr. Speaker: That is also one section of view, whe­

ther iic likes it or not. I would appeal to all to observe 
restraint. 

Swatantra Po^tttion 

Shri N. Dumkkcr: I ^vouid like to begin by briefly 
restatmg my Party s position in this matter. Firstly and 
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Token Striice, I coutd have understood, if only some 
odd civilian oiEcers here and there were chosen deli­
berately for tlic expression of a token hostihty, animo­
sity or antipathy, whatever you may like, to the deci­
sion of the Government. But what kind of a token 
strike was this? Was this not a strike extending to the 
railways, a strike extending to the vital communica­
tions, a strike that was known to be extending to all 
systems of communications and transport vital to the 
Me of this country, vital in carrying on die day-to­
day business of the people, vital to die defence of the 
country? I am not prepared to accept that kind of 
strike as a "token strike". I am, therefore, not prepared 
to criticise the Government for refusing to accept it as 

ka token strike. I think when strikes by pubhc servants 
"extend to tiie hfe-iine, to means of commmiications 

and transport, they are nothing else but dress re­
hearsals for many worse things to follow. Indeed, if 
the Government had not refused to regard this as a 
token strike and had taken it lightly, they would not 
be deserving of the right to govern because they may 
not take risks of that kind when it looked like a dress 
rehearsal for a major operation. 

Secondly, Mr. Joshi asked: was it necessary to 
declare by Ordinance this exercise as illegal? It has 
been argued, and I know this is correct because I was 
myself a pubhc servant once, that there exist Rules 
of conduct whereby going ou a strike or persuading 
anybody to go on a strike are matters in respect of 
which disciplmary action could be taken by the 
Government against its employees. But this was not a 
question of taking disciplinary action here and there. 
This was a ease of a dehberate,—so as far as die 
Government could make out, a deliberate, calculated 
and well diought out attempt to put die whole comitry 
and also the machinery of Government out of 
operation. Indeed, even if you accepted it diat it was 
a token strike to put everything out of operation for 
only 24 hours {Interruptions). 

Shri Nambiar: Why not arbitration? It is said tliat 
it was a calculated attempt. It was calculated because 
tliey did not want arbitration. 

Shri N. Dandeker: Even in those circumstances, 
Mr. Speaker, I again have no doubt whatever that 
the Government had necessarily to provide itself widi 
the appropriate preventive machinery to deal with the 
matter. 

Shri Nambiar: They had done it. It is dieir respon-
sibihty. 

Was the Strike 'Popular'? 

Shri N. Dandeker: Tlie tJiird point tliat was made 
by Mr. Joshi was whether this strike was popular? 
popular ui the sense, whether a majority of the Gov-
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of excesses that anybody witli any decent sense of 
values can possibly tolerate. 

Whitley Council Procedure 

Hax'ing said that, let me turn to matters of some 
importance. Let us attach some importance to the 
merits of the problem at issue instead of showmg a 
good deal of mere heat or sentimental emotionalism or 
partisanship about all this. Turning, as I said, to some 
points of importance that were raised during the de­
bate, I would like, first of all to commend what Mr. 
Natli Pai said about the importance to be attached to 
the institutions of Goveniment themselves. Referring 
to the matter of procedure, to which I also referred, 
I would like to emphasise the importance which Mr.< 
Nath Pai attached to what is called the Whitle;-
Council procedure. Tlie Whitley Council procedure 
has worked admirably abroad. There is no reason why 
this should not work equally well here provided the 
appropriate temper and the appropriate willingness 
to compromise were present on both sides. 1 say both 
sides because 1 am aware of the complaint which Mr. 
Nath Pai was making that there is a certain temper 
still, though not very much, among officials that they 
are not prepared to compromise, that they are not 
prepared to come with the right temper to these nego­
tiations. But equally 1 may say that the attitude, as 
far as I can make out, of those who were negotiating 
for the workers,—not of the workers or employees 
themselves but of those negotiating for them was also 
utterly uncompromising, Init what I wish to empha­
sise is the importance of the point made by Mr. Nath 
Fai that whatever the procedure,-if it is Whitley 
Council, let us have Wiiitley Council, if it is adjudi­
cation, let us have adjudication, if it is arbitration, let 
us have arbitration,-hut the approach to these matters 
ill regard to their substance as well as the temper with 
which one approaches them is of the greatest import­
ance; and I would therefore suggest that there is a 
good deal in what he said that is worth noting by 
Government. 

Tlicn, Sir, Mr. S. M. Joshi described ver)' graphi­
cally the course of events that eventually cuhninated 
m what is described as a token strike. I do not know 
whether the account tliat he gave us in detail was 
accurate; but I would certainly say it was verv plaus­
ible. I thmk there is a responsibiUty cast on the Home 
Mmister when he replies to clear the air in respect of 
these matters. 

Token Strike? 

Some points of substance were also raised in Mr 
joshis speech to which I must briefly refer. He said' 
and many othei. said, that it was a "token strike". A 
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tee on Fair Wages reported upon this very difficult 
problem of appropriate wage levels. They said there 
was such a thing as "minimum wage" below wluch 
the wages must in no circumstances be allowed to fall, 
and in case an employer could not pay a minimum 
wage, he had no right, no business-he may work by 
himself if he Iiked,~but no right to employ any person 
who may get a wage which was less than the mini­
mum wage that one should pay. Then there was a 
concept of the "living wage" that enabled a person 
and his family to live decently. Let me put it in its 
extreme simplicity, it is simply this: a living wage is 
a wage diat will enable an ordinaiy family to Uve 
with some decency as to the day-to-day living with 
ome assurance against the hardships of life and so 
n. And they say that in between these two, — the 

minimum wage and the living wage — there should 
be a wage level called the "fair wage" for which you 
should strive to work; tliat one could work on a fair 
wage. They said that all the exercises in wage deter­
mination must be concerned widi assuring the em­
ployees that they do not fail below a minimum wage; 
and if possible they should ti-y and raise them to the 
level of the living wage; and sometimes in between 
there should be a level of which one could say it was 
a fail- wage, having due regard to the numerous re­
quirements such as the capacity of die particular unit 
to pay and having regard to productivity, profitabilit)-
and so on. There is a whole Ust about these deter­
minants: six to seven determining factors which they 
said would have to be taken into account in deter­
mining the fair wage. 

Then in 1957, there was evolved a concept, not just 
of minimum wage, but of a miniiuum need-based 
^vagti, a very useful concept. 1 will not go into tlie 
details of it. The details have been often narrated and 
frequently debated. But there is also one proviso to 
it which says that for anyone who is unable to pay 
a minimum need-based wage, the burden is on him 
to estabhsh why he cannot pay die minimmn need-
based wage. I do not tliink anybody here would 
quarrel witli that concept as a concept. You may have 
difficulties about the details of computing the mini­
mum ueed-based wage. The mmimum need-based 
wage may vary from place to place, from region to 
region and from time to time. But the concept that 
there is such a thing as minimum need-based wage 
below which if possible we should not go; and that 
if you do go below diat the burden is on you to justify 
doing so, is not a concept with wliich we can quarrel. 
What Mr. Dange pointed out was that article 43 of 
the Constitution not only required a minimum need-
based wage to be paid but the effort of the policy 
should be to strive and strive hard in the direction 
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1 eminent servants, or the pubhc a a whoie were for 
I for against it. I do not know how all the pubhc 
I emn^ felt about the matter. But I have had 
• the opportunity o£ speaking to a large number of 
1 public servants about the strike; that was when the 
• strike was threatened. --Vud they were all terribly aoxi-
• ous and they were all hoping that there would be no 
m strike. I have no doubt whatsoever . . . (Interruptions) 

that for a large majority of them it was not gomg to 
m. be a popular exercise. The word popular' to me means 
• also liow the public at large viewed this transaction. 

VVliat was the xxiblic view on this matter? I have not 
met anywhere any responsible or ordinary members 
of the pubhc. any common man, or ordinary men or 
business men, who thouglit tliat tliis was a nice tiling, 
to do. tliat tliis was the only tiling left for the public' 
servants to do. I would like to go on record that this 
was not a popular strike so far as the public were 
concerned. 

t Shri Narnbiar: Which strike did you support in your 
Ufe? 

Shri N. Dandeker: Finally, about the police exces­
ses, various reports have been read. Mr. Masani read 
from certain reports. I have witli me a report made 

B by the District Magistrate here as weXi as by a former 
' judge, Mr. Sarju Prasad. I am accustomed to reading 

official documents with a good deal of calm imper­
turbability. And I camiot help feeUng that here there 
is a matter wliich undoubtedl)' required a very care­
ful judicial enquiry, because the degree of excesses, 
the kind of excesses, the absence of any necessity for 
any excesses of that kind—all that sort of thing—make 
it perfectly clear to me tliat in a situation like this, 
where a large number of public servants are involved 
and where the excesses of this kind against them are in­
volved, there is no doubt about it that there has to be, 
and should be a judicial enquiry. Only a judicial en­
quiry will bring out what the matter was and where 
it no\\' stands. 

Now Sir, within tlie few minutes left to me, I will 
turn to some more fundamental points that were 
made so ably, that were made with such persuasive 
eloquence though not witli a great deal oi validity of 
argument, by my friend Mr. Dangc. I listened with 
great respect to his speech yesterda>', ^vhen he ex­
panded this concept of the need-based wage and also 
the question of the capacity to pay. 

Need-based Wage 

would Til."?'V^^* *'̂ ^^ '°"^*^ P̂ î̂ '̂ *̂̂  v̂it»i ^"e, I 
he ec t o ? , r̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ ^""y *'"^^>' ^ ^'^ minutes, to 

r UvinJ w^l '•'̂ e the minimum wage, the fail- wage. 
in 1949 wh?n ""^^r"^" °eed-based wage. It was 

iy4J when a Committee called the Commit-
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how best tKey can strive towards it. 1 say it is tkeir 
duty tlien to assure their employees that that is their 
objective. The extravagancies of Government not only 
have been, but continue to be, so great and the cost 
of living so high that today even if an increase of a 
mere Rs. 5 was to be given in the pay of every em­
ployee of the Central Government, the State Govern­
ment and the Municipal and Local Government, the 
bill would be of the order of Rs. 70 to 75 crores. 

The Cosi oi Prohibition 

When I say this, tliere came to my mind those moon­
beams of hghter lunacies that were exhibited at Goa, 
the most dazzling of them being the undertaking of 
iMr, Morarji Desai that he would pay 50 per cent of 
the cost of indulging in the stupid exercise of enforc­
ing prohibition in seven years' time. The Prime 
Minister, who was present, did not contradict him. 
A quick calculation shows that it would cost some­
thing like 135 crores. If Government has got that kind 
of money to throw away, I am not prepared to listen 
from them the story that they cannot pay, no more 
than 1 would be prepared to listen to a similar story 
from an industrialist. If I looked at liis income and 
expenditure and if he said he could not pay a need-
based minimum wage but had money to indulge in 
extravagant fads, I would ask him ten thousand 
questions before 1 accept it. I am not saying this 
theoretically. I had the good fortune to appear before 
the wage board for the cement industry in 1958. I 
told them the workers were entitled to receive a need-
based wage; but as these gentlemen were also looking 
into our account, 1 also satisfied them that we cannot 
afford it. So I said to them: you make up your mind 
and if we have to pay, it must come from a rise in 
the price of cement, i.e. the consumer has to pay. But 
we did not say that we would not pay. But what this 
Government says is: we will continue with our stupid 
policy of extravagance; we will undertake to make 
good 50 per cent of the loss due to enforcement of 
prohibition; but we cannot afford a need-based wage. 
The Prime Minister was present and I must assume 
that this statement was made with her prior approval 
because she did not contradict it despite its being 
such an important matter. 

If there is tliat sort of money available and if the 
State Government can also afford to bear the remain­
ing 50 per cent of the loss on prohibition, tJiat is to 
say, if sometliing of the order of Rs. 250 to 300 crores 
can bo cheerfully drained away for this exercise in 
futility called prohibition, then, I am not prepared to 
accept the Government's case that they cannot pay a 
need-based wage to its employees. {Interruptions). 

Mr. Speaker: You must now conclude. 
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of a liN-ing wage which, as I said, is at a higiier level 

still. 
Having; said that, Mr. Dange went furtlier and tliis 

is where I begin to say that his case was invalid. la 
the first place, the Minimum Wage Body - the 15th 
Labour Conference as a matter of fact, — was ex­
pressly concerned with wage levels in industrj'; and 
here I make no distinction, between industrial em­
ployees of the Government and the industrial 
ployees in the private sector. — 

Two Yardsticks 

rial em- ^ H 

10 reason • • I They are all industrial emplo\ ces. There is no 

why there should be separate j'ardsticks for the t w o ^ ^ 
But expressly these concepts were appHcable t t ^ P 
industrial labour, not to Government employees. 
Secondly, at tlie earliest opportunity, - I think it was 
before die Second Pay Commission, - when a clarifi-
cation \v&s sought from Government as to whether m 
they have accepted tliis and whether it applied to 
Government employees in general, Government 
quickly reacted and said, "no". At tlie same time, 
having said diis and because I would like to put the 
record straight, I must add that Government have 
never accepted that they were bound by it even for 
tlieir industrial employees. 

But I say that Government ought to be striving 
towards it. Mr. Kripalani made an important point 
that tliese white-collared workers in Government 
service are far more severly ground between die 
nether stone of rising prices and the upper stone of 
increasing indirect taxes and they have no supple­
mentary income. The ordinary industiial worker has 
the good ioTtvine oi ha-vmg a wife who perhaps e a m s ^ ^ 
a Uttle; and may be also a grown-up son to assist h im.^P 
But die white-collared workers have suffered in­
creasingly for the last 15 years. Tlianks to the utterly 
misguided and fundamentally wrong economic poh-
cics of Government and die utterly fantastic and 
extravagant expenditure of Government, like indulg­
ing in vast public sector enterprises widi no monej-. 
It has not been possible for Goveiiiment to finance 
these extravagancies except by measures which have 
brought about, on the one hand, rising prices and, on 
Uie oilier, mcreasing indirect taxes, with the result 
wiat Uiese poor people, the wliite-collared brigade, 
have been the worst sufierers. Therefore, it is not 
enougti tor Government to say that Uiey do not accept 
this particular concept of the need-based wage, that 
they would do v.h^t Uiey can, but they will not allow 
anybody to go into this question as to what should 
be the need-based wage at Madras, Dellii, Calcutta 
k f n i T ^ " °.° the Government cannot claim that. It 

em to go mto lliis question at leisure and see 
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Skri N. Datideker: Now, Sir, I want to come to a 
close. As I said, it is unfortunate that this censure 
motion should have degenerated as it did into on such 
a serious subject at such a low level. As stated by 
Acharya Kripalani a strike by public servants is not 
permissible; and it could not be accepted even if all 
that they insisted upon wiis a machinery for the settle­
ment of a dispute. Let there be no doubt about it. 
Mr. Dange was right only to the extent that lie tirged 
that when the n(^-based minimum wage has been 
accepted as a principle by Government for industrial 
workers, there was no reason why it was unaccept­
able as a concept equally valid for Government 
servants. If there was no capacity to pay, I can quite 
understand that for it only means it will take time-
to reach that objective. If there was no capacit)' to* 
pay these peop/e B.s. 15 or 10 or even 5 extra per 
montli, I can understand that too. But if there is 
capacity to drain down Rs. 250 to Rs. 300 crores per 
aimum for prohibition, then I am bound to say that 
the Government's case is not only invalid but also 
dishonest. 
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