33 Delhi Shops and Ests.

(Anule) Bill
[s zERIEs]
¥z ¥ ¥l 7Y OF HE) YT AU AL, A
£q @9 #1 wAFnEd §¢ fF g dz
vezifmaizg ©sz #8 FW STW L)

gl v feedt ®1 amgs &, &9
w1 HA H § g wiga ad fs fead
s sw & wig § Al fead W &t
afafez famr @ 1 ge@ad &1 & 5o
Al g, AR F 37 ¥ afewre a4 7
I AT FrmAT@ @ IW oW
eIz A Fr g AT ¢ fw gm o
&8 O ag & 341 241§, gEarUw A9
g damangi@dSHE Aqe
3 7@t AT A w1 § A1 qAA TLAAT F
QY T @Y AT S war w@ar faaw
w0, wa Fif fefessdr it an ar a1
|AT 3 1 g oEAT AR ¥ @ qmr . &
famg® diftass 55 wr § | wfeg Ju
s oagt g f5 mem 3E oeEad
suw, a3t femEde waaad su F
feité dw 5T aifs 2o A mige 1 aF oy
¥ foq S &1 AETF § IT F) qIGA
faF 1R faw g gag Wt A
g% AT G2 gFATA F 9o DDA
Fq1 § g WY *ar §% |

o W W AR et gweA
T wmiqAr fadas #1 fadgan e Agar
w1 95z g1 4g & % qfld aed )
Al gEEEl A FHAE aga AW § 70
foaan | foe e ageql 7 5@ & Ao faan
aft A @ &1 @a fear ) afsT ag
a1 EI TAE W Wifge § )
ganEl 1 gw faeelt gmaT § q@ 99
F97 §1 aww fFa qgar qgrag @
T § W@ W & fer a3 sy aga
ywer 512 7R § FmAR s &
aE & a3 g fadt, ag s SR

AUGUST 6, 1970

Dock Workers’ (Regn. and 332
Emp.) Amd. Bill

AW arya arg AF g1 AR K
AT FTH & TE W agaiw  faT
A ®r Wit gt 1 3g FETAT F
fau s ¥ aqrar f& = 7 afonar 7@
ERCE AR AR CMECEICR R
g 4t 1 gwA ag g fr gaw) afmar
FI ATTEwal 781 & | feT awa § 6 S
f& Ay qgwal @ aoar wfemd gy av
feT 58 9 faai &1 | &fFT us T
tfegn oo & et g F @wA |
TS A IT FRAT AZ WG wT AT R
gH g FTAFT | T IAAT F wg w¢ K
quTA wTedl 1 AR g o wEm
7 fadas 1 @ma fear § Al
anda fgar ¢

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : The question
is :

““That the Bill, as amended, be passed.

The motion was adopted.

16.11 hrs.

DOCK WORKERS (REGULATIGN OF
EMPLOYMENT) AMENDMENT BILL

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF LABOUR, EMPLOYMENT
AND REHABILITATION (SHRI
BHAGWAT JHA AZAD): Sir, 1 beg to
move :

“That the Bill further to amend the
Dock Workers (Regulation of Employ-
ment) Act, 1948, as passed by Rajya
Sabha, be taken into consideration.™

As the hon. Members are aware, the
parent legislation was enacted in 1948 mainly
with a view to reducing the hardship suffered
by dock workers due to the casual nature of
their employment. The Act empowers
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Qovernment to frame sceemes for the regis-
tration of dock workers in order to ensure
greater regularity of employment of dock
workers whether registered or not.

We have so far framed schemes for the
decasualisation of stevedore labour in the
ports of Bombay, Calcutta, Madras, Cochin,
Visakhapatnam, Mormugao and Kaodla.
Each scheme is administered by a tripartite
statutory body called the Dock Labour Board
having equal* number of representatives of
the Government, dock workers and em-

, ployers of dock workers and shipping com-
panies, The workers registered under these
schemes are entitled to benefits like rota-
tional booking, minimum guaranteed wages
in a month, attendance allowance, disappoint-
ment money, leave, holidays with pay, provi-
dent fund, gratuity and welfare facilities,
Schemes for listing of cerlain calegories of
dock workers with a view to collect relevant
date before the question of their decasua-
lisation is considered #re also in operation in
the ports of Bombay, Madras, Visakhapatnam
and Kandla, The workes listed under these
schemes are also getting certain similar bene-
fits as indicated for the registered workers
which vary from major port to major port,

16.12 hrs.
[Sur1 K. N. TIWARI in the chair]

In the light of the experience gained of
the working of the variovs schemes, some
improvements in the present law have been
considered necessary. The Bill seeks to make
suitable amendments. These relate to the
inclusion of provisions in the Act for in-
curring of expenditure for the welfare of the
employees of the Dock Labour Board and
making the Directors, Managers, etc. of the
companies liable for offences or abetment
thereof * punishable by schemes framed

under the Act. The Statement of Objects
and Reasons explains the purpose of the
Bill.

1 hope that the provisions of the Bill
will be welcome to all sections of the House.
1 commend the Bill for the considerasion of
the House.

MR, CHAIRMAN : Motion moved :

“That the Bill further to amend the
Dock Workers (Regulation of Employ-
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ment) Act, 1948, as passed by Rajya
Sabha, be taken into consideration.”

SHRI LOBO PRABHU (Udipi) : Sir,
the minister has reeled off so many happy
features .of dock labour that I wonder
whether he is living in this country or in
some forgotten paradise. There has been
nothing more unsatisfactory in this country.
than the conditions of dock labour and the
port trusts. That this should happen ins-
pite of this legislation dating back to
1948 is no commendation of the minister.
That this should happen when so much is
being done for dock lrbour is actually a
condemnation of the wrong policies followed
by the Government. We have, therefore,
to cxamine this Bill in the context of the
failure of the Labour Ministry to control
dock labour and to assist the Transport
Ministry to discharge its duties to the coun-
try in making sea transport easy, cheap
and prompt.

The importanct of docks is that if they
held up either the incoming imports or
outgoing exports, they touch the whole line,
Sometimes reaching right down, as in res-
pect of jule, to the worker. The last strike
of workers in Calcutta is estimated to
have held up Rs. 110 crores worth o
exports. One has to consider what it
means in terms of loss of foreign exchange,
loss arising from failure to keep the con-
tracts, loss for shipping dues, demurrage
charges and so on. All because of the
failure of the ministry to solve the problems
of dock labour, At the same time when
there was this stevedore strike, there was
another strike by bargemen which lasted
70 days and another strike in the port trust
in the form of go slow. There were three
strikes simultancously in Calcutta. The
result is, Calcuita which held the first
place among the poris of india is now
holding the sixth place. Goods are being
shipped from Kandla across the whole con-
tinent instead of being shipped from Cal-
cutta. This is such an innocuous Bill that
we could have forgotlen about it. There
are more important things which the
ministry has not considerd. In 1969, they
had a tripartite commitiee which made
various proposals for solving the problems
of Calcutta port. They found that 18,000
workers were surplus and recommended



338  Dock Workers' (Regn.

that they should be voluntarily retired,
a recommendation which has not seem
implementation till today. On the other
hand, these very workers have been paid
overtime wages! What is the port trust
doing that such things should occur 7 No
doubt that question should be addressed
to the Transport Ministry, but the port
trust is also dependent on the Labour
Ministry for all the troubles that labour
creates for it. In this matter the co-opera-
tion between the Ministries is not there.
Even the Minister of Transport, who should
have been present, is not be seen although
he is quite zealous as the Minister of
Parliamentary Affairs.

So, we have mnow really got to think
in terms of doing something for the dock
labour which will end this malaise, this
disease which has been persisting not only
in Calcatta—I mention Calcutta because
it is the worst—but also in Bombay,
Madras and Cochin. So, you have strikes
everywhere. The latest proposal in the
Bill is a tripartite body at the Centre
compost of the three main all India labour
bodies, which is supposed to settle the
the strikes, or at least retard them, by
allowing one month's time before anyone
goes on a wild cat strike, I would like
to ask of the Minister what has been
done about it. It is not enough that you
make proposals. You have the proposals
of 1969 of a tripartite body and now we
have this proposal. Unless we do something
about it, we cannot solve this problem.

Secondly, the Minister must somehow
allow the true facts of the strike to be
available to the public. Most strikes suc-
ceed and most strikes become such a
burden on the public because the Ministry
thinks nothing should be disclosed. The
Ministry should disclose the rights and
wrongs of everything. Where the workers
deserve something, it should be conceded
and where the country is going to suffer
the workers should be made to assume the
burden of the loss which the country suffers.
If you observe a conspiracy of silence
about the striking dock workers you are
encouraging these workers to go their own
way, inflicting such heavy losses on the
country, paralysing as it is the econorhic
life from time to time,
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The third thing which the Ministry
should do is to make sure that when dock
labour is quite unresasonable, , something
must be done to save the country. Ina
country as advanced as UK, in the recent
dock strike they declared an emergency and
called the navy in. And that was a strike

‘of a very short standing. Are we thinking

that we are more advanced in democracy

. and socialism that even though we have a

navy which can do the work of the dock
workers and reduce the losses we will still
allow the dock workers to go on as they
like ?

Lasily, we have got to realise that we
are cilizens of this country and as citizens of
this couutry we have to work not only for
ourselves but we have to work for the
conntry. If we cannot instill that sense of
service for the country, loyalty 1o aims
higher than self, loyalty to more than one
trade union, there is no hope for the
country. It should be a definite policy for
us to emphasize our Indianness ; I am not
speaking of Indianisation; I am speaking of
creating a scnse of Indianness in the people
when they go wrong, when they punish
others in order to get a small gain for them-
selves. These are the four points that I
would like 10 offer 1o the Minister.

On  this Bill I would like to say that it
is rather strange that the Ministery should
go out of their way to include officers in the
Dock Workers Welfare Fund. | have been
an officer but 1 do not think I have shared
such benefits as are given to fourth class
employees. A distinction bas to be made
It was Tound out that this fund has been
applied in the case paval  officers to allow
them to go abroad and this was mentioned
in the other House. I, therefore, propose
the amendment that officers should be eli-
minated from the scheme which is for the
benefit of the workers.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA : I hope, he
is representing his party’s view and not
his own.

SHRI LOBO PRABHU My party's
point of view is mine because I am the only
one from the parly present here. I cam
assure my good friend from the CPI that
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is for the worker and no

is for the officer
only to the cxtent that it would like
the officer 1o do better work than he is
doing. It is not far the officer who, in the

- name of socialism, adds to the complications
of life and to the corruption of life. Ican
tell you that I and my party stand, if they
stand at all for the officer, only as long as
he serves the country.

my party
for the officer. It

Now to return to the Bill after this
diversion, may I poilt out that it is the
principle of law that you punish only one
party 7 Through these two amendments,
7A (1) and (2) you gong to punish both
the company and the manager, concerned.
It is quite proper to punish the company
when you cannot identify the particular
offender, but where identification is possible,
do not put the purden of the finc and the
imprisonment on the company because,
firstly, you cannot corry out # sentence of
imprisonment on a company and, secondly,
if you put a fine it will not be borne by the
company but will be corried into the cost
of production and will be paid by the people
themseleves. So, by all means, punish the
officer whom you can identify but do not
punish both where you can punish one very
satisfi ctorily.

That also applies for section TA(2),
where both officers and the company are to
be punished.

1 do hope that the Minister's satisfaction
is slightly reduced afier what 1 have said. [
also do hope that he will satisfy the public
of this country, The Ministry does not
exist only for the workers. We are all
workers. There are 187 million workers and
these people also depand on the Ministry
for a fair deal.
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SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA : Mr. Chair-
man, Sir, the first point that 1 would like to
raise is to put a question to the hon. Minis-
ter about what I consider to be somewhat
an unusual procedure. I find that this
amending Bill was passed in the Rajya
Sabha in December, 1967 and it has come
before the Lok Sabha only in August, 1970.
This is not generally the practice that we
follow that Bills in the period of transition
from one House to the other take nearly
3 years or 2} years. So, I would like the
the hon. Minister first to explain to the
House what is the reason for this unusual
delay and why he has taken so long.

This has a particular significance be-
cause the main amendment which is propos-
ed in the Bill, namely, of offences committed
by companies, entitling provisions of punish-
ment and penalty means that from Decem-
ber, 1967 1o August, 1970, you have allowed
a period of nearly 2} years during which
these companies which may be committing
so many offences against the Parent Act have
been allowed to go scot-free. The purpose
of this Bill was to tighteen up penalties and
the procedure of punishment. Instéad, by
delaying the passage of this Bill---1 do not
know why Government has done that, they
must explain to the House---they have act-
ually in practice permitted the offences by
companies during the intervening period.
I do not see why. Whether this is done
deliberately or unwittingly or due to some
negligence of the Government—I do not
know. This has been to the benefit of com-
panies who, we know, are guilty of a large
number of offences which have prompied
the Government to bring this Bill.

Secondly, so far as the provisions of this
Bill go, I share Mr. Lobo Prabhu’s opinion.
Regarding the first amendment which is pro-
posed here under Sec. 3---that is my opinion
also-~therc is no reason whatsoever for in-
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cluding the officers along with the other
staff of the Dock Labour Board to be the
beneficiaries of any welfare fund or welfare
schemes which are proposed to be executed.
I think this is quite an unprecedented thing.
We have never done anything of this type,
for a common welfare fund which is being
provided for all, to be drawn on by both
the staff, the ordinary employees and workers
as well as by the officers.

You should know, Sir---I am sure you
have visited Calcutta many times---that in
the docks in Calcutta where about 14,000
workers are employed under the Dock
Labour Board upto this day no housing what
soever has been provided to the dock
workers. There is housing for Port Com-
missioner’s labour but todate there i= no
housing provided for dock labour in Calcutta
and the conditions in which dock labsur live
have to be seen to be believed--conditions of
utter squalor, congestion, the worst kind of
insanitary slums and bustees which are there
in the dock area. These are the only places
where the dock workers can find some sort
of a place of residence. Even in Bombay
under the Dock Labour Board's scheme there
has been a housing project for the dock
warkers but upto this day in Calcutta noth-
ing has been done for them. Am I to think
that the welfare schemes and the welfare
fund they are thinking of are adequate to
provide sufficient housing for 14,000 dock
workers and also over and above that, to
provide some sort of welfare facilities to the
ofTicers also? The result may, be I am
afraid and I apprehend, that out of the limit-
ed resources which would be available in
the name of welfare, if both the officers and
the staff are to make their claims on it, it
is the dock workers who will suffer and the
offieers will get a bigger share of the benefit
with all sorts of malpractices which are there
and which Mr. Lobo Prabhu has also referr-
ed to. Therefore, | think from this amend-
ment in Cl. 2 these categories of of ficers
should be cxcluded. If you want to do
comething for them, make a separate pro-
vision for them. There may be certain
things which may be required by officers.
You can make a special provision for them
separately. Don't mix them with the workers
of the Dock Labour Board.

So far as clause TA is concerned, it is
good as far as it goes. The only question
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1 would like to ask the Minister by way
of clarification is about this provise to TA
which says :

“‘Provided that nothing contained in
this sub-section shall render any
such person liable to any punish-
ment, if he proves that the offence
or abetment was committed without
his knowledge or that he exercised
all due diligence to prevent the com-
mission of such offence or abetment.”

1 do not know as to what is the need
of this proviso at all. 1 mean if this parti-
cular office of Director, Manager or who-
ever he is, does something, why should he
not be liable ? He is liable. He can
appear before the Court, before the Migis-
trate and if he proves there that he was
innocent or that he did not have know-
ledge of the offence which was committed
or that he tried his best to prevent it, well,
the Court will acquit him. LIf he cannot
prove his innocence, he wiil be punished.
If he can prove without going to court
that he is not guilty of these things, then
he will not be liable. Prove to whom ?
It is there the thin end of the wedge comes
in. It is where there is a loophole per-
haps for all sorts of corrupt practices. He
will always be able to prove that he was
innocent, that he did not know about this,
that he tried his best to prevent it, that
it was done without his knowledge. He
will do it ; he will always be able to prove
it and in 99 per cent of the cases he will
never be asked to appear before a magis-
trate. This proviso should be removed.

After all, there are sufficient safe-
guards here. He has to be found guilty ;
if he is not guilty ; he will be acquited.
Therefore there should not be this proviso.
Why should this opportunity be given to
him so that he may, by some underhand
means try to escape the liability 7 There-
fore, I want that this proviso should be
removed.

There are two or three general points
which I wish to make. This Bill is com-
ing wp in this House 2} years after it was
passed by the Rajya Sabha. That itself show
what sort of a hesitant, halting and inade-
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quate measure this is to amend the Dock
Workers (Regulation and Employment) Act.
In the meantime so many things have hap-
pened ; so many things are crying for
action ; so many things are crying for
amendments. Yet the Government does
not seem to have any inclination to bring
forward such amendments.

First of all I would like to refer briefly
to the recent sirike in Calcutta which
Mr. Lobo Prabhu referred to. That
strike lasted a couple of weeks, What
was the essence of it 7 The essence of it
was the new system which was sought to
be introduced. You change radically the
old basis on which the workers have so
long worked for years, to which they have
for years together been accustomed, to get
the bookings for their jobs and the promo-
tional channels which ge with that type of
booking. As everybody knows the system of
booking is by gangs. There are certain
gangs which are registered gangs and the
booking has always been done gangwise ;
promotion is done within each gang ; this
is a system which may have its advantages ;
its disadvantages, its pros and cons, but my
point is this, that when you want to change
a system radically and introduce a new
system—this is what they are trying to do
—then it may be very well for the future
entrants, for new workers who may come
in the future, who are recruited for
future jobs,—but this will greatly affect the
old workers who has been accustomed for
decades or, I will say, for generations, to
the present system of gangwise promotion.
Withotit adequate explanation and adequate
appreciation of the point of view of the
workers, this was introduced and that led
to this kind of strike which took place
there.

It is because now the whole basis has
been changed and a new incentive scheme
is sought to be introduced ; and in the
incentive scheme, the gangwise booking is
not to be continued any more. The pro-
motion which used to take place within
ecach gang has to take place categorywise.
This has certainly crealed an uphesval there
in the minds and the phychology of the
workers, Sir, warkers in the country are
generally very conservative-minded. When
they get accustomed to one particular
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method of work for years together, it needs
quite a lot of trouble and persuation to
change such a system, and they have got
to be told what exactly are the advantages,
if any, of the new system and how it will
benefit them in the long run. They now
fear that it will be to their disadvantage
and their fears are not unfounded. There-

fore, you have to clear them up. You have
to clear up their apprehensions.
Their first apprehension is that under

cover of this new schemes, a number of
workers would be declared surplus, because
the Experts Committee, Chatterjee Com-
mittee, had recommended that there was
suiplus labour in Calcutta dock and that
it should be reduced.

Then the second apprehension is that
if gangwise promotion is dope away with
and if intera-gang promotion are done
away with, then every worker is likely to
suffer a wery heavy loss. The normal
channel of promotion from haichman and
wiuchman to mate, from mate to sardar
and so on is going to be disturbed and
therefore the workers are likely to lose
financially speaking also. It is mot
necessary for the purposes of this Bill to
go into any more detailed discussion on
this matter. But 1 hope the hon. Minister
will at least to some extent share my view
that this new scheme, if it had been sought
to be introduced and implemented with a
little more patience and after a little more
discussion and consultation nced not have
provoked this ktnd of strike which took
place and which had paralysed the working
of the docks for two weeks. They were
forced to make an agreement in the end. But
it is a very ad hoc provisional agreement.
Afier three months, the whole scheme
will have to be reviewed again. [t was
only on that basis that the strike was
called off. They also_ had to agree that
because of the change in the normal chan-
nel of promotion, some compensation will
have to be paid to the workers who are
denied of their promotion which they would
otherwise have got under the old system,
So, this may be just a Jull before another
storm. Ido not know what will happen
after three months, unless they seriously
consider how to get this scheme reviewed
and consultation with the workers concer-
ned,
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The hon. Minister referred to the
question of  decasualisation in  his
introduciory remarks. This question of

decasualisation is connected the with whole
question of how the booking by

the gangs and the promotion
of the workers has to be regu-
lated. Here is a Bill which comes to us

after two and a half years and it deals
only with some superficial problems which
are not the burning issues of the moment
at all.

I think it was high time that the
Government of India gave some serious
thought to the question of changing the
whole system of operations in our ports,
It is not necessary that just beca-
use in Parliament we have decided, for
good or bad, to follow the British Parlia-
mentary practice in many matters or most
matters, therefere, we must follow the
British practice of operating their ports and
London docks, namely that there must
always be two  authorities. It is so
ridiculous and so anomalous and anachr-
onistic. The worker who works on board
the vessels, that is, the man who works
on the ship, that is handles cargo in the
hatch of the ship comes under the Dock
Labour Board ; he is employed by the
stevedore companies and his administering
authority is the Dock Labour Boagd under
the Ministry of Labour. The moment
the cargo comes off the ship and is landed
on the side of the docks where the sheds
are situated, then it begins to be handled
by the shore workers or shore labour, who
ar¢ under the port commissioners, and
who are the employees of the Port
Commissioners and come und.r the Minis-
try of . Transport. This is an endless
source of trouble in the ports and dock
of our country. 1do not understand why
it should mnot be logical. to have one
central authority. Let the entire labour
force working in the ports and docks,
whether they be on the shore or on board
the vessel, come under or be employed
directly by either the port commissionars
or some other authority. There is no need
to have this kind of double authority which
is leading to endless trouble all the time.
Even from the Government's point of view,
I think it is making the administrative
problems much more complicated and
much more difficult. 1 do not follow
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the logic that just because it is so in
Britain therefore we must do it here also.

Then, I would submit that the stevedore
system should be abolished. It was high
time that it was abolished, It is a cesspool
of corruption. I have no time to go into the
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are dutifully piloting this Bill. But what
apout giving the whole problem a little
deeper thought ? I agree with Shri Lobo
Prabhu that the working of our ports leaves
very much to be desired. It has a direct,
bearing on the working of our whole
economy. The system of working has to be
slmpllﬁed and rationalised so that it can

notorious doings of these big dore
companies which are known to everybody in

Calcutta, how they cheat people,
how they bribe people and they are
acting as a sort of unnecessary

middlemen between the exporter and impor-
ter on one side and on the other those
people who are doing the operation of load-
ing and unloading, that is, the port
commissioners and the dock labour board.
Of course, the stevedores are represented on
the dock labour board 100. But what is the
need for it 7 Why should these middle-
men be there ? It is an ancient and anti-
quated system. It is creating all sorts of
problems. The R. L. Mehta Committee,
the hon, Minister will remember, some years
ago made an inquiry into this question and
they had some very stringent things to say
about the working of the stevedore compa-
nies. So, why should there not be a direct
relation beiween the people who are engaged
in imporiing and exporting their own goods
and the authority who is responsible fo r the
operations of loading and unloading the
ships 7 Why should the stevedore com-
panies be brought in in between 7 There is
nothing sacrosanct about it. This is one
system which should be done away with.
Further, as I have said already, the whole
of the labour, both those who are working
on the vessels as well as those who are
working on the shore should be under one
authority. Why should there be a Dock
Labour Board and a Port Trust separately
to deal with these things, I am not able to
follow. 1 wish Government would give a
little decper thought to these matters and
not just linker with the problem every now
and then with little, pettyfogging amend-
ments like this which also I think they
thought of three vears ago but forgot about
it. The present Minister was not in charge
of this then; some other Minister was there,
In December 1967, we do not kmow what
his thinking was. He produced this littie
scrappy amendment and after 2} years from
the Rajya Sabha it has arrived here, and
these people sitting on the Treasury Benches

ratively be more simple and more
effective and the workers who are concerned
with this will also have no cause for discon-
tent, there will be proper service condi-
tions, proper pay scales, proper amenities,
proper Welfare facilities, and not like this.
I have never seen a dock where 14,000 dock
labour people, stevedore labour, work with-
out even one single house having been buiit
for them. It is an extraordinary things.
We have been told during the last 20 years
that there is a housing project for dock
labour in Calcutta. But up to today, not a
single house has come up for them. Now
they say they are going to have a welfare
found out of which officers will also be pro-
vided housing, What are they going to do
by this 7 1 do not want the officers to be
mixed up with the workers. They can wait
a bit longer. Let the workers be provided
first with houses.

These are some of the burning problems
I wanted to touch on. As far as the Bill is
concerned, I would only say—please delete
the reference to officers in.this amendment
and remove the provis¢é. The provise only
gives a loophole for some corruption so that
the officers of these companies can escape
their liability for offences committed under
this Act.

) forg wx Wt (FgEdr) : gg W
fgdgs § §9 ® o wifagr w9y wET §
A ET AT ¢

“‘Provided that ‘nothing contained in
this sub-section shall render any such
person liable to any punishment if he
proves that the offence or abetment was
committed without his knowlege or that
he exercised all due diligence to prevent
the commission of such offence or
abetment™,

agadAgl § v g uF fas®t &I
23 § awad & oy A qiewfos W #




349 Dock Workers' (Regn. SRAVANA 15, 1892 (SAKA)

arfaT % 2ar § & gardt IAF § a8
A A4F ar AT 7z FrAar g @1 RN
m&g fFar agr 1 ag o 9 g gEw
g e A g fe zw fadaw =@
w7 y=gr @ wremt | afsT 9% @
% ¥ oF gotuw faar @) afs sg
stfadY 1 g2@d AgY & aY amawr =ifzy
& a9 Far w1 WA F 1 af @9 ag
5T E

“and the employer or their re-
presentative prove'”

ar Wt zawm Eq fagx amar & afR
uwg ar 3aF st wfafafy 3 arfes
FT 33 & TNz FT ]| §, Iaw)
gfez gt siat @ sF aFT AT SR
sfafafaai & ax g7 @i @58 § 5
FAF AT T gg qAg A 91, @19
T FT TG FI19 g g frar 1 gEd
oF UF &1 \xdl § 1T @1 A7}
Fus wifer g aFdr

TF IRF 41 AT ¥ qrw A
35 & 1 AfFT a7 9@ F T § 1 @A
Frgal WY graeg H 3, agre &
gra=g & § | @unfs #gEg, &9 IIF
giq F A A ACE A ag gH aar
adi &1 fwa arad F wF aga Faw
# o &1 g% A6 faer & a3t AR
arar fF ot agifaat A €, 99 § @wia
Afy g qw@r S ) @7 SwoA@
ag@ & fog @ § Al Y 39 q7E &
qrx 213 §, 37 AT Y TG @r q@r g
T #0T & 20 § ayw fEu A
gl M awa femanar 3 ) ag aga
gug AA | AT AN AAZL 177
argan &, Wit wied &1 Arafis § ol @i
WS FAT gAT avaf T A § alr Tiw
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T%T ¥ ® F 1w w1 qgar §, AR
g 39 At T oqrr oAy § 1 SEw
Fifaw ot 8, vawr afgsse w0t frar
w1 ? 34} 7 38F) S 1w fR 1 ag
T aga 9g¥ &1 ayaf , awal gy v
%l 59-1}?31'##5{!&13@ T Frs
afxada amar § av adl, ag & @A wghaa
¥ S wgat g ) g fdaw sEw
gfees 781 § 7 & snaar g | afew ag
W UF qwEdAr § ) wiv o fagam §
gAY WM ¥ arge Ty f1f feqafefadeq
agl awar mar g1 gimsT § gR =w
THRT ¥ &7 U F19 7 &7 0Y57 fyer 2,
aYte 5 #% gt Ffew alt sk
F1 &9 fFar § 1 38t o aifgem &
#1% a1a 71 3 7rf § 57 w0 ¥ forg ey
q A # § 1 ewar @Rt At wifgy |
afaar & & fadas fagra &, va% 9
ag famie wdt @, seY gEfedr w0
AN T gy dfqura ¥ e g, vaw @
fams st §1

FlEez AT AT wrF av & Ara F
W |HEAr ) 59 F1F5T FaT 1 ava gw
fied us fadas @ =z o &1 =n
faez & ag7 alew gar g
FiZ92T 41 Qa1 § @ FfeT 39% a1z wwi
ag faze®a ot @ Far &) ow @y
FF 32T Aqw s alw gar ay
fasada giar & 93 swar &1 fagada
dImEE ¥ w9 § agi wfena @ wman
&1 7g W faofast § casr @ier g *
=ifg7 1 %iZ a2 a7 &1 @) fawfawr s
4§ ea®) @en foar arar wifed |

agd feal & ot adic ® w7 W@ §,
1 tF &g difigs ¥ oz ez A
faar amr =ifgd

grsfan ¥ gufems & w7 g5 #ear
T | ag wwedar aga w@fee @
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[t fag=z ar)
vRfH s Ay @ ¢ f5 ag agw
afes 3 sawar F a1 sl W ag
aREqT AFHIR ® 91 fRq gy & 6ifE
@ FEI Y TG FI9 AL IsAr
WHRW A W TF ahad & HIEqT
e @ T ¢ zad gafess quse
1 oF T AfF aEert FE ifgh

W MHE FUO, IgH) gAT 3N, AZ
Wi v ) @@ ZwEs ) awwd w1
gz faar s, ag A% &1 gwifacwa
wrs gfsfagaes ¥ foq aver ar afeadq
Fx fzar @ & @98 gifas Ja
wutea o &, a1 wsay v dfFT *w
T @D, g § @ T A AT |

Y W ;T 1§ F@ § IGRT HRIAHE
F & fen a9 asad s &1 AF w70
g¢ faias & Mg o @ a1 U@
T @ wifgd s famErd & |
rdiz £ 8% | OE AR 919% 9w
g & 1 %9 grIw ¥ ga% 39 ¥ o4 faw
gmAd @ oma &y g X adr A8
WR AT T EA & T SF H JA &
feq feadt @a &7 [T ANT @R
wgifaEa @t fEar sear ar agl 1 3g 40
TR AT 1 T qWEA F q|
AT il §, AMAA FOATd AT AT
o ATTFY WAL § A AAT T AT 0
1€ &7 FTN AT agar g, AERd A
U qEAT AL Frgar & & aumad
Glerss 1 g% § 1 anuw @A W.fgh
S gfam g AT Y § WAF A
aFd & (A3, TaHT TFe HEZAA S1F A §
AT @gE org Foiid Wt e 1 g gug
fraffig w2 § Traiidve & feo ot
aPzm gz o F FEy fafazw &,
Swyw &7 61T 39 f% gorea & 791 @)
w3 fafssr # A g gaw
Q...
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wamefa 7T : gl fegwaw &
FT GAT § TATE | AT @A HT |

M frmwrw: Tawmst @i
¥ gaieAl 9T 7 wgEy TR &1 @R
IT% W & ar fadas wsar & oo
afz srwtiz #04 & fou st mawd
grl, aft sne w3 fafvdz @A, wamaa
fafaaz griY a7 $§ ®EI AT A1 g
fadtas oY &tz fadgsl &1 a@ & s
9T g 1g WM |

™ gRl § §qg ee g
wfeama =N a7 g1

17 hrs.

DISCUSSION RE. LATHI CHARGE BY
C.R. P. IN JADAVPUR UNIVERSITY
AND CLOSURE OF THE UNIVERSITY

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI (Madurai) :
Sir, 1 am bringing to the notice of the
House the most heari-rending and poignant
events that took place in the Jadavpur
University on the 24th July, 1970. Even
according to the Amrita Bazar Patrika, a
paper owned and edited by the Secretary of
the Congress Party (R) in West Bengal,
Shri Tarun Kanti Ghosh—even according to
that paper the headline given in the news is
“CRP run berserk at Jadavpur". This is
the headline given there. Now, we are told
that the Central Government is very serious
of maintaining law and order in West
Bengal, and here is an example of how they
are going to keep law and order in West
Bengal.

I will just read out some extracts from
the report given in that newspaper itself.
Nobody can accuse this paper of having
sympathies with the Communist Party
(Marxist) or with any communist party, As
I said earlier, this is a paper owned and run
by the General Secretary of the West Bengal



