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REPORT ON TRIPARTITES

Tripartite bodies—conferences ;incl committees—i eprescnting 
employers, workers and Government were torined in India during 
the Second World Wai’ in 1942, on the pattern of the TLO. The pur
pose, as of the ILO, is to discuss issues concerning Jabour round the 
table, for arriving at agreed conclusions. These conclusions nonethe
less are in the nature of recommendations to the Govevniiicnt, If uv- 
ing them, however, a free hand either to accept them o’- reject mem. 
This is the only forum where the organised working class is consiilteo 
by the Government and the employers at national (..nil iniv. at 
State) level on our issues.

In all these committees, the dice is loaded heavily against the 
working class as the representation to the three constituents is cipi.fi 
and it becomes very difficult to get anything passen by inajmiiy 
Unanimity though difficult is the best way of working it

The task of these tripartite committees is macle still more diffi
cult because of division in the working class. The repi esentatioii loi 
the workers is divided (now according to verified membership i 
among the four‘central TU organisations. Very often, they do not 
see eye to eye on various issues, though lately on some of the
—may be from different angles—worker representatives in these 
tripartite committees have agreed on some issues. In a way, this is 
the only platform where representatives of the four central Ttl tr- 
ganisations in the country sit side by side in a discussion on their 
issues.

Till the 14th Indian Labour Conference, except tiio one which 
discussed ‘industrial truce’ in 1948, none others merited anj' special 
attention. The conferences w’ere used to announce labour policy ol 
the Ministers and, if at all, to listen to what others have to say. 

’The character of the Indian Labour Conference (ILC) changed from 

the 15th ILC held in July 1657 at Delhi. This conference, for the 
first time discussed wage policy, code of discipline, rationalisation, 
etc., and arrived at a unanimous understanding. This was carried 
forward in the 16th ILC and the functioning of its various sub
committees and industrial committees have been utilized by the 
workers’ representatives to arrive at agreements on national level 
either on problems relating to a particular industry or on general 
issues.

«»

cipi.fi


A short note on the various tripartite conferences and com
mittees "'which took place during the years 1958, 1959 and 19G0 and 
tile important decisions taken i.s attached to liiis report. Tliis will 
give an idea of the positive gains achieved, the points which were 
accepted but not yet implemented and the harmful suggestions which 
came up in these meetings against working class interests and which 
were opposed successfully by the workers’ representatives. Also 
published here, as Appendix- I, are extracts from AITUC publica
tions evaluating the work of the 15th, 16th and 17th ILCs. AITUC 
representation in the various tripartite bodies during the years 1953- 
1910 IS listed in Appeiidix II.

In these meetings, our main job was to suggest items and discuss 
points in the furtherance of working class interests, expre.ss opinions 
and sometimes support good suggestions coming from the Govern- 
meiii (may bo as a result of our earlier mass agitations, etc.) and 
oppose stoutly the retrograde measures brought forward either by 
the Government or employers (or sometimes suggested by our sister 
TU organisations).

The work in the industrial committees requires concrete study 
of the .subject matter. The experience of the working in various cen- 
'rcs of industry, theoretical knowledge and knowledge of the indus
try and its technique are essential to be effective in these committees. 
Continuity of our representaion on such work is also helpful. Along 
with experienced comrades, new cadres should be trained in this 
work as advisers, as this is one of the important aspects of work in 
the TU movement in this phase.

Ko doubt, there are serious defects in the working of these tri
partite committees. There is no written constitution and procedure 
and mostly the proceedings are conducted on the basis of conven
tions and the expediency of the occasion.

One of the biggest defects is that there is no machinery to check 
up and make Government act even on agreed decisions. Delay is 
I)lien abnormal. Also, when Government is the employer, it is still 
more difficult to get the decisions implemented. Though there are 
representatives of the various employing ministries and State Gov
ernments in these conferences and the Cabinet Minister (with joint 
responsibility) presides over it, often these ministries are in actual 
practice found not agreeing with the decisions and flouting them.

Nonetheless, an agreed decision of the tripartite gives us a good 
btisis for putting mass pressure and, if necessary, to 
tion from below for getting it implemented. It helps 
support for our demand.

Another difficulty is that except the ILC and

conduct agita- ' 
us to get mass

the Standing 
Labour Committee (S^C), other committees do not meet at regular 
intervals. Here also, our representatives on these committees should 
take initiative in sending points of agenda and emphasising neces
sity of meetings. Instances of the non-functioning of other tripartites 
can also be raised in the ILC and the SLC.



The Code of Discipline and the Inter-Union Code of Conduct, 
are the products of these tripartite bodie.s. These have Ijecome <iuitc 
important in today’s TU functioning and should therefore be dis
cussed thoroughly.

There has been an understanding that by agreeing to the Code of 
Discipline, the AITUC or the trade unions have imposed upon them
selves certain obligations. What is actually true is that certain obli
gations and procedure of conducting trade disputes have been codi
fied and we have ourselves agreed to abide by them

But we have, however, insisted that the whole basis of indus
trial relations today, a.s at any other lime—be it the Code oi Dis
cipline, productivity, struggles or anything else-—is based un iccog- 

the majority oi 
have put ceriam 

nition of the union which has got the backing o£ 
workers. Therefore, in the Code of discipline, we 
conditions:

— Asked Government to ensure recognition ot trade unions. We 
have not yet succeeded in getting accepted the method of ballot to> 
determining which union has got the backing of majority o£ the 
workers. But another method of detailed verification of membership 
has been worked out and recognition of the trade unions is an inte
gral part of the Code of Discipline.

— Where the employers refuse to recogni.se the union or nego
tiate with it, the union is not bound by the Code of Discipline.

— The Code of Discipline will also apply to the Public Sectoi 
or where the Government (Central as well as State) is the employer

These assurances were given in the 16th ILC (Nainital, 195.1) 
and then only the Code of Discipline was ratified by us.

■ There are, however, a number of drawbacks in the working ot 
the Code of Discipline. These are, mainly: 

i While the Code is binding on all unions tiffiliated to the central 
■*■• TU organisations, a number of employers, irrespective of their 
affiliation to the central organisation of employers, refuse to accept 
the Code. Some such cases from Punjab only have been so far re
ferred. From other centres, wherever such instances arc noticed, 
this should be reported to the F&I Machinery and the AITUC.

Q In some States, attempts have been made to impose legal s.inc- 
‘ tion for alleged violation of the Code. The Code of Discipline is 

a voluntary agreement and should remain as such. Therefore, any 
attempt to insist on acceptance of the Code as a precondition for 
getting unions registered, refusal to refer cases to adjudication for 
alleged infringement of the Code, non-intervention in strike strug
gles by Government for the same reason, etc., should be opposed.

S ,.,,The “sanctions” for breach of the Code of Discipline, as they
.•..are suggested now, are one-sided. These will have very adverse 

effect on the trade unions and the workers but not so on the ein-

recogni.se


ployers. It is for this reason that at the last meeting of the Standing 
Labour Committee, we opposed the proposal to frame "additional” 
.sanctions (including grant of powvers to Government to impose penal 
sanctions) for breach of the Code. We stressed that unless effective 
•sanctions for breach of Code by employers are worked out and 
implemented, the Code is likely to be worked out against the working 
class.

Implementation Machinery is often found prejudiced against 
workers’ case. It is also seen on other occasions that this 
helpless when faced with a defaulting 
unusual and even in the absence of the

employer. This is 
Code, we have to

report has beenthe
Automobile strike and 
the Calcutta Tramway

-D

4 The 
the 

body IS 
nothing
fight such manifestations.

The inquiry in the two cases, of which 
made available, i.e., in the case of Premier 
Bombay Central strike of July 2.5, 1956, and 
strike, clearly shows the tendency to apportion blame to both the 
employer and the union, but more against the trade union. In the 
case of the Calcutta Tramway Strike Inquiry and then the Munnar 
Plantation Strike Inquiry, we insisted that assessors from the trade 
unions and employers’ organisations should be taken on the inquiry 
body. Experience shows that these assessors should first agree on 
the factual data before the inquiry, otherwise only certain facts, to 
bring home a particular conclusion, are taken into consideration 
while other important and relevant facts are not brought on record 
or just Ignored, Examination of the State Ministers, whenever they 
had anything to do with the strike, will also be necessary.

In the year 1958, we referred to the E&I Machinery of the Union 
Government, 35 cases of breach of the Code of Discipline. In about 
six cases, their help was useful.

In 
which

In

It

the year 1959, only 18 cases were referred by us, out of 
only in five cases fruitful results were achieved.
the year 1960, 20 cases were referred and three were settled, 

will be clear from the above that utilisation of the Code of
Discipline in workers’ interests has yet not gone into the conscious
ness’of our organisers. Surely there have been many more cases of 
violation of the Code of Discipline but which have not been reported. 
In the State sphere, some more cases might have been referred but 
still the overall picture will remain the same. In some States, the 
E&I Machinery and Committees have been formed late and. there
fore, we may not have been able to avail of them in the years 1958 
and 1959 and in the case of Bombay State (Maharashtra) upto July 
1960. Reporting of these cases in requisite details is an additional 
paper work for which our unions are not very well equipped and 
this is one reason for the negligence. But this is not all.

Complaints against us for breach of the Code, both from Gov
ernment and employers, are much’ more. Unions should be prompt 
in repudiating the false charges which are often made against us.
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Otherwise, the impression is created tnat delay is intentional. Al.so 
unions must avail of the opportunity, when the Labour Inspector or 
'the RLC visits them tor inquiry into case.s ol violation of the Code. 
iLack of interest in this often makes us appear guilty in those 
inquiries. Our complaints should be spectlic (and not general) and 
with as much detail as possible. Reports should be made to the State 
level E&I Committee in State-sphere cases, and il no action i.s t.iken, 
the Central E&I Machinery should be approached.

The Code should be used by the Unions, wherever we are in 
.majority, to immediately apply for recognition undei il< proxi.sions 
and keep papers ready for the detailed and spot reiilication ot 
^membership.

The Code can al.so be used to icpoit on all ca'-e.s ol non-imple- 
mentation of labour enactments, awards and agreements.

Under the Code, union.? can maintain the usage and con\entions 
of the union regarding collection of union dues, holding of meetings 
•etc.

Employers' interference in union allaiis, their unilateral actions 
and unfair labour practices constitute a broach of the Code and 
should be reported.

If the employers refuse to negotiate, representation.? should be 
made immediately to the State or Central I&E Machinery and m 
case, they fail to redress the grievances within a reasonable period, 
"the obligations under the Code will not remain binding on the union

The Code enjoins on the employers to have a Model Grievance 
Procedure in the establishment which will guarantee settlement ol 
individual case.s within a period of SO days in all. Theictore, the 
setting up of the Grievance Procedure and its implementation should 
be insisted upon.

For the first time, the obligations ol the employers have been 
codified and unions should make full use of it to see that these are 
implemented by them. 'Otherwise, cases should be reported to the 
E&I Committees and machinery.

In some of the Public Sector undertakings, some adverse changes 
have been made in the Code of .Discipline. This should be resisted.

In Public Sector undertakings, the unions and lederatioiis shoulri 
inform the Labour Ministry of their willingness to abide by the Code 
■of Discipline and force the employers to agree to it. Initiative has to 
be taken by the trade unions in this regard.

Even where the Code of Discipline has not been accepted by the 
employers, the unions should send report to the State/Central Im
plementation Machinery, if there are instances of breach ot the Code.

Now, in almost all States, E&I Machinery has been set up. These 
should be made full use of. 'We must insist that the E&I Committees 
meet at least once in three months.

The'Code of Discipline can be utilised both by the employeis 
and unions against defaulters, even though it is recognised that 
•difficulties in the way of the trade unions and workers are greater



and more numerous. Employers have powers otherwi.se also. The- 
task at thg moment is to see that the Code is not allowed to be made- 
an instrument of the employers to victimise our union,s but is used' 
by the unions to discipline the arrogant employers and to secure- 
recognition of unions and workers’ rights.

The Code of Conduct is, for all practical purposes, a dead letter. 
No meeting of the representatives of the four central TU organisa
tions has been held since July 1959 Cat the tune of the 17lh INC). 
This meeting was also inconclusive.

It is no doubt true that the Government itself as an employer- 
and as Government, has violated tripartite decisions. Both the Gov
ernment and the employers try to emphasise only such parts of the 
decisions of the tripartite and the Code of Discipline as bind down 
the workers to certain obligations and repudiate others which bind, 
them and are helpful to the workers. Nonetheless, it would not be 
correct to ignore the fact that these tripartites are still the only 
platform on which the workers, employers and Government , can, 
meet and discuss issues on a national level. Not all their decisions- 
are always anti-working class. Some positive gains for the workers 
also are achieved through the tripartites and the edge of anti-work
ing class moves of the employers is many a time blunted through, 
discussion at these tripartites. The struggle to turn these tripartite- 
bodies to the advantage of the workers is hard enough but none
theless worth fighting for.

otherwi.se


TRIPARTITE MEETINGS IN 1958-1960 

AND IMPORTANT DECISIONS

\ During the period since our Ernakulam Session, three tripartite 
-Indian Labour Conferences were held, the 16th, 17th and 18th. The 
17th and 18th Sessions of the Standing Labour Committee were also 
held during this period.

The 16th Indian Labour Conference met at Nainital on May 
19 and 20, 1958. The Conference had important items on the agenda 
.and deliberated on the large number of closure of units, particularly 

,' textiles and the resulting unemployment. The question of textile 
•closures had assumed serious proportion.s at the time. The AITUC 
pointed out at the conference that in most of the closures in the tex
tiles that were on record, the main reason was not trading loss. The 
main reason was fraudulent transaction.s on the part of tne owners, 
xjuarrehs among them over the share of the booty, the eHecl.s of 
which matured into closures. Only a minority of the closures were 
'due to financial stringency or trading losses, which, however, were 
not indicative of a general crisis, as yet, in the economy.

Our stand was later explained in our publication, Sixtccoitfi Tri
partite thus:

“The AITUC refused to share the burden of the capitalist crisis. 
It refused to lend countenance to any schemes ol .wage cuts, because 
it is not the function of trade unionism to help capitalism out of the 
■crisis of its own making and its system. The function of trade unions 
is to resist the onslaught of the crisis and defend the worker.^. It 
.may succeed, it, may not, in the given condition. But in principle, at 

, least, it must tell the workers what it all means.”
The conference decided to appoint a Committee on i otton textile 

■closures. (The Committee presided over by D. S. Joshi, Textile Com
missioner, submitted its report two months later.)

The conference also adopted recommendations providing for two 
months’ notice to be given by management before resorting to clo- 
.sures, steps to facilitate taking over of closed units by Government 
and for removal of lacunae in the provision for lay-off compcns.i- 
tion.

The second subject which claimed the largest atlention at trit' 
conference, next to closures, was that of industrial relations.



Thg Code of Discipline was formally ratified by all parties at 
the Nainital -Conference. Our two conditions that the Code should' 
apply to Public Sector where Central or State Governments them
selves are employers and that the case of failure of negotiations by 
the employers, the provisions of Code of Discipline will not be bind
ing on the Union were accepted by the Union Labour Minister. The- 
Cocle, as finalised, also provided foi' recognition of trade unions, 
which satisfy the stipulated criteria. The Conference recommended 
measures to make the work of evaluation and implementation of 
labour enactments, awards, agreements, etc., more effective. Agree- 
emnt was reached at the conference to revise the procedure for veri
fication of membership'of trade unions. The proposal made by the- 
AITUC to provide for ballot to determine the representative charac
ter of the union was, however, not accepted. The new method of 
verification, though not fool-proof, does plug a number of loopholes: 
m the earlier procedure. It is a step forward 
of membership of the central TU organisations 
objections are allowed to be raised.

The conference also discussed the position 
Committees and adopted recommendations for improving the work
ing of the ESI scheme, for raising the rate of PI' contribution from 
fit'i to 81'3 per cent and to provide lor that the employment limit of 
50 persons or more prescribed under the E.P.F. Act should be re
duced to '20 persons or more and that employees in 
establishments should also be covered.

The conference rejected the proposals lor ‘Union 
‘check-off’ put forward by the Bihar Government. The

Labour Minister to put 
as decided that a con- 
staff would not go on 
for the speedy redress

since now the lists, 
are exchanged and

commercial

shop’ and' 
conference-

rejected a proposal brought by West Bengal 
statutory ban on strikes in hospitals and it 
vention sliould be established whereby the 
strike provided that an effective machinery 
of their grievances was set up by the employer.

A day alter the conference, there was a meeting of the delega
tions from the four central 
the Union Labour Minister, 
adopted at this meeting.

trade union organisations, convened by 
An ‘Inter-Union Code oi Conduct’ was-

*
Conference met at Madras in July 1959..The llih Indian Labour

The conference discussed mainly industrial relations, works com
mittees, service conditions of domestic servants, and pay roll savings 
scheme.

On the question of industrial relations, .several attempts' were 
made at the conference to put more curbs on trade union rights, per
mit the officialdom to interfere in the day-to-day running of the 
unions, ban formation of new unions which were not to official lik-



ing. Due to the opposition of the worker delegates, such attempts 
did not succeed as the Government wanted.

One such move was to give wide powers to the Registrars ot 
Trade Unions. It was decided that Registrars should have powers 
to inspect the account books, membership registers and minute books 
of the trade unions to verify the correctness of the annual returns

No agreement could be reached on the proposal to revive the 
Labour Appellate Tribunal. The conference adopted a recommenda
tion that “increased recourse should be had to mediation and volun
tary arbitration and recourse to adjudication avoided a.s far as i»s- 
sible. Matters of local interest not having any wider repercussions 
should, as a general rule, be settled through 
ference also approved the “Model Principles 
putes to Ad,iudication.”

It was agreed to set up a small tripartite 
the material on Works Committees and draw

arbitration.” The con- 
for Reference ot' Di<-

committee to e.xamine 
up guiding principles.

The conference held that it was not feasible to adopt any legis
lative measure for the regulation of the service condition.s of domes
tic workers. The proposal for setting up a special employment office 
in Delhi for domestic workers Oo accepted.

ITie conference adopted a recommendation on Ray Roll S ivingi 
Scheme. The proposal was made by the Government tlial vorkeiv 
should authorise employers to deduct monthly from wage;-, eclair, 
amounts of money to be deposited in the Small Savings Scheme Tl c 
AITUd opposed this move.

As we characterised it in our Walking Committee iield in August 
1^59, “on the whole the Madras Tripartite was not an advance but 
in fact a slight retreat for the working class. It could have beer, 
more serious but for the opposition .shown by tire trade iiiiicps

Among the general recommcndation.s at the eonterence was ttiat 
“proposals involving any new major point of policy oi piinciple 
should generally be undertaken (by Government) .liter con.sultim; 
the Indian Labour Conference or the Standing f.aiiour Committee "

A committee of the eonterence met m Delhi on Septembci .1 
1959, to finalise the conclusions and ai-so reached agreement on _ 
presentation at tripartite conferences, etc. The meeting also took i.n 
the remaining items of the agenda of 17th ILC and considered a pro- 
posal for de-linking PF benefits from gratuity for granting c-.emp- 
tion under EPF Scheme. The employers insisted and tlio Guyernmenl 
agi’eed that it should be considered later in tiie light of the propo
sals contained in the Report of the Study Group on Social SecuriA

I Tire Delhi meeting also recommended that the present .system oi 
payment of compensation in a lumpsum as in the Vforkmen’s Com
pensation Act, 1923, should be replaced by a system ot periodicj! 
payments, as far as practicable. It was agreed that the lates ot com
pensation should be raised, the ESIC should be made the agency foi 
disbursement and that the scope of tlie Workmen’.^ Comp.msatio.,



Act might be extended so as to cover persons drawing wages upto 
Rs. 500 a month.

-tc

The 18th. Indion Labour Conference met in Delhi on September 
24 and 25, 1960 with five items on the agenda, among which were; 
(1) Industrial Relations in Public Sector; (2) Industrial Accidents; 
(3) Sanctions under the Code of Discipline; (4), Extension of the 
Scheme of Joint Management Councils; and (5) The extent .to 
wlrich tripartite decisions would be binding on the parties concerned.

The conference, however, could discuss only one item: Indus
trial. Relations in the Public Sector and that too, particularly on the 
Central Government employees’ strike of July 1960.

The AITUC in a memorandum on this subject, circulated to tlie 
delegates, charged the Government of India with breach of the Code 
of Discipline in dealing with the strike, both as an employer and as 
Government, The AITUC demanded an inquiry into the strike under 
the Code; restoration of the recognition of the employees’ unions and 
associations; and opposing the proposed bill to ban strikes and'“out
siders” insisted that it should first be discussed in the Indian Labour 
Conference, before introducing the same in Parliament.

, There was virtual unanimity of opinion among the worker dele
gates when they expressed themselves against the Government’s 
move to deny trade union rights to its employees. Even some of the 
employer delegates and State Government spokesmen opposed the 
move to ban strikes in “essential sendees” and ban outsiders,

Sri Nanda, Union Labour Minister who presided over the Con
ference, assured the onference that views expressed in the 
Conference will be conveyed to the Cabinet.

STANDING LABOUR' COMMITTEE

The 17th Session of the Standing Labour Committee met in 
Bombay on October 28 and 29, 1958.

The Committee had quite a heavy agenda which mainly dealt 
with aspects of industrial relations in general, legislation to regulate 
working conditions in road transport industry, amendments to Indus
trial Disputes Act, etc.

The conduct of the strike by the Kerala plantation workers in 
October 1958 was raised by the INTUC delegate at the Committee 
meeting. He sought to accuse the AITUC for conducting an unjusti
fied strike. This allegation was shown as baseless by the AITUC 
delegate and it was pointed out that while the workers had resorted 
to a perfectly legitimate strike, the INTUC had betrayed them, strik
ing a secret deal with the management. The Committee decided that 
an inquiry should be held on the strike from the context of the Code 
of Discipline.

On the question of evaluation and implementation machinery,



the Committee recommended that Implementation Committee in tlie 
States should be fully representatives of all parties concerned. In 
an effort to reduce litigation, specially appeals to the High Court and 
Supreme Court, it was demanded that an analysis of the cases of 
appeals made after the abolition of Appellate Tribunal, to High 
Courts and Supreme Court against industrial awards should be 
undertaken by the Centre and State Governments in their respec
tive spheres. Also that there should be Screening Committees ot the 
employers and workers’ organisations which should go through the 
cases with a view to reduce the number of appeals to High Court 
and Supreme Court.

No agreement could be reached in respect of hours of woik, 
spreadover and payment for overtime work, on the proposed legisla
tion for regulating working conditions in road transport industry. It 
was decided in the light of discussions in the Committee that the 
matter should be examined further and a decision reached by the 
Central Government.

Workers’ representatives opposed the proposal to grant exemp
tion to factories re-starting under new ownership alter' closure Irunr 
the provisions of the E.P.F. Act.

On ESI Scheme, it was decided that a Committee should be ap- 
ixrinted to review the working of the Scheme and that the extension 
of the Scheme to the present coverable population should be com
pleted by the''end of the Second Plan. The Mudaliar Committee was 
appointed later and its report has been submitted.

The Committee also agreed to refer the proposals for amend
ment of the Industrial Disputes Act to a small tripartite committee.

’There was a proposal to fix superannuation age for industrial 
workers. The Committee felt that since the question was closely re
lated to that of retirement benefits, this should be considered along 
with proposals relating to an integrated social security scheme.

The Committee reviewed the progress of workers’ participation 
in management and felt that units which had volunteered to set up 
joint management councils but had not done so, should .set up tliese 
councils without further delay.

-k

The 18th Session of the Standing Labour Committee was held 
in Delhi on January 5 and 6, 1960.

At this meeting, the AITUC delegation made a statement outlin
ing the series of instances of non-implerncntation of tripartite agr ee
ments by the Government. The statement cited the letter of the 
Union Finance Ministry to the Central Pay Commission declaring 
that decisions of the tripartite conference.s are not binding on Gov
ernment. The AITUC delegation also stated that as a protest against 
the Government policy on tripartite decisions, the delegation would 
stage a walk-out. However, the AITUC delegation did not walk
out of the meeting on the assurance of the Union Labour Minister



that all the points raised in the AITUC Statement would be discus
sed in the Committee.

Following discussion, the Committee came to the following 
conclusion:

“While it was agreed that the conclusions!agreements reached 
at tripartite bodies did not have the force of law, the same were 
morally binding on the parties concerned in the sense that they were 
under an obligation to make every effort to implement them or get 
them implemented.”

On the proposed legislation for setting up Wage Boards, the 
Committee was not in favour of the proposal to place Wage Boards 
on a statutory footing for the present. It was considered that the 
parties concerned should implement the unanimous decisions of the 
Wage Boards. If, however, it was found that the parties had failed 
to do so, Government should take steps to give effect to the recom
mendations statutorily, if necessary.

There was a preliminary exchange of views on the draft propo
sals on Labour Policy for inclusion in the Third Five Year Plan.

The Committee could not come to any agreed conclusion on the 
proposal to revive the LAT.

The proposal to amend the Code of Discipline to provide for 
specific period of notice for strikes and lock-outs was not agreed to. 
It was decided that this proposal should be deferred pending a re
view of the working of the Code.

The consensus of opinion in the 
of amending the Industrial Disputes 
lock-out declared in consequence of 
dared in consequence of an illegal action, shall not be deemed to 
be illegal.’' It as agreed that the panalties under the law for non
implementation of awards, etc., should be enhanced and made more 
deterrent by making such non-implementation a continuing offence. 
The relevant labour laws should also contain specific provisions to 
enable speedy recovery of claims.

I

Committee was not in favour 
Act, Sec. 24(3), to provide “a 
an illegal strike or strike de-

■X

The Standing Labour Committee met twice later to discuss the 
draft proposals on Labour Policy for inclusion in the Third Plan— 
on March 10 and 11, 1960 and April 26-27, 1960, and submitted its 
views on labour policy for consideration by Government.

-X

There were smaller tripartite meetings, of committees set up 
by the Indian Labour Conference and Standing Labour Committee, 
during this period.

The sub-committee on workers’ participation in management 
and Code of Discipline set up by the 15th Tripartite was convened



thrice. The meeting op March 14 and 15, 1958 finalised the Code 
qf Discipline, which was later ratified at the Nainital Conference 
held }n May of the same year. The committee finalised the Mode) 
Grievance Procedure at its meeting on September 19, 1958. The 
sub-committee was convened again more than an year later, on Dec
ember (j, 1959, to consider a “Code for Efficiency and Welfare” pro
posed by the Union Labour Ministry. No agreement was reached at 
the meeting for formulating the “Code for Efficiency” and it was 
decided to collect data regarding various aspects of productiviiy and 
'efficiency problems. It was also stressed that more intensive 
should be made to secure better observance of the Code of 
pline by all parties.

The tripartite committee set up to examine amendments
Industrial Disputes Act met in Bombay on January 1, 1959 and came 
to certain conclusions. Suggestions for amendment of the Act, agreed 
at this meeting, were sent to the Union Labour Ministry but the 
Ministry has not moved in the matter till now.
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TRIPARTITE CONFERENCE ON PUBLIC SECTOR

A tripartite conference on Public Sector Industries (Corporations 
and Companies excluding Banking and Insurance) was convened by 
the Ministry of Labour and Employment, at New Delhi on January 21, 
1959, The AITUC, at the conference, as well as earlier, criticised 
the exclusion of many sections of Public Sector employees such as 
P&T, Railways, Defence, Banking and Insurance, etc. The confer
ence decided that the Code of Discipline should be made applicable 
to Public Sector Industries, with certain clarifications made at the 
meeting.

It was agreed that preliminary steps for creating the necessary 
atmosphere and for education should be taken for progressive intro
duction of the scheme of workers’ participation in management in 
public sector industries.

In regard to Works Committees, it was decided that the matter 
should be examined in the light of suggestions made in the confer
ence and on the basis of equiry reports and placed before a future 
session of the Indian Labour Conference.

It was agreed at the conference that employers and employees in 
the Public Sector should 
ference. Details were to

be represented in the Indian Labour Con- 
be worked out.

Industrial Committees ;

COALMINING

, Tripartite meetings were convened quite often in relation to the 
disputes in coal mining industry, since the 25th Session of the 
AITUC.-



The Coal Awaid Implementation Committee met at Dhanbad on 
Febru3’_y 6 and 7, 1958 The Committee piovcd to be a failuie in 
resolving the aisputes and no agreement could bo reached because 
of the adamant attitude of the employeis ('Ihe issues had to be 
taken up in suosequent tripartite meetings and at a tiipaitite meeting 
held on June 9, 1959, these were reteired to aibitration The Arbi- 
tiator gave his award on December 30, 1959 )

Following the Chinakuii collieiy disastei in Februaiy 1958, the 
Government ot India convened a tripartite Steering Committee on 
Safety in Coal Mmes The Committee met in Delhi on March 17, 
1958 Subsequently the first Conference on Safety in Mmes met at 
Calcutta on August 5 and 6, 1958 The conference recommended 
a numbei of measures to improve safety in mines, some of which 
have been incorpoiated in the Mmes Act, since amended The 
Second Session ot the Confeience on Safety in Mmes was held at 
Dhanbad on January 29, 1959 The AITUC delegation walked out 
of this conference protesting against the scandallous manner in 
which the inquiry into the Chmakuri disaster was conducted

Tripai tite meetings ot Coal Mining Interests were convened on 
August 3, 1958 and May 29, 1959 and at these meetings the period 
of operation of the Coal Award was extended, by agreement, by one- 
yeai periods

Meetings of the Industrial Committee on Coal Mines were con
vened twice during this period

The Sixth Session of the Industrial Committee met in Delhi on 
Februaiy 21, 1959 Tne AITUC delegation at this meeting drew the 
attention of the Committee to the glaring defects in the report of 
the Chinakuii Court of Inquiiy and accused the Mines Department, 
the Court of Inquiry and the Andrew Yule Company (employers of 
Chmakuri mine) of collusion and suppression of the truth.

The Committee, among others, decided that “no new category of 
work should be brought under the contract system”. A two-men 
committee was appointed to carry out a study and report on contract 
labour (This Committee could not produce its report in time and 
the Go\ernment appointed a Court of Inquiry, in 1960, on this 
question)

It V. as decided to constitute sub-committees on Standing Orders 
in Coal Industry, watei supply in coalfields and for discussing gene
ral problems conceining workmen in coal industry

Recom.n,endations were adopted on pit-head baths, cieches 
woiks committees, inclusion of mails, sweepers, etc within the cove
rage of Coal Mines P F Scheme, on Gorakhpur Labour Organisa
tion, etc

The sub-committees of the Industrial Committee had four meet
ings in all The sub-committee on Standing Orders which met at 
Calcutta on March 12, 1959, could not come to agreed conclusions 
(The matter was referred to the Labour Ministry and the Standing 
Orders were finalised by the Ministry in mid-1960) The sub-com-
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mittee on “general problems’’ met in Delhi on April 15 and 15, 1959 
but there was no agreement on issues. It was decided at the next 
meeting of the committee held in Calcutta on June 9 and 10, to refer 
the 31 issues of dispute to arbitration (referred above). The sub
committee on water supply in coalfields met in Dhanbad on August 
19, 1959 and made some general recommcndalion.s on the .subject.

The Seventh Session of the Industrial Committee on Coal Min
ing was held on April 28, 1960. The workers’ representatives made 
strong criticism of the failure of the Government and employers to 
implement the previous recommendations of the Committee. Among 
these were:

(1) Abolition of contract labour: It was decided to constitute 
a Court of Inquiry.

(2) Continuance of Gorakhpur Labour Organisation: At a
tripartite meeting held on August 9, 1959, it was agreed that the Go
rakhpur Labour Organisation will be abolished but its recruitment 
function will be taken over by the Employment Exchange organisa
tion. Later, an Informal Committee of the Parliament had a de
tailed inquiry on this subject and have made certain recommenda
tions. This report, it was agreed, should be circulated.

(3) Revision of Standing Orders for the Coal Industry. The 
Government assured that the Model Standing Orders would be pub
lished within three months.

(4)' Water supply in coalfields: This question is to be exami
ned de uovo at the next meeting of the Industrial Committee, when 
some definite proposals could be formulated.

The Seventh Session generally approved the recommendations 
of the Miners’ Boots Committee. (This Committee had finalised its 
report after a meeting held on November 4, 1D39, at which repre
sentatives of employers and workers’ organisations were invited.)

At this session, the Government and employers proposed that 
the Coal Award, as amended by the Arbitrator’s Award, should bo 
extended for a period of three years. This was opposed by the wor
kers’ representatives who demanded constitution of a Wage Board 
in the coalmining industi’y. It was agreed that the case for consti
tuting a Wage Board may be considered at the next meeting o£ the 
Industrial Committee.

The workers’ organisations criticised the undue delay in holding 
the meetings of the various committees set up on the i ecommenda
tions of the Safety Conference and in particular. Committee on Pre
vention of Dust in Coal Mines.

The Committee also considered the draft amendments of the 
Mines Act, 1952 arising out of the recommendations of the Safety 
Conference.

The workers’ representatives raised the question of gratuity



and old- age pension for miners and urged that it should be 
dered independently. The Government, however, took the 
that this could be considered only along with the Integrate 
Security Scheme recommended by the Study Group on 
Security.
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PIANTATIONS

The Sth Session of the Industrial Committee on Plantations met 
at Shillong on January 21, 1958. The Committee discussed the ques
tion of closures of plantations, wage board, amendment to the! Plan- , 
tation Labour Act, ratification of the Code of Discipline, etc.

On the question of taking over neglected and exhausted gardens 
closed down by management, the Government maintained that the 
Industries (Development and Regulation) Act could not be extended 
to plantations for legal difficulties and the matter should be left with, 
the State Governments. The Workers’ representatives, however, 
pressed for central legislation to deal with such cases.

On the question of Wage Board and Code of Discipline, sub
committees were to consider the issue.

Tire sub-committee met in Delhi on April 25, 1958 and agreed 
to ratify the Code of Discipline. The Code was however amended to 
provide for seven days’ notice, for strike or lockout. No agreement 
could be reached on housing or on wage board.

Tripartite committees on plantation bonus (for W. Bengal and' 
Assam plantations for the years 1957 and 1958) met at Calcutta on 
November 11, 1958 and later at Delhi on December 2, 1958. No 
agreement could be reached after discussions. The discussions drag
ged on and at a later stage, it was possible to reach bipartite settle
ments on the dispute, as a result of the discussions at the Bonus sub
committee meeting held in Calcutta on October 24, 1959.

The Sth Session of the 
on October 23 and 24, 1959.
constitution of a Wage Board for the Plantation Indus- 
Committee also discussed the employment position in 
housing, etc.

Industrial Committee on Plantations met 
The Committee recom-at Calcutta 

mended the 
try. The 
plantations,

The decision on Wage Board was subsequently reviewed by the 
Committee at its meeting in Delhi on April 27, 1S60. It w’as decided 
to set up three Wage Boards—one each for tea. coffee and other 
plantations.

A third meeting of the 9th Session of the Committee was con
vened in Delhi on August 30, 1960, to consider the proposal for 
amendment of the Tea Districts "Emigrant Labour Act and the situa
tion arising from the decision of employers to wind up the Tea Dis- 
ricts Labour Association and to close down all their recruitment and 
transit depots. The meeting adopted recommendations on these two 
questions.

The Committee was convened again, in a fourth meeting, at



Calcutta on November 9, 1960, to consider a Government proposal 
to set up a National Tribunal instead of Wage Boards for the plan
tation industry. This proposal was rejected by the workers’ repre
sentatives and the Committee reiterated its earlier decision to have 
three Wage Boards. But as against three members from workers’ 
and employers’ side on the Boards, it was decided to have two mem
bers each only.

JUTE

The Industrial Committee on Jute was convened for the first 
time on August 1 and 2, 1958. The Committee considered four items: 
closure of jute mills, rationalisation, reduction in the employment 
of women and wage board!

It was agreed that in all cases of transfer resulting from ration
alisation or closure, six week's notice would be given and that State 
Governr^ent should be notified eight weeks in advance. Certain 
bther safeguards were also agreed upon and a Special Coinntittce on 
Jlationalisation was to be constituted.

The Committee agreed generally that a Wage Board would 
“the most appropriate machinery for reviewing the question of 
wages in the jute industry” but a decision on this was deferred. It 
was decided that the W. Bengal Government should conduct an in
quiry into causes of reduction of employment of women.

The Special Committee on Rationalisation reached agreement at 
a meeting held on September 30, 1958 and laid down certain 
tions for bona fide closures.

The Second Session of the Industrial Committee on June 
Calcutta on December 11, 1959. Agreement was reached 
meeting to set up a Wage Board for the industry. The Wage Board 
was constituted in September, 1960. The AITUC was given one of the 
two seats for workers’ representatives. Our nominee on the Board 
is Indrajit Gupta, M,P.
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MINES OTHER THAN COAL

The first meeting of the Industrial Committee on Mines otlier 
than Coal was held in Delhi on April 17-18, 1958. The Committee 
approved a draft Metalliferrous Mines Regulations and recommenci- 
ed constitution of the Manganese Mine Labour Welfare Fund. The 
proposal to constitute Welfare Funds for workers in iron ore anrf 
other mines, put forward by the AITUC, was not accepted by the 
Government.

The Committee also 
Act should be extended 
limestone, clay, etc.

recommended that the Minimum Wages 
to cover all mines,—iron ore, manganese,

CEMENT

the Industrial CommitteeThe third session of
in Delhi on August 2, 1960, nearly six years after

on Cement met 
the 2nd session.



In spite .of the long period since the last session, it was found that 
certain main recommendations of that meeting have not yet been im
plemented, This was particularly so on the question of abolition of 
contract labour, which was to be abolished by June 1956. Similarly, 
the report of the Central Tripartite (Technical) Committee appoint
ed at the last session was pending adoption by the Indu,strial Com
mittee. Employers pleaded at the fourth session that they should 
have some more time to examine the report.

On the question of work-load studies in cement factories, the 
workers’ representatives pointed out that the Government resolution 
that the Wage Board’s recommendation regarding wage increase in 
the second phase may be implemented after workload studies are 
completed was absolutely uncalled for.

It was proposed at the meeting that the period of operation of 
the recommendations made by the Wage Board should be five years. 
Workers’ representatives opposed this proposal and wanted to make 
it not more than three years. The Government wanted the period 
to be five years also providing for review at the end of four years.

A central machinery was to be set up for clarification and inter
pretation of the Wage Board’s recommendations, the composition of 
which was to be decided by Government.

The AITUC delegation at the meeting pointed out that the em
ployers were not implementing the recommendations of the Wage 
Board. (This has remained so till the time of writing this report).

OTHER TRIPARTITES ON INDUSTRIAL MATTERS

Two other tripartites on industrial matters were held during the 
period under review. One was the tripartite meeting on Automatic 
Looms held on December 22, 1958. The AITUC did not participate 
in this meeting but sent a note, stating its views. A tripartite con
ference on petroleum dispute was convened by the Union Labour 
Minister in Delhi on January 19, 1959. The meeting did not help 
to appreciably improve the situation.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF TRAINING IN VOCATIONAL TRADES

During the last three years, two meetings of the National Coun
cil of Training in Vocational Trades were held— on May 12, 1958 
and on August 29, 1959. The Council mainly discussed problems of 
apprenticeship training in India. In view of the unsatisfactory res
ponse from' employers in the matter of apprenticeship training, the 
Council has urged compulsory legislation for this purpose, A sub
committee of the Council met in Delhi on June 6, 1960 and made re
commendations on procedure for conducting trade tests under the 
National Apprenticeship Training Scheme, period and courses for 
the training, etc.



CENTRAL COMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT

The Employment Advisory Committee which did not meet for 
over five years was replaced by the Central Committee on Employ
ment in 1059. So far, the Central Committee met twice—in May 
1959 and in September 1960. At the September ISG'J meeting, the 
AITUC representative urged the immediate attention ot the Govern
ment to the problem of unemployment due to clo.sure of factories 
and displacement of women in industry. Sub-Committees were set 
up to study and report on these two .subjects.

MINIMUM WAGES CENTRAL ADVISORY BOARD

The reconstituted Minimum Wages Central Advisory Board met 
on August 2, 1960. The AITUC boycotted thi.s meeting as a protest 

' against the Government stand on tripartite decisions, particularly 
that of the ISth Indian Labour Conference on need-based wages, as 
revealed in the Pay Commission’s Report.

The Minimum Wages (Fixation 
three meetings during this period.

and Revision) Committee iiad

CENTRAL IMPLEMENTATION & EVALUATION COMMITTEE

This first meeting of the Central Implementation and Evaluation 
Committee was held in Delhi on .September 20, 1958. Thus meeting 
recommended screening of cases by central organi.sations of v.oikers 
and employers before appeals are preferred against awaids in High 
Courts and Supreme Court. Government should attempt to bung 
about out-of-court settlement on those cases in which appeals were 
pending. The Committee recommended that neutral auditois may 
be associated as technical experts and assessors to help Industrial 
Tribunals. It was decided to inquire into the Calcutta Tramway 
Strike from the context of the Code of Discipline. The Committee 
stressed that the E&I Machinery should take preventive action too, 
rather than confining itself to post-mortem examination of indus
trial disputes.

The second meeting of the Committee was held on August 13, 
1959. This meeting discussed the report on the Ih'emier Automobiles 
strike. Certain observations made in the report 
the workers’ representatives as wholly irrelevant and unti-labour. 
The Union Labour Minister, who presided, agreed to discus.? these 
points with representatives of the HMS. The Committee also made 
an analysis of appeals against awards in the Supreme Court, etc. 
It was agreed that voluntary arbitration should be encouraged. 
Following criticism about the composition of State level Ehl Com
mittees, it was decided that Committees at State level should also be 
as representative as the Central Implementation and Evaluation 
Committee.

In the third meeting of the Committee held on April 25, the re-

■ere ciitieiied by



port on Premier Automobiles strike was further discussed. The 
AITUC representative referred to certain objectionable remarks 
made in the report. It was decided that the matter would be separa
tely discussed with the AITUC. The Committee held that the mana
gement of the Chapui Khas colliery has violated the Code.

The fourth meetmg of the Committee which met in Eelhi on 
October 14, 1950, mainly discussed the Report on Calcutta Tram
way strike. The AITUC representative objected to tire conclusions 
of the report. The decision on the recommendations of the Report 
was, therefore, postponed pending consideration of the basic question 
as to what strikes constitute a breach of the Code. T'he Committee 
also decided to proceed with the inquiry into tire Kerala plantation 
strike of 1958.

TRIPARTITE COMMITTEE ON WORKS COMMITTEES

A small tripartite committee on Works Committees was set up 
by the Union Labour Ministry in 1959. The Committee met only 
once in November 1959 but came to certain conclusions as to what 
should be the functions of the Works Committees. 'The AITUC re
presentative on the Committee objected to the hapazard study of the 
problem and the hasty decisions arrived at.

COMMITTEES ON MINES’ SAFETY

A tripartite committee on safety education and propaganda was 
set up by the Union Labour Ministry in 1959. The committee had 
three meetings early in 1960 and finalised its report on the subject 
on July 27, 1960. 
has 

Among other recommendations, the Committee 
suggested the constitution of a National Mines Safety Council. 
Another Committee, the Standing Safety Advisory Committee, 
also been set up by the Union Labour Ministry.has

The Steering Group on Wages which was set up in 1957 has 
four meetings since, and has made some progress in compilationhad

of data relating to wage structure, replacement costs, etc. The Group 
initiated surveys on labour costs and material utilisation in jute, cot
ton textiles, cement and sugar industries; depreciation and replace
ment costs in industry; absenteeism in coal mines; effect of increase 
in industrial wages on farm prices, etc.

PLANNING COMMISSION’S PANEL ON HOUSING

The central TU organisations are represented on the Planning 
Commission’s Panel on Housing. A meeting of the panel was held 
in Delhi on September 28, 1860 and the problem of housing was dis
cussed in some detail.



CONFERENCE ON LABOUR RESEARCH

A tripartite conference on Labour Research was convened in 
Delhi on September 22, 1960. The conference considered propo.sals 
for coordinating labour research. It was decided to set up a Centred 
Committee for Coordination of Labour Research.

SEMINARS

3
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Seminars on Labour-Management Cooperation were held twice 
during this period—on February 4, 1958 and on March 8 and 9, 1960. 
The Seminars helped formulation of schemes for joint councils oi 
management to be established in undertakings. It has now been de
cided to form a tripartite Committee on Labour-Management Co
operation.

A seminar on sharing of gains of productivity was held in Delhi 
on'October 6 and 7, 1960.

Under the auspices of the WHO and ILO, a Seminar on Occupa
tional Health was held in Calcutta in November-December 1958.

DEVELOPMENT COUNCIIjS

on only seven Development 
constituted by the Government

The AITUC has representation 
Councils, out of over 14 such bodies 
Of India. ■ The AITUC has representation on the Development Coun
cils for (1) Internal Combustion Engines and Power -Driven Pumps: 
(2) Bicycles (3) Automobile and Ancillary Industries (4) Oils and 
Spaps (5) Food Processing, and (6) Electric Fans, Electrical Equip
ment, Batteries, etc., and (7) Leather products. Except one or two, 
most of these Development Councils did not have much activity.

! 1NE-.USTRIAL BOARDS

I

)

The AITUC i,s also represented on the Tea Board, Rubber Board 
as well as the Regional Advisory Board on Salt. At the few meetings 
Of these Boards held during this period, the AITtJC representatives 
have actively participated.

The AITUC declined to nominate a representative on the Cen
tral Advisory Council of Industries as a protest against discrimina
tory policy of the Government when constituting the Licensing Com
mittee of the Council.



Appendix 1

ILCs IN 1957—1959 — AN AITUC ASSESSMENT

We are publishing below the evaluations made by the AITUC 
about the 15th, 16th and 17th Sessions of the Indian Labour Con
ference which met in the period, 1957 to 1959. The evaluations were 
made as ‘Foreword’ w’ritten by S. A. Dange, General Secretary, to 
AITUC Publications on the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Tripartites and 
in a resolution adopted by the AITUC Working Committee at its 
Delhi meeting (August 1959) on the 17th Indian Labour Conference.

FIFTEENTH INDIAN LABOUR CONFERENCE

(Extracts from Foreword by S. A. Dange to AITUC Publication, 
Tripartite Agreements — What Are They? — August 1957).

The Indian Labour Conference met in Delhi on 11th and 12th 
July 1957. It had nine subjects on the agenda. But the items 
which attracted widest and most serious attention were four: Wages 
Policy, Rationalisation, Housing and Discipline.

Since all these subjects have been the cause of major disputes, 
strike struggles and Tribunal awards in the recent past, the conclu
sions of the Conference are being discussed all over the country.

All trade union workers want to know the exact nature of the 
agreements arrived at. The workers in the whole country are on the 
move In defence of their interests. High prices, high taxation, high 
profits of the big monopolies are now moving millions who are suf
fering under their burden, to demand a wage rise. Workers are de
manding a quick and full implementation of ff’ribunal awards, which 
have granted rise in wages, bonus payments and other benefits. The 
implementation has been held up by the employers, who are taking 
recourse to the Supreme Court to secure the stay or-reversal of the 
awards that concede the workers’ claims. The Governmental agen
cies are also partners in this game. Their hostile attitude on 
Pay Commission is sufficient evidence.

Hence the workers have evinced keen interest to know if 
decisions of the Labour Conference will be of any help to them 
whetlrer they mark any change from previous policies....

In the Labour Conference, no vote is taken to arrive at deci
sions. When, on any point, discussion reveals a general agreement, 
the secretariat of the Ministry of Labour embody the consensus of 
opinion in a draft as agreed conclusions or recommendations.
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The general feeling among trade union circles is that the agree
ments constitute some advance on previous positions in favour of 
the working class, in the matter of rationalisation, wages policy and 
housing. The employers and Government would like to emphasise 
the conclusions in regard to principles of workers’ discipline. They 
think the workers’ side, particularly the AITUC, has accepted some 
“novel, unprecedented” obligations. Both are likely to make an at
tempt to elaborate the conclusions of this item alone into an instru
ment to force the workers to give up the right to strike, the right of 
direct action and spirited defence of their interests.

It has to be remembered, however, as was emphasised and clear
ly pointed out at the Conference by the workers’ side, that all the 
four items are an integrated whole and all-in-one form the basis of 
the new turn that everyone has to take in the interests of the coun
try and the people as a whole, particularly of the vast multitude of 
the working people.

In order to give 
tice so as to benefit 
working people, the 
united and vigilant, 
are turned into their opposite if the people are not vigilant and parti
cularly when the State is not in the hands of the working masses 
and refuses to throw its weight on their side.

It is too early to say anything about the effect of these agree
ments. The experience of the workers alone will reveal the truth. 
In the meanwhile, let us all study them and try to work them out in 
all their true meaning and spirit with the sincere wish for the good 
of all.

the whole a living expression in concrete prac- 
not the monopolists but the country and the 
trade union movement has to become strong, 
Otherwise, even the best agreements and laws

SIXTEENTH INDIAN LABOUR CONFERENCE

(Extracts from Foreword by S. A. Dange, to AITUC Publication, 
Sixteenth Tripartite—August 1958)

The Sixteenth Tripartite Indian Labour Conference met in 
Nainital on May 19 and 20, 1958.

On 21st morning the Conference of Central Trade Union Organ
isations, convened by the Labour Minister at the request of several 
trade union organisations, met to discuss questions of trade union 
rivalries and the way to overcome their evil effects....

In August last year, the AITUC had published the conclusions 
and papers relating to the 15th Tripartite which had met in Delhi; 
whose main conclusions embraced questions of wage policy, rational
isation, housing and Code of Conduct.



This year’s tripartite was meeting in a very different climate 
tlian last year.

At Delhi in 1957, the Conference decided on a Wage Policy 
which decreed immediate efforts to establish a minimum wage and 
fair wage in all orgamsed industries. It emphasised the appointment 
of Wage Boards for that purpose. Wage Boards for Textiles, Sugar 
and Cement were coming up. Wage Boards for Jute, Iron & Steel, 
etc., were being pressed. Rationalisation was brought under control 
and the anarchic intensified robbery of workers’ labour power 
through rationalisation was slowed down in some areas. A Code of 
Conduct, voluntarily accepted, came into existence to govern the 
vital problem of strike conduct and trade union relations between 
the employer and the worker.

At that very time, we posed the question: How will these take 
shape—for or against the workers? How will the State and em
ployers behave?

The answer was not long to come. At the end of the year, there 
was talk of recession, crisis of the Five-Year Plan, etc. In March 
1958, the Federation of Chambers of Commerce launched an 
offensive. The textile millowners and others demanded a halt to 
the Wage Boards and the demand of the workers for wage increase. 
Closures of factories on this or that excuse increased. And in July 
1958, one year after the Delhi decisions on Wage Policy, the Bombay 
Millowners Association officially served notice of a cut of 33 1|3 per 
cent in the dearness allowance of textile workers. The Bombay 
Government took over the running of one textile mill on the ex-r 
press understanding that wages would be cut by one-third, the out 
to be restored if and when profits came. Some of the INTOC leaders 
in the mofussils of Bombay had begun to sign agreements of wage
cuts “in order to halt closures and the misery of unemployment.”

In iron & steel, despite its high profits, monopoly of production 
and markets, an assured demand and vast governmental subsidies 
and loans, demands for a Wage Board and wage increase in terms 
of the Delhi conventions were rejected. The employers led by the 
vast octopus power of the Tatas, helped by the INTOC union in Jam
shedpur and Burnpur, hurled all their forces against the workers. 
Jamshedpur, which was being paraded by Government as a “model 
of employer-employee relations” and a place of “highly paid and 
contended” workers, despite acute increase in cost of living, staged 
a most disciplined and peaceful protest strike of one day on May 12, 
1958. I'he Tatas, who had never faced a strike here in thirty years, 
were enraged. Provocations followed. And the most astounding 
thing took place. The Government of India sent troops and an army 
commander flew to Jamshedpur. To fight what and against whom 
—nobody knew. Hundreds of workers were arrested.

In Bombay, one of the biggest motor engineering works, the 
Premier Automobiles, was locked out because the employer disre- 
cognisod the Union and also refused to give bonus.
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The Mill Mazdoor Union and the Anti-Unemployment Samiti 
composed of representatives of all central TU organisations except 
the INTUC, had decided to launch a one-day General Strike in tlie 
city on May 19, to protest against Bombay Government’s Labour 
Policy, the closure of textile mills and the Premier Automobiles.

The Labour Minister Shri Gulzarilal Nanda, intervened and 
called the representatives of the Samiti from Bombay to come to the 
Nainital conference to discuss the problem of closures and mean
while give up the idea of the protest strike. The Samiti agreed and 
postponed the strike.

The port and dock workers were getting agitated over the re
fusal of the Government to implement the Choudhary Commission’s 
Report. The insurance employees were concerned about tlieir bonus 
demand. The Pay Commission was yet sitting in deliberations.

It was in the context of such a crisis that "the 16th Tripartite 
met at Nainital. The gains of Delhi tripartite in favour of the wor
kers were being attacked by the offejisive of the employers, 
fact, they were set on reversing the whole trend of the 
preached by the Plan.

Naturally, the general discussions were dominated 
blem of closures and unemployment. The employers 
relief in taxes and reduction in wage-costs. But they 
mand wage-cuts in an open and direct manner, 
time was not ripe to make such a demand in this tripartite with 
Delhi decisions in the background.

The workers’ side did not accept the plea of a general crisis in 
the textile or any other industry. The AI’TUC, in fact, showed that 
in rfiost of the closures in the textiles that were on record, the main 
reason was not trading loss. The main reason was fraudulent trans
actions on the part of the owners, quarrels among them over the 
share of the booty, the effects of which matured into closures. Only 
a minority of the closures were due to financial stringency or trading 
losses, which, however, were not indicative of a general crisis, as yet.
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The AITUC refused to share the burden of the capitalist crisis. 
It refused to lend countenance to any schemes of is age-cuts, because 
it is not the function of trade unionism to help capitalism out of the 
crisis of its own making and its system. 7'hc function of trade 
unions is to resist the onslaught of the crisis and defend the workers. 
It may succeed, it may not, in the given condition. But in principle, 
at least, it must tell the workers what it all means.

The employers denied that there were frauds, except perhaps 
here and there. We, however, named the concerns where fraudu
lent transactions were a proved fact.

In the end, it was decided to appoint a Committee on the cotton 
textile closures. By the time we are writing, the Committee presided 
over by Mr. D. S. Joshi, Textile Commbsioner, has made its report

The second subject wiiich claimed the largest attention, next to



closures, was that of industrial relations. We need not go into all 
the items that were raised. The big memorandum on this question 
posing the eight points raised under this head and the main conclu
sions are there in this volume. On all these points, the conclusions 
are such as are helpful to the workers and, constitute a step forward 
from the pa.st positions.

Evaluation Committees are coming into existence, whose func
tion it is to find out if enactments, awards, agreements, etc., are 
being observed by both parties or not. An Implementation Officer 
under the Goevrnment of India is already functioning. This cer
tainly is a step forward. Formerly, it was nobody’s concern to see if 
an award or agreement or law was really being given effect to. Only 
a strike or dispute could reveal a grievance in the matter. It is now 
open to all trade unions to approach this new machinery to apprise 
the Government about the failures or violations on the part of the 
employer or the Government.

The machinery is not a tribunal, nor has it powers to provide 
a remedy and cure the situation. Still it can be made into a forum, 
after going through which, the way to trade union action becomes 
clearer.

Another question on which an advance is made is that of veri
fication of membership.

For representation on Committees or for recognition, the AITUC 
ha.s demanded that the unions’ strength in case of rivalry be judged 
by ballot.

The Government and the employers put verification of mem
bership of each union by Government officers as the best instrument 
to measure trade union strength. We have rejected this position be
cause in a situation, where the Govermnent and the employers throw 
all weight on the side of the INTUC, the trade union strength of 
their rivals cannot be truly measured by membership rolls and their 
verification by Government officials.

In Nainital, the verification procedure has been liberalised. The 
findings of officials, which were the final verdicts previously can 
now be challenged. This is a gain. .

The trade unions must not give up the fight for the ballot for 
recognition. Verification is no substitute for ballot. Verification vs. 
Ballot still remains a point of struggle in the trade union field,.

In the field of trade union recognition there has not been any 
real advance. The Government still refuses to legislate for compul
sory recognition of trade unions, because it hopes to achieve this for 
the INTUC by an understanding with the employers.

But the continued weakening of the INTUC, its failure to win 
greater support for the working class and the growing strength of 
the rivals of the INTUC has made the Government reconsider its 
previous blank cheque of recognition to the INTUC. The modifica
tions suggested on this question in States where the Bombay Indus-
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Il has also tried to lay down a com-

•trial Relations Act applies are worth noting. 'Our trade unions must 
iise this advantage to strengthen their position.s.
■ The Nainital Conference tried to rationalise the position regard- 
'ihg Works Committees and several other Committees which were 
springing up in the factory.
mon procedure and practice on grievances which are not of a very 
■general character. This procedure, if given elfect to, will also cure a 
part of the headache of the unions on individual grievances.

In this, the employers in the State sector create the largest diffi- 
'Culties. They will neither -work out honestly, democratically and 
-expeditiously the functions of the Negotiating Machinery that exists 
under the terms of recognition nor will they adopt a democratic 
grievance procedure at the unit levels to deal with grievances. One 
has to see how far the Nainital discussions will change the situation 
both in the State and the private sectors.

The Conference did well to reject the Bihar Government’s pro- 
,posals for a completely controlled trade unionism of “union shop and 
check-off,” 'v/hich is purely an American practice which in tlie Bihar 
■Government’s draft has been made wor.se.

The problem of the Employees’ State Insurance and the serious 
defects still persistin,g in its working to the detriment of the workers 
was discussed. The failure of Governments and the ESIC in the 
matter of building hospitals came in lor .severe criticism. A.s the 
•conclusions show, some redress has been promised m Ihh, re.-.iiect.

It will thus be seen that despite the crisis, the oflcnsive cl the 
■employers and the lack of a united trade union movement, tl.e IGtli 
Tripartite could not be turned against the v. oikers iinil nulhfy the 
gains of the 15th Indian Labour Conference. In tact, on a nraibcr 
■of points, it registered an advance, hover er slight it may be, as 
.shown above.

But Nainital this time had quite a new icatnre unprecedented 
in trade union history.

For years, the AITUC 
union organisations iikc the INTL’C. HMS and UTUC should 
ther and decide to eliminate unhealthy rmairic.s, even if t 
not merge and unite. Many a time, on certain issuers, the , 

-and HMS adopted joint platfoims and riici .joint actions, as tor 
pie in the National ’Working Class Rally ut March 27. 1957, in 
the UTUC also joined.

But all had never sat to discuss elim.matiun of iii'uiiy ai: 
tain common norms of behaviour towards each other and 
themselves.

This time, the Labour Minister, Shri Nanda, took the step to
■ call such a meeting. And it was held at Nainital on May 21, in ivhich 
representatives of all the four TU centres participated.

There were hesitations, accusations, bitter recollections dug up 
from past history, hard words, even flare-ups. Unity? No and

has been I'ieading that the eential trade 
t tOi'C- 

hey could 
^-xlTUC 
exain-

1 whicri



never, said some. Nothing, absolutely nothing in common with the- 
horrid AITUC to agree—said some.

At last, after hours of sitting to.gether by itself and getting used 
to it, some common things, common to all, did emerge. They are 
embodied in a separate draft printed here.

The AITUC proposals as such were not accepted. But agree
ment on certain vital aspects of inter-union conduct did emerge.. 
All those eight points deserve intense study and understanding by 
all unions. Not only study but loyal observance also.

Above all, item three i.e., democratic functioning of trade unions,, 
demands the greatest adherence trom all, including the unions of 
the AITUC.

It is interesting to note that a question was asked as to what is- ' 
meaning of “democratic functioning” in this Code.
It is still more interesting to 
centre send its own meaning

the
note that it was decided that each 
oi the clause and 
the next meeting, 
surprising. Even

that a common

in England and 
the meaning of

TU
agreed meaning be arrived at at

And this should not be very 
America, with biggest membership and huge funds, 
democracy m trade unions does not sometimes appear very clear. 
We here, alter all, are not so “advanced” as they are. But perhaps 
just for that leason, democracy should be easier for us! Any way,, 
we are going to discuss and decide.

It will iliu:; be seen that the 16th Tripartite this jjear ujas att 
advance on last year and hud this unique jeatztre of discussing TU 
unity, .since ice all broke up into rivals in 1946. It took us twelve 
years to come to a round table to discuss rivalries—thanks to the 
unity movement and to the Labour Minister, Ehri Nanda. V/e hope 
thi.s step will not be reversed.

The study of the Tripartite Conferences in the recent period,, 
especially of Delhi and Nainital, present some very important con
clusions for the trade union movement in our country.

These tripartite bodies, their Standing Committees and the In
dustrial Committees attached to them are becoming a sort of Na
tional Forums, where industrial and working class problems are dis
cussed on an all-national or all-industrial level and even collective 
agreements are arrived at.

The decision'; on Wa.ge Policy, nationalisation. Recognition,. 
Social Insinance and so on, or the agreements on Tea Bonus, Coal 
Award, etc., arc quite new features in capital-labour relations in. 
the industrial field in our country.

No .single trade union centre by itself can deal on a national 
level with any indu.strial or trade union problem. No single em
ployers’ body can. No single State Government also. The Central 
Government by its very national character and lend such character 
to any problem. But by itself, it cannot handle it.

The Tripartite has now become a body, winch can bring-the

2S
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State, the employers and all tlie trade unions to a common forum 
and deal with problems on an all-national level. Agreements em
bracing whole industries can be made on a national level, in which. 
TU rivalries and employers’ competitions can both be accommoda
ted. And these agreements are concrete—not mere conventions 
as of the ILO.

In view of this, it is incumbent on all our trade unions to study 
the work of these Tripartites more carefully' and to take greater 
interest in their work and conclusions. All trade unions must cam
paign for them and take these decisions to tne workers, e.xplain all 

, their advantages and defects. The Code of Conduct, the Verifica
tion Procedures, the roll of membership, the Grievance Procedure.';, 
Works Committees, the Implementation Officers and Committees, th.e 
Code of Inter-union Relations—are all new instruments icit/i tiro 
edges.

Our opponents can use them against u.s if we aie not active and 
organised. At the same time, we can use them to our benettl also.

For this, new methods of functioning of union offices become a 
necessity. More intellectual cadres, correct reporting and observance 
of trade union practices are the need in this situation. The difficult 

' situation cannot be overcome until in the end, we achieve fuil TU 
unity and full TU recognition.

There is talk of the crisis 
ployers are planning to solve 
allow it. We cannot allow the
threats of capital whether Indian or foreign, 
and suppression of the rising peoples of the 
our national .economy' must go forward, our 
also rise. If capital opposes, we fight it.

The great weapon in the fight is working class unity. Th.e 
elusions of the Tripartites are useful in this fight.

Study them and work on th'am.

But that i.s not yet clear at hand 
in the economy advancin'?,. Th.e eni-

OLir cost. Wt; cann.oi 
lieki at ransom b> tii" 
There is talk o

.'\sian countries 
living standards

their crisis at 
economy to be
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SEVENTEJENl’H INDIAN L.kBOLK CONFEKENCi:

(Resolutions adopted by the A,ITUC t'-'or.kmg Commii'.cc -.wi 
met in Delhi bn August 8-10, 15-69).

***«. The Working Committee of the AITUC notes tiiat the 17th Ses
sion of the Indian Labour Conference hcM at Madras in .luiy 105*; 
has made no appreciable headway in am.-mg at napartit.? agree
ments on the many pressiiig problems faced by the li'ado amm; 
movement.

The Delhi and Nainital triparntcs hr.-i Lmhertalom th. ■ .<-1; 'r'
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the 17tii

and un-

evolving general conventions and principles aftecting such vital 
problems as rationalisation, minimum wage, closures, recognition of 
trade unions, the Code of Discipline, etc.

- It was but natural that a review of these conventions 
actual working should have formed an important part of 
Madras Tripartite.

But the review presented by Government was sketchy 
satisfactory' and failed to nail down the essential fact that tire 'Code 
had not been worked in its proper spirit by the emploj'ers, that re
cognition of trade unions and collective bargaining which are the 
foundation pillars of industrial relations had made little progress 
under the conventions of the 15th and 16th Tripartite Conferences.

The 17th Madras Tripartite .was scheduled to give concrete 
shape to some of the conventions of the previous tripartites. The main 
principles of the Code of Discipline to be effective must find a legal 
body in the Industrial Relations Law of the country. As such, all the 
main ideas of those conventions in the matter ol recognition, conci
liation, appeals, quickness of decisions, verification, ballot, etc., were 
bound to raise questions for clarification and where the law and the 
convention.s conflicted, demand harmonisation. As such, the Madras 
Tripartite had to function more as a Committee on Industiial Re
lations Law and clarifications and rulings than ever before.

But it is unfortunate that the concretisation and clarification of 
the convention.s was being attempted in such a way as to put more 
curbs on trade union rights, and permit the Government officialdom 
to interfere in the day-to-day running of the unions, ban formation 
of new unions which were not to their linking or obstruct their 
growth. The State Governments, particularly of M.P. and Bihar 
were seen to be keen in introducing laws so as to strengthen the 
Government-sponsored and employer-approved- unions of the 
INTUC and disarm the workers in their struggle for better life.

In spite of this, the trade unions reacted sharply- to the demand 
to permit the Registrar of Trade Unions to decide whether he should 
allow a new union to be formed or not. There was also leluclance 
to allow powers to Government to sit in pntna facie judgement over 
the nature of disputes and the natuie of the unions who defended 
them before .such disputes were taken up for adjudication. Despite 
the fact that the Government’s policy- was to favour the INTUC 
through all these measures, their very draconian look made even the 
INTUC wince at them. Hence the attempt to load the conventions 
and the law against the workers and the unions of the left, though 
not completely defeated was blunted to a large extent.

As a result of the protest of workers and unions that many 
trade unions and their officials sign agreements without reference to 
the workers concerned and even their own executives (as was par
ticularly seen in Jamshedpur), the Government had put on the 
agenda a proposal that the draft agreements be exhibited on the 
notice boards of the factory and any objections raised by workers



be given consideration. If passed, this would hd\e introduced some 
amount of democratic functioning in lho.se union.s v. inch me i iin 
bureaucratically. The AITUC endorsed this proposal. It piopo.sed 
that all agreements made by a union must be submit led lor ratilica- 
tion at least to the executive of the union, let .done the general 
body of workers.

But all these suggestions, including the most modest one on the 
agenda were opposed by all the thice Centies iii .1 most vehement 
manner.

The AITUC holds that in conditions ot 1 ivalry ot muons, me best 
way to measure which is representative ot workers anti commai d- 
support of the majority is to take a ballot ot all the woikci., o < 1 
all the membership of the competing unions pooled together tor the 
ballot. The Kerala Government had put a provision lor ballot in 
their Industrial Relations pill, which was put before the Tripaitite 
by the Government of India.

The INTUC opposed the ballot The HMS, however, supported 
ballot along with the AITUC. But the conference as a whole wouW 
not accept it. Verification is no substitute foi the ballot and the 
AITUC will continue to campaign for the ballot.

The Committee takes a grave view of the tact that the 17th 
Indian Labour Conference could not make any headway in the mat
ter of recognition of trade unions. Curiously enough, official think
ing on this question had been more on how to eflccl derecognition 
rather than provide guarantees for compulsory lecogmtion of trarb- 
unions.

The Working Committee also notes that attempts are being made, 
as was evident at the Madras Session of the Indian Labour Confer
ence, to enact legislation in the different States on the lines of the 
notorious “Bombay Industrial Relations Act,” impose lurther curbs 
on trade union rights and exercise greater Governmental control on 
the functioning of trade unions. Though the attempts in this direc
tion made at the 17th Indian Labour Conference weie, in the mam, 
defeated, the Working Committee warns the v.orkers and trad? 
unions to be ever vigilant on this question and thwart etery ineasuie 
contemplated by the Government to curb democratic trade unionism 

' and impose Government-.sponsored unions of the INTUC on the 
working class.

On the whole the Madras Tripartite was not an advance, but in 
fact a slight retreat for the working class. It could have been 
more serious but for the opposition shown by the trade unions. The 
AITUC in its Statement at the Madras Tripartite, described thc- 
situation since Nainital, in the following words:

“The labour Minister, Mr. Nanda, has personally intervened 
in the coal disputes and in the Banking dispute. But such inter
ventions -while securing temporary relief, do not make up for a 
policy as a whole. They become only benevolent exception's to a
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bad labour policy, -which does not allow urgent questions of life 
of the workers to be resolved in their favour as a natural result 
of a correct policy.

“The promises made at Nainital and perspectives held be
fore the -workers have been belied for the most part. Where 
small fulfilments have been shown, they had to be extracted by 
prolonged suffering and struggles of the workers.

“This not only shows the labour policy of the Government 
in actual practice, it also shows that what is called ‘-planned 
developmenf has no plan unless all these retrenchments, clo
sures, victimisations, and lock-outs are a part pf the ‘plan’ of the 
Government and the employers for better development of the 
profits of the gentlemen of enterprise.’’

J

I
It IS necessary to act paore unitedly to change the situation in 

■favour of the workers

\ 1
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/ AITUC REPRESENTATION AT TRIPARTITES (195K—1960)
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) UuDiAif Labour Conference
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16 th Session (1958)—S. A. Dange, Geneial Secretary; 
Ranen Sen, Vice President,

' T
S.

, 17th Session

K.
K. Tangamani, Secietary, and
M. Banerjee
A. Dange, Genci.u Secietary, 

G. Sriwastava, Secretary; 
and Renu Chakia-

38th Session

(1959) —S.
K
Homi Daji 
vaitty

(1960)—S. S. Mirajkar, Picsident, P. 
Ramamurti, Vice President, In- 
drajit Gupta, Secretary; K. G. 
Sriwastava, Secretary; M. Kal- 
yanasundaram, and S M Ba
nerjee

)

lABOUR Committee

II J

, 17th Session (1958)—Dr. Ranen Sen, Vice President; 
and P. Ramamurti, Vice Presi
dent.

18th Session (I960)—Dr. Ranen Sen, Vice President; 
and K. G. Sriwastava, Secretary 
(T. B, Vittal Rao and Y. D. 
Sharma represented the AITUC 
in the meetings of the Standing 
Labour Committee which consi
dered .the Labour Policy in 
Third Plan—in March and April 
I960)

SUB-COMMITTEE ON WORKERS’ PARTICIPATION IN MANAGEMENT AND 

Code of Discipline

Meeting in March 1958 —K. G. Sriwastava, Secretary 
Meeting in September 1958—K. G. Sriwastava, Secretary 
Meeting in December 1959—Indrajit Gupta, Secretary.
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Sub-Committee on Amendments to I.D. Act.

Meeting in January 1959 —V. G. Row and Subramanytim.

Tripartite Conference on Public Sector

January 1959 —S. A. Dange, General Secretary^. 
M. S. Krishnan and Shaflque- 
Khan.

TRiPARiTrEs on Coal Industry

1.

2.

3.

4,

Coal Award Implementation
Committee (February 1958) —Kalyan Roy
Steering Committee on Safety
in Coal Mines (March 1958) —Kalyan Roy
Conference on Safety in Mines
(August 1958) —Kalyan Roy
(January 1959) —Kalyan Roy
Tripartite Meetings of Coal
Mining Interests (August 1958

' and May 1959) —Kalyan Roy
5. Sixth Session of Industrial

Committee on Coal Mines (Feb.
1959) —T. B. Vittal Rao and Kalyan

Roy
6. Seventh Session of Industrial

Committee on Coal Mines
(April 1960) —T. B. Vittal Rao and Chaturanati

Mishra
7. Coal Mines Labour Welfare

Fund Advisory Committee —Chinmoy Mukherjee and B. N.
Tewary (since 1960)

8. Committee on Safety Education
and Propaganda (1960) —P. K. Thakur

9. Standing Safety Advisory Com
mittee —Prasanl Burman

Industrial Committee on Pi^antations

t

■ 8th Session (1958) —S. A. Dange, Parvathi Krishnan,,
Monoranjan Roy

9th Session (1959) ■—Monoranjan Roy

Industrial Committee on Jute

1st Session (1958) —Indrajit 'dupta, Ghapashyam
Sinha and J. V. K. Vallabha Rao

2nd Session (1959)—Indrajit Gupta \ =
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(■Industrial, ‘ Committee , on Mines—M. C, Narasimhan, T. B. 
( Other Than Coal ,(lst Session— Rao, N. K. Bose, Nakul 

/.'(ISSS).'/;'!/,;' and Amarlal Sharma

Industrial! Committee
' (Srd/Session—1960)

National Council of

Vocational Trades

Central Committee
;..ment.

Minimuih Wages Central Advisory —N. Satyanarayana Reddy 
' Board,

' Minimum. Wages (Fixation and—Indrajit Gupta
L,'Revision) Committee

; Central Implementation and Eva-
■ , luation Committee

-(-First meeting—1958

on Cement'—N. Satyanarayana 
Dharadhar, and 
kherjee

Training in—^Vithal Chaudhari
Nihar Mukherjee (from 1960)

I--.'

Vittal
Guha

Reddy,
Sadhan Mu-

G. S.

(till 1959)

on Employ—S. G. Patkar

-Second meeting—1959

■Third meeting—1960

■Fourth meeting—1960

—B. D. Joshi and T. B. Vittal Rao

—B. D. Joshi and Satish Chat
terjee

—K. G. Sriwastava

—Somnath Lahiri and K. G. Sri
wastava

Tripartite Committee on Works—Ram Sen
, Committees (1959)

' Steering Group on Wages -K. T. K. Tangamani (1958-59)
M. K. Pandhe (1960)

Planning Commission’s Panel on—Homi Daji 
I Housing

, Conference on Labour Research—M. 
(September 1960)

Seminar on Labour-Management 
Cooperation

, —February 1958

March 1960

K. Pandhe

—Ali Amjad

■M. S. Krishnan

/Development Council on Internal—T. R. Ganesan 
'Combustion Engiens

Development Council on Bicycles —Niranj an Dihider
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Development Council on Automo—-M. D. Mokashi 
biles

Development Council 
Soaps

on Oils &—Kallat Krishnan

1

Development Council 
Products

Development, Council
Processing

on Leather—A.

on Food—G.

Development Council for Electric—P. 
Fans, etc.

Rubber Board

Tea Board

C. Nanda

R. Khanolkar

Balachandra Menon

-Rosamma Punnose

—D. P. Ghosh

Regional Advisory Board tor Salt—T. N. Siddhant, D. C. Mohanty

National Productivity Council ’ —Satish Loomba, N. K. Krishnan 
and Phani Bagchi

Central Board 
cation

tor Workers’ Edu---- Vithal Chaudhari

-Committee 
Propaganda 
tion)

for Audio-Visual—M. K. Pandhe 
(Workers’ Educa-

Board of Trustees, Employees’—Sudhir Mukhoti 
Provident Fund

Employees’ State Insurance Cor—S. Y. Kolhatkar 
poration

Medical Benefit Council of ESIC —Hrishi Banerjee
I
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