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FOREWORD.

Complaints were made to the Government of Bihar that
go-slow tactics were being, adopted by workers from. time. to
uime particularly at the establishments where the employer-
employee relationship was strained for one reason or the other.

.15 one case of the sugar factory at Motipur, a Court _9_1:
Enquiry was set up by the State Government in 1950 to g0

"info The questicn of the go-slow alleged to have been adopted
by the workers._ It was recommended by the Courtof-Eaquiry
t’gat pending the enactment of the Labour Relations Bill in
which provisions were made for dealing with the probiem of
go-slow, the State Government should take measures for pre-
vention of such tactics in consultation with the representa-
tives of the employers and employees. : ‘

2. In view of the serious situation prevailing at the time
-a draft Bill was prepared and placed before the State Labour
Standing Committee in. March, 1951, which recommended
that a suitable amendment should be made in the definition of
strike as given in the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, so as to
include the go-slow in the definition of the term ° strike ’. As
the Government of India were thinking of having a common
-policy for all the States and were considering their Labour
Relations Bill, the State Government had to drop the idea
of enacting a suitable legislation for dealing with the problem
of go-slow.

_ 3. In pursuance of the recommendations of the Court of
. Enquiry and the demand on behalf of the industries, parti-
cularly the sugar industry, which was vulnerable to go-slow
“tactics, the matter was placed before the Bihar Central
Labour Advisory Board at its meetings held in September,
1950 and April, 1951, The Board appointed a Committee
consisting of equal number of representatives of Dboth the
industry and the lahour with the Labour Commissioner as its
Chairman to go into the ‘question and present its report.

The Committee presented its report with unanimous
. recommendations which were considered at a meeting of the
~ Board held in September, 1951. The report was discussed
and after some modification was unanimously accepted by
the Board. Those recommendations of the Board were
accepted by the State Government, and commended to the
_employers and employees to give their unqualified support.
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4. In April, 1953, the said Board recommended to the
State Government to appoint another Committee to review
the scheme for dealing with go-slow and to recommend to this
Government it the existing scheme and procedure needed any
change. The report of this Comiittee was _placed before
the Board at its meeting held in October, 1954, and. the
- recommendations made by the Committee were accepted by the
Board and it was decided by the Board that the modified
scheme for dealing with go-slow should be put in operation
for a period of two years. Accordingly, the modified ' scheme
was accepted by the State Government and commended to. the
employers and the employees. ' A . B

5. In April, 1957, the Board recommended to the State
Government to constitute a Seven-man Sub-Committee to
report on the question as to whether the existing procedure on
-*“go-slow ’’ be retained or not or modified. The Government
of Bihar in their Resolution no. III/D1-12/31/57-L-11539,
dated the 22nd June, 1957, appointed a Seven-man Committee
to go into the whole probfem of ™" go- 1 t
ald submit its report within gix months. ‘Unfortunately, the
workers”and employers’ representatives in -the committee
were sharply divided in their views, and so -the -committee
could not make any definite recommendation. - The employers’
representatives wanted a complete scrapping of the: go-slow
procedure whereas workers’ representatives insisted. on the
continuance of the scheme subject to necessary modifications
in view of the successful and fruitful results of the workihg
of the scheme so far. The State Government tried to ensure, a
minimum agreement between the representatives _”J.gff.,.fhe
employers and the employees in respect of the go-slow proce-
dure but with no fruitful result. Ultimately, the, State
Government, left to take their own decision in  the matter,
chose not to impose the scheme against the will of either party
and so scrapped the go-slow procedure. S

6. The Government, however, trust that. despite, th®
scrapping of the go-slow procedure happy employer-employe®
relations will continue in the larger interests of the économ‘
development and progress of the country. R

B.P.SINGH, ~ "
Secretary to the Government of Biha'
Labour Department.
Parya.
The Tth May, 1959
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INTRODUCTION.

One of the ways in-which workers have been found to
give vent to their feeling of dis-satisfaction or dis-agreement
with management policies and programmes is the deliberate
slowing down oi? production. Although it is a concerted
action by the workers in general or a group of workers, and
in many cases is initiated or at least has the tacit approval
of the trade union it is not preceded by preparations and
Erqpa.ga.nda which is generally noticed on the eve of a strike.

t is In a way a silent protest, and still intended to bring
pressure on the management to concede certain demands or to
dissuade it from following certain policies. Though the
slowing down of production is aimed at in every case there is
no common strategy, and the form and content differs from
factory to factory. The Committee appointed by the Govern-
ment of Bibar in the year 1957 to go into the problem of ‘ Go-
slow ’ in all its aspects defined © go-slow ’ in the following
words:—

““ ¢ Go-slow * means anything less than normal work
or output by a body of vpersons employed in any
industry acting in combination, or a concerted
refusal, or a refusal under the common wunder-
standing of any number of persons who are or
have been so employed to continue to carry out
their work in a normal manner with normal
energv; or, in other words, when workers
wilfully act in such a way that the production
of a factory, or a part thereof, falls below the
average normal nroduction, the industrial
equipment and levels of the management remain-
ing the same, the warkers should be held to have
adopted deliberate ‘ go-slow ™ tactics .”’

2. Considerable controversy has raged round the use of
the weapon of ‘ go-slow . The employers have always
condemned it as immoral, unjustified and illegal. The workers
on the other hand rezard it as a legitimate weapon in their
armoury to fight against unscrupulous employers who fail to
carry out their legal obligations and indulge in unfair labour
nractices. The workers, however, concede that this weapon
is not to be lightly used. Iun a matter like this identity in

., out-look and unanimity of views can hardly be expected.
9 r 40 Lab,
\
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3. Though ° go-slow ’ tactics can be adopted by workers
in any industry the sugar industry in this State has been
particularly vulnerable to such tactics. Due to perishable
nature of the raw material used by, this industry the factories
have to work according to a tight schedule, and any disloca- -
tion of work during the crushing season causes heavy losses
to them. The workers in the sugar industry have, therefore,
been prone to adopt ‘ go-slow ’ as a quick method for settle-
ment of their grievances. The nature of production in ‘the
suﬁar industry is such that it takes time to detect that the
fall in production is due to ° go-slow ’ tactics adopted b
workers, and even after such detection it becomes difficult for
the employer to fix responsibility on any individual or group
of individuals. To the workers in the sugar industry, there-
fore, ‘ go-slow ’ has been a much safer weapon than strike
which involves loss of wages and other penalties. =

There were complaints from time to time-about adoption
of ¢ go-slow ’ tactics by workers in the sugar industry, and
when reports reached (Government about a determined ° go-
slow ’ in the sugar factory at Motipur in the 1949-50 crushing -
season they decided to investigate the malady with a view to
adopt preventive measures. The Government appointed a
Court of Enquiry with Shri Shivpujan Rai, Chairman of the
Industrial Tribunal as its sole member in notification no.
]:)f~8§11-L-3339, date}()i] .ﬂ}lle cflleAMa,y, 1950. The report of Court
of Enquiry was publishe endix 1
notification no. D1-8011 /50(-L].Dp Y Vith  Government

: ] 6778, dated th
1950, in which the Court held the workerg gessp?ﬁgsigf: Obfgl,'

the go-slow, and recommended that i

of the Labour Relations Bill in Whicl?%llilvnigi;ﬁf ngl'l actmeg;
for dealing with the problems of go-slow; the Stat eG ver
ment should take measures for prevention of suchet to e in
consultation with the representatives of the empl rae e 13
employees. In pursuance of the recommenda.tiopn(;}ersf m}ll
Court of Enquiry, the matter was placed hefore th Bt
Central Labour Advisory Board at its ‘meetin }?IBlhr‘w
Septen_lber, 1950 and April, 1951, T e Board ags ;etdd m
Committee. to R0 1nto the question thorough] Ppointed a
its recommendations. This B, and to submit

Committee i
- 1] 3 Sl
ammous report which was.aceepted hy the g(ﬁ;tgegﬁtﬁnq ;}{;v

modifications. The main recommendag: .
as accepted by the Board were ag fol?é*lv?;] ; -Ef ‘the Committee
(1) There should be no go-slow W';;h " '
period of notice should not1 Ty, motice. The

be less than
. . L] » by S v
days which will remain in force for foup we%l-?sn
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The notice should give reasons, why. the workers
“threaténed ‘to resort to go- slow.” " .

“(2) The conc111at10n, machmery of the S tate “‘Government
hall intervene within .the notice period.. During
the: pendency of the proceedings before a Conci-
‘liation Officer, or a Tribupal the workers must
not_resort.-to go- -slow, bug the ,conelhatlon pro-
ceedings had to be coneluded within four weeks

- of the mofice. . ¢ '

_,(3) If a go- slow had actually been resorted to and if. it-
is found after enquiry. by the; Labour - Commis-
sioner that go-slow was unjustified,” the follow-'

+ ing action should be taken:— ' . -

(@) For unjustified go-slow atthe 1nstance of the
union, office-bearers of: the . upion should be
deba.rred from holding -office: for a year and
. those office-bearers who.were employees should
" be further liable for suoh punishment as may
"be provided.in the tandmg Orders for simpla .
misconduct. . ol o

(b) For un]ust.lﬁed go _slow not at the ‘instance of

. -the union, rm%—leaders amongst the employees

. held respon51b e for.the go-slow . should: be
- liable for punishment provided - for- major
misconduct including dismissals. :

The Government accepted -these recommendatidns - and.
them in form of:a Resolution issued on the 1st December 1951 ’

"“The policy as laid down' in the - Government Resolutmn, "
was put to test first during the cane ¢rushing season 1951-52.
Out; of 29 sugar factories slow-down mnotices were served on
-16. Out of those 16 cages go- slow was resorted to in four cases
only.  The duration’ of the go-slow in each case was.for a
short perlod The conciliation machinery‘could not opérate
in these cases chiefly 'on account of 'late intimation ', due  to:
postal’ delays. Other cases were disposed of- promptly 'As
a result of the intervention of the conciliation mac}nnery ‘the’
duration of go-slow during 1951-52 was half' of the ‘corres-
ponding figure for the year 1950-51 and the total. productlon
during the year 1951- 52 was also higher than the _preceding
year. -

In the Board’s meeting held at-Jdamshedpur in October,
1952 the representatives of the Indian Sugar Mills Associa.
tion and some obher employers wanted to move a resolution.
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for setting up a Committee to review the working of the
o-slow policy as laid down by the Board and to suggest modi-
%ca,tions'. It was assured on behalf of the Government that
the policy would be reviewed by the Board at its ‘next meeting
by which time more experience would be' gained. Bearing
this in mind, the matter was discussed at’the beginning of
the crushing season of 1952-53 at a conference of the employers
in the su%ar'industry and its different labour federations
convened by Mr. R. S. Pande, 1.a.5., Labour Secretary to
Government as the weapon of go-slow was largely used in the
sugar-industry. Mr. Pande persuaded the parties to agree
to the following modifications in the proceduré for dealing
with go-slow so far as sugar industry was concerned : —
(1) The period of notice should be extended from seven
- days to fourteen days. - .=

(2) Unjustified go-slow by workers should be deemed to

.~ be an act of major misconduct entailing dismissal.
During the crushing season 1952-53 go-slow notices were
served on 14 sugar factories, and in one factory (Lohat) go-
slow was resorted to for a period of three days without any
previous notice. In another factory (at Chanpatia) it was
resorted to for a day. The conciliation wmachinery of the
State Government was able to bring about an amicable settle-

ment, and go-slow was completely avoided in the remaining
cases.

A study of these cases showed that during theé vear 1951~
52 go-slow notices were given mostly for non-implementation
of awards and agreements. .But in the year 19592:53. nptices
were served even in disputes relating.to payment .of. bonus. -
wages, and retaining allowance, leave and holidays, edizca.s
tional and medical facilities. ‘ A '

It was never intended that wo-
slow notice would be utilised for settlement of o t go- T

rdinary, indus-
trial disputes for which the normal procedure prezggiéggui;.
the law for spttlement could be used. It was also felt . that -
the period of one week for giving go-slow notice wag inade- -
quate and the period could with advantage be "extended t:)
fourteen days to give sufficient time fo. the Cocilistion'
Officers of the State Government to intervene and settle the |
disputes amicably. In view of the difficulties- pointed “ (I)l.ﬁ-:'r‘
above the confirmation of the views of the Board op the
following amendments was sought in its 11 '
the 11th and 12th April 1953: —

th meeting held on

1

(1) Go-slow notice may be served bnly on .the" .follo‘ i :1;
grounds and that also when other method;m Ié)gf
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.. redressing the grievances within reasonable time
... are not available under the law:— -

'(a) Non-implementation, ofi any agreement) or
award.

('b) Any mal—practlce by the management
> (¢) Any sudden provocation by the management.

(2) The perlod of notice should be 14 days instead of
-'’seveil ‘'days and a copy of the notice should be
““handed over to the Conciliation Officer of ‘the

area.

i(3) UnJustlﬁed go-slow by workers would be deemed to
" , be gross misconduct entailing dismissal, because
| " doer is not less responsible than the’ abetor.

.The Labour Advisory Board in its meeting held on the

11th and 12th April, 1953 recommended to = Government to
appoint -a'Committee consisting of the following persons with
the Labour Commissioner as Chairman to review the scheme
" for dealing with go-slow and to recommend to Government if
“the existing scheme and procedure for go-slow required any
K cl;a,nge ‘particularly, (a) whether there should be any limita-
"tion on'the grievances over which either go-slow notices can
be served or go-slow can be resorted to; (b) whether the period
- of motice of go-slow should be increased and (¢) whether  the

- punishment for unjustified go-slow should be made more
severe : —

" Personnel of the Committee.

(1) Shrl B P. Singh, 1.a.8., Commiissioner of Labour—-
_ .t . Chairman and Convener.

' .
FRTR

- Representatwes of the Employers.
@) Shri R. L. Nopany—Member,

(3 Shri V. R. Dongray—Member.

(4) Shri V. Poddar—»Member.

Representatwes of the Employees

5) Shri Kedar Pandey, M.L.A.—Member.
‘.3 (6) Shri Ranen Roy—Member.
(7) Shri Bra1 Kishore Shastri—Member.
In ursuance of the above recommendation made by the

: 'Blhar entral Labour Advisory Board the Government of
. Blhar in their Resolution mno. III/D1-1201/53 -1—11670,
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-dated the 28th: August; 1953 appointed a Committee consist-
ing of the aforesaid persons with the Labour (Commissioner s

- Chairman. , .. Co P . .
The Go-slow Committee submitted"its report (Appendix
1V) recommending, the: continuance of the go-slow procedure
for a further period of two years subject, to certain amend-
~ ments. Shri R. L. Nopany and Shri V. Poddar, however,
- ‘appended a" joint note’ of "'dis‘sent: In view of ‘the ;'esult
" achieved thus far the ‘ComllniQt,ee did not consider it desirable
‘fo scrap the procedure altogéther ‘unless’ suitable law was
enacted by the Government to deal effectively with the problem.
'The amendmeiits 'recommended by the go-slow procedure as
- accepted by the Government in 1951 were to the following

effect: — - o :

Clauses(3) to:(10) were to be substituted as follows:—
- '“¢3) There shall be no, go-slow without a proper totice.
"~ - A notice for 'go-slow can be served only on'the
following grounds and that also when other
© ' methods_of getting the grievances redressed are
" not available, and all efforts to settle the disputes

by mutual 1egotiations or discussions have
failed:— ' ' ‘

H

(¢) Non-implementation of any agréement, or award
~,, or continued breach of law by the manage-
ment. ' '
(b) Mal-practice by the management.
“(¢) Sudden provocation by the management.

(4) The 'notice expressing the intention of the workers
to resort to go-slow and setting forth the reasons
for .the same should be served .on the manage-

- ment -with copies to ‘thé local Conciliation Officer,
the Labour: Commissioner and ‘thé: Government,
The date of commencement .of gO-slow shall not

be earlier than fourteen days from tk
which the notics is Sefve(g1 Y he date on

ck not on the management,
(5) Tmmediately, on receipt'of a notice the manage-
. ment will ; invite the representatives of the
registered and recognised union and shall also
notify the  Conciliation Officer of the area
“regarding i the service' of the - notice and

. commencement of the‘-negotiations,.if any

(6) 1f the notice of go-slow is not, in accbrdancia with
. . the .. provisions . of _ clause (3),; the - Labour
Commissioner will immedjately advige the union
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and the workmen concerned to withdraw wue
notice with intimation to the management.
(7) The notice of go-slow will remain in force for a
: period of four weeks from the date of the service
of the notice on the management.

' '(8) If the notice of go-slow is held to be in accordance
with clause (3), the Conciliation. Officer shall
take necessary steps for the settlement of the
disputes and further action, if any, will be .
taken, as in case of a notice for strike, under
Industrial Disputes Act. The conciliation
proceedings must be concluded within three
weeks from the date of service of notice.

'(9) If a go-slow is resorted to without notice or during

‘ the pendency of any conciliation or adjudication

proceedings arising out of such notice or for

grounds other than those mentioned in clause

~ (3), the go-slow will be deemed to be unjustified.

(10) If, on enquiry by the Labour Commissioner, the go-

slow is held to be unjustified the workers resort-

ing to go-slow will be liable for punishment

prescribed for major misconduct, including
dismissal.”’

The report of this Committee was placed before the Bihar
Central (Standing) Labour Advisory Board at its meeting on
29th and 30th October, 1954 and the recommendations made
by the Committee were accepted by the Board and it was
decided by the Board that the modified scheme dealing with
go-slow should be enforced for a further period of two years.
Accordingly, the State Government in their Resolution
dated the 14th February, 1955 (Appendix V) accepted the
modified scheme of go-slow and commended it to the employers
and the employees.

The modified scheme worked satisfactorily during the
next two years that followed. As in the past ° go-slow ° was
mostly confined to sugar factories. During 1954-55 there
were 17 go-slow notices out of which 14 were withdrawn on
‘the intervention of the conciliation machinery, and in the
remaining three cases settléments were brought about on the
commencement of the ° go-slow ’. In the following year 14
go-slow notices were served but all were withdrawn due to the
effective intervention of the conciljation machinery. In 1956-
57 also all the 7 go-slow notices that were served were with-
drawn at the intervention of the conciliation machinery.
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‘J L)
In two cases go-slow was resorted during the year without
notice which were held to be unjustined by the Labonr
Commissioner afrter due investigation. The three Labour
Federations co-operated fully in implementing the scheme,
and they did not support go-slow without notice.

The 15th meeting of the Bihar Central (Standing) Labour
Advisory Board hela on the 10th and 11th April, 1957, at
Patna resolved that the question as to whether the existing
procedure on ° go-slow ' should be retained or not, or modi-
red be referred to a seven-man -sub-committee under the
Chairmanship of - Labour Commissioner, Bihar, with a
request to submit 1ts report within six months so that the

matter could be placed before the next meeting of the Board
for taking a final decision. _

In pursuance of this recommendation, the Government
of Bihar recorded - in their

! Resolution no. III/D1-
1203/57-1L—11539, dated the 22nd June, 1957, appointed a
Committee to go 1nto the whole problem of * go-slow * in
all its aspects and to present to Government its report within
six months. The personnel of the Sub-Committe

; e light
modified from the original recommendation o e was slightly

; f the  Bi
Central Labour Advisory Board, as Pandit Binoda l\Teancli3 1}[1 ﬁ;

subsequently assumed office as a State Minister

: and as,
therefore, replaced by Shri R. L. Verma. The personn:f of
this committee was as follows:— .

- (1) Commissioner of Labour, Bihar—Chairman.

| . Members.
(2) Shri F. L. Vardya.
(3) Shri R. N. Jai.
(4) Shm Badri Narayan.
(5) Shri R. L. Verma. :
(6) Shri Braj Kishore Shastri.
(7) Shri Ranen Roy.
The Committee deliberated o : :
the problem, and reviewed iﬁidv&?;-k?ggt%? Igﬁsmblf aspects o
duced }in Zhe past for dealing with thig probl :msc emes intro-
The diver Vi i
workers’ repre%iﬁigtgxfesv 1e;s]r§; between the em

th . ployers’ and
approach to the problem was so ;‘Commlttee on  the basic

The employers’ representativ \
unjustified and illegal and, es regarded go-g]
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scrapping of the procedure laid down by the 8. |

ment on the advice of the Board whereas the wor. \
sentatives favour continuance of the scheme with su.
cations as might be necessary in the light of actnal experi...

In accordance with the resolution of the 15th meeting oa
the Bihar Central Labour Advisory Board held at Patna on
April, 1957, the report of the Committee on go-slow was
placed before the 16th meeting of the Board held at Ranchi
on the 13th and 14th February, 1958 for consideration and
taking a:final decision. There was a prolonged discussion on
‘the subject, and with the solitary exception of: Shri. S. C.
Joshi, the representative of the employer strongly pressed for
the total scrapping of the earlier procedures.outlined by the
Board. in respect of go-slow. Shri S. C. Joshi, was of the
view that. the earlier procedure might continue :with  certain
amendments as suggested by Shri R. N. Jai, a member of the
committee. The representatives of the workers on the other
hand were strongly opposed to the move for K scrapping the
-existing procedure, and . pressed for its continuance. An
attempt was made to form a Small Committee. to devise a via
media for resolving the dead-lock. But as the employers
insisted upon scrapping the procedure, the proposal had to
be ‘dropped. In view of such wide. divergence of "opinion
between the two 'sides it was left to Government to take such
action on the report as they might consider necessary.

The State Government considered the proceedings of the
16th Meeting of the Board, and the report of the .Go-slow
Committee and came to the conclusion that in the absence of
an agreement between the representatives of the employers
and the employees it was no longer possibleto enforce the
go-slow procedure which had been adopted on the basis of the
tripartite agreement.- The State Government by their resolu-
tion mo. I1I;D1-12081/58—12146, dated the 18th July, 1958
(Appendix ~ XIII) accordingly scrapped - the . go-slow
procedure. . .

Thus the solution to a vexed problem, which was evolved
after mature deliberation and with the common consent of the

parties, come to end. = = .



APPENDIX 1.

LABOUR DEPARTMENT!

. NOTIFICATION.
... . Tke 30tk October, 1950. . _

No. D1-8011/50-L—6778.—In, pursuance: of, . section. 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1047 (XIV of 1947), the' Governor of Bibar
is pleased to, publish the follpwing report of the Court of Inquiry,
constituted in notification no. D-8011-1,.—38339, dated the 1st May
1950, of which Mr: Shiva Pujan Rai was the sole member to enquire—

(@) 'whether & % go-slow ' policy was-adopted at .the: Motipur
- w1 Sugar Factory in February-March; 1950, by the workmen
.or. ‘any' class: or section of .the workmen or by the
employer; : .-. - S
(b if the''* go-slow '" policy was adopted, what was the extent
* of .reduction- in the rate of daily crushing and the extent
of -losses to:the establishment; and:
-(¢) what measures should be adopted by the Government of
- Bihar to-deal with the ‘% go-slow *" policy in the said
sugar factory and to prevent ! slow-down '' in other
sugar factories in Bihar.

IN THE COURT OF SHRI SHIVA PUJAN RAI, CHATRMAN,
' ' INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, BIHAR. '

W .. v+ RREFERENCE N0, 5 or 1950.-

¢ Under section 6 read with-clause' (b)" of sub-section (1) of section
10 of the Industiial Disputes Act, 1947 (XIV of!1947), the Governor
of Bihar constituted:this court of enquiry by notification no. D-8011-
L,—8339, dated the 1st May 1950, with myself as its sole member to
engquire— .., a o R ’

(a): whether @ ** gorslotw policy was'adopted at- the Motipur
© "Bugar Factory in February-March, 1950, by the WorkrIIx)eﬂ
‘or any class or section of the workmen or by the employer;
(b) if the *‘go-slow ™ policy was ‘adopted, what was the extent
of reduction in the rate of daily crushing and the extent

, of losses to the establishment;’ and
(¢) what measures stiduld -be adopted by the Governme t of
Bihar to deal with the ** go-slow-""" policy in ' th " ther
sugar factories in Bihar. v e 0

As the notification required me to report on
adopted to prevent adoption of go- p measures to be

the province I sought clarification
an enquiry was to be held in all

slow tactics in the gu ies of

gar factories ¢
from the Government s to whether
the sugar factories of the province.

10



sl
Ve remvea o gae e e e . ot ey P . .
By letter no. D1-8011/50-1L,.—6089,-dated the 9th September 1950,
_Goverpment in the Labour Department replied saying that for the
time being the enquiry was to be confined to the Motipur Sugar Factory
‘omly! ‘I have accordingly examined ‘'witnesses tendered by-the manage-
“ment of the Motipur Sugar Factory. The Labour Union representing
the employees of that factory did 'mot examine any witness and s
“leaders contented themselves with cross-examining the company’s
witnesses, “They have produced some documents in the evidence
and have made their comments on the evidence adduced by the
‘manageiient and on different aspects of the issues involved.
 The Directors of the company and the leading officials are Moham-
.medans. . As the month of Ramzan intervened, they obtained adjourn-
.ments.of the hearing of the dispute.. That was one of the reasons why
_the enquiry .could not be completed earlier. . QOriginally the court was
asked by the Government to submit its report by July but the date
.was -extended till the end of September. The hearing was concluded
on the 30th of the latter month. .. ., :

-8hri : ‘Ranen - Raf .is. the' ' President of - the Labour
Union - of 'the = “employees of ' -the.  ~ factory. - Most of
the . permanent employees - are - not- ‘members of  the
- Labour'Union which in the circumstances derives its support mainly
ti'froin' the - seasonsl - employees.” Sri’ Radba Krishna Ambastha alias
*Radha Babu is the (General Secretary and Sri Bhola Singh alias' Bbola
-Bdbu is the Assistant Secretary’ of the Labour Union. All the-three
- géntlemeriare’ outgiders, Sri Ranen Rai who is a prominent worker
i1n 'the” Tabour Field in' this- province, is associated with many labour
'"iniong i different parts of this province.” - -

' ' 'The mahagement have examined four witnesses.  Witness no. 1,
~'Shed Prasad Bingh, is s permanent fitter .in the factory and witness
o, 8, Sri Sukhdeo, is a Lab. boy in the Jaboratory of the factory.
"Witiess no. 4, Ram Rup Rai, is a cultivator and belongs to a village,
Utwo 'mi?e'si_ away from the factory. He'is & cane-grower and claims to
* "haVe supplied cane to the factory during the last season. Witness
"'ho. 2, Sri"Anil Chandra Mishra, is the' Assistant Chief Chemist but
" during ''the ~gredter ‘part of * the ' last season . he offi-
"¢iated i place “of the ' Chief Chemist, 'who was.. away on
“leaVe from the th January, 1950. ' Sri' Anil Chandra Mishra has been
. in" the service of the company since the year 1938. 'As I have already
' indicated, no witness has been adduced by the labour union. Sri Rama
" Nath 'Sharma, the Labour Officer of Muzaffarpur, has been' examined
by ,xlxis_‘gé a court witness. ' o oo
o ati - Question (a).—This is the main question. round which the contro-
..; versy has raged.. The case of the management is that the labour: yunion
. instigated and organised & test slow-down for three days (i.e., 16th to
. 18th). in. the month of February last and.that a regular slow-down was
.. started, gn. the,10th March following which'lasted in full 8Wing up to
the 22nd March. It is alleged by the management that after the 22nd
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March there was great improvement but conditions remained abnorinal
till the 3rd May when the. seaQon'énded;.JJY oot
- The ‘prése'iit"llfiiboiilf nion came into existence in the year 1947. In
_ November, 1949, the labour union submitted a list of 85 demands  to
" the management.. At the beginning of the last cane crushing season
" strike -notices “were sérved by labour uuions in most of the sugar
factories of the province, and the strike notice issued by the = labour
union of the present factory was dated the 14th January, 1950.  Other
labour unions had 'issued ‘strike notices’ much earlier.” On - thie = Bth
February, 1950, the disputes in the “sugar factories were referred to #
Tribunal congisting of the Hon'ble Sri''Justice B. P. Sinha of the
- Patna High Court.-One of the demands made by the labour union of
the Motipur® Sugar 'Factory* was that the -mmmimum basic- wage of an
unskilled worker should be raised to Rs: 100.- - It is in evidence -that
the labour  unions'“in other -sugarfactories of -the province had not
demanded an increase in the ‘mimimum basic- -wage ~which' has been
~ Rs. 55 for-some time:: ‘The“other demand in which the workers were
most interested related to bonus. It.is natural that the members, most
. of whom are seasonal employees, would: noti be so_keenly interested in
. housing; medical facilities and many other matters which were covered
by the strike. notice.; .;As appears from the deposition of p. w. 1
meetings were held by the labour union leaders before the commence-
. ment of the season... At these meetings they explained the. demands
_ which they had framed on behalf of the ,workers and told the workers
that the demands would be placed before the management and in the
_ event of a refusal on the part of the -management to concede those
- demands a strike would be launched. .. On the 20ith January 8ri P, K.
Ben, the Assistant Labour Commissioner: of Muzaffarpur, visited Moti-
pur. Both p. ws. 1 and 3 have stated that the workers who went to
the railway’ station to greet him were wearing badges inscribed with
the words ‘* Fulfil the demands’or there shall be a strike’"..  8ri P.
- K. Sen had 'a discussion with thé Tepresentatives of, the "managément
- and the labour union. "His Tetter of the 6th Febraary sliows that on
" that occasion a settlement had been reached on some points but, it had
not been finalised as thié represéntatives of the labour upion’ were  not
* prepared to sign the memorandum.’ It appears that whén the Assistant
Labour Commissioner 'visited Motipur .on the 20th January held a dis-
" ‘cussion, Sfi Ranen Rai wag not present. 1In his letter of .the 6th
February, 1950, the Assistant, Labour'Commissioner suggested ' to the
f X ; N sl . . . ' S '
General Secretary that he should consult Sri Ranen Rai ang let’ the
* Assistant Labour Commissioner know, when the agreement , could ' be
*signed. 'Ultimately the “agreement' was ‘not signed, Tt dppears that
the questions which were common to the sugar factories in the province
_ -were téferred $o a‘Tribunal and the Labour Commissioner’s department
was led to believe’ that the other points in dispute would be settled by
; negotiations or a8 a ‘result of conciliation proceedings.’ The discussion
-which the-'Assistant Lgbour-:'COFIImssyone; had with the parties’ repre-
. gentatives on: the POtl- January .must-have _led;tk‘xe‘ Labour’ Department
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to expect- a -settiement ‘as 'a resuit > of 1" conciliation proce,edmgs TAs 8 ¢
matter of fact on many points a settlenient” wis feached on the '20th °

Jenuary in the ‘presence of the-Assistant Labour Commissionér. 'No
settlement was however reached or' could possibly bé'reacheq - on the

question- of minimum wages or- Bouug -both- of whlch' ‘mvolve _heavy -

ﬁn&ncml comm!tments O R T A A I IR

v et Lovrper RS '.‘
. The Motlpur Sugar Falctory,ls a; prosperous concem It had been

paying bonuees -in previous years also . but, durmg the , last‘, season no

bonus whatsoeyer was. paid, as, the qnestmn,;was pending before, an -

industrial - tribunal and the manadement expressed ,their mablhty, to
msake any payment until a decmon was,given by the Tribunal.. Delay
in payment of the bonus even- at, the”old rate must have. made labour

_— -

restive.. The suggestion, made by the mapagement is that the workers .

were getting impatient as the hopes raised by tho labour .union. were
not-being fulfilled. . The evidence of the.company’s. witnesses .is _that

when the labour - leaders. £0und that. the, workers. were getting . out of -

control they -(labour leaders) in order- to save their-own. prestige advised

the workers to, adopt. a go-slow ,pohcy in order, td, compel the.manage- :
ment to yield is urged that. the.labour. leaders could not advise the .

workers fo go. on a strike as-the dispute was pendmg before the Tribunal
and a strike started during the pendency of the adjudication proceedings
should be. ﬂiegal .The laboyr leaders had failed to.get the minimum
wage. raised to- Rs. 100 or to,get bonus paid.at;an increased rate. On

the other. hand payment of; bolus even at the nsual rate had been with- .

held by the m&uaﬂement On behalf of the management. it has . been -

suggested in the course of the argument that having found - that the
workers’ faith in the}r, leadershlp was being,  undermined the .. labour
leaders. thought of bringing about a, crms by creating conditions in which

the management would be compe}led»to; take measures .to .allay. dis-
content.  On behalt of the;. management, it, has been argued that the .,

three’ da}s slow-down in the month' of February was started as a test
and when it would be found that a slow-down ‘policy would be very
effectne the union leaders declded 16 watch the ‘situation for some time
‘more and:to initiate & regular slow- dox‘vn later " on, when discontent

grew deeper and tmnd:tmns became more favourable from the pomt of
view,' "~ -

The second slow do“n is sald to have started on the 10th March

1950. A report seems to have been sent. to the .Labour Commlssmner'

at once for .on.the 11th of :March he instructed Sri Rama Nath Sharmna
to proceed to Maotipur. immediately... :Sri Rama Nath Sharma had gone
to Patna in connectlon .with some: private 'business of his own. . When
he met the- Labour Commissioner the latter;. informed.. hlm that a
trunk call had been received from Motlpur about a . slow-down. The
La.bour Commissioner asked. Sri. Rama Nath Sharma to - prooeed to,
Motlpur 1mmedxate1y ang to do. what he, could to ease . the situation.

8ri Ramga Nath Sharma started. ththery evening for Muzaffarpur.and -

met 8ri Ranen Rai on the followmg day. On the 13th March, 8r: Kamg
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Nath Sharma proceeded to Motipur with Radha Babu, the Secretary of
the Union.. Sri Rama Nath Sharma called some of, the .workers to the
office of the Mill Secretary, Sri Sattar, and talked to them. The workers
did not accept that there was a siow-down. .On the other hand they
complained that even their ordinary grievances had not been attended.
to by the management.  After studying .the situation .at Motipur -
Sri Rama Nath Sharma spoke on the phone to Sri Ranen.Rai who was .
at Muzaffarpur., The latter arrived by the following train. When
Sri Rama Nath Sharma met the Mill Secretary the latter complained
that the slow-down had been started by the workers under instructions -
from the union. The Mill Secretary tried to convince Sri Ranen Rai
that there was a slow-down. 8ri Ranen Rai assured the Secretary
that he (Sri Ranen Rai) would go and contact somé impc)'rtmi-t-,‘.n:ieﬁnﬁlbm‘é’'l
of the labour union. - The important members of the labour union'were
called to the labour union office where the Labour Officer went in the’
company of Sri Ranen Rai. The workers did not admit that there was
a slow-down. Sri Ranen Rai appealed to them to work whole-heartédly
ss they were expected to do. They assured him that they ' had been
working whole-heartedly and would contitiuve " to do 5. The Chief
Engineer of the factory took 8ri Kama Nath Sharma round the mill
snd tried to explain to him how slow-down was being practised at the
various stations. Being & layman, 8ri Rama Nath Sharma was not dble
to follow the explanations given by the Chief Engineer. The  Chief "
Engineer next took Bri Rama Nath Sharma to the cane carrier and:
ghowed him how less cane was being loaded. 8ri Rama Nath Sharma
was eatisfied that there was 2 slow-down at the cane carrier and men-
tioned that fact in his report to the Labour Commissioner. The Assis.
tant Lahour Commissioner held conciliation procecdings on the 15th
March, which were infructuous. The Labour Commissioner, himgelf -
held conciliation proceedings at Patna on the 18th March as a result of |
which an agreement was arrived at. - 'A memorandum.of settlement wag
drawn up and was signed by ‘the representatives of the partiés and by
the Liabour Qommissioner. T - ek

There can be no doubt that ‘slow—ldown tactics were adopted b the
workers for three days in the month of February ang for 3p1'?umb3;fﬂ:’? '
days in the month of ‘March, 1950. The memorandum of
which was drawn up and signed on the 18th March, 1950, r
the situation arising out of the slow-down in the Motipur Sues -
gince the afterncon of 10th March, 1950, was discusse%;‘ Ii:l%:rétFa:'gsog

the memorandum that it was sdmitted that there was definite
, | th slow-
down on the part of the labour. The union did not tzke responsibility

for the slow-down as its plea was that the slow-down had boen started |
without its advice or spproval. ‘Sri Ranen Rai's case was ‘ that' he
visited the- factory and tried to persuade the workmen to givé up the

slow-down but he met only with partial auccess. The reagon acé’ogding '
to him, was that Isbour appeared to be restive on account of the delay -
in. the implementation 'of certain settlements and awards, non-imple-

Tantation of cert?ln QW“r,d.’ settl_e?lfents _antll agrelem_ents, He galso

P [ i

settlement -
ecites that
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suggested that it was possible perhaps that some rival parties, which
might be trving to set up a union, might be attempting to exploit "the
situation. - The memorandum of settlement was signed-by Sri * Rahen
Rai. In view of the recital of the above fiacts in ‘the ' introductory
paragraph of the memorandum it is'now' too late for the labour union
to suggest that. there was no slow-down in the month of March. 'The °
first argument advanced on behalf of the labour unicn is that if there -
was a slow-down at all in the month' of March"it must "have been
sponsored by the ‘management themselves. - This suggestion'is founded
upon a telegram which was addressed.by“the Mill Secretary, Sri Sattar,
to the 0. T. R. administration on the 13th of March, 1950.° 'The
Station Master of Motipur Railway Station had informed the manage--
ment that booking of ‘'sugar bags vie Waltair had been restricted from
the 10th of March: Sri Sattar wired to the Deputy Director of Move-
ment, Gorakhpur, requesting him to:lift the restrietion as otherwise
crushing of sugarcane would have to be stopped by the mill altogether -
inasmuch as there was no storage space in it8 godown. - The chart
produced on behalf of the management shows that the mill has five'
godowns. The capacity 'of four of the godownis is 79 thodsand bags of |
sugar. The capacity of the fifth godown is 15 thousand bags of sugar.
The fifth godown has however, been built for storage of Tori and dirty
sugar for remelting in the following year 'but whon necessity arises
standard sugar is.stored In that godown also. The total capacity of
the five godowns, therefore comes to 94 thousand bags of sugar. On
the 23rd December, 1949, - when ~manufacture of sugar commenced
during the flast season, the godowns. were entirely empty, 805 bags of
augar were transferred to the godown on that day. The stocks of sugar
in the godown went on accumulating, On the 13th March when the
above mentioned telegram:was sent to Gorakhpur there were 69,343
bags of sugar in the. godowns. ' Stocks ‘were, however, being cleared
almost regularly though the despatches wére less than the quantities of
sugar manufactured daily. On the 31st March, 1950, there were 79,294
bags of sugar in the godowns and-on the 16th April 1950 the number
of bags rose to 90,450, 'On the 3rd May 1950 when the sugar was
transferred to the godowns for the last time the fotal number of bags
was 87,103. The chart shows that sugar was despatched on the 15th, -
16th, 17th, 18th, 20th, 21st, 22nd, 23rd, 24th, 25th, 27th, 20th and the
30th of March, 1950, It cannot, therefore, be siid that after the Oth
of March the situation deteriorated to such an éxtent that it became
incumbent on the management to slow-down productibn in order to pre-
vent wastage of or damage to sugar for want of storage space in the
godowns  After the 22rid of March the number of bags of sugar in the
godowns steadily rose above 72,224 bags but it has not been suggested
that the management took active steps to keep down production after
that date. Lven during the peak period’ the daily manufacture .of
sugar varied from 1,000 to 1,350 bags. ‘The highest figure was reached
on the 11th February, 1950, when 1,469 bags were transferred to the-
godownie,  The position in the godown-was such on the 13th March .

S S T 1
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1050, that there would be no storage difficulty for 24 days even lf'-no :
sugar was despatched at all. In these circumstances I cannot believe
that the slow-down had been instigated or engineered by the manage-
ment. themselves, It is also to be emphasised that such a suggestion
cannot be accepted for 3 moment as in the memorandum of gettlement
drawn up on the 18th March, 1950, there is an admission that there.
had been slow-down on the part of labour. As regards the- alleged
slow-down on ,the 16th—18th February also there.can be no doubt that
the company's allegation is correct. It appears that immediately after
the commencement of the slow-down a report was made to the Assistant
Labour Commissioner- who thereupon sent a letter to the General
Secretary. of the Union on the 18th February advising him to do his
best to co-operate with the management as production of sugar was of |
national importance. ‘The Assistant Labour Commissioner mentioned
that it had been reported to him that there had been slow-down at the
factory during the last few days, and that the production of sugar which
used to be 1,200 bags daily had dwindled to 1,050 bags, owing to insuffi- -
cient attention to the centrifugals by labour. The Assistant TLaboyr
Commissioner pointed out that all the general demands of the labour
union were pending before the Industrial Tribunal and that the local
demands had already been discussed with the labour union and the copy,.
pany had been instrueted to implement the verbal decision reacheg
during the visit of the Assistant Commissioner of Labour (on the 20th
Jenuary, 1950). It cannot, therefore, be suggested on behalf of th,
labour union that the story of a slow-down for three days in the mong}
of February has been fabricated for the purpose of supporting the
management before this court of enquiry. The slow-down was brought
to the notice of the Labour Commissioner’s Department immediately
Sri A. C. Mishrs, the Assistant Chief Chemist, has stated that g]qy,.
down was started by lahour for the first time on the 16th February jaq
and that he had been hearing rumours about the coming slow-down o,
a week or so. When he went to the mill on the morning of the 17th
February he found that slow-down was already in progress. The number
of bags of sugar manufactured in the night was less than what it would
have been in normal circumstances. When he went to the pan floor
he found that the situation was abnormal. He found larger quantities
of massecuite than he expected and when he called the chemigt on
duty the latter stated that the workers of the centrifugals were not
dgmg thm_r dutles properly. Sri A. C. Mishra called the mate whq told
him that instructions were not being carried out and that though the
workers were pretending to work they were not exerting themselves
fully. After that Sri A. C. Mishra went to his office where he saw the
reports about cane crushing in the night. In the month of Febryarv
the mill used to crush 29,000 to 30,000 maundg of eane on an &Veragva
and manufactured about 1,150 to 1,200 bags of sugar daily. On 16th
and 17th February the production of sugar was 1,055 bags and on the
18th 1t ,Wasg 1,195 bags. As the 19th February was a Sunday, the work of
the '18th  Pebruary was finished at 4 pM. on the 10th/
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therefore explained that the 1,195 bags which was shown in the chart as
having been manufactured on the 18th really represent sugar lying in the
process from before and the whole of it was cleared on the 19th. The
figures of cane -crushing showed -thajt work was not being
done . properly on ~‘the ©cane carrier at all. A report was
then sent to the Assistant Labour Commissioner who thereupon wrote
to the Secretary -of the unjon a letter on the 18th February, to which
1 .have alveady.referred, On the 19th a rumour got afloat in the fac-
tory tlias Bs. Y0 would be:paid as a part of the bonus very soon. Sri A.
C. Mishra-has suggested that it was as a result of this rumour that
slow-down was stopped on the 19th. 8ri Battar, the Secretury of the
mill, Sri Hamid, the Manager of the factory, and Sri Begg, the Chief
‘Kngineer, ‘were sitting - in the office on the 26th or the 27th February,
They told Sri-A. C. Mishra, that Radba Babu and Bhola Babu had
-approached them and requested them to pay Rs. 90 as a part of the
‘bonus-as labour was getting restive, and hopes had been held out to
‘them' that bonis would be paid soon. -Sri A. C. Mishra considers that
-it. was the labour union which had held.out such hopes and nobody on
cbehalf of the management held out any hope that bonug would be
paid very soon. According to him the management always took up the
rattitude that if-the Tribunal decided in- favour of the payment of bonus
vpayment would- be made soon. When Sri A. C. Mishra was going his
‘rounds in the factory on.the evening of the 10th March he noticed at
7 p.M. that the temperature in the juice heater had gone up above 53°
+which is the- temperature constantly to be maintained. He explains
~that femperature goesup ‘above 55° when the steam is excessive or the
ifuiice -entering the heaters is less than the normal quantity. Sri A. C.
. "Mishra'looked into the pump and found that very little juice was
passing into the heater. After visiting the pans and the carbonatation
“he went to the centrifugals where also he found that the work was
itbeing blocked. . He has stated that the slow work in' the cane carrier
~and-the centrifugals lasted up to the 22nd March in full force. After
the122nd March. work at the centrifugal became almost normal but at
“the'cane carrier there was no satisfactory improvement even up to the
t{2nd May. -As the work at the cane carrier remained unsatisfactory
-tilli the end of the season that meant that productton of sugar was not
hingrmal during the whole of that period. Higures of cane crushed and
“sugar manufactured from day to day in the month of March have been
I'produced on behalf of the management. While from the lst to the Oth
" of March the daily crushing of cane avemaged 27 1o 29 thousand
“ngunds it saddenly dropped ‘to 25,224 maunds on the 10th of March.
-vFromrthe 11th o the 14th of March the. quantities of cane crushed da.]ly
“twere -below 20 thousand maunds and from the 15th to the 17th March
nithe figure was below' 22 thousend. On the 18th March only 13,940
>emannds of eane were crushed.' On the 19th the figure went down to
"8,174 ‘maunds. +From the 20th to the 22nd of March the ficure was
-‘*-”:i)slow'%'-’thousand__. ‘On the 23rd and 24th March it rose above 26
thousand,” and vaned from 26 to 27 thousang during the rest of the

H 40 Lab.
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wnonth, except on the 26th March, when the factory remained ~ closed
for 14 hours and 15 minutes. A recital of the above facis leaves Do
doubt that there was a slow-down on the part of labour for 3 days I
the month of February and from the 10th to the 22nd of March. After
the latter date the situation considerably improved, but the old target
of production was never reached during the rest of the season.

The point which remains to be considered is whether the slow-down
in the months of February and March was instigated or sponsored by
the Liabour Union or its leaders. There is no evidence that the Labour
Union had officially adopted that a resolution advising the workers f0
go-slow or that the slow-down was officially countenanced by the Labour
Union. What the Management have alleged is $hat the Liabour Union
leaders had created such a sitnation that labour became restive - an
that having found that no other means of compelling the Management
to concede the demands about the wages and the bonus were available
the labour leaders advised the workers to bring pressure to bear on - the
Management by siowing-down production. On this point the evidence
ig entirely ex parte. No witness has been examined on behalf of the
Tiabour Union as I have already mentioned.. Sri B. K. Ambastha who
is the Secretary of the Union was present throughout the proceedings
but he did not come forward to pledge his oath in support of the Labour
Union's denial that its leaders were responsible for slow-down in any
way. The evidence of P. W. 1 and 8ri A. C. Mishra is that before the
commencement of the crushing the labour leaders used to hold meetings
and explain to the workers the 35 demands which had been submitted
on their behalf. It is in evidence that the labour leaders appealed to
the workers to stand by the Labour Union and assured them that
success would be achieved if they stood by the Labour Union. 81 A..C.
Mishra has stated that before the commencement of the season the
union was not so strong but its strength went on increasing as -the
season advanced. Previously the Motipur factory used to pay bonus in
two instalments. The first instalment used to be paid at the end of the
crushing sedson and the second instalment was paid at the beginning
of the following season. The bonus for the season 1948-49 hag not yet
been paid as the question is still pending before an Industrial Tribunal-
At the beginning of February the position was that the bonus for 1948-
4_9, whnqh Would in the o_rdma-ry course have been paid in full b‘y Ahat
time, still remained unpaid and though the peak period of i
season had been reached neither th o s period of the crushing
8 er the basic wage had been inereased nor

was there any prospect of payment of bonus in the near futyre. On the
6th February the dispute was referred to the Industrial Tribunal and the
Management took up the attitude that they would not make an pay-
ment till & decision was given by that Tribunal. The WOI‘]{BISH were
getting impatient and were taxing the union leaders about the delay i
fulfilment of the demands formulated by the Labo

" . ur Union. The c88°
of the Management is that being confronteq with sich ; situati(?n the

Jabour leaders advised the workers to have recourse to go-slow tactics 8%
though a strike would be illegal & slow-down would not be illegal gpd
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would not entail punishment on those who participated in it. In k8
cross-examination Sri A. C. Mishra has stated that he asked the men
at the cane carrier why they were working slowly and they told him
that they had been asked by she Labour Union to go-slow so thai they
might get bonus. P. W. 1 Sheo Prasad Singh has stated that when
the Assistant liabour Commissioner went to Motipur on the 20th
January it was Bhola Babu and Radha Babu who distributed to the
workers badges inscribed with the words *‘ Fulfil our demands or there
shall be a strike . Both of these gentlemen used to deliver speeches
to the workers at the mill gate or on the football ground. P. W.1
hag stated that when 4 or 5 representatives of the workers went to the
Union office on the day of the Assistant Liabour Commissioner’s visit
Radha Babu advised them to go-slow as the company was bound to con-
cede their demand for bonus and increased wages if it suffered losses.
The evidence of P. W. 3 Sukhdeo Mahto is that the workers expected
that the bonus would be paid in the month of January in accordance
with the usual practice in the mill. After the pay day in the month of
January some of the workers complained to Radha Babu and Bhola
Babu that the bonus had not been paid to them. According to P. W. 3
Radha Babu and Bhola Babu stated that bonus would be paid to the
workers after the visit of the Assistant Labour Commissioner which
was expected. The Assistant Labour Commissioner went to Motipur
on the 20th January as I have mentioned but neither wages were
increased nor bonus was paid. P. W. 3 has stated that Radha Babu and
Bhola Babu went on holding meetings and appealed to the workers not
to lose heart. According to P.W. 3 the workers became impatient in the
month of February. Severa] meetings were held by Radha Babu at the
gate and on the field as well as in private. P. W. 3 said that at a
meeting held on the football ground Radha Babu and Bhola Babu
advised the workers to go-slow if they wish to have their bonus paid.
P. W. 3 has further stated that Radha Babu and Bhola Babu said that
in the national interest the workers should not go on strike but they
should slow-down work. P. W. 3 has stated that in pursuance of their
mstructions slow-down started which lasied for 2 days and it stopped
when Bhola Babu went round and told the workers that Management
had agreed to pay Rs. 90 as part of the bonus subject to adjustment
later on. As no payment was made to the workers by the Management
the workers became restive at the timg of the Holi festival. Private
Meetings as well as public meetings were held during the Holi festival.
P. W. has added that Bhola Babu told the workers at the meetings
that as bonus had not been paid they should again have recourse to slow-
down. According to P. W. 3 the workers then again started slow-down
which lasted for 10 days. While the slow-down was in progress Bhola
Babu went round the mill and said that the production was being
lowered too much and that the workers should increase it to some extent,
According to P. W. 3 Bhola Babu asked the men at the donga to
produce 6 tanks of juice per hour. He gave instruction at other places
also for an increase in production. Ten days after the commencement
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of the slow-down Yakub Babu one of the Directors went to the donga
and appealed to the men not to be impatient. He assured them -that
whatever bonus would be granted by the Tribunal would be paid in full.
After an appeal was made by Yakub Babu the workers slowly resumed
normal working. This is the evidence-given by P. W. 3 who has been
cross-examined by Sri R. K. Ambastha himself. P. W. 4 Rama Rupa
has stated that 10 or 15 days after the Holi festival he went to the mill
sajaul to take chalang from him and the sajaul told him that the coolies
were going slow and that the stock of sugar cane was full. On that day
a meeting was being held on the football ground. According to P, W. 4
Parsidh. Singh who grows sugarcane on 20 to 25 bighas of land. spoke at
the meeting and appealed to the workers to run the mill properly ..or
leave it to the canegrowers {0 run the mill. P. W.' 4 has added that
the union leaders said at the meeting that bonus would be paid to the
workers if they went slow. In the memorandum of settlement ~of the
18th there is & suggestion by Sri Ranen Rai that rival labour leaders
might be trying to exploit the situation and might have instigated the
slow-down. Of this there is no evidence whatsoever. = Comment has
been made on behalf of the Liabour Union on the fach that no worker
who 1s & member of the union has been examined by the Management
a8 4 witness. It may be that no’ worker who is a member of the
Labour Union was willing to come forward to give evidence against
the union leaders. No conclusion can be drawn against the - ‘Manage-
ment merely the witnesses examined on thein behalf are not members of
the Labour Union. “The son of P. W. I.like the sons of some othe!
fitters is receiving an allowance for carrying on his studies.” P. W..4 it
& tenant of the factory. Bhola Babu has not -come: forward tg den)
that he advised the workers to adopt a go-slow policy nor ‘bas - Radht
Babu denied it although he was present throughout = the proceedings

There can be no justification for rejecting the evidence adduced by tht
Management’ when there is ahsolutely no evidence on: the. other gide an¢
those who are charged with having instigated the slow-down  have 10
chosen to examme themselves as witnesses and to deny having instigate!
the slow-down. After a careful consideration of the evidence and all tb'
circumstances of the case, I have, therefore, come to the conclusion th?

the slow-down was instigated ang sponsored by the union leaders.

Question (b).—The Labour Uhion is,ﬁot intefested' in this questi®
and Sri A. €. Mishra who hag produced g note;shovlvihg:‘the lésx?:ﬂtf’ c

losses has not been cross-examined on that poing “tablé
. . ta
prepared by him is ag follows :— : P One_ of tbe '

Seasons, '_;,a:!e crushed Cl'.ushing: a('}r‘dgliiﬂg

. in :qu. o hra. ;;;e;?) uré

. . . Mde

194647 - o 238180125 190530 | 30,00

1947-48 . .+ 19,20483.25 155910 29,40



£
Censhing Crneh \

Cane crushed hrs. anead T
“in mds. ‘ 24 hour

o L ’ - Mds.
-1948.49 .0 7 .. 22,83,395.25 1,891.16 28,980
cAverage for 3 seasons .. .. .- 22,460
January, 1950 ... ,. .. 7,84,499.25 643.10  £9,275
Fabruary, 1930.. - - T7,08,266.50 584.40 29,074
‘March 1950 .. . 6,95,122.25 655.45 25,525
Apnl 1950 .. . 6.97,497.75 667.40 25,073

11th Igarch 1950 to 22nd Mntch 2,31,282.25  £58.15 21,494
L1940, .-

* A'look at the above table shows that the average daily crushing
speed per 24 hours in March and April 1950 was more than 4 thousand
maunds less than: what. it usually had been in the previous three years
and what it was in Janwary = 1950. In “the , month of
February 1959, the average daily crushing was about 200
maunds less than what it had been in the month of January 1950. The
fall i the average daily crusbing in the month of Febrnary was due to
the slow-down practised for 3 days in that month. The average daily
crushing from the 11th. to the 22nd March 1950 was nearly 8 thousand
raaunds less than the average for the month of J anuary 1950 and that
of the previous three years. Taking the average loss in crushing from
the 11th to the 22nd March to be 7,960 maunds the total amount lost in
- erushiing during those 12 days would amount to 9,592 maunds of cane,
which would take the factory about 4 days to crush. It has therefore,
been urged on behalf of the Management that the season was prolonged
at least by 4 days.' There was some loss in crushing even after the
29nd of MarcH but that has not been taken into account by the Manage-
- menb in calculating the total amount of loss in crushing. Another table
" which has been prepared by Sri A, C. MlShI‘a, leads o the same conclu-

Blon It is 88 follows ‘
' : ' Avarage no. of

N ; sugar bags

.ol B d

Soason. Cast s Bpadces or
. duced. ~ hours,
. Bags. Bags.
. 1946.47 .. s 96,257 1.212
1947.48 .. .o .. 78,909 1,214
1948.49 . .. Ve 92,121 1,169
. Avorage for 3 seasons e s .- 1,198
January, 1950 .. . . 31,261 1,166
Febu}"ary, 1950.. ve .- 28,700 1,178
‘Maroh, 1950 .. .o .. 28,252 1,030
April, 1950 . T e 27.201 977

11th Maroh to 22nd March 1950 ‘ e 9,424 876
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The above table shows that the daily production of sugar from 1_;he
11th to the 22nd March was 322 bags less the average daily produoction
in the previous 3 years and that during the said 12 days the total loss
in production amounted to 8,834 bags which was equivalent to 4 days
production. A 3rd table has been prepared by Sri A. C. Mishra for the
purpose of showing the lost in recovery. The table is as follows :—

) Average

8easons. tecovery.
1946-47 . . . . 11.11
1947-48 . .. e 11.33
1948.49 .. . ‘e on 11.12

Average for 3 seasons . 11.19

Avorage for the period 11th March to 22nd March 11.26
for above 3 sezsons.

January, 1850 .. - - .e 10.89

Febraary, 1950.. .o .- .e 11.14

March, 1950. .. . ae -- 11.06

Average for the period 11th March 1950 to 22nd 10.61
March 1950.

Average for the last 4 days of the season 1949-50 .. 991

According to this table the percentage of recovery was 10.63 fr,
the 11th Ma.r%h to tl:’e 29nd Mm‘l?'-h, 1950ga8 sgainst 11.26 the BVerag,
percentage of recovery on the same dates during the50pt1;?:10us thr.
seasons. During the last 4 days of the season of 1949-5 th lp ercentage
of recovery fell to 9.91. 1t hag been urged that during the last .4 da,ya
of the season a lot of cane remained lying about and 1ts Juice dried .
The Management have urged that if the season had nob been prolonged
by four days owing to adoption of go-slow tactics the recovery of syg,
would not have dwindled to 9.91 per cent. Il has also been urged tha¢
bulk stores consumed within four days by which the season prolonge
was worth Rs. 11,012 and during those days extra wages amounting to
Rs. 9,172 had to be paid. The following are details of losses 5aid to hav,,
been sustained by the factory as a result of the slow-down :—

(1) Loss in crushing amounted to 95,592 maunds of cane, whie
could have been crushed in March with & recovery of 11.9¢
wag crushed till the 2nd May 1950 with the averag,
recovery of 8.91 for the last 4 days. The loss of mugar Ay,
to this in 2,248 manhds at Ma. 26 per maund it amountg
Rs. 58,398,

(2) Loss of recovery was from 11.26 to 10.61 on 2,31,282.25
maunds of cane which s 1,503 maunds of sugar g4
Rs. 26 amounting to Rs. 39,078.

@) The average wages per day during the season ars Rs, 2,903,
4 daye’ extra season amounts to He. 9,172
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(4) The average cost of bulk stores consumed duriné the extra™.
4 days amounts to Rs. 11,012,

Summing up we get— Rs.
(1) Due to loss in crushing . 58,396
(2) Due to loss in recovery ’ an 39,078
(3) Due to extra wages . 9,172
(4) Due to extra cost of bulk stores .., 11,012
Total .. 1,17,658

The figures worked out on bebalf of the Management are approxi-
mate. It is impossible to say what was the exact loss in crushing or
the exact amount of sugar lost as a result of the go-slow policy. In the
month of January 1950, the percentage of recovery was 10.89 and in
February 1950, the percentage was 11.14. The percentage of recovery
from the 11th March to the 22nd March during the previous three
seasons have been 11.26 but it cannot be said with certainty that the
percentage of recovery from the 11th to the 22nd March 1950 would
have been 11.26. It will be noticed that the chart supplied by the
company shows that in 1946-47, the average percentage of recovery was
11.13, that in 1948-49 it was 11.12 and that in 1947-48 it was the
highest, namely, 11.33 per cent. The average percentage of recovery
for the years 1946-47 to 1948-49 rose to 11.26 as the percentage of
recovery in 1947-48 was higher than in the previous,two years. The
percentaye of recovery in February was only 11.14 per cent. It cannot,
therefore, he asserted with certainty that if there was no slow-down in
the month of March, 1350, the percentage would have been 11.26. The
extent of loss in recovéry has been calculated by Sri A. C. Mishra on
the assumption that if the situation were normal the percentage of

_recovery would have been 11.26. There is no certainty that the per-
centage of recovery would have reached that point. It follows that the
loss in recovery has been put at Rs. 39,078 merely by guess. Similarly
it cannot be asserted about the daily crushing of cane that the quantities
supplied to the mill from the 1ith to the 22nd March would have
averaged 29.460 maunds which was the average daily
figure during the previous . three years. Even in January
1950, the average daily cane crushing was only 29,275 maunds against

. 29,460 the average daily crushing figure during the previcus three years.
If the percentage of recovery of sugar went down during the period of
slow-down the quantities of molagses must have inoreased during that
period and the price of the extra molasseg will have to be set off against
loss said to huve been sustained by the company. In caleulating the
ksl amount n‘f 10ﬁﬁrﬁ,_nnmy nthar fadtors might Aleg have to be taken

~into consideration, Fvidence has not been adduced by the Managenient
to show how the cost of extra bulk store said to have been consumed
enime to Ii8. 11.012 nor have they adduesd evidence to show that the

siount of wages paid during the last four days of the season amountsd
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to Rs. 9,172. The figures given both in respect of extra wages and
extra cost of bulk store must, therefore, be taken to be approximate
figures only. All that can be said with cerfainty is that the Jlosses
caused to the company were considerable and that the figure of
Rs. 1,17,658 is in the nature of guess work, and zan at best be said to
reflect approximately the loss caused to the company. '
Question (¢).—On behalf of the management it has been suggested
that one of the preventive measures that can be adopted is that the
management should be given freedom to withdraw recognition from @
labour union whose leaders instigate or countenance slow-down tactics.
I am inclined to support this prayer of the management. They do not
say that in every case in which a.- slow-down is. adopted recognition
should be withdrawn from a labour union. They want to exercise their
discretion in the light of circumstances of the particular case. If there
is a token slow-down the management may not choose to withdraw
recognition from a labour union or they may suspend recognition for &
limited period of time but when prolonged slow-down is adopted at
the instance of labour leaders, the management  should
have a right to withdraw recognition from gsuch labour
unions and to refuse to have dealings with them. Recognition of a
labour union by a employer confers certain privileges on the workers.
It is but fair that they should not continue to enjoy those privileges
after they have adopted tactics which are detrimental to the interest of
the employer as well as the national interest. Under the existing law an
erployer 1s within his rights in withdrawing recognition from such labour
unions whenever he so wishés. What the management have
suggested is that if recognition is withdrawn by an employer under
circumstances like the above, no pressure should be put by the Tabour
Department on the employer.in order to compel him to continue recogni-
tion or to restore it. It has also been urged on behalf of the management
that they should be left {ree o take disciplinary action against workers
who take part in & slow-down. Under the existing law an employer
has a right to take such disciplinary action for if 2 worker who gets full
wages does not exert himself and give normal production, he is liable to
be punished. If an employee persists in the adoption of go-slow tactics
he may be discharged for indiscipline or insubordination and similar

punishment may be meted out by an employer to those who are ring-
leaders. What the management emphasise is that if punishment i

imposed by an employer on an employee for adopting or instigating
go-slow tactics the Government should nof interfere. This suggestion
of the employers should also be accepted. ' '

In the Labour Relations Bill which is pending before Parliament
provision has been made for the punishment of parﬁicipan{;s in go-slo®
tactics and slow-down has been placed on the same foot

- strike. One cannot predict what shape the bill will take by the time it X
enacted into law but if the provisions are not altogether elimina

Government will have power to deal with such sitnations in accordanc®
with the provisions of the new law, o |

ing as an illeg?
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Conglusion.—A’ preliminary objection was raised by SI‘L Banen Rai
> the holding of an enquiry by me into the matters set out in the
tovernment notification. I dealt with his objection by an order dated
1e 29th July, 1950. One of the points mentioned by him was that the
1emorandum . of settlement drawn up on the 18th March, 1950, provided
hat a Commission would -be appointed to investigate the cause of . the
low-down, fix the responsibility . | for .. the, slow-down . and
o suggest ' measures to. prevent - slow-down - in. S,‘,I.‘ml"
actories. It was further agreed that the commission’s findings would
e acceptable to the parties (Labour Union and the management of the
dotipur Sugar Factory) and they would act in acéordance ~ with any
dvice that would be given by Government for implementing the recom-
nendations of the Commission. The grievance of Sri Ranen Rai is
hat instead of appointing a Commlsslon the ‘Government have ' consti-
uted a Court of Enquiry. His grievance is_one with which this court
1ag nothing to do. I took the view that it was incumbent ipon me to
indertake and coiaplete the enquiry which I:have been'directed to hold,
nfo the matters indicated by the terms of reference. Although it is
mpossible to say whether each and everyone of the labom leaders took
v part in instigating or in  sponsoring ' a - slow-down
wlicy the conclusion which I Thave . reached is that they
vere collectively responsible for the slow-down, As regards prevention
f sueh factics in future I would recominend that the two - suggestions
nade on behalf of the management may be adopted and that if and when
the Labour Relations Bill is ehacted into the law action may be taken
ander its provisions.” I would also recommend that at the beginning of
the season a conference of the labour leaders and representatlves of the
management miy be called and that besides taking steps for immediate
removal of the grievances of the workers or for rvs*hs'rrmtr a d:ql)nte to a
Tribunal, the Labour Department may appeal to the Labour "Lieaders
to enter into a gentlemen's agreement not to sponsor a slow-down or to
advise adoption of .slow-down tactics. | T T

‘ ‘SHIVKPUJAN RAI, .
1’aTNa : 4th October, 1950 . Chatrman, -
o . -Industﬂal Tnbunal B;har

By order of the Goveruor of Blhar
P. R. SEN, ',

Under- Secretmy to Govemment.



APPENDIX II.

Report of the Go-Slow Committee appoiniec by the ,B?:hm';()entml _
' Labour Advisory Board at its meeting held in April 1951.

The question of go-slow tactics in the industries was discussed 1
general terms in the mesting of the Bibar Central (Standing) Labour
Advisory Board held at Ranchi in September 1950. It was. agan dis-
cussed in the last meeting of the Board held at Patna in April 1951
At this meeting, the Board appointed s Committee consisting - of the
following persons to go into the question thoroughly, and directed the
Committee to submit its recommendations as soon as possible :—

(1) Shri R. S. Pande, 1.4.5., Labour Commissipner—,Chair&nqn-
Represgntatioes of the employers. - _ -

@) Shri R. A. Subramanyam. |

(3) S8hri V. Poddar.

(4) Bhri V., R. Dongray.
Representatives of the employeés.

(5) Shri Ranen Roy. o ,.

(6) Shri Brajkishore Shastry. .

{7) Shri Kedar Pandey.

The Committee met at Patna on the 2nd August 1951, and again
on the 19th and 20th August 1951. All the members of the Committee
attended the first meeting. Shri Subramanyam could not attend the
second meeting of the Committee, though he sent a note (Appendix I)
for consideration which, however, was received after the secong Imeeting
of the Committee was over.

2. The Committee considered the memorandum prepared by the
Labour Department {Appendix II). They also considered the replies
to the questionnaire (Appendix III) received from Shri Dongray which
had been circulated to the members of the Committee, ,

3. The proceedings of the meetings of the Commit I
found in Appendices IV and V. o mmittee will be
4. There may be cases of go-slow by employers; but the ¢ i

1 ) C i ; ommittee
confined itgelf mainly to the discussions of the problem arising out of
the adoption of go-slow tactics by employees. "

5. There i8 a general complaint of fall in
labour. In the opinion of the Committee thig
causes such as :— ’

(1} Low level of wages.
(2) Lack of recreational amenities.

the productivity of the
may be due to variou$

26
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(8) Lack of welfare facilities,

(4) Want of social security.
{5) Fea; of loss of employment either on account of mechanisa-
tion or other forms of reorganisation, or. retrenchment
- due to other causes. : :

(6) Lack of proper vocational training.

{7) Huge untapped reserve of rural workers who can be engaged
in industrial work making it advantageous to emp:ioy
workers without proper training at low wages rather than
having a lower number of more efficient and trained

persons.
(8 Want of proper attention to m_achineries.
(9) Managerial inefficiency.

Tt is not the intention of the Committee to go into these questions,
and suggest a solution for this malady which requires a Ilong-term
treatment. ‘

6. It was understood from the trend of discussions in the last
meeting of the Board that the Board was anxious to finll out a short-
term remedy for a deliberate go-slow by workers where such a step is
designedly taken either for the removal of some alleged grievances or
for ventilating the resentment of the workers for certain acts of
omission and commission by the employers. While discussing this
question, the Committee had in view certain cases of go-slow by workers
as brought to. their notice by the Labour Department, particularly in
the sugar factories during the last crushing season. It appeared from
an analysis of those cases that the go-slow was adopted on account of

one or the other of the following causes :— Ny
"' (i) Delay in settling up an indusirial dispute.-
(fiy Pear of retrenchment. -
(ii) Non-implementation of agreemenﬁs or awards. '
(iv) Some local and accidenta] causes. -

7. In all these cases, go-slow was adopted 'bet}ause legal strike was
not possible in view of the pendency of the adjudication or coneiliation

Proceedings.

8. After taking into
the Committee wish to
(1) Go-slow by workers should be treated on par with strike.

(2) When worl;ets wilfully act in such a way that the produc-
. _tion of a factory, or a part thereof falls below the average
normal produetion, the industtial equipment and levels of

consideration all the facts and circumstances,
make the following recommendations :~—
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the management remaining the same, the workers should
be held to have adopted deliberate go-slow tactics.
‘Whenever there was an allegation of go-slow, it should
be necessary to investigate' and fix the average output of
production’ for each unit or department, and if.the pro-
duction fell below the normal, i.e.,.average output every-
thing else remaining normal, it should be.considered to
be go-slow by workers. The average quantum of produc-
tion should be 'calculated on the figures of preceding five
years, excluding any abnormal . period. .In - case of a
factory which had not completed -five years, the preced-
‘ing months and years need only: be considered in cal-
culating the average production. There might be some
difficulty in case of determining the , output in repair
works. An attempt should be made to determine the
average production in such cases with the’ agreement of
the recognised union of workers.  In case of difference of
opinion regarding the figure of average production, ‘the
matter should be referred to the Labour Comissioner,
who should hold such enquiry as he tHinks fit, take expert
advice, if necessary, and give his decision, which''should
be acceptable té: both the parties. .- .o 4

(3 As a general rule, the workers should not resort 10’ go-slow
' without proper notice. A notice expressing intention ‘of
the workers to go-slow and setting forth ‘the feasons for
the same should be served on the management, and ‘the
local Conciliation Officer, with copies to the' Labour
Commissioner and the Government.” The date of com-
mencement of go-slow should not be less than seven days
from the date of which the notice is served on the
management. The notice wiil remain in force for ' four
weeks from the date of the service of the notice on the
management. It ‘may not be necessary io' notify the

exact date of stariing the go-slow. :

(4) As Soon as notice of go-slow iy received in a public utility
service, the Conciliation Officer of the loeal ares .ghoyld
Intervene and try to bring about a  settlement, and
should take all soch measireg us are necessa,rx to be

taken in the case of a notice of strike. '

(5) The workers should not resort to go-slow - during  the
pEPdency of a conciliation proceeding or pendency of an
adjudication proceeding arising out of the notice of go-
slow. The conciliation must be concluded within four
weeks ‘of the notice. : SRS Lo

(6) In & non-public utility service -the . employer: ghould
lmmediately hold discussions with the - representative of
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the recognised umion on the receipt of the notice of go-
slow; and try to come to,a settlement.,, Either party may
seek the assistance of the local Conciliation Officer m case
the .dispute is-not amicably, settled, and the assistance of
the local Conciliation Officer ,will be made available as
far as practicable. .

(7) Sonietimes; just like o .lighteqi‘ng. strike, go-slow may _be
resorted to without notice on sndden provocation either with
-or without ,the\conseﬁt of the union. If it is without the
consent of ‘the ‘union, it will ‘bé the responsibility of the
union to.take evéry step possible to call it off immediately
it;comes to -their notice. .

(8) Go-slow due to malpractices by the management wiill be
_ qutiﬁed.

(9) Go-slow for any unjustifiable reason will be unjustified,.e-8:»
if demands of the workers which are the basis for the
go-slow are found, on enquiry by the Labour Commms-
sioner, to be unjustified, any go-slow by the workers on
the basis of -those demands will be unjustified.

(10) If it is found after enquiry, by the Labour Commissioner
that go-slow was unjustified, following actions shall be
taken :—

(a) For unjustified go-slow at the instance of the uniol
office-bearers of the union who are not employees
will be debarred to hold office for the period of one
year. The office-bearers who are employees will be
further liable for such punishment as may be pro-
vided for in the Standing Orders in the discretion of
the management for simple misconduct.

(b) For unjustified go-slow by workers without union’s con-
sent, ring-leaders held responsible for the go-slow
will be liable for punishment; provided for major mis-
conduct, including dismissal.

(11) Government should immediately consider the necessity of
strengthening the conciliation machinery in order that

there may not be avoidable delay in the settlement of
industrial disputes.

(12) The employers and the employees should scrupulously honour
the decision of the Bihar Central (Standing) Labour
Advisory Board regarding retrenchment, including the
retrel}chment of seasonal workers. This will give a sense of
security in the mind of the employees and will help to
considerably reduce the chances of go-slow.



28

the management remaining the same, the workers shopld
-be held to have adopted deliberate - gO'SIOW" tactics.
Whenever there was an allegation of go-slow, it should
be necessary to investigate and fix the average output of
production for each unit or department, and if. the pro-
diiction fell below the normal, i.e., average output every.
thing else remaining normal. it should be considerad %o
be go-slow by workers. The average quantum of produc.
tion should be calculated on the figures of preceding five
voara, excluding any abnormal . poriod. In - case  of g
factory which had not completed five years, the preced-
ing months and-'years need only be considered in cal-
culating tho average production. There ‘mlght‘ be some
difficulty in case of determining thie , output 1n  repair
‘works. An attempt should be made to determine  the
average production ip such cases with tha agreement of
the recognised union of workers. Iir case.of difference of
opinion regarding the figure of average production, the
matter should be' referred to the Labour’ Commissioner,
who should hold such enquiry as he thinks fit, fake expert
advice, if necessary, and give his decision, which should
~be acceptable t6. both the parties, . oo

\ .
(3) As a general rule, the workers should not resort to _go-'slo'w
without proper notice. A notice expressing mtention 'of
the workers to go-slow and setting forth 'the teasons for
the same should be served on the management, and the
local Conciliation Officer, with copies tg the Tabour
Commissioner and the Government. The date of com-
Inencement of go-slow should not be less than seven days
Arom. the date of which the notice is served on the
management. The notice wiil remain in force for * four
weeks from the date of the service of the notice on the
management. It ‘may not be necessary to' notify the

exact date of starting the go-slow. B

(4) As soon as notice of go-slow is received in public  utility
service, the Conciliation Officer of the local area .should
intervene and try to bring about 8  settlement, and
should take all such ineasures us are necessary to be
taken in the case of a notice of strike. :

' ‘
b

(6) The workers should not resort to go-slow during the
pendency of a conciliation proceeding or pendency of an
adjudication proceeding arising out of the notice of go-
slow. The conciliation must be concluded within four
weeks of the notice. P oot

(6) In a non-public utility service the. employer'.  should
"immediately'hold discussions with the . representative of

AEERY



20
the recognised union on the receipt of the motice of go-"
‘slow, and try to coine to.a settlement. Either party may
seek the assistance of the local Conciliation Officer 1n case
the dispute is not amicably settled, and the assistance of
ihe local Counciliation Officer .will be made available as
far as practicable. .

(7) Spaictimer, Just liks o lightening strike, go-slow may be
resorted to without notice on sudden provocation either with
-or without the consent of the union. If it is without the
consent of ‘the ‘union, it will be Lhe responsibility of the
nnion to take every step porsibla to call it off immediately
i compes to their notice. -

(8) Go-slow due to malpractices by the management will be
justified.

(9) Goslow for any unjustifiable reason will be unjustified,.€.g.,
if demands of the workers which are the basis for the
go-slow are found, on enquiry by the Labour Commis-

sioner, 1o be unjustified, any go-slow by the workers on
the basis of -those demands will be unjustified.

(10) If it is found after enquiry, by the Labour Commissioner
that go-slow was unjustified, following actions shall be
taken :—

(@) For unjustified go-slow 2t the instance of the union
office-bearers of the union who are not employees
will be debarred to hold office for the period of one
year. The office-bearers who are employees will be
further liable for such punishment as may be pro-
vided for in the Standing Orders in the discretion of
the management for simple misconduct.

(b) Yor unjustified go-slow by workers without union’s con-
sent, ring-leaders held responsible for the go-slow

will be liable for punishment; provided for major mis-
conduct, including dismissal.

(11) Government should immediately consider the necessity of

strengthening the conciliation machinery in order that
.there may not be avoidable delay in the settlement of
industrial disputes.

(12) The employers and the employees should scrupulously honour
the _decislon of the Bihar Central (Standing) Labour
Advisory Board regarding retrenchment, including the
retrer_lchlpenﬁ of seasonal workers. This will give a sense of
security in the mind of the employees and will help to
considerably reduce the chances of go-slow.
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(13) The employers should see to it that agreements and awards
' -are implemented as speedily as possible. Government
should also have the machinery to pursue the implementa-

' tion of agreements and awards, and they should jof

hesitate to take action under the law for any non-
implementation.

(1) RANEN ROY.

(2) BRAJ KISHORE SHASTRL
(3) *V. PODDAR.

(4) *V. R. DONGRAY.

(5) KEDAR PANDEY.

(6) *R. A. SUBRAMANYAM.
(7) R. 8. PANDE.

*For their originul signatures please see the copies which have been returned
by them, duly signed, with forwarding letter.



APPENDIX LT

No. III/D1-12021/51-Li-(A).—120,
GOVERNMENT OF B%A\R.

LABOUR DEPARTMENT,

RESOLUTION.
 Patna, the 1st December 1951.

READ—The proceedings of the meetings of the Bihar Ceﬁmﬂ (Standing)
* " Labour Advisory Board held on the 18th and 14th
‘April 1951 at Patna,
READ Arso—Report of the ‘° Gd-slow ”’ Committee appoipted by the
‘ Board. ; \
Reap Arso—The proceedings of the meeting of the Board\ held on
, © 7. 22nd Beptember 1951. _ N

Government are pleased to accept recommendation of the ¢ Go-
slow ’ Committee. - They trust that the employers and workmen would
.glve their unqualified support to the said recommendations. '

2. Government wish to express their thanks to the members .
the Committes for the well-considered report,

ORDERS.—Qrdered thab a copy of tl?e foregoing Resolution together
_with' a copy of the report of the Committee be published in the Bihar
‘Gazette and the printed coples be forwarded to the managers of all the
Tegistered factories of Bibar and all the registered trade unions.

By order of the Governor of Bihar,
: S. MUKHERJI,
Secretary to Governmenk.
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MPPENDIX Tv.
CHAPTER L.
INTRODUCTION.

During the past the workers of some of the im?ustnes patticularly
of the sugar industry, used t6'addpt the tactics of go-slow ”* o give
vent to their day-to-day grievances particularly when the)f found that
any strike resorted to by them would be consideregl to be illegal under
the Industrial Disputes Act... No restriction was imposed on the use
of this weapon which 'besides causing’ serious  drop in production
estranged the feelings between the management and_t_ht_a”labour,”.[[‘he
Bibar Central Labonr ‘Advisory Board considered. this matter in its
sitting in the month of April, 1951. The Board appointed a Committee
to go into the question thoroughly and ‘to ‘submiit its recornmendations.
The Go-Sbw Committee subinitted a inanimous report - which - wag
accepted 0y the Board with a few modifications.. “Government were
pleased o accept the recommendations of the Board, vide Gavern-
ment «f Bihar, Tubour Departiheny Resolution no. IIT/D1-1201/51.1..
—(A)—120, dated the 1st December, 195L. A copy of the report of
the Jo-SBlow Committee will be found in Appendix A. The main
- rewmmendations of the Committee were as follows :— . -

(1) There sliould be no go-slow without motice. ' Ihe’ * period ‘of
- -notice should not be less than seven days and will remain
in force for four weeks, The notice should give reasons

why the workers threatened to resort to go-slow.

(2) The conciliation machinery of the State Goyernment.shall
_intervené within the notice pericd. During the pendency
of the proceedings before a Conciliation Officer, or a Tribu-
nal the workers must not resort to go-slow, but the conci-
liation proceedings had to be concluded within four weeks

of the ‘notice.

(3 If a goslow had actually been resorted to and if it is found
after enquiry by the Labour Commissioner that the go-

slow was unjustified,” the following action would be
taken :—

(@) For unjustified go-slow at the instance of the union,
office-bearers of the union would be debarred from
holding office for a year and those office-bearers who
were employees would be further liable for such
punishment as may be provided in the BStanding
Orders for simple misconduct.

(b) For unjustified go-slow not at the instance of the union,
Ring leaders amongst the employees held responsible
for the go-slow would be liable for _punishment
provided for major misconduct including dismissals.

32 .
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9. The policy as laid down in the recommendations was puié tetc;ir,?::
first during the cane crushing seasonr 1951-52.- Out of 29 sugar 1ac .
slow-down notices were served on. 16, Out of those 16 cases go-BlOW
was resorted to in four cases only. The duration .of the go-slow ullg
each case was for a short period. The .concilistion machinery co ”
not operate in these cases chiefly on account of late intimafion dule 2
postal delays. Other cases were disposed of promptly. {\s a result O
the intervention of the conciliation machinery the duration of go-slogi

- during 1951-52 was half of the corresponding figure for the year 1950-
and the total produciion during the year 1951-52 was also higher than
the preceding year. ' :

8. In the Board’s meeting held at Jamshedpur in October 1952 the
Tepresentatives of the Indian Sugar Mills Association and some other
employers wanted to move-a resclution for setting up s Committee to
review the working of the go-slow policy as laid down by the Board
and to suggest modifications. It wag assured on behalf of the Govern-
ment that the policy would be reviewed by the: Board at its next
meeting by which tiine more experience would be gained. Bearing
this in mind, the matter was discussed at the beginning of the crushing
scason of 1952-53 at a conference of the employers in the sugar
industry and its different labour federations convened by Mr. R. S.
. Pande, 1.4.8., Labour Secretary to GGovernment, as the weapon of
go-slow was largely used in sugar.industry than in any other industry.
Mr, Pande persuaded the parties to agree to the following modifications
“in the procedure for dealing with go-slow 80 far as sugar industry was

concerned :— ‘

(1) 'I‘hé.period of notice should be extended from seven days to
' fourteen days. . o :

(2) Unjustified go-slow by workers should be deemed to be an
act of major misconduct entailing dismissal.

4. During the crushing season 1952-53 go-slow notices were
served on 14 sugar factories and in one factory (Lohat) go-slow was
resorted to for a period of three days ‘without any previous notice. In
another factory {at Chanpatia) it was resorted to .for & day. The
conciliation machinery of the State Gowernment was able to bring
about an amicable settlement and go-slow was completely avoided in’
the remaining cases. -0

6. Details of cases in which slow-down mnotices were served during
the years 1951-52 and 1952-53 will be found in Appendix B. A study
of the cases of go-slow will show that during the yesr 1951-52 ,go-sSlow
notices were given mostly for non-implementation of awards and agree-
ments. But in the year 1952-63 notices were gerved even in disputes
relating to payment of bonus, wages, and Tetaining allowance, leave
and holidays, educational and medical facilities, It was never intended
that go-glew rotice would be utilised for gettlernent of ordinary
Mttt dizpates for whidh flie rrormut wprovdiure preveribetd in the

4 40 Iaﬂ.bu
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lew for settlement could be used. It was also felt that the period of
one week for giving go-slow notice was inadequate and _the period
could with advantage be extended to fourteen days to give sufficient
time to the Conciliation Officers of the State Government to intervene
and seftle the disputes amicably.  In view of the difficulties pointed
out above the confirmation of the views of the Board on the following
amendments was sought in its 11th meeting held on the Ilth and 19th
April 1953 :— .

(1) Go-slow notice may be served only on the following grounds
and that also when other methods of redx:essmg the
grievances within reasonable time are not available under
the law :—

(a) Non-implementatiori of any agreement or award,
(b) Any malpractice by the management,
(¢) Any sudden provocation by the management.

(2) The period of notice should be 14 days instead of seven
days and a copy of the notice should. be handed over 1o the
Conciliation Officer of the area.

(8) Unjustified go-slow by workers would be deemed fo gross
misconduct entailing dismissal, because the doer is not
less responsible than the.abetor. :

6. The Labour Advisory Board in itg meeting held on the 11th
and 12th April, 1953 recommended to Government to appoint a Com-
mittee consisting of the following persons with the Labour Commis.
sioner a8 Chairman to review the scheme for dealing with go-slow ang
to recommend to Government if the existing scheme and procedure for
go-slow requires any change, particularly, (¢) whether there should he
any limitations on the grievances over which either go-slow notices cap
be served or go-slow can be resorted to; (b) whether the period of notjce
of go-slow should be incressed and (¢) whether the punishment for
unjustified go-slow should be made more severe. .

PrERSONNEL OF THE COMMITTEE.

(1) Shri B. P. Singh, I.a.8., Commissioner of Labour—Charrman
and Convener. ' '

REPRESENTATIVES OF THE EMPLOYERS.

(2) 8hri R. L. Nopany—Member.
(?).. V. R. Tongrey—Member.
(1) Bhri V. ’'oddar—Meinber.

- REPRESENTATIVSS OF TH: EMPLOYLES,
(5) Shri Kedar Pandey, M.1.A—Member.

- (6) Shri Ranen Roy—Member. .

(7) Shri Braj Kishore Shastri—Member,
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9. In pursusnce of the above recommendations made by the Bihat
Central Labour Advisory Board the Government of Bihar 1 theslz
Resolution no. I11/D1-1201/53-Li.~-11670, dated the 28th Augl_lth
1958 appointed a Committee consisting of the aforesald persons Wi
the Labour Commissioney as Chairman.

CHAPTER 1II.
COMMITTEE'S DELIBERATIONS.

8. The first meeting of the Committee was held on the 8th
Septeriber 1954. Messrs. Ranen Roy and V. R. Dongrey _00111‘1 .not
attend the meeting, the first due to his pre-occupation outside Bihar
and the second due to his illness. Mr. Dongrey communicated his
views to the Committee in a letter ‘addressed to the Chairman
(Appendix ). Mr. Dongrey’s views were shared by the other repre-
sentatives of the employers. The members representing the employers
contended that go-slow ‘was not a legal and proper weapon which could
be used by the workers against the employers. They pointed oub
that this was an- insidious method of undermining the gtability of an
industrial concern and it should be treated as & major misconduct on
the part of the workers who resorted to go-slow. They were not 1R
favour of any decision of the Committee which would have the effect
of legalising a misconduct of & serious' nature.. The employers’ repre-
-sentatives also felt that they had placed a certain amount of confidence
.on the employees when they had agreed with the unanimous report of
the previous Committee which had laid down certain procedure to be
followed for resorting to go-slow and dealing ' with go-slow nofices.
This confidence, they thought, -had " been  misplaced and they had
reverted to the original view that go-slow was immoral and should id
no case be countenanced.  They were of the view that if any grievance
had to be redressed the workers could resort to legal strikes after
giving due notice if their grievances remained unredressed and after

they had observed legal formalities. In all cases go-slow was to be
treated as a major misconduct. : :

¥

: 9. In support of their contention they quoted the award of the
‘Appellate Tribunal, Bombay in which the Tribunal had held that go-
slow was & major misconduct. An extract from the judgment of the
‘Appellate Tribunel' will be found in ' Appendix D. According to the
employers’ representatives, the scheme had been given a trial by the
sugar industry but had failed miserably. On their behalf the following
resolution was tabled by Mr: R. L. Nopany :— " "'

" In view of the experience’ of the last two years’ working of
the Government Resolution. no. III/D1°12021/51-L(A).—
120, dated the Jdst December 1951 on go.slow and also in
view of the very clear and definite views of the Hon'ble
Labour Appellate Tribunal of India to the effect that
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Go-slow is not a legitimate weapon in the armoury of
labour and is an invidious method of. 'undermlr{mg the
_stability of an industrial concern and is 8 INAJOr mijg-
conduct which should not be countenanced, this Com.-
mittee ig of the opinion that Go-slow 18 @ I03JOr mis-
conduct under all circumstances and should In no cage be
allowed to be resorted to without dire consequences.

The Committee, theréfore, tecomimends to the Bihar Central
(Standing) L.abour Advisory Board to request the Govern-
ment to withdraw their resolution mno. 1II/D1-12021/
51-L(A).—120, dated the 1st December 1951 and to make
provisions to penalise hny act of go-slow.”

10. The Labour representatives were, however, of ‘the view thag
the existing scheme for dealing with go-siow notices had succeeded in
settling a large number of disputes and had actually a.‘veri;ed' go-slow
m s number of cases. They were in favour of continuing the existing
procedute with the necessary modification whenever necessary suggested
10 the Memorandum - circulated by the Iabour Departinent in ghe
‘11th ‘meeting of the Central Labour Advisory Board. They were algp
'prepared to limit the grievances on which go-slow notices could be
sérved on a factory by the workers. : o :
] 11.- The Chairman held the view that it is doubtful if the " Qq-
Slow ’" by workers was covered by -the definition of ‘! strike "’ under
the Industrial Disputes Act. He further pointed out that the Btate
Government had moved the Government of India for amending the
Industrial Disputes Act with a view to include the ** Go-Slow ’’ in the
‘definition of strike and to make & specific provision in the law to deg)
‘with it. He also referred to the go-slow tactics adopted by workers ipn
other parts of the country and particularly .drew attention to the
sitnation created in the Indian lron.and Steel Co., at Burnpur. Heg
further held the view that it would be unsafe to scrap the existin

procedure unless a suitable legislation was enacted to deal with thig
problem. . ,

~ 12. An attempt wag made to limit the margin between the extreme

views Leld by the representatives of the employers and the employees.
The labour representatives agreed with the views of the Chairman thag
in the national interest * go-slow ' should be avoided ag far as possible,
‘Bhri Kedar Pa-ndeyl guggested that th_e grievances over which & notice
of 'go-slow should ' be permitted could be limitegd to . the following
categories :— : ' ,

(1) Implementation of industrial awards and settlements.

{4) Buspension for indefnite period without wages.

) 13. A suggest'cn was -put forward by Sri Braj Kishore Shasiry
that the labour representatives could ‘accept the suggestion of the
industry thas go-slow should not be allowed under any circumstance
provided deterrent and. smmmary punishment ‘wag imposed upon fhe
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management for viclation of any of the statutory provisions in the
various lcbour laws. ' A : '

14. Mr. R. L. Nopany invited suggestions from the labour repre-:
sentatives to deal with such recalcitrant employers and he was prepared’
on behalf of the industry to entér into an agreément with the labour
in dealing with such matters and to allow a go-slow to be dealt with
in the ordinary course after scrapping the present scheme for dealing
with it. ' ' I ' T C

15. 8ri Braj Kishore Shastri on behalf of the employees submitted
to the Chairman of the Committee the types of malpractices adopted
by the management of a factory and on which go-slow noticeg should’
be allowed to be served by the workmen. WMalpractice according to
him depended on the circumstances of a particular éase and nd:
exhaustive list of such malpractice was possible. - According to him’
the following were some of the important malpractices by . employers

which if practised by the employers would entitle #he workers to serve
a go-slow notice :—

(1) Malingering or deliberately delaying implementation of
terms of settlements, g,_wia_rds', agfeements, “etc; . ‘

(2) :Deliberately avoiding and thereby depriving the tyorkmen:
of any of their privileges under awdrd, setilement, stand-
ing orders, status, customs, etc.., on taking shelter behind
technicalities and legal formalities.

(3) Adopting any unfair labeyr practice. _ ‘ :

(4) Refusing or avoiding to negotiate on demand if not backed
by strike notice though reasonable and justified.

(5) Any action against the provisions of any law in force.

16. The representative of employers did not agree to the views
of Shri Shastri regarding the definitjon of malpractices. Mr. Dongrey.
on the ether hand, suggested that he would bave no objection to deter-
rent punishments being given to -the- employers who delayed in
implementation of the awards. He also suggested that an Enquiry
Committee migh$ bé set up to enquire into the complaints of the non-
Implementation of the awards against employers provided the labour

representatives agree to scrap the go-slow procedure and treat it as a
major misconduct.

The last meeting-of the Committee was held on the ‘18%h and
the 19th September 1954. Mr. Dongre, on behalf of the employers.
suggested that while holding the views of go-slow by workers, he would
have no objection to gdmit the existence of the fact of go-slow and fo
revise the procedure in such a way thas the weapon ig used only when
there is no other constitutional way available for redressal of the
grievances of the workers. Shri Nopani and 8hri Poddar were not able
to be present in the meeting. Shri C. J. Mehta, the Secretary of the-
Indian Bugar Mills Association, who attended the meeting hy special
invitation, agreed with the suggestion made by Shri Dongre. .

L



CHAPTER II1.
RECOMMENDATIONS.

17. The details of cases in which the go-slow noticcs have oeen
served during the years 1951-52 and 1952-53 will be found in A_ppendix
B. Appendix E gives the details of cases in which go-slow notices had
been served during the year 1953-54 and the manner in which these
have been disposed of. Appendix F gives the details of cases m which
go-slow was actnally resorted to by the workers of the sugar factories
in the year 1950-51. Accurate figures for the years prior to 1949.50
are not available as no procedure had been laid down for dealing with
such go-slow cases and the workers were not required to indicate their
mtention of resorting to go-slow by giving formal nofices.

18. The table below shows the total number of notices served, go-
slow resorted to by the workers, total duration of the go-slow and the
result of conciliation proceedings for the years 1950-61 and 1951452,
1952-53 and 1953-64 ;:—

1
. .| Factories whers
Cases
No. of go-alow resorted, Total averted
Yenr. r"f:“" —} anration. by HRemarks.
€ | win | without concllia-
motice: | potics. notice. tion.
\
1 ‘ 2 ! 8 | 4 b l a l ) 7
1850-61...| Wit " 10 |40  days w. | Called off at the intervention
and a few of the conciliation machinery
hours. {Al sugar factories):

1061-62...] 14 4 3 |17 days b

snd & fow 10 {All sn nrlt)mto' i
hours. I's actories.)
: . Ditte

1853-83... 12 1 8 | 10 day .. 11 (Two were other than sugar
factories.)

1968-54... 14 1 2 | 23 daye ... 18 | No slow-down vesorted to in
sugar factories ‘during the
gorson. One which waa ve-
sorted wae daring oftt gaesson
and that too for a short period
in Lodna Coke Plant go-slow
waa laonohed without motlce
for the perloed from 8Oth
November to 20th December
1868, ‘
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19. A study of the above chart will show that the total duration of
go-slow - -as heavies’ during {1e year 1950-51 when there was no pro-
cedure t deal with t and tie numbe: gradually went on docreasing
during t 3 subseque. t years. In the sugar crust’ng season 1953-54
settlemer ; was brou;ht 2bow. at the iitervention of the conciliation
machinery in all cases in which notices for slow-down were served. In
one case only slow-down with stay-in-strike for a short period was
slleged by the management. The allegation of go-slow was denied by
thekunion but the workmen were prosecuted for the alleged illegal
strike. S

20. The sugar industry which is most vulnerable to the go-slow
tactics suffered heavily in the season 1950-51 when in almost all cases
the workers resorted to go-slow without any notice. In such cases the
conciliation machinery wag called upon to intervene only after consider-
able damage had been done. In the crushing season 1952-53 a number
of unions served notices for slow-down over disputes which were mostly
of a general nature, such as payment of bonus, retaining allowance,
medical facilities, etc. - This created a panic in the industry, although
all such served notices were withdrawn by the trade unions on the
advice of the Conciliation Officers.

21. In view of the results achieved so far, the Commitiee does not
consider it desirable to scrap the procedure of go-slow altogether unless
o suifable law is enacted by Government to effectively deal with this
problem,., The Committee, while holding the view that. go-slow by
workers is not desirable, has to face the facts as they exist and deal
with this menace of go-slow as effectively as possible. The Committee
accordingly recommends that the existing procedure of go-slow should,
with suitable amendments, continue to be enforced for a further period
of two years. The following modificationg to the existing procedure
" as provided in paragraph 8 of the Labour Department Resolution no.

III/D1-1201/51-L..(A).—120, dated the lst December 1951 are
recommended. :

COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDATIONS,

Clauses (1) and (2)—No change.
Clauses (3) to (10) will be substituted as follows ;—

*(3) There shall be no go-slow without a proper mnotice. A
notice for go-slow can be served only on the following
grounds and that also when other methods of getting the
grievances redressed are not available, and all efforts to
settle the disputes by mutual negotiationg or discussions
have failed :—

(1) Non-implemeut&t;iuh of any agrcement or 'awn.-r.d or
¢ontinued breach of law by the Mauugement,
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(b) Malpractice by the Management.
{c) Sudden provocation by the Management.

{4) The notice expressing the- intention of the workers to resori
to go-slow and setting forth the reasons for the same
should be served on the Management with copies to the
local conciliation officer, the Iabour Commissioner and
the Government. The date of commencement of go-slow
shall not be earlier than fourteen days from the date on
which the notice ig served on the Management.

(5) Tmmediately, on receipt of a notice, the Management will
invite the representativeg of the registered and recognised
union and shall also notify the conciliation officer of the
area regarding the service of the nofice and the com-
mencement of the negotiations, if any.

(6) If the notice of gn-slow ig not in accordance with the provi-
sions of clause (3), the Labour Commissioner will imme-
diately advise the Union and the workmen concerned to
withdraw the notice with intimation to the Management.

(7) The notice of go-slow will remain in force for a period of four

weeks from the date of the service of the notice on the
Management. :

(8) If the notice of go-slow is held ta be in accordance with
. clause (3), the conciliation officer shall take necessary
steps for the settlement of the disputes and further
action, if any, will be taken, as in case of a notice for
strike, under Industrial Disputey Act. The conciliation
proceedings must be concluded within three weeks from

the date of service of notice.

(9) If & go-slow is resorted to withont notice or during the

pendency of any conciliation or adjudication proceedings
arismg out of such notice or for grounds other than those
menfioneq in clauss (8), the go-slow will be deemed to be
unjustified.

(10) I, on en

hel

quiry by the Labour Commissioner, the go-slow is
d to be unjustified, the workers resarsing to go-slow

1 be liabls for punishment rescribed for major Imis
tonduct, including dismissal.” g ]

Clauses (11), (12) and (13).~—No change.

22. The position may be reviewed after a period of two years when

tpe guestion of further amendment to the procedure would be con-
sldere_d. The Committee also recommends that the State Government
may in the meanwhile consider the desirsbility of framing s suitable
law for dealing with this problem; '
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93, Bhri R. L. Nopany and Shii V. Poddar gave & joint note of
dissent which is annexed to this report.

1. B. P. SINGH, 1.A.8., Chairman and
Convener.

2. V. R. DONGREY.

3. KEDAR PANDEY, x.L.A.

4, RANEN ROY.

5. BRAJTKISHORE S_HASTRI_-

*6. R. L. NOPANY,

*7. V. PODDAR.

*Subject to a joint note of dissent,
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NOTE, OF DISSENT.

{By Smr1 R. 1. Norany axp SEr1 V. PODDAR.)

We are unable to subscribe to the views expresst 1 in the Repo_rt
that the quantum of go-slow hag been reduced by the procedure laid
down to deal with it. As a matter of fact the quantum of go-slow
after 1950-51 has decreased in other States as well aithough they did
not adopt any procedure to deal with it. The adoption of the proce-
dure, therefore, in the case of Bihar only cannot by any stretch of
imagination be said to have reduced the number of go-slows. If any-
thing, the procedure has only encouraged the workers to give go-slow
notices more frequently. From the Table given In paragraph 2 of
Chapter ITI (Recommendations) it appears that in 1950-51, . tl}e
workers in 10 cases intended to go-slow and did actually resort to it mn
all the cases. In subsequent years we find that although an’ agreed
procedure to deal with go-slow was laid down, there were still resorts
to go-slow without notice, and the quantum of go-slow shows an
increase. There ig a loss of 40 days and & few hours in the year
1950-51, although there were as many as 10 cases of go-slow during
that year, but 1953-54 registers a loss of 23 days although there were
only 8 cases of go-slow in that year. ‘This only shows that those
workers who actually wanted “to resort to go-slow had scant regard for
the procedur_-e laid down for it and did actually resort to it, with or
without notice. The only inference that can be drawn from the rise
in the number of notices and the drop in actual slow-down is that the
workers had no genuine grievances but they only used the procedure
for go-slow as a weapon to coerce the factories to submit to their
demands whether they were of an urgent nature or not. This is more
particularly frue in the case of sugar factories which have to deal with
a raw material of a highly perishable nature and which cannot afford
to have any obstruction in their crushing once the season has atarted.

We therefore, feel that the adoption of any procedure to deal with
go-slow providing for a notice for it would virtually mean the recogni-
tion of the workers® right to resort to it as it is in the case of & strike
which has come to be regarded as a legitimate weapon for the redress
of their grievances. In the proposed procedure it is left entirely to
the dﬁscretmn.of the Departmental Officers to judge and pronounce
whether a notice for go-glow was in order or not and whether there was
an actual slow-down or not, and whether it was justified or otherwise.
As in the instance citeg ip paragraph 3 of this Chapter, in the case of
a sl_OW-dOWD and stay-in-strike, the Department did not take any action
against the workers merely because of the fact that the Union denied
the charge. Tt would have been appreciated if the matter had been
enquired into and findings given instead of merely relying on the denial
of the Union. This amply proves the dangers involved in giving such
wide discretion to the Departmental Officers. Further the very fact
of qualifying in” the procedure, a go-slow as justified or unjustified, has
given a certain status and recognition to it, and taking advantage of
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it the Unions have made it a routine affair to give go-slow notices on
the flimsiest of grounds thus causing vanic in the Industry, as has been
mentioned in paragraph 4 of thia Chajter.

In the circumstances, while agrecing with the observation that
slow-down by workers is a menace and should not be countenanced,
we do not agree that the existing procedure of go-slow should continue
with or without amendments. We feel that it is a dangerous weapon
in the hands of the workers which if used by them in the Sugar
Industry would mean & considerable loss not only to the management
but also to the thousands of conegrowers, the workers themselves and
ultimately to the Nation. The States which have not laid down any
procedure for dealing with this menace are none the worse for if, and
as such we are strongly of the opinion that the existing procedure for
dealing with go-slow as contained in Government Resolution Do.
IIT/D71-12021/51-1:(A).—12048, dated the 1st December 1951, should
be withdrawn and go-slow should be allowed to be dealt with in the
ordinary course of law. '

" R. L. NOPANY.
P V. PODDAR.



APPENDIX V.
GOVERNMENT OF BIHAR.
LABOUR DEPARTMENT-

RESOLUTION.
Patna, the 14th February 1955.

Rrap.—The proceedings of the Bihar Central Labour Advisory Board
held on the 29th and 30th October 1954.

Reap ALso.—The recommendations of the *° Go-slow Committee
constituted by the State Government in pursuance of the
recommendations of the Bihar Central Labour Advisory
Board, in its meeting held on the 11th and 12th April 1953.

ResoLveD.—That the Governmeny of Bihar are pleased to accept the
following recommendations of the ** Go-slow '’ Committee.
They trust that the Employers and the Workmen would
give unqualified support to the said recommendation for a
period of two years, after which the position will - again
be reviewed by the Board.

9. The State Government hereby thank the members of the
Committee for the report. '

13

OrpERs.—Ordered that a copy of the foregoing Resolution be
publisued in the Dikar Gazotts, and the printed copies be forwarded
to the munagers of all the registered faclories of Bihar and all the
registered trade unious.

By order of the Governor of Bihar,
B. P. 8INGH,

Secretary to Government.

Recommendations of the Go-slow Committee appointed by the Bihar

f;;;ml Labour Advisory Board at its meeting held in Apnl,

consiIdr-Lrwqw of the results achieved so far the Committee does not

: It desirable to serap the procedure of go-slow altogether
unless a suttable law is enacted by Government to effectively deal
w1th.th!s Dbroblem. The Committee, while holding the view that
enquired nto and flndings given instead of merely relying on the
denial Of the_ Umc_m. This amply proves the dangers involved in giving
such wide discretion to the Departmental Officers. Further the very
fact of qualifying in the procedure, a go-slow as justified or unjustified,
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has given a certain status and recognition to it, and taking advantage of
it the Unions have made it a routine affair to give go-slow notices on
the flimsiest of grounds thus causing panic in the industry, as has been
mentioned in paragraph 4 of this Chapfer. :

In the circumstances, while agreeing with the observation that
slow-down by workers is a menace and should not be countenanced, we
do not agree that the existing procedure of go-slow should continue with
or without amendments. We feel that it is a dangerous weapon in the
bands of the workers which if used by them in the Sugar Industry
would mean a considerable. loss not only to the Management but also
to the thousands of cane-growérs, the workers themselves and ultimately
to the Nation. The States which have not laid down any procedure for
dealing with this menace are none the worse for it, and as such we are.
strongly of the opinion that the existing procedure for dealing with
go-slow as contained in Government Resolution no. III/D1-12021/51-
Li(A)—12048, dated the lst December, 1951 should be withdrawn and
go-slow should be allowed to be dealt with in the ordinary course of law.



APPENDIX VI.
Mr. V. R. Dongray’s views on -Go-slow:

My views on go-slow have undergone no change from those
expressed in my answers to Mr. Ranen Roy's Questlonna.lre; on the
other hand they have hardened more after reading the award in the
Sasamusa Sugar Works. When I said in one of my replies to .th?,t
Questionnaire that go-slow is @ subtle form of strike, I had put it I
much milder term  In my opinion go-slow is an insidious method of
undermining the stability of an industrial concern and it cannoﬁ be
treated anything else other than a major misconduct, and people who
take part in it are as much liable for punishment as people who
instigate it. “While g strike, for drawing the attention of an employer
towards any grievances of the employees is quite understandable and bas
been recognised as u-legitimate weapon in the hands of the employees,
go-slow cannot be so recognised, and to the best of my knowledge, has
been regarded by labour legislation as a misconduct and has been 8o
designated in model Standing Orders which have been appended to the
Industrial Employment Standing Orders Act, 1946, section 2(ii) where-
of requires the Standing Orders of a concern to be in conformity with
the model Standing Orders as far as practicable. :

1£, therefore, the employees, through their Unions, have to draw
the attention of the employer or the Government for any of the grie-
vances of the employees, and if such grievances are of a major nature,
which cannot be talked over acrogs the table, the only recourse for the
employees is to take action under the Industrial Disputes Act, that is,
through a strike by giving a proper notice, and the employer and the
employees must abide by the decision of the Conciliation Officer or the
Tribunal, as the case may be. I would not countenance any sort of
go-slow and would not attempt to Jegalise a misconduct by the decision
Of. this committee. When an attempt was made by a unanimous decision
of the previous Committee, the employers’ representatives had placed
6 certaln amount of confidence on the employees and their Unions that
they would play a fajr game and give go-slow committees’ recommenda-
tions & very honest, try, but cases like Sasamusa Sugar Works and others
in this very State have shown that, that confidence was misplaced, and
therefore, my original view that go-slow is immoral and should in no

case be countenanced has been strengthened today. I, therefore,
suggest that :—

@) In no case go-slow should be allowed. Any grievances of
the employees must firit be talked over across the table
and tried to be settled by mutual discugsion. If that is
not successful, then rccourse to the usual procedure as
envisaged in the Indus:rial Disputes Act should be taken,
and if op that basis a strike is to take place it should be
done so with proper limnitations of the notice period, etc,
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(b) I have already said above that no go-slow should be allowed.

- It means that if the grievances are such as to deserve a

notice of strike, the notice should be given and the period
should be as envisaged in the Industrial Disputes Act.

(¢) As I have said above, go-slow must be treated as' a :majbr
misconduct and must be punished as such whether justified
or unjustified.

The whole question resolves round thus—whether we are going to
recognise go-slow as a legitimate weapon in the armoury of labour, and
if so, the limitations in which this weapon can be used by the labour.
I am firmly of opinion that it is not a legitimate weapon and hence
its use should not be allowed. In the words of the Labour Appellate
Tribunal, in a recent case :— :

** If punishmeni was not allowed for such misconduct it would
* result in a serious drop in production and the induction
of a spirit of calculated indiscipline which would under-

" mine Indusiry.’”’ :

V.R. DONGRAY,

 Member, Go-slow Committee (Representative
_ of the Employers) and Manager, Chaibassa
Cement Works.

Dated Jh-i_nkpani, 4th September 1953.



APPENDIX Vit
Eztracts from the order of the Appellate Tribunal of India, dated the

6th April 1953, in the case of the Firestone Tyre and Rubber Co.
of India, Ltd., Bombay, versus two of their employees.

‘“ It is clear from the record of the inquiry that there was a
concerted action at slowing down because the company was not.
prepared {o accede to certain demands of the workmen, Naturally, we
cannot judge the merits of such claims, but it does not mean that a
claim has only to be made to be adjudged justified; such claims could be
pursued by legitimate means. :

It was contended on behalf of labour that go-slow tactics were a8
much & recognised weapon as a strike for the purpose qf compelling
the employers to yield to their demands. This is view which we cannot
accept. Slow-down is an insidious method of undermining the
stability of a concern, and Tribunals certainly will nat countenance if.
In our opinion it is not a legitimate weapon in the armoury of labour.
Furthermore while the right to strike under certain conditions has
been recognised by necessary implication under the Industrial Relations
Act, and is controlled by its provisiona, go-slow has been regarded by
labour legislation as a misconduct. It has been so designated in the
Model Standing Orders which have been, appended to the relevant enact-
ment, namely, the Industrial Employment, {(8tanding Orders) Act, 1946,
section 3(2) whereof requires the Standing Orders of a concern to be in
conformity with the Model Standing Orders as far as practicable.

We take a serious view of the facts disclosed in the applications
before us. In one cage production had been deliberately reduced from
23 tyres a day to 8 tyres and in the other case from 18 tyres to 8 a day.
I punlshmeqt was not allowed for such misconduct it would result in a
serious drop in production and the induction of s spirit of caleulated
indiscipline which woulq undermine industry. We are satisfied that in
:11(1; ilrcumstanceg stated permission to dismiss these two employees can.

e

withheld, anqd permission to dismiss them is given as prayed.”



APPENDIX vI.
REpoRT OF THu SUB-COMMITTEE APPOINIED BY THE 15TH MEETING OF
THE BIHAR CENTRAL LABOUR ADVISORY Boakp on ‘GO-SLOW .
e o by -

., Preamble.

The 15th meeting of the Bihar Central (Standing)' Labour Advisory
BBoard held on.the 10th.and 11th April 1957, at Patna. resoived that
the question as to whether the existing procedure on ‘go-slow’ should be
retained or not, or modified be referred to a seven-man sub-committee
under the Chairmanship of Liabour Commissioner, Bihar, with a request
« submit their report withinp six months so that the matter could be
piaced before the next meeting of the Board for taking a final decision.

2. On the basis of this recommendation, Government of Bihar
by resolution. recordéd in' sthéir .Labour - Departmeiit. .| Resolution
no, 1I1/D-1-12081/57-Li-~1153);rdated  the. 22nd. June -1957, appointed
this Committee to go inte'the:wwliole problem of ‘go-slow’ in- all 1ts
aspects and to present to Government its report within six months, The
personne] 'of the Sub-Committee was slightly modified from the original
recommendation of.the Bihar  «Central.' Labour '~ Advisory Board, 'as
'Pa:ndit Binoda Nand Jha' subsequently : assumed - office as a.»Stai?e
Minister .and was, ‘therefore, ‘veplaced . by Shri R. L. Verma. This
bad to be’dene.without consulting the Board because of the limited
time within which the committee was asked to submit its report snd
its reconstitution could not be delayed. ‘The personnel of this
committee was as follows:—-" "~ * "' -

(1) Commissioner of Labour, Bihar - “ " _, Chairman.
(2)- Shri. F. L. Vardya .. o Member.
(3) ‘Bhri* R, N, Jai:+" © .- ... - . Ditto.
(4) Shri'Badri Ndrdyan =~ °.,." ' Ditto.
(5) 8hri R. L. Verma e Ditto.
(6) Shri ‘Braj ' Kishore Shastri .0 "2 Ditto.
(7) Shri Ranedt Roy’ ... ‘ Ditto.

3. The committee held two sittings, one on -.the +26th August,
1957 and then on the 26th September 1957 and finalised its recom-
mendations. 8hri R, 1., Véerma could not attend any of these meetings,
but he was kept fully appraised of 'the delibérations 'of the committee
and was given an opportunity ‘to communidate Tiig views and sugges-
tions.  All the other members attended all the meetings and confirmed
their views in writing. for, the benefit of the committee. As a res
of the deliberations, the report of the committes was prepared under
tl{;g,?fol'lowing heads and was signed by the members on 39rd December
1! — P ) ‘

oy
(1) What is “go-slow’.
(2) Jts causes. {
(3 Hisbqliqal background for the introduction of the scheme.
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(4) The scheme, as introduced in 1951 and its trial.

(5) Review and modification of the scheme,

(6) Review .of the scheme in 1957 and appointment of the
commities, L

(7) Whether ‘go-slow’ is moral or immoral, justified or unjustified,
legal or illegal.

(8) Review of the working of the scheme during >t.he lasg lwo
years and recommendation of the committee,

1. ‘What is ‘Go-slow’.

‘Go-glow’ means anything less than normal work or ocutput by a
body of persons employed in any industry acting in combination, or &
concerted refusal, or a refusal under the common understanding of any
number of persons who are or have been so employed to continue to
carry out their work in a normal manner with normal energy; or, in
other words when workers wilfully act in such a way that the produc-
tion of a factory, or & part thereof, falla below the average mnormal
production; the industrial equipment and levels of the management

remaining the same, the workers should be held to have adopted deli-
Lerate ‘go-slow’ tactics.

2. Its Causes,
Go-slow tactics are adopted by labour—

(@) to coerce their employer to redress their accumulated
grievances specially at a time when there is a legal
restriction ou them to resort to a strike, or

(b) to coerce the employer to fulfil his legal obligations when
they feel that be is not honestly frying to fulfil such
obligations and it would take a long time to make him
fuifil his obligations, if they take recourse to constitutional
methods, or

{(c) when thay have an apprehonaion that thay would be more
penabised if they adopt other wetlods to cow-down or
deworalise the employer, or

() when they find that Workmen in geuerul wee alruid of giving
u straight tight by going on strike and therehy losing wages
far tha wrika parind atl of being penalised 10 othor wayy.

4. Buch taclics ure generally practised more in an indnstry whers
the raw materials roquired are of a parishahlo nature unless consumed
within a short time or the cost of production is likely to sore high by the
slightest slow action on the part of labour. A typical example of such
an ndustry ig the sugnr indnstry. It takes titne for management to
detect whether g fall in production is due to slow down by workmep or
due to other causes. Even when a management is definite that i ig
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due to slow dowh by Wworkmén, it becomes more difficult to fix respon-
eibility of low production on a section of workmen or to take drastic
action against workmen on a mass- scale. ' If the raw material is &
:vemsonul crop likely to deteriorate and perish within a short time, the
'management is hardly in a position to declare a lockout to combat the
siow down by workmen. ‘

3. Historical background for the introduction of the Scheme,

- Tt was found tbat where the employer-employee relationship was
:strained for one.reason or.the other, the employees were prone 0
.adopt go-slow tactics and the employer very often in such a case failed
ito bring the employees to their senses and any drastic action against the
ring leaders and- instigators from amongst workmen had worse effect.
When an employer became convinced that the fall in production was
cnly due to deiiberate go-slow: tactics by workmen, he very often
upproached the Liabour Commissioner to come to his rescue. Even
when enquiries were held by local officers under the control of the
Labour Commissioner and such enquiries revealed that it was s positive
cage of slow dewn by workroen, such findings of enquiring officers were
very often challenged by the trade union of workmen, and by that time,
the industry suffered colossal osses. It was found that financial losses
and other losses due to go-slow were very much higher than those due to
strikes. In the case of sugar industry such go-slow tactics adversely
affected the cane-growers as well. . Sugarcane has to he crushed ag the
proper time when the cane would give the maximum reccvery. The
workmen in this industry took. advantage of the peculiar situation of
this industry where results depended on crushing cane in time and
within the shortes; possible period. In 1950, a typical cas* of alleged
slow-down by workmen of the sugar factory at Motipur, in Muzaffarpur
District, was referred by the State Governmeng to a Couri of Engquiry
appointed for the purpose asking the court to go into the guestion of
alleged go-slow by workmen and to suggest remedial measures. It wWas
recommended by the Court of Enquiry that measures should be taken
by the State Government in eonenitation with the representatives of the
employers and the employees for the preventiog of such tuctics until
hegu:iuth measures were adopted for dealing with the prohlem of
go-slow, in raspest of whieh provisien had been made in  the Iabour
Helations Rill that wan under the consideratic 3
ment at the time. e '?duratm:? of the Central Govern-
Lul 2. \M&ﬂp considering phe Tabour Relationg Bill, the Bilar Cenlral
-ahour Advisory Board in  March, . 1951 recommended that the
1nrh1..‘:f.-rml Diapntes Aet, 107 shondd e atneuded wherely  the
definition of strike as given therein would ineclude go-slow.. '

3. The views expressed hy the Bihar Labour Advisory Board, which
were shared hy the - State  Government, ‘were communicated to the
Government of India for their consideration while adopting legislative

ineasures to deal with such problems which  wer comm h hout
India and to lay down a common policy in al St?ch E:;;’;; roughou
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4. It was st the same time felt by the Bihar Labour Advisory
Board that until legislative mcasures were  adopted to ' combat. the
problem’ of go-slow, some posltxva measures should be adopted by .the
State Goverument, with the sanction of the industry and the labour; as
had actua.lly beei recomins nded by the Court of Enguiry. On ' the.
recommendation of the Labour Advisory Board, the State Government:
appointed a commttee, consisting of equal number of representatives of
both the industry and the labour with the Labour Commissioner as ifs
Chairman, to go intg'the problem 'and present its report.  Unanimoas
recommend&tlons were made by this committee in its report which was
considered by the Labour Advisory Board in, September, 1951.. . With.-
certain modifications, the report was approved-by.the. Labour Advisory -
Board and the State Government were advised to give effect ' to+ the-
recommendations made by the Board. Those unanimous recommenda~
tions of the Board were accepted by the State Government in toto .and
commended to the employers’ and the employees’ mmtmg theu' unquah-
fied support to the said scheme of go-slow. . .. »

4. The Sch eme as introduced in 19‘51 and tts tﬂal

The scheme of lr‘:)-s;low originally. - introduced’ in | ' the State of'
Bihar on 1lst Dec:ember 1951 was as follows 1=~

(1) No workman who is employed in.an mdustn.si esta.bhshment
shall resort to go-slow— . C ot

(@) without giving to the employer & proper notice through
the registered and recognised trade union of the work-
Inen, thhm four weeks befors resortmg to go-slow, 1

(b) within seven days of giving such notice,

(¢) before the expiry of the date of go-slow ta\peciﬁeé['i in'

any such notice,’ \

(d) during any period in which a notice of  strike can 'be
given under the Imdustrial D&sputes Act and the Rules -
framed thereunder, ,

(¢) without specifying in the zotice of go-slow the reasons
therefor. 5

(2) Such a notice of go-slow is permissible only on any of the
following grounds, namely :— o RERTEY

(f) Delay in settling up sn industrial dispute. . - -
(ti) Fear of retrenchment.
1) Non-implementation of agreements or awards.
(i) Some Jocal and accidental causes.
(3) Go-slow by workmen should bhe treatea on pa,r W1th strike,

(4) As soon as a copy of the go-slow notice is received by the
nearest; Concxhs.tmn Oﬂicer he must place his services af
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the disposal of 'the parties and if any of the parties so
desire, he must intervéne, investigate, act in the same
Inanner as in the case of a strike notice in a public utility
gervice, ‘try  to bring about ‘'a settlement, conclude the
proceedings and' ' submit his report to the Labour
Commissioner. @ "~ - ' .

.(5j» On a consideration of the Conciliation Officer’s report, the
+ Labour Commissioner may hold such other enquiries as

he thinks fit'and has to give his decision as to whether the
notice of "go-slow ‘or go-slow, if any, was' justified or
runjustifed bearmng: in mind the following principles,
namely, whether a noticé was given, whether the notice
~“was adequate, whether the’ unotice was on any of the
grounds ‘permissible under the scheme, whether allegations
made in the hotice were established, whether there was
sudden provocation or malpractice “or other latches or
lapses on' thp part of the management.

(6) If the Labour Commissioner holds that the go-slow was

unjustified; and it was at the instance of the trade union
of workmen, the office-bearers. of the Union who are mnot
employees are to be debarred from holding office for &
period of one year and those other office-bearers who are
employees are liable for punishment provided for simple
misconduct utider the Standing Orders, If the Labour
Commissioner holds that it was s .case of unjustified
go-slow by workers without the consent of the Union, the .
ring leaders are liable for punishmen; as provided for
wajor misconduet, including dismissal. '

{7) The decision of the Labour Commissioner is final and binding

“on the. parties. + .

8) Nb‘go-sf[ow'is permiséiblef- during the . pendency of any

proceedings arising out of the notice of go-slow and such &
_noh]t;e will remain valid for a maximum period of four
weeks,. - - . ,, ' :

(99 The decisions of the Bihar Tabour Ad“viso;'y Board regard-

(10)

ing retrenchment should be respected and honoured by
both the industry and the labour. Awards and a,greé'—
ments shonld be speedily implemented and enforced and
Government should not’ hesitate to take penal action
against offenders as provided by law. Disputes. should be .
settled speedily through the conciliation machinery which
should be strengthened by the State Government.

Whenever th?"é il?”a‘n a'néa%"ﬂtiit>11 of go-slow, it should be

vecosssry to investigate and fix the average output of
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production for each unit or department. and if the pro-
duction falls below the normal 1i.e., average qutput
everything else remaining normal, it should be considered
to be go-slow by workers, The average quantum of produe-
tion ‘should be calculated on the figures of preceding five
years, excluding any abnormal period. In case of
a factory which has not completed five years, the preced-
ing months and years need only be considered in calculat-.
ing the average production. There may be some difficulty
m case of determining the vutput in repair works. An
attempy should be made to determine the average produc-
tion in such cases with the agreement of the recognised
union of workers. In case of difference of opinion regard-
mg the figure of average production, the matter should be
referred to the labour Commissioner who sghould hold such
enquiry as he thinks fit, take exper advice, if nece.sary,
and give his decision, which will be final and binding on
the parties.

Its trial —The go-slow scheme was tried for the first time during
the sugarcane crushing season of 1951-52. 1In that season, go-slow
notices were served in as many as 16 sugar factories out of 29 located
in Bihar.  Go-slow was actually resorted to in four factories but the
duration In each case was short. Go-slow occurred in these four cases
mainly because the Conciliation Officer did not receive in time a copy
of the notice on account of postal delays. The period of notice as laid
down mn the scheme at that time was only seven days. The typical
casa wnk that of Seramuss. T4 took more than seven days for the
notice to travel from Sasamusa to Muzaffarpur or to Patna. At that
hf!"e_ there was no Labour Officer in the districta, The Labovur Com-
minsioner had to rush to Sasamuss from Patna to stop the go-slow.

The Labour Union took the stand that as the concilistion marchinery
had nof intervened within the nntice period the Union thoughg that the
workmen could go on strike as laid d

_ own in the scheme. Ipn all other
14 cases, the conciliation machinery intervened prompilv ‘and got  the
notice withdrawn after investigating the causes in presence of the parties
and after persuading the management to redress thoe grievances which
wers found to be penuine.  As u result of the introduction of the go-
slow scheme and the intervention of the coneiliation machinervy. the
duration of go-slow during crushing season 1951-59 was half of what it
was durmp; the

3 preceding season and th i igher durin
1051-52 than the precedﬁlg vear. © produstion was higher :

5. Review and modificatioy, of the se

At the meet-ing of the Bihar T.ahonr
Tnmshedpur - in Ot‘.l‘,ﬁl'yﬁr, 1962, _whcn the emplnyery' wprvgeututives
urged upon reviewing the working of the seheme, ap assnrance waa
given that tha srheme wonld he reviewed nt tha next meeting  of the
Board hy which time more experience would have been gained and
the seheme given a fair trial. ~ At the beginuing of the crushing senson

hemne.
Advisary  Tioard held at
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1052-53 the representatives of the sugar industry and the three Iabour
Federations agteed - to-ile modification of the schieme so far it related
to sugar industry in the following manner :—The notice period in the
go-slow scheme was increased to 14 days instead of 7 and unjustified
go-slow by workers was Lo be deemed an act of major misconduct entail-
ing dismissal. : B

During 1952-53 crushing season, go-slow notices were served on

14 sugar factories. Go-slow was actually resorted in one factory abt
‘Chanpatia but it was only for a day. In another sugar factory at
T.ohat, there was go-slow for three days without any notice. In two
other factories other than sugar there was go-slow without notice. In
. all other cases, go-dlow was not only averted but amicable settlement was .
also brought about by the conciliation machinery. Details of each case
in which go-slow notice had been served were prepared and placed before
the Labour Advisory Board. It appeared therefrom that during 1951-
52 {.j‘0~slow notices were served mostly for non-implementation of awards
and agreements but during 1952-53 notices were served even for settle-
ment, of such disputes for which normal procedure as provided by law
could be used instead. At the meeting of the Bihar Labour Advisory
Board held in April, 1953, the following amendments to the scheme were
proposed for the approval of the Board, namely, go-slow notice may be
served only on any of the grounds like non-implementation of awards
and agreements, malpractice and sudden provocation by management
and when other methods of redressing the workmen’s grievances within
reasonable fime are not available under the law. The other modifica-
tion proposed was that‘.. period of notice should he 14 dnve ingtend  of
7 days, copy of the notice should be handed over to the nearest Concilia-
tion Officer and unjustified go-slow by workers should he deemed to be
iroRn Mmisconduct, entailing dismissal.  The Labour Advisory Board
advised Government fo appoint a 7-man Committee representing.
employm-n‘nnﬂ employeaor in qnal mtmbers with tha T;lﬂ.vhf)'l'l!: Commigainnar '
as 1ta Chairman to review the scheme in all aspects. '

Recommendations of the T-man  commitiee.—Sub; t joint
note of dissent from two of its members Servashri R%bllsr?tngini]and
V. Podder this OOI!J.I[llttGB made the fO]IOWing recommendations,
vamoly, :—Only registered and recognised uniong should be permitted -
to serve wo-slow notice. 1t must be at least 14 days’ notice. The
notice will remain valid only for four weeks.  Such notice can be served
enly on the grounds of non-implementation of awards, agreements OF
continued breach of law or malpractice or sindden pro’vocation hv the
mstiagement ud that also when other mothods of gettig the grisvances
redrasead nre nog available and sl efforts  to gath) th Fotto by
negotiations or discussions have failed. Tie notice '&u};tﬁ st;pbe the
reasons for giving such a notice.  Ag soon o oy

§ : . a y e
e i o i o 1 D0 B saredfe
tion ‘Oﬂlcer pf the area.  If it is not g Proper notice, the Tahour Com-
issioner will advise the workmen and their union to withdraw the
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notice and miorm: the management of having done so. If the ,nq}ilfae
is justified, the Coneciliation Officer will try to haxfe the dispute -se:l: j_]?(e’
failing which take further action as in the eage,of & Dotice o,f_.s ; u1
Conciliation proceedings must be concluded | ,\Vl},hll] three weeks lOb

the date on which notice was served. If there is an q.ctual go_-slgw Y
workmen without notice or during the pendency ot‘ conciliation thgf'
adjudication proceedings arising out of such notice or for grounds © o
than those approved undef this scheme the gOTSIOW'Wlll be .deemedl

be unjustified. If, on an enquiry' by the Laboir Commissioner, t1lel>
zo-slow is held to be unjustified, workers who resorted to go-slow wil

be liable for punishment prescribed for major wmiscondue including
dismissal. ~T'he Committee yecommended that the scheme might be
reviewed after another two vears and advised the State Goygrumm;_ to
consider the degirability of ubdertaking legislative measures for dr2'ingr
with the problem. The recommendations of the Committee were
accepted by the Labour Advisory Board in October, 1954 and the scheme

was accordingly modified by Government in their resolut;i-on dated 'the
14th February 1935. : o

6. Review of ‘the scheqﬁé in 1957..

The details of cases of go-slow during 1954-33, 1055-56 and 1456-57
were prepared and placed before the ILabouf Advisory Board at its
meeting held at Patng in April, 1957. 1t appeared therefrom that as in
the past 1t was the sugar industry which continued to rewnain vulnerable
to go-slow notices, Durin‘g geason 1954-55, there were 17 go-slow
notices, in ail of whicl the eonciliation machinery intervened and
brought about settlement. The go-slow was actually resorted to at
only three factories, namely, Sidhwalia, Riga, and Harinagar.  The
duration of go-slow at Riga and Harinagar was very short due to prompt:
wtervention of tie conciliation * machinery. At - Sidhwalia it was
large ly .due %0 the continued strained industrial relations. In season
]999'56. go-slow Dotices were served in 14 factories but all such notices
vere .Wlthdj.awn doe tq effective  infervention of the conciliation
machmery.“ _There was no actual go-slow at any of these factories.
Durmg 1906"’? go-slow notices were served in T factories, but all such
notiees were withdrawn at the intervention of the conciliation’ machinery
At Harinagar and‘WﬂrSﬁ]iganj workmen resorted 'to wo-siow without
auy notice at the instance of the Union.  As soon as the managementy
complained of gyeph
machinery invest;

; tfo'S]O‘V ut these twn factories, the conciliation
S oo gated and the Tabour: i -

to be unjustified, our: Co

parties came to a

mmissloner held the go-slow

but at the end go-slow was withdrawn whed' the

: settiement.  The statistics indicated that the modified

scheme had been effective and the incidence of nctual go-slow wherever

it was with” notice was negligible.  The Tiahour Federations did pot

support go-slow without motice.  The [iabonr Advisory Board at its

meeting held in April, 1957 advised Government to appoint egain s
7-man committee to go into the’ ' b

. whole problem in all its _ aspects’ 3ﬁ€1
present its report to Government Within six monghs aif seek the adviss
wf tha Board at ity next mesting,
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7. Whether 'go-slow’ is moral or immoral, justified or injustificd, legal
' or dllegdl, | |t

All the employers’ representatives on the Committee were of the
view that actual slow down by workers was immoral, unjustified and
illegal. . They refeived 'to the observations made by the Tahour
Appellate Tribtinal in two cases, one, Firestone Tyre and Rubber
Company of  India, I.td., 'versus Bhoja Shetty and another—Indian
Tron and Steel Co., Litd., case (of October, 1955). In the former case,
the Appellate Tribunal held that go-slow tactics was not a 'recogn‘lsed'
weapon but an insidious means of nundermining the stability of a faci-;c_,r_\r
which wonld not be countenanced bv a Tribunal. The right to strike
was recognised and was controlled by the Industrial Disputes Act but
‘go-slow’ method was regarded in Labour Legidlation as a form of
miscondyct, . In the latter case, the Tribunal ohgerved that slow down
could never he justified under any éircumstances. It is-a misconduct
as it pushes down production. It is a insidious process which not only
hampers production. but also acts unfairly to the employers. ~“The
workers get pay.and they are in duty bound 4o give productién: - To
carn. wages and not to give production can -never be justified. © The
cmployers!. representatives also,.quoted the Prime Minister of India who
had observed in course_of a dehate .on a resolution tzhled by' a .pon-—
official in the. last session of the Parliament that . thiz mentality of
slowing down is a dangerous one, dangerous for the c-untry. Anarh
from the essential harm, it does, its psychological and spiritual effects
are fatal. . A go-slow move stops production and delays production and
it is harmful to the interests of the country and is against the interest
of the very people who do  it. . The employers’ representatives
also drew the attention of the Committee to the re:commendations. made
in the meeting of the All-India Laboyr Conference held during the. year-
While dealing with discipline of workers, it had heen agreed thag go-slow.
tactics will never be adopted. . This decision had besn supported by
the representatives of the Central Organisationg of Y.ahour Federations.
The decision reached at the All:.Indis Conference was, therefore, binding
upon the three Labour Federations, in the State of Bihar o

_ I'be two labour representatives, Servaghri "Br&jkishoré S astri and
:Ra_;:‘.en“'ﬂoy on the other hand recalledi the ba.c’kgpound whi'ch‘ le& to the
mirodyction of the scheme:and pointed out that after the: Labour
Appellate, Tribunal had. made such observations the industrialists started
a‘cla__mgur against the healthy and sound procedure for dealin L ;avfth the
;_n-nf_-;ems |._I’_I_‘_he mdustrial_l's‘r-s forgot that the observations Wel‘i made in
an .application under section 22 of the Induatrig] . Disputes: (Appellate
i‘f:‘buual)r[‘lAct_ vghei-e. Il?ptdetailed examination: of pnv lelestion WI;,I;, -8ver
°- e industrialists further failed to ne : w
tactics which was complained of in that t;a;'lt(i);i‘l:: a(:aa;hPOfSloi;‘ire(;g‘;

Tyre and Rubber Company of India Titd i
: T A » 4., had heen adopted without
B o S i 7 Ve nd he ke e
a 8y slow down tactics, In another tase,
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the same Bench of the Appellate Tribunal reiterated 1dentlcal_observa-
tion and further added that go-slow had been declared to be a misconduct
ander the model rules laid down under the Industrial

Employment. (Standing  Orders) Act. - This was clearly
an error of record because the model rules mnowhers rr.:tade any
such provision. The Labour representatives stated that strike, slow-
mg, down production, stay in, downing the tools and pens were
tecognised weapons available to workmen al over the world. - ‘No one
anywhere at any time had, branded any of these as something immoral
or insidious.  With due respect to the Appellate Tribunal, the lahour
representatives expressed that go-slow tactics was a recognised weapon
in the armoury of labour to fight the injustices under which they were
made to suffer at the hands of employers. At the same, the labour’
representatives agreed that these weapons must not be used light!y and
these weapons should be used only as a last resort and their commit--
ments to find a solution to the problem were always guided by these
considerations.  The procedure to which the labour representatives had
agreed curtailed the right of the workmen to some extent and ‘they had
to face criticisms on this score, but the labour representatives who had
served the previous committees as well thought that they were right as
indicated bv the experience gained in the interest of the community as a
whole.  The law prohibited strikes during pendency of a_particular
point in conciliation or adjudication, although the point of dispute and
the point  pending conciliation or ad judication, had no rela-

tion whatsoever. They cited the example 6f the sugar industry in

Bihar where the bonus issue in 1949 was in the process of adjudication
till 1952 and thereby the issue of bonus for other years or wage and

unjustified dismissal of workmen could not be agitated through strike

notice or strikes, Taking advantage of the situation, the managements
very often denied the reasonable demands made on behalf of the work-

men and resorted to unfair labour tactics, ignored settlements and

awards and the remedy as provided by law was inadequate, Even if
an employer was prosecuted or fined or even - put to imprisonment for

non-implementation, the workmen were denied their dues in terms of

the settlement or award and could not fight the employer who developed

litigant mentality with a longer purse. If the workmen were organised

and strong enough to achieve their legitimate dues and claims through

collective power of struggle by resorting to various methods of strikes

and even g?-SIOW, then alone, some employers saw reason. The labour

representatives, therefore, felt frustration would drive the workmen to

underground activities, They reminded that even up to 1928 strike

itself was considered to be a heinous offence ang - long sentences of

Lnprisuninent used to be given for guing on a strike. lven in England

workmen used to be hanged in public for resorting to strike. The labour

representatives, therefore, felt that in sgch_gircumstances where the

employer was not fair, go-slow would be justified. “They further held that

go-slow was not iliegal in absence of any specific provision in the law.
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8. Review of the working of the scheme during the last two yedrs and
recommendations of the commitiece. . ‘

The labour representatives accepted the statistics of go-slow with

the history of each case that had been placed before the Iabour Advisory
Board and shared the views of the State Government that the scheme
had all along worked with a larger amount of success and heid that the
scheme should be made more fool-proof after removing any lacuna to
achieve its real object of guarding against actual slow down in any case.
1n spite of the statistics in favour of the continuance of tlie scheme even
" in a modified form, the empioyers’ representatives felt that the scheme
tried in the State of Bihar ever since December 1951 hardly improved
the situation and they were very much against the continpance of any
such acheme in any form. According to them the recognition given to
the go-slow even in restricted circumstances in the armoury of workers
had a very bad effect and such recognition should not be given any
more under any circumstances. Their experience bad been that such’
a recognition had created bad psychology in the minds of workers who
very often started slow down, the moment they decided to give a threat
of go-slow or started go-slow even without notice because they felt that
go-slow is permissible in this State._ With an open mind the employers
had agreed to give this scheme a trial and had also agreed to give a trial
tn the scheme that had been mo_diﬁed in the light of the experiences
gained.  The employers’ experience has been that the scheme was
very much abused and was being utilised. for other situations which
would not have arisen in absence of such a scheme. Now that more
deterrent penalty has been provided by flaw for breach, of settlement OF
-award, the implementation machinery strengthened and the standing‘
nrders certified, there is stronger reason for gorg e the schems
altogether. . S Pping :

. Servashri F. 1.. Vardiva and Badri Narg,m - emploverg’ representa-
tive: were strongly of the opinion that the Bﬁh;me thould b P ‘a. o
altogether for reagons given by them and ag stated ‘ber oul Sehs'ch PPN .
Jai, one of the employers’ representatives opn thé.o(m?re;-tf E) wever,
expressed the view that the go-slow scheme that had };n ree:T'0 oW u:;
Bihar could be continued oniy as 8 measure of ex % een A dp et >
acceptance of a principle. He, however, chared t-fla ‘I;Ie ency “7-’1' dnlt)) t‘l
other representatives of employers, that it wog b e;vtexpre.:ae y ]::e
echeme, specially when stronger and more dete e better to scrap the
available for implementing the awards ang 4 rrent  methods were

greements.  Thereby he
meant the recent amendment of the Industrial Dy J
even the penalty of imprisonment has beey, %p utes Act whereby
ill?PIEIII]JEDt a;}wards and agreements. e hov?égzll- eic'l Itf%l; tf'?’;,lur: :I(;
the scheme has to continue a ; ver, fe at if at al
as a measure of ex ediency he would suggest

the following amendments. Go-slow gh :
misconduet and it should ordinarily best;.);lal_d be declared to be a major.

be treated at par with strike. There-ghon .
proper notice and such a notice may be sc::'lv(}ad 221;3 f};(l)_SIow wﬂ&houf;
, mved n the ground of
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non-implementation of ‘any agreement," séttlement or award and. that
also, when other methods of getting the ;rgplgmentaﬁlog are not availa-
ble and all efforts to settle the dispute b.}'. rmgtua;l negotiation or discus-
sions have failed. - 'The rnotice expressing the resolve of the workers. to
wo-slow should eleatly set forth th¢é actual non<implementagion of specifia
agreement, settlement or award. ' It should be qna;de clear that .such:
notice can be served only by registered and recognised ynions., If: the
Labour Commissioner holds that the go-slow notice is justified, he should .
give reasonable time to the management to implement. , -In case Fhe
management is not prepared to accept the finding, of the Conciliation
Officer, the issue should he examined hy a Commitiee eonsisting of the
Labour Commissioner and two members of the Labour Advisory Board,
one representing the workers and the other employer. .. By a2 conven-
tion such representation’ should be fﬂ'om interests other than those: who
are the parties concerned. If there is Do unanimity in the findings of
the Committee, Government should take action, as provided by law, but
the workers should not be allowed to actually resort.to. go-slow. In
the alternative the management should be allowed fo .deal. with  the:
go-slow under the Standing orders as major, misconduct..,. Shri: Jal's

suggesticns were not approved by the other two representatives of the
employers. Y " ‘ S .

The labour representatives were of the ‘Opinion thas they were in:
favcur of the continuance of the scheme, as jt stood modified, without.
any further modification. -~ They were not prepared- to .confine the
go-slow only in cages of non-implementa'.tioniof awards and.settlements..
They were aware of the decisions and commitments of the, labour repre-
sentatives in Tripartite Conferences held in Delhi but they thought
that the procedure which had been adopted and laid down in the State
of B'har was in no way in conflict with those decisions and commit-
ments, On the contrary, the procedure adopted in Bihar had proved
that the hasie idea upon which these decisions were taken can only be
fulfilled through these ‘procedures. They were, however, sorry that
tle emplovers’ representatives were \;éry much msistont on scrapping -
the nrocedure altogether. The procedure bad beep adopted by mutual
agreement and could be continued only by mutual agreement. There
can he no agreement between two parties when one party was not pre-
paréd to enter into such agreement and as such the lahour representa--
flves Were not in a position to impose the same on the other party, Left -
to themselves, the labour representatives were , strongly in favour: of

continuance of the scheme as it bad been adopted in the State -of Bihar "
for the benefit of all. - , oo p N n o Biate har

As the members of the Committee Were not of ox'ne'opinion and as ’
the representatives of the employers 1nd workers . held diametrically.:
opposed  views, it is mnot possible for 'this committee to submit anv.
nnanimons report or as a matter of fact, any report with definite recom-
mendations. Tt is, thegefore, that the views of the individual members
have been incorporated and their written views huve been appended to
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opinion that some sort of modified scheme as suggested by Shu K. N.
Jai should be continued instead of the scheme- bemg scrapped.

L) 8

report.  The Chairman of the Committee was personally of the

The
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APPENDIX IX.

To
SErr R. N. PANDE,
Cowmissioner of Labour, Bihar and  Chairmai,
Committee on Go-slow. . . . -
Patna, the 19th October 1957.
SR,

As was finally decided in the meeting of the Committee held on
the 26th September 1957, - we are giving below our wviews on the
subject :— ‘

The question .of resorting to Go-slow strike by the workmen
agitated the minds of all the parties since 1950, when 1t was experienced
that the workmen being prevented from resorting to strike, due to long
drawn adjudication proceedings, to remedy their very serious and urgent
grievances, resorted to the ‘policy of siowing down production.  'L'his
resulted in serious loss of production, and as these were done without
any notice, no etfective step was possibie to be taken to prevent tius.

A Tripartite Committee was formed and after elaborate examina+
tion of all the points concerning the matter, a procedure was evolved
to remedy these difficulties,  This procedure was later on approved.
by the Bihar Centrai Labour Advisory Board without any dissent.

_ The result was very very satisfactory and the statistics showed thas
incidence of workmen resorting to go-slow policy and loss of production
thereby within two years brought o a pont almost equal to zero-.
Unfortunately, at this' period, a decision of the Honourable Labour
Appellate Tribuna) was broadcast by the Managemen; organisations
where the Hon’ble Tribunal were pleased to observe that ‘‘Go-slow
tactics wag not a recognised weapon but a ineidious means of under-
mining the stability of a factory which would not be countenanced by
the 'I'ribunal’’. ‘ .

The Industrialists took their queue from this observation and made
a clamour against the very healthy and sound procedure evolved by the
Bihar Committee. They forgot that the ohservations were made in an
application under section 92 of the Appellate Tribunal Act where no-
detailed examination of any question is ever done. = They further
failed to note that the slow-down tactics which was complained of in
that particular case (Firestone Tyre and Rubber Company of India,
Litd., versus Bhoja Shetty and another) was adopted without any

notice and continued for g pretty long time and the workmen to the last
defended that they did not adopt any slow-down tactics.

. In an.other' case the same bench of the Appellate Tribunal
reiterated identical observation adding another seutenes to the effect

62
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that go-slow has been declared to be a misconduct under the model
rules presciibed accordine ¢  adustrial Standing Orders Act, This 15
clearly an ervor ¢ juse the model rules nowhere made any
such provision, / o

Any how, it cannot be denied that strike, siowing down produc-
tion, staying in, downing the tools or pens are well recognised weapons
available to workmen all over the civilized world withouy any exception.
No one anywhere at any time branded these or any of these as sume-
thing immora] nor - insidious,

With all respects to the mermbers of the Hon'ble Labour Appeliate
Tribunal, we very firmly express that go-slow tactics is & recognized
weapon in the armoury of labour to fight the injustices under which
they are made to suffer hy the capitalist employers who have neither
any head or any heart and know only their pockets.

At the same- time, we do agree that these weapons must not be
used lightly and these weapons should be used only as a lasg resort and
our comitments to find a solution to the problem were always guided
by these considerations.” ' :

At this place, we must inform. . everv one concerned that the
procedure to which we agreed as represent"a,tives of labour certainly
curtailed the rights of the workmen to some extent and we had to iace
many a serious criticismg on this score, but we think thay we were
right and the subsequent experience shows that we were surely in the
right for the interest of the Community ag a whole.

The Industrial Disputes Act prohibited strike during pendency of &
particular point in conciliation or adjudication although the poing for
the dispute and the pomyg pending conciliation or adjudication has BDo
relation "wrutsoever. As for example, when the questinn for bonus in
the Sugar Industry in the year 1949 was pending before the Tribunal
for adjudication till 1052 questions of bonus for other years or wage or
illegal and unjusutied dismissal of & workmen would not be agitated
through strike notice or strike,

The management taking advantage of this position turned deaf ear
even to moss  modest demands of the workmen and resorted to every
kind of unfair labour practices without impunity, They becamse hold
enough to ignore the settlements or even the awards of a Tribunal and
failed to implement them. . It is well known that there was no proper
and adequate remedy provided for in the Act to enforce the implemen-
tation of the settlement of awards. Ng doubt, the management can
be prosecuted, fined or ever put to imprigonment for non-implementa-
tion, but these will not implement the settlement or the award. In
our experience we have known that the managements with their purse
and ca.%actllty ltt_) l..purchase best legal braing in the country and to
approach the highest court of the land werq more often able to escape
the punishment through some technicg] flaws and, irregularities, which
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strange enougly; generally, were' committed by the prosecutors appoirted
on benalf of tig Governmyent. * - Qiir “experience alsd’ showed that ~if
the workmen were organised and strong enough to enforce their
egitirnate clauns through their collective power of struggle by resorting
to strikes, staying in, go-slow, etc., then alone the wmanagements saw
reason, Under the above circumstances, if iy is wanted that the
go-slow should be banned absolutely, we are afraid, that will creaie
wors naro than any benefis to wbe mdustrics or W the Lomiuunivy s
large. The workmen cannot keep dumb and silent for ever, Frustra-
tion after frustration will drive them to underground and we shudder
to think ‘of the serious repuwrcussions which ‘will"be born dfter' - these
{iustrations in very near future. It must be admitted that one mhfy
subdue and .cource -some people for some time, but cinnot keep them
as sach oy ever. We Lope uhat our friends bave not iforgotiea . tha
only till 1928 even strike by the workmen was a penal offence and
Leinous offence ke conspiracy and people were belng sent to prisons
for stven years for going on sirike.  During the duys of lnaustrial
flevolution' in England, workmen were hanged in the public on the
cross-roads for resorting io strike. ~We do not know if our friends who
want to ban go-slow by legal methods declaring it to be a misconduct
punishable wiihout providing alternative rewned.es for the workmen to
ventilate and redress their legitimate grievances, want to repeat the
history once again, : : - :

We are sorry that we are unable to agree 'to the recommendation
of the Chairman that go-slow shouid be confined only in cases of non-
implementation of awards and’ settlements! *We very ' categorically
renerate here thay we have gone far lust ime and, we are unable' to
move any further’ from’ that decision. - 7

'We are also aware ‘of the decisions and commitments of the labour
representatives in the Tripartite Conference held in Delhi recently and
we think thag the procedure which has been adopted and laid down i,
Bihar is in no way in conflict with those decisions and commitments,
rather we are sure ‘that this procedure has proved that the basic idea -
upon which these decisions were taken can omiy be - fulfilled through
these procedures.

. 'We find and .observe it with sorrow, that the representatives' of
the managements are very much imnsistent on scraping these procedures
and were mobilising for a fight. We are not in any mood to fight,
but we find that these procedures can only run by 'inutual agreement
and so there is no use in imposing the same op any party. '

Left to ourselves, we would strongly reconrmend that the pro-
cedure which is now in force should be continued as it is and that will
be to the benefit of all. R . '

We still hope that good sense will prevail on all sides.

: : RANEN ROY.

BRAJ KISHORE SHASHTRI.
Dated the 10th October 1957. '



APPZ@NDD( X.
Lo
' ' THE CHAIRMAN,,
. Go-SLow COMMITTEF,
o "\ .Pgtna, the 27th September 1957
DEaR 8IR, -
et i T N L B S '

We are of opinion thag "Go-siow’ tactics should never be  con-
sidered .as a ‘recognised 'wéapon’ of labour for the ‘purpose of compelling
the emplloyers 4o yield to theis demaitd just at par with strike for which
provisions have already been 1nade in-- the ‘TIndustrial Disputes Act.

We wish to quote the following two, decisions of the Labour Appellate
Tribunals :— '

(a) Iri Firestone’Tyre and Rubber Company of India, TLitd.
versus Bhoja Shetty and another, the Labour Appellate
- Tribupal, Bombay held that ‘Go-slow’ tactics were not &
recognised weapon but a insidious means of undermining
| the stability of a factory whichi would not be countenanced
. by Tribunal. The right to strike was recognised and
W&s' controlled by the Industria] Disputes Act but
‘Go-slow’ methods were regarded in T.abour Liegislation

as a form of misconduct.

(b) The Tribunal delivering award in the Indian Iron and Steel
Co., Ltd,, case (October, 1955) observed that the “‘the
slow-down can never be justified under any circumstances.
It is misconduct as it pushes down production. It is &
ingidlous process which not only hampers production but
also acts unfairly to the employers, The workers geb
pay and they are In duty bound to give production.........

. ereanae To earn wages and not to give production cal
never be justified’.

From these two decisions it is abundantly clear tha ‘Go-slow’ can
never be justified. It seems immoral in our opinion when we find
our Prime Minister saying, while intervening in the debate on @
private member’'s resolution in the last Session of the Pariiament that
"‘this mentality of slowing down is a dangerous one—dangeroug for the
" country. Apart from the essential harm it does, its psychological and

spiritual effects are fatal. A ‘Go-slow’ movement stops production
and delays production and it is harmful to the interests of the country.
and is against the interesy of the very people who do it.”’ So this
procedure of ‘Go-slow’ can neither be acceptable to us in principle nor
as a measure of expediency.

While discussing different points of view ahout the utility of the
provisions of this procedure as approved by the Bihar Government, it
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hus been argued that employers are in the habit of not implementing
the awards and agresments, We would like fo refer o section 29 of
the Industrial Disputes Act ag amended lately.in 1956 which provides
that “'any person who commits a breach of any fterm of any settlement
or award, which is binding on him under this Act, shall be punishable
with mprlsonment for & term which may extend fo six months or with
fine or with both’’.  This provision is sufhclently deterrent.

If at all there is any uuch case, the Government can take 1mmediate
action on receipt of any complaint under the provisions of thns Acf»
Hence its utility on this test is also not proved.. ,

Under ‘these conditions, we recommend to the Government 'Of
Bihar to scrap the procedure of ‘Go-slow’ immediately and trest it as

a Eu&]or misconduct in the same way as 15 done m other States of
India

'Yohrs‘ faithfully,
B. N‘ARAIN
F L VARDYA



APPENDIX XI.

To
Sury-R. N, PANDEY,
:(COMMISSIONER .OF. L.ABOUR, ,
.C_HA]BMAN,::COMMITTEEI oN - 'Go-Srow
Su Bijlﬁ'('l_l’_l";.la-boﬁlllhl‘i‘t;téé:' on . l‘ f(}a.ﬁloﬁi'_‘_
DeAR BIm, -

.l H . e LT Vot ] R W, ' o

.. In continuation of  the discussions. at the . committee's meeting
'.s-esterd.ay,‘- I dﬁSiI'_G tO put le‘tll, my ‘Views_and. lauggestiom on the
Aubject, in, this. memorandum. . . .- . S

: HE A T R AT . . ]
.1 The -bbjections -of the' employers ¢ the continuation (even in 8
modified form) of-the; existing~ procedure :: for :tackling *‘go-slow’' by
,workers are gs follows:— .. . " . D
{3} T recognises “‘ga-slow!’ as ool or- weapon in the hands of
(2) Tt creates a psychological situgtion of gtrain in' management—
_ Laboyr relations. ’ ‘
T e N N T L P T AU
(3) The procedure, though originally devised as an expediency
to meet .& . specific type of  problem, ig now . ufilised
, (abused, one may say) for other situations which may not
"Tarise but for chedvailubility of the pro‘cedure.' )
T L T A O
(4) Other, and now.strongerand 'mors - deterrent, means &re
available to the Governmen, for . bringing about imple-

- hiellt&tiofi of iawarldls and settlements.

The emplbyeés point of view seems to be chiefly' centred around the
following points :—

(@) "“Go-slow"" i6 recognised as a tool in the hands of the workers—
" jelmost afti par .YY‘“‘- Str'ke'—-‘]“dell' certain circumstances.

. (b) The laid down procedure enables Trade Unions to hold in
" check fissiparous tendencies in their ranks

The employer’s representative can have ng . 6bjec‘tion to item (b)
of the employees point of view as stated above, However. it is definitely
a point gained by the employees that ‘‘go-slow jg beiné‘ recognised as
a tool in the hands of the workers and quite natﬁrﬁll tﬁe employers
have strong objection to such recognition of g prinei ley and also hecause
of the consequences that result therefrom,. This slzron objection of
.the employers has not been-answered-and i cannot'be'h%:swered readily
.and on that ground alone it has been: stfoﬁ‘g]y urgéd and pressed thag
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the present procedure of handling “gg~slgw:’_‘ _sitl_lfﬂiic_)p be scrapped
altogether. -

i iection of the employers has .all .glong: been“; recorded and
exprg‘s];;?i,d‘:)lut the existing)procedure of hendling *'go-slow’* vgﬁ.s
accepted by the Bibar Central Labpm; Advisory Board in spite of the
ahove principle as & meédsird of éxpediency, My _view, therefore,
is that it can be continued only as a measure of expediency aihd not In
acceptance of & principle.  If, thleref.o_re, the G(I)vg‘_nr‘ngnt. (_:nnSlgllers it
‘iecessary 10 continii this’ procedire as 4 measure-'ofl‘expe;dmncy, thfn
Yhe modifications and amendments described below be brought abouf 'in
{he procedure.  If these modifications or amendments are nof accepta
hle to the workers' ;reppes,entgmi‘.:we, Vﬂ._l'en-l-t.l.s }:tetj;et_,thab'thg procedure is
‘serapped rather than that it is continued in.its present form; i ...

Further, as now there are stronger ang- hl’ore"‘tdetéti'én'i;‘medns
available .to, the Government for . bringing . ‘ahout: jimpleefifation of
‘awards and settlements than what was possible... previously, the
expediency for which the procedure for handling ‘“‘go-slow” was
introduced 'is further weakened. = =~ -_.10 o v oo

The following are the amendments proposed” to  the existing
progeduve, for tackhng ''go-slow' i .. 40 i o ) b
{1} Biibstitute 'fhe“éxiéting ¢lavse (1) by ‘the féllluwing —
B O T A T el o
“Go-glow’] is a major miscondpet and it should ordinarily
be treated as such except that it be treated at par with
- sirikeJunder the following circumstances; ' i

{2) Szmae as exigting' clause (2) .excy:gp,t:_th'alit 'tiie"ﬁ'éfd “‘optimum"’
be added before "‘average’ at every place in the
- paragraph,

(3) Bubstitute the existing clause (3) by the following :— '
‘There shall be no ““go-slow” without proper written notice.
" A notice for ‘go-slow” may be served only on the
ground of ‘“‘non-implementation of. any  agreement, .
settlement or award”, and that also when other methods
of getting the implementation are not available, and all

efforts to settle the dispute by mutyal negotiaﬁons or
dlscuss_lgns have failed,” Co e e
(4) Substitute the present clause(4) iy 'the foRdwing ' * -
oo . ! I [ o e D
“Th,e‘ notice ,express'mg the. resolve of the workerg to
.'go-slow and - clearly -settling - forth  aetual: non-
implementation  of specific “agreement settlemeng or
1, award ghoold be served on the management with copies
to the local Concilia

tion Officer, Labour Commissioner
and the Convener, The date of commencement, of
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gouslows? shall tiot’ bevearliprithaif 14 daye after the date
onitwhichi the notice:ig séived: bpithe “Manageinent. Such
notice can be served only Ly a registered and recognised
union of workers.’’

(5) No change.

{6) No change except to state “‘clauses (8) aund (4)’" instead of
only ‘‘clause (3)". o

(1) No change. )
8)r Substithts: the! existing icleuve (8) by the following "' 1

1f on the preliminary enquiry by the Conciliation, Officer the
notice of “‘go-slow’’ is held to be in'' accordance with
lauses (8) and (4) then the Labour Commissioner will
advise the Management to proceed to implement the said
‘Agreement, _Settlement or Award within & specified
;reasonable dime pgreed to by the Management,

wOoTf ‘thucMunageménu'\does':not‘ab?:ept the findings of the prelimina.rY
enquiry by the Counciliation Officer, then the issue be examined by &
committee consisting of the Liabour Commissioner and two members of
the Labour Advisory Board—one representing the workers and the
other employers. By a convention such representation should be from
interests other than those who are the parties conceined.

Al} the above proceedings must be concluded within four weeks
from the date of service of the notice, and the ynanimous findings of
such a committee should be binding on the Management. If there is
no unanimity in the findings of the Commitiee, then there are two
alternatives :—

"(i) The Government can take action under the existing laws to
bring about implementation of the Agreement, Settlement
or Award and the workers shoyld agree not fo “go-slow’”.

(#) If not, then the resultant “‘go-slow’’ can be dealt with by the
Management under their standing orders and other
avenues open or available to them for handling such
situations,

During this period of four weeks, “‘go-slow’* cannot be started or
resorted to by the workers.

(9) If a “‘go-slow’’ is resorted to withgut notice served for reason
stated under clause (3) and in the manner prescribed under
clause (4), or during the period of four weeks during which
enquiries are to be completed under clause (8) above or for
reasons other than that mentioned in clause (3) then the

go-slow” will be deemed to be unjustified and jthe



- nanagement can proceed to t;,rqat i_t, as 4 maior misconduct,
and the- worl_:ers .concerned must . face, the consequences
thereof, = .

(10) No change.
(11} No change,
{12) No change;
f18) No change. .

It is requested that these views of mine bs. mciuded as. a8 parg. of the
proceedings of the Comn:uttee meetmg

'Ifhankmg you
" Yours fruly,
R N. UAI,
Member Committee on “*Go-slow”’
- . Manager, Chaibosa Cement Works.



APPENDIX XIT,

Detuils of vases in which slow-down notices were served during
O S 1 051-52 and. 1052.59, '

v (1) Bagahe.—Some weighment. clerks of their own uccord rescrted
to go-slow demanding higher wages, but they immediately resumed
normal work as eoon as they realised fhat they had adopted an irregular
procedure.  Although the management were permitted to take  action
against the weighment clerks, the management did not take any action.

" Thereafter a go-slow notice was served by the Union for non-implemen-
' tation of awards and agreement. - As a result of prompt intervention by
‘the conciliation machmnery, a settlement was reached; the notice of
'g*,‘o-slc'aw_wa‘e withdrawn and production became more than normal.

. 19) Sugauli.~—~Blow-down notice was served by the union for non-
.implementation of agreement and award. Through the prompt inter-
-veniion of .the conciliation :machmery, an agreement was reached. °
73} Goraul.—One of the two rival inions which, claimed to be more
representative, agitated against the retrenchment made by management
“without following the agreed procedurs. | The management chailenged
*Hia repicrentative ¢haracter of the Union and this provoked the union
“to resort td a slow-down for a short period when ‘the management came
“to"an agreemerit With the union through 'the intervention of the concilia-
tion machinery,

t4)’ Harinagar.—On account of delay in telegraplic communication
the parties could not attend the conciliation proceeding in time and
-slow-downt wag adopted.’ But as soon us the conciliition officer reached
thé spot, it was. glopped and a settlement wag brought about restoring
.normal- production..” The slow-down flasted for four days.

() Hassanpur:—There was a lightening slow-down in December
1951, for three days, but it vyaspalled off “as soon as the Gonciliation
machinery intervened. On inqury, the slow-down. was held to be
unjustified. .. Ag advised by the Labour Commissioner. executives of
‘the union =were debarred from holding office for one vear and new
members. were elected. : - ‘ year.

()] S’aSanmm.-—(_)n account of delay in postal communication, &
gd-slow was resoried in January, 1951, before the conciliation machinery
could intervene. It was stopped as soon ag the Labour Commissioner
intervened. It lasted for three days. Unfortimately the concilia-
tion proceedings fell through because the managemen; decided after
«coming to an agreement about one of the points of dispute. Thereafter
‘there was again.a go-slow on which tribuna] gave its fwara.

(7) Slow-down notices were also gery, : ieg ' at
Mirganj, New Savan, Hjarkhua, Motipm‘,eggggh;];f %lff;h?c;?;ﬁ;ti?;
ganj, Lauria, Chanpatia, Marhowral gang Riga. But in all . thess
“cases,- the concillatio_l_l 'machinexy'intervened Wiihin the period of &

n
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week's notice and brought abouf a gettlement. The notices _werefml;l;j
drawn and normal production continmed: ™™ Both the incidence 0§5i)_52
duction and percentage of, recovery:;ofi: sugar wes higher. . in 1 b
than m the preceding, year, _rpxcept_t—i{n o0 case,. thay. is, Bagamusay

_which the conciliation’ machinery ; faled: jq),resj;brar-cordial relation. 1
spite of its besy attempt, :

2, In the B°3rd’a,meé_ting held at J{ 9111_51}$F1P‘-1;1.'.11’~1‘ .chobeﬁ L.;]a;é
the representatives of the Indian uga.:“,_M[lllls!,l Assocl.a,tmn_ an som—-
other employers wanted o move & resolution ~for setting up a bc o
imittee to review the working of the go-slow policy as laid down by e
Board and to suggest modifications. 1% was assured on bebalf of pré
Governmeny, that the policy would -be-. reviewed - by the‘Boall'd at y
next meeting by whicly time = more experience _would{ be -gg_l__l_le f
Bearing this in mind, the matter was discussed aj the beginning @
the ¢rushing season of 1952-53, at a conference of, , the sugar industry
and its different labour federations "' convened~ by ~Mr. R. 8. Pande,
Labour Becretary’ to’ Government because' the ‘go-slow sclieme 1s more
used in sugar indusir tltan in-any other industry. Mr, P ande. wasé
able to persuade the parties to agree to the following mod.Lﬁca.tlor_ls o
the procedure for desling with go-slow so far as. sugar, industry was
eoncerned :— A -

(1) The period of notice should be extended from seven days 1o
fourteen days: &

(2) Unjustified go'slow by, workers should be dgemed for be" 8n
act of major misconduct - entailing . dismissal, - This
modified policy has been put. to jhard,- test- during ‘the
crushing season, 1952-53. - \

. During the crushing season, 1952-53, go-slow notices have 80
far been served on ‘14 sugar factories. and jn the 5th- sugar factory,
namely, Lobat, go-slow was resorted.” without. any notice. _Actually,
go-slow was resorted in the sugar factory at Lohat for three days: and
at the one at Clhanpatia for & day. In all cases, including these - two,
an amicable settlement was brought about by the conciliation machinery

of the State Government as a result of which go-slow was completely
avoided, . LT R -t

(L) Lokat.—The workers were reported to have resorted to & gO-
slow for three days in February 1953, without any notice, mainly on
the tssue of bonus for 1951-52. © As soon as the go-slow was Known
to have been resorted, prompt enquiries were made by the officers - of
the Labour Department’ of  Government and also a settlement was
brought. about on the issue: of benus for'1951-52, and other matters of
dispute.  The enquiry report on‘go‘-slo_w is under con‘sid‘era,tion.

(2} Chanpatia.—As soon 48 the workers' unjon, served a:go-slow
nofice, the' conciliation ~machinéry’ intervened, but faded to bring
about a settlement, because the management could not give any definite
time by which it would provide the'workmen with light, water, club mom
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and quarters.  As advised by the conciliation officer, the workers' union
at first agreed to defer the go-slow but then resorted to go-slow on. 13th
February. for some hours, - Even affer the go-slow was stopped, the
uo-giow notice, wag, not withdrawn for, some time until the irregularity
was realised. by the workers, unjon. , ,Through the efforts of the con-
ciliation machinery,. the go-slow notice wag finally withdrawn :’md. &
settlement was brought about. The executives of..the workers’ union
have been usked to show cause why they should not be ‘debarred from
bolding ‘office for-a year. Y'-v 10T U

- (3). Semastipur~~The. workers' union served go-slow nof:ice, The
conciliation machinery . intervened ‘and. brought about a partial gettle-
ment, witly assurance from hoth the parties fon maintaining status gquo.
But thereafter. the -management; alleged. that the workers had resorted
tn a go-slow. Immediate enquiries were held on the alleged go-slow.
1t appeared from the endiiiry* report” that there was a cold wave accom-
junted with rainfadl which ‘resulted in rather low unloading, there’
being “no”shed ‘o™ “the- cane-carrier. ~ Another reason for the lows
crusk - niight "'lnav(:” "’peéq : psycliological” -effect * “on © the workers
in  ‘view”“'of *.the“- fapt® “that- -the - union- had served a
go-slow notice and mutual negotiation for a settlement had failed. The-
go-slow liotice wag in respect of bonus for 1951-52, retaining allowance,
leave; bolidays dnd uniformr to’ certain categories of workers not given’
uccording‘to the former -practicé. - "The go-slow notize was withdrawn
after -4 settlefnent Was ‘Téached’ on™albmattery, éxcept the issue of bonus
which has been left by both-thg parties to be' decided by the Labour
Depg.lrtm,‘e g, loﬁ -)G:.ovelnn)bent.)

b [ - B TR - .

(&) Narkatiaganj.—The execubives of tha. workers'. union served
a go-slow. notice,, and: thiereafter: came: to. a: settlement.. Soon after
the: settlement;..a rival.set.of execntives of '.the. same ' union served
another go-slow notice;. - Both the: rival groups.of.executives agreed to
a plebiscite to determine their representative: character. Thereupon
the go-slow notice was withdrawn. The go-slow notice was a protest
against hon-implementation’ of, ‘agreenent - and 'award. Prompt
enquiries were made it 'the matter and award” ang agreemeny. were
fully implemented, = Meanwhile, the management alleged that the
workery had. started, s go-slow " Prompy’ enguiries: were made by the
Factory Inspector and furthey enquiries- wers: made.. by. the: Deputy:
Labour. Commissioner -intq .the alleged- go-slow, . According to' the’

enqallli'l? ‘report,. iy could net be established that there wag.actually any-
go-slow,

_(5) Mirganj,—As soon as the 'rw-(jl'kéra.'.' union sel"ved -Hr SO—QIOW,.
wotice the conciliation machinery intervened,  After prolonged . con-.
ciliation proceedings, an agreement was executed, The go-slow notice

was in protesy agains (1) non-payment of wages fo. seagonal workmen, .
who -could not join 3heir duties‘in timg for nf fault of theirs; (2) fm"
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[

jon-iwpiementation of setflement and award; and (3) for bonus for
1O51-54. T . ‘ . o
(6) Pachrukhi.—o-slow notice was served by the workers’ union
(i) for paying daily-rated. mazdoors wages less than REs, 2—2-();;. (i) for
not paying wages to seasonal workmen, who could not join their
duties in time for no faulf of theirs; (si1) for sending out 21 workmen
on compulsory leave and not making them permanent; and (ip) for not
providing Donga shed. . '

The concilistion machinery intervened and brought sbout a
settlement. The slow-down notice was withdrawn,

(7} New Savan Sugar Company, Siwan.—A go-slow nofice was
gerved by the workers’ union demanding bonus for 1951-52 and certain-
other minor matters. The go-slow notice was withdrawn after aa.
agreement was reached on matters other than.the issue of bonus.

. (8 Ryam Sugar Company,—As the management did not sccede
to the demand made in November, 1952, the Jabour union served s
go-slow notice. It was a week's notice. As soon a8 the Union
realised that & week's notice was inadequate, it withdrew the notice
and served a fresh go-slow notice giving fourteen days’ time,  Con-
ciliation proceedings were immediately lLield but without any success.
:Phe partles maintained. stetus quo and , further conciliation proceed-
Ings were held..  Accepting the advice of the conciliation officer, the
bonus offered by the managemeny was lifted by the workmen without.
apy prejudice to its dlaim for higher quantum of bonus. | Other
demands made in the go-slow notice were— , .

(1) construction of Donga shed; (2) continuance of the privilege
of ieave and holidays; (3) retaining allowance; (4) annual
incrément; and promotions; (5) filling up of vacant posis;
(6) travelling allowance for joint duty; (7) free supply of
kerosene oil, fuel and light; (8) indiscrimination in the
matter of medical treatment: (9) joining time to seasonal
workmen, ete, : '

A seftlement was brought about by the concilistion machinery

and the goglow notice was .withdrawn and normal production
cpntmued. . ) )

+9) Goraul —Go-slow notice served by the labour mnion at Goraul
was W’thdmwr_‘ a3 a result of settlement reached with the help of con-
ciliation machinery, The demands were for a dispensary, weekly off
day_ fo_r certain categories of workmen and uniforms to certain cate.-
gorles, and leave cards to al] employees, .

- (19 Dalmianagar Sugar Factory.—The go-slow notice served by
the Mazdoor Sewa Sangh, Dalmianagar, was withdrawn as a result of
setilement brought about by the conciliation machinery whereby the
management agreed to pay workers their wages for 9th and 10th Augugt
unq the number of festival holidays were settled, amongst ofher things,
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(li) Moti_pur._..,:phe- ‘go_-leW'- notice was served by the Workgrs’
union at Motipur, mainly on the. issue of bonus, But it was with-
drawn after an amicable settlement was reached with the assistance of
the conciliation machinery, A )

(12) Sugauli.~As a protest against the assault of an electric fitter
by the Director-of the sugar factory, a go-slow notice was serve d, but
it was withdrawn after the amicable agreement was reached between
the parties. . -° - . ' . ‘ .

4. Besides' the sugar factories, there has been go-slow in only two
other establisliments, namely, Sheet Mill at Tisco and Firebricks and
Ceramic Refractory at Guilfurbari. In none of these two cases,
notice of go-slow was served. I the Sheet Mill at Tisco, it was a
protest .against the suspension of four ‘workers while 'at the Firebricks
and Ceramic Refractory, it was-a protest against the dismissal of two
workmen . who had refused to be iransferred elsewhere and also the
dismissal of six other workmen, and on issues of bonus, leave and-
other amenities. . At both the places the go-slow lasted for about three
days.” "In the former case, neither the management nor the workers’
union souglit’ the ' assistance of the conciliation machinery, but an
amicable- agreement was reached after prolonged negotiation befween.
the management and the Tata Workers’ Union, while in the latter case,
a settlement was reached . with = the assistance of the conciliation
machinery., ' ‘ ©



APPENPIX ‘A’
A BRUSK HISIORY OF CASES RELATING 10 GO-SLOW.
et 1 1954465,
Sl Co e P T
(BUGAR INDUSTRIES.) |,

(1) Sukri—On the 20th. December., 1954, .the Union .served
go-siow notice for non-implementation. of, award .as, awepded. | by t ©.
Appellate Tribunal. | On the. 23rd December 1954 & . Press NOBEE
was issued by (overnment about implementation of the award -and;
thereaiter the Union was advised to withdraw jﬁ-h?. go-glow notice
in view of the Government’s Dress Noté. ' Accordingly the go-glow,
notice was withdrawn on the 7th Janudry '1955.' - Llhere’ was act ua}ly !
no go-slow. : e Lo

) Sasamusa - Sfmilal'ly' l.’r.f.ﬂll‘.y ,ilhplemen_tajiion -of . awardg - -and;
agreements a go-slow notice was served .. buf 1t was - withdrawn:in
January, 1955 after the Press Note had been Issued, - : There was no
go-slow. L '

(3) Harkhua.—Similarly the'go:dlow notice served in December,
1954 for mon-implementation’ of ‘award was withdrawn. as soon . ag
bonus was advanced subject to final adjustment about which a - Press.
Note was issued by Government, = There was no go-slow,

(&) Mirganj—Similarly the go-slow mobice served ~in Decembery
1954 was withdrawn in January, 1955 in view of the Governnent's
Lressg Note, Lhere wag no go-s‘low. .

t

o

(8) Sidhwalia.~—The Management took complacent attitude afler
the go-slow nolice wag served and go-slow was resorfed for a day
or two but it wag called off as scon as the conciliation machinery
mtervened. The industrial relation is not bappy because the
Management is not prepared to deal with only registered and fully
represented irade union of workers which is in contravention of
the decision of the Labour Advisory Board.

(6) Samastipur.—In view of the assurance given that provident
fund scheme would be introduced in terms of the award the go-slow
notice was withdrawn in February, 1955, There was no. go-slow.

() Siwan.—In December, 1954 s go-slow notice was gerved on
behalf of workers without having been authorized by the Labour Union,
The Labour Union itself challenged the go-slow notice. The notice-
glver was warned. ‘'hereafter g go-slow notice was served by the

Tabour Union for implementation of awards but it was withdrawn in

view of the Government’s Press Note. There was no go-slow.

(8) Lohat.—Go-slow notice served in December, 1964 was with-
drawn In January, 1955 after the Government's Press Note was issued
about implementation of the award. There was no go-slow.

70
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(9) Rayam,~—In spite of the fact that bonus had been paid in ferms

of the award a go-slow notice was served ‘in December 1954 but 1t Was
withdrawn.  There was no gd-slow.

(10)  Pachrukhi.—Go-slow notice servéd in December, 1954 was
~W1thdlawn ‘after the' parties came’ fo' 8. mutudl 'agreement the same
tently © There was ho go-slow“

11 Riga —Go -giow was 1e501ted to for one day m Ja,nuary, 1955,
A settlement was reached in which Mauagemem assured thag Do
disciplinary action would be taken against the workmen. The slow-
down was resorted to due. to rivaliy of the two Unions but the slow-
down was condemned b_) the Labour Comrmissioner and all concerned
were mformed of Jt '

(12). Harinagar. ——A go-slow- notice was sérved 'in:December 1954.
:The -Conciliation, Officer: pointed oug that gome of the demands were
not covered by 'the go-slow_scheme and ddVlbed the Umon to ‘withdraw
the notice. . The Mandgement eomplamed of lawlessnes,s r-- Thé
_Conciliation Officer lnoubllt about . p settlement of 'the dispuie yon Lall
points and the go-slow notice was Wl}hﬁlawn in, December, 1954.;. In
Juunuory, 1955 there ‘was a gO-SIOW for ong dd.)' on the’ “'l'O]]lEld that the
gward on bonus issue had not been implemented. N pr ompt enquiry
~was held! .‘I'he Management -was’ perm1tted by the Labour" Commis-
sioner- to take-disciplinary - action' ‘agsinst those : workmen: who ‘as
members of the L).ecullive C((l)mn;lttee of . the- Union had orgunised * the

o-slow. , The go-glow lasted .only for a_day in,.vie th mpt
ﬁltenrcnhon of ﬁ]e Concilintion - Otlicer., ¥ w. ol the pro ‘ P

(13) Wansahgamu-—GO-SIOW ’HOtICe --served~ in:. Mareh;, 1955 was
wnbhdmwn an the'.advice of /the ‘conciliation machinéry. - "l‘here “was

no go-slow.

¢ {14 Motipur.—~Gotslow notice was served. in January, 1955 for im-
plement.ll:lon of awards and agreements bug g was rwithdrawn on  1he
advice of the Conciliation 'Officer. ' - Settlements  wers reached on the
12th Februagy 1955 and agdm on 20th. Februax 1955. - Before the
“retllement the Cunt.'lﬂ.itlfm 0“1081 IU‘Jk(d in the ]Uwﬂr prududum but
the Managenwnt did not fee] like pursuin the matter except that ihe
‘go-slow scheme st e‘(pldllle LQ the mun d{,slu,d l)y the
Mauagement Lo g AR -

(15) Chanpatia.—Go-slow notlce of December 19 thhdrdwn
Jn view of the Government’s I'ress Note &bout lsn.d;p?ésgem ation of
.,.wards, ', There wag no go-slow. - e

v AT S T

. (16) 'Mayhaulza ~Tn view- of the Govenmne £ P N;‘L"'..“-
te &
go-glow . notice wag w1thd1’ﬂ»WB in, -T&mlﬂ»ry '1'.~)][155‘3 \P'lr‘iiie ::f:s : Iﬁf

(JQJB&OW.. ' oy v T 0 -

(17)I_Launye.--1n view of the Press Note - of ' Government the
gu-slow notiee which was served . ity dﬂ'fﬁ Waa exfendeﬁ but on ﬂm
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advice of the conciliation machinery the notice was, withdrawn in
January, 1955. There was no go-slow. . _ ... . . .
(18) Chhipadohar (Bamboo Transport Workers of R. I., Lid.)—An
enquiry was held in February, 1955 on. the. alleged go-slow. The

Management .was asked to come to an understariding with the workers
and finally s settlement was reached. 'There was no go-slow.

1955-56.

. (Suesr InpusTaz.) |

(1) Mirganj—A slow-down notice was served on lst February
1956 but all the outstanding demands were settled through “conciliation
machinery on the 11th February 1956. There was no go-slow. ..

(2) Rayam.—Go-slow nofice was served in December, 19355 and
again in January, 1956 and on each occasion the - disputes were
gettled through conchiation machinery and go-slow notices withdrawn.
The Union was, however, informed - that the go-slow notices were
herdly justified and the Union was warned against such go-slow
notices in future. There was no actual go-slow. o

(3) Sakri and Lohat.—Go-slow notice in January, 1956 was

withdrawn after the parfies came to 8 mutval agreemeni the same
month. There was no go-slow. '

(4) Samastipur.~—~There was sllegation of go-slow but the parties
came to a mutual understanding and it was agreed that no go-slow
notice will be served and go-slow resorted to during 1955-56, Crushing
of about twenty thousand maunds a day was guaranteed. There was no
go-slow. ) o

{5) Bagaha.—Go-slow notice of February, 1956 was withdrawn as
a result of a settlement of all outstanding points of . dispute through
conciliation in March, 1956. There was no go-slow: '

(8) Riga.—A go-slow notice was served in January, 1956 by the
unrecognised Union. The Union was advised to withdraw the notice
on the ground that the go-slow scheme does not provide for 5 notice
‘hy the unrecognised Union.” The dispute with the recognised Union
was conciliated and all outstanding points of dispute wers settled in
March. 1956.  There was no go-slow. : - = -

(7) Herinagar~—In spite of an all-round settlemen reacheci aﬁ&
assurances given for guaranteeing production in

: & Pl Janua: i
ing deteriorated due to internal nva.lne‘g in. the Union.” %el%égioir‘;ﬁ’d
the workers were warned. An enquiry was also held but go-slow by

‘workers in general was not established but the workers were warned

(8) Warisaliganj—In  October-November, 1955 .
threatened for implementation of award on retaining a;mllov%rancg‘,wr '}‘vl?:

Dnion was advised against go-slow because The implementation of the



79

F award had been stayed by the Appellate Tribunal.  After the stay order
was vacated in December; 1955 the Management was requested to pay
retaining allowance in terms of the award. ~ In January, 1956 & sefitle-
ment was brought about. - . There was no go-slow, in spite of the fact
.that the Management had not implemented the award and took a long
time to come to a compromise with the workers.

(9) Motipur.—In December, 1955 & go-slow nofice was served for
-non-implementation of agreements and awards, mal-practices and to
provocation. -The conciliation machinery persuaded the Union to with-
draw the go-slow notice and thereafier al_l the outstanding points of
dispute were settled through conciliation in January, 1956. There was
no go-slow, o

(10)- Paina Electrio. Supply .Company.—The Mazdoor Union
-gerved a go-slow notice in December 1955 but withdrew it on the
«ndvice of the. cotteiliation machinery.: - ‘There was no go-slow.

(11) In 1956 theré weré go-slow notices at Joint Steamer Company,
Bankipur Iron Works and Hume Pipe Company at Patna but through
the intervention of the conciliation machinery the disputes were settled
and there was no go-slow at any of the places. ‘

1966-67 ,
‘(Svasr INDUSTRY) 7
(1) Samastipur.—Go-slow ~ notice served in November, 1956 was

withdrawn as a result of settlement reached through conciliation in
December 1956, There was Do go-s'loW. , L

- () Bagaha.—The go-slow notice of January; 1956 was withdrawn
as a result of settlement of disputes through conciliation early in TFeb-
ruary, 1957.  There was no go-s}qw.

- ) Nm‘kat'iaganj:.-——A go-slow notice served in January, 1957 was
withdrawn in February, 1957 after the disputes were settled by concili-
ation. There has been no go-slow, A

‘ (4) Warisaliganj.~—When mutual negotiations' on the issue of
bonug for 1955-56 failed, the workerg resorted to go-slow without any
notice from the 16th February 1957, Prompt enquiries  were held,
go-slow was held hy the La_abour Commissioner to be unjustified and
the Management was permitted to proceed against 7 workmen who
were ring leaders. At the end a compromise was reached and bonus
issue and cases agamst 7 workmen were referred to the arbitration of
Shri Jaiprakash Narayan. About a thousand workers resorted to go-
clow from 16th to 28th February 1957, '

(5) Harinagar.—Soon after the settlement of the issne of honus for
1955-56, workers resorted to go-slow from 3rd March 1957, prompt
enquiries were held, the go-slow was held to be unjustified by the
Labour Commissioner gnd the workers wers informed that they " made
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themselves liable. for punishment. .= A compromise was reached on thi
12th March and’ some of the disputes'' were ~referred to  arbitration.»
Go-slow lasted from 3rd ‘to 12th March 1967:" ' A e

(6) Sri Ram Press, Monghyr.—After the . industrial .. dispute, was
settled towards the end of December; 1956 ﬂhQ,Managemenglcomplaineﬂ;
of slow-down in production.  Conciliation, .machinery - intervened
immediately and was informed that differences were composed mutually.

(7). Relience ' Firebricks - and Pqttefies, . Chanch.—The . office-
bearers of the Union were warned for mstigating transport workers to
a stay-in-strike on the 20th July 1956-in breach of seftlement sangd  the
workers were warned that in case:of such recurrence they will noy he
excused. )

(8) Heavy Forging Section of the Telco at Jamshe
ers of the Heavy Forging Bection -of the:Teleo resorteg
two days in November 1956 but resumed norms] work
assured that their grievances will be looked into,

dpur —15 work-
'410_ go-slotw : for
after they werg

. I3 L]

(9) Imperial Tobacco Company at Monghyr ~1Tt 'wag Talle e & by
the Management that the workers in the Drying Room had res%rt d f,:;
go-slow in February, 1957. The Labour Officep looked ity the 'ett
No further complaing has been received against the worl Hatter.

ers,
(10) Bhotwrah Coke Plant,~—A go-slow notice wgy served |
4y ' rve in

Junuury 1957 bub it was withdeawn the same mont :
was settled throngh congiliation, Thera Waa. o gl:-,‘:ﬁ:;: ﬂ"ﬁ'_ dinpute

(11) Darbhanga Blectric Supply Company 5 0] '
served for non-implementation of awardg and %g_l?egmog?tme was
mervicer of conciliation machinery were prompily offereq andi ﬂﬂ. '_I?he
was advised to withdraw the notice, There hyy he 18 Union

(12) Bata Shoe C Digh 10 goslow..
aia toe Company at trha,~~Co-alagw Ty

morved but there has been no actual go-slow, Aw]()nj;:z::? haq been

has been reached. : - T settlement

(13) At the sugar factories at Sué‘auli Motihari » .
at the Arther Butler Co., Muzaffarpar, j;h’m-e were Iogdpng'?’
a while but the parties came to an understanding‘ There v f! long
elow notices nor any such allegation. SHRTe we

and
for
e no go-






