
 

 

RIGHT TO STRIKE-A LEGITIMATE ILLEGALITY! 
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PREFACE: Historical Background of ‘STRIKE’ 

A modern, progressive world perceives a just and equitable social order that safeguards the 

humanitarian rights of one and all, irrespective of nationality, race or social and economic 

standing. Any discriminatory, prejudiced or partisan action has seen resistance from time to time 

and resulted in bringing about regulations to curb such atrocities.  

 

The term ‘strike’ has been into use from a long time as an efficacious tool by workmen and 
employees to get their grievances resolved by creating collective pressure on the employer. The 

onset of the industrial revolution brought about the need for mass labour in mines and factories, 

which obviously gave rise to incidents of strikes to deal with disputes. Therefore, historical 

shreds of evidence of strikes becoming routine can be traced from the 19th century onwards 

world over. Most of the western nations partially legalized strike in the late 19th or early 20th 

century.   

 

Some of the Greatest Strikes in the History of the World: 

● Strike #1. America’s Railroad shop Workers Strike, 1922. Number of strikers- 

400,000 

● Strike #2. American Steel Strike, 1959. Number of strikers- 350,000 

● Strike #3. Indian Railways Strike, 1974. Number of strikers- 1,700,000   



 

 

 

● Strike #4. South Africa Miners’ Strike, 2007. Number of strikers- 240,000 

● Strike #5. UK Postal strike, 2009. Number of strikers- 43,000 

 

INTRODUCTION: Indian Perspective 

With the dawn of freedom, Indians who fought for it anticipated a fair society and expected a 

number of changes in the rights and liberties from what existed under the colonial rule, 

safeguarding human rights of all citizens. Some legislation, amendments did take place gradually 

with time, but some didn’t. One of the disappointing factors till date is the ‘right to strike’, which 
has been legal, repeatedly hit by various contradictory judgements. 

Denotation of the Term ‘STRIKE’ 

‘Strike’ means stoppage or cessation of work by a group of workers to bring forth their demands 

and/or grievances seeking resolution by the employer or management.  

 

Connotation of the Term ‘STRIKE’: 

Strike is a forceful weapon in the hands of workmen, effectively useful in oppressive and 

exploitative situations. When all modes of appeal fail, strike is used as the last resort to attract 

the attention of the people who matter. Skillful use of this tool leads to conclusive resolution of 

the grievances and demands of the workforce. On the other hand, the misuse of this tool results 

in disaster for all.   

Legal Standing of the Term ‘STRIKE’ in INDIA: 

In India, the right to strike is not expressly recognized in the constitution of India. This is not an 

absolute right as it branches from the Article 19 of the constitution which grants the fundamental 

rights.  

Article 19 states that- 

All citizens shall have the right to: 

a) freedom of speech and expression; 

b) assemble peacefully and without arms; 

c) form associations or unions; 

 

Hence, like all other fundamental rights, these also come with riders and restrictions provided in 

clauses 2 to 6 of the Article. These imposed restrictions may either be substantive or procedural; 

in either case, they must pass the test of reasonableness. The power of determination of 

reasonableness lies with the court based on its interpretation of the facts and hence, varies from 

case to case. 

The Trade Union Act, 1926, was the first provision that gave limited rights to strike by legalizing 

certain activities. The Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, recognizes this right legally and is available  



 

 

 

 

to all covered under this Act. Section 2 of the Act defines ‘workman’ as any person (including an 
apprentice) employed in any industry to do any clerical, mechanical, technical, skilled, unskilled, 

supervisory or manual work, for hire or reward.  

 

The wide interpretation of the term ‘industry’ by the courts include educational institutions, 
clubs, hospitals and various govt. departments, apart from mines, factories and businesses.  

Sections 22 and 23 of the Act lays down the procedures of going to strike and any deviation from 

the provisions stated here makes the strike ‘illegal’ in the eyes of law. Section 24 of the Act 

defines and differentiates between a legal strike and an illegal strike. It states that an illegal strike 

is one which breaches the procedure of strike as mentioned in Sections 22 and 23.  

Thus, it’s quite evident that The Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, implies the legal recognition of 

those strikes which conform to the laid down procedures. The statutory provisions are in place to 

differentiate between the legality or illegality of the strike; with the final call regarding it to be 

taken by the judiciary. 

THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES ACT, 1947- Provisions of Valid Strike 

Section 2(q) of the said Act lays down the definition of the term ‘Strike’ as cessation of work by 
a group of people employed in any industry, following the prescribed procedure, otherwise, it 

shall be declared illegal.  

In furtherance to this, Chapter V of Section 22 of The Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, states the 

prohibitions on right to strike. It states that no individual employed in public utility service shall 

go on strike in breach of contract- 

a) Without giving notice of strike to the employer six weeks prior to the strike; or 

b) Within two weeks of giving such notice; or 

c) Before the expiry date of strike specified in any such notice; or 

d) During the pendency of conciliation proceedings before the concerned officer. 

 

It is noteworthy that these provisions do not in any way forbid the workforce to strike but merely 

requires the fulfilment of the aforementioned conditions. Moreover, these preconditions are 

applicable to public utility services only. An exception to the above provisions is that if a lockout 

is already in place then the need for notice is not essential for the workers to resort to strike. 

 

Notice of Strike 

In the case of Mineral Miners’ Union v. Kudremukh Iron Ore Core Ltd.1, on 26 August 1988, 

it was held by the Karnataka High Court that the proposed date to go on a strike should be 

specifically mentioned in the notice as it is a mandatory provision under Section 22.  

In another case, Sadul Textile Mills Ltd. v. Workmen of Sadul Textile Mills2, on 1 April 1958, 

some workmen struck work in protest against lay off and transfer to another shift without prior  

                                                           
1 ILR 1988 KAR 2878, 1988 (3) KarLJ 162, (1989) ILLJ 277 Kant 



 

 

 

 

notice of four days. The question of the legality of the strike was affirmed by the Industrial 

Tribunal but was later reversed by Justice Wanchoo of Rajasthan High Court, where the writ 

petition was filed. The learned justice opined that a lightning strike cannot be legal as no notice 

was provided and therefore, each worker involved in it was declared guilty. 

 

 

General Prohibition of Strike 

Section 23 of the Act states provisions of general restrictions of going on strike in the following 

cases: 

a) If the conciliation proceeding is pending before a board and till the expiration of one 

week after the conclusion of such proceedings; 

b) During the pendency of a case before National Tribunal, Tribunal or Labour Court and 

two months after the conclusion of the proceedings. 

c) If a notification is pending under sub-section 3 (a) of Section 10A of the Act; that may 

have been issued, 

d) During the period covering award or settlement which is in force in any of the matter 

covered under it. 

 

The principal aim of this section is to make certain that harmonious environment is created to 

help the process of conciliation or arbitration to take place without a hitch. This section covers 

all kinds of strikes irrespective of the nature of dispute because of its general attributes. It is 

interesting to note here that an ongoing conciliation proceeding before a conciliation officer is 

not a deterrent in going on strike. In the case of Ballarpur Collieries vs H. Merchant3, on 28 

October 1965, the Patna High court held that Section 23 was not applicable to the strike declared 

during the pendency period. 

 

Illegal Strike 

Section 24 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, deals exclusively with the illegality of a strike. 

Any violation or breach of Sections 22 and 23 results in the strike becoming illegal.  

 

A strike or lockout shall be deemed to be illegal if, 

● It is declared or commenced in breach of Section 22 and 23; or 

● It is continued in violation of an order made under sub-section (3) of Section 10; or  

● It is continued in contravention of an order made under sub-section (4-A) of Section 

10-A. 

 

 

A strike or lockout shall not be deemed to be illegal under clauses 2 and 3 of the Section if, 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
2 AIR 1958 Raj 202, (1958) IILLJ 628 Raj 
3 AIR 1966 Pat 219, (1967) IILLJ 201 Pat 



 

 

 

 

● If an industrial dispute exists at the time of being referred to the Tribunal, National 

Tribunal, an arbitrator, a board or a Labour Court; then the continued strike shall not 

be deemed to be illegal. But a strike shall be declared illegal if its commencement was 

in breach to the provisions of the Act. 

● A strike shall not be deemed illegal if it was declared in response to an illegal lockout.  

 

Penalty for Illegal Strikes and Lockouts 

Section 26 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, prescribes the penalties that shall be awarded to 

all those who commence and participate in illegal strikes.  

 

Penalty #1. Dismissal of Workmen 

● In the case of Punjab National Bank v. Their Employees4, the court held that the 

employer may adopt legitimate and effective methods in order to stop the entry of 

employees into the premises, or force them to vacate it, if they are taking part in the illegal 

strike. The authorities may also begin an enquiry or suspend the wrong doers based on the 

provisions in the Act.  

● In the case of M/S Burn & Co. Ltd. v. their workmen5, it was specified that by mere 

participation in the strike shall not result in dismissal or suspension. The Supreme Court 

held that if a strike is illegal the quantum of punishment shall be decided based on the 

practical importance, for example those participating in violence while striking shall fetch 

harsher punishment in comparison to those going for a peaceful strike. 

 

  

Penalty #2. Right To Wages During The Strike Period 

● In the case of Crompton Greaves Ltd. v. their Workmen6, it was stated that the question 

of entitlement of wages during the strike period depends on the legality of the strike. If it 

is a legal strike then it shall be awarded but the justification of it will depend on other 

related factors too. If the strike is legal but the strikers resorted to violence or sabotage 

then they shall be deprived of the wages.   

● In the case of Bank of India v. T. S. Kelawala & Others7, the employer’s appeal was 

allowed by the court and it further stated that the legality or illegality of the strike shall be 

of no consequence. The employer shall be entitled to the deduction of wages especially if 

it was a mass strike. This shall be applicable even if the service rules did not have any 

specific mention regarding this. The quantum of deduction shall be decided after going 

through the facts of each case.  

 

Penalty #3. Right To Compensation 

                                                           
4 1960 AIR 160 , 1960, SCR (1) 806 
5 1960 AIR 896, 1960 SCR (3) 423 
6 AIR 1978 SC 1489, 1978 (36) FLR 329, 1978 LabIC 1379, (1978) IILLJ 80 SC, (1978) 3 SCC 155, 1978 (10) UJ 366 SC  
7 1990 SCR (3) 214, 1990 SCC (4) 744 



 

 

 

 

● In dealing with the case of Rohtas Industries v. It's Union,8 the Supreme Court clarified 

that in case of an illegal strike also the employer is not entitled to compensation for the 

losses. This is so because no such provision exists in Section 26 of the Industries 

Disputes Act, 1947.  

 

STRIKE-A Legitimate Illegality! 

 

As is evident from the detailed analysis of the legal standing of the strike in India, right to strike is 

not a fundamental or constitutional right, neither inherent, natural or absolute; instead, it is 

implied based on the interpretation of certain fundamental rights in combination with the legal 

provisions under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is a limited, restricted and regulated right 

and in absence of any detailed, laid down specifics, the verdict of cases related to strike depends 

hugely on the interpretation of the facts of the individual who judge it. The legality, illegality, 

reasonableness, unreasonableness- all are in contextual understanding of the honorable judge’s 
discretion. While giving the  judgement in the case of Gujarat Steels vs. Its Mazdoor Sabha, 

Justice Krishna Iyer had stated that “………even an illegal strike can be a justified one”.  
 

Here we will examine a few landmark judgements concerning right to strike, given over a period 

of time. 

 

 

Judgement #1. T.K.Rangarajan v. Government of Tamil Nadu and Others9:  

The Case: T. K. Rangarajan vs Govt. of Tamil Nadu and Others- The Tamil Nadu govt 

took unprecedented action against the striking govt employees and dismissed more than 

200,000 in one stroke and put many of them behind bars. This unusual disciplinary action 

was taken by using the Tamil Nadu Essential Services Maintenance Act (TESMA) which 

barred all govt employees from undertaking any protest or strike.  

The aggrieved employees approached the Tamil Nadu High Court but their petitions were 

not entertained on the ground that govt employees cannot approach the courts directly, as 

per the Supreme Court judgement in the L. Chandrakumar case; the employees, thus, shall 

first approach the Administrative Tribunal with their grievances. 

Acting against this judgement of the High Court many writ petitions were filed in the 

Supreme Court challenging the arbitrary action of the Tamil Nadu Govt.  

 

Date of Verdict: 6 August 2003, Supreme Court 

 

Judges: M. B. Shah & Lakshmanan 

 

 

                                                           
8 1976 AIR 425, 1976 SCR (3) 12 
9 AIR 2003 SC 3032 (ix) 



 

 

 

 

The Verdict: The Supreme Court bench of Shah & Lakshmanan dismissed the petitions 

of the employees and stated that the right to strike was not a fundamental right. The 

honorable bench stood alongside with the action of the Tamil Nadu Government in 

arresting and jailing some and dismissing all of them.  

 

The Takeaway: Govt Employees Have No Right To Strike! 

 

This case of T.K.Rangarajan v.  Government of Tamil Nadu garnered huge publicity 

among the legal circle due to the Supreme Court’s negative verdict. The biggest shocker 
for the learned legal experts was the outright dismissal of the petitions even when there 

was precedence of cases like Kameshwar Prasad case of 1962. Supreme Court’s lack of 
empathy towards the genuine grievances of the govt employees came under a lot of 

criticism.  

There were others who applauded this judgement as being justified as in their opinion 

such mass strikes lead to a lot of problems for the common people as various services are 

impacted negatively.  

 

 

 

Judgement #2. Kameshwar Prasad and Others v. State of Bihar10: 

 

The Case: In this case Kameshwar Prasad and Others vs State of Bihar the Rule 4A of the 

Bihar Govt. Servants’ Conduct Rules, 1956, was challenged by the petitioners on the 
ground that prohibiting any form of demonstrations amounted to violating the fundamental 

rights of an individual. According to the petitioners, 4A breached the fundamental rights 

given by the Constitution of India under Article 19(1) a & b. 

A petition filed in the High Court Of Patna regarding this was seen as a reasonable 

restriction on the govt servants as the court opined that the right to demonstrate or strike 

was not guaranteed under Article 19 of the Indian Constitution.  

The petitioners then appealed in the Supreme Court against this verdict and put forward 

the same contention of the fundamental rights being breached by the imposition of 4A in 

the service rules. 

 

Date of Verdict: 22 February 1962, Supreme Court 

 

Judges:  Gajendragadkar, P.B. Sarkar, A.K. Wanchoo, K.N. Gupta, K.C. Das, Ayyangar, 

N. Rajagopala 

 

The Verdict: A bench of the Supreme Court heard the pleas of both parties and came to 

the conclusion that the appeal could be accepted in part. They stated that the prohibition  

                                                           
10 1962 AIR 1166, 1962 SCR Supl. (3) 369 



 

 

 

 

imposed on any form of demonstration violated Article 19, which states that the right to 

demonstrate is a fundamental right. Therefore, Bihar govt’s blanket ban on any kind of 
demonstration by govt employees was struck down. 

The bench, however, clarified that right to strike may be imposed on the govt servants as 

resorting to strike is not a fundamental right. 

 

The Takeaway: Right To Strike Is Not A Fundamental Right But Right To 

Demonstrate is! 

 

In this case of Kameshwar Prasad vs State of Bihar the verdict of the Supreme Court was 

hailed as a balanced one. By striking down the provision that infringed the fundamental 

rights of an individual, they had safeguarded the constitutional rights bestowed on the 

citizens.   

 

Judgement #3. All India Bank Employees’ Association v. National industrial Tribunal11: 

 

The Case: This case was filed by the bank employees against Section 34 A of the 

Banking Companies Act, 1949. The appellants contended that this Section violated the 

fundamental right guaranteed to the trade unions under Article 19(1) C. By keeping under 

wraps crucial information about the bank’s accounts, the petitioners argued that the trade 
unions would not be able to effectively exercise their right to collective bargaining for 

wages, bonuses, etc.      

 

Date Of Verdict: 28 August 1961, Supreme Court 

 

Judges: B.P. Sinha, C.J. A.K. Sarkar, J.R. Mudholkar, N. Rajgopala Ayyangar and S.K. 

 

The Verdict: The Bench of learned judges specifically stated that even if they took a 

very liberal view of the Clause 1, sub-clause C of the Article 19 of the Indian Constitution, 

they cannot conclusively say that the trade unions had the fundamental right to collective 

bargaining or to strike. They further stated that Article 19 explicitly bestows the 

fundamental right to form labour unions and associations only. A strike can be held legal 

or illegal based on the provisions prescribed under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

 

The Takeaway: Strike Is Not A Fundamental Right; Forming Associations & 

Labour Unions Is! 

The verdict of this case All India Bank Employees’ Association v. National Industrial 

Tribunal, the judgement delivered by the Bench pondered over many points concerning 

the appeal and came out emphatically reiterating that no way can strike be considered a  
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fundamental right. The judgement very aptly stuck to the basics of the fundamental rights 

and it didn’t widen the implication of forming associations or trade unions beyond.  
 

         Judgement #4. Moti Lal Yadav v. State of UP: 

The Case: A Public Interest Litigation (PIL) was filed by the petitioner on request of 

urgent hearing against the ongoing strike by the junior doctors in the State Medical 

Colleges of UP. The striking doctors were protesting in anticipation of applicability of the 

rule that would post them in rural areas. The adverse media reports of the number of 

patients’ death, prompted the petitioner, a practising advocate, to file this petition.  
 

Date Of Verdict: 2 June 2016, Allahabad High Court 

 

Judges: Sudhir Agarwal, Rakesh Srivastava 

 

The Verdict: The honorable judges in very clear terms stated that the doctors, more than 

any other professions, had no legal right to strike, protest or abstain from duty. Their 

fundamental duty was to look after the ailing people and administer medicines & 

treatment. The Court ordered the state govt to constitute a high powered committee that 

would submit a detailed report in two months’ time. The said committee would find out if 
any patient had died due to negligence during the strike period. If yes, then the deceased’s 
heir should be provided a compensation of twenty-five lakh rupees. Furthermore, the 

compensation amount shall be recovered from the salaries and allowances of the striking 

doctors. Disciplinary action shall also be taken all those who participated in an illegal 

strike. 

 

The Takeaway: Doctors Cannot Deny Treatment On Any Account! 

This very recent verdict has been lauded from almost all quarters as it covers the 

humanitarian aspect of the deprived and the poor. There were no surprise elements in this 

judgement as everyone is aware that the primary duty of a doctor is to tend to the ailing. 

Any negligence of duty on their part means gross misconduct to the level of being 

inhuman, as many people lose their lives.  

The medical fraternity was not very pleased with the verdict as they felt that their genuine 

demands are also not taken into consideration and strike or protest is the last option for 

them. 

 

 

Where does The WORLD stand on THE LEGALITY OF STRIKES? 

 

Let us examine the international perspective on the need of strike and if they should be made 

legal. International Labour Organization (ILO) guarantees a lot of labour rights, from time to 

time, through their international conventions. It has a clear stand on the right to negotiate and  



 

 

 

 

collective bargaining as its conventions promote it as a fundamental right. It stresses, the need to 

raise voice and come together to improve the economic conditions of employees’ world over. 
Although there is no direct mention of right to strike but the experts are clear on the fact that it is 

an integral part of the basic right to organize. 

All govts world over irrespective of whether they follow socialism, capitalism, communism, 

democracy or monarchy, are on the same page when it comes to recognizing the need of 

regularizing the right to strike. From the most backward and underdeveloped nation to the most 

progressive nations; each one of them understands the underlying humanitarian necessity of strike 

as a substantial tool for people to organize and fight for their needs. It undoubtedly safeguards the 

working class against exploitation and atrocities. 

 

In keeping with such considerations, the European Court of Human Rights in a ruling in 2008 

has stated that the right to form and join trade unions automatically infers the right to collective 

bargaining as well as the right to strike.  

If we take a look at the data of the European countries most affected by strikes, we will find 

Cyprus taking the lead followed by France and Denmark, respectively. Germany holds the 

distinction of striking the least among all European countries.  

Russian Labour Code gives immense rights to trade unions including collective bargaining, so 

much so that some of their rights were termed as abusive by employers, and have been curtailed.  

In the UK the right to strike finds mention in the Labour Law and its legality depends on the 

purpose and justification. 

USA has National Labor Relations Act that legally protects the rights of the employees in seeking 

the betterment of working conditions, improved benefits, higher wages, etc. through the right to 

strike. 

In China, the labour relations are taken care of by labour laws which are enforced by the local 

Govts. Strikes are not prohibited and in fact, the ratio of strikes in various industries is quite high 

as workers dissatisfaction is high. 

 

The Gulf States have failed to match steps with the modernizing world and is ill famous for lack 

of a law regulating the labour; and as a result, the workers here face modern-day slavery- pathetic 

working conditions. 

The North African workers are also hugely dissatisfied with the working conditions that they 

have to endure.  

Eastern European country, Belarus, has most depressing conditions like forced labour, 

exploitation and repression.  

Colombia faces suppression of unionism as a lot of violence is seen and no need to emphasize 

that the rights of the workers are greatly undermined here.  

It is evident that there is a dearth of proper regulation of labour laws in most of the nations and 

hence, the dissatisfaction among the workers leads to strikes, irrespective of the fact whether they 

are legal or not. Strike is a powerful weapon which is used by the employees as a last resort when 

everything else fails. It gives them the collective power to put pressure on their employer and  

 



 

 

 

 

force them to agree to their genuine demands. It works as a shield which saves them from being 

abused and taken advantage of.   

 

Need of the Hour- A BALANCED VIEW! 

Three centuries since the industrial revolution, the ideal environment for workmen is still an 

illusion; most countries faltering on the basic, fundamental rights of an employee. The unholy 

equation between money and power has always played a villainous role in restraining the rightful 

rewards of the workers; at times going to the extent of hurting the dignity of an individual and 

treating them as slaves! 

Gradual opening up of economies paired with the spread of education leading to awareness; the 

realization to enact laws that safeguard the rights of workers, led to step being adopted by many 

nations. All nations, irrespective of their form of governance, acknowledged the necessitation 

regards to the betterment of the workforce in the industries. As a result, labour laws were 

strengthened from time to time, in all countries.  

International Labour Organization (ILO), since its inception, has been working towards 

providing the guidelines regarding the rights of workmen through their international conventions. 

Right to strike is seen by experts as an integral part of right to organize and right to collective 

bargaining.  

 

All nations are on the same page when it comes to safeguarding the rights of workmen and India 

is no exception. Since independence, lot many amendments have been made to ensure betterment 

in the working environment. Laws were legislated keeping these factors in mind, yet there are few 

grey areas that still need clarity. The ‘right to strike’ is one such factor that lacks clarity and 

hence, most of the time, an intervention of judiciary is needed.  

The ambiguity regarding the legality of a strike stems from the fact that it does not exist as a 

fundamental right rather can be called an offshoot of some fundamental rights. To overcome this, 

it finds a mention in the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 but the legality or illegality depends 

majorly on the court’s discretion. The court has the authority to decide whether a strike is justified 
and reasonable or not, based on the available facts.  

 

Thus, we can say that the ‘right to strike’ is a double-edged sword that can be interpreted in both 

ways. Undoubtedly, it is a powerful tool in the hands of workers, as the honorable Supreme Court 

itself had mentioned, and can be effectively used for collective bargaining for their betterment. 

But on the other hand, if misused or/on being misguided, it can be dangerous. As in any dispute 

two parties are involved, so here too the employee and employer are involved. Any misuse of this 

tool by the unions like arm-twisting, coercion, intimidation will lead to great economic losses, 

hampering the economic health of the industry at large.  

Being one of the founder member nations of International Labour Organization, India is duty 

bound to take notice of the conventions of ILO and implement them. Also, being one of the 

largest democracies and the most populated, India needs to create a balance between exploitation 

of workers by capitalists as well keeping a check on unjustified demands of the unions.  

 



 

 

 

 

The judiciary, luckily has been the strongest pillar since independence, and has been guiding 

effectively in case of disputes. The Supreme Court has dealt with numerous cases regarding 

disputes on strikes and each one of them has been judged on the merits of the case. There are 

occurrences where prima facie the judgements have seemed to be contradictory in similar looking 

cases, but the detailed analysis of the judgement proves the point of the judges.  

Being a country that is economically progressing at a very fast pace, it is the collective duty of the 

society at large to ensure a healthy economic environment not only for the workforce but also for 

the investors. Strike should be adopted as the last weapon, when all else fails! Govt policies 

should be clear in guiding the industries, with amendment and new laws as and when required. 

An unbiased judiciary is indispensable to keep a balance among all.  

Too many strikes are an unhealthy trend which works as a deterrent for the investors. With 

foreign investment coming to India in great numbers it is critical to keep a tap on strikes. Even the 

govt needs to initiate dialogue and work out things on time as strikes lead to big economic loss. 

Every workers contribution in the economic development is critical and any break in this, that too 

collectively, means huge loss.  

 

Why Should we REFRAIN from STRIKES? 

 

There are viable reasons that show that the fewer the strikes the better off the nation is! 

 

Reason #1. Image of the Country is Battered Internationally 

As the world news travels within no time, thanks to the electronic media, it sends a 

negative image of the country if too many strikes take place. This results in foreign 

investors being skeptical of investing. For example, strikes in Maruti Suzuki Plant in 

Manesar, Haryana and Tata Motors Factory in Gujarat got wide coverage in international 

media, sending wrong signals. 

Reason #2. Economic Loss is Massive 

The direct effect of a strike is economic loss as it involves cessation of work that too, on 

mass scale. If we look at the data of last year, India lost a whopping 11.73 lakh man days 

to strikes! Translated into rupees it means a loss of Rs 550 crores which is a mind 

boggling amount!  

 

Reason #3. Economic Growth Rate is Negatively Impacted 

An economic loss of great proportion as this straight away results in slowing the 

economic growth rate of the country.  

Reason #4. Damages the Fabric of Congeniality among Employees and Management 

The industry which faces strike, many a times violent and abusive, leaves a dent in the 

relationship of the employers and employees. The cordial relations are strained and take 

years to return to normalcy. 

Reason #5. Brings Hardships for the Employees and Their Families 

It has often been seen that a strike takes a toll on the entire family of the employee if it 

lingers on for long. This is so because the wages are stopped or deducted and it becomes  



 

 

 

 

difficult to meet daily expenses. These factors lead to emotional stress and trauma which 

results in the ill health of the worker.  

 

Conclusion 

 

As we progress towards a better future, we need to realize that laws are made and implemented 

for the better functioning of the system, but it would be a lot much better if we could regulate 

things willingly and not forcefully. If the employers and managements showed empathy towards 

the genuine needs of their workmen and in return the workmen too gave full cooperation, then 

the situation to resort to strikes would not be created. The unions and associations should take an 

amicable route to get their demands fulfilled by having dialogues with the management. It is 

rightly said that agreements give better results than arguments! 

 

“ More than discussing the legality or illegality of strikes we should work towards a system that 

diminishes the need to strike!” 

- Surbhi Aggarwal   

(Founder & CEO, School of Legal Education) 

Thankyou 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


