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Stﬁte_uompet;rwon with Pr1Vate unterprive' The Case of‘Mwnufacturo

ln Jalls 1n the I‘adras Preoldency

An‘ asgect X of state intervention that arouged
conélaerablﬁ oppos1tx§n among the commerCL31 community both
in th§ Hadras Presidenpy ~and elsewhere, related to the
quesfion of starting aqd:e#pansion of ;nduatries in jails
with fhs‘.help of prisgn 1qboqn. The issue was seen as
comp;tition of fhe state with private enterprise, and, with
the ;ﬁérﬁdﬁction of power machinery in some jails, the cory -
was raised that the 7"state was no longer competing with
priv;%e pntprﬁfléa w1th convict labour but with means. of
produ;tlou whth greatly enhance Lhe output of the jails”*

The whole issup of labour in Jails has followed a long
and torturous coﬁrse begznnlng w1th the question of the aim.
of the admlnlstratlon Ln the selnrtlon of jail employment?®.
The Comm;ttee of 1836—38 (with ~whose appointment can.. be
traced the hlstory of prxson :refOLm inx India) favoured
1ncreased r;gour in the treatmegt of prisoners. It rejected
all éﬁéﬁ reformzng xnfluences as moral and religious
teaching,:educat1on and/or any system of rewards for good
conduct and advocated the bu;ldlng of central prisons where
the convicts mjght be engaged not iq manufactures which it

condemned on somewhat theoretlcal and unsound grounds but.

1.8ee, for example, the letfer from the Chalxman Chamber of
Commerce, Madras, to the Secretary to the Gove:nment .of
India, Flnance and Commerce Department, dated 20 April 1910,
- JudLCLal sGovernment Order (G.O. ) No.1097, 21 July 1910. §
2. Chapter 11 and 'IX of the Report of the Indian Jails
Commltteez 1919-20, Volume I, Government of India, provide
a good summary of the whole isaue of jail employment .




"in‘some dull:wgonoééhéuérmvésgié6ﬁé and uninteresting tasks
in which thpe shall be wanting eveﬁ"thé “én}oymént"ofw-
knowing_that a quicker release caﬁ be got by working the
harder for a time;s. Ever since, there had been an on-going
debate on what principles ought‘to govern the aelection of
prison labour, hou."hard“ prison labour ought to be, what
really constituted "hard' labour - a term used in the Indian
penal code and to which an offeﬁder sentenced to rigourous
imprisonment was liable to.

One view held that inasﬁuch as the prisoner ‘wag an
offender against the stéfe, the sfate wag jJustified
(especially since the latter had to defray the cost of the

"prisonera support) ln extracting the maxlmum‘proflt from the
labour of the prisoner regardless of conagiderationa auch as
the effect of such treatﬁent oﬁ fhe person of the prisoner.
Over time it was realized that such a policy, apart from
being short-sighted sacrificeﬁ any pﬁospect of reforming the
prisoner and of fufding him into a useful member of sdoclety.

The acceptance of the principle that the main object of
labour to be provided .In prison should be to effect the
reformation of the prisoner ‘brought forth guestion such as
the kind of labour to be provided, thé differentiation that
needa to be made between prisoners not only because of
differences in thelr skill 1level but also due to. the
differing priason eenteqces'belné servéd. ﬁhile it was

agreed that ahort-term prisoners could be put into such

3. Ibid., p.30



forms of labour as did not regquire long training it was
really in the case of those prisoners whose sentencesg were
for longer terms that the object of both the reformation of
the prisoner and economy ’in the running of jails could be
pursued. V

Differences persisted over the. questibn of the most
beneficial form of labour as far ae the prisoners were
concerned. Some authorities relying on the fact that "over
72 per cent of the population are engaged in aérlculture-
and that 57 per cent of male convicts admitted to jails are
returned as agridéulturists inglst that agriculture should be
the staple jail indugtry”-+4 This suggestion was, however,
abandoned as belng impracticable and the Government of India
in its resolutions lalid down that the principal mode of
smployment for long term prisoners had to be intramural.®

This paper tracea the controversay that aroge in the
Madras Presidency between the English mercantile community
and the State GCovernment over the iasue of manufacturing in
jails which the mercantile community dubbed as State
competition with private enterprise.

We begin with a documentation of the ﬁrinciples and
policies enunciated by the Government of India periodically

modified to take into account,

4. fbid., p.119.

5.Gevernment of Indlia, Home Department Reagolution No.10-405-
18, dated 7 May 1886 - Judicial G.0. No.1493, 7 June 1886,
Government of India, Home Department, Letter No.145-155,
dated 29 April 1912 ~ Judicial G.0. No.981, 19 July 1%12.



(i) governmental regquirements in terms of ‘making the jail
pay for its own upkeep;

(ii) prisoners’ requirements in terms of making them work
not only for theilr own maintenance but also in the process
eguipping them with some industrial skill in the hope that
this would help them in life after prison;

(iii)‘the need to keep interference with private enterprise
to the minimum.

Qur next section deals with the functioning of jails in
the Madras Presidency; the specifiec pollcies enunciated
based on the Government of India’'s guidelines, the
Committees set up in the State to deal with this matter, the
periodic reviews undertaken nof only to streamline the
functioning of the jaila in the Pregidency but also to
expand the manufacturing activitiesa glven the Provincial
Government'a commitment to foster an& strengthen jail
industries.

In the third section we enter inteo the controversyh
propef between the Government and the mercantile communitﬁ
over the whole guestion of ‘undue"interference by the State‘
with private enterpfises. The details surrounding the
controveray document: ‘

(a) the utter Iinsensitivity of the commercial community

(and therefore their selfishness) to the whole questlion of

reformation of the prisoner as revealed in their insistence



on the point that "jail labour ought to be before all things
penal”s (emphasis added); .

(b) the differing perception of the mercantile community and
Government officials (both British) over the question of the
role of the State, and the admissibility of the latter's
intervention in areas that the English commercial community
agserted belonged to the domain of the private sector.

The controversy spanned a period of almost four and a
half to five dscades. UWe begin our discuaslion with the
Resolution of the Government of India on the lssue in 18846
and end wilth the beginning of the Second World Wag by which
time the intensity of the controversy had petered out. The
period abiﬂcides with the rise of the Indian national
movement which made it imperative for the colonial
Government, especially after World Uar I, to make some
concessions to the demands for economic development,
particularly industriai development. This larger question
of. the slow, albeit late, development of industries under
Indian entrepreneurship challenging British hegemony of the
industrial field is outsiqe the scope of this paper. But
what is of immediate relevance to our concern here is that a
substantial part of the rancour of the mercantile community

against State promotion/initiation of industries in general?

6. Letter from theChairman, Chamber of Commerce, Madras, to

the Secretary - to the Government of India,Finance and
Commerce Department, dated 20 April 1910 - Judicial G.O.
No.1097, 21 July 1910. '

7. See in this context the author’s paper on "State

Intervention in Industrialisation: A Case Study of the
Madras Presidency”, (mimeo, 1990).



and in jails in particular arose from the fact that it took
away from British business interests their monopoly of
Government contracts. It needs to be mentioned here that
private enterprise represented by the mercantile community
did not ‘deem it to be its responsibility to invest in order
to expand domestic demand nor would it allow active State
intervention in the development of industries. It is in
this context of a *neither you nor me” attlitude of the
mercantile community that this article is anchored.
- 1

The guestion of jail industries and the various issues
that arocse in connection with it amoné which the use of
-power machinery was one, were dlacussed by the Government of
i .India between the years 1882 and 1886 and the pripciples
~then adopted were embodied in a Rezolution lasued in May
- 1884. ®© The principles then laid down to regulate the
policy of Government In the matter of the Industrlal
employment of prisoners were the following:
"(1) Extramural labour cannot be the principal mode of
employment of long-term ﬁrisoners, who must therefore be
employed intramurally. g
(2) In central jalls there must be well-regulated forms of
industrial employment Sn a large scale.
(3) Jail industries must not compete injuriously with

private capitalists in the neighbourhood.

8.(1) Judicial G.0. No. 1643, 21 October 1882
(ii)” G.0.No.1493, 7 June 1886.
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{4) Jails must not be converted into steam factories. The
use of steam machinery is not prohibited, but‘all extensions
of substantial magnitude must be submitted to the Government
of India for sanction.
(5) Jaiil industrles must be adapted as far as poagible to
the reguirements of the public consuming departments and
these departments must be compelled to take articlea of Jjail
manufacture as long asg they can be supplied of the same
guality and at the same price as Iin the open market.
(6) The price of jail made articleg must follow as clogely
ag possible the existing market rates for similar products
made by pfiﬁate industry.
{73 Hﬁltlfariaus employments must be aveolded.
(8) The penal element must be fully maintained”-®

Twenty years later in 1906, the Goverament of India
felt that the time was ripe for a reconsideratlion of the
general positien and for a full enquiry into the manner in
which jail industries were being carried on-1° With regard
to some of the prlnciples enuﬁetated above the Government
of India did not feel the need to re-open the discussion.
Starting with the aésumption that "there must be in the
central jails intramural industrial employménts on a large
scale”, the Government of India.laid down that these were to

be adapted as far as possible to meet the requirements of

?. Judicial G.0. No. 1493, 7 June 1886.

10. Letter from the Secretary to the Government of India,
Home Department (Jails) to the Chief Secretary to the
Government of Madras, dated 10 August 1906 - Judicial G.O.
No.1814, October 1907.



the publiﬁ censuming departments. However the Government of
India realised that acceptance of the principle that jails
could legitimately supply the consuming departments of
Government meant that competition to s&ome extent with
private enterprise became unavoidable. ”"If the jails did not
manufacture ariicles requirsed for the consuming departments
these would be manufactured by private entérprise. To this
extent the jail indastries compete with private ehterprise,

and in the opinion of the Government of India, G0 so

legitimately”-'7 (emphasis added).

WUhile itb was realised and laid down that *jail
industries must ‘ not compete injuriously with private
éapitalisfs“, the issue of when competition became injurious
was never really satisfactorily settled. Tertaln normes wvere
fio doubt laid down by the Government of Indla which acted as
guidelinez, the interpretation and operationallisation of
which brbught forth the differing perceptions of the jail

“authorities and the business communiity and convequently the
generation of much heat over the whole issue of state
‘competition with private enterprise through manufactures in
jails. Among the safeguardg laid down it was emphasized
" that the consuming departments of government were to take
articles of jail manufacture as long aas they could be
supplied of the same quality and at the same price as in
the open market. It was recognized that there would not be a

total ban on the sale to the public of any article which was

11. Ibid



beiﬂg manufactured in the jails; the question that then
arose was how jalils were to dispose off their surplus stocks
and/or limit their outturn so as not to exceed the
requirements of public departments.’®

The kind of restrictions contemplated by the Government
of India in such cases amounted to making 1t clear that
"jalls do not exist for the purpose of making a profit and
that, ...a profitable return from industrial employment
cught not to be made the test of prison efficiency” 12
Furthermore thé advertising of jail-made wares and the
maintenance of catalogues or price liats were prohibited,
surplus stock were not to be seld directly to the public but
to wholesale dealers with.lpﬁblic tenders being called for;

depota for the s&ale. of jall manufactures were to be

prohibited. As regards the uae. of steam machinery, the
Government of India felt that a jall was not teo purposely
handicap itself by the use of cobsolete or inferior
machinery. The caveat specified in proposales to inetall

machinery for the first time in any Jjail was that the
objects of the installaiion and the possibility of its
interfering with private enterprise were to be very
thoroughly examined and if the proposal stood, the sanction
of the Government of India was to be obtained. "One
important aspect of this qurstion, however, is the necesasity

for preserving the penal element in jail industries, and no

12. Ibid
13.1Ibid



doubt this necessity will always be borne in mind”, opined
the Government of Indi_a-;4

Among the other bodies that went into the question of
prison labour andrmanufactures were the Indian Industrial
Commission (IIC) in its Report in 1916-18 anq the Indian
Jails Committee (IJCj in its Report in 1%19-20-13% The latter
was speclally invited to deal with the remarks of the IIC on
the subject SE jail manafactures, their competitioﬁ with the
productas of free 1aEQur and  the wuse ' of power driven
machiner§‘in Indian jaila. The IIC did not pfofess to offer
final. concluslons on these matters but recommended that the
subjecf be concidered by experts. It :hqwever did make
certain‘guggestions. After admitting that jaill industries
were 5ﬁstifiab1e in order to recove. aas far as possible the
cost‘of the_upkeep Qf the jails, to .keep the prisoners
emplayed'and to teach a trade that will be useful to the

prisoners after thelr release, the Report of the IIC went on

10

to lay down that only manual labour was to be allowed to be

uged in jails and that tiLe extensive use ofvmachinery was
undeairable.‘The ’ambivalent and operatioﬂally contfadictory
natureé of the suggestions made by the IIC can be dlscernea
from its ﬁtateméﬁt, that, while jails could supply the needé
6f government departments to a much greater extent than at

present, it condemned the use of cefficient and up-to-date

14.1Ibid ’

15. (i) Report of the Indian Industrial Commission 1916+-18,
(Reprinted 1980),  Agricole Publishing Academy, New Delhi,
especially Chapter XV. -

(ii) Report of the Indian Jails Committee . 1919~-20,
Government of India Chapter IX (Volume I).




means of manufacture without which this resgult could not be

achieved; at the same time the IIC also condemned the manual

industries which existed in jails as likely to compete with

free cottage industries.

The IJC went extenaively Inte the whole question. Most

of the recommendations of this Committee found favour with

the local éovernments, based on whose replies the Government
of India enumerated the following principles:-

"(a) that the main object of prison labour should be the

reformation of the criminals;
(b) that non-productive labour should be aveided;

{c) that short-term prisoners must necessarily be employed

malely on unskilled labour;

(d) that the principal mode of employment for long term

prisoners should be intramural;

{e) that greater beneflt to the prigoner iz conferred by

giv;ng him the best‘ a&ailablé instruction in -up-to-date
methoda of - labour ané ‘solfitting him for free living under
modern conditions;

(£) that attention should be concentrated in each Jail in
one or two main industfies; |

(g) that jall industries should be adapted to meet the needs

of the consuming debértments of
Gn tbe important question

"driven machinery in Jalls, the

1é6. Letter from Dy.Secretacy
Chief Secretary to the
December 1222. Law {General), G

_Government”-1®
of the utilisation of power-—

IJC astated emphatically that

to Government of India to the

Government
.0. Neo.217,

-of dated 19

Janvary 1923.

Madras,
?‘i

A &

i1
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"as the reformation of the prisoner is the chief object to
be kept in view, and as familiarity with power driven
machinery is instructive and mind awakening, the provision
of such machinery subseryes the true funqtions of jail
administration; Jhile at the game time it increases
production and tends to give Ilncreased relief to the tax‘
paver. It iz therefore from all these paipta of view
justifiable, but 1t zhould . bs employed in well egtablished
and organised industries and <care should be taken to avoid
any interference with nascent or unorganised Industrial
enterprises. Subject to this safeguard, we recommend that
the restriction on the development of jail manufactureas by
power deiven machinery should be withdrawn, that consuminé
departments of the state should be directed toiobtain‘tﬁeif
requirements from the jails and that it ehould be the
recognized duty of the jail department to develop their
indusiries so as to meet these requirements. ...In making
these recomwendations we are not blind ~o the fact that
increased production‘, in  jails will imply increased
competition with free enterprise and that such vompetition
atffects particular - interests, especlally those of <he
shareholdera in lndustriai ventures; more than it does tﬁe
great mass of the community. ...jthat:; when all ies done that
can be done, prison labour ﬂemainé inefficient as compared.
with free labour, and jthat: the total ﬁumber of prisoners

~

available for manufactures spread over all the Provinces of



India, is not sufficient to have any appreciable effect on
the great mass of industrial employment in the country”-1*7
The Government of India invited the attention of the
Local Governments to the above recommendations of the IJC
ginee 1t inveolved a departure from the polley of the
Government as laid down in 1886 and in 1906, and, since it

was also at variance with the recommendations contained in

the report of the TIIC. The replies recsived denoted
concurrence with the views expressed by the  IJC.

Cﬁpééqueﬂtly, the Governor General in Council decided "with
the approval of the Secrestary of State for Indla to cancel
the orders on the sgubject contained in the Home Department
Resolution NO.10-605-18, dated the 7tthay 1886, and in the
Home Department letter NO.145-154 dated 2%th April 1912, as
he considers that the existing restrictions on the use of
power driven machinery should be relaxed and that it may be
employed in well established industries, care being taken to
aveid interference with nascent or tGhnorganised industrial
enterprises though he 1is disposed to think that the
apprehension of the Qosgible competition of jails with
established’iﬁdﬁstries is more imaginary than real”-18
11
It would be pertinent at this stage to get an idea of

the functioning of the jails in this Preasidency in terms of

17._Report of the Indian Jails Committees, Op.eit., p.125-
126. .

18. Resolution dated 19 December 1%22, Home Department,
Government of India - Law (General) G.0.No.217, 22 January
1923.




the kind of industries permitted and those actually carried
on in the different jails, the departments toe which the
articles‘made in these jails were @gupplied - in short the
principles that governed and the practice that obtained as
far as manufacturing activities in jails were concerned. UWe
start with the first exhaustive review that was done by the
Provinclial Government i; 1907, covering the whole gquestion
of jail industries and the various ls=sues that arose in
connection with it, including the use of power machinery-*°?

' The provincial government accepted and functioned on
thé'pfincible that jails must have industries and also that

prisén labour was best employed in meeting the requir=ments

14

of the large consuming departments of government . Further,

the government alse frankly affirmed that government
contracts should go¢ to jails as soon as  it. had been
satisfactorily proved that jails were capable of undertaking
the work. In the Madras Presidency manufacturing operations
were chiefly carried on in eight central jallas and four

district jalls. Table 1 gives an idea of the articles

manufactured in these different jalls and supplied to

Government departments. The' chief industries concentrated
in the different jails were: -20

Cotton weaving - Coimbatore, Trichinopoly and Cuddalore
Tent-making - Coimbatore

19. Letter from Acting Secretary, Government of Madras,
(Judicial Departmant ) to the Secretary to the Government of
India, Dated 25 October 1907 - Judieial, G.O. No.1815, 25
Qetober 1907.

20. Law (General) Letter No.504, 3 June 1921.




Pile carpet weaving and leather work - Vellore

Wocllen cumlies anﬁ blanket - Trichinqpoly, Bellary and
Rajahmundry

Jute fibre and gunny pattah making - Vizagapatnam

Coir fibre industry - Cannanore

Carpentry - Cannanore and Vadras Penitentiary

Frinting - Madras Penitentiary

Iron and aluminium work - Salem

Cotton tape and thread - Palamcottah

The only jail in the Fresidency in which articles were

mad

I

for private sale to any appreciable extent was the
central jail at Coimbatore, where machinery obtained from
England had been installed and the work carried on with
steam power. The only two central jaila in the Presidency in
which steam machinery had been installed were the
Penitentiary for printing and the central jall at Coimbatore
for weaving. The Penitentiary press worked solely for
evernment. Initially, the powerlooms in the Coimbatore jall

were worked by a treadmill, and a small engine was used to

de z=team  for and work a gizing machine. The materlial
turned out on these looms was confined to "drill’ for the
Folice department and for many Yyears the outturn was
supplemented by hand-woven cloth from other jails. The cloth
was of inferior qualityr which brought forth constant
complaints. About the year 18%6 the treadmill broke down; by

this time the looms whiech had been in usze for twenty years

were also found to be in bad shape. New looms were obtained



and put under steam power. The work turned out was so
satisfactory, that not only all the cloth for the police,
but the demands of other publie consuming departments were
also given over to this jail.2d

Having admitted that jails could legitimately aupply
the conguming departments of government the gquestion that
then had to be considered was how such contracts could be
entered into. In the Hadras Presidency over the years, the
civil departments that dealt with the jails had practically
discontinued calling for +tenders and vyear after vear
cbtained their requirements from tﬁe jails &t rates that
had gradually become more or less permanent or rather the
rate was rarely changed unless there was a change of sample.
In the case of Military contracts however the jalls were
made to compete with private firms and ﬁnless the jail
tender happened to be the lowest the contract was pLaced
elgewhere-22 The Acting Inspector General of Prisons,
Gadsden, was firmly of the view that, since it had been
recognized that jails must have industries and since prison
labour was best employed in meeting the requirements of the
large consuming departments of government, "the Government
of India should not hesitate to affirm frankly ‘thatA
government contractg shall go to jéils as gsoon as it has
been sétlsfactorily proved that <the jails are capable of

undertaking the work. The objections to this procedure will

21 . Judicial G.0O. No. 1815, 25 October 1907.

22. See letter from Aeting Inspector-General of Prisons to
the Chief Secretary to Government, Madras, dated 23
September 1908 - Judicial G.O. No.1814, 25 October 1907.



occur in whatever form the jaile take up the contracts”- -®2
(emphasis as in original)
The Madras Government fully concurred with the

17

Government of India and endeavoured to give full effect to-

the orders relating to the provislon in central jails of
weli—regulated modes of industrial employment on a large
scale, the necesalty for avelding multifariqus employments
and for standardizing jail industries as far as posgsible.
The Provincial Governments were asked teo give their comments
on the wvarious proposals put forth Ly the Indian Jails

Committee in in 1919-20. The Madras Government

in its reply endorsed the main principles put forth by the
IJC that were to govern prison manufactures, namely, {a)
that the reform oifi the prisoner was the essential feature of
prison management; (b) jails were to concentrate on one or
two large industries and avoid multifarlous activitles; ()
industries were to be so gelected that they could employ
prisoners profitably and taught them a trade to follow after

releage. .24

The Madras Government also agreed wlth the IJC's
observation that jalls were to employ modern power driven
machines and up-to-date tools and methods of production
wherever lagge scale production ¢f standardised articles

wera teguired for consuming departments of Government. In

23.
24 . from Inspector-General of Prisons, to the
Secretary Government, Home (Judicial) Department, dated 2
March 192 - Law (General), Letter No.504, 3 June 1921.




this context it categorically asserted that the use of power
driven machinery in the jalls of the Presidency had not been
injurious to private enterprise as the output had been

limited and largely conaumed by government departments-2%

Ancther Committee that alsoc examined the various

aspects of manufacturing in ails was the Madras

ey

Retrenchment Committee in 1921. The latter then made
Suggestions with a view to make jails more efficlent and
self supporting. Among their recommendations were the

following:

"f1) that up-to-date machinery should be installed
wherever necessary and adequate provision made, where local
conditione were suitable, for the introduectlon of auch
prelimlnary proceasgess as spinning, the capital required for
suéh expanslon being found by loans; and that the Inapector
General of Prisons should have an expert to assigt him in
supervising the jaill industries and advise him onh guestions

conhnected with tﬁem;

(ii} that the syetem now adopted for the purchase of
raw materials should be examined with a view to decide
whether the establishment of an agency for purchase would be

more economical and efficient;

(iii) that in order to Secure a steady market for the

products of jail labour it should be made obligatory on all

25.1Ibid
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conguming departments of government to purchase articles of
jail manufacture subject to ‘safeguards as to quality and

price; and

(iv) that the system of accounts maintained ahould be
recast the possibility of introducing a commercial gyatem of

accounts being kept in view'- 26

The Government of Madras considered that thesge
proposals sheuld be subjected to a caraful examination by a
Committee which should work out, in consultation with the
expert technical officers of the Government, detailed
schemes for improving the efficiency of Athe industries in
jails and also adviese ot the other questlens ralsed.
Accordingly a Committee was congtituted in 1924 27 The
fiembers of  the commlttee visited most of the jaiis and
discussed the improvements needed in partlicular industrles
with technical expert officers and their detailed
recommendations were acéompanied in every case by careful
estimates of the expenditure involved. To eum up, their

recommendations included,

(a) the installation of a powar cotton apinning plant
at Ccimbatore, a wool spinning plant at Bellary on an
experimental geale at first, while at Salem they
contemplated some simple ﬁachinery actuated by man power in

i § 3 * v L 3
connection with the steel and aluminium manufactures, some

26. See Order No.2157, in Law {General) ¢.0. No.2157, dated
4 July 1925,

27. Law {General) G.O. No.1934, dated 20 June 1624 .

19



comparatively inexpengive - boot making plant, and at
Cannanore they recommended the organisation of coir yarn and
mat indugtries with improved plant and under skilled
supervison. They also recommended a thorough overhaul and

reorganigsation of the more widespread carpentry industry;
g

{b) they adviaed that the services of the technical
officers of the departmént of Industries should be made
available to the jail department in preference to the
suggestion that the department ahould have an expert

adviser;

(¢) they were against the introduction of commercial
accounts tﬁough they considered that large acale industries
involving the use of power should have an adequate costing
system suited to the industry; they strofigly recommended
that the purchase of such jail articlea ag cbuld be made
economically and efficiently should be made obligatory on
departments of government subject to certain safeguards

detailed by them.2z®

The Madras Government accepted almost all the
recommendations of the Committee after very few

wodifications.

In 1932, in the Madras Government a review of the
question whether government policy towards jail manufacture

needed revision was again undertaken. The overwhelming

28. Law (General) G.0.No.2157, dated 4 July 1925,
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opinion was{that the observations and recommen@ations of the
Jail IndustriesVCommittée of 1924 were still valid. "It will
be observed”, tﬁe govefnment spokesperson stated, ”that it
is-only .after a careful examination of the recommendatlions
of the various committees, the jail industries havé been
organised in the Presidency. Even now according to the
recommendations of the Jail Industries Committee only such
of the articles as can be made economically and efficiently
are now required to be purchased compulgorily by the

departments of Government 29 (emphasis added)

Brushing aside suggestiona to effect a change in
policy, the government submitted that “the installation of
power - driven machinery and the employment of trained
ingtructors in the several jails have placed these concerns
mere or less on a permanent basis. They have cost the
government enormously and any direction to recede from the
steps already taken regarding these industries will result

~
in serious lose to government. The jails department have, on
the advice of committees, undertaken only such manufactures
as can be advantageously carried out by the department. In
the circumstaﬁces stated above there does not seem to be any
real ‘necessity for a <c¢hange in the policy of government
adopted Iin the matter of jall industries. Jails cénnot
obviously compete succegsfully with private enterprise but
is endeavéuring to meet‘ the reasonable requirementé of the

consuming departments of government in respect of their

29. Law (General} G.0. No.732, dated 24 February 1932.
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orders. At the same time the Inspector General of Prisons
should see that the Jjail indﬁstries are run  on soundvand
efficient lines so that the consuming departments may not
have any cause for complaint in regard to the quality'of the

articles supplied to them“~3°b

[

IT1

Manufacfuring in jails under the aegis,éf the state had
its eritiecs ' who kept up a constant corregpondence with the
provindial and central governmentas condemning gtate
sponsored manufacturing in general and the introduction of
steam machinery ' in particular as  being unfalir and
detrinental te private enterprise. The Coimbatore central
jail, wherea weaving and making of cotton goods was carried
on a ‘fairly largeé gcale, became the prime target of attack
from the Chambers of Commerce in genefal and M/s Binny and
Co in particular. In the beginning, for almost t&enty vears,
"that ig, - upto 1905, Binny and Co addressed thelir complaints
directly to the Government of India requesting the latter to
bring pressure on the Provincial Government to close down
~and/or at least minimize maﬁufacturing;activities in jails.
It was only in 1905 that the Government of India in one of
its replies to Binny and Co (through the Madras Government)
informed the Company that "in future any representations

which they wish to make must be zubmitted through the
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Government of Madras”-2! The arguments and counter arguments
in the «case and the unresolvable nature of the debate,
inadvertently, algo reveal the differing perceptions of the
mercantlle community and the officials in the provincial

government over the role of the state.

Mention has already been made of the inatallation of
nev machinery and expansion of weaving facllities Iin the
Colmbatore jail towards tha clogsing yeara of the 19tk
century. Complaining against this, Biany's quoted an extract
from the proceedings of the Government of India, Home
Department resolution of 1886 to ahow how the actlon of the
jJail authorities was a direct violation of the expregaed

viewz of th= Governor-General in Council.

"With regard to intramural employments the Governor-
General in Council admits that, in Provinces having a
completély organized system of Central jails, there must be
in such jails well resulated industrial employments on a
large scale; but His Excellency in Council considers that
Jails should not be converted into steam factories. The use
of steam machinery in jails will not, however in future be
abgsolutely prohibited, although care should be taken that
limits are set to its employment in individual cases, where
it 1s found to be incompatible with the penal chatracter of

convict labour, or where there is strong reason to believe

21. Letter from Under Secretary, Government of India, to the
Chief Secretary, Government of Madras dated 6 June 1905.
- Judicial, G.0. No. 1080-81, dated 8 July 1905.
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that iﬁ enables the jalls to égmpéte 1njuriously with
private capitalists in the neighbourhood. If any jail
industry is proved seriously to injure any local trade, it
should be discontinued In favour of some other kind of

employment”- 232

The ase 6f power looms im the Coimbatore jalil,
thersefore, according  to Binny's enabled the jail to compete
injuriously with private capitalists in the mneighbourhood
and was, hence, a direct discouragement to the development
of private enterprise.

Cardew, Inapactor General of Prisons, Iin his letter to
the Chief Secretary to the Government of Madras, ztated that
the fiew machines lnstalled in the Coimbatore }ail were to
teplace the 25 year old machinery of the jail:"renewals are
obviously essentlal and auch renewals are evidently
authorised by the para of the Home Department Resolution
quoted in M/s Binny and Co.s lettepr”-22 Cardew alaso polnted
out that the Government of India had laid stress on the
importance of developing jall manufactures particularly with
a view to supplying the requirements of government
departments. "But until the Governmeﬁt of India's views on
the subject of manufactures undergo a change, it 1is

impossible to allow jail manufactures to retrogress and if

32. See letter from Binny and Co. to the Chlef Secretary,
Government of Madraa, dated 6 December 1898.

- Judiecial G.O. No.1342, dated 22 August 1899.

33. Letter from Inspector-General of Prisons dated 3 January
1899 to the Chief Secretary, Madras - Judieial G.0. No.187,
dated 1 February 1899.
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retrogression is tg be avoided, machinery must from time to
time be renewed and replaced with renewed and more efflcient
types. The action téken at the Coimbatore centrél jail has
not gone beyond thla‘ and is not reagonably open to the

random remarks contained in M/s Binny and Co.'s

communication.”24

The Government of India in its orders onn the above
complaint agrsed with the Government of Madras that M/s
Binny and Co.'s petition disclosed no reasonable ground of
complaint. The Government of India’s letter atressed the
fact  that while paragraph & of the Home Department
Resolutlon.of 1886 dealt with the general queatlon of
gipplis=za toe  the public and forkld Jall manufactures belng
carried on in such ; manner a8 to compete injuriously with
private enterprige in the sanme neighbourhced, paragraph 7
requested local governments and administrators to adopt
their Intramural Iindusiries te the needs of the publie
consuming departments. These departments were required to
take articles of jail manufacture in preference'to any other

provided such articles were supplied by the jails of the

25

same guality and at the zame price as they could be obtained

In the oﬁen market. Hence the Government of India letter
emphasized that the "general orders In paragraph 6 of the

Resolution of May 1886 are subject to the regulationa

34.Ibid



regarding supplies to public departments pregcribed in

paragraph 77-33

In 1800, Binny's forwarded, as an illustration of the
extent of jail competition with private enterprige in the

Madras Presidency ath extract from the Madras Mail containing

26

an advertisement of the Vellore Central Jail offering to the

supply a number of miscellaneous articlex to the public-34
The Inspector General of Prisons tried to justify
multifarious activities in the Vellore jail on the ground
that it was not possible to utilize alL available labour
supply on the one principal industry which, in the Vellore
Central jail was tent making. Conseguently, certain minor
industrles that offered facilities for providing pilsoners
with a ready means of obtaining an honest livelihood on
release from jall were chosmen- 27 However orders were
issued to the Vellore Central jail to reduce the
multifarious industries carried on there. This jail was also
asked to desist from advertlsing for aale in the local

papers articles of jail manufacture. 28

In 1905 Binny’s again addressed a memorandum to the

Department of Industries and Commerece entitled *Jail wvs

35.Letter from Inspector General of Prizons to the Chief
Secretary to Government, Madras, dated 21.4.1900.

- Judicial G.0.N¢.187, dated 1 February 1899.

36. Ibid

37. Letter from Inapector General of Prisons to the Chief
Secretary to Government, Madras, dated 21.4.1900.

-Judicial G.0. No.757, dated 30 May 19%00.

38. Orders of the Government, Judiecial G.O. No.757, dated 30
May 1%200.



Cotton ﬁills' in which they lamented: "we have at various
times during the last twenty vyears addressed the Local
Government on the gubject of jail competition with private
enterprigse but without zatisfactory results either in the
decrease of such competition or of any hope that the
competition would ceage at some future time"-2° Their
principal target was the cotton mill at the central jail at
Coimbatore which had added considerably to ita capacity and
had taken over not only the supply of drills to the Police
and Madras Army clothing departments but also material to
the Supply and Transport departments. Besides, the jail had
extended 1its efforts to cover Burmah also, the lattér being

supplied with sheets made at the Colmbatore jail.

Binny's accordingly requested the Government of India

to ensure that:-

(a) sale 1in the open market of cloths manufactured in
jails was prohibited when such goods competed with exiasting

private manufactures;

(b) an enquiry was made by Government before ordering
power machinery to supply cloth to Government departments to
ascertain whether private enterprise had expended capital in
importing special machinery to meet particular government

reguirements;

39. Letter from Binny and Co., to the Department of Industry
& Commerce, Government of India dated 13 February 1905.
- Judicial G.0. No.460, dated 23 March 1905,

27



() the use of power machinery by Jjalla was limited;

(d) private manufactures were given a fair and equal

chance of competing with jails for government contracts and
!

that when - the tenders of jalls were found unsgatisfactory,

the latter was not given a special favoured chance of

reconsgldering their tendered rates 2°

The Inspector General of Prisonsg, Madras, and the Chief
Se¢retary, Madras Government, in their reply to the
Government of India differed fundamentally from the views
expresaged by Binny'as and fefused to accede to the latter's
demand. Commenting seriatim on ths points ralsed by Bilnny’'s

their contention was that:-

{a) requesting Government of India to prohibit the sale

in the open market of ¢loths manufactured in jailes when such

goods  competed with exiating private manufactures was
tantamount to - asking that all weaving in Jjails be
diacontinued in aa much ad  all eloth even that used for

convict clothing c¢ould be obtalned in the open market and
therefore, i1f made in the jails must in a sense compete with
private entetprise. WUhile it was laid down that the
intramural industries of the jails should be adapted as much
as pgssible to the requiréments of the public consuming
departments, It wasg polntea out that it waa not pogaible

always for a jall to obtain contracts from public

40. (1) Judicial G.0. No. 831, dated 20 May 1905.
(ii) Judicial G.0. No.1080-81, dated 8 July 1905.
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departments that would exactly keep all the looms occupied
throughout the year. Uhén government orders were not
sufficient certain articles were manufactured for private
gsale. In the Coimbatofe jéil the articles thus manufactured
were only such as  had been made on handloom for the past
thirty or foriy vearsa. Better machinery had merely enabled

the jail to improve on these materiales;

{(b) expecting the government to make an "engquiry' as to
whether private enterprige had expended capital on importing
special machinery to meet particular government requirements
wvag considered unreasonable by the provincial government
authorities. The latter referred the company to Government
of India order of 1%00 in which it was explained that the
intention of the order was to enable the government "to
avall itself of labour, for the maintenance of which it has
to pavy, in producing articles it has to purchase”. It was
alsc considered important that government was not fto be
solely dependent on private enterprise for its public wvants
egpecially when it had an institution to meet these wantsa;

.

(é) thé introduction of power machinery had become
necess&rj to meet the essential condition under which the
public consuming departments were required to take articleg
of jail manfuacture in preference to other, nameiy, that
such articles as were supplied to by the jails were of the

same quality as could be obtained in the open market;
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(d) as regards the request that privaté manufactures be
given a fair and equal chance of competing with jalis for
govefnment contracts, it was pointed out tha: Binny's had
misapprehended the conditions of the “favoured chance”
referred to. The cortect procedure that government
departments were reguired to adopt was that before calling
for tenders iﬁ the open market, the prevailing prices of
such articles as  the jails could supply was to Dbe
ascervtained (by private 10&&1 enquitres) and the probable
regquirements with samples (if nécessary) communicated to the
Inspector General of Prisons with & view to it béing
considered whether the jaila could undertake the supplles.at
those rates and acecording to the sampieﬁ gperified. [t was
only after the jails had declared thelr inability to do so
that tenders were to be called for in the open market in

which the jails were refrained from vompeting-**

In 1910 Binny’'s tried to pressurize Provincial
Governments through the Chambers of Commerce in Indla. In a
letter addressed to the Chamber of Coumerce, Madrag-42
detailing what it termed "serious injury” being done to thé
private woollen mille of India, particulacly thée Bangalore
Woollen, Cot£on and S5ilk Mills, by the Bhagalpur Jail and to
the Buckingham :and Carnatic Mills ﬂy the Coimbatore Jail,

Binny’s ‘urged the Chamber of Commerce in India to unite in

41 . Ibid :

42.Letter from Binny and Co. (Ltd) Madras, to the
Chairman,Chamber of Commerce, Madras, dated 7 Mareh 1910

- Judicial G.0.No.1097, 21 July 1910. )
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pregsing on the Government of India and ifi necesgsary, on the

ecretary of State for India, the acceptance of the

n

principle laid down by the Sydney Congressa of Chambergs of
Commerce that "in no case ahould power machinery be employed
in jails for the production of articles of trade®™®*%.

Binny began their tirade agalnat thes Provineial
Government by stating that the “competition with private
enterprise is ithen; by Government machinery and not merely
by Governmenlt's criminals”-44 The various issues raisged by

Binny's were as follows:4S

"(a) Government seems never to have understood that if
a Government dapartment takes the finished products of a
jail, it‘ does not supply the raw materiél... The Bhagalpur
jail buys its wool .in the open market in competition with
the private manufacturers; correapondents of ours gravely
complain of the impossibility of purchasing wool in the

districts In which the jail is cperating of the high pricea

43.The regolution on jail manufactures as finally adopted by
the Sydney Congress is worth reproducing.

"Whereas private enterptrise has the right to bhe protected
against the competition of articles of trade manufactured by
convict labour at an artificially Jlowered cost of

production; and whereas there are indications of a tendency
in certain parts o6f the Empire to develop the commercial
‘element of jail - labour to the injury of private
manufacturers, this Congress approves the principle that the
products of jail 1labour should be "used in Government
services only but in no case should power machinery be
employed in jails for the production of articles of trade®

- Appendix A to letter from Binny and Co., Madras to the
Chamber of Commerce, Madras dated 7 March 1910.

Ibid.

44 Ibid

45. What follews has been taken from Binny’s letter to the
Chamber of Commerce, Ibid.



paid and of the consequent demoralization for a considerable
time of the market. In any manufacturing industry the price
paid for tﬁe raw material is plainly of as much imporcance
as the gales value of the finiashed goods and the action of a
government department V whiéh affects the one is as
prejudicial as if it.affgated the other. '

{b) The Coimbatore 14il nor Oniy makes no secreb of irs
desire to sell to the public, but pushes the busineas by
commercial method. .. The jail sometime ago installed
expensive check Jlooms, government deﬁartments de not use
checks, and there could bs no clearer proof of a delliberate
intention to. cater for the public market thén the purchase
of special looms teo manufacture such cloths. Ue have brought
this fact 1o the notice of government without the slighteat

effect.

{¢) The effect of the jail action has been that the
woollen machinery at Bangalore is now only fully employed in
exceptlonal years. In Years of moderate demand much of it ig

stopped. During the iast agix mﬁﬁths of 1909, only half the

32

machinery of the mill was at work. The Army elothing'

contracis alone would haVE,materially altered thisg condition

of things.

(d) The Government of India requires "extensjons of
magnitude”in jail machinery to be submitted to {t for

sanction. Both Bhagalpur and Coimbatore appear to have made



such extensions but there does not seew bto have been any

such sanction obtained.

(e) ...We do most strongly object to a gystem which
permits the money of the atate to be continually expended in
larger means of competition with the private manufacturer.
Unless checked, this expenditure will g6 on and will become
iore and more a sericus economic factor. The example of
Bengal and Madras has already led the Punjab to contemplate
steam machinery in _the jails of the Province, and we may

look for the same action in other parts of India. There is

[}

no security thatl such new jail factories will be limjted to
the indusgtries already undertaken and anre sratablished they

will grow by the natural process of ‘“replacements’.

(f) India is, we believe, the only country in the world
which emuloys JSteam machinery in jails, or which justifiea
such employment for the supply of government raquiremanta. A
govearnment controlléd by public opinion would scarcely use
such a pretext, and the fate of a British ﬁinlstry which
turned on such grounds Farkhurst .into a cotton mill or
Dartmoor into a woollen factory would be sudden and

memorable.

{(g) Treated as a commercial undertaking the jail

[

results are contemptible, whilst the sygtem is a fajilure
both as regards penal discipline and the reform of the

criminal”.
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The Chamber of Commerce, Madras, forwarded the letier
by Binny containing the above allegationz to the Government

India (through the Madras Government) and strongly urged

ey

o

ont the Government of India the necessity of Iimposing severe

(3

limitations on the employment of power machinery in jail
until such  tine. as }ts use could be altogether sSuppressed.
"There " is a tendency te lay too wmuch stress on the
commercial aspect of conviet labour, in forgetfulness of the

principle that jail labour ought to be before all things

panal”, the Chamher added-*#

The responae ffdm varlous offlceial quarters to the
above offensive launched by Binny through the Chamber of
Commerce was equaliy scathing.

(1) The emphasis on the retention of the penal element in
pfigon labour came in for a lot of flak, particularly from
officials directly involved with jail édministration.
Gadaden, Acting Inspector General of Prisons, remarked:
...the commercial community In general appears to hold the
opinion that, as aoon gs'ap individual is placed in jail,
his labour should be lost to the country and he is no longer
entitled to earn his 1living. There is a large prison
population for which some auitable labour must be found,
ancd I  consider that the oﬁdinafy tax payer may reagonably
exXxpect that the prison population should be Lo some extent

self supporting, and this cannoi be done without some

d6 . Letter from the Chalﬂman,Chamhéﬂ of Commerce, Madra=z, to
the Chief Secretary to Goverament, 20 Aperil 1910.
- Judicial G.0. No.10%7, 21 July 1910.
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interference with private enterprise... A well organised
industry where tasks can be carefully watched and exacted is
perhaps the best method of maintaining the penal element,
for though the work In such an industry would not be
considered laborious esgpecially where machinery ig employed,

the constant attention of the prisoner

it necs
throughout the working hcursr and aiso posgessges an
educational element which has not, I venture to say received
the attention it deserves®-47

Col.Macnamara, Inspector-General of Prisons, Hadras in
a memorandum wrote:"such {nterest as the commercial interest
takes in the subject is of a personal, if not of a more or
less selfish character, and they are, to all interests and
purposes neither actuated by a desire to benefit humanity at
large, nor to take 1nfo conasideration how matters stand from

”

the point of view of criminal administration or reform . ..
They never think of how prisoners are to be employed if all

the filelds they wish to reserve tn themselves, were closed

against jail gooda; they never think of how the general tax-—

payer may he affected =0 long as grist can be brought to
theisr own mills, and most important of all, they never
consider fhe question of the reform of the eriminal, which
i8 One, if not fhe principal point that should dominate the

whole controversy. We must therefore choose between industiry

and interference on the one hand, and idlenegss and non-

47 . Letter from E.H. Gadsden, Acting Inspector General of
Prisons, to the Chief - Secratary to Government, dated 23
September 1906.

- Judicial G.0. No.1814, 25 October 1%07.
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interference on the other. The former means the reform of
the prisoner agd putting him in the way of earning his
living, to tihe benefit of the public at large, while the
latter means making him a worse member of s#ociety than when
he entered the jail, and increased cost to the state, for
the advantage of a few"- %3

The Indian Jails Committee categorically put down in
its Report that the main c¢bject of prison labour was
reformation of the oprisoner. Consequently all forma of
labour that were purposgeless and sterile were Lo be
aschewed.*?

(b) Some of the accusations levelled by Binny's were
not just debatable but factually incorrect.

Binny's had charged the Coimbatore Jall of inatalling
expensive check looms when nn Government department used
gucsh cloth. Gadaeden exposzsed the falgity of this argument by
pointing out, firstly, that there was one department of
Government which did use <heck cloth, namely the Ordnance
Department. For sgeveral years the Coimbatore Jail had been
given the contract for check dusters for this department for
which the four check lcoms had been obtained. Further, it
was empaasized, that the outturn of miascellanecus cluoth

obtained from the looms during the time they weie not

48. Memorandum on Prison Labour and the digposal of Jail
made goods written by Lt.Col. R.J.Macnamara, Inspector-
General of Prisons - Judicial G.C. No.106i, 3 August 1908.
Also reproduced in the Report of the Indian Jails Commitiee
1919-260,Volume 2, Minutes of Evidence, p.425-434.

49 Report of the Indian Jails Committee 1919~-20, Volume I,
op.cit., p.118.




employed on work for government departments was so trifling
that it could not be regarded as injuriously affecting Binny
or any other private {firm-*° Ag regards Binny’'s accusation
that "extensions of maghitude’ thad been made in @ jail
indugtrial machinery without Goverument sanction, Gadsden
wag furiocus that “a firm of Messars.Binny and Co.'s standing
should wmake statements without verifying the facts.

wdditiona (te the (Coimbatore Jall) were made from tims to

It

Mt

time but in every case with the sanction of Government®- >3
Another statement made by Binny, the veracity of which
was contested by the Indian Jails Committee, was that Indla
was the only country in the world that employed steam
machinery in jails or that justified szuch emplgyment for the
use of government requirfements. The Committ;e in ite Report
pointed out that both in the U_K. and the U.S.4.,power-
driven machinery of the amoat up-to-date character wets
freely employed in prisons often reallsing large profits énd
that, therefore, +these jails had gone for beyond and ahead
of what had been done in India-%2
Anotlher accusation levelled, the wcontent of which was

countad by Gadsaden In the case of thes Madras Presidency,

o

3

{ote

was that, jail manufacturing activitiss had led to increase

in raw material prices as well as a shortage.Gadsden

countered this by pointing out that, en the contrary, in

50. Letter {frém Gadsden, Supdt, Central Jail ¢
the Inspector General of Prisons. dated 6 May 1%
- Judieial G.G. No.1097, 21 July 1910.

51. Ibid

52. Report of the Indian Jails Committee 1919-20,Volume I,
op.cit., p.125,

imbatore to
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taking up large government conitracts, the government  had

benefited another company, namely, the Coimbatore Spinning
and Weaving Mills whe had no looms but confined their
operations to spinning.The Jall obtalned nearly all its yarn
from this local mill and had a montlhly account with the mill
caveraging nearly Rs.8000~10000: benefiting therefore a
private fifm to a very congiderable exbent without causing
any inconvenience or loss to anyone I the purchase of raw
material 2=

{2) On the question of the uwse of power-drivén machinery in
jails and the conseguent. alleged competition of state with
private enterprise, the Indian Jails Committes addressed all
the local governments asking them to invite The apeci&i
attention of the several Chambers of Commerce to the inguiry
go that the latier might have a full opporiunity of laying
their views bkefore the Committea. Fach and everyone of the
Chambers mf’ Commerce throughout the country who aeﬁt in
their replles ito the ITJ0 were categorical that ﬁawer driven
machinery ought not to be Introduced in jJails as such
introduction would lead to increased production which iIn its

train would bring competiftion with industrial concernsg for

disposal of the extra production-*% Further most of them

53, (1) Letter from Gadaden 1o the Chief Secretary to

Governmeant, dated 23 Zeptember 19046 - Judielal G.0. No.l1l814,
25 October 1507. ‘ .
(ily Letter from Gadsden to the Inspector-General of

Prisons, dated 6 May 1910 - Judicial G.0. No.1097, 21 July
1910,

54. Report of the Indlan Jails Committbee 191%-20, op.cit.,
Volume I, Appendix V - Correspondencs with Chambers of
Commerce, p.415-423.




also stressed ,the fact vthét gince attendence upon power
driven machines did mot involve arduous and toilsome work
nor reguired such close attention as hand labour,”houses of
vorrection should not introduce devices which would tend to
minimize the rigours of labour”-%3

However only one Chamber of Commetrce in India, namely,
the Indian Merc¢hants' Chamber and Bureau, Bombay, thought it
necesgsary to depute a representative to appear belore the
I1JC. The =avidence given by this person, as the IJC put it,
"speaks for itself”. He admitted that the competition of the
existing jail power driven cotteon and jute factorids was so
trifling as to be negligible, but nevertheless adhered to
the objection to steam driven machinery "oun principle”. When
asked whether +the handloom in jail would not compete with
the handlovom weaver outside he could not deny that such
competition would aride and would be infinitely more harmiul
to the handloom weaver than the existing power driven
machinery was to the great organised industries. Finally,
when invited to make conatructive suggestions as to the
proper employment of jail labour, allithat he could supgest
was stone breaking and road making or agriculture, the last

two of them essentially extramural forme of labour and thus

impossible of adoption for the general body of prigsoners-22

55 . 1bid, specially leétter from the Manager, Central India
Spinning, Weaving and Manufacturing Company Lid., Nagput to
the Under Secretary t6 the Chief Commissioner, Central
Provineces, Nagpur, dated 10 February 1920, p.417.

56. Report of the Indian Jails Commiitee, 1919-26, Volume I,
Op.cit., p.124-125. . ‘
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The IJC recognised that the task of finding employment
for prisoners must be so conducted as to do the least
possible injury to weak and unorganised kradea and nascent
industries. The IJC’s conclusion was that the least 1lnjury
to private enterprise would be caused by directing jail
labour into those channels in which large organised and
powerful industries were already »in existence, such were,
for instance, the great Jute and cotton industries.
Justifying this suggestion they pointed out  that in the
Presidency Jall of Calcutta ﬁ&re e;i&ted a power driven
factory for tﬁe manufacture of jute goods with 50 looms. The
data then available te the IJC showed that in 1916-17 there
were Iin India no 1less than 74 jute mills with 39697 looms
and 824315 apindilea. "No one would, we think, be likely to
atfirm that the 50 looms in the Calcutta Presidency Jail or
even ten times that number, could have’aﬂy serious effect on
the greait, highly-developed and enormously prosperous jute
industey of India”"-37 Similarly, in the Coimbatore Jail,
which had a power drlven factory feor the manufacture of
cotton cloth, the number of looms in the factory was 110,
whlle the numbers of looms employed in the 236 cotton mills
of India in 1%16-17 was 102,781 with 6253610 apindles. In
such a situation, the IJC concluded, the effect of jail
competition must always be infiniteaimally small-=®
d) A lot of duat was raised by private capitalists to

argue that “if the Government of India -would have the

57. Ibid, p.124.
58. Ibid -

40



accounts of thege

subjected to a proper .

that there would very

aile.”=%
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The Jail

manufacturing
commercial audit,

soon be an end of

Industries Committee
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concerns  (in

we are convinced

ateam machinery in

get up by the Hadras

Government went into the question of the ayaitem of accounts

maintained by the jalil

conciusion
system of

commercial

A goveprnment condern

ls
they were

accounts

was

in the fPresldency and came to the

not in favour of introducing a

in jailsa. Their contention

introducing commerclal accounts into

to provide data for

L

presumably

ascertaining whether a given manufactdte was being conducted

at a profit or not. Uhile in free Industrial enterprises
labour contributed a  very large proportiion of the
manufactering cost, in jails, on fhe other hand, the
labourer had to be fed wvherther he vas producing or not.*?
"It comes to this, that a jail is not a commercial
propogition and  cannot be regarded or treated as . one.
Government wish +to be satisfied that there is no avoidable
waste In  the maintenance of which are in effect a
disagreeable necessity in all communities, and
that such industries as are possible are efficlently
organized. The convicts employved on remunerative

must be

work if pogalble; if not, they cannot be turned awvay and set
5% . Letter from Binny & Co. to the Chalrman,Chamber of
Commerce, Madras, dated 7 March 1910, = Judicial G.0O.
No.13097, dated, 21 July 1910.

60. Recommendations of the Jall Indusiries Commitiee ~ Law
(General) G.0. No.2157, 4 July 1925.



free. All that seems to us to be required ig a costing
systenm for jall manufacturing to ensure that a jail does not
g0 on making articies for sale at & cost excéeding the price
that van be recovered. That price is determined by the
price that similar articles fetch in the open market”- ="
v

Concerted efforts at pressurizing the Goverument Lo

reviae ita policy and lay down that "the state shall not in

any way compete with private enterprige” wetre reperatedly
made by the private capitalists. But the Frovincial
Governments in general and the HMadvras Government in

particular held firwmly to the view that manufacturing in

fame

ails would stay. The Government did uot consider jail

ndu

o

[

stries catering to Government departments (whiech had
previcusly been supplied by the private sector) as being in
any way 'injurious' to private enterprise; on the contrary
they felt that the suggestion by the Associated CThawmbers of
Commer~e that prisoners should be empioyed in cottage
industries*® as being really injurious to the interests of
the badly organised artisan class.

On the whole, jail adminigtrators were required o

e

operationalise a difficult combination of objectives,
namely, choosing industries in s8such a way that both

reformation and remunerative labour went hand In hand

together with ensuring that jails were run efficiently
61.1Ibid

2. Letter from the Associated Chambers ofCommerce to the
Government of India - Law (Genetal) G.0. No.693, dated 22

February 1932.



without loss to government. Under the  c¢ircumstances the
jails were keen on exitending and improving their operations

through the appointment of qualified and trained instructors

including a technical adviser for raising the standard of
business afficiancy of jail officers, improving Jail

industries, disposing off jail products and procuring raw

materials. In fact the authoritiss were even keen on
introducing an Tearning scheme® for prisoners - a sgmall

remuneration for work turned out in excess of the presaribed
task already in force.*%

The Sixth All-India Conference of Inspectors uGenerai
of Prisons even passed the following resolution.

"In view of the nmnecessity of providing good forms of
induatry for our jail prisoners and also of reducing the
cost to" the tax payer =i the up-keep of jails, it is
easential that good markeits ashould be provided for jail

industries, and the members of the Conferencs gee no

objeation to cof Jail-mad ~fs to the outside

public as well  as to  government and sgsemi-government
departmenta™.

A mors aharp and clear divergence  of views between
Government and private enterprise -«could not be asked for
regarding what constituted the legitimate sphere of state

activity. The controversy over the alleged - competition of

Lo

iall manufactures with private enterprise (even when

63. Letter from the Inspector-General of Priseons, to the
Secretary Government of Madras, Home Department - Home
Department G.0. No.588, dated 11 February 1942.

64 . 1Ibid



demonstrated through figuress that conviet popula%ion engaged
on manufactures was limited and incapable of expansion or
contraction at the will of the employer +to s8uit- the
‘exlgencies of the market) starkly exposed the fact that the
private manutacturers were not content with the lion’s share
of the market but needed to have a monopoly.

Equally, the determination and grit of the jail
administratoras of the Presidegay showed in thelr resolve Lo
pursue with manufacturing in jaiis.  In the vepliies
ad&resaed té tﬁe Chamber of Commarce, their argumentsa
centred mainly around the need, not only, "t  keep the
prigoners empioyed and try to effect some reform of
character but also to diminish the expenditure of ihe
department® . &3 Consequently, the Inspector-General of
Prisonas, in his reply to the Secretary to the Madras
Government, categorically stated:

" I submit that no sort of assurance need be given to
the Chamber of Commerce in regard to the further development
or retrogression of jail fndustries. £ I may be permitted,
i would like, in conclusion to suggest that the outlook of
the deputation is wanting in feeling‘and entively lacking in

public spicitmés

I

 u65.’See letter dated 7 September 1932 from the Inspector-
- General of Prigsons to the Secretary to Lthe Government of
Madras,

.= Law (General) G.0. No.3827, 21 October 1932.
"66. Ibid. :
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Table 1

showing the articles manufactured in Madras jails and
suUpr

Statement in
lied to Government departments

1. Military Department 5. Medical Depariment

Corah matting
Tents

Tape

Kope

Coir

Dhurries
Money Bags

Fublie Works Department

Sail Cloih

Bamboo chicks

Cloth

Belts

Ropes

Coir

Furniture 6.
Bricks and tiles

Corah matting

3. Stationery Department

Aloe and coir reopes and mats 7.
Boots

Tape tags

Giugelly oil

Sealing wax

Wax clioth 8.
Ink boxes

Cumbliies

Jute ropesa

Tape

Twisted thread

-

4.Police Department

Cumblies
Ropes

Tent carpets
Drill

Gingelly oil
Sheets
Towels

Cloth

Quilts
Falliases
Corah mat
Tape

Carpets

Coir mats
Furniture
Binding work
Bandage c¢loth
Belts

Registration Department

Furniture
Belts

Record planks
Binding work

Forest D=zpartment

Judicial

Cumblies
Tents
Belts

Department

Belts

Dufter cloth
Sheete
Towels

Cloth
N.5.Cloth
Furniture
Binding work

9. Revenue Department

Dufter cloth
Binding work
N.5.Cloth
Belts

Rattan baskets
Furniture



10. Treasuz! oftlcer
Money bags
N.&.Cloth
Bindlng,gprk .
Canvas tape. bags

11. Salt Department
Tents
Yellow c¢loth
Belt

13.

14.

Agricultural Bepartment
Check dusters

Educational Department
Binding work

Miscellaneous Departments
Printing
Book binding
Tailoring
Laundry work




