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ACT:

I ndustrial Dispute--"Wrking journalist"--Construction-Tests
prescribed--Part tinme enpl oyee satisfies the test prescribed
if, can be excluded fromthe purview of ‘the section--
"Avocation," Meaning  of--Wrking Journalists I ndustria

Di sputes Act, 1955 (1 of 1955), s. 2 (b).

HEADNOTE

The reapondent’s services as a correspondent at Guntur
under the appellant were term nated. The Andhra Union of
Worki ng Journalists, Elluru, took up the respondent’s
cause and al |l eged that his services had been term'nated by
the appell ant wi thout any justification and that as a
working journalist, he was entitled to reinstatenent and
conpensation. the dispute was referred to the Labour Court,
GQunrut, by the Governnment of Andhra Pradesh.The appellant
rai sed prelimnary objections before the Labour Court, which
were all rejected. On the nerits, the appellant contended
that the avocation of a noffusil correspondent was not the
respondent’s principal avocation, and so,  he could not
claim the benefit of the status of a working journali st
under s. 2 (b) of the Act. The Labour Court - decided the
matter against the respondent solely on the ground that as a
part time worker he could not be regarded as a  working
journalist, and it made no finding on the question as to
whet her his principal avocation at the time when his
services were termnated could be said to satisfy the teat
prescribed by the definition under s. 2 (b) of the Act. The
award was chal |l enged by the respondent by a wit petition
before the Hi gh Court of Andhra Pradesh. The H gh Court
hel d that the respondent was a working journalist under s. 2
(b) of the Act and so it set aside the award. On appeal by
certificate the appellant’s principal contention in this
Court was that the H gh Court was in error in holding that
the respondent was a working journalist under s. 2 (b) of
the Act.

Hel d that whenever an enployee working in a newspaper
est abl i shrment cl ai s the status of a wor ki ng
journalist,
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he has to establish first that he is a journalist, and then

that journalismis his principal avocation and he has

been enpl oyed as such journalist. |In proving the fact that

he is a journalist, the enployees specified in the latter
clause of s. 2 (b) of the Act need not prove anything nore
than this that they fail under one or the other category
specified in the said clause. But that only proves their
status as journalist; they have still further to show that
their principal avocation is that of a journalist and that
t hey have been enployed as such by t he newspaper
establ i shment in question

The object of the artificial extention nmade by the
including clause is not to dispense with the two nmain
conditions prescribed by the definition before a journalist
can be regarded as a working journalist.

Having regard to the context of s. 2 (b) it would be

i nappropriiate to adopt the dictionary or the etynologica
neaning of the word "avocation" in construing s 2 (b)of
the Act.
Hel d further that normally enpl oynent contenplated by 2 (b)
would be full time enploynment but part-tine enployment is
not excluded froms. 2 (b) “either. On a fair construction
of s. 2 (b), it wouldbe inpossible to hold that a part
time enpl oyee who satisfies the test prescribed by s. 2 (b)
can be excluded from its purview nerely because his
enpl oyment is part tine.

In the present case, the onus to prove the issue as to
whether the work of \a correspondent was hi's principa
avocation at the relevant time in the l[ight of the
rel evant facts. as well as, the issue as to whether he was
in the exclusive enploynent of the appellant-lies  on t he
respondent and it is only if he establishes the fact that
he is a working journalist, the question as to determ ning
the relief to which he is entitled may ari se.

JUDGVENT:

ClVIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON: Civil Appeal No. 202 of
1562.

Appeal fromthe judgnment and order dated March 10, 1961
of the Andhra Pradesh High Court in Wit Petition No. 677 of
1958.

A. V. Viswanatha Sastri, Jayaramand R. Gnpathi |yer,
for the appell ant. '
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V.K.  Krishna Menon, M K Ramamurthi, RK ~Garg, S. C
Agarwal and D.P. Singh, for the respondent No. 1.

K. R Chaudhuri and P.D. Menon, for respondent No. 2

1963. April 18. The Judgnment of the Court was delivered by

GAJENDRAGADKAR J .- The principal question which arises
in this appeal is whether the respondent B. Somayajulu'is a

wor Ki ng journali st under s. 2(b) of the Wor ki ng
Journalists I ndustrial Disputes Act 1955, (No. 1 of 1955)
(hereinafter called "the Act’). That question arises in

this way. On February 19, 1935, the respondent was
appointed a Correspondent at Guntur by the appellant, the
managemnent of the Express Newspapers Ltd. He did that
work continuously until Cct ober, 20, 1955 on which date
his services were term nated. The Andhra Union of Working
Journalists, Elluru, then took up the respondent’s cause
and alleged that his services had been term nated by the
appel l ant without any justification and that as a working
journalist, he was entitled to rei nst at ement and
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conpensation for the period during which he was not allowed
to work by the appellant in consequence of the order passed
by the appellant terminating his services. This dispute was
referred by the Governnent of Andhr a Pradesh for
adjudi cation to the Labour Court, Quntur. The question
referred for adjudication was whether the termnation of
services of M. B. Somayajulu, Correspondent of Indian
Express Newspapers at Guntur was justified? If not, to what
relief was he entitled? Before the Labour Court, the
respondent claimed that in addition to rei nst at emrent ,

conpensati on should be awarded to himfrom Cctober 13, 1955
to May 1, 1956 at Rs. 75/-per nensem and thereafter up to
t he

103

date of reinstatenent at the rate prescribed by the Wge
Board for Wrking Journalists under the provisions of the
Act .

The appellant disputed this claimon several grounds. It
urged that the Labour Court had no jurisdiction to entertain
the reference, because the appoi ntnent of the respondent had
been nmde at Madras, the noney due to him was sent from
Madras, and so, the appropriate CGovernment which could have
made the reference was the  Madras Government and not the
Government  of Andhra Pradesh. This argument has been
rejected by the Labour Court. It was al'so urged that the
reference was invalid since the order of reference in terns
did not refer to section 10 (1) (c) 01" the Industria

D sputes Act under  which the power to refer had been
exerci sed. The Labour Court repelled this contention as
well. Then it was alleged that the dispute referred to the
Labour Court for its adjudication was an individual dispute
and had not been properly sponsored by any Union. The
Labour Court was not inpressed even by this plea. ‘That is
how the prelininary objections rai sed by the appellant. were
all rejected.

On the merits, the appellant urged that the respondent
was not a working journalist under s. 2(b) of the Act. In
support of this plea the appellant averted that the
respondent was a part-tinme correspondent unattached to any
particul ar newspaper establishnent that a year or so |ater
he was appointed as a selling agent of the publications  of
the appell ant, such as the Express Newspapers, D namani- and
Andhra Pradesh at Guntur which assignnment was given to him
on his depositing Rs. 6,000/ which was |ater raised to Rs.
7,000/ -. According to the appellant, as such selling agent,
the respondent was nmaki ng on an average about Rs. 1,500/ -per
mensem as conm ssion, whereas, as a correspondent he was
first paid on lineage basis and later an honorarium was
fixed at Rs. 50/- which was subsequently
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raised to Rs. 75/- p.m This latter anmount was paid to him
until his services were termnated. The appel | ant ,

therefore, contended that the avocation of a noffusi
correspondent was not the respondent’s principal avocation
and so, he could not claimthe benefit of the status of a
wor ki ng journalist under s. 2(b) of the Act.

The Labour Court took the view that parttine workers
were outside the purviewof the Act. It also referred
incidentally to the comm ssion which the respondent received
as a selling agent and nmade sone observations to the effect
that the paynment to the respondent for his work as a
correspondent was very much |less than the commission which
he received fromthe appellant as its selling agent. It is
conmon ground that sonme tine before the respondent’s
services as a correspondent were terminated, his selling
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agency had also come to an end. Fromthe award made by the
Labour Court, it is clear that the Labour Court decided the
matter against the respondent solely on the ground that as a
part-tinme worker he could not be regarded as a working
journalist, and it made no finding on the question as to
whether his principal avocation at the time whhen his
services were termnated could be said to satisfy the test
prescri bed by the definition under s. 2(b).

The award nmade by the Labour Court was chal |l enged by the
respondent before the Andhra Pradesh High Court by a wit
petition wunder Articles 226 and 227 of the Constitution
The Hi gh Court has held that the respondent is a working
journalist under s. 2(b) ‘and so, it has set aside the award
passed by the Labour Court. There is no specific direction
i ssued by the Hi gh Court renandi ng the proceedi ngs between
the parties to the Labour Court for disposal on the nerits
in accordance with law,but that clearly is the effect of

the order. It is against this decision that the appellant
has come to this Court with a
105

certificate issued by the said H gh Court; and on behalf of
t he appel lant, the principal contention raised by M.
Sastri is that the H gh Court was in ,error in holding
that the respondent was a working journalist under s. 9, (b).
The Act which 'applied to the proceedings between the
parties was the Act No. 1 of 1955. This Act cane into force
on March 12, 1955. It consists of ~only 3 sections.
Section 1 gave ‘the title of the Act; 's. 2 defined
"newspaper’ and 'working journalist’ by clauses (a) and
(b); and s. 3 nade a general provision that the " provisions
of the Industrial D sputes Act, 1947 applied to, or in
relation to, working journalists as they applied to, or in
relation to workmen within the meaning of" that Act. In
ot her words, the schene of the Act was to define newspaper
and working journalist and to make the provisions of the
I ndustrial Disputes Act applicable to working journalists.
This Act was followed by (the working Journalists
(Condition of Service) and M scell aneous Provisions Act,
1955 (No. 45 of 1955). This Act consists of 21 sections and
makes sone specific provisions -applicable to  working
journalists, different fromthe relevant provisions of the
Industrial Disputes Act. Section 2 (f) of this Act defi nes
a working journalist. The definition prescribed by s. 2
(f) of this Act is identical with the definition prescribed
by s. 2 (b) of the earlier Act, and so, for-the purposes of
the present appeal, whatever we say about  the scope and
effect of the definition. of s. 2 (b)in the earlier Act wll
apply to the definition prescribed by s. 2 (f)of the latter.
Act . Section 3 of this latter Act nmakes the provisions of
the Industrial D sputes Act, 1947, applicable to working.
journalists. Sections ,4 and 5 nake special provisions in
respect of retrenchment and gratuity. Section 6 prescribes
the hours of work; s. 7 deals with problem of |eave
106
s. 8 provides for the constitution of a Wage Board; s. 9
deals with the fixation of wages; s. 10 requires ' the
publication of the decision of the Board and its
comencenent, while s. 11 deals wth the powers and
procedure of the Board. Section 12 makes the decision of
the Board binding and s. 13 gives power to the CGover nient
to fix interim rates of wages. These provisions are

cont ai ned in Chapter Il. Chapter 11l consists of 2
sections 14 and 15 and they make applicable to the newspaper
enpl oyees the provisions of the |Industrial Enpl oynent

(Standing Orders) Act, 1946 and the Enpl oyees’ Provi dent
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Funds Act, 1952. Chapter |V contains m scel | aneous
provi si ons, such as those relating to the recovery of
noney due from an enpl oyer under s. 17, penalty under s. 18
and indemity wunder s. 19. Section 20 confers the rule-
maki ng power on the Central Government, and s. 21 repeals
the earlier Act.

In dealing with the question as to whether the
respondent can be said to be a working journalist, iris
necessary to read the definition prescribed by s. 2 (b) of
the Act:

"Wirking journalist’ neans a person whose
principal _avocation is that of a journalist
and who is enployed as such in, or in relation
to, any establishnent for the production or
publication of a newspaper or in, or in
relation to, any news agency or syndi cat e
supplying ~material for publication in any
newspaper, and includes an editor, a |eader-
witer, news editor, subeditor, feature-
witer, copy-tester, reporter,
correspondent, cartoonist, news photographer
and proof-reader, but does not include any
such person who- -
(1) is enployed mainly in a managerial or
adm ni strative capacity, or
107
(ii) being enployed in -a supervisory
capacity, exercises, either by the nature of
the duties attached to the office or by reason
of the powers vested in him functions mainly
of a managerial nature."
It is plain that the definition prescribed by s.2
(b)consists of two parts; the first part provides what a
wor ki ng journalist neans, and the second part brings wthin
its purview by an artificial extension certain specified
categories of newspaper enployees. It would be noticed
that the first part provides for (two conditions which nust
be satisfied by a journalist before he can be .held to be a
wor ki ng journalist.The first condition is that he nust be a
journali st whose principal avocation is - that of a
journalist, and the second condition.is that he nust  be
enpl oyed as such in, or in relation to, any establishment as
there specified. The first question which arises for our
decision is whether the two conditions thus prescribed by
the first part of the definition govern the categories of
newspaper enployees included in the definition by the
artificial extention made by the including clause. The Hi gh
Court has taken the view that the categories of enployees
who are included in the definition by nane,  need not
satisfy the two conditions prescribed by the first /part.
The argunment is that since a correspondent, for “instance,
has been named in the second cl ause, the whol e object of the
| egislature was to make hima working journalist wthout
requiring himtO satisfy the two conditions prescribed by
the first part. In our opinion, this construction is
plainly erroneous. The object of the second clause was to
nmake it clear that the enployees specified in that clause
are journalists and nothing nore. The word "journalist" has
not been defined in the Act and the legislature seens to
have thought that disputes may arise as to whether a
particul ar newspaper enployee was a journalist or not.
There Can, of course, be no difficulty about an editor or
108
a leader-witer, or a news editor or a sub-editor being
regarded as a journalist; but it was apparently apprehended
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that a difficulty may arise, for instance, in the case of a
correspondent, a proof reader, a cartoonist, a reporter, a
copy-tester, or a feature witer, and so, the |legislature
took the precaution of providing specifically that the
enpl oyees enunerated in the latter clause are to be regarded
as journalists for the purpose of the definition prescribed
by s. 9, (b). The object of the artificial extension nmade
by the including clause is not to dispense with the two main
conditions prescribed by the definition before a journalist
can be regarded as a working journalist. There can be no
doubt that even the enployees falling under the extended
meani ng rnust be enployed as such. It is thus obvious that
the second requirenent prescribed by the first clause that
the journalist nust be enployed as such in, or in relation
to, any establishnment for the production or publication of
a newspaper, as therein specified, has to be satisfied by
the enployees falling “under the latter clause, because
unl ess there was an enpl oynent by the newspaper
establ i shnent,” no relationship of enployer and enpl oyee can
arise, ~and the journalists specified in the latter clause
could not, therefore, claimthe status of working journali st
gua the enpl oyer who manages the journal in question. Once
it is realised that the. test of enploynent nust govern the
enpl oyees specified in the latter clause, it would become
clear that the High Court was in error in assumng that the
extended artificial /definition of the working journalist
di spensed with both the conditions prescribed by the
first part of the said definition. ~That is why we think the
extension was made by the word "includes" only for the
purpose of renoving any doubt as to whether the persons
specified in the said clause are journalists or not. Wuat is
true about the condition as to enploynent is equally true
about the other condition that a journalist can be a working
journalist only where it is
109
shown that journalismis his principal avocation. In other
words, the position is that whenever an enpl oyee working in
the newspaper establishnent clains the status of a working
journali st he has to establish first that he /is a
journalist, and then that journalism is -his principa
avocation and he has been enpl oyed as such journalist. I'n
proving the fact that he is a journalist, the enployees
specified in the latter clause need not prove anything nore
than this that they fall under one or the other ~category
specified in the said clause. But that only proves their
status as journalist; they have still further to show that
their principal avocation is that of a journalist and that
t hey have been enployed as such by t he newspaper
establ i shnment in question

That takes wus to the question as to what is nmeant by
avocation? The H gh Court thought that the dictionary
nmeaning of the word "avocation” which showed that it | meant
"a distraction or diversion fromone's regular enploynent”,
could be adopted in the context of s. 2 (b). In support of
this view, the High Court has cited a passage from Fow er _in
Modern English Usage. Fowl er says "Avocation originally a
calling away, an interruption, a distraction, was for sone
time commonly used as a synonymfor vocation or calling,
with which it is properly in antithesis. This msuse is
now |ess common, and the word is generally wused in the
plural, a person’s avocations being the things he devotes
time to, his persuits or engagenents in general, the affairs
he has to see to; his vocation as such is neither excluded
from nor necessarily included m his avocation." Appl yi ng
this. dictionary meaning of the word ' ’'avocation" the High
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Court has held that even if the respondent has to satisfy
the first condition prescribed by the first part of s. 2
(b), it can be held that he satisfied the said test, because
the work of a correspondent in his case can be safely said
to be his principal avocation in the sense of

110

di straction or diversion fromhis regular enploynment. In our
pi nion, in applying nechanically the dictionary neaning of
the word "avocation"w thout due regard to the context of s.
2 (b) the Hgh Court has adopted a sonmewhat pedantic
approach. One has nmerely to read the definition to realise
the word "avocation" used in s. 2 (b) cannot possibly nmean a
di straction or diversion fromone’'s regul ar enpl oynment. On
the contrary, it plainly neans one’'s vocation, calling or
profession. The plainiidea underlying s. 2 (b) is that if
a person is doing the work, say of a correspondent, and at
the sane tine is pursuing some other calling or profession,
say that  of a lawer, it is only where his calling as a
"journalist can be said to be his principal calling that the
status of a working journalist can be assigned to him That
bei ng the plain object of s. 2 (b), it would, think, be, on
the whole, inappropriate toadopt the dictionary or the
etynol ogi cal nmeani ng-of the word "avocation"” in construing
s. 2 (b). W ought to add that M. Menon who appeared for
the respondent did not attenpt to support the approach
adopted by the Hgh Court in dealing with this point.
Ther ef or e, when a question arises as to whether a
journalist can be said to be a working journalist, it has to
be shown that journalismof whatever kind contenplated by s.
2 (b) is the principal avocationof the person claimng the
status of a working journalist and that naturally would
involve an enquiry as to the gains nade by him by pursuing
the career of a journalist as conpared with the gains nade
by himby the pursuit of other callings or pr of essi ons.
It is obvious that this test will be nerely academic and of
no significance in the case of full time journalists,
because in such cases the obvi ous presunption woul d be that
their full tine enploynment is their principal avocation and
no question of conparing their incone fromjournalism wth
i ncone from other sources can arise. In fact, the status of
such full time journalists as

111

working journalists wll not be affected even if in sone
cases the incone received by them from such enpl oynent may
be found to be | ess than, say, for instance, the- inconme from
their ancestral property. This test assunes significance and
i mportance only in the case of journalists who are enployed
on parttinme basis.

Reverting to the second requirenent of enploynent which we
have already seen nust obviously govern the enployees
failing wunder the latter part of s. 2 (b) if they seek the
st at us of working journalists, it 1is plain that an
enpl oyment nust be proved, because that al one will create
a relationship of enployer and enpl oyee bet ween them
and the newspaper establishnent. Unless there is an enploy-
ment , there can be no conditions of service and there
woul d be no scope for making any clai munder the Act. Thus
the requi r enent of enpl oynent postulates conditions of
service agreed between the parties subject to which the
rel ati onship of master and servant comes into existence. In
the cont ext, enpl oyment  nust necessarily postul ate
exclusive enploynent, because a working journalist cannot
serve two enployers, for that would be inconsistent with the
benefits which he is entitled to claimfrom his enployer
under t he Act . Take the benefi t of retrenchnment
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conpensation, or gratuity, or hours of work, or |eave; how
is it possible for a journalist to claimthese benefits from
two or nore enployers? The whol e schenme of the Act by which
the provisions of the Industrial D sputes Act have been nade
appl i cabl e to wor Ki ng journalists, necessarily
assunes the relationship of enployer and enpl oyee and that
nmust nean excl usive enpl oynent by the enployer on terns and
condi tions of service agreed bet ween t he parties.
Normal Iy, enployment contenplated by s. 2(b) would be ful
time enploynment; but part-tine enploynment is not excluded
froms. 2(b) either. Most of the enpl oyees
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falling under the first clause of s. 2 (b) or even under the
artificial extension prescribed by the later clause of s.
2(b) would be full time enployees. But it is theoretically
possible that a news-photographer, for instance, or a
cartooni st may not necessarily be a full tinme enployee. The
nodern ~trend of newspaper establishnents appears to be to
have on ‘their rolls full time enployees alone as working
journalists; but on a fair construction of s. 2(b), we do
not think it-wuld be possible to hold that a part-tine
enpl oyee who satisfies the test prescribed by s. 2(b) can be
excluded fromits purviewmerely because his employment is
part time.

The position, therefore, is that the Labour Court was m
error in making a finding that the respondent was not a
working journalist on the ground that he was a part time
enpl oyee, whereas the High Court isin error in holding that
the respondent is an enpl oyee because he has not to satisfy
the test that journalismis his principal avocation. As we
have held, the respondent can be said to be a working
journalist only if he satisfies the two tests prescribed by
the first part of s. 2(b). The test that he should have
been enpl oyed as a journalist woul d undoubtedly be satisfied
because it is comon ground that since 1935 he has been
working as a correspondent of the appellant at Guntur and
the paynment which the appellant nade to hi mby whatever nane
it was called was al so regul ated by an agreenent between the
parties; in its pleadings, the appellant has, however,
disputed the fact that the respondent was exclusively
enpl oyed. by it and so, that is one question which stil
remains to be tried. The further question which has to be
considered is whether the respondent satisfies the  other
test: "was his working as a correspondent his _principa
avocation at the relevant tine"? The definition requires
that the respondent nust show that he was a working
journalist at the time when his services were term nated;

113
and that can be decided only on the evidence adduced by the

parties. Unfortunately, though the Labour Court has nmade
certain observations on this point, it has not considered
all the evidence and has made no definite finding in that
behal f. That was because it held that as a part  tine
enpl oyee, the respondent was outside s. 2(b). The  Hi gh

Court has no doubt purported to make a finding even on this
ground in the alternative, but, in our opinion, the High
Court should not have adopted this course in dealing with a
wit petition under Articles 226 and 227. Even in dealing
with this question, the Hi gh Court appears to have been
inmpressed by the fact that in discharging his work as a
correspondent the respondent nust have devoted a large part
of his tinme; and it took the view that the test that
journalism should be the principal avocation of t he
journalist inplied a test as to how much tine is spent in
doing the work in question? The tine spent by a journalist
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in discharging his duties as such may no doubt be relevant,
but it cannot be decisive. Wat would be relevant, materia
and decisive is the gain nade by the part time journalist by
pursuing the profession of journalismas conpared to the
gai n made by hi m by pursuing other vocations or professions.
In dealing with this aspect of the matter, it may no doubt
be rel evant to bear in mind the fact that sone nonths before
his services as a correspondent were term nated, t he
respondent’s selling agency had cone to an end, and so, the
Labour Court may have to hold an enquiry into the question
as to whether the respondent proves that the work of
correspondent was his principal avocation at the relevant
time in the light of the relevant facts. The onus to prove
this issue as well as the issue as to whether he was in the
excl usi ve enpl oynent of ‘the appellant |lies on the
respondent, because” hisclaim that he is a working
journalist on these grounds is disputed by the appellant,
and it~ is only if he establishes the fact that he is a
wor ki ng journalist that the

114
guestion ~as to determning the relief to which he is
entitled may arise. W, therefore, allow the appeal, set

asi de the order passed by the Hi gh Court and remand the case
to the Labour Court with a direction that it should dea

with the dispute between the parties in accordance with |aw
in the light of this judgnent. There would be no order as
to costs..

Before we part with this appeal, however, we would
incidentally like to refer to the fact that the test of the
princi pal avocation prescribed by s. has presumably been
adopted by the legislature fromthe recomendations nmade by
the Press Commission inits report. In paragraph 505
dealing with the question of working journalists, the
Conmi ssion observed that it thought that "only those ' whose
pr of essed avocati on and the principal means of livelihood is
journalismshould be regarded as working .journalists," and
it added that "we have deliberately included the words
"prof essed avocation" because we have cone across /cases
where persons bel onging to sonme other professions, such as
I aw, nedicine, education, have devoted part of their time to
the supply of news to and witing articles for, newspapers.
It may be that in the case of sone of them  particularly
during the wearlier vyears of their professional career
income from the practice of their own profession.” But it
would not, on that account, be correct to classify them as
wor ki ng journalists. so long as their professed avocation is

other than journalism" It wuld be noticed that the
expression "professed avocation" has not been adopted by the
| egislature instead, it has wused the words  "principa

avocation". That is why we are inclined to take the view

t hat t he time taken by a person in pur sui-ng t wo
different.professions nmay not be decisive; what would be
decisive is the incone derived by himfrom the different
pr of essi ons respectively. It does appear t hat the
| egislature was inclined to take the viewthat if a person
following the profession of law in
115
the early vyears of his career received nore noney from
journalistic work and satisfied the other tests prescribed
by s. 2(b), he may not be excluded from the definition
nerely because he is foll ow ng anot her profession. To that
extent, the provision of s. 2(b) departs froma part of the
recomendati on made by the Press Conmi ssion

In regard to part tine enpl oyees who, as we have held,
are not necessarily excluded froms. 2(b) the position
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appears to be that the report by the Wage Committee
appoi nted by the Union Governnent under the provisions of
Act 45 of 1955, shows that the Comrittee treated sonme part
time enployees as working journalists. |In paragraph 1083,
the commttee has observed that it had provided a regular
scale or retainer for part tinme correspondents, and it has
added that the renuneration in accordance with that scale
will be available to the part tine correspondents only if,
in accordance with the definition in paragraph 23, Part |1,
of its recomendations, their principal avocation is
journalism The Conmittee noticed the fact that many of the
part time correspondent s enpl oyed by newspaper
establishments would not fall within the definition if their
principal avocation is sonmething else and journalismis only
a side business, and it added that the problemof the said
class of part time correspondents was not wthin the purview
of its terns of reference, and so, it made no
recomendations in regard to that class.
Appeal - al | owed.
Case renanded
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