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Covernment Order Validity-Enmpl oyees Provident Fund Act, 1952
(19 of 1952), ss. 2(b), 5, 6, 19A

HEADNOTE

The petitioner No. 1 is a public limted conpany engaged in
a manufacture of engineering goods. In additional to basic
wages and dearness al |l owance payabl e by petitioner No. 1 it
has introduced two Production bonus schemes. Certain

difficulties and doubts having arisen on the question
whet her production bonus could be taken into consideration
in calculating the contribution under s. 6 of the
979

Enpl oyees Provident Fund Act, 1952, the Central ~Governnent
passed an order by which it was directed that the production
bonus payabl e as part of a contract of enploynent either at
a flat rate or at arate linked to the quantum ~of work
turned out satisfied the definition of "basic wages" ' under
s. 2(b) of the Act. The petitioner No. 1 was (further
directed to effect the recovery of provident fund and
contribution and to nake deposit of arrears of contribution
in accordance with the first direction contained in the
order. Thereupon the present petition was filed under Art.
32 of the Constitution.

The main contention of petitioner No. 1 was that ,bonus’
wi thout any qualification had been excepted fromthe terns
"basic wages" in the definitionin s. 2(b) of the Act and
therefore all kinds of bonus were excluded from "Basic
wages" . Since the section which provides for contribution
only refers to basic wages, dearness all owance and retaining
al  owance no contribution need be paid on bonus. Consequ-
ently the order of the Central Government directing that
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producti on bonus should be included in basic wages for the
pur pose of contribution under the section was invalid.

Held, that when the word "bonus" was used w thout any
qualification the Ilegislature had in mind every kind of
bonus that may be payable to an enpl oyee which was preval ent
in the industrial field before 1952. It is not possible to
accept the contention of the respondent that whatever is the
price of |abour and arises out of contract is necessarily
included in the definition of "basic wages" and therefore
production bonus which is a kind of incentive wage would
al so be included, in view of the exceptionof all kinds of
bonus from the definition. Therefore the order of the
Central Government, which was presumably under s. 19A of the
Act, was incorrect.

Ms. Titagur Paper Mlls Co. Ltd. v. Its Wrknmen, [1959]
Supp. 2 S.C R 1012, Ms. IspahanilLtd. Calcutta v. |spahn
Enpl oyees Union, [1960] 1 S.C. R 24, The G aham Trading
Co. Ltd: v. Its Wrker, [1960] 1S.C. R 107 and
M1l owners Association v. The Rashtriya MI| Mazdoor Sangh
Bonbay,  (11960) L.L.J. 1247, referred to.

JUDGVENT:
ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI'ON : Petition No. 62 of 1962.
Petition wunder Art. 32 of the Constitution of India for
enf orcenent of Fundanental Rights.
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GB. Pai, J. B. Dadachanji, O _C- Mathur and  Ravinder
Narain for the petitioners.
Veda Vyasa and R, H Dhebar, for respondents Nos. 1 and 2.
MS. K Sastri and M S. Narasi mhan, for respondent . No.
4.
1962. Sept enber  11. The Judgnent of the Court was
del i vered by
WANCHOO, J.-The short question raised in this wit petition
under Art. 32 of the Constitution is whether production
bonus is included within the term"basic wages" as defined
ins. 2(b) of the Enpl oyees’ Provident Funds Act, No. 19 of
1952, (hereinafter referred to as the Act) Wit Petition 64
of 1962 (The Jay Engineering, Wbrks Linmted V. The Union of
India) was heard along with this petition.—1In that wit
petition a further question arose as to the nature of the
producti on bonus schene in force in that conpany and parties
have been given tinme to file additional. affidavits in~ that
connecti on. VWhat we say therefore: in the present case as
to reduction bonus generally nmay not be taken necessarily to
apply to the particular scheme in the case of wit petition
No. 64 of 1962.
The brief facts necessary for present purposes are these.
Petitioner No. 1 (hereinafter’ referred to as the  Conpany)
is a public imted conpany engaged in the manifacture of
engi neeri ng goods, structural fabrication and rolling stock
and the Act applies to the Conpany. The Company has a
producti on bonus schene in force which provides for paynent
of production bonus over and above wages fixed by the mgjor
engi neering award of 1958, published in the Calcutta gazette
dated Novenber 5, 1958, which governs 74 nmjor engineering
concerns in
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that region including the Conpany’ That award is still in
force and has fixed basic wages and dearness allowance on
time rate basis for the entire major engineering industry.
In addition to basic wages and dearness allowance payable
under the award, the Conpany has two production bonus
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schenes one for the hourly rated workers and the other for
the rest. It is unnecessary to go into the details of the

two schenes; but the main feature of the two schenes is that
production bonus begins to be paid on certain rates
specified in the two schemes when the output reaches 5,000
tons per year and that no production bonus is paid when the
output is less than 5,000 tons per year. It nmaybe added
that t,he schenme relating to the hourly rated workers has
been revised fromJanuary 1, 1962 and the main feature of
this revision is that the Scheme is now applicable to those
workers on a quarterly basis. According to this revised
schene, production bonus begins when the output for the
quarter reaches 1300 tons, and there is no production bonus
if the output is below 1300 tons. |In the case of other
staff, the old schene is still in force, though it is stated
for the Company that negotiations are going on for revising
the old schene, presumably to bring it intoline wth the
new schene introduced for hourly rated workers since January
1, 1962.
W nmay now briefly refer tothe relevant provisions of the
Act which require consideration. The Act provides by s. 5
for the introduction of Enpl oyees’ Provident Fund Scherne for
certain industries included in Schedule 1 to the Act. In
consequence a Provident Fund Schene was framed in Septenber
1952 knows as the Enployees Provident Funds Schenme, 1952,
and it is applicable to the conmpany. Section 6 of the Act
provides for contribution by the enployer and the
982
enpl oyee to the provident fund and this contribution is 6-
1/4 per centum of the basic wages, dearness allowance end
retaining allowance (if any) for the tinme being payable in
the ease of both. Section 6 further provides for ' certain
increased contribution; but we are not concerned with that
in the present case. Basic wages" have been defined in s.
2(b) of the Act thus :
" ‘Basic wages’ mneans-all enolunents which are
earned by an enployee while on duty or on
| eave with wages in accordance, with'the terns
of the contract of enmploynment and  which are
paid or payable in cash to him but does not
i ncl ude-
(1) the cash val ue of any food concessi on;
(ii)any dearness allowance (that is to ~say,
all cash paynents by whatever nane called paid
to an enployee on account of a rise in the
cost of [iving), house- rent all owance,
overtime allowance bonus, conm ssion or any
ot her simlar allowance payable to the
enpl oyee in respect of his enployment ~or of
wor k done in such enpl oynent,
(iii) any presents nade by the enpl oyer;"
Further, s. 19A of the Act provides for the renmoval of
difficulties and | ays down that, if any difficulty arises in
giving effect to the provisions of the Act,, and in
particular, if any doubt arises as to certain matters
including ,,whether the total quantum of benefits to which
an enployee is entitled has been reduced by the enployer"”,
the Central CGovernnent may by order, nake such provision or
gi ve such direction, not inconsistent with the provisions of
the Act, as appears to it to be necessary or expedient for
the renmoval of the
983
doubt or difficulty, and the order of the Central Governnent
in such cases shall be final
It appears that difficulties and doubts arose on the
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guestion whether production bonus could be taken into
account in calculating the contribution of 6-1/4 per centum
under s. 6 of the Act, and the Central Governnment directed
about the March 7, 1962 that the question whether production
bonus should be liable to provident fund deduction under the
Act had been reexanmined by it and it had been decided that
production bonus, payable as part of a contract of
enpl oyment either at a flat, rate or at a rate linked to the
guantum of work turned out satisfied the definition of
"basic wages" under s. 2 (b) of the Act. The Conpany was
further directed to effect recovery of provident fund
contributions on production bonus w thout any farther delay
and arrear contribution in this respect payable with effect
from January 1, 1960, was also to be deposited in the
statutory fund inmmediately. The present petition was
thereafter filed in April 1962 and is directed against the
deci si on of the Central Government which was dul y
conmuni cated to the Conpany in March 1962.

The main contention of the Conmpany is that bonus w thout any
qualification has been expected from the terra ", basic
wages" in-the definition in s. 2(b) of the Act. Ther ef or e,
all kinds of bonus whether it be profit bonus or production
bonus or attendance bonus or festival bonus either as an
inmplied condition of service or as a customary payment, are
excluded from "basic wages". Farther, s.6 which provides
for contribution only refers to basic wages, dearness
al  owance and retaining all owance (if any) and contri butions
have to be nmade at the appropriate rate on these three
paynments and not on bonus whichis not included ins. 6 It
is urged that when the Act was passed

984

in 1952 the legislature was aware of the various Kkinds of
bonus which were being paid by various Concerns in' various
i ndustries and when it decided to exclude bonus w thout any
qualification fromthe term"(basic wages" as defined in s.
2(b), it was not open to the Central CGovernment to direct
that production bonus should beincluded in basic wages for
the purposes of «contribution under s. 6. Besides this
contention based on the interpretation of the word "bonus"
ins. 2(b), it is further contended that if the word "bonus"
therein excludes production bonus the provision would be
unconstitutional as it would be hit by Art. 14 of the
Constitution inasmuch as production bonus is not a _general
feature of all industrial concerns but has been introduced
only in sone. The result of including production bonus
within basic wages would be that some concerns where
production bonus prevails would be contributing to the
provident fund at a much higher rate than others where no
producti on bonus prevails.

The petition has been opposed on behalf of the Union of
India and al so on behalf of the two trade unions, which are
exi sting in the Conpany. It is contended for t he
respondents that wages are the price for |abour and ‘arise
out of contract, and the use of the term "basic wages”
nerely indicates that a certain part of the total wages is

being separated for <certain purposes only. Therefore
producti on bonus being in the nature of incentive wage nmnust
be included in the definition of the term"basic wages" in
s. 2(b), as basic wages there defined are "all enmolunents

which are earned by an enpl oyee while on duty or on |eave
with wages in accordance with the terns of the contract of
enpl oyment and which are paid or payable in cash to
him........ Theref ore, production bonus being in the nature
of an incentive wage is included

985
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in the terms "all enolunents" in the definition of "basic
wages", for production bonus is earned by an enployee while
on duty in accordance with the terns of the contract
of , empl oynent . It is further subnmtted that when the word
"bonus"’ was "used in el. (ii) of the exceptions to s. 2(b),
it only referred to profit bonus, as it was well established
before 1952 that the use of the word "bonus" w thout any
qualification referred to profit bonus only in industria
adj udi cati ons. Therefore, when cl. (ii) of the exceptions
to s. 2(b) excepted "bonus" w thout any qualification it
referred only to profit bonus and not to any other kind of
bonus.

The main question therefore that falls for decision is as to
which of these two rival contentions is in consonance with
s. 2 (b). There is no doubt that ", basic wages" as defined
therein neans all enoluments which are earned by an enpl oyee
while on duty or on | eave with wages in accordance with the
terns of the contract of enploynent and which are paid or
payable in cash. If there were. no exceptions to this
definition,~ there would have been no difficulty in holding
that production bonus whatever be  its nature would be

included within these terns. The difficulty, however,
ari ses because the definition also provides that certain
things wll not be included in the term"basic wages", and
these are contained in three clauses. The first clause

nentions the cash value of any food concession while the
third clause nentions any presents nade by - the enployer.
The fact that the exceptions contain even presents made by
the enployer shows that though the definition nmentions al
enol unments which are earned i n accordance with the ternms of
the contract of enploynent, care was taken to exclude
presents which would ordinarily not be earnedin accordance
with the terns of the contract of enploynent.

986

Simlarly, though the definition includes "all enolunents”
which are paid or payable in cash, the exception excludes
the cash value of any food concession, which in any case was
not payable in cash. The exceptions therefore do 'not' seem
to follow any |ogical pattern which would be in~ consonance
with the main definition.

Then we come to el. (ii). It excludes dearness -allowance,
house-rent all owance, overtine all owance, bonus, conm ssion
or any other simlar allowance payable to the enployee in
respect of his enploynent or of work done -in such
enpl oynent . Thi s exception suggests that even though the
main part of the definition includes all enolunments which
are earned in accordance with the terns of the contract of
enpl oyment, certain paynents which are in fact the price of
| abour and earned in accordance with the ternms of/ the
contract of enployment are excluded fromthe nain part of
the definition of "basic wages". It is undeniablethat the
exceptions contained in el. (ii) refer to paynments which are
earned by an enployee in accordance with the terns of his

contract of employment. It was admitted by counsel on both
sides before us that it was difficult to find any one basis
for the exceptions contained in the three cl auses. It is

cl ear however fromcl. (ii) that fromthe definition of the
word "basic wages" certain earnings were excluded, though
they nust be earned by enployees in accordance wth the
terns of the contract of enploynent. Havi ng excluded "
dearness all owance"” fromthe definition of "basic wages". a.
6 then provides for inclusion of dearness allowance for
purposes of contribution. But that is clearly the result of
the specific provision in s.6 which lays down t hat
contribution shall be 6-1/4 per centum of the basic wages,
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dearness allowance and retaining allowance (if any). e
nust therefore try to discover sone basis for the exclusion
987

incl. (ii) as also the inclusion of dearness allowance and
retaining allowance (for any). in s. 6. Itseenms that the
basis of’ inclusion in s. 6 andexclusion in cl. (ii) is
that whatever is payable in all concerns’ and is earned by
all permanent enployees is included for the purpose, of
contribution under s. 6, but whatever is not payable by al
concerns or nmay not be earned by all enployees of a concern
is excluded for the purpose of contribution. Dear ness
al  owance (for examples is payable in all concerns either as
an addition to basic wages or as a part of consolidated
wages where a concern does not have separate dearness
al l owance and basic wage Sinilarly, retaining allowance is
pay able to all pernanent  enployees in all seasona
factories |ike sugar factories and is therefore included in
a. 6; but house-rent allowance is not paid in many concerns
and sonetinmes in the same concernit is paid to sone
enpl oyees but not to others, for the theory is that house-
rent is included in the paynent of basic wages plus dearness
al l owance or consolidated wages. Therefore, house-rent
al  owance which may not be payable to all enployees of a
concern and which i's certainly not paid by all concern is
taken out of the definition of "basic wages", even though
the basis of paynment of house rent allowance where it is
paid is the contract of enploynent. Simlarly, overtine
al |l owance though it is generally inforce in all concerns is
not earned by all enployees of a concern. It is also earned
in accordance with the terns of the contract of enploynent;
but because it nmay not be earned by all~ enployees of a
concern it is excluded from,basic wages". Simlarly,
conmi ssion or any other simlar allowance is excluded from
the definition of "basic wages" for comm ssion and ' other

al | owances are not necessarily to be found in all concerns;
nor are they necessarily earned by al
988

enpl oyees of the same concern, though where they exist they
are earned in accordance with the terns of the contract of

enpl oyment . It seenms therefore that the basis for the
exclusion in cl. (ii) of the exceptions ins. 2 (b) is that
all that is not earned in all concerns or by all enployees
of concern is excluded frombasic wages. To this the
excl usi on of dearness allowance in cl. (ii) is an

exception. But that exception has been corrected by

i ncluding dearness allowance in s. 6 for ‘the purpose of
contribution. Dearness allowance which is an exception in,
the definition of "basic wages”, is included for the purpose
of contribution by s. 6 and the real exceptions therefore in
el. (ii) are the other exceptions beside dearness allowance,
whi ch has been included through s. 6.

This brings us to the consideration of the question of
bonus, which is also an exception in el. (ii). Nowthe word
"bonus” has been wused in this clause wi t hout any
qualification. Therefore, it would not be inproper to infer
t hat when the word "bonus" was used wi t hout any
qualification in the clause, the legislature had in mind
every kind of bonus that nay be payable to an enpl oyee. It
is not disputed on behalf of the respondents that bonuses
other than profit bonus were in force and well-known before
the Act cane to be passed in 1952. For exanmple, the Coa
M nes Provident Fund and Bonus Schenmes Act, No. 46 of 1948,
provided for paynent of bonus depending on attendance of
enpl oyees during any period. Besides the attendance bonus,
four other kinds of bonus had been evol ved under industria
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| aw even before 1952 and were in force in various concerns
in various industries. There was first production bonus,
which,. was in force in sone concerns |ong before 1952 (see
989

Messrs. Titaghur Pa_per MIls Co. Limted v. Its Wrkmnen).
(1) Then there was festival or puja bonus which was in force
as an inplied termof employnent long before 1952 (see
Messrs. | spahani Linmited Calcutta v. |spahani Enpl oyees’
Union) (2). Then there was customary bonus in connection
with sone festival (see The Graham Trading Co. (India)
Limted v. Its Wirkmen). (3). And lastly, there was profit
bonus the principles underlying which and the determ nation
of whose quantum were evolved by the Labour Appellate
Tribunal in the MII owners’ Association v. The Rashtriya
M1l Mazdoor Sangh, Bonbay. (4) The legislature therefore
could not have been unaware that these different kinds of
bonus were being paid by different concerns in different
i ndustries, when it passed the Act in 1952. Ther ef or e,
unl ess' the contention on behalf of the respondents that
bonus when it was used without qualification can only nmnean

profit bonus is sound, it nmust be held that when the
| egi sl ature used the term "bonus" w thout any qualification
in cl. (ii) of the exceptionins. 2 (b), it nust be

referring to every kind of bonus which was prevalent in the
industrial field before 1952. The contention therefore of
the respondents that when the term"bonus" was wused in
i ndustrial |aw before 1952 without any qualifying term it
meant only profit bonus and nothing else, requires carefu

consi deration.” W do not think however that this contention
is well founded. It is true, as wll appear fromthe terns
of reference in various cases of profit bonus that the word
"profit" was not used as a qualifying word before the word
"bonus" in such cases. It nay also be that in nany cases
where a particular type of bonus was in dispute, say,
attendance or "puja bonus, the qualifying word "attendance"
or "puja" was use in references. But it appears that where
a reference

1. [1959] Supp. 2 SSC R 1012. 2. [1960] 1 S.C. R 24,

3. [1960] 1 S. C. R 107. 4. [1950] I.L.J. 1247.
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was in connection with profit bonus, the usual practice was
to meke the reference after qualifying the word bonus” by
the year for which the profit bonus was clained. For
exanple, we nmay refer to the case of MIlowners’ Association
Bonbay v. The Bashtrya M| Mazdoor Sangh. (1) Therein  para
16 at p. 1252, we find the termof reference in Reference
No. 1 of 1948 (MIlowners’ Association Bonmbay v. The
Enpl oyees in the Cotton Textile MIls Bonbay) in these
terms-

"Re : Bonus for the year 1947"

It seens therefore that when reference was with respect to
profit bonus, the term "bonus" though not qualified by the
word "profit" bad always been linited by specifying the year
for which the bonus was being clainmed. Though, therefore,
it may be true that literally speaking, the word ",profit"
was not used to qualify the word "’ bonus" when references
were nade with respect to profit bonus, the natter was put
beyond controversy that the use of the word "bonus" w thout
any qualification was with reference to profit bonus by
adding the year for which the bonus was being cl ai ned. It
would therefore be not right to say that in industria

adj udi cati ons before 1952, bonus wi thout any qualifying word
nmeant profit bonus and nothing else. Further though the
word "profit" was not used to qualify the word "bonus", the
intention was made quite clear when profit bonus was neant
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by using the words "for the year so and Sol# after the word

"bonus". W are therefore not prepared to accept that where
the word "bonus" is used without any qualification it only
means profit bonus and nothing else. On the other hand, it

seems to us that the use of the word "bonus" without any
qualifying word before it or without any limtation

1. (1950) L.L.J. 1247.
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as to year after it nmust refer to bonus of all kinds known
to industrial law and industrial adjudication before 1952.
The reason for the exclusion of all kinds of bonus is also
in our opinion the sane which led to the exclusion of house-
rent allowance, overtinme allowance, com ssion and any ot her
simlar allowance, nanely, that paynent of bonus may not

occur in all industrial concerns or it may not be nade to
all enployees of anindustrial concern (as, for exanple,
attendance bonus) - and that is why bonus of all kinds was
al so excluded fromthe definition of the term"basic wages".
The Act /is an All-India Act applicable to all industries
nentioned in Sch. | and to-all concerns engaged in those

i ndustries; and the intention behind the exclusion seens to
be to make the incidence of provident fund the same in al

i ndustrial concerns, which are covered by the Act so that it
was necessary to exclude fromthe wide definition of ,basic
wages" given in the opening part, all such paynents which
woul d not be comon to all industries or to all enployees in
the sanme concern. W have already . pointed out that to
this principle, only dearness allowance in cl. (ii) 1is an
exception; but that exception has been corrected by the
i ncl usi on of dearness all owance in s.6. W are therefore of
opinion that there is no reason why when the, word "bonus"
is used inel. (ii) without any qualifying word, it should
not be interpreted to include all kinds of -bonus which were
known to industrial adjudication before 1952 and which rnust
therefore be deenmed to be within the knowl edge of the
| egi sl ature.

This brings us to the consideration of the contention raised
on behalf of the respondents that wages are the price for
| abour and arise out of contract, and that whatever i's the
price for |abour and arises out of contract, was intended to
be included in the definition of "basic wages"
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in s.2(b), and that only those things, were excluded which
were a reward for |abour not arising out of the contract  of
enpl oyment but depending on various other considerations
like profit or attendance. It may be, as we have  pointed
out earlier, that if there were no exceptions to  the nmain
part of the definition in s.2(b), whatever was | payable in
cash as price for |abour and arose out of contract would be
included in the term"basic wages", and that reward for
| abour which did not arise out of contract mght- not be
included in the definition. But the nmain part of the
definition is subject to exceptions in cl. (ii), and ‘those
exceptions clearly show that they include even the price for
| abour . It is therefore not possible to accept t he
contention on behalf of the respondents that whatever s
price for |abour and arises out of contract is include 1 in
the definition of "basic wages" and therefore production
bonus which is a kind of incentive wage woul d be incl uded.
This court had occasion to consider production bonus in
Messrs. Ti taghur Paper MIls Co. Ltd. v. Its Wirknmen, (1)
It was pointed out that "the paynent of production bonus
depends upon production and is in addition to wages. In
effect, it is an incentive to higher production and is in
the nature of an incentive wage". rho straight piece rate
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pl an where paynent is nmade according to each piece produced
is the sinplest of incentive wage pl ans. In a straight
piece rate plan, paynent is made according to each piece
produced and there is no nminimumand the worker is free to
produce as nuch or as little as he likes, his paynent
dependi ng upon the number of pieces produced. But in such a
case paynent for all that is produced woul d be basic wage as
defined in s. 2(b) of the Act, even though the worker is
wor ki ng under an incentive
(1) [1959] Supp 2 S. CR 10 12.
993
wage plan. The difficulty arises where the straight piece
rate system cannot work as when the finished product is the
result of the co-operative effort of a large nunber of
wor kers each doing a small part which contributes to the
result. In such a case the system of production bonus by
tonnage or by any other standard is introduced. The core of
such a plan is'that there is a base or a standard above
which 'extra -paynment is earned for extra production in
addition " to the basic wages which is the payment for work
upto the base or standard. Such a plan typically guarantees
time wage upto the tine represented by standard perfornmance
and gives workers a share in a savings represented by
superior performance. The schene in force in the Conpany is
a typical schene /of production bonus of this kind with a
base or standard upto which basic wages as tine wages are
paid and thereafter extra paynents are nade for superior
per f or mance. This 'extra paynment may be called incentive
wage and is al so called production bonus. 1In all such cases
however the workers are not bound to produce anything beyond
the base or standard that is set out. The perfornance may
even fall below the base or standard but the mni num basic
wages Wwll have to be paid whether the base or standard is
reached or not. When however the workers produce beyond the
base or standard what they earn is not basic wages but
producti on bonus or incentive wage. it is this production
bonus which is outside the definition of "basic wages" in s.
2 (b), for reasons which we have al ready given above. The
producti on bonus in the present case is a typical production
bonus schene of this kind and whatever therefore is  earned
as production bonus is payable beyond a a base or standard
and it cannot formpart of the definition of "basic wages"
ins. 2 (b) because of the exception of all kinds of ~ bonus
fromthat definition. W are therefore of opinion that
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producti on bonus of this type is excluded from the
definition of "basic wages" in P. 2 (b) and therefore the
decision of the Central CGovernment, which was presumably
under s. 19A of the Act, to renove the difficulty arising a
out of giving effect to the provisions of the Act, by /which
such a bonus has been included in the definition of "basic
wages" is incorrect. In viewof this decision, it 1is
unnecessary to consider the effect of Art. 14 in the present
case.
W therefore allowthe petition and hold that production
bonus of the typical kind in force in the Conmpany is
excepted from the term "basic wages" and therefore the
decision of the Central Government comunicated to the
Conpany on March 7, 1962, that provident fund contributions
must also be nade on the production bonus earned by the
enployees in 'his Conpany, nust be set aside. As this
petition was heard along with petition No.64 of 1962 and the
main argunents were in that petition, we order parties to
bear their own costs.
Petition all owed.
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