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ACT:

Industrial Dispute-Applications under s. 33C(2) to claim
certain benefits under an Award-Scope of 8. 33C(2)Categories
of workers entitled to benefits-Limtation for applications
under a. 33C (2)-Whether Paynent of Wages Act or art. 181 of
Limtation Act applicable-Industrial D sputes Act, 1947 (14
of 1947), a. 33C (2).

HEADNOTE:

Petitions were filed by sixteen respondents under s. 33C(2)
of the |Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, <clainmng certain
benefits under an award made by an Industrial Tribunal. The
prayer was to conpute the benefits in ternms of ~nmoney and
direct the appellant to pay the sanme to them Many
objections were raised by the appellant but these were
rejected by the Labour Court which accepted the claimof the
respondents and directed the appellant to pay to the
respondents the respective amounts specified against | their
nanes in the award. The appellant cane to this Court by
speci al | eave.

The contentions raised by the appellant before this Court
were that the award, on which the claim was based, was
wi t hout jurisdiction and hence the Labour Court should have
refused to inplement it; that in order to get benefit, the
wor kers must show that they actually worked on all Sundays
in the year before Septenber, 1948; and that as the clains
of the respondents were bel ated, those should not have been
awar ded.

Held that the Labour Court would have been justified In
refusing to inplement the award if it was satisfied that the
710
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direction in the award on which the respondents’ claim was
based, was wthout jurisdiction, but as that was not
actually so, the inpugned direction was according to | aw.
The applications nade by respondents were conpetent and the
Labour Court had jurisdiction to deal with the question as
to the computation of the benefit conferred on the respon-
dents in terns of noney. The proceedi ngs contenpl ated by s.
330 (2) were, in nmany cases, anal ogous to execution proceed-
ings and the Labour Court which was called upon to conpute
in ternms of noney the benefit claimed by an industria
enpl oyee, was in the position of an executing court and was
conpetent to interpret the award on which the claim was
based and al so consider the plea that the award, sought to
be enforced, was a nullity.
Hel d al so, that there was no substance in the argunment that
since the respondents had not been actually required to work
on all Sundays in the relevant year, they were not entitled
to the benefit given in the award. The test which had to be
satisfied by the ~workers was that they could have been
required " to work on Sundays in that year and not that they
actual ly so worked.
Held also, that the |egislature has not made any provision
for limtation for applications under s. 33C (2) and it was
not open to the Courts to introduce any such limtation on
grounds of fairness or justice, The words of s. 33 C (2)
were plain and unanbiguous and it was the duty of the Labour
Court to give effect to the said provisions wthout any
consi derati ons of ‘limtation. The enpl oyees who are
entitled to take the benefit of s. 33C (2) may not always be
conscious of their right and it wuld not be right to put
the restriction of limtation in respect of clains which
they nmay have to make under the said provision. There was
no justification for applying the provisions of the Paynent
of Wages Act and art. 181 of the Limtation Act 'to the
proceedi ng under s. 33C (2).
Clains |ike bonus arc distinguishable from clains made under
s. 33C (2). Aclaimfor bonus is entertained on grounds of

social justice and is not based on any statutory provision
and in such a case, it is open to industrial adjudication to
have regard to all the relevant considerations before

awarding the claimand in doing so if it appears that a
claim for bonus was nade after |ong lapse of ti me,
i ndustrial adjudication may refuse to entertain the claimor
CGovernment nmay refuse to nake the reference in that
behal f.

711
However, those considerations are irrelevant whenclainms we
made under s. 330 (2). |In such cases limtation cannot be

i ntroduced by industrial adjudication on academ ¢ grounds of
soci al justice.

Central Bank of India Ltd. v. P. S. Rajagopal an, [1964] Vol.
3 S.C R 140; Rai Manekbai v. Mnekji Kavasji, (1883) 7 Bom
213; Hansral @upta v. Oficial Liquidators, Dehra Dun
Musoorie Electric Trammay Co. Ltd., (1932) L.R. 60 I.A 13
and Sha Mulchand & Co. Ltd. v. Jawahar MIlar Ltd. [1953]
S.C.R 351, referred to

JUDGVENT:

ClVIL APPELLATE JURI SDICTION: Givil Appeals Nos. 333-334 of
1962.

Appeal s by special leave fromthe prelinmnary order dated
June 3, 1961 and Order dated Septenber 29,’1961 of the
Second Labour Court, Bombay in Applications (l1.D.A) Nos.
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447 to 462 of 1958.
R J. Kolah, J. B. Dadachanji, O C. Mathur and Ravinder
Narain, for the appellant.
S. V. GQupte, Additional Solicitor-Ceneral of India, K T.
Sule, M C. Bhandare, M Rajagopalas and K. B. Chaudhuri,
for the respondents.
1963. My 9. The judgnent of the Court was delivered by
GAJENDRAGADKAR. J. - These 16 appeals arise out of petitions
filed by the 16 respondents who arc the enployees of the
appel | ant, the Bonbay Gas Co. Ltd., under section 33C (2) of
the Industrial D sputes Act (No. 14 of 1947) (hereinafter
called the Act). These respondents are the District Siphon
Punpers and Heat Appliances Repairers Inspectors, and in
their applications nade before the Second Labour Court,
Bonbay, they alleged that as a result of the award nade by
the Industrial Tribunal in T reference (I. T.) No. 54 of 1949
published in the Bonmbay Government Gazette on May 11, 1950,
they were entitled to-a certain benefit
712
and they noved the Labour Court to conpute that benefit in
terns of nmoney and to direct the appellant to pay the sane
to them The directionin the earlier award on which this
cl ai mwas based was nade in'these termns

"The -demand in respect of the workers of the

Mai ns, Servi ces and District Fittings
Departnents and Lanp Repairers and others who
were till 1948 requiredto work on Sundays and

in respect of whoma weekly ‘day off was
enforced thereafter without any ' corresponding
increase in wages-is granted.  In respect of
the rest, the denmand is rejected.
This demand was resisted by the appellant on  severa
prelimnary grounds which formed the subject-matter of
several prelimnery issues franed by the Labour Court. The
principal contentions raised by the appellant by way of
prelimnary objections were. that the applications nade by
the respondents were not naintainable under s. 33C' (2) of
the Act and that the said applications were barred by res
judicata by reason of awards made in other proceedings
between the same parties. It was also urged by the
appel lant that if the claimmade by the respondents was held
to be justified by the direction of the award on which the
respondents relied, then the said direction was given by the
earlier Tribunal wthout jurisdiction and as such, was
i ncapabl e of enforcenent. On the construction, t he
appel l ant urged that the said direction did not cover the
cases of the respondents, and it was argued that even if the
said direction was held to be valid and it was' also held
that it gave the respondents the right to make the present
claim the conditions precedent prescribed by the said
direction had not been satisfied by any of the respondents,
and so, on the nerits, their claimcould not be sustained.
713
The Labour Court took up for trial 10 prclimnary issues  in
the first instance and by its judgnent delivered on June 3,
1961, it rejected all the prelimnary pleas raised by the
appellant. In other words, the prelimnary issues franed by
the Labour Court were found in favour of the respondents.
Thereafter, the applications were set down for hearing on
the nerits and evidence was led by both the parties in

support of their respective clains. On considering the
evi dence, the Labour Court cane to the conclusion that the
respondents had established their clains, and so, it has

directed the appellant to pay to the respondents the
respective anounts specified against their names in the
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awar d. The plea raised by the appellant that the whole of
the: claimnade by the respondents should not be allowed on
the ground of bel atedness and | aches, was, according to, the
Labour Court, not sustainable under section 33C (2). That
is why the Labour Court conputed the benefits claimed by the
respondents in terns of money fromthe date when the earlier
award becanme enforceable wuntil the date of the present
applications filed before it. The appellant has cone to
this Court by special |eave against the prelimnary decision
and the final order passed by the Labour Court in favour of
the respondents.

Before dealing with the points raised in the present appeals
by the appellant, it is necessary to set out briefly the
terns of the earlier award on which the respondents’ clains

are based. In the ~previous industrial dispute, t he
enpl oyees of the appell ant had nade several demands. |In the
present case, we-are concerned with demand No. 11. Thi s

demand was nmade in these terns

"(a) Workers should get a paid weekly off.

(b) Weor kers of Mains, Services and District

Fitting Departnents and Lanp Repairers,

714

who have been adversely affected in the matter

of their earnings on account of closing down

of the ~overtine and Sunday Work, should be

conpensated for the |loss suffered by them

conpensation being the anmount lost by them

si nce the schene was i ntroduced."
The Tribunal which dealt with this denand observed that
demand No. 11 (a) had been badly worded. There was,
however, no doubt that what the enpl oyees clainmed against
the appellant was, in substance, a demand for paid weekly
off only for those workers who were actually getting a
weekly off, though w thout pay. In “dealing with this
demand, the Tribunal noticed the fact that all the nonthly
paid staff enployed by by the appellant got a paid weekly
of f, and so,it thought that there was no reason to
dicrimnate between the said staff and the daily 'rated
wor ker s. In regard to the daily rated workers wusually,
their nothly income would be determined on the basis of a
nmont h consi sting of 26 working days. Fromthe Statenent of
claim 'filed by the Union before the Tribunal, it appeared
that prior to 1946, nost of the workers used to work for al
the seven days of the week. By about August, 1946, however,
weekly offs were enforced upon the ngjor ~section of the
wor ken. In June 1946, the appellant and the Union had
entered into an agreement as regards wage scales of various
categories of workers, and the Tribunal assumed that in
respect of nost of the daily rated workers, the wages / nust
have been fixed on the basis of what their nonthly incone
would be for 26 working days. It is in the light of this.
background that the Tribunal proceeded to examni ne denand No.
11 (a).
The Tribunal noticed that in the case of the four categories
of workers specified in demand No. 11 (b), difference had to
be nade because it could not be said in their case that
their daily rates of

715
wages were fixed with reference to a nonth of 26 working
days. The result was that with the introduction of the

weekly off, the wages of those workers were reduced.
Naturally, the Tribunal observed that in such a case, the
concession of a weekly off would be a very doubtful benefit
if as a result, the nonthly income of the workers was to go
down. That is why the Tribunal gave the direction on which
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the respondents’ present claimis based. This direction we
have already quoted at the beginning of the judgnent.

Having thus dealt wth demand No. 11 (a), the Tribuna

proceeded to exam ne, demand No, 11 (b), and it ordered that
the workers of Mins, Services and District Fittings
Departments and Lanp Repairers who had been adversely
affected in the mtter of their earnings on account of
closing down of Sunday work, should be conpensated for the
loss suffered by them by paynent of their wages and
dearness allowance for the weekly off given to them from
June 1, 1949 onwards till the date of the publication of the
awar d.

The question about the scope and effect of the provisions of
s. 33C (2) of the Act and the extent of the jurisdiction
conferred on the Labour Court by it have been recently
considered by us in the case of The Central Bank of India
Ltd. v. P. S. Rajagopalan (1). ~That decision shows that the
applications made by’ the respondents were conpetent and the
Labour ' Court had jurisdiction to deal with the question as
to the " computation of the benefit conferred on t he
respondents internms of noney. M. Kolah for the appell ant
cont ends t hat though™ the applications made by t he
respondents may be conpetent and the claimmade by them nay
be exam ned under s. 33C (2), it would;, nevertheless, be
open to the appellant to contend that the award on which the
said claim is based is without jurisdiction and if he
succeeds in

(1) [1964] S. C R 140,

716
establishing his plea, the Labour Court woul'd be justified
in refusing to give effect to the said Award. In our

opinion, this contention is well-founded. The proceedings
contenplated by s. 330 (2) are, in many cases, anal ogous to
execution proceedi ngs, and the | abour Court which is called
upon to conpute in ternms of noney the benefit clainmed by an
i ndustrial enployee is, in such cases, in the position of an
executing court; like the executing court in execution
proceedi ngs governed by the Code of Civil Procedure the
Labour Court wunder s. 33C (2) would be conpetent to
interpret the award on which the claimis based, “and it
woul d al so be open to it to consider the plea that the award
sought to be enforced is a nullity. There is no doubt that
if a decree put in executionis shown to be a nullity the
executing court can refuse to execute it. The samnme
principle would apply to proceedi ngs taken under s 33C (2)
and the jurisdiction of the | abour court before which the

sai d proceedi ngs are comrenced. Industrial Tribunals which
deal with industrial disputes referred to themunder s. 10
(1) (d) of the Act are, in a sense, Tribunals with Jlimted
jurisdiction. They are entitled to deal the disputes

referred to them but they cannot | outside the “ternms of
reference and deal wth mtters not included in the
reference, subject, of course, to incidental matters which
fall wthin their jurisdiction. Therefore, on principle,
M. Kolah is right when he contends that the Labour Court
would have been justified in refusing to inplenent the
award, if it was satisfied that the direction in the award
on which the respondents’ <claim is based is wi t hout
jurisdiction.

That takes us to the question about the merits of the plea
rai sed. by M. Kolah. M. Kolah contends that the direction
in question on which the respondent’s claimis based, is
invalid for the reason that the Tribunal travelled outside
the ternms of reference when it added the words "’ and others"
in the
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said direction. His argunment is that the said direction has
really been issued under demand No. 11 (b) and since the
said demand was confined to the four categories of workmnen
specified in it, the Tribunal had no jurisdiction to extend
the relief to any workers outside the said four categories
by adding the words " and ot hers". Thus presented, the
ar gunent is no doubt attractive, but on a carefu
exam nation of the schene of the award in so far as it
relates to demand No. 11, it would be <clear that the
i mpugned direction has relation not to demand No. 11 (6),
but to demand No. 11(a), and it is obvious that demand
referred to all workers and was not confine to any
specified categories of workers. It is true that in dealing
with the said demand, the Tribunal prominently referred to
the four categories of enployees specified in demand No. 11
(b), but that is not to say that it was confining the said
demand to the said four categories. The said f our
cat egories were nentioned specifically because they clearly
brought  ‘out the cases of worknen to whom relief was due
under dermand No. 11 (a). ~Having thus dealt with the said
four categories by nane, the Tribunal thought it necessary,
and we think, rightly, to add the words "and others",
because if there ‘were other worknmen who were till 1948
required to work on Sundays and in respect of whoma weekly
day off was introduced thereafter w thout any corresponding
increase in their wages, there was no reason why they shoul d
not have been given the benefit which was 'given to the
wor kmen of the four categories specifically discussed. it is
significant that having thus conprehensively described the
wor kmen who were entitled to the said benefit, the  Tribuna
has added that in respect of the renaining worknen, demand
No. 11 (a) was rejected. Therefore, we are satisfied that
the relief granted by the Tribunal in paragraph 115 of its
award has reference. to demand No. 11 (a) and the use of the
words "and others" is not only not outside the terms of
reference, but is quite appropriate and justified.

718

That being so, it is difficult to sustain the  plea that
the i npugned direction was w thout jurisdiction

M. Kolah no doubt relied on the fact that the present
respondents never thought that they were entiteld to the
benefit conferred by the inpugned direction and in _support
of this plea, he referred us to the fact that in’' 1952, a
demand was made on their behalf for a simlar benefit: | f
the respondents had felt that the benefit conferred by the
i mpugned direction was available to them it is very
unli kely says M. Kol ah, that they woul d have made the . same
demand in 1952 on the basis that it had not been granted to
themby the earlier award. |t does appear that this demand
was nmade on behal f of the respondents and the CGovernnment of
Bonbay took the view that the said demand had al ready been
considered by the Tribunal and that it was too late to
reopen it in regard to other categories of enployees;  that
is why the Governnent refused to make a reference. |n our
opinion, this fact <cannot materially assist M. Kolah,
because on a fair and reasonable construction of the
material direction in the award, we are satisfied that the
said clause applies to all workers of the appellant who
satisfy the test prescribed by it. |If the respondents did
not understand the true scope and effect of the said clause,
t hat cannot affect the construction of t he cl ause.
Therefore, we do not think that the failure of t he
respondents to take advantage of the said clause soon after
the earlier award was pronounced can have any bearing on the
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construction of the clause.

Then, M. Kolah has suggested that on the nerits the
respondents are not entitled to make the claim because, it
is not shown by themthat they were required to work on al
Sundays in the relevant years. He argues that the test
prescribed by the direction is that the benefit should be
avail able to

719
wor kmen who were, till 1948, required to work on Sundays and
that, it is suggested, rmust nmean "who were required to work
on all Sundays in the year". This argument has been

examned by the Labour Court and it has found that the
respondents were required to work on Sundays before 1948,
though they mght not have attended on all Sundays. In
support of this finding, the Labour Court has referred to
Ext. 32 and has drawn the-inference fromthe said docunent
that the workers in the Syphon Department were required to
wor k on all Sundays before Septenber, 1948, and it has added
that the fact that they did not work on sone Sundays may be
attributed to some casual circunstances, such as the workers
having voluntarily renained absent, or there not being
sufficient work for all, sone might have been sent hone.
M. Kolah has invited our attention to the chart (Ext. 32)
and has shown that in some cases, the enployees were not
required to work even half the nunber of Sundays during that
year. In our opinion, this argunent proceeds on a
m sconstruction of the relevant clause-in the award. The
sai d clause does not provide that before getting the benefit
in question, the workers must show that they actually worked

on all Sundays in the year. The test which has to be
satisfied by the workers is that they could have been
required to work on Sundays in that year. In other words,

what the Tribunal decided was that if there were workers
enpl oyed by the appellant whom the appellant could 'require
to work on Sundays during the relevant year, they would be
entitled to the benefit. |In other words, the test is : did
the ternms and conditions of service inpose an obligation on
the workers to attend duties on Sundays if called upon to do
so? That is very different fromsaying that the benefit
woul d be available only if the workersin question worked on
all  Sundays. Therefore, we do not think there is any
substance in the argunment that since the respondents had not
been actually required to work on all Sundays in the

720

rel evant year, they were not entitled to the benefit of the
rel evant clause in the award.

That | eaves one nore question to be considered. M. Kol ah
has strenuously argued that the Labour Court shoul d not have
al l owed the claimof the respondents for such a long period
when they made the present applications nearly 8 years after

the award was pronounced. It is true that the earlier award
was pronounced on May 11, 1950 and the present applications
were made in 1958. In support of his argunent that the

del ay made by the respondents should be taken into account,
M. Kol ah has referred to the fact that under the Paynent of
Wages Act (No. 4 of 1936) a claimfor wages has to be nmde
within six nonths fromthe date on which the cause of action
accrues to the enployees. 1In the State of Maharashtra, by
local nodification, this period is prescribed as one year

The argunent is that the present claim made by the
respondents under s. 33 C(2) is a claimfor wages within the

neani ng of the Paynent of Wages Act. |f the respondents had
nmade such a claimbefore the authority under the said Act,
they could not have got relief for nore than a year. It

woul d be anomal ous, says M. Kolah. that by merely changing
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the forum the respondents should be pernitted to nmke a
claim for as nany as 8. years under s. 33C (2). In this
connection, M. Kolah also contends that by virtue of s. 22
of the Paynent of wages Act, a claimfor wages cannot be
made by an industrial enployee in a civil court after a
| apse of one year, because though the period for such a.
suit nmay be 3 years under Art. 102, a civil suit is barred
by s. 22. The jurisdiction conferred on the paynent
authority is exclusive and so far as the said Act goes, al
claims nust be nade wi thin one year

Prima facie, there is some force in this argument. It does
appear to be sonewhat anonal ous that a clai mwhich would be
rejected as barred by

721
time if rmade under the Paynent of Wages Act., should be
entertained wunder s. 33C (2) of the Act; but does this
apparent anonaly justify the introduction of considerations
of limtation in proceedings under s. 33C (2)? M. Kol ah
suggests /that” it ~would be open to this Court to treat
| eaches ‘'on‘the part of the enployees as a relevant factor
even in dealing with case under s. 33C (2) and he has relied
one fact that this Court - has on sever al occasi ons
di scouraged belated claims in the nmatter of bonus. in
appreciating the wvalidity of this | argunment, we do not
propose to consider whether the jurisdiction conferred on
the authority under the Paynment of Wages Act is exclusive in
the sense that a claimfor wages cannot be made by an
industrial enmployee in a civil court within 3 vyears as
permtted by art. 102; that is a question which may have to
be decided on the nerits when'it directly arises. For the
pur pose of the present appeal, the only point which we have
to consider is : does the fact that for recovery of wages
[imtation has been prescribed by the paynent of Wages Act.
Justify the introduction of considerations of limtation in
regard to proceedi ngs taken under s. 33C (2) of the Act 7
In dealing with this question, it i's necessary to bear in
mnd that though the |egislature knew how the problem of
recovery of wages had been tackled by the Payment of /Wages
Act and how limtation had been prescribed in that behalf,
it has omtted to nmake any provision for limtation in
enacting s. 33C (2). The failure of the legislature to nmake
any provision for limtation cannot, in —our opinion, be
deened to be an accidental om ssion. In the circunstances,
it woul d be legitimte to i nfer t hat | egi sl ature
deliberately did not provide for any linmitation under s. 33C
(2). It may have been thought that the enployees who are
entitled to take the benefit of s. 330 (2) may not al ways be
conscious of their rights and it would not be right to put
the restriction
722
of limtation in respect of clains which they may  have to
make under the said provision. Besides, even if the anal ogy
of execution proceedings is treated as relevant, it is  well
known that a decree passed under the Code of Civil Procedure
is capable of execution within 12 years, provided,  of
course, it is kept alive by taking steps in aid of execution
fromtime to time as required by art. 182 of the Limitation

Act, so that the test of one year or six nonths’ limtation
prescri bed by the Paynent of Wages Act cannot be treated as
a uniform and universal test in respect of all Kkinds of
execution claims. It seens to us that where the |egislature

has nade no provision for limtation, it would not be open
to the courts to introduce any such limtation on grounds of
fairness or justice. The words of s. 33C (2) are plain and
unanbi guous and it would be the duty of the Labour Court to
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give effect to the said provision wthout any considerations
of limtation. M. Kolah no doubt enphasised the fact that
such belated claine nmade on a large scale my cause
consi derabl e inconvenience to the enployer, but that is a
consi deration which the |legislature may take into account,

and if the | egislature feels thatch play and justice
require that sone limtations be prescribed, it ’'nmay
proceed to do so. In t he absence of any

provi si on, however, the Labour Court cannot inport any such
consi deration in dealing with the applications nade under s.
33C (2).

M. Kolah then attenpted to suggest that art. 181 in the
First Schedule of the Limtation Act may apply to the

present applications, and a period of 3 years’ linitation
should, therefore, be heldto govern them Article 181
provides 3 years’ limtation for applications for which no

period of limtation is provided el sewhere in Schedule 1, or
by s. 48 of the Code of Civil Procedure, and the said period

starts when the right to apply accrues. |In our opion, this
argunent is one of desperation. It is well settled
723

that art. 181 applies only to applications which are made
under the Code of Civil Procedure, and so, its extension to
applications nmade under s. 33C (2) of the Act would not be
justified. As early as 1880, the Bonbay H gh Court had hel d
in Rai Manekbai v. Mnekji Kavasji (1), that art. 181 only
relates to applications under the Code of Civil Procedure in
whi ch case no period of linitation has been prescribed for
the application, and the consensus of judicial  opinion on
this point had been noticed by the Privy Council in Hansraj

GQupta v. Oficial Liquidator8, Dehra Dun Missoorie  Electric
Tramway Conpany Ltd. (2) An attenpt was no doubt nmade in the
case of Sha Wulchand & Co. Ltd. v. Jawahar MIls Ltd. (3),

to suggest that the amendnent of articles 158 and 178 i pso
facto altered the nmeaning which had been attached to the
words in art. 181 by judicial decisions, but this  attenpt
failed, because this Court held "' that the | ong catenate of
decisions under art. 181 may well be said to have, as it
were, added the words "under the Code" in the first ~columm
of that Article." Therefore it is not possible to accede to
the argunment that the limtation prescribed by art. 181 can
be invoked in dealing with applications under s. 33C (2) of
the Act.

It is true that in dealing with clains |ike bonus,

i ndustrial adjudication has generally discouraged | aches and
delay, but clains |ike bonus nust be distinguished from
clains made wunder s. 33C (2). A claim for _bonus, for
instance, is entertained on grounds of social justice and is
not based on any statutory provision. |n such a case,, it
woul d, no doubt, be open to industrial adjudicationto have
regard to all the relevant considerations before  awarding
the claimand in doing so, if it appears that a claim for
bonus was made after long lapse of tine, i ndustria

adj udi cati on may refuse to entertain the claim or
Government -nay refuse to nake reference in that behalf.

But these considerations would

(1)[1880] |.L R 7 Bom 213.

(2) [1932] L.R 60 I.A 13, 20.

(3) (1953) S.C.R 351, 371

724

be irrelevant when clains are nade under s. 33C (2), where
these clainms are, as in the present case, based on an award
and are intended 'nerely to execute the award. In such a
case, l[imtation cannot be introduced by i ndustria

adj udi cation on academ c ground of social justice. It can
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be introduced, if at all, by the legislature. Therefore, we
think, that the Labour Court was right in rejecting the
appellant’s contention that since the present claim was
bel ated, it should not be awarded.

In the result, the appeals fail and are dismssed wth
costs.

Appeal s di sm ssed




