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INTRODUCTION  

“Scooters India Limited, Lucknow vs. Labour court” is an important and landmark judgement 

by the Indian labour court & it deals with Indian labour law.1 It specifically deals with the UP 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The essential legal provisions discussed in this case are Section 

6 (2-A) and Section 4-K, which give the power to the Labour court to intervene in dismissal 

orders, assess the fairness and modify/alter the disciplinary proceedings initiated by employers. 

The key provisions of this case are “Section 6 (2-A) and Section 4-K”,2 which allow the Labour 

court to interfere with dismissal orders and, if necessary, modify and overturn them. This case 

also draws attention towards “Section 11 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947”, which 

highlights the discretionary powers of the labour court in Employment disputes which stating 

that the labour court or tribunals to modify or set aside an employee’s discharge or dismissal.  

The brief facts of this case are that Scooters India Limited dismissed an employee on the 

grounds of major misconduct, which was the time when the dispute arose. The employees were 

charged with three separate incidents on March 23, 1981; April 30, 1981; and July 21, 1981. 

Each charge was investigated separately, and in all three cases, the allegations were found to 

be valid. So, after reviewing the termination, the labour court concluded that the inquiries were 

conducted fairly, adhering to both statutory requirements and the principles of natural justice. 

The labour court reviewed the termination order, and the investigations were conducted fairly 

and with due process. In this case, it was noted that although the employee’s behaviour was 

unacceptable and unsatisfactory and at times bordering on rude, it was not sufficient grounds 

for dismissal. In order to allow the employee to change and reformation, the court instead 

directed the company to reinstate the employee and awarded with 75% back wages, stressing 
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1 Scooters India Ltd v Labour Court AIR 1989 SC 149, (1989 Supp (1) SCC 31)  
2 Uttar Pradesh Industrial Disputes Act 1947, ss 4-K 
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the need for justice tempered with 75% of the back wages. This decision was challenged by 

the Employer to the Allahabad High Court, which upheld the Labour Court ruling in this case. 

The High denied the Scooters India Limited petition, which held that the Labour court acted 

by “Section 6 (2-A) of the U.P. Industrial Disputes Act, 1947”. After that, the Scooters India 

Limited filed an SLP in the Supreme Court arguing that the Labour court could not intervene 

in the termination after finding the fact that the inquiry was lawful. In this case of Scooters 

India Limited, the Supreme Court upheld the decisions of both the Labour court and the HC by 

saying that the fact that the Labour court had used its judicial discretion to balance the 

disciplinary action with fairness and mercy.  

The main essential and legal issue in this case was whether the labour court could intervene in 

a valid termination if the inquiry was held to be fair and lawful. The Supreme Court reiterated 

that the powers of the labour court under “Section 6 (2-A)” are wide and not restricted to 

procedural fairness only. If it feels that dismissal with a less severe punishment satisfies the 

principles of justice, equity and fair play, it may do so.  

BACKGROUND  

The Background of this case was that initially, this case started with an Employee of Scooters 

India Limited with major acts of misconduct under three separate charges, and separate 

inquiries were conducted on all three charges and allegations were found to be proven in all 

three cases. Firstly, the Labour court involved in this case found that the inquiries were fair and 

lawful and also in line with the principle of natural justice, and the Labour court has exercised 

the power under “Section 6 (2-A) of the U.P. Industrial Act, 1947”. The labour court gave the 

decision that the Employee should be awarded 75% back wages and the reinstatement of the 

Employee, with the reasoning that a need for mercy and offering the employee a chance for 

change and reformation. Then, the Allahabad High Court in this case came where the decision 

of the labour court was challenged by Scooters India Limited. The employee in this case also 

filed a writ petition claiming 100% back wages instead of 75%. But the HC dismissed both the 

petition and upheld the decision of the Labour court. After the petitions were rejected and 

dismissed by the HC. Scooters India Limited filed a special leave petition challenging the 

decision of the HC. But the Supreme Court found a valid reason to interfere with the decision 

of the Labour Court and the High Court. The principle of justice tempered with mercy was 

upheld, which gives an employee a chance for reformation.  The Supreme Court also focuses 
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on the discretionary power of the Labour Court under “Section 6 (2-A) of the Act.”3 And at 

last, the SC dismissed the special leave petition and the employee remained entitled to 

reinstatement with 75% back wages. Therefore, by this decision, the case highlights how the 

Indian judiciary strikes a balanced approach toward maintaining discipline in industrial 

relations while taking the employees' welfare aspect into account. This case tells us how we 

can maintain a balance between the company and employee relationship.  

ANALYSIS   

This case of “Scooters India Limited vs. Labour court” is a case that involves various legal 

provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, but it specifically talks about the U.P. Industrial 

Disputes Act. Let’s discuss and analyse the case in detail, and the provisions related to it, and 

see whether the decisions of both courts are appropriate or not or does they modify or reaffirm 

the law which is involved in this case and the reasoning behind the court’s decision. Firstly, we 

talk about the appropriateness of the court’s decision under the law. So, the decision of the 

Supreme Court to dismiss the special leave petition is by the legal provision under “Section 6 

(2-A) of the U.P. Industrial Disputes Act”, which is similar to “Section 11-A of the Industrial 

Disputes Act, 1947.”4 This section gives a discretionary power to the labour court to exercise 

and revoke the dismissal order, substitute the punishment with a lesser one and direct 

reinstatement of the back wages with or without payment. In this matter of the case, the labour 

court used its discretionary power to balance justice with mercy by giving the employee 75% 

of the back wages in spite of a fair inquiry process and validated charges of misconduct. The 

Supreme Court recognised this as a judicial exercise of discretion.  

Secondly, in this case, we are going to analyse where the decision of the court modifies, 

changes or reaffirms the law. The decision of the court does not modify or change the law, but 

it reaffirms the existing legal principles rather than modifying them. The discretionary power 

of the labour court states that if the greater good of justice so requires, the labour court can 

intervene even when the investigation or the disciplinary proceedings are lawfully sound. This 

case focuses on the idea that justice should be humane, compassionate, possibility of reform 

rather than concentrating just on punitive measures. The Supreme Court’s decision in Scooters 

                                                             
3 Uttar Pradesh Industrial Disputes Act 1947, s 6 (2A) 
4 Industrial Disputes Act 1947, s 11-A  

http://www.jlrjs.com/


VOL. 4 ISSUE 4 Journal of Legal Research and Juridical Sciences ISSN (O): 2583-0066 

www.jlrjs.com  795 

 

India Limited reinforces the principle that Labour courts are not barred from interfering in the 

disciplinary actions even when certain conditions are there: 

1. The Employer is fair and lawful in conducting inquiries.  

2. The principle of natural justice has been followed. 

3. According to procedural norms, the misconduct of the employee has been proven. 

It means that even if the employer conducts an investigation that is legally sound and fair, the 

authority to review the punishment and procedure is with the Labour court. The court does not 

only focus on the lawfulness of the enquiry but also on whether the punishment imposed was 

in line, just and proportionate in comparison to the misconduct committed by the employee. 

This ensures procedural correctness without compromising substantive justice for employees 

by preventing excessive punishments that may technically comply with the procedure but result 

in oppressive outcomes. This principle is codified under “Section 6 (2-A) of the U.P. Industrial 

Disputes Act, 1947”, which is similar to “Section 11 A of the Industrial Disputes Act,1947”. 

The Supreme Court reaffirms the legal principle for various reasons, including Judicial 

discretion of the labour courts, the principle of proportionality and the balance between strict 

legal compliance and social justice. The order of reinstatement of 75% back wages also shows 

that the court’s discretion is in reformation rather than retribution. 

Thirdly, we are going to discuss the reasoning behind the decision of the Apex Court and the 

Labour Court. The reasoning behind the court’s decision is that the misconduct that happened 

was serious, so the court recognised that the employee acted upon personal ideas and not with 

the intention, which was bad and malicious. The labour court focuses on the importance of 

giving an employee an opportunity for reformation and change for their betterment and giving 

them a second chance to demonstrate that he was a serious and hardworking employee of the 

company. The court, while balancing between justice and equity, ordered and directed 

reinstatement with 75% back wages, which is a proportionate manner without endangering the 

livelihood of the employee in the long run. This decision was also by “Section 11 A of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947” which allows labour courts to evaluate the proportionality of 

the Punishment. It upholds the labour court’s jurisdiction to determine not only the legality but 

also the reasonableness of the disciplinary measures. The Apex court noted that the labour 

court’s decision was not arbitrary or judicially improper, but it considered all the relevant 

circumstances before deciding to provide the employee with 75% back wages.  
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The decision or the judgement of Scooters India Limited vs. Labour court reaffirms the 

judiciary’s commitment to maintain a balance between strict adherence to legal procedures 

with compassion. It gives a strong and clear message through this decision that even though 

maintaining discipline in the workplace is important but giving and providing people a chance 

or an opportunity to reform can serve the larger interest of justice. This judgment cannot 

change, add or modify the existing laws, but makes it clear how discretionary powers must be 

used in industrial dispute cases by reaffirming the existing legal principles.  

CONCLUSION  

This case of “Scooters India Limited vs. Labour Court” is a landmark judgement that talks 

about the legal provisions given under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, related to employment 

disputes. There are various arguments on both sides in this case. The petitioner in this case, 

which is a company, challenged the decision of the Labour court to reinstate the employer with 

75% back wages, even though the investigations had proven the employee’s misconduct. The 

company argued that since the inquiries and investigations were conducted in a fair manner 

and lawful and followed with all the legal procedures, the labour court had overstepped its 

authority under “Section 6 (2-A) of the U.P. Industrial Disputes Act, 1947” by interfering in 

the order of dismissal. The company contended that the High Court was mistaken in treating 

all three separate charge sheets against the employee as if they had led to a single dismissal 

order, in spite of addressing the points in each one individually. The respondent contends that 

they accepted the findings of the investigation, but contended that the punishment was 

excessive and claimed 100% back wages from the company and not 75%.  The Labour court, 

after the misconduct happened due to personal ideas, not ill will or malicious intention and then 

the court adopted a more humanitarian approach by directing reinstatement and allowing the 

employee an opportunity to change and reform. The Labour Court gave the decision in favour 

of the employee, granting 75% back wages, despite the company’s allegations of misconduct. 

The court also acknowledged that the injury was just and legal, but felt that justice had to be 

tempered with mercy. But the Supreme Court upheld this decision by validating the Labour 

Court’s jurisdiction under “Section 6 (2-A)”. It dismissed all three of the company’s grounds 

and held that the Labour court was within its judicial discretion.  

This case is also cited and used in one of the cases of the Supreme Court, which we are going 

to see how that case is related and what part of this judgment is used or relied on in further 
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cases. The case of “U.P. State Road Transport Corporation & Ors. V. Gopal Shukla & Ors”.5 

Builds upon the precedent set in Scooters India Limited v. Labour Court. The case of Scooters 

India Limited had established the principle that justice should be tempered with mercy and 

permitting reinstatement even after the establishment of misconduct, but the Gopal Shukla case 

makes a clear distinction about this. The Supreme Court clarified that the liberal approach does 

not extend to monetary malfeasance or trust violations, as reinstatement would be detrimental 

to employers and public interest, which distinguishes these offences from less serious 

misconduct in Scooters India Limited. 

There are various lacunas in this case also, like a lack of clarity on proportionality; the U.P. 

Industrial Dispute Act does not provide clarity on guidelines on how to balance misconduct 

and mercy. There is ambiguity around the extent of the powers of the labour court under 

“Section 6 (2-A) of the Act.” Furthermore, there is no clear framework to assess whether an 

employee to be allowed to reform, and this gives courts broad discretion in making such 

judgements, but this is not the only side of the judgement. There is always a positive and a 

negative side. So, the positive side of the judgement is that this decision strengthens the 

Labourers' rights by reinforcing the discretionary powers of the Labour Court to consider 

reformation and impartiality in punishment. It also mandates the proportionate punishment for 

misconduct and establishes a precedent for leniency in industrial disputes. This makes this 

judgment a strong judgment to refer to in cases of Industrial Disputes related to employment. 

                                                             
5 Uttar Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation v Gopal Shukla (2015) 16 SCC 680  
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