
Citation: Gardazi, S. M. F., & Iqbal, M. A. (2020). Conceptualization of Breach of Contract under the Vienna Sales 
Convention and Sale of Goods Act of Pakistan. Global Legal Studies Review, V(III), 113-119. 
https://doi.org/10.31703/glsr.2020(V-III).14  

 

 

Conceptualization of Breach of Contract under the Vienna Sales Convention 
and Sale of Goods Act of Pakistan 

  
Syed Mudasser Fida 
Gardazi * 

p- ISSN: 2708-2458    e- ISSN: 2708-2466 L- ISSN: 2708-2458 

Muhammad Asim Iqbal † 
Vol. V, No. III (Summer 2020) Pages: 113 — 119  DOI: 10.31703/glsr.2020(V-III).14 
 URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.31703/glsr.2020(V-III).14 

 

Abstract: The Vienna Sales Convention or CISG is an amalgamation of civil law and common law. Moreover, 
it is relatively a modern document when compared with the Sale of Goods Act, 1930 (SOGA) of Pakistan, 
which is an offshoot of common law. The remedial measures available to the parties contracting for the sale 
of goods under both regimes are somehow different. Because, the basic concept of a breach in a contract is a 
major variable in each instrument, if evaluated from various angles. The fundamental scheme applied here is 
to find the common legal provisions, similarities and differences on the concept of the breach. The comparative 
analysis shows that similar contractual obligations lead to dissimilarities in remedies under different laws. 
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Introduction 

The United Nations Convention on Contracts for the International Sale of Goods (Vienna Sales 
Convention or CISG) is deliberated to act as a global statutory code for such transactions involved the 
sales of goods when the transactions take place between persons based in countries with differences in 
location. [Koehler et al, 2008] As international sales are concerned, the CISG was intended to substitute 
the national law of sales in each endorsing jurisdiction. The general objective of unification has been seen 
to, facilitate the enduring expansion of global trade with countries that are developing to help them in 
adjustment for differences in bargaining powers among business players, enhance certainty in 
international transactions, and advance a variety of such other commendable endeavors. [Butler, 2011] 

The CISG has not yet been ratified by Pakistan, and ninety-two years old, the Sale of Goods Act, 
1930, which is primarily based on the English law then, is the applicable law in Pakistan as sales law. 
There will be some reasons for a country if it does not ratify a Convention. [Magnus, 2008] There may 
be some express or obvious reasons which may be observed easily on their face. The transposition of 
the CISG into effective legislation within the legal order of Pakistan and involved in this study enables us 
to examine the situation currently prevailing on the subject with the objectives focusing on evolving valid 
conclusions. The meaning of valid conclusion refers here to certain original and 'genuine' findings 
resulting from the study. The development of the CISG in 1980 and in its evolutionary progress is the 
main ranges of the time frame in the perspective of the Convention, while the other part related to SOGA 
may differ. [Butler, 2005] 

However, if the reasons are implied or hidden, then a comparative study of the existing domestic 
legislative framework with that specific Convention or Treaty may ascertain or find out such reasons. 
Therefore, to dig out the dissimilarities between the two and on such outcome of these differentiations 
the extent of the changes in obligations of the sellers or buyer in international contracts for the sale of 
goods, the suitable way to determine the reasons for avoiding the CISG by Pakistan by conducting a 
comparative analysis of conceptual aspects related to CISG and the Sale of Goods Act, 1930. Hence, 
this effort is placed to discuss the conceptual differences of breach of contract in the two regimes, which 
is the core value deriving the remedies and or compensations on such breach. 
 

Research Methodology 
The main approach for this study is employed as the documentary analysis method. It is a type of 
qualitative research [Coutin, 2009] where the researcher gives denotation and opinion around an 
assessment topic. [Grix, 2010] All such involved specific texts are documents to a certain degree come 
into the ambit of evidence here. [Flick, 2006] The range from simple reading text to technical discourse 
analysis aiming to gain information on the viewpoint or policy of a person or organization is involved in 
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determining the level. [Golafshani, 2003; Grix, 2010] The saving up time and preventing the research 
from diversion towards the wrong pathway, the omission of irrelevant and unnecessary information 
comes under the umbrella of qualitative analysis. [Hale et al., 2011] This study engaged primary 
sources of data collection via two different paths: (i) official legal instruments and (ii) the decisions of 
courts (case law). Furthermore, searching on the internet for evidence of previously failed or successful 
implementations of the CISG is a part, as well as Lookofsky said. [1999; 2002] The examination records, 
study artifacts, or social processes created or formed by such methods and have a discussion with the 
people who are involved or affected by the procedures being studied are usually termed as qualitative 
research by the law researchers. [Coutin, 2009] 

This study decides to analyze the documents proceeds for a comparison of the provisions of CISG 
with the corresponding content enshrined in SOGA, and a few places, the insight from English law is also 
ascertained. Alongside, the views are supplemented with the examination in a comparative mode 
throughout the globe and the implementation of the CISG, respectively.  
 
Factors of Contractual Breach Under the Cisg and Soga 
The breach of contract is under the focus of examination herein a comparative perspective between the 
two regimes, i.e. CISG and SOGA. This comparison is categorized on the following fundamental 
questions. 1) What are the common legal provisions in both instruments? 2) What are their similarities 
and differences? The study analyses how similar contractual obligations lead to dissimilarities in 
remedies under different laws. 
 
Legal Provisions on Categorization of the Breach 
In the CISG, 'fundamental breach' is categorized under Article 25, which conceptualizes the remedial 
system. [Ishida, 2020] Because the remedies are dependent upon the nature of breaches which result 
in different consequences, that is, specific performance, damages or avoidance of the contract.  The 
provision for the fundamental breach emphasis on 'substantial detriment of material interests' and 
breaches the party's 'foreseeability' for his exemption. [Schlechtriem, 2005] However, the derogation 
from the "fundamental breach" defined under Article 25 of the CISG is probable if the parties do not agree 
to its finality and are convinced for some other criteria in their contract as authorized by Article 6 of the 
Convention. [Williams, 2000-2001] 

The common law categorizes the breach of contract in three kinds [Andrews, 2016]; breach of 
intermediate terms, warranties, or conditions. [Zhao, 2019] The SOGA accept two types of breaches: 
conditions and warranties. [Section 12 of the SOGA] A condition reflects as the stipulation essential in 
a contract which, if breached, would accrue a right to repudiate at the option of the aggrieved party. 
Warranty is a stipulation, a breach of which creates a right to claim damages but not to reject the goods 
or to repudiate the contract. [PLD 1955 Lah 52] Condition is either expressly provided by words or 
implied by meaning. [1990 CLC 1419 (Lahore)] The remedy of breach of warranty or condition is 
explained in Section 59 of SOGA, where a buyer may choose to set up for diminution or extinction of the 
price or suit for damages as the only remedy. [AIR 1930 Bom 249] The other kinds of relief are 
mentioned in section 59 of the SOGA. [AIR 1955 Pat 215] The diminution or extinction of price for the 
buyer against breach of warranty is available under section 59 of SOGA and section 73 of the Contract 
Act, 1872 (CA). [2014 SCMR 922] The remedy of damages is an award for actual loss against the 
breach of quality of goods. [PLD 1957 (WP) Kar 747 and PLD 1973 Kar 361] On the other hand, 
compensation is awarded against consequential loss. [PLD 1973 Kar 361] It is observed here that the 
concept of "fundamental breach" under SOGA deals with an entirely different matter from its use in CISG. 
The fundamental breach doctrine in SOGA deals with the impact of the exclusive clause, which is 
believed to be no longer operational except as a tool of interpretation based upon the contract. [2000 
CLC 729 (Lahore)] 
 
Homogeneity in the Categories of Breach under the Two Regimes 
The breach of contract in both regimes is somehow similar in the following three features.  The first 
breach is with respect to a precondition of a breach in the obligation of a contract. Second is the remedial 
perspective of the performance of the contract and damages. Third depends upon the circumstantial 
seriousness of the breach for its discharge. 
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Infringement of the Contractual liabilities 
The "breach of contract" depends upon the violation of an obligation in both regimes. The "breach of 
contract" is not defined in Article 25 of the CISG; however, it may be inferred by other articles of the 
convention that such breach depends upon the failure of parties to conclude the contract by the 
performance of any of his obligation. For that cause, if the seller fails for his obligations, then according 
to Article 45(1), the buyer may exercise his rights under Article 46 to52, claim damages via Articles 74 
- 77. And if the buyer does not succeed for his obligations, then the seller may, under Article 61(1), claim 
his rights under article 62 to 65 or claim damages under Articles 74 to 77 of the convention. [Viscasillas, 
2017] According to Article 9 of the convention, the contract, practices between the parties or a usage of 
general nature accepted by the signatories in routine international trade may prescribe the nature of 
non-performance, defective or delayed performance of any obligation. The non-delivery or non-payment, 
late payment or late delivery and delivering the substandard goods or documents entail the respective 
examples. [H M (Danish Buyer) v Joint Stock Company as S (Polish Seller)] 

The English law entails a breach of contractual obligations either by expressed agreement of the 
parties or impliedly by law so, as is the case in SOGA. The sale of goods by implied warranties, 
contractual description, and the samples subject to the quality and fitness for buying purposes oblige the 
sellers in the eye of law. [Sections 15, 16, and 17 of the SOGA]  The breach of condition normally will 
apply in a model of the sale in which goods are offered as 'is where is' basis and sale by description. 
[2007 CLD 1445] The merchantable quality is treated as the implied condition in the sale of goods. [PLD 
1970 Kar 125] However, for the examined goods no implied condition shall apply. [1990 CLC 1419] 
The sample part of the bargain creates an express warranty that would confirm the whole of the bulk of 
goods. [2010 SCMR 1162] It is commonly understood that there are no damages without defects in 
goods. [2002 CLD 813] Moreover, the seller is bound to disclose the defects in his goods in accordance 
with section 16-A of the SOGA. 

''Seller to inform the buyer to defect in goods sold'' --- ''Notwithstanding anything contained in section 
16, and save where the parties have entered into an agreement to the contrary, the seller shall be under 
an obligation to inform the buyer of any defect in the goods sold at the time of the contract, except in a 
case where the defect is obviously known to the buyer.'' 

Hence, the breach of expressed terms or implied conditions is equally stood as the breach of 
contract. 
 
Redressal against the Infringements 
In both regimes, the main remedies for breaching a contract are either to claim damages or discharge 
the parties from the contract's further performance. If the contract is fundamentally breached in 
accordance with CISG, then Article 45(1) and (2) protect the buyer from any deprivation to claim 
damages while exercising other remedies in parallel. Similarly, the seller is protected under Article 61(1) 
and (2). [Brunner et al, 2019] However, subject to the due damages both the parties may invoke 
avoidance of contract under Article 81(1) to release from all other obligations. The nature of lacking of 
the conformity of goods on its revelation to the buyer or within a reasonable time from its discovery 
infers an obligation to confer a notice for lack of conformity to the seller. Otherwise, this right under 
Article 39(1) available for the buyer may be lost. [Bell, 2015] In the case of Pakistani law, when a 
contract is breached by way of a breach in condition or breach tent amounts to a repudiation of contract, 
the party injured may claim damages or treat the contract as discharged. [Ss. 13 and 57 of the SOGA] 
"Section 13 does not contemplate the case of seller failing to tender delivery of goods." [PLD 1958 Dacca 
512] "Section 57, the buyer may revoke the contract and claim the damages against the failure of the 
seller for delivery of goods." [1987 CLC Karachi 83] 

Section 13(2) gives an option to the buyer to waive of a condition obligatory on the seller. [PLD 
1958 Dacca 512] Or may not elect it as a ground to treat the contract as repudiated but as a breach of 
warranty. [1990 CLC 1419] The non-fundamental breach under CISG, [Arts. 45(1) & 61(1) of the CISG] 
as referred in Seoul Central District Court Korea, Singaporean company v Korean company. [Case 1595 
UN CLOUT]  The buyer may avoid the contract on non-performance to the extent of impossibility from 
the seller [Arts. 45(1) & 49(1) CISG]. In German Company (the seller) v Swiss Company (the buyer) it 
was decided that the buyer fundamentally breached the contract by refusing to accept delivery of goods 
dealing under the Arts. 61(1) and 64(1)(a) of CISG. Therefore, the seller may avoid the contract and can 
claim the damages and proportionate interests under Articles 74 and 75 of the CISG, respectively. [Case 
629 UN CLOUT] Or breach of warranty under SOGA [Ss. 13, 56 & 57 of the SOGA] entitles an injured 
party to claim damages. Non-acceptance of goods would amount to damages for the aggrieved party 
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under section 56. [PLD 1964 (WP) Kar 133] The quantum of damages shall be measured in accordance 
with section 73 of the Contract Act, 1872. [2011 SCMR 1287]  
 
Discharge of Contract 
The "fundamental breach" under Article 25 of CISG [Ishida, 2020; Schlechtriem et al, 2009] is somehow 
similar to the breach of a condition leading to a repudiation of the contract reflected in Section 12(2) of 
SOGA. The stipulation condition may be called as warranty. [2000 CLC 729] The breach of the condition 
gives a right to repudiate or avoidance of the contract to the aggrieved party. [PLD 1955 Lah 52 (DB)] 
Though the language in both the laws are slightly poles apart, the requirement of the subject matter is 
more or less the same, which emphasis the breach of material interest or the purpose of the contract for 
the injured party. 
 
Differences in the Categories of Breach under the Two Regimes 
The breach of contract in both regimes is identified from three key differentiations. Firstly, precondition 
in CISG regarding the "fundamental breach" differs with the requirement of breach of the condition in a 
contract under SOGA and secondly their remedies. Thirdly, remedies for other breaches in CISG and 
remedies for breach of warranties under SOGA are different. 
 
Denial of Substantial Interests 
The "fundamental breach" under Article 25 of CISG demands the impairment of material interest, which 
is a core requirement in this case. And the breach of the condition under SOGA does not demand it. As 
discussed earlier that the condition may arise impliedly by the operation of law or from the express terms 
of the contract. The breach of a condition empowers a buyer to terminate the contract even without an 
assessment of the gravity of loss. [Ss. 13 & 57 of the SOGA] However, the rejection by the buyer is 
subjective for the reasons of quality, fitness by purpose and sample or description of the commodities, 
which are enshrined in Ss. 15, 16 and 17 of SOGA. 
 
Test Involving Foreseeability 
Although the foreseeability test is rarely observed by the courts, for its superfluous nature, in practice 
yet, it is defined under Article 25 of the CISG to assess the gravity of a breached obligation. Whether the 
infringement to the interest of the injured party would have been foreseen or was foreseen as 
substantial by an ordinary prudent individual in the identical situation, then such breach would be 
tantamount to a fundamental breach. However, unforeseeability does not exempt the breaching party 
from his liability. 

Furthermore, Art. Twenty-five of CISG left open the time of assessing the foreseeability for the 
breaching party suppose on the breach of contract or its conclusion. [Ishida, 2020]. The SOGA in 
comparison, does not require a foreseeability test in the breach of conditions. The insignificance of this 
test in CISG makes a literal and not of the substantive nature of the difference between the two regimes. 
 
Redressal against the Infringement 
The remedies in both regimes have few differences. Specific performance, avoidance of a contract, the 
substitution of the goods, and damages are the remedies for fundamental breach in CISG; the price 
reduction [Gardazi et al, 2021], repair, and damages are available for non-fundamental breaches. SOGA 
provides termination of contract and damages as remedies for a breach of the conditions of contract and 
damages for the breach of warranties of contract. [PLD 1957 PC 61; 2002 CLD 813] Subject to the 
provisions of Chapter II of the Specific Relief Act, 1877 of Pakistan, the grant of specific performance is 
another remedy provided in section 58 of the SOGA but available in very limited circumstances, 
especially where the relief of damages is insufficient, for example; soled goods are unique. [PLJ 1980 
Kar 329; PLJ 1997 Kar 212; PLD 1998 Kar 1; 2004 CLD 603; 2009 CLD 1524 (DB)] The award of 
damages is the basic remedy in SOGA. The purpose of CISG is the harmonization of international trade 
and ultimately the preservation of bargain [Obeidat, 2018]; hence it focuses on specific performance as 
a basic remedy to conclude the contract rather to avoid it in comparison with SOGA. The breach of similar 
contractual obligation may hold a different category leading to different remedies in two regimes. 
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Conclusions 
The CISG categorizes the breach of contract relying on the fundamental breach criteria. Traditionally, the 
observation of the conformity of the goods and documents and the time agreement in the international 
documentary sale are observed by the contract makers with high value. Article 25 of the CISG does not 
agree with the time breach, and description agreements amount to a "fundamental breach". The 
'substantial detriment' invoked by the delay or nonconformity is a matter of fact, depends upon the 
judicial discretion. This flexibility in the categorization of the breach, which ultimately moves for an award 
of remedy, brings uncertainty for the injured parties. Therefore, it is difficult for the contracting party to 
make decisions, quickly and accurately, to avoid the contract in response to the delay of performance 
from the other party. The objective of the CISG, however, is achieved to some extent for uniformly 
enforcing the contract performance and the prevention of its avoidance. Consequently, the obligation of 
timely performance under the CISG may not be taken seriously by the parties. [Flechtner, 1998] In 
comparison, the SOGA is much more certain in time description.  

The CISG stresses upon the performance of the contract rather than its avoidance and encourages 
its specific performance as a remedy. The fundamental breach, therefore, includes the delivery of 
defective goods or tender of defective documents even with serious defects, if such faults can be 
addressed by substitution or repair from the seller without causing uncertain expenses, inconvenience, 
or unreasonable delay to the buyer. On the other hand, the SOGA, straight after a contract is breached, 
emphases terminating the contract and encouraging the injured person to mitigate the loss by buying or 
selling the substitute goods in the market, which is quite certain. This law enables the buyer to reject of 
the faulty documents in following the principle of strict compliance whether or not such documents cause 
substantial detriment. Regarding the CISG, the Incoterms if incorporated in the contract, reduce the 
discrepancy of documents by providing the right to reject to the buyer irrespective of any detrimental 
loss. 

The CISG and the SOGA while considering non-payment or non-delivery as the circumstances of 
non-performance both consistently allow avoiding the contract due to the failure of core objective. The 
preceding comparison shows that the emphasizing the contract performance by the CISG creates 
somehow uncertainty which may be countered by incorporating the required essentials of description in 
the contract to enhance the obviousness of the remedies against a breach including avoidance of the 
contract which will definitely serve as a detriment to ensure the required performance. 
 



Syed Mudasser Fida Gardazi and Muhammad Asim Iqbal 

118  Global Legal Studies Review (GLSR)   

References 

Andrews, N. (2016). "Breach" in Arbitration and Contract Law. Springer International Publishing, 249-
272. 

Bell, G. F. (2015). "Introduction to Articles 61–65," in UN Convention on Contracts for the International 
Sale of Goods (CISG). Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft Mbh & Co KG, 854. 

Brunner, C. & Olivier, M. (2019). Commentary on the UN Sales Law (CISG), ed. Benjamin Gottlieb. Kluwer 
Law International, 431-443. 

Butler, P. (2005). "Celebrating Anniversaries," Victoria University Wellington Law Review 35, no. 36: 
775, http://www.nzlii.org/nz/journals/VUWLawRw/2005/35.html#Heading7 

Butler, P. (2011). "The Use of the CISG in Domestic Law," Анали Правног факултета у Београду 59(3), 
7-27. https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-detail?id=603182 

Coutin, S. B. (2009). "Qualitative Research in Law and Social Sciences," Scottish Journal of Arts, Social 
Sciences and Scientific Studies, 50-53, https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Kieron-
Rooney2/publication/258337557_Compression_Garments_and_Recovery_from_Eccentric
_Exercise_A_31P-MRS_Study/links/00b7d5347d8f958f27000000/Compression-
Garments-and-Recovery-from-Eccentric-Exercise-A-31P-MRS-Study.pdf#page=51 

Flechtner, H. M. (1998). "The Several Texts of the CISG in a Decentralized System: Observations on 
Translations, Reservations and other Challenges to the Uniformity Principle in Article 7 
(1)," Pace International Law Review 13: 399. 

Flick, U. (2006). An Introduction to Qualitative Research, 3rd ed. London: Sage, 247. 
Gardazi, S. M. F., Iqbal, M. A., & Nawaz, H. M. U. (2021). Price Reduction in Vienna Sales Convention and 

Compatibility Check in Sale of Goods Act of Pakistan. International Review of Management and 
Business Research, 10(1), 367–374. https://doi.org/10.30543/10-1(2021)-32. 

Golafshani, N. (2003). "Understanding Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research," The Qualitative 
Report 8(4), 597-607, http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR8-4/golafshani.pdf. 

Grix, J. (2010). The Foundations of Research, 2nd ed. London: Palgrave Mcmillan, 131. 
Hale, C. D. & Astolfi, D. (2011). "Research Design: Qualitative Methods," 201-214, 

https://www.academia.edu/7575763/Chapter_9_Research_Design_Qualitative_Methods 
Ishida, Y. (2020). Identifying Fundamental Breach of Article 25 and 49 of the CISG: The Good Faith Duty 

of Collaborative Efforts to Cure Defects - Make the Parties Draw a Line in the Sand of 
Substantiality. Michigan Journal of International Law, 41(1), 63–108. 
https://doi.org/10.36642/mjil.41.1.identifying 

 Koehler, M. F. & Guo, Y. (2008). The Acceptance of the Unified Sales Law (CISG) in Different Legal 
Systems. Pace International Law Review 20(1), 45, 
https://digitalcommons.pace.edu/pilr/vol20/iss1/3/ 

Lookofsky, J. M. (1999). Alive and Well in Scandinavia: CISG Part II. Journal of Law and Commerce 
18(2), 289-299. United Nations Convention on Contracts for the International Sale of Goods, 
1980 (CISG) United Nations (UN)", 
http://www.jus.uio.no/lm/un.contracts.international.sale.of.goods.convention.1980/ 

Lookofsky, J. M. (2002). Understanding the CISG in Scandinavia: A Compact Guide to the 1980 United 
Nations Convention on Contracts for the International Sale of Goods, 2nd ed. Copenhagen: 
DJOF Publishing. 

Magnus, U. (2008). ‘CISG’s impact on Germany’ in The CISG and its Impact on National Legal Systems, 
ed. Franco Ferrari, Berlin: Sellier European Law Publishers, 146, 
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783866537293 

Obeidat, Y. (2018). The Remedy of Price Reduction in accordance with the United Nations Convention 
on Contracts for the International Sale of Goods under CISG: With Special Reference to 
Jordanian Civil Law and English Sale of Goods Law. Journal of Sharia and Law 2018, 76, 9-10. 
https://scholarworks.uaeu.ac.ae/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1085&context=sharia_and_la
w 

Schlechtriem, P. & Petra, B. (2009). UN Law on International Sales: The UN Convention on the 
International Sale of Goods. Springer Science & Business Media, 94. 

Schlechtriem, P. (2005). Commentary on the UN Convention on the International Sale of Goods (CISG). 
Oxford University Press, 2nd English ed. 284. 

Viscasillas, P. P. (2017). Interpretation and gap-filling under the CISG: contrast and convergence with 
the Unidroit Principles. Uniform Law Review, 22(1), 4–28. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ulr/unw060 



Conceptualization of Breach of Contract under the Vienna Sales Convention and Sale of Goods Act of Pakistan 

Vol. V, No. III (Summer 2020)  119 

Williams, A. E. (2000-2001). "Forecasting the Potential Impact of the Vienna Sales Convention on 
International Sales Law in the United Kingdom" in Pace Review of the Convention on Contracts 
for the International Sale of Goods. Kluwer Law International, 9-57. 

Zhao, L. (2019). "Classification of contractual terms and termination clauses in English law" in Research 
Handbook on Maritime Law and Regulation. Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd., 179 

 
Case Laws 
Abdul Hamid v Odhavji Anandji and Co Ltd. PLD 1957 PC 61. 
Agha Saifuddin Khan v Pak Suzuki Motors Co etc. PLJ 1997 Kar 212. 
Ahmad Corporation v Messrs the International Food Grain and Oil Seed, Karachi. PLD 1973 Kar 361 

(DB). 
Ahmed Abdul Gani v Rahmania Trading Co . PLD 1958 Dacca 512. 
Arning and Company Ltd v Haroon A Sporty Brothers. PLD 1964 (WP) Kar 133. 
Dada Steel Mills v Metal Export. (2009). CLD 1524 (DB). 
Essa Engineering Company Pvt Ltd v Pakistan Telecommunication Company Ltd. 2014 SCMR 922 = 

2014 CLD 625 = 2014 SCJ 620. 
German Company (the seller) v Swiss Company (the buyer). Case 629 UN CLOUT. 
Ghulam Qadir Khan v The State. PLD 1957 (WP) Kar 747. 
Gulshan Ara v State. (2010). SCMR 1162. 
H M (Danish Buyer) v Joint Stock Company as S (Polish Seller), Court of Appeals in Szczecin, 

https://documents-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/V16/045/92/PDF/V1604592.pdf?OpenElement. 

Kanak Kumari Sahiba v Chandan Lall Khatry and another. AIR 1955 Pat 215 = 32 Pat 662 (DB). 
Messrs Alfarooq Shipping Co Ltd v Messrs Vasa Shipping Co ltd and 4 others. PLJ 1980 Kar 329. 
Messrs Fairland Export Syndicate v Messrs Bengal Oil Mills Ltd Karachi. PLD 1970 Kar 125. 
Messrs United Paint House v The Executive Engineer and others. 1990 CLC 1419 = NLR 1990 AC 

198 = KLR 1990 CC 299. 
Muhammad Amin Brothers (Pvt) Ltd through Director v Pakistan Agricultural Storage and Services 

Corporation Ltd. (2007). CLD 1445. 
Muhammad Sharif Sandhu v District Accounts Officer. (2011). SCMR 1287. 
Nagardas Mathuradas v NV Velmahomed and others. AIR 1930 Bom 249 (DB). 
National Bank of Pakistan v Fatima Food Industries (Pvt) Ltd. 2000 CLC 729 (Lahore) = NLR 2000 

Civ 212. 
Petro-commodities (Pvt) Ltd v Rice Export Corporation of Pakistan. PLD 1998 Kar 1 = PLJ 1998 Kar 

245. 
Ralli Brothers & Coney Ltd v Muhammad Amin Muhammad Bashir Ltd. (1987). CLC Karachi 83. 
S Mahmud Hussain Shah v Co-operative Multipurpose Society Indarjit Cotton Factory, Gojra. PLD 

1955 Lah 52 (DB). 
Seoul Central District Court Korea (Singaporean Company v Korean company). Case 1595 UN CLOUT. 
Shifa Medico v Federation of Pakistan. (2002). CLD 813. 
Tahir Zaman v Jin Wei (M) SDN BHD and others. (2004). CLD 603. 
 
 




