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Search Query: Find judgments interpreting ‘workman’ under the Industrial Disputes Act where Indian courts examined gig economy or
platform workers (including app-based delivery personnel or ride-hailing drivers), and compare reasoning on control test, economic
dependence, algorithmic management, and social welfare obligations. Highlight divergence between Indian jurisprudence and
comparative foreign approaches cited by courts

The core legal framework for determining 'workman' status for gig economy or platform workers in India primarily revolves around
Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Courts have interpreted this provision broadly, moving beyond the traditional ‘control
test' to a multifactorial approach. The Supreme Court in MANU/SC/0290/1973 (Silver Jubilee Tailoring House and Ors. vs. Chief Inspector
of Shops and Establishments and Ors.) established that a holistic assessment is required, considering factors like the employer providing
essential tools and premises, the right to reject work, and the integration of workers into the employer's organization, even with piece-
rate payment. This was further reinforced by the Rajasthan High Court in MANU/RH/0360/2025 (Devendra Kumar Arvind vs. Chief
Manager, Rajasthan State Road Transport Corporation), which explicitly stated that piece-rate payment does not automatically exclude a

worker from the definition of ‘workman' if employer control and other factors indicate an employer-employee relationship.

The strategic application for gig workers involves arguing that despite contractual labels of ‘independent contractor,' the economic
reality, the platform's control (including algorithmic management), and the worker's integration into the platform's core business
establish a ‘workman' relationship. Cases like MANU/KE/0187/1994 (Kerala State Coir Corporation Ltd. vs. Industrial Tribunal and Ors.)
and MANU/TN/3487/2024 (Employees State Insurance Corporation vs. Bala Tourist Service) highlight that economic control and
supervision, even through intermediaries or by 'lifting the veil' on contractual terms, are crucial. The primary legal remedy would be to
seek a declaration of 'workman' status, followed by claims for statutory protections under the Industrial Disputes Act, such as those
related to unfair termination, minimum wages, and social security benefits. Potential counter-arguments from platforms would focus on
the worker's autonomy, flexibility, and ownership of assets (e.g., vehicles), as seen in MANU/GH/0070/2000 (Employees' State Insurance
Corporation, Regional Office and Ors. vs. Technico and Ors.), which distinguished self-employed ‘thelawalas' from employees. The
strength of the user's position lies in precedents that prioritize the substance of the relationship and economic dependence over
contractual form. Risks include the difficulty in proving direct control in a decentralized, digitally managed environment and
distinguishing from genuinely self-employed individuals. Next steps involve meticulously documenting the nature of control, economic
dependence, and integration of gig workers into the platform's operations to build a compelling case for 'workman' status.
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