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ABSTRACT:
The rapid growth of Byju’s made it one ofIndia’s most prominent ed-tech companies,but its financial difficulties later resulted in aseries of restructuring exercises and large-scale employee exits. From 2022 onwards,thousands of employees were reportedlyremoved as the company attempted toreduce costs, manage cash flow and dealwith disputes involving investors andlenders. The manner in which someemployees were terminated, particularlyreports of termination through phone callswithout a notice period, raised importantquestions about employment contracts,notice pay, retrenchment protection andfinal settlement of employee dues. Thisarticle examines the Byju’s mass layoffsfrom the legal perspective of employmentcontracts and severance norms in India. Itdiscusses the difference betweencontractual termination and statutoryretrenchment, the importance of noticeclauses, compensation requirementsapplicable to protected workers, and thepractical remedies available to employees.The article also considers a 2025 LabourCourt award involving a former Byju’semployee to show how proof ofemployment, the correct employer andevidence of termination can becomedecisive in an employment dispute.
INTRODUCTION:
The employment relationship in India isgoverned by a combination of theemployment contract, applicable labourlegislation, service rules and, in some

situations, general principles of contract law.An appointment letter normally specifiesimportant terms such as designation, salary,duties, probation, notice period andconditions for termination. However, acontractual clause does not operate inisolation. Where a statutory protectionapplies to an employee, the employer mustalso comply with the applicable law.
The Byju’s crisis provides an importantexample of the difficulties that can arisewhen a financially distressed companyreduces its workforce on a large scale.Byju’s went through several rounds oflayoffs while dealing with declining financialresources, disputes with investors andlenders, delayed salaries and restructuringof its business operations. In April 2024,Moneycontrol reported that another round ofapproximately 100 to 500 employees couldbe affected, particularly in the salesfunction. According to the report, someemployees were informed of terminationthrough phone calls and were not requiredto serve a notice period.
The central legal question is not simplywhether a company can reduce itsworkforce during financial difficulty.Employers may restructure theirbusinesses, and an employmentrelationship may ordinarily be terminatedaccording to its contractual and statutoryframework. The more important question iswhether the method of termination complieswith the employee's contract and any labourlegislation applicable to that employee.



[Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 Section 2(s);employment contract principles]
BACKGROUND OF THE CASE ANDFINANCIAL CRISIS
Byju’s was founded by Byju Raveendran in2011 and expanded rapidly during thegrowth of online education in India. Thecompany acquired several education-related businesses, including WhiteHat Jr.,Aakash, Hello English and Toppr. Duringthe pandemic, the demand for onlineeducation increased significantly,contributing to the rapid expansion of thebusiness.
The company's growth was accompanied bysubstantial expenditure and acquisitions. Atone stage, Byju’s was valued atapproximately $22 billion. However, thecompany later faced serious financial andlegal difficulties. Its problems includeddisputes with lenders, disagreements withinvestors, delayed financial reporting,board-level departures, regulatory scrutinyand difficulties in raising and accessingfunds.
The financial pressure eventually affectedemployees directly. Byju’s began reducingits workforce in several stages. In 2022,reports referred to layoffs involvingemployees of acquired businesses such asToppr and WhiteHat Jr., followed by a largerrestructuring exercise involving thousandsof employees.
In late 2022, Byju’s announced plans toreduce approximately 2,500 positions aspart of a cost-cutting exercise. In 2023,another round involving approximately1,000 employees was reported. Laterrestructuring exercises continued after ArjunMohan became CEO. The company had letgo of more than 10,000 employees over thepreceding two years.
The financial problems also affected salarypayments. In March 2024, Byju Raveendraninformed employees that the company was

unable to use funds raised through a rightsissue because of the ongoing dispute withcertain investors.
The company also reduced its physicaloffice footprint as part of its cost-cuttingefforts. Byju’s had given up most of itsoffices across India and required manyemployees to work from home.
Thus, the layoffs were not an isolatedemployment event. They formed part of awider financial restructuring in which thecompany attempted to reduce its operatingcosts while dealing with disputes andrestrictions over its funds.
[Employment contracts; Industrial DisputesAct, 1947; Sections 2(s), 25F]
THE BYJU’S MASS LAY OFF CASE
The most controversial aspect of the layoffswas the manner in which some employeeswere informed of termination.
Byju’s was terminating employees throughphone calls. According to the report,employees were informed that their serviceswere being terminated immediately andwere not required to undergo a performanceimprovement plan (PIP) or serve a noticeperiod. The reported number of employeesaffected in that particular round wasbetween 100 and 500, with salesemployees particularly affected.
One reported employee received a call fromHR and was told that his employment hadbeen terminated. His last working day wasstated to be the same day. Anotheremployee reportedly received an email afterthe call confirming the last working day andstating that the full and final settlementwould be made according to the company'sexit policy.
The reports also stated that employeeswere concerned about pending salaries andthe timing of their full and final settlements.some employees had been verbally told thatpending salaries would be paid by early



April and that full and final settlementswould be completed within 90 days.However, the report noted that settlementsfor some employees who had been laid offmuch earlier were still outstanding.
From the company's side, the layoffs weredescribed as part of a businessrestructuring exercise that had beenannounced in October 2023. Byju’s statedthat the restructuring was intended tosimplify operating structures, reduce thecost base and improve cash-flowmanagement.
Therefore, there are two sides to the issue.The company presented the terminations aspart of a restructuring necessitated byextraordinary financial circumstances, whileaffected employees and reports raisedquestions concerning notice, reasons fortermination and outstanding dues.
The legal issue is whether the restructuringwas carried out in accordance with theindividual employment contracts and thestatutory protections applicable to particularemployees.
[Section 25F — retrenchment requirements;Section 25G procedure]
EMPLOYMENT CONTRACTS ANDTERMINATION CLAUSES
An employment contract is an importantstarting point for examining a terminationdispute. Appointment letters commonlycontain clauses relating to termination,notice period, probation and payment ofdues.
A termination clause may provide that eitherparty can terminate the employment bygiving a specified period of notice or salaryin lieu of notice. The actual period variesfrom contract to contract and may alsodepend on the employee's position andapplicable law. Therefore, it would not belegally accurate to state that everyemployee in India automatically has a

statutory right to a 30-, 60- or 90-day noticeperiod.
For a private employee whose relationshipis primarily contractual, the terms of theemployment agreement can be important.Courts have generally recognised that aprivate contract of employment that isdeterminable by notice cannot ordinarily bespecifically enforced to compel an employerto continue employing the person. Inappropriate cases, the employee mayinstead have a claim for monetarycompensation according to the contract andapplicable law.
This principle becomes important in theByju’s situation. If an employee'sappointment letter required one month'snotice or salary in lieu of notice, animmediate termination without thecontractual notice or correspondingpayment could potentially give rise to acontractual claim, subject to the precisewording of the agreement and applicablelegislation.
However, the position changes where anemployee is protected by labour legislationgoverning retrenchment or termination. Insuch circumstances, statutory requirementscannot simply be ignored because theemployment contract contains a terminationclause.
[Section 2(kkk) lay-off; Section 2(oo)retrenchment; Section 2(s) workman]
ENFORCEABILITY OF EMPLOYMENTCONTRACTS IN INDIA
The enforceability of employment contractsin India depends upon the nature of theemployment relationship and the legalstatus of the employee.
A private employment contract is generallygoverned by its terms and by applicableprovisions of contract and labour law. At thesame time, courts have traditionally takenthe view that contracts of personal serviceare ordinarily not specifically enforceable.



This means that an employee cannotnormally obtain an order requiring a privateemployer to continue employing theemployee merely because the employerallegedly breached the employmentcontract. (Indian Kanoon)
There are recognised exceptions,particularly in cases involving publicemployment, statutory bodies andemployees protected by industrial law.
This distinction is particularly relevant to thetechnology and start-up sector. Employeesworking in sales, business development,administration, technology and managerialpositions may not all fall within the statutorydefinition of a protected “worker” or“workman” applicable to particular labourprotections. The classification dependsupon the actual nature of the employee'sduties and the applicable legislation, ratherthan merely the job title.
The Supreme Court's decision in S.K.Verma v. Mahesh Chandra illustrates theimportance of examining the actual natureof duties rather than relying solely on adesignation. The Court held thatDevelopment Officers of LIC were“workmen” because their actual functionsdid not amount to managerial oradministrative work. (Indian Kanoon)
Although this case did not concern Byju’s,the principle is relevant to understandingwhy the legal protection available toemployees cannot be determined simply bydescribing someone as a manager,executive or sales employee.
Accordingly, in the Byju’s context, the firstquestion in an individual dispute would bewhether the employee falls within therelevant statutory category. The secondwould be whether the termination compliedwith the applicable statutory requirementsand the employment contract.
[Contractual notice-period clause; Section25F(a) notice/wages in lieu forretrenchment]

NOTICE PERIOD AND TERMINATION
Notice periods are an important part ofemployment contracts. They provide theemployee with time to find alternativeemployment and, where the contractpermits it, allow the employer to arrange areplacement or complete the employee'sresponsibilities.
A contractual notice clause generallyoperates according to its wording. If theemployer has the right to terminate bygiving one month's notice or paying salary inlieu of notice, the employer ordinarily needsto follow that clause unless another legallyvalid basis for immediate termination exists.
However, statutory retrenchmentrequirements can impose additionalobligations on employers.
The Industrial Relations Code, 2020provides that a worker who has completedat least one year of continuous servicecannot be retrenched unless the statutoryrequirements are satisfied. Section 70provides for one month's written noticestating the reasons for retrenchment, orwages in lieu of that notice, along withretrenchment compensation equivalent to15 days' average pay for every completedyear of continuous service, or partexceeding six months, subject to the Code'srequirements. It also provides for notice tothe appropriate Government or specifiedauthority.
The important point is that these statutoryprovisions apply to workers covered by therelevant law. They should not be treated asa universal 30-day notice rule applicable toevery employee.
The reports of Byju’s employees beingterminated over the phone therefore raise alegal question rather than automaticallyestablishing illegality. The answer dependsupon the employee's contract, status, lengthof service, nature of duties, applicable lawand the circumstances of termination.



[Section 25F(b) & (c); retrenchmentcompensation and notice to appropriategovernment]
SEVERANCE PAY AND COMPENSATIONNORMS
The term “severance pay” is often usedgenerally to describe money paid to anemployee at the end of employment. Indianlaw, however, does not provide oneuniversal severance payment applicable toevery private employee.
The employee may be entitled to differentamounts depending upon thecircumstances. These can include:
- unpaid salary;
- salary in lieu of contractual notice;
- statutory retrenchment compensationwhere applicable;
- earned but unpaid benefits;
- gratuity where statutory conditions aresatisfied;
- provident fund amounts and otherstatutory dues; and
- other amounts specifically promised underthe employment contract.
Under Section 70 of the Industrial RelationsCode, 2020, a covered worker with at leastone year of continuous service is entitled toretrenchment compensation calculated at15 days' average pay for every completedyear of continuous service, or part thereofexceeding six months, subject to thestatutory framework. (India Code)
This is different from a contractual noticepayment. Notice pay compensates for thecontractual or statutory notice period, whileretrenchment compensation is a separatestatutory entitlement where theretrenchment provisions apply.
The Byju’s reports also raised concernsabout delayed full and final settlements.

some employees were waiting foroutstanding dues and that some earliersettlements remained pending.
This demonstrates an important practicaldistinction: an employee may have a legalentitlement on paper, but recovering thatentitlement can become difficult when theemployer is experiencing severe liquidityproblems or insolvency proceedings.
[Section 25N; permission for retrenchmentin establishments]
LEGAL ISSUES ARISING FROM THEBYJU’S LAYOFFS
Several legal issues arise from the Byju’smass layoffs:
1. Whether the termination was contractualor statutory retrenchment
The first issue is the legal nature of thetermination. A company restructuring itsworkforce may rely on contractualtermination provisions in some cases. Inother situations, statutory retrenchmentprovisions may apply.The distinction isimportant because the proceduralrequirements and remedies can differ.
2. Absence of notice
Reports that employees were terminatedimmediately without serving a notice periodraise the question of whether the employercomplied with the applicable employmentagreement.
If the contract required notice or payment inlieu of notice, the employee may have acontractual monetary claim depending onthe circumstances.
3. Retrenchment compensation
Where an employee falls within the statutorydefinition of a protected worker and therelevant retrenchment provisions apply, theemployer must comply with the statutorycompensation and procedural requirements.



4. Forced resignation
Reports and allegations of employees beingpressured to resign raise another legalissue. A resignation should ordinarilyrepresent a voluntary decision by theemployee. If an employee alleges that aresignation was obtained through coercionor pressure, the circumstances surroundingthe resignation become relevant.
The legal character of the separation maytherefore become a matter for evidencerather than simply the label placed on thedocument.
5. Full and final settlement
Delayed payment of earned salary andother lawful dues can create separateclaims from the question of whether thetermination itself was valid.
The termination of employment does notautomatically extinguish amounts that hadalready become payable to the employee.
6. Statutory deductions
Reports also raised concerns regardingstatutory deductions and employee dues.Where amounts have been deducted fromsalary for statutory purposes, the employer'sobligations concerning those deductionsmust be considered separately from theemployment termination itself.
[Employment contract + evidence; Section2(oo)]
RIGHTS AND REMEDIES AVAILABLE TOEMPLOYEES
Employees affected by a disputedtermination may have several possibleremedies, depending upon theiremployment status and the nature of thedispute.
First, an employee can examine theappointment letter and terminationcommunication to identify the contractual

notice period, termination clause andpayment obligations.
Second, where the employee falls within theapplicable statutory definition of a workerand the dispute concerns retrenchment orillegal termination, the employee mayapproach the appropriate labour authoritiesand pursue conciliation or adjudicationunder the applicable industrial-relationsframework.
Third, contractual claims for unpaid salary,notice pay or other dues may be pursuedthrough the appropriate legal forumdepending upon the nature and amount ofthe claim.
Fourth, employees may have separatestatutory remedies concerning providentfund, gratuity or other employment-relateddues where the relevant legislation applies.
An important practical point is that thecorrect employer must be identified. Largecorporate groups often operate throughseparate legal entities. An employee maywork under a brand name while the actualcontractual employer is a different company.
This issue was demonstrated in a 2025Labour Court award involving a formerByju’s employee.
[Section 2(s) — workman status; IndustrialDisputes Act provisions considered by thecourt]
FINAL COURT DECISION
Relevant to the Byju’s employment dispute:
In Rahul Kumar Meena v. M/s Byju’s TuitionCentre & Another, decided by Labour Court-III, Rouse Avenue Courts, New Delhi, on 28April 2025, the employee alleged that hisservices had been illegally terminated andsought reinstatement and back wages. TheCourt examined his appointment documentsand found that his appointment letteridentified Think & Learn Pvt. Ltd. as hisemployer, while the claim had been filed



From the employees' perspective, themanner of termination was a major concern.Reports of phone-call terminations,immediate last working days, lack of clarityregarding reasons and uncertainty overpending dues created questions aboutwhether contractual and statutoryobligations had been followed.Moneycontrol's reporting documentedseveral employee accounts concerning thisprocess.
The case also demonstrates thatemployment protection in India is not basedon one single rule. Different employees mayhave different legal protections dependingupon their duties, contractual terms, lengthof service and statutory classification.
Another important issue is the differencebetween legal entitlement and practicalrecovery. Even where an employeeestablishes an entitlement to notice pay orother dues, financial distress can makerecovery difficult. The Byju’s situationillustrates how disputes involving investors,lenders and insolvency proceedings canaffect the availability of company funds.
The enforcement of employment contractstherefore involves two stages. The firststage is determining what the employee islegally entitled to. The second stage isobtaining actual payment or anotherappropriate remedy.
The Byju’s experience also shows whyemployment documentation is important.Appointment letters, salary records, emails,termination communications, bankstatements and records of statutorydeductions can become important evidenceif a dispute reaches a labour authority orcourt.
Finally, the case demonstrates that the word“layoff” should not automatically be treatedas a legal conclusion. In everyday reporting,layoffs may refer to many forms ofworkforce reduction. Legally, termination,retrenchment, resignation, redundancy and



other forms of separation can have differentconsequences.
[Sections 2(s), 2(oo), 25F, 25G and 25N]
RECOMMENDATION
The Byju’s case provides several lessonsconcerning employment contracts andworkforce restructuring.
1. Clear termination clauses
Employment contracts should clearly statethe notice period, payment in lieu of noticeand circumstances in which immediatetermination may occur.
2. Compliance with statutory requirements
Employers should determine whetheremployees are protected by applicablelabour legislation before implementinglarge-scale retrenchments. Contractualclauses should not be treated as substitutesfor statutory compliance.
3. Proper termination communication
Termination should be communicatedclearly and formally. Employees shouldreceive information concerning the effectivedate, applicable notice or notice pay, returnof company property and the process forsettlement of outstanding dues.
4. Timely settlement of dues
Companies undergoing restructuring shouldmaintain a clear process for payment ofearned salary, notice pay, statutory benefitsand other amounts legally payable toemployees.
5. Accurate employment records
Both employers and employees shouldmaintain appointment letters, salaryrecords, correspondence and separationdocuments. These records can becomeimportant when the identity of the employeror the circumstances of termination aredisputed.

6. Correct identification of the legalemployer
Corporate groups should clearly identify theentity employing an individual. Employeesshould also check the legal name appearingin their appointment letter because a brandname and the legal employer may notalways be the same.
7. Employees should understand theircontractual rights
Employees should read their appointmentletters carefully, particularly clausesconcerning notice, termination, probation,compensation and dispute resolution. In theevent of a dispute, professional legal advicemay be appropriate.
CONCLUSION
The Byju’s mass layoffs show the problemsthat can arise when a company facesserious financial difficulties and has torestructure its business. Over the years,Byju’s carried out several rounds of layoffsto reduce costs, and reports of employeesbeing informed about termination throughphone calls and without notice raisedconcerns about employment contracts,notice periods and pending payments. Atthe same time, the legal position is not thesame for every employee because itdepends on the terms of the employmentcontract, the nature of the employee’s workand the labour laws that apply to them. If acontract provides for a notice period orpayment in place of notice, those termsbecome important when employment isended.
Similarly, employees covered by statutoryretrenchment provisions may haveadditional rights. The Rahul Kumar Meenacase also shows that proper evidence,including proof of the employmentrelationship and the identity of the actualemployer, is important when an employeetakes a dispute to court.



Overall, the Byju’s case shows that financialproblems may lead a company torestructure, but employees’ contractual andlegal rights still need to be considered. Italso highlights the importance of clearemployment terms, proper communicationduring termination and timely payment ofdues.
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