
 

1 

 

   
WORK STREAM 1: ACCESS TO SOCIAL PROTECTION 

ROUNDTABLE 3 | MINUTES 
 

DATE & TIME: October 6, 2021 | 10.00 - 11.30 AM CET 

 

PRESENT: (alphabetically listed) 

Alex Lebus, MAXIS GBN 
Branka Anđelković, Public Policy Research 
Center 
Charles De La Horie, Indeez 
Christian Poppe, Delivery Hero 
Courtney Gillespie, TaskRabbit  
Eirini Papadopoulou, Seldia 
Frederik Fahning, ZenJob 
Jelena Šapić, Reshaping Work 
Jovana Karanović, Reshaping Work 
Kalle Palling, Cachet 
Lizeth Tijssen, Zurich Insurance 
Marine Marty, Adecco 

Mark Griffiths, Collective Benefits 
Maudie Derks, Acture Group 

Menno Bart, Adecco 
Roos Wouters, De Werkvereniging 
Russell Corbould-Warren, Collective Benefits 
Sandra Hanisch, ZenJob 
Tanja Jakobi, Public Policy Research Center 
Thanos Moysiadis, Uber 
Thomas Blondeel, Smart Coop 
Vanessa Broussau, Indeez 
Wiggert de Haan, Roamler

ABSENT:  

Agnès Moreau, Indeez 

Benjamin Hay, Collective Benefits 

David Espinosa, UNI Europa  

Dimitris Theodorakis, UNI Europa 

Emma Raleigh, TaskRabbit 

Florian De Jager, FNV Zelfstandigen 

Helga Viegad, MAXIS GBN  

Ignacio Doreste, ETUC 

Jan Drahokoupil, ETUI 

Natalia Walczak, European Transport Workers 

Federation 

Niels Arntz, Temper 

Olivia Blanchard, Digital Future Society 

Stefan Kröpfl, Zurich Insurance 

 

 AGENDA:  

 Project Updates: 

o September edition of tailor-made monthly policy briefing sent on September 16 

o Expert Lectures of the work stream on access to social protection (Jeremias Adams-

Prassl) and algorithmic transparency (Ivana Bartoletti) are available in the Member 

Library. The videos are exclusively for project partners, thus we kindly ask you not to 

share them further  

o Edited volume of blogs prepared and published on the occasion of the World Day for 

Decent Work is available here 

 

https://mailchi.mp/15ed8ba7f964/your-monthly-policy-digest-september-edition
https://reshapingwork.net/future-of-work-blogs/
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o The afternoon sessions of the Future of Work Conference (September 10) are available 

on the YouTube channel  

o Reshaping Work is now on Instagram! Follow us at: reshaping_work 

 

 

 

 DISCUSSION TOPIC 1: SOLVING SOCIAL PROTECTION CHALLENGES 

 
Regardless of the European Commission's proposal on improving working conditions in the platform 
economy that is expected no later by December 8, there will remain challenges that require due 
consideration and action by various stakeholders. The purpose of this discussion was to take a step 
further and map niches for immediate attention and innovative solutions. 

Based on the Employment and Social Development Quarterly Review - September 2021, employment 
and unemployment rates are close to pre-crisis level. Unemployment, including youth unemployment, 
declined in most of the Member States. Nonetheless, the current crisis exuberated the value of social 
protection systems and the need to rely on them during difficult times. Anticipating that the European 
Commission will put more emphasis on inclusive, resilient, and sustainable social protection systems in 
the near future, three major challenges are selected: eligibility criteria pertaining to income threshold 
and working time, eligibility criteria for unemployment benefits, and cross-border nature of platform 
work.  

 
 

 

 Challenge 1: Eligibility criteria pertaining to income threshold and working time 
 

Context: While self-employed may benefit from lower insurance contributions (because they are 
often not working full-time), they simultaneously may result in lower coverage, putting people at 
the risk of poverty in old age. Only eight out of 33 OECD countries have individuals exempt from 
contributions to pension and social security if they earn below certain thresholds. Taking into 
account that a number of workers (e.g., those doing physical and/or low-skilled tasks, 
involuntarily shorter working time, and/or those engaging in platform work periodically) do not 
meet the minimum contribution threshold; they will not be eligible for social protection. 
Furthermore, the conditions in terms of work history are often more restrictive for self-employed. 

 The premise of gig model is that there is no minimum - a worker is free to take any jobs that are 
available or coming to them. Imposing any thresholds in this regard, such as the minimum 
number of hours, would remove the flexibility of such gig model, says Collective Benefits. 
However, they argue that if a worker earns lower income, the platform should step in to meet 
the balance. To make such contributions, the platform needs to be an employer, which then 
opens the question about how to modernize the regulatory framework to allow platforms to 
make contributions to independent workers in proportion to the number of tasks. 

 Platforms that are not recognized as employers do not have a route to make pension 
contributions or match a pension when somebody is not an employee. Those that want to show 
a more forward-looking sustainable model for the gig workers may make incentives and try to 
encourage workers to save the funds. If platforms were given the option to have a proportional 
long-term savings or pension routes, a few would see that as a valuable change in regulation, 
points Collective Benefits. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ag0lbiIEEg&list=PLJl_ulttaiDIzAYKvT6fbf5xMXR8FuOhh&ab_channel=ReshapingWork
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=738&langId=en&pubId=8421&furtherPubs=yes
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 Relatedly, the Adecco Group underlines that the governments should address diverse forms of 
work by making sure that access to social protection is not linked to employment contract but to 
all the work workers do. Another point is differentiating between different insurances - against 
accidents, pensions, etc. Depending on the type of insurance, some may be universal, while 
others may be available to those who want to purchase them. 

 Indeez suggested two approaches to this challenge. First, there are no eligibility criteria and the 
benefits are calculated proportionate to the revenue made on different platforms. Second, setting 
separate criteria for the provision of the social protection in instances of accidents and injuries 
(although, it may further cause a protection gap). The latter is suggested for workers who are 
multihoming and working below the minimum on specific platform.  

 In cases where a person works for a couple of hours a week, protection against accidents may 
be the priority. However, insurance companies point that pensions have the most value when 
accrued from an early age (contributions started at a young age have an outsized impact, even if 
it is when a worker is likely to be earning significantly less than later in his/her career). 

 Some of discussed topics cannot be addressed at a pan-European level because they reflect 
existing societal values (e.g., in the UK, a private pension is not mandatory, but there is a default 
that an individual will contribute; in the Netherlands, there is a basic pension provided to 
everyone and more than that is individually organized). 

 One of the solutions entails social security tied to an individual account. This also requires 
assuring portability of benefits among different EU countries, while adhering to national 
regulations (in other words, collective structures will be kept but allowing for individual 
contributions in accordance with someone's individual lifestyle (e.g., working for an hour on the 
platform vs. working full-time)). 

 
 Challenge 2: Eligibility criteria for unemployment benefits 

 
Context: To qualify for unemployment benefits, a worker would need to prove an involuntary loss 
of employment. This may be irrelevant or difficult to prove. For instance, many platforms don’t 
explicitly deactivate workers but adjust algorithms, significantly lowering their chances of being 
selected (especially the case for online work). 

 As a part of this broader debate, unemployment benefits in the context of standard employment 
(open-end or short-term) are always activated after meeting some criteria that depends on 
national legislation (e.g., working for a few consecutive years).  

 One aspect worth considering is what unemployment means in the context of gig economy. It is 
important to explore what material consequences it may have, similar to the traditional 
employment case scenario.  

o If there is work available, deactivation from one platform does not mean unemployment 
only if switching costs are low, like it is in the delivery sector (ratings in delivery do not 
matter much; unlike, the ratings, for example, on cleaning platforms where they impact 
consumers' choices and workers' earnings, making switching costs high, while ratings are 
not transferable). 

 There are, at least, two levels of discussions when talking about involuntary unemployment. 
First, a short-term inability to access the platform while administrative/technical glitch is being 
reviewed, and second, in the long-term, when someone has left the platform or hops between 
platforms. Also, there are big structural events like COVID-19 pandemic in which unemployment 
benefits rely on government measures, massive fiscal support, etc.  

 Talking about algorithms, discussions can be about transparency (e.g., how certain changes 
impact workers) and about poor technical performance (algorithms do not work as intended). 
Uber reminded that the algorithms are employed to create efficiencies, not to deactivate workers.  
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In their experience, workers are deactivated only after serious safety concerns (e.g., involved in 
violent incidents).  

 Losing access to the platform or losing a part of revenue due to algorithmic changes should not 
constitute unemployment, points The Adecco Group. In their opinion, this discussion should be 
rather framed as a sudden loss of income for self-employed (loss of income could happen due to 
changes in algorithm, or pandemic outbreak). This pushes us to reconsider the definition of 
unemployment.  

 It is difficult to determine whether someone is unwillingly unemployed, points the Acture Group 
from the Netherlands. They suggest establishing crowdinsurance fund that will be used in these 
cases. Similar to Breadfunds, there will be an external organization (gatekeeper) managing and 
assessing claims. A worker should start contributing to the fund at least a year prior to having 
access to it. This model of crowdinsurance implies a certain fee that a worker would charge (or 
that platform should account for when setting prices), that can be dedicated to the fund.  

 De Werkvereniging advocates for an approach that would support workers in moments of 
unemployment/in-between jobs. For instance, they believe each worker should have an individual 
learning account that would allow him/her to up-skill or re-skill during that time. 

o Uber agrees with this point and considers that as a part of the platforms’ strategies if they 
want to enable workers to advance in their career paths. In France, Uber partnered with 
Job Ready to equip drivers with skills that will be tangible in their CVs; however, the 
uptake was not significant. Therefore, Uber suggests rethinking such efforts at a sectoral 
level to ensure better visibility and lower costs for one platform, as well as to consider the 
impact they want to achieve.  
 

 Challenge 3: Cross-border nature of platform work  
 
Context: If the worker is required to pay higher social premiums, his/her competitive position 
would be undermined. The client might thus look towards the global market (in the case of 
online jobs). 

 Cross-border nature of work is not new - there are examples of call centers and various forms of 
outsourcing (most recent cases include Dutch workers going to Portugal to work in call centers 
for the Dutch markets because of cheaper living costs; or outsourcing of web developers from 
Romania), and it goes beyond the taxation issues.  

 Ride-hailing and delivery services are very localized services and require local licenses. However, 
drawing upon the recommendations of the 2018 White Paper, Uber points portable benefits as 
the solution to this challenge. 

 Cachet considers that solutions related to this challenge should be enforced in the cross-border 
manner around the EU territory.  

 Based on their study on online platform work, Public Policy Research Center sees two solutions - 
multilateral (that, in their opinion will not happen soon) and response of international insurance 
companies offering affordable insurance to platform workers that basically work from different 
locations on global platforms. The latter may have certain limits given that these percentages of 
active labor forces are still pretty small. In the US, it is between one and 2% and in Serbia, which 
is one of the developing countries that exports this kind of labour force, is roughly 3%. At this 
moment, insurance companies would need to find their interest in combination with workers 
willing to pay this kind of insurance. 
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 DISCUSSION TOPIC 2: NOVEL APPROACHES TO SOCIAL PROTECTION - WHAT 
LESSONS CAN BE DRAWN? 

 

 
In the past few years some countries, due to the lack of unified approach to tackling social protection 
challenges pertaining to new forms of work, took actions on the national level. Some of these may serve 
as good practice examples and be applied across EU countries. These include examples such as 
collective agreements between Hilf.dk and trade union 3F in Denmark, Estonia entrepreneur account, 
and cases from France, Switzerland, Singapore, and Indonesia where contributions are collected through 
the platform (often voluntarily) and transferred to the social security institute. The discussion evolved 
around the possibilities to scale up these solutions and applicable to most of the contexts.  
 
 

 Hilf.dk-3F agreement stipulates that if a worker did more than 100 hours on a platform, then 
s/he is reclassified as employee and accesses security system. The agreement was a pilot 
program for a year and currently being under revision. This solution entails how a hybrid model 
could potentially work (e.g., workers could choose whether they want to be an employee or not). 

o This is the least scalable option, in Uber's opinion. It creates artificial barriers of when 
someone is essentially considered an employee or not. For comparison, in Belgium, there 
are limits on freelance earnings per year (for any amount greater than established, 
freelancers pay additional taxes). The practice in the case of Belgium shows that workers 
stop job-related activities right before the threshold. Moreover, this approach does not 
create better working conditions for self-employed, which is the main problem, explains 
Uber further.  

o The Adecco Group points another downside of this solution that leaves aside the main, 
conceptual difference between employment and self-employment. It does not have 
anything to do with the number of working hours, but with workers' autonomy/hierarchy 
of employed.  

o While this type of solution works for a platform such as Hilfr, it would be difficult to apply 
to other business models in the platform economy, points TaskRabbit. In their case, to 
manage independent contractors and employees that are constantly shifting, with over 50 
different services on the platform, would be quite challenging.  

 The second solution concerns Entrepreneur Account in Estonia. Any private person 
transacting with another private person can open this account at a bank. The government then 
automatically collects a certain percentage from it and distributes it among different social 
protections. It was created to formalize private person-to-person services. Scalability of such 
initiative could be imagined among other EU countries.   

 Cases from France, Switzerland, Singapore, and Indonesia 

o This example was thought of as the most valuable in terms of scalability and applicability, 
especially by platform representatives. 

o Voluntary contributions create the so-called anti-selection, e.g., people who buy insurance 
products are only those who think that they will use them in the future. Such situation 
creates disbalance in population for every insurer. To prevent this, the Acture Group 
suggests including insurance against mandatory/obliged risks such as incapacity to work/ 
temporary liability.  

o Social security contributions made by platform workers would be evaluated in the same 
manner as insuring any other customer. Nonetheless, if the insuring unit is at the level of 
EU, then the group would be large and private insurance companies would not  
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necessarily assess individual characteristics (e.g., individual aspects, such as salaries, or 
particular state of health, becomes less relevant in the large group). 

 
 
 NEXT STEPS & ROUNDTABLE: 

 The minutes are open to commenting by October 22. 

 The first report commenting round is scheduled for December 15-22, 2021; the second report 
commenting round: January 3-7, 2022; whereas the report will be published in the last week of 
January 2022. 

 The next monthly policy briefing will be sent in the week 8-12 November.  

 ADJOURNMENT:  

 Minutes submitted by: Jelena Šapić 

 Minutes approved on: TBA 


