
 

 

 

RESHAPING WORK DIALOGUE 2022 

MEETING MINUTES 

 

The following meeting minutes summarize the roundtable discussion on the impact of the 
platform work directive organized by Reshaping Work on June 9, 2022. 

 
In Attendance (alphabetically listed):  

Branka Andjelkovic, Public Policy 
Research Center 
Camille Dabas, Malt 
David Espinosa, UNI Europa 
Emma Raleigh, TaskRabbit 
Fabian Ladda, Wolt 
Frederik Fahning, Zenjob 
Jelena Sapic, Reshaping Work 
Jovana Karanovic, Reshaping Work 
Kalle Palling, Cachet 
Laura Nardoianni, Indeez 
Lizeth Tijssen, Zurich Insurance 
Matthias Weber, Friedrich Ebert Stiftung 
Comeptence Center on the Future of 
Work 
Mark Griffiths, Collective Benefits 
Martijn Arets, WageIndicator Foundation 

Matthew Cole, Fairwork Foundation 
Menno Bart, The Adecco Group 
Pamela Valenti, Open Society European 
Policy Institute 
Roos Wouters, De Werkvereniging 
Silvia Rainone, ETUI 
Stefan Kroepfl, Zurich Insurance 
Tanja Jakobi, Public Policy Research 
Center 
Tomislav Kis, Novi Sindikat 
Tilemachos Dafnis, European 
Confederation of Independent Trade 
Unions 
Vanessa Brosseau, Indeez 
Wiggert de Haan, Roamler 
Zeinah Mugdadi, Uber 

 
Absent:  

Agathe Peyroux, Malt 
Alessia Mora, Open Society European 
Policy Institute 
Alex Lebus, Maxis GBN 
Conor Farrell, European Transport 
Workers’ Federation 
Courtney Gillespie, TaskRabbit 
Daniel Cruz Fuentes, Confederación 
Sindical de Comisiones Obreras de 
Catalunya 
Dustin Robinson, Malt 
Francesca Martinelli, Fondazione Centro 
Studi Doc 

Franz Morales Vidal, Confederación 
Sindical de Comisiones Obreras de 
Catalunya 
Helga Viegas, Maxis GBN 
Ionut Lacusta, Glovo 
Liliana Reyes, Confederación Sindical de 
Comisiones Obreras de Catalunya 
Marine Marty, The Adecco Group 
Maudie Derks, Acture Groep 
Russell Corbould-Warren, Collective 
Benefits 
Thanos Moysiadis, Uber 
Quentin Debavelaere, Malt (NB: 
contributions sent via e-mail) 
Wouter Zwysen, ETUI 



 

 

 
 
RESHAPING WORK DIALOGUE UPDATES:  

 
• Early bird tickets for the Reshaping Work Conference 2022 are available until July 

15  
• Jelena Sapic will follow up with information regarding the access to free tickets 

that may be included in the Dialogue packages 
• Register to the Member Library to access work-stream related resources & share 

relevant documents  
• Shall you wish to share your contact details with other participants, please fill out 

this consent form  
 
DISCUSSION TOPIC 1: LABOUR MARKET STATUS 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

→ All the stakeholders overall welcome the Directive, but point out that the initial 
proposal neglects the bigger picture of the labour market, for example:   

o Increasing integration of digital features across the businesses, not just 
platforms (the Adecco Group, Malt),  

o Informality of workforce (WageIndicator Foundation, Public Policy Research 
Center),  

o Relationship between flexibility, security, and freedom (De Werkvereniging, 
Public Policy Research Center, Novi Sindikat, ZenJob),  

o Gaps in social protection systems (Zurich Insurance, De Werkvereniging). 
→ Public Policy Research Center argues that PWD is the first attempt to address labour 

and employment issues from the AI perspective. If this historical view is adopted, 
then there is an assumption that the PWD will need to be changed and updated 
relatively soon.  

→ Platform work is not novel itself; it is rather a new form of subordination that requires 
more legal clarity and predictability in reducing bogus self-employment, said UNI 

The European Commission has put forward a proposal for a Directive on improving working 
conditions in platform work (hereafter: platform work directive, PWD). The proposal seeks 
to ensure that the people working through platforms are granted the legal employment 
status that is commensurate to their actual work arrangements. It does so by providing a 
list of ‘control’ criteria that aim to determine whether the platform is an employer and gives 
platform companies the right to rebut this classification. The debate on the Directive 
provisions is still fresh and the initial proposal is being discussed in the European 
Parliament and the Council. That said, the roundtable participants explored together what 
are the short, medium and long-term consequences of adopting the Directive as it currently 
stands; whether the control criteria fit for purpose; and what alternatives exist to the 
current proposal. 

https://reshapingwork.net/tickets/
https://reshapingwork.net/dialogue/register/
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSdy1fMv7Hz5B-mj21IGNfFGdi1nkRjSW3gfXPbkqRwNjImKQA/viewform?usp=sf_link


 
Europa. When it comes to algorithmic management, provisions should cover all the 
workers not only those in platform work. Following the implementation of social 
dialogue frameworks in other new forms of work (e.g., temporary agency work), UNI 
Europa advocates for the creation of a strong collective bargaining structure and 
social dialogue in the area of platform work that will lead the way forward and bring 
solutions that work for everyone.  

o A study outlining similarities and differences between platform work and 
temporary agency work is available here.  

→ In Uber’s view, the key to effectively improving working conditions in platform work 
is to foster industry-wide protection in order to ensure that all platform workers 
actually benefit from the same level of protection, whatever platform they choose 
to use to generate earnings. The proposed directive misses the opportunity to raise 
the standards for all platforms, and the ability for these platforms to provide 
adequate protection. Instead of focusing on implementing a level playing field 
across platforms, the PWD is actually focusing on the employment status by 
introducing the rebuttable presumption of employment, said Uber. 

o In its 2021 report “A better deal: partnering to improve platform work for all”, 
Uber called for industry-wide reform that recognizes the value of platform 
work for independent workers, requiring all platform companies to offer 
workers standardized benefits and protections. 

o Uber quoted reports that estimate that, upon enforcement of the Riders Law 
in Spain, 8,000 jobs were lost, earnings were reduced up to 70%, 
accompanying more precarious working conditions, and some platforms left 
the Spanish market (one of the coverages on Spain). Further on, in Geneva 
where the reclassification also happened, a 67% reduction of platform work 
got recorded, followed by 2,000 job losses.  

o Unlike the Uber’s call for industry-wide protection, Malt calls for more careful 
approach due to diverse workforce (and its motivation, status, different 
sectors, and income revenues on various platforms). In their opinion, 
industry-wide protection would create a very complex mechanism to collect 
contributions from multiple platforms to centralize the benefits of one worker.  

→ A lot of discussions have been about different platform models/business features 
disregarding the notion of freelancers (Zenjob). Such a tone of discussion makes it 
less possible to establish a flexible engagement model that would benefit a larger 
group of workers.  

o According to the Adecco Group, the reason to make a difference between 
self-employment (being an entrepreneur) and employment is to offer 
entrepreneurs the freedom to organize their own protection. That freedom is 
fundamental to freelancing. However, this does raise two questions: a) 
whether those workers are really "entrepreneurs" or more bogus self-
employed, and b) even if they are true self-employed, whether they are fully 
able to organize their own business model (financially, knowledge, etc.). 

→ There is a wide range of models of platform governance and working conditions, as 
the Fairwork Foundation’s research demonstrated. Some of the platforms offer 
stable, secure and decent work whereas others incite bogus self-employment.  

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/SHR-12-2020-0098/full/html
https://www.uber.com/global/en/about/reports/a-better-deal/
https://www.wired.co.uk/article/spain-gig-economy-deliveroo
https://fair.work/en/fw/ratings/


 
→ Labour protection does not deprive workers of their autonomy. It just makes it less 

precarious and provides protection against unfair dismissal, right to minimum wage, 
information and consultation rights, right to form a work council, etc. (ETUI). 

o In contrast, Malt says that independent workers want flexibility and freedom. 
If they are qualified as employees, they will be imposed shifts / hours (and to 
go outside when it rains or it's cold). It will also impose the platform to pay 
them a wage if there is work or not, which in turn will result in an increase of 
pricing to final customers (paying for unused capacity) and lower level of 
service (less capacity during peaks) 

→ There are efforts of some policy makers (e.g., in the Netherlands) to address the 
current lack of security in platform work through temporary agency contracts and 
minimal scope of social protection; yet, these do not uphold a satisfactory level for 
worker protection. 

→ Regardless of some member states having the third status (e.g., Austria, Poland), 
the Directive does not consider it. Delivery Hero’s experience in Austria 
demonstrates that over 80% of their workers opt for a more flexible model over 
being fully employed or working as freelancers, said Wolt. 

→ MEP Gualmini’s draft report proposes to delete recital 23 which would allow 
platforms to increase benefits and to add social protection. In Wolt’s view, this recital 
was the core of the PWD. Furthermore, unlike their initial expectations, the draft 
report limited the application of collective bargaining.  

→ According to the ETUI, three aspects must be taken into consideration: a) scope and 
the notion of control that are central to the Directive’s proposal. While the PWD may 
be the approach to reduce bogus self-employment, it does not enlarge the scope 
of labour rights. Taking into account that it will become effective in two-three years’ 
time, there is a risk that its scope will remain limited; b) unless the presumption is 
defined very broadly, it may become a procedural burden; c) talking about 
algorithmic management and employment status, amendments in the MEP 
Gualmini’s draft report suggest de facto introduction of the third group of workers 
at the EU level, who are not platform workers in the sense of the Directive but are 
subjected to AI systems of control and monitoring. 

→ If the rebuttable presumption remains enshrined in the Directive, it would be better 
to have criteria proving non-employment relationship, said the European 
Confederation of Independent Trade Unions (CESI). 

→ A recent study on platform work in the six countries in South-East Europe showed 
that on-demand platform workers are informal and misclassified, whereas online 
platform workers are to a large extent part of the informal economy. The region is 
characterized by diversification and flexibilization at the expense of security. The 
Directive will have implications on a long-term basis and represents the necessity 
to resolve the current situation. 

o For more data on the state of play, see Public Policy Research Centre’s 
Gigmetar, an index measuring the platform work in this part of Europe.  

o The labour law reforms in Croatia are about to happen and will address 
platform work as well. Interviews that Novi Sindikat carried out with platform 

http://gigmetar.publicpolicy.rs/en/2586-2/


 
workers indicate that workers want security. The trade union said that 
flexibility in the local context means non-organized.  

→ Alternative approaches to the current proposal would:  
a) Cover all vulnerable forms of self-employed and/or all vulnerable forms 

of lower-wage employment, because different business models entail an 
increasing number of digital aspects; 

b) Decouple social protection from the employment contract and develop a 
system of associating working history with unique worker social security 
number; 

c) Entail provision of universal social protection; 
d) Include cooperation between platforms and insurance companies to 

ensure security protection, insurance, and pension savings, regardless of 
the platform worker status.  

 
 
DISCUSSION TOPIC 2: ALGORITHMIC MANAGEMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

→ There is much to be learnt from platforms using algorithms and applying lessons 
learnt to a wider labour market.  

→ Not all the companies have capacity to develop their own algorithms/AI tools. Not 
all the platforms use their algorithms to directly manage workers.  

→ In some cases, when companies use AI tools to enhance productivity, they gain 
more power over workers, regardless of their status. In such situations, statutory or 
collective worker rights should be guaranteed.  

→ Human oversight is particularly needed in instances of disconnecting/suspending a 
worker from access to the platform-based tasks.  

→ Disclose of a code does not necessarily result in understanding of the impact it has. 
For it to happen, it is necessary to have the access to data as well. 

→ Both PWD and AI Act (AIA) should be considered with the regard to data privacy, 
one of the fundamental human rights in the context of labour relations. Although the 

Another central feature in ongoing debates on the platform work directive is related to the 
algorithmic management. The use of algorithmic management has allowed platform 
companies to leverage the flexibility it affords to tap into and create new markets, ensure 
operational adaptability and build resilience during economically uncertain times. Yet, 
algorithmic management can potentially generate negative outcomes for workers including 
increased workload, potentially unfair evaluations and discipline, data privacy concerns as 
well as transparency issues. To address some of the potential negative consequences of 
algorithmic management, policy action at the European and national levels seeks to open-
up the algorithm and provide workers with more rights while ensuring that platform 
companies maintain the competitive edge. This part of the discussion focused on 
identifying key challenges imposed by algorithmic management as well as the solutions for 
ensuring that decisions made by or with the help of algorithms are transparent. 



 
EU is leading the way when it comes to AI regulation, aspects concerning labour and 
employment are still minimal.  

o Zurich Insurance argues its more nuanced. They suggest that reference 
should be made to the AI Act and an accuracy check taken place. An idea 
would be to add that the AIA has defined as high risk a broad range of 
employment and work-related activities and has recognized the sensitivity 
of this area. The AIA proposal has defined the following as high risk AI, which 
will be thoroughly regulated: Employment, workers management and access 
to self-employment (a) AI systems intended to be used for recruitment or 
selection of natural persons, notably for advertising vacancies, screening or 
filtering applications, evaluating candidates in the course of interviews or 
tests; (b) AI intended to be used for making decisions on promotion and 
termination of work-related contractual relationships, for task allocation and 
for monitoring and evaluating performance and behavior of persons in such 
relationships. 

→ Any of these acts will fall short of achieving desirable policy outcomes unless it 
invests in digital literacy, empowerment of workers and their representatives, and 
inclusion of data/software engineers into policy debates.  

→ What is missing at the moment in the text of the Directive is a bit more streamlining 
and reducing the duplication with, for instance, existing regulation, like the GDPR 
(which already provides clear obligations not only to digital labour platforms, but a 
lot of other companies around automated decision making), platform to business 
regulation, and AI Act which is under negotiations, said Uber.  

→ Discussions about employment and algorithmic management are not exclusive but 
rather intertwined, said UNI Europa. For digital technologies to bring positive 
developments, their development and application should be discussed within the 
social dialogue framework. The limitation of the current text, from their perspective, 
is related to addressing fully automated systems. Such a narrow PWD interpretation 
provides opportunities for companies to apply semi-automated systems and avoid 
legal obligations.  

→ AI and algorithms are virtual machinery and as such should be subjected to EU 
directives and regulations addressing (physical) machinery (e.g., the 2006 Directive 
on Machinery that addressed health and safety risks stemming from the machinery 
substitution). Fairwork upcoming report will shed light on these aspects of AI 
applications at the workplace. 

o With the caveat that this is not their core business, Zurich Insurance points 
out that this will create regulatory duplication and the AIA has been initiated 
to cover AI related risk via a horizontal legislation. 

→ Wolt recently published a report on algorithmic transparency. It shows no data 
processing related to gender, sexual orientation, racial or ethnic origin, or religious 
affiliation is carried out. It outlines human oversight implementation, AI maintenance, 
and ways to raise awareness among couriers on the role and application of 
algorithms.  

→ Solutions to ensure that decisions made by or with the help of algorithms are 
transparent include: 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32006L0042
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32006L0042
https://explore.wolt.com/fi/fin/transparency


 
o Introducing algorithmic accountants, a trusted third-party that can inspect 

algorithms against various variables;  
o Opening possibilities for independent research and surveys with workers on 

topics related to algorithmic management;  
o Establishing a standard proscribing what aspects of algorithmic management 

need to be explained and to what extent; 
o Strengthening capacities and resources of labour inspectorates and data 

protection authorities to enforce the regulation. 
 
 
 
 

NEXT STEPS:  

• Should you have any comments on the meeting minutes, submit them via email 
within a week (five working days) from receiving the document. Once the comments 
are addressed, the meeting minutes will be uploaded to the Member Library. 

• The next roundtable discussion is scheduled on September 15.  
 

ADJOURNMENT: 

• Minutes prepared by Jelena Sapic 
• Minutes approved TBA 


