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Preface
New (diverse) forms of employment such as platform work and contract work are reshaping the way
the work is sought, executed, and compensated. Advancements in information and communication
technologies have afforded many efficiencies and made search for talent effortless, opening the gates
of the global labour market. To fully embrace these developments and their efficiencies, ensuring
good quality work and fair working conditions is essential.
“Future of Work Visions: Through the Lens of Different Stakeholders” is an edited volume of blog
articles and represents the ongoing effort of Reshaping Work to facilitate multistakeholder approach
to discussions related to the future of work, which incorporates views of companies, unions, and other
relevant parties. This endeavour began back in 2016 with a conference in Amsterdam, the first of its
kind on platform economy, and has continued with the latest initiative of the Multistakeholder Dialogue
Project that is in the second year of its operations. This collection contributes to the Reshaping Work’s
mission of promoting research and collective thinking.
In order to mark the World Day for Decent Work (October 7), we opened blog contributions, encouraging
parties with different views and positions to voice their ‘future of work vision’.
“Future of Work Visions: Through the Lens of Different Stakeholders” includes two blog contributions
based on the Reshaping Work conference keynote addresses on September 10, 2021. The article by
Christina Behrendt (International Labour Organization), underlines the importance of universal social
protection systems in stimulating an inclusive, resilient, and sustainable recovery. As emphasized
in her keynote, universal social protection systems are at the core of human-centred development,
decent work, and social justice.
In the article on employment classification in the gig economy, Juliet Schor, Professor at Boston
College presents the latest research results based on the data from a US nationwide delivery platform.
Some of the findings show that scheduling system did not change after the shift, workers retained
flexibility to choose shifts they preferred, while productivity and control were better and predictability
increased.
Furthermore, in “Shaping the Platform Economy - Better Data and Broader Research are Needed
to Achieve a Desirable Future”, Dragos Adascalitei and Barbara Gerstenberger of Eurofound, give
an extensive overview of existing methods for measuring the impact of the platform economy. They
review the ongoing policy, regulatory, and activists’ initiatives across the European Union, showing
that current debates have been predominantly skewed towards on-location platform work. Using
an example of the Spanish long-term care sector, they show that a more nuanced understanding of
the platform economy and sector-specific analyses are necessary to fully grasp how platforms are
transforming the world of work.
Klaus Heeger, a Regional Secretary of the European Confederation of Independent Trade Unions,
builds upon the recently completed second stage of public consultations of social partners and
evaluates the European Commission’s proposal on improving the working conditions for people
working through digital labour platforms. In this light, he discusses employment status, working
conditions, social protection, algorithmic management, cross-border nature, skills development, and
collective representation and bargaining from both perspectives on-location and online platform work.
Heeger also considers the necessity of an EU-wide initiative that would reduce misclassification in
the employment status of platform workers.

Menno Bart and Marine Marty from the Adecco Group access platform economy from the perspective
of applying the agency model as part of the solution. In “Could the Agency Work Model Become a
Leading Example for Online Platforms?”, they explore to which extent agency work could serve as a
regulatory framework for platform economy. After a brief overview of the phenomenon, the authors
shed light on legal uncertainties stemming from the platform work. In their opinion, the agency work
model provides flexibility, as well as adequate social protection and access to training and skills
development – all of which are beneficial for platform workers.
A blog by Sandra Hanisch (ZenJob) explores whether flexibility and security in the platform work
are irreconcilable. She looks closer at the examples of the first collective agreement in the platform
economy and the German concept of ‘Kurzfristige Beschäftigung’ to make a case of the flexicurity
approach as the solution for the future of work.
Drawing upon Fairwork Foundation research in different parts of the world, Pablo Aguera and Patrick
Feuerestein, authors of “The Power of Allyship: Why We Need Each Other to Make Platform Work Fair”,
present some of the key findings on the state of affairs in the gig economy based on five principles
(fair pay, fair conditions, fair contracts, fair management, and fair representation). Their results show
urgency for improving the working conditions of gig workers and remind that improvements are
results of choices made by different stakeholders.
Joanne Kubba, a Senior Director EMEA Policy at Uber, in her article “Strengthening Platform Work
for All: A Tale of Two Approaches”, provides an overview of recent developments in on-location
platform work. She examines whether platform work is compatible with the European social model.
Kubba discusses recent cases in Geneva, Spain, France, and the UK and underlines the importance
of flexibility and independence, not only for the workers, but for the entire ecosystem surrounding
this form of work. She believes that Europe can learn and expand on these best practice examples.
The collection also includes two blog articles that depict freelancers’ positions in different parts
of Europe. “Overview of the European Freelance Industry” by Quentin Debavelaere (Malt) brings
insights into the size of the freelancing economy, particularly in France, Spain, and Germany. The blog
points that one-quarter of all the digital talents in Europe are engaged in freelancing. Debavelaere
also discusses three factors – economic environment, maturity of the freelance economy and legal
environment, which according to Malt have significant impact on the growth of freelance markets.
On the other hand, “Remote Work in Serbia: Guidance for Digital Nomads and Policy Makers” by
Sofija Popara and Pausal team sheds light on existing legal solutions for digital nomads interested in
settling down in Serbia. Nonetheless, the authors point out to conditions and legal gaps which led to
mass freelancers’ protests at the end of 2020 and the beginning of 2021 in Serbia. They also show
opportunities and challenges stemming from platform work for developing countries such as Serbia.
“Good Work Innovations for Non-Standard Workers in Europe and Sub-Saharan Africa” is an insightful
piece into existing good work innovations. Emma Morgante (Future of Work Programme, The Royal
Society for Arts, Manufacture and Commerce - RSA) discusses the latest innovations in the area of
diversity and inclusion, in an effort to enable good work opportunities to people at the margins of the
economy. Particular emphases are on the interplay between innovations, regulatory and institutional
set-ups, as well as on the need for innovations complementarity with broader context (e.g., policy,
physical infrastructure) to scale up.

Maudie Derks, CEO of Acture Groep and founder of Tulpenfonds, envisions new social security safety
net for Europe. At the intersection of technology and existing legislation, using the Netherlands as a
case study, she advocates for crowd insurance designed for independent workers.
Adekunle Tinuoye from the National Institute for Labour Studies, Nigeria in his piece “Workers, Work
Skills, Trade Unions and the Future of Work” points to a rapid change that has been going in the
world of work in the last five decades. This transformation affected all the actors, including trade
unions. Tinouye points necessary actions and line of work that will strengthen the role of workers’
representatives in maximizing benefits and mitigating risks throughout the twenty-first century.
This collection benefited immensely from the expertise and perspectives of all the authors. On
behalf of the Reshaping Work team, I thank them for their contributions and dedication to bring fresh
perspectives to the ongoing debates on the future of work.

Jovana Karanovic
Founder and Managing Director, Reshaping Work
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Shaping the Platform Economy - Better Data
and Broader Research are Needed to Achieve
a Desirable Future
Dragos Adascalitei and Barbara Gerstenberger, Eurofound
Platform work is a continuously changing phenomenon both in its scale and
scope. However, despite its increasing social and economic relevance, the
size of the platform economy remains difficult to capture through reliable
measurements. Existing approaches to measure the platform economy are
generally based on one or a combination of different methods: surveys
of different scale, big data, data made public by the platforms themselves
or other secondary sources such as media reports. In the absence of
administrative data, an important shortcoming of these methods is that
there is little information about the extent to which they cover the target
population. This generates difficulties in devising reliable estimates that
could be generalised to the wider population while also limiting comparability
of findings across different studies. Adding to issues linked to the scarcity
of data is a lack of research in sociology or related fields that zooms in on
specific sectors and types of platform work to analyse the consequences of
this novel form of employment for working lives.
The most up-to-date evidence derived from European-wide surveys shows
that around 11% of workers in the European Union have provided work
through a platform with about 2.4% of them doing work on platforms as a
primary source of income (Brancati et al. 2020). The scope of the platform
economy is also constantly evolving. New business models that seek to
capitalise on the flexibility afforded by platforms coupled with expansion into
novel productive sectors mean that platforms are consequential not only for
their core business but also for the wider economy (Kenney et al. 2019).
Eurofound research acknowledges the heterogeneity of platform work,
noting that there are at least 10 different types of platforms that currently can
be differentiated based on the skill level required to perform the task, how
the service is provided, the scale of the tasks, the selection process, and
the form of matching adopted by the company (Eurofoud 2018). Types of
platform work range from on-location platform-determined routine work (such
provision of taxi services through a platform) to online contestant specialist
work (such as the provision of high-skilled services for various industries).
The implications for working conditions of workers engaged in providing
these various types of work is wide-ranging: while workers performing onlocation platform-determined routine work have little autonomy and control
over task assignment combined with unpredictable earnings and algorithmdriven pace of work, workers who provide high-skilled services through
platforms tend to have a higher degree of autonomy and control over how
they perform their tasks.
In principle, the platform economy can provide workers with an opportunity
for making a living, especially in slack labour markets where there are more
workers available to work than available jobs. In these situations, working
10

through platforms could provide access to income and could be seen as a
route towards decent pay, especially for high-skilled workers who can use
platforms to provide work across borders. In these situations, policy makers
should create the framework that facilitates work through platforms while
also tackling issues related to social security, taxation and undeclared work.
However, the diversity of platform types and the changing business models
used by companies make platforms a moving target for regulators. Recent
debates at the supranational and national levels have focused on issues
of classification of on-location platform workers and the conditions that
need to be fulfilled for a worker to be considered self-employed or an
employee. Opinions on the issue of the employment status of on-location
platform workers remain polarised. On the one hand, platform companies
oppose regulations that would provide workers with employment status
on grounds that this would stifle the further development of the platform
economy and would reduce the flexibility afforded to workers by platforms.
On the other hand, critics highlight the precarious working conditions that
workers carrying out on-location platform work face, the lack of a minimum
set of social rights and the inherent power imbalances between workers and
platforms. They also note that an employment contract does not necessarily
reduce the flexibility that platform workers enjoy but that flexibility can be
retained within the boundaries of a traditional employment contract.
For example, a case study analysis of Deliveroo workers in Belgium
demonstrates that the protections and income security provided by an
arrangement akin to an employment contract were valued by workers
(Drahokoupil and Piasna 2019). Moreover, debates focusing solely on the
issue of flexibility tend to obscure what flexibility means in practice for
workers who perform work on platforms, the trade-offs that it potentially
entails and the heterogeneity of preferences of workers. For example, in the
case of Deliveroo, workers’ expectations were shaped by previous labour
market experience, whether they had an additional job or whether they had
a student status. Workers also expressed a preference for greater flexibility
‘understood as the ability to control their own schedule’ (Drahokoupil and
Piasna, 2019, p. 39). In this sense, flexibility was valued in as much as it
provided workers with the autonomy and control over pay and working
conditions.
Although in recent years policy activism around platform work and the
conditions of work and employment associated with it has been on the rise,
initiatives remain relatively scarce and predominantly located in Western
Europe. Eurofound’s platform economy database provides an overview
of the key initiatives currently in place in the Member States. A quick look
of the initiatives included in the database shows that these include both
traditional regulatory instruments that seek to directly influence the working
conditions of platform workers (such as the recently adopted Spanish Rider’s
law) or initiatives that indirectly address the working conditions of platform
workers through awareness raising and advice (such as the FairCrowdWork
rating system jointly established by trade unions from Germany, Austria,
and Sweden). Trade unions have also begun to reach platform workers. For
example, in Croatia a trade union for platform workers has recently been
11

established with the support of established trade unions. The new union
aims to fight for dignified and better working conditions in a context in which
platform work is not regulated in the labour code. Information captured in
the database thus shows that both traditional instruments (legal initiatives,
court rulings, trade unions, and collective bargaining agreements) and more
innovative tools (shareholder-oriented business models, codes of conduct,
establishment of an Ombuds office) are currently used to regulate platform
work.
An initial assessment of a subset of the initiatives included in the platform
economy database shows that while existent initiatives are a step forward in
addressing some of the implications of platform work, they face challenges in
terms of scope, coverage, generosity, and enforceability to various degrees.
For example, while legal initiatives provide a good signal that legislation
can be developed to address the working conditions and taxation issues of
platform work, they tend to be narrow in scope, limited to specific types of
platform work and face enforcement issues. Similarly, collective bargaining
agreements that include platform workers provide a minimum level of
protection but tend to be limited to platform workers with employee status.
Other initiatives, such as cooperatives, do provide full access to labour and
social rights but tend to be limited in scope due to existing market entry
barriers and limited access to capital (Eurofound, forthcoming).
An important aspect worth noting is that the policy debate and the initiatives
currently discussed in Member States, tend to focus predominantly on onlocation platform workers while other sectors of the platform economy are
largely absent from the debate. One such example is the provision of care
through platforms. Research on the Spanish long-term care sector shows
that a more nuanced understanding of the platform economy and sector
specific analyses are necessary to fully grasp how platforms are changing
the world of work. In the care sector, the employer is the family who uses
the services of a worker and trust plays a more central role in the delivery
of services when compared to platforms that provide food delivery services.
Furthermore, the gendered nature of work delivered through platforms in
the care sector is obscured through a biased focus in both academic and
policy debates on the male dominated transport sector (Digital Future
Society, 2021).
Several regulatory blind spots are worth noting in relation to current initiatives
around platform work. First, despite the well documented diversity of types
of platform work, initiatives tend to focus on regulating on-location platform
work. As of September 2021, there are no initiatives that seek to regulate
online platform work. Importantly, online platform work also remains a great
unknown in terms of scale, pay rates and working conditions. Second,
definitions of platforms, platform workers and platform work are scarce,
unclear, and differ across jurisdictions. This contributes to the emergence
of regulatory grey areas that decrease the effectiveness of enforcement
efforts. Third, discussions around regulation of the platform economy tend
to focus on on-location platform work while paying less attention to other
types. Extant evidence suggests that a more inclusive debate that draws
upon evidence from different sectors can contribute to better regulation.
12
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Improving Working Conditions and Facilitating
the Access to Collective Representation in
Platform Work
Klaus Heeger, CESI – European Confederation of Independent Trade Unions
The platform economy is here to stay. In large parts of the world, the
absence of targeted legislation in combination with a too common ruleavoiding behavior of many leading platforms operating in the so-called ‘gig
economy’ have created unprecedented precarious employment conditions
for numerous workers who offer their services through these platforms.
Difficulties in controlling working time, high risks of accidents, stress due to
excessive inter-worker competition, financial insecurities in the absence of
continued pay, and fear of dismissal without any unemployment benefits
constitute the ‘new normal’ for a growing number of workers that are
essentially dependent on the platforms for work and income.
Under these circumstances, the European Commission launched this year a
social partner consultation on possible EU measures to improve employment
in the platform economy. Committed to the promotion of decent working
conditions for all workers, the European Confederation of Independent Trade
Unions (CESI)* participated in the consultation to assess the Commission’s
ambitions and communicate its priorities on a possible EU initiative in the
area of platform work.
Evaluating the proposed policy interventions proposed by the European
Commission to address existing challenges for better employment and
working conditions in the platform economy, the following priorities can be
identified as the road ahead:
Α. Employment status
It is essential to recognise that the contractual relationship with the platform
worker lies at the core of precarious versus decent work in the platform
economy. As many social security entitlements and fundamental working
rights are linked to an employment status, and since the distinction between
employment and self-employment is increasingly blurred, it is important to
cover as many platform workers as possible with core social and labour
rights. On the one hand, the employment status should be recognised for as
many platform workers as possible, giving them full access to existing labour
law and social security schemes. On the other hand, it is about establishing at
least certain minimum standards even for those not classified as employees.

*The European Confederation of Independent Trade Unions (CESI) is a confederation of
over 40 national and European trade union organisations from over 20 European countries,
with a total of more than 5 million individual members. Founded in 1990, CESI advocates
improved employment conditions for workers in Europe and a strong social dimension in
the EU. CESI represents public and private sector workers.
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B. Working conditions
The widespread lack of minimum wage or minimum income schemes further
increases the precariousness of work in the platform economy. Because
of its task-based nature, platform labour often consists of very short tasks
(sometimes as short as one click), each of which can be extremely low-paid. In
the absence of any minimum pay standards (e.g. in the form of minimum fees
per task, or minimum working time) platform workers struggle to accomplish
microtasks with very little economic value; the total benefit derived from the
performed tasks is minimal. Ideally, they should hence be covered by either
a minimum wage or a minimum income scheme.
The particular risks of on-location platform work and online platform work
regarding health and safety should be carefully identified because risks
vary significantly based on the kind of platform. Of particular importance in
this regard are serious psycho-social risks including technostress, isolation,
technology addiction and cyber-bullying. Importantly, also, in the recent
consultation the European Commission correctly identified the implications
of platform work on gender equality, but overlooked problems of age
discrimination which may be very prominent too. The required digital skills,
as well as the precarious conditions of platform labour (and particularly the
need to compete for tasks and the rapid pace of work) exclude many older
people that are no digital natives from this market.
C. Social protection
The precarious nature of platform work mandates effective measures for
the adequate, affordable, and effective protection of the involved persons.
The principles established in the Council recommendation on access to
social protection of 2019 should be guiding social protection in the platform
economy too.
D. Challenges related to algorithmic management
Special attention should be paid to information asymmetries and data privacy.
More precisely, legislators should address risks that platform workers face
in the digital environment in which they operate and in this context focus
particularly on (1) the collection and processing of sensitive information, (2)
profiling of workers, (3) information sharing to third parties and the provision
of personal data that has economic value, as well as (4) matters related to the
portability of data (the ability of workers to transfer data to another platform)
and data deletion (the so-called ‘right to be forgotten’), and (5) invasive
and deceptive practices such as de-anonymisation (re-identification of
private encrypted information), spamming (unwelcome messages), stalking
(systematic surveillance), malware attacks, and scams.
E. Cross-border aspects
Especially online platform work is often subject to high competition among
workers from different countries with different labour standards. This fact
challenges national and EU standards in as much as the EU workforce would
compete with workers from non-EU countries with lower income and labour
standards. Especially, as regards the outsourcing to third countries, the EU
15

should seek agreements at international level to ensure a level playing field
for EU-based workers.
F. Skills, training and professional development of people working through
platforms
The routine-biased technological change (RBTC) that accompanies the
expansion of the platform economy and the task-based nature of platform
work enhance job polarisation by increasing the demand for highly qualified
workers with advanced digital competencies against less-skilled workers
that become more and more ‘disposable’. These discrepancies can be
reduced only by the implementation of systems that guarantee equal access
of platform workers to training.
G. Collective representation and bargaining
The limitations of article 101(1) Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union (TFEU) for self-employed persons constitute an important obstacle to
the collective representation of platform workers. In view of this, two critical
aspects should be considered. The first is the need to provide self-employed
platform workers with collective bargaining rights and the right of association
(and, by extension, representation through unions) which would help them
avoid being excessively sold out by market powers, and the second is the
classification of as many platform workers as possible as employees which
would in this way automatically receive the right to collective bargaining.
These approaches would facilitate the collective representation of labour
in the platform economy and help mitigate another challenge that needs to
be addressed, namely the low degree of participation of platform workers in
trade unions.
As regards the first target which focuses on the recognition of collective
rights to the self-employed platform workers, a current general prohibition
of collective bargaining via trade unions on the grounds that there may
be cartel-forming through joint wage negotiations is not in line with the
spirit and the purpose of EU competition law. Justifying the prohibition of
collective bargaining by reference to the need to maintain the integrity of
the single market (article 101 TFEU) is a misplaced contextualization of EU
law, especially when it is applied to vulnerable and precarious self-employed
persons (these often working as solo self-employed and having only a few
or a single customer).
This misplaced contextualization is all the truer when considering that
collective bargaining only affects the wage of the service provider and
thus only a limited part of the total cost of a service provision, which is in
fact determined by many further elements. Here, the establishment and
preservation of collective ‘wage’-bargaining powers are legitimate to
guarantee a general balance of powers and interests between all actors
involved, namely the service provider, the service taker, and the platform, and
to avoid that those concerned are excessively sold out by market powers and
forced to provide work for indecently low wage levels. It is therefore of major
importance to allow and strengthen the collective labour rights especially of
the precarious and vulnerable self-employed platform workers.
16

An extension of the right to collective bargaining especially to the precarious
and the vulnerable self-employed platform workers would thus be desirable.
Such a right to collective bargaining must however be embedded in a fourtier approach which gives the concerned self-employed (1) the right to join
trade unions, (2) the right to collective bargaining, (3) the right to become a
part of collective agreements, and thus (4) also the right to take industrial
action.
A preferred policy option would include making EU competition law
compatible with collective bargaining at least for all solo self-employed
providing their own labor through digital platforms with the exception of
regulated (and liberal) professions. This should be implemented by a clear
Council regulation and be coupled to a clear-cut definition and a positive list
of regulated liberal professions which may operate in the platform economy
but are in fact not facing precarious employment as a result of their selfemployment.
Importantly, this measure should not aim to alleviate challenges for the bogus
self-employed platform workers, which by definition work in exploitative and
precarious conditions. Bogus self-employed platform workers are denied
regular employee contracts because employers want to avoid higher
social ‘costs’. Supporting the right of collective bargaining for the bogus
self-employed would mean treating symptoms, not tackling roots. Bogus
self-employed are, as the term reveals, false self-employed and de facto
employees. What is necessary here is to ensure that they are considered
as regular employees with all consequences (access to regular individual
and collective labour law and rights and social security schemes), thus
eliminating bogus self-employment in the first place. Clear legal frameworks
are required and (well-staffed and resourced) labour inspectorates need to
be put in place to control their application and issue (deterring) sanctions for
violations.
These thoughts lead to a second target, which is the establishment of criteria
that will reduce misclassifications in the employment status of platform
workers. In order to facilitate the access to collective representation in cases
when a prohibition of collective bargaining for the self-employed applies, an
inclusive approach that would lead to the recognition of the employment
status for as many platform workers as possible would be highly desirable.
The EU should lay down concrete criteria or indicators that will assist in the
clarification of the employment status of people working through platforms.
Of course, the aim is not only to guarantee a fair and objective classification
procedure, but also offer the protection of an employment status to the
majority of the workforce involved, something which would require the
application of a possibly uniform wide interpretation of the notion of a worker
in line with established case law of the European Court of Justice.
Such an EU initiative could be based on a rebuttable legal presumption that
assumes that if platform work involves the provision of services, then the
person providing the services is a regular employee. This would apply to
all platforms offering a consistent working framework – potentially however
excluding platforms that merely consist in creating the link between the two
17

parties. Should the platform claim that the person in question is selfemployed, then this will have to be proved with sufficient evidence based
on pre-defined binding and objective criteria, including whether the platform
starts and ends the employment relation, if it provides work and pay and
receives the fruits of the provided work, and if it has general considerable
‘organizational power’ for the delivery of the service and the extent of the
managerial prerogatives.
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Could the Agency Work Model Become a
Leading Example for Online Platforms?
Menno Bart and Marine Marty, The Adecco Group
The way that people find work has fundamentally shifted in recent years. As
a result of the digital revolution, fuelled in part by the 2008 global financial
recession and the COVID-19 pandemic, workers have been able to find new
and different jobs in new and different ways.
But it is not just the method of finding work that has shifted. Workers’
preferences have also changed. More than ever, workers are looking for
alternative forms of performing work. This change signals the end of the fulltime, open-ended work contract as the norm – as far as it ever was.
Although it is not the first or only alternative form of organizing work, for
many people, platform work is certainly the most visible. As preference for
full-time positions decreases, workers have begun to consider alternative
arrangements. Together with increasing agility required throughout the
labour market, this means the emergence of ‘crowd work’, ‘gig work’, and
other forms of often on-demand labour. Digital platform work has increased
five-fold in the last decade, with around 11% of the EU workforce saying that
they have already provided services through a platform.
We believe much of the discussion about flexibility and security is overlooking
an important alternative: Agency Work. In this article, we will explore to
which extent this well-regulated alternative can be part of the solution to the
platform work conundrum.
Understanding platform work
The first digital work platforms emerged in the mid-1990s, and growth in the
sector has only accelerated from the mid-2000s onwards, driven by faster
internet speeds and the development of smart devices.
How does it work? The platform model works by enabling individuals to
provide specific services, organised through a digital platform that connects
them directly with clients. This could be a location-based app that allocates
jobs, such as food delivery or domestic services, or web-based platforms
for outsourcing IT work or other higher skill jobs, like Upwork or Freelancer.
Platform work can be defined by the following characteristics:
•
•
•
•
•

Paid work is organised through an online platform
Three parties are involved: the online platform, the client, and the worker
Often, the aim is to carry out specific tasks or solve specific problems
The work is contracted out
Services are provided on demand

The rapid growth of the platform economy gives testament of the value it
brings, to both clients and workers, for example by offering access to work
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for people who otherwise could not integrate into the labour market for
a variety of reasons. But platform work has also attracted considerable
controversy.
Platform companies in many countries have been subject to lawsuits, notably
over workers’ employment status. It has been argued that workers providing
services through platforms were unjustly considered as self-employed,
leading to them being denied their right to the minimum wage, holiday and
sick pay, and a secure employment contract.
The platform work discussion
Many have expressed concerns about the working conditions in platform
work. In particular, policymakers are concerned with how to ensure job and
income security for workers, as well as access to social protection, overall
career development, and rights to collective bargaining.
After all, platforms typically contract their workers as independent contractors,
in other words, as micro-entrepreneurs. This status precludes them from
joining unions and engaging in collective bargaining in most jurisdictions, as
this would effectively result in anti-competitive behaviour. It is also difficult for
platform workers spread across multiple geographical regions to establish
relationships and form communities, especially when many are constantly
moving in and out of platform work.
The European Parliament adopted on September 16 an own-initiative report
on “Fair working conditions, rights and social protection for platform workers
– New forms of employment linked to digital development.” The report
highlights the legal uncertainty around the term worker and self-employed,
and as such calls for a reversal of the burden of proof for workers claiming
employment status. Additionally, the report pleads for a minimum set of rights
for platform workers regardless of their employment status, for the provision
of essential and transparent information regarding working conditions and
the calculation of fees, as well as for minimum requirements concerning
safety and health.
The European Commission is due to publish a policy proposal to regulate
platform work in December this year. However, this in itself is filled with
controversy.
The self-employment status of platform workers has perhaps been one
of the most controversial elements of this model. Platforms mainly rely on
self-employed or independent contractors to carry out work. Yet, in some
situations, the contractual arrangement between the platform and the worker
does not reflect the true nature of their relationship. Genuine self-employment
is characterised by a certain degree of autonomy of the worker on a number
of elements. The exact criteria differ slightly between EU Member States,
but often include the ability to accept or reject any assignments, to organize
their work as they see fit under working conditions, they set for themselves,
and the option to work for more than one provider or client. Workers who
do not have enough of such autonomy are considered to be in “bogus selfemployment”. Legally, this means these workers should have access to the
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same social protection, access to training and career opportunities as
an employed worker. The fact that some platforms offer some of these
protections to their workers on a voluntary basis does not alter the fact that
legally, shortcomings remain. Employment protection is not an a la carte
menu.
While some platform workers find themselves in a bogus self-employment
situation, many others are truly independent and benefit from the flexibility
offered by the platform. Many of the larger platforms have gradually enacted
changes to their model to improve the autonomy of these workers, ensuring
that they can indeed enjoy the entrepreneurial freedom that they are looking
for.
Considering the complex variety of platforms that act as intermediaries
between workers and tasks, regulating this form of employment is,
unsurprisingly, a huge challenge for policymakers at both national and
international levels. Importantly, what differentiates the various models is not
whether they take place on- or offline. The difference is made in the way that
the relationship between the platform, the worker, and the client is shaped.
In that context, when it comes to regulation of platform work, the general
consensus is that there is no one-size-fits-all solution.
Introduction to the agency work model
Agency work is a well-established and well-regulated model based on
an employment relationship where the agency covers all the traditional
responsibilities faced by employers, but the worker works at a third party,
under the supervision of that third party. Clearly, agency work as such is
better suited for shift-based work than for task-based work: pay is by the
hour, not per meal delivered or number of shirts ironed.
The employment relationship may only last for the duration of the assignment
ranging from several hours to months. But in other cases, the relationship may
go on longer, with the potential for an open-ended employment relationship,
with or without pay between assignments. The available contractual
arrangements depend on national agency work legislation. By being in an
employment relationship, the agency worker benefits from adequate social
protection as well as access to training and skills development.
In Europe, the agency work sector is regulated by Agency Workers Directive,
which came into force on October 1, 2011, and grants temporary agency
workers the right to the same pay and working conditions that they would
have been entitled to had they been directly employed into the same role
by the hirer.
In fact, not only do agency workers receive the same pay as directly
employed workers, but in some cases, they even receive better pay than
directly hired employees with fixed-term contracts and enjoy largely the
same social protection benefits as direct employees, the World Employment
Confederation Social Impact Report shows.
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Why the agency work model could be considered as a leading example
for the platform work debate?
Labour market intermediaries, including temporary work agencies, have
a long history in shaping labour markets across many EU nations. By
positioning themselves between workers and firms, these intermediaries
can facilitate job matching, and enable cost savings when competition in the
labour market is unpredictable.
Agencies have been suggested as a model for online platforms as these
also provide opportunities for flexible work and lower the barriers to entering
the labour market, while offering social protection and access to training.
Data suggests that agency work fosters a labour market inclusion, as 35%
of agency workers embarking upon their first assignment were previously
either unemployed or inactive and on average, 72% of agency workers
remain employed 12 months following their initial assignment. Additionally,
the share of young people aged less than 24 years is often higher in agency
work than in the overall employed population – underlining the role the
sector plays in offering a door to labour markets.
Differences and challenges between the two models
Compared with online platforms, agencies are heavily regulated, setting
specific conditions under which the agencies should operate and how they
should treat their workers. To be clear: with the agency model workers have
access to the same social protection as other employees.
Access to training has been a priority for many agencies, with statutory
access generally ensured. Access to training for self-employed platform
workers is often dependent on voluntary initiatives by the platform itself, or
even in a newly emerging partnership model, where training is offered by
other workers.
In the agency arena, social partners play an active and important role in
ensuring workers’ rights and are involved in collective bargaining in several
Member States. With online platforms, social partners have addressed
many of the issues and formulated different responses. Overall, the existing
industrial relations and social dialogue structures are not clearly aligned with
the realities of the platform economy.
However, the two models do share some similarities, creating an overlap
between agencies and platforms. Some platforms, for example, offer
services that are comparable with temporary work agencies. Hybrid forms
that combine features of platforms and agencies are already emerging,
with some platforms vetting crowd workers, and providing services such as
payroll, and access to training and insurance, while many agencies have
launched their online divisions.
The future of the platform economy
In 2018 the World Employment Confederation, in collaboration with UNI
Europa, the European services workers union, conducted a research project
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that concluded that, while most platform work is based on self-employment,
employment models also have an important role to play.
Among their joint recommendations to policymakers was the establishment
of a level playing field by ensuring the same treatment for adequately similar
services and forms of work. If an online platform provides similar services,
and exercises the same level of control over a worker as a temporary work
agency, it should be governed by the same regulation, conditions, and
standards. If it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck…
The social partners agreed that national and European regulation on the
different forms of work should be correctly applied and enforced to ensure a
level-playing field, with particular focus on preventing bogus self-employment
of online platforms’ labour suppliers. This seems straightforward, but it is
taking prolonged legal battles to apply this principle in practice. It is good
news that slowly, courts are confirming that being online is not enough to be
different. Instead, each service provider, whether online or offline, should be
judged on the merits of the service they offer.
Additionally, the joint recommendations recognised the fact that diverse
forms of work can play a key role in well-functioning labour markets. In order to
reap those benefits however, they need to be matched by up-to-date, flexible
social protection schemes that provide transferable rights. Policymakers are
recommended to take inspiration from practices developed in the temporary
agency work sector, especially via social dialogue. Personally, we could not
agree more with this. There is an urgent need for more social innovation.
Another key point to come out of the study: the need for continued education
as well as training and skills enhancement. This is of central importance to
equipping all labour suppliers with the relevant skills they need to succeed
in the labour market. To reach that goal, policymakers should involve social
partners and seek inspiration from the agency work sector, including access
to dual learning schemes, bipartite funds, and opportunities for training on
the job.
Futureproofing labour markets
Clearly, there is a place for both employment and genuine self-employment,
as long as there is a level playing field. Some platforms are operating like
agencies, but failing to abide by the same rules. We should put an end to the
‘regime surfing’ that we see some operators do.
But that should not mean an automatic presumption of employment either.
Modern and futureproof labour markets are characterised by diverse forms
of work, including self-employment. Smart entrepreneurs should have the
freedom to organize their work as they see fit.
What is crucial as the platform work market continues to evolve, is to ensure
the correct classification of people working via online talent platforms and
to have clarity on their employment status, their working conditions and
corresponding rights to social security. The rights of those who are indeed
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employed are already protected in a number of European legal instruments
including the Working Time Directive, the Directive on Transparent and
Predictable Working Conditions, and the Council Recommendation on
Access to Social Protection. And of course, the Agency Work Directive
for those who are in a tripartite employment relationship. Now we should
ensure it each of these is correctly enforced - ideally before adding even
more labour market regulation and administrative burden on companies.
A one-size-fits-all policy to regulate the platform work economy appears out
of reach, yet the problem of platforms abusing the self-employment model
needs to be addressed, and platforms that operate as an agency should
be regulated as such. The well-regulated agency work model facilitates the
flexibility of and access to a diverse jobs market, enabling individuals to
enjoy genuine independent or self-employed status without compromising
their social rights and employment protections. At the Adecco Group, we
aim to make the future work for everyone. We are convinced that agency
work can be a leading model on how to do just that.
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Flexicurity - How Platforms Can Combine the
Requirements in the World of Work
Sandra Hanisch, ZenJob
When we are talking about diverse forms of work there are two buzzwords
coming up in every conversation in this discourse – whether it takes place
among scientists, platform operators, employees or other stakeholders.
The two terms which are key to every discussion are flexibility and security.
Everybody involved in diverse forms of work agrees that we want to bring
more flexibility into our working world. On the other hand, everyone is also
aware that we must not lose safety at the same time.
The concept of flexible work is nothing new and has been around in certain
areas for a long time. The only thing that is quite new is the possibilities
to organize work flexibly via digital platforms or digitalization in general.
It is easier and more visible and the percentage of people involved in the
so-called platform economy is rising. Around 11% of the workforce in the
EU say they have already provided services via a platform. Some forms of
work were called atypical work a few years ago, but this impression has
changed dramatically. Working 9-5 is no longer the normality, working for
one company your whole life is no longer normality, working at times which
are set by the employer is no longer normality. People want to work where,
when, and for whom they like. The organization of work via digital labour
platforms is just the answer to this need. But at the moment, our European
employment relationships cannot fully cover flexibility and security at the
same time. Whether you are employed or self-employed, both forms of
work can not satisfy both parts of the needs. For example, self-employed do
face some challenges, as they are not automatically involved in the social
security systems and do need to organize social security schemes mainly
for themselves.
There is a sociological expression which perfectly combines both of the
terms: flexicurity. Flexicurity does not promise to dissolve institutional
processes, but to reshape them while balancing the ambivalences of
flexibility (Kronauer, Linne 2005: 9).
At the macro political level, the issue is the design of labour markets and,
in connection with this, the design of social security systems. Flexibilization
is often associated here with deregulation (not mere elimination of norms,
but adaptation to market logic). Microeconomic flexibility, on the other
hand, refers to the reactive or active adaptability of companies. Adaptability
should always be interpreted here in terms of economic, technological
and social conditions. Thus, flexibility on the company side primarily
affects organizational and control structures, personnel deployment, work
allocations and cost structures.
The European Commission also describes the term flexicurity as an integrated
strategy for enhancing flexibility and security in the labour market at the
same time. The key principles linked to flexicurity are defined as flexible
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and reliable contractual arrangements, comprehensive lifelong learning
strategies, effective active labour market politics and modern social security
system. In this sense the Commission already has the answer on how to
regulate platform work.
One of the first attempts in flexicurity terms at a national level has been
the Hilfr agreement. The cleaning platform Hilfr and the union “The United
Federation of Danish Workers” negotiated this agreement, which was one
of the first good examples for collective bargaining in the platform economy.
One of the basic outcomes was that the employees working through the
Hilfr cleaning platform were able to choose their employment status after a
certain amount of working days as a self-employed. They have been given
the opportunity to decide whether they would like to stay self-employed
or switch to the employment with the platform (for more, see here). This
is a very good example for a first step in the power shift towards the
employee and can be seen as a model to build upcoming regulations on.
In the general international debate, Denmark enjoys a special reputation as
a reference country and serves as a kind of model for the implementation
of the flexicurity approach. Denmark is characterized by high numerical
flexibility in the labour market combined with low job security. However, it
has a high level of income and employment security, which is achieved by
actively increasing the employability of its citizens. The Danish flexicurity
model is often described as a “golden triangle”. It combines high mobility
between jobs with a comprehensive social security net for the unemployed
and activating labour market policies. But there are also other countries with
good approaches. A more advantaged and concrete micro level possibility
of restructuring with the inclusion of the needs of the employees would be
an employment model, which brings with it all the advantages of an employer
- employee relationship, but still offers enough freedom for the flexible
scheduling of work-related activities. To make life and work more compatible
people need to be able to choose, especially when and how often they would
like to work. Self-employment, as it is structured nowadays, does not fulfil
this criterion. People are not really free to choose most of the time, as they
are depending on certain orders and do not have efficient security schemes.
For example, around 60 percent of self-employed Germans complain about
a loss of income, compared with around 15 percent of dependent employees
(see more here)
For example, in Germany there is also one model which offers the employeremployee relationship and guarantees flexibility to a certain amount. The
so-called “Kurzfristige Beschäftigung” (in English: short-term employment) is
one good option to employ people, but also guarantee them the flexibility
needed. People in this contractual employment are free to choose for whom,
when and how often they want to work up to 70 days a year. There is no
commitment to certain hours of work and thus there is a power shift towards
the workers. The limitation to 70 days per year stems from the fact that
this employment relationship originated in agriculture and is used a lot for
seasonal workers.
However, this form of employment can be wonderfully harnessed in
combination with job placement via digital platforms in a sustainable way.
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Short-term employment or “Kurzfristige Bschäftigung” is a common form
of employment, which is completely regulated at the national level and
can be clearly defined from a legal point of view. However, there is one
major drawback: this form of employment is not subject to social insurance
contributions. Accordingly, this form of work would also have to be included
in the social security system in order to comply with the flexicurity approach.
One possible practical implementation here would be to increase the
maximum number of working days while at the same time establishing a
layered system for social security. For example, working in a “Kurzfristige
Beschäftigung” up to 30 days a year could still be free of social security
contributions, but working up to 50 days might be charged by 3% of the
income for the employee as well as for the employer. Working up to 70 days
might mean a 5% contribution and so on. If this approach might be combined
with a central inspection body that checks the working conditions on the
platforms and gives them a seal of approval, fair conditions can be created.
This inspection body needs to be an institutionalized system of reviewing
the working conditions on different platforms. Some sort of cross-national
institution with the authority to stop platforms from operating, if they do not
fulfil certain criteria for decent work. Based on the flexicurity principle, the
advantages of platform work could thus be made sustainably usable. Topics
touched by the inspection body might be wages, terms and conditions or
contracts, algorithms or health and safety of workers. Platforms which don’t
reach a certain score after rating the fairness in these topic areas might get
deactivated by the government or at least might not get the seal, which
sufficiently scoring platforms might get. With this initiative the inspection
body would have the possibility to put more pressure on the platforms and
to make working conditions on the differing platforms visible.
Flexicurity thus seems to be the perfect solution to the issue of regulating
diverse forms of work. The combination of flexibility and security is exactly
what employees and self-employed people want. It also accommodates the
social security system and is a suitable structure for employers. It helps to
figure out which regulations are needed to satisfy the future and current
workforce. In this sense the flexicurity approach somehow already offers the
solution for the future of work. Now we only need to take it and apply it to
modernize our working world.
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The Power of Allyship: Why We Need Each
Other to Make Platform Work Fair
Pablo Aguera and Patrick Feuerstein, with insights from the global Fairwork
Foundation team
Platform work is often hailed as a new opportunity for people to earn extra
income and access formerly closed global labour markets. However, the risks
and benefits of the gig economy are highly uneven. While consumers and
platforms benefit from cheap labour costs and easily accessible services,
workers on these platforms often face low wages and dangerous working
conditions.
The Fairwork Project assesses gig economy platforms in 25 countries based
on five principles of fair work: fair pay, fair conditions, fair contracts, fair
management, and fair representation. Our findings show that low pay and
lack of labour rights remain prevalent across the global gig economy. The
overwhelming majority of platform workers, especially in the Global South,
do not earn minimum wages. Some even make losses working for platform
companies, due to the high costs associated with the job (equipment, fuel,
etc). For some sectors like ridesharing, the lack of demand during the
pandemic has led to additional cuts in pay, with no compensation from the
platform. As a driver in Cape Town, South Africa describes: “I started the job
for the returns, but now the ship is sinking and the returns aren’t there. It all
amounts to nothing and is demotivating”. Those working on cloudwork (or
crowdwork) platforms like Upwork or Fiverr experienced similar challenges
during the pandemic due to an increase in competition from new users. A
freelancer working for TranscribeMe told us how “before, you would find
jobs that would sit on the platform unclaimed for days, now everything is
gone within a few hours. As a result, I had to change the hours I worked and
started working in the night-time. Generally, I would start at 10pm and work
until sunrise, just to get a few dollars.”
Gig workers also face poor and even dangerous working conditions which
can have long-lasting effects on their physical and mental health. While some
platforms have started to offer insurance policies and emergency assistance
tools, workers often report feeling like their health is not a priority for the
platform. As a delivery rider for the app Zomato in Bangalore, India puts it:
“they told us that if your bike is punctured, take a rental bike and finish the
delivery first. If you meet with an accident, first finish the delivery and then
go wherever you have to go.”
The COVID-19 pandemic has further exacerbated the risks faced by
platform workers: while most people were quarantining to avoid contagion,
these workers were risking their health to provide essential services like
delivering groceries or driving patients to the hospital. In an analysis of 191
platforms across 43 countries, we found that most COVID-related measures
announced by both platforms and governments fell short from adequately
addressing the needs of gig workers. Platforms’ responses to the pandemic
rarely went further than offering some free PPE equipment or temporary sick
pay, with workers reporting difficulties to accessing the advertised benefits.
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Furthermore, through our research we have found many workers who are
not aware of the terms and conditions governing their relationship with the
platform. This is partly because contracts are not easily available but also
because they might not be written in the local language or in an accessible
way. They also raised concerns about platforms’ use of workers’ behavioural
data to adapt the scheduling and payment algorithms without informing
them. Gig workers often report having little to no say on how their work
is performed. Many join these platforms with the promise of ‘being their
own boss’, but soon face a different reality. This is how a Deliveroo rider in
Reading, UK felt: “We are clearly not our own boss… we’re not in control of
getting work. What flexible means for them is not what flexible means for us”.
Perhaps the most explicit example of the lack of control by workers is that
they often do not have access to a fair appeal process if their ratings drop or
they get deactivated from the app. And although gig workers have started
to organise collectively to demand better conditions, very few platforms
actually recognise or engage with unions and workers’ associations. In fact,
the fear of being disciplined or deactivated by the platform is regularly
reported as the reason for not participating in collective actions.
But our results also highlight significant differences between platforms. While
still in the minority, some platforms do care about their workers’ needs and try
to actively improve their working conditions. Through constructive dialogue
with our team, several platforms have agreed to improve the conditions of
their workers by, for example, implementing minimum wage floors, antidiscrimination policies and improving the communication channels with
workers.
This shows two things:
•
•

First, the working conditions of gig economy platform workers around
the world urgently need to improve.
Secondly, working conditions are not a quasi-natural outcome of
economic or technological developments, but they are the result of
deliberate choices. Choices made by platform management about how
they want to organise work on their platform and what business model
they want to pursue.

While “low-road” business models have so far been the norm, there are
some indicators that the tide is slowly turning in the gig economy – making
it more difficult for platforms to get away with poor working conditions, while
also making it financially attractive for platforms to invest in the quality of
work offered.
In virtually every country, digital labour platforms are facing increasing labour
unrest. Despite the challenges of atomisation and risks of deactivation, gig
workers have become very successful in joining forces and organising
collective actions to demand better conditions. Delivery riders, rideshare
drivers and app-based freelancers have taken over the streets of cities
across the globe. These workers are not limited to their national context but
forming cross-border alliances and networks of global solidarity. Through
international coalitions like Unidxs World Action or IAATW (International
Alliance of App Based Transport Workers), gig work organisers can share
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tactical knowledge and coordinate international actions. While these workerled campaigns have not always resulted in direct wins, they have certainly
contributed to shifting the public narrative around the gig economy - moving
the public debate beyond the initial promises of flexibility and freedom to
a more nuanced understanding of the challenges and risks faced by these
workers.
As a result, we are seeing more and more national governments introduce
specific legislation to address some of the pressing issues in the sector. 2021
was a particularly hopeful year for gig workers with the historic ruling of the
UK Supreme Court on Uber. The court clearly declared that Uber drivers are
limb (b) workers with all the benefits and rights that apply to this status. While
there have been similar court decisions in countries like Italy, France, Spain,
Belgium, and most recently the Netherlands, the UK Supreme Court ruling
marked a turning point on the debate over workers’ (mis)classification.
In a matter of days, Uber was forced to announce that they would offer
employment contracts to their entire UK fleet. In a cynical twist of events,
Uber was quick to brand itself as the only platform offering employment
rights like minimum wage to its drivers, after spending five years fighting in
courts to deny their employer responsibilities. Nonetheless, Uber’s minimum
wage policy still contravenes the UK Supreme Court mandate by failing
to compensate drivers for the wait times between trips. Furthermore, the
company has shown no sign of interest in extending similar benefits to other
countries in which it operates.
Another highly anticipated development in the gig economy sector was the
approval of the so-called ‘ley rider’ in Spain. Following a similar Supreme
Court ruling and after long negotiations with industry and union leaders, the
Spanish government enacted a law that categorises food delivery riders
as employees rather than self-employed. Effectively, the new law shifts the
burden of proof of employment relationship from the worker to the platform.
Furthermore, the legislation also demands platforms to provide information on
the algorithmic systems that determine how the work is performed. This law,
while ignoring all other types of platform work, was praised as a positive step
towards ensuring basic protections for one of the most precarious sectors
in the economy. However, platforms’ reactions to the law raises concerns of
whether it will manage to do just that. While Just Eat Takeaway celebrated
the law and even started negotiating the first collective agreement with a
union in the sector, all other major platforms were fast in securing plans
to circumvent the legislation. Uber Eats opted for outsourcing its workers
through a subcontracting model, a common practice in other countries
to avoid legal responsibilities. More radically, Deliveroo announced its
departure from the Spanish market as a result of the law. Most interesting
was the case of Glovo, the Spanish multinational, that announced it would
only hire 2,000 of its riders as employees. The platform aims to keep most
of their fleet as independent contractors by making some changes to their
management model, like allowing workers more freedom to set their fees.
This decision was soon followed by protests from workers arguing this new
model would lead to a race-to-the-bottom in wages by incentivising workers
to accept lower fees per ride.
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While it is important that governments take concern in regulating the platform
economy, efforts to date are still quite fragmented and uncertain. The latest
example from Spain shows how easy it is for platforms to enter and leave
national labour markets at will or find creative ways to carve out loopholes in
labour regulations. This is even more concerning with cloudwork platforms
like Amazon Mechanical Turk, which serve global markets with a highly
fragmented workforce and a complete oversight of national legislation.
Furthermore, public and policy attention is predominantly focused on the
more visible examples of platform work like food delivery and ride-hailing.
Thus, these conversations often ignore the effects on other sectors that are
equally impacted by platformisation, like cleaning and care services, both of
which have a majority female and migrant workforce who face additional
risks at work.
Although there are signs that the tide is slowly turning against exploitative
practices in the gig economy, there is still much to be done to improve
working conditions for the growing number of gig workers worldwide. If
the experiences of the past year can tell us something, it is that relying on
government regulations and legal actions alone will not bring about the type
of radical change that gig workers across the world need today. In fact, it
has become abundantly clear that in order to build a fairer future of platform
work, we need all actors - investors, consumers, policymakers, platforms
and workers - to work together.
While the actions of these stakeholders are often conceived as independent,
recent evidence proves that they are most effective when working in
conjunction. A perfect example of this was experienced just last week in
Greece. After the Greek delivery platform Efood announced to some workers
that they would have to change their status from employees to ‘freelancers’,
both workers and consumers mobilised against the new policy. Customers
reacted by boycotting the app through a viral social media campaign under
the hashtag ‘cancel_efood’.
The campaign was so effective that the app’s rating on Google Store dropped
from 4.5 to 1 star. Simultaneously, Efood riders organised two massive
mobilisations with thousands of riders taking over the streets of Athens.
Surprisingly, the effects took little time to materialise. The platform was not
only forced to back down on their policy to make workers independent
contractors, but after the second mobilisation agreed to offer workers
unlimited contracts. This is a perfect example of the power that consumers
and workers, when working together, can have in shaping the future of the
gig economy.
The Fairwork project was born with this very idea in mind of encouraging all
stakeholders to play an active role in improving standards in the gig economy.
With this in mind, we have launched a global pledge campaign to encourage
organisations that - in different ways - engage with digital labour platforms to
publicly demonstrate their commitment to decent working conditions in the
gig economy. Organisations like businesses, universities or charities can show
their support by only using platforms that have demonstrated a commitment
to fair working conditions. Local governments and administrations can
31

commit to introduce meaningful regulation that encourages minimum
standards for platforms operating in their areas, or which are eligible for
public funding. Similarly, investors or rating agencies can play a crucial role
by making sure that they, and their clients, invest only in platforms that offer
decent labour standards.
The platform ratings that the Fairwork Project publishes in a growing number
of countries and segments of the gig economy can serve as valuable
guidance for stakeholders that want to make conscious and responsible
decisions about how they engage with platforms in their daily activities. In
this way, we hope to reinforce the turning tide by publicly rewarding those
platforms that have heard the call and are beginning to adopt more socially
responsible practices. Such a broad alliance of actors would also send a
clear sign to other platforms that they can no longer get away with the oftendeplorable working conditions that the gig economy has become famous
for. It is time for all of us to show gig workers that they are not alone in
fighting for a fairer future of work.
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Strengthening Platform Work for All:
A Tale of Two Approaches
Joanne Kubba, Uber
The critical role of platform work
Most of us have used an app to hail a ride, or order a meal. Millions do so
every day. In a little more than a decade, Europe has become home to a
thriving and competitive platform ecosystem with over two dozen innovative
companies changing our lives and cities one app at a time. Online platforms
have introduced new ways for businesses to connect with customers, and
for people to access flexible work opportunities.
Change brings opportunity. Sector by sector, online platforms are moving our
economies into the digital age. Food delivery apps give restaurants, couriers
and consumers across the world access to new ways to do business, to work
independently, and to enjoy good food every day. Ride-hailing apps connect
professional drivers to people needing a ride, reducing the need for private
car ownership.
Addressing challenges in platform work
Change also brings new challenges. As the nature of work evolves, the role
of platforms is to combine the provision of innovative services for those who
want flexible work opportunities with adequate protections, while the role of
governments is to ensure economic and social welfare and fair competition.
This is more important than ever as the pandemic has exposed gaps in
current safety nets.
For Uber, ensuring that drivers and couriers have protections when they
need it has been a priority since 2018, when Uber’s partnership with AXA
set the standard of protection, offering (at no cost) a range of insurance
coverage including sickness, injury, and maternity and paternity payments
for drivers and couriers across Europe. During the pandemic, Uber provided
additional €8 million in financial support to thousands of couriers and drivers
across Europe to ensure that they could socially distance when needed. But
for platforms to continue doing more to ensure that workers are protected,
regardless of the platform they choose to work on, a different approach is
needed. An approach where legal clarity unlocks this type of protection.
What workers say they want: flexibility and better protections
Our vision for the future of the platform economy is to set a new standard
for platform work. This needs to be grounded in the principles drivers and
couriers say are most important to them: flexibility and control over when
and where they want to work, earning a decent wage, access to relevant
benefits and protections, and meaningful representation.
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In virtually every survey Uber ran over the last decade, this autonomy is what
drivers1 and couriers2 say they value most about platform work. Research
from 2018 showed that 93% of drivers in the UK partnered with Uber to have
more flexibility in their schedule and to balance work and family life3, while
80% of drivers preferred flexible working over fixed hours. These results
were reaffirmed by 2020 survey results4 that found 89% of drivers in the UK
said that flexibility was the most important reason they choose to drive using
the Uber app.
As a multi-stakeholder dialogue platform, Reshaping Work has been
instrumental in socializing innovative solutions and helping us take a step
back and look at the bigger picture.
Is platform work compatible with the European social model? Some
countries say yes, yet others beg to differ. And while we see great, innovative
approaches in some parts of Europe, we are also seeing very alarming
developments in others, hurting the thousands they were designed to
protect, reducing opportunities for earners and choices for consumers, and
hurting innovation.
Geneva: fewer jobs, lower economic activity
In Geneva, a series of court rulings have led to changes that have harm
couriers, restaurants and platforms. As a result of the latest ruling, couriers
could no longer partner with Uber as independents, and 1,000 individuals,
nearly 80% of all couriers in the canton, lost access to earning opportunities
through the Uber app. Those still using the Uber app enjoy less flexibility as
they need to work under assigned shifts.
Those changes led to increased prices and a degraded delivery experience
for consumers (with average waiting times increasing by six minutes). It
also resulted in a 30% reduction in orders in just three weeks, significantly
reducing income opportunities for couriers and restaurants using Uber Eats,
with growth slowing down by 60%, when compared with the neighbouring
city of Lausanne.
Spain: longer hours, less pay
A similar story is unfolding now in Spain, where a national labour law for
couriers, the so-called “rider law”, came into force in the summer of 2021,
with the aim of providing delivery couriers with job security and predictable
earnings. It achieved the opposite. By forcing an employment relationship
onto platforms and previously independent couriers, it instead led to
fewer economic opportunities, job losses, lower earnings, and decreased
satisfaction among couriers in the country.

1
Uber (2020) Consultation des chauffeurs - Édition 2020 - 78% of drivers
2
Uber Eats (2020), Consultation des livreurs - Édition 2020 - 79% of couriers list flexibility
and freedom of connection as an aspect of the app they most appreciate.
3
Oxford University (2018), Uber Happy? Work and Well- being in the “Gig Economy”
4
Uber (2020), The Impact of Uber in the UK
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Over the last weeks, thousands of couriers have protested against the
regulation, including courier organizations APRA, Asoriders, Repartidores
Unidos o AAR, to no avail. Early indications on the effects of the law are far
from positive; recent media reports (Business Insider, Wired, Radio Madrid)
suggest that the average courier earnings have dropped significantly since
the new law is in place.
Platforms in Spain struggle to balance a feasible business and a reliable
service, leading to some platforms withdrawing entirely from the Spanish
market. The effect will become even more prominent outside big cities;
operating under the current model makes it very expensive to operate in
smaller towns and suburbs where demand is lower and patchier. Restaurants,
couriers and the entire platform ecosystem in smaller cities are likely to be
affected disproportionately.
France: ‘thinking in terms of rights, not status’
France, on the other hand, has chosen to think “in terms of rights, not status”,
according to Secretary of State for European Affairs Clément Beaune. In order
to ensure access to protections the French government has decided to use
social dialogue to deal with the platform work challenge. Upcoming rules
would allow drivers and couriers in France to be collectively represented,
as well as create a new authority that would facilitate dialogue between
platforms and workers.
The minister also recently commented that the goal of an EU reform should
not be to “tip the world of platforms into the world of employment, that is not
reasonable economically”, but rather introduce clear regulation dealing with
the actual challenges faced by platform workers.
UK: legal clarity and more rights for platform workers
Outside the EU, but remaining in Europe, the UK has another approach
leveraging its existing legal framework. The UK Supreme Court ruling
provided a clear framework that allowed Uber to treat drivers as workers,
a unique third classification under UK employment law which maintains
flexibility, while increasing protections. That opened a new set of options
with drivers earning at least the minimum wage when driving on the Uber
app. They will also receive paid holiday time and those eligible will be
enrolled into a pension plan. The legal clarity also paved the way for Uber’s
recognition deal with a key UK trade union GMB, the first of a kind by a ridehailing service, which enables formal representation for all drivers operating
on the Uber app.
Most importantly though, these protections came without compromising the
flexibility drivers want. In a consultation we ran with thousands of drivers
following the verdict, two-thirds of the drivers told us they valued flexibility,
while only 20% wanted more protections if it meant a loss of flexibility.
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What can we do better?
As the European Commission gears up to introduce its EU-wide proposal
on platform work, we can use learnings from these reforms to inform a
constructive regulatory approach fit or purpose. Flexibility and independence
are essential for platform workers, and fundamental for the entire ecosystem
around platform work. There might be no need for a third status but it is
clear that legal certainty and establishing a level playing field among the
sector will unlock further benefits for all workers no matter which platform
they choose to work on, while ensuring fair competition and promoting
innovation. However, imposing an employment presumption and introducing
a legal mechanism for reclassification, will lead to fewer work opportunities
and increase litigation and legal uncertainty, instead of improving rights.
Europe’s greatest strength is bringing together such approaches and best
practices from across the continent in order to tackle common challenges.
That’s why we urge policymakers to look no further than Europe when
designing policies to solve the platform work challenge. That’s how we can
create a win-win solution for workers, for platforms and the entire ecosystem
that leverages their services to enter the digital era. The choice is ours.
Combining flexibility and protection
At Uber, we have a clear vision for the future of work - and we believe that
flexibility and protection can go hand in hand. And we want to do our part.
In our recent White Paper “A Better Deal for European Platform Workers”,
we describe several ways to make sure platform work comes with adequate
protections, and is satisfying and economically sustainable. We also suggest
ways on how to improve legal certainty and a level playing field for platforms
and their users, as well as how to ensure decent earning opportunities for
all, and improved social dialogue.
But while we understand that there is no “one size fits all” approach when
tackling a complex area such as platform work, we see Europe’s upcoming
rules as a unique opportunity to improve platform work’s conditions and
create legal certainty online and offline. For the freelance designers, and
for the delivery courier. In Europe’s North, and in Europe’s South. For the
student who supplements his income, and for the musician who can practice
her art. For flexibility, and for protection.
That’s why we want to exchange with cities we serve, and countries we
operate in. Most of all, we want to exchange with those who use our services.
Because their voices are the ones that matter most, and any reasonable
regulation should reflect their wants and needs.
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Gig Workers and Employment Classification –
Unraveling the Controversy
Juliet Schor, Boston College1
Should gig workers be classified as independent contractors, entrepreneurs
on their own, or should they have employee status and the rights that go with
employment in most countries? This flashpoint of controversy has created a
lot of activity in Europe and the United States. For example, the US Secretary
of Labor in the Biden administration, just a few months ago, said that gig
workers should be employees and that they deserve work benefits. This
represents a huge shift from our previous presidential administration, which
put forward several rules saying they should not. However, it has been very
controversial. It is not clear what is going to happen in Massachusetts, where
the gig companies have just pledged $100 million to overturn the law in the
state, which says that gig workers are employees, as they did successfully
in California. Companies claim that the application of employment in the gig
economy will cause the disappearance of flexibility. In a widely cited oped, Uber’s CEO said that the employment system is outdated and unfair: it
forces every worker to choose between being an employee with benefits
but less flexibility, or to be a contractor with flexibility but no safety net.
In particular, these are the questions that we need to ask: do gig workers
need more protections? Does employment status preclude flexibility? Will
prices rise and reduce work? What does the evidence show? How can we
reframe this debate? It has been a problematic debate so far. One of the
big problems with it is that there have been lots of claims without evidence,
particularly from the companies but not only from them. New research from
the research team that I work with, using data from a nationwide delivery
platform is the first study of its kind to address these questions. This research
is carried out through a National Science Foundation project called “The
Algorithmic Workplace” and funded by the Initiative on the Future of Work at
the Human-Technology Frontier.
But before the research results discussion, let me make a few remarks about
on-demand platform work. My first point is that it’s characterized by what I call
heterogeneity up and down the line. This point has been under emphasized
in the literature. In almost every way the platform economy is heterogeneous,
whether it is the workforce, the kinds of platforms, heterogeneity over time,
heterogeneity over place, heterogeneity in any individual app. Another key
thing which relates to flexibility is the need for an on-demand supply of labour
to address on-demand, customer demand. In other words, a very important
point here is that a subset of platform economy is work that needs to be
done at the moment of demand. A third, important issue is that there is not
a profitable model so far in some of the biggest sectors such as ride-hailing
and food delivery, and that’s not just in the United States. That’s pretty much
across the board.
My team and I studied what social scientists call a natural experiment at
a company that I’m going to call Bring Your Package (BYP). It is a national
1

This blog is based on the keynote address delivered at the Future of Work Conference on September 10.
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business-to-consumer package delivery platform. It works with many of the
big-box stores and delivers packages on demand to residential customers.
As California Assembly Bill 5 was going through the legislature, Bring Your
Package decided to transition its drivers in California to become employees.
Our team had access to data on drivers, schedules, hours, routes, etc.
We also conducted interviews with key informants, with workers, frontline
operational managers, support teams, and with management. We studied
seven cities in California and beyond, from 2018 to 2020. This design exploits
variation over time--from the pre-employee to the employee status condition
in California, and then across the country, providing locational variation. The
research focused on three issues: flexibility, working hours, and efficiency.
We used multiple regression analysis to analyze the impacts of employment
status. A major finding is that the scheduling system did not change after the
shift to employment status. Workers retained the same flexibility that they
had beforehand, as they were able to choose shifts that they preferred.
The basic structures of the three worker groups in terms of hours worked
remained. So the first big takeaway is that the company was able to shift
these workers to employees and in terms of flexibility, things stayed mainly
the same. There were a few changes which I will get to, but managers at the
company expressed satisfaction with the new arrangement. In particular, it is
very important that productivity and labor control were better as well as that
predictability increased; the company had benefits from this new system as
well.
Back to heterogeneity, which is related to the working hours in the platform
work. We identified three group of workers. The first is long-hours workers
(we might want to call them full time, although many of them are working
less than 40 hours a week) who tend to do the majority of the jobs. They
tend to be a small proportion of the BYP workforce. The second group is
stable part timers and represent the largest group in all the cities. The third
group, who we call intermittent drivers, are part of how the company gets
flexibility, because they can rely on this group when demand is particularly
high. Intermittent workers do not work very many hours. After doing the
analysis for the California and non-California cases, we find that the California
situation does not change much in terms of the proportions among the three
categories of drivers.
On the question of working hours, we expected that the shift to employment
would raise working hours. This is because the firm will has an interest
lengthening hours because it is paying benefits to many of these workers
and each employee has a higher per person cost than under the independent
contractor condition. That is, we expected that employment status would
raise working hours. Based on the multiple regression analyses, this turns
out not to be the case for the full-time drivers who were already working the
long hours that they wanted to work. However hours do rise for both the
stable drivers and the intermittent drivers. This may well be something that
workers preferred, however, we do not have data about their preferences. All
we know is that they worked more, controlling for demand. So employment
status itself does have an impact. When workers transitioned into employees,
they worked longer hours, unless they were already full-timers.
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We also used regression analyses to examine efficiency. In particular, we
measured scheduled hours against the hours that were actually worked. One
of the things about this platform and many platforms is that they schedule
workers and they may or may not have enough work for them during those
shifts. In the case of Bring Your Package, if a worker was scheduled for a shift
and there were no packages to deliver, they would get sent home and receive
half the pay for that shift under the independent contractor condition, and
they would also get paid also under the employee condition. (That payment
structure is a little more complicated.) An interesting point here is that
shifting to employment status reduced the gap between hours worked and
scheduled hours. In other words, delivery work became more predictable.
People worked the hours that they were scheduled for, possibly because
things were more predictable for the company. Interviews showed that the
workers were more willing to work those hours and that the company may
have had more control over the workers. You can think of this as an efficiency
or productivity impact. That is a sort of positive thing, certainly for the firm.
Whether it’s also positive for the workers, we cannot really tell here, but it
likely is as they were more likely to get work when they’re signed up for
shifts and were less likely to be sent home without work.
Of course, employee status also raises certain costs. We don’t know by how
much because we did not have access to cost data. We suspect that costs
rose between 10 and 30%, but these higher costs were partially offset by
increased productivity and efficiency.
If the assumption about the cost-rise is correct, then one of the things that is
likely to happen with a shift to employee status is that prices will also rise. But
one thing we have to understand about the platform economy is that prices
are going to rise in any case. A New Work Times piece published as prices
started to rise in the ride-hailing industry in the US a few months ago made
the obvious but not widely-noted point that prices have been subsidized by
the platforms as they tried to dominate their markets. The companies gave
consumers prices that were below the true costs of providing these services.
It has been estimated that there was a 40% subsidy in ride-hailing sector.
Keeping the US picture in mind, I argue that workers need wage protections.
In the US, there has been a collapse in earnings, particularly in ride-hailing
and food delivery. One of the best studies of this kind found that between
2013 and 2017 earnings in transportation, including all kinds of drivers, fell by
more than half. Proposition 22 took away minimum wage protection for gig
workers. Supporters of Prop 22 promised a wage guarantee, but that actually
turned out to be below minimum wage at about $5.64/an hour because
it did not include the considerable time that drivers sit around waiting for
jobs, rides or food. After expenses, many gig workers are making less than
the minimum wage. During one of our interviews, a delivery courier tried to
figure out what he had made in the past few weeks and found out it was $6
an hour. These workers need wage protections at the very least.
Can employment work for ride-hailing where there are no shifts? Our study
was of a package delivery firm, which is a little bit different as it has shifts.
There are examples where ride-hail is moving in that direction. In 2018,
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New York City put in regulations that some way toward an employment
system where with a minimum wage guaranteed both before and after
expenses, a driver cap and some restrictions from the platforms about who
can sign on the app. Ride-hail could also institute shifts and retain most
functional flexibility; shifts are necessary in order to pay for idle time. Food
delivery has long worked with shifts, for instance. Companies can do a lot of
prediction of demand now, which I think makes a shift model work. I do not
think ride-hail is ruled out because it has a different labor model in terms of
how people sign on.
But ride-hail also raises the issue of whether Uber and Lyft will ever be
profitable? This is a big question. Uber is the most losing company in human
history; it has lost more than 25 billion and some estimates are up to 28
billion. Every year the Uber CEO tells us this is the year they’ll achieve
profitability, but both ride hailing and food delivery are losing money. Food
delivery is really not a profitable business and these companies went into it
thinking that their technology could make it profitable. I think it’s clear that’s
not the case. Furthermore, in the United States ride-hail is in a kind of death
spiral. Drivers are not showing up because of COVID. Uber is now more
expensive than taxis - the industry that it destroyed - and it’s less reliable.
There are many reasons to think that profitability is going to be elusive for
quite a while.
My last point is a theoretical one. This perspective comes from the introduction
to a special issue of the Socio-Economic Review on the platform economy
that I have co-edited with a number of colleagues. The point is to understand
that platforms are contested social structures. If we think about the actors on
platforms--platform managers and users, where users are both consumers
and earners, there are three social forces that are operating on platforms—
domination, autonomy, and mutuality. The platforms differ in how much one
of these three dominates. There is the striving for domination that platform
owners and managers have. They want to control what is going on with the
customers and the workers. There is autonomy, which is a key factor that
drives workers to platforms – the ability to work when they want, that flexibility,
as it’s called, be your own boss (the desire for freedom, independence and
autonomy that that platforms offered to workers). And then there is mutuality,
which has been less of an issue for ride-hailing and food delivery sectors;
but is important on other sharing platforms including those like Airbnb.
The state of the markets, regulations, civil society, all of these are affecting
these contested social relations. This is one of the reasons we have so much
heterogeneity up and down the line because the relative power of these
three forces – domination, autonomy, and mutuality – varies a lot across
different kinds of platforms, across time, and it varies across space.
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Overview of the European Freelance Industry
Quentin Debavelaere, Malt
Most people unfamiliar with the topic of freelancing tend to think that the
switch to freelance work is forced upon workers who have no alternative in
times of crisis, like in 2008 or 2020. Yet this could not be further from the
truth! The rise of freelancing in countries across Europe is a result of several
factors, but is always fuelled by the power of choice, not constraints.
How can we explain the fact that the number of freelancers has doubled
in France in the last 10 years but has stagnated in Germany? Why is it that
independent consultants represent 6% to 7% of the workforce in the UK and
the Netherlands but only 3% in France or Spain?
Depending on where you work, the scales can tip either way; some
countries foster freelance opportunities and mitigate the downsides much
better than others.
We believe that these differences can be explained mostly by the dynamism
of the economic environment, the maturity of each market when it comes to
freelancing and, finally, by the local legal environment.
This article is the result of multiple surveys that Malt has conducted in the last
4 years among its community of freelancers in France, Spain, and Germany.
The platform is opening in Belgium and the Netherlands in October 2021;
and it hopes to get enough respondents for the 2022 edition of survey (in
progress here). Some data have been extracted and analysed in collaboration
with Roland Berger and the Boston Consulting Group.
The freelance industry across Europe
In this paper we are studying what we call freelancers that we can defined as
independent workers (without employees) delivering professional services
(intellectual job) to companies (therefore excluding healthcare or real estate
professionals for instance). Here are their main job categories:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tech & Data: e.g. Developers, Data Scientists, Webmasters, DevOps,
software engineers, etc.
Arts & Design: e.g. Graphists, Motion &amp; Sound Designers, UX / Web
Designers, Art Director;
Marketing & Com: e.g. Marketing Consultants, Analytics Consultants,
Community Managers, Social Media Managers;
Business Services: e.g. Management Consultants, Sales Representatives,
Business Developers, Strategy Consultants, Project Manager, Agile
Coaches;
Support Function: e.g. Finance, HR, Legal;
Others: e.g. Legal, Purchasing, Operations, Research & other professional
activities.

It is a population of about six million individuals in Europe.
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When we look at the picture market by market, we can see that the UK and
Italy have among the highest population of freelancers

Out of the total number of the freelancers, 2.8 million are working in the
digital field. The total number of individuals working in digital being ~13
million individuals (according to Eurostat), we can conclude than ¼ of the
digital talents in Europe are freelancing.
“We estimate that in Europe, ¼ of the digital talents are freelancing”
If we look back at the different market sizes, however this time in terms of
value, we now see that France and the Netherlands come respectively in
3rd and 4th position ahead of Italy. As we will see later this due to higher daily
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rates in those countries, a consequence of the higher unemployment level
of Italy. The situation of Spain is similar, it ranks at the 5th place in terms of
numbers of freelancers but only 7th in market value.

Put of these € 355Bn, more than half of the market represents the digital
freelancers (Marketing & com, Arts & Design, Tech & Data)
Three factors are influencing the growth of freelancing markets:
1. Economic environment
When the economy is running smoothly, several factors play in favour of
growth in the freelancing market. The first factor is evident: as more and more
people choose to become freelancers, they tend to do so when conditions
are favourable. It is unlikely that someone will quit a full-time contract and
jump into the unknown in the middle of a crisis. The growth of GDP is a
strong driver for the growth of the freelancer population.
Another element to take into account is the unemployment level, which will
have a direct impact on the average prices of freelancers. While the average
salaries of full-time employees are not subject to strong variations (they are
aligned with inflation), the daily rate for freelancers can vary significantly
depending on one simple rule: supply and demand. As in any free market,
prices go up and down according to the scarcity of the resource.

For example, in Spain, typical salaries
are 25% lower than in France for a
similar job (net salaries i.e. adjusted
for tax levels), while freelancers’ daily
rates are 50% lower than in France!
This is most probably due to a higher
level of unemployment (16.3% vs
8.9% in France). On the other hand, in
Germany, freelancers’ daily rates are
30% higher than in France, whereas
full-time employees are paid 25%
more.
44

The COVID crisis has served as an excellent indicator of how behaviour
can change during economic turbulence. Although freelancers’ confidence
in the future remains high (80% remain confident about their outlook), the
number of freelancers looking for a full-time job has increased since the
crisis erupted.
•
•

In 2019, 90% of freelancers in France replied that they did not want to go
back to full-time employment
At the end of 2020, that number fell to 84%

For the first time in the history of Malt, we have also noticed a decline in
freelancers’ daily rates. Although it was only a marginal decrease (and prices
are now back to their pre-crisis level), it can be explained quite simply: at the
peak of the crisis in Q2 and Q3 2020, many clients froze their projects with
large IT consulting companies. Those companies suddenly found themselves
with many consultants on their payroll with no projects to give them. They
had no other choice than to offer huge discounts to occupy their workforce,
thus pushing prices down across the entire market.
2. Maturity of the freelance economy
a. Maturity of clients’ attitudes towards freelancing
Client attitude towards freelancing is harder to measure and can only be truly
evaluated by interviewing business leaders, such as IT project managers,
CIOs, procurement directors and so on. Having met many of these leaders,
I am convinced that there are significant differences from one market to the
next. Their attitude can be evaluated with their answers to two questions:
- Are you already working with freelancers in IT?
- If not, are you aware that many of the workers sent by agencies and
consulting companies are freelancers?
Are big companies embracing the freelance economy?

The answers show that in Spain, large companies are usually not aware that
they already work with dozens of independent consultants. In these cases,
the freelancers are ‘invisible’ or hidden behind agencies and consulting firms,
which themselves contract freelancers who are then, in turn, contracted to
the end customers. There are more than 600k 4 freelancers in Spain and
they do in fact work for large companies, as our recent study shows (link in
French).
Client maturity is another strong driver of growth. With more and more
companies now willing to work with freelancers, an increasing number of
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traditional consultants are also choosing this path. They often work on the
same projects as freelancers, in the same teams and for a similar daily rate.
However, freelancers don’t have the structural costs of a consulting firm.
They also enjoy lower tax rates (social security, income tax). For a similar
daily rate, we have calculated that in France, a freelancer will earn a net
salary that is 2x higher than that of an employee. That being said, the actual
difference is slightly less stark as freelancers tend to invoice a lower price
than consulting companies for a similar level of experience, and they also
have some additional costs once they receive their net salary (insurance,
hardware, accounting, office rates…).
This is a virtuous circle. If clients start to embrace working directly with
freelancers, they are helping employee consultants to take a “leap of faith”
and switch to becoming independent. Then, as more and more senior
experts become freelancers on the market, more and more companies start
accepting the new reality, thus sustaining this feedback loop.

b. Maturity of workers’ attitudes towards freelancing
Being a freelancer means being an entrepreneur. It’s being a CFO, COO, CSO
and CEO all at the same time. Not everyone is made for entrepreneurship. It
can be scary not knowing how much will be going into your bank account at
the end of the month. Obviously, a market already packed with freelancers
will have less space for growth. This is the case in the UK and the Netherlands
for instance, with a respective 6.3% and 7.2% 3 of freelancers among the
active population. In France and Spain in comparison, freelancers represent
“only” 3.3% and 3.6% of the population. That’s half the share of more mature
freelance economies.
This “starting point” will strongly influence the potential growth of the
market. Countries like France, Spain and Germany have more “space” for
the freelancing market to grow.
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As well as very different market dynamics, we also observe that the typical
freelancer is quite different from one country to the next. While choice
is always a strong driver in convincing people to switch from full time
employment to freelancing, differences remain in what freelancers wish to
choose: interesting projects? more money? work from home?
As we can see in Germany, the readiness of large companies to work
with freelancers, along with the very positive economic situation (lower
unemployment, higher daily freelance rates) has attracted more senior/
expert freelancers. At Malt we call them “Enterprise freelancers” and, as
we said previously, if there are more of them in a market, they will in turn
convince increasing numbers of companies to switch towards freelancing.
We find more of these “Enterprise freelancers” in Germany. Here are some
of their characteristics:

They are prepared to work at the client’s office almost full-time:
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They are more experienced, having worked for an average of 9 years as
freelancers:

They become/remain freelancers in order to choose their projects (80%) and
make more money (56%) rather than be able to manage their agendas (79%):

Germany is a market of “enterprise freelancers”, fuelling the growth of the
market by convincing more and more large companies to mix their sources
of recruitment and include freelancers. But this virtuous circle could very
well be in danger due to an increasingly less favourable legal environment.
3. Legal environment
While it is true that countries are starting to address the issue of precarity
in the gig economy by setting up frameworks to protect the workers of
Deliveroo, Glovo and the like, they differ in their approach to addressing the
talent economy.
48

This is the third factor that can explain the growth of the market in different
countries:
a. Is it easy for freelancers to start working and invoice their clients?
And is it attractive financially?
b. Is it easy for clients to work with freelancers?
(a) In this respect, France is a European champion. Many consider France
to be a very complex country when it comes to administration or labour law.
While it is true that freelancers have many different options for invoicing their
clients (SA, SARL, EI, MDA, Agessa, Portage salarial, micro-enterprise. etc…),
France introduced a much-simplified status in 2011: the Micro-enterprise
(auto-enterprise) allows a freelancer to get a registration number in less than
48h, and to invoice customers with limited taxation up to 70,000€ per year.
It is indisputable that this status fuelled the growth of the talent economy in
France. Around 50% of freelancers on Malt have chosen this model.
Freelancers in the UK and Spain also benefit from relatively attractive legal
frameworks. It is possible to invoice customers in the UK under one’s personal
name, with no need for registration (although fiscality is less attractive in this
case), while in Spain, freelancers generally choose the Autonomo status.
While this status is very simple to obtain, it has one major drawback: the
social security charges have a minimum amount of 287€ a month, making
the start of your career as a freelancer potentially riskier since you will have
to pay this amount even if your billings are low.
(b) On the client side, once again France seems to be a relatively attractive
environment. While the labour law system is one of the most complex in
the world (the “code du travail” is approximately 500 pages long), the risks
of fake freelancing (reclassification, improper subcontracting, illegal supply
of workers) are very, very slight. Successive governments in recent years
have all been in favour of expanding the talent economy. Recently, the thenminister for work (Muriel Penicaud) even expressed her wish to clarify the
“rules” or good practices that companies should follow to avoid any risks.
Unfortunately, such guidelines don’t exist today and companies feel they are
living with a sword of Damocles above their head… However, the real risk is
minimal: the only companies at risk are those clearly abusing the status of
freelancers. We have never heard of a single case at Malt in the past 7 years.
This is clearly not the case of Germany and the UK, where recent legal
measures are impacting the growth of the talent economy.
•

In Germany the “rules and regulations” are the second most important
challenge faced by independent consultants when it comes to developing
their activity. You cannot meet any client of substantial size (above 250
employees) without having to deal with the Scheinselbstständigkeit.
The regulation in Germany has increased considerably in recent years to
prosecute “fake freelancers” on the grounds of fiscal evasion.
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•

•

In the UK, a similar issue is looming with the dreaded IR35 law. As in
Germany, the IR35 pushed by the HMRC (social security) is aimed at
increasing taxes (or invoice penalties to be precise). If a relationship
between a client and a freelancer is determined to be fake freelancing,
then employee/employer taxes will be fined to the client. Many
organisations in the UK are protesting against this law for its lack of
clarity (the rules don’t seem to be crystal clear, forcing companies to stop
their missions with independent contractors for fear of legal retribution).
The law, originally scheduled for 2020, has been pushed back by a year
to avoid putting too much pressure on the freelancing economy in the
middle of the worst economic crisis since 1929…
Spain is in a better situation. While the number of “falso autonomo”
cases have increased sharply in recent years, the talent economy has
not been impacted by the government’s fight against precarity, which
mainly targets the gig economy.

These legislative factors explain why the French and Spanish freelance
communities are growing faster than the more mature German market.
Should the IR35 law pass in the UK, we also believe that this will cause a
stagnation of a market that grew ~15% in the last 5 years.
Europe’s Most Fertile Ground for Freelancers
If we combine the three determining factors discussed above (economic
strength, market attitude and local legislation), it would appear that of the
countries we’ve compared, France emerges as the most fertile ground for
freelancers. The El Dorado of European freelancing, as it were.
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The French economy, if not booming, is robust. There is also plenty of room
for growth in the freelance market there. Finally, the legal frameworks in
place make it easy to become (and remain) a freelancer in France. What’s
more, unlike in the more established freelance economies like the UK and
Germany, there are no nasty legal surprises looming on the horizon.
For a country infamous for administrative rigidity, that might appear rather
surprising to some. But for a nation that prides itself on a healthy work/life
balance, it may well be perfectly logical after all.

Figure 1 . French is a favorable environment with a positive feedback loop

Figure 2 . Germany’s growth is impacted by a more complex legal environment
slowing down the access of freelancers to large companies
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Remote Work in Serbia: Guidance for Digital
Nomads and Policy Makers
Sofija Popara with the insights from the Pausal team
Working remotely is starting to represent an increasingly significant part of
Serbia’s economy. This is best shown in the fact that Serbia ranks among
the top ten countries in the world when it comes to its growing number of
freelance workers.
Due to the significant advantage which lies in the fact that the worker is
not physically bound to their workplace, the remote work model is a huge
opportunity for developing countries. It enables them to connect with the
global market while also attracting a large number of digital nomads who
would prefer to pay taxes in your country thanks to its simpler taxing system.
The advantage that developing countries have lies in the fact that they are
often more affordable to live in, especially for people who work in the global
markets. This is yet another factor that may attract people who work online.
This is also shown by the rating that Serbia got in one of the most popular
freelancer websites nomadist.com. This website rates Serbia as a country
with low living expenses, fast internet and good nightlife, which is considered
a huge advantage by anyone working remotely.
The COVID-19 pandemic has been the best indicator of just how important
remote work will become in the future as a significant factor in the economy.
Many companies that used to employ the classic work model have been
forced, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, to switch to an online work model.
This has shown to be extremely efficient in terms of doing business. Remote
work is slowly becoming the lifestyle of an increasingly large number of
people in Serbia.
Guidance for digital nomads
If you are a remote worker or a digital nomad in Serbia, you can operate in
three possible ways, which are:
1. Working as an individual
2. Working as an entrepreneur
3. Working as a limited liability company
Freelancers working as individuals
Working as an individual in Serbia is very costly because the percentage of
your earnings which you owe to the state is 44.64%.
If you are working remotely as an individual, the method in which you are
taxed is defined by the Law on citizens’ income tax, in article 85 under the
so-called “other kinds of income”. Seeing how there are standard costs
within this model that amount to 20%, the tax and endowment fees will be
applied to 80% of your income in this case. Your dues if you are working as
an individual include the following:
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- A 20% tax rate of the tax base.
- Endowment fees for mandatory retirement and disability insurance
25.5% of the tax base
- Health insurance 10.3% of the tax base
The main drawback of this model of business is its high cost. This is also the
main reason why most freelancers in Serbia used to work in the grey zone.
Freelancers working as entrepreneurs
If you decide to work remotely in Serbia as an entrepreneur, you will need
to choose between two basic types of entrepreneurship in Serbia: flat rate
entrepreneur and business bookkeeping entrepreneur.
If you decide to work as a flat rate entrepreneur, you will pay a fixed tax rate
to the state as well as endowment fees imposed by the tax administration
based on tax reports. The amount paid depends on a variety of factors, such
as the place of registration, the type of activity you do and others. Working
as a flat-rate entrepreneur is currently the most popular option for people
working remotely because it costs the least and comes without the obligation
of business bookkeeping. In order to work as a flat-rate entrepreneur, you
have to pay attention to two limitations. One is that your income for a single
calendar year must not go over the limit of 6 million because otherwise you
will be obligated to enter the VAT system, and that would mean you lose
your status as a flat-rate entrepreneur.
The second type of entrepreneur is the bookkeeping entrepreneur. The
bookkeeping entrepreneur can choose between self-taxation and personal
income. If you opt for self-taxation, you are stating that you are not employed
and not receiving a salary, which is a good option if you know that your
business will be slow because it will drastically reduce your expenses.
However, as an owner of an entrepreneur business, you will have to pay
taxes and endowment fees in order to have the right to health insurance
or retirement. On the other hand, if you are expecting your business to do
well from the start, you can select the personal income option instead. This
means that you will register as employed and you will set your own salary
that you will pay yourself on a monthly basis. Just like for any employee, the
salary comes with taxation and endowment fees which must be paid to the
state. The higher the salary, the higher tax and endowment fees you will pay.
As stated in the name, the bookkeeping entrepreneur, unlike the flat-rate
worker, will be obliged to keep their business books and account for their
expenses. This means that they will not be at liberty to withdraw money
and make payments from their entrepreneurship account as they please,
but rather every expense must be related to their business operation and
come with its own receipt, addressed to the entrepreneur. Seeing how the
bookkeeping entrepreneur is under obligation to keep their business books,
you will also be under obligation to pay citizen income tax which is 10% of
your overall earnings and this is paid at the end of every year.
In addition to all the drawbacks, working as an entrepreneur has been
the most profitable option for freelance workers up until the year 2020.
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The situation has largely changed in March 2020, when the independence
test was introduced. The independence test puts to trial the relationship
between the entrepreneur and their clients. The test itself is a test of
responsibility on both sides. If the entrepreneur is working with an international
client, the entrepreneur will be the one to bear any consequences of failing
the test and their income would then be taxed as though they are operating
as an individual. If the client is a native citizen, then they will bear the
consequences. The entrepreneur will fail the independence test if they fulfil
five or fewer out of ten criteria. This will mean that they are not independent
in relation to their client when it comes to performing their activities. If the
entrepreneur fails the independence test, the tax inspectors will retroactively
tax all their income in relation to the client with whom the entrepreneur has
failed the independence test.
Initially, the independence test originated with the idea to root out hidden
employment which is often abused by companies. Unfortunately, it
brought with it the consequence of introducing uncertainty, especially
for entrepreneurs who work with international clients. In order to prevent
the independence test from being implemented, the Digital community
association was founded and it gathered a large number of entrepreneurs
who work with international clients and are discontent with the idea of the
test. To them, the entrepreneur business model had been the most costeffective, but due to the instabilities introduced by the independence test,
they were forced to change their business models. In order to facilitate this
transition for entrepreneurs who are doing their work online, the state has
implemented tax benefits for entrepreneurs who are closing their agencies
and entering employment or founding their limited liability companies.
In order to gain insight in the impact that the independence test will make
within its first year of use, the Digital community carried out a survey. The
survey primarily targeted digital workers who work in IT, sales, marketing,
HR, administration and education. Most of the questionees work with
international clients - up to 71.4% of them. Based on the survey results, the
Digital community association has reached the conclusion that up to 65.78%
of the questionees were driven to change their business model due to the
independence test. The survey has shown that due to those business model
changes, the tax and endowment expenses of IT workers have increased by
2.4 times. In addition, they were now dealing with bookkeeping expenses
that are mandatory for them in order to operate as a limited liability
company. Namely, the survey has shown that while they were working as
entrepreneurs, the questionees paid an average of 28,909 Serbian dinars
(RSD, approximately 245 EUR) for their tax and endowment fees, while now
as employees in their own limited liability companies they pay on average
70,386 Serbian dinars (~ 600 EUR).
The biggest problem with the independence test is that it’s still uncertain
how the regulation of the test will work. The rules have not been defined
clearly enough and leave a lot of room for free interpretation of the criteria
by tax inspectors. It’s not uncommon that the entrepreneurs get conflicting
advice from their accountants and tax advisors, which further increases their
confusion. The regulations are still not intensive and there isn’t an example
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of good practice in which regulations can be implemented. This is the main
reason why most entrepreneurs working in IT have currently frozen their
companies until they see what will happen with benefits and law amendments
in the future.
Discrimination against women entrepreneurs
An additional problem encountered by freelancers working as entrepreneurs
is the discrimination faced by women entrepreneurs compared to women who
are working as employees when it comes to making use of their pregnancy,
maternity and child-care leave. For example, an entrepreneur who decides
to continue working during her pregnancy leave must authorize a manager
who would work on her behalf. At the same time, if her entrepreneur
company continues to work during her pregnancy leave, she isn’t entitled
to the full amount of her pregnancy leave compensation, but rather only
50% of it. Seeing how work continuity is highly important for almost any
entrepreneur’s business so that they can keep their clients, this stipulation is
highly problematic and unstimulating.
Moreover, women entrepreneurs are discriminated against when exercising
their right to maternity and child-care leave. During maternity and child-care
leave, women entrepreneurs don’t receive retirement and disability insurance
payments, as well as health insurance and unemployment insurance. Unlike
them, women who are registered as employees of a company continue to
get endowment fee payments even while using the listed rights. Another
form of discrimination against women entrepreneurs compared to women in
employment is that a woman entrepreneur cannot get a 2-year long leave if
she has her 3rd or any subsequent child. She only has the right to a 1-yearlong leave. And finally, they cannot transfer their right of child-care leave to
their partners, even if they need to due to the nature of their work.
Freelancers working as a limited liability company
As explained above, due to the uncertainty imposed by the independence
test, the entrepreneurs who work remotely are driven to change their
business model to a limited liability company. Although the state has made
certain concessions, it still caused their expenses to blow up by 2.4 times.
A limited liability company is a legal entity that has a founder and a director.
What sets it apart from an entrepreneur is that as a legal entity it will
independently dispose with its own property i.e., the company property. It is
also under the obligation to keep its business books and, if it chooses, can
enter the VAT system. This entity is meant for companies who have more
expansive needs compared to smaller businesses, seeing how it’s a much
more expensive business model. This is why it’s poorly suited for former
entrepreneurs who work remotely.
Driven to change their form of business, former entrepreneurs now form
single-member limited liability companies. The problem that they face is
certain standards that a limited liability company has to meet, which are
highly unsuitable for a single-member company. One example is that each
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limited liability company must own a fire extinguisher in their location of
business. When you work remotely, you’ll be doing most of your work from
your home, at your home computer – which makes it clear why this kind of
obligation is unsuitable for your situation.
Another drawback is that limited liability companies are often burdened with
various bureaucratic obligations that don’t make a lot of sense for a singlemember company. Obligations such as internal documentation, decrees,
rulebooks, archiving and the like. If any of these documents isn’t compliant
with regulations, the fees can be very steep and unrealistic for a singlemember company.
In order to improve the position of IT workers in Serbia in the future, the
association Digital community cooperates with the Initiative “Digital Serbia”
and have proposed 11 measures whose goal is to encourage economic
development based on innovation and promote further development of the
IT sector as one of the most important sectors in Serbia. Some of these
measures have to do with extending the benefits for entrepreneurs who
were forced to change their business model due to the independence test
and opening new avenues for entrepreneurs who would like to do so now.
Serbian freelance in the grey economy
The main issue is that people who are working remotely are not recognized
by law as employees, but they are instead forced to adjust to existing work
models. Due to this problem with Serbia’s legal system, remote workers
- also known as freelancers - have found themselves in an unfavourable
position. Lack of regulation and information has led to the current situation
in which the future of freelancers in Serbia is uncertain.
The state has started to take steps in freelancing regulation in October 2020,
which is when it became obvious that many of them had been working in
the grey economy. The tax administration of Serbia has stated in one of its
publications that they have prepared over 40,000 solutions related to the
tax debt owed by freelancers to the state five years back. There are multiple
reasons why many freelancers in Serbia have been operating outside of
the law. A lot of it can be attributed to a simple lack of information, but also
the non-existent business model that would be adequate for freelancers,
especially those who are making low-income. For example, if your income
is low, then all the business models you have at your disposal are not
sustainable. In other words, if you are earning less than 50,000 RSD (~ 424
EUR) per month in Serbia, you have a higher motivation to operate in the
grey area of the law. The average monthly earning in Serbia for July 2021
amounted to 49,999 RSD (~ 424 EUR), which means that over 50% of
employees in Serbia have earned up to that amount. This is another indicator
of how many opportunities can become available for working remotely in
Serbia.
With the announcement of tax regulation from October 2020, the freelancers
have organized into several associations in order to protect their own
interests in front of the state. The most prominent of these organizations
is the Internet workers’ association who has eventually accepted the terms
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offered by the state. Namely, the state has enabled the freelancers to pay
their taxes for the five years leading up to 2021 at a very affordable tax model.
According to this agreement, the freelancers won’t have to pay endowment
fees and taxes if their yearly earnings amount up to 768,000 RSD (~ 6513
EUR). As part of this agreement, the state has also enabled the freelancers to
participate in working groups who will create the proposition of the Law on
flexible forms of work which would also regulate the freelancing activities in
Serbia. Unfortunately, although this was long overdue even then, this group
has yet to be formed which leads to the conclusion that the freelancers’
future in Serbia will continue to be uncertain after 2022.
Conclusion
The popularity of freelancing in Serbia can be attributed to several factors.
Above all, it’s the ability to access higher paying jobs which can also serve as
sources of additional income. Working remotely presents opportunities for
young workers who were unable to find work in the offline world. In addition
to all its advantages, working remotely also comes with its own challenges.
Recently we’ve seen an example from the Republic of China of how working
remotely can also bring uncertainty. Specifically, the regulations issued
by China in order to take some pressure from school children who are
too overburdened with school work and in order to prevent finances from
leaving the country. It’s estimated that these regulations can affect over
20.000 people in Serbia who provide online English lessons.
Just like many other developing countries, Serbia is also facing the problem
of young people leaving the country in search of better living conditions.
Working remotely can be a huge advantage for Serbia in that regard, if it
can enable the freelancers to work in stimulating conditions that suit their
position. At the same time, freelancing can be an opportunity for Serbia to
attract digital nomads as well.
Serbia should reform its tax system and create such a tax environment
that would encourage remote working. The competitiveness of Serbian
freelancers in the global market can largely contribute to strengthening our
economy as a whole. The country should do everything it possibly can to
help its economy to survive in an uneven struggle for global competitiveness.
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Lessons for the Post-COVID World of Work:
Universal social protection as a driver for an
inclusive, resilient, and sustainable recovery
Christina Behrendt, ILO1
Where do we stand?
The COVID-19 pandemic has exposed serious gaps in social protection
coverage. It became evident how many workers were not sufficiently
covered by social protection in many parts of the world. Even in Europe,
which generally has relatively well-developed social protection systems,
many workers fell through the cracks.
At the same time, social protection mechanisms have played a very important
role in countries’ policy responses to the crisis through two channels. First,
countries mobilized their existing social protection systems to provide access
to health care and income security. This included access to testing and
treatment through the health system, paid sick leave and sickness benefits
to allow workers to stay at home during periods of sickness and quarantine,
partial unemployment benefits or short-time work benefits to keep workers in
employment even during lockdowns, unemployment benefits to those who
had lost their jobs, and social assistance to those who were at risk of falling
into poverty. Those measures were essential to protect public health, jobs
and incomes by supporting both workers and enterprises. Although of utter
importance, automatic responses were not sufficient, especially in countries
with weak social protection systems and high levels of informality. For this
reason, countries embarked on a second channel of emergency responses
to close coverage and adequacy gaps and provide urgently needed support
to workers, including workers in the informal economy. Between March 2020
and September 2021, 209 countries adopted more than 1700 implemented
or announced emergency measures to provide support for those who were
not adequately protected. Depending on preexisting structures, countries
mobilized additional resources through tax-financed or social insurance
schemes, expanding or improving benefits, introducing new benefits and
improving registration and delivery structures. Nevertheless, a lot of the
measures were on-off or temporary, and many have already ended.
At this point, many countries have arrived at a crossroad. Learning from the
experience of social protection policy responses during the pandemic, are
they going to pursue a “high road” strategy towards universal protection
systems which can guarantee adequate social protection to workers in all
types of employment? Or are they pressed towards to “low-road” approach
of minimalist social protection policies and fiscal consolidation?

1
This article is based on keynote delivered at the Future of Work Conference on September 10. It aims to
discuss lessons for the post-COVID world of work, and zooming in, in particular, on universal social protection as a
driver for an inclusive, resilient and sustainable recovery.
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What is at stake?
A high road to social protection would require closing coverage and adequacy
gaps for those workers who are not yet adequately protected. This includes
many workers in what is often referred to as “non-standard forms of work”,
yet we need to unpack this term to break some of the stereotypes that
keep appearing in some of the debates. Sometimes their coverage is being
discussed as if everyone in those forms of work were excluded from coverage
– but this certainly is not true. The picture is more nuanced in most European
countries: The social protection coverage of workers on temporary contracts
depends on the minimum thresholds regarding the length of their contract,
according to the national legislation. While most workers on contracts that
last two months or longer would be covered, there are significant challenges
for casual and seasonal workers. For part-time workers, while most regular
part-time workers would be covered (at least those working 20 or more
hours per week), there are significant coverage and adequacy gaps for who
work for few hours per week or month, or on “zero-hour” contracts, as well
as for those who work for several employers, including domestic workers.
For multiparty employment relationships, such as temporary agency work,
their coverage depends on the national legislation and its enforcement.
A significant challenge exists for dependent contractors (also referred as
disguised employment) for whom the prevention of a misclassification of their
employment relationships is critical. For genuinely self-employed workers,
there is a wide variation of situations. While some countries provide for the
coverage of self-employed workers, at least for some sectors and type of
professions, other countries do not provide for adequate legal coverage
and adapted modalities that take into account their contributory capacities
and provide for simple and accessible administrative procedures, which has
created a major challenges that have become even more apparent during the
pandemic. While many countries have recognized the challenges related to
coverage and adequacy gaps even before the pandemic, including through
the European Pillar of Social Rights and reflected in recent G20 declarations,
such efforts are even more urgent after the experience of COVID-19.
Moreover, the COVID-19 has exposed some of the broader preexisting
challenges that fractured or even broke social contracts. One of those
challenges is that over the last years, economic risks have been shifted to
workers. There is an ongoing debate about the responsibility of enterprises
towards their workers and the need to prevent a misclassification of
employment relationships. Coverage gaps for some categories of workers
do not only increase their individual vulnerability, but also create challenges
for society as a whole. For example, recent ILO surveys of crowdworkers
showed that only half of them are covered by social protection, and for
many of those who were covered, this protection was related to a main
job in the traditional economy, or indirectly provided through their spouse
or other family members. This raises questions about a fair contribution to
the financing of social protection systems by digital labour platforms at the
expense of other enterprises, as to ensure adequate protection for workers,
a fair competitive for enterprises, and sustainable and adequate financing for
social protection systems in line with international social security standards.
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It is concerning that social security is often presented as contrary to flexibility
– the experience of COVID-19 has certainly proven this wrong. It is now more
evident than ever that especially those workers who work in a flexible way
need social security. Flexibility and social security are two sides of the same
coin if we want to ensure decent work.
What needs to change?
At this crossroads, the high road to an inclusive, resilient, and sustainable
recovery requires rights-based universal social protection systems that
ensure that adequate and comprehensive social protection for workers in
all types of employment, financed in a sustainable and equitable way based
on solidarity. The roadmap for this is set out a clear way: The governments,
workers and employers of the ILO’s 187 member States jointly called for
universal social protection at this year’s International Labour Conference
through their Global Call to action for a human-centered recovery from the
COVID-19 crisis” and the more specific “Resolution and conclusions on social
protection (social security)”. The ILO’s World Report on Social Protection
2020-22 provides a rich evidence base to support this call to action.
Based on these documents, five policy pointers for the way ahead towards
universal social protection can be singled out. First, the conference stressed
the necessity of reinforcing social protection systems, so that they can
adequately response to change and enable people to better navigate
work and life transitions, including in the context of a just transition to
environmentally sustainable societies and economies. Second, ensuring
adequate social protection for workers in all types of employment requires
a combination of contributory and non-contributory schemes, in particular
social insurance and tax-financed benefits that allow for broad risk-sharing
and solidarity, and are inclusive enough to protect workers throughout
their working life. Another important point is securing legal certainty for
workers and employers, ensuring the correct classification of employment
relationships, preventing the informalization of employment and facilitating
transitions from the informal to the formal economy. This is necessary to
ensure both the adequacy and the sustainability of national social protection
systems building on effective social dialogue, based on the core principles for
social protection systems like solidarity, collective financing, well-balanced
intergenerational fairness, and the achievement of gender equality. Last
but not least, social protection does not exist in a vacuum; it is therefore
essential to consider the broader policy context, including employment
policies, macro-economic policies and fiscal policies. Only if this is the case,
it is possible to protect all workers, promote inclusive economic growth and
employment for decent work and social justice.
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Good Work Innovations for Non-Standard
Workers in Europe and Sub-Saharan Africa
Emma Morgante, Future of Work Programme, The Royal Society for Arts,
Manufacture and Commerce (RSA)
Non-standard workers face multiple challenges to accessing good work.
Securing good work for all is the aim of the RSA Future of Work Programme.
In this context, together with the Autodesk foundation, we embarked on a
period of research to understand and highlight the good work innovations
that are emerging in answer to these challenges. We hope here to provide
the context in which these initiatives operate, and to showcase the innovative
solutions that they are providing.
The landscape of the future of work in Europe and Sub Saharan africa
Context matters for the future of work. Factors such as demographic change,
sectoral composition, automation risks, technological advancements and
labour market trends all shape the path of the future of work in different
global regions and across different countries and realities. This holds
particular relevance for the issues affecting non-standard work.
Across Europe we found that in recent decades the social contract between
workers and businesses has frayed. Indeed, we have seen a rise of insecure
work and non-standard work. While data is still unable to capture the full
extent of the gig economy and non-standard work, a 2017 study by the
University of Hertfordshire showed that 9 percent of workers in Germany
and the UK, and 22 percent in Italy have engaged in some form of online
gig work. The percentage of people earning the majority of their income
through these platforms, however, is much lower – less than 3 percent in
Germany and the UK and around 5 percent in Italy.
Platforms and gig work, however, do not represent the whole picture. Indeed,
the OECD have warned against over focussing on the platform economy
at the expense of other types of non-standard work that suffers from the
same types of insecurities and lack of social protections. For example, while
gig work certainly suffers from one sided flexibility that leaves workers with
unstable futures, the prevalence of temporary and fixed-term contracts also
leaves workers with insecure tenure and can easily be fired. Fixed term
employment has been particularly marked in some European countries like
Italy, the Netherlands, Poland and Croatia. Zero-hour contracts, additionally,
leave workers with no minimum guaranteed hours at all.
The self-employed also face significant challenges, relating to economic
security and lack of important protections that benefit workers in conventional
employment arrangements. Indeed, across Europe, more than half of all selfemployed workers are ineligible for unemployment benefits, 38 percent are
ineligible for sick pay and 46 percent cannot access maternity or paternity
benefits. In this context, the RSA has been calling for creating parity of
esteem between non-standard and standard workers.
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The landscape in Sub Saharan Africa is characterised by the high employment
share in the informal and agriculture sector. Across the region, informal and
non-standard work is the norm and around 50 percent of workers across the
region are employed in agriculture, although these numbers differ widely
between sub-regions. In urban centres, the majority of work is concentrated
in microbusinesses that operate under the radar of the government. Examples
of urban informal work include street traders, food vendors, transport drivers
and craft workers. In some countries outside of Southern Africa, informal
work accounts for as much as 80 percent of employment, even though this
is declining over time.
Many highlight the dynamism of the informal sector, which has been shown
to be resilient in periods of turbulence, including economic downturns.
However, this hasn’t happened in the latest crisis caused by the pandemic,
and informal workers have been hit particularly hard.
The answer, however, cannot currently reside in formal job creation, as it is
widely recognised that this has not been able to keep up with the speed
of population growth in the region. Across countries in Sub Saharan Africa,
indeed, the population is growing rapidly and is increasingly younger,
although once again there are great variations between countries. By
2050, Africa is predicted to be the only region with a growing working age
population.
The relationship between informal sector and the gig economy is in this
sense interesting. Gig work can be seen in this context as providing a level
of formalisation for informal workers. Amolo Ng’weno and David Porteous of
the Center for Global Development call for recognising the role that informal
sector and the gig economy play in the region and building on that to provide
good work opportunities for everyone. However, working on platforms does
not ensure access to good work. Indeed, the Fairwork Foundation found
that platforms have not done enough to support workers in South Africa
during the Covid-19 crisis. While in 2017 Uber drivers in Nigeria protested
against a reduction of fares the impact of which was being unfairly passed
on to drivers.
Good work innovations
In our analysis we set out to identify the innovations that are clustering
around some of the most pressing future of work challenges in their contexts.
Our approach builds on the the Future Work Awards, a global innovation
competition, that the RSA ran in partnership with ALT/ Now, Social Capital
Partners and Barclays LifeSkills in 2018-19.
Across the different types of innovations, we were particularly interested in
innovations that address diversity and inclusion, opening up good work to
people on the margins of the economy. Many of these initiatives address
non-standard work both in Europe and in Sub Saharan Africa. Our hope in
highlighting these groups of innovations is to support innovators, policy
makers and social investors to spot opportunities for new ways to support
workers.
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In highlighting the values of social innovations, we do not however want
to ignore the difficulties of scaling new ideas and incur in the dangers of
solutionism. While the innovators themselves are providing fundamental
services to their users, they will need to shape and be shaped by the
regulatory and institutional landscape of their countries before they can have
lasting impact on people’s working lives. Further, in Sub Saharan Africa
we have highlighted how in order to scale, innovations will need to be
complemented by other measures such as government policy and physical
infrastructure.
Benefits and social protection
In Europe, we found that an innovative solution that has the potential to
provide much needed support to non-standard workers is the introduction
of a system of portable benefits, which would give all self-employed workers
access to a range of non-statutory employment protections. Unlike the
current model across Europe, a portable benefits system would ensure that
once benefits are accrued, they are retained by workers even if they move
across jobs or become unemployed. This could work well with workers that
might move across different gig economy platforms.
The need for such a system was highlighted early on in the Covid-19
pandemic. In the UK, gig workers had no access to sick pay and were initially
advised by a minister at the Department for Work and Pensions to claim
unemployment benefits instead. As many workers could not afford to selfisolate without sick pay, this may have worsened outbreaks. While temporary
measures were then introduced in many countries across Europe, there
remains a need to radically reform the system.
Some innovators in Europe are attempting to develop portable benefits
solutions. For example, Collective Benefits partners with gig economy
platforms to give their workers access to a tailored package of benefits that
can include sick pay, family leave and holiday pay.
A lack of a system of social protection for both the informal and the platform
economy is an issue in Sub Saharan Africa as well. Countries’ policies
typically target social protections at formal employees, meaning that vast
sections of the population are left out. Indeed, research by the OECD shows
that, for example, in East Africa, only in Kenya coverage exceeds 10 percent
of the working population.
One innovation that is trying to approach the issue is Perks. Perks was
born as a benefit aggregator for self-employed and on demand service
providers. It was set up by Qhala and supported by the Frontier Technologies
Livestreaming Programme and the UK-Kenya Tech Hub. The initiative
embarked on a period of user research to truly understand the benefit needs
and priorities of workers at different stages of their gig work journey. They
found that gig workers mostly see themselves as micro business owners and
are thus prioritising products that sustain the business (the gig). Interestingly,
health insurance and pensions were found to be less important, as networks
of family and friends can function as an alternative safety net.
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Economic Security
One way in which innovators in Europe are trying to support non-standard
workers is by improving their economic security, for example by providing
income-smoothing tools. This is particularly important for gig economy
workers and those on zero hour contracts, 45 percent of which face high
income volatility, according to a 2019 RSA survey. Trezeo, for example,
is an income smoothing bank account that provides interest-free income
smoothing. It uses machine learning to understand income patterns and
model risks. Other initiatives facilitate access to credit, such as Mansa in
France.
Innovators are also exploring how to allow non-standard workers, alongside
self-employed people, to access employment protections usually granted to
employees, in the form of insurance. The provision of sick pay and healthcare
insurance has been particularly important during the pandemic. InsurTech
start-up Indeez, for example, launched its new product CoviSure, which
provides income replacement to workers that cannot work due to a Covid-19
infection.
In Sub Saharan Africa, we have found similar innovations that work
specifically in the context of agriculture. Innovators across the region are
supporting workers to, among other things, digitise their transactions and
participate in the formal economy. M-shamba, Tulaa and Agri-wallet are all
innovations that provide access to markets, loans and finance. Tulaa, for
example, enables smallholder farmers to access inputs, credit and markets
in Kenya by connecting them to suppliers, buyers and banks through mobile
technology and AI. In Kenya, Agri-wallet provides supply chain finance so
that all actors in the agricultural value chain can access financing o grow and
scale. Further, they offer insurance products to safeguard against weather
shocks, providing much needed stability. Releaf in Nigeria is a logistics
platform that also provides interest-free financing to farmers to access
equipment to automate manual tasks, at the same time building transaction
histories.
Worker voice
In Europe, social innovators are further focussing on increasing worker voice,
including for non-standard workers. This is particularly important in a context
of decline of institutional worker voice, including in the role that trade unions
play in governing labour markets, with many countries are experiencing a
long-term decline in membership.
In response to these trends we have identified in Europe various innovations
in the field, many of which can support non-standard workers. Unions are
experimenting with new organising models. In the UK, the Independent
Workers’ Union of Great Britain (IWGB) introduced a devolved model to
effectively represent its member base, mainly low-paid migrant workers,
many of whom are employed in outsourced services or the gig economy.
Further, more traditional unions are expanding their membership offer to
non-standard or insecure workers, like the GPA-djp – the largest trade union
in Austria – which extended its membership to crowdworkers.
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Platform coops are also being used as a cooperatively owned and
democratically organised way of brokering the provision of goods and
services, often as an alternative to gig platforms. In the UK Equal Care
Co-op aims to establish a more equal relationship between care givers
and receivers. Cooperative that are led by and made for couriers formerly
working on gig platforms exist include KOLYMA2 in Germany and Mensakas
in Barcelona, Spain.
Our innovation mapping exercises in Sub Saharan Africa was challenged
by a relative lack of evidence of cluster of worker voice organisations
concentrating on non-standard workers. The field however presents high
potential for increasing the agency and empowerment of workers, especially
those in more insecure work such as in the informal economy. Further
research is here advised and desirable, and we hope that social innovators
and social investors find here an opportunity to focus efforts.
Fairer platforms and impact sourcing
Despite the issues with platform work that have been highlighted, including
regarding job quality and access to social protection, some platforms are
introducing impact sourcing, which refers to when platforms outsource jobs
to otherwise excluded people. We identified a range of “fairer platforms”
doing this for groups such as senior workers in the case of Seniors@Work,
which helps retired workers find one off projects, part-time or hourly work.
Labour Xchange, instead, allows underemployed people and home carers to
find employment that they can fit around other commitments, that is paid at
least the living wage and that benefits from the income smoothing services
of innovations such as Trezeo, mentioned above.
In Sub Saharan Africa, this is happening particularly in the field of low level
tasks behind AI systems, such as data entry, labelling and coding. These
tasks might not currently consistently provide good work but can be seen as
a ladder to more stable opportunities.
One example of these types of innovations is Sama, where workers label
and tag training data for AI systems. Employment provided is formal, and
the benefits that workers have access to are the same in San Francisco and
in Uganda and Kenya, and skills provision is prioritised. Another platform
doing impact sourcing is Cloud Factory, which aims to create meaningful
work for as many people as possible and build leadership and digital skills.
It pay in US dollars, increasing the stability of earnings. Indeed, according
to an interview with an expert stakeholder, the currency fluctuations for
example in Nigeria, meant that young people who work on digital platforms
and are being paid in foreign currencies often earn more than people in
formal employment. This, however, creates a system in which there might
be a trade off between higher earnings without employment protection on a
platform, and the stability and perks of a formal job.
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Conclusion
Our analysis highlighted the issues that non-standard workers are facing
both in Europe and Sub Saharan Africa. One of the most pressing issues is
the lack of social protection for non-standard work, including that on carried
out on gig economy platforms. In Europe, this lack was felt particularly
during the Covid-19 pandemic. In this context, however, there have been
some signs that platforms were in a sense forced to ‘grow up’, as the
pandemic accelerated discussions around increased protection for workers.
One example is food delivery platform Just Eat, which announced it would
provide access to pension contributions and sick pay and hire its drivers as
employees on hourly contracts. Indeed, research by the Fairwork Foundation,
for example, shows that several platforms introduced a wide range of
protective measures including health insurance and financial support. Nonstandard workers also received temporary support by several states across
Europe, but this only highlighted the need for a longer term coherent system
that provides a safety net in times of transitions and crises.
In Sub Saharan Africa, platforms might provide a level of formalisation to
informal workers. However, the lack of social protection remains an issue that
should be approached also at a systemic level. The problem is exacerbated
by structural problems that platforms face that mean that they are sometimes
not viable in the long run. An example is that of Safeboda, a boda boda
driver platform, that entered the Kenyan market and then failed. This leaves
workers even more vulnerable to market forces. As a stakeholder mentioned
in an interview, “it is insufficient to pretend that more Ubers, Jumias or Sweep
Souths [e-commerce platforms] will solve the problem. […] at the end of the
day, we’re at the mercy of the market rather than directing the market to
serve society”.
Our work aimed to showcase the important work that is being carried out by
social innovators to address the challenges around good work, especially for
non-standard workers. This is done in the context of changing contexts and
trends like those just mentioned around platforms. For this reason, the work
of social innovators needs to be complemented and supported by systemlevel solutions that can ensure that initiatives can grow and scale and have
a lasting impact on people’s working lives.
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Crowd-based Insurance: A Sustainable,
Non-Discriminating Approach to Obtain
Coverage for Personal Risks
Maudie Derks, Acture Groep and Tulpenfonds
Access to social protection is a big issue in the rapidly changing world of
work. What is organized for platform workers? Especially when they act as
independents, who manage their own work and don’t have the automatic
access to social security that employees have.
Perhaps it is interesting to explore the development of what we would like to
call: insurance by the crowd, “crowdsurance”.
Specifically geared towards creating a coverage for a temporary incapacity
to work.
Let’s look at the Dutch approach
First let’s start comparing the employee with the independent worker on the
coverage for a temporary incapacity to work that is arranged for them.
Employees in the Netherlands have an automatic coverage for their
incapacity to work. When they become ill and are unable to work, they
receive 70% of their last earnings for a maximum period of two years. In most
collective agreements this is supplemented to 100% of their last earnings. A
very comfortable safety net.
Independent workers have no automatic access to a coverage when they
are unable to work due to illness. If they want to create a safety net, they
have to take out individual insurance. This means high cost, low accessibility,
a very individual approach only within reach for the happy few that earn a lot
of money as independent worker.
What are the developments for the labour market on independent workers
in the Netherlands?
Recently the Central Bureau for Statistics (CBS) reported 1.1 million
independent workers by the end of 2020, who have this as their main
source of income. This is 13% of the total labour market. If we also take into
account the part-time independent worker 1.6 million people earn an income
as independent worker. Since 2003 the amount of independent workers
increased with over 500k workers. An undeniable trend.
At the same time, we see that the willingness to arrange for coverage
for incapacity to work shows a declining trend. No more than 20% of all
independent workers in the Netherlands have an insurance coverage on
incapacity to work due to illness. All research done on this development
shows that there is a lot of resistance against insurers, their overall image is
poor.
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They are being looked upon as offering poor service, low payout ratios on
claims and not particularly interested in insuring the independent worker.
Furthermore, the independent worker looks upon himself as very healthy
and not in need of such a coverage. By no means a situation that stimulates
participation in arranging coverage.
However, because of the constant and rapid growth of independ workers
the government in the Netherlands wanted to look for a solution, stimulated
by unions who found the current situation unacceptable. This resulted in
the so called “Pensioenakkoord” (Pension agreement) of June 2019. In
this “Pensioenakkoord” parties agreed that there should be a mandatory
insurance for independent workers, a basic safety net of around €1800 max
per month. Mandatory and to be executed by the public service UWV.
Apart from the fact that this decision created a lot of resentment on the part
of the independent workers, since their voice wasn’t heard nor taken into
account, the actual execution of the agreement also turned out to be very
problematic. Both UWV and the Tax Authorities claimed they were unable to
execute the agreements in the “Pensioenakkoord”.
However, one positive effect from the situation arose; all parties agreed that
there should be a basic safety net for the independent workers, consisting of
liability and incapacity to work coverage. (NB. Health coverage is taken care
of in a different manner in the Netherlands and open to all citizens therefore
there is no need to add this to the safety net).
At the other side of the spectrum, we saw a very different development. Both
technologic developments and initiatives on a very local scale gave room to
what we now call crowdsurance, insurance by the crowd.
What is crowdsurance?
Crowdsurance, insurance by the crowd, it makes use of the tax arrangement
that allows donation of small amounts of money anonymously. People
become participants in the crowdsurance solution, commit themselves to
donating when necessary and by donating gain the right to receiving a
donation back whenever this is necessary. The reason for donating is the
potential incapacity to work. The amount you are asked to donate is limited
to 5% of the amount you want to receive should you put in a claim.
Let me illustrate this with the following example:
You become a participant in the crowdsurance solution. You choose an
amount of €1.000/month to receive should you need to claim because of
incapacity to work.
Then another participant falls ill. Your maximum monthly contribution to his
claim would be €50. The monthly donation stops when the claim is resolved.
There is no limit to the number of participants. The claims get managed
by professional case managers and occupational physicians. The donations
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are anonymous, you don’t know who you donate to and the receiving party
doesn’t know who he or she gets donations from. Therefore, it is also
completely privacy proof.
The other interesting aspect of this solution is that in order to become a
participant in the crowdsurance you only need to declare that you are 100%
healthy for the profession that you have and that you do not expect to fall ill
within 6 months after becoming a participant.
Now I see you frown… this is very easy! Perhaps too easy?
The facts state differently: on average the payout is between 1 and 1.5%
per month. Much lower than in normal absenteeism insurances, who have a
payout of around 3%.
This basic coverage can be expanded with a number of individual add-ons,
like pension, liability, health coverage, life coverage, savings etc.
As I stated earlier, both the smart use of fiscal possibilities and new technology
make this development possible. A clear proof that innovation and market
awareness can actually offer solutions that are tailormade to the modern
worker needs.
In fact, a number of organizations in the Netherlands, amongst others
SamSam kring, SharePeople and Tulpenfonds already offer various options of
the crowdsurance solution to the market. Both with and without cooperation
with standard insurers.
In our view the crowdsurance solution goes back to the origin of insuring.
A collective takes care of an individual risk when necessary and because of
the volume of the crowd the individual contribution is very acceptable.
The next interesting thing about the crowdsurance solution is that the cost
are completely transparent, you donate directly with very little cost and you
pay a subscription fee to the organizer of the crowdsurance. Therefore,
costs are low and transparent to all participants.
The most interesting thing about this solution is that every European country
has some kind of fiscal possibility to donate anonymously. What varies per
country is the amount of money someone can get donated from one individual
to another, but the basis of a fiscal possibility to donate anonymously is
created in every tax system in Europa and the UK.
This creates enormous possibilities to use the crowdsurance in an individual
country, across borders or even as a European platform.
Let’s imagine every European Uber driver or Deliveroo rider could participate
in the Uber or Deliveroo Crowdsurance. You could then offer a coverage
of (for instance) 70% of their income with the platform and create a total
tailormade coverage for incapacity to work!

72

I can imagine this to be a very interesting solution for platforms to explore
and invest in.
My dream
My dream is to design and organize the new social security safety net in
Europe. By using new technology and existing legislation thus creating a
new standard for European social security. To contribute to the wish that
independent workers get their safety net arranged in the way that Europe
stands for. We offer income protection to people that work hard for their
money, we take care of people that are temporarily unable to work.
Dream with me and make it happen!
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Workers, Work Skills, Trade Unions and the
Future of Work
Adekunle Tinuoye, Micheal Imoudu National Institute for Labour Studies,
Ilorin, Nigeria
Introduction
Work is mankind’s most dynamic and evolving phenomenon. Work is a
human endeavour that involves earning some form of wages and engaging
in some form of activity. Under the canopy of work, people exchange their
skills, competences, experience and time with an employer or group of
employers for tangible and non-tangible benefits. Work differs from context
and concept, but it is diverse and multiform in nature. Work gives humans a
sense of purpose, critical for equitable economic growth, central to poverty
reduction and vital for gender equality. People have different reasons for
working. But the fundamental reason is to maintain decent and appreciable
standards of living. Evidently workers everywhere desire better lives for
themselves, families and future for their children via good jobs, respectable
quality of life, comfortable homes, convenient means of transportation,
participation in community, religious and peer group associations, affordable
education at all levels, reasonable healthcare and secure post-employment
life. UNDP talked about work that contributes to public good and work
that involves caring for others like caregivers, social workers which builds
cohesion and bonds between and among families, communities and nations.
There are also strong cultural and psychological reasons for working which
include contributing to community development, enhancing personal dignity,
challenging obnoxious status quo, strengthening self-worth and seeking
to change unfair and oppressive policies. There are examples of people
who chose certain occupations in order to attain positions of authority and
decision making that would make them enact positive changes in the lives
of people. From the foregoing, work is a major means of human interaction
both as an individual responsibility and a social activity because humans
interface with each other more at and in the course of work than any other
time in their lives. Truly, humans spend majorities of their productive life
and time at work. Therefore, work possesses an unassailable fundamental
importance to growth and prosperity.
Emerging technological, social and economic changes have greatly altered
the features, mode, nature, remuneration, manner and perspective of work
and organizations in almost all sectors – from security, defence, education,
financial, health, communication, entertainment, transportation, aviation,
maritime to agriculture. All stakeholders from workers, trade unions,
private sector organizations, business enterprises, governments, and
public institutions have been affected in one way or the other with varied
changes over time in relationships between individuals, work, enterprises,
society and the state and the magnitude or impact of these effects depend
on where they are placed on the continuum. Thriving economies produce
profitable organizations and decent work. Productivity is a key issue at work
because it is an indicator of competitiveness, innovation, sustainability and
growth which are also connected with prosperous enterprises and skilled
manpower. The notion is that organizations that declare profits and turnovers
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running into millions of dollars every year do so on the back of workers
and it is not only organizationally expedient, but morally justifiable that such
workers partake in the organizational prosperity. Governments that are
genuinely concerned about the economic well-being of their constituents
must place more emphasis on creating favourable investment climates for
the establishment of worker friendly businesses and enacting laws that
uphold basic labour and human rights of workers. This is because there are
times that work which should be a source of dignity and fulfilment becomes
tools for exploitation culminating in the emergence of trade unions. A
key fundamental work right – the right to trade unionism is protected by
national constitutions, International Labour Conventions and United Nations
International instruments. This is why the International Labour Organization
has two important instruments Freedom of Association and Protection of the
Right to Organize, 1948 (No. 87), and the Right to Organize and Collective
Bargaining Convention, 1949 (No. 98) which gives workers their most
fundamental rights — the right to form and join organizations of their own
choosing and to promote and defend their economic and social interests.
While Convention 87 gives workers the right to form and join trade unions,
Convention 98 contains guarantees and safeguards for trade unions to
operate freely and without interference by governments and employers.
Essence and importance of work
That work has multidimensional utility that cannot be underscored. Depending
on its usage, work can either inhibit or promote human development,
organizational productivity and national prosperity. For instance, unfair
labour practices, anti-union activities, exploitative jobs and non-standard
employment forms which deprives people of basic rights like good wages,
good conditions of service and employment security, freedom of association,
right to bargain and organize, etc. have negative impacts on workers and
families with grim multiplier effects on nations. Gender inequalities at work
are emasculative, restrictive and discriminative against women. However,
productive, remunerative and satisfying work opportunities guarantees
workers welfare and well-being, utilizes their skills, harnesses potentials
in addition to boosting creativity, loyalty, and safety. The far-reaching
implications of qualitative employment encompass steep rise in standard of
living and life expectancy, accessibility to better-quality and affordable range
of products, health care, education, employment opportunities, simplification
of production processes and improvement in the quality of lives of the
generality of people worldwide.
Qualitative work is mostly associated with individual wellness, family wellbeing, and thriving communities. People do better in life when they work and
earn decent wages. Work becomes a platform where people find meaning
and purpose in their lives. A stable and secure job provides people with
the capacity to survive financially, connect meaningfully with others, and
determine the course of their futures. Work also relates with diversity in
terms of age, sex, gender, ethnicity, race, religion, social status, educational
background and political beliefs. In the midst of what the International Labour
Organization described as a psychological, symbolic, relational, and social
space, workers must be culturally sensitive and diversity conscious in terms
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of learning what offends other people, what they tolerate, their motivations
etc. and seeking to relate with people, understand them and make the best
out of situations.
Work is a psychological boost. A lot of importance is attached to work and
the kind or place of work. It was and is a source and sign of recognition,
respect and mobility. For instance, in some African societies, it was
practically an anathema at a certain time for a man or woman to be at home
when their peers have gone to work. There have been cases of suicide
and frustration associated with either economic difficulties or the inability
to secure employment. Work is linked with creativity as there are young
people in every part of the globe generating ideas and activities across the
telecommunications, technological and other related sectors. Work is also
value laden, in terms of adding worth to enterprises in form of profits, salaries
and wages paid to workers, taxes paid to government at all levels, means
of livelihood for external stakeholders and suppliers who do business and
finally the consumers and purchasers who buy products.
Why is work changing its features?
Look at work today in any sector and compare it with what was obtainable
30 or 40 years ago. A worker who was in a coma in 1970 and wakes up
in 2021 would find it impossible navigating today’s workplace. He or she
would be perplexed about the total and far-reaching transformation. Again,
the International Labour Organization identified four connected forces that
have and are still interacting to drive change in workplaces and labour
markets. These can be described as: the development imperative, stemming
from the urgent need to reduce poverty and inequality within and among
nations; technological transformation imparted by the diffusion of new
means of information processing and communications; an intensification
of global competition following trade and financial liberalization as well as
a dramatic reduction of transport and communication costs; and a shift in
political thinking towards greater reliance on markets and a reduced role for
the state, accompanied by, and sometimes at odds with increased political
pressure for improved living and working conditions.
To put it succinctly, technology is the major factor that has accentuated
changes in work. A major technological innovation was the use of automatic
presses for industrial production which eliminated the jobs required before
to handle manual ones in factories. Afterward another innovation with huge
impact was the creation of containers managed by cranes at the ports which
also reduced a large number of manpower used for loading and unloading
goods from ships. Then the gradual replacement of manual typewriters with
electronic typewriters, desktop computers, laptops, tablets and android
mobile phones led to the steady elimination of the position and functions of
the typists, clerks, secretaries and telephone operators in most public and
private sector organizations across the world.
Today, the structure, content, and process of work have changed totally.
Work is now more cognitively complex/knowledge based, more teambased and collaborative, more dependent on social skills, more dependent
76

on technological competence, more time pressured, less hierarchical and
structured in decision making and more mobile and less dependent on
geography. The cumulative effect of all these is the growing dehumanization
of work and work relations. The increasing feeling that the dignity of work has
been devalued has been exacerbated by the prevailing economic thinking
of labour simply as a factor of production – a commodity – disregarding the
individual, family, community, societal and national significance of human
and work. So staggering is this feeling of soullessness of work or growing
severance of the bond of cordiality and social solidarity in the world of work
that long established practices and values have been discarded, while
contractual relationships once respected, viable and durable, now starts and
may end abruptly without compunction.
What is meant by future?
The future anticipates continuous and rapid transformative changes in the
world of work, driven by technological innovations, demographic shifts,
environmental and climate change, and globalization. Relations, exchanges
and the interplay between the individual, enterprises, work and society
has changed over time, and the pace of this change is accelerating at
an unpredictable margin such as the glaring wage and inequalities gaps
between workers and employers. It was within the context of an oftenunimaginable speed of change, in an unforeseeable future, that the experts
and stakeholders make their projections for the future. No doubt trade
unions have been badly affected, because any development that weakens
the membership strength and financial base of trade unions poses a big
threat to it. Current labour legislations in most nations neither fully capture
the dictates of the modern world of work not the aspirations of workers
especially the increasing volume of platform workers. The inability of trade
unions to organize the unorganized and low unionization rates have been
linked with the obsolete and restrictive nature of the labour laws. The issue
of the revolving door between political office and private sector interests
also doesn’t help the cause of either workers or national legislations and
has bolstered the position and power of transnational and multinational
corporations that have consistently optimized their proximity to power to
subvert national labour laws, undermine the economy, suppress workers
and enervate relevant regulatory bodies.
Against this backdrop, how can trade unions actually cope with the challenges
of the future of work and protect the interests and welfare of their members?
How can trade unions maintain relevance in the future world of work? How
can trade unions envision solutions to create a society of broadly shared
prosperity in this incipient era? Trade unions have to devise strategies of
utilizing their social, economic and political capital to harness their financial
power, membership strength, organizational capacity and institutional
influence. A great way to start is upscaling their trade union education
activities to build consciousness, disseminate knowledge and stimulate
paradigm shift. As the world contemplates the future of work, it becomes
paramount for workers to have a better understanding of their status,
problems, rights and responsibilities as workers, as union members and as
citizens. Trade unions must channel their resources to workers education
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so that workers can have a full grasp about work, dynamics of labour, the
economy, and insights into the complex political, social and economic forces
that shape workplaces.
Trade unions must apprise their members about the need to acquire relevant
skills, aptitude and competences that will make them adjust to the fast pace
of workplace changes, and be effective and competent workers that will
remain relevant in a world of work that is basically digital and knowledge
centric. Key skills that can facilitate entry and retain relevance in the 21st
century labour market include proficiency in literacy, numeracy and problem
solving, leveraging technology to solve problems, higher-order thinking skills
such as communication, creativity, collaboration, scenario analysis, decision
making, cognitive, practical and socio-emotional skills. Others encompass
extensive IT skills like publishing platforms and PowerPoint, versatility in the
utilization of Microsoft Cloud 365, capacity to manage several task streams
in parallel and organize chaotic ideas into coherent stream of thoughts.
Trade unions should also work continuously, tenaciously, and conscientiously
to make the workplace more humane, equitable and fair for workers in terms
of pushing for workforce quality, living salaries and wages, social contracts,
more conducive employment terms and work environments, better workplace
policies and tripartite engagements. They must promote new and innovative
strategies for organizing, mobilizing and representing that can raise the floor
of labor market standards and strengthen the enforcement of tripartite and
mutually agreed labor laws and standards. Trade unions need to join hands
with the social partner to develop human centric approaches to the future
of work, which puts the dignity, position, rights and the needs, aspirations
and rights of all the world’s working peoples at the heart of local, national,
regional and global economic, social, environmental and political initiatives
and policies.
Noteworthy is the response of the International Labour Organization in
commemoration of its centenary anniversary at the 180th Session of the
International Labour Conference at Geneva Switzerland on the 21st of June
2019 which declared the imperative to act with urgency in order to seize
the opportunities and address the challenges to shape a fair, inclusive and
secure future of work with full, productive and freely chosen employment
and decent work for all through their full, equal and democratic participation
in its tripartite governance.
Conclusion
Today’s incredible products, tools and practices which seem awesome
and have caught our imagination would pale into insignificance to what is
coming next. Whatever the narrative is, the future of work is an exhilarating
and electrifying one which will leverage new tools, technologies and work
techniques to boost human precision, stimulate productivity, enhance safety
and augment efficiency. It is one that harbours both ominous and good
omens for all the stakeholders in the world of work. The negative impacts
are felt disproportionately in developing countries. Thus, stakeholders must
start thinking about policies and programs that can balance the costs and
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benefits and the outcomes of the future world of work. National, organizational
and union systems can create inclusive mechanisms to work on these
outcomes in terms of maximizing benefits, managing shocks and minimizing
risks. Trade unions should realize that technologies could have extra costs
for organizations and the implications could be to downsize. Therefore,
the focus should be on devising ways to ensure workers acquire relevant
skills that can be useful in the future of work and guarantee that technology
serves to support, rather than replace, workers. This is because no matter
what happens in the future of work, human workers would continue to be
indispensable in the production of goods and services.
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