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ABSTRACT 

Research background: Digital platforms have reshaped labor markets by introducing flexible work models such as 
crowdwork, gig work, and outsourcing. These models create economic opportunities but also legal uncertainties regar-
ding employment status, workers’ rights, and regulatory oversight. While previous research has largely focused on plat-
form workers, less attention has been given to platform managers' role in fair labor practices and corporate social res-
ponsibility (CSR). 
Purpose of the article: This study examines the organization and management of work on digital platforms, focusing on 
regulatory challenges, employment ambiguities, and CSR in platform labor practices. Additionally, it analyzes best prac-
tices from European platforms that integrate social dialogue, enhance worker protection, and improve compliance with 
labor laws. 
Methods: The research employs systematic and comparative literature analysis to evaluate studies on platform work, 
focusing on legal issues and CSR in digital labor markets. It reviews European legal frameworks, particularly Directive 
(EU) 2024/2831 and the Digital Services Act, to assess their impact on platform governance. Furthermore, it conducts an 
empirical analysis of good practices, highlighting cases of collective bargaining and social responsibility initiatives in Eu-
ropean platforms. By comparing regulatory approaches and corporate initiatives, this study identifies key factors contri-
buting to fairer labor conditions in the platform economy. 
Findings & Value added: Digital platforms operate in legal “grey zones,” allowing them to bypass labor laws and limit 
worker protections. Many platforms fail to ensure fair wages, social security, and transparent communication, while algo-
rithmic management raises concerns over worker autonomy. Collective bargaining and social dialogue have proven ef-
fective in improving conditions, with Austria, Denmark, and Sweden securing better wages through formal agreements. 
Spain’s enforcement against Glovo highlights the necessity of legal intervention, as voluntary measures alone are insuf-
ficient. Germany’s worker-led cooperatives offer an alternative model, strengthening worker bargaining power. However, 
regulatory fragmentation across the EU leads to unequal protections. Social dialogue and legal enforcement must be 
combined to balance flexibility with fair labor conditions.  
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INTRODUCTION 

As economic units, digital platforms create the basis for 
resource allocation, exchange and transactions in the 
market (Gossling & Hall, 2019), help distribute tasks 
between economic agents (sellers, intermediaries, 

buyers) within an economic process (Fernandez-Macias, 
2018), and use a decentralized labour resource as an 
input which helps to fulfil productive goals: to reduce the 
time of presenting a product to a consumer or providing a 
service to a client, standardising work, etc. (Idowu & El-
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banna, 2020). Digital platform work is typically organized 
through different models, such as crowdwork, location-
based gig work, and outsourcing structures, which offer 
flexibility but also raise concerns regarding employment 
status and workers' rights. 
An owner or a manager of a digital platform (whether a 
natural or legal person) is also an economic agent who 
provides digital services or applications which facilitate 
market exchanges and transactions between suppliers 
and buyers. Thus, digital platforms contribute to genera-
ting a higher market value of a product or service (Sabe-
rian et al., 2020), and redistribute this value in new eco-
systems (Kenney & Zysman, 2016). However, the way 
these platforms organize work and assume (or avoid) 
employer responsibilities significantly affects labour con-
ditions and the broader socio-economic landscape. 
By changing the traditional labour market landscape, 
digital platforms tend to transform the common modes of 
work, significantly affect work-related rights and opportu-
nities, and promote self-organising. When analysing digi-
tal platform work, many previous studies tend to focus on 
the working conditions for platform workers (Forde et al., 
2017; Berg et al., 2018; Rani & Dhir, 2020; Veen et al., 
2020; ILO, ISSA & OECD, 2023, etc.), but literature is 
sorely lacking the studies to analyse the experience of 
digital platform managers as employers in terms of their 
social responsibility when organising and managing digi-
tal platform work. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) in 
this context includes fair pay, social security coverage, 
transparency in employment status, and compliance with 
labour rights. Understanding how platforms assume (or 
fail to assume) these responsibilities is crucial for sha-
ping sustainable platform work policies. 
Moreover, digital platforms face various regulatory chal-
lenges that influence their role as employers. The rapid 
development of EU legal instruments, such as Directive 
(EU) 2024/2831 and the Digital Services Act, aims to 
clarify employment relationships, enhance worker protec-
tions, and ensure fair platform governance. However, the 
implementation of these regulations varies across coun-
tries, leading to legal uncertainty and inconsistencies in 
platform labour practices. At the same time, some Eu-
ropean platforms have already introduced good practices 
that enhance social dialogue, collective bargaining, and 
worker protections, offering valuable lessons for balan-
cing flexibility and fair working conditions. 
The findings of this research can provide valuable insi-
ghts for both policymakers and digital platform operators 
in fostering a more balanced and sustainable platform 
work environment. For policymakers, this study sheds 
light on the “grey zones” of platform work, enabling more 
precise regulations, clearer responsibility frameworks, 
and stronger social protection measures. Additionally, the 
analysis helps assess the impact of EU legislative in-
struments on platform governance and highlights areas 
requiring further regulatory intervention. For digital plat-
form operators, the study’s conclusions can serve as a 
guide to adopting best practices that promote social dia-

logue and improve working conditions, ultimately contri-
buting to long-term business stability, worker retention, 
and enhanced reputation. 
The major purpose of this research is to analyze the 
specifics of work organization on digital platforms, em-
phasizing regulatory challenges, “grey zones” and the 
lack of social responsibility, as well as to examine best 
practice examples in Europe where platform employers 
strengthen workers' social protection, clarify their em-
ployment status, and promote education. To fulfil the 
defined purpose, the following objectives were set: 1) to 
discuss the specifics of work organisation and manage-
ment on digital platforms with a focus on the “grey 
zones”, legal regulation, and corporate social responsibi-
lity issues; 2) to highlight the main risks encountered by 
platforms as employers when managing platform activi-
ties, particularly in light of recent European legal instru-
ments such as Directive (EU) 2024/2831 and the Digital 
Services Act; 3) to review the examples of good practices 
in Europe that demonstrate the existence of social dialo-
gue and collective bargaining between digital platforms 
and platform workers in order to improve the social pro-
tection for platform workers, clarify their employment 
status, and promote regulatory awareness and educati-
on. The research methods include systematic and com-
parative literature analysis, a review of European legal 
frameworks, and good practice analysis. 
The structure of the article is as follows: The next section 
provides a theoretical background, reviewing prior re-
search on digital platform work and highlighting gaps 
related to platform employers' social responsibilities. A 
new chapter is introduced to present details about the 
comparative literature review. The subsequent sections 
analyze regulatory challenges, examine European legal 
frameworks, and present best practices in platform work 
governance. The final section discusses policy implicati-
ons and provides conclusions. 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Legal regulation of work organization and social res-
ponsibility on digital platforms in the european union 

The rapid expansion of digital platform work has led to 
significant challenges in defining the legal status of plat-
form workers, ensuring fair working conditions, and hol-
ding platform operators accountable. The organization of 
work and social responsibility on digital platforms in the 
European Union is governed by several key legal acts 
and initiatives aimed at ensuring the rights and social 
protection of platform workers. 
One of the most significant documents is Directive (EU) 
2024/2831 on improving working conditions in platform 
work, which establishes a legal presumption of employ-
ment, mandates transparency in algorithmic manage-
ment, and strengthens social protections for platform 
workers (EU-OSHA, 2024). This directive seeks to redu-
ce false self-employment and requires platforms to prove 
otherwise based on national criteria. It also introduces 

www.jobsjournal.eu	 ￼26

http://www.jobsjournal.eu


Journal of Business Sectors ⦿ Volume 03 ⦿ Issue 01 ⦿ June 2025￼  

obligations for platforms to disclose criteria used in au-
tomated decision-making, particularly in worker assign-
ment, performance evaluation, and pay determination. 
By mandating algorithmic transparency, the directive 
aims to prevent unfair automated decisions, though con-
cerns remain regarding the protection of trade secrets 
and competitive advantage. 
While the directive represents a major step toward pro-
tecting platform workers, its practical enforcement re-
mains uncertain. One key concern is how national courts 
will interpret and apply the legal presumption of employ-
ment. For instance, in countries with strong labor protec-
tions, courts may favor reclassifying many platform wor-
kers as employees, granting them full social security 
rights. Conversely, in jurisdictions with more flexible labor 
markets, companies may find legal loopholes to maintain 
the independent contractor model. 
Additionally, several European Court of Justice (ECJ) 
rulings have significantly shaped platform work regulati-
on. Notable cases include Uber Spain (C-434/15), which 
ruled that Uber should be classified as a transport servi-
ce rather than a mere digital intermediary, leading to 
stricter employment classification requirements (Court of 
Justice of the European Union, 2024). Similarly, Delivery 
Hero (2024) (where UK courts ruled that couriers are 
self-employed, whereas courts in Italy and the Nether-
lands challenged this classification due to the platform's 
algorithmic control over workers' tasks and conditions) 
and Glovo (where the Spanish Supreme Court determi-
ned that couriers must be considered employees, given 
their dependence on the platform’s workflow manage-
ment and lack of autonomy) examined the role of algo-
rithmic control in worker status determination, reinforcing 
the importance of legal employment presumptions. 
Beyond Directive (EU) 2024/2831, other key legal in-
struments shaping platform work regulation include: 
• Regulation (EU) 2016/679 on General Data Protec-

tion Regulation (GDPR) – governs the processing of 
personal data and algorithmic transparency in plat-
form work, granting workers the right to access in-
formation about automated decision-making (Eu-
ropean Data Protection Regulation, 2016). 

• Directive (EU) 2019/1152 on Transparent and Pre-
dictable Working Conditions – establishes minimum 
labor rights, ensuring clear employment contracts 
and protection against unfair dismissal (EU-OSHA, 
2019). 

• Regulation (EU) 2022/2065 on the Digital Services 
Act (DSA) – introduces new transparency require-
ments for platforms, particularly regarding algorith-
mic management and monitoring of working conditi-
ons (EU Monitor, 2022). 

Together, these legal instruments create a more compre-
hensive framework for regulating platform work in the 
EU. While Directive (EU) 2024/2831 specifically targets 
employment classification and algorithmic management, 
GDPR ensures that platform workers have access to 

information about automated decision-making, reinfor-
cing transparency. The Transparent and Predictable 
Working Conditions Directive strengthens fundamental 
labor rights, while the Digital Services Act introduces 
broader obligations for platform operators to ensure fair 
and accountable working conditions. As these regulati-
ons evolve, their effective implementation will be crucial 
in balancing worker protections with the flexibility and 
innovation of the platform economy. 
While some member states, such as Spain and France, 
have already passed national laws recognizing certain 
platform workers as employees, others, like Germany 
and the Netherlands, primarily rely on case law interpre-
tations, leading to disparities in enforcement (European 
Commission, 2019). Resistance from platform compa-
nies also remains a challenge, as they argue that strict 
regulations may reduce labor market flexibility and inno-
vation (Wen, 2023). However, recent research highlights 
that different platform models require different regulatory 
approaches. Findings by Renau et al. (2023) emphasize 
the need for a clear legal definition of platform work, re-
cognizing that some platform businesses operate under 
cooperative or worker-owned models, which may require 
alternative regulatory frameworks. 
Due to regulatory uncertainties in some member states, 
platform workers are increasingly seeking alternative 
solutions, including collective bargaining agreements and 
cooperative work models. For example, in Scandinavian 
countries, platform workers have negotiated collective 
agreements with employers that ensure fair wages, 
transparency in rating systems, and workplace protecti-
ons. 
However, as Lamanis (2023) highlights, while collective 
agreements have improved working conditions in some 
countries, many platform workers still lack adequate pro-
tections. Smaller platforms tend to be more open to coo-
peration with trade unions, whereas larger platforms con-
tinue to avoid engaging in collective bargaining and labor 
law protections. Moreover, collaboration between trade 
unions, institutions, and consumers could play a crucial 
role in strengthening workers’ rights. 
Some platforms operating under cooperative models 
(e.g., Fairbnb.coop, SMart, Katuma) offer alternative 
governance structures, where workers have greater con-
trol over decision-making processes, algorithmic transpa-
rency, and fair working conditions (Renau et al., 2023). 
This suggests that platform work regulation should not be 
limited to traditional employer-employee relationships but 
should also encourage more participatory and worker-
centric models. 
The evolving regulatory landscape for digital platform 
work in the EU reflects a broader effort to ensure fair-
ness, transparency, and worker protection in the digital 
economy. Directive (EU) 2024/2831 is a landmark legis-
lative effort, but its success depends on coordinated na-
tional enforcement, strict penalties for non-compliance, 
and proactive efforts by regulators to close potential loo-
pholes. 
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Ensuring fair algorithmic management and preventing 
regulatory arbitrage will be key challenges in balancing 
worker rights and business innovation. Moving forward, 
the success of EU platform work regulation will hinge not 
only on legal measures but also on the willingness of 
national authorities to rigorously enforce the directive and 
the responsiveness of digital platforms to increased regu-
latory scrutiny. The authors evaluate the current state of 
the research topic on an international scale. When work-
ing on the theoretical part of the paper, the author should 
predominantly work with articles published in the Web of 
Science and Scopus databases. It is recommended to 
use at least 40 sources. The use of monographs is not 
recommended, other sources should be used minimally. 
Sources should not be older than 10 years, at least 50% 
of sources are not older than 5 years. 

Challenges in work organisation and governance on 
digital platforms 

Regulatory and Employment Challenges in Digital Plat-
form Work: The "Grey Zones" 
The activities of digital platforms pertain a very solid 
technological and social foundation. By managing data 
centres and applications (algorithms), platforms form 
large local social relation networks through which geo-
graphically dispersed entities are connected and enter 
into market transactions, on the basis of which platform 
companies charge commissions. As noted by Gawer 
(2021), digital platforms facilitate direct interaction bet-
ween two or more economic agents. From a business 
management perspective, organisation of the activities 
on digital platforms represents provision of information 
services to facilitate transactions and ensure the smooth 
execution of operations (Tirole, 2018). However, having 
no real estate, relying on only a minimal number of per-
manent workers, and devoting most of their budget to the 
development of search engines and marketing (Acquier, 
2017), digital platforms are companies that are difficult to 
define in legal, institutional, and fiscal terms. For instan-
ce, Dieuaide & Azais (2020) provide the information that 
the National Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies 
(INSEE) classifies the activities of Uber-France as “other 
business support activities” (code APIE 8299Z), subset 
“enterprises not classified elsewhere”. This shows that 
even the statistical classification of platform businesses 
does not reflect the areas of activity in which digital plat-
forms are actually involved (e.g. ride-hailing, catering, 
mobility). The digitalisation and transformation of plat-
form companies into “hollow” companies allows them to 
free themselves from many legal and regulatory systems, 
whether it be competition law, labour law, or tax law. 
Digital platform work is transforming the standard em-
ployment relationship with a triangular “worker–platform–
customer” relationship. In this model, the boundaries of 
the employment relationship become unclear and unde-
fined: the relationship of subordination disappears, la-
bour law gives way to commercial law, and an employer 
and an employee as subjects lose their institutional visi-

bility. With the activities of digital platforms expanding 
and covering more and more sectors of the economy, the 
scope of the triangular relationship is rapidly increasing. 
With the emergence of the boundary between professio-
nal and labour relations, an alternative model of work 
organisation is being developed. This model is based on 
the relationship between customers and independent 
suppliers. The relationship is established through a com-
pany (or a third party) which is largely autonomous vis-à-
vis existing institutional frameworks (Dieuaide & Azais, 
2020). Thus, digital platforms cannot be unambiguously 
defined either as market intermediaries or as employers. 
In addition, digital companies are not companies “like 
others”. When managing the collected data, platforms act 
not only as third-party mediators, but also as prescribers 
because the information enters directly into decision-
making processes. This prescriptive power creates con-
ditions for the relationship of influence which neither cus-
tomers nor independent contractors can intervene 
(Huws, 2014). Thus, platform workers are in fact neither 
completely independent nor completely subordinate. In 
their study, Dieuaide & Azais (2020) reveal that organisa-
tion and management of digital platform work are charac-
terised by the confusion of powers between coordination 
and leadership. When exercising their coordination po-
wer, digital platform managers no longer need to have 
private ownership of the human and material compo-
nents in the work process on site, nor is it necessary to 
conclude employment contracts with workers that would 
establish the conditions for the use of labour and remu-
neration for work. 
Dieuaide & Azais (2020) describe “the grey zone” in the 
field of employment and labour relations on digital plat-
forms through 3 typical features: 
1. the ubiquity of computer systems allows digital plat-

forms not only to escape the payment of taxes, but 
also to avoid, to a large extent, any obligations un-
der the Labour Code; 

2. the activities of digital platforms are characterised by 
social deregulation, which means loopholes in natio-
nal/international legal frameworks, which are due to 
the absence of the relevant legal regulations or poor 
applicability of the laws currently in force; 

3. digital platforms are characterised by an informal 
privatisation of public space (infrastructure, residen-
tial buildings, business premises, any use value, and 
any available person), which does not always coin-
cide with the interests of local areas. 

Nevertheless, some authors (Karanovic et al., 2020; 
Malgonde et al., 2020; Sandberg et al., 2020, etc.), argue 
that agreement parties, whether customers or workers, 
on digital platforms do not always blindly obey the rules 
established by platform managers, and the influence of 
these agreement parties is increasing with the evolution 
of digital platforms. With the growing knowledge about 
the principles/risks/opportunities of operating on/through 
digital platforms, the agreement parties gain more power 
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to make autonomous decisions and take autonomous 
actions. 
This highlights an important dynamic in digital platform 
work: while platform managers attempt to maintain con-
trol through data-driven coordination and algorithmic 
management, workers and customers are gradually ac-
quiring more agency and negotiating power. However, 
the ambiguity surrounding employment relationships, 
regulatory inconsistencies, and the informal privatisation 
of public spaces indicate that the challenges of digital 
platform governance remain unresolved. The existence 
of “grey zones” in platform work not only complicates 
legal classifications but also raises concerns about fair 
competition, social protection, and workers’ rights. 
Given the ongoing evolution of digital labour platforms 
and the increasing regulatory attention in the European 
Union, it is crucial to examine how emerging legal fra-
meworks and social dialogue initiatives can address 
these “grey zones” and contribute to a more sustainable 
and equitable platform economy. In this regard, one of 
the key aspects shaping the future of digital platform 
work is corporate social responsibility (CSR). While plat-
form companies often position themselves as mere in-
termediaries, the growing legal and ethical discourse 
suggests that they also bear social responsibilities to-
wards workers and society as a whole. 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Labour Rights in 
Digital Platform Work 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is defined as vari-
ous social practices carried out by a company to align 
public expectations and stakeholders’ behaviour related 
to the company’s activities (Tworzydlo et al., 2021). Pre-
vious studies have confirmed that there exists a direct 
relationship between a company’s social responsibility 
and its economic performance (Javed & Husain, 2021; 
Varzaru et al., 2021, etc.). A company’s reputation as an 
employer reflects the image of the company as an em-
ployer perceived by potential candidates, current wor-
kers, and the public. Burbano’s (2016) study revealed 
that given information about an employer’s social res-
ponsibility, potential platform workers were willing to give 
up the 44 percent wage differential they would otherwise 
demand. 
Many previous studies confirm the lack of social respon-
sibility of digital platforms as employers, which manifests 
itself in the violation of the essential employment rights 
(the right to balanced work-rest time, fair wages, etc.: 
Forde et al., 2017; Veen et al., 2020), the lack of social 
protection and career support (Rani & Dhir, 2020; Rivera 
& Lee, 2021), the failure to ensure the adequate commu-
nication between workers, customers and platform ma-
nagers (ILO, 2018), and the manipulation of automated 
systems (algorithms) used to manage platforms (Berg et 
al., 2018; European Commission, 2021). However, given 
the realities, the research on how this social responsibili-
ty should be manifested and promoted is extremely rele-
vant. 

Having analysed the practical example of the employ-
ment status and working conditions of drivers on the 
Uber platform, Malos et al. (2018) conclude that the gre-
atest manifestation of social irresponsibility of digital plat-
forms is disclaiming employee status, and propose to 
apply a consistent standard as to employee classificati-
on. The authors believe that platform managers must be 
required to assume the implications associated with em-
ployee status as part of their responsibilities to society. 
Their attitude is in line with the report by the ILO, ISSA & 
OECD (2023) which proposes that the recognition of the 
true employment status of platform workers is a signifi-
cant element of platform social responsibility, since it not 
only reflects the dependent nature of this type of work, 
bet is also a fundament for determining how and to what 
extent platforms workers are entitled to entering social 
and labour protection systems, and what power of collec-
tive bargaining they have. 
Cherry & Poster (2016) aim at linking ethical labour prac-
tices to corporate social responsibility in digital environ-
ment. Their study suggests that the indicators of corpora-
te social responsibility of digital platforms are fair wages, 
transparency in terms of full disclosure of information to 
workers about their tasks, working hours and wages, and 
application of fair criteria for worker online ratings. In the 
authors' opinion, the social responsibility of digital plat-
forms as employers, manifested through the aforementi-
oned factors, would help create a better working envi-
ronment online and increase the collaborative potential of 
platform workers. 
Promotion of fairness, transparency, and accountability in 
the algorithmic management, practiced on digital plat-
forms, is the objective indicated in the European Commi-
ssion’s (2021) Proposal for a Directive of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on Improving Working 
Conditions in Platform Work. In this case, social respon-
sibility of digital platforms as employers should manifest 
itself as ensuring that platform workers know the criteria, 
based on which the algorithms provide their work evalua-
tion (ratings), and have the access to the data which are 
related to their work (ILO, ISSA & OECD, 2023). 
Considering the fact that digital platform work is a non-
standard form of work, where the subjects performing the 
tasks are treated as independent contractors, Pankova et 
al. (2020) analysed which conceptual, organisational, 
managerial, and resource measures can be used to 
promote socially responsible partnership for sustainable 
development of employment in the context of digital 
transformations. Their results revealed that the main 
measures for this are: 
1. modernization of the system of social and labour 

relations on the basis of socially responsible part-
nership as a conceptual framework; 

2. modernization of the system of social dialogue by 
expanding the communicative interaction among the 
labour market actors; 
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3. stabilisation of the labour market through maintai-
ning social protection of workers; 

4. development of an innovative communication plat-
form for socially responsible partnership in the la-
bour market. 

These measures are believed to contribute to the optimal 
social dialogue, which is referred to as a system of col-
lective labour relations, which involves employers (or 
their representatives), workers (or their representatives), 
public authorities, and municipalities. However, despite 
the proposed strategies for fostering corporate social 
responsibility in digital platform work, significant challen-
ges remain. Many platforms still operate under ambigu-
ous legal and ethical conditions, which allow them to 
avoid direct employer responsibilities while benefiting 
from workforce flexibility. Moreover, the implementation 
of social responsibility measures is often voluntary rather 
than legally binding, making enforcement inconsistent 
across different countries and platforms. 
Thus, while initiatives promoting fairness, transparency, 
and accountability in algorithmic management are a step 
in the right direction, they require stronger institutional 
frameworks and regulatory mechanisms to ensure wi-
despread adoption. Without these, the concept of corpo-
rate social responsibility in platform work risks remaining 
a theoretical ideal rather than a practical reality. At the 
same time, the growing regulatory pressure and public 
scrutiny of platform work highlight the increasing risks 
that platform operators face when organising digital la-
bour activities. 

METHODOLOGY OF THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 
PROCESS

This study employs a qualitative research approach to 
analyze the organization of work on digital platforms, 
focusing on legal ambiguities, regulatory challenges, and 
corporate social responsibility (CSR). The research inte-
grates systematic and comparative literature analysis, a 
review of European legal frameworks, and good practice 
analysis to evaluate platform governance and labor con-
ditions. 
A systematic literature analysis was conducted to identify 
key risks in platform labor management, regulatory gaps, 
and CSR-related challenges. The literature was selected 
from Web of Science and Scopus databases, ensuring 
the inclusion of high-quality peer-reviewed sources. The 
search focused on studies published between 2013 and 
2024, with at least 50% of the sources published in the 
last five years. The keywords used included "digital plat-
form work," "platform economy," "gig work regulation," 
"platform corporate social responsibility," and "algorithmic 
management." Articles were screened based on relevan-
ce to digital labor platforms, employer responsibilities, 
and regulatory frameworks. In addition to academic lite-
rature, policy reports from the European Commission, 
Eurofound, the ILO, and OECD were analyzed to provide 
a broader institutional perspective. 

A comparative literature analysis was applied to examine 
platform labor policies in different European countries, 
focusing on regulatory enforcement, employment status, 
and social protections. The study reviewed key legislati-
ve frameworks, including Directive (EU) 2024/2831 and 
the Digital Services Act, to assess their implications for 
platform governance. The research also drew upon the 
Eurofound Platform Economy Database, which docu-
ments legal cases, policy developments, and collective 
agreements in EU Member States. This comparative 
approach helped identify best practices in social dialo-
gue, worker protections, and regulatory enforcement, 
with a particular focus on Austria, Denmark, Sweden, 
Spain, Germany, and Belgium. 
The good practice analysis evaluated real-world initiati-
ves aimed at improving working conditions for platform 
workers. Cases of collective bargaining agreements, 
regulatory interventions, and worker-led cooperatives 
were analyzed to determine their effectiveness in secu-
ring fair wages, employment protections, and worker 
rights. The study particularly examined formalized ag-
reements in Austria and Denmark, social dialogue initiati-
ves in Belgium and the UK, legal enforcement actions in 
Spain, and worker-led cooperatives in Germany. 
Although bibliometric analysis could have provided addi-
tional insights into research trends in platform labor stu-
dies, this study prioritized qualitative analysis to focus on 
regulatory structures, employer obligations, and labor 
conditions. Given the complexity of platform work gover-
nance, the study relied on in-depth legal and policy do-
cument analysis rather than quantitative bibliometric eva-
luation. 
The research process followed a structured sequence: 
• Literature selection and analysis: Academic articles, 

policy documents, and legal texts were collected and 
reviewed to identify key themes related to platform 
work, employer responsibilities, and regulatory chal-
lenges. 

• Comparative legal analysis: European legal fra-
meworks and national regulations were examined to 
assess differences in platform governance across 
Member States. 

• Case study evaluation: Best practices in social dia-
logue, worker protections, and legal enforcement 
were identified through the Eurofound Platform Eco-
nomy Database and national labor agreements. 

• Synthesis of findings: Key risks, regulatory trends, 
and policy implications were summarized to provide 
insights for policymakers and platform operators. 

By combining systematic and comparative literature ana-
lysis with a review of regulatory frameworks and real-
world labor practices, this study provides a comprehensi-
ve assessment of the legal, operational, and social chal-
lenges associated with digital platform work. The findings 
contribute to ongoing policy discussions on balancing 
flexibility and worker protections in the evolving digital 
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economy. This part of the paper states its aim, detailed 
methodology and data used. The title of the paper must 
be compatible with its aim and its content. Using of so-
phisticated statistic methods is needed. Authors can use 
descriptive statistics as well. 

LEGAL, OPERATIONAL, AND EMPLOYMENT RISKS 
IN DIGITAL PLATFORM MANAGEMENT EMPLOYERS' 
RISKS WHEN ORGANISING DIGITAL PLATFORM AC-
TIVITIES 

The rapid expansion of digital platform businesses has 
introduced significant challenges for platform managers, 
who must navigate a complex landscape of operational, 
legal, and employment-related risks. As digital platforms 
continue to evolve, employers face growing uncertainties 
related to workforce management, regulatory complian-
ce, and platform governance. The literature analysis has 
identified several key risks that digital platform managers 
encounter when organizing business activities, which are 
summarized in Tab.1. 
As shown in Tab 1, the risks associated with digital plat-
form management can be broadly classified into three 
main categories: (1) workforce-related risks, (2) regulato-
ry and legal risks, and (3) operational and technological 
risks. 
1. Workforce-related risks include high worker turnover, 

worker skill mismatches, and loss of customer ac-
cess, all of which stem from the unique nature of 
platform work. Unlike traditional employment relati-
onships, digital platforms rely on a fluid workforce 
that is often not contractually bound, making it diffi-
cult to ensure workforce stability. Additionally, plat-
form workers may seek direct relationships with 
clients or fail to disclose their true employment and 
income status to maximize financial benefits. 

2. Regulatory and legal risks encompass uncertainties 
in employment classification, intermediation instead 
of a subordinate relationship, and regulatory amen-
dments. Digital platforms often operate in legal grey 
areas where worker classification and tax obligations 
remain unclear. As a result, they may be subject to 
sudden regulatory shifts that require them to comply 
with new employment laws, minimum wage regulati-
ons, and social protection contributions. 

3. Operational and technological risks involve modular 
technological architectures, worker autonomy, and 
investment uncertainties. Digital platforms function 
through automated decision-making systems and 
algorithmic management, which may not always 
align with the interests of workers or customers. 
Moreover, operational risks such as fraud, system 
failures, and unreliable payment mechanisms can 
threaten the long-term sustainability of platform-ba-
sed business models. 

These risk categories highlight the intricate challenges 
that digital platform managers must navigate while main-
taining a competitive and legally compliant business mo-

del. The following subsections analyze each risk in grea-
ter depth, drawing on insights from previous studies. 

Table 1: Literature review regarding the major risks 
encountered by digital platform managers as employers

Risk types Explanation Authors

Loss of cus-
tomer access

A worker can 
establish direct con-
tact with a custo-
mer/user

Baums et al., 
2015; Weiss & 
Grab, 2020

High worker 
turnover

Interchangeability of 
workers/service 
providers; platform 
work is treated as a 
secondary source of 
income, a temporary 
job

Berg et al., 
2018; Weiss & 
Grab, 2020

Disguise of 
one’s real 
employment 
status and 
income

Abuse of digital plat-
form work for mate-
rial benefits

Remeikienė et 
al., 2022

Worker skill 
mismatches

Platform work does 
not require workers 
to have high qualifi-
cations or experien-
ce

Schmidt, 2017; 
‘Cedefop’, 2020; 
ILO, 2021

Intermediati-
on instead of 
subordinate 
relationship

No formal authority 
over participating 
workers

Van Alstyne et 
al., 2016; Leong 
et al., 2023

Worker auto-
nomy

Little control of 
working time, dura-
tion

Tomlinson & 
Corlett, 2017; 
Tusinska, 2023

Modular 
technological 
architectures

Mutual interests of 
agreement parties 
are not considered 
by macrostructures 
on digital platforms

Van Alstyne et 
al., 2016; Li & 
Kettinger, 2021; 
Leong et al., 
2023

Regulatory 
amendments

Potential introducti-
on of new legal regu-
lations and tax obli-
gations

European Par-
liament, 2017; 
European Co-
mmission, 2021

Operational 
risk

Investment and en-
vironmental uncer-
tainty, failures in 
operational, banking 
systems, scams/
frauds, product/ser-
vice delivery prob-
lems

Andriani et al., 
2020; Jean et 
al., 2020

Source: own research
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Analysis of key risks 
Managing work on digital platforms involves various chal-
lenges, many of which stem from workforce dynamics, 
regulatory uncertainties, and operational complexities. 
Below is a detailed analysis of the key risks that digital 
platform managers face when organizing and managing 
platform-based work. 
Loss of customer access. Acting as intermediaries bet-
ween a product/service provider and a customer/user, 
platforms do not engage in direct exchanges with a cus-
tomer/user, which results in weak or non-existent custo-
mer/user relationships (Baums et al., 2015; Weiss & 
Grab, 2020). If a product/service is provided on-location 
or a service is provided through direct interaction with a 
customer (e.g. online consulting, private lessons, etc.), 
there is a risk that a product/service provider working 
through the platform will establish direct contact with the 
customer/user, and the platform’s services as an inter-
mediary will no longer be needed. Although digital plat-
forms theoretically have the potential to reach a critical 
mass of users when demand is increasing, there is no 
guarantee that this critical mass will be reached, and the 
desired growth spiral effect will be achieved. 
High worker turnover. Digital platforms are characterised 
by frequent workforce turnover. Previous studies show 
that work through digital platforms is often treated not as 
a main job, but as an additional one. For example, Berg 
et al. (2018) provide the results of the survey of the wor-
kers operating on the platforms ‘The Amazon Mechanical 
Turk (AMT)’,‘CrowdFlower’, ‘Clickworker’, ‘Microworkers’, 
and ‘Prolific’. 32 percent of the respondents in the survey 
indicated that the most important motive/reason for doing 
platform work was the opportunity to complement the 
payment earned from other jobs. High worker turnover 
tends to increase operational instability and hinders the 
formation of long-term commercial relationships. 
Disguise of one’s real employment status and income. In 
some cases, digital platform work is selected as informal 
work by individuals who are entitled to the benefits paid 
by a state or municipality (e.g. maternity/paternity bene-
fits, unemployment benefits, retirement benefits, utility 
compensations, etc.). The recipients of these benefits 
may not want to report their platform work so that the 
payment of the benefits is not stopped or reduced (Re-
meikienė et al., 2022). Informal platform work then not 
only preserves the right to the benefits, but also provides 
additional income. 
Worker skill mismatches. According to the ILO (2021), a 
typical platform worker tends to have less labour expe-
rience than an average worker in the traditional labour 
market. The concept “crowdwork” refers to the idea that 
the system is open to anyone regardless of one’s qualifi-
cations (Schmidt, 2017). The requirements of the skills to 
execute a task are not related to the general skills or 
education of platform workers (Cedefop, 2020). For this 
reason, platforms are likely to have lower-skilled workers 
than firms in the traditional labour market. 

Intermediation instead of subordinate relationship. Coor-
dination of work through digital platforms is essential to 
ensure that workers know their specific tasks and functi-
ons (Van Alstyne et al., 2016). Nevertheless, practical 
coordination of work poses many challenges since the 
activities of independent contractors are autonomous 
from a legal perspective. In contrast to the coordination 
of employee activities in traditional business companies, 
which are based on a hierarchical structure of subordina-
tion, digital platforms do not have any formal authority 
over their independent contractors (Leong et al., 2023). 
Worker autonomy. Autonomy is one of the major perso-
nal motives to do digital platform work. For instance, Tu-
sinska’s (2023) survey of 523 digital platform workers in 
Poland revealed that autonomy of digital platform work is 
important for 50 percent of the respondents. Tomlinson 
and Corlett’s (2017) study in the United Kingdom revea-
led an increasing number of mid-professionals who gave 
up their permanent full-time employment and accepted a 
modest decrease in income in exchange for greater au-
tonomy on digital platforms. Worker autonomy means 
that digital platforms have little control over a worker’s 
working time per day and on particular days, which may 
lead to a shortage of active labour during peak order 
times. 
Modular technological architectures. Macrostructures 
used on digital platforms are not able to consider the 
competitive interactions between agreement parties. 
Thus, although the parties perceive that they have mutu-
al interests, tensions are inevitable (Van Alstyne et al., 
2016), and they usually arise between platform mana-
gers and workers (Leong et al., 2023). Li and Kettinger 
(2021) note that the management of digital platforms is 
usually analysed through the lens of control, authority, 
and regulation rather than the mutual interests and acti-
ons of agreement parties, especially in terms of coopera-
tion when pursuing predetermined goals. 
Regulatory amendments. Treated as employers, digital 
platforms are increasingly coming under the spotlight of 
authorities. For instance, the European Parliament 
(2017) notes that there is a serious lack of legal regulati-
on which would allow to protect digital platform workers 
from faulty employment practices, job insecurity and poor 
working conditions on digital platforms. Although the pro-
posal to introduce additional regulation of platform work 
at the EU level aims to improve the working conditions 
for platform workers, it poses additional risks for platform 
managers, who will have to adapt to the new regulations, 
and the obligations established with the new provisions 
(e.g. obligatory health and social insurance contributions) 
can reduce the profit margin of platform activities. 
Operational risk. By employing the transaction cost theo-
ry, Jean et al. (2020) analysed the risk factors of using 
digital platforms for internationalisation of new ventures. 
Their study revealed that such transactions are characte-
rised by investment and environmental uncertainty. An-
driani et al. (2020) analysed the risk factors of applying 
the digital platform model for the elevation of small and 
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medium-sized enterprises in a developing country (Indo-
nesia). In order to identify the risks of digital platforms for 
small and medium-sized enterprises, the authors used 
the SWOT and the Failure Mode and Effect Analysis 
(FMEA). When assessing the potential risks, the authors 
also considered the criticality of the risk consequences 
(severity), the probability of the potential cause to ultima-
tely occur (occurrence), and the level of difficulty or ease 
of risk control (detection). The results disclosed that the 
main risks are related to the regulation of digital plat-
forms (e.g. constantly changing government policies re-
garding digital platforms), operational disruptions (e.g. 
failures in operational systems, errors in banking sys-
tems, scams/frauds), product delivery to a consumer 
(products can be damaged/lost during the delivery pro-
cess, long product waiting times, products may not reach 
a consumer). The risk of scams/frauds, followed by bad 
customer service and poor product handling were found 
to be the greatest risks in terms of risk severity, occu-
rrence, and detection. 
These risks highlight the complexity of digital platform 
management and the growing challenges that platform 
employers face. While digital platforms offer new oppor-
tunities for flexible work and innovative business models, 
they also introduce significant operational uncertainties, 
workforce instability, and legal ambiguities. Regulatory 
amendments, particularly at the EU level, are likely to 
redefine the employment relationships within platforms, 
increasing compliance obligations for platform operators. 
Furthermore, as workers become more aware of their 
rights and alternatives, platform companies must find 
ways to balance business efficiency with social responsi-
bility to ensure long-term sustainability in the platform 
economy. 

GOOD PRACTICES IN SOCIAL DIALOGUE AND 
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING BETWEEN DIGITAL 
PLATFORMS AND PLATFORM WORKERS IN EU-
ROPE 

The Legal Context of Social Dialogue in Platform 
Work 
National legislators are not inclined to interfere in relati-
ons in the labour market. The laws do not prohibit a per-
son from using his or her labour to conclude contracts 
regulated by civil law or to engage in independent activi-
ties, by which a person seeks to earn income or obtain 
other economic benefits. Therefore, the essential charac-
teristics of labour relations established in labour codes 
are significant in that they allow these relations to be 
distinguished from similar relations arising on the basis of 
contracts regulated by civil law (e.g. subcontracting, ser-
vice provision, copyrights, etc.). The absence of the es-
sential characteristics leads to the conclusion that the 
resulting relations are regulated by the norms of other 
branches of law (e.g. civil law), and thus these relations 
cannot be qualified as employment relationships. 
In an attempt to address this issue at the EU level, the 
Member States reached a new provisional agreement of 

11 March 2024 regarding the Platform Work Directive. 
One of the main points of disagreement before the adop-
tion of the Directive was the inclusion of the criteria for 
determining the employment status of platform workers. 
The new agreement significantly revised the chapter on 
the employment status of platform workers compared to 
the initial draft of the Directive. The New Directive will no 
longer set out the criteria for determining the employment 
status of platform workers. Under the new agreement, 
the EU Member States will have to establish a legal pre-
sumption of employment in their national legal systems, 
and this presumption will apply once the factual circu-
mstances proving work control and management on digi-
tal platforms have been established. These factual cir-
cumstances will be determined in accordance with natio-
nal law, collective agreements, and judgements by the 
Court of Justice of the European Union, although Eu-
ropean courts still categorise the employment relation-
ship on digital platforms in different ways (De Stefano et 
al. 2021). In this way, the legal status of platform workers 
remains uncertain, and there is no single way to ensure 
their rights and adequate social protection. 
In this case, a particularly significant factor is the position 
of platforms as employers. It allows for social dialogue 
between the parties to the employment relationship and 
the development of collective bargaining experience. 
Several collective agreements have been signed in Eu-
rope, which, though posing legal, practical and organisa-
tional challenges, can be considered the examples of 
good practice (ILO 2021; Roșioru 2022). The study by 
Lamannis (2023) revealed that the initiatives for social 
dialogue and collective agreements between both parties 
to the employment relationship on digital platforms are 
mainly observed in 10 countries: Austria, Belgium, Den-
mark, Germany, Italy, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzer-
land and the United Kingdom. 
Overview of Good Practices in European Countries 
Across Europe, social dialogue and collective bargaining 
initiatives between platforms and workers vary widely. 
While some countries emphasize direct collective ag-
reements, others focus on worker-led cooperatives and 
policy frameworks. This research reviews good practices 
in terms of the social dialogue and collective bargaining 
between digital platforms and platform workers in the 
above-mentioned countries. The data for the research 
were extracted from the Platform Economy database by 
“Eurofound”, which records and reviews both implemen-
ted and failed initiatives related to working conditions in 
the platform economy, as well as the relevant court deci-
sions in all EU Member States. Below is an overview of 
notable cases. 
Austria: Collective Agreement for Bicycle Delivery Wor-
kers. The collective agreement for bicycle delivery was 
signed between the trade association for the carriage of 
goods (Fachverband für Güterbeförderungsgewerbe), 
the Austrian Trade Union Federation, and the Vida union 
which represents workers in the transport and service 
industries. Among other terms, the agreement, which 
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entered into force on 1 January 2020 (Syndicat Eu-
ropean Trade Union, 2024), established the weekly regu-
lar working time (40 hours), daily breaks and resting pe-
riods, overtime and work on weekends and holidays, 
holiday and Christmas allowances. A monthly minimum 
pay of EUR 1.539,98 for full-time employment, with an 
additional compensation of EUR 0.24/km if a privately 
owned bicycle is used and another EUR 20 per month if 
a privately owned mobile phone is used. The employer 
undertook the obligation to provide workers with personal 
protective equipment (e.g. helmets, rain jackets, rain 
trousers, gloves and overshoes) of appropriate quality 
and pay continued payment to workers in case of acci-
dents and sickness. The collective agreement covers 
around 950-1000 workers. One of the key strengths of 
the collective agreement is that it sets minimum stan-
dards for platform workers in the sector. However, the 
main weakness of the agreement is its insufficient cove-
rage: there are still many riders in the sector who are not 
classified as employees, but who are holding a free ser-
vice contract (Eurofound, 2025). 
Belgium: Uber’s Social Dialogue with the Transport Uni-
on. The agreement on the collaboration to improve work-
ing conditions for Uber drivers in Belgium between the 
Belgian Transport Union ABVV-BTB and Uber was an-
nounced in November 2022. The major purpose of the 
agreement is to conduct social dialogue between the 
parties to the agreement, to strengthen the social protec-
tion of Uber drivers and ensure safe working conditions. 
Under the agreement, the representatives of the Belgian 
Transport Union ABVV-BTB will participate in Uber's Dri-
ver Hub to represent Uber drivers’ interests in the event 
of issues or challenges and will represent drivers in ca-
ses of an appeal (e.g. the loss of access to the Uber 
app). The parties will meet quarterly to discuss the major 
problems and concerns. Also, the parties will collaborate 
to ensure drivers’ health and safety and improve the ex-
perience of working for Uber (Eurofound, 2025). 
Denmark: A Collective Agreement Allowing Workers to 
Choose Employee Status. The platform company Hilfr, 
which hires workers to provide cleaning services in priva-
te households, in April 2018 signed the collective agree-
ment with the United Federation of Danish Workers (3F) 
which acts as a representative of the rights of workers in 
the cleaning sector (the Agreement came into force on 1 
August 2018) (Ilsoe, 2020). The major advantage of this 
agreement is that, in parallel with traditional freelancers, 
who are most often hired to perform work through digital 
platforms, it recognizes the right of platform workers to 
choose the status of an employee or a freelancer (the 
new category of workers – Super Helpers – was introdu-
ced). The agreement stipulates that freelancers automa-
tically acquire the status of an employee after 100 hours 
of work through the platform. The workers, who want to 
maintain their freelancer status regardless of the number 
of hours worked, must notify the platform in advance. 
Although the agreement stipulates that the minimum 
hourly wage of freelancers is DKK 130 (€ 17) with a wel-
fare supplement of DKK 20 (€ 3) per hour, and the mini-

mum hourly wage of employees is DKK 141 (€ 19), wor-
kers of both categories can set their hourly wage higher 
on their individual profile on the platform. Employees (the 
Super Hilfrs) have the right to pensions, holiday entitle-
ments and sick pay. Both categories of workers are cove-
red by an insurance scheme for liability and accidents. In 
August 2024, the Hilfr and 3F signed a new collective 
agreement on the use of artificial intelligence and algo-
rithmic management in the platform's activities. The new 
agreement allows the platform to use digital algorithms 
for ending the employment relationship, but at the same 
time establishes that a worker must be comprehensively 
explained the assessments and facts based on which the 
decision was made. The Agreement can be renegotiated 
by the parties until March 2025 (Eurofound, 2025). 
Germany: Worker-Led Platform Cooperatives. German 
good practice is characterised by collective action of 
workers and the establishment of cooperatives. In this 
case, it is not so much the involvement of platforms as 
employers in the mutual social dialogue that is noticeab-
le, but rather the initiatives of platform workers to unite in 
defence of their rights. For example, a collective of plat-
form workers opened a ‘payday’ fund, the purpose of 
which is to support Berlin platform workers (mostly work-
ing in the on-demand food delivery sector), who receive 
inadequate remuneration from platforms (under EUR 
1,800 gross per month). This form of support for platform 
workers is believed to be more effective and faster than 
any strategic collective organisations or legal claims. 
Another example is the project of the Platform Coopera-
tives Germany launched in 2020. The creation of the 
Platform was commissioned by the German Federal Mi-
nistry of Economic Affairs and Energy, and is currently 
managed by the K8 Institute. Within the framework of this 
project, the support and consultancy services are provi-
ded to platform workers, thus encouraging them to unite 
into cooperatives. The general aim is to gradually create 
a competitive alternative to the currently prevailing mo-
dels of digital platform work. The cooperatives are expec-
ted to ensure the bargaining power of platform workers, 
allow for joint democratic decision-making by their mem-
bers, increase the transparency of digital platform work, 
help protect the privacy of the members, etc. (Eurofound, 
2025). 
Italy: Health and Safety Protocol for Food Delivery Ri-
ders. The protocol, which aims to protect the health and 
safety of food delivery riders, was issued by Uber Eats 
on 10 February 2021. Under this protocol, food delivery 
platform Uber Eats committed to providing its workers 
with free helmets, high visibility garments, rain jackets 
and trousers, waterproof holders for smartphones and 
other personal protective measures and safety devices. 
Personal protective equipment and safety devices have 
to be provided to both newly registered and existing plat-
form workers. The platform also committed to organising 
awareness campaigns for platform workers on health, 
personal, road safety and food hygiene, and arrange free 
training courses. The correctness and effectiveness of 
the use of PPE, as well as the suitability of the vehicles 
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used by workers for service provision, should also be 
regularly checked in accordance with the terms of the 
protocol (Eurofound, 2025). 
Norway: Collective Agreement Between Foodora and 
Trade Unions. The collective agreement between the 
platform Foodora and the United Federation of Trade 
Unions (Fellesforbundet) was signed in September 2019. 
Among other terms, the agreement established the gene-
ral employment conditions, regulated the payment (mi-
nimum hourly rates of NOK 123 per hour and NOK 138 
for a rider captain), provided conditions for wage increa-
ses (e.g. for work at weekends and work-free days, the 
deliveries over 4 km, etc.), reimbursement for equipment, 
extra pay during wintertime, and the scheme of early 
retirement pensions for the workers. A seniority supple-
ment of NOK 1 per hour was set for the workers after 12 
months of continuous employment, with the upper limit 
for the seniority supplement is NOK 5 per hour. The par-
ties to the contract also agreed on training and consulting 
for cycle couriers, road safety, customer service and the 
use of equipment. The agreement also gave platform 
workers the right to collective bargaining and information. 
The agreement was renegotiated in late 2020. The new 
agreement established an improved seniority rate and a 
minimum wage guarantee. It covers all the workers who 
work 10 hours per week or more for Foodora in Norway 
(nearly 40 percent of all workers, with the remaining 60 
percent being treated as contractors) (Eurofound, 2025). 
Spain: Glovo’s Transition to Employee-Based Model. 
Glovo, the Spanish unit of Delivery Hero, showed the 
initiative to alleviate the problem of uncertainty related to 
the legal status of platform workers and prevent the po-
tential regulatory penalties, which the company had suf-
fered after the legal actions and accusations for violating 
workers' rights and execution of unfair competitive practi-
ces (e.g. the fine of EUR 57 million in January 2023 by 
the decision of Spain's Labour Ministry and Inspection; a 
EUR 295 million lawsuit filed by Just Eat Spain against 
Glovo for unfair competition) (Eurofound, 2025). The 
company selected the model, by which riders will be trea-
ted as full-time employees (i.e. the traditional freelance 
model was substituted for an employment-based model) 
(Delivey Hero, 2024). The decision was announced on 2 
December 2024. The new model is estimated to cover 
about 15,000 riders, who were previously categorised as 
the self-employed (Eurofound, 2025). 
Sweden: First Collective Agreement Between a Digital 
Platform and a Trade Union. The collective agreement 
between the platform Foodora and the Swedish Trans-
port Workers' Union was signed on 25 February 2021. 
This was the first case in Sweden, when a digital labour 
platform signed a legally binding collective agreement. 
Among other terms, the agreement established the gene-
ral employment conditions, working hours, schedules, 
and regulated the wages, paid holidays, life insurance for 
terminal workers, road hauliers and drivers of delivery 
vehicles (“FES Future Work”, 2022). The agreement en-
sured the right for Foodora’s workers to a fixed hourly 
wage and a fixed premium for each delivery, as well as to 

contractual pension, holiday pay and annual wage incre-
ases. The main drawback of this contract was that it co-
vered not all Foodora’s workers (many of them were for-
mally employed by Hungry Delivery (now DH Logistics, a 
subsidiary of Foodora). The contract expired in April 
2023. A new collective agreement between the parties is 
expected to be established until April 2025 (Eurofound, 
2025). 
Switzerland: Multi-Enterprise Collective Agreement for 
Bicycle Couriers. In February 2019, the Swissmessen-
gerlogistics (SML), employer’s association for urban cou-
rier services in Switzerland, signed the collective bargai-
ning agreement with the trade union Syndicom. Under 
this agreement, bicycle couriers were guaranteed a mi-
nimum hourly wage of CHF 20.35 ($20.40). Couriers 
were also entitled to surcharges, additional pay for on-
call services and paternity leave. The working hours of 
couriers were set at 42.5 hours per week. The agree-
ment covered about 600 bicycle couriers (Swissinfo, 
2019). This agreement was not a regular collective ag-
reement, but rather a multi-enterprise framework agree-
ment since the SML in this agreement was represented 
by 19 urban delivery companies. In December 2021, 
platform Chaskis (the company mainly operating for Uber 
Eats) also joined this agreement (Lamannis, 2023). This 
is an example of an agreement in which more than two 
parties can be involved in the collective bargaining pro-
cess. With more such examples, it can be expected that 
collective agreements between digital platforms and their 
workers will eventually cover the entire sector. 
United Kingdom: Uber’s Education and Career Develop-
ment Initiatives. In 2017, Uber introduced the initiative 
called the ‘Earnings advice sessions’, aimed at providing 
drivers working on the platform with various consultati-
ons, including advice on how to balance work hours and 
maximize earnings. This initiative was expected to help 
platform drivers earn more than the fixed hourly average 
rate, and thus increase their social well-being. Showing 
an initiative to promote driver’s education, Uber in the 
same year began collaborating with the education plat-
form Futurelearn, through which Uber drivers could com-
plete a free course and get the Certificate of Achieve-
ment, and gave drivers free access to the Bussu App, 
through which drivers can improve their English langua-
ge skills. Uber drivers in the UK now also have free ac-
cess to the Open Classroom, through which they can 
receive management, business development and leader-
ship training (Eurofound, 2025). 
The diverse approaches to social dialogue and collective 
bargaining in digital platform work across Europe 
highlight the fragmented nature of platform labour regula-
tion. While some countries, such as Austria, Denmark, 
and Sweden, have successfully implemented collective 
agreements that formalize employment conditions, ot-
hers, like Germany, rely more on worker-led cooperatives 
to increase bargaining power. Meanwhile, Spain’s regula-
tory pressure has forced companies like Glovo to transi-
tion to an employment-based model, demonstrating that 
strong enforcement mechanisms can drive structural 
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change in the platform economy. However, several chal-
lenges remain: 
• Limited coverage – Many agreements apply only to 

specific sectors (e.g., food delivery and cleaning), 
leaving a large portion of platform workers without 
formal labour protections. 

• Regulatory inconsistencies – The absence of an EU-
wide framework means that platform workers in dif-
ferent countries face varying levels of rights and 
protections. 

• Platform resistance – Many companies continue to 
prefer independent contracting models, prioritizing 
flexibility over employment security. 

Despite these challenges, the reviewed cases suggest 
that collective bargaining and social dialogue can be 
effective tools for improving working conditions in the 
platform economy. The growing recognition of platform 
workers’ rights, combined with legal developments at the 
national and EU levels, signals a shift towards greater 
accountability for digital labour platforms. Moving for-
ward, a balance must be struck between ensuring fair 
working conditions and maintaining the flexibility that has 
driven the success of platform-based business models. 
Strengthening cooperation between stakeholders – wor-
kers, platforms, trade unions, and policymakers – will be 
essential in shaping a fair and sustainable platform eco-
nomy in the years to come. 

THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 

This study contributes to the academic discourse on digi-
tal platform work by expanding the understanding of em-
ployer-side risks, regulatory ambiguities, and corporate 
social responsibility (CSR) in platform governance. While 
previous research has largely focused on platform wor-
kers' conditions, this study highlights the challenges fa-
ced by platform managers in balancing operational effi-
ciency with labor protections. The findings support exis-
ting theories on labor precarity, algorithmic control, and 
regulatory fragmentation but also introduce new perspec-
tives on employer accountability in the platform economy. 
By analyzing the intersection of digital platform manage-
ment and legal compliance, this research enhances the 
theoretical discussion on platform-based labor models 
and governance structures. 
From a practical perspective, the study offers insights for 
policymakers, platform operators, and labor organizati-
ons. The comparative analysis of European best practi-
ces demonstrates that formalized collective agreements, 
social dialogue mechanisms, and regulatory enforcement 
are key factors in improving platform worker protections. 
Policymakers can use these insights to develop clearer 
legal frameworks that address employment classification, 
social security, and algorithmic transparency. Platform 
managers, in turn, can integrate CSR-driven policies that 
enhance worker protections, ensuring compliance with 
emerging legal standards while maintaining operational 
flexibility. Furthermore, the study highlights the potential 

of worker-led cooperatives as an alternative model for 
strengthening bargaining power in the platform economy. 
These insights are particularly relevant for designing 
sustainable, fair, and legally sound platform labor policies 
that balance innovation with social responsibility. 

CONCLUSION 

The analysis of digital platforms as economic entities has 
demonstrated that their legal, institutional, and fiscal sta-
tus remains ambiguous due to their lack of physical pre-
sence, minimal reliance on permanent employees, and 
strategic investment in digital infrastructure over traditio-
nal labor relations. This ambiguity allows platforms to 
operate within regulatory "grey zones," often circumven-
ting competition law, labor law, and tax obligations. As a 
result, platform workers face challenges in securing clear 
employment status, fair wages, and adequate social pro-
tections. 
The concept of social responsibility in digital platforms 
remains underdeveloped, with many companies failing to 
meet fundamental labor rights such as fair working 
hours, social security, and transparent communication 
mechanisms. Algorithmic management practices have 
further exacerbated concerns over worker autonomy and 
fairness, highlighting the need for greater oversight and 
accountability. Collective bargaining and social dialogue 
have been identified as key mechanisms to address 
these shortcomings, fostering cooperation between plat-
forms, workers, trade unions, and public authorities. 
The empirical analysis of good practices across Europe 
revealed that the most effective initiatives involve forma-
lized agreements, safety protocols, and education pro-
grams. Countries such as Austria, Denmark, and Swe-
den have successfully institutionalized collective agree-
ments, ensuring better working conditions and wage pro-
tections for platform workers. Additionally, employer-led 
initiatives in Belgium and the United Kingdom have focu-
sed on education and social dialogue to improve worker 
welfare. Spain’s regulatory intervention against Glovo, 
however, highlights that legal enforcement remains a 
crucial factor in pushing platforms toward fairer employ-
ment practices. This suggests that voluntary measures 
alone may not be sufficient to guarantee worker protecti-
ons, and stronger legislative frameworks may be re-
quired to ensure compliance. 
A noteworthy alternative approach has emerged in Ger-
many, where worker-led cooperatives have strengthened 
bargaining power without direct employer involvement. 
This demonstrates that platform workers themselves can 
play a proactive role in shaping fairer working conditions 
by establishing independent bargaining structures and 
alternative business models. If scaled effectively, coope-
ratives could provide a sustainable counterbalance to 
traditional platform work structures, promoting a more 
democratic and worker-centered model of digital labor. 
Despite these positive developments, several challenges 
remain unresolved: 
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1. Regulatory fragmentation – The lack of an EU-wide 
approach means platform workers in different Mem-
ber States experience varying levels of protection. 

2. Limited sectoral coverage – Most collective agree-
ments only apply to specific industries (e.g., food 
delivery, cleaning), leaving many gig workers unpro-
tected. 

3. Employer reluctance – Many platforms continue to 
resist formal employment models, preferring inde-
pendent contractor arrangements to maintain opera-
tional flexibility. 

Limitations 
While this study provides valuable insights into platform 
labor governance, it has several limitations. First, the 
research relies primarily on secondary data sources, 
including policy reports, legal frameworks, and case stu-
dies, rather than primary data collection such as worker 
or employer interviews. This may limit the depth of 
firsthand perspectives on platform labor experiences. 
Second, the study focuses on European regulatory fra-
meworks and best practices, meaning that findings may 
not be fully generalizable to non-European contexts whe-
re platform work is regulated differently. Third, the dyna-
mic nature of platform labor regulations presents chal-

lenges in maintaining up-to-date analyses, as ongoing 
policy developments may rapidly shift the regulatory 
landscape. Additionally, while the study highlights best 
practices, it does not conduct a quantitative impact 
assessment of regulatory interventions on worker condi-
tions. Future research could benefit from empirical eva-
luations of how legal enforcement and social dialogue 
impact platform workers’ financial security, work stability, 
and overall well-being. 
Final Considerations 
Despite these limitations, the research confirms that so-
cial dialogue and collective bargaining are valuable tools 
in improving platform worker protections. However, they 
are not universally applied and often require legal inter-
vention to be effective. Moving forward, a multidimensio-
nal approach will be necessary, combining sectoral ag-
reements, enhanced legal frameworks, and worker-led 
initiatives. A balance must be found between preserving 
the flexibility of platform work and ensuring fair competi-
tion, social protections, and long-term sustainability in the 
digital economy. 
￼  
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