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Executive Summary

This report presents the Fairwork project’s fourth annual
study of the work conditions of platform workers on digital
labour platforms in India. This year, the report is structured
around the theme of flexibility, which is often portrayed as a
crucial dimension and benefit of platform work. This theme
was also highlighted by the influential NITI Aayog report

on gig and platform work in India, that was released in
June 2022. Against the backdrop of claims which champion
flexibility in platform work, this year’s Fairwork India report
shows how the realities of flexibility play out in practice for

workers.

This year, the Fairwork project evaluated 12 platforms in
India. The Fairwork India team is spearheaded by the Centre
for IT and Public Policy (CITAPP) at the International Institute
of Information Technology Bangalore (IIITB), with partners
at the University of Oxford. The team assessed evidence
against five Fairwork principles (Fair Pay, Fair Conditions, Fair
Contracts, Fair Management, Fair Representation) through

a combination of desk research and worker interviews
conducted in Bangalore, Delhi, and Kochi, and, where
possible, from evidence provided by the platforms. A point

is awarded only when there is sufficient evidence that the
platform fulfils the conditions of a principle. However, when
platforms are taking steps to either design or implement
policies that are likely to help them meet the principles,
those steps are listed in the Changes in Focus section.

Thus, the score for a platform must be read not in isolation,
but alongside the Changes in Focus section i.e., with the
policies being considered or rolled out to change its terms of
engagement with workers.

The scoring process is an independent assessment of
platforms led by a team of researchers with no affiliation to
workers, platforms or the government. The range in Fairwork
scores reported here, across various principles, points to
heterogeneity in the organisation and operation of platforms
across sectors. Our hope is that platforms, consumers,
workers and regulators will all use the Fairwork framework
and ratings to imagine, and realise, a fairer platform economy
in India. Based on the scores and findings, some platforms
have already expressed an interest in creating better
working conditions. Consumers can use these scores to
make informed decisions when choosing which platforms

to use. These scores can also add to the resources available
to collective bodies of workers when they raise demands.
We also hope that the findings of this report will provide
regulators a basis to formulate policies for the platform
economy in consultation with other stakeholders (workers,
platforms, venture capitalists).




Key Findings

There are two highlights to this year’s findings, firstly, the
same three platforms that scored the first point for Fair Pay
last year scored a point this year too. No other platform
publicly committed, or provided sufficient evidence, to
ensure that workers earn at least the hourly local minimum
wage after work-related costs.

Even with workers and worker groups repeatedly forms of collective action to voice their concerns in the
emphasising the importance of a stable income for platform economy, platforms have been uncompromisingly
platform workers, platforms have been reluctant to unwilling to recognise or negotiate with any collective body
publicly commit to, and operationalise, a minimum wage representing workers.

policy. Secondly, while workers have engaged in various

FAIR PAY

This year, bigbasket, Flipkart, and Urban Company
implemented and operationalised policies to ensure that all
workers on these platforms earn at least the hourly local
minimum wage after factoring in work-related costs.

We were unable to evidence any platform to meet the threshold of the second point, which

requires platforms to commit or provide sufficient evidence that workers earn at least the
local living wage after work-related costs.

FAIR GONDITIONS

bigbasket, Flipkart, Swiggy, Urban Company and Zomato
were awarded the first point under Fair Conditions for
simplifying their insurance claims processes and for
having operational emergency helplines on the platform
interface.

Only bigbasket, Swiggy and Urban Company were awarded the second point for

implementing a loss of pay policy that provides workers with a financial safety net during
medical illnesses.




FAIR GONTRAGTS

Seven out of twelve platforms were awarded the first point
for Fair Contracts. bigbasket, Flipkart, Swiggy, Porter, Urban
Company, Zepto and Zomato were awarded this point for
ensuring accessibility of their contracts and implementing a
notice period before changes are made.

Additionally, Flipkart, Swiggy, Urban Company, Zepto and Zomato have modified their
contracts to reduce the asymmetry in liabilities and have added a clause for dispute
resolution between workers and platforms, and hence met the second point under Fair
Contracts.

FAIR MANAGEMENT

bigbasket, Flipkart, Swiggy, Urban Company and Zomato
were awarded the first point for Fair Management for having
a grievance redressal process with the option to connect
with a human representative of the platform.

There was sufficient evidence only from Urban Company to meet the second point for

the principle. It instituted regular external audits to check for biases in its work allocation
systems, in addition to adopting policies against the discrimination of its platform workers.

FAIR REPRESENTATION

Representation through a collective body or trade union is a
vital dimension of fairness at work. It is disconcerting that
despite the rise in platform worker collectivisation across the
country, like last year, there was insufficient evidence from
any platform to show willingness to recognise a collective
body of workers.

Consequently, we were unable to evidence any platform to meet the thresholds
of this principle.




EDITORIAL

Flexibility for
whom?

Digital labour platforms argue that last mile platform workers
enjoy ‘flexibility’, based on slogans such as ““be your own
boss’, ‘work as much as you want to’ or ‘you choose when

you deliver’.” However, since “flexibility tends to become a
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metaphor for unfettered markets”? it is relevant to instead
ask: who is the flexibility for, and who controls it (platforms or
workers)??

For platform companies, flexibility is positioned as the markets must not only offer firms the means to adapt to
antidote to labour-market rigidities. For example, when the changing business conditions,® but also ensure decent work
“level of unemployment benefits is too high or their duration for workers.?

is too long, or if there are too many restrictions on employers

to fire and to hire, or if the permissible hours of work are too However, even as states across the world are just beginning
tightly regulated, or if excessively generous compensation for  to consider regulating the platform economy, and to
overtime work is mandated, or if trade unions have too much  initiate legal safeguards for workers who have thus far
power to protect incumbent workers against competition been classified as independent contractors,*® the working
and to control the flow of work at the site of production, or conditions and everyday experiences of an atomised

perhaps if statutory health and safety regulations are too workforce is largely controlled by platforms. The control
stringent” is evident in the terms of service agreements, platform

design and algorithmic management.** With the resulting
Yet, “every one of these regulations or restrictions asymmetry in the bargaining capabilities between platforms
[contributing to labour-market rigidity] was intended to and workers, platforms are able to ignore worker voice and to
promote a desirable social purpose. Some may do so regulate and restrict flexibility.?
ineffectively or inefficiently. That is worth knowing: but
the fact remains that the wholesale elimination of these This report will examine how flexibility is experienced

‘rigidities’ is neither desirable nor feasible” through mobile apps on digital labour platforms offering
location-based services in sectors such as domestic and

Markets are not merely mechanisms for economic personal care, logistics, food delivery, e-pharmacy, and
transactions; rather, they are social institutions, structured transportation, in India.

by rules and regulations that reflect the interests of all

participants, even more so in the market for labour.t Labour

markets not only support work and production, but also

influence the representation, social integration and the

personal goals of its participants.” Thus, flexible labour-
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THE FAIRWORK PROJEGT

Towards Decent
Labour Standards
in the Platform
Economy

Fairwork evaluates and ranks the working conditions
of digital platforms. Our ratings are based on five
principles that digital labour platforms should ensure
in order to be considered to be offering Fairwork
standards.

We evaluate platforms annually against these principles to show not only what the
platform economy is today, but also what it could be. The Fairwork ratings provide

an independent perspective on labour conditions of platform work for policymakers,
platform companies, workers, and consumers. Our goal is to show that better, and fairer,
jobs are possible in the platform economy.

The Fairwork project is coordinated from the Oxford Internet Institute and the WZB
Berlin Social Science Centre. Our growing network of researchers currently rates
platforms in 38 countries across 5 continents. In every country, Fairwork collaborates
closely with workers, platforms, advocates and policymakers to promote a fairer future
of platform work.




Fairwork countries

Figure 1: Fairwork currently rates platforms in 38 countries
worldwide
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The Fairwork
Framework

Fairwork evaluates the working conditions of digital labour
platforms and ranks them on how well they do. Ultimately,
our goal is to show that better and fairer jobs are possible
in the platform economy.

To do this, we use five principles of Fairwork to evaluate digital labour platforms. We
evaluate platforms against these principles to show not only what the platform economy is,
but also what it can be.

The five Fairwork principles were developed through multiple multi-stakeholder workshops
at the International Labour Organisation. To ensure that these global principles were
applicable in the Indian context, we have subsequently revised and fine-tuned them in
consultation with platform workers, platforms, trade unions, regulators, academics, an
labour lawyers.

Further details on the thresholds for each principle, and the criteria used to assess the
collected evidence to score platforms can be found in the Appendix.




Fair Pay

Workers, irrespective of their employment classification, should earn a
decent income in their home jurisdiction after taking account of work-
related costs. We assess earnings according to the mandated minimum
wage in the home jurisdiction, as well as the current living wage.

Fair Conditions

Platforms should have policies in place to protect workers from
foundational risks arising from the processes of work, and should take
proactive measures to protect and promote the health and safety of
workers.

Fair Contracts

Terms and conditions should be accessible, readable and comprehensible.
The party contracting with the worker must be subject to local law and must
be identified in the contract. Regardless of the workers’ employment status,
the contract is free of clauses which unreasonably exclude liability on the
part of the service user and/or the platform.

Fair Management

There should be a documented process through which workers can be
heard, can appeal decisions affecting them, and be informed of the reasons
behind those decisions. There must be a clear channel of communication
to workers involving the ability to appeal management decisions or
deactivation. The use of algorithms is transparent and results in equitable
outcomes for workers. There should be an identifiable and documented
policy that ensures equity in the way workers are managed on a platform
(for example, in the hiring, disciplining, or firing of workers).

Fair Representation

Platforms should provide a documented process through which worker
voice can be expressed. Irrespective of their employment classification,
workers should have the right to organise in collective bodies, and platforms
should be prepared to cooperate and negotiate with them.




STEP 2
Methodology

The Fairwork project uses three approaches to effectively
measure fairness of working conditions at digital labour
platforms: desk research, worker interviews and surveys,
and interviews with platform management. Through these
three methods, we seek evidence on whether platforms act
in accordance with the five Fairwork Principles.

We recognise that not all platforms use a business model
that allows them to impose certain contractual terms on
service users and/or workers in such a way that meets the
thresholds of the Fairwork principles. However, all platforms
have the ability to influence the way in which users interact
on the platform. Therefore, for platforms that do not set

the terms on which workers are retained by service users,
we look at a number of other factors including published
policies and/or procedures, public statements, and website/
app functionality to establish whether the platform has
taken appropriate steps to ensure they meet the criteria for
a point to be awarded against the relevant principle.

In the case of a location-based work platform, we seek
evidence of compliance with our Fairwork principles for
location-based or ‘gig work’ platforms, and in the case
of a cloudwork platform, with our Fairwork principles for
cloudwork platforms.

Desk research

Each annual Fairwork ratings cycle starts with desk
research to map the range of platforms to be scored,
identify points of contact with management, develop
suitable interview guides and survey instruments, and
design recruitment strategies to access workers. For
each platform, we also gather and analyse a wide range
of documents including contracts, terms and conditions,
published policies and procedures, as well as digital
interfaces and website/app functionality. Desk research
also flags up any publicly available information that could
assist us in scoring different platforms, for instance the
provision of particular services to workers, or the existence
of past or ongoing disputes.

The desk research is also used to identify points of contact

or ways to access workers. Once the list of platforms has
been finalised, each platform is contacted to alert them
about their inclusion in the annual ranking study and to
provide them with information about the process. This
year, twelve prominent platforms operating in Bangalore,
Delhi, and Kochi were identified based on the size of their
workforce, consumer base, and investments.*?

Platform interviews

The second method involves approaching platforms for
evidence. Platform managers are invited to participate in
semi-structured interviews as well as to submit evidence
for each of the Fairwork principles. This provides insights
into the operation and business model of the platform,
while also opening up a dialogue through which the
platform could agree to implement changes based on the
principles. In cases where platform managers do not agree
to interviews, we limit our scoring to evidence obtained
through desk research and worker interviews.

Worker interviews

The third method involves interviewing workers of each
platform. These interviews do not aim to be a statistically
representative set of experiences. Rather, they are worker
case-studies to examine platforms’ policies and practices
in the field as they pertain to the Fairwork principles.
Specifically, they seek to gain insight into how work is
carried out, and how work processes are managed and
experienced on platforms. More broadly, the interviews
also situate platform work in the careers of workers by
understanding their motivation for entry into a platform,
how long they envision undertaking work on the current
platform before seeking an alternative either on another
platform or in a different sector, and how their experience
of platform work is shaped by their interaction with fellow
workers and the external labour market. See Appendix for
details on recruitment of workers for interviews this year.

The interviews were semi-structured and made use of a
series of questions relating to the 5 Fairwork principles. In
order to qualify for the interviews, workers had to be over
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the age of 18 and have worked with the platform for more
than three months.

This threefold approach provides a way to cross-check

the claims made by platforms, while also providing the
opportunity to collect both positive and negative evidence
from multiple sources. Final scores are collectively decided
by the Fairwork country team and the peer reviewers, based
on all three forms of evidence. Points are only awarded

if sufficient evidence or commitments exist for each
threshold.

Each of the five Fairwork principles is broken down into
two points: a first point and a second point that can only be
awarded if the first point has been fulfilled. Every platform
receives a score out of 10. Platforms are only awarded

a point when they can satisfactorily demonstrate their
implementation of the principles. Failing to achieve a point
does not necessarily mean that a platform does not comply
with the principle in question. It simply means that we are
not — for whatever reason — able to evidence its compliance.

FURTHER DETAILS ON
THE FAIRWORK
SCORING SYSTEM ARE
IN THE APPENDIX.

The scoring involves a series of stages. First, the in-country
team collates the evidence and assigns preliminary scores.
The collated evidence is then sent to external reviewers for
independent scoring. These reviewers are both members of
the Fairwork teams in other countries, as well as members
of the Fairwork team in Oxford and Berlin. Once the external
reviewers have assigned their scoring, all reviewers meet to
discuss the scores and decide final scoring. These scores
then form the final scoring that is published in the Fairwork
country reports. Platforms are then given the opportunity

to submit further evidence to earn points that they were
initially not awarded. These scores then form the final
annual scoring that is published in the annual country
Fairwork reports.

Acknowledging that the conditions platforms offer workers
change in response to economic and social pressures,

the report also showcases the changes that platforms

are making toward implementing the principles — from
measures just being initiated to nascent commitments that
may not yet merit a point. Thus, the score for a platform
must be read not in isolation, but alongside the Changes

in Focus section to gain a glimpse into how the platform
economy is likely to evolve.



BAGKGROUND

| The “booming”
- platform economy
| In India?

A highlight of 2022 was the release of a report on the gig and
platform economy by India’s NITI Aayog." The purpose of

the report was to understand the economic and job creation
potential of the gig and platform economy, estimating its size
and identifying its demand across various industries, and to
examine the opportunities and challenges it offered workers."
The report opens by proclaiming that “the rapidly burgeoning
gig workforce is ushering in a new economic revolution globally.
India...is the new frontier of this revolution” (p.xvi).

The report describes the revolutionary character in the on the workforce, or revenues, was not obtained directly from
following terms: “the livelihood generation and increased platforms, many of whom portray themselves as ‘technology
earning potential of platform jobs, along with the flexibility companies’,*e in the “new-age digital economy”.

they offer, are what make them apt for the new-age digital

economy. However, their capacity goes beyond improving just Further, any claims that workers enjoy increased earning
financial figures. Platform work is fundamentally gender, race, ~ Potential on platforms is neither supported by evidence,
caste, and age agnostic. Any willing individual armed with nor does the report contain an estimate of the share of

an internet-enabled smartphone and a vehicle (motorised platforms’ earnings paid to workers. Lacking this data, the

or even non-motorised), can monetise their assets, and report only highlights various characteristics of the platform
earn a livelihood. Therefore, this democratising of access to economy, leaving it to the reader to determine how those
jobs, with low entry barriers creates equal opportunities for characteristics lead to “heightened earnings” (p.29) for

all, which overtime can lead to improvement in the socio- workers. For instance, “a mobility aggregator platform,

economic status of marginalised groups” (p.56, emphasis efficiently bridges the gap between supply and demand,
added). creating economies of scale. Hence, it increases the earnings

of its driver-partners. In the larger picture, digital labour
Despite the purported effort to understand the potential of platforms increase economic output and have a tremendous
platform work for the economy and for workers, the report positive impact on the labour market.” (p.29). Similarly, a
relies on estimates to determine the size of the platform “unique aspect about online platforms is that they are asset
economy, and its contribution to India’s GDP, stating that light and operate off the dividends of a network effect”
the official data system has no answers. Irrespective of the (p.40). The first instance leaves uncertain how efficiency is
validity of the estimation technique, one wonders why data defined, and for whom. In the second instance, the claim
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that higher earnings are inevitable for workers, by merely
providing the assets which permit the asset-light operation of
platforms, is hard to fathom.

Minimising the role of platforms in enabling worker benefits,
the report instead links worker benefits to work opportunities
arising from an expanding platform economy. It calls

for catalysing the platformisation of all occupations and
industries, promoting entrepreneurship to ensure ease

of starting and doing business in the platform economy,
unlocking financial support for platform businesses with
better access to venture capital funding, grants and loans
from banks and other funding agencies.

The report acknowledges the challenges platform workers
currently face. It draws on literature, including Fairwork
India reports, to consider occupational safety and health
risks, including those relating to road safety, theft and
physical assault; income and job insecurity, resulting from
the burden of being paid by task and being classified as
“independent contractors” or “driver/delivery partners”; and
the limited potential for collective bargaining due to isolated
working arrangements and the unwillingness of platforms to
recognise and negotiate with worker associations.

However, these challenges are either not directly addressed
or they are ignored. For instance, to address the challenge
of income insecurity there is a call to “accelerate financial
inclusion....to enhance platform workers’ access to
institutional credit” (p.44), with no examination of the
possible institutionalisation or benchmarking of wages
through the Code on Wages, 2019.” The report is silent on
addressing the challenges of occupational risks, or collective
bargaining, through the Code on Occupational Safety, Health,
and Working Conditions, 2020,*® or the Industrial Relations
Code, 2020,% respectively.z

The assumption that the continued growth of the platform
economy is crucial to bestowing benefits to workers, and

the economy at large, also leads to sweeping claims about
platform work being agnostic to social inequities. Platforms
cannot, of course, be held solely responsible for deep-
rooted social prejudice, and the report describes efforts by
some to promote gender diversity and to include persons
with disability. Yet, the prevalent practice of “platform
paternalism”, indicates the widespread mirroring of “existing
forms of gendered and caste-based occupational segregation
in traditional labour markets” in and through platforms.2* To
the extent such practices persist, claims that the possession
of a smartphone alone represents the democratisation of
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access to jobs are farfetched.??

In retrospect, while the report indicates that work on

digital labour platforms has gained the attention of policy

makers, it also represents a missed opportunity. The urge

to support the growth of the platform economy is based on

an inadequate analysis of the pre-eminent characteristic of

platform work, flexibility: of the forms it takes, or its varied

consequences for platforms and workers. There is little said

about how the adaptability that platforms demand, and the

decent work that workers lack, might be promoted with

the support of public policy and a legal framework. It is a

pity that a report from the government’s think tank, about a

sector whose share of non-agricultural employment is likely

to grow rapidly, is short on data and a broader vision, and its

recommendations rely on possibilities and prognostication.

It is to provide the basis for an empirically informed analysis

of the Indian platform economy that the remainder of this

year’s Fairwork India report will focus.

B
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THE LEGAL AND POLICY GONTEXT

Debating Worker
Status

Even as instances of abuse and discrimination against platform
workers have surfaced this year,? the legal landscape of

the platform economy in India remains largely unchanged.
Members of Parliament have directed attention to the need

for reform,** yet the Code on Social Security®** and the Motor
Vehicle Aggregator guidelines, 2020%* both of which regulate the
conditions of platform workers, await enforcement. The Digital
Personal Data Protection Bill, 2022,* which is likely to have
repercussions for the data collected from platform workers, is
yet to be passed by Parliament. The Public Interest Litigation
(PIL) filed before the Hon‘ble Supreme Court by the Indian
Federation of App-based Transport workers (IFAT), to reclassify
platform workers as unorganised workers or employees, too

awaits a decision.?®

The Indian PIL relies on Uber BV and Ors (appellants) v.
Aslam and Ors (respondents)?® which used the test of
economic control, supervision, and integration to conclude
that the respondents were indeed workers under the
relevant laws in the UK, despite the platforms’ terms and
conditions claiming otherwise. The Bench in the Uber

BV judgment reasoned that because of asymmetry in
information and bargaining power between workers and
platform, a written agreement might not be representative
of the ‘true agreement’ between the parties.

Applying the above three tests in the Indian case, one of
the Indian PIL’s contentions is that an employer-employee

relationship could be said to exist between platform
workers and platforms. On economic control, for instance,
despite the platforms’ claims of flexibility, the remuneration
paid to platform workers by way of rate cards, incentives,
and offers, is determined and fixed by the platforms, with
workers having no say in the matter. The unpredictability
in earnings due to various deductions by platforms in

the form of penalties, service fees, tolls, and taxes, also
implicitly controls workers’ take-home earnings and
exerts economic control over them. On supervision and
control, platforms use gamification techniques such as
rating metrics, incentives and offers to encourage platform
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workers to work in particular areas and login for a minimum
number of hours.° On integration, platforms rely on the
worker to ensure the offered services are delivered to their
customers. Further, the inclusion of clauses that require
platform workers to give advance notice and provide
replacements if they take leave highlights the integral role
these workers play in the operations of platforms.3* Such
clauses eliminate any notion of flexibility that platforms
claim workers have in availing work opportunities.

While the jury is out on the status of platform workers in
India, there exist few guidelines on how to navigate working
conditions in platform work. An exception is clause 7(2)

(e) of the Motor Vehicle Aggregator Guidelines, 2020,

PradeepGaurs / Shutterstock
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which mandates that the health and safety of drivers

who engage with multiple platforms (aggregators) is not
jeopardised. Implementation of these guidelines will
require platform aggregators to develop a mechanism on
their respective apps to ensure drivers do not drive more
than a cumulative period of twelve hours in a day. Building
on recommendation made in the Fairwork 2021 report
about including platform workers in existing labour laws,3?
we suggest that the hourly computations mandated by the
Motor Vehicle Aggregator Guidelines also be leveraged to
ensure that platform workers across all sectors are paid an
hourly local minimum wage after costs and to entitle them
financial protection when they are unable to work.3?




Fairwork India Scores 2022
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Explaining the scores

This year, only bigbasket, Flipkart and Urban  after costs. Flipkart and Urban Company
Company were awarded the first point have committed to basing their pricing
because of the public commitments3°they structure for workers on the hourly local
have made to paying workers at least minimum wage after costs. Flipkart has
the hourly local minimum wage“°® after also undertaken steps to hold its third party
factoring in work-related costs.** bighasket service providers to the same commitment.
and Urban Company have operationalised To be awarded the second point, workers
Fqir qu this by committing to reimburse the had to earn at least the local living wage
difference between worker’s earnings per after costs*2 No platform was awarded the
hour and the hourly local minimum wage second point this year.

Platform workers face several risks during the presence of emergency helplines.
the course of their work including road bigbasket has committed to improving its
accidents, theft, violence, and adverse audit process for the weight allocation and
weather conditions. We examined the management process among workers. As
measures taken by platforms, and drew pointed out in the Changes in Focus section,
on our worker interviews, to determine other platforms have either committed to,
whether workers were aware of the policies  or have initiated, action along these lines
in place to mitigate these risks, and if they as well. The second point was awarded to
felt supported and protected by platforms platforms that provided monetary support
in navigating them. The first point was to workers when they were unable to work
Fqir awarded to platforms that mitigated due to a medical illness, and ensured that
Condiﬁons occupajtional.risks and ht’:ld a polic;ll for data their standing on the platform was not
protection. bigbasket, Flipkart, Swiggy, affected when they returned from a leave
Urban Company and Zomato were awarded of absence. bighasket, Swiggy and Urban
the first point, taking into account their Company were awarded this point for
accident insurance policies, the steps meeting the thresholds.
taken to improve claims processes, and

The first point under Fair Contracts was measures to enhance comprehensibility,
awarded to platforms that met two including the provision of multi-lingual
thresholds. One, they had to provide agreements, and a commitment to a
accessible, readable, and comprehensible process/policy for notifying workers of
agreements and, two, they had to have a changes in their terms of engagement
process of notifying workers prior to any within a specified time before its
R changes in their contractual terms. This enforcement. The second point for Principle
FG Ir year, bigbasket, Flipkart, Porter, Swiggy, 3 is focused on the power asymmetry

Contracts Urban Company, Zepto and Zomato between platforms and workers, and

were awarded this point because of their the negotiating capacity available to the
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Fair
Management

Fair
Representation

latter. It was awarded to platforms that
incorporated relatively symmetric and
balanced clauses, particularly those relating
to liability and dispute resolution. Of the 12
platforms, six (bighasket, Flipkart, Swiggy,
Urban Company, Zepto and Zomato)
incorporated symmetric limited liability
clauses in worker agreements. We also
examined the dispute resolution clauses of

The first point for Fair Management was
awarded to platforms that demonstrated
due process in decisions affecting workers.
The existence of policies that detailed this
process, and its effective communication
to workers, was essential to be awarded
the first point. bigbasket, Flipkart, Swiggy,
Urban Company and Zomato were awarded
this point because they could evidence
policies for grievance redressal (including
Prevention of Sexual Harassment policies),
and functioning communication channels
(WhatsApp groups or chat options with the
ability to reach a human representative).
The second point for this principle was
awarded to platforms that demonstrated
inclusiveness by proactively seeking to
employ marginalised populations, and

by taking an active stance to eliminate
discrimination on their platforms.
Additionally, evidence of regular external
audits of work allocation process to check

The first point on this principle seeks a
documented mechanisms for worker voices
to be expressed, that freedom of association
would not be inhibited, and that platform
management would be willing to recognise or
negotiate with a collective body of workers.
The threshold for the second point of this
principle asks workers to have a say in the
conditions of their work and that platforms
support democratic governance. Much like
last year, we were unable to evidence any
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these platform agreements to evaluate the
extent of worker autonomy enabled in the
dispute resolution process. Platforms who
rely on arbitration as their mechanism for
dispute resolution were awarded a point
only if the contracts provide workers with
a degree of autonomy in the choice of the
arbitrator.

for bias in the process was sought. This
year, only Urban Company was awarded the
point. Other platforms have committed to
instituting and conducting an external audit
process in the next cycle (see Changes in
Focus). It is worth highlighting that our
worker interviews this year have shown an
increase in religious discrimination faced
by workers, primarily from consumers.
While most platforms react to such cases
by blocking/blacklisting consumers, with
the rise in these cases, there is a need for
platforms to take more proactive steps in
mitigating discrimination and ensuring a
safe working environment for workers. In
addition to its anti-discrimination policy,
and externally conducted work allocation
audit, this year Urban Company has
committed to mining worker reviews and
ratings provided by consumers to check for
patterns of bias and take further action.*®

platform to meet the thresholds of this
principles despite the growing significance

of collective bodies representing platform
workers. Even when platforms have individual
grievance redressal mechanisms for workers,
emblematic of their unwillingness to address
the issues articulated by collective bodies

is the tendency to either portray such
articulation as a ‘law and order problem’* or
to merely dismiss it.*®
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The platform scores in this report rely on data gathered using the Fairwork Framework as laid out in an earlier section.

Following desk research, the Fairwork India team interviewed workers from all twelve platforms, and collected evidence

from the managements of platforms who engaged with us.?¢




Changes in Focus

Platforms hold the potential to enable pro-worker changes. We
find that changes implemented by platforms are motivated

by various factors. These include the data collected through
interviews with workers and worker representatives conducted
by Fairwork India, to learning from the practices of platforms in
the global Fairwork network, to changes independently initiated
by platforms in response to economic and social pressures.

Against this backdrop, the goal of this section is two-

fold. The first goal is to showcase the policy changes that
platforms have either committed to, or are in the process of
making, in order to fulfill the Fairwork principle thresholds.
These do not yet merit a point since the translation of
policies into practice is rarely instantaneous. However,
these changes by the platforms are presented as they hold
the potential to improve the working conditions for platform
workers. Thus, reading the scores in conjunction with

this section will provide a glimpse into how the platform
economy is likely to evolve. Second, these commitments
may help other stakeholders within this economy, especially
workers and their representatives, to anticipate changes in
working conditions and to hold the platforms accountable
for the changes promised. These committments are listed
below.

bigbasket

Committed to initiating an external audit of its work
allocation process to check for any biases, especially
against historically marginalised groups.

Flipkart

Implemented a loss of pay policy that ensures a safety net
for workers in case of loss of earning due to low demand or
during induction onto the platform, or when the platform is
unable to temporarily function due to a tech outage or error.
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Porter

Committed to introducing a dispute resolution clause in
their partner’s Terms and Conditions towards enhancing
legal redressal for workers.

Swiggy

Initiated an external audit of its work allocation process
to check for any biases, especially against historically
marginalised groups.

Zepto

Committed to proactively provide equal opportunity for
workers with disability.

Zomato

Committed to implementing a loss of pay policy that
ensures a safety net for workers for specified medical
illnesses.




Workers’ Stories

Jose, male
Uber driver,
Kochi

Jose is 36 years old and has worked full-time with Uber for the
last four years. Before joining the platform, he worked in the
Persian Gulf region. He had hoped to work at his convenience
on Uber, with no one controlling his day. However, the reality
of this promised freedom and flexibility was quite different. He
explains,

“...While we can turn it [the Uber app] on and off whenever we
want, there will not be any benefit for us if we turn it off like that.
Because this has to be running continuously.... In the morning,
when there is a trip, it will be 5 km away, and the actual journey
will be 4 km. But they don’t give us cash for the total 9 km; they
only pay for the 4 km. We can only make up for this if we drive
till the evening. On one trip or the other, we might get an extra
fare, and only then will we get some benefit. So, if we stop in the

middle, it's over then and there. We have to work till the evening.

We are trapped in it like this, it is just like going to an office. We
cannot leave whenever we want. Many people have come into
this, expecting that there is no one to control us, but in reality,
there is control in the background.”

Jose’s case is not unique and highlights the everyday lived
experience characterised by the lack of agency and flexibility
promised to workers in the platform economy. While the
promise of flexibility lures workers into platform work, the
unpredictable nature of their earnings traps them into adhering
to inflexible working hours.

Illustrations: Kruthika N.S. @theworkplacedoodler
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Faizal, 33, is the sole earner in his family of four. He has been
working full time with Swiggy for more than three years. From
working in a printing press, he moved to working with Swiggy
in the hope of better earnings. His struggle in recent times has
been two-pronged: not only have his earnings deteriorated
(his radius of deliveries has increased, and his rate-card has
deteriorated over his years of work) but his fear that he might
be subjected to discrimination in his delivery work has also
increased. Faizal recounts a particular instance where the
humiliating abuses hurled at him by a customer traumatised
him.

“A customer from her balcony was once shouting at me
unnecessarily while using several abusive words. And a large
part of that was directed toward my religion as a Muslim.
Everyone in the neighborhood could hear her. I felt helpless
... I was hesitant to complain because I was fearful of further
discrimination. Many such instances happen regularly, and I

have learned to act oblivious to them in order to keep working”.

Faizal also mentioned how sometimes customers asked him
to get off-the-app items while delivering their orders, even if he

does not want to, as some of these are against his beliefs. “Iam

asked to get several things, sometimes pork and alcohol.”

Similar cases from other platforms also suggest that workers
feel obliged to continue working even when they face
discrimination. Workers reported being uncomfortable raising
complaints with the platform about such instances, fearing
they might not be taken seriously, or that the platform might
take the side of customers. The experience of Faizal and other
workers demonstrates the ways in which various forms of social
discrimination occur in platform work.

It is to protect against instances of discrimination, including
by customers, that the Fairwork principles call for the
institutionalisation and operationalisation of effective anti-
discrimination policies. Given the deeply embedded nature
of such discrimination, the principles encourage not only a
clear process to report the discrimination workers face on
several grounds, but also to take pre-emptive measures to
disincentivise customers from discriminating, and improving
trust among workers to lodge complaints to the platforms.

*Names changed to protect worker’s identity



THEME IN FOCUS

Flexibilit
The topic of flexibility frequently arose during conversations
with platforms and platform workers. This section examines how
flexibility (or the lack thereof) manifested in the pay, conditions,
contract, management and representation of the platform

workers we spoke with, and the limitations they experienced
because of this flexibility they valued.

Pay: Platforms promise workers lucrative incomes while
working for as long or as little as they wish at times that
are convenient to them. However, we found that what
workers can earn is constrained by various requirements
that platforms enforce, ranging from a mandated number
of login hours, to the need to sign up for weekly work

slots in advance. Furthermore, different groups of workers
experienced more or less flexibility within these systems
based on factors such as their rating/category, or their full-
time/part-time status.

For instance, when Zomato introduced its GIGS system
earlier this year, it expected workers to select work slots
ahead of time. As has been the case with such changes
on other platforms, older systems of operation, including
incentives, are phased out upon the introduction of

this new system, leaving workers with little choice but

to manage their earnings within the new framework.

In the case of the GIGS system, the platform changed
the earnings system but chose to retain an opaque
categorisation of workers from the earlier system. The
booking of slots opened up at different times for different
categories of workers, leaving those in the last-ranked
category with little choice in slots, i.e., the flexibility
workers had in choosing slots depended on their category.
This limited the number of orders they received which, in
turn, affected their income. These workers felt caught in
a vicious cycle because they were unclear on how to get
better slots. They also suspected that receiving limited
orders affected their ratings on the platform, thereby
making them unable to be the first to choose slots in the
next cycle.

Conditions: Even as platform requirements
constrained how much choice workers had in how much

they worked and earned, flexibility nevertheless haunted
discussions on benefits and social security for platform
workers. Since platform workers are in theory free to

work on as many platforms as they wish (the practice

of multi-apping), platforms argue that they cannot be
expected to provide benefits, such as sick leave or social
security funds to platform workers who only work on

their platforms among others and only on days/slots of
their choosing. In the field, we found that most workers
worked full-time on a single platform, often making below
hourly local minimum wage despite clocking well over

the working hour limit of 48 hours a week set by the local
Shops and Establishment Acts in Delhi** and in Kochiz®,
and up to 58 hours a week in Bangalore®¢. But when they
fell sick and were unable to login to work, only three out of
the twelve platforms we studied offered them a loss of pay
component to compensate for the income they lost. The
COVID-19 pandemic highlighted how vulnerable workers
were to loss of pay when they were unable to work despite
wanting to. A lot of hope is invested in the Code on Social
Security, 2020. However, since this Code is yet to be
operationalised and this delay has sometimes been used
as an excuse by platforms to avoid undertaking their own
measures to safeguard their workers for loss of pay due to
individual sickness, large-scale natural or other disasters,
or technical glitches on the platform that interfered with
their earning potential.”

Conftracts: while platforms highlight that platform
work is flexible, and platform workers as the performers
of this flexible work are classified as independent
contractors, petitions from workers in courts around the
world have highlighted how platform workers’ working
lives are, in fact, closely controlled and monitored by
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platforms. As detailed in the Legal and Policy Context
section, the Hon’ble Indian Supreme Court is in the
process of considering whether platform work should
instead fall under the ambit of an employer-employee
relationship.

Despite the flexibility narrative of
platform work, there are various forms of inflexibility in
how platform managements react to workers’ grievances.
Although the range of channels available to workers for
grievance redressal has expanded on some platforms,
older forms of rigidity persist. In some cases, the formats
of accepting grievances (chatbots, in-person, call-backs)
remain limited. Further, each of these formats has intrinsic
inflexibilities - for instance, a call-back system requires
workers to wait for the platform to reach out to them,
rather than proactively pursue their concern by calling
a number. An issue that came up this year was workers
not having access to grievance redressal channels in
their local language on multiple platforms. There were
also other instances of platforms being inflexible and
indifferent to how their workers vary in terms of social
position (along lines of gender, religion, etc.) leading to

mal1030 / Shutterstock

different challenges (including discrimination from co-
workers or consumers as presented in Faisal’s worker
story). The myth that platforms have democratised work
only encourages this flattening of the varied experiences
of heterogenous workers, and consequently results in
limited responses.

The flexibility narrative has
focused exclusively on individuals, and often to the
detriment of collective freedoms. During discussions,
platforms constantly emphasised the different trajectories
(and complaints) of individual workers, largely dismissing
the utility of collective worker-led bodies in this context.
Workers have disagreed and the past few years have
seen the emergence of various categories of collective
action by workers. In addition to this, workers also
continue to undertake daily acts of resistance (such as
bypassing the platform). Despite the evolution of varied
forms of collective action by workers, the one seemingly
unchanging and inflexible element of this landscape has
been the reluctance of platforms to formally engage and
negotiate with workers collectively.




Pathways to change

There was growing visibility and awareness of the Fairwork
project amongst key stakeholders in this fourth year of study
in India. The highlight of the year was the attention Fairwork
received from regulators in the form of an invitation from the
Parliamentary Standing Committee on Communications and
Information Technology to provide evidence on gig work in the
platform economy, on 26 August 2022, in New Delhi.”’

The
Fairwork
Project

Figure 2: Pathways of Change

Fairwork was also regularly invited to participate in
discussions at various policy fora. For instance, Fairwork
participated in a policy roundtable titled Unlocking the
Platform Dividend for the Indian Economy - NITI Aayog’s
Roadmap for an Inclusive Future of Work, and a workshop
on Regulating On-Demand Platform Work.2®

Besides conducting 348 interviews with platform workers,
Fairwork continued to engage with worker representatives,
such as IFAT (Indian Federation of App Based Transport
Workers), to understand their changing needs. Fairwork

also deepened its engagement with platforms this year,
with nine platforms participating in the research process.
This increasing engagement with workers and platforms,
over the past four years, has allowed Fairwork to play

a part in catalysing positive changes in conditions for
workers.

Three platforms now incorporate policies to compensate
earnings to ensure that workers do not fall below the
hourly local minimum wage after considering work-related
costs. One platform has added clauses in the contracts
with its third-party vendors requiring them to guarantee
at least the hourly local minimum wages for their workers
and to have an audit process to ensure compliance.
Platforms have taken approaches to improving work
conditions in various ways: from having toll-free numbers,
enabling calls during emergencies, instituting audits of the
weight of goods to be delivered, to having comprehensive
loss of pay policies. Changes to contracts are evident as
three platforms have now committed to a definite time
period to notify workers of any changes to terms and
conditions, and another platform has agreed to drop a
clause that required workers to give preemptive consent
for any changes to its data protection framework. Six
platforms have agreed to symmetrically cap the liability of
workers, while three have also agreed to repeal clauses
requiring workers to seek legal recourse only through
platform-appointed arbitrators. Platforms have made
changes to their operational and management policies

to include external audits of work allocation processes
and internal processes to mine and act on discriminatory
comments and ratings by customers. These changes
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are welcome steps toward our vision of a fairer platform
economy.

Through our scores, we also hope to provide conscientious
investors and consumers an indicator and a scale to be
intentional about the platform they choose to interact
with. Our yearly ratings give consumers the ability to
choose the better scoring platforms operating in a sector,
thus contributing to pressure on platforms to improve
their working conditions and their scores. In this way, we
enable consumers and investors to be workers’ allies in
the fight for a fairer platform economy. Beyond individual
consumer choices, we hope our scores can help inform
the procurement, investment, and partnership policies
of large organisations. They can serve as a reference for
institutions and companies who want to ensure they are
supporting fair labour practices.

Figure 3: Fairwork’s Principles:
Continuous Worker-guided Evolution

There is nothing inevitable about poor working conditions
in the platform economy. Notwithstanding their claims

to the contrary, platforms have substantial control over
flexibility and the nature of the jobs that they mediate.
Workers who find their jobs through platforms are
ultimately still workers, and there is no basis for denying
them the key rights and protections that their counterparts
in the formal sector have long enjoyed. Our scores show
that the platform economy, as we know it today, already
takes many forms, with some platforms displaying greater
concern for workers’ needs than others. This means

that we do not need to accept low pay, poor conditions,
inequity, and a lack of agency and voice as the norm. We
hope that our work — by mapping the contours of today’s
platform economy — paints a picture of what it could
become.

Fairwork
Principles

Changes to Principles

(agreed at annual Fairwork symposium that
brings together all country teams)

Periodic International
Stakeholder Consultations

(involving gig workers’, workers’
organisations, cooperatives, etc)

Annual Country-level
Stakeholder
Consultations

(involving gig workers’, workers’
organisations, cooperatives, etc)

Yearly Fieldwork across
Fairwork Countries

(involving surveys and in-depth
interviews of gig workers)

Ongoing Advocacy Efforts

(involving campaigns for worker rights and
support to workers’ organisations)




The Fairwork
Pledge

As part of this process of change, we have introduced a
Fairwork pledge. This pledge harnesses ethically minded
organisations’ to support fairer platform work. Organisations
like universities, schools, businesses, and non-profit
organisations irrespective of whether or not they make use of
platform labour, can make a difference by supporting labour
practices guided by our five principles of fair work. Those who
sign the pledge get to display our badge on organisational

materials.

The pledge constitutes two levels. This first is as an official
Fairwork Supporter, which entails publicly demonstrating
support for fairer platform work, and making resources
available to staff and members to help them in deciding
which platforms to engage with. We are proud to announce
that nine organisations signed on as Fairwork Supporters
in India in 2022, with more committing to do so soon. A
second level of the pledge entails organisations committing
to concrete and meaningful changes in their own practices
as official Fairwork Partners, for example by committing to
using better-rated platforms where there is a choice. More
information on the Pledge, and how to sign up, is on the
Fairwork website.*

MORE INFORMATION ON THE
PLEDGE, AND HOW T0 SIGN UP,
IS AVAILABLE AT

WWW.FAIR.WORK/PLEDGE

Official Partner

Together for Fair Platform Work

f \ Fairwork
O




The International Labour Organisation (ILO) defines a
“digital labour platform” as an enterprise that mediates and
facilitates “labour exchange between different users, such
as businesses, workers and consumers”#°. That includes
digital labour “marketplaces” where “businesses set up the
tasks and requirements and the platforms match these to

a global pool of workers who can complete the tasks within
the specified time”s°. Marketplaces that do not facilitate
labour exchanges - for example, Airbnb (which matches
owners of accommodation with those seeking to rent short-
term accommodation) and eBay (which matches buyers
and sellers of goods) - are excluded from the definition.
The ILO’s definition of “digital labour platform” is widely
accepted and includes many different business models®2.

Fairwork’s research covers digital labour platforms that
fall within this definition that aim to connect individual
service providers with consumers of the service through
the platform interface. Fairwork’s research does not cover
platforms that mediate offers of employment between
individuals and employers (whether on a long-term or a
temporary basis).

Fairwork distinguishes between two types of these
platforms. The first is ‘geographically-tethered’ platforms

where the work is required to be done in a particular

location such as delivering food from a restaurant to an
apartment, driving a person from one part of town to
another or cleaning. These are often referred to as ‘gig work
platforms’. The second is ‘cloudwork’ platforms where the
work can, in theory, be performed from any location via the
internet.

The thresholds for meeting each principle are different for
location-based and cloudwork platforms because location-
based work platforms can be benchmarked against local
market factors, risks/harms, and regulations that apply

in that country. In contrast, cloudwork platforms cannot
because (by their nature) the work be performed from
anywhere and so different market factors, risks/harms,
and regulations apply, depending on where the work is
performed.

The platforms covered by Fairwork’s research have different
business, revenue, and governance models, including
employment-based, subcontractor, commission-based,
franchise, piece-rate, shift-based, and subscription models.
Some of those models involve the platforms making direct
payments to workers (including through sub-contractors).




The five Principles of Fairwork were developed through an
extensive literature review of published research on job
quality, stakeholder meetings at UNCTAD and the ILO in
Geneva (involving platform operators, policymakers, trade
unions, and academics), and in-country meetings with local
stakeholders.

Each Fairwork Principle is divided into two thresholds.
Accordingly, for each Principle, the scoring system
allows the first to be awarded corresponding to the first

Table 1 Fairwork: Scoring System

threshold and an additional second point to be awarded
corresponding to the second threshold (see Table 1). The
second point under each Principle can only be awarded

if the first point for that Principle has been awarded. The
thresholds specify the evidence required for a platform
to receive a given point. Where no verifiable evidence is
available that meets a given threshold, the platform is not
awarded that point.

Principle 1:
Fair Pay

Principle 2:
Fair Conditions

Principle 3:
air Contracts

Principle 4:
Fair Management

Principle 5: Fair
Representation

Ensures workers earn at
least the local minimum
wage after costs

Mitigates task-specific

Provides clear and
transparent terms and
conditions

Provides due process
for decisions affecting
workers

Assures freedom of
assoc-iation and the
expression of collective
worker voice

Maximum possible Fairwork Score

Ensures workers earn at
least a local living wage
after costs

Ensures that no
unfair contract terms are
imposed

Provides equity in the
management process

Supports democratic
governance

Fairwork




Platform workers often have substantial work-related costs
to cover, such as transport between jobs, supplies, fuel,
insurance, and maintenance on a vehicle®2 Workers’ costs
sometimes mean their take-home earnings may fall below
the local minimum wage®:. Workers also absorb the costs of
an extra time commitment when they spend time waiting or

travelling between jobs or other unpaid activities necessary

for their work, which are also considered active hours® To
achieve this point, platforms must ensure that work-related
costs do not push workers below the local minimum wage.

Workers earn at least the local minimum wage or the

wage set by collective sectoral agreement (whichever
is higher) where they work, in their active hours, after
costs®®.

In some places, the minimum wage is not enough to allow
workers to afford a basic but decent standard of living. To
achieve this point platforms must ensure that work-related
costs do not push workers below local living wage.

» Workers earn at least a local living wage or the wage set
by collective sectoral agreement (whichever is higher)
where they work, in their active hours, after costs®”.

Platform workers may encounter a number of risks in the
course of their work, including accidents and injuries,
harmful materials, and crime and violence. To achieve this
point platforms must show that they are aware of these
risks and take steps to mitigate them.

« There are policies or practices in place that protect
workers’ health and safety from task-specific risks®e.

 Platforms take adequate, responsible, and ethical data
protection and management measures in a documented
policy.

Platform workers are vulnerable to the possibility of
abruptly losing their income as the result of unexpected or
external circumstances, such as sickness or injury. Most
countries provide a social safety net to ensure workers
don’t experience sudden poverty due to circumstances
outside their control. However, platform workers usually
don’t qualify for protections such as sick pay, because of
their independent contractor status. In recognition of the
fact that most workers are dependent on income they earn
from platform work, platforms can achieve this point by
ensuring that workers are compensated for loss of income
due to inability to work.

Platforms take meaningful steps to ensure that workers
are compensated for income loss due to inability to work
commensurate with the worker’s average earnings over
the past three months.

Where workers are unable to work for an extended period
due to unexpected circumstances, their standing on the
platform is not negatively impacted.

The terms and conditions governing platform work are not
always clear and accessible to workers®. To achieve this
point, the platform must demonstrate that workers can
understand, agree to, and access their work conditions at
all times and that they have legal recourse if the other party
breaches those conditions.

The party contracting with the worker must be identified
in the contract, and subject to the law of the place in
which the worker works.

The contract is communicated in full in clear and
comprehensible language that workers could be expected
to understand.

The contract is accessible to workers at all times.

Every worker is notified of proposed changes in a
reasonable timeframe before changes come into effect;.
and the changes should not reverse existing accrued
benefits and reasonable expectations on which workers
have relied.




In some cases, especially under ‘independent contractor’
classifications, workers carry a disproportionate amount of

risk for engaging in a contract with the service user. They may

be liable for any damage arising in the course of their work,
and they may be prevented by unfair clauses from seeking
legal redress for grievances. To achieve this point, platforms
must demonstrate that risks and liability of engaging in the
work is shared between parties.

Takes appropriate steps to ensure that the contract does
not include clauses which exclude liability for negligence
nor unreasonably exempt the platform from liability for
working conditions.

Takes appropriate steps to ensure that the contract
does not include clauses which prevent workers from
effectively seeking redress for grievances which arise
from the working relationship.

Platform workers can experience arbitrary deactivation;
being barred from accessing the platform without
explanation, and potentially losing their income. Workers
may be subject to other penalties or disciplinary decisions
without the ability to contact the service user or the platform
to challenge or appeal them if they believe they are unfair. To
achieve this point, platforms must demonstrate an avenue
for workers to meaningfully appeal disciplinary actions.

There is a channel for workers to communicate with a
human representative of the platform. This channel is
documented in a contract and available on the platform
interface. Platforms should respond to workers within a
reasonable timeframe.

There is a process for workers to meaningfully appeal low
ratings, non-payment, payment issues, deactivations, and
other penalties and disciplinary actions. This process is
documented in a contract and available on the platform
interface®®.

In the case of deactivations, the appeals process must

be available to workers who no longer have access to the
platform.

« Workers are not disadvantaged for voicing concerns or
appealing disciplinary actions.

The majority of platforms do not actively discriminate

against particular groups of workers. However, they may
inadvertently exacerbate already existing inequalities in

their design and management. For example, there is a lot of
gender segregation between different types of platform work.
To achieve this point, platforms must show not only that they
have policies against discrimination, but also that they seek
to remove barriers for disadvantaged groups, and promote
inclusion.

There is a policy which ensures the platform does not
discriminate on grounds such as race, social origin, caste,
ethnicity, nationality, gender, sex, gender identity and
expression, disability, religion or belief, age or any other
status.

Where persons from a disadvantaged group (such as

women) are significantly under-represented among a

pool of workers, it seeks to identify and remove barriers
to access by persons from that group.

It takes practical measures to promote equality of
opportunity for workers from disadvantaged groups,
including reasonable accommodation for pregnancy,
disability, and religion or belief.

If algorithms are used to determine access to work

or remuneration or the type of work and pay scales
available to workers seeking to use the platform, these
are transparent and do not result in inequitable outcomes
for workers from historically or currently disadvantaged
groups.

It has mechanisms to reduce the risk of users
discriminating against workers from disadvantaged
groups in accessing and carrying out work.

It takes practical measures to promote equality of
opportunity for workers from disadvantaged groups,
including reasonable accommodation for pregnancy,
disability, and religion or belief.

If algorithms are used to determine access to work or
remuneration, these are transparent and do not result




in inequitable outcomes for workers from historically or
currently disadvantaged groups.

« It has mechanisms to reduce the risk of users
discriminating against workers from disadvantaged
groups in accessing and carrying out work.

Freedom of association is a fundamental right for

all workers, and enshrined in the constitution of the
International Labour Organisation, and the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. The right for workers

to organise, collectively express their wishes —and
importantly — be listened to, is an important prerequisite
for fair working conditions.

However, rates of organisation amongst platform workers
remain low. To achieve this point, platforms must

ensure that the conditions are in place to encourage the
expression of collective worker voice. Whether or not
platforms set the terms on which workers are retained

by service users, platforms must demonstrate that they
have taken appropriate steps to ensure that workers are
informed of their rights (and have mechanisms in place to
help protect those rights) and that workers are directed to
appropriate collective bodies or trade unions.

There is a documented mechanism for the expression of
collective worker voice.

There is a formal policy of willingness to recognise or
bargain with, a collective body of workers or trade union
that is clearly communicated to all workers.6*

Freedom of association is not inhibited, and workers are
not disadvantaged in any way for communicating their
concerns, wishes, and demands to the platform.s?

While rates of organisation remain low, platform workers’
associations are emerging in many sectors and countries.
We are also seeing a growing number of cooperative worker-
owned platforms. To realise fair representation, workers
must have a say in the conditions of their work. This could

be through a democratically governed cooperative model,

a formally recognised union, or the ability to undertake

collective bargaining with the platform.

Workers play a meaningful role in governing it.

It publicly and formally recognises an independent
collective body of workers, an elected works council,
or trade union.

It seeks to implement meaningful mechanisms for
collective representation or bargaining.

This year, twelve platforms that provided location-based
platform work in India in 2022 were identified based on
the size of their workforce, the services they offered, their
consumer base, and the investment they had attracted. In
addition to the platforms that were studied last year, one
platform (Zepto) was added to the study this year. For each
of these platforms, worker interviews were conducted,
evidence from management was sought, and desk research
was carried out. We interviewed workers in Bangalore,
Delhi, and Kochi.

We conducted 348 worker case-studies, completing
interviews with up to 30 workers per platform, across

the three cities, between May and November 2022. Not

all platforms operated in all three cities. The goal of the
interviews was to build an understanding of the conditions
of work in the platform economy throughout the year.
Interviews were conducted by four research associates with
input from other team members. In parallel, platforms were
contacted for evidence on conditions of work, including
data on their workers, and examples of management action
across the principles. These include cases of intervention
when there was discrimination, helping workers file
insurance claims, setting up training programs, and holding
meetings with workers. Finally, inputs from secondary
sources such as news articles, reports, social media, and
academic publications were taken into account.

Efforts were made to capture as much variety among
workers as possible. For the domestic service platform,
Urban Company, the aim was to cover multiple occupations
on the platform (salon, appliance and electrical repair,
cleaning, plumbing, and carpentry). Similarly, for ride-
hailing platforms, a variety of cab categories (hatchback,

sedan, SUV) were included across the different locations in

the studied cities. Where possible, attempts were made to
speak to under-represented groups, such as women in the
delivery and ride-hailing sectors.




A decision was made to not rely on platforms to access
workers to avoid any harm to potential participants or
biased responses. Workers were recruited through our
social networks by snowballing and by availing services.
Workers were interviewed only after explaining the study
and securing their consent to participate. Interviews
were conducted face-to-face, or by telephone, depending
on interviewed worker’s schedule and convenience.
Where workers were recruited by availing services, they
were asked if they would participate in the study once
the transaction was complete. Participants in the study
(except for those participating in group interviews) were
compensated monetarily, or by purchasing additional
services as suggested by the participants. Thirty two
participants declined compensation.
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