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Abstract

Informal work refers to employment that is not, or is only partially, covered by 
formal arrangements, often resulting in limited or no social security contributions 
and protection for the workers involved. This issue lies at the core of social security 
systems, which aim to protect individuals against social risks and uphold solidarity 
through redistribution. Given the diverse nature of informal employment, policy 
responses vary depending on the worker groups targeted and the objectives to 
be achieved. While some informal workers may benefit from measures such as 
administrative simplification and reduced social contributions, the formalisation 
of others may require stricter enforcement and effective monitoring.

In recent years, digital labour platforms have rapidly expanded as providers of 
work. As a specific subcategory of non-standard employment, platform work has a 
strong tendency to informalise work. Due to its structural characteristics, platform 
work often leaves workers (un)intentionally unprotected against social risks.

Given the significant share of informal employment in the EU’s platform 
economy, this paper focuses on formalisation measures aimed at strengthening 
social security coverage. It examines examples from outside the EU, as various 
approaches to protecting informal platform workers have been explored globally. 
Since platform workers within and beyond the EU face similar or comparable 
challenges, identifying good practices can provide valuable insights. By doing 
so, this paper aims to offer guidance on how the EU and its Member States can 
formalise the platform economy to meet the objectives set out in the European 
Pillar of Social Rights and the 2019 Council Recommendation on access to social 
protection.
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1.	 Introduction

1.1	� Informal (platform) work as a challenge  
for social security schemes

Social security systems have traditionally been designed around the formal 
economy. Informal work arrangements, often associated with higher poverty 
rates and a lack of decent working conditions, exclude workers from social 
security protection (ILO 2002: 54). The Covid-19 pandemic further exposed the 
vulnerability of informal workers (European Commission 2022: 2) as millions 
faced income losses without access to formal safety nets (Ohnsorge and Yu 2022: 
3) or government support programmes that were only available to formal workers 
(Webb et al. 2020: 1006). Exclusion from labour law and social security not only 
threatens income security and individual protection (see e.g. Lund 2012: 14-15) 
but also undermines the principles of solidarity and redistribution that form the 
foundation of social security systems.

The most widely used definition of informal work, both within and beyond 
the EU (e.g. European Commission 2021b: 2), is the one provided by the ILO 
(ILO Resolution on Decent Work and the Informal Economy (2002) and ILO 
Recommendation No. 204 (2015)). These instruments define informal work as:

… all economic activities by workers and economic units that are – in law or in 
practice – not covered or insufficiently covered by formal arrangements. (ILO 
2002: para. 3; ILO 2015: art. 2(a))

This broad definition highlights the heterogeneity of informal employment (see 
Chen and Vanek 2013: 391-392; OECD 2023: 88-89). The prevalence of informal 
work depends on several factors, including the sector of employment (see e.g. 
Webb et al. 2020: 1006), the classification of the activity (e.g. self-employment; 
see Heintz 2010: 6-8; also ILO 2021a: 3) and the drivers behind informality 
(Duman 2024: 2). 

Although informal employment, as a share of total employment, is gradually 
declining (ILO 2024c: 29-30), it remains a persistent challenge in the world 
of work (OECD 2023: 14). Measuring its exact scope is difficult, but the ILO 
estimates that more than one half of workers worldwide are employed informally 
(ILO 2024c: 15), with significant cross-regional differences (OECD and ILO 2019: 
26-27). Studies indicate that informal work in the EU increased sharply during the 
Covid-19 pandemic (Schneider and Asllani 2022: 13). Since then, the proportion 
of informal work has declined, but the absolute number of informal workers 
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is expected to rise as the working population grows (ILO 2024c: 29; see also 
Franic et al. 2023: 15-21). This suggests that, despite overall declines, informality 
remains deeply embedded in certain sectors and continues to evolve in response 
to structural labour market changes.

One sector where informality is particularly pronounced is the platform economy. 
Platform work is expanding rapidly (OECD 2023: 146) and is estimated to include 
43 million workers in the EU in 2025 (European Council and Council of the EU 
2024). Platform work is organised by digital labour platforms matching workers 
with clients (Pulignano et al. 2024: 1247). The Platform Work Directive1 defines 
digital labour platforms as natural or legal persons providing services performed 
by an individual in return for payment, upon the request of the service recipient, 
at least partially at a distance by electronic means and through the involvement of 
automated decision-making or monitoring systems (art. 2, 1(a)). More importantly, 
a significant portion of platform workers operate informally, both outside the EU 
(ILO 2018: 11; see also ILO 2021b: 174-176) and within it (Hooker and Antonucci 
2022: 12; see also recitals 27, 57 and 59 of the Platform Work Directive). 

1.2	 Aim and structure of the paper

Platform work inherently carries the risk of increasing labour market informality 
which, in turn, can lead to the exclusion of workers from social security protection. 
While the ILO definition (see above) acknowledges the heterogeneity of the 
informal economy, this paper adopts a more specific approach from a social 
security (administrative) perspective, defining informal work as either: (1) work 
performed without being known to the social security authorities (‘undeclared’); or 
(2) work that is known to the authorities but which misrepresents its quantitative 
significance (e.g. hours worked, income earned, etc.), referred to as ‘underdeclared’ 
work (see also the broader definition in OECD 2023: 43 and 2024a: 32). Within 
this framework, the focus is on informal platform workers who are excluded 
from social protection not by choice but due to structural, legal or administrative 
barriers.2 Workers who voluntarily evade social security obligations fall outside 
the scope of this analysis as they require a different policy approach. Instead, 
this paper prioritises those who are unintentionally left without social protection 
despite needing it.

The central research question guiding this paper is the following: which 
formalisation measures from third countries can be discerned as relevant policy 
examples for EU Member States to formalise informal platform work in their social 

1.	 Directive (EU) 2024/2831 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 
2024 on improving working conditions in platform work, Official Journal of the European 
Union 11.11.2024.

2.	 Although the differentiation between intentional and unintentional non-compliance is 
not always clear, the scope of the working paper argues for the delineation of a specific 
category of informal platform workers. Departing from unintentional non-compliance 
allows a focus on a specific set of formalisation measures, i.e. those targeted at adapting 
social coverage to the specific characteristics of, and extending protection to, platform 
work rather than having recourse to more reactive actions.
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security systems, in view of the necessity of ensuring access to social protection 
for workers and the self-employed in the European Pillar of Social Rights and 
the Recommendation on access to social protection? To address this question, 
the paper explores formalisation measures from outside the EU in relation to the 
identified characteristics of the (informal) platform economy. Where access to 
legislation is limited, secondary sources have been consulted to complement the 
analysis.

Social policy in non-European states often shows a more explicit focus on the 
formalisation of work (see e.g. Zotova 2022: 64) as these countries implement 
measures specifically targeted at the informal economy. As formalising informal 
work is not the main cornerstone of contemporary EU social policy, examining 
country examples from outside the EU and their specific approaches to social 
protection may prove to be interesting in gaining new policy insights and in 
highlighting (new) challenges and possible solutions. The country examples 
discussed in this paper have been selected based on the presence of formalisation 
measures explicitly targeted at informal platform workers, or broader categories of 
informal employment in so far as platform workers are either also included or that 
the measures taken are adapted to their specific characteristics. While numerous 
initiatives have been implemented globally to formalise the informal platform 
economy, this paper assumes that the challenges faced by platform workers both 
inside and outside the EU are comparable (as noted by the European Commission 
2021b: 5; see also McKinnon 2019: 7-9; and, in a similar fashion, Behrendt et al. 
2019: 18). The EU Communication on Decent Work Worldwide supports this 
perception by highlighting that international partnerships not only help formalise 
informal economies in partner countries but also allow the EU to exchange good 
practices (European Commission 2022: 16). 

To illustrate potential approaches to formalisation, sections 4-6 present examples 
of national policies from regions with more extensive experience of formalising 
the informal (platform) economy. These national measures are categorised into 
three main clusters: (1) extension of social security protection to informal platform 
workers (Section 4); (2) facilitation of social security contribution payments 
(Section 5); and (3) enhancement of transparency and administrative cooperation 
(Section 6). These measures are grouped based on the four dimensions set out 
in the Council Recommendation on access to social protection for workers and 
the self-employed (the 2019 Recommendation);3 that is, access must be formal, 
effective, adequate and transparent. Section 4 deals with measures focusing on 
formal coverage, whereas Section 5 considers national polices related to effective 
and adequate access (e.g. minimum income or contribution levels, contributory 
capacity). Section 6 contains examples ensuring transparency. 

The country examples are preceded by an assessment of the very characteristics 
of platform work as facilitators of informality (Section 2) and by an analysis of the 
relevance of formalising the informal platform economy in the light of European 

3.	 Council Recommendation of 8 November 2019 on access to social protection for workers 
and the self-employed 2019/C 387/01, Official Journal of the European Union 15.11.2019.
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social instruments (Section 3). While there is no single solution to formalisation 
(ILO 2021b: 221-222), measures are often part of a broader strategy and are 
implemented in an interconnected manner. The aim of this analysis is not to 
provide an exhaustive overview of successful formalisation measures, but rather 
to identify relevant approaches and highlight others taking place outside EU 
Member States as a means of broadening the debate in the EU about formalising 
(unintentional) informal platform work. 
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2.	� Flexibility of platform work  
as facilitator of informality 

Although empirical evidence remains limited, research suggests that platform 
work facilitates informality (Hauben et  al. 2020: 21; Kilhoffer et  al. 2020: 93; 
see also OECD 2023: 34). The platform economy blurs the boundaries between 
employment and self-employment, leaving workers in regulatory grey areas 
(Behrendt et al. 2019: 19, 30; see also Golman and Ernst 2022: 27, 36) and creating 
ambiguous employment relationships with unclear social security obligations 
(European Commission 2018a: 73; see also Hauben 2021: 6). Moreover, 
those working for multiple platforms simultaneously have their employment 
classification and social security coverage assessed on the basis of each specific 
activity performed (De Becker et al. 2024a: 7), possibly resulting in multiple and 
diverging employment statuses.

In addition, digital labour platforms fragment traditional jobs into smaller tasks, 
increasing the risk of (un)intentional non-compliance with labour and social 
security laws (Williams et  al. 2020: 14-15). Platform workers often earn low 
and irregular incomes, with earnings frequently falling below minimum wage 
thresholds (Campbell 2022: 119). Additionally, many perform unpaid work 
such as waiting for assignments or completing tasks to build their reputation on 
platforms, further reducing their overall earnings (Wood et al. 2019: 943-944; see 
also Pulignano 2019: 632-633). The temporary and task-based nature of platform 
work creates a precarious environment (Behrendt et al. 2019: 18-19), leading to 
unpredictable schedules, job and income insecurity and fragmented employment 
relationships (Forde et al. 2017: 34). 

Furthermore, Flash Eurobarometer 467 highlights that many platform workers 
struggle with the complexity of declaring their income for social security purposes. 
This can lead to unintentional non-declaration or underdeclaration of earnings, 
further contributing to exclusion from (or inadequate levels of) social protection 
(Spasova et al. 2017: 56). Additionally, unclear and burdensome administrative 
procedures increase the risk of non-compliance (Quaresma et  al. 2023: 91). 
The risk of undeclared work is particularly high among self-employed platform 
workers who misclassify their activities as non-commercial or are unaware of 
proper declaration procedures (Williams et al. 2020: 14-15). Indeed, collaborative 
platforms may increase unintentional non-compliance if declaration procedures 
via platforms are disproportionately difficult or complex and the self-employed 
(as a consequence) are not aware of the obligation to declare (all) their activities to 
the national social security authorities (Williams et al. 2020: 15). This is especially 
the case where they combine several smaller scale tasks or microtasks via multiple 
platforms or with their main occupation. 
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In fact, platform work appears to drive informality and, consequently, contributes 
to the exclusion of workers from social protection (Carré 2020: 53, 58). While 
social security research has largely focused on improving access for formal non-
standard and platform workers (see e.g. Daugareilh 2021; De Becker et al. 2024b; 
Sieker 2022; Spasova et  al. 2017), less attention has been paid to the informal 
platform economy and policy measures to encourage formalisation. However, as 
platform work continues to expand, the urgency to address informality increases. 
Without effective policy interventions, a growing number of workers risk being 
excluded from essential social protections. Ensuring the formalisation of informal 
platform workers is therefore not only a matter of regulatory compliance but a key 
step toward strengthening social security systems in the digital age.
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3.	� Adequate social protection:  
an EU objective

At EU level, the right to adequate social protection for all workers is enshrined in 
the European Pillar of Social Rights (EPSR) and further implemented through the 
2019 Recommendation.

The adoption of the EPSR in 2017 can be considered a new step in reaffirming 
social rights within the EU (see e.g. Grossi et al. 2022: 3-4; Pennings and Vonk 
2023: 445; consider also Sabato et  al. 2025: 126-129). The EPSR consists of 
20 key principles, structured across three chapters. Under the chapter on ‘Social 
protection and inclusion’, Principle 12 states that, regardless of the type and 
duration of their employment relationship, workers and, under comparable 
conditions, the self-employed have the right to adequate social protection 
(European Commission 2023a). To implement this principle, the Council adopted 
the 2019 Recommendation which seeks to establish minimum standards in social 
protection for both workers and the self-employed, taking into account the EU’s 
limited competences in this area.4

The 2019 Recommendation aims to ensure that all workers – whether engaged 
in standard or non-standard forms of employment (including platform work) 
or as self-employed – have formal, effective, adequate and transparent access to 
social protection (art. 2). The 2019 Recommendation does not explicitly address 
informal work, but various references to it can be found throughout the preparatory 
documents. These references underline the importance of paying due attention to 
informal work and taking the necessary steps to formalise it and ensure adequate 
social protection.

The accompanying Impact Assessment of the 2019 Recommendation highlights 
the emergence of the informal economy as a consequence of increased 
labour market flexibility – of which platform work is one of the most evident 
manifestations (Barrio 2023: 20-23) – emphasising the need for effective welfare 
policies to address this issue (European Commission 2018b: 7). Moreover, policies 
that might increase undeclared practices are recognised as likely both to reduce 

4.	 The Council Recommendation was adopted on the basis of both art. 153(1) and art. 352 
TFEU (see recital 3). On the one hand, art. 153(1) allows the Union to support and 
complement the competences of its Member States with regard to social security and social 
protection of workers. As the EU may only act in a complementary manner, EU Member 
States retain the competence to organise their social security systems. On the other hand, 
adopting measures for the self-employed are taken using art. 352 TFEU in so far as action 
is necessary to attain one of the objectives in the Treaties and where the Treaties have not 
provided the necessary competences to the EU to do so. This in turn requires unanimity.
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the coverage and counteract the purpose of the 2019 Recommendation (see e.g. 
ICF and European Centre for Social Welfare Policy and Research 2024: 9 and 
16). At the same time, formalising the informal (platform) economy and providing 
social protection contributes to the realisation of adequate social protection for all 
workers. Not recognising the need to ensure social coverage for informal workers 
would essentially trump the underlying rationale of the 2019 Recommendation. 
This would thereby defeat its aim of closing the gaps in access to social protection 
in order, among other things, to avoid unfair competition and the abuse of 
employment status through the non-payment of social contributions (European 
Commission 2018c: 2). 

The need to pay sufficient attention to informal work can also be linked to two 
crucial principles of the 2019 Recommendation. First, it explicitly states that 
the sustainability of national social security systems has to be upheld (art. 9). 
Not considering informal (platform) workers or extending coverage without 
considering their specific characteristics goes against these observations and may 
undermine fair competition and the sustainability of social protection systems. 
Second, the Recommendation is neutral in terms of labour status (art. 8): the 
fundamental principles shaping social security apply equally to all professionally 
active individuals, regardless of the type of work they perform. This means that 
social security laws should account for the specific working conditions of different 
labour arrangements. 

In this regard, the 2019 Recommendation recognises the need for a tailor-made 
approach that goes beyond traditional worker classifications (employed vs. self-
employed). In doing so, it acknowledges that new and non-standard forms of 
work – such as platform work – may require adapted solutions to ensure effective 
social protection (recitals 18-19; see also Schoukens and Bruynseraede 2021: 17). 
Whereas coverage is thus extended to all workers, it is crucial that non-standard 
workers can effectively contribute to and accumulate entitlements in social security 
schemes. Not considering the inherent characteristics of informal platform 
workers may either obstruct access to social protection or reinforce present 
hindrances concerning affiliation to such schemes. It is therefore important to 
consider formalisation measures which specifically deal with the characteristics of 
informal platform workers. 

Formalising the informal platform economy can also play a crucial role in achieving 
the social targets set out in the EPSR Action Plan 2021 (Quaresma et al. 2023: 7). 
The Action Plan establishes three key targets for 2030: increasing employment to 
at least 78% of the European population aged 20-64; ensuring that at least 60% of 
all adults annually are participating in training; and reducing the number of people 
at risk of poverty or social exclusion by at least 15 million (European Commission 
2021a: 6-7). Tackling undeclared and underdeclared work directly supports these 
objectives, particularly in increasing employment rates and reducing poverty and 
social exclusion (Quaresma et al. 2023: 7).

Most informal workers belong to lower income brackets, making them more 
vulnerable to poverty risks than those in formal employment (ILO 2002: 54). In 
addition, other informal workers do not contribute to social security but neither 
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do they qualify for social assistance programmes as they do not meet the required 
means test (Araji and el Baba 2023: 11). Platform workers are often part of the 
‘missing middle’ (Datta et al. 2023: 153) as it can be difficult to track their income 
and employment status, while low and volatile service payments limit their 
contributory capacity in social insurance schemes (Rodriguez Tapia and Datta 
2023: 2). However, once exposed to social risks without the ability to rely on social 
insurance mechanisms, a sudden loss of income due to illness, unemployment 
or other contingencies can push them into poverty (Guven et  al. 2021: 28; see 
also Joubert 2021). This arguably requires measures to incorporate the informal 
platform economy in social insurance schemes through contribution payments.

Despite the adoption of the EPSR and the 2019 Recommendation, gaps in social 
protection coverage persist. A 2023 European Commission report highlights 
that millions of atypical workers and the self-employed remain excluded from 
unemployment benefits and other key social protections (European Commission 
2023b: 4-5). Platform workers face significant barriers due to their ambiguous 
legal status, fragmented work patterns and the increasing role of algorithmic 
management in digital labour platforms. So far, the 2019 Recommendation has 
not been a turning point in improving social protection for large groups of non-
standard workers.

Similarly, neither does the new Directive on Platform Work seem to have brought 
about a substantial shift in access to social protection. Although it has provided 
some clarity on the labour status of platform workers through the legal presumption 
of an employment relationship, the Directive specifically carves out social security 
from the presumption (art. 5, 3; see also recital 32),5 resulting in no clarity in 
so far as workers’ employment status for social security purposes is concerned. 
Nonetheless, the Directive explicitly recognises the use of undeclared work in 
platform work (recitals 28, 57 and 59). Given the absence of the means to address 
formalisation measures in respect of social security, it is arguable that additional 
insights on how platform workers can be covered (adequately) in national social 
security systems is much-needed – a gap this paper wishes to address.

Lastly, the La Hulpe Declaration6 can also be mentioned as a reason why more 
attention should be given to informal work at EU level, as part of the objective to 
ensure adequate protection for all. In April 2024, the EU reaffirmed its commitment 
to strengthening the EPSR through this Declaration, emphasising the importance 
of mainstreaming the EPSR across all policy areas, particularly in building a more 
inclusive and sustainable growth model, addressing social exclusion and reducing 
poverty, and upholding the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the values 
of the ILO (European Union 2024: para. 6, 32, 40, 43). The EU’s commitment to 
the SDGs has also been reiterated in previous communications (see e.g. European 
Commission 2019). In this context, tackling informality in platform work is crucial 
to ensuring that no workers are left behind in the transition towards a fair and 

5.	 Although Member States remain free to apply the presumption also to social security, as 
explicitly mentioned in this provision and in recital 32.

6.	 An interinstitutional declaration, signed by the European Commission, European 
Parliament and Council of the EU, the social partners and civil society on 16 April 2024.
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inclusive labour market (see e.g. ILO 2012: preamble; UNGA 2015: 3, 7; see also 
CESCR 2008: 11).



Tackling informality in the platform economy. A social security driven approach

                    	 WP 2025.07	 15

4.	� Extending social security coverage  
to informal platform workers

Various national measures have been introduced to extend social security coverage 
to the informal economy. These are either specifically focused on platform workers 
or potentially result in a positive effect on the social security coverage of informal 
platform workers. Social protection can be expanded either on a voluntary or a 
mandatory basis (Schoukens and Bruynseraede 2021: 27-28). While participation 
in social protection schemes is generally compulsory (Pieters 2006: 5), voluntary 
affiliation is not uncommon when it comes to informal workers (ILO 2021a: 
43; see, in a similar fashion, OECD 2024a: 128), not least as governments are 
careful about expanding coverage mandatorily to informal workers who are often 
characterised by low contributory capacities. Nonetheless, voluntary affiliation 
rarely entails a significant extension of social security coverage (ILO 2021a: 43; 
see also European Commission 2018c: 11). 

Extending social protection to informal platform workers can be achieved through 
the introduction of separate schemes, the expansion of mandatory social insurance 
coverage or by considering all work activities for social security entitlements and 
benefit accrual.

4.1	 Introduction of separate social security schemes

Efforts to extend social protection to informal workers have led to the introduction 
of various schemes, sometimes targeting specific categories of workers and, in 
other cases, aiming at the whole group of informal workers. These reforms can also 
contribute to the formalisation of platform work, though most existing schemes 
do not explicitly recognise platform work as a distinct category.

First, some countries have introduced separate schemes for the self-employed, 
recognising that they may be excluded from general social security protection. In 
Malaysia, for instance, the government has established the i-Saraan programme 
which allows the self-employed, including platform workers, voluntarily to 
contribute to their retirement savings (Abdul Rahim et  al. 2021: 22; Ghorpade 
et al. 2024a: 10). Contributions are flexible, can be made online and are partially 
matched by the government, with a 15% co-contribution up to a set threshold 
(Ghorpade et al. 2024b: 29; see also Rahim et al. 2022: 1672). In parallel, Malaysia 
has also introduced the Self-Employment Social Security Scheme (SESSS) which 
provides disability and work-related insurance for the self-employed (Ghorpade 
et  al. 2024a: 10). Initially mandatory only for the passenger transport sector, 
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SESSS was expanded to 19 additional sectors in 2020. However, like i-Saraan, 
participation remains limited (Ghorpade et  al. 2024b: 10-11), reinforcing the 
observation that simply mandating social security membership is insufficient to 
expand coverage significantly (Ghorpade et al. 2024b: 31).

Second, some countries have developed targeted social security schemes for 
vulnerable or informal workers who are excluded from general schemes. In 
Thailand, informal workers have access to three pension schemes including the 
National Savings Fund (NSF), a voluntary defined contribution pension scheme 
for unemployed and informal workers not covered by other pension systems 
(ILO 2022: 50; see also Lamanna et al. 2021: 38). The government co-finances 
individual accounts, with contributions increasing according to the age of the 
member (Chandoevwit 2013: 199; Wasi et al. 2021: 12). Despite these measures, 
participation remains low (Witvorapong et al. 2022: 220).7

A related approach involves microinsurance schemes which offer protection 
against specific social risks, such as health issues or income loss, while considering 
the limited contributory capacity of low income (informal) workers (Chandani 
2009: 1-2; see also Maleika and Kuriakose 2008: 1-2). Uganda provides an 
example of this approach, with the Uganda Retirements Benefits Regulatory 
Authority introducing two pension schemes specifically for low income informal 
workers: the Kampala City Traders Association-Uganda Provident Fund Scheme; 
and the Mazina Voluntary Individual Retirement Benefits Scheme (Mpanga 2020: 
44). These schemes aim to accommodate self-employed and informal workers 
unable to make regular contributions (URBRA 2017: 19). However, participation 
in these schemes has also remained limited (Ministry of Gender, Labour & Social 
Development of Uganda 2020: 71).

Several common trends and challenges emerge from these examples. First, 
voluntary schemes often fail to attract significant numbers of both formal and 
informal workers, as seen in Malaysia, Thailand and Uganda and also – with regard 
to voluntary access for the self-employed – even within the EU (see for example, 
European Commission 2018c: 11). Nonetheless, merely obligating affiliation does 
not have a significant effect on participation rates, as shown in the Malaysian SESSS 
scheme. These examples highlight the need for complementary measures (see also 
Section 4.2) such as simplified registration procedures, automatic enrolment and 
stronger incentives for participation. Financial constraints, limited awareness 
and administrative complexity are key deterrents (see, for example, ILO 2021a: 
12-13; Miti et  al. 2021c: 393-395). Second, while government subsidies or co-
contributions can improve accessibility, they alone are insufficient to encourage 
large-scale participation. The design of social security schemes must strike a 
balance between inclusiveness and financial sustainability (see also ILO 2021a: 
158), particularly in resource-constrained settings. 

7.	 พระราชบัญญัติ กองทุนการออมแห่งชาต ิ[National Savings Fund Act], 9 May B.E. 2554 (2011), 
Official Gazette 11 May B.E. 2554 (2011).
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4.2	� Extending the personal scope of existing social 
security schemes

In several countries, steps have been taken to extend the personal scope of already 
existing social security schemes towards (certain categories of) informal workers 
on a mandatory basis. Traditionally, social security systems were designed with 
the standard employment relationship in mind, often excluding non-standard 
workers and the self-employed. Confronted with the very nature of the informal 
economy, the eligibility criteria and contributory requirements of these national 
schemes have been adapted to align with the realities of informal (platform) work.

First, some countries have expanded the scope of their existing social security 
schemes by introducing intermediate categories to cover non-standard 
employment (Eichhorst et  al. 2013: 99). In the Republic of Korea, a separate 
category of labour provider has been introduced to extend coverage to workers 
in non-standard employment relationships, including platform workers (Lee 
2023: 49). This reform has ensured access to unemployment benefits, maternity 
protection and industrial injury insurance (ILO 2024a: 81; see also ILO 2024b: 4). 
A key feature of the Korean model is the removal of the exclusivity requirement, 
allowing workers engaged on multiple platforms to qualify for benefits under this 
scheme (Lee 2023: 49; see also below).8

In Zambia, all the self-employed were initially excluded from social security 
coverage, reinforcing informality. To address this, the government has extended 
coverage to certain categories of the self-employed, such as domestic workers 
and taxi drivers (Miti et al. 2021b: 32), many of whom work as platform workers. 
Additionally, the qualifying period for pensions has been reduced from fifteen 
to ten years for informal economy workers (Miti et al. 2021b: 32). To facilitate 
compliance, Zambia has introduced measures such as mobile payment options 
for contributions and the possibility of making advance payments, better aligning 
the system with the realities of informal work (Miti et al. 2021a: 406-407; see also 
NAPSA 2025).

Second, some countries have broadened the definition of ‘employee’ to include 
dependent self-employed and non-standard workers, at least for social security 
purposes. In the Kingdom of Eswatini, for example, the Labour Relations Act has 
expanded it to include individuals in situations of economic dependence, thereby 
extending labour protection to previously excluded groups (Nguyen and Simoes da 
Cunha 2019: 60; ILO 2021a: 76).9 Similarly, employers in Australia are required 
to contribute to the superannuation fund for employees (occupational or second 

8.	 Art. 77-6ff 고용보험법 [Employment Insurance Act], 27 December 1993, as amended by 
Law No. 17.859 of 5 January 2021; Art. 91(15) 산업재해보상보험법 [Workers’ Accident 
Compensation Insurance Act] 5 November 1963, as amended by Law No. 18.913 of 10 June 
2022.

9.	 Art. 2 of Industrial Relations Act No. 1 of 2000, 6 June 2000, Official Gazette 7 June 2000, 
defines an employee as ‘a person, whether or not the person is an employee at common 
law, who works for pay or other remuneration under a contract of service or under any 
other arrangement involving control by, or sustained dependence for the provision of work 
upon, another person’.
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pillar pensions). Under this system, the definition has been extended to include 
independent contractors working under a contract predominantly for their labour 
(OECD 2018: 61; see also Australian Taxation Office 2024).10

A more comprehensive extension can be found in Chile, where mandatory social 
security coverage has gradually been extended to all the self-employed. The 
reforms include mandatory contributions for health insurance, pensions and 
occupational risk protection (Asenjo Cruz et al. 2023: 40). Initially, coverage was 
limited to the self-employed who paid income tax (see, for example, OECD 2009: 
163), effectively excluding those who were fully informal (Bronfman and Reyes 
2018: 172). However, Law No. 21.13311 later expanded mandatory social security 
affiliation to all the self-employed (Arab Verdugo and Frontaura Marzolo 2022: 
22).

To strengthen access to social protection for platform workers, Law No. 21.43112 
requires labour platforms to guarantee social security contributions for self-
employed platform workers (ISSA 2023b; see also Arab Verdugo and Frontaura 
Marzolo 2022: 22). This measure obliges platforms to ensure that platform 
workers issue tax invoices, enabling their social security registration (Asenjo Cruz 
et al. 2023: 40). By combining coverage expansion with platform accountability, 
this reform has helped create a more level playing field between employed and self-
employed platform workers, mitigating the cost-driven incentives for platforms to 
rely on the self-employed (Arab Verdugo and Frontaura Marzolo 2022: 22).

The experiences of these countries bear similarities to policy developments at 
EU level. Both the academic literature and EU policy discussions highlight the 
economic dependence of some of the self-employed, particularly those relying on 
a single client for their main income (see e.g. Schoukens and Bruynseraede 2021: 
41). Various policy proposals have suggested strengthening their social protection 
by making the main principal responsible for social contributions (e.g. Eichhorst 
et al. 2013: 99). In the context of platform work, social security measures could 
require platforms to withhold social contributions from payments made to 
platform workers (Weber and Schoukens 2024: 227).

Similar approaches already exist in some EU Member States (e.g. Portugal, Italy, 
Spain, etc; see Weber et al. 2024: 47), where the (economically) dependent self-
employed receive stronger or adapted legal protection compared to other categories 
of the self-employed (Spasova et al. 2017: 59; see also Behrendt and Nguyen 2018: 
21-22). In cases where informal platform workers are economically dependent 

10.	 Art. 15A Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act 1993, No. 78, https://www.legislation.
gov.au/C2004A04633/latest/text; Art. 12 Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) 
Act 1992, No. 111, https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2004A04402/latest/text; etc.

11.	 Ley modifica las normas para la incorporación de los trabajadores independientes a los 
regímenes de protección social [Law amending the rules for the incorporation of self-
employed workers into social protection schemes], No. 21.133, 24 January 2019, Official 
Gazette 2 February 2019.

12.	 Ley modifica el Código del trabajo regulando el contrato de trabajadores de empresas 
de plataformas digitales de servicios [Law amending the labour code by regulating the 
contract of workers of digital service platform companies], No. 21.431, 8 March 2022, 
Official Gazette 11 March 2022.
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on a single platform, the examples provided suggest that social security coverage 
could be extended to these groups. However, extending social protection becomes 
more complex when platform workers derive income from multiple platforms 
(Schoukens 2020b: 5). If so, the definition of employment may be assessed for 
each specific activity individually, potentially creating diverging employment 
statuses and a lack of (adequate) social security benefits or entitlements if certain 
activities are considered to be marginal or not covered for certain social risks (i.e. 
as a self-employed worker). 

A possible solution could be a universal approach with tailor-made adjustments, 
ensuring differentiation only where necessary. Implementing social protection 
irrespective of employment status could help create a level playing field, at least 
for social security purposes (European Commission 2018c: 12). This, in turn, 
would render obsolete the carve out of the subordinate employment relationship 
for social security purposes in the Platform Work Directive. Furthermore, it would 
also deal with the critique that the scope of the Directive is too narrow (see e.g. 
Barrio 2023: 25; Rainone and Aloisi 2024: 4) as the employment relationship is 
no longer relevant for social security obligations and entitlements. 

As highlighted earlier, expanding social security coverage alone is insufficient to 
guarantee adequate protection. On top of this, policymakers must adapt the social 
security rules to match the realities of platform work. At first glance, some measures 
do try to include undeclared work in social protection schemes. Nonetheless, 
they also show that adapting eligibility criteria and contributory obligations to 
informal (platform) workers in specific or already existing schemes is necessary 
to guarantee that platform workers can fully participate in social security schemes 
(e.g. Chile). This may, in turn, avoid the underdeclaration of hours worked or 
income earned (see also the national examples below). Possible adjustments could 
include shifting the financial responsibilities to platforms, enabling benefit accrual 
across multiple platforms and simplifying payment procedures, all of which are 
critical steps toward ensuring adequate social protection.



20	 WP 2025.07

Eleni De Becker, Paul Schoukens and Kasper Daenen

5.	� Facilitating the payment of social 
security contributions

One of the main obstacles to formalising platform work is related to the payment 
of social contributions, which is often cited as a reason for the high number of 
informal platform workers (see e.g. ILO 2021a: 12-13; Miti et al. 2021c: 394-395; 
see also Behrendt et al. 2019: 31). A way to address this challenge is to simplify 
the financing arrangements (Behrendt and Nguyen 2018: 26). By reducing the 
complexity of social security payments at individual level, national policies can 
help overcome compliance difficulties, particularly in relation to tax and social 
security obligations (Behrendt et al. 2019: 31). 

The following sections explore three key approaches to improving contribution 
compliance: (1) unifying tax and social contribution payments; (2) identifying 
alternative contributors; and (3) adapting payment procedures to accommodate 
the realities of platform work.

5.1	� Unification of tax and social contributions 
payments

One of the most effective measures in extending social protection to informal 
platform workers has been the introduction of monotax regimes. These simplified 
systems combine taxes and social security contributions into a single payment 
(Ocampo and Gómez-Arteaga 2017: 16), making it easier for small businesses and 
the self-employed to comply with their obligations. However, the implementation 
of these regimes varies between countries.

In Argentina, the Simplified Regime for Small Taxpayers enables the self-employed, 
including platform workers, who are on low and medium incomes to make a single 
monthly payment covering taxes and social security contributions (Filipetto et al. 
2024: 263). This system grants access to old age pensions, disability insurance and 
healthcare (López Mourelo 2020: 79). However, it has been criticised for the gaps 
in coverage, particularly the lack of unemployment benefits and protection against 
industrial accidents (Filipetto et al. 2024: 273). To address informality further, 
Argentina has also introduced a social monotax as part of a broader formalisation 
policy targeting vulnerable workers (Sojo 2015: 78). Under this scheme, the state 
fully subsidises income and value added taxes as well as pension contributions, 
while individuals only pay a small fixed amount for healthcare (Torres 2018: 9). 
This social monotax applies to individual entrepreneurs and small associations as 
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long as their income does not exceed the lowest income threshold in the general 
monotax system (Castelao Caruana 2016: 21).13

In Uruguay, both general and social monotax regimes have been implemented. 
The general regime is available to the self-employed and small businesses that 
sell directly to final consumers and whose income does not exceed a predefined 
threshold. It covers specific economic activities, such as tourist guides, window 
cleaners and taxi services. Contributions are calculated based on a presumed 
monthly income, taking account of the limited contributory capacity of such 
workers (Aguiar et al. 2024: 8-9).14

In addition, Uruguay’s social monotax regime specifically targets own-account 
workers below the poverty line and those in situations of socioeconomic 
vulnerability (Teixeira 2021: 290). To encourage registration, contribution rates 
gradually increase over three years under the general regime and four years under 
the social one (Aguiar et al. 2024: 11). The system ensures that microentrepreneurs 
receive the same social security benefits as employees, motivated by the principle 
of solidarity (Ocampo and Gómez-Arteaga 2017: 16). However, criticisms persist, 
particularly regarding the absence of unemployment benefits and the low levels of 
retirement pensions and accident insurance coverage (Aguiar et al. 2024: 11, 45).

Some EU Member States have adopted similar approaches to simplify taxation and 
social security payments. In Estonia, the entrepreneur account combines income 
tax, social security contributions and pension contributions into a single business 
tax, making compliance easier for small-scale entrepreneurs (Vallistu 2023: 15). 

Although simplification and the introduction of more favourable tax regimes may 
encourage formalisation, mechanisms must be in place to ensure businesses do 
not remain indefinitely in favourable tax schemes and that timely transitions into 
the regular tax system occur (Cetrangolo et al. 2014: 71). Another trend observed 
in (social) monotax regimes is that they often require government subsidies to 
increase participation (ILO 2021a: 152; see also Behrendt and Nguyen 2018: 18-
19). Providing upfront subsidies to encourage contributions might be more effective 
than merely expanding benefits, though this approach may have an impact on the 
financial equilibrium of social security systems (see also in this regard ILO 2021a: 
158). Moreover, countries should avoid subsidising (informal) platform work to 
the extent that such measures infringe competition law and promote precarious 
employment, especially if subsidies are connected with the informality status of 
workers rather than their income status (see e.g. ILO 2021a: 49). 

13.	 Ley regimen simplificado para pequeños contribuyentes [Law on the Simplified Regime for 
Small Taxpayers], No. 24.977, 3 June 1998, Official Gazette 6 July 1998.

14.	 Art. 70-84 Ley de Reforma tributaria [Tax Reform Law], No. 18.083, 27 December 2006, 
Official Gazette 18 January 2007.
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5.2	 Identification of alternative contribution payers 

Since platform workers are not in traditional employment relationships, it is often 
unclear who should be responsible for collecting and remitting social security 
contributions. Although platform workers may be economically dependent on 
specific platforms, these often formally act as intermediaries rather than employers 
(see e.g. Webb et  al. 2020: 1009-1010). Several models have been explored to 
designate alternative contributors (see, for example, Weber and Schoukens 
2024: 227; see also Behrendt et al. 2019: 31-32). Two approaches here are worth 
considering, as explained further in 5.2.1 and 5.2.2.

5.2.1	 Platforms as alternative contributors

One approach is to assign responsibility to the platform itself. In India, the Social 
Security Act of 2020 established a social security fund for platform workers 
(Aggarwal 2023: 9-10; ISSA 2023a). Although workers remain responsible for 
enrolling (Sachdeva 2024: 172), the law introduced a 1-2% levy on the annual 
turnover of platforms and aggregators to finance the fund (Ministry of Law and 
Justice of India 2020: 70).15 This example shows that labour platforms can be 
made responsible for making contributions to ensure the social security protection 
of platform workers. 

Although designed in a different manner, platform operators in South Korea 
are required to remit social security contributions monthly on behalf of workers 
using their platforms (ILO 2024b: 5; see also ILO 2024a: 81).16 Whereas platform 
workers working for multiple labour platforms were previously excluded from 
social security coverage, South Korea abolished the exclusivity requirement in 
2023 (Lee 2023: 48-49). Currently, all platform operators are required to open 
virtual bank accounts where social contributions are automatically deducted 
from the payments received by platform workers, ensuring they can accumulate 
contributions across multiple platforms (ILO 2024b: 5). A similar model exists in 
Singapore, where platforms are mandated to provide workers’ compensation and 
contribute to their Central Provident Fund accounts (Yeo and Eu 2024). 

Another notable example of this approach is found in Chile, where a withholding 
mechanism for the self-employed ensures that social security contributions are 
deducted at source. Under this system, digital platform operators contracting the 
self-employed are required to withhold and transfer a percentage of the worker’s 
fee directly to the Internal Revenue Service (Bronfman and Reyes 2018: 174; 
Freudenberg 2019: 24-25). Initially set at 10% of gross income, this withholding 
rate is scheduled to increase progressively to 17% by 2028 (Asenjo Cruz et  al. 

15.	 Art. 114 (4) Code on Social Security 2020, No. 36, 28 September 2020, Official Gazette 
29 September 2020.

16.	 Art. 48-4 and 48-7 고용보험 및 산업재해보상보험의 보험료징수 등에 관한 법률 [Act on 
the collection of insurance premiums for employment insurance and industrial accident 
compensation insurance], as amended by Law No. 17.858 of 5 January 2021 and  
Law No. 18.919 of 10 June 2022.
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2023: 40). At the end of each fiscal year, the total amount of contributions due 
is recalculated based on the worker’s annual tax return, ensuring that any over 
or underpayment is adjusted accordingly (Bronfman and Reyes 2018: 174; 
Freudenberg 2019: 24-25).

While this mechanism provides a structured way to ensure that social security 
contributions are made, many platform workers have faced difficulties in accessing 
this system, as some platforms refuse to issue notifications of payments. Given 
that social protection eligibility in this system depends on the existence of such 
notices, platform workers without them risk being excluded from coverage.

To address this problem, Law No. 21.431 introduced a key reform, making labour 
platforms responsible for ensuring that platform workers receive the necessary 
documentation to facilitate their social security registration (Asenjo Cruz et  al. 
2023: 40).17 This reform represents an important step towards strengthening 
social security access for platform workers, ensuring that they are not unfairly 
excluded due to administrative barriers. 

5.2.2	 Transactions on platforms

A second approach to financing social security for platform workers is to link 
contribution payments directly to the transactions performed through digital 
platforms. Since platform workers’ income is highly task-dependent, their 
transactions can serve as an alternative basis for the collection of contributions. 

Complementing the Indian Code on Social Security, the Rajasthan Platform Based 
Gig Workers (Registration and Welfare) Act 2023 established a Welfare Board for 
the workers covered to deliver social security in a more efficient manner (Prasanna 
Kumar et al. 2023: 3). While the Act is limited to the state of Rajasthan and has 
been subject to some criticism, it is often regarded as a pioneering initiative in 
extending social protection to the platform economy as it represents the first 
state-level law in India aimed at providing social security to platform workers 
(Bhattacharya 2024: 2). Unlike models which assign contribution responsibility 
to platforms, the Rajasthan Act introduces an innovative funding mechanism by 
imposing a levy on the individual transactions carried out through platforms. The 
funds thus collected are then allocated to financing social security benefits for 
platform workers (Mukherjee 2023).18

A similar transaction-based contribution model has been implemented in 
Uruguay, where app-based taxi drivers are automatically insured through a 
system that adds a social contribution to the price of each ride. Before the driver 

17.	 Ley modifica el Código del trabajo regulando el contrato de trabajadores de empresas 
de plataformas digitales de servicios [Law amending the labour code by regulating the 
contracts of workers of digital service platform companies], No. 21.431, 8 March 2022, 
Official Gazette 11 March 2022.

18.	 Article 11 Rajasthan Platform Based Gig Workers (Registration and Welfare) Act, No. 29, 
12 September 2023, Official Gazette 14 September 2023.
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receives payment, the platform deducts and transfers this contribution directly to 
the relevant social security administration (Behrendt et al. 2019: 31; Datta et al. 
2023: 161; ILO 2021a: 184). A comparable, though more limited, mechanism 
exists in Singapore. Under the Contribute As You Earn (CAYE) scheme, the self-
employed providing services under government contracts have a portion of their 
payments automatically redirected to their MediSave account, i.e. Singapore’s 
national medical savings scheme (CPFB 2024: 5).19 Although currently restricted 
to government contracts, this system provides a structured way of ensuring that 
the self-employed contribute to their healthcare and social security funds in real 
time. 

These examples demonstrate that linking social security contributions directly 
to digital transactions can provide an effective and automated mechanism for 
financing social protection, particularly for workers engaged in task-based and 
platform-mediated work.

5.3	 Adapting contribution payment procedures

Given the low and irregular income patterns of platform workers, several measures 
have been implemented to facilitate social security contributions, including linking 
administrative systems, adjusting reference periods and introducing more flexible 
payment mechanisms (Rodriguez Tapia and Datta 2023: 7-8). These approaches 
aim to reduce administrative burdens, improve compliance and ensure greater 
access to social protection.

5.3.1	� Linking contribution payment mechanisms  
with information systems

One method to facilitate social security payments is to connect social security 
administrations digitally with the relevant (financial) institutions, such as banks 
or the platforms themselves, allowing for automated contribution transfers. The 
EU’s Platform Work Directive already requires digital labour platforms to declare 
the work performed and to inform the relevant authorities about the number 
of registered platform workers, the duration of activities, the general terms 
and conditions applicable to the contractual relationships, etc. (Art. 16 and 17). 
Subsequently, contribution payment mechanisms can potentially be interlinked 
with these information and transparency obligations to increase contributory 
compliance. 

In the Philippines, an automatic debit scheme ensures that social contributions 
are transferred directly from workers’ bank accounts to social security institutions 
on a monthly basis (ILO 2021a: 144; Ortega 2006: 5). 

19.	 Central Provident Fund (Contribute As You Earn Scheme) Regulations 2019, No. S 881; 
https://sso.agc.gov.sg//SL/CPFA1953-S881-2019?DocDate=20230831.
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A similar approach exists within the EU as well: with the worker’s consent, income 
received into the Estonian entrepreneur account is automatically taxed and 
transferred by the bank to the Estonian Tax and Customs Board. The tax integrates 
income tax, social security and pension contribution. This simplified system has 
proven particularly useful for platform workers as it minimises the administrative 
hurdles. However, the entrepreneur account model does not fully address the 
structural social security challenges for platform workers. Since contributions 
are based on stable monthly payments, neither does the system fully account for 
the irregular and fluctuating nature of platform work income. This rigidity may 
discourage participation among workers who experience unpredictable earnings 
(Vallistu 2023: 14-20).20

5.3.2	 Flexible payment mechanisms

To facilitate social security compliance, many countries have introduced flexible 
payment options, including mobile-based contributions and micropayment 
schemes that allow workers to contribute in small, adaptable amounts. Another 
approach to accommodate fluctuating income patterns is to adjust the contribution 
reference period, allowing platform workers to contribute over a longer timeframe 
rather than on a fixed monthly basis.

For example, in Malaysia, the self-employed under the SESSS scheme can choose 
to contribute on a monthly or annual basis, offering flexibility in the timing of 
contribution payments (Ghorpade et  al. 2024b: 31). Similarly, Brazil’s Simples 
Nacional scheme simplifies tax and contribution collection for micro and small 
enterprises (Urquiza et  al. 2022: 11743) by assessing contributions based on 
annual income rather than monthly earnings (Nguyen and Simoes da Cunha 2019: 
71).21 This model provides greater financial flexibility, particularly for those with 
seasonal or project-based income. 

In Rwanda and Kenya, informal workers can pay social security contributions 
via mobile applications, offering an accessible and low-barrier payment method. 
Workers can contribute to Rwanda’s Ejo Heza pension scheme via bank transfers, 
cash deposits, credit cards or mobile money, with full flexibility in deciding 
contribution amounts and frequency (Guven and Jain 2023: 31-32). Participants 
can contribute daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly or annually, depending on their 
income flow (Asiimwe et al. 2024: 124). Similarly, Kenya’s Haba Haba pension 
scheme allows informal workers to contribute through mobile money services or 
bank transfers, making it easier to participate in the social security system (Guven 
et al. 2021: 106). Additionally, members who have contributed consistently for five 
years can withdraw up to 50% of their accumulated savings (World Bank 2023: 
23), providing a safety net for times of financial distress.

20.	 Ettevõtlustulu lihtsustatud maksustamise seadus [Simplified Business Income Taxation 
Act], 19 June 2014, Official Gazette 7 July 2017.

21.	 Lei Complementar [Complementary Law] No. 123, 14 December 2006, Official Gazette 
15 December 2006.



26	 WP 2025.07

Eleni De Becker, Paul Schoukens and Kasper Daenen

A comparable initiative was launched in Mexico, where the AforeMóvil app 
enables informal workers to register freely and voluntarily save for retirement 
using mobile technology (Azuara Herrera et al. 2019: 46). By allowing low income 
workers to contribute to their pension funds via mobile phones, the initiative aims 
to increase coverage and participation rates among informal workers (Rodriguez 
Tapia and Datta 2023: 6).

These examples perceive income replacement schemes as flexible savings 
mechanisms, allowing informal workers to withdraw part of their contributions 
when experiencing temporary income shortages. Rather than viewing them solely 
as providing income replacement, such schemes offer the possibility of short-term 
financial support over a predefined period linked to different lifecycle risks. This 
ensures that workers have some level of economic stability in periods of low or 
unstable earnings, both of which are inherent characteristics of platform work 
(Pulignano et  al. 2024: 1246). Similarly, these funds could be used for long-
term financial goals, such as housing purchases, as demonstrated by Singapore’s 
Central Provident Fund (OECD 2024b: 77). 

Furthermore, periods of inactivity or unpaid work make the traditional concept of 
unemployment benefits more difficult to apply. In addition, as workers increasingly 
combine income from multiple sources, social security systems may need to 
adapt to a more fragmented income structure, both in terms of the collection of 
contributions and the distribution of benefits (Schoukens 2020a: 449; Weber 
and Schoukens 2024: 246). For platform workers with limited income amounts 
or irregular income flows, simple benefit accrual, in line with the principle of 
benefit equivalence, may be a possible pathway to extend social security coverage 
(see Schoukens 2020a: 446). Nonetheless, the proper implementation of such 
a mechanism should be integrated within the wider social security system and 
should be balanced against the necessity of a sufficient degree of solidarity and 
redistribution.
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6.	� Transparency and administrative 
cooperation

To increase affiliations and improve access to social protection, the use of accessible 
digital tools and simplified administrative processes can be highly effective. By 
streamlining service delivery and reducing bureaucratic complexity, governments 
can ensure that informal workers, including platform workers, can navigate 
the social security system more easily. Especially with regard to non-standard 
workers and the self-employed, access to information can be complicated due to 
their specific eligibility or contributory requirements, affiliation to specific social 
protection schemes being voluntary and the absence of the traditional consultation 
and information role fulfilled by the social partners (Spasova et  al. 2023: 7). 
Nonetheless, several key strategies have been identified to tackle both involuntary 
undeclared and underdeclared work, including one-stop shops, awareness-raising 
initiatives and behavioural nudges.

First, one-stop shops can increase coverage and streamline access by offering a 
single entry point for multiple social security services or by directing individuals 
to the appropriate institutions (ISSA 2021). These systems can take various forms, 
depending on the scope and nature of the services provided. 

Some one-stop shops focus on a single social risk, such as healthcare. For 
instance, in Indonesia, the JKN mobile application allows insured individuals 
to register online, locate nearby hospitals, check and modify their membership 
status and access integrated healthcare services (Silvia and Gunawan 2024: 114; 
see also ILO 2021a: 111). One-stop shops can also facilitate business registration, 
reducing administrative burdens and simplifying formalisation procedures. The 
Formalízate initiative in the Dominican Republic exemplifies this approach, as it 
reduces registration time and costs while improving access to essential business-
related information (Bobić et al. 2023: 19). Other platforms offer comprehensive 
access to various social security services. For example, Chile’s Previred portal 
provides businesses and the self-employed with a centralised entry point to 
nearly all social security institutions (ILO 2021a: 142). The platform allows for 
the payment of contributions related to occupational accident insurance, family 
allowances, healthcare, pensions and unemployment insurance (Arellano Ortiz 
2021: 131-132).

While digitalisation can significantly enhance formalisation, it is essential to 
ensure that these initiatives do not exclude individuals with limited digital literacy 
or inadequate access to technology. Maintaining parallel physical service delivery 
remains crucial in avoiding digital exclusion and ensuring equitable access to 
social protection (Lowe 2022: 18-19; Spasova et al. 2023: 78).
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Second, lack of awareness is an additional significant barrier to social security 
enrolment. Targeted information campaigns and engagement strategies can 
be crucial in encouraging informal workers to participate in social protection 
schemes (Miti et al. 2021c: 397; see also Zubir et al. 2021: 24). In Indonesia, for 
example, BPJS Ketenagakerjaan raises awareness about formalisation and social 
security rights through YouTube videos aimed at platform-based drivers (ILO et al. 
2023: 16; ISSA 2023a). Similarly, digital labour platforms themselves can play 
a role in improving awareness. Grab, for instance, provides Malaysian platform 
workers with information on social contribution and tax obligations, helping 
them understand their rights and responsibilities (ISSA 2023a; see also ILO et al. 
2023: 16). By using digital platforms as communication tools, governments and 
institutions can reach a broader audience of informal workers, ensuring that they 
have adequate knowledge of the available social protection programmes. 

Third, behavioural nudges – such as reminders, notifications and incentives  – 
can also help to encourage individuals to participate in social protection schemes 
(Rodriguez Tapia and Datta 2023: 6-7). For example, in Mexico, a pilot project 
sought to increase pension savings through AforeMóvil, which sent push 
notifications to users. While the notifications did not have a significant impact 
on enrolment rates, they did have a positive effect on the amount of savings 
accumulated (see also Azuara Herrera et al. 2021: 122; Rodriguez Tapia and Datta 
2023: 7). In Peru, a pilot project conducted through the Cabify ride-hailing platform 
demonstrates that push notifications have a significant effect on voluntary savings 
plan enrolment, particularly for the simplest savings plans (Azuara Herrera et al. 
2021: 131; see also Datta et al. 2023: 171).

Beyond social security, notification-based interventions have also proven effective 
in tax compliance. In Argentina, targeted notification letters have increased 
compliance among high-risk enterprises. Similarly, in Costa Rica and Guatemala, 
tax authorities have used notification strategies to increase income tax compliance 
(Williams 2023: 28-29). 

Given that platform workers already rely on digital tools for their work, their 
registration and income transactions could be further integrated into social 
protection schemes. Utilising digital channels for contribution payments and 
engagement could help increase formalisation and participation (Rodriguez 
Tapia and Datta 2023: 6), provided that data protection considerations are 
adequately addressed. Given their central role in mediating work opportunities, 
labour platforms themselves could serve as key partners in social protection 
formalisation efforts. By integrating social security enrolment into platform 
operations, governments and policymakers can ensure that membership of 
protection schemes is both accessible and attractive to platform workers (Datta 
et al. 2023: 220-221).
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7.	 Concluding remarks 

In general, informal work refers to employment that is either not covered by formal 
arrangements, or insufficiently so. For social security purposes and in line with 
the underlying working definition, this entails that the social security authorities 
are unaware of the activities performed or have an inaccurate impression of the 
quantity of hours worked or income earned. This in turn often results in limited 
or no social contribution payments by, or protection for, the workers involved. 
This issue is at the core of social security systems, which aim to protect individuals 
against social risks and uphold solidarity through redistribution. In recent years, 
digital labour platforms have rapidly expanded as providers of work. As a specific 
subcategory of non-standard employment, previous studies have shown that 
platform work has a strong tendency to informalise the work process.

Given the significant share of informal employment in the EU’s platform economy, 
this paper has focused on measures aimed at the formalisation of work for social 
security purposes in countries having more (recent) experience of them. The 
measures identified specifically focus on informal work, taking account of the 
characteristics of platform work which include a high degree of flexibility and 
diversity. 

One of the key challenges is the unclear employment status of platform workers. 
Although the Platform Work Directive implemented a legal presumption 
regarding platform workers being subject to subordinate employment in the EU, 
it specifically carved out social security, leaving platform workers in an ambiguous 
situation regarding their social security coverage. At the same time, the task-
based and temporary nature of platform work leads to job insecurity, fragmented 
employment relationships and unpredictable schedules. Additionally, irregular 
income flows – exacerbated by unpaid tasks – along with complex administrative 
procedures and uncertainty regarding tax and social security contributions create 
compliance barriers and increase the risk of undeclared or underdeclared work. 

Based on these characteristics, this paper has identified three main clusters for 
formalising platform work: (1)  extending social security protection to informal 
platform workers; (2)  facilitating social security contribution payments; and 
(3) enhancing transparency and administrative cooperation. 

Additional attention to informal work is necessary to achieve the EU’s objective 
of ensuring adequate social protection. The EPSR and the 2019 Recommendation 
explicitly highlight the need to strengthen protection for workers, including 
atypical workers and the self-employed, as a key EU policy goal. There are various 
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studies conducted by academics and EU policymakers that have extensively 
mapped the gaps in social protection for such workers (see, for example, Spasova 
et  al. 2017; Baptista et  al. 2021). These also reveal persistent protection gaps. 
However, limited attention has been given to the protection of informal workers. 
Nevertheless, at EU level there is growing recognition that addressing informality 
is necessary to ensure adequate social protection and that this requires further 
formalisation measures (see e.g. European Commission 2018b: 7; European 
Commission 2021b).

Since platform workers within and beyond the EU face similar or comparable 
challenges (McKinnon 2019: 7-9; European Commission 2021b: 5; see, in a similar 
fashion, Behrendt et al. 2019: 18), identifying good practices can provide valuable 
insights for the EU and its Member States. This paper has aimed to offer guidance 
on how the EU and its Member States can formalise the platform economy to meet 
the objectives set out in the EPSR and the 2019 Recommendation, taking into 
account approaches in other countries.

The analysis in sections 4-6 details various practices for protecting informal 
platform workers being implemented around the world. Whereas coverage can be 
extended to undeclared workers, adapting the eligibility criteria and contributory 
obligations to the flexibility of platform workers may additionally contribute 
to avoiding undeclared work and the underdeclaration of hours worked or 
income earned. Furthermore, as platforms act as intermediaries between clients 
and workers, they can assume a more active role in ensuring social security 
participation, for example through the collection of contributions or by facilitating 
cooperation with social security administrations. In addition, the digital and task-
based nature of platform work may allow for alternative contribution payment 
measures, such as the integration of contributions into digital transactions and 
automated contribution payments, as well as awareness-raising and sensitisation 
by the platforms themselves. However, the reasons for un(der)declared work are 
multifold; as a result, measures to curb un(der)declared work require a multi-
faceted approach. 

A key finding of this paper is that merely extending social protection – whether 
on a voluntary or mandatory basis – is insufficient to guarantee adequate 
coverage (see, in a similar fashion, Schoukens and Bruynseraede 2021: 130-132). 
Effective formalisation requires complementary policies that address the unique 
characteristics of the informal platform economy, particularly its fragmented 
and digital nature. Without mechanisms that facilitate compliance and create 
incentives for participation, social security schemes risk remaining underutilised.

Moreover, separate schemes for informal workers can support the transition 
toward formalisation but must be carefully designed to avoid reinforcing the divide 
between informal and formal employment. Financial subsidisation measures 
can encourage initial affiliation with social protection schemes, but they must be 
accompanied by gradual integration strategies to ensure workers transition into 
regular social security and tax systems over time.
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This paper takes the position of platform workers as a starting point. However, 
the discussed examples extend beyond this specific group and are relevant to 
informal workers more broadly. Moreover, many of the proposed measures are 
also applicable to the wider group of non-standard workers and the self-employed. 
For instance, several proposals focus on broader income protection mechanisms. 
Similarly, in various countries, discussions are ongoing about how to incorporate 
different income sources into the financing mix (see also De Becker 2024). 
Additionally, information obligations and measures to strengthen transparency 
could improve the social security system as a whole. These proposals would 
ultimately enhance social protection within EU Member States.

The role of the EU in social security is primarily supportive; competence-wise, it is 
up to EU Member States to define and implement their own social security systems. 
However, the EU can provide guidance and facilitate dialogue, for instance in the 
implementation of the 2019 Recommendation. In a similar manner, the recently 
adopted Platform Work Directive may have a positive impact on the extension of 
social security protection to (informal) platform workers: it includes reporting and 
information obligations for labour platforms without making a distinction on the 
basis of labour status (see also Barrio 2023). Nonetheless, whereas the Directive 
recognises undeclared work in the platform economy, it does not specifically deal 
with extending social coverage to the informal platform economy and explicitly 
carves out social security from the provisions on the determination of employment 
status. 

Even so, the EU can support Member States in developing effective policies for 
formalising the platform economy and ensuring adequate social protection for all 
workers through a consideration of such initiatives as those explored in this paper.
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