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Abstract 

This article surveys institutional experimentation that has emerged internationally in response 

to the contraction of the traditional model of employment protection. Various initiatives are 

analysed according to the particular challenges they are designed to address: the emergence 

of non-standard employment contracts; increasing sources of labour supply engaging in non-

standard work; intensification of exogenous pressures on the employment relationship; the 

growth of intermediaries that separate the management from the control of labour; and the 

emergence of entities that subvert the employment relationship entirely. Whereas post-war 

industrial relations scholars characterised the traditional regulatory model as a ‘web of rules’, 

we argue that nascent institutional experimentation is indicative of an emergent ‘patchwork 

of rules’. The identification of such experimentation is instructive for scholars, policymakers, 

workers’ representatives and employers seeking solutions to the contraction of the traditional 

regulatory model. 
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Introduction 

The post-war emergence of the standard employment relationship in the form of full-time 

ongoing employment contracts represented progressive innovations that provided workers in 

advanced economies with income, job and social security (Fudge, 2017). In Britain, the 

proportion of workers covered by the standard employment relationship has declined in 

recent decades (Brown and Wright, 2018). This development is also evident in many other 

advanced economies especially, though not exclusively, the ‘Anglo-American’ or liberal 

market economies (Kochan and Riordan, 2016).  

At the same time, ‘non-standard’ forms of paid work, in particular, have increased. These 

include temporary and fixed-term arrangements where employment protections are typically 

contingent and ‘market-mediated’ contracts where such protections are absent (Kalleberg, 

2011). These trends have been further enabled and enhanced by online platforms and the rise 

of the so called ‘sharing’ or ‘gig’ economy (World Economic Forum, 2018). The purpose of 

this article is to survey the various disparate forms of institutional experimentation for 

protecting employment conditions. It aims to provide insights into how policymakers, 

workers’ representatives and responsible employers have responded to the decline of the 

standard employment relationship. It addresses calls to move beyond traditional modes of 

understanding and analysis focusing on a “gloomy landscape” (Las Heras, 2018) to analyse 

“a more dynamic and diverse array of regulatory systems” (Wright et al., 2017b: 246). 

The growth of non-standard employment has been underpinned by a fracturing of the 

mechanisms that traditionally sustained the standard employment relationship, particularly 

union representation and sectoral collective bargaining. Several factors have driven these 

changes. First, the internationalisation and fragmentation of business activity and ownership 

has greatly increased product and financial market competition, while weakening the 

bargaining power of traditionally organised labour. This has driven changes in how business 

contractually engages its workforce (Brown, 2008; Rubery, 2015). Second, information, 

communication, manufacturing and transportation technologies have transformed supply 

chains (Trevor, 2016). This has facilitated flexible forms of accumulation, with production, 

distribution and finance increasingly enmeshed within global networks (Castells, 1996; 

Harvey, 2011; Silver, 2003). Third, the period of ‘austerity’ following the global financial 

crisis led to downward pressure on wages and a marked increase in contingent forms of work 

(Schömann and Clauwaert, 2012). Bailout agreements for crisis-stricken economies, 
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including Greece, Ireland and Portugal, were conditional on labour market reforms that 

promoted non-standard employment (Colfer, 2018). Finally, changes in the contractual forms 

and regulation of work are often presented as inevitable outcomes of global competition. 

However, they reflect the dominant ideology of employers (Dundon et al., 2010) and the 

conscious legislative enhancement of employer power (Baccaro and Howell, 2017; 

McLaughlin and Wright, 2018). 

A distinguishing feature of non-standard forms of work, and indeed the essential reason why 

they are considered non-standard, is their tenuous relationship to the institutions that 

traditionally regulate labour standards (Fudge, 2017). These forms of work essentially fall 

outside the traditional ‘web of rules’ that post-war industrial relations scholars defined as the 

terms and conditions governing relationships between businesses and workers. These rules 

were negotiated jointly by the parties at the workplace or by their industry representatives 

within the parameters of regulations set down by the state. In countries with a collective 

laissez-faire tradition such as the UK, the involvement of unions and industry associations 

was of great importance.  

The concept of a ‘web of rules’ was first introduced by Kerr and Siegal (1955) and developed 

further by John Dunlop (1958) who defined it as the substantive norms and procedural 

institutions, both formal and informal, that govern work relations (see also Adams, 1977; 

Clegg and Bain, 1974). These scholars conceived their ideas in a pluralist context in which, 

across virtually all Western economies, the workforce was strongly unionised and collective 

bargaining (or similar joint or tripartite arrangements) was the standard process through 

which the web of rules was determined. Because collective bargaining generally operated on 

an inclusive basis covering most workers and workplaces, it produced a web of rules that was 

dominant or ‘systematic’. With the decline of both collective bargaining and an increase in 

non-standard employment, this ‘traditional’ web of rules has contracted to cover a decreasing 

share of the workforce.  

Several commentators note that the increasing trend in non-standard employment has been 

misinterpreted to represent a permanent breakdown in the standard employment relationship, 

when in fact it remains the dominant form of employment in most advanced economies 

(Adams and Deakin, 2014; Fudge, 2017). Despite its traditional association with declining 

industries such as manufacturing, many of the foundational characteristics of the standard 

employment relationship remain evident in service industry jobs. This includes jobs in front-
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line services where firms typically exhibit strong preferences for flexible work arrangements 

that cater to the needs of customers and service recipients (Belanger and Edwards, 2013). 

Nonetheless, the standard employment relationship has undergone a degree of adjustment, as 

have the methods of regulation. As work relations have become more market mediated, new 

institutional arrangements have developed to govern them. This has resulted in an emergent 

patchwork of rules encompassing joint union-employer regulation, non-union regulation and 

statutory regulation.  

The focus of this article is to survey ‘institutional experimentation’ (CRIMT, 2017; 

Kristensen and Morgan, 2012) occurring internationally to enhance employment protections 

in response to the rise of non-standard forms of work. Our analysis draws on the existing 

research and knowledge base of the authors as well as a thorough review of the extant 

literature relating to key themes identified through this review. These themes are: non-

standard employment contracts; sources of labour supply engaging in non-standard work; 

intensification of exogenous pressures on the employment relationship; the growth of 

intermediaries that separate the management from the control of labour; and the emergence of 

entities that subvert the employment relationship entirely. 

The next section of this article briefly outlines the emergent patchwork of rules we have 

identified. The remainder of the article focuses on five manifestations of the contraction of 

the traditional web of rules and the institutional experimentation with innovative forms of 

employment protection emerging internationally in the context of this contraction. The 

conclusion considers the implications of our findings for scholarship and practice. 

From a systematic web of rules towards an emergent patchwork of rules 

The traditional systematic web of rules, namely standard employment contracts and the joint 

regulation mechanisms such as collective bargaining that traditionally sustained them, remain 

prominent in many countries. Thus, one solution to the contraction of the traditional systemic 

web of rules is to seek its restoration through policy change. In China, recent studies have 

shown that unions still retain capacity to improve the terms and conditions of the workers 

they represent (Chang and Cooke, 2018). Belgium and the Scandinavian countries provide 

models for extending collective bargaining in a Western context. However, extensive 

collective bargaining coverage and union membership in these countries are partly 
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consequences of, firstly, the Ghent model of unemployment insurance that encourages 

workers to join unions and, secondly, a longstanding commitment by employers to social 

partnership (Ebbinghaus et al., 2011). Like the Chinese example, the institutional features of 

the Belgian and Scandinavian systems are absent from liberal market economies such as the 

UK and would be difficult to replicate (McLaughlin, 2013). This difficulty of replication 

arises from the unwillingness of the state to provide workers with procedural power. In China 

unions are effective because they are closely associated with the Communist Party and the 

state and used by them to redistribute profits to workers with government backing (Lee et al., 

2014). In Western European countries with effective sectoral bargaining unions are still 

embedded in government processes at the highest level. This enables enforcement of sectoral 

agreements (Ebbinghaus et al., 2011).  

During the 1980s and 1990s, governments in liberal market economies did not see fit to 

preserve sectoral bargaining structures first instituted at times of depression or war. 

Nevertheless, this has not prevented recent attempts to strengthen more traditional regulatory 

mechanisms in some of these countries. For instance, the Labour-led coalition government in 

New Zealand is considering introducing sectoral bargaining mechanisms to set minimum 

standards across low-paid occupations and industries. Ireland has recently strengthened 

collective bargaining rights. Australia has maintained the award system that provides 

occupationally-specific protections to around 60 per cent of the workforce despite union and 

collective bargaining decline (McLaughlin and Wright, 2018).  

However, the conditions enabling extensive coverage by the traditional web of rules have 

receded in most countries. With some exceptions particularly in labour markets with minimal 

exposure to product market competition (Brown et al., 2009), collective bargaining is in 

decline everywhere and unlikely to be reversed anytime soon (Baccaro and Howell, 2017). 

Consequently, we identify three contemporary webs of rules, which together constitute an 

emergent ‘patchwork of rules’. These webs are most easily identified in liberal market 

economies where the contraction of the traditional web of rules has been most pronounced. 

The first is the traditional web of rules of joint regulation through collective bargaining, as 

discussed above.  

The second is a non-unionised web of rules among occupations and industries that have 

experienced considerable growth over the past quarter century. These include white-collar 
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private sector services industries, such as professional services and fast-moving consumer 

goods firms. These sectors are associated with the emergence of human resource 

management and specifically talent management and an associated unitarist ideological 

undercurrent (Geare et al., 2014; Dundon and Rafferty, 2018). The relatively high individual 

bargaining power of professionals that characterise these industries on account of their scarce 

skills and mobility reduces the necessity for union-negotiated and statutory minimum 

standards (Rousseau, 2015; Trevor and Brown, 2014).  

The third web of rules relates to non-unionised lower-skilled occupations, the non-

professional private services sector and industries susceptible to automation and offshoring, 

which shift power equilibrium away from workers towards employers. In many liberal 

market economies (Colvin and Darbishire, 2013) and coordinated market economies such as 

Germany (Sack and Sarter, 2018), the introduction by governments of statutory minimum 

wages and conditions has been aimed primarily at workers in this web, who can no longer 

rely upon unions to protect them. In the European context, EU directives have played an 

important role in strengthening minimum labour standards. Unions have also been able to use 

litigation around individual employment rights to complement rather than substitute for 

collective bargaining (Deakin et al., 2015). While statutory regulation has generally played 

some role in governing the labour market, the past 30 years has seen a significant increase in 

individual employment rights, with governments forced by public pressure to improve 

minimum standards (Colvin and Darbishire, 2013). However, these statutory minimum 

standards have not prevented wage stagnation and the emergence of non-standard contracts, 

which workers in this latter group have struggled to resist owing to their limited bargaining 

power.  

Transcending these three webs of rules is different types of institutional experimentation that 

have emerged in response to the growth of insecure forms of work. In some cases, these are 

initiatives designed specifically to protect workers on non-standard employment contracts, 

rather than generalised standards that would be encompassed by the third web. In other cases, 

institutional experimentation comes in the form of localised or specific initiatives developed 

by workers’ representatives or advocates and/or by socially responsible businesses, typically 

in response to a lack of state regulation. The remainder of this paper focuses on these various 

forms of institutional experimentation.  
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Manifestations of contraction of the traditional web of rules and institutional 

experimentation developed in response 

To analyse the institutional experimentation that has emerged in response to the contraction 

of the traditional systematic web of rules, it is necessary to categorise the manifestations of 

this contraction. We classify these into the five types (summarised in Table 1) and then 

review the institutional innovations aimed at addressing each manifestation of breakdown. 

Table 1 Manifestations of contraction of the traditional web of rules and institutional 

experimentation developed in response 

Type of contraction  Manifestations of contraction Institutional experimentation 

1. The emergence of non-

standard forms of 

employment contracts 

• Temporary/casual contracts 

• Fixed-term contacts 

• Zero-hour contracts 

• ‘Market-mediated’ variable 

contracts  

• Pay loadings 

• Differential employer 

taxation to encourage 

secure employment 

• Portable entitlements 

• Flexicurity 

• Labour cooperatives to 

provide greater certainty 

of regular employment 

2. The expansion of sources 

of labour supply engaging 

in contingent work, e.g. 

workers whose rights/ 

agency are institutionally 

constrained 

• Temporary migrant workers 

with restricted employment 

rights/mobility 

• Younger workers 

• Workers with care 

responsibilities with 

restricted working hours 

capacity 

• Community unions 

• Worker centres 

• Living wage campaigns 

• Social media facilitated 

networks and other forms 

of digital technology to 

represent younger 

workers, migrant 

workers, gig workers 

3. The intensification of 

exogenous pressures on the 

employment relationship

arising from fragmentation 

of production and service 

provision processes 

• Supply chains 

• Franchising 

• Other forms of ‘fissured’ 

work arrangements 

• Financialisation 

• Public sector outsourcing 

• Codes of conduct 

• International framework 

agreements 

• Multi-stakeholder 

initiatives 
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• Supply chain joint 

responsibility initiatives 

• Public procurement 

labour clauses 

4. The growth of 

intermediaries that separate 

the management of labour 

from the control of labour 

• Labour hire contractors 

• Agencies   

• Licensing and registration 

laws 

• Joint industry/union 

agreements to govern 

terms of labour hire 

engagement 

5. The emergence of entities 

that replace the 

employment relationship 

entirely 

• Online platforms associated 

with gig work 

• Contracting arrangements 

that produce ‘dependent 

self-employment’ 

• Joint industry/union 

agreements to establish 

standards 

• Legal reforms to extend 

employment-type 

protections  

1. Non-standard forms of employment contracts 

The growth of non-standard forms of employment contracts is the first manifestation of the 

breakdown of the traditional web of rules. This includes temporary employment as well as 

other forms of contingent contracts, such as ‘zero hours’, ‘if and when’, ‘on-call’ or 

‘seasonal’ contracts, whereby the employer is not obliged to offer an employee guaranteed 

hours (ILO, 2016; O’Sullivan et al., 2017). Employees engaged on temporary contracts are 

generally under-protected vis-à-vis employees on standard employment contracts. European 

Union directives on part-time, fixed-term and temporary work require equality of treatment. 

However, various exemptions and exclusions mean the directives do not offer the same 

protections to those on non-standard contracts (Deakin, 2014). While employees engaged on 

a fixed-term basis typically receive the same rights and entitlements as permanent employees, 

the defined period of work can provide challenges relating to job and income security 

(Kalleberg, 2009). Engagement through online platforms is a related type of non-standard 

work, but because it does not involve conventional contractual employment as such, we 

discuss this separately below.  

Public pressure in response to the growth of non-standard employment contracts has led some 

governments to introduce legislative restrictions. Restrictions on ‘zero hours’ contracts 

occurred in New Zealand in 2016. Legislation setting ‘banded hours’ of work is set to be 
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introduced in Ireland at the end of 2018, which will guarantee hours of work in line with an 

employee’s recent work patterns. Similar proposals are under consultation in the UK. There 

is other institutional experimentation designed to protect workers engaged on non-standard 

employment contracts, rather than prohibiting or restricting the use of these contracts. This 

approach focusing on protection rather than prohibition accepts there are circumstances 

where flexible work arrangements may be legitimate, particularly when they suit the needs of 

both parties (IPPR, 2018).  

One such example is pay ‘loadings’ or higher rates of hourly pay for workers on temporary or 

fixed-term contracts. Employers are required to pay loadings of 15-25% to ‘casual’ workers 

in Australia. Pay loadings in Australia were introduced to compensate casual workers for 

their lack of access to protections afforded to workers on permanent contracts such as stable 

hours, entitlements and job security. In the UK, the Institute for Public Policy Research 

(IPPR) (2018) has recommended a 20% loading for employees engaged on zero-hours 

contracts. A higher National Insurance tax contribution could also be introduced for 

employers who engage workers on non-standard contracts (Brown and Wright, 2018). Such 

measures, if designed carefully, can potentially help to ensure that non-standard contracts are 

used only for genuine fixed-term or intermittent assignments. However, some studies have 

cast doubt as to whether policies mandating pay loadings fully meet their objective of 

compensating casual employees for their exclusion from benefits (e.g. Pocock et al., 2004). 

Portable entitlements enabling workers to access benefits accrued from previous engagements 

are another protection mechanism for non-standard workers. Portability schemes exist in 

Germany for paid parental leave and in Australia for long service leave, where they are seen 

as beneficial for attracting workers to industries characterised by short-term work 

engagements, such as construction, business services and community services (ILO, 2016; 

Markey et al., 2016). Similarly, in France, unemployed workers that accept new employment 

are allowed to keep their accumulated unemployment benefits. The introduction of this policy 

in 2014 was seen as enabling greater labour mobility by encouraging workers to accept 

positions they might otherwise be deterred from lest they lose their benefits. In Denmark and 

the Netherlands, flexicurity systems providing training and income protection are another 

innovation designed to encourage flexible labour markets in a manner mutually beneficial to 

businesses and workers (McLaughlin, 2009). Flexicurity has been lauded as model for other 

countries seeking to protect workers while allowing their labour markets to adapt to structural 

change. However, its reliance upon high levels of public spending and the resilience of 
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unique institutional arrangements are likely difficult to replicate elsewhere (Bredgaard and 

Madsen, 2018). Additionally, while flexicurity may be beneficial for the unemployed, its 

ability to reduce the harmful effects of job insecurity has been seriously questioned (Burchell, 

2009). 

Industries characterised by seasonal labour needs such as agriculture also have a genuine 

reliance upon non-standard work arrangements. One solution to this has emerged in Italy, 

France and the Netherlands, where the creation of territorial pacts and labour cooperatives 

allow for the pooling of workers between multiple businesses. This allows employers to 

address intermittent labour requirements while providing workers with job security and 

regularity of work schedules (Regalia, 2013). However, these initiatives may be difficult to 

establish in countries and industries where there is limited coordination between employers 

and where the established presence of profit-seeking intermediaries, such as labour hire 

contractors, limits the scope for such cooperation (Reilly et al., 2018).   

2. Expansion of sources of labour supply 

The growth in non-standard forms of employment requires workers who are willing or 

obliged by circumstances to engage in it. This relates to the second manifestation of 

contraction in the traditional web of rules: the expansion of sources of labour supply

performing temporary and fixed-term employment. This includes workers who seek 

flexibility in their work arrangements. Such flexibility is often not afforded under standard 

employment contacts that might require workers to work a minimum number of hours or to 

be at the workplace during certain times. Workers on non-standard employment contracts 

therefore may actively seek to achieve balance in their work and non-work commitments, not 

necessarily because they lack the agency or bargaining power to obtain a standard 

employment contract. However, there are workers who enter into temporary or fixed term 

contracts precisely because of the difficulties encountered as a result of their labour market 

characteristics (Eichhorst and Marx, 2015). For instance, in around two-thirds of OECD 

countries there is a greater concentration of female workers than male workers in temporary 

employment (OECD, 2016). While there are several possible explanations for this, in many 

countries the burden for family care responsibilities continues to lie with women who may 

seek non-standard employment contracts to fulfil these responsibilities (Vosko, 2010). New 
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technology can enable the scheduling of work to meet variations in demand thereby 

diminishing the possibility for more family-friendly solutions (Rubery, 2015).  

Younger workers may accept non-standard employment contracts either because they do not 

possess the qualifications and experience to obtain a standard contract or, in the case of 

students, to schedule work around their education (ILO, 2016). Migrant workers often have 

difficulty finding secure and high quality employment due to a lack of social and professional 

networks or difficulties getting their qualifications recognised (Anderson, 2010). They may 

also be under pressure to find work in order to subsist, repay migration costs or remit money 

to their families. Temporary migrants may also have their rights and agency institutionally 

constrained by virtue of immigration rules that tie their residency to a single employer or 

mandate certain work arrangements as part of visa conditions (Wright et al., 2017a).  

There has been institutional experimentation to protect these groups of workers engaged in 

non-standard work due to structural constraints or limited opportunities. The organisations 

that have created these innovations vary across national contexts. For instance, unions in the 

UK have developed community alliances to reach difficult to organise migrant workers 

concentrated in occupations defined by intermittent work schedules (Holgate, 2015). In 

Australia and Ireland, unions have created new organisations and online networks to assist 

younger workers who often work in segments of the labour market characterised by weak 

standards enforcement (Colfer, 2018; Nicholson et al., 2017). In the US, worker centres often 

functioning without union support perform a similar protective function particularly among 

migrant workers (Fine and Bartley, 2018). 

Developing relationships with community organisations can thus improve the capacity of 

representative organisations to reach workers in non-standard employment. However, these 

alliances have potential limitations particularly for providing ongoing workplace 

representation (Williams et al., 2011). They should therefore be seen as a complement to 

rather than a substitute for traditional strategies focused on organising and bargaining. 

Nevertheless, community alliances have been central to campaigns designed to improve 

labour standards in industries where the traditional web of rules of standard employment and 

collective bargaining has eroded. For instance, community organisations and worker centres, 

respectively, have been central to the Living Wage campaign in the UK and the Fight for $15 

campaign in the US aimed at convincing employers and local governments to increase pay 

beyond legal minimum rates (Prowse et al., 2017; Fine and Bartley, 2018). 
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In addition, social media networks and other forms of digital technology have allowed unions 

to retain and extend their power by transcending the spatial and temporal boundaries that 

often separate people in temporary non-standard employment, and thereby represent, organise 

and mobilise hard-to-reach young workers, migrant workers and gig workers (Geelan 2015; 

Dencik and Wilkin 2015; Wood et al., 2018b). For instance, as part of the Fight for $15 

movement, unions have used social media to mobilise low-paid workers in the retail and fast 

food sectors, which employ high proportions of young, female, minority ethnic and migrant 

workers (Pasquier and Wood, 2018). In campaigns at Walmart, the use of Facebook, 

YouTube, Twitter and Instagram provided a digital discursive space in which worker 

activists, who were spatially and temporally fragmented across stores and shifts, could 

connect with each other and with union organisers and other activists. Importantly this space 

existed beyond the workplace, which unions were barred from entering, and where workers 

feared punishment if they discussed worker organisation (Wood, 2015).  

At this point, it is useful to emphasise the distinction between mobilising and organising 

activities (McAlevey 2016). Mobilising refers to motivating supporters to take action while 

organising refers to expanding the supporter base by building relationships with non-

supporters. Although social media can benefit both mobilising and organising activities there 

is danger of union officials focusing exclusively on the more immediate potential benefits 

which social media presents for mobilising. Consequently social media could have the 

contradictory effect of further reducing union membership, by pulling attention and resources 

away from organising, even as spectacles of worker collective action seemingly increase. 

Dencik and Wilkin (2015) argue that the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) 

deployed social media to give the illusion of Fight for $15 being a spontaneous mass 

grassroots worker movement when in reality the campaign was centrally orchestrated with 

only limited worker engagement.  

Therefore, while union experimentation with digital technologies holds great promise, it also 

poses considerable challenges and risks. Over the last two decades the Internet has 

transformed from a fairly open and decentralised patchwork of independent websites towards 

an organisational form increasingly centralised around a handful of closed platforms. Today, 

the digital age is dominated by corporate power with the world’s largest social media 

platforms all privately owned companies which prioritise profit generated through 

advertising, entertainment and data commercialisation (McChesney, 2013). Employers have 

used social media to engage in counter-communication against worker organising and 
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mobilising (Pasquier and Wood, 2018). There is also evidence of employers using social 

media to monitor, suppress and counter union activities and campaigns (Upchurch and 

Grassman, 2015). Thus, digital technologies are by no means a panacea for protecting 

workers engaged in non-standard work.   

3. Intensification of exogenous pressures 

Greater market competition and the expansion of financial capital flows have compelled 

organisations to reduce production and overhead costs. This has resulted in a focus by 

organisations on their core competencies and to shift the peripheral aspects of their 

production to contractors and external providers. At the same time, business models such as 

franchising that allow large firms to increase their profitability and financial value through 

external investment have also became more common. These developments reflect a 

‘fissuring’ of work (Weil, 2014), or an intensification of exogenous pressures on the 

employment relationship. This is a third manifestation of contraction of the traditional web of 

rules. Fissured work is where the business activities of an external organisation substantially 

influence the terms of the employment relationship (Marchington et al., 2005; Wright and 

Kaine, 2015).  

These external pressures can create challenges for workers seeking to negotiate better terms 

and conditions. They can undermine compliance with existing labour standards. This is 

particularly the case in liberal market economies, such as the UK, where the nature of 

competition and employment laws make it difficult for unions and small businesses to resist 

the commercial pressures of retailers, franchise owners and other large firms at the apex of 

supply chains (Deakin and Koukiadaki, 2009). Similar pressures operate in the UK public 

sector where the introduction of market conforming principles has opened the public services 

provision to private businesses. This has led to a significant reduction in labour standards and 

union protection (Rubery, 2015) and deprived many low paid women the right to access 

equal pay claims as outsourcing has eliminated potential male comparators (McLaughlin, 

2014). 

Innovations in response to exogenous pressures come in the form of mechanisms that extend 

responsibility for upholding employment protections to ‘lead firms’ that purchase an 

organisation’s products or services such as retailers and franchise owners. While these 

mechanisms are commonly associated with global supply chains and production networks 



15

(Anner, 2018), studies have shown how they can be used to reinforce employment 

protections in a domestic context (e.g. Fine and Bartley, 2018; Weil, 2014; Wright and 

Brown, 2013). These mechanisms include:  

• International conventions that businesses voluntarily sign up to. For instance, the 

Global Compact includes the ILO principles on freedom of association and collective 

bargaining. The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals contains targets 

around decent work, equal pay and other core international labour standards (Ruggie, 

2013);  

• Business-driven voluntary initiatives, such as codes of conduct implemented 

unilaterally by multinational enterprises affirming commitment to international labour 

standards in their supply chains (Locke, 2013);  

• Framework agreements negotiated with global union federations that provide a 

generally stronger baseline of labour standards for a multinationals’ suppliers and 

subsidiaries (Niforou, 2012);  

• Legal instruments including modern slavery legislation and multilateral agreements to 

regulate standards in global supply chains (Reinecke and Donaghey, 2018); and  

• Labour clauses in government procurement policy to enable public bodies to use their 

purchasing power to raise standards among private contractors (Jaehrling et al., 2018). 

Various trade-offs between these mechanisms aimed at extending responsibility for 

employment protections in fissured work contexts have been identified. For instance, codes 

of conduct have been criticised for being weakly enforced and adopted opportunistically by 

businesses seeking to portray themselves as socially responsible. From this account, workers 

are treated as passive subjects and union rights are largely ignored (Egels-Zanden and Merk, 

2014). However, others have argued codes of conduct potentially enhance supplier 

compliance with traditional regulation and provide protections that did not exist previously 

(Locke, 2013; Ruggie, 2013). Even if codes of conduct do not directly strengthen 

employment protections they can, nevertheless, provide a potential leverage point for labour 

activists to bargain for improvements in pay and working conditions (Alford et al., 2017).  

Union-negotiated framework agreements usually contain stronger protections for regulating 

labour standards than codes of conduct. However, the uptake of framework agreements is 

very limited which indicates structural barriers to convincing multinationals to sign them 

(Papadakis, 2011). Nevertheless, the growing literature on unions and corporate social 
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responsibility indicates that union and worker involvement can potentially help to address 

some of the identified deficiencies of these mechanisms. For instance, unions can provide an 

avenue for collective worker voice that can improve the internal legitimacy of business-

driven mechanisms. Their embedded role can assist in monitoring compliance and in holding 

businesses accountable (Harvey et al., 2017; see also Anner, 2018). 

All of these mechanisms are most often found among brand-sensitive organisations with an 

aversion to reputational damage (Wright and Brown, 2013). This means their application is 

potentially limited in certain contexts, such as in China, where state suppression of traditional 

and social media means businesses are more protected from reputational damage. 

Nevertheless, these mechanisms can be a significant supplement to weakly enforced domestic 

labour protections in China, particularly if they are accompanied by independent audits from 

local labour nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) (Huang et al., 2016). In relation to 

public procurement, similar trade-offs emerge with public bodies seeking to balance socially 

responsible outcomes for precarious and low-paid workers against budgetary constraints, the 

interests of other stakeholders and legal obstacles (Jaehrling et al., 2018). 

4. Separation of the management of labour from the control of labour 

The growth of intermediaries that separate the management of labour from the control of 

labour, such as labour hire contractors and employment agencies, is the fourth manifestation 

of contraction of the traditional web of rules. This is closely related to the third factor 

mentioned above. The key difference relates to indirect versus direct control over the 

employment relationship. Firms at the apex of supply chains and franchise owners may 

influence employment relations among their suppliers and franchisees indirectly by virtue of 

their commercial power. By contrast, the engagement of a contractor or agency often 

involves an organisation directly engaging another organisation to manage part of its 

workforce, while still maintaining at least a degree of direct control (Johnstone et al., 2012). 

This means that the intermediary rather than the owner of the workplace legally employs 

temporary agency workers. Their employer thus differs from that of their directly employed 

colleagues who they work alongside (Gumbrell-McCormick, 2011; Heery, 2009). This 

fissuring may make it difficult to forge collective identities and workers may struggle to 

identify targets for collective action (Kalleberg, 2000; Heery, 2009). This creates a complex 

scenario for workers who may be unsure as to the nature of their employment and ultimately 
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who their direct employer even is. As Rubery argues, the ramifications are significant: 

“employers, instead of being held accountable, have become increasingly invisible” (2015: 

639).   

Institutional experimentation in this category can be categorised in terms of firstly, the 

creation of new statutory authorities or licencing schemes by government and, secondly, 

regulatory initiatives created jointly between industry and labour. Examples of new schemes 

created by government include the Gangmasters Licencing and Labour Abuse Authority 

created in the UK and similar schemes operating at sub-national jurisdictions in Canada, 

Australia and elsewhere. These initiatives may require labour hire contractors to be licensed 

to operate lawfully, a process that takes account of their track records of legal compliance and 

their likelihood of meeting certain standards. They may also require employers to be 

registered before they can engage contractors (Davies, 2014). Another example comes from 

Ireland, where the taxi industry and all other service providers involved in ‘hire and reward 

services’ operate under an effective single-tier system of regulation that requires anyone 

carrying passengers for money to have a taxi licence. Due to this, ride-sharing platform 

owners such as Uber do not enjoy the same comparative advantage as they do with traditional 

taxi and private hire vehicle operations in other countries. This simple regulatory measure has 

prevented a decline in working conditions in the industry (Maguire and Murphy, 2013).   

Examples of joint regulatory initiatives include agreements between unions and industry 

associations representing employers and intermediaries. For instance, the North Carolina 

Grower’s Association and the Farm Labor Organizing Committee in the US has helped to 

protect the legitimate role that agencies can play in matching the supply of workers 

efficiently to business demand without compromising employment protections (Gordon, 

2016). In the UK’s oil distribution industry, unions and large oil and transportation 

businesses established a scheme aimed at creating greater accountability for the labour and 

safety standards in an industry characterised by organisational fragmentation. The scheme 

provides greater accountability among intermediaries by requiring tanker drivers to obtain a 

‘passport’ certifying their safety competence before they can transport fuel between refineries 

and distribution centres whose commercial demands can influence work practices (Heery et 

al., 2017). 

5. Replacement of the employment relationship 
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The fifth manifestation is the emergence of entities that replace the employment relationship

entirely. These entities include online platforms associated with the gig economy that 

synthesise localised market-clearing mechanisms (Huang and Geelan, 2018; Wood et al., 

2018a) and contracting arrangements that produce ‘dependent self-employment’ (Taylor et 

al., 2017). At the heart of the ‘gig economy’ lies online platforms which automate some core 

management functions and thus enable an on-demand utilisation of labour. These platforms 

provide algorithmic management of labour in terms of both monitoring and disciplining 

workers through rating and reputation systems and workforce task allocation (Rosenblat and 

Stark, 2016; Shapiro, 2018; Wood et al. 2018a). This greatly reduces the control, contracting 

and coordinating costs of using spot markets as an alternative to employment relationships 

(Wood et al., 2016).  

Related to the gig economy is the practice of ‘bogus’, ‘fake’ or ‘dependent’ self-employment, 

which has long been a feature of sectors such as construction and postal delivery but is on the 

rise (Behling and Harvey, 2015; Moore and Newsome, 2018). This practise is utilised by 

employers to “reduce tax liabilities, or employers’ responsibilities” (OECD, 2000: 156). 

‘Fake self-employment’ differs from genuine self-employment in that workers in the first 

category have limited ability to tender contracts, negotiate prices with clients or substitute 

themselves with other workers. Behling and Harvey (2015: 970) point out that such workers 

also often face “substantial continuity of engagement with a single employer over many 

contracts, lack of control over working times, not supplying plant or materials, or obeying 

instructions in everyday routines”. Here there is much discussion and debate as to the 

boundaries between ‘worker’ status and self-employment. As the Taylor report in the UK 

notes, “this is where there is greatest risk of vulnerability and exploitation” (Taylor et al., 

2017: 32). Exploitation is likely to be more evidenced and more dramatic where online 

platforms provide access to low-skilled labour on demand (Wright et al., 2017b: 254). 

When it comes to institutional experimentation in this category, social media has the potential 

to reduce collective organisation costs significantly by enabling the formation of networks 

and reducing the need for bureaucratic organisations (Heckscher and McCarthy, 2014). 

Notwithstanding the limitations acknowledged above, the ease by which workers can 

organise via social media networks has resulted in the existence of extensive self-organised 

worker communities in the gig economy. This collective organisation has been prevalent 

among gig workers despite them working in physical isolation from each other and on a 
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fragmented range of tasks (Johnston and Land-Kazlauskas, 2018; Lehdonvirta, 2016; Wood 

et al., 2018b).

Similar to worker centred platforms such as Glassdoor, a website where current and former 

employees anonymously review businesses and their management, online forms of collective 

organisation can create greater transparency. They can achieve this by enabling the sharing of 

labour market information such as warnings about clients and scams. In some cases they 

engage in deliberate attempts to influence pay through maintaining informal price norms. 

While the ability of such organisation to improve the security of workers engaged by these 

platforms remains limited, these online communities demonstrate the potential for unions to 

link up with pre-existing gig worker networks so as to improve working conditions (Wood et 

al., 2018b). This in turn might foster agreements between unions and platform businesses to 

establish standards for engagements through online platforms (Minter, 2017), and potentially 

spur legal reforms to extend protections associated with the employment relationship to these 

workers (Stewart and Stanford, 2017).  

Conclusion 

This article has surveyed the nascent institutional experimentation that is developing in 

advanced economies internationally as part of an emergent ‘patchwork of rules’. This 

experimentation is a reaction to the contraction of the traditional ‘systematic web of rules’ in 

the form of standard employment contracts and supportive mechanisms such as collective 

bargaining. While the traditional web of rules remains strong in some parts of the workforce in 

many countries, other webs of rules such as statutory regulation and determinations between 

individual workers and employers have been created and extended. The institutional 

experimentation emerging in response to the rise of non-standard forms of work provide 

protection, in different ways and in different contexts, for those who engage in this work. Our 

review highlights the requirement of examining ‘institutional intersections’ across 

international, national, sectoral and local units of analysis. It also accounts for supply chains, 

fissured organisational dynamics, intermediaries and online platforms that serve to shape and 

inform the way work is conducted and regulated (Wright et al., 2017b: 252). Equally important 

is an appreciation of the broad range of stakeholders including businesses, community groups, 

NGOs and online communities that can exert influence over how work is governed.
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An advantage of a review of the institutional experimentation that has emerged in response to 

the contraction of the traditional web of rules is that these are potentially instructive for 

policymakers and other stakeholders seeking solutions to regulatory gaps in employment 

protection. It is noteworthy that institutional experimentation transcends the other webs of 

rules we have identified. That is, while workers’ representatives and/or responsible 

employers have initiated some forms of experimentation, other forms have been created or 

supported by the state. This indicates, firstly, that there is interplay between the different 

webs of rules. Secondly, campaigns or initiatives by workers’ representatives or business 

might lead to regulation by the state. As such, while some forms of institutional 

experimentation may serve as substitutes for a lack of state regulation, other forms may 

complement or drive state regulation. At the same time, we have acknowledged the 

limitations of some of these initiatives. Despite their promise, soft law regulation that relies 

on socially responsible behaviour by employers and activist behaviour aimed at embarrassing 

employers to improve standards do not address fundamental power imbalances in the 

employment relationship. 

While a review of institutional experimentation can potentially provide ideas for replication 

to address similar challenges in other settings, the limits to the realisation of policy transfer 

also need to be acknowledged. Innovations developed in Northern Europe or East Asia, for 

example, may have some appeal to audiences in the Anglo-American liberal market 

economies, but may also be institutionally incompatible. Moreover, innovative approaches 

frequently require a shift of social norms and can be subject to the constraints of institutional 

path dependency (Las Heras, 2018). Some of the initiatives discussed in the article may be 

more effective than others for protecting workers on non-standard contracts, and further 

research is necessary to test their effectiveness including in different contexts. Furthermore, 

while our analysis has included examples of the new strategies developed by businesses, 

unions, governments and NGOs that have influenced institutional experimentation, we have 

not specifically focused on such ‘organisational experimentation’. There is scope for future 

research to examine this organisational experimentation in response to the changing 

regulatory environment more specifically and comprehensively. 

Various scholars have observed that the New Deal, a classic example of institutional 

experimentation designed in response to an earlier crisis of labour regulation, “drew heavily 

on important ideas that had long been waiting in the wings”, but which were not deemed 

necessary prior to the Great Depression (Arthurs, 2013; see also Kochan, 2018). The task 
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ahead for the representatives of government, labour and business is to determine how to adapt 

the emergent patchwork of rules to protect workers from the new vulnerabilities created by, 

for example, employer extraction and exploitation of their individual bio data, social media 

data and, not far off, their personal genome sequence. It is also worth recalling that post-war 

industrial relations scholars defined the web of rules in terms of both the substantive norms 

and procedural institutions that govern work. While our review has focused largely on 

responses to the contraction of substantive rules, equally important for future research is to 

consider experimentation with new institutional procedures that repair, build and allow 

substantive rules to evolve with changing circumstances. 



22

References 

Adams, R. (1977), “Dunlop after two decades: Systems Theory as a framework for 

organizing the field of industrial relations”, Faculty of Business Working Paper Series 

142, McMaster University, Hamilton.

Adams, Z. and Deakin, S. (2014), “Institutional solutions to precariousness and inequality in 

labour markets”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 52 No. 4, pp. 779-809. 

Alford, M., Barrientos, S. and Visser, M. (2017), “Multi-scalar labour agency in global 

production networks: Contestation and crisis in the South African fruit sector”, 

Development and Change, Vol. 48 No. 4, pp. 721-745. 

Anderson, B. (2010), “Migration, immigration controls and the fashioning of precarious 

workers”, Work, Employment and Society, Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 300-317. 

Anner, M. (2018), “CSR participation committees, wildcat strikes and the sourcing squeeze 

in global supply chains”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 56 No. 1, pp. 75-

98. 

Arthurs, H. (2013), “Cross-national legal learning: The uses of comparative knowledge, law, 

and policy”, in Stone, K.V.W. and Arthurs, H. (Eds), Rethinking Workplace 

Regulation: Beyond the Standard Contract of Employment, Russell Sage Foundation, 

New York, pp. 353-365. 

Baccaro, L. and Howell, C. (2017), Trajectories of Neoliberal Transformation: European 

Industrial Relations since the 1970s. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Bain, G.S. and Clegg, H.A. (1974), “A strategy for industrial relations research in Great 

Britain”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 91-113.  

Behling, F. and Harvey, M. (2015), “The evolution of false self-employment in the British 

construction industry: A neo-Polanyian account of labour market formation”, Work, 

Employment and Society, Vol. 29 No. 6, pp. 969-988.  

Bélanger, J. and Edwards, P. (2013), “The nature of front-line service work: distinctive 

features and continuity in the employment relationship”, Work, Employment and 

Society, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 433-450. 



23

Bredgaard, T. and Madsen, P.K. (2018), “Farewell flexicurity? Danish flexicurity and the 

crisis”, Transfer: European Review of Labour and Research, DOI: 

doi.org/10.1177/1024258918768613. 

Brown, W. (2008), “The influence of product markets on industrial relations”, in Blyton, P., 

Heery, E., Bacon, N. and Fiorito, J. (Eds), The Sage Handbook of Industrial Relations, 

London, Sage, pp. 113-128.  

Brown, W., Bryson, A., Forth, J. and Whitfield K. (2009), The Evolution of the Modern 

Workplace, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Brown, W. and Wright, C.F. (2018), “Policies for decent labour standards in Britain”, 

Political Quarterly, Vol. 89 No. 3, pp. 482-489. 

Burchell, B.J. (2009), “Flexicurity as a moderator of the relationship between job insecurity 

and psychological well-being”, Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 

Vol. 2 No. 3, pp, 365–378. 

Castells, M. (1996), The Rise of The Network Society, Blackwell, Oxford. 

Chang, C. and Cooke, F.L. (2018), “Layers of union organising and representation: The case 

study of a strike in a Japanese‐funded auto plant in China”, Asia Pacific Journal of 

Human Resources, DOI: 10.1111/1744-7941.12181. 

Colfer, B. (2018), Trade Union Influence under Austerity in Europe (2008-2016); A Study of 

Greece, Ireland and Belgium, PhD Thesis, University of Cambridge. 

Colvin, A.J. and Darbishire, O. (2013), “Convergence in industrial relations institutions: The 

emerging Anglo-American model?” ILR Review, Vol. 66 No. 5, pp. 1047-1077. 

CRIMT (2017), “Institutional experimentation for better work project”, Interuniversity 

Research Centre on Globalization and Work, Montreal. 

Davies, A.C.L. (2014), “Migrant workers in agriculture”, in Costello, C. and Freedland, M. 

(Eds), Migrants at Work: Immigration and Vulnerability in Labour Law, Oxford 

University Press, Oxford, pp. 79-97. 

Deakin, S. (2014), “New forms of employment: Implications for EU-law – The law as it 

stands”, Address to the European Labour Law Network, 27-28 November, The Hague. 



24

Deakin, S., Butlin Fraser, S., McLaughlin, C., and Polanska, A. (2015), “Are litigation and 

collective bargaining complements or substitutes for achieving gender equality? A 

study of the British Equal Pay Act”, Cambridge Journal of Economics, Vol. 39 No. 2, 

pp. 381-403.  

Deakin, S. and Koukiadaki, A. (2009), “Governance processes, labour management 

partnership and employee voice in the construction of Heathrow Terminal 5”, 

Industrial Law Journal, Vol. 38 No. 4, pp, 365-389. 

Dencik, L. and Wilkin, P. (2015). Worker resistance and media: challenging global 

corporate power in the 21st century. Peter Lang, Oxford. 

Dunlop, J.T. (1958), Industrial Relations Systems, Holt, New York. 

Dundon, T., Harney, B., and Cullinane, N. (2010). “De-collectivism and managerial 

ideology: towards an understanding of trade union opposition”, International Journal of 

Management Concepts and Philosophy, Vol. 4 No. 3-4, pp. 267-281. 

Donaghey, J. and Reinecke, J. (2018), “When industrial democracy meets corporate social 

responsibility—A comparison of the Bangladesh Accord and Alliance as responses to 

the Rana Plaza Disaster”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 56 No. 1, pp. 14-

42. 

Dundon, T. and Rafferty, A. (2018), “The (potential) demise of HRM?” Human Resource 

Management Journal, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 377-391. 

Ebbinghaus, B., Göbel, C. and Koos, S. (2011), “Social capital,‘Ghent’ and workplace 

contexts matter: Comparing union membership in Europe”, European Journal of 

Industrial Relations, Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 107-124. 

Eichhorst, W. and Marx, P. (2015), Non-Standard Employment in Post-Industrial Labour 

Markets: An Occupational Perspective, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham. 

Fine, J. and Bartley, T. (2018), “Raising the floor: New directions in public and private 

enforcement of labor standards in the United States”, Journal of Industrial Relations, 

DOI: 10.1177/0022185618784100. 

Fudge, J. (2017), “The future of the standard employment relationship: Labour law, new 

institutional economics and old power resource theory”, Journal of Industrial 

Relations, Vol. 59 No. 3, pp. 374-392. 



25

Geare, A., Edgar, F., McAndrew, I., Harney, B., Cafferkey, K. and Dundon, T. (2014), 

Exploring the ideological undercurrents of HRM: Workplace values and beliefs in 

Ireland and New Zealand, International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 

25 No. 16, pp. 2275-2294. 

Geelan, T. (2015), “Danish trade unions and young people: Using media in the battle for 

hearts and minds”, in Hodder, A. and Kretsos, L. (Eds.), Trade Unions and Young 

People: A Global View, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, pp. 71-89. 

Gordon, J. (2016), “Roles for workers and unions in regulating labour recruitment in 

Mexico”, in Howe, J. and Owens, R. (Eds), Temporary Labour Migration in the Global 

Era: The Regulatory Challenges, Hart, London, pp. 329-350. 

Gumbrell-McCormick, R. (2011), “European trade unions and atypical workers”, Industrial 

Relations Journal Vol. 42 No. 3, pp. 293-310. 

Harvey, D. (2011), The Enigma of Capital: And the Crises of Capitalism, Profile, London. 

Harvey, G., Hodder, A. and Brammer, S. (2017), “Trade union participation in CSR 

deliberation: an evaluation”, Industrial Relations Journal, Vol. 48 No. 1, pp. 42-55. 

Heckscher, C. and McCarthy, J. (2014), “Transient solidarities: Commitment and collective 

action in postindustrial societies”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 52, No. 

4, pp. 627-657. 

Heery, E. (2009), “Trade unions and contingent labour”, Cambridge Journal of Regions, 

Economy and Society, Vol. 2, No. 3,  pp. 429-442. 

Heery, E., Gooberman, L. and Hauptmeier, M. (2017), “The Petroleum Driver Passport 

scheme: A case study in reregulation”, Industrial Relations Journal, Vol. 48 No. 3, pp. 

274-291. 

Holgate, J. (2015). “Community organising in the UK: A ‘new’ approach for trade unions?” 

Economic and Industrial Democracy, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 431-455. 

Huang, W. and Geelan, T. (2018), “Digital platform-based employment and decent work in 

the Chinese ‘sharing economy’”, Paper presented at the International Labour and 

Employment Relations Association World Congress, July, Seoul. 



26

Huang, W., Weng, J. and Hsieh, Y.C. (2016), “The hybrid channel of employees’ voice in 

China in a changing context of employment relations”, Advances in Industrial and 

Labor Relations, Vol. 23, pp. 19-43. 

ILO (2016), Non-Standard Employment Around the World: Understanding Challenges, 

Shaping Prospects, International Labour Organization, Geneva. 

IPPR (2018), Prosperity and Justice: A Plan for the New Economy - The Final Report of the 

IPPR Commission on Economic Justice, Polity Press, Cambridge. 

Jaehrling, K., Johnson, M., Larsen, T., Refslund, B. and Grimshaw, D. (2018), “Tackling 

precarious work in public sector supply chains: A comparison of local government 

procurement policies in Denmark, Germany and the UK”, Work, Employment and 

Society, Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 546-563. 

Johnston, H. and Land-Kazlauskas, C. (2018), Organizing On-Demand: Representation, 

Voice, and Collective Bargaining in the Gig Economy, International Labour 

Organization, Geneva.  

Johnstone, R., McCrystal, S., Nossar, I., et al. (2012), Beyond Employment: The Legal 

Regulation of Work Relationships, Federation Press, Sydney. 

Kalleberg, A.L. (2000), “Nonstandard employment relations: Part-time, temporary and 

contract work”, Annual Review of Sociology, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 341-365. 

Kalleberg, A.L. (2009), “Precarious work, insecure workers: Employment relations in 

transition”, American Sociological Review, Vol. 74 No. 1, pp. 1-22. 

Kalleberg, A.L. (2011), Good Jobs, Bad Jobs: The Rise of Polarized and Precarious 

Employment Systems in the United States, 1970s-2000s, Russell Sage, New York. 

Kerr, C. and Siegal, A. (1955), “The structuring of the labor force in industrial society: New 

dimensions and new questions”, ILR Review, Vol. 8 No. 2, pp. 151-168. 

Kochan, T.A. (2018), “What would Frances Perkins do? Boston Review, 29 August. 

Kochan, T.A. and Riordan, C.A. (2016), “Employment relations and growing income 

inequality: Causes and potential options for its reversal”, Journal of Industrial 

Relations, Vol. 58 No. 3, pp. 419-440. 



27

Kristensen, P.H. and Morgan, G. (2012), “From institutional change to experimentalist 

institutions”, Industrial Relations, Vol. 51 No. S1, pp. 413-437. 

Las Heras, J. (2018), “Unions as ‘managers of precariousness’: The entrenchment of 

microcorporatism in the Spanish automotive industry and its drawbacks”, Employee 

Relations, Vol. 40 No. 6, pp. 1054-1071. 

Lee, C.H., Brown, W. and Wen, X. (2016), “What sort of collective bargaining is emerging in 

China?” British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 54 No. 1, pp. 214-236. 

Lehdonvirta, V. (2016), “Algorithms that divide and unite: Delocalisation, identity and 

collective action in ‘microwork’”, in Flecker, J. (Ed), Space, Place and Global Digital 

Work: Dynamics of Virtual Work, Palgrave Macmillan, London, pp. 53-80.

Locke, R.M. (2013), The Promise and Limits of Private Power: Promoting Labor Standards 

in a Global Economy, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Maguire, M. and Murphy, F. (2014), “Neoliberalism, securitization and racialization in the 

Irish taxi industry”, European Journal of Cultural Studies, Vol. 17 No. 3, pp. 282-297.

Marchington, M., Grimshaw, D., Rubery, J. and Willmott, H. (2005), Fragmenting Work: 

Blurring Organizational Boundaries and Disordering Hierarchies, Oxford University 

Press, Oxford. 

Markey, R., Ferris, S., McIvor, J., et al. (2016), “Extending employment entitlements to non-

standard workers: Alternative models for long service leave portability”, Journal of 

Industrial Relations, Vol. 58 No. 1, pp. 46-68. 

McAlevey, J. (2016), Organizing for Power in the New Gilded Age, Oxford University Press, 

Oxford. 

McChesney, R. (2013), Digital Disconnect: How Capitalism is turning the Internet against 

Democracy, New Press, New York.  

McLaughlin, C. (2009), “The productivity‐ enhancing impacts of the minimum wage: 

Lessons from Denmark and New Zealand”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 

47 No. 2, pp. 327-348. 



28

McLaughlin, C. (2013). “The role of productivity coalitions in building a ‘high road’ 

competitive strategy: The case of Denmark and Ireland”, European Journal of 

Industrial Relations, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 127-143. 

McLaughlin, C. (2014), “Equal pay, litigation and reflexive regulation: The case of the UK 

local authority sector”, Industrial Law Journal, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 1-28. 

McLaughlin, C. and Wright, C.F. (2018), “The role of ideas in understanding industrial 

relations policy change in liberal market economies”, Industrial Relations, Vol. 58 No. 

4, pp. 568-610. 

Minter, K. (2017), “Negotiating labour standards in the gig economy: Airtasker and Unions 

New South Wales”, Economic and Labour Relations Review, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 438-

454. 

Moore, S. and Newsome, K. (2018), “Paying for free delivery: Dependent self-employment 

as a measure of precarity in parcel delivery,” Work, Employment and Society, Vol. 32 

No. 3, pp. 475-492. 

Nicholson, D., Pekarek, A. and Gahan, P. (2017), “Unions and collective bargaining in 

Australia in 2016”, Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 59 No. 3, pp. 305-322. 

Niforou, C. (2012), “International framework agreements and industrial relations governance: 

Global rhetoric versus local realities”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 50, 

No. 2, pp. 352-373. 

O’Sullivan, M., Turner, T., Lavelle, J. et al. (2018), “The role of the state in shaping zero 

hours work in an atypical liberal market economy”, Economic and Industrial 

Democracy, DOI: 10.1177/0143831X17735181. 

OECD (2000) Employment Outlook 2000, OECD, Paris. 

OECD (2016) Gender differences in employment outcomes”, OECD Family Database, 

available at: http://www.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm.htm. 

Papadakis, K. (2011), Shaping Global Industrial Relations: The Impact of International 

Framework Agreements. Palgrave Macmillan, New York. 

Pasquier, V. and Wood, A.J. (2018), The Power of Social Media as a Labour Campaigning 

Tool: Lessons from OUR Walmart and the Fight for 15, ETUI, Brussels.   



29

Pocock, B., Buchanan, J. and Campbell, I. (2004), “Meeting the challenge of casual work in 

Australia: evidence, past treatment and future policy”, Australian Bulletin of Labour, 

Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 16-32. 

Prowse, P., Lopes, A. and Fells, R. (2017), “Community and union-led living wage 

campaigns”, Employee Relations, Vol. 39 No. 6, pp. 825-839. 

Reilly, A., Howe, J., van den Broek, D., et al. (2018), “Working holiday makers in Australian 

horticulture: Labour market effect, exploitation and avenues for reform”, Griffith Law 

Review, DOI: 10.1080/10383441.2018.1482814. 

Rosenblat, A. and Stark, L. (2016), “Algorithmic labor and information asymmetries: A case 

study of Uber’s drivers”, International Journal of Communication, Vol. 10, pp. 3758–

3784.  

Regalia, I. (2013), “Regional and local experiments for labor market policy in Europe”, in 

Stone, K.V.W. and Arthurs, H. (Eds), Rethinking Workplace Regulation: Beyond the 

Standard Contract of Employment, Russell Sage Foundation, New York, pp. 155-173. 

Rousseau, D. (2015), I-deals: Idiosyncratic Deals Employees Bargain for Themselves: 

Idiosyncratic Deals Employees Bargain for Themselves. Routledge, London. 

Rubery, J. (2015), “Change at work: Feminisation, flexibilisation, fragmentation and 

financialisation”, Employee Relations, Vol. 27 No. 6, pp. 633-644. 

Ruggie, J.G. (2013), Just Business: Multinational Corporations and Human Rights, WW 

Norton & Company, New York. 

Sack, D. and Sarter, E.K. (2018), “Collective bargaining, minimum wages, and public 

procurement in Germany: Regulatory adjustments to the neoliberal drift of a 

coordinated marked economy”, Journal of Industrial Relations, DOI: 

10.1177/0022185618795706. 

Schömann, I. and Clauwaert, S., 2012. The Crisis and National Labour Law Reforms: A 

Mapping Exercise, ETUI, Brussels. 

Shapiro, A. (2018), “Between autonomy and control: Strategies of arbitrage in the ‘on-

demand’ economy”, New Media and Society, Vol 20 No. 8, pp. 2954-2971.



30

Silver, B. (2003), Forces of Labor: Workers Movements and Globalisation since 1870. 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.   

Stewart, A. and Stanford, J. (2017), “Regulating work in the gig economy: What are the 

options?” Economic and Labour Relations Review, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 420-437. 

Taylor, M., Marsh, G., Nicol, D. and Broadbent, P. (2017), Good Work: The Taylor Review 

of Modern Working Practices, Department of Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, 

London. 

Trevor, J. (2016), “Future work: Changes, choices and consequences”, European Business 

Review, 1 December. 

Trevor, J. and Brown, W. (2014), “The limits on pay as a strategic tool: obstacles to 

alignment in non-union environments”, British Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 52 

No. 3, pp. 553-578. 

Upchurch, M. and Grassman, R. (2015) “Striking with social media: The contested (online) 

terrain of workplace conflict”, Organisation, Vol. 23 No. 5, pp. 639-656.  

Vosko, L.F. (2010), Managing the Margins: Gender, Citizenship, and the International 

Regulation of Precarious Employment, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Weil, D. (2014), The Fissured Workplace. Harvard University Press, Cambridge MA. 

Williams, S., Abbott, B. and Heery, E. (2011), “Non-union worker representation through 

civil society organisations: Evidence from the United Kingdom”, Industrial Relations 

Journal, Vol. 42 No. 1, pp. 69-85. 

Wood, A.J. (2015), “Networks of injustice and worker mobilisation at Walmart”, Industrial 

Relations Journal, Vol. 46 No. 4, pp. 259-274. 

Wood, A.J., Graham, M., Lehdonvirta, V. and Hjorth, I. (2016), “Virtual production 

networks: Fixing commodification and disembeddedness”, Paper presented at the 

Internet, Policy and Politics Conference, University of Oxford, September. 

Wood, A.J., Graham, M., Lehdonvirta, V. and Hjorth, I. (2018a), “Good gig, bad gig: 

autonomy and algorithmic control in the global gig economy”. Work, Employment and 

Society, DOI: 10.1177/0950017018785616.  



31

Wood, A.J., Lehdonvirta, V. and Graham, M. (2018), “Workers of the Internet unite? Online 

freelancer organisation among remote gig economy workers in six Asian and African 

countries”, New Technology, Work and Employment, Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 95-112.  

WEF (2018), Future of Jobs Report 2018, World Economic Forum, Geneva. 

Wright, C.F. and Brown, W. (2013), “The effectiveness of socially sustainable sourcing 

mechanisms: Assessing the prospects of a new form of joint regulation”, Industrial 

Relations Journal, Vol. 44 No. 1, pp. 20-37. 

Wright, C.F., Groutsis, D. and van den Broek, D. (2017a), “Employer-sponsored temporary 

labour migration schemes in Australia, Canada and Sweden: Enhancing efficiency, 

compromising fairness?” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, Vol. 43 No. 11, pp. 

1854-1872. 

Wright, C.F. and Kaine, S. (2015), “Supply chains, production networks and the employment 

relationship”, Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 57 No. 4, pp. 483-501. 

Wright, C.F., Wailes, N., Bamber, G. and Lansbury, R. (2017b), “Beyond national systems, 

towards a ‘gig economy’? A research agenda for international and comparative 

employment relations”, Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, Vol. 29 No. 4, 

pp. 247-257. 


