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Abstract: This article examines the phenomenon of labour precarization in the context of Russia’s digital economy.
Based on an interdisciplinary approach, the study analyses the forms, causes, and consequences of
precarious employment—oparticularly in platform-based work, freelancing, and remote labour. Using both
qualitative and quantitative data, it identifies the structural characteristics of the Russian precariat, the social
and psychological risks associated with digital forms of employment, and the institutional weaknesses that
contribute to precarization. International experiences and policy recommendations are explored, with a
focus on legal recognition, social guarantees, and algorithmic transparency. The paper concludes with a call
for balanced regulation that protects workers' rights while supporting the flexibility of the digital economy.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The labour market in Russia, as in other countries, is
undergoing profound transformations under the
influence of the digitalization of the economy. The
spread of platform-based employment, remote work,
and freelancing is changing traditional perceptions
of labour relations, employment stability, and the
social protection of workers (Srnicek 2017; Prassl
2018). These changes are increasingly associated
with the concept of labour precarization, which
refers to the growth of unstable, low-paid, and
poorly  regulated forms of employment,
accompanied by a high degree of social vulnerability
(Standing 2011; Kalleberg 2009).

2 METHODOLOGY AND
SEARCH METHODS

The methodological basis of this study is an
interdisciplinary approach that combines elements of
the sociology of labour, institutional economics, and
the critical theory of digital capitalism. The key
concept is the precariat, interpreted in accordance
with the works of Guy Standing (2011) as a new
social stratum deprived of stability, social
guarantees, and political representation. Standing’s
perspective is complemented by the critique of
algorithmic management and digital labour control
developed in the work of Shoshana Zuboff (2019),
as well as by Ulrich Beck’s (1992) concept of
“social risk,” which emphasises the uncertainty and
fragmentation of labour experience in the context of
late modernity (Beck 1992; Zuboff 2019).

At the theoretical level, precarisation is viewed as
a consequence of the institutional lag of normative
structures  behind rapidly developing digital
platforms. The analysis draws on the principles of
neo-institutional theory (North 1990), which
highlights the role of formal and informal
institutions in structuring the behaviour of economic
agents.The study adopts a mixed-methods strategy
for data collection and analysis. The quantitative
component includes official statistics (Rosstat,
Federal Tax Service, Pension Fund of the Russian
Federation) from 2018 to 2024, and results from
sociological surveys (Levada Center, VTsSIOM,
RANEPA) regarding the spread of non-standard
employment, levels of social protection, and
satisfaction with working conditions (Gimpelson and
Kapelyushnikov 2011; Kapelyushnikov 2014). The
qualitative component includes analysis of the
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regulatory framework governing non-standard forms
of employment and case studies of digital platforms
(Yandex Go, SberMarket, YouDo, Profi.ru),
focusing on organisational mechanisms, digital
management, and “hidden hiring” practices (De
Stefano 2016; Aloisi and De Stefano 2021).
Research methods employed are content analysis of
documents, comparative legal analysis (including
EU, Germany, and France), structural-functional
analysis of institutional barriers, and typology of
precarious work based on autonomy, social
protection, and digital dependency (Kalleberg 2011;
Vosko 2010).

3 RESEARCH RESULTS

3.1 Theoretical Foundations of Labor
Precarization

The term precarization derives from the Latin
precarius, meaning ‘unstable’ or ‘temporarily
granted.' In contemporary sociological and economic
literature, it refers to the spread of flexible, insecure,
and poorly protected forms of employment that fail
to provide workers with predictable income, access
to social benefits, or legal security (Vosko 2010;
Kalleberg 2009).

Guy Standing was one of the first to
systematically conceptualize the precariat. In 'The
Precariat: The New Dangerous Class," he describes it
as a new and emerging social class, characterised by
a lack of employment stability, professional identity,
and social security (Standing 2011). Key features
include the absence of long-term contracts,
outsourcing, platform-based labour, and minimal
employer responsibility.

The main characteristics of precarious labour
include: unstable contracts (De Stefano and Aloisi
2021); irregular income (Kalleberg 2011); limited
access to social protections (Friedman 2014);
uncertainty about the future (Standing 2014); blurred
work-life  boundaries (Zuboff 2019); and the
inability to plan long-term (Huws 2014).
Precarization is associated with the shift from
industrial to post-industrial society, marked by the
information economy, digitalisation, and the
individualisation of labour (Castells 1996). Digital
platforms and automation reinforce these trends,
pushing employers toward short-term and flexible
contracts (Srnicek 2017; Prassl 2018). Kalleberg
(2018) argues that policy and deregulation also play
major roles.

In Russia, precarization is shaped by both global



trends and local structural issues such as informal
employment and weak legal  protections
(Kapelyushnikov 2014; Gimpelson and
Kapelyushnikov 2011). Informal, civil-contract, and
gig-based work is common in logistics, retail, and
domestic sectors (European Commission 2021; De
Stefano 2016). Unlike Western Europe, Russia lacks
public debate or institutional reform addressing
these challenges (Petrakova 2022).

Analytical Conclusions
1. Growing instability: Income depends on task
volume, platform availability, and seasonality
(Rosenblat 2018).
2. Weakening of labour relations: Employment
contracts are replaced by civil agreements and
informal arrangements (Aloisi and De Stefano
2021).
3. Technological control without responsibility:
Platforms manage work via algorithms without
employer accountability (Rosenblat and Stark 2016).
4. Rising social vulnerability: Absence of guarantees
affects students, mothers, and migrants most
(Friedman 2014; Vosko 2010).
5. Shift in labour identity: Precarization transforms
the meaning of work into a short-term economic
resource (Standing 2014; Huws 2014).

3.2 Digital Economy: New Realities

The digital economy refers to a system of economic
relations based on the use of digital technologies—
such as the Internet, mobile communications, big
data, cloud computing, artificial intelligence, and
blockchain (Tapscott 2015; Srnicek 2017). These
technologies fundamentally transform not only
production and consumption, but also the nature of
employment and social interaction.

According to the Ministry of Digital
Development of the Russian Federation, the digital
economy is 'an economic activity in which the key
factor of production is digital information, and all
spheres of life actively utilize digital technologies'
(Ministry of Digital Development of the Russian
Federation 2021).

The transition to a digital economy is
accompanied by structural changes directly affecting
labour:

- Platformization of labour: Digital platforms reduce
transaction costs while blurring traditional labour
relations (Prassl 2018; De Stefano 2016).

- Automation and Al: Machines and algorithms are
replacing human tasks across industries (Rifkin
1995; Zuboff 2019).
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- Freelancing and self-employment: Project-based
work offers flexibility but often lacks social
protections (Aloisi and De Stefano 2021; Kalleberg
2011).

- Remote work: Normalized after COVID-19,
remote work can erode work-life boundaries
(Eurofound 2020).

- Gig economy: Short-term and flexible work
intensifies individualisation and weakens collective
rights (Friedman 2014; Huws 2014).

Digital platforms are new institutional
intermediaries coordinating labour via algorithmic
systems (Rosenblat and Stark 2016; Srnicek 2017).
Though not legal employers, they control working
conditions, task access, and incomes through ratings
and automation (Rosenblat 2018).

Examples in Russia include Uber, Yandex Go,
DiDi (ride-hailing); Samokat, Delivery Club
(delivery); Upwork, Freelance.ru (freelancing); and
Wildberries, Ozon (logistics). Workers on these
platforms often lack legal protection and operate
without coverage under the Labour Code
(Kapelyushnikov  2014; European Commission
2021). Nevertheless, platform work remains a vital
income source amid economic  uncertainty
(Petrakova 2022; Cook 2013).

3.3 Forms of Digital Precarious
Employment in Russia

The digital transformation of the economy has led to
the emergence and rapid expansion of new forms of
employment, many of which are characterised by a
high degree of precarity (Standing 2011; Kalleberg
2009). These forms do not always fit into traditional
legal frameworks and, in the Russian context, often
exist outside formal regulation (Kapelyushnikov
2014; Gimpelson and Kapelyushnikov 2011).

The most prominent example is work through
online platforms such as Yandex.Pro, Delivery Club,
Samokat, SherMarket, YouDo, and Wildberries.
These platforms match clients with workers for
short-term tasks like delivery, repairs, and domestic
services (Petrakova 2022; De Stefano 2016).

Key features include lack of contracts, self-
managed taxation, rating dependence, potential
account deactivation, and competition for tasks
(Rosenblat 2018; Rosenblat and Stark 2016). This
dynamic leads to what is often described as
algorithmic exploitation (Zuboff 2019; Prassl 2018).

Freelancers in IT, design, translation, and
marketing often work project-to-project through



platforms like Kwork, Freelance.ru, and Upwork.
Despite flexibility, they face short-term contracts,
lack of benefits, payment risks, and intense
competition (Graham and Anwar 2019; Aloisi and
De Stefano 2021; Huws 2014).

This is common in e-commerce and logistics

during peak seasons. Workers such as sorters and
couriers are often unregistered, paid in cash, and
excluded from protections (European Commission
2021; Eurofound 2020).
Remote work, especially post-COVID-19, is often
seen as stable but frequently includes precarious
elements: self-employment status, unpaid overtime,
tracking tools, and wvulnerability to layoffs
(Kalleberg 2018; Eurofound 2020). Digitalisation
has institutionalised instability. In Russia's context
of weak regulation and union representation, these
forms increasingly support systemic precarisation
(Standing 2014; Vosko 2010; Kapelyushnikov
2014).

3.4 Forms of Digital Precarious
Employment in Russia

The digital transformation of the economy has led to
the emergence and rapid expansion of new forms of
employment, many of which are characterised by a
high degree of precarity (Standing 2011; Kalleberg
2009). These forms do not always fit into traditional
legal frameworks and, in the Russian context, often
exist outside formal regulation (Kapelyushnikov
2014; Gimpelson and Kapelyushnikov 2011).

The most prominent example is work through
online platforms such as Yandex.Pro, Delivery Club,
Samokat, SherMarket, YouDo, and Wildberries.
These platforms match clients with workers for
short-term tasks like delivery, repairs, and domestic
services (Petrakova 2022; De Stefano 2016).

Key features include lack of contracts, self-
managed taxation, rating dependence, potential
account deactivation, and competition for tasks
(Rosenblat 2018; Rosenblat and Stark 2016). This
dynamic leads to what is often described as
algorithmic exploitation (Zuboff 2019; Prassl 2018).
Freelancers in IT, design, translation, and marketing
often work project-to-project through platforms like
Kwork, Freelance.ru, and Upwork. Despite
flexibility, they face short-term contracts, lack of
benefits, payment risks, and intense competition
(Graham and Anwar 2019; Aloisi and De Stefano
2021; Huws 2014).

This is common in e-commerce and logistics
during peak seasons. Workers such as sorters and
couriers are often unregistered, paid in cash, and
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excluded from protections (European Commission
2021; Eurofound 2020).

Remote work, especially post-COVID-19, is often
seen as stable but frequently includes precarious
elements: self-employment status, unpaid overtime,
tracking tools, and wvulnerability to layoffs
(Kalleberg 2018; Eurofound 2020). Digitalisation
has institutionalised instability. In Russia's context
of weak regulation and union representation, these
forms increasingly support systemic precarisation
(Standing 2014; Vosko 2010; Kapelyushnikov
2014).

3.5 Consequences of Labor
Precarization for Workers and
Society

The spread of precarious forms of employment in
the digital age has a serious impact not only on
individual well-being, but also on broader social
stability. In Russia, these effects are particularly
severe due to underdeveloped social protection,
weak trade unions, and economic uncertainty (Cook
2013; Kapelyushnikov 2014).

Social Consequences:

1. Growing social inequality: Precarization
creates a divide between protected and unprotected
workers, contributing to social stratification
(Standing 2011; Kalleberg 2011; VVosko 2010).

2. Marginalization of vulnerable groups: Young
professionals, women, migrants, and residents of
disadvantaged regions often lack legal rights or
institutional support (Petrakova 2022; Aloisi and De
Stefano 2021).

3. Weakening of labour as a social institution:
Work becomes temporary, impersonal, and loses its
role in identity and social cohesion (Standing 2014;
Huws 2014; Castells 1996).

Psychological Consequences:

1. Chronic instability and anxiety: Precarious
workers experience uncertainty, emotional stress,
and depressive symptoms (Kalleberg 2018;
Friedman 2014).

2. Professional burnout: High workload and lack
of rest lead to burnout, especially among freelancers
and platform workers (Huws 2014; Zuboff 2019).

3. Social isolation: Independent work can result
in loneliness and a loss of collective professional
identity (Eurofound 2020; Rosenblat 2018).

4. Algorithmic pressure: Ratings and automated
evaluations create a sense of constant surveillance
and dependency on opaque systems (Rosenblat and
Stark 2016; De Stefano 2016).

Labour precarization is not just an economic



issue, but a socio-psychological challenge that
reduces life quality and weakens social cohesion.
Without reform, these effects could worsen,
especially in Russia’s underprotected labour
environment (Kapelyushnikov 2014; Prassl 2018).

3.6 Possibilities for Regulating and
Containing the Precarization of
Labour

In a flexible and digital economy, it is impossible to
completely eliminate informal  employment.
However, it is possible to minimise its negative
impact and to ensure basic social guarantees for all
categories of workers (De Stefano 2016; Vosko
2010). This requires state action and the active
participation of trade unions and civil society
(Standing 2014; Petrakova 2022).

The Role of the State:

- Legal recognition of platform labour:
Introducing a legal status such as 'digital worker'
could ensure access to labour rights (European
Commission 2021; Aloisi and De Stefano 2021).

- Mandatory social insurance: A flexible but
compulsory contribution  system could offer
pensions, health insurance, and basic guarantees
(Cook 2013; Kapelyushnikov 2014).

- Transparency in algorithmic management:
Platforms like Uber and Yandex.Pro should be
required to disclose the logic behind algorithmic
control (Rosenblat and Stark 2016; Zuboff 2019).

- Public freelance platforms: Government-backed
digital exchanges could offer safe, transparent access
to employment (Hoene and Hassel 2020).

International Experience:

- France: Introduced special status and union
rights for platform workers (Aloisi and De Stefano
2021).

- Spain: Reclassified platform drivers as
employees with full rights (European Commission
2021).

- Germany: Intermediary employers legally hire
freelancers while offering protections (Hoene and
Hassel 2020).

- EU: A 2022 directive mandates collective
agreements and guarantees for platform workers
(European Commission 2021).

Addressing labour precarization requires
coordinated efforts between state, business, and civil
society. For Russia, it is crucial to adapt foreign
models while strengthening national protections
(Standing 2014; Srnicek 2017; Kapelyushnikov
2014).
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4 DISCUSSION

The digitalisation of Russia’s economy has
transformed the employment structure. With the
growth of platform work, freelancing, and remote
jobs, there has been a surge in precarious
employment marked by instability, lack of legal
protections, and limited social guarantees
(Kalleberg 2009; Standing 2011).

This study reveals that precarization is rooted in
institutional gaps in labour law. The Russian
precariat includes informal workers, migrants, and
civil-contract employees, many of whom operate
under algorithmic management with no access to
protections (Gimpelson and Kapelyushnikov 2011;
Rosenblat 2018; De Stefano 2016).

Key Findings:

. Precarization is a systemic feature of
Russia’s labour market.

. Lack of legal
inequality and distrust.

. Psychological effects such as anxiety and
burnout are widespread.

. Platform workers lack representation and
social safeguards.

adaptation  increases
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