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Purpose
This study aimed to estimate how the fairwork principle of pay would affect the ride-hailing
drivers’ (e-drivers’) willingness to form and join worker-platform co-operatives and subtypes
in Kenya.

Method

This critical-realism research philosophy and the discrete choice experiment design was applied
in the study (Fig. 1). The study respondents were 497 (82.8%) of 600 questionnaires distributed
in the Nairobi Metropolitan Region—Nairobi City, Kiambu, Machakos, and Kajiado Counties.
Data was primarily collected between June and August 2024 through a 5-point Likert scale (from
Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Disagree (5) of fair pay principle compliance question) and a 3-
code discrete choice (of platform worker structures and platform co-operative subtypes questions)
questionnaire administered face-to-face and online. The data was analysed using multinomial
logistics regression in the Jamovi statistical software to predict the probabilities of the e-drivers'
preference to form and join worker-platform co-operatives and subtypes.
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Figure 1

The analysis of the respondents” demographics indicates that more than half (56.5%) of the e-
drivers operate in Nairobi City County, the core of Kenya’s capital city (Fig. 2). Most of the e-
drivers are men (96.2%), with youth (<35 years) being 68.6%. Most of the e-drivers (65.6%)
have experience of 1-6 years, meaning they entered the industry at the onset of the COVID-19
pandemic in 2018/2029. Moreover, 66.6% of e-drivers hold college certificates, diplomas, and
undergraduate degrees. 60.2% are in ride-hailing work full-time due to a lack of other job options
(45%), and 69.6% have leased-vehicle or been employed by vehicle owners. The e-drivers
operate on a 24-hour rotating work schedule (69.4%), where the majority (44.1%) do 11-15 rides
and 44.7% work for 6-9 hours daily, seven days a week.
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The e-drivers in the region use over 10 ride-hailing platforms for their work, but most e-drivers
(38.4%) still consider Uber, Bolt (formerly Taxify) (19.9%), and Little Cab (11.3%) the three
most preferred platforms. Furthermore, most e-drivers (69.6%) do not own the vehicle they use
for the ride-hailing work; they are either employed or have leased it from the vehicle owners.
31.2% of e-drivers have experienced or witnessed security incidents, and only 6.6% have their
insurance covered by ride-hailing investor-owned firms (IOFs). Regarding income and expenses,
76.2% of the e-drivers reported getting an average daily pay of KES 401 — 800 (approximately
USD 2.9 — 5.8) per ride, and on the other hand, 70.8% spend an average of KES 1,501-3,000
(USD 10.9 — 21.7) per day on fuel and maintenance.

Conclusion

Results

In assessing the measurement model, the study had an acceptable internal consistency of the
three measure variables—the Fair Pay Distribution (FPD) Principle, Platform Work Structure,
and Platform Co-operative Subtypes—exhibiting Cronbach's o of 0.732, above the
recommended 0.7. We also found that the pseudo-R? measure (i.e., the McFadden R?) was
0.332, indicating a high goodness-of-fit range between 0.2 and 0.4, which is acceptable due to
the complexity and variability of e-drivers’ human behaviour. The model coefficients, as a
whole, proved to be highly effective.

Our analysis of the significance of individual coefficients using the estimated marginal means
(Tab. 1) further underscores the robustness of our study's methodology, providing reassurance
about the reliability of the study's results.

Table 1
Model Coefficients — Platform Work Structure
95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
Platform Work . " .
Structure Predictor Estimate Lower Upper SE z p Odds ratio Lower Upper

No Preference -
Worker Platform  Intercept 240 0875 3.916 0.776 300 0.002 10.969 2398 50178
Co-op

FPD

N -113 -1.512 -0.745 0.196 -5.77 <.001 0.323 0.220 0.475

Principle
Investor Owned
Firm - Worker Intercept 3.49 1.796 5.178 0.863 4.04 <.001 32678 6.023 177.288
Platform Co-op

D -156 2023 -1105 0234 667 <001 0.209 0.132 0.331

Principle

We found that for the ‘no preference’ of the platform work-structure category relative to the
‘worker-platform co-operative' (reference category), the coefficient for the FPD principle in the
worker-platform co-operative is -1.13 (SE = 0.196, Z = -5.77, p < .001), with a 95% confidence
interval of (-1.512, -0.745). The corresponding odds ratio was 0.323. This means that for every
e-drivers’ agreement level increase for the existing platform-work structure’s compliance with
the FPD principle, the log odds of choosing to form or join the worker-platform co-operative
(as opposed to having no preference) decrease by 1.13 units (or odds ratio of 67.7%), holding
all other variables constant. Conversely, we found that for the ¢ investor-owned firm’ category
relative to the worker-platform co-operative (reference category), the coefficient for the FPD
principle in the worker-platform co-operative is -1.56 (SE = 0.234, Z = -6.67, p <.001), with a
95% confidence interval of (-2.023, -1.105). The corresponding odds ratio was 0.209. This
means that for every e-drivers’ agreement level increase for the existing platform-work
structure’s compliance with the FPD principle, their log odds of choosing to form or join the
worker-platform co-operative (as opposed to working directly with the investor-owned firms)
decrease by 1.56 units (or odds ratio of 79.1%), holding all other variables constant. In both
comparisons, the p-value of <.001 was below the significance level of 0.05 (p<0.05), indicating
that the fairwork principle of pay significantly affected e-drivers’ willingness to form or join
worker-platform co-operatives.

Furthermore, the probability graph also shows that an e-drivers’ stronger disagreement level
increase (or stronger agreement level decrease) on FPD principle compliance by existing
platform-work structures is strongly associated with increased e-drivers' choice of forming and
joining worker-platform co-operatives (Fig. 3a). Subsequently, ‘“Type B’ worker-platform co-
operative or open platform cooperativism common in East Asia and Latin America — the 'e-
drivers-only co-operative' without its ride-hailing platform — would be the most preferred
worker-platform co-operative subtype in the country for negotiated social exchanges and
negatively (exclusively) connected networks with the existing ride-hailing I0OFs (Fig. 3b).
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The results of our study show that pay rates have significant implications for the behaviour of
e-drivers in the ride-hailing industry. We found that e-drivers’ willingness to form and join
worker-platform co-operatives is influenced by their satisfaction with Fairwork’s pay principle.
This suggests that e-drivers are more inclined towards co-operative (social representation and
collective action) structures when they are dissatisfied with pay rates offered by the existing
ride-hailing IOFs. This indicates e-drivers' desire for the co-operative values of solidarity,
equality, and equity and the third co-operative principle on members’ economic participation in

Inves
Structure

The study's findings underscore the significant influence of e-drivers' considerations for fair pay rates on their preference and willingness to form and join worker-platform co-operatives. These
insights provide a valuable foundation for developing strategies to promote worker-platform co-operatives within the ride-hailing industry in Kenya. By addressing the specific fair pay concerns and
priorities of e-drivers, stakeholders can advocate for and enforce the fairwork principle of pay in the ride-hailing industry by promoting worker-platform co-operatives in the country. However,
further research is needed to explore other fairwork principles affecting e-drivers’ choice of platform-work structures.

Next Steps References

1. Analyse other fairwork
principles of platform
management, —contracts,
conditions,

https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X19894584

1. Anwar, M. A, & Graham, M. (2020). Hidden transcripts of the gig economy: labour agency and the new art of resistance among African gig workers. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 52(7), 1269-1291.

2. Anwar, M. A., & Graham, M. (2021). Between a rock and a hard place: Freedom, flexibility, precarity and vulnerability in the gig economy in Africa. Competition & Change, 25(2), 237-258. https://doi.org/10.1177/1024529420914473
3. Anwar, M. A., Odeo, JO, & Otieno, E. (2023). There is no future in it: Pandemic and ride-hailing hustle in Africa. International Labour Review, 162(1), 23-44. https://doi.org/10.1111/ilr.12364
4. Anwar, M. A,, Otieno, E., & Stein, M. (2022). Locked in, logged out: pandemic and ride-hailing in South Africa and Kenya. The Journal of Modern African Studies, 60(4), 457-478. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022278X22000234

5. Bunders, D. J., Arets, M., Frenken, K., & De Moor, T. (2022). The feasibility of platform co-operatives in the gig economy. Journal of Co-operative Organization and Management, 10(1), 100-167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcom.2022.100167

2.  Presentations at ICA and
ILO supported national
and international

Program, Skills and Work in the Digital Economy. https:/bit.ly/4bBp9K5

6. de Peuter, G., de Verteuil, G., & Machaka, S. (2022). Co-operatives, Work, and the Digital Economy: A Knowledge Synthesis Report. Submitted to the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada Knowledge Synthesis

7. Delaunay, T. (2021, 6 mai). Towards a Ride-hailing Services Dependency in Nairobi? Uses, users and regulation. Mambo! Consulté le 29 mai 2024, a I’adresse https://doi.org/10.58079/r7s3

8. Saner, R., Yiu, L., & Nguyen, M. (2019, June). Platform Co-operatives: The Social and Solidarity Economy and the Future of Work. In Proceedings of the UNTFSSE International Conference, Geneva (Vol. 25, p. 26). https://bit.ly/3wLDrJ0

conferences in Kenya,
India and the US.
3. Publication of related

9. Scholz, T., Mannan, M., Pentzien, J., & Plotkin, H. (2021b). Policies for Co-operative Ownership in the Digital Economy. Platform Cooperativism Consortium Report. https://bit.ly/4aCwCqR
10. Scholz, T., O'Brien, D., & Spicer, J. (2021a, March 11). Can Co-operatives Build Worker Power? Give Platform Coops a Set at the Policy Table. https://bit.ly/3yEJ2Bg
11. Scholz, T. (2018). A portfolio of platform cooperativism is in progress. Okologisches Wirtschaften-Fachzeitschrift, (4), 16-19. https:/bit.ly/3WUIQZY

12. Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung (2021). Workers or Partners: The political economy of UBER in Dar es Salaam, Nairobi and Johannesburg. Trade Union Competence Centre for Sub-Saharan Africa. https://bit.ly/4akMpUt

Articles and papers in
Academic Journals
4.  Further Related Research

Geoforum, 112, 100-103. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2020.01.023

267-286. https://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2021.1942356

13. Graham, M., Woodcock, J., Heeks, R., Mungai, P., Van Belle, J., du Toit, D., Fredman, S., Osiki, A., van der Spuy, A., Silberman, S.M. (2020). The Fairwork Foundation: Strategies for improving platform work in a global context.

14. Heeks, R., Graham, M., Mungai, P., Van Belle, J. P., & Woodcock, J. (2021). Systematic evaluation of gig work against decent work standards: The development and application of the Fairwork framework. The Information Society, 37(5),

15. Lakemann, T., & Lay, J. (2019). Digital platforms in Africa: The" Uberisation" of informal work. (GIGA Focus Afrika, 7). Hamburg: GIGA German Institute of Global and Area Studies - Leibniz-Institut fiir Globale und Regionale Studien,

Institut fur Afrika-Studien. https:/bit.ly/4cfxdAf

(@) i
50 X ()

v | RATIONAL AESEARCH ruND  EEEERy,

N

\



