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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Digitalisation and automation are producing and will produce profound changes for transport workforce. This

Pf’liCieﬁ ) research aims to develop a policy agenda addressing challenges, impacts, and effects that digitalisation and

Digitalisation automation in transport may have on the labour force. Policies are defined through a participatory approach,

Automation . s . . . . . .
using collective intelligence to co-create an evidence-based and action-oriented agenda that provides for a just

Transport workforce .

Regulation technology transition in the transport sector.

Training The methodology involves four stages: 1. defining the framework of the ‘living hub’ and selecting the

stakeholders involved; 2. selecting the methods adopted within the ‘living hub’ to co-create knowledge; 3. policy
agenda creation; and 4. policy agenda validation.

The ‘living hub’—where the co-creation process takes place—gathered more than 600 stakeholders from 450
organisations coming from 40 countries. Out of them, 322 stakeholders from all the transport modes (social
partners, companies, and representatives of ministries and political institutions) and 73 workers have been
involved in focus groups and creative thinking. Overall, 395 persons have participated to the creation of 11
policies eventually validated by a panel of 43 stakeholders coming from 10 EU countries, UK, USA, and South
Korea (companies, labour lawyer and economists, psychologists, R&D, training agencies, trade unions, and
politicians). The policies are divided in four thematic areas: 1. Public Governance and Regulation (4 policies); 2:
Industrial Governance (2 policies); 3. Training and Reskilling (1 integrated policy); 4. Minimisation of Workforce
Exclusion and Exploitation (4 policies). A comparison between EU versus US implementation is eventually

Social justice

discussed.

1. Introduction

The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals set global targets
for decent work and economic growth for 2030. The European Com-
mission’s Transport White Paper (2011) underscored the need to align
labour market competitiveness in the transport sector with broader so-
cial goals. Digital and automated technologies are seen as key enablers
of this alignment: as transport companies increasingly adopt ICT and
automation to offer new services, demand for new professional skill sets
is rising.

However, this dynamic—rooted in the historical tension between
labour supply and technological change since the Industrial Revolu-
tion—must now contend with accelerated digital transformation and
external shocks such as COVID-19, which have exposed both physical
and systemic vulnerability in human resources. Preexisting and yet to be
solved workforce issues—such as poor working conditions or safety
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concerns—may be even exacerbated by digitalisation and automation,
albeit their solution could help mitigate negative effects of more digital
and automated work environment.

The ongoing acceleration of digitalisation and automation is ex-
pected to significantly impact quantity and quality of employment
(World Maritime University, 2019). Many attempts have been made to
quantify this impact, sometime yielding divergent results. Research by
the European Commission (2019) showed substantial sectorial varia-
tion: over 60 % of jobs in agriculture, forestry and fishing and real estate
are automatable, compared to 50.9 % in transport. A similar conclusion
was drawn by the McKinsey Global Institute (Smit et al., 2020).

The European Parliament’s report (Spencer et al., 2021) synthesises
findings from several influential studies. One key contribution is from
Arntz et al. (2016), commissioned by OECD, which used data from the
Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies
(PIAACQ). It found that only 9 % of jobs are at high risk of automation on
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average, with automation risk strongly correlated with education: over
50 % of unskilled workers face high automation potential, compared to
less than 1 % of highly educated workers. Although Goldman Sachs
(2023) estimates that 300 million jobs are threatened by AI, most (60 %)
of them did not exist in the 1940 s.

Bessen et al. (2019) identified the transport and storage sector as the
second most affected by job loss due to automation. However, they
emphasise a time lag of 4-5 years between investments in automation
and increase in job loss, arguing that adverse economic conditions have
a greater and more immediate impact on the job market. Technology
may displace jobs, but the net loss is yet unproven. As Voss and Vitols
(2020) argue, digitalisation tend to reshape job profiles rather than
eliminate work entirely. Arntz et al. (2019) observed that jobs creation
and destruction will accelerate, and this volatility will stress training
and education systems. On the same line, a UNESCO report (Boon Ng,
2019) argues that the resulting work environment requires breaking
down current boundaries between STEM and non-STEM disciplines.
Upskilling, reskilling and lifelong learning will then play a crucial role in
competitiveness and productivity, as future employment will comprise
more high-skilled job and this will put pressure on meeting better
working conditions.

There is no clear evidence of an overall decline in employment due to
automation or digitalisation. Instead, increases in productivity have
historically led to shorter working hours (Giattino et al., 2020). How-
ever, while both labour and multifactor productivity have increased
since the late 1970 s in OECD countries, average working hours have
only slightly decreased (OECD, 2021). Moreover, highly skilled workers
in Europe increasingly report working more than 50 h per week (Berger
et al., 2019), likely because the widespread adoption of mobile devices
enabled constant connectivity (Wajcman and Rose, 2011). The use of
such tools to foster flexibility and work-life balance (ter Hoeven and van
Zoonen, 2015) is counterbalanced by the risk of an “always-on” work
culture (Gold and Mustafa, 2013)

Furthermore, Walwei (2016) shows that emerging digital technolo-
gies may aggravate structural labour market challenges, such as skills
mismatches, persistent unemployment, and employment inequality. As
new tasks emerge, skill gaps between job requirements and workers’
capabilities are expected to widen. The barriers to re-entering the labour
market are also likely to increase. Four key areas of intervention are
considered: continuous skill development, smart employment regula-
tions, preventive labour market policies, and a complementary role of
social dialogue.

Digitalisation and automation will not affect all workers equally, and
disadvantaged workers already fear the foreseeable introduction of
automated vehicles (Schuster et al., 2024). For instance, the Institute for
Women’s Policy Research (IWPR, 2019) found that office and admin-
istrative jobs are disproportionately occupied by women (70 %), while
only 5 % of truck drivers are women. Women are also underrepresented
in factory jobs. There are 10 women every 7 men working in jobs with
over a 90 % risk of being automated. At the same time, social partners
recommend increasing female representation from 25 % by 2020 to 40
% by 2035 in order to promote gender equality in urban public
transport.

Platform economy workers stand out as a case study: while their
roles are directly created through digital and automation technologies,
they typically have low-skilled, precarious and questionable working
conditions. Gig workers’ schedules are dictated by platforms, customers
and clients, despite operating namely as independent contractor (Gold
and Mustafa, 2013; Lehdonvirta, 2018), so that travel time and breaks
are excluded in the calculation of their work time—leading to greater
intensity and lower effective pay (Bell and Tuckman, 2002; Rubery
et al., 2015)—schedule is unpredictable (Schneider and Harknett, 2019)
and irregular, and work-life conflicts emerges as the ability to disconnect
is practically impossible (Barber and Jenkins, 2014; Butts et al., 2015;
Gold and Mustafa, 2013).

Older workers, once praised for their experience, are now
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disadvantaged in a fast-paced high-tech world, where skills quickly
become obsolete. Starling (2020) emphasises that the gap in experience
is offset by younger workers’ flexibility and learning ability, and Bessen
et al. (2019) echo that younger ones have an edge with automation-
driven jobs. Yet, Hajkowicz et al. (2016) warn that both new labour
market entrants and older displaced workers may struggle to find suit-
able new employment. A just transition will require tackling inequalities
in access to opportunities for poorer and less advantaged people in EU
(Eurofound, 2022).

Morandini et al. (2023) argue that the application of new technol-
ogies to the workplace determines whether their effects are beneficial or
detrimental. Schroten et al. (2020) suggest that new technologies hold
positive disruptive potential, provided that public authorities effectively
design, implement, and manage the transition.

When is this likely to occur? Impact analysis of previous waves of
technological change (Atkinson, 2018) indicate that such trans-
formations typically unfold over thirty years, beginning in a few sectors
of the economy before expanding. The substantial productive gains
observed during these waves—estimated at around 75 %—translates
into a manageable annual increase of 3 %. This is coherent with avail-
able scenarios of vehicles automation, predicting a span of at least 25
years, even in fastest cases, for full automation (level 5) to be predom-
inant in the market (Duboz et al., 2025).

Some scholars, however, argue that the current wave of digitalisation
and automation represents a structural break from the past. Ford (2013,
2016) advocates that Al and robotics may drive unprecedented level of
disruption, while Atkinson (2018) sees no reasonable grounds for this
claim. Moreover, as Bessen (2016) highlights, the shift to automation
does not inherently lead to job destruction. On the contrary, jobs losses
have predominantly occurred in positions less reliant on digital tech-
nologies. On the same page, Grosso et al. (2021) argue that while other
ongoing processes, such as fleet electrification, can decrease the quan-
tity of work needed in the maintenance and repair sector, we currently
do not have enough evidence to quantify the future labour needs in the
maintenance sector for automated vehicles.

In summary, literature offers a wide range of estimates on the scale
and timeline of labour market disruptions caused by digitalisation and
automation, making it difficult to formulate targeted and timely policy
responses. This uncertainty contributes to the limited scope of current
initiatives addressing the workforce implications of automation, with
existing policy frameworks largely fragmented—aside from a few spe-
cific European directives and recommendations.

Against this backdrop, the European Commission has funded the WE-
TRANSFORM project,' aimed at developing a comprehensive policy
agenda to mitigate the potential negative impacts of digitalisation and
automation on the transport workforce. The project promotes a struc-
tured, inclusive, and socially acceptable transformation process,
grounded in stakeholders’ consultation and engagement.

This research presents the core policy recommendations proposed at
EU level, developed through a participatory approach that leverage
collective intelligence to generate an evidence-based and action-
oriented agenda. Furthermore, it assesses the exportability of the pol-
icy agenda to a less regulated labour market by comparing EU and US
approaches. Before this research, sectorial claims have hindered cross-
fertilisation of experiences and practices, by maintaining a silos
approach and hurting the creation of transversal tables of discussion.

The paper begins by describing the methodological framework, fol-
lowed by the presentation of the resulting policy agenda, a discussion on
its applicability beyond the EU context, and concluding remarks.

2. Methodology

The construction of the policy agenda followed a rigorous approach

1 https://wetransform-project.eu/.


https://wetransform-project.eu/

C. Pronello and E. Fedeli

articulated in three steps to ensure representation of stakeholders’ views
in all transport sectors, as depicted in Fig. 1:

1. Creation of a framework, the ‘living hub’, in which stakeholders meet
and discuss thanks to:
o the sampling plan to select stakeholders from different sectors and
countries
o the knowledge co-creation methods used to define the policies of
the agenda
2. Creation of the policies
3. Validation of the policies to finalise the definition of the policy
agenda for the European Commission and to analyse its exportability
to non-EU countries, with a US specific focus.

The concept of ‘living hub’ originates from the theory of “Value
Network Analysis” (Allee, 2008), based on value exchange of both
tangible (e.g., financial and other capital-based resources) and intan-
gible assets (e.g., knowledge, relationships, expertises and skills, effec-
tiveness of work groups and structure, and trust between people). In the
theoretical framework of the living hub social partners, companies,
decision makers and governments, and R&D, are the main actors,
engaged to: a) elaborate an action-oriented agenda for, at worst, an
overall neutral labour market impact of digitalisation and automation;
b) increase their involvement in the implementation of the agenda.

Participants were selected using a two-step approach:

e The ‘convenience sampling’, a non-probability sampling method
where the selection of individuals is only based on convenience
(Waterfield, 2024). Through this method, the project lead re-
searchers involved directly the 34 partners of the consortium, com-
ing from 10 European countries (Italy, Spain, France, Belgium,
Germany, Poland, Latvia, Finland, Bulgari, Greece), United
Kingdom, and 4 overseas countries (USA, Canada, Korea, and Japan)
covering a large spectrum of competencies across all transport modes
(Original Equipment Manufacturers, public transport, logistics,
technologically advanced sectors, and new forms of work)

The ‘snowball’ sampling plan (Sirwan, 2024), where the consortium
partners selected an initial random group of companies, associations,
labour psychologists, labour lawyers, unionists, politicians, etc.
These groups were in turn asked to randomly identify other operators
falling within the target population, and so on. In this phase, atten-
tion was given to the balance of the different categories of
stakeholders

1. Living Hub creation

Co-creation
methods

Sampling
plan

-

e N
2. Policy agenda
definition
N\ J
g
e N
3. Policyagenda
validation
N\ J

Fig. 1. The methodology steps.
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In the first part of the project, consortium partners brainstormed
eight thematic areas as follow:

[y

. Governance of transition

. Common skills to be developed between same-level workers in
different sectors of the transport industry

. Minimisation of exclusion processes in workforce reskilling

. Platforms for gig workers: implications on jobs production

. The role of local and regional authorities

. Role of workers in Automated Public Transport Settings

. Regulation of transition in the view of collective bargaining

. Automation and sustainability

N

N U~ W

Thematic areas were discussed by creating heterogeneous groups of
5-10 consortium partners, divided according to the typolo-
gy—companies, R&D, PT operators, authorities, trade unions—the
transport mode, and inclusivity (e.g. gender balance), to reach a multi-
perspective coverage of each topic.

A brief on each thematic area was filled with the content for dis-
cussion with external stakeholders, selected through a stratified sam-
pling plan, using three criteria:

o The specific points of discussion
e The coverage of different legal and cultural contexts
e The coverage of all transport modes and the related specificities

Discussions were conducted with a variety of settings, as local or
international focus groups, interviews, workshops. Consortium partners
discussed the resulting Policy Briefs and incorporated and refocused the
eight original thematic areas into a policy classification set of four the-
matic areas:

1. Public governance and regulation

2. Industrial governance

3. Training and reskilling

4. Minimisation of labour exclusion and exploitation

2.1. The agenda definition

Workshop sessions were used to discuss the thematic areas with the
sampled stakeholders and to define the policy agenda. Before each ses-
sion, participants were given informative and preparatory material
consisting of:

e A ‘Vademecum’ explaining the project, the four thematic area, and
the provisional policy agenda.

e A form to collect instinctive impressions about policies, where par-
ticipants were asked to rank them as ‘important’, ‘not important’, or
‘controversial’. Potential policies missing from the ‘Vademecum’ list
were requested too.

Each session consisted in:

e a focus groups of 6 to 10 people aimed at criticising, modifying and
strengthening the consistency and quality of a provisional policy
agenda that was pre-submitted to participants.

a creative thinking part where groups of 3—4 participants were asked
to draft the policies with a white canvas and notes, according to four
criteria: content (What), implementation (How), timeframe (When),
and responsible of the implementation (Who) of policies.

The workshop moderators were provided with questions for each
thematic area and related policies for consistency in the analysis of
results.

The policy agenda formulation within the ‘living hub’ ecosystem
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included several events, geographically represented in Fig. 2:

e A workshop in Brussels (January 2023) where participants discussed
about the three most important policies according to the scenarios
emerged from the previous phase of the project

e A workshop in Vienna (June 2023) and another in Turin (September
2023) where a first complete bundle of policies was discussed and
ranked in terms of importance or controversiality within sessions of
focus group and creative thinking

e Specific events were held in EU countries and oversea, providing
workshops with local stakeholders: Valencia, ES (July 2023); San
Francisco, USA (July 2023); Athens, EL (September 2023); Bologna,
IT (September 2023); Stuttgart, DE (October 2023); Paris, FR
(November 2023); Sofia, BG (November 2023); Brussels, BE
(December 2023)

In addition, a citizen engagement process to collect concerned
workers’ views and proposals was set up through the organisation of five
workshops with workers across the EU: Vienna, AT (June 2023); Turin,
IT (September 2023); Hamburg, DE (October 2023); Tampere, FI
(October 2023); Paris, FR (December 2023). The workshops were
intended to lead to initial orientations aimed at nourishing the setting of
the policy agenda. They followed a common deliberative process, ani-
mation and moderation. Workers were first introduced to the project
with an icebreaker activity and discussed the issues they were facing as
professionals of the transport sector. Information collected regarded:

e Experiences on the different thematic areas.
o First orientations on policies to solve the issues.
e Fairness (social justice) of proposed policies.

Each workshop lasted three hours, was held and moderated in local
language, and included between 10 and 30 workers, with parity and
diversity in terms of positions, industry, and social characteristics.

All results allowed to draft a final policy agenda containing the
identified policies according to the aforementioned layout: each policy
was accompanied by its content (What), implementation (How), time-
frame (When), and responsible of the implementation (Who).

2.2. The agenda validation

The agenda themes and priorities were eventually finalised and
validated independently by a sample of participants of the living hub
and experts of the Advisory Board.”

The first draft of policies was validated in a focus group organised in
this last phase, held in Washington D.C. (USA) on January 2024 to assess
the policies in an extra-EU context. The selected stakeholders were sent
the same draft, as a text document paired with a spreadsheet, designed
to evaluate the four sections (What, How, When, Who) of each policy in
five steps:

e Assessing credibility, goodness, and robustness of policies, high-
lighting their positive, negative, or controversial aspect. This
allowed to see if there was a consensus on policies or a need for their
revision according to stakeholders’ comments

e Checking the applicability of policies at company, national, and/or
EU level

e Validating or revising the proposed timeframe

e Whether the actors proposed to implement the policy were consid-
ered adequate or other were suggested

2 The Advisory Board was composed by ten experts of workforce, automa-
tion, and digital services from research institutes, academia, public companies,
and private business stakeholders (industries and SMEs).
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e Ranking the importance of policies on a Likert scale ranging from 1
to 6
e Adding final remarks, if needed

The participants were thus asked to fill in the spreadsheet (manda-
tory) and optionally intervene directly on the text and add comments,
revisions, suggestions.

Specific experts in the topic of transport labour belonging to the
different transport modes were selected in a convenience sampling plan
on the following profiles: HR and strategy managers from all transport
sectors, labour psychologists, labour experts, lawyers, trade unions,
politicians. The sample was balanced to represent different EU countries
fairly. Experts from UK, USA and South Korea were added for an extra-
EU view of highly digitalised and automated countries.

The validation process was structured with the Delphi method. Re-
sults were thus examined for significant discrepancies to seek a
convergent common view.

3. Results

The living hub created along the project is a stakeholder community,
intercontinental and cross-sector ecosystem (Fig. 3) involving the con-
sortium partners (34 stakeholders from all over the world) and more
than 600 external stakeholders, covering all transport modes and com-
ing from 450 different organisations in 40 countries (Fig. 4), in addition
to workers and workers’ representatives.

In total, a balanced sample of 395 people (322 external stakeholders
out of 600, with a good representation of social parties and companies,
and a few representatives of ministries and political institutions,
together with 73 workers) have been directly involved in the co-creation
of the first draft of policies, starting from the provisional list of the
Vienna and Turin workshops (Table 1).

Fig. 5 shows the percentage of stakeholders who identified each
policy among the top four in terms of importance or controversy. ‘Res-
killing’ (25 %), ‘Stronger/maintaining guarantees of job safety’, ‘Co-
managing of digitalisation and automation processes’ (23 %), ‘Lifelong
learning’ (23 %), and ‘EU harmonisation’ (20 %) were most frequently
ranked important and were mostly pointing to threats that are already
perceived as generalisable and detrimental to the whole transport
sector, directly negatively influenced by automation and digitalisation.
The most controversial policies were ‘Minimum wage’ (23 %) and ‘Role
of local, regional and transport authorities’ (14 %), given the discretion
that nowadays Member States of EU have in the setting of their labour
legal framework: countries where collective bargaining and trade unions
have stronger powers host harsh debates on top-down measures as na-
tional or European thresholds and impositions on wage levels and
working conditions.

Consensus on the four thematic areas was reached across all work-
shops, enabling the consolidation of the original 21 policies into a
streamlined set of 11.

Following the U.S. focus group in Washington D.C., the validation
process involved a broader sample of 43 individuals from 9 EU countries
(Italy, Spain, Greece, France, Germany, Belgium, Bulgaria, Latvia, The
Netherlands), the UK, the USA, and South Korea, covering all transport
sectors and profiles: 8 members of the Advisory Board, 32 representative
stakeholders, and 3 policymakers.

Only one round of the Delphi method was required due to the strong
convergence of results, likely reflecting the extensive policy definition
process. Nonetheless, the 43 experts—along with the 4 participants in
the U.S. focus group—provided valuable insight and details that
enriched the policy contents and supported the finalisation of the policy
agenda, presented in Table 2.

A detailed version of each policy is provided in Appendix A, struc-
tured as a policy card with four sections: content, implementation,
timeframe, and responsible actors.



C. Pronello and E. Fedeli

Map of Policy Agenda definition workshops v,.‘Tampere @
@® Workers' workshop
© Stakeholders' workshop
OSan Francisco ;
Hambur N
My e ek
o o sor
‘ HQB,ruqu‘e‘sw : : ’
Paris.. i, Sty i
oS _@FUttgarﬁ_ \ienna,
TUfin XK =
b a Marno Sofia  ***
i Espana ‘.‘;.6;\/alemcua

Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives 34 (2025) 101670

Fig. 2. Places in which policy agenda has been defined.
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Fig. 3. The ‘living hub’ in the WE-TRANSFORM project.

3.1. The policy agenda

The policy agenda reflects a clear consensus among stakeholders on
the need for a more harmonised approach across Europe. Despite some
concerns about national sovereignty, there is broad recognition that
only a cohesive European framework can achieve the critical mass

needed to compete globally and sustain high levels of technological
advancement against major American and Asian players.

The pursuit of fairness and prevention of dumping often conflicts
with the current tendency of EU Member States to prioritise national
interests and advantages. This inward focus on self-determination has
been exacerbated by European-level decisions, which at times reflect
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Fig. 4. The stakeholders involved in the project.

Table 1
The provisional list of policies discussed in Vienna and Turin workshop.
No.  Policies Important  Less Counterproductive
important
1 EU harmonisation
2 Minimum wage
3 Rethinking of working
hours
4 Stronger/maintaining

guarantees of
occupational security

5 Stronger/maintaining
guarantees of job safety
6 Co-managing of

digitalisation and
automation processes

7 Privacy and functional
guidelines for remote
working

8 Structured budgeting on
digitalization and
automation

9 Role of local, regional,
and transport authorities

10 Company skills plan

11 Diachronic workforce
placement plan

12 Strengthening of second
level (company-level)
collective bargaining

13 Upskilling (quantitative
dimension of training)

14 Reskilling (qualitative
dimension of training)

15 Lifelong learning (length
dimension)

16 Common skills

17 Specialised skills

18 Policies to protect gig
workers

19 Policies to protect female
workers

20 Policies to protect
workers with disabilities

21 Policies to protect older
workers

strategic bargaining between Member States, resulting in divisive shifts
within European policy- The efforts of Member States to promote
freedom, social justice, and the welfare of EU workers depend on moving
beyond individualistic approaches and establishing a cohesive common
policy. Such a policy would build upon the Lisbon Strategy (2000-2010)
to advance Europe’s social and technological progress. This spirit guided
the creation of this policy agenda, resulting in a framework of highly
interconnected policies that require integrated implementation and
cross-cutting actions. Fig. 6 illustrates how the 11 policies operate
synergically, highlighting the limited effectiveness of isolated imple-
mentations and demonstrating how shared actions spanning multiple
policies can simplify their execution.

Policy No. 1—EU harmonisation serves as the overarching frame-
work encompassing all other policies. It calls for EU-level intervention to
establish uniform legislation across Member States, setting minimum
standards for various aspects of work addressed in Policies Nos. 2, 3, and
4 within the first thematic area (Public Governance). The rethinking of
wages, working hours and working conditions, the guarantee of occu-
pational safety and job security, and the co-management of digital-
isation and automation processes are addressed at both European and
national levels, emphasizing the crucial role of involving companies in
this dialogue. This is why directives are the appropriate instrument for
shaping the EU framework on these issues. Encouraging experimental
processes and pilot tests helps fine-tune policies and supports effective,
broadly accepted implementation. The notion of ‘practices convergence’
captures this approach, potentially paving the way for smoother legal
harmonisation.

Policies Nos. 2, 3, and 4 require prior harmonisation at the European
level (Policy No. 1), while acknowledging that certain elements may be
challenging to align across Member States. A significant debate emerged
around the minimum wage (Policy No. 2), which was the first topic
addressed. Due to its controversial nature—even among trade union-
s—it evolved into a broader rethinking of wage policies. This shift was
agreed upon with a focus on establishing “minimum contractual con-
ditions”. Digitalisation and automation further highlight these issues, as
they demand a broader set of ‘stakes’ to prevent inequality and social or
economic dumping between countries. Expanding the concept also en-
ables a stronger link between wage levels and the skills required by
technological advancements, supporting the notion of a ‘proper wage’.

Policy No. 2 (wage, working hours and conditions) defines shared
thresholds—giving concrete form to Policy No. 1—and promotes
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Fig. 5. Stakeholders’ choice of most important and most controversial policies.

Table 2
The policy agenda according to the four thematic areas.

Thematic areas Policies

ARFA 1: Public governance and
regulation

Policy n° 1: EU harmonisation.

Policy n° 2: Rethinking wage, working hours

and working conditions (Reciprocity

between countries, competition,
antidumping policies).

Policy n° 3: Improving/preserving

guarantees of occupational safety and job

security.

Policy n° 4: Co-managing of digitalisation

and automation processes / Structured

budgeting on digitalisation and automation

Policy n° 5: Sustainability of working

conditions (follow up of policy n° 2).

o Policy n° 5.1: Joint committee on working
conditions.

o Policy n° 5.2: The worker at the centre of
the technological evolution of the
company.

Policy n° 6: Replacement tables: Company

skills plan / Intertemporal workforce

placement plan Strengthening of second-
level collective bargaining.

Policy n° 7: The up skilling, reskilling and

lifelong learning Policy n° 11: Protecting

workers with disabilities.

Policy n° 8: Implement governments

awareness in the work nature changes.

Policy n° 9: Fostering female representation

in the transport sector.

Policy n° 10: Protecting older workers from

the challenges of reskilling.

Policy n° 11: Protecting workers with

disabilities.

AREA 2: Industrial governance

AREA 3: Training and reskilling

AREA 4: Minimisation of
workforce exclusion and
exploitation

improved working conditions through a system of incentives and pen-
alties, while reinforcing social dialogue wherever possible. Social dia-
logue should serve as the primary mechanism for facilitating

implementation, supported by coordination among countries through a
“Framework Collective Agreement”. To this end, the establishment of an
EU platform for cross-border cooperation is proposed, supported by
experimental processes and testing, as outlined in policy No. 1.

Policy No. 3—occupational safety and job security—shares the same
approach by requiring social dialogue and a regulation intersecting with
training policies (Policy No. 7), and guidelines on responsibility and
accountability for safety and security. Governments, companies, and
regulatory bodies are the backbone of this process, while the EU shall
provide guidelines. Policy No. 4—co-management of digitalisation and
automation processes—calls for strong and continuous trade unions
involvement, particularly in the establishment and monitoring of joint
bilateral committees. Effective cooperation between trade unions and
company requires supportive regulatory policies and, as in Policy No. 2,
a cross-border platform, to facilitate transnational dialogue and infor-
mation exchange.

The common, cross-cutting feature of the policies in the first the-
matic area (Policies No. 1 to 4) is the establishment of ongoing social
dialogue, including cross-country information exchange, which could be
supported by an EU-level cross-border platform. The creation of joint
bilateral committees under policy No. 4 further strengthens the
connection between this thematic area and industrial governance. As
illustrated in Fig. 6, the policies in the first thematic area are closely
linked to those in the second, particularly regarding the sustainability of
working conditions (Policy No. 5) and replacement tables/company
skills plans (Policy No. 6).

Policy No. 5 proposes the establishment of joint committees between
companies and trade unions, similarly to Policy No. 4, as well as the
creation of a dedicated company-level role responsible for addressing
the issues outlined in Policy No. 2. This figure could help to anticipate
technology-related problems and contribute to shaping its imple-
mentation. As a follow-up of policy No. 2, Policy No. 5 focuses specif-
ically on dedicated profiles within companies, while requiring the active
cooperation of all key actors—ILO, trade unions, companies—and
formal endorsement at the EU level.

Policy No. 6 moves to the core of corporate governance by
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Fig. 6. The structure of the policy agenda.

reinforcing social dialogue through the establishment of a dedicated
team tasked with managing replacement tables and collaborating with
trade unions via the joint committee. It also introduces the role of a
special commissioner for training, thereby anticipating Policy No. 7,
which addresses upskilling, reskilling, and lifelong learning. The policy
introduces a system of incentives for both workers and companies that
develop structured skills plans. The main actors here are companies and
trade unions, with no direct involvement of national governments or the
EU—reflecting an approach similar to the US.

The third thematic area consists of a single integrated policy (Policy
No. 7) focused on upskilling, reskilling, and lifelong learning. This policy
cuts across many others involving training—namely Policies Nos. 3, 5,
and 6—with a particularly strong connection to Policy No. 6, which links
company training plan to broader company strategic plans. Further-
more, Policy No. 7 also reinforces the principle set out in Policy No. 1,
advocating for the harmonisation of training systems—including pro-
fessional training, diplomas, degrees, grades, certificates—, drawing
inspiration to existing systems like ECTS and Erasmus. As in other areas,
the policy encourages joint development of training plans and compe-
tence plans by trade unions and companies. A key emphasis is placed on
tailoring training to individual workers, recognising the unique back-
ground and experience, and learning trajectory of each person—so that a
personalised approach is even more crucial in technological adaptation.

Policies Nos. 8 to 11, which make up the last thematic area focused
on minimising exclusion and exploitation of the workforce, heavily rely
on social dialogue and the development of new regulations for non-
standard forms of employment. This approach aligns to recent legisla-
tive advancements, such as the Platform Workers Directive, adopted on
24 April 2024, which ensures correct classification of employment status
and discourage false self-employment of platform workers. The over-
arching aim of these policies is to “reset” traditional categories of
gender, age or disability, and instead focusing on identifying the right
worker profile based on when and where their skills are needed. This

neutral, needs-bades approach helps reframe employment practices
around capabilities and “diverse” abilities, rather than on personal
characteristics of workers unrelated to job performances.

Policy No. 8 represents a significant paradigm shift in the cultural
approach to work, enabling governments to respond more swiftly or
proactively to technological disruptions. Crucially, this adaptation relies
on continuous dialogue with social partners. This policy is deeply rooted
in national politics and must be led by governments, closely interacting
with trade unions, regions/local authorities, and companies, in a choral
work at national level. In contrast, Policies Nos. 9 to 11 address specific
issues related to gender, age, and disability, requiring both collective
bargaining and government funds to support targeted training ini-
tiatives—related to Policy No. 7. Among these, Policy No. 10 on older
workers is the only one in this thematic area that calls for EU inter-
vention in its implementation, due to the lack of harmonisation on
retirement age and its potential correlation with offshoring problems.

All 11 policies are considered urgent, despite their complexity and
paradigms shift require time to implement. A timeframe of 2-3 years is
seen as realistic for most policies, with a maximum extension of 5 years.
However, the implementation of some policies might take longer,
especially when involving a cultural change—e.g. Policy No. 9 on
gender equality. Similarly, Policy No. 1 may suffer from delays due to
the reception of the proposed EU-wide legislation in national legisla-
tions. Fig. 7 provides an overview of the timeframe of the 11 Policies.

The actors responsible for implementing the 11 Policies are largely
consistent, albeit with different levels of engagement. While EU is
frequently mentioned, without a choral work at national level and EU
endorsement, these policies are unlikely to achieve their intended
impact. Policies are complex, articulated, requiring the factual
involvement of all actors. In some cases, regulatory bodies play a com-
plementary but decisive role. Fig. 8 shows the distribution of re-
sponsibilities among actors for each policy.
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4. Discussion and conclusions heavily in reskilling and upskilling through government-supported
programs, ensuring that the workforce is equipped with the necessary
While the Policy Agenda was tailored for the EU environment, the skills to thrive in an increasingly automated future. This fundamental
focus groups organised in San Francisco and in Washington D.C. have difference highlights the US focus on market flexibility versus the EU’s
shown the different challenges in the US context, suggesting a partial emphasis on coordinated social protection and workforce preparedness.
enforceability of the Policy Agenda outside the EU. In the US, labour Furthermore, the issue of social rights and benefits—such as health
laws, as in Europe, vary significantly between states, creating a multi- insurance—highlights the US distinctive reliance on employment as the
tude of regulations—e.g., California prohibits non-compete clauses, primary access point to these protections. This stands in contrast to
while other states may enforce them as part of employment agreements. several EU countries, where healthcare and other social benefits are
Beside this apparent similarity, cultural and legal environments of provided universally, independent of employment status.
the EU and the US are deeply different. The US federal system let states While the US faces a critical debate on preserving jobs that offer
foster in a competitive environment and regulate by themselves most dignified living without a college degree, the federal government could
fiscal and labour matters, while EU, not as politically strong as a level opportunities through investments in education and training,
federation itself, focuses on a smoother, albeit challenging, harmo- raising the standard of living across states. This strategy could benefit
nisation across Member States. from the EU’s approach to labour market integration and robust
The approaches of the EU and the US to automation and the transport apprenticeship and vocational training systems, which emphasises uni-
labour market diverge significantly. The US generally adopts a market- versal access to social protections and strong social dialogue among key
driven strategy characterised by minimal government intervention, stakeholders.
prioritising innovation, economic growth, and a competitive business In summary, while there are disparities in labour law approaches
environment. This approach emphasises limited regulation and flexi- within the US and across the EU, there are also opportunities for learning
bility, placing responsibility largely on individuals to upskill and adapt and synergy, particularly in enhancing labour market supports and co-
to evolving job markets. In contrast, the EU favours a comprehensive ordinated training systems. To summarise, Table 3 provides a concise
and proactive framework that integrates social protection and worker overview of the modifications needed to adapt the WE-TRANSFORM
rights alongside technological advancement. The European approach Policy Agenda for implementation in the U.S. context.
safeguards fair treatment of workers amid automation and invests The Policy Agenda is the result of a three-year effort grounded in a
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Table 3

Comparison between WE-TRANSFORM Policy Agenda for EU and US context.

EU Approach (WE-TRANSFORM)

US approach

THEMATIC AREA 1: Public governance and regulation

Policy n° 1: EU harmonisation

Emphasizes convergence,
standardisation, and harmonisation of
regulations across EU Member States
to create a cohesive framework.
Centralised coordination aims to avoid
regulatory fragmentation and ensures
uniform compliance.

Prefers market-driven solutions with
minimal centralised regulation. Relies
on voluntary industry standards and self-
regulation. Labour laws are
decentralised, with states setting their
own rules, resulting in a patchwork of
regulations and varied enforcement
across states.

Policy n° 2: Rethinking wage, working hours and working conditions

Promotes harmonised standards for
minimum wage, working hours, and
conditions to protect workers’ rights
and ensure fair competition within the
single market. Flexibility is balanced
with standardised protections.

Regulation primarily occurs at the state
level, with minimal federal oversight.
Flexible working hours are supported to
adapt to changing work environments,
focusing on enhancing work-life
balance. Emphasis on allowing
flexibility rather than harmonisation.

Policy n° 3: Improving/preserving guarantees of occupational safety and job security

Centralised and coordinated regulations
emphasise mandatory social dialogue,
collective bargaining, and worker
protections in automated
environments. Strong emphasis on risk
assessments, safety equipment, and
formal training programmes.

Federal (e.g., OSHA) and state agencies
regulate workplace safety, often through
industry-specific standards. They
emphasise risk mitigation and voluntary
safety initiatives. Worker reintegration
programs exist but tend to be less
coordinated nationally. Insurance for
accidents related to new technologies is
supported but varies by region.

Policy n° 4: Co-managing of digitalisation and automation processes / Structured budgeting

on digitalisation and automation

Compulsory, structured collective
bargaining is promoted across sectors,
ensuring workers’ representation in
decision-making about automation
and labour conditions. Centralised
governance supports social dialogue
initiatives.

THEMATIC AREA 2: Industrial governance

Collective bargaining is voluntary and
primarily enterprise-level. Industry-
specific collaborations exist but are not
mandated. There is cautious support for
enhancing social dialogue, with
concerns about government interference
and company autonomy.

5.Sustainability of working conditions (follow up of policy No. 2)

Establishes joint committees and
licensing systems to oversee workforce
adaptation and technology
integration, promoting cooperation
between employers, workers, and
regulators. These are centrally
coordinated and often mandatory.

Joint committees vary by industry and
region. Some businesses and unions
support them, but concerns about
autonomy and practicality limit
widespread adoption. Licensing systems
for labour adaptation are generally
voluntary or non-existent.

6.Replacement tables: Company skills plan / Intertemporal workforce placement plan.
Strengthening of second-level collective bargaining

Implements comprehensive
Replacement Tables and sectoral
bargaining as central tools for
workforce adaptation to technological
changes. Coordination occurs at sector
and EU levels.

THEMATIC AREA 3: Training and reskilling

Replacement Tables are mostly
enterprise-level initiatives, if used at all,
and vary widely across industries.
Sectoral bargaining is rare; collective
bargaining happens predominantly at
the firm level. Large companies may
have resources for such planning; small
firms often lack capacity.

7.The up skilling, reskilling and lifelong learning

Coordinated national and EU-wide
strategies drive upskilling and
reskilling programmes, often involving
public funding, government mandates,
and labour union participation to
ensure broad access and consistency.

Upskilling is largely driven by individual
companies or industry associations.
Training plans are decentralised,
tailored to company or sector needs, and
motivated by competitiveness and talent
retention rather than government policy.
Government involvement is limited.

THEMATIC AREA 4: Minimisation of workforce exclusion and exploitation
8.Implement governments awareness in the work nature changes

Adopts proactive, centralised regulation
to standardise protections for gig and
platform workers, aiming to minimise
precarity and unacceptable work
conditions before issues arise.

Policies and laws evolve reactively,
addressing gig work and platform
economy concerns after they emerge.
Regulations vary widely by state, with
few standardised protections in advance.

9.Fostering female representation in the transport sector

10
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Table 3 (continued)

EU Approach (WE-TRANSFORM) US approach

Similar anti-discrimination laws and

affirmative action policies exist. Private

and public sector initiatives promote

diversity, mentorship, and inclusivity.
working arrangements, and family- Remote work and flexible scheduling are
friendly policies. widely advocated.

10. Protecting older workers from the challenges of upskilling/reskilling

Focus on active ageing through policy Age discrimination is prohibited by
frameworks that promote reskilling, federal and state laws. Workforce
phased retirement, and mentorship development programmes provide job
programmes. EU law prohibits age training and placement. Flexible work
discrimination and supports workforce ~ arrangements and phased retirement are

encouraged to support older workers’

participation.

Strong legal frameworks mandate
gender-neutral employment policies,
supported by EU-wide initiatives
promoting inclusivity, flexible

inclusion for older employees.

11.Protecting workers with disabilities

Legal mandates across Member States
require reasonable accommodations
and promote diversity and

Federal and state laws prohibit
discrimination and require
accommodation. Numerous programmes
support employment, training, and
accessibility, with an emphasis on
inclusion and diversity in the workplace.

accessibility. Government-funded
programmes provide training and
employment support for individuals
with disabilities.

rigorous methodology, including comparative analysis between the EU
and countries with more deregulated labour markets, such as the United
States.

The 11 policies reflect the European perspective—with all its internal
tensions—which, in the current historical moment, risk undermining
European cohesion and competitiveness. A unified and consistent
approach is essential for Europe to strengthen its economy and remain
competitive in a global market, especially within today’s fragile
geopolitical landscape.

The comparison with the U.S. highlighted the divergence in per-
spectives between the two regions and the challenges of exporting the
European approach to different socio-economic and regulatory contexts.
This leads to a crucial conclusion: a policy agenda for workforce con-
ditions in the transition to a digitalised and automated working envi-
ronment in the European Union must be firmly anchored in EU values.
Technological progress, while essential for preserving and enhancing
European competitiveness, must not come at the expense of social jus-
tice. Whether this process is socially disruptive depends largely on how
it is governed.

The Policy Agenda must therefore pursue not just a technological
transition, but a just technological transition—one that aligns with the
EU’s social and environmental goals and responds to the urgency of
current challenges. The next steps involve moving toward imple-
mentation, continuing structured dialogue with key stakeholders,
including the European Parliament, national governments, and all social
partners.
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