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Abstract
Nowadays, many people earn through platforms like Upwork, YouTube, Amazon, and Flipkart. These platforms make work easier and give people freedom to work in their own way. But at the same time, they also decide who gets work, customers, or can keep using the platform.
This essay discusses the idea of an "exit deficit." It means that a person may suffer serious financial loss if they leave a platform or if their account is removed. This problem exists because labour laws mainly protect employees, while commercial laws are made for independent businesses. Solopreneurs fall somewhere in between and often do not get enough legal protection.
Using India's Code on Social Security (2020), the Karnataka Platform-Based Gig Workers (Social Security and Welfare) Act (2025), Australia's Fair Work Digital Labour Platform Deactivation Code (2025), and the ILO Draft Convention on Decent Work in the Platform Economy (2025), this essay argues for a right to exit. This should include fair deactivation rules, data portability, and the ability to carry professional reputation across platforms.
India is a very important example in this area because the number of gig workers in the country is growing very fast. According to NITI Aayog (2022), around 23.5 million people may be working in the gig economy by 2029–30. As more and more people start depending on platform-based work for their income, the need for better legal protection is also becoming more important.
[bookmark: _Toc232027445]1. Introduction: The Promise and the Paradox
Suppose, there is a software developer in Bengaluru who spent four years building her career on a freelancing platform. She completed more than 200 projects and received great reviews from clients. But one day, her account was suddenly suspended for “irregular activity.” No proper reason was given, and she was not allowed to explain her side. With time she lost access to the work she depended on and the reputation she had worked hard to build.
Many people who depend on digital platforms face similar issues. A YouTube creator may suddenly lose monetisation, while an Amazon seller’s account can be suspended without a fair chance to appeal. Even though these people are called independent entrepreneurs as their livelihood often depends heavily on the platforms they use. In many cases their work can disappear in just one click.
This shows a major problem in the platform economy. People are free to join a platform, but leaving one, or being removed from one, can cause serious financial harm. This essay calls this problem the "exit deficit." It examines why existing laws fail to address it and suggests legal solutions by looking at developments in India, Australia, the European Union, and international labour standards.
[bookmark: _Toc232027446]2. The Exit Deficit: Three Mechanisms of Lock-In
The exit deficit does not happen because of one reason alone. It is caused by three different forms of lock-in that makes leaving a platform very difficult, even when staying on it is no longer beneficial.
One major problem is reputational lock-in. Freelancers spend years earning good ratings, reviews, and badges on a platform. These helps them get more work and build trust with clients. But in most cases, this reputation cannot be carried to another platform. If they leave, they often have to start from scratch. This is a serious issue in India, which has around 15 million freelancers, many of whom depend on reputations that are linked to a single platform (NITI Aayog, 2022; Mondaq, 2025). Moving to a new platform often means starting all over again with no ratings, reviews, or work history.
The second is audience lock-in. Content creators also face a similar problem. They may spend years building a loyal audience and gaining thousands of followers or subscribers. However, they do not have full control over these relationships. For example, a creator on YouTube may suddenly lose a large part of their income if the platform decides to demonetise their content. The creator cannot easily move that audience to another platform because the platform controls access to it.
The third is contractual lock-in. Many platforms do not allow users to contact clients or customers outside the platform. Their terms and conditions are usually non-negotiable, and breaking them can lead to account suspension. As a result, client relationships often remain under the platform's control rather than the workers.
These forms of lock-in create a serious problem. As a solopreneur becomes more successful on a platform, they often become more dependent on it and with time, leaving the platform becomes increasingly difficult because doing so may mean losing income, reputation, customers, or audience built over many years. Years of reviews, clients, and audience building can be lost in a short time. In this way, dependency is not an accident of platform work; it becomes a part of how the system operate.

[bookmark: _Toc232027447]3. Why Existing Law Fails
The law does not properly deal with the exit deficit because solopreneurs do not fit neatly into existing legal categories. They are neither traditional employees nor fully independent businesses.
Labour law is usually meant to protect workers who depend on an employer for their income and work. In the UK case of Uber BV v Aslam (2021), the Supreme Court held that Uber drivers were workers because Uber had a lot of control over how they performed their work (Adams-Prassl, 2022). The Court also pointed out that drivers had very little ability to increase their earnings except by working longer hours, making legal protection necessary (Uber BV v Aslam, 2021).
However, this approach does not always fit many solopreneurs. For example, a freelance developer may choose her own clients, decide her own rates, and manage her work independently. Because of this greater freedom and control, she may not be covered by traditional labour law protections.
Commercial law has the opposite problem. It assumes that people freely enter business agreements and can look after their own interests. Courts often view solopreneurs as independent market participants, even though platform terms are usually non-negotiable and platforms hold much greater power. This view ignores that leaving a platform can be very difficult. A person may lose their ratings, customers, and source of income. Because of this, solopreneurs fall in the middle. They have some freedom in their work, but they also depend a lot on the platforms they use. Because of this, neither labour law nor commercial law gives them an effective right to exit.
In India, this issue is becoming more important. The Code on Social Security (2020), which came into force on 21 November 2025, recognised gig and platform workers for the first time under central law. Section 2(35) defines a gig worker, while Section 2(6) defines an aggregator (Code on Social Security, 2020). The law also requires aggregators to contribute 1–2% of their annual turnover to a Social Security Fund that supports benefits such as insurance, healthcare, and old-age protection (Code on Social Security, 2020; Press Information Bureau, 2025).
This was an important step forward. However, the Code mainly focuses on social security benefits for workers while they remain on a platform. It does not provide protections when workers leave a platform or are removed from one. Therefore, the exit deficit still remains largely unaddressed in Indian law.

[bookmark: _Toc232027448]4. Towards a Right to Exit
The right to exit does not mean that a person can never be removed from a platform. It means that workers should be able to leave a platform, or be removed from it, without suffering unfair and serious economic harm. This right can be built on three main pillars.
The first is fair deactivation standards. The Karnataka Platform-Based Gig Workers (Social Security and Welfare) Act (2025) gives some important protections to gig workers. It says that platforms must give written reasons and fourteen days' notice before deactivating a worker's account except in urgent cases. Workers also have the right to appeal (Karnataka Platform-Based Gig Workers Act, 2025, § 14(2)).
The law also requires platforms to clearly explain how automated systems affect earnings, work allocation, and account status (Karnataka Platform-Based Gig Workers Act, 2025, § 13). This is important because such decisions can directly affect a worker's income (Media Nama, 2025).
However, these protections apply only in Karnataka. Many workers in other parts of India still do not have similar safeguards. Australia's Fair Work Digital Labour Platform Deactivation Code (2025), which came into force on 25 February 2025, offers another useful example.
It requires platforms to provide notice, reasons, and access to dispute resolution before deactivating workers who depend on platform work for their income. Importantly, these protections also cover independent contractors (Fair Work Commission, 2025). This shows that basic protections can be given even without treating workers as employees.
The second pillar is data portability. This means workers should be able to carry their ratings, reviews, and work records when moving to another platform. The EU Data Act, Regulation 2023/2854 (2023), supports this by making it easier for users to switch services (European Parliament and Council, 2023, Art. 29).
Although the law does not directly apply to labour platforms, its approach is useful. In India, the Digital Personal Data Protection Act (2023) protects personal data but does not cover professional reputation data such as ratings, reviews, and work history. Allowing workers to transfer such data would reduce platform dependency.
The third pillar is reputation portability which means that workers should be able to carry verified records of completed projects, ratings, reviews, and skill certifications from one platform to another. At present, no country has fully recognised this right. Then also it could help workers in preserving the value of the reputation they have built over many years. A freelancer who has completed hundreds of projects should not have to start again from the beginning just because they move to a different platform.
At the international level, the ILO has supported the creation of new rules for platform work. A draft Convention was released on 15 August 2025 and the final version is expected to be adopted in 2026 (International Labour Organization, 2025).
The draft includes provisions relating to worker data rights, which may support the future development of reputation portability. If the Convention is adopted, India will have to consider it through its law-making process. This could create an opportunity for future legal reforms in platform work (Fredman et al., 2025).

[bookmark: _Toc232027449]5. Conclusion
India's gig workforce is growing rapidly. It had about 7.7 million workers in 2020-21 and is expected to reach 23.5 million by 2029-30 (NITI Aayog, 2022) but the law is not developing at the same pace. The solopreneur revolution is already here. The legal revolution has not.
The Bengaluru developer who lost four years of professional history to a one-line automated email is not an edge case. She is the representative figure of a legal category that existing law has systematically failed to recognise. She is simultaneously dependent subject to platform governance she did not negotiate and cannot contest and entrepreneurial bearing her own risk, managing her own clients, operating her own business. The law has no adequate category for her. It has only the binary of employee and independent contractor, and she is neither.
Karnataka has demonstrated that Indian legislatures can act. Australia has demonstrated that procedural protection need not wait for reclassification. The ILO has demonstrated that international standard-setting is underway. What remains is a coherent central framework in India one that extends fair deactivation standards, data portability, and professional reputation portability to all platform-dependent solopreneurs, regardless of how their contracts are labelled.
The solopreneur revolution promises freedom. The freedom to enter a platform is real. Until the law recognises an equally protected right to leave one, that freedom is incomplete.
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