








Apps, algorithms  
and women.

If you’re out and about in 
one of Britain’s cities and 
need to hail a cab to get 
home, be especially nice to 
your driver if she happens 
to be female. She’s almost 
certainly had a rough day.  

It’s fair to say, however, that 
encountering a female driver 
is one of the slimmest. That’s 
because most women leave 
the profession due to safety 
concerns, because they’re paid 
less than men, and because 
the app based companies they 
work for are doing nothing to 
protect them.  

Cristina-Georgiana Ioanitescu, 
President of ADCU, the 
App Drivers and Couriers 
Union, works as a chauffeur, 
picking up diplomats and 
businessmen from Britain’s 
airports. “We estimate that 
women make up less than 
1 per cent of our 10,000 
members. Most of them don’t 
stay long, primarily because 
of the safety concerns. They’re 
on their own in the car and the 
app companies won’t let them 
have cameras, so it’s their 

word against the rider’s. And 
the companies always side 
with the riders”.  

“It’s also hard for them to 
make a decent living, because 
the highest-paying jobs are 
often at times women can’t 
typically work, because they 
have caring responsibilities, 
and need to work during the 
day, when the kids are at 
school.  

“Another issue is access to 
toilet facilities. We know of 
women who have developed 
UTIs because they have not 
been able to use a toilet all 
day or get parking fines for 
stopping for a few seconds 
to use a hotel toilet. Long 
journeys are the worst. You 
have to accept them or you 
don’t get other jobs.   

Ioanitescu has been hassled 
for dates and asked for 
underwear from male 
passengers. She tells of 
members who have been 
propositioned for oral 
sex by riders, only to find 
themselves on the receiving 

Barry Gardiner, who wrote 
to Uber for an explanation. It 
refused to provide details of 
the complaint and claimed, 
without evidence, that there 
had been several others made 
against her. “All I wanted was 
to be able to tell my side of the 
story, but they wouldn’t give 
me a chance,” she says. “It’s 
such a shame, because I love 
my job.”  

Catherine Meechan, couriers 
branch member for ADCU, 
highlights another issue— 
the fact that the algorithm is 
inherently sexist. “I’ve been 
working as a delivery driver 
for five years, and have a 
five-star rating. A male friend 
was thinking of becoming 
a delivery driver, so I said I 
would show him the ropes. 
We were sitting in McDonald’s, 
and a job came up on the 
app, offering £3.50. I turned it 
down, because I was talking 
to him and didn’t want to take 
it. He logged onto the app 
seconds later, and was offered 
the same job at a rate of £5. 
This was Uber Eats, which has 
known for a long time that the 

end of a retaliatory complaint 
when they refuse. The app 
companies have no system 
in place for investigating and, 
nine times out of 10, if a driver 
tries to complain, they’ll be the 
one who loses their licence.  

ADCU member Maryan, a mum 
of four from Brent who drives 
at night to support her kids, 
learned this the hard way. 
After two years of driving for 
Uber, she was permanently 
deplatformed from the app, 
without explanation. She 
remembered one particularly 
difficult passenger who had 
put pressure on her to break 
the speed limit. “I’m convinced 
he thought he could intimidate 
me, because I’m a woman, and 
also because I wear the hijab. 
He kept asking if he could take 
the wheel, and drive himself, 
which he would never have 
done if I had been a man.”  

Maryan appealed to Transport 
for London, which investigated 
and cleared her to work, 
but still Uber refused to let 
her back on the platform. 
So, she contacted her MP, 

system discriminates against 
women — there was research 
carried out by Stan ford 
University back in 2018, which 
found that male drivers earn 
about 7 per cent more than 
women — but they have done 
nothing about it.”  

So, if you manage to beat the 
odds and book a female driver 
to take you home, or bring you 
your food, be extra nice to her. 
And give her a big tip.

A version of this article 
by Jane Wright first 
appeared in Morning Star



The Employment Rights Bill 
should be strengthened – 
not watered down.

The Employment Rights Bill 
passing through Parliament, 
is the most meaningful 
upgrade to UK employment 
law in decades and should 
deliver concrete change to 
reverse the slow erosion of 
their rights, security, and 
real wages. 

Yet employer groups 
are sounding the alarm. 
Lobbyists from employer 
organisations warn that this 
landmark legislation will scare 
employers, flood firms with 
red tape and ultimately reduce 
recruitment.  

But behind headlines of ‘costly 
burdens’ and ‘regulatory 
thickets’ there is a more 
hopeful reality: this Bill, far 
from being a threat to jobs, 
is a path to fairer, more 
secure, and more productive 
employment – exactly what 
Britain’s labour market needs. 

Yes, the business concerns 
are real – or at least, sincerely 
held. The British Chambers of 
Commerce has said, “there 
would be a reduced hiring 
appetite were this legislation 
to come in.” The Federation of 
Small Businesses reports that 
two-thirds of members are 
likely to recruit fewer people 
because of the Bill. And the 
Institute of Directors warns 
it will make hiring “more 
onerous.”  

At the heart of this worry is the 
introduction of day-one rights 
to protection from unfair 
dismissal – a long-overdue 
reform that employer groups 
argue will make hiring feel too 
risky, especially for small firms 
or for candidates who might 
be seen as less of a ‘safe bet’ 
on paper. 

But this argument wilfully 
ignores a basic truth: workers 
who feel secure at work 
are more likely to join, stay, 
and thrive. The trade union 
movement – from the TUC to 
Unite and the GMB – is clear 
that the Bill’s protections 
will support, not suppress, 
recruitment.  



It’s time we turned the 
recruitment debate on 
its head. For too long, the 
UK’s hiring model has been 
built on insecurity: zero-
hours contracts, bogus self-
employment, and disposable 
labour. The Bill offers a 
reset. Protections from day 
one will build trust and 
stability. Guaranteed rights 
to request flexible working 
and to know your hours 
will help people – especially 
women, carers, and disabled 
workers – see employment 
as sustainable. These are not 
“costs to business.” They are 
investments in a workforce 
more willing and able to work. 

Let’s not forget who really 
pays for bad jobs. It’s not 
just the workers facing 
unpredictable shifts and short 
notice dismissals. It’s also the 
employers themselves, who 
deal with constant churn, 
poor morale, and the costs 
of re-recruitment. The TUC’s 
Paul Nowak highlighted at 
the committee stage of the 
Bill how some firms with high 
turnover spend thousands 
in the recruitment of new 
staff, whereas the Bill actually 
incentivises employers to 
invest in their staff. 

Insecure work isn’t flexible – 
it’s chaotic, and it’s damaging. 
The Bill’s commitment to 
improving guaranteed-hours 
contracts by requiring a stable 
contract offer after twelve 
weeks is being painted by 
some as a blow to business. 
But it simply means that 
workers who have shown up 
week after week will get the 
certainty they deserve. This is 
basic fairness. And as the TUC 
has repeatedly pointed out, the 
most productive workplaces 
are those where people feel 
safe, not disposable. 

And we must remember the 
wider context. The UK has 
endured fourteen years of 
wage stagnation, growing 
in-work poverty, and the 
steady erosion of employment 
protections.  

The deregulated labour market 
model has not delivered 
dynamic growth or stable 
jobs. It has delivered insecurity 
and inequality. If the worst 
practices of employers are 
allowed to continue, we risk 
a repeat of the fire-and-rehire 
practices that allowed P&O 
to sack 800 workers by video 
call. We cannot afford to keep 
giving ground in the name of 
flexibility. 

To prevent such measures, the 
Bill could go further.  

As I argued in the Commons, 
the government should 
establish a single legal 
definition of employment 
status to stop exploitative 
employers dodging obligations. 
And trade unions should be 
given injunctive powers to 
prevent mass dismissals before 
they happen – a necessary 
balance when employers 
already have the legal means 
to stop strikes. But even in 
its current form, the Bill is a 
generational opportunity to 
rebalance power at work. 

Critics have also attacked the 
Bill’s support for collective 
bargaining – but I have argued 
it does not go far enough, 
in terms of delivering true, 
independent collective 
bargaining or in reintroducing 
it to sufficient new sectors of 
the economy. The OECD and 
IMF have both concluded that 
coordinated wage-setting 
leads to higher productivity 
and lower inequality. Their 
arguments strengthen the 
case for a renewed culture 
of workplace democracy, 
including sectoral agreements 
that lift standards across the 
board. Far from scaring off 
employers, such mechanisms 

ensure fair competition 
and stable employment 
relationships. 

The business case against the 
Employment Rights Bill rests on 
the flawed idea that workers’ 
rights and job creation are 
mutually exclusive. They are 
not. A fairer workplace is a 
stronger one. Secure jobs 
attract committed workers. 
Respect breeds productivity. 
And dignity builds a labour 
market people actually want to 
enter and stay in. 

And as the TUC’s Paul Nowak 
has said, ‘We hear a lot about 
the potential cost to employers, 
the potential impact on 
recruitment and so on, but 
some of those points were 
made during the introduction 
of the minimum wage.’ 

We must stop pretending this 
is a zero-sum game between 
employers and employees. 
The  Employment Rights Bill 
deserves not just support, but 
strengthening. Now is the time 
for bold action – and to move 
forward to a more positive 
future.

Andy McDonald 
MP

POA members deserve  
a pay rise.
In 1994, under the Criminal 
Justice Public Order Act 1994 
Section 127, the POA were 
banned from inciting any 
form of industrial action. 
In the year 2000 we were 
given the Prison Service 
Pay Review Body (PRB) as 
a so-called compensatory 
mechanism. However,  
the POA would much rather 
have sectoral collective 
bargaining and the right to 
strike but have been denied 
those basic rights by both  
a Conservative Government 
and a Labour Government. 

The POA this year gave written 
and oral submissions to the 
PRB and made it clear that our 
members who work in the 
Prison Service (where the remit 
group are Prison Officer Grades 
and Operational Support 
Grades ) deserve not just an 
inflation proof pay rise but 
also restorative pay as in real 
terms over the last 14 years pay 
has been eroded by over 13  
per cent. It will take substantial 
pay rises over several years for 
POA members’ pay to catch 
up and we are determined 
to make that case each year 
whilst there is a review body 
in place. 

It is difficult to comprehend 
after years of austerity and 
financial suffering that our 
members could well be facing 
austerity mark two or, as some 
would name it, austerity on 
steroids. POA members in the 
prison service setting who 
come under the Pay Review 

Steve Gillan 
General Secretary, POA

Body do not need or want 
more misery on pay.  

Let us face it gas, electricity 
and water charges are all 
seeing massive increases in 
2025. Food prices continue to 
rise along with car insurance, 
house insurance, mobile 
phone charges. All these 
increases in ordinary bills are 
heaping financial pressure 
on POA members who have 
suffered due to their take 
home pay not keeping pace 
with these rising prices. This is  
causing families to rely on 
foodbanks and applications 
through the POA welfare 
fund and credit union for 
assistance. 

If the Government are serious 
about decent employment 
rights and having an effective 
prison service that works, 
then they need to treat the 
workforce with respect.  
That starts by recognising 

that POA members need and 
deserve a decent pay rise 
otherwise they will vote with 
their feet and leave the prison 
service for jobs that pays more 
and are less stressful than 
working in a service that is 
over crowded and violent.   

Prison Officers do a 
magnificent job on behalf of 
society in keeping them safe. 
But praise from politicians 
does not put food on the table 
or keep the wolves from the 
door when bills are mounting 
up simply because pay levels 
have been eroded year on 
year. 

Our evidence was credible 
and accurate, and I will be 
surprised if the Pay Review 
Body do not recommend a 
substantial pay increase for 
our hard working men and 
women that protect society to 
a high professional standard.  

But even a recommendation 
by the PRB is not always 
implemented by Government. 
We will be watching 
developments over the coming 
weeks with interest.



Three years on:  
still fighting for justice.

March 17 marked three years 
since one of the darkest days 
in modern British maritime 
history. Three years since 
786 dedicated maritime 
professionals were escorted 
off their vessels by security 
guards wielding handcuffs, 
having been told via Zoom 
that their careers with P&O 
Ferries were over. 

No notice. No consultation.  
No dignity. 

I still remember the shock 
waves that rippled through 
our maritime community 
that day. The outrage was 
palpable, crossing political 
divides and uniting the 
nation in condemnation. 
Yet for all the promises and 
tough talk from the previous 
government, precious few 
tangible protections emerged 
for seafarers in the following 
years. 

By contrast, in just a matter 
of months, we have now 
witnessed the progression 
of the UK’s Employment 
Rights Bill (ERB) — 
legislation that represents 
a genuinely generational 
shift in employment rights 
with significant positive 

implications for our members 
and all seafarers. 

The ERB closes critical 
loopholes that P&O Ferries 
so callously exploited. 
It strengthens collective 
dismissal laws, requiring 
operators of foreign-flagged 
vessels with operational 
links to the UK to notify 
the UK government before 
dismissing 20 or more 
employees. It tackles ‘fire 
and rehire’ practices and 
doubles the maximum 
protective award available to 
employees at employment 
tribunals — making it harder 
for unscrupulous employers 
to simply ‘price in’ the cost of 
sacking workers. 

The Seafarers Wages Act, 
which came into force last 
December after being delayed 
by the 2024 General Election, 
already requires most 
operators of a service with 
more than 120 UK port calls to 
pay their seafarers at least the 
equivalent of the UK National 
Minimum Wage. These are 
substantial steps forward,  
and the current government 
 is delivering on its promises. 
But our work is not finished.  
At Nautilus International, 

we continue to press for 
further protections to prevent 
any repeat of the P&O 
Ferries scandal. We want the 
directors of P&O Ferries held 
accountable for breaking the 
law. 

We are also calling for 
powers that would allow the 
government and unions to 
take immediate, pre-emptive 
legal action against employers 
contemplating mass 
dismissals. We want to see 
sick pay, holiday pay, training 
and pension rights included 
in mandatory employment 
standards for all seafarers. We 
are advocating for a reduction 
in the threshold for these 
regulations to apply — from 
120 to 52 UK port calls per 
year — ensuring that more 
seafarers benefit from these 
vital protections. 

The maritime sector is the 
lifeblood of our island nation. 
The security, resilience and 
prosperity of the UK depend 
upon it. 

Three years on from that 
shameful day, I remain as 
determined as ever to fight 
for the rights of maritime 
professionals. The progress 

we have made with this 
government represents  
a significant victory, but it is  
not the end of our campaign. 

Maritime is fundamentally an 
international industry, and P&O 
Ferries represents the worst face 
of globalisation – attempting 
to exploit global labour 
markets by importing insecure 
employment for disposable 
labour and undermining the 
rights of skilled UK maritime 
professionals.  

Our fight goes far beyond 
national borders. While 
the Employment Rights Bill 
provides crucial protections 
in the UK, Nautilus is taking 
our campaign international, 
working closely with the 
Nautilus Federation, European 
Transport Workers’ Federation, 
and International Transport 
Workers’ Federation to 
expose and challenge these 
exploitative practices. We’re 
collaborating across our 
branches in the Netherlands 
and Switzerland, and with 
international partners to 
create a unified front against 
employers who seek to 
treat maritime workers as 
commodities rather than 
skilled professionals.  

Our message is clear: maritime 
workers are not disposable, and 
we will fight globally to ensure 
dignity, fair wages, and proper 
working conditions for every 
seafarer, regardless of their 
nationality. 

We will continue this vital work, 
to ensure that what happened 
on our shores three years 
ago cannot happen again, by 
rebuilding a sector where skilled 
maritime professionals receive 
the respect, recognition and 
rewards they deserve.

Mark Dickinson 
General Secretary,  
Nautilus International



“protection from 
unfair dismissal will 
not be available to 
employees from  
day one” 

Employment Rights Bill:   
Yet another missed 
opportunity for workers’ 
rights.
Now 300 pages long, the 
Employment Rights Bill is 
probably the biggest single 
piece of legislation on 
workers’ rights ever printed 
in this country.  But don’t 
be fooled.  The impressive 
length is not matched by 
the quality of the content, 
which is characterised 
by broken promises and 
missed opportunities. The 
substance is either weak and 
compromised, or empty of 
content with much of the 
detail being left to ministers 
to deal with by regulations. 
The result is that it will be 
several years yet before the 
Bill is brought into force, 
and the full scale of the 
disappointment revealed. 

Although it is customary in 
trade union circles to be grateful 
to the government for what it 
has delivered in the Bill, such 
servility is misplaced. The British  
people gave Starmer a huge 
mandate to deliver on workers’ 
rights and he has failed in his 
duty adequately to follow 
through. As a result, the over-
riding emotion should be 
one of anger at having been 
let down once again. Almost 
every promise on major issues 
covered by the Bill has not been 
honoured, while gaping holes 
remain in our increasingly 
complex labour laws to ensure 
that many workers will still be 
denied basic rights. 

‘Exploitative’ zero hours’ 
contracts will not be banned; 
‘fire and rehire’ will not be 
prohibited; and protection 
from unfair dismissal will not 
be available to employees 
from day one. On the contrary, 
vulnerable workers will have 
the ‘right’ to continue to reject 
the offer of regular hours’ 
contracts; employers – such 
as P&O Ferries – will be able 
lawfully or unlawfully to 
dismiss staff and replace them 
with agency workers recruited 
at sub-optimal wages; and 
ministers will have a power 
likely to be used to reduce 

rather than remove the current 
two year qualifying period for 
dismissal protection. 

Similarly, trade unions were 
promised a raft of new rights, 
beginning with a right of access 
to employers’ premises: to 
meet, support, represent, recruit 
or organise workers.   But all the 
Bill does is provide trade unions 
with a right to request an access 
agreement for these purposes.  
A union which is denied an 
access agreement may apply 
to the CAC for an access 
arrangement to be imposed on 
the employer. If this is done and 
the employer refuses to follow 
the arrangements imposed, the 
union is required to go back to 
the CAC for an order requiring 
the employer to comply.   

Where the employer disregards 
a CAC order, the union must 
make yet another application to 
the CAC for a financial penalty 
on the employer. But any  
penalty set by the CAC goes 
to the government, not to 
the union. Unions have been 
granted a right without a 
remedy. In the absence of any 
remedy for the violation of 
its ‘right’ of access, there is no 
reason why a union would incur 
the additional cost of taking any 
additional legal proceedings 
against a recalcitrant employer.  
This enforcement model 
operates in other parts of 
labour law, and for obvious 
reasons is not widely used.  
The expectation here is that 
employers will simply deny 

access to trade unions in the 
knowledge that access cannot 
be compelled.  

On trade union recognition the 
Bill fails to fulfil earlier promises 
to overhaul the statutory 
recognition procedure. This is 
despite GMB’s failure at Amazon, 
due in part to the employer’s 
ability to keep unions out 
by using the opportunities 
provided by a weak statutory 
procedure. True, the Bill 
proposes modest changes to 
ballot constituencies, ballot 
thresholds, and union access 
to the workforce during the 
recognition campaign period.  
But these do not address 
the core problem, namely 
the conduct of employers 
before and after a recognition 

application is made. There is 
no change to the substance 
of the law dealing with unfair 
practices:  employers can 
continue with their disruptive 
behaviour. 

Also on collective bargaining,  
a commitment was made to roll 
out a programme of sector wide 
collective bargaining, designed 
to reverse the alarming decline 
in the levels of collective 
bargaining coverage in the 
United Kingdom. In 1978 about 
82% of workers were covered 
by a collective agreement or 
a wages council order. Today 
that is likely to be in the region 
of 28%. Although the Bill makes 
provision for pay determination 
for adult social care and school 

support staff respectively, the 
procedures are subject to tight 
ministerial control and veto, 
and do not satisfy any definition 
of collective bargaining, which 
in the case of both adult social 
care and school support 
staff is in any event actively 
suppressed. 

The lesson from all this is to 
judge the Bill by what it says, 
not by what ministers – or some 
trade union leaders - want us to 
believe it says. It does not even 
pass the P&O test, which invites 
us to ask whether the Bill’s effect 
would be at least to prevent a 
P&O type situation arising in the 
future. The summary dismissal 
of 786 seafarers in breach of 
collective agreements and 
statutory obligations was one of 
the greatest of many scandals in 
modern labour law history. Yet 
the Bill provides no guarantees 
that this could not happen 
again, making no provision to 
restrain employers who behave 
in this way, or to empower trade 
unions to resist by solidarity 
action when employers do so 
behave. 

The Bill should be seen for what 
it is. It addresses but does not 
resolve some extreme forms 
of employer abuse, and fails 
to deal with all such abuses, 
the most notable being bogus 
self-employment. It extends 
the individual rights of workers 
(such as on parental, paternity 
and bereavement leave), 
but does not respond to the 
problems of enforcing these 
rights in the chronically over-
loaded tribunal system. And 
while it nods in the direction 
of trade union rights and 
collective bargaining, the Bill 
makes only limited changes, 
the government’s commitment 
highlighted by its failure to lead 
by example to restore sectoral 
bargaining in the civil service, 
despite the obvious efficiencies 
in doing so.   

There are other multiple 
concessions to employers, 
including on the right to strike.  

While the Bill will repeal the 
Strikes (Minimum Service 
Levels) Act 2023, it will not 
remove all the restrictions 
introduced in the Trade Union 
Act 2016, and does not address 
the fundamental restrictions 
introduced in the 1980s. But for  
reasons explained above, the 
penny is unlikely finally to 
drop until the eve of the next 
general election, just when 
trade unionists are being asked 
again to become foot-soldiers 
in Starmer’s electoral army.  
We may then see large scale 
desertions by those duped by 
an over-hyped Bill that is likely 
to make little difference to their 
working lives, their standard of 
living, or their job security.

KD Ewing and  
Lord Hendy  
IER President and 
Chairman



Employment Rights Bill: 
Three ways IER can help.
If you need up-to-date 
information on the 
Employment Rights Bill (ERB) – 
the Institute  
of Employment Rights (IER) 
has everything you need.  

From Fact Sheets to Podcasts, 
from a dedicated hub webpage 
to a living document tracking 
Parliamentary amendments, IER 
has been keeping a close eye on 
the Bill’s twists and turns.  

And it’s no surprise. The 
first object of the IER  is ‘to 
advance the education of the 
public in labour law, work, 
unemployment, trade unions 
and related issues’.  True to 
form, the labour law experts  
at IER have been informing 
the debate on defending and 
restoring labour rights for over 
35 years. 

During that time, IER has lived 
through the class war waged 
by Thatcher in the 1980s and 
90s. We’ve lived through the 
disappointment of the Blair 
years which left “British law the 
most restrictive on trade unions 
in the Western world.”  

We saw a glimmer of hope 
during the Corbyn years 
when IER’s work was used as 
a template for the 2017 and 
2019 Labour Party Election 
Manifestos. 

Then, despite setbacks, IER 
assisted trade unions and Andy 
McDonald, MP, to develop the 
New Deal for Workers, which 
formed a large part of the 
current Government’s election 
Manifesto promises.   

And now IER is busy comparing 
that promised New Deal for 
Workers with the Employment 
Rights Bill currently passing 
through Parliament.  

Given our history, it will come 
as no surprise that IER believes 
more, much more, needs to 
be delivered if workers and 
trade unions have any chance 
of shifting the balance of 
workplace power in favour of 
workers.  

So, to assist all the Oliver Twists 
in our movement, who, like us, 
are asking for more, IER has 
produced bite sized materials 
full of information and 
arguments for activists to use.

Last year we launched the 
first IER series of 6 podcasts 
covering important aspects 
of the ERB. In these you can 
hear IER experts talk on issues 
ranging from the history of 
the New Deal for Workers, 
the right to strike, the need to 
push on with proposals for a 
single status of worker; how to 
strengthen proposals around 
zero hour contracts and fire 
and rehire, sectoral collective 
bargaining and equality issues. 

When the Bill was first 
introduced, Lord Hendy and 
Professor Ewing outlined the 
strengths and weaknesses 
of the Bill and developed an 
informed critique on what 
they saw as serious gaps in  
the proposed legislation. 

As the ERB has passed through 
Parliament IER’s experts 
have been busy producing 
Fact Sheets on single issues 
of importance to trade 
unionists. These are living, ever 
changing documents as new 
amendments are introduced 
and passed. They will remain 
important even when the Bill 
becomes an Act as a reminder 
of the work that still needs 
to be done – including a call 
for a second Employment 
Bill during the term of this 
government.  

 

So, if you are struggling to keep 
up with the twists and turns of 
the Bill, or if you are sceptical 
about the claim that this is as 
much as we can expect, then 
visit the IER’s website –  
ier.org.uk – and make use of 
the materials on offer.  

James Harrison 
Director, IER



Introducing the Centre 
for People’s Justice.
It is a source of great pride 
to be working with the 
General Federation of Trade 
Unions as a key partner in a 
ground-breaking initiative 
to put people’s everyday 
priorities, like their jobs, 
family, safety, community, 
neighbourhoods, at the 
heart of research. Our new 
‘Centre for People’s Justice’ 
is the result of a £5.8 million 
investment, including 
£4.1m from the UKRI Arts 
and Humanities Research 
Council. It is designed in 
response to the public’s 
sense of disconnection from 
legal process and systems, 
concerned about citizens’ 
rights and about the state of 
justice across society.  

 Our aim is to connect the 
public more strongly with 
the ways in which law is 
made, how law is performed 
in everyday life and how law 
is understood and applied 
by the public. The Centre for 
People’s Justice will work with 
people who have first-hand 
experience of challenges that 
are commonly experienced 
and urgently need to be 
addressed: challenges such as 
poor-quality housing or being 
without a place to call home; 
insecure employment and low 
wages; violence at home or 
in the community; or missing 
out on school. It represents 
a unique opportunity to test 
and embed new ways for local 
communities across England, 
Wales, Scotland and Northern 

Ireland to work in partnership 
with academics, private sector, 
philanthropic, legal, creative, 
cultural, charitable, civic and 
public sector organisations in 
support of change in law and 
legal systems that will improve 
lives.   

In a radical departure from 
the status quo, researchers 
will explore new ways to 
learn from the grassroots 
up. The Centre will use 
arts and creative methods 
to build research projects 
in collaboration with the 
public, projects that enable 
participants to feel respected, 
to express their views in their 
own way, and reduce fears 
such as ‘oversharing’ or ‘saying 
the wrong thing’.  

Lydia Hayes
Professor of Labour Rights, 
University of Liverpool and 
Principal Convenor of the 
Centre for People’s Justice.

Centre funding will be 
used to support and train 
communities to gather data, 
to review the research while 
it is in progress, and to help 
research findings to be put into 
practice for positive, lasting 
impacts. 

GFTU is one of 44 other partners 
organisations, including the 
Bakers and Allied Food Workers 
Union, the Marx Memorial 
Library and household 
names such  as Big Issue, 
Royal Shakespeare Company, 
Citizens Advice and Costain 
Construction.  
 
The Centre for People’s Justice 
is anchored at University of 
Liverpool and has partner 
Universities across across all 
four parts of the UK.


