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· Scepticism about Uber’s contrived description of Uber working ‘for’ drivers, when in fact the relationship is the other way around. They found that Uber interviews and recruits drivers, sets a default route, requires drivers to accept trips when logged into the app, fixes the fare, controls them in the performance of their duty, subjects them to a rating system and handles passenger complaints.

· Uber was clearly a transportation business marketing a “product range” of a variety of driving services – it sold rides, not just software.
· Uber’s argument would have meant that there was a contract between drivers and passengers, in which neither could negotiate the price or the route. 

· These were dependent work relationships in which the drivers were recruited by Uber to work as integral components of its organisation – Uber was clearly not the client of the drivers. 

· The written terms on which Uber tried to rely did not accord with the reality of their relationship with drivers. ‘App’earances can be deceiving…
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