UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

The pursuit of an employment relationship
Managing people in a flexible labor market
Federici, E.
Publication date
2019
Document Version
Other version
License
Other
Link to publication
Citation for published version (APA):
Federici, E. (2019). The pursuit of an employment relationship: Managing people in a flexible
labor market. [Thesis, fully internal, Universiteit van Amsterdam].

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).
Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)
Download date:09 Jan 2023

Chapter 5
Platform Workers:
The Denial of an Employment Relationship?1

1
This chapter is submitted for publication as:
Federici, E., Boon, C., & Den Hartog, D. N. (submitted). Platform workers: The denial of an employment relationship?
The study in this chapter was also presented at the 19th congress of the European Association of Work and
Organizational Psychology (EAWOP), Turin, Italy, May 2019, and at the 6th International Workshop on the
Sharing Economy (IWSE), Utrecht, The Netherlands, June 2019.
The authors acknowledge the financial support of the Eduworks Marie Curie Initial Training Network Project (PITNGA-2013-608311) of the European Commission’s 7th Framework Program. All support is without any involvement
in the design or writing of the study.

Chapter 5

Abstract
The gig-economy is a rapidly growing phenomenon which attracted the attention of both scholars
and policy makers in a variety of disciplinary fields. To date however, its implications for workers
from an HRM point of view are largely unknown. This study investigates the work conditions,
attitudes, and perceived employment relationship of on-location platform-determined routine
workers. We focus on the relationship between the number of hours spent working through
platforms and workers’ work-life balance, job satisfaction, and commitment to the platform.
Building on conservation of resources theory, we propose and test a moderation model in which
workers’ perceptions of High Performance Work Practices (HPWPs) implemented by the
platforms moderate the relationship between the number of working hours and workers’ attitudes.
The results support the hypothesized moderation effect for work-life balance and job satisfaction,
thus pointing at the relevance of HPWPs for this type of platform workers. We expand on the
quantitative results with qualitative interviews aimed at exploring how the HPWPs implemented
by the platforms impacted in practice the working conditions and lives of the workers.
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5.1 Introduction
The gig-economy is a growing phenomenon which is attracting scholar’s attention in a
variety of disciplinary fields, due to the disruptive dimension and nature of its implications for the
global labor market (Eurofound, 2015b, 2018a). The number of Americans working as providers
in the on-demand economy is estimated to grow by 18.5% a year, reaching over 7.6 million in
2020 (Sharpe, 2015). In Europe, according to the COLLEEM (i.e., COLLaborative Economy and
Employment) survey conducted in 14 EU countries (Pesole et al., 2018), on average 10% of adult
internet users has at some time provided labor via platforms. The available estimates and studies
show platform work is a progressively important phenomenon in terms of both the number of
workers involved and revenue generated. However, the nature of platform work is complex and in
need of further clarification, as evidenced by the lack of a unified definition to describe platform
work (Fabo et al., 2017).
Gig-economy, sharing economy, crowdsourcing, platform economy, on-demand economy,
are only some of the terms being used in relation to platform work (Fabo et al., 2017). This
confusion, besides reflecting the early stage of research on this topic, might also be attributed to
the extraordinary heterogeneity of this new form of employment. Generally speaking, platform
work is a type of work which is defined by a number of characteristics, namely: (1) online
platforms through which the work is being organized, (2) the involvement of three parties – the
platform, the worker, and the client, (3) its use for the execution of specific tasks, (4) its operation
as a form of outsourcing/contracting, (5) jobs that are broken down into tasks, (6) the provision of
services on an on-demand basis (Eurofound, 2018b, 2018c). Amongst these, a distinction can be
made between platforms that organize labor on a global scale (i.e., that match the demand in one
location with remote suppliers that are possibly based abroad) from the platforms which organize
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local labor markets (i.e., that match local demand with local supply) (Drahokoupil & Fabo, 2016).
De Stefano (2015) similarly differentiates between “crowdwork” (i.e., the completion of a series
of tasks online) and “work-on-demand via app” (i.e., the execution of traditional activities such as
transport, cleaning, clerical work which are managed in a non-traditional way by online platforms).
Here, we are interested in investigating the latter, that is, platform work which involves the
execution of offline tasks, by matching labor demand and supply at a local level. Our aim is to
understand the nature and consequences of perceived employment relationships for platform
workers.
More specifically, the first purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between
the number of hours spent gig working and workers’ well-being and attitudes towards their job
and the platform. Pesole and colleagues (2018) point out that one of the core dimensions of the
working conditions in platform work is the hours of work, and define “main platform workers” as
those who earn at least 50% of their income via platforms, and/or work via platforms more than
20 hours per week. They argue this forms a better criterion than counting the frequency of gigs
performed through the platform as that does not reveal the amount of work actually carried out on
each occasion (i.e., each gig). As Pesole and colleagues (2018) show, the hours workers spend gig
working are similar to the hours of regular workers (i.e., mostly working 20 to 29 hours per week),
with nearly 13% of platform workers saying they provide more than 60 hours of work via platforms
a week.
We expect that the sign of the relationship between working hours and platform workers’
attitudes depends on contextual factors, thus setting conditions under which working an increasing
number of hours per week is positively or negatively related with workers’ attitudes and
satisfaction with their jobs and platforms. Previous research in more traditional employment
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settings for example, suggests that job design factors such as perceived autonomy and flexibility
may attenuate the negative effects of work hours on workers’ satisfaction and balance with
personal needs (Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007), indicating that there may be conditions under
which workers might respond to objective work demands in different ways. Extending this line of
thinking to the platform context, the second purpose of this study is to test whether perceptions of
High Performance Work Practices (HPWPs) interact with the number of hours spent gig working
per week in affecting workers’ work-life balance, satisfaction with the job, and commitment to the
platform.
HPWPs are practices aimed at enhancing workers’ competencies, commitment and
productivity, and, as a consequence of that, organizational performance (Combs et al., 2006).
HPWPs generally refer to compensation and benefits, job and work design, training and
development, selection, communication and information sharing, and performance management
(Posthuma et al., 2013). Looking at platform work from an HR point of view, in a situation where
some claim an algorithm to be the manager, the question whether HPWPs which have been found
to be effective in traditional employment settings would be effective in the gig context, remains
unanswered. Building on Conservation of Resources theory (COR) (Hobfoll, 1989), we expect
that when the number of hours spent gig working increases and, simultaneously, workers perceive
few HPWPs being offered to them by the related platform, a loss spiral might be activated whereby
the level of job satisfaction, as well as work-life balance and commitment to the platform decrease.
In the presence of HPWPs instead, we expect a positive relationship between the number of hours
spent gig working and the outcomes, where the environmental resources and the additional earning
essentially represent a gain spiral.
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Overall, this study aims to enhance insight in the characteristics and consequences of the
employment relationship between on-location routine platform workers and their platforms.
Specifically, we test whether the relationship between the number of hours spent gig working per
week and workers’ work-life balance, job satisfaction, and commitment to the platform is
influenced by workers’ perceptions of the HPWPs implemented by the platforms. The proposed
interaction model is represented in Figure 1, and is tested among 181 workers who carry out tasks
offline, and work for platforms which organize local labor markets in Europe and in the USA. We
complement and expand on the quantitative results with 6 qualitative interviews in order to
investigate further how the different HRM-related actions implemented by the platforms impacted
the working conditions and lives of the workers in practice.

Figure 1. Research Model

HPWPs
Work-Life
Balance

Hours Gig Work

Job Satisfaction

Commitment

5.2 Theoretical Background
5.2.1 Platform Work: Definition, Extension and Issues
In this study we adopt the definition of platform work proposed by Eurofound (2018c,
2018b) that refers to paid work organized through platforms, involving three parties (platform,
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client and worker), aiming at conducting specific tasks or solve specific problems, involving
outsourcing/contracting out, where jobs are broken down into tasks and services are provided ondemand. This definition does not include platforms where the main traded good is not labor (e.g.,
sales platforms, platforms providing accommodations or financial services), or non-commercial
transactions and those not involving payment (e.g., volunteering, networking, or social media).
Matching demand and supply of labor through online platforms is a rapidly growing
phenomenon which challenged existing institutional and regulatory frameworks and transformed
the organization of work and the working conditions of platform workers (Eurofound, 2018b). In
2014, 45 million workers were estimated to work on platforms in the Western developed world
(Codagnone, Biagi, & Abadie, 2016). In 2016 McKinsey conducted an online survey among more
than 8000 respondents in the USA and five EU countries (Germany, France, Spain, Sweden, and
UK), reporting that about 9 million people work through platforms like Uber, Deliveroo, and
Upwork (McKinsey, 2016). In 2017, in a survey across seven European countries (Austria,
Switzerland, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, and the UK), of the approximately 15000
respondents around 14% on average across the different countries indicated they have ever done
platform work, and 7.4% that they do platform work on a weekly basis.
Currently it is still under debate whether and how platform work is different, legally and
factually, from other types of triangular employment relationships such as that of temporary
agency workers with the agency they are employed at and the client company they work for. The
debate is complicated by the wide variety of platforms. Five main characteristics distinguish
different types of platform work (Eurofound, 2018b), namely: (1) the skills level required to
perform platform work, that is low (manual, amateurs), medium (clerical), or high (professionals);
(2) whether the service is provided online (e.g., developing web content, building databases,
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transcribing and translating documents, classifying webpages or images) or offline (e.g., taxi or
domestic services, food delivery); (3) the scale of the tasks that are being carried out, which could
be micro tasks (e.g., object classification, transcription, or other highly standardized and repetitive
tasks) or larger projects (i.e., projects which require a more long-term relationship and intense
exchange between the client and the worker); (4) whether the selection of the tasks to be executed
is made by the platform, the client, or the worker; and (5) whether the matching between demand
and supply of labor is done through an offer (i.e., direct allocation of tasks through an algorithm),
or through a contest (i.e., an open-call aimed at a wide audience).
By cross-tabulating and comparing these characteristics to existing databases of platforms,
three main types of platforms can be identified, which are the most distinct in terms of
consequences on the employment conditions and quality of work: on-location platform-determined
routine work, on-location worker-initiated moderately skilled work, and online contestant
specialist work (Eurofound, 2018b). In this study we focus on the first type, which refers to lowskilled work, delivered offline and assigned by the platform through an offer (e.g., taxi or food
delivery services). In this currently widespread type of work, the platform often takes the role of
an employer without providing a formal employment contract to workers, who may therefore
perform traditional activities in a precarious situation (Eurofound, 2018b).
The digital revolution has been attributed the potential to fundamentally transform not only
the structure of employment by occupation and sector, but also the employment conditions and
employment relations themselves. By setting minimum quality standards of service, selecting the
workforce, matching and coordinating transactions in an automated way, and incorporating and
monitoring rules, the algorithms of platforms have been referred to as “essentially automated forms
of management” (Eurofound, 2018a, p.19). This so called “disruption of the employment
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relationship” (Drahokoupil & Fabo, 2016) raises a number of issues which are currently under
investigation by both scholars and policy makers. From a legal point of view, some argue that
platforms might facilitate the exploitation of labor and profit from unfair competition, therefore
pointing at the rather shared opinion that platforms do not seem to fit the current labor market
regulatory frameworks (Eurofound, 2018a; Huws, Spencer, Syrdal, & Holts, 2017). If platforms
do need to follow some legal rules concerning commercial codes, civil codes, and costumer and
data protection, generally there is still very limited legal regulation of the employment relationship
in platform work (Eurofound, 2018c). As of 2018/2019, the employment status of platform
workers is not yet regulated, thus being largely determined by the terms and conditions offered by
the platforms, which usually is self-employment. This forms a relevant issue, especially
considering that self-employment implies lower social protection, lack of unemployment
insurance, or insurance for accidents or occupational diseases, therefore leading to unfavorable
conditions for workers as compared to those with employment contracts.
Thus, the employment relationship between the platform and the workers is defined by the
terms and conditions of the platforms, which generally state that the platform is an intermediary
between the supply and demand of labor. Their employment relationship is thus largely based on
civil law contracts (which tend to be vague and ambiguous over how to legally handle disputes)
and denies that platforms form employers, despite them pursuing many employer-like actions
(Eurofound, 2018b). Here, we focus on the employment relationships of platform workers who
work through platforms for different numbers of hours per week.
5.2.2 Hours of Gig Work and Workers’ Attitudes and Well-Being
Around 8% of the working population in Europe works through platforms at least once a
month, approximately 6% have a significant income from it, and 2% work through platforms as
139
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their main job (Pesole et al., 2018). Even though the data currently available on the proportion of
working hours spent among gig workers is scarce and not exhaustive, it seems clear that there is a
great variance between workers in their use of platform work. If we take into account the lack of
regulation, the extra (unpaid) time spent searching for/managing one’s shifts, the higher demand
during certain time slots for certain jobs (e.g., evening and weekend shifts for taxi drivers), as well
as the possibility of working simultaneously through more than one platform at the same time, the
implications of this type of work on workers’ well-being and personal lives can greatly vary
depending on the amount of time spent gig working. In some studies, platform workers indicated
being on-call all the time, being preoccupied with having a short reaction time, and having to be
constantly available to preserve their reputation (Eurofound, 2018d). Hence, the number of weekly
working hours as well as the reliance on platform work as a main source of income, may affect
workers’ well-being and attitudes towards the job and platform.
Specifically, in this study we focus on the work-life balance, job satisfaction, and
commitment to the platform experienced by platform workers. Work-life balance refers to
individuals’ perceptions of being equally engaged in and satisfied with their work role and personal
role (Greenhaus, Collins, & Shaw, 2003). This relates to a perceived balance between one’s
professional and personal life when it comes to the distribution of one’s time, psychological
involvement, and satisfaction with both roles. Even though the high potential for creating a good
work-life balance is one of the most advertised benefits of working flexibly through platforms,
there is some evidence of a lack of work-life balance for these workers, especially among those
who execute on-location platform-determined work (Eurofound, 2018b), who form the population
of interest of this study.
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Job satisfaction refers to workers’ general positive attitude towards their jobs (Spector,
1997). Recently, in interviews several on-location platform-determined workers reported a low
overall level of job satisfaction, pointing aspects of their work or of the platform itself (e.g., pay,
perceived control over one’s job, communication with the platform, equipment being provided by
the platform), which in their opinion could be improved (Eurofound, 2018b).
Finally, commitment refers to workers’ acceptance of the organization’s values,
willingness to contribute to it, and desire to stay within the organization (Mowday & Steers, 1979).
Even though this construct was originally developed to tackle the exchange implied in more
traditional employment relationships, it has also been extensively investigated in more contingent
and flexible labor dynamics, such the case of contingent temporary workers (De Cuyper et al.,
2008). Here, we study whether and when working hours of platform workers relate to their worklife balance, satisfaction, and commitment.
In the context of more traditional employment settings, previous research considered the
number of work hours as an indicator of objective work demands, thereby pointing at a positive
relation between number of paid work hours and work-family conflict (Ford, Heinen, &
Langkamer, 2007; Voydanoff, 2004). Objective work demands require the individuals to exert
effort, and thus invest resources, in order to meet the needs of their jobs or roles. An increase in
the amount or the shift in scheduling working hours per week could represent a resource loss by
depleting the time and energy of workers (Kramer & Chung, 2015).
In the platform work context however, it is not straightforward whether the number of
hours worked per week represents a job demand in its more traditional meaning. For example,
even though it is claimed that the workers have complete control and autonomy in deciding when
to work and for how long, riders without an employment contract can choose their shifts but then
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have to fulfil them or find a replacement (Eurofound, 2018b). Similar issues have been reported
for drivers, who formally have complete control over whether to work or not, but whose decisions
are greatly influenced by the platforms’ use of its algorithm, ratings, and reward system (De
Stefano, 2017; Eurofound, 2018d). However, being able to work more can imply an increase in
income and thus a perceived benefit that enhances job satisfaction (especially in this context, where
minimum wages are not guaranteed and there is no or little regulation on scheduling shifts), thus
representing a resource more than a demand. Even in traditional work arrangements, working more
can have benefits as former meta-analytic results indicated the presence of a weak positive
association between the number of working hours per week and indicators of psychological and
physiological health (Sparks, Cooper, Fried, & Shirom, 1997), such as work-family conflict
(Pleck, Staines, & Lang, 1980).
Thus, while we study the aforementioned attitudes in relation to working hours, the sign of
the relationship between the number of working hours and employees’ outcomes could be negative
or positive, depending on contextual factors. For example, previous research in traditional work
arrangements suggests variables such as the level of autonomy of the workers as well as crosscultural factors may form boundary conditions under which working hours are related to
psychological and physiological health of the worker (Ford et al., 2007; Spector et al., 2004).
Extending this line of research in the platform context, we argue that the positive or negative
relationship between number of working hours and relevant attitudes and well-being of platform
workers may depend on workers’ perceptions of HPWPs implemented by the platform.
5.2.3 The Moderating Role of HPWPs
From an HR point of view, concerns have been expressed about the implications of
platform work for workers in terms of the quality of their working conditions and employment
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relationships. A number of core HRM practice areas are mentioned in research and policy reports
on platform workers (Eurofound, 2015b, 2018a, 2018c; Huws et al., 2017) and even by platforms
themselves (Gore-Coty, 2018), namely: the extent to which workers are provided with training
programs, the recruitment procedures in place to access the platform, the competitiveness of
platforms’ compensation systems, the level of autonomy implied in the job design, and the extent
to which workers are involved in a transparent communication with the platform. For example,
most platform work seems characterized by low and insecure pay, limited access to training, high
job insecurity, low information sharing and low perceived support by colleagues and managers
(Eurofound, 2018c). On the other hand, such work is often associated with a high level of
autonomy as workers can decide when and where to work (which should supposedly lead to better
work-life balance), and sometimes with the opportunity of skills development and learning-bydoing (De Groen & Maselli, 2016; Eurofound, 2015b). A recent interview study of platform
workers across Europe included their views of HRM practices such as selection, training and career
development, participation, autonomy, and compensation (Eurofound, 2018b). When it comes to
on-location platform-determined work (i.e., the target of this study), one of the main reasons
individuals report as the reason to start working through a platform is the lack of alternative
employment opportunities coupled with low entry barriers (such as formal interviews or required
previous experience) in the selection stage of the process. Also, they report their work as being
low skilled, and the training provided as generally focusing on safety procedures or how to use the
platform’s app. Among all types of platform workers, on-location platform-determined workers
were the ones who have the closest relationship with the platform, communicating with the
platform often and sharing information with it due to the nature of their work (i.e., time-sensitive
and local work). Furthermore, they also had the lowest level of autonomy and control over when,
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where, and how to execute their tasks. And finally, they generally reported to be able to earn a
stable income, even though this varied substantially across countries and employment
arrangements.
In traditional employment arrangements, HPWPs such as compensation, training,
participation, and autonomy have been shown to relate positively to positive employee attitudes
and to organizational performance (Combs et al., 2006). While the relevance of HPWPs can be
stronger or less strong due to certain contextual factors, as for example in the case of manufacturing
organizations compared to service organizations (Combs et al., 2006), overall the importance of
implementation and workers’ perceptions (Nishii & Wright, 2007) of HPWPs being implemented
by the organization is widely recognized. Previous work also suggested different HR
configurations that could be differently applicable to different employment modes. Lepak and
Snell (2002), for example, point at compliance-based HR configurations as the most likely to occur
in organizations where the human capital is mainly contract work (hence without a particularly
high strategic value nor unique) and where employment decisions tend to resemble mere
calculations of costs.
Interestingly, on the basis of their findings Lepak and Snell (2002) conclude that companies
should avoid relying solely on financial evaluations when making sourcing decisions, and consider
more their strategic HR implications, thus supporting the resource-based view of the organization
and highlighting the need to focus on HPWPSs also in the context of contract work. Therefore,
when it comes to platform workers, besides the debate taking place among scholars and in Court
surrounding how to legally regulate their employment status (Croft, 2018), it seems relevant to
investigate the number of HR implications of the employment relationship of platform workers.
For example, platform work might form an extreme type of contingent work (Cassady, Fisher, &
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Olsen, 2018), with workers having a high level of uncertainty, low legal support, and a triangular
relationship with the platform and the client. Therefore, the question whether the relationship
between the platform worker and the platform itself might form a type of contingent employment
relationship, and whether HPWPs that have a positive effect in contingent employment could
prove effective in the platform context as well, naturally follows. The novelty of platform work
and the early stage of research on it in the field of HRM imply there is not much previous work to
build on directly. However, due to the similarity with extreme forms of contingent employment,
similar mechanisms as the ones described for temporary agency work or contractors could apply
here. More specifically, we expect that the more one works per week through a platform, the more
it becomes relevant that the platform provides with the worker with a set of HPWPs.
Previous research reported that workers’ perceptions of the implementation of HPWPs by
the organization might constitute additional environmental resources the workers benefit from
(Boon & Kalshoven, 2014). COR theory poses that people strive to preserve, obtain and protect
resources which might help them coping with different demands (Hobfoll, 1989). Building on
COR, we argue that perceiving HPWPs represents a source of resources for the worker. Therefore,
we expect that workers’ perceptions of the implementation of such HPWPs might set conditions
under which working more affects negatively or positively workers’ well-being and attitudes
towards both the work and the platform. More specifically, we expect that platform workers who
work more and simultaneously perceive low implemented HPWPs, have fewer resources at their
disposal, thus leading to decreased well-being and satisfaction and activating a “loss spiral” where
individuals with less resources are likely to use further resources. Under high perceptions of
implemented HPWPs instead, we expect that working more does not constitute a resource loss. On
the contrary, when there are sufficient environmental resources at one’s disposal, earning more
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gives the workers the ability to manage and acquire more resources, hence activating a “gain
spiral” and increasing their work-life balance, job satisfaction and commitment to the platform.
Hypothesis 1. Workers’ perceptions of HPWPs moderate the relationship between weekly working
hours and workers’ work-life balance, job satisfaction, and commitment to the
platform, such that this relationship is positive under high HPWPs and negative
under low HPWPs.
5.3 Method
5.3.1 Sample and Procedure
Data for this study was collected in three stages. First, 18 work-on-demand companies
operating in The Netherlands were contacted to seek for support in distributing the survey
internally. Of these companies, only one agreed to do so, whereas another company provided some
advice on how to reach out to their workers. Furthermore, a variety of workers were approached
directly (i.e., in certain gathering points in few cities in The Netherlands) or indirectly (i.e., online
groups of gig workers) by means of convenience sampling techniques, in order to reach out to a
variety of workers. To ensure that participants would fall within the research scope, the first page
of the survey had a brief text explaining the research aim and target, followed by a filter question
asking to indicate whether they worked through a platform or not2. For the participants who would
answer negatively to this question, the survey would terminate. Surveys were distributed in English
and in Dutch, digitally and in the form of hard copies, and a raffle of a number of vouchers for a
Dutch online shopping website was used to incentivize participation.

2

The text of the question is as follows: “We define a platform as an online environment (website or app) through
which a worker is linked to a client to perform tasks/services. Do you work through a platform? (e.g., Uber,
Deliveroo, Foodora, Temper, UberEats, Helpling, Autoreset, EasyWay, etc.)”. The answer scale is “Yes/No”.
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Second, given the limited response rate, additional data was collected by purchasing
respondents through an online panel tool. Surveys were sent to self-employed individuals in The
Netherlands, UK, and USA. During this stage of the data collection process, three instructed
response items (e.g., “Please answer with “strongly disagree” to this question.”) were added to the
survey, which could serve as data quality indicator (Meade & Craig, 2012).
Third, we invited the participants of the surveys to be interviewed to complement and
expand on the results obtained from the surveys on the role of HPWP for platform workers. Six
participants working through different platforms in The Netherlands for different amount of time
(i.e., from 3 years to 6 months), with different jobs (both bikers and drivers), and employment
arrangements (e.g., self-employed, 0 hours’ contract) accepted to be interviewed. Most of them
worked through platforms for a substantial number of hours per week (ranging from 20 to even 70
hours per week), whereas only one of them used platforms to work 5 hours per week.
Overall, quantitative data was collected among 244 on-demand platform workers. Of these,
63 cases were deleted because of completing less than half of the survey or because of working
for crowdsourcing platforms. The final sample size is 181 on-demand platform workers, of which
65 (35.9%) were collected during the first stage, and 116 (64.1%) during the second stage of the
data collection process. Furthermore, 25 (13.8%) filled in the hard copy, and 156 (86.2%) filled in
the digital copy of the survey.
Of the final sample, 65 (35.9%) participants performed gig work in the Netherlands, 85
(47.0) in the USA, and 31 (17.1%) in the UK. The participants were 115 males and 66 females,
with and average age of 32.6 (SD = 10.4) and they worked for a variety of platforms, including
Uber (44.2%), Foodora (24.9%), Deliveroo (13.3%), and UberEats (8.3%). Overall, 44.2%
performed gig work related to taxi service, 46.2% to delivering food, and 9.4% to providing other
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sorts of services. Most of the sample had currently either one (56.9%), two (29.3%), or three (6.6%)
jobs, gig working on average 24 (SD = 13.7) hours per week, and working in total on average 32.8
(SD = 18.3) hours per week. On average they reported that 70.7 % (SD = 30.3) of their global
income was earned through gig working. Concerning their employment arrangement, 29.3%
worked on a zero-hour contract, 36.5% were self-employed/freelance, and 34.3% had another
contract for a pre-specified number of hours. Finally, 53.9% were payed based on the execution of
a specific task (e.g., a ride, a delivery, or an assignment), whereas 42.2% were payed based on the
number of hours worked.
5.3.2 Measures
Unless otherwise stated, all the constructs were measured on a five-point Likert scale,
ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”. The surveys were administered in
English and Dutch, and all items were translated through the back-translation procedure (Brislin,
1970). Furthermore, when items were referring to a specific platform, in order to avoid confusion
due to the possibility that one gig worker might work for more than one platform, additional
instructions were given to the participants, asking them to answer the following questions referring
to the platform they work the most for3.
Hours gig work was measured with one item, asking the following question “On average,
how many hours do you spend per week working through a platform?”.
HPWPs were measured in total with 16 items adopted from various sources in the literature
and adapted to the gig context. In order to ensure the applicability of the questions being asked to

3

The instructions were as follows: “The following section seeks to gain insights in your experience working for a
platform. In case you work through multiple platforms, please base your answer on the platform you work through
most.”
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the participants, another option “I don’t know” was added to the five-point Likert scale. Selection
was measured with three items (e.g., “Considerable importance is placed on the staffing process.”)
developed by Sun and colleagues (Sun, Aryee, & Law, 2007). Training was measured with three
items (e.g., “The platform invests considerable time and money in training.”), by adapting the scale
from Jiang and colleagues (Jiang, et al., 2017). Compensation was measured with three items (e.g.,
“The platform provides a competitive salary.”), adapted from the scale of Boon and colleagues
(Boon, Den Hartog, Boselie, & Paauwe, 2011). Participation was measured with four items (e.g.,
“The platform has formal grievance procedures to take care of employee complaints or appeals.”)
(Jiang et al., 2015). Autonomy was measured on a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = “strongly
disagree” to 6 = “strongly agree”, with three items (e.g., “I have a great deal of autonomy in
deciding how I do my work.”) developed by Bakker and colleagues (Bakker, Demerouti, &
Euwema, 2005). Because not all items were measured with the same response scale, we
standardized them before proceeding with the analyses. Overall reliability of this scale is very high
(α = .91).
Work-Life Balance was measured with five adapted items (Hill, Hawkins, Ferris, &
Weitzman, 2001) on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = “not at all” to 5 = “a great deal”
(e.g., “In general, how easy is it for you to balance the demands of your work and your personal
and family life?”). The reliability of this scale is adequate (α = .74).
Job satisfaction was measured with three items (Cammann et al., 1979). Example of one
item is “All in all, I am satisfied with my job”. The reliability of this scale is adequate (α = .62).
Commitment was measured with six items adapted from Mowday and Steers (1979),
example of one item is “I am proud to tell others that I am part of this platform”. The reliability
of this scale is high (α = .91).
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Control variables. In our analyses we controlled for whether they were working in the USA
or not, age (in years), gender (0 = male, 1 = female), number of jobs the participants currently had,
whether participants were payed based on the number of hours worked, whether they had a zerohours contract as an employment arrangement, and finally we controlled for the three platforms
most present in our sample (i.e., Uber, Foodora, and Deliveroo).
5.3.3 Analytical Strategy
We conducted the analyses in MPlus v.7.31. Because of the skewed distribution of some
of the variables in analysis, we used Maximum likelihood with robust standard errors and chisquare (MLR) to estimate all the model parameters. We examined the measurement model of the
variables of interest using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The proposed measurement model
was evaluated in terms of fit with the observed data firstly using different indices, namely: root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI), and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Secondly, we compared the
proposed model to three alternative models. Once the measurement model was established, we
saved the related factor scores and proceeded in our hypothesis testing. We used a path analysis to
test the hypothesized model, which allows for the simultaneous estimation of all the regression
coefficients related to the three outcome variables under investigation. Due to the presence of some
missing data among the variables and the use of listwise deletion, the final sample size for the path
analysis is N = 177. The final model implies the estimation of all the paths linking the study
variables, and therefore it is a saturated model with perfect fit to the data. Because of this reason
model fit indices will not be presented for testing the hypothesized relationships between the study
variables. After testing the proposed research model, we probed and visualized the significant
interaction terms.
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5.4 Results
5.4.1 Quantitative Results
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations among the study
variables computed as scale means (when they were measured with more than one item). In
general, all bivariate relationships between the study variables are positive and significant, with
the exception of the number of hours of gig works, which in general does not seem to be related
to two outcomes under investigation, namely work-life balance and job satisfaction. Among the
control variables, gender, age, country, the number of jobs, the type of contract, the type of
payment, and the three platforms most represented in our sample all seem to be related to the
variables of this study. We therefore controlled for these variables in our analyses.
We tested the measurement model at the item level for HPWPs (standardized scores),
work-life balance, job satisfaction, and commitment together. HPWPs were modeled as a second
order latent factor, with five first-order latent factors corresponding to the five HPWPs (i.e.,
selection, training compensation, participation and autonomy). Simultaneously, work-life balance,
job satisfaction, and commitment were modeled as first-order latent factors, loaded by the related
five, three, and six items respectively. The proposed measurement model fits the data adequately
(χ² = 653.917, df = 394, CFI = 0.922, TLI = 0.914, SRMR = 0.093, RMSEA = 0.060). We
compared the fit of this measurement model to three alternative models:
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0.46

0.50

13.69

0.77

1.67

0.29

0.42

0.44

0.25

0.13

24.02

0.00

4. Number of
jobs
5. Zero hours
contract
6. Hours pay

7. Uber

8. Foodora

9. Deliveroo

10. Hours GIG
work
11. HPWPs

0.78

0.82

0.94

3.73

3.79

3.72

0.34

0.43

0.50

0.50

-0.68

-0.51

-0.49

-0.43

0.39

2.18

1.17

0.24

0.32

0.92

3.32

0.12

0.84

SK
0.57

-0.06

0.55

0.16

-1.02

-0.43

2.80

-0.63

-1.97

-1.92

-1.17

16.88

-2.01

0.38

K
-1.70

0.22**

0.05

-0.04

0.10

-0.01

-0.03

-0.12

0.04

-0.13

-0.01

-0.08

0.18*

0.07

1
(-)

0.32**

0.22**

-0.08

0.25**

0.17*

-0.12

-0.22**

0.50**

0.16*

-0.01

0.50**

0.16*

0.06

-0.04

0.10

0.09

0.01

-0.37**
0.26**

-0.18*

0.19*

-0.12

-0.08

(-)

4

-0.46**

0.59**

-0.40**

-0.18*
0.25**

-0.19**

0.22**

(-)

3

-0.13

0.01

0.44**

(-)

2

-0.23**

-0.17*

-0.04

-0.22**

-0.05

0.03

0.19**

-0.16*

0.19*

(-)

5

-0.23**

0.03

0.12

-0.29**

-0.03

-0.04

0.61**

-0.40**

(-)

6

0.46**

0.03

-0.05

0.47**

0.25**

-0.35**

-0.51**

(-)

7

-0.40**

-0.09

-0.04

-0.18*

0.15*
0.04

-0.05

-0.21**

(-)

9

-0.46**

-0.09

-0.22**

(-)

8

0.27**

0.08

0.13

0.35**

(-)

10

0.79**

0.35**

0.18*

(0.91)

11

0.21**

0.46**

(0.74)

12

0.50**

(0.62)

13

14

(0.91)

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. M, mean; SD, standard deviation; SK, skewness; K, kurtosis. The mean of HPWPs is 0 because they are standardized scores.
Alphas are in parentheses.
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0.48
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations among the Study Variables
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(1) a two-factor solution where the items of work-life balance, job satisfaction, and commitment
are loading onto one unique second factor; (2) a four first-order factors model where the items of
HPWPs, work-life balance, job satisfaction, and commitment are loading onto four separate firstorder latent factors; and (3) a single-factor model with all manifest indicators loading onto one
first-order latent factor (i.e., Harman’s single-factor test). The proposed model fit the data
significantly better than all three alternative models (Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference
test: (1) SB-corrected Δχ² = 1407.515, Δdf = 5, p = .000; (2) SB-corrected Δχ² = 75.714, Δdf = 5,
p = .000; (3) SB-corrected Δχ² = 219.761, Δdf = 11, p = .000). The factor loadings of the proposed
measurement model are presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Factor Loadings of the Measurement Model
Selection
HPWPs
ZSEL1
0.919 Selection
0.934
ZSEL2
0.869 Training
0.976
ZSEL3
0.883 Participation
0.941
Training
Autonomy
0.649
ZTRA1
0.758 Compensation
0.814
ZTRA2
0.898 Work-Life Balance
ZTRA3
0.942 WLB1
0.746
Participation
WLB2
0.780
ZPAR1
0.678 WLB3
0.659
ZPAR2
0.866 WLB4
0.770
ZPAR3
0.846 WLB5
0.222
ZPAR4
0.846 Job Satisfaction
Autonomy
JSAT1
0.891
ZAUT1
0.800 JSAT2
0.230
ZAUT2
0.896 JSAT3
0.874
ZAUT3
0.937 Commitment
Compensation
OCQ1
0.784
ZCOMP
0.793 OCQ2
0.813
ZCOMP
0.798 OCQ3
0.824
ZCOMP
0.811 OCQ4
0.846
OCQ5
0.782
OCQ6
0.686
Note. N = 181. Standardized coefficients are presented.
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Firstly, we set out to test the presence, sign and magnitude of the relationship between
hours of gig work and workers’ work-life balance, satisfaction with their job, and commitment to
the platform. Table 3 presents the results of the related path analysis, showing that the number of
hours per week spent gig working seem to have a significant albeit weak relationship with worklife balance (β = .20, p <.05), and commitment towards the platform (β = .15, p <.01), by holding
constant all the control variables which showed some bivariate relations with the outcomes under
investigation. Overall, 8% of work-life balance, 16% of job satisfaction, and 38% of commitment
were explained by the determinants posited in the model. These results thus provide initial
evidence of the presence of a positive weak relationship between the number of working hours and
workers’ attitudes4. In Hypothesis 1, we set out to further investigate this relationship, by testing
whether it would be conditional upon the HPWPs perceived as being implemented by the platform.

Table 3. Results of Path Analysis Testing Main Effect
Work-Life
Balance

Job
Satisfaction

Commitment

Gender
-0.05
0.04
0.13*
Age
-0.10
0.10
0.11
USA
0.09
0.18
0.25*
Number of jobs
-0.01
0.08
0.03
Zero hours contract
-0.08
-0.15*
-0.11
Hours pay
0.02
0.08
0.11
Uber
-0.06
0.09
0.23*
Foodora
0.00
0.01
-0.15
Deliveroo
-0.12
0.06
0.12
Hours GIG work
0.20*
0.13
0.15*
Constant
0.04
-0.94**
-1.19**
R²
0.08*
0.16**
0.38**
Note. N = 177. *p <.05. **p <.01. Standardized coefficients are presented.
4

In an exploratory manner, we also tested whether the number of working hours had a curvilinear relationship with
the outcomes under investigation. The results indicated that regression coefficient related to the quadratic term
was not significant for work-life balance (p = .76), job satisfaction (p = .21) and commitment to the platform (p =
.12).
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Table 4 shows the results of the path analysis simultaneously regressing work-life balance,
job satisfaction, and commitment, on the control variables, standardized hours of gig work,
standardized HPWPs, and their interaction term. As can be seen from the results, the number of
hours the worker spent gig working does not have a conditional association with the outcomes.
HPWPs on the other hand, does have a strong conditional effect on work-life balance (β = .45, p
<.01), job satisfaction (β = .75, p <.01), and commitment (β = .90, p <.01). In line with Hypothesis
1, hours spent gig working and perceived HPWPs do interact with each other in affecting worklife balance (β = .25, p <.01) and job satisfaction (β = .22, p <.01). When it comes to commitment
instead, Hypothesis 1 is rejected - there is no significant interaction between hours spent gig
working and perceived HPWPs implemented by the platform. Noteworthy, the inclusion of
perceived HPWPs and the related interaction term increased the proportion of variance explained
of work-life balance (26%), job satisfaction (53%), and commitment (85%).

Table 4. Results of Path Analysis Testing Interaction between Hours of GIG
Work and HPWPs
Work-Life
Job
Commitment
Balance
Satisfaction
Gender
-0.09
-0.02
0.07*
Age
-0.09
0.09
0.07*
USA
-0.10
-0.07
0.00
Number of jobs
0.00
0.09*
0.06*
Zero hours contract
-0.06
-0.09
-0.03
Hours pay
-0.03
0.02
0.05
Uber
-0.13
-0.07
0.00
Foodora
0.11
0.16*
0.02
Deliveroo
-0.20*
-0.07
-0.03
Hours GIG work
0.11
-0.03
-0.05
HPWPs
0.45**
0.75**
0.90**
Hours GIG work*HPWPs
0.25**
0.22**
0.07
Constant
0.53
-0.37
-0.41**
R²
0.26**
0.53**
0.85**
Note. N = 177. *p <.05 **p <.01. Standardized coefficients are presented.
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Table 5 probes the significant interaction effects on work-life balance and job satisfaction.
As can be noticed, the relationships between hours gig work and both outcomes are significant and
negative at low levels of perceived HPWPs, whereas their signs are reversed at high levels of
perceived HPWPs, thus becoming positive and significant relationships. Figures 2 and 3 plot this
pattern, by showing that the slopes linking hours spent gig working with WLB and job satisfaction
are negative when the worker perceives low HPWPs being implemented by the platform, and they
become positive for high values of the moderator. Overall, the hours spent gig working and
perceived HPWPs seem to interact in predicting workers’ WLB and job satisfaction, whereas
commitment seems to be strongly related only to perceived HPWPs, and not to its interaction with
hours spent gig working.

Table 5. Analysis of Simple Effects for HPWPs
HPWPs Value
-2 SD
-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD
+2 SD

Work-Life Balance
-0.35 (.15)*
-0.14(.09)
0.07(.05)
0.29(.06)**
0.50(.11)**

Job Satisfaction
-0.48(.18)*
-0.26(.11)*
-0.03(.05)
0.20(.07)**
0.43(.14)**

Note. N = 177. *p <.05. **p <.01. Unstandardized coefficients are presented.
Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Figure 2. The Moderating Role of HPWPs on the Relationship between Hours GIG Work and Work-Life
Balance

Note. The mean of the dependent variable is 0 because it is a factor score.

Figure 3. The Moderating Role of HPWPs on the Relationship between Hours GIG Work and Job
Satisfaction

Note. The mean of the dependent variable is 0 because it is a factor score.
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5.4.2 Qualitative Results
We invited the survey participants to be interviewed in order to acquire qualitative insights
aimed at exploring how in practice the different HPWPs implemented by the platforms had an
impact on the workers’ jobs, lives, and attitudes towards the platforms themselves. In order to do
so, in our semi-structured interviews we asked a number of questions pertaining: their satisfaction
with their jobs, their balance and their turnover intentions, the platforms’ HRM actions and their
implications on workers’ lives, and the relationship between the workers and the platforms. All
interviews were recorded and transcribed. We analyzed the transcripts by means of three
processes: (1) data reduction (assigning codes to different data chunks on the basis of the outcome
and HPWPs variables), (2) data display (assembling data into matrices), and (3) data interpretation
(noting reoccurring patterns and themes) (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014). The interviewees
worked through different platforms, for different number of hours (most worked for a substantial
amount), and with varying employment status. Some of them changed in jobs or the employment
arrangement they had recently, and the interviewees report a dynamic and turbulent period for the
platform economy, with platforms often changing the ongoing procedures and practices they
implement to handle the workforce as well as their own operations. Besides the differences
between platforms and types of jobs, some common themes emerged from the interviews.
Concerning their jobs, the workers report a good satisfaction with their job, which allows
them to spend time in the city (“[…] that is really nice about this work, Amsterdam is my office”),
is not stressful, and has health-related benefits (“I really liked the work itself. I must say, it was a
perfect gym. One that I did not have to pay”). The level of repetitiveness of the jobs does not seem
to be problematic, with few workers finding variety in interacting with different restaurants or

158

Platform Workers: The Denial of an Employmet Relationship?

costumers, or even areas of the city. They all indicate to have reached a very good level of balance
between private and personal life, pointing at flexibility as a main advantage of this type of job.
Interestingly however, the level of autonomy in one’s schedule is not as extreme as
sometimes portrayed. Most of them reported being affected by factors such as peaks of demands
and logistic issues in scheduling shifts that effectively prevented them from working exactly when
they would like to work, and as much as they would like to work. More specifically, the main
issues seem to arise when one wants to increase the number of working hours, or if platform work
is the only source of income one is relying on. In such cases, the reported level of security over
one’s income and job seems limited (“So you can actually work as little as you want, but not
always work as much as you want”), especially considering that the time spent for scheduling and
searching for shifts is not being compensated. Because of this, and of the work pressure, not
working through platforms for 100% of one’s time was suggested as the best solution by the
workers we interviewed. Nonetheless, the compensation seems to be considered fair, despite it
being greatly influenced by the employment arrangement (i.e., contract vs. self-employed), by the
platform, and by whether one is paid per hour or per gig, with the latter being perceived as worse
by workers (“It is not my responsibility to make sure there are deliveries to be done, but that is the
platform's. So if there are no rides now, then I will not get paid”).
In discussing the HPWPs, interviewees across different platforms indicated that selection
and training procedures were automated, mostly boiling down to submission of basic documents
(e.g., criminal records or registration to the chamber of commerce) and tutorials on how to use the
app, which are generally considered useful. The systems in place to evaluate workers’ performance
were generally considered fair, and varied greatly between platforms and within the same platform
across time, with different importance being attributed to different aspects of ones’ job (e.g.,
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number of rides accepted, number of shifts executed in peaks hours, costumers’ ratings). It seemed
that especially this aspect, together with the (albeit infrequent) use of contingent rewards (e.g.,
vouchers to the top performers, 1-euro bonuses for long distance rides or rides on extra busy days),
are used by the platform as the main means to manage the workers.
Overall, interviewees report the jobs to be lacking social components, both in the relation
with colleagues and platforms (“if you would only drive through the app, and nothing else, then it
is a bit of a lonely existence”). Communication with colleagues happens rarely, mostly by chance.
Some platforms closed headquarters offices they had in the city, which had negative consequences
on the interactions between workers, who currently stay in touch through self-initiated social
media groups. Generally, the few social events or discussions that do exist are organized by the
workers themselves, and are appreciated especially among those who work the most. Interestingly,
one interviewee mentioned that there is solidarity among riders, which coupled with the distance
with the platform, “creates a bit of an 'us-against-them' culture”. The communication with the
platforms is indeed mainly conducted through the apps, especially efficient for handling urgent
matters (e.g., problem with a delivery or a restaurant), but not so effective on less urgent ones (e.g.,
suggestions by riders, problem with payments, contracts). With some differences across platforms,
the workers report little perceived support by the platforms, considered as lying at the other end of
a long communication line, and in general difficult to reach out to (“I still do not feel I have seen
anyone from the platform”). They mostly don’t feel valued by the platform, the few rewards
handed out are perceived as aimed at increasing only the productivity, with little personal
appreciation of their job and merits. The overall feeling interviewees report is that if the platform
gets directly in contact with the worker, it’s because there is a problem with him/her (“No news is
good news”).
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Finally, interviewees all indicated seeing this job as being just an intermediate and
temporary one, in between different stages of their career path. They all felt confident in their
ability to potentially find another job, which later (for example, once they completed their studies)
could fit their needs better. It does seem however that there are some differences between bike
riders and taxi drivers, the latter being suitable to different age cohorts, whereas the first attracts
mostly younger workers. When asked whether they would recommend others to work for their
platforms, they all indicated that that would depend on a number of factors, namely: age, the season
of the year (related to the weather), the intended number of working hours per week, and the need
for flexibility in one’s job.
5.5 Discussion
In this study, we examined the employment relationship of platform workers. Building on
Conservation of Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989) we expected a moderating effect of perceived
HPWPs implemented by the platforms on the relationship between number of weekly working
hours and platform workers’ attitudes and well-being, namely: work-life balance, job satisfaction,
and commitment to the platform. The results partially supported our hypothesis. The relationship
between hours of gig work and work-life balance and job satisfaction showed to be negative when
HPWPs are low, and positive when HPWPs are high. This suggests that if the perceived HPWPs
are high, working more through platforms essentially has a positive connotation, by allowing the
workers to earn more money, while having the desired control, autonomy, support, and
employment relationship with the platform. If the perceived HPWPs are low instead, the workers
do not have environmental resources to draw from, and are left only with their own resources to
rely on; in this case, working more might boil down to being just a job demand, with negative
consequences on ones’ job satisfaction and work-life balance.
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While we did find the proposed interaction for work-life balance and job satisfaction, we
did not find it for commitment. A possible reason for this might be the predominant role of HPWPs
in influencing one’s commitment, regardless of the number of hours one has been working. If we
look at the related regression coefficient, it is apparent that this direct relationship is strong, thus
being unlikely conditioned upon something else. The strength of this association might be due to
the relevance of HPWPs in this specific context, where the abstract role of the platform might
heighten the importance of the implemented managerial actions in terms of perceived support and,
therefore, workers’ commitment. Furthermore, outcomes such as work-life balance and job
satisfaction seem to capture attitudes towards one’s daily job and routine. On the one hand, when
it comes to one’s evaluation and impression of daily activities, the presence of personal and
environmental resources has an impact on the satisfaction with his/her job as well as balance
between professional and private needs. On the other hand, it might be the case that a more general
assessment pertaining the exchange with the employer could be the main driver in influencing the
willingness to contribute to it, and desire to stay within the organization. Mechanisms of exchange
and mutual reciprocation such the ones described by social exchange theory (SET) (Blau, 1964)
could therefore be the main drivers of the workers’ commitment to the platform, regardless of the
number of hours one is working per week. That is, the evaluation of a fair exchange, albeit
temporary, taking place between the worker and the platform could be relevant for all workers’
commitment to the platforms, not only for those who work the most.
In order to get insights in how in practice HPWPs can be relevant for both the working
conditions and the employment relationships of the workers, we expanded on the quantitative
results by conducting qualitative semi-structured interviews. From the interviews emerged on the
one hand the consequences of working for a different number of hours per week, and on the other
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hand, the picture of an employment relationship which is there, even though it might be contingent
and currently not particularly fostered in some of its aspects. For example, the autonomy over how
and when to do one’s job, the different compensation and reward systems, the job security,
communication, information sharing and support offered by the platforms are practices which
seem to have relevant consequences on workers’ well-being and satisfaction with the job and the
platform. In sum, our study constitutes preliminary evidence on the relevance of HRM practices
in shaping the employment conditions and relationships embedded within the platform economy,
even more so among offline routine on demand work.
5.5.1 Theoretical Implications
There are a number of theoretical insights deriving from our results. Firstly, the importance
of the number of hours worked per week by platform workers. The data collected through our
surveys seem to suggest not only a considerable variance among different workers in terms of their
use of platforms to work, but also different consequences associated to it. Building on the
principles stemming from COR, working an increasing number of hours might imply a
considerable investment of personal resources, which needs to be backed up by the presence of
contextual resources to avoid the “loss spiral” described by Hobfoll (1989). The more the platform
workers invest individual resources, the more it becomes relevant that the platforms provide them
with environmental resources (here in terms of HPWPs). Similar mechanisms have been described
also in the Job Demands-Resources Model (Bakker, Demerouti, de Boer, & Schaufeli, 2003),
where one of the main assumptions is that burnout or strain develops when job demands are high
and job resources are simultaneously limited. Previous research for example, highlighted the
buffering role of certain job resources (e.g., autonomy and feedback) on the impact of job demands
(e.g., work overload) on employees’ burnout (Bakker et al., 2005). The evidence acquired through
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our interviews seem to support this, with workers not recommending working full-time through
platforms only. Furthermore, the lack of autonomy, perceived support, communication, and
rewards might be problematic in terms of one’s schedule, security and working rhythm, thus
representing not only a missed resource, but even additional demands the worker is confronted
with. Even though differences might exist between different types of online routine platform jobs
(e.g., bikers and taxi drivers), it seems that the work pressure and income uncertainty do limit the
extent to which platform work can represent a feasible alternative to traditional employment, at
least with the current regulation on this matter.
Secondly, the very strong association between commitment and HPWPs, as well as the
answers the workers gave during the interviews, do suggest the presence of a temporary
relationship which is mainly economic in its nature and most likely short-term. This kind of
employment relationship seems to overlap with the distinction between transactional and relational
typologies of psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1995). While a relational psychological contract
revolves around a considerable economic, social, and emotional investment from both parties, a
transactional one is mostly constituted of tangible, short-term and economic exchange. Previous
studies in this line of research described for example temporary agency workers as having a
transactional psychological contract with the company, as opposed to the relational one of
permanent workers (De Cuyper et al., 2008). However, in our study even those workers who
acknowledged the temporary nature of this agreement, as well as their willingness to find another
job soon, seemed to have experienced what they perceive as a somewhat disappointing lack of
consideration and acknowledgement by the platform itself. For example, they indicate that small
forms of appreciation and recognitions of one’s efforts (such as biking through storms and snow
because “someone has to do it”) by the platform would have been welcomed. That is, the
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instrumental and temporary nature of this agreement does not seem to compromise the legitimacy
of and expectations around this relationship.
In line with this, previous studies suggest that temporary workers are able to engage in a
social exchange with their organization(s) despite the contingent nature of their employment
relationship (Lapalme et al., 2011). The fact that the average mean score of HPWPs here was
relatively high, raises the question whether HPWPs are necessarily long-term oriented (e.g.,
Messersmith, Patel, Lepak, & Gould-Williams, 2011), or whether they can be just as relevant in a
short-term frame. Hence, it seems reasonable to conclude that mechanisms such the ones described
by SET do still play a role in the context of platform work. Finally, the social aspect seems to be
important. For example, in our interviews it is apparent that since the closure of the main
headquarters located in the city of two platforms, the social contact between the worker and
colleagues as well as the platform itself almost disappeared. This aggravated the degree of
loneliness of platform work, which by definition is isolated to some extent. Thus, building on
COR, the social support deriving by an interaction with colleagues, albeit sporadic and irregular,
might constitute a source of resources the worker could potentially benefit from and which might
be relatively easy for platforms to arrange.
5.5.2 Practical Implications
The data collected in this study provide insights that have practical implications for both
platforms and policy makers. First, the relevance of perceptions of HPWPs (here, of selection,
training, participation, autonomy, and competitive compensation) on employees’ attitudes and
wellbeing seems evident. The employer-like actions implemented by the platforms in managing
this type of work through organization and compensation for example, do have an impact on the
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workers, and as such need to be carefully implemented. Secondly, the number of hours worked
show to have a relevant impact on the workers’ life and jobs. Even though the platform economy
created the impression of being a digital environment where to facilitate the access to gigs, it seems
obvious that, especially when it comes to on-location platform-determined routine work, the actual
use of it can resemble a full-time appointment. From a policy-making point of view, our results
undoubtedly point at the relevance of the number of hours worked as a matter which needs to be
regulated. Thirdly, especially in our interviews, it emerged the rather crucial role of the
employment status associated with this type of work. Different status can be found in different
platforms, or even in the same platform across different years. Such differences do carry over
consequences for the workers which are obvious, as demonstrated in court cases brought to the
public attention. The results of this study do corroborate these consequences, especially for the
workers’ satisfaction and work-life balance. Finally, as noted above, improving opportunities for
social contact could be a way to make this type of employment arrangement more satisfying and
less lonely for workers.
5.5.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
This study has a few limitations. The convenience sample adopted here, which covers
different countries, platforms, and employment arrangements, limits the generalizability of these
results. Even though this choice was made in order to make data collection manageable in a context
known to be challenging, it inevitably constitutes a limitation of this study. Future studies should
replicate our results on a bigger sample, possibly stratified among both contextual characteristics
(i.e., different platforms and types of jobs) and also different characteristics which emerged to be
important for the personal and professional life of on-location platform-determined routine
workers, namely: the number of hours worked, the type of payment, and the employment
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arrangements. More specifically, given the relevance of working hours, it would be interesting to
extend our study to a sample which would cover more systematically a wider range of this variable,
and test the related linear and quadratic effects on workers’ outcomes. Furthermore, from the
interviews we conducted it seemed that platforms’ decisions to compensate the workers on
different basis (i.e., the number of gigs or the number of hours worked) as well as to implement
different employment arrangements (i.e., employment contract or self-employment) did have
important consequences on how they could manage and schedule their own work in order to reach
a sufficient income. Given the turbulent times in which this study was conducted, we did not have
enough control over this element, and we eventually handled this by including it as a control
variable in our analyses. Once the different platforms seem to have reached a stable approach to
these matters, it would be interesting to conduct comparative studies on the consequences of such
decisions, which could also be informative for policy makers.
Furthermore, given that data was collected through self-reported measures, the results of
this study may be affected by common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012). If constructs referring
to employees’ attitudes and well-being are difficult to measure other than through self-reports, and
number of working hours is a rather “objective” measure, future studies could capture HPWPs by
relying also on the platform’s ratings. Even though it might be particularly challenging form a data
collection point of view, that would allow the investigation not only of the implementation of
HPWPs, but also of the content of the psychological contract (Herriot et al., 1997), as perceived
by both the platforms and the workers. This research avenue could explore not only the perceived
reciprocal obligations but also the fulfilment of such obligations, thus acquiring more insights on
how this employment relationship is conceived by both sides.
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Finally, where causality is implied here, it is based on the definition of our constructs and
not tested here, due to the cross-sectional design of this study. For example, it could be that the
workers’ attitudes towards their job and platform might have affected their ratings of the
implementation of HPWPs, or the number of hours worked per week. Future studies should
therefore investigate the current research question in a longitudinal timeframe, also to give insight
on what are the long-term consequences of working in this context for higher number of hours.
Some workers we interviewed pointed at the strain that might derive by relying on this type of
work as main source of income. It would therefore be interesting to track the development of the
workers’ attitudes across time, and explore potential differences across workers who work for
different numbers of hours.
5.6 Conclusions
Overall, building on COR, the present study aimed at investigating the employment
relationship of on-location platform-determined routine workers. Results showed that working
more hours per week would increase workers’ work-life balance and job satisfaction under high
implementation of HPWPs, and decrease them under low implementation of HPWPs. By
conducting additional interviews, we acquired more insight in how workers’ perceive platforms’
practices and related to them. On the basis of these preliminary findings, we advocate for an
enhanced awareness around this matter, which should eventually go beyond the blind denial of an
employment relationship in this type of work (and with the current formula), and discuss the ways
to develop it and manage it in the name of a reciprocal interest and benefit of all parties involved.
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