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Abstract
Purpose – Technological breakthroughs have facilitated the emergence and proliferation of platform 
work. This working arrangement is defined by the use of digital labor platforms, which act as an 
intermediary between workers and requestors of labor. The authors argue that platform work has 
structural characteristics that make this working arrangement unique. They contextualize the platform 
literature using the job demands-resources theory to propose that platform work concerns hyperactive 
work, defined as the configuration of excessive job demands with high job resources. Existing research 
has predominantly examined platform work in isolation or focused on within-platform differences, 
leaving a critical gap in evidence of how platform work differs or resembles other working 
arrangements. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to conduct comparative analyses to clarify whether 
platform work constitutes a distinct job design configuration. 
Design/methodology/approach – The authors adopted a between-working arrangement approach 
and collected data among two independent samples (Sample 1: N = 626, Sample 2: N = 358) to test 
this. 
Findings – The authors predicted and found that platform work was characterized by high job demands and 
high levels of exhaustion (health-impairment process), as well as high job resources and high levels of work 
engagement (motivational process). The results support the conceptualization of platform work as hyperactive. 
In addition, technology-related job demands and resources are not only more prevalent but also relatively more 
important predictors of exhaustion and engagement for platform workers than for workers in other 
arrangements. 
Research limitations/implications – The results support the conceptualization of platform work as 
hyperactive. 
Practical implications – The findings have important implications for the literature and practice. 
Originality/value – While research within working arrangements is prevalent, to date research that 
compares working arrangements is rare. This paper advances the understanding of how platform work is 
similar and different from other working arrangements. 
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1. Hyperactive work?
1.1 How platform work differs from other working arrangements in the quality of work
During the past decade, technological advances transformed how industries operate. The gig 
economy is no exception. While alternative work arrangements have been on the rise (Katz 
and Krueger, 2019), “platform work” is a recent, rapidly growing addition (Kässi et al., 
2021). Digital labor platforms define this working arrangement (Watson et al., 2021). They 
connect contractors with individuals who perform “gigs” or short-term labor agreements 
(Cropanzano et al., 2023). While digital labor platforms have grown in popularity, so has 
their notoriety due to their precarious working conditions (Heeks et al., 2021; Melián- 
González and Bulchand-Gidumal, 2021; Vallas and Schor, 2020; Wood et al., 2019). Others 
highlight benefits such as flexibility (Schor et al., 2020). Yet, we lack clear, empirical 
evidence regarding the extent to which these experiences are distinctive or reflect more 
general features of contemporary work. Do individuals who perform platform work 
experience more autonomy and precarity than those in other work arrangements? Clarifying 
to what extent and how platform work differs from other working arrangements is crucial for 
researchers and policymakers. Hence, there is a pressing need to advance our understanding 
of platform work. In other words, we aim to answer to what extent platform work, in 
comparison to other working arrangements, has a unique pattern of relationships with job 
characteristics and well-being.

Platform work disrupts our current understanding of working arrangements (Duggan 
et al., 2020). This study examines whether platform work resembles or differs from other 
arrangements. To paint a comprehensive picture of platform work, we aim to complement 
the existing fine-grained strokes in the literature with broad ones. Research has 
predominantly focused on differences between different types of platform workers 
(Cropanzano et al., 2023). This methodological approach focuses on within-working 
arrangement differences, elucidating the experiences of platform workers and the important 
antecedents of those experiences. They may reveal why certain workers intend to leave the 
platform and others do not (Ihl, 2024; Wang et al., 2022). However, they cannot reveal 
whether platform work relates to better (or worse) quality of work than other work 
arrangements. While differences exist between platforms, such as location and in terms of 
content, they share common characteristics, including a tri-party labor structure consisting of 
a customer, intermediary and requester, absence of contractual relationships, short-lived 
assignments and piece-rate pay (Bérastégui, 2021) that justify studying between-work 
arrangement differences. Thus, we aim to address the lack of quantitative, empirical studies 
that compare platform work with other working arrangements in terms of work design and 
well-being.

Therefore, we draw on job demands-resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker et al., 2023) to 
propose that platform work is “hyperactive” (both straining and motivating) and relatively 
more characterized by technological characteristics than other working arrangements. We 
consider jobs to be hyperactive when job demands are excessive in combination with a high 
amount of job resources. This differs from other types of work, which might not have both at 
such levels, such as exhausting, engaging, boring and satisfying work (see Figure 1; cf. 
Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). To test these propositions, we conduct between-working 
arrangement and dominance analyses, which reveal the extent to which high JD-Rs and 
ambivalent well-being characterize platform work, and assess the relative impact of 
technological factors compared to other arrangements. This analysis helps determine 
whether traditional JD-R assumptions about well-being hold across different work forms, 
addressing Cropanzano et al. (2023) observation that: “While there have been several studies 
documenting the mounting stressors and accompanying emotional responses of gig workers, 
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what remains less well understood is whether these responses are different than those of 
permanent workers” (p. 508).

Figure 1. Taxonomy of hyperactive work and other types of work experiences in relation to the health 
impairment and motivational pathway 

2. Theoretical framework
2.1 Platform work in the gig economy
The gig economy comprises any temporary job performed on an on-demand basis (e.g. live 
performance of music, babysitting). Platform work is a unique, relatively novel “gig.” The 
gig economy surged due to the recent addition of platform-mediated contracting (Kässi et al., 
2021; Spreitzer et al., 2017): “labor contracted and compensated on a short-term basis” 
(Cropanzano et al., 2023, p. 494). Gigs such as transcribing, data entry, ride-hailing, 
translation and delivery are unified by the mediation of the platform. Platform-mediated gig 
work differs from traditional gig work due to its reliance on the digital labor platform. 
Namely, the platform coordinates human resources as an intermediary between requestors 
and workers (Pesole et al., 2018). They often use algorithms to coordinate human resources, 
such as matching “workers” with “requesters,” setting productivity targets and giving work 
assignments (Duggan et al., 2020; Watson et al., 2021). Additionally, platforms exert 
algorithmic control by monitoring users, enforcing rules, providing feedback and using 
“soft” power by nudging desired behaviors (Möhlmann et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2026). 
Examples of algorithmic control include using ratings to determine the number of work 
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opportunities individuals receive, offering additional incentives when demand exceeds 
supply and imposing costs to inhibit undesired behaviors (Cameron, 2022; Rosenblat and 
Stark, 2016; Spreitzer et al., 2017).

Namely, we predict more JD-Rs and a higher relative importance of technological JD-Rs 
than in other working arrangements, characterize platform work. Namely, two perspectives 
organize platform work: scientific management (Taylor, 1911) and the gig working 
arrangement (Cropanzano et al., 2023). As scientific management prescribes, digital labor 
platforms collect data to optimize work processes, assign work to the most suitable 
candidates, subdivide tasks and responsibilities into smaller pieces and connect financial 
incentives to productivity (Duggan et al., 2020). This creates an asymmetric power dynamic 
between workers and other parties (Vallas and Schor, 2020). Workers have little to no 
influence on the rules and payment structures imposed by the platforms. Yet, platforms 
recognize workers as self-employed individuals who perform short-term contracts (Spreitzer 
et al., 2017). They can choose for whom they work and work independently (Cropanzano 
et al., 2023). While scientific management thwarts well-being (health impairment; 
Parker et al., 2017), self-employment and the ability to work according to one’s own volition 
have been linked to thriving (motivational; Stephan et al., 2020).

In the present study, we investigate how platform work differs from other forms of 
employment, including permanent (long-term), temporary (fixed-term), on-demand 
(flexible) and self-employment (freelancer or business owner). Permanent employment lacks 
a fixed end date and involves agreed-upon weekly hours (Statistics Netherlands, 2015). 
Contrastingly, a fixed duration defines temporary employment, serving as a short-term 
workforce supplement (Cappelli and Keller, 2013). On-demand employment involves 
flexible labor, including on-call, zero-hour contracts and temporary agency work, scheduled 
as needed. While such afford organizations to scale their workforce according to demand, 
they offer limited predictability and security. In both permanent and temporary contracts, 
organizations exert directive control. They determine the outcomes work should produce and 
often how individuals should work (Cappelli and Keller, 2013). Conversely, self-employed 
individuals negotiate their own terms with organizations, specifying the desired results 
without direct control. In line with the extended categories of work arrangements developed 
by Spreitzer et al. (2017), we argue that platform work constitutes a unique arrangement due 
to its digital, short-term and fragmented nature (Cropanzano et al., 2023; Pesole et al., 2018) 
and tri-party labor structure, algorithmic management and piece-rate pay (Bérastégui, 2021).

2.2 Platform work as hyperactive work
The organization of platform work, guided by scientific management and gig work 
principles, yields an ambivalent experience. Anxiety, depression and distress (Glavin and 
Schieman, 2022), but also thriving, happiness and engagement, characterize platform work 
(Ashford et al., 2018; Cameron, 2022; Petriglieri et al., 2019). A recent European policy 
report described platform work as flexible and autonomous but simultaneously arduous 
(Pesole et al., 2018). To understand these findings, we draw on JD-R theory (Bakker et al., 
2023). JD-R theory integrates job stress and motivational perspectives to explain how job 
design relates to well-being. Job design is understood in terms of job demands and job 
resources. Job demands refer to aspects of work requiring physiological and psychological 
effort, which result in strain (Demerouti et al., 2001). In contrast, job resources refer to 
aspects of work that aid goal achievement and foster personal growth. While job demands 
instigate the health-impairment process, resulting in exhaustion, job resources activate the 
motivational pathway, promoting vigor, dedication and absorption (work engagement). JD-R 
theory theorizes these processes as independent.
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Jobs with few job demands and adequate job resources motivate employees but do not 
energize them, whereas jobs with numerous job demands but limited job resources exhaust 
employees (Bakker and Oerlemans, 2011). Therefore, Bakker et al. (2023) argued that 
optimal jobs balance regular job demands with adequate job resources to foster work 
engagement. We extend this reasoning by arguing that excessive job demands combined with 
job resources result in hyperactive work. Unlike engaging work, hyperactive work entails job 
resources that are prevalent but insufficient to cope with demands. Accordingly, such jobs 
stimulate health-impairment and motivational pathways (Figure 1). The figure illustrates 
different work experiences according to the activation of the motivational (horizontal) and 
health-impairment processes (vertical; cf. Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). The taxonomy 
illustrates the implications of the balance (and imbalance) of job demands and job resources. 
That is, we argue that work becomes hyperactive when excessive job demands and job 
resources characterize work. The presence of hyperactive work may explain the ambivalent 
findings regarding platform work and well-being. Our study focuses on four common 
characteristics in the JD-R and platform work literature (i.e. job insecurity, workload, job 
autonomy, task feedback) and three technological characteristics (i.e. technological threat, 
technological opportunity and technology use).

2.3 Job demands for platform workers: workload and job insecurity
Workload encompasses the quantitative and demanding aspects of work (Van Veldhoven 
et al., 2015). The labor intensity of platform work may exceed that of other working 
arrangements for several reasons. In contrast to permanent, temporary and on-demand 
working arrangements, platform work requires finding adequately compensated tasks, 
administration and navigating between tasks, often unpaid (Cameron, 2022; Cropanzano 
et al., 2023; Spreitzer et al., 2017). Consequently, there is evidence that platform workers are 
pushed to work longer hours at a high pace with tight deadlines to secure similar pay to other 
working arrangements (Pesole et al., 2018; Schor et al., 2020). Moreover, platform workers 
spend additional time working to buffer against drops in labor demand (Ashford et al., 2018). 
While self-employment shares similarities with platform work, platform work is unique in its 
short-term and fragmented nature (Cropanzano et al., 2023). This creates constant pressure 
to continue working (Melián-González and Bulchand-Gidumal, 2021).

In contrast, self-employed individuals often work on longer projects, enabling a steadier 
pace of work and building social capital. Finally, platform work differs from other work 
arrangements in the pressure platforms exert to continue working or accept assignments. 
Because platforms aim to maximize labor supply to cater to requests for labor, they may send 
“economic nudges” to entice workers to increase their efforts or hours (Rosenblat and Stark, 
2016) or punish individuals who decline or receive low ratings (Cameron, 2022). The latter 
may even result in termination. Unsurprisingly, platform workers often describe their 
arrangement as intense and involving long hours (Pesole et al., 2018). It is important to note 
that most of these findings only provide preliminary evidence for our hypotheses since they 
did not conduct any quantitative, comparative analyses between platform work and other 
arrangements. Thus, while a higher workload is plausible, the relatively high workload 
compared to other working arrangements is assumed but not demonstrated.

Job insecurity, another important job demand for platform workers, involves uncertainty 
regarding job continuity (Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt, 1984). Contracts underlying 
permanent and temporary employment are longer than platform work, which implies 
contracts for single, short-term gigs (Cropanzano et al., 2023). The lack of a (fixed) contract 
underlying the labor agreement means that when individuals cannot work, or platforms 
cannot offer work (no requesters), individuals cannot make a living. Thus, there is a lack of 
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fringe benefits and social security (Berg, 2016; Wood et al., 2019). Compared with self- 
employed and on-demand workers, platform workers’ length of employment and prospects 
still lag behind. On-demand and self-employed workers may have reasonable expectations 
regarding continuing their work (e.g. seasonal work, hospitality) or plan future employment 
using their network. Finally, platform work is further precarious due to its reliance on 
technology. Technological issues, broken electronics and algorithmic restrictions may limit 
access to the digital labor platform and, therefore, work (Watson et al., 2021). Platform work 
contrasts with other employment arrangements characterized by rights, institutional 
protections and a formal or psychological contract beyond a single project. Indeed, platform 
workers often lack a “clear, available, and relevant career path” (Ashford et al., 2018, p. 27) 
and express concerns about their finances and stability (Cropanzano et al., 2023). Thus, the 
continuity of platform work is particularly uncertain. Taken together, we predict:

H1. Platform work relates to more (a) workload and (b) job insecurity than other 
working arrangements (i.e. permanent, temporary, on-demand and self-employed).

2.4 Job resources for platform workers: job autonomy and feedback
Job autonomy comprises the freedom, independence and discretion in work-related decisions 
(Hackman and Oldham, 1975). The “open employment relationship” defining platform work 
entails significant flexibility and freedom (Cropanzano et al., 2023; Spreitzer et al., 2017), 
which is a core motivation for entering the platform economy (Pesole et al., 2018). Digital 
labor platforms enable users to work when and wherever they want. Workers can schedule 
work hours, work locations and what type of work they want to accept (Ashford et al., 2018; 
Spreitzer et al., 2017; Vallas and Schor, 2020). Indeed, despite algorithmic control, platform 
workers report freedom and discretion (Wood et al., 2019). This freedom contrasts with other 
employment arrangements, which involve formal or psychological contracts that imply 
explicit or implicit obligations (Watson et al., 2021). Permanently or temporarily contracted 
individuals work a specified number of hours a week. Yet, even on-demand and self- 
employed workers have less discretion over their time than platform workers. For instance, a 
hospitality establishment may assume on-demand workers’ availability during holidays 
without explicit agreement. The establishment may expect workers to work on holidays and 
may refrain from scheduling them in the future if they refuse to work on holidays. Similarly, 
self-employed individuals may establish relationships with clients, implying project 
deadlines and long-term service continuity. Finally, platform work implies the absence of 
formal contracts. Thus, the platform work arrangement implies that workers remain more 
anonymous and less dependent on a single client, providing greater freedom.

Feedback refers to direct and clear information about job activities and performance 
(Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006). In particular, the organization of platform work provides 
individuals with ample access to feedback (Deng et al., 2016). Because various stakeholders 
constantly produce data, algorithmic management enables platforms to continuously present 
feedback to users in easy-to-understand metrics (Parent-Rocheleau and Parker, 2022; 
Rosenblat and Stark, 2016). Indeed, performance feedback is integral to platform work 
(Durward et al., 2020). Some platforms even offer workers virtualization of their work 
history and access to performance evaluations (Deng et al., 2016). To illustrate, Cameron 
(2022) found that “ride-hailing” drivers use mobile applications for immediate and long-term 
feedback on their customer service. Permanent and temporary employment arrangements 
may include performance reviews to discuss progress and formal feedback. Similarly, on- 
demand and self-employed individuals may discuss how projects were conducted. Yet, we 
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argue platform work implies unique short-term opportunities for feedback that go beyond 
what other working arrangements offer. Hence, we predict:

H2. Platform work relates to more (a) autonomy and (b) feedback than other working 
arrangements (i.e. permanent, temporary, on-demand and self-employed).

2.5 Technological job demands and job resources for platform workers
Technologies define platform work. Therefore, we argue that JD-Rs related to technology are 
more prevalent among platform workers and are relatively more important for their well-being 
than in other working arrangements. We focus on new technology threats, new technology 
opportunities and new technology use. New technology threats are worries about future 
technological changes making current job activities obsolete (Brougham and Haar, 2018). 
Thus, they refer to concerns or fear appraisals that technological advancements undermine 
future work opportunities. Conversely, new technology opportunities reflect an optimistic view 
that technological advances will facilitate goal achievement. In other words, they may appraise 
new technologies as a job resource. Platform workers may hold both stronger negative and 
positive evaluations regarding new technologies than workers with other work arrangements. 
To illustrate, platform work often consists of simple tasks that artificial intelligence is predicted 
to replace first (Jabagi et al., 2019). Nonetheless, technological advances that enable platform 
work may spur new job opportunities (Gray and Suri, 2019). Hence, platform workers may 
believe new technologies will benefit them. For instance, technological advances may enable 
workers to perform more complex and challenging activities remotely through virtual reality 
(McVeigh-Schultz and Isbister, 2022). Finally, new technology use concerns interacting with 
technologies such as platforms, robots and algorithms to achieve work goals. Due to the nature 
of platform work, we predict that they use new technologies more often than individuals with 
other working arrangements and that these technologies are relatively more important for their 
well-being. We expect them to be more prevalent (i.e. higher mean-score) and be more 
important for well-being (i.e. larger effect size):

H3. Platform work relates to more (a) new technology threats, (b) new technology 
opportunities and (c) new technology use than other working arrangements (i.e. 
permanent, temporary, on-demand and self-employed).

H4. Technology JD-Rs are relatively more important predictors of (a) exhaustion and (b) 
work engagement for platform workers than for individuals with other working 
arrangements (i.e. permanent, temporary, on-demand and self-employed).

2.6 Exhaustion and work engagement of platform workers
We propose that platform work simultaneously activates the health-impairment and 
motivational processes more than other work arrangements. While this may sound 
counterintuitive, it is important to note that the processes operate independently (Bakker 
et al., 2023). Thus, although the two processes tend to correlate negatively, they can co-occur 
(Mäkikangas et al., 2012). For instance, using latent profile analysis, Moeller et al. (2018)
showed that individuals reported low burnout and high work engagement when they 
experienced low to moderate job demands combined with high job resources. However, 
work characterized by high job demands and high job resources was associated with 
concurrent high burnout and work engagement. Similarly, Wu et al. (2023) found that 
workload, coupled with high emotional support and low control, predicted greater burnout 
and lower work engagement. We argue a similar pattern arises more for platform work due to 
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its hyperactive nature than for other work arrangements. Platforms may stimulate workers to 
overextend themselves or work irregular hours more than other working arrangements 
(Duggan et al., 2020; Rosenblat and Stark, 2016; Watson et al., 2021). At the same time, 
platform workers may also feel determined and engaged because they can choose when and 
how long they work (Pesole et al., 2018). The insights derived from the application regarding 
productivity targets and rankings may foster feelings of vigor, dedication and absorption 
(Duggan et al., 2020). In support of this reasoning, gig workers have been described as 
experiencing a world of “heightened emotions” characterized by a greater variety of 
emotions, more extreme emotions and more frequent oscillations between emotions 
(Ashford et al., 2018, p. 28). Therefore, the co-occurence of exhaustion and work 
engagement might be a distinctive characteristic platform work. Hence, we expect:

H5. Platform work relates to more (a) exhaustion, (b) work engagement, and (c) 
exhaustion and work engagement concurrently than other working arrangements.

2.6.1 Study contributions. We make several contributions. First, we reveal how platform 
work differs from other working arrangements. Existing research provides important insights 
into platform workers’ experience (e.g. Ashford et al., 2018; Cameron, 2022; Schor et al., 
2020). Yet, little is known about whether these experiences differ from other working 
arrangements. Our between-working arrangements approach builds upon and complements 
previous findings by enabling us to discern whether platform work differs from other work 
arrangements in JD-Rs and well-being. Thus, we answer calls for comparisons between 
traditional employment and platform work (Ashford et al., 2018; Cropanzano et al., 2023). 
Second, we reconcile ambivalent findings by contextualizing the literature with JD-R theory 
and proposing platform work as “hyperactive.” Our results elucidate why research has 
reported favorable in addition to unfavorable characteristics of platform work such as 
“flexible, but also intense” (Pesole et al., 2018, p. 5) and stark tensions in anxiety and 
fulfillment (Petriglieri et al., 2019). Finally, we investigate the relative importance of 
technological JD-Rs. These findings emphasize the need for novel instruments to measure 
the job conditions of platform workers (Caza et al., 2022) and answer calls for investigating 
more specific JD-Rs in the platform economy (Hakanen et al., 2019).

3. Method
3.1 Participants and procedure
An independent panel company recruited participants in The Netherlands in 2021 to ensure a 
heterogeneous sample of various worker types. The panel company primarily sources 
participants through their panels, co-branded panels and opt-in databases to collect 
representative samples. In addition, they recruit through multiple channels such as mobile 
app panels, social media influencers, billboards and social networks. The company collects 
data on over 100 variables to create profiles. Based on these profiles, the company estimated 
that 80% of their panel members qualified for the study. Within the segment of self-employed 
panelists, 25% qualified as platform workers. Individuals eligible for the study received an 
invitation through email or could sign up through the panel portal. The sampling frame 
consisted of working adults in The Netherlands who were active in one primary working 
arrangement (i.e. permanent, temporary, on-demand, self-employed or platform work). We 
deliberately restricted the sample to individuals with a single working arrangement to ensure 
clear attribution of job demands, job resources and well-being outcomes to one form of work. 
Although this decision limits generalizability to multiple job holders, it strengthens internal 
validity by avoiding confounding experiences across arrangements. The study was registered 
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and approved by the ethical review board of Erasmus University Rotterdam (number: 20-11 
Oerlemans).

Two independent samples were collected one month apart. Participants first received 
information about the general purpose of the study, informed consent and eligibility criteria 
(i.e. working and above 18 years of age). To assess the robustness of our results, we tested 
our hypotheses in two independent samples by comparing platform work with permanent, 
part-time, on-demand and self-employed working arrangements. The second sample served 
as a replication. We only included individuals with a single employment arrangement to 
compare platform work with other working arrangements. Namely, multiple job holders have 
unique experiences beyond the scope of the current article (Campion et al., 2020; Ilsøe et al., 
2021). Our analyses provide a unique insight into platform work by focusing on single 
jobholders.

In total, 984 individuals participated (Sample 1: N = 626, Sample 2: N = 358). Sample 1 
comprised 348 men (55.6%) and 278 women (44.4%). On average, the participants were 
44.4 years old (SD = 13.5) and worked 32.3 h a week (SD = 11.4). Most were cohabiting with 
a partner (n = 416; 66.5%) and received higher vocational (n = 211; 33.7%), post-secondary 
(n = 161; 25.7%), university (n = 121; 19.4%) or high school education (n = 114; 18.5%). In 
terms of working arrangements, participants were permanently employed (n = 390; 62.3%), 
temporarily employed (n = 45; 7.2%), self-employed (n = 120; 19.2%), on-demand (n = 34; 
5.4%) or worked on a platform (n = 37; 5.9%). The platform workers further specified that 
they performed platform work on average for 19.1 h a week (SD = 14.1) and worked mostly 
through Workspot, Freelance or Uber (51.4%). Most of them indicated that digital platforms 
were important for obtaining paid work (51.4%), followed by somewhat important (21.6%) 
and very important (18.9%). We also included one non-compulsory, open-ended question 
regarding what work participants did. The majority of the sample performed hospitality, such 
as a shift at an event, and food (delivery) services through platforms (34.3%) or did logistics 
and provided transport, such as ride-hailing (22.9%). In addition, they also used platforms to 
freelance small tasks such as ICT, cleaning and teaching language (25.7%).

Sample 2 comprised 169 men (47.2%), 188 women (52.5%), and one individual did 
not identify as male or female (0.3%). The mean age of the participants was 43.26 
(SD = 14.93), and the average weekly work hours were 32.30 (SD = 11.42). Most were 
cohabiting with a partner (n = 225; 62.8%) and received education such as higher 
vocational education (n = 118; 33.0%), post-secondary education (n = 97; 27.1%), high 
school education (n = 69; 19.3%) or university education (n = 62; 17.4%). Participants had 
a permanent (n = 177; 50.6%), temporary (n = 36; 10.1%), self-employed (n = 78; 21.8%), 
on-demand (n = 39; 10.9%), or platform worker (n = 28; 7.8%). The platform workers 
worked on average 20.7 h a week (SD = 7.6), and half of the sample worked through 
Workspot, Freelance or Uber (50.0%). Most platform workers stated that digital platforms 
were important for obtaining paid work (46.4%), followed by somewhat important 
(32.1%) and very important (14.3%). The open-ended question revealed that the majority 
provided hospitality services through platforms (59.2%), whereas others freelanced 
delivery services (11.1%), ICT, content designing, blogging (7.4%), care services and 
consulting (7.4%) and accountancy (3.7%).

3.2 Measures
We calculated the omega reliability for all measures (Table 1). Omega reliability (ω) 
estimates are generally more accurate than alpha reliability estimates because they do not 
assume normally distributed items or equal factor loadings for all items (Dunn et al., 2014). 
The reliability of all scales was excellent.
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3.2.1 Job demands. The job demands were evaluated on a five-point scale (1 = almost 
never, 5 = almost always). First, workload was measured with the three-item workload 
subscale of the Experience and Evaluation of Work instrument (Van Veldhoven et al., 
2015), e.g. “Do you have to work very fast?” Second, we used the five-item job insecurity 
scale (Huang et al., 2012), e.g. “I am insecure about keeping my work for as long as I 
wish.”

3.2.2 Job resources. Participants evaluated job resources on a five-point scale 
(1 = almost never, 5 = almost always). We measured job autonomy with the four-item scale of 
the Experience and Evaluation of Work instrument (Van Veldhoven et al., 2015), e.g. “Do 
you have freedom in performing your work?” Second, the three-item scale developed by 
Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) was adapted to measure feedback, e.g. “I receive sufficient 
information about the results of my work.”

3.2.3 Technological job demands and resources. We measured one technological job 
demand, one technological job resource and one ambivalent job characteristic related to 
using new technologies. First, we measured technological threats with six items based on the 
four-item scale developed by Brougham and Haar (2018), e.g. “worried that in the future, my 
current work will be performed by new technologies.” Second, we developed five items to 
measure new technology opportunities, e.g. “I am positive about the developments of new 
technologies in my industry” (1 = completely disagree, 5 = completely agree). Finally, 
similar to Park et al. (2011), participants read a brief description of new technologies, in our 
study, digital labor platforms, robots, algorithms and other new technologies, after which 
they rated their use of each technology (1 = not at all, 7 = all the time).

3.2.4 Well-being. For well-being, we measured exhaustion and work engagement. 
Exhaustion was measured with five items developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002), including “I 
feel mentally exhausted from my work.” A sample statement is, “During work, I feel 
bursting with energy” (1 = never, 7 = always). We measured work engagement with the nine- 
item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006).

3.3 Strategy of analysis
We specified a measurement model to assess the construct validity of the instruments for 
each individual sample. We evaluated model fit with chi-square/df ratio (χ2/df), comparative 
fit index (CFI), Tucker−Lewis Index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Chi-square/df ratios lower 
than three, TLI and CFI values above 0.90 and RMSEA and SRMR values lower than 0.08 
indicate proper fit (Marsh et al., 2004). Finally, we conducted Harman’s single-factor test to 
assess the severity of common method bias. A factor that accounts for more than 50% of the 
variance signifies that the common method variance is an issue (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

We tested H1–H3 and H5 by conducting analyses of variance. We calculate partial eta 
squared (η2) for the effect size. To assess the differences between groups, we conducted a 
priori simple contrasts. H4 was tested with dominance analyses for each group by including 
all job demands and job resources. A dominance analysis determines the relative importance 
of predictors by comparing predictors across all possible sub-models (Azen and Budescu, 
2003). In the present study, we focus on general dominance, which refers to the average 
conditional contribution of a predictor. By conducting this analysis for each working 
arrangement, we can determine to what extent the relevance of the job demands and job 
resources is universal or relatively specific to the working arrangement. Finally, to test H5c, 
we conducted multinomial regression analyses to calculate odds ratios, which signify 
whether the probability of group membership increases (values exceeding 1) or decreases 
(values below 1). Platform workers were the reference group. Hence, values below 1 suggest 
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that the platform workers are more likely to experience exhaustion and engagement 
concurrently. Similar to the analyses for H4, these analyses constitute a complementary 
comparative analysis that shows whether the co-occurrence of exhaustion and well-being is 
relatively unique to the platform compared to other working arrangements.

4. Results
4.1 Descriptive statistics
Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and correlations of Sample 1 and Sample 2.

4.2 Preliminary analyses
The measurement model consisted of nine latent factors: workload (three items), job 
insecurity (five items), job autonomy (three items), feedback (three items), exhaustion (five 
items), work engagement (nine items), new technology threats (six items), new technology 
opportunities (five items) and new technology use (four items). The hypothesized model 
adequately fitted the data in Sample 1 (χ2 = 2,393.01, df = 909, CFI = 0.938, TLI = 0.932, 
RMSEA = 0.051, SRMR = 0.046) and Sample 2 (χ2 = 1,886.96, df = 909, CFI = 0.931, 
TLI = 0.925, RMSEA = 0.055, SRMR = 0.048). All standardized factor loadings exceeded 
0.60 in both samples (p’s < 0.01). Finally, Harman’s single-factor test indicated that common 
method variance (CMV) was not an issue in Sample 1 (21.49%) and Sample 2 (23.77%). We 
further tested the amount of CMV by estimating a common latent factor in each sample by 
constraining the loadings to be equal and squaring the common latent factor (i.e. CMV = λ2). 
The common method variance estimates in Sample 1 (CMV = 17.6%) and Sample 2 
(CMV = 16.6%) also suggest common method bias is not of major concern in the current 
study. Hence, we proceeded to test the hypotheses.

4.3 Hypotheses testing
To test our hypotheses, we assessed how platform work differed from permanent, temporary, 
on-demand and self-employed work in two independent samples (Tables 2 and 3). The 
differences were significant unless specified otherwise. H1 states that platform work relates 
to more (a) workload and (b) job insecurity than other employment arrangements. Indeed, 
working arrangements were related to workload [F(4, 621) = 14.79, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.087]. 
The eta-squared (η2) quantifies the ratio of variance attributed to the predictor (between 
arrangements) in relation to the overall variance in the data. Planned contrasts revealed that 
workload is higher for platform work than for permanent (D = 0.58), temporary (D = 0.89), 
self-employed (D = 1.19) and on-demand working arrangements (D = 1.05). Likewise, 
working arrangements were associated with job insecurity in Sample 1 [F(4, 621) = 13.32, 
p < 0.01, η2 = 0.079]. Contrasts indicated job insecurity was higher for platform work than 
permanent (D = 1.10), temporary (D = 0.64), self-employed (D = 0.89) and on-demand work 
(D = 0.74) in Sample 1. The results of Sample 2 confirmed these findings (Table 2). Hence, 
H1 is supported.

H2 suggests that platform work relates to more (a) autonomy and (b) feedback than 
working arrangements. The analysis of variance revealed a main effect of working 
arrangements on autonomy, F(4, 621) = 35.83, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.188. Largely supporting H2a, 
platform work related to more job autonomy than permanent (D = 0.45), temporary 
(D = 0.79), and on-demand working arrangements (D = 1.41), but less job autonomy than 
self-employed workers in Sample 1 (D = −0.65). Sample 2 replicated these results except for 
the comparison with self-employed (Table 2). In partial support of H2b, there were 
significant differences between working arrangements in feedback [F(4, 621) = 12.93, 
p < 0.01, η2 = 0.077]. However, platform work related to more feedback than permanent 
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(D = 0.74), temporary (D = 0.73) and on-demand workers (D = 1.123), but they did not differ 
in feedback from self-employed workers (D = 0.16, p = 0.428). These results were replicated 
in Sample 2 (Table 2).

H3 states that platform work relates to more (a) new technology threats, (b) new 
technology opportunities and (c) new technology use than other working arrangements. 
There were substantial differences between working arrangements in new technology threats 
in Sample 1 [F(4, 621) = 21.60, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.122]. Specifically, platform workers 
experienced more new technology threats than individuals with a permanent (D = 1.09), 
temporary (D = 0.92), self-employed (D = 1.56) and on-demand working arrangement 
(D = 1.34). The findings in Sample 2 also supported H3a. Considering new technological 
opportunities, workers differed in Sample 1 [F(4, 621) = 9.28, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.56]. Platform 
workers reported more new technology opportunities than permanent (D = 0.34), self- 
employed (D = 0.81) and on-demand workers (D = 0.55), but not more than temporary 
workers (D = 0.25, p = 0.216). Sample 2 replicated these results but did show the 
hypothesized difference with temporary workers. Hence, the results mainly supported H3b. 
Finally, workers across different arrangements varied in their use of new technologies as 
expected. Specifically, platform workers reported more use of new technologies than 
permanent (D = 1.98), temporary (D = 1.64), self-employed (D = 2.37) and on-demand 
workers (D = 2.33) in both samples (Table 2). Hence, H3c was supported.

H4 specifies that technology-related JD-Rs are relatively more important predictors of (a) 
exhaustion and (b) work engagement for platform work than for workers with other working 
arrangements. Accordingly, we conducted dominance analyses, including the previously 
specified job demands and job resources, to compare the explained variance of the predictors 
for each group (Table 3). In Sample 1, technological JD-Rs were relatively more important 
predictors of exhaustion for platform workers (19.84%) than for permanent (12.96%), 
temporary (12.52%) and self-employed workers (14.12%), but not in comparison to on- 
demand workers (25.36%). These results were partially replicated in Sample 2, where 
technology-related JDRs were more important predictors of exhaustion for platform workers 
than all other working arrangements except temporary workers (Figure 2). Regarding work 
engagement, technological JD-Rs were much more important predictors for platform 
workers than for all other groups. Technological JD-Rs were relatively more important 
predictors of work engagement for platform workers (49.71%) than for permanent (9.41%), 
temporary (19.37%), self-employed (17.03%) and on-demand workers (5.48%). Sample 2 
replicated these results (Figure 3). These findings mostly support H4.

H5 proposes that platform work relates to more (a) exhaustion, (b) work engagement, (c) 
and exhaustion and work engagement concurrently than other working arrangements. 
Indeed, there were substantial differences in exhaustion between workers in Sample 1. In 
support of H3a, platform workers experienced more exhaustion than permanent (D = 1.02), 
temporary (D = 1.31), self-employed (D = 1.58) and on-demand workers (D = 1.45). These 
findings were replicated in Sample 2 (Table 3). Hence, H5a was supported. Similarly, 
working arrangements related to differences in work engagement. Platform workers were 
more engaged with work than permanent (D = 0.49) and temporary workers (D = 0.53), but 
not self-employed (D = 0.03, p = 0.912) and on-demand workers (D = 0.38, p = 0.287). 
However, in Sample 2, platform work related to more engagement than all other working 
arrangements. Hence, H5b is only partially supported.

Finally, we conducted multinomial regression analyses to assess whether concurrently 
experiencing exhaustion and work engagement was indicative of platform work. Using 
platform workers as the reference category, odds ratio (OD) values below 1 indicate that the 
probability of platform work as a working arrangement increases. Indeed, the co-occurrence 
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of high levels of exhaustion and work engagement increased the probability of platform 
work relative to all other working arrangements in Sample 1 (Table 4; Nagelkerke Pseudo 
R2 = 0.11; medium effect size): permanent workers (OD = 0.81, 95% CI: 0.68, 0.97), self- 
employed (OD = 0.74, 95% CI: 0.61, 0.91), on-demand workers (OD = 0.68, 95% CI: 0.54, 

Figure 2. Distribution of general dominance of job demands, job resources and technology-related jd-rs 
in predicting burnout across working arrangements  

Note(s): Tech. JD-Rs = New technology job-demand resources 

Figure 3. Distribution of general dominance of job demands, job resources and technology-related jd-rs 
in predicting work engagement across working arrangements  

Note(s): Tech. JD-Rs = New technology job-demand resources 
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0.87), but not temporary workers (OD = 0.81, p = 0.074, 95% CI: 0.61, 0.91). However, these 
odds did not replicate in Sample 2 (Table 4; Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 = 0.23; large effect size). 
Hence, the results provide only partial evidence for H5c.

5. Discussion
The number and importance of platform workers have vastly increased in recent years. 
However, knowledge regarding the implications of this work remains scarce. We know little 
about how platform work is unique or similar to other working arrangements (Cropanzano 
et al., 2023). The present article addressed this gap by adopting a between-arrangement 
approach. We predicted and found that platform work is characterized by a pattern of 
associations we recognized as “hyperactive.” Platform work was characterized by more job 
demands and job resources, and more ill-being and well-being. Additionally, the findings 
indicate that technological JD-Rs are more prevalent and relatively important for platform 
work than other working arrangements. Together, these findings address the objective of our 
research to clarify the differences between working arrangements and have several 
implications.

5.1 Theoretical contributions
First, our research advances the literature on general platform work and technology- 
mediated work. We proposed that platform work is a unique working arrangement in terms 
of JD-Rs and well-being. Platform work is often studied in isolation from other working 
arrangements (e.g. Caza et al., 2022; Deng et al., 2016; Yang et al., 2026). Such research is 
essential for understanding what platform work entails and what experiences are typical. 
However, such research approaches cannot elucidate how platform work differs from 
permanent, temporary, on-demand and self-employment. Indeed, comparative studies that 
compare platform work with other work arrangements are scarce (Cropanzano et al., 2023). 
We addressed this gap by adopting a between-working arrangement perspective that enabled 
us to investigate how platform work is different (or similar) to other working arrangements in 
terms of job demands, job resources, exhaustion and work engagement (cf. Standaert et al., 
2025). Although platform workers are often formally classified as independent contractors, 
their work is embedded in platform governance systems that can shape task access, 
performance evaluation and income volatility through algorithmic matching, rating systems 
and incentive structures (Duggan et al., 2020; Möhlmann et al., 2021; Rosenblat and Stark, 
2016). This combination of legal independence with technologically mediated dependence 
offers a plausible explanation for why platform work can resemble self-employment in terms 
of resources such as autonomy while simultaneously exhibiting higher demands such as job 
insecurity and intensified effort (Kidron and Gedalya, 2026). While platform work has 
characteristics that resonate with on-demand and self-employment, the findings indicate that 
equating platform work to other working arrangements is problematic and, instead, should be 
recognized as unique.

Second, we contribute to the literature by reconciling conflicting findings regarding the 
experience of platform workers. Research has described platform work in terms of negative 
and positive experiences (Ashford et al., 2018; Petriglieri et al., 2019). We expand and 
complement previous research that has argued the ambivalency of platform work (Petriglieri 
et al., 2019). We argued that platform work constitutes “hyperactive” work that activates 
both the health-impairment and motivational processes (Bakker et al., 2023). Our findings 
highlight that positive and negative evaluations regarding platform work are not 
contradictory (Cameron, 2022; Pesole et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2026). Indeed, we found that 
high job demands and job resources, as well as high exhaustion and work engagement, 
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characterize platform work (cf. Park et al., 2019). It is important to note that the current 
findings do not imply that hyperactive work does not exist for other working arrangements. 
Instead, the findings indicate that hyperactive work more consistently describes platform 
work than other working arrangements. The results emphasize the need for initiatives that 
minimize the activation of the health impairment pathway while maintaining the 
motivational process (Marathe et al., 2019).

Third, while new technologies define platform work, little is known about how they 
impact workers (Burhan, 2025). Therefore, Hakanen et al. (2019) recommended that “more 
attention should be paid to the specific job demands and job resources − and also to the lack 
of demands and resources − and their relationships with vitality at work of those working in 
platforms” (p. 13). We answer this call by investigating technology-related JD-Rs of 
platform workers and their relative importance for exhaustion and work engagement. 
Platform workers perceived more threats and opportunities related to technological 
developments and used new technologies more frequently than individuals with other 
working arrangements. Moreover, dominance analyses revealed they were relatively more 
important for the well-being of individuals who performed platform work than those with 
other working arrangements (permanent, temporary, on-demand, self-employed work). 
These findings extend prior work that has highlighted algorithmic management, digital 
monitoring and platform interfaces as defining features of platform work (Duggan et al., 
2020; Möhlmann et al., 2021; Rosenblat and Stark, 2016) by showing that technology- 
related appraisals and behaviors are not only more prevalent but also more important for 
well-being outcomes. In doing so, our results support calls to move beyond generic job 
characteristics and develop platform-specific measures of job demands and resources that 
capture workers’ relationships with technology more precisely (Ashford et al., 2018; Caza 
et al., 2022). This aligns with the proposition of JD-R theory that the relevance of specific job 
resources and job demands may differ across occupations (Bakker et al., 2023). Our research 
extends this idea to specific working arrangements. The findings emphasize the need for new 
instruments to measure job demands and job resources that are relatively unique to the 
experience of platform work (cf. Ashford et al., 2018). For instance, we found that using new 
technologies was a relatively important predictor of platform workers’ work engagement. 
Finally, dominance analyses revealed an interesting, contrasting pattern. While individuals 
who performed platform work received more feedback than those with other work 
arrangements (i.e. they reported a higher mean score), for platform workers, feedback was 
relatively unimportant for burnout and work engagement.

5.2 Limitations and research opportunities
The study has several strengths and limitations that merit consideration while interpreting the 
findings. First, we adopted a cross-sectional approach with self-reports. This implies we 
cannot make claims of causality and may raise concerns regarding self-report biases 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Yet, the Harman single-factor test revealed that common method 
variance was not an issue in both samples. Second, a strength of the present study is that we 
derive the findings from two samples of individuals with a single working arrangement. This 
approach enables us to discern the overall experiences associated with platform work 
compared to other working arrangements. Third, research is needed on how to manage well- 
being effectively. Future research may investigate how platform workers proactively alter the 
content of their work (job crafting; Tims et al., 2012) or change how they perform and 
approach the content of their work (playful work design; Bakker et al., 2020; Scharp et al., 
2023). Crafting may enable workers to decrease their platform dependency (Cropanzano and 
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Mitchell, 2005; Watson et al., 2021), whereas playful work design may help maintain 
engagement despite demands imposed by algorithmic management (Scharp et al., 2021).

Since the present study focused on between-arrangement differences, we did not assess 
within-arrangements theorized in the platform literature, such as on-location (vs online) and 
skilled (vs non-skilled) platform work (Duggan et al., 2020; Cropanzano et al., 2023; 
Spreitzer et al., 2017). Various studies indicate that remote (vs on-site) work (e.g. 
Charalampous et al., 2019) and job resources such as skill variety have important 
implications for well-being. Similarly, such work aspects may explain differences in well- 
being between platform workers. What might especially be interesting to investigate is the 
extent to which these variables relate to similar and different psychological processes as in 
other working arrangements, and what makes the platform work hyperactive. To investigate 
this, we recommend that future research compares platform work with other work 
arrangements that are similar in terms of being on-location (vs online) and skilled (vs non- 
skilled) work to investigate the extent to which the motivational (and strain) processes 
proposed by JD-R theory replicate (Bakker et al., 2023).

5.3 Practical implications
The present findings have several implications for practice. First, job insecurity was 
especially important for the well-being of platform workers (cf. Chin et al., 2024). Hence, 
developing and enforcing policies that limit the uncertain nature of platform work is 
imperative. For instance, some scholars have called for a new category of workers so that 
platform workers would qualify for certain benefits through risk-pooling or portable benefits 
(i.e. benefits attached to the worker instead of the employer; Webster, 2016). Second, our 
findings suggest that organizations, in addition to individuals, should not merely reflect on 
work engagement levels but also exhaustion levels. Only monitoring engagement may 
obscure that individuals are at risk to burn out. Additionally, government efforts may 
improve labor conditions by introducing new legislation that holds platforms more 
accountable (Georgiou, 2022). Platforms may help users use the application in new ways 
through user experience design and by stimulating them to join online communities. To 
illustrate, platforms such as Uber actively use gamification (introducing game elements) in 
the application to stimulate engagement (Cameron and Rahman, 2022). Additionally, 
supportive relations with peers in online communities, in addition to a supportive relation 
with the platform, reduce platform turnover intentions by promoting affective commitment 
(Ihl, 2024).

6. Conclusion
The present study advances knowledge regarding the nature of platform work. We built on 
the JD-R theory to contextualize the literature on algorithmic management. The findings 
highlight that the hyperactive nature of platform work is ambivalent. As Pines (1993) stated: 
“In order for one to burn out, one must first be on fire” (p. 40). The findings are therefore 
concerning. While workers endure precarious conditions, they also enjoy flexibility. They 
feel exhausted but are engaged as well. To ensure longevity, the findings call for platforms to 
develop strategies that enable platform workers to capitalize on their resources and limit their 
risk of burning out.

Acknowledgements
The authors want to thank the Municipality of Rotterdam, Wido Oerlemans, and GovLab010 for 
their support in the data collection.

MRR 
49,13    

158  

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​mrr/​article-pdf/​49/​13/​139/​11834173/​mrr-09-2025-0756en.​pdf by guest on 12 September 2026



References
Ashford, S.J., Caza, B.B. and Reid, E.M. (2018), “From surviving to thriving in the gig economy: a 

research agenda for individuals in the new world of work”, Research in Organizational Behavior, 
Vol. 38, pp. 23-41, doi: 10.1016/j.riob.2018.11.001.

Azen, R. and Budescu, D.V. (2003), “The dominance analysis approach for comparing predictors in 
multiple regression”, Psychological Methods, Vol. 8 No. 2, pp. 129-148, doi: 10.1037/1082- 
989X.8.2.129.

Bakker, A.B. and Demerouti, E. (2007), “The job demands-resources model: state of the art”, 
Journal of Managerial Psychology, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 309-328, doi: 10.1108/ 
02683940710733115.

Bakker, A.B. and Oerlemans, W.G.M. (2011), Subjective Well-Being in Organizations, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, doi: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199734610.013.0014.

Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E. and Sanz-Vergel, A. (2023), “Job demands–resources theory: ten years 
later”, Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, Vol. 10 
No. 1, pp. 25-53, doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933.

Bakker, A.B., Scharp, Y.S., Breevaart, K., and De Vries, J.D. (2020), “Playful work design: 
introduction of a new concept”, The Spanish Journal of Psychology, Vol. 23, p. e19, doi: 10. 
1017/SJP.2020.20.

Bérastégui, P. (2021), “Exposure to psychosocial risk factors in the gig economy: a systematic review” 
(No. 2021.01), Report.

Berg, J. (2016), “Income security in the on-demand economy: findings and policy lessons from a survey 
of crowdworkers”, Comparative Labor Law and Policy Journal, Vol. 37 No. 3.

Brougham, D. and Haar, J. (2018), “Smart technology, artificial intelligence, robotics, and algorithms 
(STARA): employees’ perceptions of our future workplace”, Journal of Management and 
Organization, Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 239-257, doi: 10.1017/jmo.2016.55.

Burhan, Q.U.A. (2025), “Unraveling the AI enigma: how perceptions of artificial intelligence 
forge career adaptability through the crucible of career insecurity and skill development”, 
Management Research Review, Vol. 48 No. 3, pp. 470-488, doi: 10.1108/MRR-01-2024- 
0022.

Cameron, L.D. (2022), “Making out” while driving: relational and efficiency games in the gig 
economy”, Organization Science, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 231-252, doi: 10.1287/orsc.2021. 
1547.

Cameron, L.D. and Rahman, H. (2022), “Expanding the locus of resistance: understanding the co- 
constitution of control and resistance in the gig economy”, Organization Science, Vol. 33 No. 1, 
pp. 38-58, doi: 10.1287/orsc.2021.1557.

Campion, E.D., Caza, B.B. and Moss, S.E. (2020), “Multiple jobholding: an integrative 
systematic review and future research agenda”, Journal of Management, Vol. 46, No. 1, 
pp. 165-191.

Cappelli, P. and Keller, J. (2013), “Classifying work in the new economy”, Academy of Management 
Review, Vol. 38 No. 4, pp. 575-596, doi: 10.5465/amr.2011.0302.

Caza, B.B., Reid, E.M., Ashford, S.J. and Granger, S. (2022), “Working on my own: measuring the 
challenges of gig work”, Human Relations, Vol. 75 No. 11, pp. 2122-2159, doi: 10.1177/ 
00187267211030098.

Charalampous, M., Grant, C.A., Tramontano, C. and Michailidis, E. (2019), “Systematically reviewing 
remote e-workers’ well-being at work: a multidimensional approach”, European Journal of Work 
and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 51-73, doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2018. 
1541886.

Chin, T., Shi, Y., Arrigo, E. and Palladino, R. (2024), “Paradoxical behavior toward 
innovation: knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and career sustainability 

Management 
Research Review  

159  

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​mrr/​article-pdf/​49/​13/​139/​11834173/​mrr-09-2025-0756en.​pdf by guest on 12 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2018.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.8.2.129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.8.2.129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199734610.013.0014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2020.20
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2020.20
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2016.55
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-01-2024-0022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-01-2024-0022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2021.1547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2021.1547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2021.1557
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2011.0302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267211030098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267211030098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1541886
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1541886


interactions”, European Management Journal, p. S0263237324000896, doi: 10.1016/j. 
emj.2024.06.005.

Cropanzano, R. and Mitchell, M.S. (2005), “Social exchange theory: an interdisciplinary 
review”, Journal of Management, Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 874-900, doi: 10.1177/ 
0149206305279602.

Cropanzano, R., Keplinger, K., Lambert, B.K., Caza, B. and Ashford, S.J. (2023), “The organizational 
psychology of gig work: an integrative conceptual review”, Journal of Applied Psychology, 
Vol. 108 No. 3, pp. 492-519, doi: 10.1037/apl0001029.

Deng, X., Joshi. and K.D., Washington State University. (2016), “Why individuals participate in 
micro-task crowdsourcing work environment: revealing crowdworkers’ perceptions”, 
Journal of the Association for Information Systems, Vol. 17 No. 10, pp. 648-673, doi: 10. 
17705/1jais.00441.

Duggan, J., Sherman, U., Carbery, R. and McDonnell, A. (2020), “Algorithmic management and app- 
work in the gig economy: a research agenda for employment relations and HRM”, Human 
Resource Management Journal, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 114-132, doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12258.

Dunn, T.J., Baguley, T. and Brunsden, V. (2014), “From alpha to omega: a practical solution to the 
pervasive problem of internal consistency estimation”, British journal of psychology, Vol. 105, 
No. 3, pp. 399-412, doi: 10.1111/bjop.12046.

Durward, D., Blohm, I. and Leimeister, J.M. (2020), “The nature of crowd work and its effects on 
individuals’ work perception”, Journal of Management Information Systems, Vol. 37 No. 1, 
pp. 66-95, doi: 10.1080/07421222.2019.1705506.

Georgiou, D. (2022), “The new EU directive on transparent and predictable working conditions in the 
context of new forms of employment”, European Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 28 No. 2, 
pp. 193-210, doi: 10.1177/09596801211043717.

Glavin, P. and Schieman, S. (2022), “Dependency and hardship in the gig economy: the mental health 
consequences of platform work”, Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic World, Vol. 8, 
p. 237802312210824, doi: 10.1177/23780231221082414.

Gray, M.L. and Suri, S. (2019), “Ghost work: how to stop Silicon Valley from building a new global 
underclass”, Harper Business.

Greenhalgh, L. and Rosenblatt, Z. (1984), “Job insecurity: toward conceptual clarity”, The Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 9 No. 3, p. 438, doi: 10.2307/258284.

Hackman, J.R. and Oldham, G.R. (1975), “Development of the job diagnostic survey”, Journal of 
Applied Psychology, Vol. 60 No. 2, pp. 159-170, doi: 10.1037/h0076546.

Hakanen, J.J., Ropponen, A., De Witte, H. and Schaufeli, W.B. (2019), “Testing demands and resources 
as determinants of vitality among different employment contract groups. A study in 30 european 
countries”, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 16 No. 24, 
p. 4951, doi: 10.3390/ijerph16244951.

Heeks, R., Graham, M., Mungai, P., Van Belle, J.-P. and Woodcock, J. (2021), “Systematic evaluation of gig 
work against decent work standards: the development and application of the fairwork framework”, 
The Information Society, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 267-286, doi: 10.1080/01972243.2021.1942356.

Huang, G., Niu, X., Lee, C. and Ashford, S.J. (2012), “Differentiating cognitive and affective job 
insecurity: antecedents and outcomes”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 33 No. 6, 
pp. 752-769, doi: 10.1002/job.1815.

Ihl, A. (2024), “Supportive relations and worker retention in platform work: toward a relational platform 
ecosystem perspective”, European Management Journal, Vol. S0263237324001713 doi: 10. 
1016/j.emj.2024.11.005.

Ilsøe, A., Larsen, T.P. and Bach, E.S. (2021), “Multiple jobholding in the digital platform economy: 
signs of segmentation”, Transfer: European Review of Labour and Research, Vol. 27, No. 2, 
pp. 201-218.

MRR 
49,13    

160  

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​mrr/​article-pdf/​49/​13/​139/​11834173/​mrr-09-2025-0756en.​pdf by guest on 12 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0001029
http://dx.doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00441
http://dx.doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12258
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2019.1705506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/09596801211043717
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/23780231221082414
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/258284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0076546
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16244951
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2021.1942356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1815
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.11.005


Jabagi, N., Croteau, A.-M., Audebrand, L.K. and Marsan, J. (2019), “Gig-workers’ motivation: thinking 
beyond carrots and sticks”, Journal of Managerial Psychology, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 192-213, 
doi: 10.1108/JMP-06-2018-0255.

Kässi, O., Lehdonvirta, V. and Stephany, F. (2021), “How many online workers are there in the world? 
A data-driven assessment”, Open Research Europe, Vol. 1 No. 53, pp. 1-29, doi: 10.12688/ 
openreseurope.13639.4.

Katz, L.F. and Krueger, A.B. (2019), (1995–2015), “The rise and nature of alternative work 
arrangements in the United States”, ILR Review, Vol. 72 No. 2, pp. 382-416, doi: 10.1177/ 
0019793918820008.

Kidron, A. and Gedalya, L. (2026), “Linking job insecurity to organizational trust in times of 
crisis: a moderated mediation of psychological contract breach and organizational support”, 
Management Research Review, Vol. 49 No. 1, pp. 131-145, doi: 10.1108/MRR-06-2024- 
0475.

Mäkikangas, A., Feldt, T., Kinnunen, U. and Tolvanen, A. (2012), “Do low burnout and high work 
engagement always go hand in hand? Investigation of the energy and identification dimensions in 
longitudinal data”, Anxiety, Stress and Coping, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 93-116, doi: 10.1080/ 
10615806.2011.565411.

Marathe, G.M., Balasubramanian, G. and Chalil, G. (2019), “Conceptualising the psychological 
work states–extending the JD-R model”, Management Research Review, Vol. 42 No. 10, 
pp. 1187-1200, doi: 10.1108/MRR-03-2017-0077.

Marsh, H.W., Hau, K.T. and Wen, Z. (2004), “In search of golden rules: comment on hypothesis-testing 
approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dangers in overgeneralizing Hu and 
Bentler’s (1999) findings”, Structural Equation Modeling, Vol. 11, No. 3, pp. 320-341, doi: 10. 
1207/s15328007sem1103_2.

McVeigh-Schultz, J. and Isbister, K. (2022), “A ‘beyond being there’”, For VR Meetings: Envisioning 
the Future of Remote Work. Human–Computer Interaction, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 433-453, doi: 10. 
1080/07370024.2021.1994860.

Melián-González, S. and Bulchand-Gidumal, J. (2021), “What type of labor lies behind the on-demand 
economy? New research based on workers’ data”, Journal of Management and Organization, 
Vol. 27 No. 5, pp. 850-866, doi: 10.1017/jmo.2018.53.

Moeller, J., Ivcevic, Z., White, A.E., Menges, J.I. and Brackett, M.A. (2018), “Highly engaged but 
burned out: intra-individual profiles in the US workforce”, Career Development International, 
Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 86-105, doi: 10.1108/CDI-12-2016-0215.

Möhlmann, M., Zalmanson, L., Henfridsson, O. and Gregory, R.W. (2021), “Algorithmic management 
of work on online labor platforms: when matching meets control”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 45 No. 4, 
pp. 1999-2022, doi: 10.25300/MISQ/2021/15333.

Morgeson, F.P. and Humphrey, S.E. (2006), “The work design questionnaire (WDQ): developing 
and validating a comprehensive measure for assessing job design and the nature of work”, 
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 91 No. 6, pp. 1321-1339, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.6. 
1321.

Parent-Rocheleau, X. and Parker, S.K. (2022), “Algorithms as work designers: how algorithmic 
management influences the design of jobs”, Human Resource Management Review, Vol. 32 
No. 3, p. 100838, doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100838.

Park, S., Johnson, K.R. and Chaudhuri, S. (2019), “Promoting work engagement in the hotel sector: 
review and analysis”, Management Research Review, Vol. 42 No. 8, pp. 971-990, doi: 10.1108/ 
MRR-03-2018-0126.

Park, Y., Fritz, C. and Jex, S.M. (2011), “Relationships between work-home segmentation and 
psychological detachment from work: the role of communication technology use at home”, 
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 457-467, doi: 10.1037/a0023594.

Management 
Research Review  

161  

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​mrr/​article-pdf/​49/​13/​139/​11834173/​mrr-09-2025-0756en.​pdf by guest on 12 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-06-2018-0255
http://dx.doi.org/10.12688/openreseurope.13639.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.12688/openreseurope.13639.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0019793918820008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0019793918820008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-06-2024-0475
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-06-2024-0475
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2011.565411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2011.565411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-03-2017-0077
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2021.1994860
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2021.1994860
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2018.53
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/CDI-12-2016-0215
http://dx.doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2021/15333
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100838
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-03-2018-0126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-03-2018-0126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023594


Parker, S.K., Morgeson, F.P. and Johns, G. (2017), “One hundred years of work design research: looking 
back and looking forward”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 102 No. 3, pp. 403-420, doi: 10. 
1037/apl0000106.

Pesole, A., Brancati, U., Fernández-Macías, E., Biagi, F., and Gonzalez Vazquez, I. (2018), Platform 
workers in Europe: Evidence from the COLLEEM survey. publications Office of the European 
Union, EUR29275 EN, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, doi: 10.2760/ 
742789.

Petriglieri, G., Ashford, S.J. and Wrzesniewski, A. (2019), “Agony and ecstasy in the gig economy: 
cultivating holding environments for precarious and personalized work identities”, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 64 No. 1, pp. 124-170, doi: 10.1177/0001839218759646.

Pines, A.M. (1993), “Burnout: an existential perspective”, in Schaufeli, W. B., Maslach, C. and 
Marek T. (Eds), Professional Burnout: recent Developments in Theory and Research, Taylor 
& Francis, Washington, DC, pp. 33-51.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.-Y. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method 
biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended 
remedies”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, pp. 879-903, doi: 10.1037/0021- 
9010.88.5.879.

Rosenblat, A. and Stark, L. (2016), “Uber’s drivers: information asymmetries and control in 
dynamic work”, SSRN Electronic Journal, Vol. 10, pp. 3758-3784, doi: 10.2139/ssrn. 
2686227.

Scharp, Y.S., Breevaart, K. and Bakker, A.B. (2021), “Using playful work design to deal with hindrance 
job demands: a quantitative diary study”, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 26 
No. 3, pp. 175-188, doi: 10.1037/ocp0000277.

Scharp, Y.S., Bakker, A.B., Breevaart, K., Kruup, K. and Uusberg, A. (2023), “Playful work design: 
conceptualization, measurement, and validity”, Human Relations, Vol. 76 No. 4, pp. 509-550, 
doi: 10.1177/00187267211070996.

Schaufeli, W.B., Bakker, A.B. and Salanova, M. (2006), “The measurement of work engagement with a 
short questionnaire: a cross-national study”, Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
Vol. 66 No. 4, pp. 701-716, doi: 10.1177/0013164405282471.

Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V. and Bakker, A.B. (2002), “The measurement of 
engagement and burnout: a two sample confirmatory factor analytic approach”, Journal of 
Happiness Studies, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 71-92, doi: 10.1023/A:1015630930326.

Schor, J.B., Attwood-Charles, W., Cansoy, M., Ladegaard, I. and Wengronowitz, R. (2020), 
“Dependence and precarity in the platform economy”, Theory and Society, Vol. 49 Nos 5-6, 
pp. 833-861, doi: 10.1007/s11186-020-09408-y.

Spreitzer, G.M., Cameron, L. and Garrett, L. (2017), “Alternative work arrangements: two images of the 
new world of work”, Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 
Behavior, Vol. 4 No. 1, pp. 473-499, doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113332.

Standaert, W., Ulm, M., Castro, K.C. and Allen, J.A. (2025), “Unpacking the meeting load paradox: 
impacts on engagement and burnout across work arrangements”, Management Research Review, 
Vol. 48 No. 6, pp. 940-965, doi: 10.1108/MRR-05-2024-0315.

Statistics Netherlands (2015), “Arbeidsrelatie”, available at: www.cbs.nl/nl-nl/nieuws/2015/07/ 
werkgelegenheid-trekt-aan/arbeidsrelatie

Stephan, U., Tavares, S.M., Carvalho, H., Ramalho, J.J.S., Santos, S.C. and Van Veldhoven, M. (2020), 
“Self-employment and eudaimonic well-being: energized by meaning, enabled by societal 
legitimacy”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 35 No. 6, p. 106047, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusvent. 
2020.106047.

Taylor, F.W. (1911), The Principles of Scientific Management, Harper and Brothers Publishers, New 
York, NY, doi: 10.4324/9780203498569.

MRR 
49,13    

162  

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​mrr/​article-pdf/​49/​13/​139/​11834173/​mrr-09-2025-0756en.​pdf by guest on 12 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000106
http://dx.doi.org/10.2760/742789
http://dx.doi.org/10.2760/742789
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839218759646
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2686227
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2686227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000277
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267211070996
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11186-020-09408-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113332
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-05-2024-0315
http://www.cbs.nl/nl-nl/nieuws/2015/07/werkgelegenheid-trekt-aan/arbeidsrelatie
http://www.cbs.nl/nl-nl/nieuws/2015/07/werkgelegenheid-trekt-aan/arbeidsrelatie
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106047
http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9780203498569


Tims, M., Bakker, A.B. and Derks, D. (2012), “Development and validation of the job crafting 
scale”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 80 No. 1, pp. 173-186, doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2011. 
05.009.

Vallas, S. and Schor, J.B. (2020), “What do platforms do? Understanding the gig economy”, 
Annual Review of Sociology, Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 273-294, doi: 10.1146/annurev-soc-121919- 
054857.

Van Veldhoven, M., Prins, J., Van der Laken, P.A. and Dijkstra, L. (2015), QEEW2. 0: 42 Short Scales 
for Survey Research on Work, Well-Being and Performance, SKB, Amsterdam, Netherlands.

Wang, C., Chen, J. and Xie, P. (2022), “Observation or interaction? Impact mechanisms of gig platform 
monitoring on gig workers’ cognitive work engagement”, International Journal of Information 
Management, Vol. 67, p. 102548, doi: 10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2022.102548.

Watson, G.P., Kistler, L.D., Graham, B.A. and Sinclair, R.R. (2021), “Looking at the gig picture: 
defining gig work and explaining profile differences in gig workers’ job demands and resources”, 
Group and Organization Management, Vol. 46 No. 2, pp. 327-361, doi: 10.1177/ 
1059601121996548.

Webster, J. (2016), “Microworkers of the gig economy: separate and precarious”, New Labor Forum, 
Vol. 25 No. 3, pp. 56-64, doi: 10.1177/1095796016661511.

Wood, A.J., Graham, M., Lehdonvirta, V. and Hjorth, I. (2019), “Good gig, bad gig: autonomy and 
algorithmic control in the global gig economy”, Work, Employment and Society, Vol. 33 No. 1, 
pp. 56-75, doi: 10.1177/0950017018785616.

Wu, T.-J., Yuan, K.-S., Yen, D.C. and Yeh, C.-F. (2023), “The effects of JDC model on burnout and 
work engagement: a multiple interaction analysis”, European Management Journal, Vol. 41 
No. 3, pp. 395-403, doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2022.02.001.

Yang, M., Scharp, Y., Sun, J.M. and Zhao, J. (2026), “Compulsory citizenship behavior of food delivery 
riders under algorithmic management: a resource perspective”, Personnel Review, pp. 1-20.

Further reading
Hu, L. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: 

conventional criteria versus new alternatives”, Structural Equation Modeling: A 
Multidisciplinary Journal, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1-55, doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118.

Ter Hoeven, C.L., Van Zoonen, W. and Fonner, K.L. (2016), “The practical paradox of technology: the 
influence of communication technology use on employee burnout and engagement”, 
Communication Monographs, Vol. 83 No. 2, pp. 239-263, doi: 10.1080/03637751.2015. 
1133920.

Author affiliations 

Yuri S. Scharp, Department of Human Resource Studies, Tilburg University, Tilburg, The Netherlands, 
and Department of Languages, Literature and Communication, Utrecht University, Utrecht, 
Netherlands 

Claartje L. Ter Hoeven, Department of Languages, Literature and Communication, Utrecht University, 
Utrecht, Netherlands 

Ward van Zoonen, Department of Communication Science, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam, 
Netherlands, and School of Business and Economics, University of Jyväskylä, Jyväskylä, Finland 

Arnold B. Bakker, Centre of Excellence for Positive Organizational Psychology, Erasmus University 
Rotterdam, Rotterdam, The Netherlands; School of Management, Human Resource Management, 
University of Vaasa, Vaasa, Finland; School of Economics and Business, University of Ljubljana, 

Management 
Research Review  

163  

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​mrr/​article-pdf/​49/​13/​139/​11834173/​mrr-09-2025-0756en.​pdf by guest on 12 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-121919-054857
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-121919-054857
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2022.102548
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601121996548
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601121996548
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1095796016661511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0950017018785616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2022.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2015.1133920
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2015.1133920


Ljubljana, Slovenia; Department of Psychology, Lingnan University, Tuen Mun, Hong Kong; and 
Department of Industrial Psychology and People Work, University of Johannesburg, Johannesburg, 
South Africa 

Marjan J. Gorgievski, Center of Excellence for Positive Organizational Psychology, Erasmus 
Universiteit Rotterdam, Rotterdam, Netherlands, and 

Laura den Dulk and Ferry Koster, Department of Public Administration and Sociology, Erasmus 
Universiteit Rotterdam, Rotterdam, Netherlands  

Corresponding author
Yuri S. Scharp can be contacted at: y.s.scharp@tilburguniversity.edu

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

MRR 
49,13    

164  

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​mrr/​article-pdf/​49/​13/​139/​11834173/​mrr-09-2025-0756en.​pdf by guest on 12 September 2026

mailto:y.s.scharp@tilburguniversity.edu
https://www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
mailto:

	Hyperactive work? How platform work differs from other working arrangements in the quality of work
	Hyperactive work?
	How platform work differs from other working arrangements in the quality of work

	Theoretical framework
	Platform work in the gig economy
	Platform work as hyperactive work
	Job demands for platform workers: workload and job insecurity
	Job resources for platform workers: job autonomy and feedback
	Technological job demands and job resources for platform workers
	Exhaustion and work engagement of platform workers
	Study contributions.


	Method
	Participants and procedure
	Measures
	Job demands.
	Job resources.
	Technological job demands and resources.
	Well-being.

	Strategy of analysis

	Results
	Descriptive statistics
	Preliminary analyses
	Hypotheses testing

	Discussion
	Theoretical contributions
	Limitations and research opportunities
	Practical implications

	Conclusion
	References




