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Highlights

« On-location and web-based gig work have distinct psychosocial risk profiles.

« On-location workers face higher levels of emotional distress, aggression and violence.
« Job demands predict poor health and well-being more strongly than job resources.

Abstract

Objectives: Research on digital platform work increasingly highlights unclear employment arrangements and pressures related to algorithmic
management. This study aimed to describe psychosocial working conditions in web-based and on-location gig work using the job demands-re-
sources (JD-R) model and examine associations between job demands, job resources, factors preventing resource depletion (FPRD), and health out-
comes among platform workers. Material and Methods: Cross-sectional data were drawn from the GIG-OSH project conducted in 7 European coun-
tries (Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom). Data were collected through an online survey in November
2023 - April 2024. The analytic sample comprised 3299 platform workers (1476 on-location, 1823 web-based). A project-specific questionnaire as-
sessed socio-demographic characteristics, employment conditions, workload, occupational safety and health hazards, psychosocial working con-
ditions, algorithmic management, and health outcomes. Psychosocial factors were classified as job demands, job resources, or FPRD within an ex-
tended JD-R framework. Results: Platform work was characterized by an imbalance between job demands and resources, particularly among on-
location workers. Compared with web-based workers, they reported greater exposure to emotionally disturbing situations, aggression, violence,
discrimination, and sexual harassment. Working alone was common in both groups but more prevalent in web-based work. Factors preventing re-
source depletion indicators, especially absence of fines and protection against fraudulent bookings, were more favourable in web-based work. Higher
job demands were significantly associated with poorer health outcomes, with emotionally disturbing situations showing the strongest effect. Job re-
sources demonstrated modest protective associations, whereas FPRD indicators, particularly not working while ill, were consistently associated with
better health. Conclusions: Platform work involves substantial psychosocial risks linked to poorer well-being and health, supporting the JD-R model.
Distinct psychosocial profiles of web-based and on-location work highlight the need for targeted occupational health and platform policy interven-
tions. Int ] Occup Med Environ Health. 2026;39(5)
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INTRODUCTION

The emergence and controversy of the gig economy
The gig economy is rapidly expanding across various sec-
tors, reshaping labor markets and sparking debate. While
it offers new opportunities enabled by technology, it also
raises concerns about declining worker rights and well-
being [1]. Technology in this sector facilitates easier hiring
and firing, which leads to the erosion of traditional pro-
tections. As Lucas Biewald, CEO of CrowdFlower, said
in 2010, “Before the Internet, it would be really difficult to
find someone, sit them down for ten minutes and get them
to work for you, and then fire them after those ten min-
utes. But with technology, you can actually find them, pay
them the tiny amount of money, and then get rid of them
when you don’t need them anymore” [2].

Scholars struggle to build an universal definition of gig
work. In a recent study, Cropanzano et al. [3] identified
78 definitions varying in scope and reference points, con-
cluding that gig work is not a specific job class but rather

amode of organizing work that can apply to diverse occu-
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pations. In the present study, gig work is defined opera-

tionally as income-generating activities mediated by dig-

ital platforms that allocate tasks through algorithmic sys-

tems and involve short-term, task-based engagements.

Given this broad and flexible understanding, gig work en-

compasses a wide range of organisational arrangements

and occupational contexts, which has prompted scholars

to propose various typologies capturing its internal diver-

sity. For example, Watson et al. [4] identified 5 profiles of

gig workers:

- gig service providers (e.g., Uber),

- gig goods providers (e.g., Etsy),

- gig data providers (e.g., Prolific),

- agency gig workers (assigned to jobs by third parties,
e.g., Model Management),

- traditional gig workers (who find gigs independently,
e.g., via OLX).

Similarly, Bérastégui [5] distinguished between on-de-

mand physical services, web-based freelancing, and crowd-

sourced work based on 4 criteria: type of work, location,
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task division, and task complexity. While these frameworks
highlight the heterogeneity of platform work, they also
converge on a key distinction between work performed re-
motely and work delivered in physical locations. Building
on this shared dimension, and to ensure analytical clarity,
the present study adopts a simplified categorisation dis-
tinguishing between web-based gig work and on-location
gig work. This approach aligns particularly with Bérasté-
gui’s differentiation between web-based and on-demand
physical services [5] and allows for meaningful compar-
ison of psychosocial working conditions within the job de-
mands-resources (JD-R) framework.

Psychosocial risks and working conditions

in platform work

In gig work, classic work-related hazards are combined
with new ones arising from the mode of work, the lack
of an organisational framework that builds work culture
and community, and the dehumanised algorithmic man-
agement (AM) [5]. Interest in gig work has grown signif-
icantly in the past decade. Few studies directly compare
web-based and on-location platform jobs, though both
share precariousness and differ in physical and psycho-
social risks [4]. Research into psychosocial conditions on
digital platforms is relatively recent, with more reports
now emerging [6-9].

Platform workers face excessive workload, conflicting de-
mands, role ambiguity, limited involvement in decision-
making, lack of control over work, job insecurity, ineffec-
tive communication, inadequate support from manage-
ment or colleagues, discrimination, psychological and
sexual harassment, violence and interactions with prob-
lematic clients [7]. Their work is characterized by a depar-
ture from formalized workplaces and the need to perform
tasks independently, often in physical and social isola-
tion [9-11]. Furthermore, the absence of co-worker in-
teraction, the constant need to compete for tasks, and AM

contribute to significant stress [5,12].

The increasing body of evidence suggests that the com-
bination of unfavorable psychosocial working conditions
and AM can have a detrimental impact on occupational
safety, potentially leading to a decline in employee well-
being and work ability [13]. These negative effects may be
intensified by the type of platform work (web-based or on-
location) and the country-specific working conditions in

general [14].

The job demands-resources framework and gig work

Psychosocial working conditions can be considered from
the perspective of the JD-R model [15,16]. The JD-R model
assumes that high job demands are sources of exhaustion,
while lack of resources contributes to disengagement from
work, and interaction between them has a profound im-
pact on general well-being and job performance. Keith
et al. [17] were one of the first researchers who employed
the JD-R model to describe psychosocial working condi-
tions of gig workers. In their theoretical conceptualisation
of gig work, they list the following demands: lack of job se-
curity, alienation, precarious working conditions, under-
employment (in this condition at least one of following is
present: underutilisation of skills, qualifications or abilities,
underpayment and/or number of hours worked below ex-
pectations), and emotional labour. On the resources side,
they focused on autonomy and skill/task variety. In turn,
Watson et al. [4] attempting to identify profiles of gig
workers based on the JD-R model, consider the following
as job demands: alienation, emotional labour, overqual-
ification, to little hours of work and underemployment.
On the side of resources, they list work scheduling and de-
cision-making autonomy, social support and task identity.
The results of other studies, although not directly related
to JD-R theory, indicate many psychosocial working condi-
tions on digital platforms which can be conceptualised ei-
ther as job demands or resources. For example, in the area
of demands related to customer contact, gig workers face

emotional distress, aggression, violence, harassment [8,18],

1JOMEH 2026;39(5)
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and discrimination [9,19]. In some types of on-location
platform work, workers experience high workload accom-
panied by high physical and psychological demands of
work [5,20]. Gig work appears to be rather poorly resourced
to enable workers to cope effectively with the job demands
or reduce the strain related to them [18]. The absence of
formal employment contracts, along with unclear and often
low pay, risks of fraud, and career-path uncertainty con-
tributes to job insecurity [10]. In addition, AM can lead
to a loss of autonomy and control over work [20]. In the
context of feedback as a job resource, gig workers depend
heavily on customer feedback, which is frequently associ-
ated with performance-based penalties or fines [21].

The few but promising attempts to empirically apply
the JD-R model in gig work research indicate the need to
introduce certain adjustments that would better reflect the
intrinsic and extrinsic job demands and resources present
in work performed via digital platforms. Given the early
stage of research on the psychosocial conditions in the gig
economy, it should be noted that the authors are in a phase
of theoretical and empirical exploration. Currently, gig
work analyses within the JD-R theoretical framework go
beyond the demands and resources well known from tra-
ditional employment relations, trying to capture the pe-
culiarities of this work model. The present study is part
of this trend.

Research gap and contribution

In line with this exploratory direction, the authors also
seek to address several gaps that have remained largely
unexamined in the current body of research on platform
work. First, while research on platform work has grown,
direct comparisons between web-based and on-location
platform work using large, multi-country samples remain
limited. Second, empirical applications of the JD-R frame-
work to gig work are still in early stages, and the field
would benefit from studies that examine how specific psy-

chosocial demands and resources, as well as factors related
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to job security, are associated with health outcomes in this
population. Third, the inclusion of factors preventing re-
source depletion (FPRD) as an analytical category offers
a novel perspective on resource protection in precarious
work arrangements. Unlike traditional resources that ac-
tively facilitate goal attainment and personal growth,
FPRD captures conditions that primarily shield workers
from eroding their existing resources, a distinction partic-

ularly relevant in the volatile gig economy context.

Aim of the study
Against this background, the present study aims to ex-
amine some psychosocial working conditions in the Eu-
ropean gig economy through the lens of the JD-R model
and to explore their associations with gig workers’ well-
being. Given the exploratory nature of this study, the au-
thors formulate the following research questions (RQ):

- RQI. What are the prevalence rates of selected psycho-
social demands, autonomy resources, and FPRD among
web-based versus on-location platform workers, and
do these differ significantly between the 2 modalities?

- RQ2. Are selected psychosocial job demands, au-
tonomy resources, and FPRD associated with poor
psychological well-being and poor self-rated general
health among platform workers?

Based on the JD-R framework and previous research,

the authors expect that higher exposure to job demands

will be associated with poorer health outcomes, while
the presence of resources and FPRD will be associated
with better outcomes. However, given the selective na-
ture of the included variables and the exploratory analyt-
ical approach, the authors do not formulate specific direc-

tional hypotheses.

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Participants and sampling procedure
The authors used cross-sectional data from the GIG-OSH

project conducted in 7 European countries (Belgium,
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Denmark, Finland, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom). The data were collected from platform workers
in November 2023 — April 2024 using a web-based survey.
The survey captured information on demographics, type
of work, platform name, employment conditions, work-
load, physical and psychosocial hazards, algorithmic
management, accidents, somatic complaints, and well-
being. The instrument was developed through an iterative
process combining systematic literature review, the team’s
prior expertise in non-standard labour research, and
a co-creation framework involving researchers, advocacy
bodies, and policy stakeholders. Translated via a stan-
dardised protocol and pilot-tested in each participating
country, the survey was administered through REDCap
(Vanderbilt University, Nashville, USA) and covered
a comprehensive range of domains - from demographics
and work conditions to income instability and occupa-
tional health. Embedded attention checks and response-
time monitors were employed throughout to ensure data
reliability and filter out low-quality responses. Eligible
participants were required to be >16 years old, currently
engaged in income-generating activities through a digital
labour platform, and proficient in the language in which
the survey was administered. In multilingual countries,
surveys were provided in all official national languages.
Gig-workers were informed that participation was volun-
tary, received full disclosure regarding the study’s objec-
tives, procedures, and expected outcomes, and were as-
sured of anonymity.

Given the challenges in accessing gig workers, a multi-
channel non-probability sampling strategy was employed,
tailored to national contexts while maintaining common
objectives. Recruitment channels included targeted dig-
ital advertising on social media, organic outreach through
online worker communities, paid postings on microtask
platforms (Prolific and Upwork), in-person fieldwork in
urban areas, institutional collaboration with unions and

agencies, snowball sampling, external research agency

support, and recontacting previous study participants.
The specific mix of methods varied across countries de-
pending on local contexts and platform presence, but all
followed a standardized survey instrument and informed
consent protocol. No financial incentives were offered in
most recruitment channels. However, participants re-
cruited through microtask platforms (Prolific and Up-
work) received the standard compensation routinely pro-
vided by these platforms for completed tasks.

The initial dataset comprised responses from 3945 platform
workers. After excluding records with unspecified or in-
consistent information on platform type or platform name
and cases with declared 0 working hours in past month,
the final analytical sample included 3299 participants:
237 from Belgium, 535 from Denmark, 343 from Fin-
land, 745 from Poland, 541 from Spain, 439 from Sweden,
and 458 from the United Kingdom. Participants were en-
gaged in on-location (N = 1476, 44.7%) or web-based
work (N = 1823, 55%). Web-based workers were slightly
older than on-location workers (mean [M] + standard de-
viation [SD] 33.3+10.2 years vs. 31.9+10.5 years). How-
ever, the composition of the web-based and on-location
groups differed substantially across countries, indicating
that work modality was not evenly distributed across na-
tional cohorts. This imbalance should be taken into ac-
count when interpreting comparisons between the 2 mo-
dalities, as some observed differences may partly reflect
country-specific recruitment patterns, platform struc-
tures, labour-market conditions, or regulatory contexts
rather than work modality alone. The group of on-loca-
tion workers was male-dominated, while gender was bal-
anced among web-based workers. Significantly more on-
location workers than web-based workers declared that
more than half of their income came from platform work
(38.3% vs. 17.1%). The number of participants who rated
their general health as poor and scored <50 on the World
Health Organization-Five Well-Being Index (WHO-5) [22]
was comparable in both groups (Table 1).

1JOMEH 2026;39(5)
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics and health status

in the study sample by type of work — data collected online from platform
workers, GIG-OSH project conducted in 7 European countries (Belgium,
Denmark, Finland, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom),
November 2023 — April 2024

Participants
(N=13299)
Variable
web-based on-location

(N=1823,55.3%) (N=1476,44.7%)

Sociodemographic

age [years] (M£SD) 33.3+10.2 31.9+10.5

gender (male) [n (%)] 894 (49.0) 984 (66.7)

country cohort [n (%)]
Poland 209 (11.5) 536 (36.3)
Sweden 317 (17.4) 122 (8.3)
Belgium 153 (8.4) 84 (5.7)
Denmark 123 (6.8) 412(27.9)
Finland 285 (15.6) 58(3.9)
Spain 372(20.4) 169 (11.5)
United Kingdom 363 (19.9) 95 (6.4)
Other 1(0.1) 0(0.0)

proportion of income

from platform [n (%)]
<10% 1026 (56.3) 246 (16.7)
10-25% 278(15.3) 307 (20.8)
26-50% 117 (6.4) 254(17.2)
51-75% 92(5.1) 178 (12.1)
76—100% 219(12.0) 387 (26.2)
[ do not know/missing 91(5.0) 104 (7.1)

Health outcomes [n (%)]
poor general health 200(11.0) 156 (10.6)
WHO-5 <50 (poor mental 577 (32.0) 461 (31.6)

well-being)

WHO-5 — World Health Organization-Five Well-Being Index.

Conceptual and analytical approach

to data analyses

Drawing on the GIG-OSH data set, the authors conducted
an ex post categorisation of the psychosocial working con-
ditions assessed in the survey, using the JD-R model [15]

as the main theoretical framework linking the selected

[JOMEH 2026;39(5)

exposures, outcomes, and analyses. In this framework,
the variables included in the study were treated not as iso-
lated risk factors but as indicators of 3 theoretically mean-
ingful domains: job demands, job resources, and factors
preventing resource depletion (FPRD). The authors de-
fined job demands as “those physical, psychological, so-
cial, or organizational aspects of the job that require sus-
tained physical and/or psychological (i.e., cognitive or
emotional) effort and are therefore associated with cer-
tain physiological and/or psychological costs” [23, p. 296]
and job resources as “those physical, psychological, social,
or organizational aspects of the job that either/or (1) re-
duce job demands and the associated physiological and
psychological costs; (2) are functional in achieving work
goals; (3) stimulate personal growth, learning and devel-
opment” [23, p. 296].

In line with the health-impairment pathway of the JD-R
model, the authors expected demands such as emotion-
ally disturbing situations, aggression, violence, discrimina-
tion, sexual harassment, and working alone to be associated
with poorer psychological well-being and poorer self-rated
general health. In line with the motivational and buffering
assumptions of the model, autonomy indicators were con-
ceptualized as job resources that may support workers’
functioning and reduce strain, which are not commonly
included in classical JD-R-based research. This distinc-
tion is consistent with the ecological perspective on stress
presented by Hobfoll in conservation of resources (COR)
theory [24,25], according to which stress should be under-
stood not only as a reaction to immediate demands, but also
as a process embedded in a wider resource ecology. From
this perspective, individuals strive to obtain, retain, protect,
and recover resources, while contextual conditions may ei-
ther expose them to resource loss or help prevent such loss.
Factors preventing resource depletion are therefore neither
job demands nor job resources per se, but they may shape
the conditions under which workers are able to preserve

existing resources. This category is particularly relevant in
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gig work, where formal employment protection is limited
and where platform rules, penalties, fraud risks, and pres-
sure to work while ill may directly affect workers’ capacity
to conserve resources. For example, the absence of financial
penalties for errors is not a job demand or a job resource
in the strict JD-R sense, but it protects existing resources:
a lower risk of being fined may reduce work-related stress
and help preserve both financial and energetic resources.
The authors tentatively define FPRD as work context factors
that support resource preservation and are positively asso-
ciated with employee well-being.

In the present analyses, working alone was treated as an
intrinsic demand because it reflects the way platform tasks
are organized and performed. Emotionally disturbing sit-
uations, aggression, violence, discrimination, and sexual
harassment were treated as contextual interpersonal de-
mands because they arise from interactions with cli-
ents, customers, passengers, or other actors in the plat-
form work environment. Autonomy in service allocation,
working-time allocation, and speed of work were treated
as job resources because they indicate workers’ control
over key aspects of task execution and scheduling.

The third category of factors preventing depletion of re-
sources includes contextual work conditions affecting job
security. For the reasons mentioned earlier (i.e., the tem-
porary nature of the contract and the lack of a typical em-
ployee-employer relationship), the job security in gig work
is understood here as such organization of work and proce-
dures which promote recovery during illness, and provide
transparent business rules both for workers and customers.
The authors therefore treated absence of fines, absence of
fraudulent bookings, and not working while ill as FPRD in-
dicators. These variables were included in the analyses be-
cause they capture platform-specific mechanisms through
which financial, energetic, and recovery-related resources
may be preserved, and because such preservation is theo-
retically relevant for health and well-being within an ex-
tended JD-R perspective.

The full list of variables, with the abbreviated survey items
and coding, is presented in the Table 2.

All psychosocial working conditions were measured
using a single question with predefined response catego-
ries. For the purposes of the present analyses, the job de-
mand items and selected FPRD items were dichotomized
into yes/no categories, as shown in Table 2. This approach
was adopted to facilitate the interpretation of the regres-
sion models and to ensure sufficient numbers of obser-
vations within each response category for reliable esti-
mation. Job autonomy variables retained their categor-
ical coding reflecting who primarily determined service
allocation, work pace, and working time. General health
was assessed using a single self-rated item with a 5-cat-
egory response scale ranging from “poor” to “excellent””
Psychological well-being was measured with the WHO-5,
a brief self-report instrument assessing subjective well-
being over the previous 2 weeks. The WHO-5 raw scores
were transformed to a 0-100 scale, with higher scores in-
dicating better well-being; scores of <50 were treated as
indicating poor well-being [22]. The validation study per-
formed in 36 countries showed that WHO-5 is a highly re-
liable screening tool. In the present sample, the WHO-5
showed high internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = 0.89).
For more detailed description of the cohort and measures
see Belvis et al. [26].

Statistical analysis

The statistical analysis proceeded in 2 stages that corre-
sponded to the conceptual logic of the JD-R framework.
First, the authors examined whether the distribution of
theoretically defined job demands, job resources, and
FPRD differed between web-based and on-location plat-
form workers. This descriptive comparison was used to
assess whether the 2 work modalities represent distinct
psychosocial configurations of demands and resources.
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the dis-

tribution of the study variables, and group differences

1JOMEH 2026;39(5)
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Table 2. Categorisation of variables within job demands—resources (JD-R) framework — data collected online from platform workers, GIG-OSH project
conducted in 7 European countries (Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom), November 2023 — April 2024

JD-R model Psychosocial working conditions Abbreviated GIG-0SH survey item

Job demands? exposure to emotionally disturbing situations being in situations that are emotionally disturbing

exposure to clients’aggression receiving threats by customers, clients or others including web-based
threats/trolling

exposure to clients’violence being at risk of getting attacked
exposure to discrimination experiencing discrimination
exposure to harassment experiencing any form of sexual harassment
lone work working alone (with no or sparse contact with other people)

Job resources® job autonomy: flexibility of service allocation usual method of service allocation

job autonomy: flexibility of working time allocation

job autonomy: control over speed of work

Factors preventing
resource depletion

job security: lack of fraudulent booking
job security: lack of fines®
job security: not working while ill®

usual method of scheduling rosters, shifts or working hours
work pace setting

receiving fraudulent bookings

being at risks of getting fines

working through the platform while sick

2Response scale used for job demands items 1-6: no; yes, sometimes; yes, frequently. Codes for analyses: yes — 1, no — 0.
® Response scale used for job resources items 1-3: set by platform, set by clients, set by me, combination by me/client/platform. Codes for analyses: set by me — 0,

combination me/client/platform — 2; set by others (platform/clients) — 1.

“Response scale used for job resources items 4-5: no; yes, sometimes; yes, frequently). Codes for analyses: no—0, yes — 1.

¢ Response scale used for job resources item 6: yes; no. Codes for analyses: no — 0, yes — 1.

in categorical variables were tested with x” tests of inde-
pendence. To assess the strength of these associations,
the authors also report Cramér’s V and the contingency
coefficient. Second, the authors examined whether the se-
lected JD-R categories were associated with 2 theoreti-
cally relevant health-impairment outcomes: poor psycho-
logical well-being and poorer self-rated general health.
These outcomes were chosen because the JD-R model as-
sumes that exposure to demands, insufficient resources,
and depletion of resources may translate into psycholog-
ical strain and poorer health.

Associations between job demands, job resources, FPRD,
and the 2 outcomes were tested using binary logistic regres-
sion. The first outcome was psychological well-being, coded
as 1 - “poor well-being” (WHO-5 <50) and 0 - “good well-
being” (WHO-5 >50). The second outcome was self-rated
general health, coded as 1 - “poor/fair” and 0 - “good/very

[JOMEH 2026;39(5)

good/excellent” . For each outcome and each psychosocial
working condition 3 regression models were estimated: an
unadjusted models included the focal predictor only and
provided crude odds ratios (models 0), a models adjusted
for age, gender, and country (models 1), and a fully ad-
justed models additionally controlling for work type and
perceived income adequacy (models 2). Separate regres-
sion models were estimated for each psychosocial working
condition because the study aimed to examine the in-
dependent association of each theoretically defined de-
mand, resource, and FPRD indicator with health outcomes
rather than to construct a multivariable predictive model.
A 2-tailed p-value < 0.05 was considered statistically sig-
nificant. Missing values for gender and income were re-
tained in the adjusted models as separate categories. Be-
cause some exposure, outcome, and covariate variables

contained missing data, the number of observations varied
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slightly across models. Each model was therefore estimated
using all non-missing observations for the variables in-
cluded in that model.

Ethics statement

The study protocol was approved by the Regional Ethics
Board of Stockholm with No. 2023-02230-01 and the Drug
Research Ethics Committee (CEIm) of Hospital del Mar
(ref. No. 2023/11095/1-) for Spain. The other GIG-OSH
consortium partners operated under the Swedish ethical
approval.

RESULTS

Job demands

The authors examine the prevalence of each demand
across work types (on-location vs. web-based) and assess
group differences. The results are presented in Table 3.
On-location workers reported markedly higher exposure to
emotionally disturbing situations than web-based workers,
a difference was statistically significant and moderate in
magnitude. A similar pattern was observed for direct ex-
posure to hostile client behavior. Nearly two-thirds of on-
location workers reported aggression from customers, cli-
ents, or passengers, compared with only one-fifth of web-
based workers, representing the largest difference across
the demand indicators. Exposure to violence was also far
more prevalent in on-location work. Differences were like-
wise observed for discrimination and sexual harassment.
Discrimination was reported by 25.6% of on-location
workers and 8.4% of web-based workers, whereas sexual
harassment was reported by 15.9% and 4.2%, respectively.
Although the effect sizes for these comparisons were
smaller than those observed for aggression or violence,
both differences remained statistically significant. A dif-
ferent pattern emerged for work alone. Working alone was
highly prevalent in both groups but more common among
web-based workers than among on-location workers.

Thus, while on-location workers were more exposed to in-

terpersonal and emotionally demanding working condi-
tions, web-based workers were more likely to experience

social isolation in their work.

Job resources and FPRD

Results are organized into 2 resource domains assessed in
this study: job autonomy (control over service allocation,
working-time allocation, and speed of work) and job se-
curity-related FPRD (absence of fines, fraudulent book-
ings, and not working while ill). The frequencies of job re-
sources analyzed in the study are presented in Table 3.
Web-based workers reported slightly higher levels of flex-
ibility in service allocation (22.2%) compared to on-lo-
cation workers (14.6%). Similar differences were found
in the case of flexibility in time allocation and speed of
work. Across these dimensions, the effect sizes were small.
Clearer differences emerged for the FPRD indicators (not
getting fines, fraudulent bookings, and working while ill).
The absence of fines was reported by 92.4% of web-based
workers but only 38.5% of on-location workers, repre-
senting a very large and statistically significant difference.
Similarly, protection against fraudulent bookings was more
common in web-based work than in on-location work.
The pattern was reversed for working while ill. A smaller
proportion of web-based workers reported not working
while sick compared with on-location workers. The de-
scriptive results indicate that on-location platform work
is characterized by greater exposure to hostile, emotion-
ally demanding, and potentially unsafe interpersonal con-
ditions, whereas web-based platform work more often in-
volves social isolation but somewhat higher autonomy and

greater protection against fines and fraudulent bookings.

Job demands, job resources, FPRD

and well-being outcomes

Table 4 presents odds ratios (ORs), 95% confidence inter-
vals (CIs), and model-fit indicators from logistic regres-

sion models examining the associations of job demands,

1JOMEH 2026;39(5)
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Table 3. Prevalence of job demands, job resources and factors preventing resources depletion (FPRD) by type of work in the study sample —
data collected online from platform workers, GIG-OSH project conducted in 7 European countries (Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Poland, Spain, Sweden,

and the United Kingdom), November 2023 — April 2024

Participants
(N=3299) .
Psychosocial working conditions (n (%)I* ¥ p Cramér’sV c?:;;gg:ty
web-based on-location
(N=1823) (N=1476)
Job demand®
exposure to emotionally disturbing situations 428(23.7) 759 (52.0) 302.12 <0.001 0.29 0.28
exposure to aggression 374 (20.6) 939 (64.3) 688.77 <0.001 0.44 0.40
exposure to violence 187(10.3) 661(45.1) 551.03 <0.001 0.39 0.36
exposure to discrimination 151(8.4) 368 (25.6) 190.14 <0.001 0.23 0.23
exposure to harassment 75(4.2) 229 (15.9) 133.17 <0.001 0.20 0.19
work alone 1509 (82.8) 1000 (68.1) 101.15 <0.001 0.17 0.17
Job resource®
autonomy in speed of work 23.38 <0.001 0.09 0.09
set by the worker 846 (48.8) 591 (43.5)
set by client/platform 726 (41.9) 678 (49.9)
set by the worker and client/platform 161(9.3) 89 (6.6)
autonomy in service allocation 45.68 <0.001 0.12 0.12
set by the worker 386 (22.2) 205 (14.6)
set by client/platform 1170 (67.4) 1085(77.2)
set by the worker and client/platform 181(10.4) 116 (8.3)
autonomy in working time 19.42 <0.001 0.08 0.08
set by the worker 1132 (65.3) 795 (57.4)
set by client/platform 446 (25.7) 456 (33.0)
set by the worker and client/platform 157 (9.1) 133(9.6)
FPRD
job security
lack of fines 1677 (92.4) 564 (38.5) 1175.47 <0.001 0.57 0.50
lack of fraudulent booking 1488 (81.7) 933(63.7) 144.57 <0.001 0.20 0.20
not working while sick 779 (43.2) 795 (55.9) 59.80 <0.001 0.13 0.13

The number of gig workers confirming the presence of ? exposure in their work, ® resource in their work, and  FPRD in their work.

job resources, and FPRD with poor well-being, defined
as a WHO-5 score of <50. Across all models, all job de-
mands except exposure to sexual harassment were signif-

icantly associated with higher odds of poor well-being.

10 IJOMEH 2026;39(5)

In the fully adjusted model (model 2), the strongest asso-
ciation was observed for emotionally disturbing situations
faced during work. The presence of this demand increased

the risk of poor well-being almost twice (Table 4). Poor
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well-being was also more likely among workers exposed to
discrimination, aggression, violence, and working alone.
In contrast, exposure to sexual harassment was not signif-
icantly associated with poor well-being in any of the es-
timated models, and the corresponding crude model
showed virtually no improvement in model fit, which sup-
ports the conclusion that this variable did not contribute
meaningfully to explaining poor well-being in the present
data. In addition to the size and significance of individual
odds ratios, the interpretation of the results should take
into account the overall fit of the models. Across predic-
tors, likelihood-ratio tests generally indicated statistically
significant improvement over the null model, especially
after adjustment for sociodemographic characteristics,
work type, and income adequacy. However, the pseudo-R?
values were consistently low, indicating that the models
explained only a small proportion of the variance in poor
well-being. Thus, the results should be interpreted as evi-
dence of statistically reliable but modest explanatory asso-
ciations rather than as strongly predictive models.
Compared with job demands, job resources showed fewer
and less consistent associations with mental well-being.
Among the 3 autonomy indicators, only autonomy in
the speed of work was significantly associated with mental
well-being. A complete lack of autonomy in determining
work pace was associated with a risk of poorer mental
well-being, even after controlling confounders. No signif-
icant associations were observed for autonomy in service
allocation or time allocation (Table 4).

Among FPRD indicators, receiving fines and working
while ill were associated with poorer well-being.
In the fully adjusted model, workers exposed to fines had
slightly higher odds of poor mental well-being, whereas
presenteeism showed a stronger association. Fraudulent
bookings were not significantly associated with mental
well-being after full adjustment (Table 4). However, all
models for job resources and FPRD suffer from low indi-

cators of fit.

Job demands, job resources, FPRD,

and general health

Table 4 presents ORs, 95% Cls, and model-fit indicators
from logistic regression models examining the associa-
tions of job demands, job resources, and FPRD and poorer
self-rated general health (poor/fair vs. good/very good/ex-
cellent). All job demands except exposure to sexual ha-
rassment were significantly associated with poorer gen-
eral health. In the fully adjusted model 2, the strongest
associations were observed for exposure to emotionally
disturbing situations and exposure to violence, indicating
more than a 2-fold increase in the odds of poorer general
health. Exposure to aggression was also strongly associ-
ated with poorer health. Smaller but still meaningful as-
sociations were found for discrimination and working
alone (Table 6).

Autonomy in speed of work was not related to general
health, instead the authors found the association between
autonomy in time allocation and general health - only
shared control over working time was significantly associ-
ated with general health. In the fully adjusted model, com-
pared with workers who determined their own working
time, those whose working time was jointly determined by
the worker and the client/platform had lower odds of poor
self-rated health (Table 6). In contrast, having working
time determined solely by the client or platform was not
significantly associated with poor self-rated health. All
FPRD were significantly related to general health across
all 3 models. The absence of fines and fraudulent bookings
were consistently associated with better self-rated gen-
eral health. Likewise, not working while sick was related
to better health, whereas pressure to work while ill was
associated with more than a 2-fold increase in the odds
of poorer general health in the fully adjusted model
(Table 6). Although several job demands, resources, and
FPRD indicators were associated with higher or lower
odds of poor/fair general health, the model-fit statistics

indicate that these associations had limited explanatory

1JOMEH 2026;39(5)

n



D. MERECZ-KOT ET AL.

ORIGINAL PAPER

« (95 L-v0'L) LT'L (Lt'1-007L) 61°L (Z€'1-96'0) €L'L sauy
8LLO0  «xxl9LV 9L 00'L 66000 «xx9L°0F OL 00°L s0000 LT L 00°L Sauy Jo e
fundas qof
uona|dap saunosai buruanaid sio}dey
(STL-€£0)96'0 (€T1-TL0) 60 (€TL-TL0)v6'0  wiopred/aualpd pue sayiom Aq 33
(LL'L-80) €60 (60'L—LL0)T60 (LL'L-6L0) €60 wioped/uaip Aq 13s
00L 00 00 Jaxiom £q 335
00100  «xCS8E L 98000 xxx887CE Ll 20000 €0 € uoneoj[e i u Awouoyne
(6€'L-5L0)T0°L (6€'1-5L0)T0°L (0v'1-9°0) €0°L wioge|d/ualp pue sxiom £q3as
(€€'1-88°0) 80'L (€€'1-68°0)80'L (SEL-160) LL'L wioie|d/auatp £q 1as
00°L 00°L 00l Jaxyiom £q 33
66000  xxSE8E L1 68000  sxst6TE LL €0000 SLL T uoied0||e 31135 Ul Awouoyne
(19'L-68°0) 0T'L (19'L-06°0) 0T'L (85'1—-88°0) 8L'L wioge|d/ualp pue sxiom £q3as
wx (TS1-0L'L) 671 wx (1S'1-60'1) 671 wxxlES1-LLL) 0L wiopeyd/uaip Aq 19s
00'L 00'L 00'L Jayiom £q 335
O7L00  %xx9T°€S LL 9LL00  #xx8TFY LL 87000 «xEL0L € yiom Jo paads uf Awouoyne
5920531
69L00  xxx0889 9L xxx(96°L-VEL)TOL  SSLOO  %xx80°€9 Ol xxx(S6L—VEL)TIL 19000 #2667 L x(06'L—CTEL) 8L auoje oM
S0L00  xxx60TF 9L (0TL—0L0)L60 06000 xxx€L'9E OL  (ZL'1—69°0)06'0 10000  "€€0 L  (0TL-TL0)€60 Juawsseley [enxas 0} aunsodxd
G7L00  xx€E6S Ol wnx(V6L-8TL)8SL  STLOO  xsl86Y Ol sxlL8L-TTL YL LE000 987l | (6L 1-LTL) LH'L uoreuwSI 0} 3Insodxd
87100 «xx96'1S 9L wx(LOL-LUL)EEL  OLLOO swxsO¥tV Ol «x(ZSL=LOL)LTL  ¥L000  #€5°S L «(bL-€01)TTL 32U3|0IA 0} 2Insodxd
suofenis buigansip Ajjeuonows 0y
95700 xxxSV'EOL 9l %xx(LTT-ETL)E6'L  ¥TLO0 25906 Ol sxx(LLT-HGL)08L BLLOO #xx85LF L sxx(66'L-9%L) LL'L aInsodxd
O07L00  %%x8995 9L wxx(POL-9LL)8EL  6LLO0  sxxbl'8Y Ol sxx(LSL-LLL)6TL  STO00 #xCE0L L sxx(6V'L-0LL)8TL uoissaibbe o) ainsodxa
(s9k = |) spuewdp
(yuspuadap) butag-am [eatbojoydAsy
A-opnasd Xy 4p A-opnasd  Xy1  4p A-opnasd  Xy1  4p
(D% S6) 4O (D% S6) 4O (1D %%6) 40
14 [spow 14 [spow 14 [spow d|qeLep
TSI9POW L SISPOW (3pnd) 0 S]9POW

#207 Judy — £207 J9quanoN ‘(opbury payuf 3y) pue ‘uapams ‘uieds ‘puejod ‘puejuiq “ylewuaq ‘wnibjag) sauunod ueadoing 7 uj parnpuod
13(01d HSQ-D[D ‘si3yiom wiogield Loy duijuo pajda||0d elep — y3jeay esauab pue buiag-jjam [eathojoydAsd pue (qYd4) uona|dap s32inosas buijuanaid s1013e} ‘s331n0sal qof ‘spuewap qor *y 3jqel

39(5)

r

IJOMEH 2026

12



ORIGINAL PAPER

JOB DEMANDS, RESOURCES IN GIG WORK

v£20°0

SLEOO

20€0°0

¥920°0

L5200

86200
€500°0
¥0€0°0
9tv0°0

vL¥0°0
§8¢0°0

¥€C00

€LLoo

=79 9l

x980L 91

VA EEA

#9595 [l

#LEVS Ll

%9699 91
%5998 91
*L0'L9 9L
X005 9L

x06'50L 91
%5698 9l

*»xx8L°€6 91

*xCl9Y 91

#0611 L¥'L
00°L
2ex(LGTLEL) 68°L
00°L

#x(18°0-0€°0) 6v°0
(81°1-69°0) 060
00°L

(STL-67'0)8L0
(€21-890) 260
00°L

(bS'1-£9°0) LO'L
(6T1-6L0) LO°L
00°L

#LTTETL) L9')
(6£1-580) €T’
#ex(9TT=9T1) 69°L
s (ECE-88°L) 9T

(VL7491 TLT

2 (LOT-LGL) LLL
00°L
(6€1-L60)SL'L
00'L

$810°0

L1200

90200

99100

100

L1200
€910°0
01200
0¢€00

18€0°0
L8200

91200

£600°0

#((61-0C1) T5'L

L9y 0Ol 00°L
F5Ly Ol 00

#x(08°0-1€°0) 05°0
(91'1-69°0) 060

00'L
0Py LL
(LUL=L70) ¥L0
(61'1-89°0) 060
00'L
*69°GE Ll
0L1-LL0)SL'L
(LEL-T8°0)10'L
00'L
K960 1L
L8 0L «(LTT-8TL)0LL
«88'GE 0L (€8°1-76'0) 0€'L
BT Ol wex(60T-€TL)L9L
R{GLL Ol wanl€LT-LLL) LLTT
0668 Ol xxx(00€—£8'1) SE'T
R9EP9 Ol xxx(05°7-95°L) 6L
woex (POT05°L) SL'L
#xx68'68 01 00'L
(SEL-56°0) €L'L
#xx€5°6E 0L 00'L

9€00°0

15000

6€00°0

70000

1000°0

1900°0
£000°0
05000
5100

JAY)
£010°0

L£10°0

€000°0

#x(L81=SLL) ¥l

L0'8 L 00°L
VLl L 00°L

#x(V8'0-€€°0) TS0
(0L'1=£9°0) 980

00'L
e
(07'1-84°0) 90
(71'1-99°0) 80
00'L
80 ¢
(08'1-78°0) TT'L
(671-08°0) LO'L
00'L
8l ¢
K08EL L xel6LT-STL) 9L
9¢'L L (LL1-060)97L
OULL L (L0761 SS°L
OLVE L xxalLT-651)86°L
£V L wx9LT-LL)LTT
00V L e LLT-OV L) VLL
#+(S0T=TS 1) 9L
#ex6STG 1 00'L
(0£'1-€6°0) OL'L
[ 00'L

pneyy
pneuy Jo yde|
sauy
Sauy o ye|
fundas qof
uona|dap s2inosai bunuanaid siopey
wJogiejd/3ualpd pue Jayiom Aq 13s
wJope|d/ualp £q 19s
19y10m £q 135
Uo13e0||e 3w} ul Awouone
wJoygie|d/jusip pue Jayiom Aq 13s
wJoye|d/ualp Aq 19s
1iom £q 195
uo13eI0|[B 3IIAJ3S Ul Awouone
wJogiejd/auaid pue Jayiom Aq 13s
wJope|d/ualp £q 19s
19y10m £q 135
Yiom Jo paads uj Awouoine
$92IN053)
EIVERTIIN
JuaWISSeIRY [eNX3s 0] Ins0dxd
uoleujwWLDSIp 03 3Insodxa
3IU3|OIA 0} INs0dxd

suonenys buigunisip Ajjeuoiows
0] aInsodxa

uoissaibbe 01 ainsodxa
(9K = 1) spuewiap
(1u3puadap) y3jeay |esauan
wis1auasald
(11 311ym buppiom jou
pnely
pnely Jo ye|

13

39(5)

’

1JOMEH 2026



ORIGINAL PAPER D. MERECZ-KOT ET AL.

% © s power. The likelihood-ratio tests generally suggested that
] S = S8
= .
5 2 = g the adjusted models fitted the data better than the cor-
= o o © . .
3 5 ks responding null models, especially after controlling for
T = * =
(=] .
3 S ? § é age, gender, country cohort, work type, and income ade-
o) < = ) .
£ @ 5 quacy. At the same time, the pseudo-R* values remained
= S e o £°8 low, showing that the analyzed psychosocial working con-
S X g2 = . . . e
£ — % T E ditions explained only a small proportion of variation in
= S N 25
£ R o g8 self-rated general health.
o s & T &
N— =) =1 L E
v - <
(= [== — = @
= S = == £
[ ) s o
> ~| 2Z% DISCSUSSION
2 g s =
RS b ~ g E Interpreted through the JD-R framework, the results in-
S | S S'; s = . .
=X 3 p= 228 dicate that web-based and on-location platform work
3L E| & T SE - .
| = = 525 represent distinct configurations of demands, resources,
=5 g % EV g
=1 N s =4 . . . . .
g5 E|a o 5% £ and factors preventing resource depletion. This distinc-
= o — = s £ 3
= — 5 8 o
£S |2 g 2§ tion is important because the JD-R model assumes that
= K, s = 5‘3 =
53 S i =2 £ i i i -
< % = i | $EE every occupational context may involve its own spe
* S v K] . . . .
=2 S S| 2222 cific risk factors, while these factors can still be mean-
=
g = 2 Xl BEEE
o = x o g E 5 = . .
;i 5 0 S b 2EEE ingfully grouped into demands and resources [15,16].
= | BRRE I . .
£ S S| 228 In the present study, on-location work was characterized
= N sZ R E R -
s - ~“ ETES by a stronger health-impairment profile, with higher ex-
< > e = S5 s E . . .
=72 8 2 gL 2 8E posure to interpersonal and emotionally demanding
a8 = S =S o =
25 = g e €58 conditions such as emotional distress, aggression, vio-
= g = s 38 E e
% 2 B | e s S SR F lence, discrimination, and sexual harassment. In con-
= o |T|E|x s £ 8L E .
= 3 |s - ~ 253 % trast, web-based work was less exposed to these inter-
= N S SHE 3T O .
=2 |2 - EQ=E2 personal demands, was more secure in terms of fines and
D =2 SRS s
= = 3] * N8 o .
g < é | S22 E fraudulent bookings, and offered somewhat greater au-
S S ARELE o .
§ ’—E § o 2| g2 é g tonomy in service and time allocation. However, web-
L = 0 =1 = o
i - S e = .
2 % ) % z L based workers were more likely to work alone and to re-
R e = 28328 . . . -
s % 2| SEZE port presenteeism, suggesting that this modality is not
5 a S og238 . . : ;
£ e | 2852 simply “less demanding” but rather involves a different
= = S T
S S s TE S = . . . .
s 3 = SS2% pattern of psychosocial strain. Working alone in platform
 — T LV = = . . .
S8 E g Zs2gsg work has also been documented in other studies [27,28],
= e [%) IR R 4
T8 — 8 S . . . o
g5 p = = = EEE3V although findings are inconsistent: some studies in-
= 8 & s 32 @ =522 o
2 = S = = Sz 8 . . N
g8 = 2 g S5 o| EB8EL. dicate greater isolation in web-based work, whereas
] = &£ £ T 22 22t=%3 . o . .
£ 3 S E L £ 8 TTeZS others point to isolation in on-location work, partic-
S~ £ < £ g g S§EFY
d v — = . .
8 = 3 8 g *z s § £ & ularly among delivery workers [27,29]. Presenteeism,
< £ £ g, g = = g &3y . . . .
3 = T £ = 2 5ESS conversely, has received comparatively little attention in
= 2 g &8 gL£:235 vV .
E S S =S 0 the gig economy, although there are indications that de-

[JOMEH 2026;39(5)



JOB DEMANDS, RESOURCES IN GIG WORK ORIGINAL PAPER

pendence on the platform and low and uncertain income
may favour its occurrence [30].

The elevated level of emotionally disturbing situations,
aggression, and violence among on-location workers is
consistent with the JD-R health-impairment pathway, ac-
cording to which chronic exposure to demands requiring
sustained emotional or psychological effort may deplete
workers’ energetic and psychological resources and trans-
late into poorer well-being and health [15,16]. These find-
ings are also consistent with other reports on platform
work [5,6]. From this perspective, hostile customer or
passenger interactions are not only isolated adverse events
but recurring interpersonal demands that may accumu-
late over time and contribute to strain. Surprisingly, al-
though sexual harassment was reported more frequently
by on-location workers, it was not significantly associ-
ated with either mental well-being or self-rated general
health in the adjusted models. This does not necessarily
imply that sexual harassment is harmless; rather, the lack
of statistical significance may reflect lower prevalence, un-
derreporting, limited statistical power, or the crude mea-
surement of this exposure in the present study. Job-secu-
rity-related FPRD, understood here as protection from
fraudulent activity, fines, and pressure to work while ill,
was particularly problematic for on-location workers and
may intensify the health-impairment process by limiting
recovery and increasing financial insecurity.

The comparison of selected job demands, resources, and
FPRD in web-based and on-location platform work there-
fore suggests that these are separate psychosocial work
environments with only a limited number of common el-
ements. This finding supports Watson et al. [4], who ar-
gued for a more precise categorization of platform work
in order to better understand its specific nature and
the requirements associated with it. Within the JD-R
framework, such differentiation is particularly important
because the balance between demands and resources may

differ substantially across platform-work modalities. For

on-location workers, the central imbalance appears to in-
volve high interpersonal and emotional demands com-
bined with weaker protection against resource loss. For
web-based workers, the imbalance appears less related
to direct client hostility and more related to social iso-
lation, work while ill, and platform-dependent income
insecurity.

The final research objective was to determine the extent to
which the analyzed psychosocial job demands, resources,
and FPRD were related to subjective measures of gen-
eral health and well-being. Unfortunately, due to the size
of the sample, the authors were unable to conduct sep-
arate analyses for web-based and on-location workers,
but they included work mode as a confounding variable
in the statistical models. Overall, the results indicate that
job demands played a more prominent and consistent role
than job resources in shaping gig workers’ well-being and
general health. This observation is in line with the JD-R
health-impairment pathway, which assumes that exces-
sive or chronic demands are associated with psycholog-
ical strain and poorer health [15,16].

In the authors’ study, emotionally disturbing situations,
aggression, violence, discrimination, and working alone
were generally associated with poorer outcomes, sug-
gesting that both interpersonal hostility and social iso-
lation may operate as strain-producing demands in plat-
form work. Job resources, operationalised as autonomy
in deciding on the pace of work, time allocation, and ser-
vice allocation, contributed more weakly and less consis-
tently to explaining well-being and general health. This
may mean that autonomy in platform work does not al-
ways function as a fully protective resource, particularly
when it is constrained by algorithmic management, in-
come insecurity, or dependence on customer ratings.
In particular, the findings for autonomy in time alloca-
tion did not indicate a general protective effect of reduced
worker control. Rather, only jointly determined working

time was associated with lower odds of poor self-rated

1JOMEH 2026;39(5)
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general health, whereas working time determined solely
by the client or platform was not significantly related to
health. This pattern may suggest that shared control over
scheduling, rather than external or internal control alone,
is relevant for workers’ health. The authors also included
factors extrinsic to the job that may serve as protections
against resource depletion and that, in the authors’ view,
can be treated as indirect indicators of job security. Work
environment free of fines and fraud was associated with
better general health, while not working during illness
was significantly associated with both better mental well-
being and better general health, highlighting the impor-
tance of rest and recovery. Within an extended JD-R inter-
pretation, FPRD may therefore be understood as mech-
anisms that prevent the loss of financial, energetic, and
recovery-related resources but this hypothesis demand
future studies. The authors’ findings are supported by
studiesshowing that presenteeism serves as an indepen-
dent risk factor for future poor general health and phys-
ical complaints and is also associated with mental health
problems, exhaustion, and burnout [31].

Taken together, the authors’ findings support the use-
fulness of the JD-R model for analysing working con-
ditions in the gig economy, but they also suggest that
the model should be applied with attention to platform-
specific mechanisms. On the one hand, gig workers
face a constellation of psychosocial demands, including
emotional stress, aggression, violence, discrimination,
working alone, limited autonomy, and insufficient pro-
tection against financial or recovery-related resource loss.
On the other hand, the findings point to the general rele-
vance of JD-R assumptions across non-standard forms of
work: demands were consistently linked with poorer out-
comes, while resources and resource-protection mecha-
nisms showed more selective but theoretically meaningful
associations. The study therefore extends JD-R reasoning
to platform-mediated work by showing that, in addition

to classical demands and resources, factors preventing re-

[JOMEH 2026;39(5)

source depletion may be especially important in precar-
ious work arrangements where income, recovery, and job
security are weakly institutionalised.

At the same time, the interpretation of the regression find-
ings should take into account the weak model-fit indica-
tors reported in the results tables. Although many likeli-
hood-ratio tests showed statistically significant improve-
ment over the null models, the pseudo-R* values were
consistently low. This means that the analysed demands,
resources, and FPRD explained only a small proportion of
variance in psychological well-being and self-rated gen-
eral health. Therefore, the regression results should not be
read as strong predictive models of gig workers’ health.
Rather, they should be understood as identifying modest
but theoretically meaningful associations that are consis-
tent with the JD-R framework. In this sense, the weak fit
indicators temper the strength of the conclusions but do
not undermine the value of the study: the findings still
show that selected platform-specific demands and mech-
anisms of resource protection are systematically related to
health and well-being outcomes and can inform future,

more comprehensive JD-R models of platform work.

Limitations and future directions

Despite the collection of relevant data on psychosocial
working conditions in platform-mediated work, the present
study has several limitations. First, substantial challenges in
accessing gig workers led to several non-probabilistic sam-
pling strategies. As a result, the study is subject to selec-
tion bias and uneven representation of worker subgroups,
reflected in varying proportions of on-location and web-
based respondents across countries and different represen-
tation of occupations. Moreover, the country composition
of the 2 work-modality groups was unequal, which limits
direct comparisons between web-based and on-location
platform workers and may partly reflect country-specific
recruitment patterns rather than modality-related differ-

ences alone.
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Second, the study relied on a broad binary classifica-
tion of platform work into web-based and on-site modes.
In addition, several study variables were dichotomized
for the purposes of logistic regression analyses. Although
these decisions facilitated the interpretation of results,
they may have reduced variability and obscured more
subtle differences between groups. In particular, com-
bining the response categories “sometimes” and “fre-
quently” into a single category may have obscured differ-
ences in exposure frequency and reduced the sensitivity
of the analyses to potential dose-response relationships.
Although the authors collected the necessary data, the au-
thors were unable to incorporate this information into
more complex analyses due to insufficient sample size.
The authors are fully aware that while binary classifica-
tion of platform work is useful as an initial distinction,
this categorization likely obscures important heteroge-
neity within each group (e.g., delivery vs. care, microtasks
vs. freelancing), which may have distinct psychosocial risk
profiles.

Third, the study employed a cross-sectional, self-report
design. This precludes causal inference and raises the pos-
sibility of reverse causality as well as common method
variance stemming from the single-source measurement
of both predictors and outcomes. In addition, the use of
several single-item indicators and slight variation in
sample size across models due to missing data should
be considered when interpreting the finding. Longitu-
dinal and multi-source designs would strengthen causal
claims and reduce shared method bias. Nevertheless,
large-scale, cross-national surveys providing such com-
prehensive information on psychosocial conditions in
platform work remain scarce and the authors’ study con-
tributes to expanding knowledge about the psychosocial
working conditions in the gig economy and their relation-
ship to health and well-being.

Taken together, these limitations suggest that the present

results should be interpreted primarily as cross-sectional

associations and descriptive patterns that highlight po-
tentially important psychosocial risk domains in platform
work. Addressing the methodological constraints outlined
above - particularly improved measurement (as using
multiple items, reliable questionnaires to test psychosocial
working conditions and general health outcomes,) finer-
grained occupational classification, a broader assessment
of job demands and job resources and stronger designs
for cross-country comparability — will be essential for re-
fining evidence-based recommendations for psychosocial
working conditions on digital platforms.

Despite of indicated limitations, future research would
build on these findings in several directions. First, longitu-
dinal studies are needed to examine whether exposure to
platform-specific job demands precedes changes in well-
being and health over time, and whether job resources and
FPRD bufter or delay such negative effects. This would
allow future studies to test the health-impairment and re-
source-protection pathways of the JD-R model more di-
rectly. Second, future research should aim for more rep-
resentative sampling strategies or combine survey data
(preferably validated questionnaires) with platform data
where possible. Such approaches would improve external
validity and help determine whether the patterns ob-
served in this study are generalizable to broader popula-
tions of gig workers. Third, in future research, it would be
worthwhile to focus on further testing the JD-R model,
considering the role of gig workers’ personal resources
as important factors that limit the psychological and
physiological strain resulting from the demands of this
work [32,33]. For example, job crafting [34] and psycho-
logical capital [33] are particularly worth consideration
in the context of platform-mediated work. Job crafting
can serve as a proactive mechanism through which gig
workers reshape aspects of their work to better align job
demands and resources with their skills, preferences, and
capacities. Similarly, psychological capital, comprising

hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism, may help workers
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cope with the instability and unpredictability typical for
platform work. Consequently, incorporating these per-
sonal resources into future research may provide a deeper
understanding of individual differences in health and
well-being outcomes among gig workers and help to iden-
tify potential intervention targets aimed at strengthening
workers’ adaptive capacities in platform-based labour

markets.

CONCLUSIONS

The findings indicate that psychosocial working condi-
tions in platform work differ substantially by work mo-
dality, with on-location workers facing higher exposure
to emotionally demanding and hostile client interactions,
while web-based workers experience greater social isola-
tion. These findings underscore that platform work is not
a homogeneous work environment and that psychosocial
demands were consistently associated with workers” health
and well-being across modalities. The results also support
the usefulness of the JD-R framework for organizing re-
search on psychosocial working conditions in the gig
economy. Expanding the JD-R model to include a new cat-
egory of factors that prevent resource depletion also ap-
pears to be a promising direction, particularly in the con-
text of precarious work, although the status of this category

demands further theoretical development and research.
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