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Algorithmic management,
preferences for
autonomy/security and
gig-workers’ wellbeing: A matter
of fit?

Bruno Felix*, Diego Dourado and Valcemiro Nossa

Department of Accounting and Business Administration, Fucape Business School, Vitória, Brazil

The objective of this study was to understand how gig-workers interpret the
e�ects of their laboral activity on their wellbeing. We developed a grounded
theory based on interviews with 57 Brazilian gig-workers. The results show that (1)
workers and gig-work organizations have preferences for work relationships with
more autonomy or security; (2) when there is a congruence of preferences, the
worker experiences greaterwellbeing, andwhen the preferences diverge, there are
episodes of preference violations that, when repeated, reduce worker wellbeing;
and (3) however, not everything is a matter of fit: when both individuals and
organizations have the same preference (for example, formore autonomy and less
security), worker wellbeing may be vulnerable to abuse, for example, in terms of
an unsustainable workload. Our study draws attention to an integrated discussion
of the benefits and harms of algorithmic management, which allows overcoming
a polarized view in which it would be seen only as beneficial or harmful to workers.
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1. Introduction

A new type of work termed gig-work has recently emerged in our constantly changing

labor market. Gig-work comprises service provider platforms that connect consumers and

on-demand workers through the use of algorithms that control and mediate workflow

(Duggan et al., 2020). In this work model, employment relations are conducted by

algorithmic management, which is a management system performed by self-learning

algorithms that make decisions regarding the relationship with workers (ex.: Uber) (Stewart

and Stanford, 2017). This form of employment relation is criticized for making employment

relations precarious due to the lack of guarantees and security for workers (Harvey et al.,

2017). Nevertheless, the number of workers who have adhered to this new way of working

is increasing, and several report high levels of satisfaction (Berger et al., 2019). Thus, many

workers have been asking themselves about the beneficial and harmful effects of algorithmic

management for their wellbeing (e.g., Stewart and Stanford, 2017; Chen et al., 2019).

Previous studies have shown mixed results regarding the effects of algorithmic

management on worker wellbeing (Malin and Chandler, 2017; Duggan et al., 2020).

While some criticize the precariousness of organizational security of workers’ rights,

others praise the positive potential of autonomy that this management model generates

for individuals (Hall and Krueger, 2018; Berger et al., 2019; Petriglieri et al., 2019).

For example, Petriglieri et al. (2019), Stewart and Stanford (2017) and Cram et al.

(2022) state that, in the absence of a relationship that offers greater security conditions,
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workers experience high emotional stress, anxiety and lower job

satisfaction. In contrast, some authors claim that this form of work

allows workers to experience greater flexibility regarding schedules,

intensity and type of work they want to perform (Chen et al., 2019).

Despite the growing literature on algorithmic management and

its effects on the wellbeing of employees (Duggan et al., 2020), the

approaches presented are far from integrated. Thus, adopting an

interpretive perspective (Stryker, 1980), in which reality is socially

constructed, it is suggested here that both interpretations—that

there are harms and benefits to worker wellbeing—coexist and need

to be simultaneously considered. However, there is a lack of studies

seeking to reconcile both approaches in their explanations for why

gig-workers consider this modality beneficial or detrimental to

their wellbeing. To fill this gap, the objective of this study was to

understand how gig-workers interpret the effects of this activity on

their wellbeing.

Here, we argue that, for workers laboring under algorithmic

management, worker wellbeing is explained by a fit between

individual and organizational preferences related to the degree of

worker autonomy and security. However, when both individuals

and organizations have the same preference (for example, for more

autonomy and less security), worker wellbeing may be vulnerable

to abuse, for example, in terms of an unsustainable workload.

This study has contributions for the understanding of the

impacts of algorithmic management on worker wellbeing. We

integrate the discussion of the benefits and harms of algorithmic

management, which allows overcoming a polarized approach in

which it would be seen only as beneficial or harmful to workers

(Duggan et al., 2020). Also, by adopting a fit perspective for the

gig-worker wellbeing phenomenon (Cable and Judge, 1996), we

draw attention to the fact that the construction of a sense of

wellbeing may be a result not only of the content of the relationship

itself but specially from a congruence of interests between those

involved. Finally, we contribute to the literature on paradoxes

by discussing not organizational (Lewis, 2000; Felix, 2020) or

individual (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018; Cavalcanti et al., 2022)

paradoxical characteristics but rather how individual paradoxical

goals can be achieved through a paradoxical relationship between

individuals and organizations.

2. Literature review

2.1. Algorithmic management in gig-work

The use of technology has become increasingly present in

contemporary society, and one of its specific resources has

transformed the way we consume and work: the implementation

of algorithms to mediate the relationship between social actors

(Wood et al., 2019). An algorithm is a computational formula that

allows autonomous decision-making based on statistical models or

decision rules, without an individual interfering in the decision-

making process (Göttel, 2021; Parent-Rocheleau and Parker, 2022).

It is characterized as sequential instructions that guide the decisions

of a computational system within a set of rules and steps to achieve

a given task (Duggan et al., 2020; Benlian et al., 2022).

Because algorithms are operated without the visible

interference of humans and are based on objective and

mathematical criteria, they tend to be seen as correct and

reliable (Lee et al., 2015; Angrave et al., 2016). In the context of

gig-work, which are service provider platforms that use algorithms

to control andmediate the work of on-demand workers, algorithms

connect consumers and service providers (Duggan et al., 2020).

They are also used to perform tasks traditionally performed by

human resources professionals, such as assigning activities and

evaluating worker performance (Rosenblat, 2018). This use has

been conceptualized as algorithmic management, a control system

in which self-learning algorithms are given the responsibility for

making and implementing decisions associated with employment

relations (Duggan et al., 2020).

Algorithmic management has five central characteristics:

constant tracking of workers’ behavior, constant performance

evaluation, automatic implementation of decisions, workers’

interaction with a “system” rather than humans, and low

transparency (Möhlmann and Zalmanson, 2017). While traditional

systems are founded on long-term relationships based on trust, in

algorithmic management this becomes impossible, since, given the

high volume of data processed, there is a constant mapping related

to the behavior of workers (Göttel, 2021). In addition to analyzing

data on workers’ behavior, algorithmicmanagement alsomaps their

performance. Its results are evaluated in a comparative way, so that

performance anomalies are treated automatically or, in some cases,

by humans (Duggan et al., 2020). In general, algorithms calculate

decisions and implement them by themselves, which leads to the

understanding that “algorithms do things” (Rosenblat, 2018). This

process leads to a recurring perception of lack of support to clarify

or question issues related to people management (Berger et al.,

2019). Despite having all the elements to present workers with high

transparency regarding the processes that led to certain decision-

making regarding peoplemanagement, transparency in algorithmic

management tends to be lower than that practiced in traditional

models of management (Parent-Rocheleau and Parker, 2022). This

occurs due to the high complexity of the calculations performed to

support the decisions, and to a reduced interest of organizations

in disclosing information regarding the decision-making processes

performed by the algorithms (Meijerink and Bondarouk, 2023).

Given this emerging context, what are the consequences of

implementing algorithmic management to gig-worker wellbeing?

If there is a relatively homogeneous view in terms of the benefits of

this model for entrepreneurs (Duggan et al., 2020), the same is not

true from the perspective of workers (Gandini, 2018; Meijerink and

Bondarouk, 2023). On the one hand, there are those who defend

the view that algorithmic management leads to the precarization of

employment relations, resulting from a reduction in their security

(Malin and Chandler, 2017; Griesbach et al., 2019). On the other

hand, there is also the idea that this model providesmore autonomy

to workers, who can define their work schedules and rhythm

according to their needs (Berger et al., 2019). Next, we explore both

perspectives in greater detail.

2.2. Worker wellbeing in gig-work: The role
of security

In the literature on Organizational Behavior and Human

Resource Management, there is a dominant view that it is the

role of employing organizations to promote an adequate level of
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worker physical and psychological security (Lee, 2018; Toth-Kiraly

et al., 2021). However, according to these perspectives, gig-workers

experience work relationships in which their security is precarious

and, as a result, such relations are deleterious to worker wellbeing

(Duggan et al., 2020; Chan, 2022). By promoting worker invisibility

and discouraging worker organization around collective forces,

workers lose their voice, and a favorable space is opened for an

unbalanced power relationship (Webster, 2016).

The structures of algorithmicmanagement and gig-work enable

employers to access relatively inexpensive labor without great

academic or professional qualifications (Wright et al., 2017) and

to develop asymmetric information and power relationships that

lead to the control of workers (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016). Such

relationships distance themselves from more traditional labor

practices by establishing a social exchange in which long working

hours (Stewart and Stanford, 2017), higher levels of uncertainty in

relation to the future (Wood et al., 2019) and reduced support for

worker’s belonging- and self-esteem-related issues (Petriglieri et al.,

2019) are often accompanied by a lack of remuneration compatible

with exposure to such risk (Malin and Chandler, 2017).

2.3. Worker wellbeing in gig-work: The role
of autonomy

Despite the dominance of studies in the Human Resources

Management literature highlighting the role of security, this is

not a homogeneous current in the impacts of gig-work on

worker wellbeing. Some studies claim that individuals can achieve

increased levels of wellbeing through the greater autonomy

provided in the gig-work modality (e.g., Berger et al., 2019; Kost

et al., 2020; Möhlmann et al., 2021). The logic of this argument

is as follows: the security offered to workers in more traditional

employment relations has a price. To obtain labor rights that offer

greater stability, predictability and security against accidents and

other health risks, individuals experience significant losses in terms

of flexibility in their work pace and pay (Wheatley, 2017). Thus,

gig-workers would be attracted by the offered level of workflow

flexibility, financial compensation and the fact that hourly earnings

do not vary much with the number of hours worked (Hall and

Krueger, 2018).

Studies in this line of argument show that Uber drivers, for

example, appreciate flexibility in the pace of work, even working for

longer periods than cab drivers (Hall and Krueger, 2018; Chen et al.,

2019; Unruh et al., 2022). In addition, they also see the possibility

of reasonably controllable fluctuation in their income as desirable,

since they can intensify their work activity in the months of greatest

need (Hall and Krueger, 2018). In these studies, it is also argued that

the reduction or elimination of barriers to entry and the promotion

of lower taxation for gig-work platforms democratized access to

work (Berger et al., 2018; Ravenelle, 2019).

In this study, the arguments that the gig-work model brings

harms (via violations of security needs) and benefits (by meeting

autonomy needs) are integrated. Next, two theoretical lenses that

act as sensitizers in the development of the present study are

presented: P-O fit and paradox theory.

2.4. Person-organization fit

The literature on gig-work suggests that an essential condition

for individuals to experience wellbeing in this type of work

is a congruence between their needs and preferences and the

values promoted in a given form of work (Berger et al., 2019).

Individuals have different levels of need for security and autonomy

(Felix and Cavazotte, 2019), and organizations also have values

that guide them toward proposing work relationships based

on different degrees of predictability/stability or risk-taking/risk-

sharing (Gehman et al., 2019). Thus, it is possible that, in a specific

relationship, both the individual and the employing organization

have a preference for employment relations more grounded in the

value of security or autonomy. However, it is also possible that they

have divergent preferences about the degree to which relationships

should be more secure or free. Thus, employment relations

between individuals and organizations may present (in)congruence

regarding their preferences as to the degree to which employment

relations should protect and offer stability to workers or should

share risks and promote greater freedom for them.

The person-organization fit (P-O fit) theory provides a

theoretical lens that we use as sensitizing concepts to understand

this phenomenon in the present study. According to this theory,

when an organization and its workers have similar preferences in

relation to issues such as values related to employment relations

(Cable and Judge, 1996), desirable results tend to be observed, such

as job satisfaction (Chen et al., 2016) and performance (Hamstra

et al., 2019). Conversely, when these preferences diverge, this misfit

tends to produce undesirable results (Felix et al., 2018; De Gieter

et al., 2022). According to this theory, therefore, it would be the

congruence between the preferences for the values that guide a

work relationship, and not the nature of the preferences of the

social actors involved, that would determine the results obtained

from this relationship (Kulka, 1979). This concept is important for

our study, since, in our theory, we explore the preferences that

gig-workers and platforms that use algorithmic management have

for work relationships that focus more on security or autonomy.

More specifically, we focus on understanding the consequences

of the occasions when such preferences converge or diverge. To

deepen the understanding of these issues, we propose our first

research question.

Research question 1: What are the consequences of the

(in)congruences between the preferences of workers and

organizations regarding the dichotomy between worker security

and autonomy in the gig-work model?

2.5. Paradox theory

Thus far, we have developed the argument that individuals

and organizations tend to prioritize security or autonomy in their

employment relations (Berger et al., 2019) and that the fit between

their preferences would lead to more positive results for both

(Cable and Judge, 1996). However, security and autonomy do

not necessarily need to be seen as a choice to be made or, in

other words, a dilemma. Adopting the lens of paradox theory
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(Smith, 2014), an individual or an organization can understand that

security and autonomy, despite the tension between them, have a

relationship of interdependence. In this case, instead of a dilemma,

both values would be seen as a paradox, which are contradictory

and interrelated dualities that exist simultaneously and persist over

time (Smith and Lewis, 2011; Felix, 2020).

Thus, while a dilemma view (Lewis, 2000) proposes a choice

between security and autonomy, a paradox view suggests that

individuals can achieve security through autonomy (for example,

obtaining superior gains to create a financial safety reserve)

and autonomy through security (for example, obtaining greater

freedom to work daily as a reflection of preserved health due to

maximum limits to the work pace). This view was conceptualized

by Miron-Spektor et al. (2018) as a paradox mindset, which

is the degree to which a social actor accepts dualities and is

energized through them. To better understand the effects of this

mindset on individuals and organizations in the autonomy-security

relationship in the context of gig-work, we propose our second

research question.

Research question 2: What are the consequences of the

existence of a paradox mindset by individuals and organizations

regarding the dichotomy between worker security and autonomy

in the gig-work model?

3. Methods

We conducted a qualitative study based on the procedures

of grounded theory (Charmaz, 2014), which is characterized by

interactive waves of data collection and analysis, performed with

the purpose of developing a theoretical model that explains the

phenomenon under analysis from the data. An initial sample of

gig-workers was selected, who were interviewed through a research

protocol developed from the sensitizing concepts described in

the literature review. Subsequently, we followed the procedures

of theoretical sampling: we analyzed the collected data, generated

memos and first-order codes and asked ourselves what new

questions could be asked in the subsequent trips to the field for

new data collections and what characteristics of future interviewees

would allow us to investigate aspects relevant to the constitution

of our theory. Thus, new data were collected and coded, and the

first-order codes created were grouped into second-order codes,

which were then aggregated so that the initially descriptive codes

generated more analytical dimensions (Gioia et al., 2013). This

process was stopped after reaching theoretical sufficiency, obtained

after a total of six waves of field trips and data analysis. Finally, a

theoretical model was constructed, which was presented through

propositions regarding how the aggregate dimensions connect to

each other and answer the proposed research questions.

3.1. Initial and expanded sample

In the first wave of data collection, interviews were conducted

with 8 gig-workers from three different organizations, two of which

were meal delivery (hereinafter referred to as Alpha and Beta)

and one automotive transport (hereinafter referred to as Gamma)

company, who showed satisfaction with their relationships with

their work organizations. In the second data collection, we used the

snowball sampling technique to diversify the profile of respondents

in order to include participants who were dissatisfied with the work

relationships to which they were subjected. This process led to the

completion of 9 new interviews, three with meal delivery workers

(Beta), three with general item delivery (Delta) and three with

automotive transport (Gamma).

Then, we conducted 10 new interviews, with eight of these

individuals working for meal delivery companies (Alpha and

Beta) and two for automotive transport companies (Gamma and

Epsilon). In this round, one of the interviewees stated that she

would start working the following week in an automotive passenger

transport company (Omega) that operates through an application

platform, offers a fixed minimum wage, its own fleet, life and

car insurance, working hours with predefined maximum limits

and variable remuneration that allows increasing the value of the

fixed monthly remuneration by only 20%. The Omega company

prioritizes hiring female and disabled drivers.

Thus, in the fourth field study round, to explore the case

of gig-workers who work in an organization that proposes

work relationships characterized by higher levels of security, we

interviewed 12 workers from that organization (Omega). During

these interviews, two of the interviewees reported that they had

already worked in an organization with satisfactory levels of

autonomy and security. This company (Zeta) offers life insurance

for workers whomeet certain revenue targets, operates with its own

fleet of cars, for which there is insurance, but the remuneration is

completely variable and there is no limit on hours worked.

In the fifth data collection round, we interviewed 9 workers

from this organization (Omega) who also worked at Zeta to explore

cases in which there was both security and autonomy. After this

round, we conducted a sixth wave of data collection, in which

we interviewed 9 other participants with varied profiles among

those who composed the four stages of previous data collection

(two from Alpha and two from Beta and one from Delta, Gamma,

Epsilon, Omega and Zeta each). As no new codes emerged after

this trip to the field, we ended the data collection with a total of 58

respondents, which allowed us a sufficient variation in perceptions,

an essential condition for constant comparisons (Charmaz, 2014).

Many research participants work for more than one company,

but we associated them with the organization in which they more

dominantly concentrate their work hours.

In this last round, the nine respondents consensually classified

the interviewed organizations as follows (in terms of autonomy

and security): Alpha, Beta, Gamma and Epsilon were seen as

organizations that offer low security and high autonomy; Omega

was interpreted as offering high security and low autonomy; and

Zeta was seen as offering intermediate levels of both security

and autonomy.

3.2. Interviews

The interviews were conducted using a semi-structured script

with general questions about the trajectories of the participants.

Data collection took place between February 2021 and June 2022.

Next, we asked about how they evaluate gig-work, the organizations
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of this type where they work and their personal preferences

specifically regarding issues related to autonomy and security. We

then asked them to report specific situations in which they felt

satisfied and dissatisfied with the working relationships with these

companies, and we asked them to explain why. Last, we asked

them to analyse whether this perception has changed over time

and whether they understand that the current perception tends to

change over time. Based on the fundamentals of grounded theory,

the interview script was adjusted between the waves of the iterative

data collection and analysis process.

3.3. Data analysis

We analyzed the data through the development of memos and

first-order codes, that is, expressions in gerund form that describe

the reports in a summarized way. According to the principle

of constant comparison, we grouped some of these codes into

second-order codes, more abstract and of greater theoretical. Next,

the second-order codes were analyzed, and some of them were

combined to form the aggregate dimensions, which are concepts

of greater theoretical scope and which were articulated in the form

of theoretical propositions to form the model. In the following, we

provide more details about our coding process.

We adopted a two-step coding process for the analysis of

our data, as performed by Kreiner et al. (2009). First, we built

codes inductively based on the data. Each word, expression, and

sentence was considered as a unit of data and, therefore, was subject

to coding (Heath and Cowley, 2004). Codes are words or short

expressions that are used to synthesize data fragments (Glaser and

Strauss, 1967). In this initial process, we documented all first-order

codes that we constructed in an emerging codes dictionary.

In the following, two of the three authors read the excerpts

from the data that supported each code, then tried to group

them independently in the first-order codes that were generated

initially. Independent coding processes were also performed in

other grounded theories (e.g., Mace and Ward, 2002; Stough and

Lee, 2021). The two coders were free to classify all pieces of evidence

under one of the codes or ignore them it they understood that there

was no correspondence with any of the codes. Next, we performed

joint code meetings to analyse the classifications made by both

authors and then compared their choices.

Three scenarios could occur as a result of this process: (a) either

classify the same evidence under the same first-order code, (b)

classify one under one code and eliminate the code for the other, or

(c) discard the code for both. In the second case, the author who had

not participated in the initial coding process read the excerpt from

the interview and acted as a “judge”. This process often generated

interesting opportunities for theory building, as disagreements led

to analytic dialogues about the meanings of excerpts from the data.

This refinement process of the first-order codes was performed at

the end of each wave of data collection, what allowed us to improve

the emergent codes dictionary. Thus, our coding process counted

with multiple perspectives, which helped us to reduce bias in the

analysis (Kolb, 2012).

As the first-order codes were more stable, we conducted an

analysis with the aim of grouping them into more abstract codes,

named second-order codes. The same process of coding verification

by two of the authors and subsequent independent analysis by

a “judge” was used in the process of generating second-order

codes from first-order codes. As the second-order codes were also

more stable, we replicated the same process to group them into

aggregated dimensions, which are even more abstract codes, with

greater theoretical reach, and that were generated from the second-

order codes. This process of transforming first-order codes into

second-order codes and, later, into aggregated dimensions, is also

found in other studies that adopted a grounded theory approach

(Byron and Laurence, 2015; Felix and Cavazotte, 2019).

The process of data collection and analysis was completed when

we reached theoretical saturation (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), i.e.,

when new waves of data collection and analysis didn’t lead to new

codes or dimensions. We identified theoretical saturation when we

realized, after the fifty-first interview, that we were not generating

new codes anymore. Figure 1 summarizes the structure of the codes

and aggregate dimensions that were generated after the coding of

the interviews.

4. Results

In this section, we present the results, systematized by means

of a theoretical model, in which derived categories are related

through theoretical propositions. Figure 2 illustrates the model to

be presented.

4.1. Understanding the congruences
between preferences and their
consequences

Our data allowed us to identify that the interviewed workers

varied in terms of their relational preferences, i.e., their preference

for working in interactions characterized by more autonomy or

by more security. We used the code “Preferring to work with

more autonomy” and “Preferring to work with more security” to

categorize the statements of the interviewees that fit the two

situations. Below we present examples that substantiated both

categories, respectively.

“This thing with a formal contract is an illusion. I prefer a

thousand times more to be more autonomous, to be able to choose

the time when I go to work. I like to choose whether I will work

more and earn more in a month, when I need it, even if I have less

stability” (male, 32 years old, Beta).

“Look, I would prefer that the company hire me, that I was an

employee, with a formal contract, or that I had more guarantees. I

prefer to havemore stability, because this way we can plan” (female,

28 years old, Epsilon).

While in the first case the worker reported preferring to

work with more freedom to choose his work schedules and

monthly income flow, in the second case, there was a preference

for more stable and secure relationships with more guarantees.

Similarly, respondents also reported that, in their interpretation,

the companies for which they work vary in terms of the degree to

which they propose relationships more characterized by autonomy
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FIGURE 1

General structure of derivation of codes and dimensions.

or security. The codes “Interpreting that the company prefers to

offer greater autonomy” and “Interpreting that the company prefers

to offer greater security” were used to categorize the data that

supported this understanding. Next, we present empirical evidence

for both codes.

“Here, without a doubt, they prefer to give you more freedom,

make less commitments to give you stability, so much so that they

do not accept a formal contract, but they pay when you work a lot

and they don’t get upset with those who want to spend a few days

without accessing the application” (male, 52 years old, Gamma).

“This company is different from most application companies

because here they pay you to be stopped in the street, waiting

for a call. But if there’s a day with a lot of calls, you will earn a

fixed amount, you don’t earn much more for it. They prefer more

security” (female, 35 years old, Omega).

The interpretation that the company tends to prefer more

relationships with more autonomy was dominant in our data.

However, even among these, the perception of the point of

the continuum between autonomy and security in which the

preference of a company is located varied. For example, according

to some participants, while company Alpha requires workers

to work on weekends, Gamma does not. However, both are

seen as organizations that prefer relationships based on greater

autonomy. All cases in which the respondents reported that they

understand that the company prefers greater security refer to the

company Omega.

In some cases, respondents reported that their personal

dispositions for greater autonomy or security and the dispositions

they perceived by the companies responsible for the gig-work

platforms were compatible. Thus, in some cases, workers indicated

perceiving a preference by both for greater autonomy, and in

others, the perception was that both preferred greater security.

For both cases, we used the code “Autonomy-Security Preference

Fit” to represent this congruence of preferences. The following

reports represent, respectively, a perception of fit of preferences for

autonomy and fit of preferences for security.

“The fact that the company has not registered me, that we have

this power to make money at our pace, suits me. I never did well

working in the office, during business hours, punching a card. So,

what I want is what the company wants, it combines well (...). And
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FIGURE 2

A grounded theory of gig-worker wellbeing.

this makes me feel good at work, I feel I have more wellbeing

when this happens” (man, 28 years old, Alpha) (Autonomy

Preference Fit).

“The good thing is that me and Omega both prefer more

security. I came here to work precisely because of that, I had

never worked in an application company before (...). For me to feel

good, it has to be like this, with more benefits; if there’s too much

insecurity, it’s impossible” (woman, 47 years old, Omega) (Security

Preference Fit).

Our first research question refers to the consequences of

the (in)congruences between the preferences of workers and

organizations regarding the dichotomy between worker security

and autonomy in the gig-work model. Both reports suggested that

when individuals and organizations had congruent preferences in

terms of the degree to which work relationships are characterized

by more autonomy or by more security, such fit tended to lead

to a greater generalized state of gig-worker wellbeing. Thus,

we suggest that by directing our gaze to the interface of the

preferences of both, we obtain a broader and interactional view

regarding the phenomenon of the construction of gig-worker

wellbeing. This evidence leads us to the first propositions of

this study.

Proposition 1a: When individuals and organizations have a

preference for security, there is Security Preference Fit.

Proposition 1b: When individuals and organizations have a

preference for autonomy, there is Autonomy Preference Fit.

Proposition 2:Autonomy/Security Preference Fit has a positive

effect on worker wellbeing.

4.2. Understanding the incongruences
between preferences and their
consequences

Several of the study participants reported that they would

prefer that work relationships have a different level of autonomy

or security than that proposed by the company where they

work Autonomy-Security Preferences Misfit). In most cases,

the respondents reported that they would like higher levels

of security, while the company responsible for the platform

proposes relationships more guided by autonomy. However, in

others, especially among Omega workers, there were reports that

there was a desire for greater autonomy, while the company

offered a relationship more grounded in security. This misfit of

preferences led to episodes of dissatisfaction in which the workers

reported that their preferences regarding autonomy or security

were not present in the relationship with the company. We

coded these cases as “Autonomy/Security Preference Violations”,

which can occur by “Vulnerability” (when the worker desired

greater security than that found) or “Oversecurity” (when the

worker desired greater autonomy than that proposed by the

company). Both were coded using participants’ own words (in-

vivo codes). Next, we present reports that illustrate Autonomy-

Security Preference Misfits, their respective and consequent

violations by vulnerability and oversecurity, and their impacts on

worker wellbeing.

“What kills here is this more uncertain thing, of not knowing if

there will be a call. If you get sick, nothing comes into the bank.
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I once crashed the car and spent five month’s profit to fix it. It

is complicated, I wish there was more security for us to work,

but there is not” (male, 23 years old, Gamma) (Security Preference

Violation - Vulnerability).

“I wanted (...) to earn more according to the number of drives,

to work with a more flexible schedule. Here, it is not like that, you

are sometimes stopped at times when nothing comes up. One day I

had a lot of energy to continue getting drives and I needed money,

but I had to stop because the shift ended, another driver came to

drive the car (...). It happens all the time. I keep feeling trapped”

(female, 24 years old, Omega). (Autonomy Preference Violation

- Oversecurity).

The reports of both respondents described events in which they

felt uncomfortable with the level of autonomy or security found in

the relationship with the companies. According to the statements

of the study participants, these episodic violations of expectations,

when they occur repeatedly and in the long term, reduce their sense

of wellbeing. Thus, we propose the following:

Proposition 3: When individual and organization have

different preferences in terms of security/autonomy, there is

Autonomy/Security Preference Misfit.

Proposition 4: Autonomy/Security Preference Misfit leads

to Autonomy/Security Preference Violations, which may occur

through a) Vulnerability or b) Oversecurity.

Proposition 5: When repeated in the long term,

Autonomy/Security Preference Violations have a negative

effect on worker wellbeing.

4.3. Beyond “or”: The role of the paradox
mindset

Although most of the study participants reported that they

or the organizations with which they worked have a preference

that tends more toward worker autonomy or security, this does

not mean that they interpret autonomy and security as a dilemma

(either/or). For some interviewees, although there is a preference

for working relationships more guided by autonomy or security,

both needs are seen as essential for the sustainable development

of the career and of their wellbeing. When examining some

interviews with this paradox mindset regarding the dichotomy

between autonomy and security, we created and sought to answer

our second research question. In this section, therefore, we discuss

how the wellbeing of gig-workers can be influenced by the existence

of a paradox mindset by individuals and organizations.

We call “Individual autonomy-security elasticity” the mindset

that some individuals present, according to which autonomy

and security in work relationships are values considered equally

important and, therefore, should be pursued simultaneously.

In the following example, a gig-worker reported that he and

the organization for which he works have a relationship more

characterized by promotion of freedom and autonomy. Thus,

because he has a high elasticity between autonomy and security,

the gig-worker uses the higher earnings obtained as a result

of a relationship in which his autonomy and productivity are

remunerated to pay for his security. Thus, such elasticity allowed

him to minimize any negative consequences of relationships

characterized by autonomy through proactive planning to attain

security. The following excerpt from the interview with a worker

from Delta Company shows this understanding.

“Look, I enjoy workingmore freely, but I need to feel supported,

so I try to use freedom to pay for my protection. I started a savings

fund for when I have to fix the motorcycle, for health problems and

everything. I’m able to do this because I earn more than I earned in

a secure job. So, if you take a longer period, one or two years, and

analyse how much money goes in and out, I earn more today. So I

know that the company will not protect me, but I prefer it that way”

(male, 40 years old, Delta).

In general, although individuals who reported experiencing

autonomy preference misfit reported satisfactory wellbeing, in

some cases, drops in long-term wellbeing were reported due to the

existence of excessive workload and carelessness with health. We

note that for individuals with higher levels of individual autonomy-

security elasticity, the positive benefits of autonomy preference

fit were expanded, given that the paradoxical mindset led them

to proactively establish limits to their work pace, for example.

Thus, they were less subject to the risk of abusing the freedom

to determine their workload and began to reap positive results

from both autonomy and security. The following case illustrates

this finding.

“For me, what matters is that I can work as much as I want, so

I spent a year working more or less 18 hours a day, every day of the

week. But one day I crashed, I slept at the wheel. The company gave

me all the autonomy, it was what I wanted, but I screwed myself up.

It was not possible to sustain that rhythm (...). Today, I know I need

both freedom and security” (male, 21 years old, Zeta).

In some cases of Omega workers who experience security

preference fit in the relationship with this company, the individual

autonomy-security elasticity also influenced the way such fit relates

to worker wellbeing. In general, as previously explained, when

both the individual and the organization showed a preference

for relationships more characterized by security, this fit tended

to lead to the perception of greater wellbeing. However, some

participants reported that this configuration settled them (made

them comfortable with the situation), which led to a reduction in

the increase in their wellbeing. According to them, this reduction

occurred because some felt that the relationship based on security

was accompanied by difficulty in achieving objective career success.

However, some individuals claimed to have the ability to deal

simultaneously with their needs for security and autonomy. In these

cases, the security obtained in the relationship with Omega was

seen as a means for them to try to engage in riskier activities,

and more financially rewarding, in other domains. Thus, when

coping well with the conciliation of the needs for security and

autonomy, some workers, among those who experienced security

preference fit, did not give in to recurrent settling. Therefore, for

those who showed elasticity between autonomy and security, there

was a more intense perception of wellbeing. The following case

illustrates this understanding.

“Me and the company are more likely to prefer security, and I

know that this makes us more settled. I see colleagues live the life

of leisure, but this does not work for me, I do not settle. I have a

certain tranquility here that I did not have in Gamma, and I use this
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tranquility to fund my adventures as an entrepreneur. Here, I make

enough money, I know it will not be lacking. Then, I use my free

time and some of the money I save to invest in some attempts, and

it is in these that I want to be freer and try to make more money”

(female, 28 years old, Omega).

Thus, we propose that:

Proposition 6: Individual Autonomy-Security Elasticity

intensifies the positive relationship between Autonomy-Security

Preference Fit and worker wellbeing.

The mindset of paradox between autonomy and security was

noted not only among workers but also in the perceived practices

of the service provider platforms. While most companies were

seen as adopting practices that favored either autonomy (Alpha,

Beta, Gamma and Epsilon) or security (Omega), company Zeta

was perceived as adopting paradoxical practices that aimed to

promote both worker autonomy and security. Thus, we codify

this form of paradox mindset as “Organizational Autonomy-

Security Elasticity”.

Similar to what we identified in the individual level,

Organizational Autonomy-Security Elasticity also enhanced the

positive effects of Autonomy-Security Preference Fit on worker

wellbeing. Because company Zeta proposes a work relationship

in which it offers its own fleet of cars and car and life insurance

(security) but with completely variable remuneration and without

limiting work hours (autonomy), it can offer satisfactory support to

individual needs for both security and autonomy.

As stated above, individuals who prefer relationships based

on autonomy stated perceiving greater risks of working without

trying to promote their own security (without paying for life or car

insurance, for example). Thus, when working in an organization

that seeks to establish criteria for workers to be entitled to more

security factors through higher productivity, the risk of having

their wellbeing decreased were reported as lower. The following

interview excerpt illustrates this understanding.

“There are companies that give you zero security and force you

to work on weekends and at least two nights or evenings during

the week for you to stay in the system. There is another where

everything is more secure, but you don’t earn enough. Here, it is

the most balanced I have ever seen, there is autonomy and security.

I, for example, tend to want freedom, but I also tend to not stop

working when my body needs it, and I don’t save. Here, I end

up getting stronger on this side too, of getting more security, the

company forces me to stop after a while on the street and gives me

freedom only as long as it knows I will not harm myself ” (male, 43

years old), Zeta).

Similarly, workers who prefer relationships based on security,

when working in an organization with greater elasticity between

security and autonomy, reported that they perceive less chance of

experiencing the negative side of security: settling. According to the

interviewees, this is because the organization creates incentives for

workers to exercise their freedom and achieve goals that will ensure

the desired security. Thus, they avoid settling behaviors that would

distance them from objective career outcomes that were reported as

important for their perception of wellbeing. In the following report,

there is evidence for this understanding.

“Here, there are these two things, autonomy and security. I like

the bond, feeling protected, knowing that I won’t be wanting. This

is good, the company offers all this, predictability, but at the same

time they set goals that make me want to produce more, get five

stars from the customer. I become more ambitious, but in a way

that is positive, is sustainable. I still have free time to live well, but

today I have the financial means to afford leisure for my family (...)

And wellbeing for me involves this” (male, 37 years old, Zeta).

Thus, the following proposition is presented:

Proposition 7: Organizational Autonomy-Security Elasticity

intensifies the positive relationship between Autonomy-Security

Preference Fit and Worker Wellbeing.

5. Discussion and conclusions

Although previous studies have discussed the benefits (Hall and

Krueger, 2018; Berger et al., 2019) and harms (Malin and Chandler,

2017; Koutsimpogiorgos et al., 2020) of algorithmic management

for gig-workers, a discussion is needed that considers these effects

simultaneously and that considers the point of view of gig-workers.

In this study, by adopting a perspective that considered the fit

between the preferences of workers and gig-work platforms, we

added to the literature a look at the interface between the interests

of both social actors (Kulka, 1979). As a result, we found not only

harms or benefits to workers but also a complex dynamic that

takes into account the positive (and negative) effects of a (mis)fit

of interests between worker and organization. Unlike studies that

adopt a predominantly critical stance on the effects of gig-work

on worker wellbeing (Malin and Chandler, 2017; e.g., Anwar and

Graham, 2019), we identified reports that suggest that several

workers who desire a similar degree of autonomy/security to what

is offered by the organization tend to report the perception of

wellbeing at work.

However, not everything was found to be a matter of fit. This

positive perception of wellbeing in the interviewees’ report was

accompanied by an interpretation that such fit may represent a

trap for the wellbeing of gig-workers, especially when the worker

has a tendency to see autonomy and security as a choice/dilemma

and not a paradox. This view is echoed in the concept of

paradox mindset (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018), which suggests that,

by understanding the interdependence relationship between two

conflicting elements, individuals tend to better manage the tension

involved between the polarities of a paradox. Thus, we introduced,

at the individual and organizational levels of analysis, the concept

of elasticity between autonomy and security, which we believe to be

promising as an additional alternative, together with the study by

Berger et al. (2019), for the adoption of a non-polarized discussion

between the benefits and harms of algorithmic management for the

wellbeing of gig-workers.

5.1. Theoretical implications

This study has implications for the literature on the impacts

of algorithmic management on worker wellbeing. Our study draws

attention to an integrated discussion of the benefits and harms of

algorithmic management, which allows for overcoming a polarized

view in which it would be seen only as beneficial or harmful
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to workers (Duggan et al., 2020). In addition, by adopting a

fit perspective for the gig-worker wellbeing phenomenon (Cable

and Judge, 1996), we also draw attention to the fact that the

construction of a sense of wellbeing may result not only from

the content of the relationship itself but also from a congruence

of interests between those involved. Additionally, by highlighting

the possibilities of workers working excessively or settling in

cases of autonomy-security preference fit, respectively, our theory

shows the limitations of the fit perspective for the phenomenon

studied here.

Our study also contributes to the literature on paradoxes in the

work context. So far, studies on paradoxes have focused mainly

on two dimensions: the organizational and the individual. In

the organizational dimension, the characteristics of organizations

that simultaneously manage conflicting goals such as organizing,

performing, learning, and belonging are explored (Smith and

Lewis, 2011; Felix, 2020). In the individual dimension, the

paradox mentality has been explored, which is a lens for the

interpretation of reality through which individuals value, accept,

and feel comfortable with tensions (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018;

Cavalcanti et al., 2022). Ourmodel allows advancing this discussion

by exploring not merely organizational goals, but rather how

individual paradoxical goals can be achieved through a paradoxical

relationship between individuals and organizations. We also

advance this discussion by exploring this phenomenon in a

particular research context/industry (gig economy/gig workers).

5.2. Limitations and future studies

The present study has some limitations, and future studies may

be conducted to overcome them. First, the data were collected in

interviews that occurred at a specific time and therefore do not

provide a longitudinal view of the dynamics between individuals

and organizations between security and autonomy. As the theory

about paradoxes suggests that the perspective of time is relevant

for understanding how their polarities are managed over time

(sequentially or simultaneously) (Lewis, 2000), longitudinal studies

could help fill this gap.

Second, the study did not explore the factors that led to the

emergence of gig-work platforms that propose a model with higher

levels of worker security (Zeta and Omega). Future case studies

could explore the role of individual, group or societal articulations,

of an economic or ideological nature, and in face-to-face or digital

interactions (Maffie, 2020) in the emergence of these organizations.

Just as the company Omega was created with the purpose of

offering fairer working conditions for women and other groups at

a historical disadvantage, it is possible that similar phenomena are

observed in other cultures.

5.3. Practical implications

The study shows gig-workers ways to find greater wellbeing

at work. For this, they should seek to identify their work-related

values (more oriented toward autonomy and/or security) and seek

to develop relationships with organizations with which they have

an alignment of preferences, when these exist in the market. In

addition, public manifestations of dissatisfaction with working

conditions can help consumers to become more sensitive to

their demands.

As gig-work platforms that offer greater security to workers

are not common, it is also suggested that new organizational

forms, such as worker cooperatives or non-profit organizations,

with proposals for resistance to abuses commonly found in the

gig economy’s work relationships, be implemented through social

entrepreneurship strategies. For example, gig-workers could get

together and create cooperatives to develop an application that

manages its performance through algorithmic management. Also,

they could apply part of the financial gains toward offering benefits

and greater security for the cooperative members involved.

For existing platforms using algorithmic management, we

suggest offering contract options in which workers can enjoy

greater benefits that bring them greater security. One way to make

it possible to offer such benefits would be to offer the consumer the

option of selecting a service contracting option that would allow

the gig-worker to better reconcile autonomy and security. It is

reasonable to imagine that, given the growth of the phenomenon

of conscious consumption (Kingston, 2021), many consumers

would agree to pay higher amounts that would allow for a fairer

work relationship.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be

made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

Ethics statement

The studies involving human participants were reviewed

and approved by the Programa de Pós Graduação em

Administração/Fucape Business School. This study was carried

out in accordance with the recommendations of the FBSR

Guidelines, Ethics Committee at Fucape Business School with

written informed consent from all subjects. All subjects gave

written informed consent in accordance with the Declaration of

Helsinki. The protocol was approved by the Ethics Committee at

Fucape Business School. The patients/participants provided their

written informed consent to participate in this study.

Author contributions

BF and DD has collected all the data. BF, DD, and VN analyzed

the data and wrote the manuscript. All authors contributed to the

article and approved the submitted version.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the

absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be

construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Frontiers in Psychology 10 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1088183
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Felix et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1088183

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the

authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated

organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the

reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or

claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or

endorsed by the publisher.

References

Angrave, D., Charlwood, A., Kirkpatrick, I., Lawrence, M., and Stuart, M. (2016).
HR and analytics: why HR is set to fail the big data challenge. Human Res. Manage. J
26, 1–11. doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12090

Anwar, M. A., and Graham, M. (2019). Hidden transcripts of the gig economy:
labour agency and the new art of resistance among African gig workers. Environ. Plann.
Econ. Space. 52, 1269–1271. doi: 10.1177/0308518X19894584

Benlian, A., Wiener, M., Cram, W. A., Krasnova, H., Maedche, A., Möhlmann,
M., et al. (2022). Algorithmic management. Bus. Inf Syst. Eng. 64, 825–839.
doi: 10.1007/s12599-022-00764-w

Berger, T., Chen, C., and Frey, C. B. (2018). Drivers of disruption? Estimating the
uber effect. Eur. Econ. Rev. 110, 197–210. doi: 10.1016/j.euroecorev.2018.05.006

Berger, T., Frey, C. B., Levin, G., and Danda, S. R. (2019). Uber happy? Work and
well-being in the ‘gig economy’. Econ. Policy 34, 429–477. doi: 10.1093/epolic/eiz007

Byron, K., and Laurence, G. A. (2015). Diplomas, photos, and tchotchkes as
symbolic self-representations: understanding employees’ individual use of symbols.
Acad. Manage. J. 58, 298–323. doi: 10.5465/amj.2012.0932

Cable, D. M., and Judge, T. A. (1996). Person–organization fit, job choice
decisions, and organizational entry. Org. Behav. Hum. Decision Proc. 67, 294–311.
doi: 10.1006/obhd.1996.0081

Cavalcanti, A. L., Felix, B., andMainardes, E.W. (2022). Do tensions lead to positive
career satisfaction results? RAM. 23, 1–26. doi: 10.1590/1678-6971/eramr220200.en

Chan, N. K. (2022). Algorithmic precarity and metric power: managing the
affective measures and customers in the gig economy. Big Data Soc. 9, 1–15.
doi: 10.1177/20539517221133779

Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing Grounded Theory. London: Sage.

Chen, M. K., Rossi, P. E., Chevalier, J. A., and Oehlsen, E. (2019). The
value of flexible work: evidence from uber drivers. J. Poli. Econ. 127, 2735–2794.
doi: 10.1086/702171

Chen, P., Sparrow, P., and Cooper, C. (2016). The relationship between
person-organization fit and job satisfaction. J. Manag. Psychol. 4, 946–959.
doi: 10.1108/JMP-08-2014-0236

Cram, W. A., Wiener, M., Tarafdar, M., and Benlian, A. (2022). Examining the
impact of algorithmic control on uber drivers’ technostress. J. Manage. Inf. Syst. 39,
426–453. doi: 10.1080/07421222.2022.2063556

De Gieter, D., De Cooman, S., Bogaerts, R. Y., and Verelst, L. (2022). Explaining the
effect of work–nonwork boundary management fit on satisfaction and performance at
home through reduced time-and strain-based work–family conflict. Appl. Psychol. 71,
129–153. doi: 10.1111/apps.12314

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. Hum. Res. Manage. J. 30, 114–132. doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12258

Felix, B. (2020). Analyzing the formation of a paradoxical organizational identity.
Int. J. Org. Anal., 28, 1227–1241. doi: 10.1108/IJOA-08-2019-1849

Felix, B., and Cavazotte, F. (2019). When a calling goes unanswered: exploring the
role of workplace personalizations as calling enactments. Front. Psychol. 1940, 1–14.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01940

Felix, B., Mello, A., and von Borell, D. (2018). Voices unspoken? Understanding
how gay employees co-construct a climate of voice/silence in organisations. Int. J. Hum.
Res. Manage. 29, 805–828. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2016.1255987

Gandini, A. (2018). Labour process theory and the gig economy. Hum. Relations.
72, 1–18. doi: 10.1177/0018726718790002

Gehman, J., Grimes, M. G., and Cao, K. (2019). Why we care about certified
b corporations: from valuing growth to certifying values practices. Acad. Manage.
Discoveries 5, 97–101. doi: 10.5465/amd.2018.0074

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., and Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking qualitative rigor
in inductive research: notes on the Gioia methodology. Org. Res Methods 16, 15–31.
doi: 10.1177/1094428112452151

Glaser, B., and Strauss, A. (1967). The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for
Qualitative Research. Chicago: Aldine.

Göttel, V. (2021). Sharing Algorithmic Management Information in the Sharing
Economy–Effects on Workers’ Intention to Stay with the Organization. ICIS

2021 Proceedings. Available online at: https://aisel.aisnet.org/icis2021/sharing_econ/
sharing_econ/3 (accessed January 11, 2023).

Griesbach, K., Reich, A., Elliott-Negri, L., and Milkman, R. (2019).
Algorithmic control in platform food delivery work. Socius 5, 2378023119870041.
doi: 10.1177/2378023119870041

Hall, J. V., and Krueger, A. B. (2018). An analysis of the labor market
for Uber’s driver-partners in the United States. ILR Rev. 71, 705–732.
doi: 10.1177/0019793917717222

Hamstra, M. R., Van Vianen, A. E., and Koen, J. (2019). Does employee
perceived person-organization fit promote performance? The moderating role of
supervisor perceived person-organization fit. Eur. J. Work Org. Psychol. 28, 594–601.
doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2018.1485734

Harvey, G., Rhodes, C., Vachhani, S. J., and Williams, K. (2017). Neo-villeiny and
the service sector: the case of hyper flexible and precarious work in fitness centres.
Work Empl. Soc. 31, 19–35. doi: 10.1177/0950017016638023

Heath, H., and Cowley, S. (2004). Developing a grounded theory
approach: a comparison of glaser and strauss. Int. J. Nurs. Stu. 41, 141–150.
doi: 10.1016/S0020-7489(03)00113-5

Kingston, E. (2021). Shopping with a conscience? The epistemic case for
relinquishment over conscientious consumption. Bus. Ethics Q. 31, 242–274.
doi: 10.1017/beq.2020.13

Kolb, S. M. (2012). Grounded theory and the constant comparative method: Valid
research strategies for educators. J. Emerg. Educ. Res. Policy Stud. 3, 83–86.

Kost, D., Fieseler, C., and Wong, S. I. (2020). Boundaryless careers
in the gig economy: An oxymoron? Hum. Res. Manage. J0 30, 100–113.
doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12265

Koutsimpogiorgos, N., van Slageren, J., Herrmann, A. M., and Frenken, K. (2020).
Conceptualizing the gig economy and its regulatory problems. Policy Internet. 12,
525–545. doi: 10.1002/poi3.237

Kreiner, G. E., Hollensbe, E. C., and Sheep, M. L. (2009). Balancing borders and
bridges: negotiating the work-home interface via boundary work tactics.Acad.Manage.
J. 52, 704–730. doi: 10.5465/amj.2009.43669916

Kulka, R. A. (1979). Interaction as person-environment fit. New Methodol. Behav.
Sci. 55, 71.

Lee, M. K. (2018). Understanding perception of algorithmic decisions: Fairness,
trust, and emotion in response to algorithmic management. Big Data Soc. 5, 1–16.
doi: 10.1177/2053951718756684

Lee,M. K., Kusbit, D.,Metsky, E., andDabbish, L. (2015). “WorkingWithMachines:
The Impact of Algorithmic and Data-Driven Management on Human Workers.” in
Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems. Seoul, Republic of Korea: ACM.

Lewis, M. W. (2000). Exploring paradox: toward a more comprehensive guide.
Acad. Manage. Rev. 25, 760–776. doi: 10.2307/259204

Mace, M. A., and Ward, T. (2002). Modeling the creative process: A grounded
theory analysis of creativity in the domain of art making. Creat. Res. J. 14179–192.
doi: 10.1207/S15326934CRJ1402_5

Maffie,M. D. (2020). The role of digital communities in organizing gig workers. Ind.
Relations J. Econ. Soc. 59, 123–149. doi: 10.1111/irel.12251

Malin, B. J., and Chandler, C. (2017). Free to work anxiously: Splintering
precarity among drivers for Uber and Lyft. Commun. Cult. Crit. 10, 382–400.
doi: 10.1111/cccr.12157

Meijerink, J., and Bondarouk, T. (2023). The duality of algorithmic management:
toward a research agenda on HRM algorithms, autonomy and value creation. Hum.
Res. Manage. Rev. 33, 1–15. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100876

Miron-Spektor, E., Ingram, A., Keller, J., Smith, W. K., and Lewis, M. W. (2018).
Microfoundations of organizational paradox: the problem is how we think about the
problem. Acad. Manage. J. 61, 26–45. doi: 10.5465/amj.2016.0594

Möhlmann, M., and Zalmanson, L. (2017). “Hands on the wheel: Navigating
algorithmic management and Uber drivers,” in Autonomy’, in proceedings of the
international conference on information systems (ICIS), Seoul South Korea.

Möhlmann, M., Zalmanson, L., Henfridsson, O., and Gregory, R. W.
(2021). Algorithmic management of work on online labor platforms: when

Frontiers in Psychology 11 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1088183
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12090
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X19894584
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-022-00764-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2018.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1093/epolic/eiz007
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0932
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.0081
https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-6971/eramr220200.en
https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517221133779
https://doi.org/10.1086/702171
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-08-2014-0236
https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2022.2063556
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12314
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12258
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-08-2019-1849
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01940
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1255987
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718790002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2018.0074
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://aisel.aisnet.org/icis2021/sharing_econ/sharing_econ/3
https://aisel.aisnet.org/icis2021/sharing_econ/sharing_econ/3
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023119870041
https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793917717222
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1485734
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017016638023
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-7489(03)00113-5
https://doi.org/10.1017/beq.2020.13
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12265
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.237
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.43669916
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951718756684
https://doi.org/10.2307/259204
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326934CRJ1402_5
https://doi.org/10.1111/irel.12251
https://doi.org/10.1111/cccr.12157
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100876
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0594
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Felix et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1088183

matching meets control. MIS Q. 45, 1–14. doi: 10.25300/MISQ/2021/
15333

Parent-Rocheleau, X., and Parker, S. K. (2022). Algorithms as work designers: how
algorithmic management influences the design of jobs. Hum. Res. Manage. Rev. 32,
100838. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100838

Petriglieri, G., and Ashford, S. J., and Wrzesniewski, A. (2019). Agony and ecstasy
in the gig economy: cultivating holding environments for precarious and personalized
work identities. Admin. Sci. Q. 64, 124–170. doi: 10.1177/0001839218759646

Ravenelle, A. J. (2019). “We’re not uber:” control, autonomy, and entrepreneurship
in the gig economy. J. Manag. Psychol. 34, 269–285. doi: 10.1108/JMP-06-2018-0256

Rosenblat, A. (2018). Uberland: How Algorithms are Rewriting the Rules of Work.
California: University of California Press.

Rosenblat, A., and Stark, L. (2016). Algorithmic labor and information asymmetries:
a case study of Uber’s drivers. Int. J. Commun. 10, 27. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.2686227

Smith,W. K. (2014). Dynamic decisionmaking: Amodel of senior leadersmanaging
strategic paradoxes. Acad. Manage. J. 57, 1592–1623. doi: 10.5465/amj.2011.0932

Smith, W. K., and Lewis, M. W. (2011). Toward a theory of paradox: a
dynamic equilibrium model of organizing. Acad. Manage. Rev. 36, 381–403.
doi: 10.5465/AMR.2011.59330958

Stewart, A., and Stanford, J. (2017). Regulating work in the gig economy: what are
the options? Econ. Labour Relat. Rev. 28, 420–437. doi: 10.1177/1035304617722461

Stough, L. M., and Lee, S. (2021). Grounded theory approaches used in educational
research journals. Int. J. Q. Methods 20, 203. doi: 10.1177/16094069211052203

Stryker, S. (1980). Symbolic Interactionism: A Social Structural Version. London:
Benjamin-Cummings Publishing Company.

Toth-Kiraly, I., Morin, A. J., Bothe, B., Rig,ó, A., and Orosz, G. (2021). Toward
an improved understanding of work motivation profiles. Appl. Psychol. 70, 986–1017.
doi: 10.1111/apps.12256

Unruh, C. F., Haid, C., Johannes, F., and Büthe, T. (2022). “Human autonomy in
algorithmic management,” in Proceedings of the 2022 AAAI/ACM Conference on AI,
Ethics, and Society, 753–762.

Webster, J. (2016). Microworkers of the gig economy: separate and precarious. New
Labor Forum 25, 56–64. doi: 10.1177/1095796016661511

Wheatley, D. (2017). Autonomy in paid work and employee subjective well-being.
Work Occupations, 44, 296–328. doi: 10.1177/0730888417697232

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 Empl. Soc. 33,
56–75. doi: 10.1177/0950017018785616

Wright, C. F., Wailes, N., Bamber, G. J., and Lansbury, R. D. (2017). Beyond
national systems, towards a ‘gig economy’? A research agenda for international
and comparative employment relations. Employee Resp. Rights J. 29, 247–257.
doi: 10.1007/s10672-017-9308-2

Frontiers in Psychology 12 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1088183
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2021/15333
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100838
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839218759646
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-06-2018-0256
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2686227
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0932
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2011.59330958
https://doi.org/10.1177/1035304617722461
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211052203
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12256
https://doi.org/10.1177/1095796016661511
https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888417697232
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017018785616
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-017-9308-2
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org

	Algorithmic management, preferences for autonomy/security and gig-workers' wellbeing: A matter of fit?
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review
	2.1. Algorithmic management in gig-work
	2.2. Worker wellbeing in gig-work: The role of security
	2.3. Worker wellbeing in gig-work: The role of autonomy
	2.4. Person-organization fit
	2.5. Paradox theory

	3. Methods
	3.1. Initial and expanded sample
	3.2. Interviews
	3.3. Data analysis

	4. Results
	4.1. Understanding the congruences between preferences and their consequences
	4.2. Understanding the incongruences between preferences and their consequences
	4.3. Beyond ``or'': The role of the paradox mindset

	5. Discussion and conclusions
	5.1. Theoretical implications
	5.2. Limitations and future studies
	5.3. Practical implications

	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	References


