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Abstract

The self-determination theory (SDT) is a macro theory of human motivation
and personality that focuses on people’s innate psychological needs and their
desires for growth and development. The Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale
(MWMS) is grounded in the SDT and was extensively researched and tested on
different cultures, in different languages and in different contexts. The purpose of
this research was to evaluate the applicability of the MWMS in a different and
relatively new type of work, namely on online gig work. A sample of workers on
the Clickworker.com platform (N=542) voluntarily answered the questionnaire.
The result shows that, while most subscales are applicable in this context, the

Introjected regulation subscale might need some adjustment for online work
environments
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Introduction

Gig economy

The gig economy is characterized by short-term labor contracting and the rise of
non-traditional jobs, being facilitated by technological advancements (Donovan et
al., 2016; Oyer, 2020). It is also characterized by job decomposition, skillization,
and capitalization of workers, as well as the integration of internal and external
human capital (Zheng & Yang, 2020). The gig economy is also defined by the
transformation of labor power into a commodity, mediated by digital platforms
(Gandini, 2019). The gig economy has low barriers to entry and is influenced
by local economic conditions (Huang et al., 2020). This has led to a surge in
independent contractors and temporary workers, creating both opportunities and
challenges (Parigi & Ma, 2016). However, it is associated with insecure work,
lack of choice and control, and disempowerment, particularly for young adults
(MacDonald & Giazitzoglu, 2019).

MacDonald and Giazitzoglu (2019) and Wood and Lehdonvirta (2021) highlight
the precarious nature of gig work, with the latter introducing the concept of
“algorithmic insecurity” as a key issue. Tran and Sokas (2017) and Wood et
al. (2019) further emphasize the vulnerability of gig workers to wage theft, job
insecurity, and lack of occupational health protections. Wood et al. (2019) and Vega
et al. (2021) discuss the trade-off between autonomy and control, with the former
noting the role of algorithmic management in shaping gig work experiences. Zwick
(2018) and Churchill et al. (2019) contextualize these issues within the broader
neoliberal industrial relations and the changing labour market, respectively, with
the latter also highlighting the gendered and generational inequalities in the gig
economy.

The gig economy presents a range of regulatory challenges, with licensing and
misclassification being the most prominent issues (Wardhana et al., 2020). These
challenges are further complicated by the need to respect workers’ rights and the
role of the state (Pulignano, 2019). The application of traditional labour regulations
to gig work is uncertain, and there is a need for creative and ambitious regulatory
frameworks (Stewart & Stanford, 2017). The classification and regulation of online
platforms and gig workers, as well as the treatment of paid and unpaid work, are
key regulatory questions (Koutsimpogiorgos et al., 2020). The Fourth Industrial
Revolution introduces additional challenges, such as labour displacement and the
need for new regulatory approaches (de Ruyter et al., 2018). Despite the growth of
labour platforms, there has been a failure to effectively regulate gig work (Collier
etal., 2017).

The gig economy has also raised legal and policy questions, particularly
regarding the protection of gig workers (Donovan et al., 2016; Parigi & Ma, 2016)
and the applicability of traditional labour regulations (Stewart & Stanford, 2017),
ethical concerns related to algorithmic control and worker status (Tan et al., 2021),
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and the need for a regulatory framework and policy responses (Pulignano, 2019).
Key issues include licensing, misclassification, safety, tax, externalities, wage,
benefits, privacy, and discrimination (Wardhana et al., 2020). The gig economy
also challenges the traditional concept of employment, leading to the need for a
new legal status and social protection for gig workers. These discussions highlight
the complexity of gig work and the need for innovative legal and policy solutions.
Despite its benefits, the gig economy has been criticized for shifting risk and
responsibility onto workers (Woodcock & Graham, 2020).

Online gig work

Online gig work, a key component of the gig economy, is characterized by
short-term contracts and is facilitated by digital platforms (Banik, 2019). This
type of work can encompass a wide range of activities, from web-based tasks
to location-based services (Bérastégui, 2021). It is particularly prevalent among
women, who often use it as a supplemental source of income (Bruckner & Forman,
2021). However, gig work is not without its challenges, including psychosocial
risks and the potential for algorithmic control (Wood, Graham, Lehdonvirta, et
al., 2019). There is also a need for regulation to ensure fair wages and working
conditions (Wood, Graham, & Amir Anwar, 2019).

Online gig work presents a range of challenges, including viability,
organizational, identity, relational, emotional, and career-path uncertainty (Caza
et al.,2022). These challenges are further complicated by the asynchronous nature
of online group work, which requires skills in technology, human relationships,
and content-related tasks (Chang & Kang, 2016). The rise of gig work has also
raised concerns about its measurement and regulation (Riggs et al., 2019), and
the limitations of household surveys in tracking its growth (Abraham et al.,
2019). Ethical and practical labour issues, such as the dehumanization of online
laborers, have also been identified (Bederson & Quinn, 2011). The gig economy
has introduced its own demands and constraints, leading to the emergence of gig
literacies (Sutherland et al., 2020). Despite the perceived flexibility of gig work,
workers face structural and cultural-cognitive constraints that limit their control
over scheduling. The digital organization environment has further complicated
gig work, leading to a range of dilemmas for gig workers (Lehdonvirta, 2018).

The psychosocial risks of online gig work are multifaceted. Bérastégui (2021)
highlights the hazards associated with the organization and management of
gig work, while Paridon and Hupke (2009) emphasizes the need for improved
ergonomic conditions. Christie and Ward (2019) and underscore the potential
for physical and mental health risks, with gig drivers experiencing road safety
hazards and online work exacerbating mental health issues. Bajwa et al. (2018)
and Glavin & Schieman (2022) further explore the vulnerabilities and financial
strain experienced by gig workers, which can impact their mental health. The
ethical considerations of online interventions in mental health care are also crucial
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(Cosgrove et al., 2017). Gross (2018) calls for policy measures to address the
mental health implications of gig work, including financial instability and the
feedback economy.

Algorithmic control in online gig work has both positive and negative
implications. On one hand, it can provide workers with flexibility, autonomy, and
task variety (Shen, 2022; Wood, Graham, Lehdonvirta, et al., 2019). However,
it can also lead to low pay, social isolation, and overwork (Wood, Graham, &
Amir Anwar, 2019). Workers’ perceptions of algorithmic control can influence
their behaviour, with some perceiving it as a positive force (Wiener et al., 2023).
Workers may also develop algorithmic competencies to navigate and manipulate
these systems (Jarrahi & Sutherland, 2019). However, the use of algorithms
can also create boundaries that limit workers’ career development (Duggan et
al., 2022). Overall, while algorithmic control can offer benefits, it also presents
challenges that need to be addressed.

Self-Determination Theory and Work Satisfaction

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) is a comprehensive theory of human
motivation, emphasizing the importance of intrinsic motivation and the fulfilment
of basic psychological needs (Deci et al., 2017; Deci & Ryan, 2008; Olafsen &
Deci, 2020). It posits that individuals are naturally growth-oriented and seek
out relationships, connections, and challenges that aid in their development
(Gunasekare, 2016). The theory has been applied in various fields, including
coaching, instruction, and leadership, where it has been found to promote human
flourishing and consistent performance (Meany, 2023). In the workplace, SDT
has been shown to be a useful tool for promoting autonomous motivation, high-
quality performance, and wellness (Deci ef al., 2017). It has also been linked to
the satisfaction of basic psychological needs and the types of motivation displayed
by employees (Olafsen & Deci, 2020).

Work satisfaction, also known as job satisfaction, is a complex and multifaceted
concept that encompasses an individual’s feelings and attitudes towards their
job. It is influenced by a variety of factors, including the fulfilment of needs and
aspirations, the sense of accomplishment, and the presence of supportive working
conditions and colleagues (Molla, 2015). Job satisfaction has a significant impact
on employee motivation, productivity, and organizational performance (Rao &
Karumuri, 2019). It is closely related to the quality of work and the success of
an organization (Sypniewska, 2014). Job satisfaction is also a key determinant of
professional and economic efficiency (Tokareva & Tokarev, 2016). However, it can
be negatively affected by factors such as job-related stress (George & K.A., 2018).

Research on work satisfaction among online gig workers has identified several
key factors. Technostress, which arises from the intense and technology-enabled
nature of work, has been found to negatively impact job satisfaction (Umair et al.,
2019). The type of gig work also plays a role, with direct sales workers reporting
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higher job satisfaction than sharing economy workers (Gleim et al., 2019). The
perception of behavioural control and the role of emotional labour have been found
to mediate the relationship between these factors and job satisfaction (Marquis
et al., 2018). The use of the Internet for professional purposes has been shown
to enhance job satisfaction, particularly for workers in certain occupations and
with higher income and education levels (Castellacci & Vinas-Bardolet, 2019).
The number of benefits received and employment status have been identified
as predictive factors for job satisfaction (Koncar & Helic, 2020). The demand-
resource model and overall life satisfaction have also been found to influence
satisfaction with work-life balance among freelancers (Davis et al., 2014). Lastly,
precarious work behaviour has been linked to career satisfaction among online
entrepreneurs (Hamid et al., 2018).

Methodology

The Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS) has been extensively
studied and validated in various contexts and languages. Gagné et al. (2010)
identified four types of motivation, while in Gagné ef al. (2014) and dos Santos
et al. (2022) we can find confirmation of the scale’s cross-cultural validity. Gagné
et al. (2010, 2014) and dos Santos (2022) also provided additional validation
evidence in different languages and countries. Posch er al. (2019) and Neves
& Coimbra (2018) further validated the scale in the context of crowd workers
and teachers, respectively, with Neves ef al. identifying demotivation as a key
dimension. Smokrovi¢ et al. (2018) and Trépanier et al. (2022) both found the
scale to be reliable and valid.

The MWMS was applied on the Clickworker platform, a global online
platform that connects freelancers with businesses and individuals who need
help with various micro-tasks and digital projects. It operates as a crowdsourcing
marketplace, facilitating tasks that require human intelligence and cannot be
readily automated. The study was carried out between March 9% 2023 and June
6™ 2023 using the Clickworker platform in order to make sure all respondents
are working on at least one online work platform, clickworker.com in our case.
The inclusion criteria in selecting the participants were the location, they had to
be from the European Union, to be English speakers, as the questionnaire was
provided only in this language, and to be at least 18 years old.

Most of the respondents were from Germany (133 —24.5%)), Italy (84 — 15.5%),
Spain (80— 14.8%), France (53 — 9.8%), Portugal (53 —9.8%), Austria (36 — 6.6%),
Romania (31 — 5.7%), the other 13.3% of participants being from other countries,
in small numbers, for a total of N = 542 participants. Of these participants, 46.7%
are women, 53% are men and 0.4% prefer not to say. The age of the participants
is between 18 and 75, with the mean (M) = 36.77 and a standard deviation (SD)
=10.578.
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Table 1 presents the respondent’s employment status, other than online work
platforms. As we can see, most of both males and females also work classic jobs,
either full or part time, or are self-employed. The most important difference here
is the significantly higher number of males working full-time jobs compared to
females, the numbers being reversed when talking about part-time jobs.

Table 1. Employment status

Employment status, not counting online Female Male Prefer not to
work platforms say

Employed full-time (40+ hours a week) 88 155 0
Employed part-time (less than 40 hours a

week) 46 25 1
Self-employed 40 41 0
Student 21 26 0
Unemployed (currently looking for work) 23 23 0
Unemployed (currently not looking for work) 19 5 0
Retired 5 7 0
Never been employed 3 2 1
Other 8 3 0
Total 253 287 2

As shown in Table 2, most participants spend less than 10 hours per week
working online on work platforms and the difference between males and females
is not significant, both genders presenting similar work time patterns.

Table 2. Time spent working online

Time spent working on online work platforms Female | Male | Prefer not to say
Less than 5 hours/week 128 123 0
5-10 hours/week 61 81 0
10-20 hours/week 32 38 2
20-30 hours/week 19 22 0
30-40 hours/week 6 18 0
More than 40 hours/week 7 5 0
Total 253 287 2
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Results and discussion

For the Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale’s internal reliability analysis,
we used the Cronbach Alpha coefficient, which has a value of .91, value that sits
well above the minimum acceptable threshold, indicating a high level of reliability.
The results of internal consistency, item-total and inter-item correlations are
presented in Table 3. Cronbach alpha coefficients for all the scale’s components
were above .82, which is a very good indicator that all components are internally
consistent even though the components consist of only 3 (with one exception of
4) factors. The lowest item-total correlation was .62 (item ExtMat3).

Table 3. Results of the MWMS

o
£ 2% | sc |ex
g 75 »3 £s |55%
i S 5 + D B IE2
& 3 = S E E: |8pS
S 5 g2 28 |E57
S S = =
(]}

Amotivation Aml .87 .76
.89 Am2 .83 .80 [.70, .76]

Am3 .83 .79

External regulation (Social) ExtSocl .88 .85
92 ExtSoc2 .90 .83 [.79, .82]

ExtSoc3 .88 .85

External regulation (Material) ExtMat1 74 .68
.82 ExtMat2 .70 .70 [.55, .66]

ExtMat3 .80 .62

Introjected regulation Introj1 .80 .69

Introj2 .80 .67
&5 Introj3 .92 .64 43, 29]

Introj4 .78 72

Identified regulation Identl .84 .85
90 Ident2 .89 .78 [.72, .81]

Ident3 .87 .81

Intrinsic motivation Intrinl .89 .80
91 Intrin2 .87 .82 [.75, .80]

Intrin3 .86 .84

Component validity was tested with the factor analysis based on eigenvalue >
1, the results of which are presented in Table 4, while in Graph 1 we present the
scree plot. The results of the Bartlett’s test of sphericity is 8131,762, (171), p <
.001 and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin coefficient of .912 indicate that the sample data
is suitable for factor analysis. The initial eigenvalues were 7.98, 3.82, 1.40 and
1.11. These four factors accounted for 75.29% of variance.
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Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
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Graph 1. Scree Plot

Table 4. Factor Analysis based on Eigenvalue > 1

Construct Fact.1 Fact.2 | Fact.3 | Fact.4
Items

Intrinsic motivation
Intrinl: Because the work | do is interesting. 0.865
Intrin2: Because what | do in my work is 0.856
exciting.
Intrin3: Because | have fun doing my job. 0.860
Identified regulation
Ident1: Because | personally consider it 0.819
important to put efforts in this job.
Ident2: Because putting efforts in this job 0.791
aligns with my personal values.
Ident3: Because putting efforts in this job has 0.784
personal significance to me.
Introjected regulation
Introj1: Because | have to prove to myself that 0.658 0.444
| can.
Introj2: Because it makes me feel proud of 0.735 |0.386
myself.
Introj3: Because otherwise | will feel ashamed 0.809
of myself.
Introj4: Because otherwise | will feel bad about 0.766
myself.

167




REVISTA DE CERCETARE SI INTERVENTIE SOCIALA - VOLUMUL 8§4/2024

Extrinsic regulation - social

ExtSocl: To get others’ approval (e.g., 0.782
supervisor, colleagues, family, clients...).

ExtSoc2: Because others will respect me more 0.771
(e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients...).

ExtSoc3: To avoid being criticized by others 0.801

(e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients...).

Extrinsic regulation - material

ExtMat1: Because others will reward me 0.887
financially only if | put enough effort in my job
(e.g., employer, supervisor...).

ExtMat2: Because others offer me greater job 0.787
security if | put enough effort in my job (e.g.,
employer, supervisor...).

ExtMat3: Because | risk losing my job if | don’t 0.651
put enough effort in it.

Amotivation

Am1: | don’t struggle because | really feel that 0.846
I’'m wasting my time at work.

Am2: | do little because | don’t think this work 0.886
is worth putting efforts into.

Am3: | don’t know why I’'m doing this job, it’s 0.852
pointless work.

Eigenvalues (rotated solution) 5.49 4.02 2.58 2.21
Total variance (%) by factors (rotated solution) 28.90 21.18 | 13.59 | 11.62

The MWMS items did not load on a six-factor structure as in Gagné et al.
(2014), but we believe it is worth mentioning that, following the model by Gagné
et al. (2014) and doing a six-factor extraction, the initial eigenvalues of factors
five and six are .71 and .56, values that are considered too low. Similarly to the
four-factor model, items /ntrojl and Introj2 loaded on the same factor with the
whole Identified regulation construct and only cross-loaded (.40 and .33) with the
factor containing items Introj3 and Introj4. On the other hand, differently from
the four-factor model, items Introj3 and Introj4 loaded in a separate factor, not
on the same one as the Extrinsic regulation — social construct, but cross-loaded
with it (.44 and .58).

The difference in the number of factors obtained, four in this study’s case, six
in other studies (Gagné et al., 2014; Smokrovic ef al., 2018) could be explained
by the different work environment of the participants, online in this study’s case,
versus offline, in classical jobs, in the other studies, or by the fact that gig workers
are doing different small tasks every day or even in a single day, versus classical
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employees, who are doing mainly the same thing, albeit with some variation in
most of the cases.

According to Tremblay et al. (2009), the different types of motivation can be
aligned along a continuum that begins, at the low end, with amotivation that is
followed by external regulation, after which comes introjected regulation and
identified regulation, and finishing, at the high end, with integrated regulation.
This continuum of the types of motivations could be an explanation for the item
loadings in this study. As shown in other studies (Neves & Coimbra, 2018),
all items belonging to the Intrinsic (Integrated) motivation and the Identified
regulation constructs are loading on the same factor, but here we also have two
of the items from the Introjected regulation construct. These three constructs
are consecutive on the motivation continuum described above (Tremblay et al.,
2009). In a similar way, the other two items of the Introjected regulation construct
are loading on the same factor with all items of the Extrinsic (External) social
regulation construct, these two constructs being also consecutive on continuum
described by Tremblay et al. (2009).

Conclusion

The objective of this study was to validate the MWMS, an instrument based
on the multidimensional concept of motivation from the self-determination theory.
The scale has been extensively tested in different languages and cultures by its
authors (Gagné et al., 2014) and others (dos Santos et al., 2022; Neves & Coimbra,
2018; Smokrovic et al., 2018; Trépanier ef al., 2022) and showed good results.

In our study, in an online gig work context, that differs from all other contexts
this scale was applied in, we showed that the items are not all very good indicators
of the scale’s constructs and that the factors are not as adequately individualized
like in the other studies using this scale. In our case, the scale demonstrated four
factors of which: two contain the exact items of two different constructs namely
the Amotivation and the Material extrinsic regulation; another factor contains
all the items corresponding to the Social extrinsic regulation construct and two
items corresponding to the Introjected regulation construct, and the fourth factor
contains all items corresponding to two different constructs (/ntrinsic motivation
and Identified regulation) and two items corresponding to the Introjected regulation
construct. The Intrinsic motivation and Identified regulation sub-scales have been
known to be difficult to separate statistically (Neves & Coimbra, 2018).

The differences found between the scale’s constructs and the factor structure
are not immense considering that the concepts are linked and positioned on
a continuum, their loadings into factors being consistent with the theory, but
this result shows that, while most subscales are applicable in this context, the
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Introjected regulation subscale might need some adjustment for online work
environments.
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