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Abstract
This research examines gig drivers’ experience of platform company fairness 
through the lens of organisational justice, and the platform company’s perceptions 
of fair management to understand this experience. The analysis is based on a survey 
of drivers doing car transfers in Finland. A total of 85% of drivers felt that the plat-
form company was fair or somewhat fair towards them. The experience of fairness 
was explained by satisfaction with income, freedom and influence over income, 
support in the event of problems, a well-functioning platform app, and sufficient 
communication. All explanatory factors were related to organisational justice. The 
level of satisfaction with income reduced the experience of fairness the most and 
freedom and influence over income increased it. The driver’s dependence on the 
income from the platform, or whether working full-time or part-time, did not affect 
the experience of fairness. The results of our study suggest that gig transport work 
can also be carried out in a fair way, considering distributive, procedural, interper-
sonal and informational justice, the first one being the most challenging. The social 
implication of the results is that, if implemented fairly, platform work seems to be a 
good way to earn additional income in a flexible and convenient manner, alongside 
another job or studies. If implemented fairly, platform work can also obtain social 
acceptance and a role as an effective interface between work and workers in society.

Keywords  Fair work · Organisational justice · Gig work · Platform work · Gig 
economy · Crowdsourced logistics
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Introduction

Platform economy-related transport is commonly seen in the research as unfair to gig 
drivers, such as food delivery couriers and taxi drivers. Reid-Musson et al. (2020) 
talk about the punitive tactics of platform companies and resulting dissatisfaction 
among drivers. Woodcock and Cant (2022) bring up couriers’ strikes and according 
to Möhlmann and Zalmanson (2018), the “dehumanisation” of work is perceived 
negatively by drivers. Gig work can be divided into local and remote gig work (Wood 
et al., 2019). Gig transport is a part of local gig work and has expanded from food 
delivery and taxi services to deliveries of groceries, pharmacy products, flowers, pet 
food, gift items and consumer electronics, for example. In addition, gig transport has 
spread to less known business models, such as car transfers. One such company is 
Biila (now known as Flovi), which provides car transfer services to car sales, main-
tenance and leasing companies in Finland, Sweden and Poland. For consistency, the 
name Biila is used throughout this article. Thus, the simple task of a Biila driver is to 
drive a customer car to a desired destination.

In Finland, 3.9% of the population between 15 and 64 years worked on platforms 
in 2022, which means about 134,000 workers who are involved in the sales of items, 
or are content creators or couriers, rent flats, drive taxis, and others (Pärnänen, 2023). 
For about 27% of platform workers, it was a primary job, whilst 18% did it as a side 
job and the remaining 54% to earn complementary income. Platform workers are 
especially attracted to its flexibility, supplemental income and networking aspects 
(Pärnänen, 2023). One important factor which may influence how workers perceive 
their work, has to do with the reasons behind working for a platform. A study in Fin-
land found that 81% of food delivery couriers working on the Wolt delivery platform 
worked of their own volition and 19% because they had no other work (Kervola et 
al., 2024). In comparison, in a survey of Uber drivers in the UK, only 2% worked 
because they had no other job (Berger et al., 2019), whilst in a survey of food deliv-
ery couriers in Paris, 37% said they were unable to find other work (Aguilera et al., 
2022).

The rise of gig driving as a form of work has also raised a debate about the fair-
ness of work with respect to the drivers. Organisational justice is a concept used in an 
organisational context of fairness, and it refers to a transaction-based relationship in 
which worker inputs are judged against employer outputs (Song et al., 2020). Organ-
isational justice links objective viewpoints of decision-making fairness to subjective 
perceptions of fairness, and it contains distributive, procedural, interpersonal and 
informational elements (Colquitt et al., 2001).

The concept of organisational justice has also been used in relation to the use 
of platform work. Fieseler et al. (2019) studied fairness perceptions with regard to 
crowd workers and Jabagi et al. (2024) the relationship of procedural and distributive 
justice to the theory of perceived organisational support and job satisfaction within 
the context of gig drivers. Procedural justice in gig work has been studied by Lee et 
al. (2019) within the context of algorithmic decision-making. Pfeiffer and Kawalec 
(2020) have studied injustices in relation to planning insecurity, lack of transparency 
in performance evaluation and task briefings, and the low income that crowd workers 
face which relate to several justice dimensions. Parent-Rocheleau and Parker (2022) 
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developed a conceptual model in which algorithmic management system fairness 
serves as a socio-technical moderator on work design. Besides these, Lee (2024) rec-
ognises that many studies have discussed organisational justice on platforms without 
framing or interpreting their research from an organisational justice perspective.

However, there is still a need to further understand the theory of organisational 
justice in various contexts of platform work, because organisational choices directly 
impact the fairness perception of workers. Moreover, through understanding worker 
experiences of fairness, it is important to perceive what the company can do to 
enhance the fairness experience of workers. The purpose of this study is to contribute 
to these research gaps by explaining drivers’ own experiences of fairness through the 
lens of organisational justice. In addition, to understand the experience of fairness, 
the study also looks at platform companies’ perceptions of fair management. Most 
studies concentrate on the worker point of view, but we consider it important to gain a 
better understanding of organisational justice also from the management perspective, 
because this seems to be lacking in the literature.

The research questions of the study are:

1.	 How fairly do gig drivers perceive their treatment to be by the platform company?
2.	 What factors are associated with gig drivers’ experience of fairness?
3.	 How do managerial perspectives and organizational practices contextualize driv-

ers’ experiences of fairness within the platform-based work environment?

The second section of the article contains a literature review, followed by a descrip-
tion of the data and methods. The results of the study are presented in the fourth sec-
tion, and the fifth section discusses the results. The sixth section concludes the article 
with the main findings and recommendations for future research.

Literature Review

Organisational Justice

When discussing fairness experiences of workers in an organisation, organisational 
justice is a concept commonly applied in the literature. Colquitt and Rodell (2015, 
p. 188) define justice as “perceived adherence to rules that reflect appropriateness 
in decision contexts”. Thus organisational justice refers to fairness in the workplace 
(Jabagi et al., 2024). Cropanzano and Molina (2015) define organisational justice as 
an exploration of the psychological mechanisms through which people make judg-
ments of fairness, and how they respond to these perceptions. Even though the con-
cepts of justice and fairness are often used interchangeably, Goldman & Cropanzano 
(2015) argue that they should be considered separately, ‘justice’ referring to behav-
iour that is morally required, and ‘fairness’ to judging whether behaviour is morally 
praiseworthy. In this research, they are used interchangeably since both are used in 
the literature within the context of studying worker experiences of fairness.

Colquitt (2001) discusses four dimensions of organisational justice: distributive, 
procedural, interpersonal and informational within the context of traditional work, 
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and of which the latter two can be combined with interactional justice. He defines dis-
tributive justice as fairness of outcome distributions, procedural justice reflecting the 
procedures behind outcome distributions, interpersonal justice referring to whether 
people in positions of authority treat people politely and with dignity and respect, 
and informational justice explaining why the procedures or outcomes are as they are 
(Colquitt et al., 2001). Cropanzano and Molina (2015) define distributive justice as 
the perceived fairness of what people receive, procedural justice as the fairness of 
the decision-making process, interpersonal justice as dignity and respect in the treat-
ment of people, and informational justice as the provision of relevant evidence and 
explanations for decisions.

Cropanzano et al. (2001) have conceptualised the reason why people consider 
organisational justice to be important through a framework of multiple needs which 
includes the needs of belonging, meaning, control and self-regard. They note that 
these needs are interconnected and can exert both direct and indirect impacts on 
people, thus making an unfair event potentially inflict greater damage (Cropanzano 
et al., 2001). Justice perceptions are found to influence worker attitudes such as job 
satisfaction and organisational commitment (Jabagi et al., 2024).

Within the context of platform work, workers are often self-employed and thus 
not employees of an organisation. However, since they work tightly with a particu-
lar platform company, the concept of organisational justice is applicable to under-
standing their experiences of justice. According to Fieseler et al. (2019), in this new 
work environment, the platform provider which designs the platform, its properties, 
processes and affordances determines the work conditions and consequently how 
fair this labour is. There are several peculiarities in gig work that make the context 
special. One of these is that workers often have either no or very limited contact with 
human beings, because the work is organised by algorithms. According to Wiener et 
al. (2023), algorithmic control exercised by the platform company influences work-
ers’ judgements of fairness, justice and reasonability related to the work. The lack of 
human contact in platform work has raised the issue of support for workers in their 
work (Jabagi et al., 2020) as well as adequate communication between workers and 
the platform company (Bérastégui, 2021). In addition, gig work is characterised by 
the irregularity of income (Moncef & Monnet Dupuy, 2021) on the one hand and 
greater freedom than traditional work on the other (Berger et al., 2019; Çi̇Ğdem, 
2022; Ivanova et al., 2018; Kervola et al., 2022; Mäntymäki et al., 2019; Möhlmann 
& Zalmanson, 2018; Vieira, 2021).

Distributional Justice and Income in Gig Work

In platform work, as in traditional work, fair compensation policies affect workers’ 
perceptions of distributive justice (Song et al., 2020). Pfeiffer and Kawalec (2020) 
studied German-speaking crowd workers and found that they viewed the justness of 
their income by applying similar standards as conventional employees. Bérastégui’s 
(2021) study found that the pay was considered unfair; but on the other hand, accord-
ing to Heeks et al. (2021), findings show that on most platforms pay was above the 
minimum wage. In Phuong’s (2023) study workers on digital labour platforms per-
ceived higher levels of fairness towards the autonomy of their work compared to their 
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earnings. In a study made in Finland in 2022, 76% of platform workers felt that their 
income was fair or quite fair, which is explained by the fact that 42% of the workers 
were able to determine the fee themselves (Pärnänen, 2023).

In a Finnish study of 1,539 Wolt food delivery couriers, 67% were satisfied or 
somewhat satisfied and 11% were dissatisfied or somewhat dissatisfied with their 
income, whilst the remaining 22% were neither (Rahkonen, 2021). In the same study, 
drivers’ general satisfaction was 9% higher than their satisfaction with their income. 
In another study (Immonen, 2024, p. 70), the manager of a food delivery company in 
Finland justified the level of income paid to drivers as follows:

The median for this type of work is about 9.1 or 9.2 euros per hour. With us, it is 
60% higher. The idea is that when it is 60% higher, then you can afford to pay 20% 
for insurance for the self-employed, which will provide you with pension insurance, 
sickness insurance, parental leave security, and so on. Then you can afford to pay 
[work expenses], and you’re left with the amount of money you’d get from cash work 
[customer service] or work at McDonald’s.

Regarding income Schor et al. (2020) argue that when platform income is supple-
mental, workers tend to be more satisfied and experience autonomy, but when the 
worker is dependent on this income, experiences indicate more dissatisfaction and 
precariousness. The findings of Myhill et al. (2021) with regard to 32 gig workers 
in Scotland similarly suggest that the subjective experience of fairness of platform 
work varies according to, for example, whether the income is primary or secondary. 
It thus seems that there are differences in the justice experiences of platform work-
ers, which may be explained by varying organisational settings or dependency on 
platform income.

Procedural Justice and Work Processes in Gig Work

Operational processes and decision-making in platform work are often implemented 
via the platform app within the context of gig work. Thus, procedural fairness is 
also related to the platform app and its underlying algorithms. According to De Cre-
mer and McGuire (2022), collaboration with autonomous algorithms was seen as 
unfair when the algorithm led decision-making, and a 60–40% human-algorithm 
partnership was preferred. However, within the context of platform work, this seems 
rarely to be the case. Jabagi et al. (2020) concentrate on procedural justice in the 
gig-economy and develop a conceptual model of perceived organisational support 
including algorithmic transparency, automatic decision-making, and interacting with 
a “system” as antecedents to perceived algorithmic fairness. They propose that trans-
parency has a positive influence on the perception of fairness, interaction with a “sys-
tem” influences it negatively, and perceived fairness of automatic decision-making is 
dependent on the type of decision (Jabagi et al., 2020). However, algorithmic opacity 
is well recognised in the literature, which conceals the process of decision-making 
towards the worker (Bérastégui, 2021; Heiland, 2023; Jarrahi et al., 2021). Accord-
ing to Bérastégui (2021), consistency, neutrality and accuracy defining compensation 
also determine procedural justice.

Song et al. (2020) state that participative performance evaluations influence crowd 
worker perceptions on procedural justice, and eventually they impact worker turn-
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over alongside equitable compensation and considerate communication. Participa-
tive performance evaluation means that workers are invited to take part in evaluating 
their own performance together with the requesters (Song et al., 2020). Heeks et 
al. (2021) found that most platform companies enabled worker voice, giving them 
the possibility to represent themselves and offer feedback on the procedures that the 
organisation has behind decision making. Parent-Rocheleau and Parker (2022) sum-
marise algorithmic fairness in terms of including the absence of bias and discrimi-
nation; accurate and appropriate decisions; and relevant, reasonable or legitimate 
information used to make decisions combined with privacy in the use of data and 
decisions. Bérastégui’s (2021) findings suggest that there are procedural inconsisten-
cies in platform work, and consequently they do not fulfil workers’ expectations with 
regard to organisational justice.

Interpersonal Justice and the Treatment of People in Gig Work

Interpersonal justice is built on respect and treating people with dignity (Cropanzano 
& Molina, 2015), to which Bérastégui (2021) adds truthfulness in dealing with peo-
ple. In platform work, as algorithms organise the work, workers frequently have little 
or no contact with people. Möhlmann & Zalmanson’s (2018) show that the lack of the 
human element caused dissatisfaction and a sense of unfairness among Uber drivers.

In relation to algorithms, Lee (2018) found that when algorithms and humans dealt 
with mechanical tasks, they were considered equally fair, but with human tasks algo-
rithms were considered less fair. Bankins et al. (2022) found that people generally 
trust AI-generated HR decisions less by reference to human decisions, and experi-
ence less interactional justice, which they refer to as interpersonal treatment. Never-
theless, when studying technology and labour on seven platforms, Schor et al. (2020) 
found that human management still played an important role, even though the work 
was highly digitised and algorithmically managed.

Lei and Kaplan (2023) found that when rideshare drivers experienced interper-
sonal injustice, anger and unhappiness were increased during the ride, which impeded 
their driving and service performance. Song et al. (2020) discovered that considerate 
communication affected perceptions of interactional (interpersonal) justice among 
crowd workers. In a study by Kusk and Bossen (2022), couriers had access to human 
support instead of only communicating with artificial intelligence, which was one of 
the reasons why they seemed to be content with the algorithmic management. In plat-
form work, treating people with respect and appreciation therefore seems to include 
giving employees the opportunity to interact with people instead of just algorithms. 
This seems particularly important when workers have problems and need help.

Informational Justice and Information Sharing in Gig Work

As platform workers are not employees of the organisation but self-employed, the 
flow of information and access to adequate information is particularly important. A 
study by Bérastégui (2021) found that platforms provide insufficient information for 
workers in general.

1 3



Social Justice Research

Transparency in decision-making is usually classified as part of procedural jus-
tice, but it also plays a role in informational justice. In Narayanan et al’s (2023) 
study, the transparency of decision-making processes did not increase informational 
fairness when AI systems were involved. However, the experience of informational 
fairness was more likely reached when decisions were considered reasonable, under-
standable, and corresponded to the needs and concerns of workers (Narayanan et al., 
2023). Increasing information that platforms provide would, therefore, most prob-
ably increase the experience of fairness if the other dimensions of organisational 
justice are considered as well.

Hypotheses

Based on previous literature and application of organisational justice to the specific 
issues of the platform economy, the following hypotheses was made for research 
question two: “What factors are associated with gig drivers’ experience of fair-
ness?” Table 1 shows the relationship between organisational justice theory and the 
hypotheses.

H1  Higher satisfaction with income is associated with a higher perceived experience 
of fairness among drivers.

H2  Greater perceived freedom and influence over income are associated with a 
higher perceived experience of fairness.

H3   More effective streamlining of work through the platform application is associ-
ated with a higher perceived experience of fairness.

H4   Perceived support from the platform in problem situations is associated with a 
higher perceived experience of fairness.

H5  Perceived sufficiency of communication from the platform is associated with a 
higher perceived experience of fairness.

H6   A higher share of Biila-related income in drivers’ total income is associated with 
a lower perceived experience of fairness.

Hypothesis Dimension
H1: Satisfaction with income Distributional 

justice
H2: Freedom and influence over income Procedural justice
H3: Streamlining work with the platform app Procedural justice
H4: Support in the event of problems Interpersonal and 

procedural justice
H5: Sufficient communication Informational 

justice
H6: The share of Biila income in total income Background factor
H7: Working full-time or part-time Background factor

Table 1  The relationship 
between hypotheses and organ-
isational justice dimensions or 
background factors
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H7  Compared to part-time drivers, those working full-time are expected to report a 
lower perceived experience of fairness.

Data and Methods

This study examines gig drivers’ experience of platform company fairness through 
the lens of organisational fairness, and the platform company’s perceptions of fair 
management in understanding this experience. The analysis is based on a survey con-
ducted among Biila drivers. The questionnaire was developed from the researchers’ 
point of view. The company had no influence on the layout or wording of the ques-
tions used in this article. Some of the questions are similar to those used previously 
in the platform economy context to allow for a comparison of the results. The survey 
form and instructions can be found in Appendix 1. The survey was conducted as an 
email survey between 27 October and 20 November 2022. The questionnaire was 
sent to all of Biila’s 2821 drivers, of which 210 responded. The survey was conducted 
in Finnish only, as all drivers were known to understand and speak Finnish. Biila had 
ensured this at the driver selection stage, as the job requires Finnish language skills. 
In a survey, participants had the chance to win one of ten gift cards to the S Group, a 
major Finnish retail cooperative.

In addition to the survey, semi-structured interviews were conducted with com-
pany representatives whose professional roles involved regular interaction with 
drivers. The purpose of the interviews was to provide contextual insight into the 
organizational practices and work environment in which drivers’ experiences of fair-
ness are formed, rather than to constitute a parallel qualitative analysis. Although the 
number of interviews was small, the material is organizationally comprehensive, as 
all managerial personnel directly involved with drivers were interviewed. The inter-
view data were analysed descriptively and are used in the manuscript to contextualize 
and illustrate selected quantitative findings. Interviews were conducted between 3 
October and 22 November 2023, and lasted from 39:13 to 1:32:09.

Biila was founded in 2008 to provide car transfer services for sales, service, and 
leasing companies. The basic business model is built on optimising logistics by com-
bining different car transport needs. Whilst often gig drivers transport people, food 
or goods, in Biila they transfer cars. The company is a leading provider of platform-
based vehicle logistics in Finland and Sweden. The company also expanded its opera-
tions to Poland in 2025. Car transfers ordered through Biila are carried out by driving 
the car to its destination. The persons providing the transport are not employees of 
Biila; rather, they are self-employed drivers who can choose the gigs they want from 
the options available. In 2025, the company name was changed to Flovi. However, in 
this article company name Biila is used because it was the name when the research 
was conducted. 

The survey was analysed using IBM SPSS software. The first research question 
examined how fairly the drivers perceived their treatment by the platform company. 
The answer was sought by examining the drivers’ responses to the statement (Q11) 
“Biila treats me fairly as a driver”. The second research question explored what fac-
tors explain the experience of fairness. The analyses were conducted using ordinary 
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least squares (OLS) regression estimated within the general linear modeling (GLM) 
framework. To account for the ordinal nature of the dependent variable and poten-
tial deviations from distributional assumptions, all models were re-estimated using 
bootstrapped standard errors and confidence intervals. In the bootstrapped analyses, 
statistical inference was based on bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa) 95% confi-
dence intervals.

The dependent variable exhibited moderate negative skewness and some ceiling 
effects, with a notable concentration of responses at the highest scale category. Model 
assumptions were therefore evaluated through inspection of regression residuals, 
including assessments of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity. No substantial 
violations were detected. Although the dependent variable is measured on a Likert-
type scale and is formally ordinal, OLS regression was considered appropriate. Pre-
vious methodological research has demonstrated that OLS estimates are robust to 
moderate violations of the ordinality assumption, particularly when Likert-type mea-
sures include multiple response categories and distributions are not severely distorted 
(Harpe, 2015; Norman, 2010). The results are interpreted with these considerations 
in mind.

In this study, the OLS model was used to better understand which variables 
affected gig drivers’ experience of fairness, and how strong the effect of each vari-
able was. A p-value < 0.01 was used as the level of statistical significance. In the 
OLS, question Q11 “Biila treats me fairly as a driver” was defined as the dependent 
variable. The independent categorical variables, Q5, Q6, Q12, Q13, Q15, and Q17, 
used in the analysis are presented in Table 2, whilst the independent ordinal variables, 
Q2, Q7A, Q8, Q9, and Q10, are presented in Table 3. The categorical variables were 
related to background factors and ordinal variables to the fairness aspects raised by 
the platform work. The fairness aspects are related to organisational justice theory 
in that Q2 relates to distributive justice, Q7A and Q8 to procedural justice, Q9 to 
both procedural and interpersonal justice, and Q10 to informational justice. The exact 
questions can be found in Appendix 1.

Collinearity tolerance and variance inflation factors (VIF) were used to measure 
how much the beta coefficients were affected by the presence of other independent 
variables in the model (Midi et al., 2010). Based on these indicators among the origi-
nal variables, “weekly working hours” and “full-time or part-time” caused a slight 
collinearity, which is not surprising, as they are partly the same thing. Therefore, the 
Pearson correlation between these two variables was also examined, with a result of 
0.76. To ensure the reliability of the overall model, the variable “weekly working 
hours” were excluded from the analysis. The collinearity tolerance and VIF values of 
the variables included in the analysis can be found in Table 4.

In OLS analysis, the R-square was used to describe the proportion of the total 
variance of the dependent variable that can be explained by the independent vari-
ables in the model. R-square values are generally classified in accordance with their 
magnitude; for example, as follows. R² < 0.1 indicates weak explanatory power. This 
means that the model explains only a small part of the variance of the dependent vari-
able. 0.1 ≤ R² < 0.3 means moderate explanatory power, 0.3 ≤ R² < 0.5 good and R² ≥ 
0.5 very good explanatory power. According to Gupta (2024), in the social sciences, 
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where human behaviour poses challenges, R squared values as low as 0.10–0.30 are 
often considered acceptable.

The third research question sought to answer how managerial perspectives and 
organizational practices contextualize drivers’ experiences of fairness within the plat-
form-based work environment. The answer was sought by interviewing Biila manag-
ers, as described earlier. Interviews were recorded and transcribed. The content of 
the interviews was analysed using content analysis. Content analysis allows themes 
emerging from the data to be understood in their own context (Bryman & Bell, 2007). 
During the first stage of content analysis, aspects of the selected themes were sought 
from the interviewees’ responses. The themes were selected according to the statisti-
cally significant explanators of the experience of fairness in the survey. In addition 
to these, one theme was added as “General comments on fairness and social respon-

Variables n % 
share

Age (Q12)
18–24 82 39.0%
25–34 43 20.5%
35–44 20 9.5%
45–54 19 9.0%
55+ 46 21.9%
Education (Q13)
Primary school 22 10.5%
Vocational school 52 24.8%
Upper secondary school 65 31.0%
University of applied sciences 41 19.5%
University 30 14.3%
Working time as a Biila driver (Q15)
0–3 months 15 7.1%
4–6 months 17 8.1%
7–12 months 39 18.6%
12–24 months 78 37.1%
25 months or more 61 29.0%
Share of Biila driver income of total income (Q5)
I do not know 10 4.8%
0–25% 137 65.2%
26–50% 27 12.9%
51–75% 11 5.2%
76–100% 25 11.9%
Own choice to work as a Biila driver (Q6)
I work as a Biila driver because I can’t get any 
other work

4 1.9%

It’s my own choice to work as a Biila driver 206 98.1%
Working part-time or full-time (Q17)
I have not driven for Biila in the last three months 27 12.9%
I have driven for Biila occasionally on a part-time 
basis

113 53.8%

I have driven for Biila regularly on a part-time basis 46 21.9%
I have driven for Biila full time 24 11.4%

Table 2  The independent 
categorical variables used in the 
analysis (n = 210)
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sibility”. The search was conducted using MS Word software. In the second stage, a 
coding table was created in MS Excel by a member of the research team from com-
ments made by managers on the themes. In the coding table, the comments were also 
categorised in accordance with the four dimensions of organisational justice theory. 
Another member of the research team checked the coding results. In the third step, 
the results were written down as based on the coding table.

Results

To interpret the results, it is also important to understand the drivers’ background fac-
tors. 98% worked as a Biila driver because they wanted to, and only 2% because they 
could not obtain other work. A total of 76% worked part-time, with the most typical 
weekly hours being one to ten hours. The typical driver was a young adult who had 
completed high school or vocational school. Most drivers were therefore earning 
additional income, alongside either other work or studies.

Collinearity
tolerance

VIF

Age (Q12) 0.779 1.283
Education (Q13) 0.919 1.088
Working time as a Biila driver (Q15) 0.784 1.276
Share of Biila driver income of total income 
(Q5)

0.642 1.557

Own choice to work as a Biila driver (Q6) 0.842 1.188
Working part-time or full-time (Q17) 0.599 1.671
Satisfaction with the income (Q2) 0.620 1.614
Freedom and influence over income (Q7A) 0.707 1.414
Streamlining work with the platform app (Q8) 0.668 1.497
Support in the event of problems (Q9) 0.441 2.267
Sufficient communication (Q10) 0.484 2.067

Table 4  Collinearity toler-
ances and VIFs of independent 
variables

 

Variables Mean Std. 
dev

Min Max Type

Satisfaction with the 
income (Q2)

3.3 1.08 1 5 Lik-
ert

Freedom and influence over 
income (Q7A)

3.5 0.83 1 4 Lik-
ert

Streamlining work with the 
platform app (Q8)

3.2 0.86 1 4 Lik-
ert

Support in the event of 
problems (Q9)

3.0 0.87 1 4 Lik-
ert

Sufficient communication 
(Q10)

3.2 0.83 1 4 Lik-
ert

Table 3  The independent 
ordinal variables used in the 
analysis and their links to the 
hypotheses (n = 210)
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Gig Drivers’ Experience of Fairness and Related Factors

85% of drivers felt that they were treated fairly or somewhat fairly by the platform 
company and 15% that they were treated unfairly or somewhat unfairly (Fig. 1). On 
a four-point Likert scale, the mean of the responses was 3.3 and the median was 4.

Table 5 reports the results of the OLS regression analysis estimating the associa-
tions between the explanatory variables and drivers’ perceived fairness. Satisfaction 
with income, freedom and influence over income, support in the event of problems, 
sufficient communication, and streamlining work with the platform app were all sig-

Sum of 
Squares

df Mean 
Square

F Sig.

Satisfaction with 
income

3.380 1 3.380 12.303 < 0.001

Freedom and influence 
over income

4.273 1 4.273 15.552 < 0.001

Support in the event of 
problems

3.322 1 3.322 12.090 < 0.001

Sufficient 
communication

4.921 1 4.921 17.912 < 0.001

Streamlining work 
with the platform app

1.888 1 1.888 6.872 0.009

Full time/part time 1.879 3 0.626 2.280 0.081
Own choice to work as a 
Biila driver

0.292 1 0.292 1.063 0.304

Education 1.262 4 0.315 1.148 0.335
Working time as a Biila 
driver

0.955 4 0.239 0.869 0.484

Age 0.733 4 0.183 0.667 0.615
Share of Biila driver 
income of total income

0.084 4 0.021 0.076 0.989

Table 5  OLS regression results 
predicting drivers’ perceived 
fairness (n = 210)

Statistically significant 
coefficients in bold

 

Fig. 1  Drivers’ experience of platform company fairness (n = 210)
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nificantly associated with drivers’ perceived fairness (p < 0.01). In contrast, back-
ground and employment-related characteristics, including the share of Biila income 
in total income and employment status (full-time vs. part-time), were not signifi-
cantly associated with perceived fairness at the model level. The model explained a 
substantial proportion of variance in perceived fairness (R² = 0.66).

Table 6 reports results based on bootstrapped standard errors and confidence inter-
vals, which closely correspond to the OLS estimates. Overall, the findings support 
hypotheses H1–H5, whereas hypotheses H6 and H7 are not supported. Drivers’ per-
ceived fairness is more closely associated with justice-related aspects of platform 
organization, including distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational 
considerations, than with background characteristics or work intensity.

As can be seen in Fig. 2, among the explanatory factors, the drivers assigned the 
highest ratings to freedom and influence over income. A total of 88% agreed or some-
what agreed, with a mean of 3.5/4.0. The lowest ratings were for satisfaction with the 
income. 47% were satisfied or somewhat satisfied, whilst 33% were neutral, and 21% 
were dissatisfied or somewhat dissatisfied. It should be noted that satisfaction with 
income was the only aspect measured on a five-point scale with a neutral response 
option. Converted to a 4-point scale for ease of comparison, the mean of satisfaction 
was 2.6/4.0. Support in the event of problems also scored significantly lower (3.0) 
than the experience of fairness (3.3). The ratings for Sufficient communication (3.2) 
and Platform app to streamline work (3.2) were close to the ratings for experience 
of fairness. To summarise, for the Biila drivers, freedom and influence over income 
raised the experience of fairness and income-related dissatisfaction and support in the 
event of problems lowered it.

Managerial Perspect and Practices

Distributive Justice and Income Formation

Managers say that they are trying to create circumstances that make it possible for 
drivers to succeed. One manager notes: “The work must be such that you can recom-
mend it to your relatives” (Manager 1), whilst another explains: “It is social respon-

Table 6  OLS regression predicting drivers’ perceived fairness with bootstrapped standard errors and BCa 
95% confidence intervals (1,000 resamples)

B BCa 95% CI Significance
Satisfaction with income 0.174 [0.096; 0.242] Significant
Freedom and influence over income 0.200 [0.040; 0.338] Significant
Support in the event of problems 0.226 [0.078; 0.378] Significant
Sufficient communication 0.256 [0.136; 0.369] Significant
Streamlining work with the platform app 0.157 [0.051; 0.272] Significant
Full time/part time 0.074 [−0.031; 0.174] Not significant
Own choice to work as a Biila driver 0.373 [−0.723; 1.566] Not significant
Education −0.024 [−0.073; 0.026] Not significant
Working time as a Biila driver −0.025 [−0.099; 0.053] Not significant
Age −0.042 [−0.096; 0,011] Not significant
Share of Biila driver income of total income −0.029 [−0.117; 0.069] Not significant
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sibility that we genuinely attempt to give drivers a good workplace” (Manager 2). 
The level of compensation for an individual gig is determined by Biila’s client. It 
varies, depending on the length of drive, difficulty level, timetable, and destination, 
as well as the availability of drivers for the gig. The compensation model for gigs is 
constantly being developed to make it as fair as possible for drivers. This is challeng-
ing, however, because there are so many variables. Regarding the level of income, 
one manager states: “Some drivers have a monthly income of between €4 000 and 
€5 000, with regard to which the driver has to pay expenses and taxes” (Manager 2). 
According to him, it is likely that the high earners have learned what kind of driving 
to do and in what areas to do it to secure a lot of driving. The current challenge for the 
operation, and therefore for drivers’ income, is that gigs are often individual drives 
from which drivers return home by public transport. As the business grows and the 
platform app evolves, it becomes easier to combine more drives together, allowing 
for greater incomes. This will reduce the amount of unproductive and costly time 
spent on gigs. A development project is underway to achieve this goal. The aim is 
to use AI to create drive packages for each driver that are tailored to their needs and 
allow for higher incomes.

Fig. 2  Driver ratings for p < 0.01 explanatory factors
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Procedural Justice and Work Processes

According to Biila managers, it is important that people are treated transparently 
and equally, and that the driver’s perspective is taken into account when making 
decisions. That’s why the management team itself also make regular drives, to keep 
them in touch with the work and its challenges. The CEO has completed thousands of 
drives. This makes it easy for them to understand the context in which drivers work. 
One of the managers notes:

The thought behind our strategy is that we are building the company for driv-
ers, customers, and owners. Customers and drivers have an equal standing, 
and we need to serve both. Both are vital for our business. (Manager 1)

Biila’s operations model is built round enabling freedom for drivers but simultane-
ously bringing structure to operations. Drivers are free to drive whenever they want. 
They are also free to choose which gigs to take and which to refuse, thus influencing 
their income through their own choices. There are no penalties for refusing. As one 
of the managers explains: “Here you have 100% freedom. You can drive tomorrow, 
next month or today. There’s nothing to commit to” (Manager 2). Commenting on the 
possibility of negotiating compensation, one of the managers said:

A driver can put in a request to do a particular drive, but it is, for example, 
€20 short of the fee. If a driver does not accept the gig at the indicated rate, 
they can inform Biila of the rate they would be willing to accept for the drive. 
(Manager 1)

In the event of problems, Biila has a support team that resolves the problems driv-
ers encounter on the road. Drivers can contact the support team via Telegram or by 
phone. The support team is available during weekdays from 7 am to 6 pm to answer 
questions that drivers or customers have and solve problems that appear. Biila organ-
ises about 9,000 drives per month, of which around 1,000 involve the need for driver 
support. In the event of a breakdown, the towing service is available 24 h a day, 7 
days a week. If drivers need to discuss company policies and procedures, they can 
also contact company managers directly. One of the managers points out: “Even if 
there are no acute problems, drivers must have the opportunity to be heard” (Manager 
1).

The BiilaGo app contains information on potential car transfers and coordinates 
the work process from start to finish. One of the managers explains: “It has been 
developed to make the work of drivers as smooth as possible” (Manager 3). Drivers 
are involved in the product development of the Biila Go app. They have access to test 
the development versions, which are modified and improved based on driver feed-
back. Within the context of algorithmic management, the company does not collect 
personal or evaluation data that could be used, for example, to share gigs. Algorithms 
are used to make the drivers’ work easier. The next step in the evolution of the plat-
form application is the integration of drives using artificial intelligence, as mentioned 
earlier.
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Interpersonal Justice and the Treatment of People

Biila’s values are transparency, courage, “good vibes”, and collaboration. They serve 
as the basis for responsible people management. According to managers, drivers 
are treated in the same way as Biila employees. Empathy and a “human-to-human” 
approach is emphasised in communications. For Biila, one way to show drivers 
respect and appreciation is to not leave support to the system and algorithms. Drivers 
can talk to human representatives and, in the event of problems, real people are there 
to help them. Since gig drivers lack a traditional work community, Biila has decided 
to promote communication between drivers by enabling it on the company’s Tele-
gram. According to one manager, there is potential to take it to another level by help-
ing to create small groups where drivers can talk to each other. Although the company 
is developing both communication with drivers and communication between drivers, 
as EU legislation on platform work is still taking shape, it is cautious not to develop 
in a manner that could be interpreted as harmful to the company.

Informational Justice and Information Sharing

Biila distributes information to drivers in a regular newsletter. It covers both gen-
eral company issues and those that directly affect drivers. Drivers can also contact 
company managers directly, as explained earlier. At the time of interview, Biila was 
recruiting a “Head of partner success” to be responsible for improving communica-
tion and co-operation between Biila and the drivers: as explained by one of the man-
agers: “We hire a person who wakes up in the morning thinking about how we can 
make drivers happier” (Manager 1). Biila’s managers say they can do an even better 
job of communicating with drivers.

Discussion

The purpose of this article is to examine gig drivers’ experiences of fairness in plat-
form work through the lens of organizational justice. Perspectives from platform 
company representatives are used to offer contextual insight into the organizational 
setting in which these experiences are formed. Typical drivers were young adults 
who worked out of their own volition (98% of the respondents). A total of 76% of 
drivers worked part-time, and the most common motive was to earn extra income 
whilst studying or working. In this sense, Biila seems to operate within the context 
for which the platform work was probably originally created: to do gig work.

A total of 85% of drivers felt that they were treated fairly or somewhat fairly by 
the platform company, with a mean of 3.3/4.0. The result is surprising in the light of 
previous literature that seems to pinpoint various experiences of unfairness among 
gig workers (Möhlmann & Zalmanson, 2018; Reid-Musson et al., 2020; Woodcock 
& Cant, 2022). However, our results suggest that whilst there clearly appears to be 
unfairness in gig transport, it can also be implemented in a way that is perceived as 
fair. Factors associated with the experience of fairness were income satisfaction, free-
dom and influence over income, support in the event of problems, sufficient commu-
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nication, and a well-functioning platform app. All statistically significant explanatory 
factors were related to organisational justice.

Distributive Justice

Among the explanatory factors, satisfaction with income (2.6/4.0) exerted the great-
est negative impact on the experience of fairness. A total of 47% of drivers were 
satisfied or somewhat satisfied and 21% dissatisfied or somewhat dissatisfied with 
their income. This is part of distributive justice, as it concerns what people receive 
(Cropanzano & Molina, 2015) and fair compensation policies (Song et al., 2020). 
This result is in line with Phuong’s (2023) findings that workers on digital platforms 
experience a higher level of fairness about the autonomy of work than the level of 
earnings.

In an earlier study of Finnish Wolt food couriers, satisfaction was at a higher level, 
with 67% satisfied or somewhat satisfied with their income and 11% dissatisfied or 
somewhat dissatisfied (Rahkonen, 2021). In another Finnish survey that looked more 
widely at platform work, as many as 76% were satisfied or somewhat satisfied with 
their income from platform work (Pärnänen, 2023). Thus, compared to Wolt drivers 
and platform workers in general in Finland, Biila drivers seem to be more dissatisfied 
with their income.

According to Biila managers, the company is working on achieving a situation 
that will allow drivers to earn higher incomes. A development project is underway 
to use artificial intelligence to connect drives to make them more attractive for driv-
ers. Thus, both this and previous studies (Rahkonen, 2021) suggest that distributive 
justice is one of the biggest challenges to fairness in the gig transport work. Within 
the context of platform economy, it is said that workers are self-employed and there-
fore responsible for their own income. Whilst this is partly true, socially responsible 
companies, nevertheless, seek to create conditions for drivers in which distributive 
justice can be achieved.

Procedural Justice

Among the explanatory factors, freedom and influence over income was rated 3.5/4.0 
and was therefore the most important factor contributing to the experience of fairness. 
This factor is related to procedural justice because it focuses on fair decision-mak-
ing processes (Cropanzano & Molina, 2015). Previous studies have also identified 
freedom as a positive feature of platform work (Berger et al., 2019; Çi̇Ğdem, 2022; 
Ivanova et al., 2018; Kervola et al., 2022; Mäntymäki et al., 2019; Möhlmann & Zal-
manson, 2018; Vieira, 2021). In a survey of 6,811 Wolt couriers working in Europe, 
93% said it was important or somewhat important that they could choose their work-
ing hours (Taloustutkimus, 2023).

Biila drivers have the freedom to choose when and how much they work, and thus 
have influence over their income. Furthermore, there are no penalties for not taking 
gigs. Drivers also know in advance how much they will be paid for each gig and can 
negotiate the amount of income for individual gigs. It is notable that such negotiation 
power of workers, even though limited, seems exceptional in gig transport work. The 
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company has clearly succeeded in finding a way that is perceived as good and fair 
by drivers.

Whilst freedom and influence over income increased the experience of fairness, 
support in the event of problems (3.0/4.0) reduced it. As platform workers are not 
part of the organisation they are working for and do not have supervisors, support 
in problematic situations is particularly important, as shown in a study by Kuhn and 
Maleki (2017) where lack of support was a reason for workers leaving platforms. At 
Biila, drivers need support for about 11% of their drives, and they can obtain it either 
by placing a telephone call or sending a message via Telegram to Driver Support. Pre-
sumably, the decreasing impact of the experience of fairness of support is related to 
the fact that it is not available to drivers all the time when they are performing drives. 
From the company’s point of view, it seems to be a balancing act between company 
cost and offering drivers maximum support.

Work streamlining platform app also exerted a highly significant impact on the 
experience of fairness as part of procedural justice. Company drivers assigned it a 
score of 3.2/4.0, with 81% either agreeing or somewhat agreeing that the platform 
app streamlines their work. This is not surprising, as drivers are involved in the devel-
opment of the app. Furthermore, the app is not used to collect personal ratings but to 
facilitate the work. The next step in the development of the app is to have it provide 
drivers with drive packages that suit them and their preferences. The result of the 
study gives the indication that whilst algorithms can be used in ways that are per-
ceived as unfair (De Cremer & McGuire, 2022), they can also be used in a way that 
benefit workers and are perceived as fair.

Interpersonal Justice

Interpersonal justice in platform work emphasises the human element available when 
workers need it, as the study of Wolt drivers shows (Kusk & Bossen, 2022). Möhl-
mann and Zalmanson (2018) talk about dehumanisation in platform work and the 
negative experiences of Uber drivers. At Biila, support is not left to the system and 
algorithms, but in the event of a problem, drivers can talk to human representatives, 
excluding those hours when driver support is not available. Empathy and a human-
to-human approach are emphasised in all Biila’s communications.

Gig drivers often lack a working community because they are self-employed. 
Biila’s solution has been to encourage communication between drivers by enabling 
it on the company’s Telegram messaging service to support interpersonal justice. It 
seems exceptional that a platform company would offer drivers an opportunity to talk 
to each other and thus build a community of drivers. Usually, platform workers need 
to organise a forum to discuss such issues themselves. Biila managers say the com-
pany could do more to support the community of drivers, but it must also ensure that 
it does not cause self-harm from the point of view of EU platform work legislation.

Informational Justice

Sufficient communication was also a highly significant predictor of the experience 
of fairness. Among drivers, it scored 3.2/4.0, with 80% agreeing or somewhat agree-
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ing that communication between the company and drivers is sufficient. A study by 
Bérastégui (2021) found that platforms provide insufficient information for work-
ers in general. In the case of Biila, the positive result is explained by the fact that it 
communicates both general company issues and issues that directly affect drivers 
through a regular newsletter sent to drivers. Drivers can also contact company man-
agers directly. At the time of the interviews, the company was in the process of hiring 
a person to focus on company-driver relations.

Within the context of platform work, the experience of unfairness in information 
sharing has been caused by the lack of transparency of the algorithms, as in the case 
of the study of Uber drivers (Möhlmann & Zalmanson, 2018). At Biila, drivers are 
involved in the development of the platform app and therefore its development is at 
least partially transparent.

Dependence on Platform Income

A somewhat surprising finding in our study was that the experience of fairness was 
not related to how dependent drivers were on income from Biila. In previous studies, 
dependence on platform income has explained the differences in satisfaction (Schor 
et al., 2020) and the experience of fairness has varied in accordance with whether 
platform income was primary or secondary (Myhill et al., 2021).

The result of our study suggests that when organisational justice is at a good or 
somewhat good level, full-time platform workers may also perceive their treatment 
as fair. If, on the other hand, organisational justice is at a lower level, it is logical 
that those who are more dependent on the platform will feel more unfairly treated 
than those for whom the platform is only a means to earn additional income. Thus, 
our results do not directly contradict previous studies but rather provide a plausible 
explanation for their findings.

Conclusion

This research discusses the experiences of gig drivers regarding the fairness of the 
platform company through the lens of organisational justice. Perspectives from plat-
form company representatives are used to offer contextual insight into the organi-
zational setting in which these experiences are formed. The analysis is based on a 
survey of Biila drivers in Finland, of whom 85% felt that the platform company was 
fair or somewhat fair to them, with a mean of 3.3/4.0. The experience of fairness was 
explained by satisfaction with income, freedom and influence over income, support 
in case of problems, a well-functioning platform app and sufficient communication. 
All explanatory factors were related to organisational justice. The level of satisfaction 
with income reduced the experience of fairness the most and freedom and influence 
over income increased it. The driver’s dependence on the income from the platform, 
or whether full-time or part-time, did not affect the experience of fairness.

The results of our study suggest that gig transport work can also be carried out in 
a fair manner, considering distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational 
justice, the first being the most challenging. The results of our study also suggest that 
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whilst the digital transformation is changing the world of work towards platformi-
sation and blurring organisational boundaries, workers still expect fair compensa-
tion, influence in their own work, human-to-human support, and open and adequate 
communication.

A social implication of the results is that, if implemented fairly, platform work 
seems to be a good way to earn additional income in a flexible and convenient way 
alongside another job or studies. It also seems to be suitable for full-time workers in 
situations where conditions are favourable and they learn to utilize platform work 
in a way that enables them to earn sufficient income. An implication for gig trans-
port companies is that although gig workers are self-employed, their expectations of 
fairness are similar to those of employees within the organisation. Considering this 
is important when designing and developing company’s operations. If done fairly, 
platform work can gain social acceptance and a role as an effective interface between 
work and workers in society. When run fairly, platform companies can also set the 
standard for responsible platform work.

A limitation of our study is that it concerns a single company in one country and 
thus does not provide a full picture of the broad phenomenon of gig transport work. 
Thus, further research is needed to better understand how the experience of fair-
ness varies between countries, companies, and drivers in various situations. Further 
research is also needed from the perspective of platform companies where employees 
do not perceive their treatment as fair. It would also be worth exploring whether there 
are other factors of organisational justice that are particularly relevant within the con-
text of platform work. There is also a need for comparative research on the experi-
ences of fairness between gig workers and employed workers in the transport sector.
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