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Executive summary
Digital platforms such as Airtasker, Uber or
Freelancer can connect workers with individuals
or businesses looking to obtain services of various
kinds on-demand. There has been much debate
about ‘gig work’ of this kind, but little data on its
prevalence in Australia. This report presents the
findings from a national survey commissioned by
the Victorian Government to address that gap.
The survey, which elicited more than 14,000
usable responses, explored the prevalence and
characteristics of digital platform work in Australia
to gain insight into the experiences of those
participating in such work, and understand the
extent to which they combine digital platform work
with other forms of paid work. The main findings are
summarised below.

Digital Platform Work in Australia Prevalence, Nature and Impact

How prevalent is digital platform work in Australia?
›› 7.1% of survey respondents are currently working (or offering to work) through a digital
platform or have done so within the last 12 months.1
›› 13.1% of survey respondents have, at some time, undertaken digital platform work. This
rate of participation is similar to recent survey findings in Europe, and higher than some
previous estimates for Australia.
›› Of the 13.1% (1827 survey respondents) that have undertaken digital platform work, 38.7%
have only done work in-person at a specified location. In contrast 28.2% have done
computer or internet-based work only, while almost exactly one-third have undertaken
both types of work at some time.

Who is participating in digital platform work?
›› A wide variety of people in Australia are seeking work through digital platforms.
›› Younger people (aged 18-34) and males are working through digital platforms in higher
proportions than other demographic groups. Females are only half as likely as males to
work on digital platforms. People are also less likely to participate in platform work as they
age.
›› New South Wales has the highest levels of participation in digital platform work (14.3%
overall, 7.9% currently participating). In comparison, 13.8% of Victorians have undertaken
platform work, with 7.4% currently doing so.
›› Respondents who live in regional and remote areas are less likely to have undertaken
platform work than respondents in a major city.
›› Students and the unemployed have higher participation rates. Compared to employed
respondents, students are 1.3 times more likely to be doing platform work, and
unemployed respondents are twice as likely.
›› Respondents who identified as living with a disability, temporary residents, and those who
spoke a language other than English at home, were more likely to participate in digital
platform work.2
›› Relative to Australian citizens, temporary residents are three times more likely to be
a current platform worker and twice as likely to have been a former platform worker.
Permanent residents are 1.7 times more likely than Australian citizens to be current or
former platform workers.
›› Respondents who speak a language other than English at home are also 1.5 times more
likely to be current platform workers.

1
2

Throughout the report, ‘currently’ or ‘current workers’ includes work undertaken within the last 12 months.
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders were also more likely to participate in digital platform work. However, due to the
small number of respondents, results may be subject to higher rates of error.
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What digital platforms are currently being used and how do they
operate?
›› More than 100 different platforms are being used by survey respondents to undertake
digital platform work.
›› The five most common platforms used by people in Australia currently working on digital
platforms are Airtasker (34.8% of platform workers), Uber (22.7%), Freelancer (11.8%), Uber
Eats (10.8%) and Deliveroo (8.2%).
›› Over one third of current platform workers (35.2%) access work through more than one
platform, and 11.4% are registered on four or more platforms. The majority (64.8%), however,
access work using only one digital platform.
›› Many current platform workers are not aware of the features of the main platform through
which they work. For example, over 30% of respondents do not know if the platform has
a dispute resolution process. This may be because some workers have not experienced
all features of the platform. It may also reflect that some platform features are not clearly
presented.
›› Four in five current platform workers report that worker ratings are an operational feature
of their main platform. Ratings of workers by clients are more common than the reverse.
›› Nearly half of respondents currently doing platform work (45.5%) report that their main
platform does not cover them for any type of work-related insurance (e.g., work-related
injuries or professional indemnity). Nearly the same proportion (39.7%) report that their
main platform requires them to take out their own insurance. Over 20% of current platform
workers do not know if their platform provides them with insurance or requires them to
take out their own.
›› Although most platforms appear to operate on the basis that the workers who use their
services are self-employed, over a quarter (28.4%) of current platform workers report
that their main platform ‘treats’ them as employees. It is unclear whether these workers
believed they actually were employees.

What type of work is currently being undertaken through digital
platforms?
›› The types of work that current platform workers are doing include transport and food
delivery (18.6% of platform workers), professional services work (16.9%), odd jobs or
maintenance work (11.5%), and writing or translation work (9.0%). About 7% of current
platform workers perform services in each of the areas of clerical and data entry (7.8%),
creative and multimedia work (7.7%), software development and technology (7.2%), and
care services (7.0%).
›› Respondents doing clerical and data entry, sales and marketing support, writing and
translation and caring work are more likely to be women, while men are predominant in
software development and technology, transport and food delivery, and skilled trade work.
›› Transport and food delivery workers are significantly more likely to be younger (17-34yrs
of age), to have indicated temporary residency status, and to speak a language other than
English at home, as well as to be working across three or more platforms at once.
›› Sales and marketing workers are also more likely to be temporary residents and to speak a
language other than English at home.
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›› Older platform workers (50-64yrs) are more commonly doing professional service or
creative and multi-media work, and those in the 35-49 age group are more likely to be
clerical and data entry workers.
›› Current platform workers indicate that they are not usually required to do additional
training or do very little training to undertake digital platform work (35.8% not at all, 29.1%
a little). Over 40% believe their digital platform work draws on their qualifications and
previous experience.

What income is earned by working through digital platforms?
›› Current platform workers are commonly paid per completed task or job (59.0%), rather than
for the time or hours they work (22%).
›› Digital platform work makes up 100% of the income of only 2.7% of current platform workers.
›› Of those currently working through digital platforms, a little more than half (52.3%) consider
the income they earned from digital platform work as ‘nice to have but can live without it’,
while 15.4% consider it ‘essential for meeting their basic needs’.
›› Four in five current platform workers (80.7%), report that digital platform work makes up less
than half of their total annual income.
›› Those most likely to say that digital platform work is essential for meeting basic needs are
respondents living with a disability, unemployed respondents, and those doing care or
transport and delivery work.
›› When asked what they were earning from their main digital platform, many current workers
(40%) did not know how much they earned per hour.
›› Of those who indicated their income, the average hourly rate from platform work was
$32.16. Professional service workers indicate higher hourly rates (above $50 per hour), and
those most likely to be in the lower income bands ($0.01-$9.99 per hour) are clerical and
data entry workers, and writing and translation workers. The National Minimum Wage at the
time of the survey was $18.93 per hour.

Patterns of participation in platform work
›› Of those respondents currently working on digital platforms, most are new to platform
work. Almost half (46.5%) began in the last 12 months and over 60% began less than 2
years ago.
›› Engagement with digital platforms varies between a few times per week (27.5% of current
platform workers) and less than once per month (28.3%).
›› Those participating with greater frequency (once a week or a few times per week) include
students and participants who identify as unemployed, and transport and food delivery
workers. Women participate less frequently than men and temporary residents participate
more frequently than Australian citizens.
›› 14.3% of respondents who sought work through digital platforms more than 12 months ago
stated that despite attempting to do so, they ‘did not get any work’.
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›› While a substantial minority of people in Australia are currently undertaking digital platform
work, only a very small percentage are spending a large number of hours doing so.
Almost half (47.2%) of current platform workers report spending less than 5 hours per
week working or offering services through all digital platforms with which they engage,
whereas only 5.4% of current platform workers report spending 26+ hours per week. When
considered against the full sample of respondents, this last figure represents less than one
half of one percent.
›› Only 19.2% of current platform workers derive half or more of their income from platform
work. When considered against the full sample, this represents around 1.4% of all survey
respondents.
›› The average weekly hours that current digital platform workers spend working or seeking
work on their main digital platform is 10.0 hours per week. Men work significantly more
hours (10.8 hours) than women (8.2 hours per week). These total weekly hours worked
through the main platform may under-estimate the hours spent working on ‘all’ platforms,
considering one-third of platform workers work across multiple platforms.
›› An average of 4.9 hours per week is spent on unpaid platform activities designed to obtain
work, such as updating profiles, quoting, searching, and bidding for work, through the main
digital platform. This varied considerably by type of work. Current digital platform workers
in education spent the least number of hours on unpaid platform activities (1.3 hours), while
those working in sales and marketing support spent 7.1 hours. Those undertaking software
development and technology spent on average 5.9 hours and transport and food delivery
workers 5.2 hours.
›› More than one-third of platform workers (37.5%), did not know how many hours per
week they spent working on their main digital platform, and an even higher proportion of
respondents (46%) did not know how many hours they spent on unpaid tasks.

Where are digital platform workers and their clients located?
›› When doing digital platform work, most current platform workers are working from their
homes (55.3% of platform workers). Consistent with levels of participation in transport and
food delivery driving, 13.9% are working in their cars or on their bikes.
›› Current platform workers in Australia are providing services mostly to Australian
clients—65% of such respondents indicate that their clients are based in Australia only—
and a further 25.1% that their clients are from both Australia and overseas.
›› Most Australian clients are based in New South Wales (34.4%), Victoria (24.5%), and
Queensland (16.6%).

Why do platform workers participate and how satisfied are they?
›› The strongest motivations for undertaking platform work are ‘earning extra money’;
‘working the hours I choose’; ‘doing work that I enjoy’, ‘choosing my own tasks or projects’,
‘working in a place that I choose’ and ‘working for myself and being my own boss’. Less
important motivations included ‘finding work despite health issues or disability’, and
‘connecting socially with people’.
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›› Current platform workers are most satisfied with dimensions of platform work that relate to
flexibility, specifically ‘the ability to choose the hours they worked’, ‘working for themselves
and being their own boss’, and ‘choosing their own tasks or projects’.
›› They are least satisfied with ‘earning a fair income’, ‘accessing work opportunities
overseas’, and ‘the fairness of fees and costs associated with working through the
platform’.
›› Compared to professional service workers and those doing odd jobs and maintenance
work, transport and food delivery drivers are significantly less satisfied with the ability to
set the price for their services and with gaining new skills or improving existing skills.
›› Women are also less satisfied than men with the ability to set the prices for their services.
Women are also less satisfied with the fairness of fees and costs associated with the
platform.
›› A lack of time is the most common reason given for discontinuing platform work (23.8%).
Past platform workers often describe platform work as ‘too time consuming’ or as taking
‘too long to complete’.
›› One in six respondents (15.3%) who ceased platform work did so because they found
full-time (or more suitable) employment, and a further one in six report that the income
earned through the platform was insufficient, either in absolute terms or relative to the time
investment required.

Beyond digital platform work - Earning money in the digital
economy
›› Beyond working, respondents are using digital platforms to earn money through selling,
licensing, or renting out goods or other property that they own. When viewed together with
data on those working through digital platforms, the data provides insight into the different
ways individuals use digital platforms to earn money in Australia.
›› Almost half (45.7%) of all survey respondents have earned money in some way through
digital platforms, either currently (27.9%) or historically (17.8%). The figures for Victoria are
47.5% earning money in some way and 29.5% within the last 12 months.
›› More respondents earn money through selling, licensing or renting out (42.8% overall,
25.2% in the last 12 months). than by working or offering services through digital platforms
(13.1% overall, 7.1% in the last 12 months).

Selling, licensing or renting out through digital platforms
›› The most common approach to earning money through digital platforms is selling or
licensing goods or creative work through online marketplaces (38.4%), followed by renting
out premises (10.1%) and, to a lesser extent, leasing out other property (4.7%) such as car
parks, campervans, toys, tools or dresses.
›› 43% of survey respondents use multiple platforms to sell, license or rent out.
›› Gumtree, e-bay, and Facebook Marketplace are the most popular platforms for selling
goods or other property.
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›› Airbnb was the most popular platform to rent out premises. It has been used to earn
money by 15.7% of the respondents who sell, license or rent out (3.5% of all survey
respondents).
›› A third of survey respondents in this category (33.9%) have been selling, licensing or
renting out through digital platforms for more than 5 years.
›› A quarter of survey respondents consider the money they earn from selling, licensing or
renting out as an important or essential part of their income. The majority (74.4%) describe
the income as ‘nice to have but can live without it’.

Consumption through digital platforms
›› Within the last 12 months, 62.7% of all survey respondents have bought goods or accessed
creative works through online marketplaces, and 29.9% have rented premises from
someone else, such as accommodation through Airbnb or office space available through
digital platforms. In contrast, only a small proportion (5.7%) have rented a campervan,
parking space, car or other goods from someone else through digital platforms.
›› Four out of ten survey respondents (41.6%) have obtained services in the previous 12
months through a digital platform where the work was performed in person at a specific
location. An additional 7.1% have done so previously but not in the last 12 months.
›› In contrast, only 4.6% of all survey respondents have obtained services in the previous 12
months through a digital platform where the work was internet- based or delivered online.
An additional 5.5% have done so previously but not within the last 12 months.
›› The pattern of consumption in Victoria is broadly similar. In the last 12 months, 62.7% of
respondents in Victoria have bought goods or accessed creative works through online
marketplaces; 31.2% have rented premises; 5.0% have obtained services where the work
was internet-based; and 43.2% have obtained services where the work was performed in
person at a specific location.

Key considerations for the future
The substantial level of participation in platform work uncovered by the survey points to
the need for more attention to the design and administration of routine labour market data
collection to capture this reality.
The findings suggest a troubling level of obfuscation associated with digital platform work
in relation to both the terms on which workers engage and the true level of remuneration
involved.
The findings further indicate the increasing integration of digital platforms into people’s
everyday lives, in that two-thirds of respondents reported using digital platforms to consume
services and goods.
Future research should address the gendered nature of participation in digital platform work
and the overall reproduction of labour market inequalities that emerge through the survey
findings.
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Introduction
The emergence of digital platforms that connect workers
with individuals or businesses that require goods or services
has generated intense debate about the potential impact
of the ‘gig economy’ in Australia. The potential benefits of
a free market, access to services and flexibility for workers,
are juxtaposed against risks associated with an unregulated
labour market where freelance workers may lack the rights
and protections afforded by more conventional forms of
employment. To date, data on how many Australians are
participating in the gig economy has been limited. This
report presents findings from the first National Survey on
Australians Working in the Gig Economy. This survey, based
on methodologies applied internationally, provides the first
comprehensive data set describing the prevalence and
characteristics of gig work in Australia.

Digital Platform Work in Australia Prevalence, Nature and Impact

The project
In late 2018, the Victorian government engaged a team of university researchers to conduct
a national survey and prepare a report examining the extent and impact of digital platform
work in Australia. The team comprises Professor Paula McDonald (QUT), Dr Penny Williams
(QUT), Professor Andrew Stewart (University of Adelaide), Associate Professor Robyn Mayes
(QUT) and Dr Damian Oliver (UTS).

Research objectives
The objectives of the research were to explore the prevalence and characteristics of digital
platform work in Australia, gain insight into the experiences of those participating in digital
platform work, and understand the extent to which they combine digital platform work with
other forms of paid work.
Although there is ongoing research into digital platform work, there is limited empirical data
that establishes the extent and nature of the phenomenon in Australia. This research project
was conducted in order to redress this knowledge gap, and in particular to offer answers to
the following research questions:
1 How prevalent is digital platform work in Australia?
2 Who is participating in digital platform work?
3 What income is earned by working through digital platforms?
4 What are the patterns of participation in platform work?
5 Where are digital platform workers and their clients located?
6 Why do platform workers participate and how satisfied are they?
7 Through what means other than working do people in Australia earn money in the digital
economy?
8 What are the patterns of consumption through digital platforms?

Overview of the report
The remainder of this report is structured as follows. Part 2 describes the background to
the survey, reviewing what is already known about the prevalence, nature and impact of
digital platform work in Australia and internationally. Following the review, Part 3 provides a
concise description of the methods used to design, implement and analyse the survey.
The results from the survey are presented in Parts 4 to 8. Part 4 addresses the prevalence
and patterns of digital platform work in Australia. Part 5 presents findings in relation to
current participation in digital platform work. Part 6 reports on past participation in digital
platform work. Part 7 details other ways of earning money in the digital platform economy.
Part 8 addresses consumption through digital platforms.
Part 9 concludes the report by drawing together the major findings from the survey,
identifies implications for policy and canvasses areas for further research.
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Background:
Previous research on
digital platform work
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Definitions and ways of deriving income from digital platforms
Digital platforms function as intermediaries connecting, in various ways, people seeking
to earn money with individuals or businesses that require goods, property or services.3
Digital platforms take many forms and are often collectively and colloquially referred
to as operating in the ‘gig economy’ or ‘on-demand economy’. Platforms exist across
various locations and scales; many are situated in particular places and are subject to
local regulatory regimes, while others facilitate offshore work which may challenge the
application of laws based in particular jurisdictions.4
Common income-generating platforms include peer-to-peer sharing platforms,
crowdsourcing platforms, and digital labour platforms.5 Peer-to-peer sharing platforms
such as Airbnb or CarNextDoor, facilitate short term rentals of an individual’s assets such
as homes, cars, office space or even dresses, toys and homewares. Individuals and
businesses can sell or rent out their property and/or goods for profit via platforms such as
Etsy, E-bay and Gumtree. Crowdsourcing platforms outsource tasks to a ‘crowd’ of workers
potentially located anywhere in the world.6 In crowdsourced work, jobs are often broken
into micro-tasks that are undertaken online by a ‘virtual workforce’. Amazon Mechanical
Turk is a commonly cited example. Digital labour platforms connect clients/businesses with
‘freelance’ workers prepared to undertake tasks or ‘gigs’ on demand.7
While earning money in the digital economy through the selling of goods, licensing of
creative works (for example, music, photographs, designs) and/or renting out of property
and goods is an important dimension of participation in the gig economy, in this review we
principally concentrate on the research examining paid work in the digital economy. This
emphasis reflects the primary objectives of the commissioned survey and aligns with the
focus of the On-Demand Workforce Inquiry.
As the above suggests, paid platform work can be observed in numerous industries
and encompasses two broadly different types of work. On the one hand there is the
provision of in-person services (e.g. driving, cleaning, caring), and on the other hand there
is internet-based or digital work.8 This digital work spans tasks that can be executed or
communicated online, as is commonly associated with, among other types of work, graphic
design, programming, and content creation. Such digital work is characterised by a lack of
dependency on proximity between workers and clients. The distinction between these two
primary forms of work in the platform economy is encapsulated in the notion of ‘sticky’ work
(in person/geographically situated) and ‘unsticky’ work (digital/theoretically performable
anywhere).9 Following Coyle,10 we note that there is a need to also acknowledge the
3
4

5
6
7
8
9
10

Florisson, L. & Mandl, I. (2018). Platform work: Types and implications for work and employment – Literature review.
Eurofound: Luxembourg.
Drahokoupil, J. & Fabo, B. (2016). The platform economy and the disruption of the employment relationship. European
Economic, Employment and Social Policy Brief. ETUI: Brussels; Cherry, M.A. (2019). Regulatory options for conflicts
of law and jurisdictional issues in the on-demand economy. Conditions of Work and Employment Series No. 106.
International Labour Organization: Geneva.
Pesole, A. Brancati, U., Fernández-Macías, E., Biagi, F., & González Vázquez, I. (2018). Platform workers in Europe:
Evidence from the COLLEEM Survey. Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg.
Graham, M. & Anwar, M. A. (2018). Digital labour, in Ash, J., Kitchin, R. & Leszczynski, A. (Eds), Digital geographies. Sage:
London, 177–187; Eurofound (2015). New forms of employment. Publication Office of the European Union: Luxembourg.
Healy, J., Nicholson, D. & Pekarek, A. (2017). Should we take the gig economy seriously? Labour and Industry, 27(3),
232–248; Minifie, J. (2016). Peer-to-peer pressure: Policy for the sharing economy. Grattan Institute: Melbourne.
Wood, A., Graham, M., Lehdonvirta, V. & Hjorth, I. (2019). Good gig, bad gig: Autonomy and algorithmic control in the
global gig economy. Work, Employment & Society, 33(2), 56-75.
Graham & Anwar, above, n. 6.
Coyle, D. (2017). Precarious and productive work in the digital economy. National Institute Economic Review, 240: R5R14.
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heterogeneity of types of online or digital work, and to differentiate between, for example,
digital work requiring substantial human capital (e.g. software development) and microwork involving repetitive tasks (e.g. categorisation and tagging). Work on digital platforms is
typically organised via an app, with the platform using algorithms to manage the distribution
of work opportunities, the piecework payment process, and the maintenance of service
standards through rating and review mechanisms built into the platform.11 As such, platforms,
enabled by the internet, are part of the organisation of work.12
The triadic nature of the contractual relationship between the worker, the platform and the
client presents challenges for the classification and regulation of work in the gig economy.
Gig workers are frequently categorised as freelancers or independent contractors.
However, in traditional types of freelance work, the direct and binary relationship between
the principal/client and the contractor is central. Though platforms typically deem workers
to be ‘self-employed’, those working through digital platforms are instructed, tracked and
evaluated to deliver a responsive, seamless service.13 Workers can, arguably, control place
of work, equipment needed, and the management of their time and availability. Unlike
traditional forms of employment, the frequency and extent of participation in gig work is
ostensibly at the discretion of the worker, and workers can participate in a wide variety of
ways. For example, research undertaken by the report authors identified that Australian
photographers participate in platform work in at least four different ways, and often seek
work through multiple platforms at the same time. In one case, a photographer was selling
stock images online, bidding for photo shoots via another platform, and driving for Uber.14
To participate in digital platform work, both workers and clients must first accept the terms
and conditions outlined by the platform they seek to access. These can be quite detailed
and vary across platforms. Worker access to a given platform is dependent on acceptance
of the given conditions, without opportunity to negotiate. In the case of more conventional
employment contracts, it is not unusual for employers to require employees to comply with
certain policies and reserve the right to vary those policies during the subsistence of the
employment relationship.15 However, according to a review of platform terms and conditions
by the report authors,16 platforms can typically amend any of the relevant terms and
conditions at any time without notice. The terms of use for platform work may specify workrelated criteria for participating (such as holding a driver’s licence or particular qualification)
and provide the platform with the right to exclude or remove a user at its discretion. Many
platforms specifically state that any dispute between a worker and client must be resolved
by the worker with little, if any, support from the platform. Individual workers are often not
governed by a specific award, nor supported by a collective industry body or union, and
potentially fall outside of other legislative protections.17
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Mayes, R. & McDonald, P. (2017). Digital work and the platform economy. Association of Industrial Relations of Australia
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Comparisons of digital platform work and traditional modes of
labour allocation
A prominent stream of research related to the organisation of labour via digital platforms
has concentrated on the features of the work that distinguish the worker as either an
employee or a contractor. Such debates stem primarily from the field of employment
or labour law, which has long grappled with attempts by organisations to confer on
their workers the status of being ‘self-employed’ rather than employees.18 Across many
jurisdictions, the distinction between employment relationships and non-employment
arrangements is made on the basis of the extent to which the ‘employer’ is able to
control the work process.19 The avoidance of employment contracts and the replacing of
employees with contract labour provides obvious financial incentives for firms,20 particularly
if this shift occurs without alteration to the nature of the economic relationship between
worker and hirer.21 As such, some digital platforms can be viewed as high-tech hire firms
through which a non-standard, insecure mode of employment is facilitated. Indeed, digital
labour platforms do not usually define themselves as an employer or employment agency,
but instead refer to themselves, among other descriptors, as a ‘technology company’, ‘website’, ‘meeting place’, or ‘intermediary service.’ In this way, platforms that broker platform
work seek to distance themselves from the workers that provide labour and underplay the
platform’s role in providing employment services. Workers often take on all responsibility
and all risk for any work that they accept. In many cases workers also pay to receive work
opportunities via the platform, regardless of whether they are actually successful in securing
work.
While systems of control are evident in all economic exchanges,22 platforms exert control
over workers in at least three unique ways. First, the value of a gig is often determined by
an algorithm, the specifics of which are inaccessible to the worker. The key mechanism
through which this occurs is the app, which organises, directs and manages the distribution
of work, often via bidding or booking functions.23 Second, reputational rating systems
constitute a particularly potent form of indirect digital control and one that sets digital
platform companies apart from earlier forms of analogue intermediaries or labour hire
agencies. Reputation systems, which are said to be the ‘currency’ of the gig economy,24
attach metrics and data to workers in unprecedented ways, constituting a unique form
of emotional labour that makes visible the social interactions between workers and
consumers/clients.25 Platform-based rating and review systems contribute to the weak
structural power of workers vis-à-vis clients, enabling a form of control which can overcome
the spatial and temporal barriers that non-proximity places on the effectiveness of direct
surveillance and supervision.26
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Third, the extent of monitoring and control of workers is unprecedented. This can include
productivity metrics sent to workers in real time and the gamification of apps designed to
coerce workers to work longer hours. For example, it has been demonstrated how platforms
such as Elance and oDesk attempt to bind crowdworkers to the platform using mechanisms
that control and restrict access to work.27 Central to many digital platform business models,
monitoring is also evident in the complexity of arrangements that enable the sharing of user
data to third-party search engines, email service providers and vendors such as Google,
who operate classified advertising businesses.28 These features of gig work impact workers’
autonomy, income and work continuity. While some may consider these dimensions of
digital platform work not entirely new, it is likely they are at least an intensified version of
the kinds of technological disruptions affecting workers more broadly,29 even compared
to other forms of non-standard or freelance work. That is, the control exerted by digital
platforms constitutes more than merely another non-standard mode of employment.
Broader impacts on the labour market include a partial offshoring effect from local labour
markets which transforms value chains and increases competition between workers (at local
and transnational scales, discussed in more detail below), placing pressure on pay and
working conditions.30
In part a product of uneven global development, demand for platform work tends to
originate and be concentrated in Western/developed countries, while supply of labour
is shown to be relatively geographically dispersed in developing countries.31 Firms and
individual clients residing primarily in wealthy countries are thus able to force workers
from both developed and developing countries to compete, potentially, in a ‘race to the
bottom’.32 Just because digital work can be undertaken anywhere, this does not mean
that this is in fact occurring and it is possible that different types of digital work will cluster
in specific places.33 As an example of this, large numbers of workers engaged globally in
online outsourcing on major platforms (freelancing and microtasks) come from the United
States (23.9%) and India (21.5%).34
The nature of on-demand work can be considered precarious due to the limited income
security, minimal worker entitlements, a lack of superannuation or pension contributions
and few opportunities for career development. Furthermore, rates of pay for digital platform
work are often significantly lower than the minimum wage.35 Indeed, many workers who
have access to alternative, reliable forms of income may find little benefit in undertaking
gig work. For example, our research on the Australian photographic industry showed that
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for both ideological and pragmatic reasons, photographers actively resist platform work.36
Clearly, it is crucial for policy makers and regulators to understand the nuanced terrain of
deriving an income in/from the digital economy, along with shifting patterns of participation
in digital platform work. Understanding the transnational interconnections and placespecificities of platform work is central to effective regulation and policy development. While
platforms offering property for sale, rent or use also impact on society,37 it is digital labour
platforms that have attracted the most concern in public and media commentary and in the
academic literature. In particular, digital labour platforms appear to be highly problematic in
relation to rights and protections for individual Australian workers.

Prevalence of worker participation
This report documents the findings of the first robust empirical research quantifying
the prevalence (and nature) of digital platform work in Australia. Prior to this, estimates
undertaken by consultants and platforms have suggested that the extent of on-demand
work in Australia is quite small (less than 1% of the adult Australian population).38 These
estimates likely exclude many workers who use platforms as a secondary source of
income.39 Robust empirical prevalence studies undertaken in other countries – such as the
COLLEEM Survey conducted in 2017 and spanning fourteen Member States of the EU,40
and the Work in the European Gig Economy survey and interviews conducted in 2016/1741
– indicate that participation rates vary substantially across countries. For example, the
proportion of the adult population for whom gig work accounted for over half of overall
income ranged from 5.1% (Italy) to 1.6% (Netherlands).42
At the same time, new research suggests that on-demand labour in the gig economy
will become much more extensive due, at least in part, to the higher rates of market
capitalisation that platform businesses can achieve by having few traditional employees.43
Similarly, platform businesses may continue to grow in number, not least because venture
capital and corporate structures enable them to conduct their activities in a way that is
cross-subsidised for lengthy periods of time by more immediately lucrative arms of a larger
corporation or parent company.44 Their abundance and accessibility does not guarantee
a high level of engagement by increasing numbers of workers. Nevertheless, it is highly
likely that platforms will attract new workers in the future, as downsizing in some industries
encourages/forces people to transition from traditional employment arrangements to

36 McDonald, P., Williams, P. & Mayes, R. (2018). Platform work in the photographic industry: A snapshot of the gig
economy. Association of Australian and New Zealand Industrial Relations Conference, Adelaide, February.
37 Westerbeek, J., Ubacht, J., van der Voort, H.G. & ten Heuvelhof, E.F. (2016). Studying the effects of peer-to-peer sharing
economy platforms on society, in H.J. Scholl et al. (Eds.), Electronic government and electronic participation. IOS Press:
Amsterdam, 222-232.
38 Minifie, above, n. 7.
39 Farrell, D. & Greig, F. (2016). Paychecks, paydays, and the online platform economy: Big data on income volatility.
JPMorgan Chase Institute.
40 Pesole et al., above, n. 5.
41 Huws, U., Spencer, N., Syrdal, D. S. & Holts, K. (2017). Work in the European gig economy: Research results from the
UK, Sweden, Germany, Austria, The Netherlands, Switzerland and Italy. Foundation for European Progressive Studies:
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42 Ibid.
43 Harris, S. & Krueger, A. (2015). A proposal for modernizing labor laws for twenty-first century work: The ‘independent
worker’. Discussion paper 2015-10, The Hamilton Project. Brookings Institution: Washington, D.C.; Hajkowicz, S.,
Reeson, A., Rudd, L., et al. (2016). Tomorrow’s digitally enabled workforce. Megatrends and scenarios for jobs and
employment in Australia over the coming twenty years. Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation:
Brisbane.
44 Flanagan, above, n. 28; Graham & Anwar, above, n. 6.
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freelancing and self-contracting.45 It is also important to note the substantial oversupply of
labour—in some instances in the order of a ratio of 10 jobseekers to one job—identified on
some of the major international platforms.46 Worker participation in some platform types (e.g.
food delivery platforms) may attract specific labour market segments. For example, digital
platforms have the potential to reach traditionally less-accessible domestic labour markets
such as retirees and students.47 This can include international students who may be able
to undertake online work without the need for host country work visas. Further, individual
engagements with such work may be of short duration, for example lasting less than a
year,48 or may be a one-off occurrence.49
At the same time, women have been found to be proportionally under-represented in
platform work. For example, women constitute 11.4% of Deliveroo riders in Belgium,50 and
13.8% of US Uber driver-partners in 2012-2014 (compared to 8% in traditional taxi driving).51
A 2015 study focussing on online freelancing and microwork found the ‘typical’ online
worker to be male and under 35 years of age.52 A substantial computational analysis of a
large global platform mediating digital work in a variety of occupations and heterogeneity of
online tasks, after controlling for a number of factors, found that female workers received an
hourly rate 37% lower than the rate attained by men.53 Jobs offering a high level of flexibility,
such as Uber driving, are found to nevertheless maintain a gender pay gap.54 A recent
review of female participation in the gig economy identified key characteristics pertaining
to high-income countries: namely, less women than men are involved in gig work, they are
less likely to do this work on a regular basis and are more likely to exit gig work, and they
are paid less than male gig workers.55 According to a Royal Society for Arts 2016 United
Kingdom labour force survey analysis, women, on the other hand, are more likely to be
involved in deriving income from renting out goods such as toys and clothes or property
such as spare room, to the extent that the gender distribution is closer to equal.56
It is precisely the nuances inherent in gig work that make its prevalence and contours
so difficult to measure. The diverse ways in which an individual can participate, coupled
with the removal of spatial or organisational boundaries of employment, complicate
measurement of the extent of participation in the on-demand economy. Workers can be
working at any time, from anywhere in the world, for single or multiple individual clients
or businesses and across numerous platforms. This complicates existing labour market
distinctions tied to localised jobs and employment. Longitudinal research is required to
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understand the emerging patterns of platform business models and worker participation
over time.

Type of industries in which platform work is emerging
Already well established in transportation and food delivery (e.g. Uber and Deliveroo),
on-demand gig work is emerging in a wide range of industries including home services,
creative industries, care work and professional services. Empirical studies on gig work in
Australia and elsewhere have, however, primarily focused on transport services (Uber) or
food delivery (Deliveroo, Foodora) platforms.57 These platforms are highly visible, frequently
accessed by the public, operate in well-established on-demand service industries and
attract mainly male workers.58 Internationally, there is also a small and growing body of
research on crowdworking, notably via Amazon Mechanical Turk and ODesk (now known
as Upwork). On these platforms the worker is virtual or invisible to the client, who may be
located anywhere in the world. The on-demand work model, however, extends well beyond
these industries to other arenas, which in turn involve a range of industry-specific regulatory
issues and potential risks. For example, care services undertaken via platforms, such as
babysitting, disability and aged care, raise significant new risks related to the safety and
quality of care provided to vulnerable members of the community, as well as potential risks
to workers who may not be afforded basic insurance cover and work health and safety
protections.59 In addition to care work, research currently being undertaken by the authors
of this report has identified a broad range of industries in which platform work is operational,
including the creative industries (e.g., graphic design, writing, photography, videography),
information technology (coding, software development), trades (e.g., plumbing, carpentry),
psychological counselling, and domestic services (e.g., cleaning; home maintenance).

Motivations of digital platform workers
Digital platforms are highly diverse, not least in terms of business models, structuring, and
markets. Relatedly the motivations and experiences of workers are likely to be different
across different occupational and industry groups, and in different countries and economies.
The motivations of workers who engage in on-demand work in food delivery, transport,
clerical and data entry work (notably Olance and Edesk—now Upwork--and MTurk) have
been the subject of an increasing number of international studies. There is, however, limited
knowledge of the extent to which or how the motivations and educational and demographic
backgrounds of those undertaking digital work are distinct from platform workers offering
in-person labour hire services in industries such as transportation or care. In addition
to type of platform work, factors such as gender and age, for example, are posited to
inform motivations around supplementary or primary income generation.60 At present,
however, research addressing the motivations, experiences, and impacts of the on-demand
workforce is only beginning to emerge.
In the research to date, workers cite the need for flexibility or better work-life balance,
opportunities for enhancing and broadening skills, and earning an income as prime
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58 Balaram et al., above, n.56.
59 Flanagan, above, n. 28.
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motivators.61 In relation to the latter, the emerging empirical literature highlights motivations
around supplementing income and/or smoothing inconsistencies in other income streams,
and, relatedly, mediating transitions between jobs.62 A number of studies consistently
indicate that the majority of workers in developed countries who engage in platform work
do so to supplement the income they earn from traditional employment.63 For example, in
European countries, between 9% and 12% of the population occasionally use gig work to
supplement other earnings.64
Motivations in terms of supplementary or primary income generation are likely to vary
according to a number of further informing factors, including gender, age and type of
platform work.65 Interviewees in a study of workers on a UK crowdsourcing platform,
for example, highlighted these motivations, noting in some cases a turn to platform
work in response to specific upheavals in employment, for example resulting from
redundancy, health issues affecting usual employment, and additional/unexpected caring
responsibilities.66 While many workers in the Global North participate to supplement income
earned from more traditional forms of employment, for workers in developing economies
gig work has been found to offer a potential avenue out of poverty.67 Whether gig work
provides a viable work option for the long term unemployed or other vulnerable individuals
in Australia is currently unknown. The barriers to entry to digital platform work are often
considered low due to high levels of smart phone ownership and internet access in
Australia. However some kinds of work which require, for example, ownership of a private
car, access to high quality technology, or particular qualifications in order to register with a
platform, may create challenges for individuals with fewer resources or low levels of formal
education.68

Benefits and risks of participation
Consistent with the research on the motivations of workers participating in digital platform
work, studies examining the experiences of workers cite earning additional income as one
benefit of platform work. For most, platform work supplements income earned from other
traditional forms of employment,69 and those most likely to participate in platform work
are lower income earners, already in paid employment.70 For some, however, benefits of
platform work include access to income-generating opportunities that may not otherwise
be available. For example, as Graham et al have documented,71 workers can escape local
labour markets where employment opportunities are limited and practice skills arbitrage by
selling their labour to the highest paying employers irrespective of location. Their research
in Sub-Saharan Africa and South-east Asia, showed that migrants, those lacking educational
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qualifications and women with caring responsibilities also benefited from access to
previously unavailable work opportunities. At the same time, platform work enables
labour arbitrage in which employers are not restricted to local labour markets. Workers
who provide digital labour are subject to a largely unregulated global labour market and
international competition conducive to very low remuneration and high self-exploitation.
Platform workers may be forced to accept unfavourable terms and bear substantial risk
associated with insecure employment.72
Further, Beerepoot and Lambregts,73 in their extensive study of detailed worker profiles
on one of the largest international-facing freelancing platforms, demonstrate that workers
face active racial and gender discrimination. Similarly, it appears that workers in the Global
South face both subtle and blatant discrimination, including ‘statistical discrimination’ where
it is assumed that workers from marginalised countries produce lower quality work.74 They
find that country of origin/residence and gender, as opposed to skill and experience,
determine levels of remuneration, just as some posted jobs explicitly refuse bids from
specific countries. Non-payment is a further risk. Professional workers face competition
from lay workers and unpaid digital labour along with de-professionalisation resulting from
the reorganisation of work into micro-tasks.75 It is important to note that worker competition
is encouraged in the design of platforms,76 for example in the bidding and rating systems.
This is not to say that workers on digital platforms do not collaborate or support each
other;77 rather, structural forces favour/encourage competition. At the same time, platform
workers lack bargaining power and are often unable to negotiate hourly rates.78 Further,
much platform work is routine.79 Empirical evidence points to worker alienation, not least in
terms of an understanding of the bigger picture—how a given task is connected to a larger
project—and limited opportunities for upgrading skills.80 Concurrently, platform work can
undermine the social function of work,81 just as employment can become detached from
local regulatory and moral norms.82
Flexibility is cited as a key motivation and benefit,83 and platform workers report
experiencing both spatial and temporal flexibility.84 Platform workers can choose when to
log on and which gigs to accept, providing a sense of autonomy and control over working
hours. Further, workers engaged in solely online tasks are not constrained by location. The
benefits of flexibility are both structurally and culturally constrained. Structural constraints
encompass the availability of work and the worker’s level of dependency on platform work,
while cultural constraints encompass, for example, presenteeism.85 Importantly, detrimental
effects associated with non-standard work schedules characterising freelance work in
general are thought to apply to freelance platform work, with the added, distinctive pressure
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of the imperative to be always ‘logged-in’,86 according to the expectations of permanent
availability that has become a job proficiency standard in online work.87 Crowdworkers
report that the difficulties associated with communicating with platform personnel,
unexplained terminations, and regular changes to payment systems were sources of
stress and grievance.88 Because the nature of platform work is heterogeneous, responses,
including regulatory policies, cannot be implemented uniformly, but must be tailored to the
particular risks faced by workers, and in particular locations, and perhaps also in relation to
particular client groups.

86 Shevchuk, A., Strebkov, D. & Davis, S.N. (2019). The autonomy of paradox: How night work undermines subjective wellbeing of internet-based freelancers. ILR Review, 72(1), 75-100.
87 Pongratz, H.J. (2018). Of crowds and talents: Discursive constructions of global online labour. New Technology, Work
and Employment. 33(1), 58-73.
88 Huws et al., above, n. 41.
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Survey
methodology
Objectives of the survey
The objectives of the survey were to identify the prevalence
of gig work in Australia, investigate the characteristics of
gig workers and understand their patterns of participation.
All survey respondents were asked if they had earned or
attempted to earn money through digital platforms, either
through work that is internet-based or performed at a
specific location, or alternatively by selling, renting out or
licensing goods or other property. All respondents were also
asked if they had attempted to obtain labour, goods or other
property through a digital platform, and if this had occurred
within the last 12 months.
Respondents who had sold, rented out or licensed property
through platforms in the previous 12 months were asked
several further questions about the specific platforms they
used, the duration of their engagement, the income earned,
and the hours spent on those activities.
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Respondents who had worked or offered services through digital platforms more than 12
months ago were asked further questions in relation to the specific platforms they used,
when they first started, how often they provided services, the income they earned, and
reasons for not providing services in the last 12 months.
Respondents who indicated experience performing platform work within the last 12 months
(current workers) were the primary focus of the survey and they answered the most
questions, both in relation to their main platform as well as all platforms (if they worked on
multiple platforms). The period of 12 months for current platform workers was chosen to
facilitate accurate recall. Specifically, these respondents answered questions about offering
or providing services in relation to:
›› the specific platforms through which they
had sought or provided work;
›› how long ago they first started;
›› how often they were engaged;
›› how many hours per week they spent
working or offering services;

›› the basis for payment by the platform;
›› the operations of the platform;
›› the location of clients;
›› where they were located while completing
tasks;

›› the income they earned;

›› the extent to which they used their skills,
experience or qualifications;

›› their motivations for deciding to work or
offer services;

›› their satisfaction with aspects of the work;
and

›› the kind of work they most commonly
offered or performed;

›› any other comments they wished to make
about their experiences.

For all survey respondents, background demographics were collected, including age,
employment status, occupation, industry, gender, postcode, highest level of education,
household type and number of dependants, taxable income, Australian residency status,
whether they speak a language other than English at home, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander status, and disability status.

Definition of digital platform work
For the purposes of the survey, and drawing on the literature, the research team identified
five methods of earning income through digital platforms, of which the final two can be
regarded as digital platform work:
1

Selling products or your own possessions, or licensing creative works, through online
marketplaces.

2 Renting out premises to someone else through digital platforms.
3 Leasing out your campervan, parking space, car (but not driving it) or other goods such as
tools, toys or dresses, to someone else through digital platforms.
4 Working or offering services through digital platforms where the platform matches you
with the client and you are paid via the platform and you perform the work IN PERSON, at a
SPECIFIED LOCATION, rather than via the internet.
5 Working or offering services through digital platforms, where the platform matches
you with the client and you are paid via the platform, but the work is COMPUTER OR
INTERNET-BASED, rather than done at a specific location.
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In order to avoid the potential problems of panel participants seeing the completion of
online surveys as ‘digital platform work’, or of respondents answering questions in relation
to activities undertaken on platforms on behalf of their usual employer, we included the
following statement:
For the purposes of this survey, please do NOT include the completion of online surveys
like this one in any of your responses. Also, please do NOT include use of digital
platforms on behalf of your employer or organisation. We are interested in personal
participation only.

Target population and sample
The target number of responses was between 14,000 and 15,000. As digital platform work
requires access to the internet, the population of interest was adult Australian internet
users over 18 years of age. The sample was constructed to be nationally representative
using Australian Demographic Statistics (ABS, June 2018) to stratify the sample according
to gender, age and State/Territory. The Online Research Unit (ORU), an Australian-based
online research panel provider, provided the sample. The online survey was designed using
Qualtrics survey software, branded as a university research survey and hosted on a secure
Qualtrics server through the QUT Business School account.
Acknowledged limitations of online surveys include that some respondents may falsify
their demographic information and that the survey may suffer from coverage error, which is
the difference between the defined target population of interest and the population frame
used for the study.89 That is, it cannot be known for certain whether the survey respondents
were equally, more, or less likely to have participated in digital platform work than if an
alternative sampling frame had been adopted (for example, a household survey). In order to
mitigate these general limitations of panel surveys, the ORU adopts a range of techniques
to ensure the integrity of its research panel, such as predominantly recruiting offline and
only sending incentives and participation rewards by post. Further strategies to enhance
representativeness were implemented by the project team following data collection. These
additional strategies are described below under the heading of Field Work. Methodological
comparisons of panel surveys and telephone surveys show that panels can produce more
reliable and consistent data estimates.90 Further advantages of using an existing research
panel are speed and the ability to easily stratify the sample, such as by age, gender and
location. Online panels are increasingly being used by governments and businesses as an
alternative to telephone interviewing for surveys.

Ethics approval
Approval from the QUT Human Research Ethics Committee was obtained on 12 March 2019
[No. 1900000128]. As part of the approval process, the researchers gave assurances that
the survey would be free from undue influence from research sponsors and stakeholders.
As a requirement of ethics approval, survey participants were assured that their responses
would remain confidential and anonymous.

89 Couper, M. P. (2000). Web surveys: A review of issues and approaches. Public Opinion Quarterly, 64(4), 464-494.
90 Braunsberger, K., Wybenga, H. & Gates, R. (2007). A comparison of reliability between telephone and web-based
surveys. Journal of Business Research, 60(7), 758-764.
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Instrument design
In February 2019, the research team, in collaboration with Victorian Government staff
and the On-Demand Workforce Inquiry Chair, Ms Natalie James, prepared a draft survey
instrument. It was informed by an extensive literature review and similar surveys undertaken
in Europe.91 The final survey design took into account Australia’s distinctive workplace
relations frameworks and went beyond existing surveys by asking more detailed questions
about both current and previous participation.
In late February and early March 2019, cognitive testing on the draft instrument was
conducted, using individuals who represented the diversity of those likely to complete
the survey and who had participated (or not) in a range of different types of platform work.
Following the cognitive testing, minor changes were made, mostly to items relating to the
types of platform-related work undertaken and motivations for doing such work.
A small online pilot was conducted in mid-March 2019 using 18 volunteers from the
researchers’ networks. The purpose of this pilot was to test the programming of the online
survey, identify errors and estimate completion times. Following this initial testing, further
minor changes to the survey design were made, including simplification of some wording;
the addition of tester-identified platforms; more questions in the section on platform work
undertaken more than 12 months ago; correction of spelling errors; and adjustments to the
inbuilt survey logic. Changes were designed to maximise participation by simplifying and
improving the survey experience.
The online survey was branded as a university research survey and distributed by ORU.
One working day prior to survey launch, the project team, with the assistance of ORU,
distributed the online survey to an initial 100 participants as a ‘soft’ launch to test the final
survey changes and ensure the approach to the distribution of the survey and associated
links were working as anticipated. No substantial changes to the questionnaire were made
following this test.
The final questionnaire administered for the research is provided in Appendix A.

Field work
The survey was launched online on 21 March 2019. Australians registered with ORU over
the age of 18 were invited to take part in the survey. Survey respondents were asked an
initial question to gain their consent to participate, then further questions to determine age,
gender and location. A small number of respondents stated that they were under 18 or 75
years and over and were subsequently screened out. Survey responses were monitored
daily to check age, gender and location targets against Australian Demographic Statistics
(ABS, June 2018). The quota for all male and female respondents aged 18-74 was achieved
on 21 April 2019 and the survey was closed.
In total, 18438 panel members were invited to participate in the survey. Of these, 1318 panel
members declined to consent to take part in the survey after reading the introductory
information page. An additional 2708 respondents were screened out due to: being outside
the 18-74 age range (315 respondents); having already reached the desired quota for their
stratum (1567); duplicate values (567); incomplete responses (337); insufficient effort (248);
91

The COLLEEM survey covered 14 EU Member States: Germany, Netherlands, Spain, Finland, Slovakia, Hungary,
Sweden, United Kingdom, Croatia, France, Romania, Lithuania, Italy and Portugal.
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and missing and designated IDs (11). An additional 337 respondents began but did not
complete the survey (see Appendix B).
There were 14013 usable responses, which includes valid answers to whether the
respondent had earned money through digital platforms and essential demographic
information (age, gender, State/Territory). Some items may have a lower number of
responses due to respondents choosing not to answer that question or selecting ‘prefer
not to answer’. The sample is broadly representative by gender, age and State/Territory.
However, the sample overrepresented respondents with a university qualification and
underrepresented respondents with no post-school qualification. The survey also
overrepresented respondents living in major cities and underrepresented respondents in
remote areas.
Given that highest education level and remoteness (along with age, gender and State/
Territory) are known correlates of internet usage,92 we calculated weights to adjust the
sample to take into account highest education level as well as gender, age and State/
Territory in order to compare weighted and unweighted proportions of participation levels
(see Appendix C). For example, the proportion of Australians who earned some income
through digital platforms was 55.6% in the weighted sample and 54.3% in the unweighted
sample and the proportion of all survey respondents who earned any income through
digital platform work was 12.3% in the weighted sample and 13.1% in the unweighted sample.
Due to these small differences (less than 1% on all measures of participation), and for ease
of interpretation, unweighted results have been presented throughout this report.

Qualitative responses
A number of survey items allowed respondents to either select from pre-existing categories
or choose ‘other’ and enter a free-text response. In each of these cases, the free text
responses were sorted and compared against the pre-existing survey categories. Where
similar to an existing category, the response was counted against that category. Where
the response was incomplete or not a valid response to the question, it was excluded, and
where valid and unique it was counted as ‘other’. Where unique responses were given by
multiple respondents, a new category was developed.
For example, although an extensive list of common platforms was provided within the
survey, respondents could nominate ‘Other’ platforms, such as in the question: In the last 12
months, through which digital platforms did you work or offer services?
All ‘other’ platforms listed in response to these questions were compared to and counted
against the pre-defined platform list. Internet searches were conducted to confirm that all
other nominated platforms were genuine platforms. These were counted in the response
code ‘other’, or if they appeared 5 or more times, were listed as a separate platform.
A similar approach was taken to coding the free text ‘other’ responses to the question:
Which of the following best describes the type of work or services you most commonly
offered through the main digital platform? After excluding incomplete responses or
responses related to selling and renting out rather than work, and mapping like responses
back to the pre-existing categories, the remaining responses were collated into two new

92 Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (2018). Household use of information technology, Australia, 2016-17. Cat. no. 8146.0.
ABS: Canberra, Table 1.
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categories of work: ‘Education’, including online tutoring and teaching work; and ‘Personal
Services’, including work such as online fitness coaching, massage; and adult entertainment.
Three survey items provided for free text responses without pre-existing categories.
Responses to these items were thematically analysed and coded to identify common
themes that are presented in Part 5 of this report.

Focus of analysis
The main aim of the survey was to understand the extent to which individuals in Australia
currently earn an income by working or offering their services through digital platforms.
The survey also gathered data on individuals who have previously participated in digital
platform work but no longer do so, and survey respondents as consumers of services
offered through digital platforms. Data was also gathered on survey respondents who had
earned money through selling, licensing or renting out goods or other property through
digital platforms. It is acknowledged that earning money by selling, licensing or renting out
goods may also involve aspects of work (such as cleaning premises that are being rented
out, or preparing creative works for online distribution). However, for the purposes of this
study, those performing such activities were distinguished from the primary group of interest
– those who offer their services (labour) for hire through digital platforms, either currently
or in the last 12 months (Parts 4 and 5) or previously but not within the last 12 months (Part
6). Findings in relation to earning money through digital platforms is presented in Part 7.
This includes those who sell, license or rent out goods or other property. Information on the
extent to which survey respondents are consumers of goods and services offered through
digital platforms is presented in Part 8.
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Prevalence and
patterns of digital
platform work in
Australia
This part looks at the extent to which survey respondents in
Australia have offered services or undertaken work through
digital platforms either currently or in the past. Throughout
the results, ‘current participation’ refers to participation
within the past 12 months.
This part addresses the following research questions:
1

What is the prevalence of earning an income through
digital platforms?

2 What demographic patterns are evident in participation in
digital platform work?
3 What is the likelihood of participation in digital platform
work?
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Prevalence of earning an income by working through digital
platforms
Of those surveyed, 13.1% indicated that they have, at some time, participated in digital
platform work (Table 1).
A substantial minority continue to do so – 7.1% of respondents were currently offering
services or doing work mediated by a digital platform or they had done so within the last
12 months.
The total participation rate of 13.1% is broadly consistent with survey findings from Europe.
For example, 12.6% of the United Kingdom’s population of internet users undertake platform
work, and in Spain 15.1% do so, Germany 11.8%, Netherlands 10.6% and France 8.8%.93
The Australian participation rate is larger than suggested by some previous estimates,94
which were based on extrapolations from figures published by platform businesses. Prior
estimates also date back to 2015–16, when it seems likely that there were many fewer
platform workers and indeed fewer platforms.
Although the survey presents data from a single point in time, the fact that the proportion
of respondents reporting current or recent participation was higher than those reporting
participation at any point in the past might suggest that the rate of participation has
increased compared to previous years. Taken together with the data on duration of
participation noted later in this report, there are also signs of significant turnover amongst
participants.
Table 1 Current, previous or no engagement with work through digital platforms (n=14013)
Earns income working or offering services through a digital
platform

N

%

12186

86.9

Has previously earned an income working or offering services through a
platform but not in the last 12 months

839

6.0

Currently or in the last 12 months has earned an income working or
offering services through a platform

988

7.1

14013

100

Has never earned an income working or offering services through a
platform

Total

The majority (86.9%) of survey respondents indicated they neither currently nor formerly
participated in digital platform work of any kind (Table 1).

93 Pesole et al., above, n. 5.
94 See, e.g., Minifie, above, n. 7, 33-34; Deloitte Access Economics (2017). Developments in the collaborative economy in
NSW. Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu: Sydney, 4-6.
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Figure 1 shows the proportion of workers undertaking different types of work, either in
person at a specified location, or work that is computer or internet based.
Of the 1827 respondents who had undertaken digital platform work either currently or more
than 12 months ago, 28.2% said they had done work that was computer or internet-based
but not in-person work and 38.7% had done in-person work at a specified location but not
computer or internet-based work. Almost exactly one-third of platform workers (33.1%) had
undertaken both types of platform work at some time.
Figure 1: Participation by type of digital platform work (n=1827)

Percentage of respondents
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Participation in digital platform work by demographic
characteristics
The demographic characteristics of survey respondents who had earned an income through
working or offering services through digital platforms are provided in Table 2. Respondents
who earned money through selling, renting out or licensing goods or other property via
platforms such as Gumtree, Airbnb, or iStock, but did not earn an income working through
digital platforms, are included in the ‘No’ column in this table.
The results presented in Table 2 show that higher proportions of younger people (aged
18-34) and males were working through digital platforms. In terms of location, New South
Wales had the highest levels of participation in digital platform work at 14.3% (7.9% current
and 6.4% previous). In comparison, 13.8% of Victorians had undertaken platform work, with
7.4% currently doing so. High proportions of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders were
also found to have participated although the number of respondents in this category was
small and hence subject to high margins of error. Respondents who were students or
unemployed also had higher participation rates than those who were employed, retired, fulltime homemakers or volunteers. Those with higher levels of education (particularly bachelor
or postgraduate degrees) were also more likely to work through digital platforms than
respondents with lower levels of education.
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Table 2 Participation in digital platform work by demographic characteristics (n = 14013)
Have you earned income by working or
offering services through digital platforms?

No

Age

Gender

State or
Territory

Location

Living with a
disability

Yes but
not in the
last 12
months

Yes, currently
or within
the last 12
months

N

18-34

80.0

9.0

11.0

4731

35-49

85.6

6.0

8.4

3885

50-64

93.2

3.3

3.5

3535

65-74

95.7

3.1*

1.1*

1854

Female

90.6

4.4

5.0

6943

Male

83.4

7.5

9.1

7036

Australian Capital Territory

86.1

6.1**

7.8*

244

New South Wales

85.7

6.4

7.9

4453

Northern Territory

92.1

N<5

5.0**

139

Queensland

88.3

5.6

6.1

2809

South Australia

89.0

4.2*

6.8*

1001

Tasmania

88.4

6.1*

5.5*

311

Victoria

86.2

6.4

7.4

3642

Western Australia

88.3

5.7*

5.9*

1414

Major cities

85.7

6.5

7.8

11196

Inner regional

93.0

3.4*

3.6*

1876

Outer regional

91.6

4.5*

3.9*

726

Remote

89.5

6.5**

4.0**

124

Very remote

90.6

N<5

N<5

32

No

87.3

5.9

6.8

12909

Yes

85.6

6.5*

7.9*

868

Prefer not to say

76.2

10.0*

13.9*

231
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Have you earned income by working or
offering services through digital platforms?

No

Yes
Aboriginal or
Torres Strait No
Islander
Prefer not to say

Non-English
speaking
background

Highest
education
level

Labour force
status

Household
status

Yes but
not in the
last 12
months

Yes, currently
or within
the last 12
months

N

73.1

10.0*

16.9*

201

87.4

5.9

6.8

13640

72.9

10.8*

16.3*

166

Yes

77.2

9.8

13.0

2537

No

89.4

5.1

5.6

11337

Prefer not to say

69.9

11.8*

18.4*

136

Less than Year 12

91.8

3.3*

4.8*

784

Year 12 or equivalent

91.9

4.0*

4.1*

1821

Vocational qualification

89.3

4.7

6.0

4161

Bachelor degree

83.1

8.0

8.9

4190

Postgraduate qualification

85.0

6.9

8.1

3051

Employee or self-employed

85.5

6.5

8.0

9650

Unemployed

79.3

7.4*

13.2

363

Student

77.9

9.8*

12.3*

642

Retired

95.7

2.7*

1.5*

2222

Full-time homemaker, or unpaid
carer

90.1

5.9*

4.0*

677

Volunteer

85.5

5.8**

8.7**

138

Other, not in the labour force

91.6

3.5**

4.8**

311

Single, no children

85.8

6.5

7.8

3983

Single with at least one child living
with you

85.6

6.5*

7.9*

582

Couple without children

84.5

7.2

8.3

3270

Couple with at least one child
living with you

85.9

6.1

8.0

3609

Couple with children who do not
live with you

94.4

3.1*

2.4*

2107

Other

92.0

4.0*

4.0*

450

Note: ** Relative Standard Error > 25% * Relative Standard Error > 10% Unweighted N=14013
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Likelihood of participation in platform work
Consistent with the patterns of participation described in Table 2 (demographics), further
analysis95 confirms that younger people (18-34 years of age) were more likely to participate
in platform work, and that individuals were less likely to participate in platform work as they
age. Results are similar for former platform workers, except that the likelihood of having
participated increased slightly again among those between 65-74 years of age.
Gender is a statistically significant indicator of participation in platform work. Even taking
into consideration that overall in Australia men have a higher labour market participation
rate than women, female respondents were only half as likely as males to work on digital
platforms.
State or Territory of residence did not significantly affect the likelihood of platform work;
but location did. Respondents in regional and remote areas were less likely than those in a
major city to be current or former platform workers.
Citizenship status had a large impact on the odds of participating in platform work,
especially for current platform workers. Relative to Australian citizens, temporary residents
were three times more likely to be a current platform worker and twice as likely to have
been a former platform worker (more than 12 months ago). Permanent residents were 1.7
times more likely than Australian citizens to be current or former platform workers.
People who speak a language other than English at home, Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islanders, and respondents with a disability were all more likely to be current platform
workers than respondents without those characteristics. These results were consistent
for former platform workers. Results for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders need to be
interpreted with caution, however, given the small number of respondents (n=201).
Although higher levels of education appear to predict participation in platform work
(see Table 4), these results also need to be interpreted with caution. As noted in Part
3, the sample over- represented respondents with a university qualification and underrepresented respondents with no post- school qualifications.
Labour force status also had an impact on the likelihood of engaging in platform work.
Unemployed respondents and volunteers were two times more likely than individuals who
were employed/self-employed to be current platform workers. Students were 1.3 times
more likely than employed/self-employed individuals to be current platform workers. Further
analysis using these demographic characteristics is presented throughout this report.

95 See Appendix D, Table D.1 for results of multi-nominal regression analysis.
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Current participation
in digital platform
work
Part 4 summarised the characteristics of survey respondents
who indicated that they had at some stage undertaken
work through a digital platform. It included those who were
currently working or had recently done so (within the last 12
months), and those who participated at any time prior to 12
months ago.
This part takes a detailed look at respondents who were
currently (or in the last 12 months) working through digital
platforms. It presents data on respondents who worked or
offered services where the work was computer or internetbased, or services which were provided or offered in-person.
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The focus is on the digital platforms that people in Australia access, and the types of work
they undertake through these platforms. This part also reports on workers’ experiences
of digital platform work, such as hours of work, location of work, earnings, conditions, and
motivations and satisfaction with digital platform work.
The analysis that follows answers the following research questions in relation to work
performed by current platform workers on their main platform:
1

What are the most common platforms through which platform work is undertaken?

2 What are the experiences of current digital platform workers on their main platform?
3 What are the payments and earnings for work undertaken through the main platform?
4 How much time do workers spend on the main platform?
5 What are the operational features of workers’ main platforms?
6 To what extent are previous skills used on the main platform?
7 What is the location of workers and clients on the main platform?
8 What satisfaction levels do workers report on their main platform?
This part also addresses key issues associated with platform work overall:
1

What is the duration and frequency of platform work?

2 What income is derived from digital platform work overall?
3 What are the motivations for workers to participate in platform work?

Most common platforms
The five most common platforms used by current platform workers within the last 12 months
were Airtasker (34.8%), Uber (22.7%), Freelancer (11.8%), Uber Eats (10.8%) and Deliveroo
(8.2%). Table 3 shows the percentage of current workers who worked or offered services
through each platform and demonstrates the wide variety of platform businesses through
which survey respondents currently seek and/or undertake work.
Table 3 also suggests that the platforms on which people most commonly worked were
those offering transport and food delivery work. Transport and food delivery platforms were
selected over 600 times by respondents (more than one platform could be selected), and
there were eight different platforms currently being used by transport and delivery drivers
to earn an income.
‘All other platforms’ included a further 68 platforms nominated less than three times
each. Excluded from the table are responses where the data was invalid because it was
incomplete, could not be verified as a genuine platform, nominated selling, renting or
licensing platforms rather than those involving work (23), or identified social media sites (94)
rather than platforms that mediated work.
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Table 3 Platforms used currently or within last 12 months
Platform

Type(s) of work performed on the platform Category

Airtasker

Count

%

All categories

348

34.8%

Uber

Transport & food delivery

228

22.7%

Freelancer

Clerical & data entry; creative & multimedia; writing &
translation; sales & marketing; software development;
professional services

118

11.8%

Uber Eats

Transport & food delivery

108

10.8%

Deliveroo

Transport & food delivery

82

8.2%

Ola Cabs

Transport & food delivery

72

7.2%

Upwork**

Clerical & data entry; creative & multimedia; writing &
translation; sales & marketing; software development;
professional services

62

6.2%

Fiverr

Creative & multimedia; writing & translation; sales &
marketing; software development & technology

60

6.0%

Amazon Turk

Software development & technology; clerical & data entry

55

5.5%

Foodora

Transport & food delivery

52

5.2%

Taxify

Transport & food delivery

52

5.2%

MadPaws

Caring

45

4.5%

Sidekicker

Clerical & data entry; odd jobs & maintenance; sales &
marketing

35

3.5%

Care.com

Caring

34

3.4%

Guru

Clerical & data entry; creative & multimedia; writing &
translation; sales & marketing; software development;
professional services

34

3.4%

Careseekers

Caring

33

3.3%

Hipages

Skilled trades

30

3.0%

ODesk**

Clerical & data entry; creative & multimedia; writing &
translation; sales & marketing; software development;
professional services

30

3.0%

PeoplePerHour

Clerical & data entry; creative & multimedia; writing &
translation; sales & marketing; software development.

25

2.5%

Oneflare

Odd Jobs & Maintenance; Creative & Multi-media; Skilled
Trades

25

2.5%

99designs

Creative & Multi-media

24

2.4%

TaskRabbit

Odd jobs & maintenance

22

2.2%

Lyft

Transport & food delivery

21

2.1%

Helpling

Odd jobs & maintenance

18

1.8%

Mable

Caring – disability care

17

1.7%

Dribbble

Creative & multimedia

12

1.2%
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Platform

Type(s) of work performed on the platform Category

Toptal

Count

%

Professional services; software development; creative &
multimedia

9

0.9%

GLG

Professional services

8

0.8%

Pawshake

Caring

8

0.8%

Rev

Writing & translation; clerical & data entry

8

0.8%

Hireup

Caring

6

0.6%

Sherpa

Transport & delivery

4

0.4%

Appen

Writing & translation; clerical & data entry

3

0.3%

TRIBE

Sales & marketing

3

0.3%

78

7.7%

All other
platforms

Respondents could select more than one platform. ** Upwork was formerly oDesk; however, both are reported here as separate platforms
reflecting the responses from survey participants.

Approximately one-third of current platform workers were working across multiple platforms,
including 11.4% who were registered with four or more platforms (see Figure 2).

Number of platforms

Figure 2 Proportion of participants working across numbers of platforms
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Experiences of current digital platform workers on their main
platform
Current platform workers were asked to nominate the main platform they used. The
distribution of main platforms was very similar to that of all platforms currently used (see
Table 3); that is, Airtasker, Uber, Freelancer and Uber Eats were most commonly cited as the
main platform. When asked to specify the type of work they did through their main platform,
transport and delivery driving was again most frequently nominated - 18.6% of respondents
provided transport or food delivery services (see Table 4).
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Professional services work (such as financial, legal and consulting services) was also
frequently indicated as the type of work performed through the main digital platform (16.9%
of respondents) (Table 4). This is consistent with Table 3, which shows 11.8% of current
platform workers worked through Freelancer and 6.2% through Upwork. A further four
platforms were being used to do professional services work.
Over 10% of current workers were doing odd jobs or maintenance work through digital
platforms. This was most likely to be through the most popular platform Airtasker, listed by
34.8% of current workers. Although only 7% of current platform workers said they did care
work through digital platforms, six different care platforms were identified, including several
providing pet care services only.
Table 4 Type of work performed through main digital platform
Type of digital platform work
Transport and food delivery

(e.g., taxi services; food delivery; package or goods
delivery)

N

%

183

18.6

167

16.9

Professional services

(e.g., accounting; consulting; financial planning; legal
services; human resources; project management)

Odd jobs and maintenance
work

(e.g., running errands; general maintenance duties;
removalist work)

113

11.5

Writing and translation

(e.g., academic writing; article writing; copywriting;
creative writing; technical writing; translation)

89

9.0

Clerical and data entry

(e.g., customer service; data entry; transcription; tech
support; Web research; virtual assistant)

77

7.8

Creative and multimedia

(e.g., animation; architecture; audio; logo design;
photography; presentations; voice overs; video)

76

7.7

71

7.2

Software development and
technology

(e.g., data science; game development; app, software
or web development; server maintenance; web
scraping)

Caring

(e.g., aged or disability care; pet services; babysitting;
nanny services)

69

7.0

Skilled trades work

(e.g., carpentry; plumbing; electrical work)

57

5.8

(e.g., social media marketing; ad posting; lead
generation; search engine optimisation; telemarketing)

49

5.0

Education

(e.g., tutoring; teaching; mentoring; online coaching)

12

1.2

Personal services

(e.g., sport/fitness coaching; massage; adult
entertainment; tattoo and piercing)

9

0.9

14

1.4

986

100

Sales and marketing
support

Unknown or insufficient
detail
Total
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A series of further analyses of the type of work by demographic characteristics revealed
that age was significantly associated with type of platform work, as was gender, non-English
speaking background and residency status.96
Transport and food delivery workers were more likely to be 18-34 years of age than other
age groups. Professional service workers and creative and multimedia workers were more
likely to be in the older age category of 50- 64 years old, whereas clerical and data entry
workers were more likely to be in the age category of 35-49 years.
Workers in clerical and data entry, sales and marketing support, writing and translation, and
caring were more likely to be women. In contrast, software development and technology
workers, transport and food delivery workers, and skilled trade workers were more likely to
be men. These patterns suggest that digital platform work may replicate the gender-based
occupational segregation that occurs in the wider labour market.
Transport and food delivery workers were significantly more likely to indicate temporary
residency status and were less likely to be Australian citizens. Sales and marketing workers
were also more likely to be temporary residents. This was not the case for professional
service workers and clerical and data entry workers.
Transport and food delivery workers, and sales and marketing workers, along with software
development and technology workers, were also more likely to speak a language other
than English at home.
No significant differences were found across type of work in relation to disability. Aboriginal
or Torres Strait Islander status also did not differ across type of work.
Overall, State/Territory location was significantly associated with type of platform work
although specific interpretations were made difficult due to the small number of individuals
who engaged in particular forms of work in each State, especially in the smaller population
States. There were no worker categories which were over-represented or underrepresented in Victoria.
Transport and food delivery workers had a high likelihood of working on three platforms, or
four or more platforms, and were significantly less likely to be working on just one platform.

Payment and earnings for work undertaken through the main
platform
Current platform workers were asked questions about the payment processes and amounts
they were paid for the performance of work through their main digital platform: that is, the
platform on which they had spent the most time offering their services and doing work.
As presented in Table 5, most workers (59.0%) were paid via the platform for each
completed task or job, while 22% were paid for the hours they worked.

96 A series of Chi-square tests were conducted to determine if demographic categories were related to the type of work
performed on the main platform. Results are reported only where cell sizes were large enough to make confident
assertions. Age: Chi2 (39, n = 994) = 66.39, p < .05); gender: Chi2 (13, n = 988) = 101.47, p < .001); residency status: Chi2
(26, n = 961) = 50.78, p < .05; non-English speaking background: Chi2 (13, n = 967) = 41.01, p < .001; State/Territory: Chi2
(91, n = 994) = 192.2, p <.001; Number of platforms: Chi2 (39, n = 991) = 54.80, p < .05.
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Table 5 Basis of payment on main platform
Basis of payment

N

%

I am paid per completed task or job

579

59.0

I am paid for the time or hours I work

216

22.0

I receive a fixed daily/weekly/monthly income

50

5.1

A combination of some or all of the above

75

7.6

I don’t know

62

6.3

982

100.0

Total

Current platform workers were also asked to estimate approximately how much per hour
(in pre-tax Australian dollars) they usually got paid for tasks undertaken through their main
digital platform (Table 6). Forty percent (40%) of current platform workers answered ‘I don’t
know’ to this question, suggesting either that they had never calculated this amount or, if
they had, it was not easy to recall. For those who did estimate hourly income, the median
response for pre-tax dollars per hour was $25.00 and the mean (with the top and bottom
5% of responses trimmed) was $32.16 per hour. The median income for males and females
was not significantly different. The mean response (again with the top and bottom 5% of
responses trimmed) was $33.45 for males and $30.78 for females.
Table 6 Approximate amount per hour earned on main platform
Amount per hour

N

%

Zero dollars

7

0.7

$0.01 - $9.99

41

4.1

$10.00 - $14.99

42

4.2

$15.00 - $19.99

57

5.8

$20.00 - $29.99

181

18.3

$30.00 - $39.99

97

9.8

$40.00 - $49.99

42

4.2

$50.00 - $74.99

57

5.8

$75.00 - $99.99

21

2.2

$100 or more

49

4.9

Do not know

394

40.0

Total

988

100.0
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Current workers’ income per hour estimates were compared against type of platform work
(see Table 7). There were sizeable differences in the approximate earnings per hour based
on the type of work performed on the main platform. Professional service workers were
significantly more likely to indicate higher per-hour income bands than other workers (e.g.,
$50.00-$74.99; $75.00-$99.99; $100+).97
Transport and food delivery workers were over-represented in the $15.00-$19.99 and
$20.00-$29.99 income categories. Carers frequently indicated their income category as
$20.00-$29.99 per hour. The National Minimum Wage at the time of the survey was $18.93
per hour, and since 1 July 2019 has been $19.49 per hour.
Those most likely to be in the lower income bands, and earning less than the current
minimum wage, were clerical and data entry workers ($0.01-$9.99 and $10.00-$14.99) and
workers engaged in writing and translation ($0.01-$9.99).
Table 7 Average approximate amount per hour earned by type of work on main platform
Median
($ per hour)

Trimmed Mean
($ per hour)

N

Professional services

40.00

56.85

102

Clerical and data entry

20.00

19.85

39

Creative and multimedia

34.00

40.12

42

Sales and marketing support

40.00

53.09

28

Software development and
technology

30.00

46.21

44

Writing and translation

21.00

27.91

56

Caring

23.50

21.60

50

Transport and food delivery

20.00

22.19

120

Skilled trades work

30.00

41.53

35

Odd jobs and maintenance work

23.00

26.93

57

Education

40.00

37.25

11

Personal services

45.00

45.65

6

Type of work

Time spent on main platform
Current platform workers were asked how many hours per week they spent working or
seeking work through the main digital platform (Table 8). More than one-third of current
workers (37.5%) responded ‘I don’t know’ to this question.

97

Chi-square analysis showed significant differences between income per hour estimates and type of platform work: Chi2
(130, n = 986) = 278.42, p < .001. Findings are only reported where cell size was adequate for reliable interpretation.
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For the remainder who estimated their weekly hours (excluding outliers) the mean was 10.0
hours per week. Men worked significantly more hours than women. Men worked an average
of 10.8 hours and women worked an average of 8.2 hours per week.98
Table 8 shows mean weekly hours across the different types of platform work (again,
excluding outliers). Mean weekly hours in all type of work categories were less than 15.
Workers in the transport and food delivery, software development and technology, and
sales and marketing support categories worked the longest weekly hours on average (14.5,
14.3 and 12.3 hours respectively).
The shortest mean weekly hours were in creative and multi-media (6.4) and education (3.4
hours).
It is important to note here that many respondents indicated that they work across more
than one platform (see Figure 2), particularly in transport and food delivery. Respondents
who indicated that their main platform was in transport and food delivery (183 respondents)
gave 257 responses to the transport/food delivery platforms on which they were working
(primarily listing Uber but also Ola, Deliveroo, Ubereats, Foodora and Taxify). Nearly half of
these 183 respondents (47%) indicated they worked on more than one platform – 16.4% on
two platforms, 13.1% on three platforms, and 17.5% on four or more platforms. Results for time
spent on the main platform are therefore likely to be an underestimate of the hours spent
participating in digital platform work.
Table 8 Mean weekly hours by type of work on main platform
N

Mean weekly
hours (trimmed)

140

14.5

Software development and technology

44

14.3

Sales and marketing support

27

12.3

Skilled trades work

36

8.9

Odd jobs and maintenance work

60

8.8

Caring

38

8.6

Clerical and data entry

44

8.5

6

8.0

Writing and translation

59

7.9

Professional services

105

7.7

44

6.4

9

3.4

Type of work on main platform
Transport and food delivery

Personal services

Creative and multi-media
Education

98 t(551)=2.18, p<.05.
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Current workers were also asked how many of these hours on average were spent
searching, quoting or bidding for work, updating their profile, posting information, or doing
other unpaid tasks. Nearly half (46%) of current digital platform workers answered ‘I don’t
know’ to this question, suggesting that they had never calculated these hours or that they
did not recall.
Acknowledging that answers were likely to be an approximation, for those who did estimate
these weekly hours, the mean was 4.9 hours per week on unpaid tasks, with no significant
differences in the time spent by men and women on unpaid tasks.
When viewed by type of work, those at the lower end of average weekly hours spent on
unpaid tasks were current workers in education (1.3 hours), personal services (3.0 hours),
professional services (4.0 hours) and skilled trades work (3.5 hours).
Current digital platform workers in sales and marketing support (7.1 hours), software
development and technology (5.9 hours), transport and food delivery (5.2 hours) and odd
jobs and maintenance work (6.8 hours), spent the most time on unpaid tasks.
Collectively, workers in software development and technology, transport and food delivery,
and sales and marketing were currently spending the most time each week engaging in
paid and unpaid tasks through digital platforms.

Operations of the main digital platform
Current platform workers were asked a series of questions about the operations of the main
platform on which they worked. As shown in Table 9, a substantial minority of respondents
answered ‘I don’t know’ to each item (between 16% and 33%). In some cases, that might
simply reflect workers not having experienced situations in which the relevant knowledge
would be expected to accrue. For example, respondents might have been unaware
of whether or not their main platform had a dispute resolution process, would allow a
substitute or assisting worker to be arranged, or charged for priority work opportunities. By
contrast, it seems notable that over a quarter of workers did not know whether the relevant
platform could restrict access in the event of unsatisfactory work or whether the platform
could change any of the contractual terms and conditions under which their work was
performed.
The different features of platform operations have been categorised in Table 9 into four
themes: information and communication; fees and charges; access to the platform; and
worker-platform relationship.
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Table 9 How the main digital platform operates
Yes

No

I don’t
know

The platform provides information on the regulations with
which I have to comply (e.g., tax, superannuation, GST)

41.2

33.5

25.3

The platform has a dispute settlement process

46.6

21.4

32.0

The platform has someone available that I can contact if I have
a problem or concern

58.6

19.7

21.7

The platform allows for me to be rated by clients

64.9

19.1

16.0

The platform allows me to rate the clients for whom I work

53.4

28.3

18.3

The platform allows me to provide feedback about the platform
itself, its website, app or processes

56.5

23.5

20.0

The platform covers me with at least one type of work-related
insurance (e.g., for work-related injuries or professional
indemnity)

28.9

45.5

25.6

The platform requires me to take out my own insurance

39.7

37.9

22.4

The platform charges me a fee (e.g., a subscription cost) to
register or access work

36.1

47.4

16.5

The platform charges for priority work opportunities

31.8

42.9

25.3

The platform requires me to pay a set amount or percentage of
what I earn through the platform

48.4

35.3

16.4

The platform requires me to supply an Australian business
number (ABN)

41.6

40.7

17.7

The platform can restrict access to work opportunities if my
work is not satisfactory

47.9

25.4

26.7

The platform has changed my contract or terms and conditions

29.8

43.6

26.6

How the main digital platform operates
Information and communication

Fees and charges

Access to the platform
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Yes

No

I don’t
know

The platform treats me as its employee

28.4

53.0

18.6

The platform requires me to display its brand or logo (e.g., on
clothing, equipment or documents) when performing work or
dealing with clients

29.4

53.7

16.9

I am required by the platform to be available to work either at
particular times, or for at least a minimum amount of time

28.2

56.3

15.5

The platform penalises me for declining work

22.8

56.0

21.2

The platform allows me to arrange for work I have accepted to
be performed by someone else on my behalf, or for someone
else to help me

32.5

41.6

25.9

The platform allows me to work for a client that I originally met
through the platform, without having to use the platform

33.8

41.9

24.3

The platform supplies me with the equipment or facilities (such
as a computer, internet access, vehicle etc.) that I need to
perform the work

23.5

61.9

14.6

I can contact other workers who are using the platform,
through the platform itself

34.8

41.0

24.2

How the main digital platform operates
Worker-platform relationship

In general, current platform workers were most aware of features relating to communication
and information, notably rating and review systems. Ratings of workers by clients were
reported to be more common than the reverse. Worker ratings were perhaps not quite as
prevalent as might have been expected, with one in five platform workers reporting them
not to be a feature of their main platform.
In relation to fees and charges, 28.9% of current platform workers were provided with at
least one type of work-related insurance by the platform, yet nearly half of current platform
workers (45.5%) reported that their main platform did not cover them (e.g., for work-related
injuries or professional indemnity). Nearly the same proportion (39.7%) reported that their
main platform required them to take out their own insurance. Over 20% of current platform
workers did not know if the platform required them to take out their own insurance, or if the
platform provided insurance. Nearly one-third of current platform workers (36.1%) reported
that their main platform charged a fee for registering or accessing work and 31.8% reported
their main platform charged for priority work opportunities.
More than one-third (34.8%) of respondents said they could contact other workers who are
using the platform through the platform itself. However, 41% indicated that they could not
do this. Nearly one-quarter of current platform workers (22.8%) could be penalised by the
platform for declining work.
According to previous research, the great majority of platforms appear to operate on the
basis that the workers who use their services are not employees, but rather independent,
self-employed workers, or ‘freelancers’. It is striking then that over a quarter (28.4%) of
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platform workers nevertheless reported that their main platform treated them as employees.
It is unclear whether these workers believed that they were actually employees for legal
purposes, or simply that their treatment made them feel like employees.

Use of previous skills on main platform
Current platform workers were not usually required to do additional training to undertake
digital platform work (35.8% not at all, 29.1% a little).
Table 10 shows that respondents who were currently participating in platform work often
believed their work draws on their qualifications and past experience at least to some
extent (28.9% some, and 40.1% a lot).
Table 10 Use of previous skills and experience and opportunity for training (column %)
To what degree does your
platform work...

A lot

Some

A little

Not
at all

Use your formal qualifications

21.2

26.1

20.4

25.3

6.9

Use your experience from past
jobs

31.6

28.8

20.5

14.1

5.0

Use your skills and experience
overall

40.1

28.9

18.3

8.5

4.2

7.3

20.2

29.1

35.8

7.7

Require you to do additional
training

Not
applicable

Qualitative comments from some current platform workers, however, suggested that they
were competing for the same jobs as unqualified and/or lower skilled workers, and that they
believed platforms did little to verify workers’ skills.
There is no way to tell if a person starting up with a digital platform has the experience
to do the work. After a lot of jobs, you can build up a profile, but at the beginning, people
are taking you on for tasks based on price and faith.
There should be a law to stop these platforms. You should only be allowed to advertise
the work if you are in that industry, like a plumber should be the only person to advertise
for plumbing work not some platform pinching the work from these types of industries and
then selling them off as an auction. If they do that type of work then advertise but if not
then get lost.
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Locations of workers and clients on main platform
Most current platform workers (54.6%) worked from their home when undertaking digital
platform work. However, 13.9% worked while travelling in their car or on their bike, reflecting
the high levels of participation in transport and delivery driving (Table 11).
The location of 14.9% of workers was determined by the client.
Only 3.1% of current platform workers were working in a designated co-working space, while
8.0% were participating in digital platform work while at a workplace where they were an
employee.
Table 11 Location of worker
Location of worker

N

%

536

55.3

At the workplace where I am an employee

78

8.0

In a co-working space shared with other workers

30

3.1

At another location chosen by me (e.g., café, library)

41

4.2

136

14.0

In the home of an individual client I am doing the task for

81

8.4

On the premises of a business client I am doing the task for

27

2.8

At another location chosen by the client I am doing the task for

37

3.8

2

0.2

968

100.0

Home

Travelling in my car or on my bike

Other specified locations (e.g. hospital)
Total

Current digital platform workers in Australia were largely providing labour to Australian
clients; 65% of respondents indicated that their clients were based in Australia only, and
a further 25.1% reported their clients were from both Australia and overseas (Table 12). Of
these, most Australian clients were based in New South Wales (34.4%), Victoria (24.5%) and
Queensland (16.6%), as indicated in Table 13.
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Only 32 current workers indicated that their clients were solely located in a country outside
Australia. Identified countries included the United States (10), China (2), South Africa (1), Brazil
(1) and Pakistan (1).
Table 12 Location of clients
Location of clients

N

%

Australia only

635

65.0

Overseas only

32

3.3

245

25.1

65

6.6

977

100.0

Both Australia and overseas
I don’t know
Total

Table 13 State/Territory location of Australian clients
State/Territory location of Australian clients

N

%

Queensland

100

16.6

New South Wales

208

34.4

148

24.5

8

1.3

South Australia

33

5.5

Western Australia

46

7.6

Northern Territory

4

0.7

Australian Capital Territory

8

1.3

49

8.1

604

100.0

Victoria
Tasmania

I don’t know
Total

Comparisons were made between the location of the worker and the location of clients to
explore the extent to which platform workers were doing work for interstate clients.
For current platform workers in all States, the majority of their clients were located in the
same State, with only a very small number (less than five in most cases) being solely located
in other States.
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Satisfaction with work on main platform
Current platform workers were asked to indicate on a five-item scale (strongly agree, agree,
neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree) their satisfaction with various
dimensions of platform work. The dimensions were clustered into three themes: access
to work and income; career development; and working conditions (as set out in Table 14).
Respondents could also answer ‘I don’t know’ or ‘not applicable’ to this question. The
percentage of ‘I don’t know’ responses were low across all satisfaction questions (on the
majority, less than 4%).
Table 14 shows the percentage of current platform workers who either strongly agreed/
agreed, were neutral, disagreed/ strongly disagreed or answered ‘not applicable’ on each
satisfaction question. Means, which were calculated only on level of agreement on the fivepoint scale, without ‘I don’t know and ‘not applicable’ responses, are also presented.
Overall, current platform workers were moderately to fairly satisfied, as indicated by means
over the neutral or mid- scale point ‘3’ on all dimensions. It should be noted, however, that
it is not unusual to find workers expressing high levels of job satisfaction even in jobs which
are generally agreed to be of poor quality.99
Respondents were most satisfied with the following dimensions of platform work (in
descending order):
›› the ability to choose the hours they worked (4.00)
›› working for themselves and being their own boss (3.89)
›› choosing their own tasks or projects (3.87)
›› working at the pace they chose (3.76)
›› enjoying the work they did (3.74).
Interestingly, these aspects of the conditions of platform work are all related to the flexibility
of platform work.
Current platform workers were less satisfied with:
›› earning a fair income (3.35)
›› accessing work opportunities overseas (3.32)
›› the fairness of fees and costs associated with work through the platform (3.37).
Overall, nevertheless, more workers were still positive than negative about these aspects.

99 Morgan J., Dill, J. & Kalleberg, A. (2013). The quality of healthcare jobs: Can intrinsic rewards compensate for low
extrinsic rewards? Work, Employment and Society, 27(5): 802–822.

51

Digital Platform Work in Australia Prevalence, Nature and Impact

Table 14 Satisfaction with dimensions of platform work on main platform
Agree or
strongly
agree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Disagree
or
strongly
disagree

Not
applicable

Mean100

The income I earn is fair

47.3

24.7

20.4

4.9

3.35

I have the ability to set the price for my
services

53.5

15.8

22.1

6.3

3.42

The fees and costs associated with work
through the platform are fair

44.2

24.6

18.2

9.9

3.37

I can find regular work through the
platform

48.0

24.8

19.6

5.1

3.38

I can find work through the platform
despite health issues or disability

44.6

20.6

9.8

21.9

3.60

The competition for work is reasonable

49.4

25.3

16.1

5.4

3.42

I can attract more clients

49.7

24.3

15.2

8.1

3.47

I am gaining new skills or improving
existing skills

49.1

24.3

18.5

6.7

3.42

I can access work opportunities overseas

40.8

18.4

20.5

12.9

3.32

The rating system on the platform is fair

48.5

25.1

11.8

10.3

3.32

I enjoy the work that I do

63.4

21.5

9.0

4.4

3.76

I can choose my own tasks or projects

67.9

16.4

8.5

5.5

3.87

I can work the hours I choose

72.4

14.3

7.3

4.5

4.00

I can work at the pace I choose

64.4

18.5

10.4

4.8

3.77

I am free to decide how to perform any
tasks or projects I accept

62.0

18.1

12.5

5.1

3.72

I can work from home or another place
that I choose

63.4

16.4

11.3

7.6

3.81

I can work for myself and be my own boss

68.5

16.0

8.4

5.2

3.89

I receive adequate support to resolve
disputes over payments or tasks

40.7

27.5

11.9

11.4

3.43

The health and safety conditions are
adequate

47.0

22.5

10.8

15.7

3.54

Access to work and income

Career development

Working conditions

100 Where ‘Strongly agree’ = 5, to ‘Strongly disagree’ = 1.
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Further analysis of demographic categories showed no significant differences on any
measures of satisfaction across disability, non-English speaking background, age, residency
status or location, but did reveal differences in relation to gender.101
Gender differences in satisfaction were revealed on only two questions:102 ‘I have the ability
to set the price for my services’ and ‘The fees and costs associated with work through the
platform are fair’. In both cases, women’s satisfaction was lower than men’s satisfaction.
Satisfaction also varied by type of work performed. Comparisons were made between
the three most frequent types of work (transport and food delivery services, professional
services; odd jobs and maintenance work) and all other types of work collapsed into a
single comparator. One-way analysis of variance revealed that, compared to professional
services work, those working in transport and food delivery services were significantly less
satisfied with the ability to set the price for their services; finding work through the platform
despite health issues or disability; gaining new skills or improving existing skills; accessing
work opportunities overseas; and working from home or another place.
Satisfaction levels for transport and food delivery workers were also significantly lower than
those doing odd jobs and maintenance, in relation to the ability to set the price for services;
gaining new skills; and deciding how to perform tasks or projects.
Finally, transport workers had lower satisfaction than workers in the collapsed ‘other’
category in finding work despite health issues or disability; gaining new skills, accessing
work opportunities overseas, deciding how to perform task or projects, working from home;
and health and safety conditions.
Respondents could also give free text responses in the survey, providing further insight into
worker satisfaction as well as worker motivation. A summary of these free text responses is
provided at the end of this part of the report.

Duration and frequency of platform work
Moving beyond the main digital platform, the survey asked current platform workers about
their experiences offering services or performing work through digital platforms generally.
Throughout this section, data are presented on current platform workers, and their broad
experiences of performing work through digital platforms.
Most digital platform workers were fairly new to platform work. Over 60% began less than 2
years ago and almost half (46.5%) only started within the last 12 months (Table 15).

101 To investigate differences by demographic categories, independent samples t-tests were undertaken on the
categories of gender, disability and non-English speaking background, and a one-way analysis or variance was used
to compare means on measures of satisfaction by age, residency status, and location.
102 ‘I have the ability to set the price for my services’ (t=3.84, df=491, p<.001) and ‘The fees and costs associated with work
through the platform are fair’ (t=2.13, df=491, p<.05).
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Table 15 Length of time since first started working or offering services
Length of time since first started working or offering services

N

%

Less than 6 months ago

214

21.7

Between 6 and 12 months ago

244

24.8

More than 1 year ago

220

22.4

More than 2 years ago

156

15.9

More than 3 years ago

79

8.0

More than 5 years ago

71

7.2

984

100

Total

Current platform workers were asked how frequently they engage with digital platforms to
seek or undertake work.
Figure 3 shows that almost as many current workers participated frequently as those that
who participated occasionally (less than once a month).
The frequency of current engagement with digital platforms was fairly evenly split across
four categories.

Percentage of respondents

Figure 3: Frequency of engagement with digital platforms

30
25
20
15
10

27.5

24.4

28.3

19.8

5
0

At least a few
times per week

About once a
week

Less than once a
week but at least
once a month

Less than once a
month

Frequency of engagement with digital platforms

As shown in Table 16, women participated less frequently than men, and temporary
residents participated more frequently than Australian citizens.103
Students and the unemployed participated more frequently (once a week or more), while
retirees participated less frequently (less than once a week).

103 These patterns were confirmed through a chi-square analysis, which showed women participated less frequently than
men Chi2 (3, n = 980) = 13.86, p < .05 and temporary Australian residents participated more frequently than Australian
citizens Chi2 (9, n=982) = 16.84, p <.05.
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There were no significant differences, however, in the frequency of engagement across
age, State/Territory, disability status, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander status, nonEnglish speaking background, or education.
When viewed by type of work, those doing creative and multi-media work engaged less
frequently. These workers were less likely to be participating ‘at least a few times a week’
and more likely to participate ‘less than once a month’.
In contrast, transport and food delivery workers were much more likely to participate at least
a ‘few times per week’ and less likely to participate ‘less than once a month’.104
Table 16 Frequency of engagement with platforms by selected demographic categories
Frequency of working through digital platforms %

Sex

Residency
status

Labour force
status

At least
a few
times a
week

About
once a
week

At least
once a
month

Less
than
once a
month

20.6

24.7

21.9

32.8

100

31.1

24.4

18.4

26.1

100

Australian
citizen

26.9

22.4

20.5

30.1

Permanent
resident

24.6

31.3

17.9

26.1

100

Temporary
resident

33.7

32.5

18.1

15.7

100

Employee
or selfemployed

27.6

24.6

19.4

28.4

Unemployed

35.4

25.0

18.8

20.8

100

Student

34.2

24.1

22.8

19.0

100

Retired

23.5

14.6

11.8

50.0

100

7.4

29.6

25.9

37.0

100

8.3

41.7

16.7

33.3

100

20.0

6.7

40.0

33.3

100

Female
Male

Full-time
homemaker/
unpaid carer
Volunteer
Other not in
labour force

Total

100

100

104 Chi square analysis to examine any differences in the frequency of working through digital platforms compared to type
of platform work was highly significant Chi2(65, n=989) = 92.21, p<.05.
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Hours per week spent working on digital platforms overall
Only a very small percentage of current platform workers were spending a large number of
hours doing so. Almost half (47.2%) of current platform workers reported spending less than
5 hours per week working or offering services through digital platforms, whereas only 5.4%
of current platform workers reported 26+ hours per week (Table 17).
Consistent with other results, transport and food delivery workers were less likely than other
types of workers to spend less than five hours per week and more likely to report working
hours in the higher categories, including more than 35 hours per week. In contrast, odd
jobs and maintenance workers were more likely to report working less than five hours per
week.105
Table 17 Hours per week spent working on digital platforms overall
Hours per week

N

%

Less than five hours per week

465

47.2

Between 5 and 9 hours per week

259

26.3

Between 10 and 15 hours per week

130

13.2

Between 16 and 25 hours per week

78

7.9

Between 26 and 35 hours per week

28

2.8

More than 35 hours per week

26

2.6

986

100.0

Total

Income derived through work on digital platforms overall
A substantial minority of respondents currently participating in digital platform work were
reliant on the income (15.4%), considering it ‘essential for meeting their basic needs’. A
further quarter (24.5%) said it was an ‘important part of overall income, but not essential’,
whereas a little more than half (52.3%) considered the income ‘nice to have but can live
without it’ (Table 18).
Transport and food delivery drivers were much more likely to say that their work generated
100% of their total annual income (Table 19).106
Four in five current platform workers (80.7%) reported that less than half of their total annual
income came from platform work (Table 19). In contrast, one in six current platform workers
(16.5%) reported that platform income constituted at least half but less than 100% of their
total income.

105 These patterns were confirmed through Chi-square analysis Chi2 (65, n=989) = 92.21, p < .05.
106 Chi=square analysis showed a significant association between proportion of total annual income from platform work
and type of platform work Chi2 (20, n=957), = 42.89, p<.05.
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Only a very small proportion of current platform workers derived 100% of their total annual
income from platform work (2.7%) (Table 19).
Table 18 Reliance on income from working or offering services through digital platforms
Reliance on income from working or offering services

N

%

Essential for meeting basic needs

152

15.4

Important part of overall income, but not essential

242

24.5

Nice to have, but can live without it

516

52.3

76

7.7

986

100.0

I do not earn any income from digital platform work
Total

Table 19 Proportion of total annual income from platform work
Proportion of total annual income

N

%

Less than half of total annual income

795

80.7

At least half but less than 100% of annual income

163

16.5

27

2.7

985

100.0

100% of my total annual income
Total

When analysed against demographic characteristics, as shown in Table 20, those with a
disability were far more likely to say that digital platform work was essential for meeting
basic needs and less likely to say ‘it is nice to have but I can live without it’.107
There were no significant differences in reliance on income by age, gender, State/Territory,
non-English speaking background, or residency status.
Unemployed respondents were more likely to say the income from digital platform work
was essential for meeting basic needs.108
Similarly, individuals with some primary school as their highest level of education were
most likely to indicate that the income was essential and least likely to indicate that the
income was ‘nice to have but I can live without it’.109 This result was reversed for those with
a postgraduate qualification.

107 People with a disability were far more likely to say that digital platform work was essential for meeting basic needs and
less likely to say ‘it is nice to have but I can live without it’ Chi2 (6, n=983), = 20.72, p<.05.
108 In terms of labour force status, unemployed respondents were more likely to say the income was essential and less
likely to indicate the income was just nice to have Chi2 (18, n=984), = 46.58, p<.001.
109 Those with less than Year 12 as their highest level of education were more likely to feel the income was essential for
meeting basic needs and less likely to say the income was nice to have but not essential Chi2 (12, n=985), = 34.35,
p<.001.
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Type of platform work was also associated with reliance on income.110 Transport and food
delivery workers and carers were less likely to say the income was ‘nice to have but not
essential’. Transport and food delivery workers were more likely to say the income was
essential for meeting basic needs.
Table 20 Reliance on income by selected demographic characteristics
Reliance on income

Disability

Highest
level of
education

Labour
force
status

Essential

Important

Nice
to have

No
income

Total

Yes

29.0

30.4

29.0

11.6

100

No

14.4

24.4

54.0

7.3

100

Less than
Year 12

23.7

39.5

21.1

15.8

100

Year 12 or
equivalent

17.3

29.3

44.0

9.3

100

Vocational
qualification

20.3

25.5

47.4

6.8

100

Bachelor
degree

14.4

22.9

56.8

5.9

100

Postgraduate
qualification

10.2

22.4

57.7

9.8

100

Employee
or selfemployed

14.4

24.1

54.7

6.8

100

Unemployed

31.3

18.8

41.7

8.3

100

Student

16.5

35.4

43.0

5.1

100

Retired

5.9

20.6

52.9

20.6

100

Full-time
homemaker/
unpaid carer

22.2

22.2

33.3

22.2

100

Volunteer

33.3

33.3

33.3

0

100

110 Chi2 (30, n=959), = 48.95, p<.05.
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Only half of all current platform workers were paying tax on the income they earned from
digital platform work (Table 21).
Table 21 Payment of taxes in relation to income derived from digital platform work
Payment of taxes

N

%

Yes

500

50.7

No, because not required to pay tax

220

22.3

No, because of other reasons

144

14.6

I prefer not to answer

122

12.4

986

100.0

Total

Motivations for undertaking platform work
As shown in Table 22, motivations for undertaking platform work were clustered into three
themes: access to work and income; career development; and working conditions.
The strongest motivations for undertaking platform work, according to a four-item scale with
anchor points ‘Very important’ (4) and ‘Not at all important’(1), were (in order of importance):
›› ‘earning extra money’;
›› ‘working the hours I choose’;
›› ‘doing work that I enjoy’;
›› ‘choosing my own tasks or projects’;
›› ‘working in a place that I choose’;
›› ‘working for myself and being my own boss’.
Less important motivations included ‘finding work despite health issues or disability’, and
‘connecting socially with people’.
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Table 22 Motivations for undertaking platform work (%)
Very
important

Important

Slightly
important

Not at all
important

Mean111

A financial necessity

18.7

29.5

26.9

17.6

2.53

Earning extra money

34.3

39.3

17.8

4.4

3.08

Finding regular work

19.6

28.6

28.2

16.8

2.55

Finding work despite
health issues or disability

14.8

22.2

18.7

19.7

2.43

Building a portfolio

16.9

31.3

24.2

17.4

2.53

Attracting more clients

21.3

31.7

23.4

14.9

2.65

Gaining new knowledge
or skills, or
improving existing skills

20.5

33.1

26.1

13.5

2.65

Building networks

19.5

28.4

25.3

18.5

2.53

Doing work that I enjoy

31.2

36.8

20.4

7.4

2.96

Choosing my own tasks
or projects

29.8

38.6

19.1

7.3

2.96

Working the hours I
choose

36.2

35.4

17.2

6.9

3.05

Working in a place that I
choose

29.1

37.3

21.2

7.6

2.92

Working for myself and
being my own boss

29.3

34.4

21.2

9.5

2.88

Connecting socially with
people

14.1

27.7

24.2

24.4

2.35

Access to work and income

Career development

Working conditions

111

Where ‘Very Important’ = 4, to ‘Not at all important’ = 1.
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Views on digital platforms
Respondents who were currently working on digital platforms and those who had worked
on digital platforms more than 12 months ago were asked if they would like to tell us
anything else about their experiences with digital platform work.
Of the 366 valid free text responses from current and past platform workers, over 40% of
comments described respondents’ satisfaction with, or the perceived benefits of, digital
platform work with little variation between current and former workers.
While a small number of comments simply stated that platform work was enjoyable, easy or
fun, the benefits cited in comments by respondents most commonly related to:
›› access to employment, particularly for those who find it difficult to work in traditional
employment
›› the flexibility to control their place of work and hours of work, and
›› additional income.
In an apparent juxtaposition however, 13% of comments described dissatisfaction with the
level of income provided through digital platform work. This is exemplified in comments
such as:
Easy to do but not much money in it.
It’s just a bit of extra cash. There is no way I could live on it.
While it’s easy to find the work the payment is very low received from these sites and
does not necessarily support living.
Many comments linked the low earnings to high levels of competition for work on the
platforms, coupled with price-driven consumer demand. Competition from overseas workers
was noted by several respondents. Platform review systems were also mentioned as
impacting on respondents’ ability to compete for work.
It’s like a cattle auction, you have to price yourself lower than the rest of the people which
means you aren’t earning anything for the amount of work that people expect you to do.
I was competing with people from all over the world who were willing to do the tasks for
almost nothing.
Hard to get jobs when you have less reviews.
Hard to win work without reviews.
For many, the financial viability of platform work was exacerbated by the fees charged by
platforms.
Digital platforms take too much.
Getting less attractive now with the tax and commissions the platform takes.
They start off well, then tend to want more money.
A quarter of comments from current and previous workers listed general concerns
regarding the working conditions and functions of the platforms or expressed dissatisfaction
with the operations of digital platforms, including the quality and availability of work
opportunities, trust and safety, and communication and support from the platform.
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Past participation in
digital platform work
This part discusses the responses of individuals who
had previously participated in digital platform work more
than 12 months ago (past participation). It considers the
common digital platforms on which people have previously
undertaken digital platform work, their reliance on that
income and their patterns of working. It also explores why
people no longer participate in digital platform work.
It addresses the following research questions:
1

Which are the most common digital platforms on which
people have previously undertaken digital platform
work?

2 What patterns of duration and intensity are associated
with digital platform work undertaken more than 12
months ago?
3 How reliant were people on the income from digital
platform work?
4 What are the reasons people do not currently work or
offer services through digital platforms?
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Common platforms on which respondents worked more than
12 months ago
Comparison of platforms on which respondents worked more than 12 months ago and
those on which respondents were currently working, shows similar patterns in the most
commonly used platforms. Airtasker (21.6%), Uber (16.6%) and Freelancer (15%) were the
most commonly used platforms by past participants.
The variety of different platforms identified by past participants was less than those
nominated by current platform workers. This may reflect the emergence of new digital
platform businesses in some sectors.

Patterns of working through digital platforms more than
12 months ago
For those who had worked through digital platforms more than 12 months ago, a substantial
proportion had first started doing this more than three years ago (18.5%), or more than
5 years ago (19.6%) (see Table 23). This length of time was substantially longer than for
respondents who were currently working through digital platforms, where two-thirds had
first started working two years ago or less.
Table 23 Length of time since first starting work through digital platforms
Length of time since first started working or offering services

N

%

More than 1 year ago

282

33.9

More than 2 years ago

232

27.9

More than 3 years ago

154

18.5

More than 4 years ago

163

19.6

Total

831

100.0
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Respondents who had worked through digital platforms more than 12 months ago were
asked to indicate their frequency of engagement at that time (see Figure 4). There were no
major differences in this frequency of participation compared to those who were currently
working through platforms (as set out in Figure 3).

Percentage of respondents

Figure 4: Frequency of engagement with digital platforms (n=838)
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Less than
once a week once a month any work.
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Frequency of engagement with digital platforms

Reliance on income from platform work more than 12 months ago
Around 40% of past participants indicated that their reliance on income from working
through platforms was essential or important (see Table 24). This proportion was nearly
identical to those currently working through platforms (as set out in Table 18).
Table 24 Reliance on income from working or offering services
through digital platforms more than 12 months ago
Reliance on income from working or offering services

N

%

Essential for meeting basic needs

170

20.4

Important part of overall income, but not essential

168

20.1

Nice to have, but can live without it

496

59.5

Total

834

100.0
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Reasons for discontinuing platform work
Past participants were asked to provide a free text response noting the main reason/s that
they were no longer working or providing services through digital platforms. The responses
were categorised and the results are shown in Table 25.
Table 25 Reasons for no longer working or providing services through digital platforms
Reason

N

%

208

23.8

Found full time or other work or main job improved

134

15.3

Insufficient pay or return for time and effort

134

15.3

Insufficient work available

79

9.0

Personal priorities such as relocation or lack of resources

66

7.6

Concerns about trust and fairness on the platform

61

7.0

Did not enjoy the work

33

3.8

No longer needed, was temporary or a hobby

22

2.5

Health reasons

21

2.4

Retired

19

2.2

Incomplete response - could not be coded

53

6.1

Not sure, no reason

43

4.9

Insufficient time to participate, time-consuming or jobs take too long to
complete

Note: Respondents could provide multiple reasons across different categories = percent of cases total >100%

A lack of time was the most commonly cited reason for no longer working or providing
services through digital platforms. Reflective of the supplementary and infrequent patterns
of participation in platform work, many former platform workers simply stated that they had
no time, were too busy or couldn’t find the time to continue.
Others in this category cited working through a platform as being ‘too time consuming’ or
that it took too long to complete tasks assigned and accepted through the platforms.
It seems that it takes a lot of time to put in bids versus the likelihood of successfully
getting a job.
Other people seemed to undervalue their time and charge accordingly so it wasn’t
financially worthwhile, and I couldn’t attend jobs during my conventional work hours.
The amount of effort to get the jobs and travel to them compared to the amount I was
making just wasn’t worth it. I also gained a fulltime job now, which means I no longer have
time for this so much.
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Similar to the respondent in the quote above, one in six past participants indicated that
they had found full-time employment (or more suitable employment) and a further one in six
indicated that the income earned through the platform was insufficient, either in absolute
terms or relative to the time investment required.
I was only working part time, so this supplemented my income. I then started working full
time and just didn’t have the time or energy to put into my side business.
I now work in a fulltime position. I only worked for Uber when I was looking for
employment.
Several comments from former platform workers supported earlier data indicating that
students more frequently participated in platform work as a means of employment.
I changed from studying and working part time to working full time and no longer had the
time to devote to it.
Only meant to bridge gap between PhD completion and new employment.
Couldn’t earn enough money or not enough money were frequently cited reasons for
leaving platform work, often described in relation to the effort expended.
Very time consuming for little pay.
The pay isn’t work the time spent doing the work.
Not enough money for the hours.
Some former workers elaborated further, connecting pay rates to competition and
consumer/user expectations:
Payment was absolute woeful - it was beyond slave labour. The buyers of services
treating the services (Freelancer and Airtasker) as though we were slaves and deserve
below minimum wage.
Complete rip off and you are basically working for nothing as people who want the work
done don’t want to pay for the going rate, they want it done for dirt cheap.
One in ten past participants indicated that there was insufficient work available through the
platform. The most frequent statement in this category was not enough work. Almost 40%
of comments in this category were from former workers who, despite participating did not
receive any work opportunities.
A few also alluded to structural reasons which may have constrained their ability to access
work opportunities.
I couldn’t find enough jobs in my locality.
My Internet access is no longer as good. I was offered less work.
Could not get the jobs as I didn’t have as many reviews on the platform as many
others did.
Together the above reasons accounted for approximately two thirds of the responses
provided.
Some past participants explained that they were no longer participating because of other
priorities or a change in personal circumstances, such as commencing study, a new baby,
relocating towns, travelling, or selling the resources required to participate (for example a
car). For some (2.8%) participation was always intended to be temporary.
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In 12% of cases, respondents stopped participating for reasons directly related to the work.
They either did not enjoy it (4.2%) or noted other concerns about platform operations. In
broad terms, comments suggested that former workers no longer participated because of:
›› the level of competition for work;
›› trust and safety concerns;
›› costs, fees or issues with payment; and
›› a lack of support, or unnecessary complexity.
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Other ways of
earning money in
the digital economy
The survey results show that respondents were earning
money through the digital economy in a variety of ways.
This part presents findings on the proportion of survey
respondents who earned money using digital platforms. It
includes both respondents who were working or offering
services through a digital platform and also those who were
selling, renting out or licensing goods or other property
through digital platforms.
Prior parts of the report discussed income earned by
working through digital platforms. This part focuses firstly on
all survey respondents, and then on those respondents who
earned money by selling, licensing or renting out through
digital platforms.
The following part addresses these research questions:
1

What is the prevalence of earning money through digital
platforms?

2 What is the prevalence of earning money through digital
platforms by selling, renting out or licensing?
3 Through which platforms does selling, renting out or licensing
property commonly occur?
4 What patterns of participation are evident?
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Earning money through digital platforms
As Figure 5 demonstrates, nearly half (45.7%) of those surveyed had earned money in some
way through digital platforms, either by working or alternatively, by selling, renting out or
licensing goods or other property. More than a quarter (27.9%) had done so within the last 12
months. The figures for Victoria were 47.5% earning money in some way and 29.5% within
the last 12 months.
Most survey respondents indicated they had earned money either through digital platform
work or by selling, licensing or renting out goods or other property. Only 3.5% of survey
respondents were currently doing both: that is, earning money by selling, licensing or
renting out and, at the same time, working or offering services through digital platforms.
Figure 5: Proportion of respondents who earn any income through digital platforms
(either selling, renting out or licensing goods or other property, or working)
Have you earned any income through digital platforms?

27.9%

Yes, currently
or in the last
12 months

17.8%

54.3%
No

Yes, but not
in the last
12 months

More survey respondents earned money through selling, renting out or licensing goods
or other property (42.8% overall, 25.2% in the last 12 months) than by working or offering
services through digital platforms (13.1% overall, 7.1% in the last 12 months) (Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Earning an income by digital platform type
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Prevalence and patterns of earning money by selling, renting out
or licensing
Table 26 shows that nearly half of all survey respondents earned money selling, renting out
or licensing goods or other property through digital platforms. Around one-quarter were
doing so currently or had done so in the last 12 months.
Table 26 Current, previous or no engagement with selling, renting out or licensing goods or other
property through digital platforms (n=14013)
Earns money selling, renting out or licensing through digital
platforms

N

%

Has never earned money selling, renting out or licensing through a platform

8013

57.2

Has previously earned money selling, renting out or licensing through a
platform, but not in the last 12 months

2472

17.6

Currently or in the last 12 months has earned money selling, renting out or
licensing through a platform

3528

25.2

14013

100.0

Total

The most common approach to earning money through digital platforms from selling,
renting out or licensing (Table 27), either currently or previously, was selling or licensing
products or one’s own possessions through online marketplaces (38.4%), followed by
renting out premises (10.1%) and, to a lesser extent, leasing out other property (4.7%) such as
car parks, campervans, toys, tools or dresses.
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Table 27 Type of activities in selling, renting out or licensing through digital platforms (n=14013)
Earned money selling, renting
out or licensing through
digital platforms

Yes, but not
in the last
12 months

No

Yes, currently
or within the
last 12 months

N

%

N

%

N

%

By selling products or your own
possessions, or licensing creative
works, through online marketplaces

8628

61.6

2333

16.6

3052

21.8

By renting out premises to
someone else through digital
platforms

12607

90.0

684

4.9

722

5.2

By leasing out your campervan,
parking space, car (but not driving
it) or other goods such as tools,
toys or dresses, to someone else
through digital platforms

13365

95.4

345

2.5

303

2.2

Those who currently sold products or licensed creative works were more likely to be
younger (18-34 and 35-49 age groups),112 to speak a language other than English at home,113
and to reside in Victoria and New South Wales compared to other States.114 There was
no difference in the likelihood of selling by gender, disability or residency status. Those
currently renting out premises were far more likely to be men,115 and more likely to be
younger (18-34 and 35-49 age groups),116 to speak a language other than English at home,117
and to be permanent or temporary residents compared to Australian citizens.118 There was
no difference in the likelihood of renting by disability status.
Very similar demographic patterns were found for those currently leasing as for those
currently renting. Those currently leasing were more likely to be male,119 younger (18-34 and
35-49 age groups),120 speak a language other than English at home,121 and be permanent
or temporary residents compared to Australian citizens.122 There was no difference in the
likelihood of leasing by disability status. Respondents who were currently renting and
leasing were more likely to reside in New South Wales and less likely to reside in South
Australia or Queensland.

112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122

Chi2 (8, n=13979), =238.93, p<.001.
Chi2 (4, n=13976), =19.61, p<.05.
Chi2 (14, n=13979), =44.00, p<.001.
Chi2 (2, n=13979), =79.89, p<.001.
Chi2 (8, n=13979), = 119.82, p<.001.
Chi2 (4, n=13976), = 201.05, p<.001.
Chi2 (6, n=13975), =225.85, p<.001.
Chi2 (3, n=13979), =53.14, p<.001.
Chi2 (12, n=13979), =195.24, p<.001.
Chi2 (6, n=13976), =192.10, p<.001.
Chi2 (9, n=13975), =267.65, p<.001.
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Most common platforms
Similar to patterns of digital platform work, many survey respondents sold, rented out or
licensed through multiple platforms (Figure 7): 43% of those who had earned money in those
ways used multiple platforms, while the majority (57%) used only one platform.

Number of platforms

Figure 7: Number of platforms on which current users are registered to sell, rent out or license
(n=3298)
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Table 28 ranks the most common platforms through which respondents earned money by
selling, renting out or licensing. Respondents could select multiple platforms.
The online classified sites Gumtree, the e-commerce platform eBay and the online classified
site Facebook Marketplace were the most commonly selected platforms. It should be
noted that Gumtree and Facebook Marketplace are not characteristic of digital platforms
as defined in this survey, because in both cases the buyer pays the seller directly and not
through the digital platform’s payment systems. Both were, however, included in the survey
because initial survey testing clearly indicated that participants perceived them as digital
platforms. Similarly, Buy Swap Sell, Carsales.com and Realestate.com have been listed in
the table because of the frequency with which respondents listed them in the category of
‘other platform’, but in each case the platform does not manage the financial transaction.
Excluding these online classified sites, the accommodation rental platform Airbnb was the
most common platform, selected by 15.7% of the respondents currently selling, renting out
or licensing through digital platforms (or approximately 3.5% of the total sample).
The five next most common platforms were specialist e-commerce site Etsy, online
accommodation rental site Stayz, and music licensing platform Spotify, car share platforms
Car Next Door and Findacarpark, and digital image platforms Shutterstock and iStock.
No other platform was indicated by more than 1% of respondents earning money from
selling, renting out or licensing at present or in the preceding 12 months. However, the
range of platforms nominated was very broad.
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Table 28 Platforms used by respondents to sell, rent out or license
Platform

N

%

Gumtree

1909

53.8%

eBay

1856

52.3%

Facebook Marketplace

1153

32.5%

Airbnb

556

15.7%

Etsy

179

5.0%

Stayz

117

3.3%

Spotify

91

1.4%

Car Next Door

49

1.3%

Shutterstock

47

1.2%

Findacarpark

43

1.0%

iStock

36

0.9%

Kindershare

31

0.9%

Spacer

31

0.8%

AnyHire

27

0.6%

RentbyOwner

22

0.5%

ShareWorkspace

19

0.5%

Camptoo

17

0.5%

RealEstate.com

16

0.4%

The Volte

15

0.4%

Behance

14

0.4%

LiquidSpace

14

0.4%

Campifiy

13

0.3%

Buy, Swap and Sell

12

0.3%

Dribbble

11

0.3%

ToolMates

11

0.3%

Flatmates

11

0.3%

73

Digital Platform Work in Australia Prevalence, Nature and Impact

Platform

N

%

ShareMyOffice

10

0.3%

Carousell

10

0.3%

Carsales

10

0.3%

DIVVY

9

0.3%

Amazon

9

0.3%

Redbubble

9

0.3%

Fishpond

7

0.2%

Envato Market

6

0.2%

ShareDesk

6

0.2%

Studiotime

5

0.1%

Depop

5

0.1%

Teachers Pay Teachers

5

0.1%

Trade Me

4

0.1%

Turo

3

0.1%

77

2.2%

140

3.9%

6615

186.5%

All other selling platforms
Could not be coded
Total

Respondents could provide multiple reasons across different categories consequently percent of cases total >100%

Respondents had been selling, renting or licensing products on digital platforms for longer
than they had been working on digital platforms. When compared to the similar Table 15 on
platform work, much higher proportions of respondents in this category (33.8%) had been
selling, renting and licensing through digital platforms for more than 5 years (Table 29).
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Table 29 Length of time since respondents first started selling, renting out or licensing
Length of time since first selling, renting or licensing

N

%

Less than 6 months ago

538

15.3

Between 6 and 12 months ago

509

14.4

More than 1 year ago but less than 2 years

417

11.9

More than 2 years ago but less than 3 years

377

10.7

More than 3 years ago

488

13.9

More than 5 years ago

1188

33.8

3517

100.0

Total

Respondents earning money through selling, renting out or licensing may have been doing
so to supplement their income, with 74.4% saying that the money was ‘nice to have, but can
live without it’.
A quarter (25.6%), however, saw these platform earnings as an important or essential part of
their incomes (Table 30).
Table 30 Reliance on earnings from selling, renting out or licensing
Reliance on earnings from selling, renting out or licensing

N

%

Essential for meeting basic needs

405

11.5

Important part of overall income, but not essential

496

14.1

Nice to have, but can live without it

2616

74.4

Total

3517

100.0

Further analysis indicates that respondents who currently rent out or lease property or other
goods are more reliant on the income they earn from these activities than those who sell/
license. Sellers were less likely to say the income they earned was essential or important
and more likely to say the income was nice to have but they could live without it.123 Current
rentors124 and lessors125 however, were more likely to say the income was essential for
meeting basic needs and less likely to say it was important or nice to have.
There were no significant differences on reliance of income from selling, leasing or renting
on the basis of gender or residency status. However, respondents with a disability,126 and
those who spoke a language other than English at home,127 were more likely to say the
income was essential for meeting basic needs.
123
124
125
126
127

Chi2 (4, n=3527), = 156.47, p<.001.
Chi2 (4, n=3527), =465.68, p<.001.
Chi2 (4, n=3527), =173.01, p<.001.
Chi2 (4, n=3509), =42.76, p<.001.
Chi2 (4, n=3510), =34.49, p<.001.
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Consumption
through digital
platforms
Five questions measured the prevalence of consumption
through digital platforms – three of which reflected different
types of buying and renting goods or premises, and two
which reflected different types of obtaining services (inperson at a specified location and internet-based).
This part of the report addresses the following research
question:
To what extent do Australians buy, rent or use property or
obtain services through digital platforms?
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As Table 31 shows, a majority of survey respondents had bought goods or accessed
creative works through online marketplaces, most within the last 12 months (62.7%), with
another 17.4% having done so more than 12 months ago. This could include buying goods
through Etsy or eBay or by accessing music or photos through platforms such as Spotify or
iStock.
A sizeable minority also rented premises from someone else, such as accommodation
through Airbnb, or office space through platforms such as Sharedesk or LiquidSpace. About
twice as many consumers were doing this currently or had done so within the last 12 months
(29.9%), as compared to those who had rented premises but not within the last 12 months
(14.8%).
To a much lesser extent, survey respondents have rented campervans, parking spaces, cars
and other good such as tools, toys or dresses from someone else through digital platforms
(5.7% in the last 12 months, 5.5% more than 12 months ago).
Of the survey respondents who obtained services via platforms, this was mostly in relation
to in-person work undertaken at a specified location. The majority of survey respondents
who had obtained in-person services had done so recently or currently (41.6%), compared to
a smaller proportion who indicated they did so previously but not within the last 12 months
(7.1%). Such services included booking an Uber, getting food delivered by Deliveroo or
Uber Eats, hiring a worker through Airtasker or a photographer through platforms such as
Oneflare, or looking for a babysitter or support worker through platforms such as Care.com.
To a much lesser extent, survey respondents also obtained services through digital
platforms where the work was internet-based or performed online. Around the same
proportions of people had done this in the last 12 months (4.6%), as those who indicated
they had previously obtained these services but not in the last 12 months (5.5%). This kind
of work included getting a logo designed, content written, or software developed through
platforms such as Freelancer or 99Designs.
The pattern of consumption in Victoria was broadly similar. In the last 12 months, 62.7%
of survey respondents in Victoria had bought goods or accessed creative works through
online marketplaces; 31.2% had rented premises; 5.0% had obtained services where the
work was internet-based; and 43.2% had obtained services where the work was performed
in person at a specific location.
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Table 31 Prevalence of consuming goods and services through digital platforms.
Bought or rented goods
or premises or obtained
services through
platforms

Yes but not
in the last 12
months

No

Yes, currently
or in the last
12 months

Total

N

%

N

%

N

%

%

By buying goods or
accessing creative works
through online marketplaces

2792

19.9

2434

17.4

8781

62.7

100.0

By renting premises from
someone else through digital
platforms

7756

55.4

2067

14.8

4186

29.9

100.0

By renting a campervan,
parking space, car or other
goods through digital
platforms

12435

88.8

771

5.5

799

5.7

100.0

By obtaining services where
the work was performed
in person at a specified
location

7182

51.3

990

7.1

5833

41.6

100.0

12582

89.9

776

5.5

644

4.6

100.0

By obtaining services where
the work was internet- based
and delivered online

Respondents could indicate yes to all five types of consumption.
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Conclusion
This project constitutes the first comprehensive national
survey of digital platform work in Australia. The report has
thus far set out the background, survey methods and results
of the survey. This conclusion provides a summary of key
findings, highlights issues where policy responses may
be warranted and canvasses important areas for further
research.
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A substantial minority of adults in Australia (7.1%) indicate that they currently participate or
have recently participated in digital platform work and a further 6.0% have done so in the
past. This level of participation is broadly consistent with recent surveys conducted in the
UK, The Netherlands, Germany, France and Spain. The substantial level of participation in
digital platform work revealed in the survey supports the view that ‘non-standard’ forms of
work are becoming more common in Australia.128 This reality may require more attention in
the design and administration of routine data collection on labour market participation in
Australia.
Digital platform work is a heterogeneous phenomenon. Over 100 platforms were identified
by respondents. The top five platforms on which respondents were currently working
(Airtasker, Uber, Freelancer, Uber Eats and Deliveroo) are household names in Australia and
they have featured strongly in media commentary and community parlance.
Furthermore, the type of digital platform work undertaken was highly varied. We identified
12 categories of work undertaken by respondents, two of which – education and personal
services – were unanticipated prior to administering the survey. Further, even within these
broad categories, the kinds of work being undertaken was diverse. For example, the
professional services category incorporated accounting, consulting, financial planning, legal
services, human resources and project management.
In the case of transport and food delivery work specifically, this is also the kind of work
that has attracted by far the most attention by researchers. Meanwhile, other forms of gig
work, such as service work essential to care, has had a very marginal presence in analyses
of the gig economy.129 Satisfaction, income and time spent on the platform vary according
to the type of work performed. This stands to reason because the experience of platform
work, and the opportunities it offers, are likely to be inextricably linked with not only the
technologies and corporate business models adopted in the gig economy, but the nature
of the work itself. This may be quite different across work that is, for example, vendor-onpremises compared to online, transactional versus relational, or professional versus lowskilled.
In a similar trend to platforms indicated by workers, a large number of websites and
platforms were listed by respondents in relation to selling, renting out or licensing through
digital platforms. The most frequently cited – Gumtree, eBay, Facebook Marketplace and
Airbnb – are ubiquitous companies in Australia. Respondents had also been selling, renting
or licensing products on digital platforms for longer than they had been working on digital
platforms.
Further suggesting a proliferation of digital platforms across the economy and their
increasing integration into people’s everyday lives, nearly two-thirds of respondents had
bought goods or accessed creative works through online marketplaces in the previous 12
months. The majority of respondents had also obtained services through a digital platform.
This was mostly in relation to in-person services such as getting food delivered or being
transported by, for example, Uber. However, given the number of platforms indicated by
workers which intermediate this kind of service work, it seems likely that consumption of
such services via platforms will continue to be popular and may expand in the future.

128 Cappelli, P. & Keller, J. (2013). Classifying work in the new economy. Academy of Management Review, 38(4), 575–596.
129 Flanagan, above, n. 28.
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Digital platform work appears to commonly supplement other forms of income. Survey
findings show, for example, that the overwhelming proportion of workers indicate they are
‘employed’ rather than retired or otherwise out of the labour force (85.5%). This is supported
by results suggesting that a significant motivation for engaging in platform work is to ‘earn
extra money’ and that four-fifths of the sample indicated that platform work generated less
than half of their total annual income. Only 2.7% said they earned all of their income via this
means.
Yet a not-insignificant minority (15.4%) are strongly reliant on such income, indicating that
their earnings via platform work is essential for meeting basic needs. These seemingly
counter-intuitive findings – that earnings from platform work are supplementary but that
around 40% of workers say earnings are either important or essential – could be explained
by the fact that low-income workers are likely to be at least somewhat reliant on all income
sources, no matter how small a fraction of total income.
Around half of digital platform workers indicated that they do not pay tax on their income.
Intermittent, infrequent participation and/or few hours being spent working through
platforms may partly account for this finding, in that the income for some workers may not
meet minimum tax thresholds.
Previous studies have consistently reported low wages in the gig economy. Income levels
reported in the survey were divergent, ranging from under $10 per hour up to over $100 per
hour, with professional service workers reporting higher earnings and transport and food
delivery workers reporting lower earnings. Compounding the issue of low earnings is that
many platform workers also do not enjoy entitlements associated with employment such as
leave and superannuation payments and that they are often responsible for their own workrelated expenses (e.g., fuel, bicycle repairs, IT costs) and unpaid tasks (e.g. maintaining an
online profile; negotiating payments with clients).
Over one-third of current platform workers indicated that they did not know how much time
they spent undertaking this work and nearly half reported that they did not know how much
time they spent on unpaid tasks. This may mean these individuals had never calculated
these hours or that they did not recall. This suggests that the nature of platform work may
obfuscate precise estimates of remuneration. Estimates may be particularly difficult for
example, when workers are paid by the task rather than by the hour, or because there
are gaps between periods of paid work. Unremunerated tasks have been referred to as
‘time out of life’,130 and appear to be mandatory for engaging with many intermediaries.
These features of platform work further erode hourly rates of pay and may mean that some
workers may be being paid significantly below minimum Australian hourly rates.
The findings also show that women earned less than men as an hourly rate on average.
They were also significantly less satisfied than men with their ability to set the price for
their services. Women were less positive than men about the fairness of fees and costs
associated with work through the platform. Furthermore, women were more likely to
participate in work traditionally dominated by women, including clerical and data entry,
writing and translation and caring, whereas men were more likely to participate in work
traditionally dominated by men,131 such as software development and technology, and
130 McCann, D. & Murray, J. (2010). The legal regulation of working time in domestic work. International Labour
Organization: Geneva.
131 Glick, P., Wilk, K. & Perreault, M. (1995). Images of occupations: Components of gender and status in occupational
stereotypes. Sex Roles, 32(9-10), 565-582; Couch, J. V. & Sigler, J. N. (2001). Gender perception of professional
occupations. Psychological Reports, 88(3), 693-698.
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transport and food delivery. Hence, it is possible that digital platform work reproduces the
gendered features of labour markets and the gender pay gap that exist in the broader
economy. It is crucial for future research to examine the issue of whether intermediated
work reproduces or even amplifies inequalities in the labour market, not only on the basis of
gender but also race, ethnicity and class.132
There were indicators in the survey findings that individuals who may be more vulnerable
in the labour market are more likely to participate in digital platform work. These
individuals include those who are: young (compared to older age groups); students and
the unemployed (compared to employed/self-employed respondents); temporary residents
and to a lesser extent permanent residents (compared to Australian citizens); and people
who speak a language other than English at home and those with a disability (compared to
respondents without these characteristics). One interpretation of these findings is that the
gig economy offers work opportunities for individuals who may be disadvantaged in the
labour market. However, another interpretation is that platform work – or at least that which
is low paid and insecure – does little to redress existing structural inequalities in the labour
market. This perspective decries the promotion of such work as ‘an opportunity’ or as a
flexible and accessible solution to the challenges faced by vulnerable groups in accessing
decent and secure work. Respondents who lived in regional and remote areas in Australia
were less likely than those living in a major city to participate. This may be less a function
of advantage or disadvantage than fewer opportunities to access such work in regional
Australia.
Additionally, a substantial minority of workers did not know how specific features of
their main digital platform operated, in particular, whether or not the platform had a
dispute settlement process, could restrict access to work opportunities if the work was
unsatisfactory, or could change their contract or terms. Together with the findings above
related to unknown paid and unpaid time commitments, there may be a high level of
obfuscation associated with digital platform work in relation to both the terms on which
workers engage and the true level of remuneration involved.
A sizeable minority of platform workers indicated that they thought the platform treated
them as an employee. The survey cannot reveal why these individuals answered in this
way; the degree to which platform work has features typical of an employment relationship,
in contrast to independent contracting, is a complex issue often assessed by courts and
tribunals on a case by case basis. Some of the factors which can be considered in such
cases include whether the worker can choose when and where to work, or how fast or
slow to work, and whether the worker has a substantial investment in capital equipment.133
The finding here, that transport and food delivery workers, compared to professional
service workers, were particularly dissatisfied with the ability to set prices and decide
how to perform tasks or projects, may suggest a greater dependency on the platform by
these workers. In light of that, it is perhaps not surprising that each of the cases decided in
Australia to date on the employment status of platform workers have involved transport or
food delivery workers.134

132 Ticona. J. & Mateescu, A. (2018). Trusted strangers: Carework platforms’ cultural entrepreneurship in the on-demand
economy. New Media and Society, 20(11), 4384–4404.
133 Stewart, above, n. 18.
134 See, e.g. Klooger v Foodora Australia Pty Ltd [2018] FWC 6836 (Fair Work Commission, 16 November 2018); Suliman v
Rasier Pacific Pty Ltd (Fair Work Commission, 12 July 2019); Gupta v Portier Pacific Pty Ltd [2019] FWC 5008 (Fair Work
Commission, 23 August 2019).
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In terms of satisfaction, however, and consistent with previous literature,135 it should be
noted that levels of satisfaction were highest in relation to the flexibility of the work. This
included the ability of platform workers to choose their hours of work and the tasks or
projects they undertook, to do so at the pace they preferred and to be their own bosses.
Similarly, these features of platform work featured prominently in the primary motivations
for participation. The findings on reasons why previous platform workers discontinued this
kind of work, on the other hand, suggests that the high level of flexibility inherent in platform
work may be offset by insufficient income, insufficient work available, or unsatisfactory time
demands. Indeed, one in six participants indicated the reason they discontinued platform
work was because they found full-time or more suitable employment as an alternative. This,
and the fact that nearly as many respondents who were currently or recently participating,
had participated previously but not within the last 12 months, may be indicative of the
challenges faced by platforms to attract sufficient numbers of workers in order to be
competitively mobilised at any given time, and that competition for workers may be fierce.136
This potential problem has been under-examined and there is a need for further research
that considers issues of turnover and retention in the new business models used in the
gig economy. Indeed, the perspectives of digital platform businesses themselves remain a
‘black box’ in research on emerging themes in platform work.

135 See, e.g., Barnes et al., above, n. 61; Lehdonvirta, above, n. 85.
136 Cook et al., above, n. 54, section 2.4.
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About this survey

Australians and the Gig Economy Survey

Prevalence and characteristics of digital platform work in Australia
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1900000128
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT
This survey is about digital platforms. You may know it as the gig economy. Digital platforms are websites
and/or apps that connect individual workers to consumers and businesses that need their services on-demand.
In the gig economy, the service is usually short-term (a “gig”) and payment for the gig usually occurs through
facilities provided by the platform.
There are a wide variety of platforms that match people with paid services, e.g. Uber, AirTasker, Freelancer,
Mable, Deliveroo, Oneflare, and many others.
This research project explores the extent and nature of participation in gig work across Australia. We are
interested in understanding how Australians seek and obtain work through any digital platforms (not just the
ones we mention here). Adults 18 years or over are invited to participate whether or not they have ever used an
online platform to obtain work.
The research is funded by the Victorian Department of Premier and Cabinet.
What does participation involve?
Participation involves completing this online survey which will take up to 15 minutes.
Example questions are:
“In the last 12 months, through which digital platforms did you offer or provide services?”
“On average in the previous 12 months, how many hours per week did you spend actually working for pay on
jobs obtained through digital platforms?”
Your participation is voluntary. Whether you do or don’t take part will not be known to QUT or the funder. If you
agree to participate you do not have to complete any question(s) you are uncomfortable answering. You can
withdraw from the research without penalty by exiting the survey before submitting your responses. Once it has
been submitted your survey cannot be withdrawn.
Clicking the consent button and submitting the survey indicates that you understand this information
about the research and agree to take part.
What are the possible risks and benefits for me if I take part?
There are minimal risks associated with your participation: mostly minor inconvenience in the time spent
answering questions, and possibly discomfort from reflecting on your experiences of platform work if these have
been negative. The research outcomes may inform policy development including those protecting the rights of
Australian platform workers.
What about privacy and confidentiality?
It will not be possible to identify you at any stage of the research, because personal identifying information is not
captured in any response and no traceable information is collected via the server or survey tool. Data collected
as part of this research will be stored securely at QUT for a minimum of 5 years. It will be used only in this
research. The results will be reported, and the Victorian Department of Premier and Cabinet will receive a
summary of the data but will not be able to identify any individual.
If you have any questions or require further information please contact the Research team lead:
Professor Paula McDonald, p.mcdonald@qut.edu.au, +61 7 3138 5318.
What if I have a concern or complaint regarding the conduct of the research project?
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects. To discuss the study with
someone not directly involved, particularly in relation to matters concerning policies, information or complaints
about the conduct of the study or your rights as a participant, please contact the QUT Research Ethics Advisory
Team: +61 7 3138 5123 or humanethics@qut.edu.au.
Thank you for helping with this research project.
Click QUT Survey Information.pdf to print this information.
CONSENT: Would you like to continue?
Yes, I consent to participate
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No thank you

Screening Questions
What is your age?
Under 18

65 - 74

18 - 34

75 or older

35 - 49

Prefer not to say

50 - 64

What is your gender?
Male

Female

Intersex/Indeterminate

Other

Prefer not to answer

What Australian State or Territory do you live in?


Earning Income through Digital Platforms
Have you ever earned an income by selling products or your own possessions, or licensing creative
works, through online marketplaces
e.g., selling goods through Etsy, eBay, or other similar platforms, OR licensing music, photos, designs or digital
assets through Spotify, iStockphoto, Envatomarket or similar platforms
No
Yes but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, currently or within the last 12 months

Have you ever earned an income by renting out premises to someone else through digital platforms
e.g., renting out your house or apartment through Airbnb, Stayz or similar, or sharing office space that you
personally own through Sharedesk, ShareMyOffice, Liquidspace, or other similar platforms
No
Yes but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, currently or within the last 12 months

Have you ever earned an income by leasing out your campervan, parking space, car (but not driving it) or
other goods such as tools, toys or dresses, to someone else through digital platforms
e.g., leasing out your property through Camptoo, Findacarpark, CarNextDoor, AnyHire, The Volte, Kindershare,
ToolMates, or other similar platforms
No
Yes but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, currently or within the last 12 months

Have you ever worked or offered services through digital platforms where the platform matches you with the
client and you are paid via the platform, and you perform the work IN PERSON, at a SPECIFIED LOCATION,
rather than via the internet.
e.g., driving for Uber, delivering food for Deliveroo, doing home maintenance or odd jobs through Airtasker or
HiPages, providing care and support work through Mable or Care.com, or doing photo shoots through Snappr,
The RightFit, or other similar work through other platforms.
No
Yes but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, currently or within the last 12 months
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Have you ever worked or offered services through digital platforms where the platform matches you with the
client and you are paid via the platform, but the work is COMPUTER OR INTERNET-BASED, rather than done
at a specific location.
e.g., coding or programming through platforms like MechanicalTurk or Upwork, or writing or creating logos, apps
or websites for clients through platforms like Freelancer, 99Designs, or other similar platforms – but NOT
completing online surveys like this one.
No
Yes but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, currently or within the last 12 months

Renting, Leasing, Selling or Licensing through Platforms
RENTING, LEASING, SELLING OR LICENSING through Platforms
The following questions are about selling your products or possessions in online marketplaces such as Ebay,
licensing creative works through online marketplaces such as iStock or Envato, and renting or leasing out
accommodation, office space, campervans, parking spaces, or your own possessions (such as toys, dresses or
tools) through digital platforms such as AirBnb, Stayz, CarNextDoor, Liquidspace or Toolmates.

Through which digital platforms did you earn money from renting, leasing, selling or licensing in the last
twelve months? (Please select all that apply)
AirBnB

Etsy

ShareWorkspace

AnyHire

Facebook Marketplace

Shutterstock

Behance

Findacarpark

Spacer

Camplify

Gumtree

Spotify

Camptoo

iStock

Stayz

Car Next Door

Kindershare

StudioTime

Divvy

Liquidspace

The Volte

Dribbble

RentbyOwner

ToolMates

EBay

Sharedesk

Turo

Envatomarket

ShareMyOffice

Another platform? Please list other
platforms here:

How long ago did you first start selling, renting or leasing your property or possessions, or licensing creative
works through digital platforms?
Less than 6 months ago
Between 6 and 12 months ago
More than 1 year ago but less than 2 years
More than 2 years ago but less than 3 years
More than 3 years ago
More than 5 years ago

Which of the following statements best describes the income you earn from licensing creative works or
selling, leasing or renting your property or possessions through digital platforms? Please EXCLUDE any
other income including income from other digital platform work.
It is essential for meeting basic needs
It is an important part of my overall income, but not essential
It is nice to have, but I can live without it

During your most active period of renting, leasing, selling or licensing through digital platforms, approximately
how many hours per week did you typically spend on activities related to that?
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Hours per week
I don't know

Experience with platform work
Experience with Platform Work
The following questions are about working or offering services through digital platforms where you and the
client are matched digitally, and the payment is conducted digitally via the platform, and where work is
performed in-person, on-location, or is internet-based and done online.
The questions exclude licensing, selling or leasing out property (e.g., through AirBnb, Stayz etc) and exclude
completing online surveys.
In the last 12 months, through which digital platforms did you work or offer services? (Please select all that
apply).
99designs

Mable

Airtasker

MadPaws

Amazon MechanicalTurk

Odesk

Care.com

Ola

CareSeekers

Oneflare

Deliveroo

PeoplePerHour

Dribbble

Sidekicker

Fiverr

TaskRabbit

Foodora

Taxify

Freelancer

Toptal

Guru

Uber

Helpling

Ubereats

HiPages

Upwork

Lyft

Another platform? Please list other platforms here:

How long ago did you first start working or offering services through digital platforms?
Less than 6 months ago
between 6 and 12 months ago
More than 1 year ago
More than 2 years ago
More than 3 years ago
More than 5 years ago

When you are working or offering services through digital platforms how often do you usually do that?
At least a few times per week
About once a week
Less than once a week but at least once a month
Less than once a month

When you are working or offering services through digital platforms, how many hours per week do you
usually spend doing that? Please remember these questions exclude licensing, selling or leasing out property
(e.g., through AirBnb, iStock etc).
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Less than five hours per week
Between 5 and 9 hours per week
Between 10 and 15 hours per week
Between 16 and 25 hours per week
Between 26 and 35 hours per week
More than 35 hours per week

Which of the following statements best describes the income you earn from working or offering services
through digital platforms? Please only include the income you earn from working and exclude income from
licensing, selling or leasing out property.
It is essential for meeting my basic needs
It is an important part of my overall income, but not essential
It is nice to have, but I can live without it
I do not earn any income from digital platform work

In the last 12 months, approximately how much of your total annual income came from working through digital
platforms?
Less than half of my total annual income
At least a half but less than 100% of my total annual income
100% of my total annual income

For work done in the last 12 months, did you pay (or expect to pay) any taxes in relation to income from working
through digital platforms?
Yes
No, because I am not required to pay tax
No, because of other reasons
I prefer not to answer

How important to you, if at all, were the following reasons when originally deciding to work or offer services
through digital platforms?
Very Important

Important

Slightly Important

Not at all
Important

Not applicable

Building networks
Attracting more clients
Connecting socially with people
Working for myself and being
my own boss
Working the hours I choose
Working in a place that I
choose
Gaining new knowledge or
skills, or improving existing
skills
A financial necessity
Doing work that I enjoy
Earning extra money
Finding work despite health
issues or disability
Finding regular work
Choosing my own tasks or
projects
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Very Important

Important

Slightly Important

Not at all
Important

Not applicable

Building a portfolio
Other motivations, please
specify:

Main Digital Platform Work
Main Digital Platform Work
The following questions are in relation to one platform. If you have offered or provided services through multiple
platforms, please answer the following questions in relation to the platform through which you have spent the
most time in the last 12 months. We refer to this as the main platform.
If you have only worked for one platform, then that is your main platform.
These questions exclude licensing, selling or leasing out property and online surveys.
Through which platform did you spend the most time working or offering services in the last twelve months –
your main digital platform?
99designs

Mable

Airtasker

MadPaws

Amazon MechanicalTurk

Odesk

Care.com

Ola

CareSeekers

Oneflare

Deliveroo

PeoplePerHour

Dribbble

Sidekicker

Fiverr

TaskRabbit

Foodora

Taxify

Freelancer

Toptal

Guru

Uber

Helpling

Ubereats

HiPages

Upwork

Lyft

Another platform? Please list here:

Which of the following best describes the type of work or services you most commonly offer through the main
digital platform?
Writing and translation
(Academic writing; Article writing; Copywriting; Creative writing; Technical Writing; Translation)
Skilled trades work
(Carpentry; Plumbing; Electrical work)
Sales and marketing support
(Ad posting; Lead generation; Search engine optimization; Telemarketing)
Professional services
(Accounting; Consulting; Financial planning; Legal services; Human resources; Project management)
Odd jobs and maintenance work
(Running errands; General maintenance duties; Removalist)
Creative and multimedia
(Animation; Architecture; Audio; Logo design; Photography; Presentations; Video production; Voice acting)
Caring
(Aged or disability care; Pet services; Babysitting; Nannying)
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Clerical and data entry
(Customer service; Data entry; Transcription; Tech support; Web research; Virtual assistant)
Transport and Food delivery
(Taxi services; Food delivery; Package or goods delivery)
Software development and technology
(Data science; Game development; Mobile development; QA and testing; Server maintenance; Software development;
Web development; Web scraping)
Other types of services or work, please specify:

On what basis do you get paid (or would you get paid, if you haven’t earned any income yet) for your work
through the main digital platform? If several methods apply, select the one which is most common.
I am paid per completed task or job
I am paid for the time or hours I work
I receive a fixed daily/weekly/monthly income
A combination of some or all of the above
I don’t know

Please estimate approximately how much per hour (in pre-tax Australian dollars) you usually get paid for tasks
undertaken through your main digital platform.
dollars per hour
I don't know

How many hours per week do you usually spend working or seeking work through your main digital platform?
hours per week
I don't know

How many of these hours on average, are spent searching, quoting or bidding for work, updating your profile,
posting information or doing other UNPAID tasks?
hours per week
I don't know

Please answer the following questions about how the main digital platform operates.
Yes

No

I don't know

The platform charges me a fee (e.g., a subscription cost) to
register or access work
The platform allows me to work for a client that I originally
met through the platform, without having to use the
platform
The platform has someone available that I can contact if I
have a problem or concern
The platform requires me to take out my own insurance
The platform requires me to supply an Australian business
number (ABN)
The platform allows for me to be rated by clients
The platform allows me to rate the clients for whom I work
The platform allows me to arrange for work I have
accepted to be performed by someone else on my behalf,
or for someone else to help me
I am required by the platform to be available to work either
at particular times, or for at least a minimum amount of
time
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Yes

No

I don't know

The platform provides information on the regulations with
which I have to comply (e.g., tax, superannuation, GST)
The platform penalises me for declining work
The platform requires me to display its brand or logo (eg,
on clothing, equipment or documents) when performing
work or dealing with clients
The platform requires me to pay a set amount or
percentage of what I earn through the platform
The platform allows me to provide feedback about the
platform itself, its website, app or processes
The platform has a dispute settlement process
The platform covers me with at least one type of workrelated insurance (e.g., for work-related injuries,
professional indemnity)
The platform supplies me with the equipment or facilities
(such as a computer, internet access, vehicle etc) that I
need to perform the work
I can contact other workers who are using the platform,
through the platform itself
The platform can restrict access to work opportunities if my
work is not satisfactory
The platform charges for priority work opportunities
The platform treats me as its employee
The platform has changed my contract or terms and
conditions

Where are the clients located to which you offer or provide services through the main digital platform?
Australia Only
Overseas Only
Both Australia and Overseas
I don't know

In which Australian State or Territory are these clients most commonly located:


In which country are these clients most commonly located?


In which country or in which Australian State or Territory, are these clients most commonly located?


When I complete tasks obtained through the main digital platform, I am most often located:
At home
At the workplace where I am an employee
In a co-working space shared with other workers
At another location chosen by me (e.g., café, library)
Travelling in my car or on my bike
In the home of an individual client I am doing the task for
On the premises of a business client I am doing the task for
At another location chosen by the client I am doing the task for

92

Digital Platform Work in Australia Prevalence, Nature and Impact
Other, please specify:

To what degree does the work you do through the main digital platform:
A Lot

Some

A little

Not at all

Not applicable

Use your formal qualifications
Use your experience from past jobs
Use your skills and experience overall
Require you to do additional training

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements regarding the main digital platform:
Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

I do not
know

Not
applicable

I enjoy the work that I do
I can attract more clients
The competition for work is reasonable
I can work from home or another place
that I choose
I can choose my own tasks or projects
I can work the hours I choose
The fees and costs associated with
work through the platform are fair
I can find regular work through the
platform
I receive adequate support to resolve
disputes over payments or tasks
The income I earn is fair
The health and safety conditions are
adequate
I can work for myself and be my own
boss
I can find work through the platform
despite health issues or disability
I can access work opportunities
overseas
The rating system on the platform is fair
I am gaining new skills or improving
existing skills
I can work at the pace I choose
I have the ability to set the price for my
services
I am free to decide how to perform any
tasks or projects I accept

General Comments
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience with digital platform work?
Please provide your comments below.

General Questions About You
General Questions About You
Have you ever bought goods or accessed creative works through online marketplaces?
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Experience with platform work more than 12 months ago
Experience with Platform Work MORE Than 12 Months Ago
The following questions are about your previous experiences (more than 12 months ago) in offering services
or working through digital platforms where you and the client are matched digitally, and the payment is
conducted digitally via the platform, and where work either is performed on location or is internet based.
The following questions exclude licensing, selling or leasing out property (eg through AirBnb, Stayz etc), and
exclude completing online surveys.
Which digital platforms did you previously work or offer services through, more than 12 months ago?
99designs

Guru

PeoplePerHour

Airtasker

Helpling

Sidekicker

Amazon MechanicalTurk

HiPages

TaskRabbit

Care.com

Lyft

Taxify

CareSeekers

Mable

Toptal

Deliveroo

MadPaws

Uber

Dribbble

Odesk

Ubereats

Fiverr

Ola

Upwork

Foodora

Oneflare

Another platform? Please list other
platforms here:

Freelancer

How long ago did you first start working or offering services through digital platforms?
More than 1 year ago
More than 2 years ago
More than 3 years ago
More than 5 years ago

Thinking about the digital platform work you did more than 12 months ago, how often did you work or offer
services?
At least a few times per week
About once a week
Less than once a week but at least once a month
Less than once a month
I did not get any work

Please list any reasons for NOT working or offering services through digital platforms in the last 12 months,
where you had previously done so (e.g., the work was not enjoyable; I couldn’t find the time; I couldn’t earn
enough money). You can give multiple reasons.

Thinking about more than 12 months ago, which of the following statements best describes the income you
previously earned from providing services through digital platforms?
It was essential for meeting basic needs
It was an important part of my overall income, but not essential
It was nice to have, but I was able to live without it

Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience working or offering services through digital
platforms? Please provide your comments below.
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(eg: buy goods through Etsy or eBay, access music or photos through Spotify or iStock or any other similar
platforms)
No
Yes but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, recently or within the last 12 months.

Have you ever rented premises from someone else through digital platforms?
(eg. find accommodation through Airbnb or similar, or find office space through Sharedesk, Liquidspace or
similar)
No
Yes but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, recently or within the last 12 months.

Have you ever rented a campervan, parking space, car or other goods such as tools, toys, or dresses
from someone else through digital platforms?
(eg: Camptoo, Findacarpark, AnyHire, The Volte, Kindershare or similar platforms)
No
Yes, but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes recently or within the last 12 months.

Have you ever obtained services through a digital platform, where you were matched digitally with a worker and
you paid them via the platform, but the work was performed in person, at a location you specified?
(eg: ordered an Uber, got food delivered by Deliveroo or Ubereats, hired an Airtasker, or looked for a
babysitter or support worker through Care.com, hired a Snappr photographer, or got other types of work done
by people through platforms)
No
Yes, but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, recently or within the last 12 months

Have you ever obtained services through a digital platform, where you were matched digitally with a worker and
you paid them via the platform, and the work was internet-based, delivered online and could have been
performed at any location.
(eg: got a logo designed, content written or software developed through platforms like Freelancer, 99Designs
or got other work done online using a platform).
No
Yes, but NOT in the last 12 months
Yes, recently or within the last 12 months

Excluding any work through digital platforms, which of the following best describes your current situation?
Employee or self-employed
Unemployed (or would be unemployed if not for platform work)
Student
Retired
Full-time homemaker or unpaid carer
Volunteer
Other not in the labour force

What is your current employment status in your main job (excluding any platform work)?
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Full-time permanent/ongoing employee
Part-time permanent/ongoing employee
Casual employee
Fixed term contract
Self-employed without employees
Self-employed with employees
I have some other type of arrangement

Which of the following best describes your occupation or job title in your main job (excluding any platform
work)?


Have you ever held a paid job (excluding any platform work)?
Yes
No

In your most recent job (excluding any platform work), which of the following best describes your occupation or
job title?


What is the highest level of education you have completed?
Some primary school
Some high school
Finished high school
A certificate (e.g., Trade certificate, certificate I-certificate IV)
An apprenticeship or traineeship
A diploma, advanced diploma, or associate degree
A bachelor degree
A post-graduate qualification

Which of the following best describes your current circumstances?
Single, no children
Single with at least one child living with you
Couple without children
Couple with at least one child living with you
Couple with children who do not live with you
Other

How many people who live with you are economically dependent on you?
0

1

2

3

4

5

6 or more

In the last financial year, what was the contribution of your income to supporting these dependents?
I did not earn an income or financially support them
Less than half of the total financial support
At least half and less than 100% of total financial support
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100% of total financial support
I don’t know

What was your personal income (pre-tax in Australian dollars) last financial year? Please consider all your
sources of income, including salary, income from sub-letting, pensions, trusts, royalties, allowances, interest,
dividends or any other sources relevant to you.
Nil income

$40,001 -$60,000

$150,001 or more

$1-$9,999

$60,001 - $80,000

I don’t know

$10,000 - $20,000

$80,001 - $100,000

I prefer not to answer

$20,001 -$40,000

$100,001-$150,000

What is your Australian residency status?
Australian citizen
Permanent resident
Temporary resident
Prefer not to say

Do you speak language other than English at home?
Yes
No
Prefer not to say

Are you of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin?
(A person of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent identifies as such and is accepted as such by the
community with which he or she is associated.)
Yes
No
Prefer not to say

Are you a person with a disability?
Yes
No
Prefer not to say

What is your year of birth?


What is the postcode of the area in which you currently live?

Experience with platform work more than 12 months ago
Experience with Platform Work MORE Than 12 Months Ago
The following questions are about your previous experiences (more than 12 months ago) in offering services
or working through digital platforms where you and the client are matched digitally, and the payment is
conducted digitally via the platform, and where work either is performed on location or is internet based.
The following questions exclude licensing, selling or leasing out property (eg through AirBnb, Stayz etc), and
exclude completing online surveys.
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Appendix B

Data screening
Screening for low quality data arising from insufficient effort
or gamed responses is an important step, especially as there
remain concerns about the reliability of data sourced from
online research panels. Estimates of low quality data vary
but a typical range is considered 5% to 10% of responses.137
We adopted the following data screening steps, in line
with the findings of DeSimone and Harms.138 In total, this
removed 7.6% (1152/15165) of the otherwise valid and
complete responses.

137 DeSimone, J.A. & Harms, P.D. (2018). Dirty data: The effects of screening respondents who provide
low-quality data in survey research. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33(5), 559-577.
138 Ibid.
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Data screening steps
Issue to be addressed

Method of identifying

No of
responses
identified

Starting number of responses

Remaining
responses
18438

Delete test responses (1)

Missing valid ID field response

4

18434

Delete test responses (2)

Designated test IDs

7

18427

Delete non consents

Answer no to consent question

1318

17109

Delete screenouts (1)

Under 18

17

17092

Delete screenouts (2)

75 and over

298

16732

Delete over quota
screenouts

Was not asked first question after
demographic screens

1567

15165

Delete incomplete
responses

Not marked as ‘Finished’ in Qualtrics
dataset

337

14828

Delete duplicate values

Match to ORU-created ID, mark first
response as original, others as duplicate

567

14261

Insufficient effort (1)

Number of consecutive identical responses
– Huang et al. (2012) recommends flagging
seven, seven, twelve,
ten, and eight SD, D, NA, A, SA in a row
We identified cases where the respondent
gave the same answers to all questions in at
least 2 out of 3 question blocks:
›› Motivation (Q24, 15 items)
›› Regulation (Q31, 22 items)
›› Satisfaction (Q37, 19 items)

27

14234

Insufficient effort (2)

Low response time. Following cutpoints
chosen (median response time in brackets:
›› No platform income 1:30
›› Currently leasing or selling only 2:00
(4.9 mins)
›› Current platform worker (all
combinations) 4:00 (10.9)
›› Former platform worker 2:00 (5:30)

221

14013

Removing consecutive identical responses is well suited to this study in particular because
in many instances we are assessing different constructs in the same bank of questions. For
example, there are a range of different motivations for participating in platform work which
we would expect an attentive respondent to answer differently; and there are many different
aspects of regulation touching platform work which we do not expect to be consistent
within and across platform types.
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Appendix C

Sampling and weighting
To produce reliable population estimates, a survey
should take into account in its stratification and weighting
procedures the independent variables that are most likely to
impact on the phenomenon of interest (in this case, working
in the gig economy), as well as demographic characteristics
of concern to the audience and characteristics that may
influence the respondent’s likelihood of responding to the
survey.
The key independent variables of interest in this study are:
›› gender
›› age
›› State or Territory
›› remoteness
›› highest education level
›› labour force status
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These are personal characteristics known to correlate with internet access and usage in
Australia.139
Panel provider ORU maintains robust data on participant’s gender, age, and State or
Territory of residence, so were therefore able to stratify the sample on that basis. The
sample was divided up by age (18-34, 35-49, 50-64, 65-74), gender (male, female), and
State/Territory of residence and quotas set for each stratum, based on an overall target
sample of 15,000 respondents. This was based on a conservative estimate of 5% current
participation in platform work (drawing on existing Australian and overseas data), which
would provide at least 750 responses from current platform workers, sufficient to conduct
some statistical analysis.
As discussed in the report, while the final sample was representative by State/Territory,
age, and gender, it was biased toward respondents with post-school qualifications and
respondents in major cities. A weight was calculated using data from the ABS May 2018
Survey of Education and Work. Weights were calculated on the following strata: Age x
Gender x Highest Education Level. It was not possible using the SEW data to segment any
further (i.e. to also include State or Territory or remoteness) due to SEW survey restrictions.
With this initial weight applied (WT_A), the bias for highest education level was substantially
reduced and the bias for remoteness was also reduced. The representativeness by age,
gender and State/Territory was maintained. Given likely covariance between remoteness
and highest education level, it was determined not to apply any additional weighting to
avoid overcorrection. Weight values vary between 0.29 and 6.77, with a mean value of 1.68
and a median value of 1.18. Applying weights reduced the incidence of platform work by
approximately 1%, consistent with the expected relationship between platform work and
highest education level.

139 Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (2018). Household use of information technology, Australia, 2016-17. Cat. no. 8146.0.
ABS: Canberra, Table 1.
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Appendix D

Multinominal logistic
regression
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Table D.1: Multinomial logistic regression (participation in digital platform work)
Former platform worker
SE
Intercept

Exp(B)

0.236

Current platform worker

Sig.

SE

0.000

0.203

Exp(B)

Sig.
0.000

Age (ref cat: 18-34)
35 – 49

0.091

65.0%

0.000

0.082

73.4%

0.000

50 – 64

0.119

41.5%

0.000

0.117

31.8%

0.000

65 – 74

0.205

49.4%

0.001

0.268

13.0%

0.000

0.078

53.1%

0.000

0.074

51.9%

0.000

ACT

0.281

89.9%

0.704

0.262

96.0%

0.876

NSW

0.094

103.5%

0.712

0.089

108.7%

0.350

NT

0.529

65.3%

0.420

0.419

115.2%

0.735

Qld

0.110

97.6%

0.826

0.107

89.6%

0.307

SA

0.177

70.2%

0.046

0.149

94.9%

0.723

Tasmania

0.278

139.0%

0.236

0.291

116.3%

0.603

WA

0.136

96.1%

0.770

0.135

84.6%

0.217

0.122

70.3%

0.004

0.123

60.7%

0.000

0.087

113.3%

0.151

0.083

111.5%

0.189

residency_perm

0.114

170.3%

0.000

0.109

170.4%

0.000

residency_temp

0.191

201.8%

0.000

0.155

336.9%

0.000

Gender (ref cat: male)
Female
State/Territory (ref cat: Vic)

Location (ref cat: Major city)
Regional or remote Australia
Breadwinner status
Earns most or all income
Residency (ref cat: Aus citizen)

residency_noans
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Former platform worker

Current platform worker

SE

Exp(B)

Sig.

SE

Exp(B)

Sig.

0.087

149.1%

0.000

0.081

158.4%

0.000

atsi_yes

0.257

181.4%

0.021

0.216

256.7%

0.000

atsi_noans

0.306

189.7%

0.036

0.266

246.8%

0.001

disab_yes

0.154

163.3%

0.001

0.146

166.3%

0.001

disab_noans

0.275

146.3%

0.166

0.245

150.8%

0.093

NESB status (ref cat: not NESB)
nesb_yes
nesb_noans

Disability status (ref cat: no disability)

Highest education level

(ref cat: Less than Year 12)

hel_yr12

0.246

104.5%

0.858

0.218

68.2%

0.078

hel_voc

0.224

135.5%

0.175

0.190

102.1%

0.912

hel_bach

0.223

189.9%

0.004

0.190

119.8%

0.342

hel_pg

0.227

175.8%

0.013

0.194

116.2%

0.439

Unemployed

0.213

142.5%

0.096

0.173

209.5%

0.000

Student

0.152

139.7%

0.028

0.145

133.8%

0.045

Retired

0.196

72.8%

0.105

0.220

82.9%

0.393

Homemaker/Carer

0.181

130.2%

0.145

0.212

75.7%

0.189

0.403

114.4%

0.739

0.326

201.6%

0.031

Casual

0.173

128.4%

0.148

0.149

178.5%

0.000

Self-employed

0.179

105.8%

0.753

0.123

307.8%

0.000

Labour force status (ref cat: employed)

Volunteer
Employment status

Reference category: never participated in platform work.
Source: Survey of digital economy. N= 13,892
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