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Abstract
Purpose – The aim of this article is to test the hypothesis that peer-to-peer technology platforms (Uber) are
associated with disruption in the institutional environment, affecting beliefs, norms and users’ ways of
thinking and acting.
Design/methodology/approach – Probability sample comprising 843 users (446 passengers;
397 drivers) in the city of Belo Horizonte, Brazil, using a set of indicators was specifically designed for
this study.
Findings – Uber triggers significant changes in the systems of rewards and sanctions, in social preferences,
and in entrepreneurial structure and governance, and promotes the coexistence of an institutional logic,
hitherto dominant, with new believes, rules, norms and regulatory systems.
Originality/value – This is a pioneer study that associates institutional approach’s elements with
technology platforms; the authors also elaborated and utilized an analysis model consisting of a set of
completely original indicators capable of mapping and measuring different dimensions of the phenomenon
under analysis.
Keywords Institutional disruption, Social practices, Technology platforms, Peer-to-peer, Uber
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
New technologies have triggered over the past years several disturbances in the socioeconomic environment with significant impacts on the institutional sphere, modifying the
way people relate, allocate available resources, perform daily activities and formulate “rules
and requirements to which individual organizations must conform if they are to receive
support and legitimacy” (Scott, 1995, p. 132).
Such institutional disruption can be perceived in different dimensions of social and
economic life, especially considering the urban mobility segment–in which Uber is to be
found–with the emergence of technology platforms and collaborative consumption. The
quick proliferation of hitchhiking and mobility applications has been affecting not only the
organizational environment, but also the way through which individuals relate to each
other and the nature of social preferences, which is a process still poorly known and
mapped.
To understand the capitalist economic institutions and their changes has become a
challenge in the fields of economics, law studies, organizations, sociology, among others.
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The institutional theories assume that institutions have a central logic (Friedland & Alford,
1991) or rationality (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 1995; Townley, 2002), endowed with a
set of material and symbolical practices in addition to organizational principles that provide
action logics for individuals and organizations (Glynn & Lounsbury, 2005; Suddaby &
Greenwood, 2005). However, institutions are dynamic and evolve over time according to
certain conditions or circumstances.
Some studies examine how an institutional logic could be replaced by a new logic (e.g.
Cooper, Hinings, Greenwood & Brown, 1996; Zilber, 2006), resulting in a suppressed and a
dominant logic (e.g. Reay & Hinings, 2005; Townley, 2002), which could refer to technologies
disconnected from moral assumptions or particular norms with weaker consolidated
assumptions.
In the context of technology platforms, such disruption and change process is in full
swing. By analyzing the disruptive impact of Uber, Laurell & Sandstrom (2016) observed that
the application would be distorting established institutions, changing “the rules of the game”
(Laurell & Sandstrom, 2016, p. 4). In fact, by directly connecting providers and consumers,
peer-to-peer platforms provide an alternative to traditional mobility models and generate
significant changes in the entire urban mobility segment. The impacts, however, go beyond
this market and reach out to the transportation supply chain and even other production
chains; thus, such impacts also affect the institutional environment by modifying rules,
mental models and the perception of individuals.
Despite the relevance of such phenomenon, little is known about the real impacts of
technology platforms on social, economic and institutional life. Institutional disruption
alongside its mechanisms and consequences has been neglected by organizational
theorists. A search in international databases using a search criterion (restricted to words in
the title and keywords), the combination “institutional disruption” or just “disruption”,
“rupture”, “change”, and/or “institutional,” yielded a total of 56 articles that approached
institutional disruption; none of them, however, directly addressed the issue of disruption
in technology or sharing platforms, such as Uber. In the databases, only one article was
identified in Wiley Online Library; no article was found in the databases Web of
Science, SCOPUS, SPELL, SCIELO and Sage Journals; two articles were identified in the
database Emerald Publishing; and 53 in JSTOR. Most of the published articles approach
institutional disruption from a public policy perspective (23); some of them address
historical cultural changes (8), issues related to social causes and ethics (5), environmental
issues (6), limitations that hamper economic development (5), changes in religious
paradigms (1), conflicts and power relations between groups (6), philanthropy (1) and
gender issues (1).
Recently, Zvolska, Palgan & Mont (2019) pointed out that sharing platforms in general are
more prone to modify institutional structures. Laurell & Sandstrom (2016) also raised the
hypothesis that Uber, in particular, would be distorting established institutions. However,
these studies did not deeply investigate the phenomenon and did not present concrete and
measurable evidence on it.
In Brazil, the lack of information and analysis in this field is even greater. A search
carried out in some of the main Brazilian periodicals (e.g. Revista de Administraç~ao de
Empresas, Revista de Administraç~ao Contempor^anea, Revista de Administraç~ao da USP,
Revista de Administraç~ao e Inovaç~ao, Revista Brasileira de Inovaç~ao, Revista Brasileira
de Gest~ao e Inovaç~ao, Revista Tecnologia e Sociedade, and Organizaç~oes & Sociedade)
yielded no identification of articles using the same search criterion as previously
mentioned.
In order to fill some of these gaps and open paths for the creation of new ways to observe
and analyze the phenomenon, which is extremely relevant in the contemporary world, we
elaborated this article, whose aim is to dive into the institutional approach from a practice

perspective, associating it with technology platforms. From there, we elaborate and apply an
analysis model constituted by a set of totally original indicators capable of mapping and
measuring the extension of the ongoing phenomenon, i.e. the Uber platform.
In this context, we hypothesize that the use of the platform Uber is associated with
different types of changes in the institutional logic, whether in assumptions and believes,
reward and remuneration systems, organizational structure and governance, social relations
or individual preferences.
The article is organized as follows. First, we present the literature review approaching
institutional disruption and technology platforms considering the changes in course, and
conclude the section presenting a conceptual model for analysis. Then, we present the
methodological procedures, including hypothesis testing. The subsequent section presents
and analyzes the results found and, finally, the last section presents the final considerations of
this article.
2. Institutional changes and technology platforms
2.1 Disruption and institutional change
According to North (1990), an institution is defined by its hard-core elements, which are to be
understood as the rules of the game, where moderate components sustain hard-core
components (Clemens & Cook, 1999); there is an interdependency between institutions and
the systems in which they are inserted (Hira & Hira, 2000; Peters, 2005; Pierson, 2004). Still in
line with North (2006), institutions are the rules of the game–formal and informal–being also
what originates them–positive or nonpositive norms–such as moral values, beliefs, habits
and world perspective.
Institutions would condition the actions of individuals (Friel, 2017) as they define
preferences and power in society (Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Thelen & Steinmo, 1992) and
provide shared meanings and cognitive frameworks that shape how humans interpret each
other’s behavior (Fligstein, 2001; Hall & Taylor, 2003).
Institutional theory has evolved over the years under the dual framework of functionalism
and normal science (Clegg & Hardy, 2006, p. 30), being approached by scholars from different
knowledge fields, like sociology (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Roy, 1997), organizational theory
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977), political sciences (Bonchek & Shepsle, 1996) and economics. The
New Institutional Economics (NIE) considers efficient the institution that generates social
welfare; being credible, reverberating and taking root in society is fundamental to the
institution. Otherwise, rules and norms would be nothing but formal constructions that add
no social nor economic benefits; they would generate waste and create uncertainties while
hindering the establishment of a trusting environment for the creation of businesses (Coase,
1937; Simon, 1947; Williamson, 1985; North, 1990, 2006). Thus, institutional theory may be
approached from different perspectives, including sociology.
The social perspective of institutional theory confirms in its neo-institutional ramifications
the institutional practice approach, which examines how actors interact with constructs and
resort to social and physical tools in their daily activities, which constitute the studies of
practice (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). Practice theorists (ex. Bourdieu, 1990; Giddens, 1984;
Sztompka, 1991; Turner, 1994) acknowledge the duality between institutions and practice.
Within this context, institutions are created by and–at the same time–create the action
(Jarzabkowski, Matthiesen & Van de Ven, 2009). While neo-institutionalists focus on
institutional changes by attributing greater importance to agency and routine as a unit of
analysis (e.g. Nelson & Winter, 1982; Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Oliver, 1991; Seo & Creed, 2002),
new institutionalists concentrate their studies on transaction costs and consequences from the
norms, practice theorists attach greater weight to actions, interactions and negotiations
between multiple actors (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007). In such actions and interactions, actors
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initiate, reproduce and modify institutionalized practices through habits, tacit knowledge,
culture, routines, motivations and emotions (Reckwitz, 2002).
The practice approach focuses on actions and interactions among actors to create, maintain
and disrupt institutions (Jarzabkowski et al., 2009). In other words, the daily practices of actors
produce pluralist institutions, and the interactions are full of institutional tension instead of
being an exceptional or isolated phenomenon. For such flow of interactions that occur within
the institutional structure, Sztompka (1991, p. 96) proposes the concept of praxis, consisting in a
social process of constant mutation where organizations and their actors create and recreate
institutional logics through daily practices, immersed in interactions.
Thornton, Ocasio & Lounsbury (2012) point out that the practices and their identities are
at the analytical center of institutional logics, being responsible for endogenous changes in an
institutional field and providing bases for identity and collective mobilization, where the
variations of the practice account for institutional transformation.
Within such context, institutional logics move via language–through theory, structure
and narrative–which mutually constitutes symbolic representations of institutional logics
and their material practices (Thornton et al., 2012, pp. 149–150). The narratives lead to the
formulation of a vocabulary of practice and can, by linking categories to practices, bring
about new institutional logics (Thornton et al., 2012, pp. 159–160).
There are several challenges in shaping new institutions, dealing with institutional inertia
(Chen, 2008) and transforming existing institutions to operate in a more effective way
(Amable, 2000). The problems become increasingly pressing in the context of major changes
on a global scale provoked by the incessant introduction of innovation in productive systems.
To understand, institutional changes have been considered a relevant matter for innovation
studies (Hage & Meeus, 2009; Hollingsworth, 2000).
According to some authors, institutional change could have a relationship with
technological change, since it is characterized by path dependence and possibilities of
multiple equilibria (McNicoll, 2001). Institutional change, as well as change in technology,
depends on the path (the direction is constraint not only by its existing state, but also by its
history) because the residues of past social actions limit the possibilities of subsequent social
actions. However, change is also influenced by hopes and expectations about the future,
which are not only the reflection of options immediately perceived, but are formed from
information about the world and the opportunities it presents (McNicoll, 2001).
Voss (2015) argues that the institution is a byproduct of everyone’s activity to adapt locally
to its circumstances, which stem from complex combinations between different types of
processes. Theories on institutional change typically distinguish slowly from disruptive
changes. Institutional change tends to be slow and imposing, but sometimes it definitely breaks
with the past or quickly responds to circumstances that change rapidly. While new institutions
are created, some just disappear; others must adapt to remain sustainable (Harries, 2012).
The causes for changes are either exogenous or endogenous to the system itself.
According to Harries (2012), institutional change tends to come from four main sources: (1)
initiatives of institutional entrepreneurs; (2) structural overlap between participating
organizations; (3) external and internal shocks from the environment related to wars,
climate change or technology changes; and (4) competing institutional logics (practices,
beliefs, values) that guide actions and decision-making.
In a disruptive change caused by endogenous factors, the institutional equilibrium, i.e. the
compatibility between formal and informal rules, the underlying, dominant formal ideology
can be changed by major technical or organizational innovations (Sauerland, 2015) within
productive systems.
It occurs because over time individuals adapt their behavior to the existing set of rules,
investing in learning and in the construction of successful behavioral patterns. Such process
results in a patch dependency of the institutional system (Sauerland, 2015).

For a slow and successful institutional change, new formal institutions must complement
the existing informal ones and the dominant formal ideology (North, 1991). In contrast,
disruptive changes are typically caused by exogenous shocks–sometimes endogenous–
through the insertion of technologies capable of drastically changing the existing
paradigm (Sauerland, 2015).
In this context, institutional disruption occurs when a dominant logic is replaced by
another (new beliefs, rules, norms and regulatory systems); the latter, however, coexists with
other multiple institutional logics. The disruption process occurs jointly with its creation and
its maintenance, where the actors try to discredit the previous institutional logical model
while trying to introduce and promote the new one, in addition to creating ways to
disseminate and maintain their favorite models. This institutional co-creation occurs
simultaneously with disruption, as well as the development of maintenance mechanisms
destined to support the institutional logic in a continuous process (Lawrence, Suddaby &
Leca, 2009).
The coexistence in the same space and at the same time of different institutional logics or
institutional pluralism would explain the variations in the diffusion of institutional practices,
where different logics allow viable alternatives in companies within the same industry
(Lounsbury, 2007); or a process in which an institutional logic is replaced by a new logic
(e.g. Cooper et al., 1996; Zilber, 2006), resulting in a suppressed and in a dominant logic (Reay
& Hinings, 2005; Townley, 2002).
For Lawrence & Suddaby (2006), there are three basic types of institutional disruption
mechanisms: (1) disconnecting sanctions and rewards; (2) disassociating moral foundations,
rules and institutionalized technologies; and (3) suppressing assumptions and beliefs.
Disconnecting sanctions and rewards refers to the redefinition of established concepts and
ideas through the coercive work of powerful actors that could lead to a revolutionary
institutional change. This sort of institutional work occurs through the judiciary, which
allows state and non-state actors to directly disconnect rewards and sanctions from practices,
technologies and institutionalized rules. Actors may also disrupt institutions indirectly “by
undermining the technical definitions and assumptions on which they were founded”
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 236).
The disassociation of moral foundations gradually disrupts the normative foundations of
practices, rules or institutionalized technologies. In such process, normative foundations are
more commonly disrupted by elites and powerful actors, but their activities are not directly
focused on attacking those foundations (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006).
The suppression of assumptions and beliefs occurs when the actors remove some of the
transaction costs associated with practices, technologies and prevailing rules, thus ensuring
innovation and reducing costs associated with differentiation. Actors can alter assumptions
and beliefs by creating an innovation that disassociates existing institutional arrangements
or that gradually undermines institutions through contrary practice (Lawrence &
Suddaby, 2006).
According to Zvolska et al. (2019), actors disrupt institutions when the existing
institutional order does not provide sufficient support for the accomplishment of their
activities. Frequently, actors that work to create new institutions can inadvertently
disassociate rules, practices and existing technologies (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006), thus
emphasizing that institutional creation is strongly associated with institutional disruption.
This could be the case of technology platforms.
2.2 Technology platforms and institutional disruption
Technology platforms of different types have been emerging and spreading throughout the
world, hampering the creation of a concept that is concomitantly comprehensive and precise
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for each one of them. According to Gawer (2014), however, these different types of platforms
share some basic properties, namely ability to coordinate agents capable of innovating and
competing, possibility to generate value and benefit from economies of scope associated with
supply and/or demand and presence of a modular technological architecture presenting a
core and a periphery, all connected in a network. In other words, these are communities based
on shared access to certain types of resources (products, services, information, etc).
Within such context, technology platforms and sharing economy are to be found. In line
with Mattsson & Barnes (2016), sharing activities have been increasing drastically and
evolved from the exclusive field of information to comprise different kinds of products and
resources, including peer-to-peer platforms, such as Uber (i.e. an information platform that
connects globally local providers to local users for urban mobility).
A few authors have highlighted the institutional impact caused by technology platforms
(Lawrence & Suddaby; 2006). For Zvolska et al. (2019), peer-to-peer networks are prone to
modify institutional structures through regulation if their objectives are aligned with existing
normative socio-cognitive institutions.
An innovation supported by technological feedback mechanisms in urban sharing
platforms helps replace existing behavioral models and facilitates new ways to creating trust
among strangers. In the specific case of Uber and many other platforms that provide services
through peer-to-peer platforms, trust is built through a system of reputation based on
transparency and legitimacy (Perren & Kozinets, 2018). Most of them invest in the creation of
evaluation and classification systems, nurtured by the users individually (providers and/or
customers) and useful not only to improve the system itself, but to support potential and
decision-making processes of effective users.
Technology is undermining cultural and cognitive assumptions about hosting strangers
at home or sharing belongings with strangers. It reduces the risks associated with the new
practice and reduces transaction costs by employing technological solutions. Another
assumption undermined by this sort of innovation is the typical policing role of the state; in
online platforms, a new peer policing system is utilized (Zvolska et al., 2019).
When altering the value inherent in the ownership of a given good in favor of its usufruct,
technology platforms involved in collaborative consumption make a direct impact on
institutional logic, since value is key in an institutional logic, i.e. it is the source of legitimacy
of its rules, an individual identification base for discretion, and the foundation on which its
powers are built (Zvolska et al., 2019). Institutional logics are supported not only by material
practices but by personal identification with an institutional value (Thornton et al., 2012).
When introducing a new concept of value, platforms alter the way through which people
identify with institutional values, which could lead to institutional disruption.
Platforms may also bring about disruptive effects on organizations’ internal and external
institutional logic when developing two-fold institutional strategies, threatening norms,
behaviors, capacities, structure, among others (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007; Reckwitz, 2002).
The technology platforms also benefit from effects inherent in networks and structure
their transactions through the internet and/or applications, which facilitates business
between external actors and consumers while generating new business models, which would
also lead to disruptive institutional effects whether by the fact that the business models do not
fit in existing regulatory frameworks or by the fact that they are more dependent on
organizations outside their borders, resulting in multiple institutional logics (Altman &
Tushman, 2017).
When becoming more open, their institutional logics would also be altered (Ocasio,
Loewenstein & Nigam, 2015), since platforms need to establish trust with external parties
(Altman & Tushman, 2017); in many cases, the external party is a competitor, which leads to
competition (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996; Gnyawali & Park, 2011).

As it becomes more open, the platforms provides information on interfaces and launch of
products, allowing external participants to develop complementary (Altman & Tushman,
2017; Wry, Cobb & Aldrich, 2013) or substitute products and services, which is not common
for organizations that do not operate through platforms of collaborative consumption. The
very nature of the product promotes the weakening of consolidated assumptions, which–
when changing the value of an asset–has a direct impact on the institutional logic (Reay &
Hinings, 2005; Townley, 2002; Zvolska et al., 2019), changing the way through which actors
identify with institutional value (Thornton et al., 2012) and leading to institutional disruption
(Glynn & Lounsbury, 2005; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Cooper et al., 1996; Zilber, 2006).
By adopting a model of independent providers (Schor & Attwood-charles, 2017), the
platforms introduce differentiated rewarding and evaluation systems in relation to employed
workers (Andersson, Hjalmarsson & Avital, 2013; Avital et al., 2014) and radically change
work relations (for further information on this matter, see Codagnone, Abadie & Biagi, 2016;
Graham & Woodcock, 2018; Manyika, Lund, Bughin, Robinson, Mischke & Mahajan, 2016;
Todolı-Signes, 2017; and Vaclavik & Pithan, 2018). In addition, many platforms utilize
metrics focused on the interaction among users and depend on ratings and reputation data to
reduce risk and increase trust (Avital et al., 2014). Thus, they promote institutional disruption
by managing multiple interactions (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007; Reckwitz, 2002) and affecting
the entire value chain (Altman & Tushman, 2017).
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2.3 Analysis model
Based on the considerations and analyses carried out herein, we present the analysis model
utilized in this research (Figure 1).
In the proposed model, peer-to-peer platforms gather the institutional disruption
mechanisms pointed out by Lawrence & Suddaby (2006), which would trigger changes in
the institutional order. Regarding the disconnection of sanctions and rewards, these
platforms would change the institutional structures through regulatory activities directly
disconnecting rewards and sanctions from practices, technologies and institutionalized rules
(Zvolska et al., 2019). It would affect not only consumer attitudes and behavior, but it would
also challenge deeply rooted assumptions and social patterns (Zervas et al., 2017) through the
insertion of a new evaluation system based on reputation (Avital et al., 2014), a new
remuneration logic, based on variable income (Andersson et al., 2013; Lanier, 2013), and
autonomy and work flexibility focused on individual efforts. In this new individualityoriented paradigm, old problems stemming from teamwork and bureaucratic structures
disappear, but, at the same time, new issues emerge related to the sense of labor (Vaclavik &
Pithan, 2018), future of work (Codagnone et al., 2016), fair working conditions (Graham &
Woodcock, 2018) and especially gig economy (Manyika et al., 2016; Todolı-Signes, 2017).

Figure 1.
Analytical model
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The dissociation of moral foundations occurs through practices that promote sharing with
strangers and second-hand consumption aiming at sustainability (Zvolska et al., 2019),
changing the value inherent in ownership through the shift to the usufruct of the good and
sharing instead of owning (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). In this scenario, work relations are no
longer based on fixed salaries and subordination to direct supervision (Kittur et al., 2013).
The suppression of assumptions and beliefs occurs with the disruption of existing
institutional configurations. The practice of giving feedback to peers in online platforms is
gradually changing assumptions about doing business with strangers, new cognitive
institutions are being created and normalized, and people are gradually starting to accept
these practices (Zvolska et al., 2019). The platforms reduce transaction costs through an open
management structure based on transparency, trust and legitimacy (Perren & Kozinets,
2018), with multiple interactions managed by corporate governance (Bresnahan &
Greenstein, 2014; Andersson et al., 2013; Avital et al., 2014) and organizational relations
based on the intermediation between provider and producer (Altman & Tushman, 2017;
Perren & Kozinets, 2018; Sundararajan, 2016).
Such change in behavior challenges deeply rooted assumptions and social patterns
(Zervas et al., 2017; Reay & Hinings, 2005; Townley, 2002; Zvolska et al., 2019). In order to
measure the impact of these changes, we will present in the upcoming section–along with the
methodological procedures–the indicator “changes in institutional beliefs, perceptions, and
preferences.”
3. Method
The field research, based on probability and stratified sampling, was composed of two
samples of users (drivers and passenger) from the application Uber in the city of Belo
Horizonte, Brazil. We chose the city of Belo Horizonte to carry out the research because, in
addition to being a large urban center, it was one of the first cities to allow the operation of the
app in September 2014.
Considering the confidentiality policy of the application, we considered as research
universe the adult population (18 to 65 years of age) in the city, estimated at 1,628,469 (IBGE,
2019). To calculate the sample size (n) (Cochran, 1977), we considered a 95% confidence
interval with a 5% margin of error, resulting in a total of 384 customers and 384 drivers.
Taking into account the possible existence of missing data and outliers, the sample size was
expanded to 843 users (446 consumers and 397 drivers), stratified (Malhotra, 2012) by gender
(consumers) and census tracts of the city (32 tracts). Each of the tracts was randomly drawn.
Between May and August 2019, people who traveled near schools, malls and shopping
centers withing the census tracts were interviewed. In the case of drivers, due to
confidentiality issues of the application, the approach occurred in places where they usually
wait to provide the service, e.g. queues at airports, bus stations and malls, within the
boundaries of the census tracts. After excluding two interviews, in accordance with the
criterion provided by the European Social Survey (ESS as cited in Sambiase, Teixeira,
Bilskyb, de Araujo & De Domenicoa, 2014), the sample totaled 841 users (444 customers and
397 drivers).
The bibliographic research carried out herein enabled the elaboration of a data collection
instrument consisting of structured questions–resulting in 14 questions elaborated to cover
the research universe–stemming from the theoretical model and in line with theoretical
propositions, whose data provided were used to support the hypothesis testing of our
research.
The free and informed consent was established through registration on the virtual
platform used to operationalize the study. Such consent was informed in a dialog box at the
beginning of the process of filling in the data by users.


The operationalization of the data collection was supported by Apice–a
junior company
from the university PUC Minas. The data collection was carried out by a team composed of
experienced professionals and constituted by four researchers, three coordinators–
supervisors and 55 technicians. The team received specific training to operationalize the
data collection and the critical analysis of the data.
The team approached individuals in places selected by stratification, ensuring the
randomness of the sample. They were asked if they were users of the Uber platform; in case of
a positive response, they would be invited to take part in the research.
The elaboration of the instrument and its refinement constitute both spheres that must be
considered to validate a content (Hoppen et al., 1996). To validate the content, question
wording was based on the theoretical propositions and hypotheses stemming from literature
review on platforms and institutional changes. This sort of validation ensures that the
indicators utilized consistently represent the phenomenon under evaluation.
Subsequently, we did a pre-testing to administrate the data collection instrument. In the
pre-testing phase, also known as pilot testing, we considered the guidelines proposed by Gil
(1991), who claims that the following aspects must be taken into consideration: clarity and
precision of terms, number of questions, form of questions, order of questions and introduction.
The pre-testing was carried out in two stages. First, the questionnaires were elaborated
and subsequently printed, and 40 Uber users were approached to answer the questions.
Considering the anxiety presented by most users, a dynamic online questionnaire was
developed in order to improve the dynamics of the interview.
The second pre-testing, which relied on structured questions available at an online and
dynamic platform and was operationalized through tablets, was accomplished with 25
interviewees. The number of interviewees met the minimum criterion of 15 interviews, as
suggested by Malhotra (2012) in the pre-testing. This procedure was important to evaluate
the elaborated electronic platform, public’s acceptance to join the study and to assess
respondents’ understanding of the wordings.
A number of factors were taken into account when creating the questionnaire, following
the guidelines proposed by Perrien, Cheron & Zins (1984): We made use of a high number of
options for closed-ended questions to cover all possible answers; only questions strictly
related to the research issue were applied, we considered the implications of the questions in
the procedures of data tabulation and analysis; and the questions were formulated to enable a
single interpretation consisting in one single idea, reassuring the respondents the
confidentiality of personal data.
To verify the quality level of the data collection, the following procedures were carried out:
(1) auditing the transcriptions of the electronic research forms; (2) phone calls made to
interviewees to confirm the provided information and (3) evaluation of the complete filling of
the research forms according to the registration of the electronic research system.
According to Maxwell (apud Bickman & Rog, 1997), in the data analysis procedure, it is
important to observe if all questions were correctly answered, if the answers indicate any sort
of difficulty to understand the question, and how the questionnaire was completed. As data
analysis technique, the multidimensional analysis was used (Hair et al., 1994), where the
researcher simultaneously analyzes more than two variables either to summarize findings or
to carry out a deeper analysis. During this process, a few categories of analysis were
established based on literature, thus facilitating data interpretation and codification
(Eisenhardt, 1989).
The data collected through the questionnaire were grouped according to the categories of
analysis. The indicator was created based on the structured questions, with the support from
Likert scale. The test statistic considered in hypothesis testing is based on a student’s tdistribution, since the mean and standard deviation of the population is known; a normal
distribution is desired.
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Podsakoff, MacKenzie & Lee (2003) argue that the occurrence of common method bias is
more frequent when the same type of scale is utilized, with the same number of answer
options, and cross-sectional analysis, i.e. at a specific point in time. To verify the occurrence of
common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), Harman’s single factor test was performed,
which is a widely employed technique to evaluate common method bias (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). For this purpose, an exploratory factor analysis was carried out utilizing all variables
that make up the study, creating one single factor. When the variance explained in factor
analysis is below 50%, the common method utilized in data collection is not a concern
(Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Using Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS) V.25, we adopted the component
extraction method and unrotated factor solution, as suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003). In
the present research, the outcome of the exploratory factor analysis indicated an explained
variance of 29.17% through Harman’s single factor test, no significant evidence on common
method bias was found.
To verify the reliability of the scales, the Cronbach’s alpha (α) was verified, whose purpose
is to indicate the percentage of the variance of measures that are free from random errors
(Malhotra, 2012). Landis & Koch (1977) point out that values above 0.61 are acceptable; in this
research, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.71, which guarantees the internal consistency of the
utilized scales.
The existence of missing data, suspicious survey response patterns, outliers (Hair, Hult,
Ringle & Sarstedt, 2014) and survey straight-lining–which can be an indication of
acquiescence bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003)–was verified. To detect outliers (Hair et al., 2009), the
univariate outlier detection indicates values above four standard deviations as a reference to
characterize an atypical observation.
To verify the impacts created by platforms from a user perspective, who suggest ongoing
institutional changes, the indicator changes in institutional beliefs, perceptions and
preferences was developed and operationalized through Likert scale questions applied to
application users. Through a single questionnaire, users would be able to describe changes
occurring after joining the platform in comparison to their perceptions before getting to know
Uber. The questions were grouped in six key variables, namely importance of ownership,
work relations, remuneration logic, governance of these organizations, reward and sanction
systems, and organizational structure. They were developed based on the concepts
established by Lawrence & Suddaby (2006), Voss (2015), Harries (2012), and Zvolska et al.
(2019) associated with the following Likert scale questions (Table 1 and Eqn 1).
Questions P3, P6, P7, P9, P12 and P13 were applied only to drivers; the other questions,
which do not require previous experience as drivers, were applied to both samples of users,
allowing the comparison between the two categories to evaluate alterations in the perception
of institutional changes between drivers and users.
The indicator presents the perceived differences before and after the usage of the platform
by users and was created based on Likert scale data (P1 to P14), grouped into categories (I1 to
I6) through the average and converted into indexes that range from 1 to 1. Eqn (1)
demonstrates the calculation of the indicator.
ðI1 þ I2 þ I3 þ I4 þ I5 þ I6Þ
(1)
ImpInst ¼
6
where:
ImpInst 5 Indicator for changes in institutional beliefs, perceptions, and preferences.
I1, I2, I3 5 Likert scale questions Average.
n 5 Sample size.
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Mechanisms

Categories

Questions

Abandonment of traditional
sanctions / rewards

I1. Rewards and
sanctions systems

P1. The scoring / reputation system of the
platform’s users is very different from the
recognition systems of traditional
organizations
P2. The scoring system for choosing drivers is
very relevant when using the application
P3. The platform’s remuneration logic is more
financially advantageous than through
conventional employment
P4. Uber represents an easy-to-access
alternative for earning money
P5. I Prefer to use Uber instead of driving in
my own vehicle
P6. I don’t feel like an employee, but I feel like a
platform partner
P7. It is better to have impersonal
relationships with the platform’s
administrators than to subject oneself to the
wishes and whims of a boss
P8. Uber has greatly changed the relationship
between company, employee and service
provider
P9. Performance evaluation systems (eg,
reputation) are very different from those I
knew in traditional organizations
P10. It is better to have a flexible work time at
Uber than to submit to a rigid 8-h work at a
company
P11. Uber has a very different operating logic
from traditional companies
P12. Working with Uber is very different from
working with traditional transport services
(eg taxi)
P13. At the same time that I provide service as
a driver, I also feel that I am a client of the
platform
P14. With Uber I feel like I can make a living as
Table 1.
a driver anywhere, including abroad
Institutional disruption
and sharing platforms

I2. Remuneration
logic

Dissociation of moral foundations,
rules and institutionalized
technologies

I3. Sense of
ownership
I4. Employment
relations

Suppression of assumptions and
beliefs

I5. Governance

I6. Logic /
organizational
structure

Source(s): Own elaboration

User K, k 5 1, 2, ...., p
If the indicator is greater than 0, it will be proved that the platforms affect users’ perceptions
on factor that suggest ongoing institutional changes; the higher the indicator, the greater the
impact on institutional logic. Based on data provided by the indicator, it was possible to carry
out the t-test, which corresponds to the univariate hypothesis testing and is utilized to
compare means when the standard deviation is unknown (Malhotra, 2012).
3.1 T-test
H0. The indicator for changes in institutional beliefs, perceptions, and preferences
presents values equal to zero (p > 0.05).
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4. Results and analysis
Figure 2 presents the results of the indicator for institutional change elements that comprise
the perceived differences in the sense of ownership, work relations, reward and sanction
systems, remuneration logic, governance, and organizational structure between platforms
and traditional organizations.
The data point to the confirmation of the perceived differences in all items, indicating that
the elements of the rules of the game presented representative changes in users’ perceptions,
where changes in reward and sanction systems, governance and organizational structure are
emphasized. The higher the value, the greater the changes perceived by users.
The sample of drivers showed a higher rate of perceptions of changes in the institutional
environment when compared to the sample of passengers in all categories, except for the
reward and sanction systems, where the perception of passengers’ institutional change is
higher.
In order to assess the significance of the data, hypothesis testing was carried out (Table 2)
to verify if the platforms affect the perception of users about factors that suggest ongoing
institutional changes.
It is observed that p-value is less than 0.05 in all variables related to institutional aspects,
thus rejecting the null hypothesis. It is possible to assume, therefore, that mobility platforms
change the need of ownership (migration from vehicle ownership to service usage), change
the nature of work relations, promote changes in reward and sanction systems and in
remuneration logic, in addition to changing the nature of governance and organizational
structure.
Through the equation of the indicator for changes in institutional beliefs, perceptions and
preferences, the following values were obtained: 0.48 for the complete sample (drivers and
passengers); 0.55 for the sample composed only of drivers and 0.42 for the sample composed

REGRAS DO JOGO
0.59
0.56

I1. Sistemas de Recompensas e Sanções:

0.57

0.48

I2. Lógica de Remuneração

0.52

0.57

0.09
0.11

I3. Sendo de Propriedade

0.10

0.47

I4. Relações de Trabalho

0.61

0.54
0.42

I5. Governança

0.73

0.56
0.48

I6. Lógica/Estrutura Organizacional:

Figure 2.
Changes in the
perception of
institutional
environment

0.00
Somente Passageiros

Source(s): Research data

0.70

0.58
0.10

0.20

Somente Motoristas

0.30

0.40

0.50

0.60

0.70

Completa (motoristas e passageiros)

0.80

only by passengers, which indicates that, on a scale of 1 to 1, the changes in the rules of the
game (Laurell & Sandstrom, 2016) promoted by platforms are significant.
When liken the sample of passengers to the sample of drivers, it is observed (Table 3) that
the perception of drivers regarding changes in governance is 43% higher compared to
passengers, followed by the perception of changes in organizational logic/structure (31%
higher), work relations (23% higher), remuneration logic (17% higher), sense of ownership
(11% higher), and reward and sanction systems (6%) higher.
The indicator changes in institutional beliefs, perceptions and preferences presented
positive changes of about 48% in both samples surveyed, which indicates institutional
disruption (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007, 2009) through the disconnection of consolidated
assumptions, the disassociation of moral foundations, rules and institutionalized technologies,
and the suppression of assumptions and beliefs (Cooper et al., 1996; Zilber, 2006; Reay &
Hinings, 2005; Townley, 2002; Lawrencee & Suddaby, 2006), which occurs through changes in
the sense of ownership (10.0%), work relations (53.5%), reward and sanction systems (57.5%),
remuneration logic (52.3%), governance (56.3%) and organizational structure (58.4%).
Regarding the suppression of traditional sanctions and rewards (Zvolska et al., 2019), it is
observed that Uber has affected consumption attitudes and behaviors while challenging
deeply rooted assumptions and social patterns (Zervas et al., 2017); 63% of users agree that
Uber’s reward system based on scores and reputation is very different from those of
traditional companies, and 76% of users affirm that the reward system is relevant and useful
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Test value 5 0

Mecanism

Category

Abandonment of
traditional sanctions

I1. Rewards and
sanctions
systems
I2. Remuneration
logic
I3. Sense of
ownership
I4. Employment
relations
I5. Governance
I6. Logic /
organizational
structure

Dissociation of moral
foundations, rules and
institutionalized
technologies
Suppression of
assumptions and beliefs

95% confidence
interval of
difference
Lower Upper

t

df

Sig. (2)
extremity

Mean
difference

33,614

840

0.000

0.57491

0.5413

0.6085

51,616

840

0.000

0.52289

0.5030

0.5428

4,089

840

0.000

0.09988

0.0519

0.1478

42,189

840

0.000

0.53537

0.5105

0.5603

42,776
45,435

840
840

0.000
0.000

0.56272
0.58442

0.5369
0.5592

0.5885
0.6097

Source(s): Search data

Category
I6. Logic/organizational structure
I5. Governance
I4. Employment relations
I3. Sense of ownership
I2. Remuneration logic
I1. Rewards and sanctions systems
Source(s): Search data

Drivers

Passengers

Delta %

0.70
0.73
0.61
0.11
0.57
0.56

0.48
0.42
0.47
0.09
0.48
0.59

31
43
23
11
17
6

Table 2.
Test t indicator of
change in institutional
beliefs, perceptions and
preferences

Table 3.
Comparative changes
in institutional beliefs,
perceptions and
preferences
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to choose drivers. Considering the remuneration logic, 60% of the interviewees affirm that
Uber provides a more attractive remuneration system than those of gainful employment, and
95% consider that Uber allows for a new form of work and remuneration.
The changes promoted through the dissociation of moral foundations, rules and
institutionalized technologies (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Harries, 2012; Voss 2015) indicate
that the practice of sharing with strangers and consumption of second-hand goods (Zvolska
et al., 2019) has been widely utilized by users. 53% of respondents affirmed to prefer Uber
services than driving a private car, which reduces the propensity of owning a car and the use
of traditional mobility services (Martin & Shaheen, 2011; Meyer & Shaheen, 2017). With
respect to work relations, 85% of the interviewees feel like partners instead of employees of
the platform; 89% affirm to prefer an impersonal relationship with the administrators of the
platform and 71% consider that Uber has changed a lot the relationship between employee
and service provider.
Different social roles, which where until then quite clear and defined in the economic world,
began to blend in the context of mobility applications. Uber suppressed previous, deeply rooted
assumptions and beliefs by introducing a new form of governance and organizational structure
based on a system where trust is created through reputation based on transparency, trust and
legitimacy (Perren & Kozinets, 2018), thus replacing traditional behavioral models. In our
survey, 84% of respondents affirmed that the evaluation and performance systems are
different from those of traditional organizations, and 69% consider the flexible working
schedule provided by the platform more attractive than fixed working hours.
The applications have been changing the way people make a living, how they position
themselves on the labor market, how they adjust to new technologies and organizational
models and how they perceive the institutional environment around them. Considering that
68% of users consider Uber’s operation logic very different from traditional companies, 87%
had to undergo major changes to work for the platform, 91% of drivers feel like customers
and, at the same time, service providers, and 83% consider that it is possible to make a living
anywhere as a driver, including abroad.
As previously observed, traditional norms, habits, consumption and beliefs (Jarzabkowski
et al., 2007; Reckwitz, 2002) gave way to new values, beliefs, habits and practices (Glynn &
Lounsbury, 2005; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Cooper et al., 1996; Zilber, 2006), disrupting
the institutional basis.
Disruptive changes caused by mobility platforms are drastically changing the current
paradigm (Sauerland, 2015)–e.g. the ownership value, which has been replaced by the
usufruct of a good. Another example are previous rules in the entrepreneurial environment,
where an individual must be subordinate to a boss and employed, which are being replaced
by outsourced employees or platform’s partner, who are provided with a more flexible
working schedule. The same way, the relations become more open and flexible, since they are
inserted in an environment of constant change, where agents always pursue a balance
between the number of users/consumers and users/drivers, the latter are also considered
clients and producers/partners of the platform.
Along with new forms of governance, new organizational structures, management models
and new state regulations emerge. These changes and transformations coexist with other
previously dominant institutional logics, leading to institutional disruption (Lawrence et al.,
2009), which is in line with Schumpeter’s (1942) assumption on the disruptive nature of
innovation, i.e. capable of launching a new socio-economic system.
5. Final considerations
The research findings corroborate the propositions of Lawrence & Suddaby (2006) about the
mechanisms of institutional disruption, whether by disconnecting traditional rewards and

sanctions (e.g. rewards and sanctions by scores); disassociating moral foundations, rules
and institutionalized technologies (e.g. alteration in the work relation between employee and
service provider) or undermining assumptions and beliefs (e.g. changes in governance and
organizational logic).
In this sense, the article helps to fill the gap initially pointed out by Laurell & Sandstrom
(2016) by verifying and confirming the hypothesis that Uber is associated with different types
of changes in institutional logic; and concomitantly addressing the research by Zvolska et al.
(2019) when indicating that sharing platforms are prone to modify institutional structures.
The findings also corroborate studies on institutional disruption, which goes beyond the field
of public policies, as pointed out at the beginning of this article.
The perceptions of drivers of ongoing institutional changes (0.55) were higher compared
to passengers’ perceptions (0.42), which is mainly influenced by the perception of changes in
governance, organizational logic/structure and work relations, reinforcing the understanding
that practices and their identities are at the analytical center of institutional logics (Thornton
et al., 2012). Since drivers are more immersed in actions, interactions and negotiations
(Jarzabkowski et al., 2007) through the platform, they would be more prone to reproduce and
modify institutionalized practices by means of habits, tacit knowledge, culture, routines,
motivations and emotions (Reckwitz, 2002).
Thornton et al. (2012) argue that practices and their identities are at the analytical center of
institutional logics, account for endogenous changes in an institutional field, and provide
bases for identity and collective mobilization, where the variations in practice account for
institutional transformation.
Within such context, institutional logics move via language–through theory, structure
and narrative–which mutually constitutes symbolic representations of institutional logics
and their material practices (Thornton et al., 2012, pp. 149–150). The narratives lead to the
formulation of a vocabulary of practice and can, by linking categories to practices, bring
about new institutional logics (Thornton et al., 2012, pp. 159–160).
The multiple changes that have taken place across platforms–specially Uber–indicate the
promotion of a new type of disruption–institutional–by introducing not only a wide variety of
new services, but also new ways of doing old things, new beliefs, habits, rules, giving rise to
new institutional devices (Villaschi Filho, 2005, p. 68).
In this scenario, amid the impacts presented herein, public policymakers should
reconsider their regulatory practices taking into account individual preferences and tacit
responses of economic agents to the rules of the game. It means that the action logics of
individuals and organizations are being deeply modified.
In the specific case of Uber, many users are no longer utilizing private cars. This has
strong repercussions in social and economic life. A new type of economy is emerging, in
which the interest of the user/consumer is the usufruct of a good, not its ownership. The
access-based consumption–unlike ownership– eleases the individual from any sort of
economic, social or emotional obligations related to owning a good (Botsman & Rogers, 2010),
affecting consumption attitudes and behaviors and challenging deeply rooted assumptions
and patterns (Zervas et al., 2017).
When changing the importance inherent in the ownership of a good and favoring its
usufruct, technology platforms of sharing economy cause direct impacts on institutional logic
(Zvolska et al., 2019) because many individuals start to favor and prefer the usufruct of a good
instead of owning it. By offering users usage benefits at lower costs, such use starts being an
alternative to traditional ownership (Botsman & Rogers, 2010), which indicates a disruption
with private property–one of the foundations of the capitalist world–and suggests the
emergence of elements that could eventually trigger a new type of “techno-economic paradigm.”
Thus, impacts arising from a disruptive innovation, i.e. in the case of digital mobility
platforms, promote effects at the macro level, which modifies institutional bases
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(Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Lawrence et al., 2009; Altman & Tushman, 2017; Laurell &
Sandstrom, 2016, Thornton et al., 2012; Zvolska et al., 2019) and indicates a creative
disruption process in the long term (Schumpeter, 1942).
This study presents a few limitations, such as the absence of a qualitative research
approach that could enable the establishment of deeper explanation on the impacts caused by
applications, including those of institutional nature, which could lead to greater
developments in the institutional logic, as well as in the quality of life and utilization of
resources among users.
We suggest, as research agenda, that the theoretical model, as well as the hypothesis, become
the focus of new empirical tests and theoretical-conceptual analysis. The accomplishment of
cross-national studies that evaluate the impacts of urban mobility platforms, in addition to
changes in institutional logic, can increase the generalizability of results.
The data demonstrated herein, referring to the city of Belo Horizonte, indicate the strength
of the theoretical model and the potential use of the indicators created by us, allowing for
adjustments and improvements according to the different metropolitan realities.
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