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Abstract - The emergence of the gig economy
and its rapid growth was anticipated to play a big part
in its economy. Despite the enormous benefits, the gig
economy business model had also attracted numerous
issues in many countries and regions. The research
utilized a Systematic Literature Review (SLR)
methodology by Snyder for analyzing regulation
issues in the gig economy, which was divided into
six steps, those were defining the central question,
determining databases, using search string to find
relevant keywords, extracting data, filtering data, and
analyzing the findings to answer to the main question.
The SLR results show licensing and misclassifications
are the most dominant factors in gig economy, while
regulatory issues such as safety, tax, externalities,
wage, benefit, privacy, and discrimination area are
other factors in it. The most popular platform types
that attract regulators are work on demand, asset
rental, and crowd-work.

Keywords: regulatory development, gig economy,
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I. INTRODUCTION

Rapid technology development in the 20"
Century has been causing massive disruptions to
multiple industries and services, especially with
digital platforms (Zutshi & Grilo, 2019). The
emergence of digital media creates a new field in
innovative companies to develop a new market
model. Transactions between supply and demand
are mediated by peer-to-peer digital platforms
(Koutsimpogiorgos et al., 2019) This new business
model consists of a two-sided market mediated by

*Corresponding Author

online platforms that enable paid tasks or rented goods
to be carried out by independent contractors and are
called the “gig economy” (Koutsimpogiorgos et al.,
2019). The gig economy also overlaps considerably
with other concepts, such as the sharing economy,
collaborative economy, and platform economy (Belk,
2014; Chalmers & Matthews, 2019; Hyman, 2018).
The digital platform era is a catalyst for
globalization that transcends national boundaries and
fosters better cross-country flows (Lund & Tyson,
2018). The expanse of digital technologies is changing
all types of global flow, such as goods, services, money,
and people. More corporations have turned into global
supply chains in the last few years to survive cross-
country competition (Childerhouse & Towill, 2003;
Gereffi, 2011). Systemic and strategic coordination of
global supply chains is crucial to increase competitive
advantage (Council of Logistic Management, 2006;
Mentzer, 2004). As gig economies have become
increasingly powerful, every company operating in
a global supply chain will need to align their supply
chain strategy with the platform economy to help
lower cost and differentiate service to its customers.
While businesses in the digital era are famous
for demand spikes and crashes, gig workers' flexibility
characteristic can overcome this inherent problem
with current business management. Many companies
have leveraged the gig economy as a solution for
temporary hiring in their supply chain. Limiting new
hires and utilizing freelance workers will create a more
adaptive and flexible workforce in the supply chain
without changing the business (Foote & Folta, 2002;
Tan et al., 2013). In this way, companies can maintain
their competitive advantage by lowering costs and
focusing on core business processes. Therefore, the
gig economy has become more relevant and crucial,
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especially in managing global supply chains (Shukla,
Garg, & Agarwal, 2011).

In the upcoming years, the gig economy is
anticipated to comprise a substantial portion of the
economy with severe economic implications. The
emergence of digital platforms mediating flexible
labor fits in a long-term trend towards labor market
flexibility and contingent work (Estlund, 2018;
Hyman, 2018; Stanford, 2017). A report by The
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) emphasizes the
potential of five key gig economy sectors (automotive,
hospitality, finance, staffing, and media streaming)
by forecasting earned sales revenue of US$335
billion in 2025 compared with only US$15 billion in
2015 (PwC, 2015). Of one the leading examples of
a company in the gig economy are Uber, that offers
ride-sharing services with over 3 million active drivers
worldwide, completing more than 15 million trips each
day (Bhuiyan, 2018). Another example is Airbnb that
disrupted the hospitality industry by lowering prices
per night by US$100 compared to its traditional hotel
competitors in major cities such as London, Paris, and
New York City (Yaraghi & Ravi, 2017).

In contrast to the enormous growth potential of
the gig economy, the current regulation is considered
to be unsuitable for the gig economy and its workers
(Kennedy, 2016; Nurvala, 2015; Ljungholm, 2018).
The crucial regulation issue is whether gig workers
are more appropriately classified as independent
contractors or as employees (Cunningham-Parmeter,
2016; Munkee, 2017). Various lawsuits have alleged
that gig economy platforms have misclassified
their workers into independent contractors to evade
employment laws (Cherry, 2016; Oei & Ring, 2019;
Schor, 2018). It is considered one of the main issues in
the gig economy since worker classification eventually
will affect many factors such as worker benefits, worker
taxation, firm profitability, and other legal aspects as
well (Munkee, 2017; Oei & Ring, 2019; Snider, 2018).
Rogers (2015) states that in reality, while gig workers
do not fit into either the employee or independent
contractor categories, they should be treated as
employees to counter the ‘unequal bargaining power’
between them and the platform company. Litigations
and widespread confusion of how gig workers should
be classified has also created new points of view on
how a new hybrid category should be created, situated
between the categories of employee and independent
contractor (Cherry & Aloisi, 2016; Kennedy, 2016).
These issues about employment relationship are also
closely linked with the well-being of gig workers, as
research has shown that the average Uber driver only
earns approximately minimum wage, and potentially
less, after considering gas and the maintenance of their
vehicle (Bogage, 2016; Pelzer et al., 2019).

A short history of how the word “gig” illustrates
the gig economy is described by Parigi and Ma (2016).
As a term that was initially used in the 1920s by jazz
musicians, the gig was slang for a recording session,
live concert, or other musicians (Dalzell & Victor,
2012). However, Jack Kerouac, for the first time, used
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the word gig outside the music industry, to describe
a temporary job (Parigi & Ma, 2016). Jones (2011)
generally define that a gig is a single performance by
a musician or a short-term job. A more “gig economy”
relevant definition is stated by Bernhardt (2014) saying
that gig is a unique subset of contingent work, which
has grown since the most recent recession. However,
absolute numbers are still small and difficult to track.
Referring gig to contingent work was first used by
journalist Tina Brown (McKinsey & Company, 2016).
Characteristics of contingent work reflect gig workers
nowadays, such as temporary, contract based, and
providing little or no benefits.

After reviewing characteristics from the word
“gig”, people can understand more about the gig
economy's dynamics from the word “economy”.
Samuelson (1997) defines economy (originally from
Greek ‘oikonomos’ — ‘household management’) as a
study of how societies use scarce resources to produce
commodities and distribute them among people
(Samuelson, 1997). More straightforwardly, Marshall
(2013) defines economy as a study of humankind
in the ordinary business of life. It examines the part
of individual and social action that is closely linked
with the use of the material requisites of well-being.
James (2014) adds a more general term of economy
as a scope of production, distribution, and trade and
the consumption of goods and services by different
agents. In broader sense, economy is defined as a social
domain that emphasizes the practices, discourses, and
material expression associated with the production,
use, and management of resources.

However, all these definitions do not cope well
with the advancement of technology that develops new
market models that establish entirely new concepts.
Especially since the world is entering the Industry 4.0
era with the emergence of digital platforms (Zutshi
& Grilo, 2019), the power of knowledge and its
influence in the economy become more apparent than
ever, mainly in the case of the gig economy. A more
relevant definition of the economy for the 21% Century
is the study of how humans use knowledge to identify
resources and use these scarce resources to create,
using expertise and commodities, and distribute them
among people (Khumalo, 2012). In the case of the gig
economy, implementation of this definition is how
platform companies use information through their
apps to bridge demand and supply between individuals
to create new platform-based business models.

Given the novelty of the gig economy, there is
no specific and shared definition of the gig economy
for now (Schor, 2014). However in recent years,
many scholars have created different constructs of the
concept based on their discipline (Pettersen, 2017)
as gig economy has captured more public interest
(Kaine & Josserand, 2019; Minifie, 2016). However,
definitions of the gig economy are controversial and
significantly various (Schor, 2014). Furthermore, the
diversity of terminology makes it challenging for
scholars to clearly define the concept.

Within the broader perspective of the concept,
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the gig economy involves two forms of work: crowd-
work and work on demand (De Stefano, 2016; Veen
et al., 2020). Crowd-work platforms trade primarily
in microtasks as extremely parceled, menial, and
monotonous activities that require some sort of
judgment that computers are unable to execute (Irani,
2015; Lloyd, 2017). This category leverages specific
professional expertise to deliver work online (Veen et
al., 2020). Meanwhile, work on demand differs from
crowd work as it involves real-world services rather
than virtual tasks (Stewart & Stanford, 2017). Jobs in
this category are more related to traditional working
activities such as transport, cleaning, and running
errands offered and assigned through the platform (De
Stefano, 2016).

Based on characteristics, the gig economy
involves exchanging labor for money between
individuals or organizations via digital platforms that
facilitate providers and customers on a short-term and
payment by task basis (Lepanjuuri, Wishart, & Cornick,
2018). The OECD journal also similarly defines the gig
economy, by limiting it as platforms that match workers
on one side of the market to customers on the other
side on a one-time basis (Schwellnus et al., 2019). The
similarity between these two definitions is that they
exclude people who use digital platforms to provide
utilized assets that are not precisely labor-related, such
as Airbnb (Lepanjuuri, Wishart, & Cornick, 2018). It
is argued that the utilization of assets is more suited to
the sharing economy as a broader scope (Dazzi, 2019).
Meanwhile, the gig economy is only focused on work
through online platforms (Brinkley, 2016). However,
many scholars and journalists have already included
Airbnb as a part of the gig economy rather than the
sharing economy (Newcomer, 2020; Liu, 2019;
Bernick, 2019; Oei & Ring, 2019; Parigi & Ma, 2016).

At first, ‘sharing economy’ has been the more
dominant term to describe new firms, especially
platform businesses, since 2010 (Sundararajan, 2014).
The gig economy's shift derives from an emerging
sense that the sharing economy is not a proper name
for an apparent commercial sector (Li & Ma, 2019;
Slee, 2017). There are also legal reasons regarding the
term ‘sharing economy,” especially in ambiguity on
worker classification, taxation, public accommodation
law, and other regulations behind the word (Berke,
2016). It is argued that the sharing economy definition
is no longer useful in scoping the gig economy (Oei
& Ring, 2019). Therefore, it is proposed that the gig
economy definition for the research includes asset
rental because hospitality industry platforms such
as Airbnb have a far-reaching impact (Armitage &
Cordova, 2017; Kaplan & Nadler, 2015; Wegmann
& Jiao, 2017). A relevant definition for gig economy
is a new business model consisting of a two-sided
market mediated by online platforms. It enables paid
tasks or rented goods to be carried out by independent
contractors (Koutsimpogiorgos et al., 2019).

After reviewing several definitions, the existing
framework and the substantial differences in the gig
economy definition can be seen (Kuhn & Maleki,

2017; Stewart & Stanford, 2017). Despite the lack of
agreement between researchers, it is still possible to
differentiate four gig economy (Koutsimpogiorgos
et al., 2019). As explained in Figure 1, there are four
dimensions.
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intermediation 1 Goods

Figure 1 Narrow and Broader Characteristics of the
Gig Economy
(Koutsimpogiorgos, Slageren, & Herrmann, 2019)

First, online platform  versus offline
intermediation is where most scholars define the
gig economy's main feature as online platforms
(Lepanjuuri, Wishart, & Cornick, 2018; Schwellnus
et al., 2019). However, there are opposing points
of view that do not consider online platforms as a
criterion. Instead, they understand the gig economy
as a phenomenon which includes all flexible work
arrangements of independent contractors (Friedman,
2014; Kuhn & Maleki, 2017). The second dimension
is independent contractor versus employee, which
many consider one of the main issues in the gig
economy (De Stefano, 2016; Oei & Ring, 2019; Risak
& Prassl, 2016). Worker classification affects many
factors such as workers benefits, workers taxation,
firm profitability, and other legal aspects (Oei & Ring,
2019).

The third one is paid versus unpaid, in which
most definitions solely focus on the gig economy as
paid work (De Stefano, 2016; Kuhn & Maleki, 2017;
Oei, 2018). However, there is a substantial component
of unpaid work associated with paid work in the gig
economy, such as outstanding waiting time for couriers
(Koutsimpogiorgos et al., 2019). The last dimension is
services versus goods, in which most authors mainly
exclude rented goods platforms such as Airbnb in the
gig economy (Lepanjuuri, Wishart, & Cornick, 2018;
Schwellnus et al., 2019). However, it is argued that
rented goods, such as becoming an Airbnb tenant,
also require accommodation services (Frenken, et al.,
2019).

Aside from the dimensions proposed by
Koutsimpogiorgos et al. (2019) to define the gig
economy, another framework by Dazzi (2019) is
considered to be relevant as well. The framework
combines popular dimensions from various authors
(De Stefano, 2016; Graham & Shaw, 2017; McKinsey
& Company, 2016) and includes asset rental as part
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of the gig economy. Through the framework, Dazzi
(2019) states that the gig economy involves three
forms of work. The first one is crowd-work, in which
many people work on individual tasks for a company
similar to self-employed freelancers (Jéger et al.,
2019). This category leverages specific professional
expertise to deliver work online (Veen et al., 2020),
such as programmers, freelancers, professionals,
or individuals that work from home. These are
platforms that operate globally like UpWork, Amazon
Mechanical Turk, Freelancer, and others.

The second one is work on demand. Each task
is involved with real-world services rather than virtual
studies (Stewart & Stanford, 2017), usually related
to traditional working activities such as transport,
cleaning, and running errands (De Stefano, 2016).
These are platforms that operate locally such as Uber,
Lyft, Grab, and others. The last one is asset rental,
in which the focus is on the renting and leasing of
goods and property. A famous example is Airbnb,
which provides an online accommodation platform
connecting tourists with property owners (Coyle &
Yeung, 2017).

To understand more about how the platforms
work in the gig economy, it is essential to look at the
platform model by Constantiou characterized by the
control exerted by platform owners and the rivalry
among platform participants (Constantiou et al., 2017,
Wiener, Cram, & Benlian, 2019). Based on these two
dimensions, Constantiou et al. (2017) differentiates
among four types of platforms as seen in Figure 2: 1)
Gardeners, which focus on offering an infrastructure
for a community to use while setting only minimum
standards for platform participation and fostering
low rivalry among participants; 2) Chaperones,
characterized by a low standard created by platform
owners and intense rivalry among its participants;
3) Franchisers, which features ride-hailing platforms
such as Uber, which exercise tight control and
promote intense rivalry among drivers; 4) Principals,
which exercise tight control and low rivalry among its
participants to mitigate risk and maintain costs.

Franchisers

Uber B

Chaperones

(Q) airbnb

Gardeners

Q couchsy rﬂré

)

Figure 2 Typology of Gig Economy Platforms
(Constantiou et al., 2017; Wiener et al., 2019)

Another different but similar model by
Kalleberg & Dunn (2016) is used to control and wages
for the primary dimension to determine job quality

144

types. The control dimension is different from the
Constantine model. Instead of referring to control
exerted by a company, it relates to worker control over
work content and timing. The second dimension is the
wage level, usually defined by the skill required to do
the work.

There are four types of platforms, as shown in
Figure 3. The first platform is High Wage/High Worker
Control characterized by online freelance platforms
such as Upwork. Employers usually offer relatively
high skilled jobs that pay relatively high wages,
such as software development or design. Secondly,
High Wage/Low Worker Control are characterized
by local aspects such as transportation and delivery
tasks. These platforms typically operate in big cities,
so workers can generally earn higher than minimum
wage. However, tight regulations are usually exerted
by the venue, leaving workers with lower control.
Thirdly, Low Control/Low Wages are characterized by
crowd work, for example, Amazon Mechanical Turk.
Employers usually set the wage without the workers’
input but permit workers to reject the tasks outright.
Tasks in crowd work are generally straightforward and
hence pay very little. The last one is High Control/
Low Wages. In this category, there are no identified
platforms as of now.

Considering the gig economy’s relevance with
supply chain optimization, it is essential to understand
more about the gig economy’s current state and
potential problems. Therefore, the research aims to
analyze regulation implementation in the gig economy
based on prior study and regulation. It is vital to fit
clarification the characteristics and dimensions of the
gig economy to go deeper into the regulatory issues.

The research begins with a brief literature review
of the gig economy’s origins and definitions, followed
by topics such as existing models and dimensions.

High Wages/Low Worker Control

* Transportation Platforms
* DaliveryMome Task Platforms

High Wages/High Worker Control
* Online Freelance Platforms

Low Wages/Low Worker Control Low Wages/High Worker Control
* Crowdwork Platforms * None

Figure 3 Job Quality Types in the Gig Economy
(Kalleberg & Dunn, 2016)

II. METHODS

The research focuses on finding related studies
in the regulation of the gig economy. It is utilized
by a SLR technique by Snyder (2019) for analyzing
regulation implementation in the gig economy based
on prior study and exploration. This technique is
divided into six steps: 1) defining the central question
as explained in the introduction; 2) determining
databases; 3) using search string to find relevant
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keywords; 4) extracting data; 5) filtering data; and 6)
analyzing the findings to answer to the main question.

Before conducting a keyword search, it is
essential to determine the sources that will be used
with search process. These are the following databases
for the SLR: 1) Science Direct (www.sciencedirect.
com); 2) Wiley Online Library (www.onlinelibrary.
wiley.com); 3) Emerald Insight (www.emeraldinsight.
com); 4) Springer Link (www.link.springer.com); 5)
Sage Hub (www.journals.sagepub.com); 6) Taylor
Francis Online (www.tandfonline.com); 7) AISEL
Library (www.aisel.aisnet.org); and 8) IEEEXplore
Digital Library (www.ieeexplore.ieee.org)

The search string is conducted in the content
and abstract of the selected sources. The defined search
string is: (“gig economy” OR “platform economy”
OR “sharing economy” OR “collaborative economy”’)
AND (“regulation” OR “law” OR “rule” OR “legal”
OR “misclassification”).

The SLR process started with 5.783 research
narrowed into 134 reviews by filtering relevant titles.
From the previous filtering, 54 research are found
and read thoroughly to evaluate the content. Research
with no correlation with the topic are excluded.
Subsequently, 46 studies are included in the analysis.
Table 1 summarizes the data extraction process.

Table 1 Data Extraction Stages

Sources Found Candidate Candidate Selected
(title) (abstract)

Science 1.820 29 12 11
Direct
Wiley 772 19 10 9
Online
Library
Emerald 500 8 3 1
Insight
Springer 1.251 17 7 6
Link
Sage Hub 699 26 14 13
Taylor 533 21 6 5
Francis
Online
AISEL 201 7 1 1
IEEE 7 7 1 0
Total 5.783 134 54 46

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

There are 46 identified papers which are based
on regulatory issues concerning the gig economy.
This section provides the SLR results by presenting
publication trends, publishing outlets, and regulation
mapping based on the literature.

The frequency of studies published between

2016-2020 can be seen in Table 2 and Figure 4. The
researchers see that the gig economy, especially
concerning regulation, is a recent phenomenon
since 2016. The most productive year is 2019, with
20 publications that account for 43% of all studies.
The increase in publications for 2019 is caused
mainly by studies analyzing emerging regulations
in China, Europe, and Southeast Asia. The second
most productive year is 2017, with 14 publications
that account for 30% of all studies. The increase in
publications for 2017 is caused mainly by research
analyzing Europe's regulations, as scholars become
more concerned about the rapid growth of the gig
economy in the region.

Table 2 Frequency of Studies

Year # %

2016 2 4,35%
2017 14 30,43%
2018 7 15,22%
2019 20 43,48%
2020 3 6,52%
Total 46 100%

2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Figure 4 Study Trend over the Year

Table 3 shows the use of some of the most
famous journals in the review such as Transfer, which
is a journal about European review of labor and
research (4 papers), Computer Law & Security Review
(3 papers), Environmental Innovation and Societal
Transition (2 papers), and Transportation Research
Procedia (2 papers). The rest of the journal articles or
conference proceedings used in this literature review
consist of one paper only, as seen in Table 3. Overall,
39 journals are used in the research.

After filtering and analyzing the systematic
literature review, the results are decided to use
regulation mapping based on three dimensions,
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including platform types, scholar perspectives, and
regulation issues. This way will help comprehend
the current trends of regulation, especially on the gig
economy.

It is relevant to define the types of platforms
to identify which kind of media attract regulators’

attention the most and why. For platform types within
the gig economy, the research uses Dazzi's framework
combining the popular dimensions from several
researchers (De Stefano, 2016; Graham & Shaw,
2017; McKinsey & Company, 2016). This framework
classifies the gig economy platform into three types.

Table 3 Source of Publications

Journal / Conference Name # %

Transfer 4 8,70%
Computer Law & Security Review 3 6,52%
Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions 2 4,35%
Transportation Research Procedia 2 4,35%
Competition and Regulation in Network Industries 1 2,17%
Policy Sciences 1 2,17%
Journal of Law and Society 1 2,17%
Australian Journal of Public Administration 1 2,17%
Strategic Change 1 2,17%
Critical Criminology 1 2,17%
Journal of Cleaner Production 1 2,17%
Economic Affairs 1 2,17%
New Labor Forums 1 2,17%
Economic and Labour Relations Review 1 2,17%
Regional Studies, Regional Science 1 2,17%
Environment and Planning A 1 2,17%
Challenge 1 2,17%
Case Studies on Transport Policy 1 2,17%
Journal of Business Ethics 1 2,17%
European Journal of Social Security 1 2,17%
Journal of Economics and Management Strategy 1 2,17%
European Labour Law Journal 1 2,17%
Land Use Policy 1 2,17%
GeolJournal 1 2,17%
Policy and Internet 1 2,17%
Industry and Innovation 1 2,17%
Political Quarterly 1 2,17%
Information Technology and Tourism 1 2,17%
Research in the Sociology of Organizations 1 2,17%
Intereconomics 1 2,17%
The Economic and Labour Relations Review 1 2,17%
Transportation Research Part B: Methodological 1 2,17%
Transnational Legal Theory 1 2,17%
Urban Policy and Research 1 2,17%
40" International Conference on Information Systems, ICIS 2019 1 2,17%
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 1 2,17%
Urban Studies 1 2,17%
International Journal of Tourism Cities 1 2,17%
International Review of Law, Computers and Technology 1 2,17%

Total 39 100%
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Crowd-work is a type of medium in which many
people work on individual tasks for a company that is
similar to a self-employed freelancer. It used specific
professional expertise to deliver online (Jéger et al.,
2019; Veen et al., 2020). Some popular crowd-work
platforms are UpWork, Amazon Mechanical Turk, and
Freelancer. Work on demand is a type of platform that
involves real-world service rather than virtual tasks. It
is usually more related to traditional working activities
such as transport, cleaning, and running errands (De
Stefano, 2016; Stewart & Stanford, 2017). Some
famous work on-demand platforms are Uber, Lyft,
Grab, and Gojek. Asset Rental is a type of platform
that involves the renting and leasing of goods and
property. The most popular asset rental platform is
Airbnb which provides an online accommodation
application connecting tourists with property owners
(Coyle & Yeung, 2017).

Scholar perspectives are essential to identify
the points of view regarding the gig economy, as there
is an on-going argument among scholars between
those arguing against regulations or in favor of some
rules (Codagnone & Martens, 2016; Pawlicz, 2019).
Regarding rules in the gig economy, it is decided to
classify three perspectives—pros, cons, and neutral.
In pros, scholars who agree with the gig economy
concept support regulative leniency towards the gig
economy platform. Arguments against regulation from
this perspective are that strictness can limit innovation,
protect incumbents, not customers, and limit property
rights (Pawlicz, 2019). In cons, scholars who
disagree with the gig economy concept support some
regulations or propose a complete ban towards gig
economy platforms. The gig economy rules can cause
unfair competition, negative externalities, information
asymmetries, and intermediaries monopolistic
(Pawlicz, 2019). Neutral is a perspective where
scholars observe the gig economy objectively and
fairly, considering its advantages and disadvantages
without choosing sides. Therefore, they usually try
to present a balanced argument towards platform
regulation.

The worldwide emergence of the gig economy
platform has turned attention to these business models
(Belk,2014; Belk etal., 2019). Defining and classifying
regulatory issues are crucial to understand the current
situation concerning regulation in the gig economy.
Each country and city have their unique issues
regarding platform legitimacy. The research classifies
regulatory matters regarding the gig economy into
several categories as seen in Figure 5: 1) licensing; 2)
externality; 3) misclassification; 4) benefits; 5) wages;
6) taxes; 7) safety; 8) privacy; and 9) discrimination.

Licensing is needed as local regulation that has
not kept up with platform business models (Kennedy,
2016; Nurvala, 2015; Ljungholm, 2018), license to
operate becomes a significant issue encountered by
many platforms, especially with platform types that are
more involved with local regulation, such as work on
demand and asset rental. Licensing requirements are
often accompanied by quality and safety standards that

are applied to incumbent industries, but usually, the gig
economy platforms appeal that they are merely acting
as a technological platform, not a service company
(Codagnone et al., 2018; McKee, 2017; Yuana et
al., 2019). Applying traditional regulation to the gig
economy platforms usually mix political process with
incumbent industries and on-going concern regarding
a level playing field (Jiang & Zhang, 2019; Sinclair,
2016; Williams & Horodnic, 2017).

Externality issues are costs that affect a third
party caused by gig economy activity such as noise,
traffic, disturbing residential area, unsafe and uninsured
cars, increased cost of housing, and others adverse
effects affecting a third party (Codagnone et al., 2018;
McKee, 2017; Munkee, 2017; Park, 2019). In various
research, externalities have become dominant topics
in the gig economy.

Misclassification concerns whether gig workers
are more appropriately classified as independent
contractors or as employees and have sparked fierce
debate globally (Cunningham-Parmeter, 2016;
Munkee, 2017; Zhang, 2019). Various lawsuits have
alleged that gig economy platforms have misclassified
their worker into independent contractors to evade
employment law (Cherry, 2016; Oei & Ring, 2019;
Schor, 2018). There are also growing recommendations
from scholars to create a hybrid category, situated
between the employee and independent contractor
categories (Cherry & Aloisi, 2016; Frenken et al.,
2019; Kennedy, 2016).

The scope of services varies a great deal, and
as for now, many workers in the gig economy receive
few benefits or not at all. (Etzioni, 2018). Benefits
are usually linked with misclassification as employee
benefits are typically tied to a worker’s legal status
(Cherry, 2016; Zwick, 2018). It is argued that platform
companies use independent contractor status as a tool
to evade essential benefits such as overtime pay, health
care, vacation days, and unemployment insurance
(Goodwin & Maconachie, 2011; Minter, 2017; Snider,
2018).

Wages of gig workers is related to classification
issues about employment relationships, considering
independent contractor status is not covered with
minimum wages and other requirements under
traditional employment law (Campbell & Peeters,
2008; Dudley et al., 2017; Holley, 2014; Minter,
2017; Ravenelle, 2019). Many scholars have started to
impose minimum wage regulations for gig workers as
many platforms are considered to pay below minimum
wage (Bogage, 2016; Etzioni, 2018; Li et al., 2019).

Taxes have become famous and controversial
topics in regulating gig economy platforms (Oei &
Ring, 2019; Zhang & Kien, 2019). It is argued that
income accumulated from media largely escapes tax
authorities' attention, as most gig workers fail to report
income from platforms (Berger et al., 2020; Codagnone
et al., 2018; Groen & Maselli, 2016; Munkee, 2017).

Safety issues concern two sides of the economic
platform in the gig economy. Those are consumer and
labor protection (Codagnone et al., 2018; Frenken et
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al., 2019). As gig platforms can only work so far with
some trust established between strangers, media starts
to recognize the importance of safety, focusing on
user liability and insurance (Codagnone et al., 2018;
Munkee, 2017). Recently safety issues regarding
customer protection have become one of the popular
topics in the gig economy. It is a crucial factor of
public interest (Frenken et al., 2019; McKee, 2017;
Zhang & Kien, 2019).

Privacy is needed because all gig economy
platforms collect personal data, so it raises questions
about confidentiality given some of these data
(Codagnone et al., 2018; Frenken et al., 2019; McKee,
2017). There has been a strong allegation against
various platforms regarding privacy (Zhang, 2019;
Zhang & Kien, 2019). However, there are still very
few regulations addressing privacy issues directly, and
platforms take initiatives to set their own rules of play
by using contractual terms between user and platform
(McKee, 2017; Wahyuningtyas, 2019).

As for now, many workers in the gig economy
are not protected from discrimination (Etzioni,
2018; McKee, 2017). Although various platforms
have anti-discrimination policies, there is growing
evidence that platform business models' nature may
enable person-to-person discrimination either through
rejecting other user service requests or through rating
systems (Edelman & Luca, 2014; Einav, Farronato,
& Levin, 2016). Following the three dimensions
stated earlier, the researchers analyze 46 studies
about regulation to decide which platform types to
focus, understand writers’ perspectives about the gig
economy, and identify what types of regulatory issues
are being mentioned. There are three dimensions to
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analyze regarding regulation in the gig economy. The
researchers are going to break down each of the three
measurements to examine the result.

The first dimension is the platform type to
identify which platform types attract the regulator's
attention the most. As shown in Figure 5, the dominant
platform type that attracts the regulator's attention is
to work on demand. Work on demand’s popularity
regarding regulation issues can be explained by the
work's physical nature that attracts more local topics
such as licensing and misclassification. Next is asset
rental which Airbnb represents as the most popular
platform type. Airbnb has successfully attracted
regulators regarding externality issues created by the
platform (Lima. 2019). The least popular platform
concerning regulators is crowd-work, but it is not
surprising that the crowd works entirely online. It
results in less attention from local regulators, unlike
work on demand and asset rental platforms that are
more physical.

The second dimension is the scholar perspective
to identify scholar points of view regarding the gig
economy and its correlation with regulation. Based
on Figure 5, researchers conclude that scholars' points
of view regarding the gig economy and regulation are
evenly distributed among the 46 studies. Scholars who
disagree with the gig economy are rooting for stricter
regulation, stressing the business model's neoliberal
and exploitative nature. Meanwhile, scholars who
agree with the gig economy concept are rooting for
better code to accommodate the platform business
model.

The third dimension is regulation issues to help
define the current situation and trends concerning
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regulation in the gig economy. As shown in Figure
5, it can be seen that license is the highest regulation
issue. Licensing frequently occurs since it has become
fundamental to platform growth to have licenses for
operating in a city or country, especially with work
on demand and asset rental platforms that usually
have standards and regulations applied to incumbent
companies.

Next is misclassification, referring to the
employment relationship ambiguity of gig workers
and media. The importance of the misclassification
issue is explained by the nature of the employment
relationship that will define the outcome of the other
problems, such as benefit and wage. The next points
are safety and tax, which have the same literature
frequency, as seen in Figure 5. Safety concerns in the
gig economy are crucial because it is directly affecting
the platform's reputation. Therefore, platforms are
developing many policies to ensure the safety of
customers and workers. The tax has also become a
highlighted issue by authorities, as most gig workers
do not report income from platforms.

Furthermore, tax authorities do not have access
to detailed data about workers’ income through the
platform which is eventually related to privacy issues.
The next two issues are externalities and wages which
have the same literature frequency as seen in Figure 5.
While externalities can also happen on work on-demand
platforms, the issue is mostly highlighted on asset
rental platforms. Regarding wages, it usually depends
on the outcome of the classification issue about the
employment relationship. The next issue is the benefit,
which also relies on the creation of the classification
issue. Next is privacy, followed by discrimination
issues. Privacy and discrimination are seldom
addressed in research since traditional regulation has
not kept up with these purely contemporary issues
caused by platform business models.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The gig economy has become more relevant
than ever, especially with supply chain management
integrating flexible workforce to gain competitive
advantage. It is crucial to analyze the gig economy's
current situation to understand where the concept
stands fully. Given that many regulations are not
suitable for the gig economy concept and its workers,
this will eventually create many issues for gig
economy platforms and regulators in many countries.
The research aims to address the regulatory problems
within the gig economy using the systematic literature
review (SLR) methodology.

According to the SLR analysis, licensing
(found in 29 studies) and misclassification (found in
22 reviews) are the most dominant regulatory issues
regarding the gig economy. License to operate has
become a significant issue worldwide, especially
in demand and asset rental platforms, because of
regulators' inability to address this entirely new gig

economy and business model. The misclassification of
gig workers has become a significant issue since the
outcome will affect other vital matters, such as benefits
and wages. Besides licensing and misclassification,
other things are safety, tax, externalities, salaries,
benefits, privacy, and discrimination.

Moreover, the most popular platform types
that attract regulators are work on demand, followed
by asset rental, and the last is crowd-work. The
dominance of work on demand and asset rental
platforms in research on regulation is caused by both
platform types' physical nature and attracting more
local regulators. However, regulators and scholars also
need to focus their attention on crowd-work platforms
as they may have many unaddressed labor issues.

The integration of the gig economy in
supply chain management will be ineffective if the
licensing issues are not addressed. Legal regulations'
incapability to address this issue has caused significant
drawbacks among several stakeholders and economic
efficiency. To integrate the gig economy into business
management, it needs to pay close attention to the
platform's legitimacy or company that they intend
to use. This way, the integrated supply chain can be
safe from litigation and bad publicity. Furthermore,
more legitimate platforms will ensure efficiency and
effectiveness in the system.

Besides creating legal frameworks for platforms,
technology's importance also has to overcome
several gig economy issues, especially concerning
misclassification. Gig workers are generally classified
as independent contractors, which awards them
unequal bargaining power. Social web software
should be introduced to accommodate workers to
form an online community tailored for gig workers.
Therefore, gig workers can increase their bargaining
power and other advantages, such as networking and
skill development. Another critical issue that can be
addressed with technology is privacy. While data in
gig platforms contain sensitive information, there
are no rules regarding data safety and how company
platforms can use this information. Therefore, there
is a need for data protection standards developed by
regulators to overcome data management issues.

The research has several limitations. Based
on the nature of the systematic literature review
methodology, restricted access to the number of
databases and research has become one limitation.
The next hurdle is the characteristic of the general
studies used for the SLR, which is dominated by the
western world, such as countries from North America,
Europe, and Australia. Regulatory issues regarding
the gig economy may apply differently in developing
countries from Asia, Africa, and South America.

The research proposes a direction of future
research regarding regulations in the gig economy
based on theoretical work with further fact-based
evidence. Therefore, future research is proposed to use
the development of the research as an instrument to be
tested with an empirical approach.
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