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Abstract

The concept of sharing economy is still under debate among experts. Online transportation companies use the concept of a sharing economy
with a partnership pattern. The pattern used in such a partnership is different from the common ones. Several studies have found information
asymmetry and unbalanced relationships in the partnership. This study aims to identify information asymmetries in online transportation
partnerships in Indonesia. Using a qualitative approach with interactive analysis, the informants are online transportation drivers in Malang City.
This study finds that drivers have received asymmetric information in terms of order, bonus, and sanctions. Furthermore, they are not the partners
of the companies; instead, they are application users, just as customers. All rules and policies are made by the company without involving a driver.
Drivers can only accept all policies from the company if they wish to join the partnership. The implication that occurs to the driver causes the
driver to lose bargaining power as a partner. However, their income is higher than that before joining the company. The sustainability and future
of the driver are very unstable due to the ever-changing rules of the company. Driver loyalty is also considered very low. In light of this trend,
the government should enact legislation that spells out the rights and responsibilities of parties involved in online transportation partnerships.
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1. Introduction

The development of technology has given birth to a new
economic model called the sharing economy, but this term
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is still under debate by experts. The sharing economy is
an economic model defined as a peer-to-peer (P2P) based
activity of acquiring, providing or sharing access to goods
and services that are often facilitated by a community-based
online platform. Sharing economy is largely summarized
in the literature as offering access to ownership (Martin,
2016) by leveraging the unused capacity of goods and
services (Harmaala, 2015; Heinrichs, 2013) to provide
efficiency by reducing overall consumption and subsequent
resource savings (Ala-Mantila et al., 2016; De-Leeuw &
Gossling, 2016). Various economies are more summarized
as collaborative consumption (Martin et al., 2015), which
describes a digital platform that connects consumers and
suppliers to get services or commodities through the use of
mobile applications or websites (Cockyane, 2016).

The development of the platform business has emerged
as a viable alternative to meet various customer needs. One
of the businesses is transportation. Online transportation
businesses, such as those run by Grab, Gojek, Maxim,
and Blitcar, are growing very rapidly to meet customers’
needs who want convenience and cheap prices, and the
online transportation business model is a part of the sharing
economy (Caldieraro et al., 2018). This business model has
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changed ecosystems, markets, and work and consumption
patterns (Caldieraro et al., 2018; Lamberton & Rose, 2012;
Zervas et al., 2017).

The online transportation business model generally uses
digital platforms, and companies do not consider workers as
their employees but their partners (Wright et al., 2017; Hall
& Krueger, 2018). Mas and Pallais (2017) found that many
online drivers have joined app companies on the grounds
of the autonomy of flexible working hours and increased
welfare. The high compensation received by online transpor-
tation drivers when they first join the company has made
them switch from part-time to full-time and professional
jobs; this can jeopardize the nature of sharing economy (Liu
et al., 2020).

When an online transportation driver turns into a full-
timer, he depends heavily on the company’s application
platform. This dependency has caused bargaining power
inequality, where companies fully control the drivers’ jobs
(Rosenblat & Stark, 2016). The platform companies should
be tasked with moderating supply and demand. Ironically,
they determine the production price unilaterally and control
the rules of the game (Nastiti, 2017).

Online-based transportation partnerships do not fit into
an idealized sharing economy and tend to be imbalanced.
Cockayne (2016) in his study found that there is a relationship
between ambivalence and ambiguity in the socio-economic
character of application company platforms. Meanwhile,
Sprague (2015) argued that independent workers on the
platform are not truly independent but highly dependent,
and the platform companies are also very dependent on
independent workers.

Based on the results of several previous studies related
to partnership problems in online transportation, this study
aims to identify asymmetric information received by online
transportation drivers and its effect on the relationship
between drivers and application companies.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Sharing Economy

Sharing economy is characterized by non-ownership,
temporary access, and redistribution of material goods
or money, space, or time assets that are highly dependent
on information technology and make consumption very
accessible, flexible, and easy to share (Botsman & Rogers,
2011). It has become very popular in the face of increasing
urbanization in the context of limited land and landscapes
due to population density, which makes people prefer to
share due to not having space to store their goods and their
temporary nature (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Most of the
facts say that leasing or peer-to-peer transactions were born
out of the global economic crisis in the last few years so
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that it provides opportunities for individuals to get additional
income, and it becomes an alternative job. The current
traditional jobs are considered very difficult at this time, but
sharing economy jobs offer flexibility at work (Dervojeda
etal., 2013).

The sharing economy, also known as collaborative
consumption or peer-to-peer-based sharing, is a concept
that highlights the ability — and perhaps the preference —
of individuals to rent or borrow goods rather than buy and
own them. An important criterion of the sharing economy
is that it enables individuals to monetize assets that are not
being fully utilized (Frenken & Schoor, 2017). A profit-
sharing economy is the value of taking underutilized assets
and making them accessible online to the community,
which leads to a reduced need for ownership of these assets
(Stephany, 2015). Acquier et al. (2017) said that sharing
economy is divided into three basic building blocks, namely
economic access, economic platforms, and community-based
economies. The access economy covers a set of initiatives
sharing underutilized assets (material, resources, or skills)
to optimize their use on the idea of optimizing underused
assets to promote access instead of ownership. Access-
based transactions that rely on temporal access instead of
a transfer of ownership are not new. The platform economy
forms a second core of the sharing economy. The platform
economy is a set of initiatives that intermediate decentralized
exchanges among peers through digital platforms. Platforms
are gaining considerable weight in contemporary capitalism.
The community-based economy forms the third core of the
sharing economy. It refers to initiatives coordinating through
non-contractual, non-hierarchical, or non-monetized forms
of interaction (to perform work, participate in a project, or
form exchange relationships). Rather than the creation and
maximization of economic value, the primary purpose of
initiatives belonging to the community-based economy is to
contribute to a community project, to create social bonding,
to promote values, or to achieve a social mission through
a collective project. However, according to Munoz and
Cohen (2017), not all elements of the three ideal cores above
in the sharing economy exist in the practice of the sharing
economy; only a few practices use these three cores ideally.

2.2. Sharing Platform In Online Transportation

Currently, the provision of data sharing platforms for
businesses has emerged as a new intermediary (Plantin
et al., 2018). Online transportation application companies
as platform providers serve to match supply and demand
between suppliers and users (Otto et al., 2016). Suppliers
are online drivers who provide services to customers, while
users are customers who need transportation services. The
sharing platform considers the incentives of the parties
involved in each transaction (Richter & Slowinski, 2019).
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The online platform provides convenience and is interested
in targeting Generation Z as customers (Pham et al., 2020).
From an economic perspective, its main function is to
facilitate data sharing by lowering transaction costs through
combining multiple data sources to reduce information
asymmetry without limiting incentives for suppliers to share
(Otto et al., 2016).

Ironically, several studies have found that platform
companies do not only act as intermediaries but also
determine service prices unilaterally and control various
regulations (Nastiti, 2017). In line with that, Rosenblatt and
Stark (2016) also found that information control is firmly
held by application companies so that driver-partners cannot
negotiate in carrying out their work. Pricing of services by
application companies pushes drivers into an emotional
space similar to gambling or gaming (Cherry, 2012; Schull,
2012). This causes online drivers who previously worked
part-time to become full-time and professional workers,
and this jeopardizes the nature of the sharing economy (Liu
et al., 2020).

A partnership is an association consisting of two or
more people who act as co-owners and run a business for
profit (Spencer, 1977). The irony is that the partnerships in
online transportation are not like that. Drivers as partners
are very platform-dependent and not independent (Sprague,
2015). Their motivation for joining the application company
is economic interests and self-benefit, whereas altruistic,
environmental motive does not seem so important (Wilhelms
et al., 2017; Barnes & Mattsson, 2016). The app companies
score the driver’s performance using the evaluation from
customers, who act as if they are managers who rate drivers
as the service providers (Stark & Levy, 2018).

2.3. Asymmetric Information

Asymmetric information, also known as “information
failure,” occurs when one party to an economic transaction
possesses greater material knowledge than the other party.
Information asymmetry assumes that at least one party in
a transaction has relevant information, while others do not
(Akerlof, 1970). Information asymmetry occurs when the
knowledge of one contracting party is lower than the other
party and about the real intentions of the opposing party and
planned activities (Dehlen et al., 2014). The perspective
of information is asymmetric when the information is not
perfect because it is very expensive to obtain the information
(Stiglitz, 2000).

Asymmetric information is determined by two compo-
nents: the extent to which a general basis for information
exists between participants and the level of coordination or
communication between team members (Keane & Stavrunova,
2016). Information asymmetry scenarios can be grouped into
two main categories (Akerlof et al., 2001): adverse selection
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and moral hazard. Adverse selection is related to a situation
where one side of the market does not know the type or quality
of goods (people) or other parties from the market. Meanwhile,
moral hazard is an action taken intentionally by an agent to
restrain efforts that have been mutually agreed upon (Berger
et al., 2019; Dutta et al., 1994; Frenzen et al., 2010).

Firms that are already established and have high
technology when they enter equity partnerships with smaller
companies or smaller partners have a tendency to commit
fraud against their partners (Benson & Ziedonis, 2009).
Smaller companies or partners may need to be careful
about reaching partnership contracts with companies when
information asymmetry is high because already large
partners tend to abuse the technology of smaller companies
(Dushnitsky & Shaver, 2009).

The literature suggests several mechanisms that can be
used to overcome information asymmetry, including through
contract incentives and monitoring (Fama, 1980; Jensen,
1986; Wiseman & Gomez-Mejja, 1998). Another argument
for overcoming the uncertainty resulting from information
asymmetry is to include an institutional perspective in the
study of the many problems that have cooperative structures
(Eisenhardt, 1989).

3. Methodology

This study uses an interpretive qualitative method in
exploring information asymmetry in online transportation
partnership, which is relevant with the statement of Creswell
and Plano-Clark (2006) that to sharpen the analysis and
provide holistic conclusions from the existing problems,
qualitative analysis is needed. The unit of analysis in this
research is what and how asymmetric information and the
partnership relationship in online transportation practices
are. The data analysis uses the Interactive Analysis model
from Miles and Huberman (1994), which divides analysis
activities into several parts, namely: data collection, data
reduction, data presentation, and conclusion drawing or data
verification. The data validity was tested using triangulation
of sources and techniques.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Informant at a Glance

This study aims to identify information asymmetry
in partnership between platform companies and online
motorcycle transportation riders and to identify the partnership
pattern between them. Before further elaboration about the
asymmetric information, the suitability of the research object
will be detailed, key and supporting informants in this study
will be described. Therefore, this section presents the profile
of all informants through the following Table 1.
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Table 1: Informants Profile

Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 8 No 6 (2021) 1101-1109

Name Age Education Working Time Years Joined | Application Company
IsmulAzam 25 Junior High-School Full time 1 Grab
Abe 24 Junior High-School Part time 2 Gojek
RifkiPratama 24 Senior High-School Full Time 2 Gojek
Yusron 45 Senior High-School Full time 2 Grab
AdiPrayoga 38 Undergraduate School Full time 3 Gojek
Tri Prasetyo 38 Undergraduate School Full time 2 Grab
A. FirdausEfendi 22 Junior High-School Full time 2 Gojek
Sauma 30 Undergraduate School Full time 2 Grab
Yuri 35 Elementary School Full time 1 Gojek
Yossy 32 Undergraduate School Full time 2 Gojek
Hanafi 28 Senior High-School Full time 2 Grab
Maulana 36 Undergraduate School Part time 2 Grab
Haryo 28 Senior High-School Full time 1 Gojek

There are 13 informants used in this study: eleven
full-timers and two part-timers, six Grab riders, and seven
Gojek riders.

4.2. Asymmetric Information
Received by Riders

Application companies are system owners and media
service providers that connect drivers and consumers, drivers
in this case are riders, and are the companies’ partners who
use the system provided by the companies and provide
goods and people delivery services to consumers. In the
operation, riders receive asymmetric information and face
many obstacles.

Mr. Ismul Azam, one of the online motorcycle taxi riders,
explained the following.

“Information that is difficult to obtain from companies is
about the order, how we continue to get orders. The system
is very random. The closest rider may not get the order. The
information should be transparent, for example, [we must
be] informed not to make frequent cancelations later in the
future [since] it will affect [future] orders. Another example
[of information asymmetry] is the history of what [order] we
frequently take? Until now there is no information about our
history, so its still a random system for me”.

Mr. Ismul Azam has shown that information related to the
distribution of orders and the system between drivers has not
been socialized or informed to the riders, so riders are groping
by stopping somewhere or keeping mobile. Even if they stop
in one place and there are many riders who would have been

in that place, but the system who-comes-first does not apply.
This makes drivers consider that this information should be
disclosed, or at least agreement about a fair system must be
reached between companies and riders. The informant thinks
that the systemused by the application company is still not well-
understood by riders, so they do trial and error to see whether
the orders are directed to the closest rider and to see whether
riders with the most service history and high service rating are
considered as high-performance riders. The best thing to do
is not blocking orders. Orders are randomly directed by the
system, without any criteria. Until now, it is acknowledged
by the riders that there is no definite and clear information
about such matters from the application companies. They say
that the system uses algorithm-based artificial intelligence to
connect riders and customers (Rosenblatt & Stark, 2016).

Information that is important yet difficult to obtain from
the company is about account suspension and partnership
termination. Such penalties are usually based on customer
ratings and complaints as customers are given the right to
give ratings to drivers who provide services (Stark & Levy,
2018). This is consistent with what was conveyed by several
other informants.

Mr. Yuri said the following:

“The company should be able to determine whether or
not customers give the fair ratings. Sometimes the customer
rates us unfairly because he thinks that we are not serious,
but actually we are. There were also cases when we receive
an order from faraway places and the customers were in
a hurry and they canceled the order. There are also close
orders with insensibly high service prices, not to mention
the fake orders. The company did not tell us why. We don't
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exist in this partner. It is true that we are working. But how
it works, we aren 't informed. They gave us the application,
but they didn t tell us how it works. It also happened that we
received five orders from the same person in the same day,
and then we are suddenly suspended”.

Mr. Firdaus explained as follows:

“Actually, companies have to know too that not all
customers are good. It sometimes happens we only received
one star, saying that our service is not good despite our good
services just or they waited too long without knowing that
the traffic is bad”.

The statement above shows that the assessments made by
customers are not all accurate. Technical problems such as
traffic jams or vehicle malfunction cannot be identified by
customers, or else, customers just do not want to receive any
reasons. The impact of such an issue is immediate suspension
for the drivers. Some of them brought up their case to the
company, and some others just simply give up on the situation.

Mr. Tri Setyo described the following:

“Yes, sometimes the applicator (application company)
made a one-sided decision. We have done our job properly,
but, still, we are suspended. When we ask them, they say that
we have violated the code of ethics. There are many codes
of ethics; we don't know which that we have violated. We
suddenly just got suspended. The information should be
transparent. For example, we are suspended because we did
not do what we have been told to do. If we know the codes
but yet we still violate them, we will lose our case and must
admit that we are wrong”.

Mr. Sauma explained as follows:

“I can't defend myself, [so I] just give up. It’s different
from Gojek, I can appeal there. If all this time we as drivers
are not fair, the company is worse. Comparison between
customers and drivers, for example. When a customer with a
high member level makes a complaint, we will lose after all”.

Mr. Rifki Pratama described the following:

“Usually we talk to the office about what we have
done, but in fact, the office only receives one-sided reports.
Sometimes they do not want to hear from us. Complaints
from customers and arguments from drivers must be heard,
and then the office can take appropriate actions”.

Mr. Adi explained as follows:

“In cases of partnership termination, the system cannot
make any explanation. Furthermore, the system keeps
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changing, again and again. Policies change every year, but
they never get better. Bonus decreases, and target increases.
It is burdensome”.

Mr. Hanafi said the following:

“We should have been given clear information. For
example, we received a notification that our account is
suspended for three days. Then they say that if we want to
reactivate our account, we must go to the office. When we go
to the office, in fact, we still do not receive any clarification.
Drivers should be [the companys] partners, not animals
forced by power but not receiving good attention. The
company must also pay attention to our welfare”.

Based on the information above, penalties such as
suspension or termination of partners are not always properly
explained by the companies. They only consider information
from the system without making any further investigation in
the matter. The two companies examined in this study have
different ways of handling the issue. While Go-Jek has a menu
for drivers or riders to make an appeal, Grab does not. Thus,
when a violation occurs, whether or not it is done by the driver
or rider, the system will read it is an error, and suspension or
PM will be imposed. The driver or rider will not have any
ability to defend themselves. Meanwhile, policies for bonus
point determination are changed unilaterally by the company,
and such policies are against the counterpart’s favor.

According to the informants, penalties for drivers or riders
are not well explained and tend to be one-sided, causing
disadvantages for them. The notification about the suspension
is delivered through the application. Although the information
has mentioned the cause of the suspension, it does not explain
the detail. The suspended drivers can appeal for their cases
within 14 days after the suspension date. The appeal process
takes a lot of time to process. Besides, even though they win
the appeal, their account cannot be reactivated immediately.
Hence, they choose not to appeal and wait until their account
is reopened by the application company.

Inequality in terms of information appears between
the information user (principal), namely the driver, and
the information provider (agent), namely the company.
Conditions when principal and agent have different
information either in quality or in amount means that there is
hidden information that can be used for the benefit of one of
the parties (Dehlen et al., 2014). Drivers or riders as partners
expect transparency from the company. Since they are the
partners, they also have a stake in enhancing the value and
image of the company, so they expect equal information
rights and involvements in certain decisions.

So far, fellow drivers and riders talk about their
complaints and problems with the company through their
social media groups on Facebook, WhatsApp, Twitter, and
Instagram. They use others’ experiences as a basis to solve
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problems they encounter at work. Even so, some groups
were given access to discuss the problems directly with the
company, but they do not represent all drivers or riders, and
such a method does not solve problems of information flow
in the partnership.

4.3. The Practice of Partnerships
in Online Transportation

The process of joining the application company is
developing. In the early days of the company’s operations,
prospective drivers or riders were required to prepare some
papers, come to the company’s office and fill in forms, and
sign an agreement. Now they do not have to come to the office.
The required forms can be downloaded via the application,
and the agreement with the company can be signed by simply
checking in the application form.

Mr. Haryo told what he had done last year to join the
company as follows.

“To get information about what to do to join is not that
difficult. You can ask friends who had joined the company
earlier. Then, download the application, input the file, and
fill in the online form, then wait for a few days. If you are
approved, there will be a notification from the application
company sent via SMS or WhatsApp. For the files you need,
as far as I know, [you only need to provide your] ID card,
driver’s license, motor vehicle papers, and police records.
Thats all. To pay for the helmets and jackets, I asked them to
charge from my go-pay account every day for IDR 2,500, but
I don t remember for how many days they would charge me”.

From Mr. Haryo’s statement, it can be concluded that
there is no written contract between the driver and the
company at this time. The drivers or riders only need to
apply to the mobile app by downloading and submitting the
files needed by the company. Besides, the company also
requires them to have smartphones that have at least 3 GB
of RAM and motor vehicles for at least the last five years.
Within a few days, the approval or disapproval of the request
will be notified via the driver’s smartphone. This is not much
different from customers who use online transportation
services. They need to download an application to verify
their personal data to be approved by the company. Online
transportation drivers or riders are not much different from
customers; they are the users of the companies’ applications,
not their partners. Meanwhile, the company provides more
information for customers rather than for drivers or riders.

A contract is the essence of the partnership business.
The essence of a partnership is an equal relationship for all
parties, and the benefits and losses from which are shared
(Burns, 1966), so comfort and openness of information at
work can be provided. There is no such equal relationship in
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online transportation partnerships as drivers or riders do not
get their rights to information about their work continuity.
This was stated by informants as follows.

Mr. Yuri: “The partnership is not good. [I say this]
because we know the real conditions. The company does not
understand us [who work] in the field”. Mr. Firdaus: “The
partnership is still not good because it is not transparent.
It was good then when you can finish the day with 20 or 22
points every day. I have been stuck in a condition of cannot
reaching more than 11 points for a long time. In fact, I have
worked from morning to evening. Many drivers have to take
a bed rest due to hours of work”.

Mr. Rifki Pratama: “The partnership relationship is
good, but the information is still lacking explanation”.

Mr. Tri Prasetyo: “Good enough. It is just the ever-
changing policies that are not beneficial for drivers”.

Based on the statements above, it can be concluded that
drivers are disappointed with the company in regards to
policies; one of which is the bonus point policy. At the early
times of their partnership, target points were easier to reach,
and they made good incomes. Now that the system has
changed, whenever drivers and riders are almost reaching
the target points, no orders are coming. Many drivers have
complained about this to the company, but the company
responded to it by saying that it is the algorithmic system
that regulates the orders. However, some informants said
that the partnership is quite good but there is no information
transparency and there are continuous policy changes.

The involvement of the partners in making joint policies
is a major issue in online transportation partnerships,
although drivers or riders are the service providers who
ensure service quality and know more about conditions in
the field. Drivers are more like the users of the company’s
application, free to enter and exit the application. It will not
be a problem for part-timers, but for full-time drivers or
riders, who make the job their main source of income, policy
changes can put them into trouble. Recruiting more partners
is also the authority of the company, and they do it without
the consent of their existing partners. More recruitment
without considering demand and supply will cause excessive
drivers or riders if the addition of partners is greater than
the addition of customers. This will certainly reduce the
partner’s bargaining power to the company, and the company
gains more control over them.

In regards to the welfare of partners, informants have
mentioned that their welfare is relatively increased after
joining the partnership.

Mr. Yosi: “I used to work at a hotel, receiving the
minimum regional wage plus incentives. Now that I joined
Grab, I can take IDR 100-150 thousand per day. The net
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income is similar, but now I have to pay more for vehicle
maintenance”. Mr. Maulana as follows: “Yes, Alhamdulillah,
it (the income) is higher than [what I got] from the previous
job”. Mr. Yusronsaid: “Before joining Gojek, I worked in a
pharmacy. I resigned because my income started to be not
fulfilling. I switched jobs to be online (motorcycle taxi rider),
and Alhamdulillah [I get more money]. However, it [my
income] was better in the early periods. It's a bit lower now”.

Based on the information above, the welfare of drivers or
riders has increased after joining the company. However, now
they receive less money since orders have decreased and the
achievement of target points for incentives has become more
difficult. Despite the decrease in income, they still get more
money now compared to the income from their previous
jobs. Some drivers feel that they are quite dependent on their
job as online drivers or riders because their age makes the
switch to another job not possible. Meanwhile, some drivers
or riders who use institutional loans for vehicle purchases
are also unable to leave the partnership. They are more likely
to accept the situation and follow company policies even
though they feel that such policies reduce their income or are
detrimental to them.

Participants of sharing economy in online transportation
services look more at the economic aspect of it to increase
their income and look less at taking advantage of unemployed
capacity or for environmental sustainability. This is relevant
to the finding of Barnes and Mattsson (2016) and Wilhelms
et al. (2017). Meanwhile, asymmetric information in such a
partnership is related to the system of orders, bonuses, and
suspension. This finding is in line with that of Rosenblatt
and Stark (2016), mentioning that algorithm system used by
application companies makes information more controlled
by the companies so that they can control their partners,
who are not truly free because the companies unilaterally
determine the product prices and target points and control
various rules (Nastiti, 2017).

Basically, partnerships in online transportation services
are not the same as the partnerships as referred to by
Spencer (1977). Likewise, they do not fulfill the partnership
indicators according to Boeck and Wamba (2007). The
indicators are (a) communication and information sharing, in
that information flow and quality of information between the
driver and the company are not very good; (b) cooperation,
in that the willingness to take action to achieve common
goals have not been achieved if the driver is not directed
to a sense of belonging to the company; (c) trust, in that
when the driver’s confidence and trust are very low in the
company, the partners will carry out their obligations and do
the best out of compulsion; (d) commitment, in that when
commitment between partners is low, the certainty and
sustainable relationship is also low.

Nevertheless, in terms of income, the partners get a
higher income compared to that from their previous job.
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For this reason, they still really need the platform application
despite the asymmetric information. The use of platform
applications can provide cost efficiency to users (Henten
& Windekilde, 2016). It is this efficient cost that causes
both parties to benefit. According to Eisenmann (2006),
both parties who choose to transact through the platform
will be more efficient than transacting directly. With this
level of efficiency, application companies have succeeded
in providing more benefits to drivers when compared to
working offline. Welfare will be achieved with the support of
technological advances and the acceleration of extraordinary
innovation (Firman et al., 2020).

The role of the government is required in balancing their
rights. The government can make regulations and facilitate
driver or rider partners to form independent and legal
associations (Dermawan et al., 2020). The sharing economy
can create chaos if it is governed by the norms used to govern
conventional business (Fajar, 2020). So far, the government
has helped drivers by determining the upper and lower
limit tariffs for the application companies. However, for the
partners, the role of the government is still low, especially
in relation to their sustainability in earning a living. So far,
online motorcycle riders are not protected either by laws or
government regulations. Hence, the Indonesian government
is required to push for regulations that clarify the rights
and obligations of parties involved in online transportation
partnerships in the country.

5. Conclusion

Asymmetry Information that occurs in online
transportation activities has an impact on online transportation
partnerships. This has implications for bad perceptions in the
partnership relationship between drivers and companies. The
impact is that loyalty and the sustainability of the partnership
relationship are not going well. The information asymmetry
that occurs is related to the application system operated by
the company. Asymmetric information occurs between the
driver and the company due to hidden knowledge that is
owned by the company. Companies make applications with
algorithmic information technology that can facilitate and
be controlled by the company. Meanwhile, the driver does
not have the understanding and knowledge related to the
application system technology.
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