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Vision Part II
In this section, the cases of TikTok and Meituan&Ele.me will be used to illustrate the digital platform as a disruptive new business model. I will analyze and contrast the two business models and assess their competitive advantages. Key concepts include the digital platform and disruptive business model. The fundamental management issues to be discussed are what are the key factors for a successful digital platform business model and what are the potential challenges.
Case of TikTok
TikTok is a Chinese creative social media platform primarily driven by short-form video content with a mission as “to inspire creativity and bring joy.” In 2021, TikTok generated $4.6 billion in advertising revenues, thus making it among the most popular attention-based business models or attention merchants (Cuofano, 2022). TikTok might be defined as a creative social media or a content platform that taps into the creativity of its users to generate engaging content. With a short-video format, a continuous feed can provide content by learning what users like at scale with a built-in AI (Ma, Hu, 2021; Herrman, 2019). TikTok's business model is not simply a combination of Instagram, Facebook, and YouTube, but it has also expanded its reach outside the digital sphere, altering the retail industry's competitive dynamics. This is evidenced by Walmart's intention to invest in TikTok in order to obtain a competitive advantage in the retail industry by leveraging TikTok as a market research tool, a new way to communicate with consumers, and a new sales channel (Yao, 2021; Li, 2022; Ma and Hu, 2021).
The success of TikTok is attributable to its unique AI algorithm, which is a powerful technological asset (Li, 2022). TikTok offers the most user-friendly entire automation of video playing operations, such as proposing material to viewers based on their previous preferences of likes, shares, and location. This relies on the TikTok’s advancing AI algorithms technology. Another competitive advantage from TikTok is its capability of providing precisely localized contents for users with a global market coverage (Ma and Hu, 2021). TikTok's AI algorithm technology enables a more efficient and effective understanding of the local market, resulting in a universal product that determines video suggestions based on users' tastes and app usage, which is a distinct advantage. Consequently, an increase in the number of local users generates more data for algorithms to interpret. 
In conclusion, TikTok's algorithm technology and acquired data serve as a competitive advantage for its digital platform business strategy.
Case of Meituan and Ele.me
China's online meal delivery sector is the largest in the world, with a market size of around $110 billion at the end of 2019, and a 31 percent average annual growth rate over the previous five years (SIC,2020). China's online meal delivery sector is the largest in the world, with a market size of around $110 billion at the end of 2019, and a 31 percent average annual growth rate over the previous five years. Meituan and Ele.me, the top two platform-based start-ups, dominate 90% of the food-delivery market in China in 2020, with 3.98 million and 3.1 million registered food-delivery drivers respectively in 2019 (SIC,2020).  
Meituan and Ele.me’s digital platforms enable them to sell delivery services, same as Uber to sell transport services. The algorithmic management based on artificial intelligence (AI) technology and the synthesis of big data organizes the whole working process (Huang, 2022). By reducing its organization to a system of algorithms, the platform intends to outsource the very core of its company and reduce its operating expenses. In this unique method of organizing laborers, digital technology plays a significant role, allowing employees to be networked in geographically distributed production and platforms to communicate, instruct, and monitor workers during the labor process. For example, the techniques of AI order‐dispatch system and AI‐powered delivery assistant enable the platform to control the time of productive labour and break the work process into the simplest element. Manifestly, platforms have transformed the management approach into an algorithm-to-human approach (Huang, 2022). 
[bookmark: _Hlk112234735]The Digital Platform 
Digital platforms, commonly referred to as the gig economy, are the most recent technological innovation that is reshaping the economic and labor landscape through adopted app-based tactics to link on-demand workers with consumers (Lata et al., 2022). In a platform business model, an organization shifts from delivering a product or service to establishing an ecosystem for interactions to take place. It is crucial to grasp this transition to comprehend how platforms function, as they frequently do not require cash or physical inventories (Cuofano, 2022). The classical examples are as Uber and Airbnb, same to the cases of TikTok and Meituan & Ele.me. 
For this prevailing business model to be competitive, algorithmic control and vast amount of data are the indispensable resource for generating competitive advantages (Srnicek, 2017). Both TikTok and Meituan&Ele.me gain their competitive advantage from their advanced algorithmic technology. Platforms are designed as a mechanism to monitor and extract the interactive information among different groups. As data becomes a vital resource for both the technology and non-technology sectors of the economy, organizations must swiftly develop methods to extract and aggregate this data. TikTok and Meituan & Ele.me's innovative algorithm technology dramatically enhances their competitiveness. Moreover, algorithmic management maintains marginal and labor costs relatively low, with substantial savings resulting from platforms that serve as virtual automated managers, hence eliminating the need for human supervisors and managers (Duggan et al.,2020). 
Employment Relationship in Digital Platform
Discussion around the employment relationship in digital platforms ranges from the positive, with an emphasis on the seeming autonomy and flexibility offered to workers, to the negative, with critics considering it as a tool for companies to save costs and weaken employment standards and labor law (Duggan et al.,2020). The digital platform is disruptive to the traditional understanding of work since its digital on-demand or work-as-needed principle sees staff as subordinate workers, becoming increasingly unfavorable. As work and conditions vary greatly among platforms, employee relations and human resource management implications will differ and must be tailored accordingly. For instance, platforms can facilitate the reconfiguration of employment-dependent activities into self-employment activities. (Drahokoupil and Fabo, 2016). 
Three parties have been identified as key participants in the digital platform business model which are gig workers, requesters, and intermediary platform firms (Meijerink and Keegan, 2019), or the user, the worker, and the platform (Gramano, 2020). The platform connects the user and the worker so that the demand for and supply of the service meet in the most efficient and rapid way possible. However, not only does the platform connect demand and supply for a given service, but it also sells the service directly through the workers, who bear the entire risk of non-performance (Gramano, 2020).
In the case of remote gig work, the most important individual resources that are skills and platform reputation. Workers lacking these individual resources suffered from low incomes and insecurity (Wood et al., 2018). The importance of platform reputation is a consequence of the algorithmic control inherent to online labour platforms. The symbolic power of platform reputations becomes an emerging form of marketplace bargaining power. As traditional employment arrangements increasingly adopt algorithmic principles similar to those of the gig economy, it is anticipated that these findings will become more applicable to the overall labor market (Wood et al., 2018).
Another influential organizational factor is the demographic characteristics of the gig workers. Meituan&Ele.me delivers who share high commonality of workers in this type of platform across different geographic locations. Most Meituan & Ele.me delivers are “young, middle-aged, male ex-factory workers, ejected from the shrinking labour-intensive, low-end industrial sector and forced into the expanding urban surplus population where they rely on hyper-precarious gig work to survive. Nearly all drivers are among the new generation of migrant workers from rural China.” (Huang, 2022, P7). Similarly, research from a national survey in Australia reports that the vast majority of transport and food delivery drivers were younger, transient residents, and just over half of them reported receiving little or no training for platform occupations. This is consistent with a larger trend within the on-demand gig economy, where foreign workers make up the largest portion of the workforce and experience the greatest precarity due to their visa or working status rights (Lata et al., 2022).
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Part III
In this section, I will analyze the emerging employment relationship issues arising from the platform economy, with a purpose to identify the power and control dynamics in the platform business in relation to the digital technology.
[bookmark: _Hlk112103964]The Impact of Digitalization on Society and Workplace
Digital technology has given rise to the platform economy, which consists of network-coordinated, data-driven, and platform-backed economic activity units (Drahokoupil and Fabo, 2016). As a revolutionary economic paradigm, the platform economy facilitates the integration of economic resources, optimizes resource allocation, and enhances industry efficiency. (Drahokoupil and Fabo, 2016; Datta, 2021; Degryse, 2017; Baum, et al., 2020). 
In the digital economy, the meaning and nature of work is changing. On macro-level, the introduction of robotics and artificial intelligence has made human-machine collaboration increasingly frequent, and the variety of tasks and identities performed by employees has grown considerably. Due to the growth of telecommuting and virtual teams, the distinction between work and home is blurring (Degryse, 2017; Baum, et al., 2020). On micro-level, by redefining work patterns, changing task needs, work procedures, and the workplace, the digital economy significantly alters the employment relationships (Baum and Haveman, 2020). For example, platforms make it possible to restructure tasks that formerly required an employment relationship into self-employment tasks (Drahokoupil and Fabo, 2016). 
The digital technology offers economic, social, and cultural benefits, while simultaneously posing potential risks. The following prospective societal challenges have been highlighted through research: unemployment and rising inequality, labor law deregulation, wage-setting, collective bargaining, tax erosion, social protection funding, growing social polarization, and new social risks and redistribution (ETUI, Degryse, 2017). The social risks generated from the digital economy are categorized as ‘job at risk, fragmentation of the labour market, quality of jobs, health and safety, and management’ (see table from Degryse, 2017). 
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The Justification of Adopting a Critical Approach
To have a comprehensive scenario of the future workplace, it is necessary to investigate in the social and managerial concerns from the digitalization. As Klaus Schwab, the founder of World Economic Forum, claims in The Fourth Industrial Revolution that “we need to shape a future that works for all of us by putting people first and empowering them” (2017, p41). The major concerns of management risks related to robotization, and platform economy involve digital surveillance, data protection, and transparency (Degryse, 2017), which are mainly focused on the power and control dynamics of organization and people. A hallmark of the critical paradigm is that it is concerned with power interactions established within social systems, which corresponds to the nature of the study subject. (Kivunja and Kuyini, 2017).
The Critical Approach
A critical approach conducts research on social justice issues, in order to address the political, social, and economic concerns that contribute to social injustice, conflict, struggle, and power structures at whatever levels they may emerge (Clegg, Dany and Grey, 2011; Kivunja and Kuyini, 2017).The use of a critical paradigm to critique management practices has given rise to the field of critical management studies (CMS), which applies a variety of theoretical perspectives, such as critical theory, post-structuralism, and feminism, to question the ostensibly neutral or technological aspects of organization and management (Clegg, Dany and Grey, 2011; Alvesson and Willmott, 2003). These concerns of power and control are closely relevant to Foucault’s disciplinary control framework which will be adopted to examine the power and control dynamics brought by the digital technology in the workplace (Bardon and Josserand, 2018). 
Digitalization’s Disruptive Impact on Organizational Power Control 
Previous management studies based on Foucault’s thinking examines innovations in terms of disciplinary devices that strengthen control over organizational members through tighter surveillance. The digital technology provides a variety of monitoring instruments, such as smartphones, surveillance cameras, FRID chips, GPS surveillance software, and among other data-collection and tracking devices or programs (Drahokoupil and Fabo, 2016). Particularly, the metaphor of the panopticon has been widely employed to illustrate how the information technology and new work arrangements introduced by management innovations strengthen the shape and extent of organizational surveillance (Bardon and Josserand, 2018). Through digital monitoring, the disruptive technology amplifies the control power of the panopticon (Waldkirch et al., 2021). The digital platform provides workers with a high degree of freedom and autonomy, while at the same time moving the power dynamic away from the workers because of new kinds of control and surveillance (Waldkirch et al., 2021; Wood et al., 2018). Research indicates that the power dynamics is asymmetric among the three actors (the platform, the workers, and the customers) in platform economy (Kellogg et al., 2020). Customers have power over workers in addition to the platform having power over both workers and customers. Consideration and negotiation between employers and workers over the proportionality of monitoring may entail power and control interactions. (Bardon and Josserand, 2018). Finally, workers are individually and collectively resisting algorithmic control through a set of emerging tactics we call algoactivism (Kellogg et al., 2020).
Foucault's depiction of contemporary disciplinary society centers on three key control mechanisms: hierarchical observation, normalizing judgment, and the examination. Kellogg et al. (2020) argues that algorithmic systems enable a sort of rational control that replaces the technical and bureaucratic control which organisations have utilized for a century. On the digital platform perform, algorithmic management exercise control power through 6Rs, which are to direct workers through restricting and recommending behavior, to evaluate workers through recording and rating behavior, and to discipline workers through threatening replacement or promising reward. (Kellogg et al., 2020, cited by Waldkirch et al., 2021). Similarly, Holford (2019) suggests that the algorithmic enacts its administrative power by monitoring and measuring worker performance and correlating remuneration to performance. Moreover, detailed empirical investigations shows that algorithmic control is fundamental to the operation of online labor platforms. Algorithmic management techniques tend to offer workers high levels of “flexibility, autonomy, task variety and complexity”(job characteristics). However, these mechanisms of control can also result in “low pay, social isolation, working unsocial and irregular hours, overwork, sleep deprivation and exhaustion” (Wood et al., 2018, p56).
[bookmark: _Hlk112230178]Through an ethnological investigation of the labor-organizing processes under algorithmic control on a Chinese food delivery platform firm, Huang (2022) claims that in the platform work paradigm, a set of rules, standards, specifications, and laws are incorporated inside programs ruled by autonomous algorithms in apps (Huang, 2022). In certain instances, algorithms enable real-time digital surveillance of labour process to not only empower the platform in workers’ selecting, work assigning, but also in workers' performance assessing. As a result, the platform functions as a "virtual automated manager" (Duggan et al., 2020, p. 120) in which the working operations of app-based workers are coordinated and guided by advanced algorithms step-by-step under close supervision. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk112234471]As technologies progress, digital platforms are rapidly adopting app-based approaches in order to link consumers with on-demand labor. Although gig work may boost organizational efficiency, the ethical considerations pertaining to workers in relation to the use of digital surveillance, personal data, and algorithmic processes deserve a more thorough examination. Digital platforms apply algorithmic management to restructure the specific process of the organisation of work. Even though most gig organizations reject the existence of an employment relationship, the stringent levels of control maintained by many app-work organizations via algorithmic management raise significant paradoxes that warrant further investigation, including concerns of power imbalances, fairness, and worker well-being. 
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