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Abstract
While online platforms were initially applauded for improving services in a range of sec-

tors, they are currently being criticized for ignoring laws and regulations. We analyse the

evolution of Helpling – the largest domestic cleaning platform company in Europe – by

focusing on the ways that Helpling has adapted its platform to regulations in five national

contexts (France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom). Using

data on changing Terms and Conditions, we show that Helpling initially tried to introduce

a single business model across Europe, but quickly started to adapt to national regulatory

contexts. Informed by arguments on ‘varieties of capitalism’ in Europe, we base our case

study on a comparison of the different national trajectories pursued by Helpling.
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Introduction
Digitalization is a salient trend in the current economy transforming the ways we produce,
trade and socialize in our society. One particular pervasive development is the introduc-
tion of digital platforms across different sectors. Platforms can be understood in a general
sense as mediating social and economic interactions online, often by apps (Kenney and
Zysman, 2016). Amongst the wide variety of online platforms, gig platforms stand out
due to the particular regulatory questions they raise for governments and unions alike
(ILO, 2021). We define the gig economy here as encompassing ‘ex ante specified,
paid tasks carried out by independent contractors mediated by online platforms’
(Koutsimpogiorgos et al., 2020: 531). Such tasks may include taxi rides, food delivery,
cleaning jobs, programming tasks, tutoring and babysitting – to name just the most prom-
inent examples.

In contrast to traditional corporations, gig platforms do not employ their workforce,
but rather connect gig workers as ‘independent contractors’ to clients. However, gig
workers do not enjoy the freedom associated with independent contracting, because
matching is performed by algorithms beyond their control, while worker performance
is monitored by platform metrics and client reviews. Given the specific features of gig
platforms, the main regulatory question in many countries revolves around the issue of
proper employment classification of gig workers as independent contractors or employees
(De Stefano, 2016). Specifically, in the European context, the employment status is often
connected to access to social security and protection against precarious working condi-
tions. Hence, the rise of the gig economy carries broader implications for society. As a
response, governments have begun to take measures (particularly in the form of targeted
legislation) in order to clarify the regulatory context of the gig economy. The proposal for
a Directive on the rights of gig workers by the European Commission in December 2021
constitutes a recent and prominent example of these regulatory efforts, because the draft
directive proposes to introduce a distinction between genuine freelancing work and bogus
self-employment based on a set of criteria (European Commission, 2021).

Despite the significance of the various regulatory questions raised by the gig economy
(De Stefano, 2016; Kaine and Josserand, 2019) and repeated calls for institutional ana-
lysis by scholars (Frenken et al., 2020; Healy et al., 2017; Mair and Reischauer,
2017), little empirical research has been done on how platform companies actually
deal with regulations over time. As the first gig platforms were launched over than a
decade ago, it is timely to start analysing the long-term dynamics of adaptation by plat-
forms to the institutional environments they operate in. Despite the economies of scale
that they would enjoy by standardizing their operation across countries, we expect that
platform companies adapt their platform to the specific national institutional contexts
viz. specific ‘Varieties of Capitalism’ (Hassel and Sieker, 2022; Thelen, 2018). Accordingly,
our study focuses on how a multi-national platform company deals with different national
institutional contexts.

More concretely, we ask the specific question of how gig platforms adapt to the regu-
latory risk of their gig workers being classified as employees. Empirically, we ground our
arguments on analyses of Helpling, the leading platform for domestic cleaning services in
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Europe. Helpling is a particularly insightful case due to both the prevalence of undeclared
labour in the domestic cleaning sector and the weak enforcement of regulations.
Consequently, the platform may cause less disruption in this sector than their counterparts
in the food delivery and taxi sector. This is particularly true as Helpling has, thus far,
received little media or academic attention. More specifically, we study how Helpling
has adapted its business model over an eight-year time span (2013–2020) in five national
contexts (France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands and United Kingdom). To this end,
we apply a longitudinal research design by collecting empirical data on the changes in the
platform’s Terms and Conditions (T&Cs). T&Cs constitute a set of rules that have to be
accepted by its users (gig workers and clients), thereby creating a unique trilateral mode
of governance (De Stefano, 2016). The systematic tracking of changes in Helpling’s
T&Cs, complemented by media analysis, allows us to depict the evolution of a single
platform over time and across countries.

Platforms and institutions
Gig platforms define themselves as e-commerce companies delivering online inter-
mediation services without bearing much responsibilities for gig workers, despite
the uncertainties and difficulties that they experience in their work (Kaine and
Josserand, 2019). Accordingly, gig platforms consider gig workers as independent
contractors who themselves bear the risks and obligations associated with their own
undertakings. A gig platform seeks to maximize the quality of the service offered in
order to maximize its own revenues, while simultaneously seeking to maintain the
status of an e-commerce platform and to avoid the classification of its gig workers
as employees. These two goals may be conflicting, because assuring high-quality ser-
vices generally requires a high degree of control over gig workers, which in itself can
be interpreted as a relationship of subordination (employment). Assigning the status of
independent contractors to gig workers, while exercising control over gig workers in
practice, is indeed at the root of the social tensions and legal disputes in the gig
economy (De Stefano, 2016; Healy et al., 2017; Kaine and Josserand, 2019; Prassl
and Risak, 2015).

In institutional-theoretical terms, scholars have argued that the incompatibilities of gig
work and existing labour institutions stem from the specific combination of corporation
and market logics that gig platforms apply (Frenken et al., 2020; Meijerink et al., 2021).
On the one hand, platforms allow gig workers to follow a market logic as they decide
when to work, which gigs to accept and how to execute a gig. On the other hand, plat-
forms employ human resource management techniques following a corporation logic:
platforms exercise control of the workforce by digital surveillance of their actions, by
asking clients to rate worker performance, by using algorithmic ranking of search
results, and by banning ‘malfunctioning’ workers from platforms. It is the combination
of market and corporation logics that results in ‘institutional complexity’ (Greenwood
et al., 2011) stemming from the institutional reactions of various stakeholders including
competition authorities, labour inspection agencies, unions and gig workers themselves
(Frenken et al., 2020; Meijerink et al., 2021). Gig platforms, in turn, respond by adapting
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to this complex institutional environment in different ways, including lobbying, com-
promise or compliance (Ilsøe and Larsen, 2021).

National labour regulations as well as sectoral regulations often differ across countries.
This may hamper the quick internationalization process through which platforms often
seek to secure market share early on, as they may not be able to standardize their software
and legal models across countries. In Europe, for example, there is a variety of labour and
sectoral institutions leading to different points of institutional friction with gig platforms
(Hassel and Sieker, 2022; Thelen, 2018). More specifically, most European labour
markets exhibit a rather high degree of employment protection, thereby challenging
the application of the ‘independent-contractor’ model of platform workers.

Empirical studies of gig platforms have highlighted these country differences in insti-
tutional frictions and regulatory responses. For example, stakeholders in Germany and
Sweden responded quite differently to the entry of Uber, with different emerging coali-
tions and key regulatory concerns, eventually leading to different institutional outcomes
(Thelen, 2018). While debates in Germany centred around the question of platform legal-
ity that led to Uber’s ban, concerns about tax and social security contributions were
central in the Swedish case, leading Uber to take on the status of a taxi company.
Later, a ruling of the European Court classified Uber as a transportation provider,
thereby paving the way for Uber’s regulation in other EU countries as well (Aloisi,
2022). In the United States, by contrast, regulators tended to support and facilitate
online taxi platforms (Adler, 2021; Tzur, 2019). Here, a specific, and favourable, regula-
tion was introduced for gig platforms in the taxi sector outside the pre-existing regula-
tions for traditional taxi companies.

Empirical work has further shown that gig platforms also pursue quite different strat-
egies to adapt to their regulatory environment. Particularly in contexts where incumbent
firms enjoy little legitimacy, gig platforms can leverage their popularity with users to
quickly gain legitimacy with politicians and regulators through lobby and campaigns,
and subsequently shape regulations in their favour (Uzunca et al., 2018). In other con-
texts, platforms may reach a comprise by balancing the interest of multiple actors
through a new agreement, as it was the case with the introduction of the ‘quasi-employee’
status for food delivery riders in Korea (Lee, 2022) and with a company agreement nego-
tiated by the Danish cleaning platform Hilfr and trade union 3F (Ilsøe and Larsen, 2021).
And in yet other contexts, platforms fail to shape regulations in their favour: instead, they
are forced to comply with the existing legal framework by adapting their business model
to reduce institutional frictions – like in the case of Uber in the Netherlands (Pelzer et al.,
2019) and the platform for temp work Chabber in Denmark (Ilsøe and Larsen, 2021).
Compliance can nevertheless result in a sustained competitive advantage for platforms,
as it resolves uncertainty over the legality of its operations and fosters more engagement
between workers and clients, and with the general public (Ilsøe et al., 2020).

Apart from legal challenges, platforms may face opposition from trade unions, which
see their independent-contractor model as a direct threat to the welfare of gig workers and
the union’s role in protecting the interests of employees. Taxi unions were among the first
to raise concerns and take action when the swift worldwide expansion of Uber resulted
into a direct hit on the livelihood of drivers. As the platform model expanded to more
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sectors such as delivery and domestic cleaning, some trade unions opened their ranks to
gig workers and pressured platforms to adapt to the existing industrial relations model. In
Denmark and Sweden, for example, trade unions used a mix of intervention methods,
such as negative media campaigns and litigation in the attempt to push platforms into
the existing collective bargaining frameworks (Ilsøe and Söderqvist, 2022). In
Germany, IG Metall opened its membership to gig workers in 2016 and sponsored the
creation of a Code of Conduct for online platforms (Vandaele, 2018). And in Italy,
unions experimented with various forms of collaboration with other actors, including
employer organizations and self-organized groups of riders (Gasparri and Tassinari,
2020).

From a theoretical point of view, the varying institutional responses to platforms in
different national contexts can be related to the underlying institutional differences
across countries. Such differences have been conceptualized before by the ‘Varieties
of Capitalism’ literature (Hall and Soskice, 2001). In the context of our study focusing
on Western Europe, two main ideal types have been identified. First, liberal market econ-
omies (LMEs) are characterized by weak labour market regulation, low levels of social
security support, and little involvement of unions in the social dialogue (e.g. Ireland,
the United Kingdom). Second, coordinated market economies (CMEs) are characterized
by moderate state regulation, high levels of social security support, and a systematic
involvement of strong unions in the social dialogue across all sectors (e.g. Germany,
the Netherlands). Some countries, however, do not fit neatly into either of these categor-
ies. France, for example, is a country that still exhibits strong state regulation, high levels
of social security, and strong involvement of the unions in the social dialogue within
selected sectors. Therefore, France is typically regarded as a third variety of
‘state-enhanced’ capitalism in the varieties-of-capitalism literature (Schmidt, 2003).

Given these varieties of capitalism across Europe, one may expect different ways and
degrees of adaptation by platforms to national institutions as they expand their opera-
tions across borders (Hassel and Sieker, 2022). Given the treatment of gig workers by
platforms as independent contractors, platforms may see little need for adaptations in
LMEs where labour market flexibility is institutionally supported by flexible contracts
and universal welfare. By contrast, platforms may have more reasons to adapt their busi-
ness model in CMEs countries as well as in state-interventionist countries because of
their higher levels of labour protection and social security. That said, it should be
noted that the literature on Varieties-of-Capitalism originates from the study of institu-
tions in manufacturing sectors and how such institutions affect the competitive advan-
tage in exports markets. Hence, the arguments based on manufacturing industries may
not simply be carried over to the service sectors in which gig platforms operate,
which include taxi, food delivery, domestic cleaning, baby sitting and odd jobs. In
these service sectors, competition is local and unionization rates tend to be low. What
is more, there tends to be a high prevalence of undeclared labour and weak enforcement
of economy-wide and sectoral regulations (Thelen, 2018; Walker, 2020). Thus, in the
empirical context of the gig economy, the Varieties-of-Capitalism framework can
serve as a heuristic device rather than a predictive theory about the exact nature of insti-
tutional frictions and the platforms’ adaptation strategies. Indeed, we may observe
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patterns that are more complex than simple distinction between the ideal types of
‘liberal’ versus ‘coordinated’ versus ‘state-enhanced’ market economies.

Freedom versus control
To investigate how gig platforms reacted to the regulatory risk of their gig workers being
classified as employees, we need to delve deeper into the legal aspects defining an
employment relation. The existence of a longstanding subordination relationship
between two individuals within the context of paid work is a necessary and sufficient con-
dition for the establishment of an employment relationship (De Stefano, 2016). When
asked to examine whether, or not, such a relationship exists, regulators and courts
usually test the applicability of several (employment) conditions. Here, the T&Cs of a
platform provide key information to this end (De Stefano, 2016), which we therefore
use as the core empirical basis of our analyses below. Importantly, a platform’s T&Cs
are non-negotiable and provide the legal framework in which transactions take place
between the three parties involved (i.e. gig workers, the platform and clients).
Accordingly, it is through the T&Cs, which both gig workers and clients need to
accept in order to get access to a platform’s app, that a platform codifies the trilateral
agreements between itself, gig workers and gig requesters.

Several scholars have identified conditions that may influence a regulator’s classifica-
tion of the labour relationship between the platform and its gig workers (De Stefano,
2016; De Stefano and Aloisi, 2018; Meijerink and Keegan, 2019; Weber et al., 2021).
Importantly, a list of conditions cannot be strictly derived from current labour law,
because the latter could not anticipate the particular configuration of freedom and
control in gig work: gig workers are free to decide when to work, which gigs to accept
and how to execute gigs, but are also subject to digital surveillance, client rating, algo-
rithmic matching and even the risk of being banned from a platform. Hence, we distil
the five conditions on which we focus in our analyses both from labour law jurisprudence
on the classification of gig workers, and from the empirical realities of control over
workers as examined in human resource studies. Each of these conditions may vary
between the countries in which a platform operates, and the platform can adapt its
T&Cs for each criterion over time. These five criteria are as follows.

(1) The classification of workers as independent contractors

As explained, gig platforms tend to regard gig workers as independent contractors, some-
times called ‘freelancers’ or ‘partners’, rather than as their employees (De Stefano, 2016).
This practice does not only reduce potential legal liabilities for platforms, but also all obli-
gations deriving from the application of employment law. As De Stefano and Aloisi
(2018: 17) point out: ‘In the European legal system, this private standard-setting may
also affect the assessment of the employment status of workers’. The status of an inde-
pendent contractor is established in the T&Cs by the sheer fact that a gig worker has
to accept this status before getting access to the platform, in a ‘take it or leave it’ arrange-
ment. The ambiguous wording used to define the relationship between a platform and its
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gig workers is chosen with the intention to avoid legal challenges (De Stefano and Aloisi,
2018).

(2) Limiting the outsourcing of work

An important indicator defining the nature of an employment relationship is the ability of
the independent contractor to outsource work to third parties (De Stefano and Aloisi,
2018). The prohibition of outsourcing points to a relationship of authority between the
platform and the gig worker, because genuine independent contracting is associated
with the entrepreneurial freedom to outsource the task, for which one is hired, to a
third person who then performs it in one’s place. Since independent contractors often
have a status similar to that of a legal entity rather than an employee, the ability to dele-
gate a task within the context of their work is deemed essential in the course of executing
services. Platforms may however want to make sure that a task allocated to a particular
gig worker account is also executed by the person in question. This helps platforms to
control quality and avoid that their clients have to deal with someone else than the gig
worker whom they originally hired via the platform. To this end, the T&Cs of platforms
may prohibit and sanction the unauthorized transfer of tasks from one gig worker to
another. Importantly, this practice ‘ (…) may be used to prove the lack of autonomy
of the contractual relationship’ (De Stefano and Aloisi, 2018: 20), thus increasing the
risk for the platform that their relation with the gig worker is classified as an
employee–employer relationship.

(3) Pre-screening

Performing interviews and requesting (work or educational) credentials is a quintessential
part of every hiring process. Similar to traditional employers or temp agencies, platforms
can also use pre-screening before allowing gig workers to offer their services (De Stefano
and Aloisi, 2018). Pre-screening helps platforms to assess the service quality that can be
expected, as well as the reliability and trustworthiness of workers (Meijerink and Keegan,
2019). However, platforms maintaining this practice increase the chances of being clas-
sified as an employer in the case of a legal dispute. On the other hand, platforms may
prefer to use and include a pre-screening process in the T&Cs in order to codify the
on-boarding process of gig workers upon platform registration.

(4) Monopoly of transaction

Platforms act as intermediaries, facilitating transactions between gig workers and clients.
They reduce the transaction costs involved in the matching and contracting between these
parties. However, once a specific gig worker has worked for a particular client, the two
parties may decide to continue their relationship outside the platform, saving commission
fees by contracting directly, thus undermining the platform’s intermediary role and its
revenues stemming from commissions via transaction (Meijerink and Keegan, 2019).
While such repeated transactions are hard to realize for gig workers and clients in case
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the job requires a real-time service (ride-hailing, food delivery, etc.), they are much easier
to realize for tasks that are planned well in advance (such as cleaning or tutoring) (Weber
et al., 2021). This phenomenon of ‘disintermediation’ is also more likely if each platform
transaction entails an extra intermediation cost on either side. In this case, both clients and
gig workers, after their first successful transaction, have an incentive to continue their col-
laboration outside a platform. To maintain their business, a platform may sanction direct
transactions with previous clients, providing another example of how platforms limit the
autonomy of gig workers (De Stefano and Aloisi, 2018). This practice therefore increases
the risk for the platform to be classified as an employer.

(5) Price setting

The extent to which gig workers are able to set their own rates, rather than needing to
accept the rate set by a platform, is an additional indicator of independent contracting
(De Stefano, 2016). The freedom to set prices is indeed a key entrepreneurial freedom.
Consequently, the lack of control over price setting is a strong indicator of an employ-
ment relationship between a platform and its gig workers, because the latter cannot exer-
cise their entrepreneurial freedom to set prices on their own (De Stefano and Aloisi,
2018). Nevertheless, platforms may set prices, sometimes even ‘dynamically’, because
control over prices is a way to calibrate supply and demand. What is more, fixed
prices give clarity and certainty to clients. Hence, price setting may be part of a platform’s
T&Cs.

These five criteria have all been reiterated in different court cases over gig worker clas-
sification. For example, in the case of Uber vs Aslam in the United Kingdom, the Supreme
Court critically assessed Uber’s exclusive right to set the price for the service and the
restrictions set by the platform on the communication between driver and client with
the aim of preventing the establishment of a long-term relationship between the two.
Both aspects were argued to constitute factors of an employment relationship (Supreme
Court UK, 2021). Other courts in Italy, Spain, France and the Netherlands have reached
similar conclusions and classified both Uber drivers and delivery workers as employees
(Aloisi, 2022). Building on this jurisprudence, the recent proposal of an EU Directive on
the rights of PlatformWorkers also covers some of these criteria. In particular, it recognizes
the control over pricing, the restrictions to subcontracting and the restrictions on workers’
ability to build a client base beyond the platform as indicators of control which verifies the
presumption of an employment relationship (European Commission, 2021).

Methods and materials

Helpling

To study how gig platforms adjust to national regulatory contexts, we analyse the evolu-
tion of the T&Cs of Helpling, which is the main online platform in the European domestic
cleaning sector. Helpling also offers a particularly insightful case as domestic cleaning
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jobs are discrete tasks, generally performed by a single cleaner. In many countries,
domestic cleaners are operating in the ill-defined institutional space between formality
and informality (Flanagan, 2019; Hellgren, 2015). Becoming a cleaner does neither
require any formal certification nor training, and is often done by female and migrant
workers. Nevertheless, domestic cleaning is subject to national labour law as well as sec-
toral regulations, which vary across European countries.

Helpling began its operations in spring 2014 in Germany (O’Brien, 2014). The idea to
create a platform for domestic cleaning services was copied from the Silicon-Valley
start-up Homejoy, founded in 2010, which expanded to Canada in 2012 and to the
United Kingdom, France and Germany in 2014, but ceased all operations in 2015.
Homejoy’s business model, operating solely with independent contractors, acted as a
‘blueprint’ for the development of Helpling’s business model (DPA, 2014). Endowed
with solid financial backing from its inception, Helpling managed to expand quickly
across Europe and beyond (e.g. Brazil, Australia). Not all of those endeavours were simi-
larly successful, witnessing the retreat from several markets (e.g. Austria, Brazil,
Sweden). Currently, Helpling is active in 11 countries worldwide, mostly within
Europe (www.helpling.com, visited 15 April 2022).

As for most gig platforms (De Stefano, 2016), Helpling establishes a triangular rela-
tionship between itself, private households in search for cleaning help and prospective
cleaners. It considers itself to act solely as a mediator between clients and cleaners,
without participating in the provision of the cleaning services. Clients and cleaners
have to accept the ‘Terms and Conditions’ (in some cases referred to as the Terms of
Use) when subscribing to the platform. A second contract, usually referred to as the
‘Cleaning Agreement’, is concluded between the user and cleaner. Payment is completed
via the platform and includes a commission (in the form of a percentage of the price paid
to the cleaner) to remunerate the platform’s service.

Data collection

We use the platform’s T&Cs, and their changes over time, as our main data source. We
limit our analyses to all European countries in which Helpling is currently active (with the
exception of Italy, for which the data available was extremely limited). Our country
sample thus includes the cases of France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands and the
United Kingdom. These cases were purposefully chosen following the original theory
on Variety of Capitalisms which views the United Kingdom and Ireland as two typical
LMEs, Germany and the Netherlands as typical CMEs (Hall and Soskice, 2001), and
France as an example of a state-enhanced economy (Schmidt, 2003).

In order to access all previous versions of Helpling’s T&Cs for each country, we used
the Internet Archive (the so-called Wayback Machine), the most prominent and oldest
repository of internet content. The Wayback Machine captures snapshots of websites
and stores them in its database. The availability of snapshots depends on the number
of visitors that a webpage receives within a given time-span: the higher the traffic, the
higher the chances that a specific webpage (or parts thereof), are stored by the
Wayback Machine. Given that visitor traffic on webpages is likely to increase after a
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webpage has been changed, one can assume that new versions of Helpling’s T&Cs have
been saved after the page had been modified. By accessing that part of the webpage which
contains the T&Cs, and copy-pasting the URL into the Wayback Machine, we could
locate previous T&C versions.

For each of the five countries under study, we analysed the content of all available
T&C versions. Overall, we managed to retrieve 22 documents for the five country
cases. Table 1 provides an overview. In all cases, the documents have a timestamp,
marking the date when they became valid.

Starting from the earliest version for each country, we compared the contents of the
different T&C versions over time and identified changes in both the contents and struc-
ture of the T&C text. We analysed each version of Helpling’s T&Cs, locating those sec-
tions which could be more closely matched with the five aforementioned dimensions that
are associated with the control of Helpling over its workers and the resulting risk of being
classified as an employer. To do so, we first operationalized each of the five dimensions
separately, as described in Table 2. Finally, we assigned a value for each dimension and
country, with the value 1 if its presence was detected, and 0 in the case it was absent.

Media analysis

In order to triangulate and further interpret the findings emerging from the analysis of
Helpling’s T&Cs, in particular Helpling’s adjustments of T&Cs in different country con-
texts, we analysed media articles about Helpling in the five countries under investigation
(indicated by ‘art.’ below). To arrive at these articles, we used Lexis Nexis, which con-
tains a broad selection of all major European newspapers, as well as a significant number
of online web sources. For each country, we selected all articles from the Lexis Nexis
database referring to Helpling.1 The time period covered went from the moment in
which Helpling started to operate in the respective country until October 2020.

For all five countries together, the search returned over 2000 articles, which we then
reviewed in order to identify those where Helpling was the main topic. We furthermore
excluded news items that mentioned Helpling without providing further information, or
that merely repeated a previous article. We then performed a second review in order to

Table 1. Overview of the Terms and Conditions retrieved via the Wayback Machine.

Version 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

UK 06.13 09.15 09.16 08.19 - - - -

Ireland 06.13 09.15 08.19 - - - - -

Germany 03.14 06.14 01.15 02.16 04.16 11.16 05.19 08.19

The Netherlands 03.14 09.14 04.16 10.16 03.17 08.19 03.20 -

France 04.17 08.19 - - - - - -

Note: Cells contain the time-stamped date (month.year) for each new version of the Terms and Conditions in

each country. The maximum number is 8 (Germany) and minimum is 2 (France). Version 1–3 for the UK and

1&2 for Ireland refer to Hassle.com.
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identify those news items that provided insights into the five regulatory dimensions we
identified before. This sampling process resulted into a final corpus of 68 articles: 35
for Germany, 21 for the Netherlands, 4 for France, 4 for the United Kingdom and 4
for Ireland. Clearly, Helpling attracted a lot of media attention in Germany and the
Netherlands and little in the other countries (France, Ireland, United Kingdom). This
can be understood as a first indication of the different evolutionary trajectories of
Helpling in these countries, with the process in Germany and the Netherlands being par-
ticularly rich of conflicts (more on this below).

Results
Table 3 lists the features of Helpling’s T&Cs for each country as well as the changes
that were introduced until October 2020. For each modification, the T&C is indicated
below. In two instances, a mutation was reversed at a later stage, so multiple T&Cs are
listed.

Two clear patterns emerge from comparing these T&C dimensions one by one. First,
Helpling did not change the classification as independent contractors into employees in
any of the countries. This indicates Helpling’s commitment to the original gig-platform
model, positioning itself as a digital intermediary supporting gig workers and clients to
connect and transact.2

Second, Helping abandoned its initial involvement in price setting in all of the coun-
tries under investigation. It did so, first, in the Netherlands and, later on, in the four other
countries. This change can be understood as another sign that Helpling was aiming to
uphold the status of its gig workers as independent contractor across all countries. Had
Helpling upheld price setting, it would have run the risk of being classified as an

Table 2. Operationalization of variables (included in Helpling’s Terms and Conditions).

Variable Operationalization Assigned value

a) Classification as

independent

contractors

Helpling explicitly regards its cleaners as

independent contractors or private

companies.

If yes: 1

no: 0

b) Limiting the

outsourcing of work

Helpling sanctions outsourcing, i.e. the

transfer of tasks from one gig worker to

another.

If yes: 1

no: 0

c) Pre-screening Helpling codifies aspects of pre-screening as

part of its on-boarding process when

accepting new cleaners to the platform.

If yes: 1

no: 0.

d) Monopoly of

transaction

Helpling sanctions cleaners who transact

outside the platform with clients directly with

whom they transacted via the platform

before.

If yes: 1

no: 0

e) Price setting Helpling sets the prices or whether cleaners

are free to set their own prices.

If Helpling sets prices: 1

cleaners set prices: 0
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employer and its workers as employees, because setting prices deprives independent con-
tractors of one of their basic freedoms (Frenken et al., 2020).

Regarding the other three dimensions, the patterns across countries are more mixed.
Limiting the outsourcing of work to other cleaners is most often not part of
Helpling’s T&Cs. Only in the Netherlands, it was included in the first version of
T&Cs but abandoned at a later stage, consistent with the status of cleaners as independent
contractors. In Germany, by contrast, this prohibition was introduced at a later stage.

Regarding the pre-screening process, it becomes evident that all national platforms
engaged in this practice at the start of their operations in the respective country, consistent
with Helpling’s aim to maximize quality control. Over time, however, Helpling removed
any mentioning of this practice from its T&Cs in three (France, Germany and the
Netherlands) out of five countries, rendering the on-boarding procedure of gig workers
more consistent with the status of independent contractors.

Finally, regarding the monopoly of transaction, this feature was upheld in the T&Cs
of Ireland and the United Kingdom. In Continental Europe, by contrast, a more complex
pattern emerged: France eventually abandoned the sanctioning of external transactions,
while the Netherlands abandoned and later on restored it, whereas Germany pursued
the opposite trajectory of introducing, then abandoning it.

The results shown in Table 3 furthermore indicate that Helpling pursued different tra-
jectories in different national contexts. While the T&Cs in United Kingdom and Ireland
changed very little and followed the exact same parallel paths, France, Germany and the
Netherlands evolved in quite different directions during the period considered. In order to
better understand this divergence, we take a closer look at the history of Helpling for each

Table 3. Changes in T&C dimensions over time.

Country UK Ireland Germany

The

Netherlands France

Starting date 06.2013 06.2014 03.2014 03.2014 06.2014

a) Classification as

independent

contractors

1 1 1 1 1

b) Limiting the

outsourcing of

work

0 0 0→1 1→0 0

c) Pre-screening 1 1 1→0 1→0 1→0

d) Monopoly of

transaction

1 1 0→1→0 1→0→1 1→0

e) Price setting 1→0 1→0 1→0 1→0 1→0

T&C version with

change observed

e) Version 4 e) Version 3 b) Version 4

c) Version 4

d) Versions 3–4

e) Version 7

b) Version 3

c) Version 3

d) Version 3–6

e) Version 6

c) Version 2

d) Version 2

e) Version 2
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country individually (studying United Kingdom and Ireland together as the platform here
pursued the same trajectory). We particularly focus on how Helpling identified business
challenges and instances of institutional friction in relation to adaptations of their T&Cs.

United Kingdom and Ireland

Helpling entered the United Kingdom and Irish market by taking over the platform Hassle
in July 2015, which was established in the United Kingdom in October 2013 and
expanded in July 2014 to Ireland (IR4). At the time, the founder of Hassle, Alex
Deplege, saw an opportunity for a large-scale service provider in a market dominated
by word-of-mouth or very small cleaning agencies, by having cleaners provide a more
customized cleaning service with higher quality (art. UK1, art. UK3). Furthermore, the
founder claimed that the platform could have a broader positive societal impact by pro-
viding an opportunity for long-term unemployed to find jobs (art. UK1). The prices were
fixed at 10 pounds per hour for London and 12 Euro per hour for Dublin, with the plat-
form charging a 10% commission. And, despite the fact that they refer to two different
countries, the T&C documents, and subsequently the platform’s business model, are
identical, up to the point where the documents in our dataset have been modified on
the same dates and feature a highly similar content.

Two of the early problems hampering interactions on the Hassle platform were the
lack of trust between clients and cleaners, as well as the over-supply of labour, leading
cleaners to underbid each other, eventually dis-incentivizing them from continuing to
work via the platform. In order to resolve these issues, Hassle introduced a hiring
process which included an interview and background checks; and the platform set a
fixed price guaranteeing a minimum income for the cleaners (UK1). Throughout the
whole period that we study, Helpling continued to mention the intensive screening
process – including interviews, proof of identity and the request of references – with
the aim to ‘ensure suitability and quality of the service providers’ (see Versions 1-4).
Helpling also prohibited cleaners to arrange gigs outside the context of the platform,
and up to six months after they had stopped using the platform. This prohibition
became even stricter in Version 4, when Helpling introduced a penalty of 500 pounds
for that practice.

Neither the introduction of Hassle.com nor that of Helpling received particular media
coverage. In sharp contrast to other countries, where Helpling was extensively discussed
in the media (e.g. in Germany and the Netherlands), we find very few media reports on
Helpling in the United Kingdom and Ireland. Characteristically, only one article was
found that refers to the negative social consequences of Helpling’s activities. The lack
of media coverage is congruent with the stability of the main T&C features in the
United Kingdom and Ireland, as institutional opposition was largely absent and unions
showed little engagement with this particular platform. The only, and rather late,
change made in 2019 allowed cleaners to set their own prices, which was introduced
only after this change had already put into effect in France, Germany and the
Netherlands. In short, operations of Helpling in the United Kingdom and Ireland
were very stable in the course of the platform’s history, suggesting little regulatory
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pressure towards the recognition of gig workers as employees within the context the
liberal labour markets of the United Kingdom and Ireland.

Germany

Helpling entered the German market in April 2014 and it initially operated only in four
major cities, namely Berlin, Hamburg, Munich and Cologne (art. G1). It set a fixed price
of 12.90 Euro per hour, out of which the platform received a 20% commission for its
intermediation services. Any further costs like insurance or social security were paid sep-
arately by the cleaner (art. G5). Despite the lack of an official employment relationship
between the platform and the cleaners, access to the platform was restricted to a selected
few. Prospective cleaners had to go through a two-stage application process which cer-
tified that they could work legally and efficiently. In the first stage, all prospective clea-
ners were asked to provide a valid business license (Gewerbeschein), proof of identity, a
CV, and a police clearance certificate. Subsequently, they had to go through an interview
followed by a ‘trial cleaning’, as a demonstration of their work skills (art. G3). About half
of the prospective cleaners were screened-out during this phase, resulting in a smaller
albeit competent pool of available cleaners (art. G2).

From the very beginning in 2014, Helpling presented itself as the alternative to infor-
mal labour which dominates the German domestic cleaning market. It was calculated that
about 88% of all domestic cleaning work is unregistered (art. G33), resulting in 2.9
million cases of illegal work. Previous attempts by the German state to reduce that
number, including a 20% tax return on household services and options for deregulated
employment as a cleaner, were not successful. Helpling marketed itself as the best
option for households to legally employ a reliable cleaner without having to go
through the bureaucratic process of registering the cleaner oneself (G4).

In the first months of 2015, Helpling had experienced a rapid growth in activities, capital
and size. According to its CEO, the platform was now active in 150 cities in 8 countries
around the world and growing, while it made plans for hiring 100more employees in addition
to the 200 already employed (art. G12, art. G13). This was made possible through a series of
successful funding rounds, which provided about 46.5 million Euro to the company (art. G12,
art. G14). A large part of this money was invested in marketing campaigns, which, somewhat
ironically, increased the visibility of their competitor’s gig platforms as well (art. G12). In the
meantime, four cleaners had sued the domestic cleaning platform Homejoy in the United
States, contributing to the demise of the entire company worldwide, including in
Germany. In mid-2015, with the main competitor off the market, Helpling consolidated its
market leadership (art. G20). It is reasonable to assume that Homejoy’s labour dispute
made Helpling more sensitive towards the various issues related to the status of cleaners,
even if this lawsuit had concerned a competitor and in the legal context of the United
States. Furthermore, to explain its failure, Homejoy also emphasized the difficulty of main-
taining the quality standards of its cleaners (Farr, 2015). The emphasis on quality confirms the
early strategy of Helpling to strive for maximum control over its cleaners.

By the end of 2015, the rapid growth of Helpling turned into swift retreat. Despite the
earlier massive influx of capital, the company was forced to leave some of the countries in
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Europe and the Americas, where it had previously expanded, and to fire a fifth of its per-
sonnel (art. G21). The re-focusing onto Germany led the platform to be more attentive to
the German situation. Prices remained fixed but increased in some countries to almost 17
Euro (13.5 Euro after the commission) in order to better reflect the increased living costs
in cities and to make the platform more attractive for cleaners (art. G23). Furthermore,
Helpling (unsuccessfully) advocated the relaxation of those rules which had blocked
asylum seekers from taking up employment until their application had been approved
(art. G23). As a further response to those growing challenges, the platform instigated a
number of changes of its business model, which can be witnessed in the fourth T&C
version of February 2016. Critical aspects were altered in the attempt to make the
hiring process more flexible, while maintaining a high quality of services.

The first change was the abolition of the two-stage application process for prospective
cleaners as any reference to this was removed from the T&Cs. While it was still necessary
for cleaners to provide some basic proof of identity, the rigorous testing and high-level
screening process was eliminated. Given Helpling’s financial challenges at the time,
this change may have been a cost-reduction strategy, ‘outsourcing’ quality control to
clients’ ratings. At the same time, there also was a clear move towards giving extra
leeway to the gig workers in order to define their role in the transaction. Helpling’s
T&C statement is particularly noteworthy to this end, saying that ‘(s)ervice providers
are free to have the work performed by their own employees or subcontractors’
(Version 3). And a few months later, Helpling attempted to claim the monopoly of trans-
action by introducing the following statement into the T&Cs: ‘Should Helpling become
aware that a user and a service provider instead of a cleaning contract for independent
services establishes an employment contract or the fulfilment of an order actually per-
forms like an employment relationship, this constitutes a reason for extraordinary termin-
ation of the user contract without notice.’ (Version 3). Similar to previous cases, this
phrase completely disappeared from the text in 2016. Taken together, all these measures
reflect attempts by Helpling to improve their performance through a combination of
cutting costs, expanding its worker base and getting a tighter grip on their behaviours.

Interestingly, these changes were initially met with little resistance from government
authorities, possibly due to the unregulated nature of domestic cleaning and the failure of
past political attempts to improve cleaners’ work. What is more, around that time (in
2014), the German government was even contemplating the creation of its own state-
sponsored cleaning platform with the aim of decreasing undeclared labour, an idea that
was later silently abandoned as more and more gig platforms became active in
Germany. As the German government was already thinking along the lines of a platform
solution for the social issue of informal labour, Helping started calling for a market-based
response, conveniently placing itself at the forefront. Against this background, the
German government did not voice any strong opposition, despite the legal ambiguities
inherent to Helpling’s T&Cs.

On the other hand, trade unions and the cleaning industry were sceptical about the gig
economy and its related dangers for workers’ rights resulting from the digitalization of
work, with Helpling often used as a reference. For example, IG BAU – the trade union
responsible for (amongst others) cleaning workers – referred to Helpling when discussing
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the negative effect of digitalization on the established employment relations (art. G8).
Similarly, the industry association of cleaning companies in Germany criticized the platform
for offering low wages, accusing Helpling of replacing undeclared work with pseudo self-
employment (art. G9). In 2018, the head of the major union confederation DGB referred
to Helpling and Uber when he called for social security contributions and collective agree-
ments in order to avoid the creation of a digital precariat (art. G28). Nevertheless, any oppos-
ition from the social partners remained limited to nothing more than rhetorical arguments –
without any further political or legal action taken against the platform.

Overall, Helpling thus encountered little resistance during its introduction and expan-
sion in Germany. Against the backdrop of a mostly unregulated domestic cleaning
market, the platform managed to successfully market itself as a radical solution to a long-
standing problem. At the same time, the social partners adopted a more systemic and crit-
ical approach towards the gig economy, viewing it within the broader context of
digitalization and liberalization of the labour market. As Helpling’s operations were
limited to the domestic cleaning market, which is already beyond the direct control of
the social partners, the latter did not mobilize any significant opposition.

The Netherlands

Helpling entered the Dutch market in June 2014, against a backdrop of an informal
domestic cleaning sector, high unemployment and tightening budgets for care services
in the local administration (art. NL2). Shortly after its introduction, the platform
expressed its intention to expand to the broader cleaning service sector, for example,
the home care sector (art. NL2). FNV, the largest Dutch trade union confederation,
was quick to raise concerns about the comparatively low salaries of gig workers and
their restricted access to basic labour rights (art. NL1). Eventually, the platform was
limited to domestic cleaning services.

Upon becoming active in the Netherlands, Helpling did not find an unregulated legal
context. The main characteristic of the Dutch market for domestic cleaning services was
the incorporation of the ‘Regeling Dienstverlening aan Huis’ (Regulations for Domestic
Services), which was created with the aim of providing certain labour rights to domestic
workers – similar to the third category of ‘worker’ in the United Kingdom – who would
otherwise remain highly precarious. These regulations only apply in the case of indivi-
duals who work less than four days per week, and they include specific provisions regard-
ing salary, holidays, holiday allowance, extra costs and sick pay.3 Despite the existence of
such a tailor-made regulatory instrument since 2007, its implementation was not deemed
successful. Most cleaners and clients were unaware of this regulation and cleaners rarely
declared their income to the tax authorities (Frenken et al., 2017). This failure, in com-
bination with the lack of viable policy alternatives, such as the non-incorporation of
the ILO Convention No. 189 and the lack of a government-supported subsidy scheme
to hire formal cleaners, gave Helpling the opportunity to market itself as a legitimate busi-
ness to the Dutch government – that is, as an innovative solution to persistent problems –
by taking the existing Regulations for Domestic Services as the starting point for its
T&Cs (art. NL3, art. NL7).
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Helpling’s T&Cs underwent substantial changes. Originally, in 2014, the platform
applied the standard practice of controlling the quality of cleaners. It publicly explained
the various ways in which Helpling wanted to ensure the quality of cleaners via pre-
screening, the establishment of a monopoly of transaction, and the ban of cleaners
with bad reviews. That was evident in both Helpling’s public communication (art.
NL3, art. NL4) and its T&Cs (Version 1, 2), where pre-screening was referred to as
follows: ‘Helpling checks once in a personal conversation with the service provider his
background, references and experience’.

Helpling initially also prohibited contacts with extant clients outside the platform
(Version 1, 2), but also removed this restriction in 2016 (Version 3). Finally, as the
Regulations for Domestic Cleaning view individual cleaners as a special type of independ-
ent contractors with certain protections, Helpling NL prohibited outsourcing to other parties
(Version 1, 2), which contrasts with its practices in other countries, except Germany.

In 2016 though (Version 3), two years after the platform was introduced, many of
those provisions that have limited cleaners in their freedom of how to execute their
service, were eliminated from the T&Cs of Helpling NL. More specifically, the platform
dropped any references to on-boarding interviews, prohibition of contacts outside the
platform and the prohibition to outsource work to other parties (Version 3).

Despite its efforts to deflect any criticism around working conditions, the platform did
not escape the attention of the largest union FNV. In January of 2018, following a lawsuit
against Deliveroo, the trade union turned to Helpling. FNV claimed that the platform
should be classified as an employer, a claim grounded inter alia in the fact that
workers were not allowed to set their own prices (art. NL6) and to transact outside the
platform (art. NL8). In addition, some labour law experts (art. NL8, art. NL10) and
incumbent temp agencies (art. NL10, art. NL12) raised the issue of legality.

As a consequence, the question of wage setting and minimum wage became a point of
concern that also translated into a change of Helpling’s T&Cs in the Netherlands. Since
2016, the average hourly wage on the platform was around 11 to 12 Euro – after the plat-
form had received its 20% commission, but before any taxes were paid. At the same time,
the minimum wage in the Netherlands stood at almost 9 Euro. Although it would be well
within its ability to allow even lower wages, Helpling consciously refrained from doing
so and later (in 2019), as a reaction to the aforementioned Deliveroo-lawsuit by FNV,
even abandoned price setting altogether as the first out of the five countries studied
here. According to Helpling’s executive, the core reason for no longer determining clean-
ing prices was that the platform would risk being engaged in a potentially dangerous pol-
itical and PR feud with trade unions and political parties (Frenken et al., 2017). Such an
event would not only lead the platform to be seen in a bad light, but it would also risk
legal action and the potential of being subjected to unfavourable regulation as an
employer. Accordingly, Helpling now allowed workers to set their own wages,
whereby the platform continued to ensure a wage minimum, now of 16 Euro per hour.
Furthermore, the platform also chose to incorporate the Domestic Cleaning Regulation
into its regular cleaning activities.

A year later, in 2019, the union FNV won its lawsuit against Deliveroo, which forced
the platform to hire its couriers as employees and to pay them within the context of the
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sectoral labour agreement (art. NL16). Emboldened by this development and the possi-
bility to apply a similar rational to other platforms, FNV quickly filed a lawsuit against
Helpling (art. NL17). In this case, however, the court ruled that domestic cleaners
would fall within the scope of the Regulations of Domestic Services, implying that
they would not be considered employees of the platform (art. NL18, art. 20).
Nevertheless, because Helpling obtained a commission from its cleaners, the court
placed Helpling into the category of a temp agency. The equally obvious and simple
response by Helpling was to adjust is business model and to collect the commission
from its clients rather than its cleaners (art. NL22) which, in turn, ensured that
Helpling could continue to operate as a gig platform with independent contractors
under the Regulations of Domestic Cleaning. Furthermore, the ruling allowed Helpling
to reintroduce the prohibition of contact (monopoly of transaction), even introducing a
fine of 500 Euro for any client who attempted to bypass the platform (Version 6).

In sum, Helpling was seen as a particularly disruptive force in the Netherlands, thus
provoking strong reactions from the social partners which forced the platform to
change its initial business model enshrined in its T&Cs in various ways.

France

The French version of Helpling presents yet a different context, which is rather deviant
from any other country examined. Interestingly, Helpling FR acts as an intermediate not
only between domestic cleaners and households, but also between households and pro-
fessional cleaning companies which can take a variety of legal forms (e.g. SA, SAS,
SARL, EURL or auto-entrepreneurs). This peculiarity can be understood by considering
the pre-existing regulation in France, which provides households with tax benefits if they
choose to hire professional cleaners. Nevertheless, a significant share of domestic clean-
ing remained informal in France. And, as in the case of Germany and the Netherlands,
Helpling also framed its service in France as a way to solve the political issue of infor-
mality in the domestic cleaning sector (art. F1, art. F2).

The most significant implication of cooperating with a number of different legal
entities is that work can either be subcontracted to another party, or performed by
employees of those corporations, which are collectively referred to as ‘partners’.
Furthermore, the latter are responsible to assure compliance with all the relevant regula-
tions regarding fiscal and labour issues.

Importantly, though, this position of intermediation transformed in the course of time.
In the first version of Helpling’s T&Cs (of 2017), the platform assumed a more active role
in the hiring process by pre-screening the certificates of some of the service providers and
by setting prices (Version 1). Helpling also prohibited to transact with extant clients
outside the platform (Version 1). Later, in 2019, all these provisions were retracted,
thus maximizing the entrepreneurial freedoms of cleaners (Version 2). This again illus-
trates the importance for Helpling to only be perceived, and act as, a ‘marketplace’
between any cleaning ‘partner’ and client.

The retreat of Helpling France into a minimum role of intermediary is also apparent
from its changing role in the proper declaration of income. In the first T&C version
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available, the platform took on the role of guaranteeing that partners were complying with
their commitment to declare all relevant income to the platform, which subsequently
informed the client. Later though, in 2019, the platform referred the responsibility of
proper income declaration directly to the cleaning partners.

Contrary to the cases of Germany and the Netherlands, Helpling in France did not
provoke much public debate nor specific responses from the social partners or the gov-
ernment. In this case, the platform chose to adapt to the existing institutional context
of domestic cleaning work, further reinforcing both the platform and the institutions it
adapted to.

Cross-country analysis
The country cases show that Helpling started out with T&Cs that were very similar across
countries. Helpling’s use of similar T&Cs across countries can be understood as typical
for platform companies that seek rapid internationalization. However, over time, we find
that Helpling substantially adjusted its T&Cs in different countries in different ways so as
to adjust them to different national contexts.

Two specific observations can be made in this respect. First, while Helpling made only
one change in the T&Cs in the United Kingdom and Ireland, it implemented three
changes in France, Germany, and the Netherlands. What is more, Helpling made one
further change in Germany and the Netherlands, which were later reversed. The cross-
country comparison thereby provides evidence for the relative stability in the liberal
market contexts of Ireland and the United Kingdom and a more turbulent evolution on
the European continent.

Second, we observe that, over time, the variety in T&Cs across countries increased. In
particular, we can see that the French and German T&Cs became more dissimilar from
the United Kingdom and Irish model. The United Kingdom and Ireland retained the ori-
ginal Helpling model with the single exception that price setting was transferred to clea-
ners. In these countries, Helpling thus maintained a high degree of control over its
workers despite their classification as independent contractors. In France and
Germany, by contrast, Helpling altered its business models in multiple ways, following
different trajectories but ending up with similar T&Cs in which the control over workers
was removed so that cleaners were effectively treated as ‘true’ independent contractors.
In the Netherlands, in turn, Helpling constitutes an in-between case, which is different
from the United Kingdom and Ireland in only one aspect (no pre-screening interviews)
and different from France in one other aspect (monopoly of transaction).

The clustering between the two main groups of platform business models, with the
United Kingdom and Ireland on one side and Germany and France on the other can be
mapped onto the original Varieties of Capitalism theory as laid down by Hall and
Soskice (2001), similar to the comparative study on the platformization of the logistics
sector in the United Kingdom and Germany (Hassel and Sieker, 2022). One key
finding of our media analyses is that Helpling met little institutional friction or opposition
by unions in the typical LMEs of the United Kingdom and Ireland. Acting within an insti-
tutional environment characterized by a high degree of labour-market flexibility and a
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low degree of worker protection, the platform faced little pressure to adjust its business
model. Its introduction and evolution did not raise major public concern from the social
partners or other actors, a fact also reflected by the very few media articles on Helpling.
Subsequently, the lack of institutional friction allowed the platform to maintain the
gig-economy model as originally invented in the United States, without facing the
danger of being classified as an employer.

In France and Germany, the institutional framework led the platform to rethink its
business model, adapting it in such a way as to decrease friction and increases institu-
tional fit. In the case of France, Helpling’s strategy was to adjust to an already established
regulatory framework that had formalized domestic cleaning at the sector level through a
tax benefit scheme for clients. Indeed, the resulting T&C modifications all involved
changes that equalized the entrepreneurial freedoms of cleaners with those of professional
cleaning companies. As the regulation was already in place and well institutionalized
when Helpling entered the French market, the process of the platform’s adaptation was
rather straightforward with no specific involvement of trade unions and little public
debate (also evidenced by the few media articles about Helpling). This finding shows
that clear regulatory frameworks already in place, consonant with the notion of France
as a state-enhanced market economy, notably affected Helpling’s adaptation strategy.

Helpling also moved away from the initial T&Cs in Germany, as it did in France, but
following a quite different trajectory. Contrary to the state-enhanced market economy in
France, a sectoral regulatory framework was lacking in the coordinated market economy
of Germany, which implied that the platform had to adapt its business model in an ad-hoc
fashion. In Helpling’s early days in Germany, adaptations were primarily motivated by
the aim to improve the sluggish financial performance of the platform rather than by
the aim to arrive at an institutional fit and a dialogue with the social partners. Later on,
however, unions and industry associations increasingly raised concerns about low pay
and the lack of social security, also reflected in the many media articles about Helpling
Germany, prompting further changes to the platform. The latter dynamic can indeed be
understood as a reflection of the underlying labour institutions that characterize
Germany as a coordinated market economy, which has also been highlighted in previous
work on other gig platforms in Germany (Funke and Picot, 2021).

The Dutch case, as a coordinated market economy, presents an insightful anomaly.
While Helpling was severely criticized by the unions (art. NL8, art. NL16) and labour-
market experts (art. NL8, art. NL10), and although the platform changed its T&Cs
throughout the period observed, the final outcome of its T&Cs is very close to the original
gig-platform model combining maximum control by the platform with maximum flexibil-
ity for workers prevalent in LMEs. The only difference to the United Kingdom and
Ireland is that intensive pre-screening is no longer mentioned in the T&Cs of Helpling
the Netherlands. Helpling’s high control over cleaners in the Netherlands can be
explained by the peculiar pre-existing Regulation for Domestic Services, through
which a special category of independent contractors was created including with some
social rights. This specific category is similar to the third category of ‘worker’ in the
United Kingdom in that it provides a possibility to avoid classifying cleaners as
regular employees or independent contractors. Using these specific regulations as a
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baseline, Helpling could thus create a more legitimate architecture in its T&Cs, along
with a standard line of defence whenever the platform needed to react to public criticisms.
In this way, Helpling the Netherlands could sustain the original gig-platform model as
originally invented in the United States, despite repeated criticisms by unions and
experts. This contradiction partially explains why, compared to other countries, one
can observe such a strong reaction on the part of the Dutch unions. The existence of a
special category, where domestic workers enjoy only minimum labour rights, effectively
created an ‘enclave’ of liberalization within a context of domestic work. Social partners
view this contradiction as a potential threat to their immediate interests, and if left
un-controlled, to their institutional position. In an attempt to defend that position, the
Dutch unions actively strived to undermine this position, seeking to enforce traditional
labour market regulations within the cleaning sector – but with limited success thus far.

Taking together the cases of the Netherlands and France, our study shows that the
national institutions characterizing a coordinated market economy like the Netherlands
may, by themselves, have little predictive power explaining the institutional responses
to gig economy platforms and the platform adaptations that follow. Rather, platforms
seem to adapt to the more specific sectoral regulations that apply to the service sectors
in which they operate, which may be flexible and enabling the platform model (as in
the Netherlands), or strict and constraining the platform model (as was shown in the
case of France).

Conclusion
The rapid proliferation of gig platforms in Europe has given rise to a major debate regard-
ing their compatibility with existing labour market institutions. Platforms claim that the
use of independent contractors is an innovative way of providing flexibility to both gig
workers and clients. However, the control that platforms exercise inevitably bears a
number of regulatory questions regarding pay, social security and working conditions.
Our aim in this paper was to explore, in different national contexts, how the same gig
platform responded to the regulatory frictions that emerged in five European countries.
To that effect, we analysed the evolution of Europe’s leading domestic cleaning platform,
Helpling, by tracing the changes in its T&Cs that workers have to accept to get cleaning
jobs via the platform.

Helpling’s model aims to reconcile two conflicting logics: namely to provide high
quality services through the enforcement of common standards over workers and close
monitoring of their activities resulting in a high degree of control (corporation logic),
while maintaining the status of independent contractors of gig workers by granting
them the freedom to select their own gigs (market logic). In an effort to maintain this
balance, the platform tweaked several aspects of its T&Cs related to the employment
status of workers, but did so in different ways within the various countries it operated.
When analysing these T&C modifications, our study shows that gig platforms are, by
no means, immune to national regulations. On the contrary, we found that a platform
may well adapt to the specific institutional constraints of national labour-market regula-
tion. Our findings thus cast doubts on the notion that platforms, as a new organizational
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form, would operate in an ‘institutional void’ (Bothello et al., 2019; Elert and Henrekson,
2016). Our study instead shows that Helpling maintained the original gig model, combin-
ing maximum control with independent contracting, in those countries where the platform
experienced little friction with existing laws and regulations (United Kingdom and
Ireland). In other countries, it leveraged existing, yet malfunctioning regulations in its
favour (the Netherlands), or adapted its T&Cs responding to union critiques
(Germany). And in a country with strict sectoral regulations (France), Helpling actively
adapted to the context already in place.

Ultimately, this is a strong indication that national governments and unions are not
powerless in the face of platformization (Van Dijck et al., 2018). On the contrary, national
and sectoral regulatory contexts can shape the international activities of platforms by
influencing their national modus operandi. Yet, to date, the adaptations made by plat-
forms have not solved the legal conundrum regarding the employment status of gig
workers. Rather, platforms such as Helpling adapt their T&Cs tactically, precisely in
order to preserve the status of independent contractors of their gig workers. In doing
so, at least for now, platforms have successfully managed to preserve their status of
e-commerce intermediary, thereby avoiding that gig workers are classified as their
employees (McGaughey, 2018; Walker, 2020).

Understanding platform evolution thus requires a careful analysis of institutional con-
texts at both national and sectoral levels, as much as of the digital technologies and
innovative business models that they employ. It is the constant interplay between plat-
forms and institutions, and the mutual learning processes emerging from it, that shapes
the phenomenon we call the ‘gig economy’.
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Notes
1. For the UK and Ireland, we added the search term ‘platform’, as the name of the platform is also

a noun and a verb in the English language, leading to many false positives.
2. In the UK and in Ireland, for example, Helpling defines itself as ‘a technology platform, accessed

through the Site or the App, that connects users (such as you) with third party providers of cleaning
services and certain other services as listed on the Site (Service Providers)’ (Version 4, page 2,
Version 1 page 2). In France, the T&Cs add that ‘HELPLING is neither an agent nor a home
service provider, nor the employer of the PARTNERS but only a networking platform’ (Version
2, page 1). And in Germany and the Netherlands, the T&Cs state that ‘Helpling provides the cus-
tomer with a platform for searching for and commissioning a service provider’ (German Version 8,
page 1, Dutch Version 7, page 1), continuing at length that Helpling does not play any role in the
actual provision of services, nor that it can guarantee how those services are provided.

3. According to the Regulations for Domestic Services, domestic workers are entitled to the statutory
minimum wage, including an 8% holiday pay. They are also entitled to leave days, which are at
least 4 times the hours worked per week, adjusted accordingly to the number of working weeks.

References
Adler L (2021) Framing disruption: How a regulatory capture frame legitimized the deregulation of

Boston’s ride-for-hire industry. Socio-Economic Review 19(4): 1421–1450.
Aloisi A (2022) Platform work in Europe: Lessons learned, legal developments and challenges

ahead. European Labour Law Journal 13(1): 4–29.
Bothello J, Nason RS and Schnyder G (2019) Institutional voids and organization studies: Towards

an epistemological rupture. Organization Studies 40(10): 1499–1512.
De Stefano V (2016) The rise of the just-in-time workforce: On-demand work, crowdwork, and

labor protection in the gig-economy. Comparative Labor Law & Policy Journal 37: 471.
De Stefano V and Aloisi A (2018) European Legal Framework for “Digital Labour Platforms.”.

European Commission. https://doi.org/10.2760/78590.
DPA (2014) “Helpling: Rocket Internet lässt jetzt auch Putzhilfen vermitteln.” Berlin. (https://

www.onlinekosten.de/news/helpling-rocket-internet-laesst-jetzt-auch-putzhilfen-vermitteln_
196477.html).

Elert N and Henrekson M (2016) Evasive entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics 47(1): 95–113.
European Commission (2021) Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and the of the

Council on Improving Working Conditions in platform work, COM(2021) 762 final, 2021/0414
(COD) (https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6605).

Farr C (2015) “Why Homejoy Failed: Will the home-cleaning revolution be Uberfied? One
company tried, and spectacularly bombed.” Wired.com, (https://www.wired.com/2015/10/
why-homejoy-failed/).

Flanagan F (2019) Theorising the gig economy and home-based service work. Journal of Industrial
Relations 61(1): 57–78.

Frenken K, vanWaes AHM, SminkMM, et al. (2017) A fair share: Safeguarding public interests in
the sharing and gig economy. The Hague: Rathenau Institute, (https://www.rathenau.nl/en/
digitale-samenleving/fair-share).

Frenken K, Vaskelainen T, Fünfschilling L, et al. (2020) An institutional logics perspective on the
gig economy. In: Maurer I, Mair J and Oberg A (eds) Theorizing the Sharing Economy: Variety
and Trajectories of New Forms of Organizing (Research in the Sociology of Organizations).
Bingley: Emerald Publishing Limited. Vol. 66, pp. 83–105.

Koutsimpogiorgos et al. 23

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2760/78590
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2760/78590
https://www.onlinekosten.de/news/helpling-rocket-internet-laesst-jetzt-auch-putzhilfen-vermitteln_196477.html
https://www.onlinekosten.de/news/helpling-rocket-internet-laesst-jetzt-auch-putzhilfen-vermitteln_196477.html
https://www.onlinekosten.de/news/helpling-rocket-internet-laesst-jetzt-auch-putzhilfen-vermitteln_196477.html
https://www.onlinekosten.de/news/helpling-rocket-internet-laesst-jetzt-auch-putzhilfen-vermitteln_196477.html
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6605
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6605
https://www.wired.com/2015/10/why-homejoy-failed/
https://www.wired.com/2015/10/why-homejoy-failed/
https://www.wired.com/2015/10/why-homejoy-failed/
https://www.rathenau.nl/en/digitale-samenleving/fair-share
https://www.rathenau.nl/en/digitale-samenleving/fair-share
https://www.rathenau.nl/en/digitale-samenleving/fair-share


Funke C and Picot G (2021) Platform work in a coordinated market economy. Industrial Relations
Journal 52(4): 348–363.

Gasparri S and Tassinari A (2020) “Smart” industrial relations in the making? Insights from ana-
lysis of union responses to digitalization in Italy. Relations Industrielles/Industrial Relations
75(4): 796–817.

Greenwood R, Raynard M, Kodeih F, et al. (2011) Institutional complexity and organizational
responses. Academy of Management Annals 5(1): 317–371.

Hall PA and Soskice D (2001) An introduction to varieties of capitalism. In: Hall PA and Soskice D
(eds) Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comparative Advantage.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 1–68.

Hassel A and Sieker F (2022) The platform effect: How Amazon changed work in logistics in
Germany, the United States and the United Kingdom. European Journal of Industrial
Relations 28(3): 363–382.

Healy J, Nicholson D and Pekarek A (2017) Should we take the gig economy seriously? Labour &
Industry: A Journal of the Social and Economic Relations of Work 27(3): 232–248.

Hellgren Z (2015) Markets, regimes, and the role of stakeholders: Explaining precariousness of
migrant domestic/care workers in different institutional frameworks. Social Politics:
International Studies in Gender, State & Society 22(2): 220–241.

ILO (2021) World Employment and Social Outlook 2021: The role of digital labour platforms in
transforming the world of work. International Labour Office. Geneva.

Ilsøe A, Jesnes K and Hotvedt M (2020) Social partner responses in the nordic platform economy.
In: Jesnes K and Oppegaard S (eds) Platform Work in the Nordic Models: Issues, Cases and
Responses. Nordic Council of Ministers, TemaNord, Vol. 513, pp. 68–78.

Ilsøe A and Larsen TP (2021) Why do labour platforms negotiate? Platform strategies in tax-based
welfare states. Economic and Industrial Democracy. (11 November). Early View, https://doi.
org/10.1177/0143831X2110569.

Ilsøe A and Söderqvist CF (2022) Will there be a Nordic model in the platform economy? Evasive
and integrative platform strategies in Denmark and Sweden. Regulation and Governance. (15
April). Early View: https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12465.

Kaine S and Josserand E (2019) The organisation and experience of work in the gig economy.
Journal of Industrial Relations 61(4): 479–501.

Kenney M and Zysman J (2016) The rise of the platform economy. Issues in Science and
Technology 32(3): 61–69.

Koutsimpogiorgos N, van Slageren J, Herrmann AM, et al. (2020) Conceptualizing the gig
economy and its regulatory problems. Policy & Internet 12(4): 525–545.

Lee B (2022) Neither employee nor contractor : A case study of employment relations between
riders and firms in Taiwan. Work, Employment and Society. (19 August). Early View: https://
doi.org/10.1177/09500170221103147.

Mair J and Reischauer G (2017) Capturing the dynamics of the sharing economy: Institutional
research on the plural forms and practices of sharing economy organizations. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 125: 11–20.

McGaughey E (2018) Taylorooism: When network technology meets corporate power. Industrial
Relations Journal 49(5-6): 459–472.

Meijerink J and Keegan A (2019) Conceptualizing human resource management in the gig
economy. Journal of Managerial Psychology 34(4): 214–232.

Meijerink J, Keegan A and Bondarouk T (2021) Having their cake and eating it too? Online labor
platforms and human resource management as a case of institutional complexity. The
International Journal of Human Resource Management 32(19): 4016–4052.

24 Journal of Industrial Relations 0(0)

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X2110569
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X2110569
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X2110569
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12465
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12465
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/09500170221103147
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/09500170221103147
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/09500170221103147


O’Brien C (2014) “Inside Germany’s Startup Factory: How Rocket build Helpling into a global
company in 9 months”. Venturebeat.com. (https://venturebeat.com/2014/10/13/inside-
germanys-startup-factory-how-rocket-internet-built-helpling-into-a-global-company-in-9-months/).

Pelzer P, Frenken K and Boon W (2019) Institutional entrepreneurship in the platform economy:
How Uber tried (and failed) to change the Dutch taxi law. Environmental Innovation and
Societal Transitions 33: 1–12.

Prassl J and Risak M (2015) Uber, Taskrabbit, and co.: Platforms as employers-rethinking the legal
analysis of crowdwork. Comparative Labor Law & Policy Journal 37: 619.

Schmidt V (2003) French Capitalism transformed, yet still a third variety of capitalism. Economy
and Society 32(4): 526–554.

Supreme Court UK (2021) Uber BV and others (Appellants) v Aslam and others (Respondents).
https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/uksc-2019-0029.html.

Thelen KA (2018) Regulating Uber: The politics of the platform economy in Europe and the United
States. Perspectives on Politics 16(4): 938–953.

Tzur A (2019) Uber über regulation? Regulatory change following the emergence of new technolo-
gies in the taxi market. Regulation & Governance 13(3): 340–361.

Uzunca B, Rigtering JPC and Ozcan P (2018) Sharing and shaping: A cross-country comparison of
how sharing economy firms shape their institutional environment to gain legitimacy. Academy
of Management Discoveries 4(3): 248–272.

Vandaele K (2018) Will Trade Unions Survive in the Platform Economy? Emerging Patterns of
Platform Workerss Collective Voice and Representation in Europe. ETUI Research Paper -
Working Paper 2018.05. (SSRN Electronic Journal). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3198546.

Van Dijck J, Poell T and De Waal M (2018) The Platform Society. Public Values in a Connective
World. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Walker M (2020) Uber and the Problem of Regulatory Arbitrage. Chapter 14: In Case Studies in
Work, Employment and Human Resource Management. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar
Publishing, pp. 90–94.

Weber CE, Okraku M, Mair J, et al. (2021) Steering the transition from informal to formal service pro-
vision: Labor platforms in emerging-market countries. Socio-Economic Review 19(4): 1315–1344.

Biographical notes
Nikolaos Koutsimpogiorgos is PhD candidate at the Copernicus Institute of Sustainable
Development at Utrecht University. His research explores how institutions shape innovation,
with a focus on regulatory effects on Internet platforms and digital labor markets.

Koen Frenken is Full Professor in Innovation Studies at the Copernicus Institute of Sustainable
Development at Utrecht University. He holds a joint PhD from the University of Grenoble
(applied economics) and the University of Amsterdam (social sciences). Theoretical interests
include evolutionary economics, institutional sociology and complexity theory. He works on break-
through innovation, economic geography, platform economy and innovation policy.

Andrea M. Herrmann is Professor of Sustainable Innovation and Entrepreneurship at Radboud
University (Nijmegen). She holds a PhD from the European University Institute (Florence) and
was a Visiting Researcher at Columbia University (New York) and the Max Planck Institute für
Gesellschaftsforschung (Cologne). She obtained several renowned research funds, most recently
an ERC Consolidator Grant. In her research, she investigates how incumbent firms and entrepre-
neurs innovate, how they are helped (or hindered) in innovation by their institutional environment,

Koutsimpogiorgos et al. 25

https://venturebeat.com/2014/10/13/inside-germanys-startup-factory-how-rocket-internet-built-helpling-into-a-global-company-in-9-months/
https://venturebeat.com/2014/10/13/inside-germanys-startup-factory-how-rocket-internet-built-helpling-into-a-global-company-in-9-months/
https://venturebeat.com/2014/10/13/inside-germanys-startup-factory-how-rocket-internet-built-helpling-into-a-global-company-in-9-months/
https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/uksc-2019-0029.html
https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/uksc-2019-0029.html
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3198546
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3198546


and what lessons can be learned from it by policy-makers. Her research interests comprise the areas
of political economy, institutional theory, innovation management, entrepreneurship, and online
labour markets (gig economy).

Appendix
List of Articles
Articles per country: United Kingdom

Articles per country: Ireland

Articles per country: Germany

Article number and title

1. Jeevan Vasagar. (October 10, 2013). Peer-to-peer websites seek to click with users SUPPORT

SERVICES. Financial Times (London, England).

2. Nic Fildes. (November 23, 2013). START-UP UK.

3. (May 8, 2014). Hassle.com Cleans Up With $6 Million In Series A Funding From Accel Partners.

Business Wire.

4. Matt Caines. (September 18, 2016). Offering a legal alternative to the black economy; www.

Hassle.com is taking its home-cleaning service nationwide. The Sunday Telegraph.

Article Number and Title

1. (July 7, 2014). Irish launch for UK Web cleaner service; Web cleaner. Business World (Digest).

2. (July 9, 2014). Online service hopes to clean up with Irish expansion. Irish Examiner.

3. Pamela Newenham. (November 20, 2014). New cleaning service hits 20,000 jobs in Dublin. The

Irish Times.

4. (July 3, 2015). Home cleaning wars Helpling acquires Hassle to create Europe’s latest super

start-up. VentureBeat.

Article number and title

1. (9. April 2014). Online-Portal will günstig legale Putzhilfen vermitteln; Helpling.de startet

zunächst in vier großen Städten. Agence France Presse.

2. (9. April 2014). Rocket Internet lässt jetzt auch Putzhilfen vermitteln. dpa-AFX ProFeed.

3. (9. April 2014). Rocket Internet startet Putz-Portal. wuv.de Werben und Verkaufen Online.

4. Jonas Rest (03. Mai 2014). Die Saubermänner; Eine ganze Reihe von Start-ups vermittelt

Putzkräfte - nebenbei schaffen sie die Schwarzarbeit ab. Berliner Zeitung.

5. (19. Mai 2014). Wenn die Putzfrau zweimal klickt. Focus Magazin.

6. Michael Schreiber & Brigitte Watermann. (1. Juni 2014). Legalize it!. Capital.

(continued)

26 Journal of Industrial Relations 0(0)

www.Hassle.com
www.Hassle.com


Continued

Article number and title

7. Laura Flierl. (21. Juli 2014). Nettolohn maximal 8 Euro; AGENTUREN Als Hausputzkraft können

bereits Sozialversicherte etwas dazuverdienen. Davon leben kann.

8. (7. Oktober 2014). IG BAU fordert Stopp von grundlos befristeten Arbeitsverträgen; Tag für

menschenwürdige Arbeit Online-Dienste wie Uber in Kritik. Age.

9. (19. Oktober 2014). Verband Tagelöhnerei bei Putzportalen - Helpling widerspricht. dpa-AFX

ProFeed.

10. Warnung vor Plattformen für Putzkräfte_ Stiftung Warent.

11. Jonas Rest (25. Oktober 2014). Warnung vor Plattformen für Putzkräfte; Stiftung Warentest

sieht rechtliche Unsicherheiten. Berliner Zeitung.

12. Jonas Rest (02. Dezember 2014). Investoren stecken Geld in Putz-Plattform; Reinigungskraft

Vermittler in Berlin wachsen schnell. Berliner Zeitung.

13. (12. März 2015). Saubere Geschäfte in den Emiraten Die Berliner Plattform Helpling vermittelt

jetzt auch am Golf. Ein Kodex soll die Putzkräfte schüt.

14. Jonas Rest (26. März 2015). Berliner Putz-Portale rüsten auf; Helpling wirbt 43 Millionen Euro

ein und schafft Jobs. Berliner Zeitung.

15. Mirjam Hecking. (31. März 2015). Helpling wischt Wettbewerber vom Markt.

16. Von Ingrid Weidner. (5. Juni 2015). Saubere Sache; Gute und zuverlässige Putzkräfte.

17. Astrid Maier Philipp Alvares de Souza Soares. (24. Juni 2015). Ich schließe Festanstellungen für

Helplinge nicht aus.

18. (3. Juli 2015). Helpling übernimmt britischen Marktführer Hassle.com; Höhe des Kaufpreises

nicht bekannt. Agence France Presse German.

19. Astrid Maier. (08. Juli 2015). Niemand muss bei uns bleiben.

20. Johannes Kuhn. (20. Juli 2015). Kehraus bei Homejoy; Der Putzdienst-Vermittler gibt nach drei

Jahren auf. Süddeutsche Zeitung (inkl. Regionalausgaben).

21. Sebastian Wolff. (02. Oktober 2015). Helpling feuert ein Fünftel der Belegschaft;

Putzkräfte-Vermittler will sich auf Kernmärkte fokussieren. Berliner Zeitung.

22. Katrin Haas. (2. Januar 2016). Wie finde ich eine legale Putzfrau. Neuss Grevenbroicher

Zeitung.

23. (5. Januar 2016). ’Wir sind attraktiv für Flüchtlinge’; Das Interview Helpling-Mitgründer

Benedikt Franke wehrt sich gegen den Vorwurf, sein Putzportal.

24. (18. Januar 2017). Helpling will nicht mehr nur reinigen Berliner Start-up stellt sich deutlich

breiter auf. Der Tagesspiegel.

25. Benedikt Franke (16. März 2017). Zehn Millionen für Helpling. Handelsblatt.

26. (02. August 2017 Mittwoch). Helpling Unilever investiert Millionen in Berliner Putzkräfte-Start

up. Horizont.net.

27. Martin Lechtape. (23. Oktober 2017). Pizzabote mit Vertrag; Warum immer mehr

Bestellplattformen ihre Mitarbeiter fest anstellen. Süddeutsche Zeitung.

28. Ricarda Breyton (12. Februar 2018) Koalition muss die schwarze Null aufgeben__ DGB-Chef R

(1)

29. Anne Kunz. (5. Mai 2018). Höhere Löhne; Putzkräfte wissen um die neuen Machtverhältnisse.

WELT ONLINE (Deutsch).

(continued)

Koutsimpogiorgos et al. 27



Articles per country: the Netherlands

Article number and title

1. Marjon Bolwijn. (8 augustus 2014). Oprichter Zalando stort zich op markt van de

schoonmaakhulp. de Volkskrant.

2. Henk Schutten. (22 juni 2015). App verovert schoonmaakmarkt. Het Parool.

3. (9 juli 2015). Ceo schoonmaakstartup Helpling ’Banenpotentieel deeleconomie blijft onbenut’.

Quotenet.

4. Roeland Franck. (27 januari 2017). Poetsen via site succes in. ADUtrechts Nieuwsblad.

5. Rens Lieman Foto’s Joris van Gennip. (05 januari 2018). ‘Het regent. 2 euro extra per bestelling’.

NRC Handelsblad.

6. Rens Lieman. (26 januari 2018). Wel flexibel, maar niet écht zelfstandig. NRC.NEXT.

7. Wilma van Hoeflaken. (8 juni 2018). Poetsen via een platform. FD.nl.

8. Johan Leupen. (17 oktober 2018). FNV klaagt zzp-platform Helpling aan wegens

schijnconstructies. FD.nl.

9. Commentaar. (18 oktober 2018). Kabinet moet bodem leggen onder arbeidsmarkt. FD.nl.

10. Johan Leupen. (18 oktober 2018). Uitzendbranche zzp ondermijnt sociale zekerheden. Het

Financieele Dagblad.

11. Lien van der Leij. (5 december 2018). Tweede Kamer vraagt SER onderzoek te doen naar

kluseconomie. FD.nl.

12. Joost de Vries. (4 januari 2019). ’Maak waarde van werk belangrijker dan de prijs ervan’. de

Volkskrant.

13. Herman Stil. (16 januari 2019). Zzp-model wankelt. Het Parool.

14. David Bremmer. (17 januari 2019). Koerier nog vogelvrij. Provinciale Zeeuwse Courant.

15. Servaas van der Laan. (2 februari 2019). Oude vakbond versus nieuwe economie. Elsevier

Weekblad.

16. Herman Stil. (25 februari 2019). FNV richt pijlen nu op schoonmaakdienst Helpling. Het Parool.

17. (21 mei 2019). Rechtszaak tegen Helpling. Trouw.

(continued)

Continued

Article number and title

30. Philipp Alvares de Souza Soares. (30. August 2018). Warum Putz-Start-ups es schwer haben.

manager magazin online.

31. (07. September 2018). Mehr Ein-Mann-Betriebe; HANDWERK IG Bau macht Wegfall der

Zulassungspflicht verantwortlich. Mitteldeutsche Zeitung.

32. (17. Juli 2019). Kontrolliert ja doch keiner Die Nachfrage nach Putzhilfen ist groß, Start-ups

wittern ihre Chance. Trotzdem arbeiten fast alle schwarz.

33. Kapalschinski, Christoph. (Dienstag 29. Oktober 2019). Putz-Vermittler; Pro Sieben Sat 1 steigt

bei Helpling ein. Handelsblatt online.

34. (13. Januar 2020). Helpling übernimmt Book a Tiger. Internet World Business.

28 Journal of Industrial Relations 0(0)



Articles per country: France

Continued

Article number and title

18. Joost de Vries. (25 juni 2019). Waarom zzp’er terug moet naar ’uurtje-factuurtje’. de

Volkskrant.

19. Van onze correspondent. (26 juni 2019). PvdA laat internetplatform bewijzen dat het geen

werknemers in dienst heeft. FD.nl.

20. Herman Stil. (1 juli 2019). Heeft FNV een flater geslagen met rechtszaak tegen Helpling.

21. Hella Hueck. (24 maart 2020). Werkster is ineens niet meer nodig nu mensen thuiswerken. Het

Financieele Dagblad.

Article number and title

1. Aurelie Abadie. (15 juillet 2014). Helpling, le futur Über de l’aide ménagère . Les Echos.fr.

2. Olivia Détroyat. (31 août 2016). Helpling à la conquête des villes de province. Le Figaro Online.

3. Keren Lentschner. (16 mars 2017). La start-up Helpling investit 10 millions d’euros pour élargir sa

gamme de services. Le Figaro Online.

4. Claire Bouleau. (6 avril 2017). Helpling développe ses services à tous les étages. Challenges.

Koutsimpogiorgos et al. 29


	 Introduction
	 Platforms and institutions
	 Freedom versus control
	 Methods and materials
	 Helpling
	 Data collection
	 Media analysis

	 Results
	 United Kingdom and Ireland
	 Germany
	 The Netherlands
	 France

	 Cross-country analysis
	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 Notes
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


