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On 13 June 2007 seven European 
networks – Caritas Europa, EASPD, 
CEDAG, FEANTSA, EPR, Solidar and 
Workability Europe – organised a 
Seminar on the topic “The Added Value 
of Social Service Providers.” The event 
took place in Brussels and gathered 
about 20 participants. It represented 
another successful joint initiative of the 
partner organisations.  
 
The morning part of the Seminar 
concentrated on understanding what is 
the added value of social services. The 

macro-economic impact of social service providers was explained and various 
instruments, methodologies and indicators concerning how to measure and prove added 
value were presented. During the afternoon session, representatives from the different 
networks described case studies from the European and national level showcasing (i) how 
to demonstrate the added value of social services and (ii) how to use the added value 
argument in relations with policy-makers and funders. Overall, the organisers managed to 
find a good balance between academic presentations, contributions from the partners, plus 
inputs from the Social Platform and the European Commission. 
 
The Seminar opened with welcome words and introduction from Jan Spooren, who chaired 
the first part. He explained the aims of the Seminar and reminded the audience of the 
context of the cooperation between the partner networks. The reasons behind the initiative 
of these networks to hold joint meetings and organise events like this include: (i) the 
growing impact of EU decisions on the provision of health and social services; (ii) the fact 
that nowadays at EU level, service provision is increasingly dealt with at cross-social 
sectoral levels for different target groups – elderly people, homeless people, children, 
persons with disabilities; (iii) learning from each other and exchange of information and 
views; (iv) and finally for practical reasons and economies of scale by sharing efforts and 
tasks. 
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To better define their cooperation, the networks have signed a joint Memorandum of 
Understanding, as was reiterated by the Chair. Nevertheless, he emphasised, the informal 
nature of this gathering and the complementarity with the work already done by the 
partners within the Social Platform. Then, Jan Spooren outlined the programme of the 
Seminar and stressed the interactive format of the event, whereby every participant should 
feel a contributor. To set the stage for the Seminar, he briefly presented a slide on 
“justifying social services” which argued how the decrease of financial resources, 
increased competition, coupled with more exigent clients, funders and society 
demonstrates the need to prove added value and cost-effectiveness of the providers’ 
interventions. He also suggested some strategies on how to go about proving added 
value. 
 

Following these introductory remarks, Prof. 
Jozef Pacolet , from the Catholic University of 
Leuven, delivered the keynote presentation of 
the day, focusing on the macro-economic 
impact of social service providers. He gave a 
comprehensive account of the development of 
the social welfare state from an academic 
perspective. In the last three decades, Europe 
has made great economic progress but the 
European Social Model is currently under 
increasing pressure from shrinking public 
finances, demographics, globalisation, the 

digital divide, competition, etc. The main objective of macro-economics is full employment, 
since job creation along with education and a good social security system are the best 
protection against poverty. This explains, for example, 
the adoption of the European Employment Strategy in 
1997. European economies are recovering from the 
recent downturn, and further job creation is expected, 
with many new opportunities emerging in the health 
and social services sector.  
 
Backing up his arguments with ample data and statistics, Prof. Pacolet illustrated that the 
rich economies of Western Europe spend more on social protection than the poorer 
economies of the South-East, who, while being in the process of catching up, will take 
more than 10 years to be at the same level as their more developed neighbours. Prof. 
Pacolet gave the Nordic countries as an example to illustrate that highly developed 
economies have highly developed social protection systems, the two dynamics operate in 
a “virtuous circle”. Economic growth is facilitated, pushed, by investment in the social 
sector. Both are interdependent, he said. Nevertheless, Prof. Pacolet stressed that the 
added value of social services is to be found, above all, in the outcome or results achieved 
and not in the national accounts. In conclusion, the Professor spoke about issues such as 
governance, ownership and communications. The message for social service providers 
was that organising benchmarking and Open Method Coordination between stakeholders 
on availability and financing can contribute to further development of the sector. Therefore, 
these stakeholders should maintain ownership of their knowledge and make good use of it, 
as there will be an ever upwards competition for continuous improvement via investment in 
quality assurance and benchmarking. He noted that the importance of communicating 
these issues to citizens, so as to broaden solidarity. 

“ It is possible to combine 
high economic growth with 

social progress.”  
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Next, Jeronimo de Sousa , Vice-President of 
EPR, spoke about the added value of social 
services from his viewpoint as Director of a 
Portuguese rehabilitation centre. He described 
the rationale of the issue and presented Quality 
of Life as a concept used in measuring added 
value of social services.  
 
At the outset, he provided the actual context in 
the social service provision sector, including 
new and increased demands from society such 
as quality of life, inclusion, active participation, 

ageing and the concept of decent society. Evident is the devolution of power to clients and 
stakeholders, who have become much more demanding. There is greater pressure to do 
more, and better, with scarcer resources available, which means focusing on results, 
outcome measurement, best value for money and cost-effectiveness, and “doing rights 
things right.” Therefore, current challenges for social service providers, according to 
Jeronimo de Sousa, include: the need to move from “good heart”, to “good management”, 
from an organisational rights-based approach, to a 
duties-based approach, from public dependency, to the 
re-engineering of the funding system, and from a 
centric organisational model (as a legacy) to a client-
driven organisational model. But defining value is not 
easy. Social services have an impact on peoples’ lives 
and on society. Service providers need to contribute to 
“happiness”, asking people whether their quality of life has improved. Unfortunately, 
money for social services is regarded by policymakers as expenditure and not as an 
investment. Jeronimo de Sousa also referred to the necessity for management paradigm 
shifting. A shift needs to occur from focus on values, equity and a social model of 
management, to conciliation of equity and effectiveness, and social entrepreneurship. This 
necessitates the adoption of the normal approach of management to social businesses by 
using the double bottom line of “values and profit.” Essentially, the mission of 
organisations is to create value. The value of an organisation is defined as “the 
relationship between the satisfaction of many differing needs and the resources used in 
doing so.” To illustrate how this concept can be framed in an analytical way, he explained 
a Quality of Life Model implemented by his own organisation, CRPG. He explained the key 
characteristics of this Model and showed how it can work in practice to estimate the value 
of a provider’s interventions. 
 
Patrick De Bucquois  from Caritas Europa provided the next input on the same topic of 
defining the added value of social services. First, he addressed the question of whether 
service providers should adopt an economic or a rights-based perspective when assessing 
added value and quality. In fact, a combination of the 
two criteria is necessary. Services of general interest 
(SGIs) fulfill people’s daily needs and are vital to their 
wellbeing. The quality of citizens’ lives depends on 
these services, which are essential for sustainable 
economic development and social and regional 
cohesion in Europe. For this reason, universal access 
to social services of general interest is a fundamental 

“ If we are not able to define, 
measure, manage and 
demonstrate the value of 
social services, should we 

keep on doing business?”  

“ Social and health services 
of general interest are not 
(yet) legally defined at EU 
level; they are key in the 
implementation of social 
protection systems and 

social cohesion”  
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right, and a pillar of the European Social 
Model. Turning to the issue of quality 
assurance, Patrick De Bucquois 
differentiated between three models: (1) 
quality assurance with minimum standards 
employed for example by the EQUASS 
system (European Quality Assurance for 
Social Services); (2) quality management 
systems such as ISO which focus on 
processes and (3) marks of excellence 
centring on continuous improvement such 
as the EQRM (European Quality in 
Rehabilitation Mark). He then explained 
the variables that can be used to assess 
performance: inputs, intermediate outputs, 

final outputs/outcomes, impacts and costs. His conclusion highlighted three different types 
of evaluation that can be used in assessing results on social service provision: subjective 
evaluation, self-evaluation, participative evaluation. 
 
The second part of the Seminar, chaired by Katrin Hugendubel  from Solidar, featured 
several presentations on case studies from national representatives.  
 

 
Ulrich Tiburcy , representing CEDAG, described 
the different objectives underpinning the work of 
social service providers: political, institutional, 
social, individual. Political objectives include: 
fighting for a social and fair society, influencing 
politics through civic engagement and professional 
services; practicing solidarity and strengthening the 
responsibility of people for the society; promoting 
the idea of social justice; acting in a socially, 
economically, ecologically and internationally 
responsible manner; and shaping social policy and 

society, as a whole. Institutional objectives include: delivering services of high quality; 
independence of the association; ensuring transparency; delivering services in a 
professional manner and in a needs-driven way; working as an enterprise and being 
effective, efficient, economic and transparent; being open and innovation-oriented; 
understanding of one’s role as advocate and 
partner. Social objectives include: creating social 
links and networks; securing competence, 
innovation, reliability through voluntary and 
professional staff; promoting democratic and social 
thinking and acting; promoting social engagement 
and representing the concerns of people in need. 
Individual objectives include: giving people in need 
a voice, recognising and preserving the dignity of 
people; supporting people to live their own lives independently and responsibly. This is the 
core of an understanding according to which voluntary social services show characteristics 
beyond criteria of mere economic viability, and which contribute to a certain social culture.  

“ The social services offered by 
voluntary providers are 
grounded in reliability, continuity 
and long-term responsibility; 
they are characterised by 
empathy with the needy and 

their difficult living conditions.”  
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Freek Spinnewijn  from FEANTSA, acted as a respondent to this presentation. He 
underlined the need for social service providers not to lose 
touch with their ideological base by always giving the 
technical arguments. He advocated for organisations to 
strengthen their social and political mission by 
emphasising their human rights dimension and values. 
Only in this way can they remain true to their core 
ideology. Not-for-profit social service providers, in Freek 
Spinnewijn’s opinion, take responsibility for the problems of society and provide continuity. 
This is another difference between for-profit and not-for-profit organisations. 

Further discussion within the group followed, 
during which Luk Zelderloo raised the issue of 
funding, reminding participants that most 
social services started without state funding. 
Yet, providers of social services constantly 
manage to find new ways of financing via 
various routes and initiatives. But their long-
term commitment can be both a strength and 
a weakness at the same time, as 
organisations often try to “keep-alive” a 
“dying” service. Jan Spooren, on the other 
hand, posed the question of whether social 
service providers can, indeed, take 
responsibility for everyone, even when   
services are not financed. 

 
Mineke Hardemann , from EASPD, provided the next 
contribution. The added value of social service 
providers, in her opinion, was obvious for four different 
reasons: economic reasons; social reasons; ethical 
aspects and social cohesion. Demonstrating added 
value demands political influence. Therefore, networks 
have to: be well informed; lobby on all levels - from 
local to European; show figures, results consequences; give advice, ideas and 
alternatives; stick to their mission; build relations with stakeholders and negotiate on 
legislation and finances. With regards to the main tasks for a European network in the 
promotion of added value, the following can also be mentioned: defining aims and goals; 
creating commitment in own organisation; participating in relevant networks; gathering 
information; connecting European and national levels during consultation processes; 
equipping members to play their role; building coalitions and strategic alliances; 
developing stakeholder cooperation; enhancing the capacity of the sector as a whole; and 
providing leadership.  
 
 
Arnie Wickens , a representative from Solidar, 
presented a case study on volunteering from his 
organisation, Community Service Volunteers (CSV) in 
the UK. CSV is the UK’s largest volunteering and 
training organisation. It is not really a social service 
provider but an organisation which matches volunteers 

“ We are more then   
professional providers 
of services. We have a 
political mission linked 

to fundamental rights.”  

“ Why should we talk about 
something which is obvious? 
Is it the fate of the social 
sector to always defend and 

explain? ”  

“ Volunteers contribute to 
community cohesion. They 
build bridges and social 

capital.”  
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with social service providers. Volunteers add value to services in many ways. They offer 
benefits to the volunteer himself/herself, to the service user and to society as a whole. 
They represent an additional resource, complementing the work of paid staff and provide 
new skills, approaches, ideas. Volunteers offer an outside perspective and are flexible. 
Questionnaires with users have also demonstrated appreciation of volunteers compared 
with other types of services received. One of CSV’s roles is to monitor what difference 
volunteers make in their communities, how to prove this, how to strengthen their efforts 
and what the real impact measurements are. Volunteer services, Arnie Wickens argued, 
are one way of bringing solutions to challenges posed by services, especially in the current 
context, where public authorities are increasingly becoming “enablers” rather than 
“deliverers” of services themselves. CSV is opening new horizons for volunteers to make a 
positive contribution to their communities.  
 
 
Richard Polacek , from the Social Platform, 
responded to this contribution. The Social Platform 
has been working on services for a number of years. 
It has contributed to all the major legislative proposals 
of the European Commission in this area in recent 
years. In all its common position papers, the Social 
Platform has advocated the specificity of social services. The not-for-profit sector has an 
important role to play in the delivery of social services. Not-for-profit organisations have 
the capacity to detect and respond to the needs of communities. These needs cannot be 
detected by public authorities or other players. What, then, are some of the challenges for 
the future in lobbying at European level? Quality assurance and accessibility of social 
services must be pushed forward. The application of public procurement rules must be 
improved as it is more the application than the rules that are often the problem. The 
separate initiatives of the Commission with regard to health and social services must be 
brought into the same framework, as the distinction does not make sense for either 
providers or for users. The dynamism of the social economy sector is another argument to 
put forward in relations with policy-makers. It is a very diverse sector with huge growth 
potential and is a major contributor to the Lisbon goals and the European Employment 
Strategy.  
 
 
François Kuentz , speaking for Workability Europe - 
the largest employer body representing providers of 
work and employment services to people with 
disabilities in Europe - spoke about the added value 
of employers of people with disabilities and how this 
argument can be used in relations with policymakers 
and employers. A general framework for equal rights 
in employment brings several beneficial, mainly 
economic, effects. First, there is the societal benefit. 
When social exclusion is replaced by social 
participation, people have the opportunity to realise 
their potential in both personal and economic terms. They can provide for themselves and 
their dependants and reduce their own dependency on state support. Secondly, it ensures 
that enterprises can access the people best qualified to do the job, thus contributing to the 
competitiveness and the strength of the enterprise and of the economy. Thirdly, it requires 

“ There is a need for a 
coherent approach in the 
treatment of health and social 

services.”  

“ Apart from all the other 
reasons, keeping an employee 
who becomes ill or disabled at 
work generally costs less than 
having to recruit and train 
someone new. The employer 
can also save and reduce 
health care and insurance 

costs.”  
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employers to justify their decisions about matters such as recruitment, promotion, access 
to training and other working conditions. On the issue of social exclusion in general, 
reasons why companies should be involved in the fight against social exclusion include the 
following: economic and political reasons - exclusion wastes human resources, threatens 
social cohesion, and contributes to the rise in collective costs and financial burdens for 
businesses; and ethical reasons: in particular, companies that employ persons with a 
disability can demonstrate their awareness of the twin concepts of progress and 
responsibility. Workability Europe argues that a working environment that is free from 
discrimination and which promotes diversity, enhances profitability not only for society, but 
also for the firm, for individual employees, the workforce and clients. 
 
 
The final contribution of the day was provided by 
Bernhard Friess , from the European Commission, 
who explained the social dimension of the Internal 
Market and the Lisbon Strategy. He summarised the 
results of the consultation exercise recently 
undertaken by the Commission to get feedback on 
how people see the Single Market, and especially, on how best to modernise social 
services in the Single Market. He quoted some statistics from this public consultation: 70% 
of people are positive about the idea of working in another country, whilst also believing 
that mobility of workers can help fight unemployment. This view was predominantly held in 
Central and East European countries, but not in Germany. The majority of people also had 
a favorable opinion of liberalisation and competition, in general. Bernhard Friess reported 
that European citizens were largely aware of the possibility to receive a given health or 
social service in another EU Member State, and that professional diplomas in these areas 
were also recognised across the EU. However, he also acknowledged the need for more 
communication and debate, especially outside Brussels. Further efforts are necessary to 
complete the Internal Market and the review is ongoing. In the area of health and social 
services, the Commission is analysing how to apply EU rules to this sector in a fair way. It 
has been seen that the application of State Aid and public procurement legislation in this 
area has caused apprehension and misunderstandings. In this context, the Commission is 
planning an evaluation of the public procurement Directives. However, again, it was 
emphasised that the way the rules are applied in the different Member States often creates 
problems and the problem lies not in the rules themselves.  
 
 
Final remarks and conclusions  
 
During a short round-table evaluation of the Seminar, the participating partner networks 
expressed their overall satisfaction with the event. Even though it was felt that debate 
seems to come back to the same issues, it was acknowledged that these are difficult 
issues with no clear cut answers. The discussions mainly revolved around the issues of 
quality, management, competition and the specificities of not-for-profit social service 
providers. The following points were made by the different networks: 
 
Competition, Quality & Management 

·  Along with availability, affordability and accessibility of social services, the spotlight 
nowadays is increasingly on quality assurance and accreditation of service 
provision, via systems such as ISO, EQRM, EQUASS.  

“ DG Internal Market and 
Services is open to more 
constructive dialogue with civil 

society.”  
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·  Most organisations in the social services sector are well managed. Poor 
management can in no way be attributed only to not-for-profit providers, commercial 
providers may be badly managed too. 

·  Competition can be conducive to increasing choice and quality in the sector. 
Providers need to compete to cooperate (“coopetition”). 

·  Quality and sustainability must be included as criteria for competition in public 
tendering. 

 
 
Not-for-profit vs for-profit providers 

·  There is a specific role for not-for-profit NGO social service providers to play. The 
nature of the provider is important. It is different to deliver for society, as opposed to 
shareholders. 

·  In the case of for-profit providers, the client can pay for himself/herself. Not-for-
profits have a duty to provide for all regardless of their clients’ status. 

·  One has to look at the totality of the issue and not just make a one-to-one 
comparison between not-for-profit and for-profit companies.  

·  Not-for-profit providers are accountable to a larger stakeholder base, whereas for-
profits report only to a limited base. For-profits are selective in their service 
orientation, generally only providing services where there is a business margin. 

·  Not-for-profits often serve not profitable groups/markets. They also work to raise the 
level of the sector, per se, and have a long-term, sustainable commitment. But 
these arguments must be proven. 

·  Not-for-profits also play an advocacy role. They are civic movements, they mobilise 
social capital and have a membership base. 

·  “Not-for-profit” should be defended and promoted as a concept. Otherwise, the 
survival of the sector is at stake.  

 
 
Jan Spooren , General Secretary of EPR, a lead co-organiser of the event, stated: “The 
subject remains very topical and I feel we advanced our understanding of the various 
dynamics at play in the provision of social services. Hopefully this will put us both 
collectively and individually in a stronger position towards the targets of our lobbying 
efforts.” 
 


