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Preface and Acknowledgment

The subjects of quality assurance (QA) and quality management (QM) currently dominate the 
organisational area of the social sector more than any other subjects. The quality of social 
services is also considered from a European perspective to an increasing extent, in order to 
learn from the experiences of other countries and, thus, to infl uence the own commitment in 
a positive manner.

However: Which quality management systems are there in Europe for social service pro-
viders? What is the specialisation of the individual systems? Which standards should be 
applicable on a pan-European scale? Which QM models equally comply with the require-
ments of the service providers and of the service users and meet the standards of the Euro-
pean Commission? The project partnership BEST Quality tried to obtain an answer to these 
questions. BEST is the short term for “Benchmarking European Standards in Social services 
Transnationally”.

The QM systems used by providers of social services were compared and evaluated within 
the framework of this project for the fi rst time. The comparison was practice-oriented; it was 
intended to clarify the effi ciency of the individual systems as regards to quality development.

The project referred to an appeal of the programme PROGRESS to “promote the quality of 
social services of general interest”. The aforementioned was initiated by Josefsheim Bigge 
and implemented in cooperation with partners from Germany, Greece, Lithuania, and Nor-
thern Ireland. The project was supported scientifi cally by the Technische Universität Dort-
mund, Department of Rehabilitation Sciences: Rehabilitation Sociology.

In Europe there is a range of different QM systems. Some social service providers relinquish 
QM procedures due to insecurity as regards to the question which model could help them. 
Up to date, there was no concrete system comparison taking into consideration the guideli-
nes of the European Union. Comparing measurements both on economic level (e.g. focus on 
the outcome, continuous improvement) and as regards to the specifi cs (e.g. comprehensi-
veness, ethics, customer focus) were regarded as being hardly possible.

Within the framework of the BEST Quality project, seven partners compared and evaluated 
the most popular QM systems (EFQM, E-Qalin, EQUASS, Investors in People, ISO). They 
analysed the particular requirements of social service providers and the guidelines of the 
European Commission on the basis of examples of providers in the fi elds of assistance to 
people with a disability and geriatric nursing. The survey took into consideration the demands 
of the target groups of elderly people and people with a disability. On the basis of this study, 
social service providers, service users, cooperation partners, benefactors, and politicians are 
provided with a differentiated and internationally coordinated description of the term quality 
for the fi rst time. Through this study the European Commission is provided with recommen-
dations as regards to which QM system ensures a standard specifi ed by the same before-
hand. Within the framework of the study, it becomes clear in which direction the fi elds of 
assistance to elderly people and people with a disability should develop in Europe.
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We would like to thank the large number of people who have participated in this project for 
their commitment, honesty, stamina, and willingness to cooperate. In particular we would like 
to thank Dipl Reha Päd Stefanie Frings of the Technische Universität Dortmund for suppor-
ting the project from a scientifi c point of view and for developing this study. Her inspiration 
and creativity continually set new pulses within the framework of the project.

The publication of the work results aims at a sustainable effect of the BEST Quality project. 
We would like to see the project providing a contribution to defi ning, measuring, evaluating, 
and improving the quality of social services. The developed cross reference matrix is inten-
ded to facilitate the search for a system appropriate for the corresponding organisation for 
social service providers. The open cross matrix is particularly interesting as an instrument 
for self-evaluation and for benchmarking. On the basis of the quality requirements of the 
European Union we would like to motivate the players in the fi eld of social services to face 
the challenges of the future. Be courageous and chance the comparison of good and best 
practice with others. The study has shown: It is worth it! 

The PROGRESS project BEST Quality and the development of this study were rendered 
possible due to the fi nancial support of the European Commission.

September 2010

Martin Künemund

Project Manager

Josefsheim Bigge
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Initial situation – creating common
rules and maintaining the diversity in doing so

The social services sector is among the central growth and development areas of national 
social and economic systems on pan-European scale. Now, its high social and economic 
importance develops across national borders and evolves increasingly within the framework 
of the process of building and merging in Europe. More than ever, service providers have 
to orient on the guidelines and provisions of the EC treaty. Thus, together with the national, 
regional, and local authorities, the European Union considers it as its duty to contribute to the 
design of the basic principles and conditions in accordance to which a broad range of ser-
vices is provided. This common responsibility is a result of the EC treaty and again is high-
lighted particularly within the framework of the protocol on social services of general interest 
(SOCIAL SERVICE OF GENERAL INTEREST [SSGI]) that will be attached to the treaty of 
Lisbon.

The common responsibility is embedded into global development processes Europe cannot 
evade, even if the same meet different national breeding ground there and may develop 
differently accordingly. From a pan-European point of view the following are considered to be 
essential elements, amongst others:

Outsourcing (formerly public areas of responsibility are transferred to the• 
 corporate sector),

New forms of cooperations, such as public-private partnership, benchmarking,   • 
 and user participation,

Increased competition,• 

New options for quality assurance,• 

Focus on effi ciency and effi cacy criteria (principles of effi ciency),• 

Ensuring system transparency and comparability.• 

(cf. SOCIAL SERVICE OF GENERAL INTEREST [SSGI], 2006)
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This pan-European development introduces opportunities both to improve the quality of life of 
the European citizens and to provide social protection for everybody; but it also implies risks: 
extremes can continue to differentiate and equal opportunities may become more unequal to 
participate in social resources. Particularly people with a disability – along with other social 
risk groups – appear to be exposed to such risks. Finding a common European line of deve-
lopment using the strength of the new social service sector and the new diversity of practice-
related applications and minimising the risk of exclusion of certain social groups at this point 
requires a balancing act, because partially extremely different legal, economic, and social 
boundary conditions have to be taken into consideration within a common competitive and 
domestic market.

Achieving this balance is crucial due to extensive modernisation processes in the social 
service sector. However, not only the corresponding national situations and contexts are of 
relevance at this point, but a common European framework is to be constituted at the same 
time refl ecting social and economic requirements, harmonising fl exibility and standards, 
taking into consideration universality and specifi city, and identifying access opportunities and 
risks. This way, a sustainable contribution to social cohesion, territorial solidarity, economic 
growth, and high rates of employment, as well as social inclusion is to be provided, at which 
the same additionally is of general interest to the society as a whole. However, this process 
of new social services (cf. WETZLER, 2009) is aiming at compromises rather than changing 
authorities and institutions, organisational concepts, as well as the provision and fi nancing 
of services on national level. In point of fact, common developments and the determinants of 
the same having an infl uence on the confi guration, coordination, control, and organisation of 
services have to be specifi ed on a pan-European basis. The objective of this development 
process is a common guiding principle applicable on a pan-European scale, in order to be 
able to react better to changing needs, but also to pan-European social challenges (such as 
for example fi nancing restrictions). The objective is to take advantage of the diversity of Euro-
pe in unity for social services for socially discriminated population groups.



6

The framework programme PROGRESS

The important challenges to be tackled in the future mainly affect all 27 EU member states 
and, thus, require coordinated solutions. The employment and social policies will remain in 
the area of responsibility of the member states, but the European Union initiated the frame-
work programme PROGRESS (Programme for Employment and Social Solidarity) that is 
designed for European networking, as well as for projects of mutual learning respectively 
exchange of experiences, in order to fi nd a pan-European way. In this, PROGRESS is inten-
ded to assume the function of a catalyst and mediator by encouraging reform processes and 
changes supporting the objectives and priorities of the EU specifi ed within the framework of 
the social agenda on national level. The framework programme is fi nanced through funds 
of the European Social Fund; it has the same objectives, but selects a different focus. PRO-
GRESS mainly is focused on infl uencing the procedures of analysing, formulating, implemen-
ting, and designing political implementation processes in areas highly relevant for Europe in 
a way that a European added value is created. To this end, a 7-year budget of EUR 743.25 
million is available between 2007 and 2013 aiming at the general objective of strengthe-
ning the support for the member states as regards to the implementation of objectives of 
the social agenda (cf. COMMISSION COMMUNICATION “COMMON COMMITMENT FOR 
EMPLOYMENT”, 3. JUNE 2009). The specifi c objective of the same comprises the following 
in detail:

Improvement of the understanding of the aspects of poverty • 
 and of the strategies in the fi eld of social protection and social integration,

Monitoring and evaluation of the use of the open coordination method• 
 in the fi eld of social protection and social integration, as well as analysis of the 
 interaction between this method and other areas of politics,

Exchange on strategies and procedures, as well as support of mutual • 
 learning within the context of the strategy for supporting social protection and   
 social integration,

Sensitisation, distribution of information, and support of the discussion,• 
 amongst others with non-governmental organisations (NGOs), as well as 
 regional and local players,

Expansion of the EU networks• .

As regards to achieving this objective, PROGRESS is supported by the committee consisting 
of representatives of the member states managed directly by the European Commission. 
Furthermore, the Commission cooperates with a network of partners, amongst which national 
governments, employee and workers’ organisations, as well as non-governmental organisa-
tions (NGOs) can be found. The PROGRESS programme has to be used in a way that the 
European Union is enabled to develop and implement political measures and legislations ha-
ving positive effects on the citizens of Europe and providing a contribution to supporting the 
member states in these areas on the basis of the obtained results of the individual projects.
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The contribution of PROGRESS to supporting people 
with a disability – the BEST Quality project within the framework 
of the common European quality framework

The question of how to address common European challenges within the framework of the 
discussion on the quality of social services and services of general interest in an adequate 
manner unifi es the EU Commission with national authorities, service providers, users, and 
other interest groups.

The quest of how equal opportunities can be established in an improved manner for people 
with a disability and elderly people by means of high-quality offers of the services sector is 
also a part of this fi eld. Since 2003 the Commission for People with Disabilities pursues a 
strategy in this fi eld that is implemented within the framework of the action plan of the EU for 
people with disabilities 2003–2010 (“DISABILITY ACTION PLAN”, shortly DAP). The same is 
intended to ensure that the interests of people with disabilities are taken into consideration in 
all relevant fi elds of politics of the European Union.

Additionally, the Commission (in the Social Protection Committee) supports the development 
of voluntary pan-European quality guidelines by providing guidelines for defi ning, controlling, 
and evaluating quality standards. This initiative is part of a strategy developing mechanisms 
with the help of supported, transnational bottom-up projects (within the framework of the 
PROGRESS programme), in order to defi ne, measure, and evaluate the quality of social 
services (to a further and improved extent).

This discussion is managed and coordinated by a control group (Consultation Committee) 
consisting of different representatives: 
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The European High Level Group of Disability (HLGD),• 

The European Platform for Social NGOs (Social Platform),• 

The European Association of Service Providers • 
 to people with a Disability (EASPD),

The European Platform for Rehabilitation (EPR),• 

The Council of Europe (CoE),• 

The European Union for Supported Employment (EUSE),• 

Inclusion Europe (IE),• 

The Federal Association of non-statutory Welfare (BAGFW),• 

The European Federation of National • 
 Organizations working with Homeless People (FEANTSA).

The central assignment of the group is to identify and to perspectively further develop 
common and acknowledged quality principles with pan-European validity and criteria for 
services of general interest (SSGI). 

As one of a total of eight selected European projects, the project BEST Quality - „Benchmar-
king European standards in Social services Transnationally“ – was intended to provide a con-
tribution to the aforementioned within the fi eld of “Social Protection and Social Integration”: 
its focus is on the services of general interest (SSGI) for people with a disability (cf. HIGH 
LEVEL GROUP ON DISABILITY [HLGD], 2007).

The objective of the project is a pan-European comparison of understandings of quality 
within the social services sector with the focus being on assistance to people with a disability 
and elderly people. The practice-oriented comparison is intended to provide a contribution to 
improving service standards, comparing the same to the ratifi ed results of the Consultation 
Committee, identifying possibly required modifi cations, and providing suggestions for the 
further concrete development and implementation of a common European understanding 
and framework of quality. Therefore, the project takes the common regulations in the fi eld of 
social services of general interest as a reference, within the framework of which the Euro-
pean strategy has been analysed by the Commission and recommendations as regards to a 
Common Quality Framework (CQF) were generated, adopted by the Consultation Committee 
in November 2008 within the Social Protection Committee (SPC).
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The results of the consultation process as regards to the clarifi cation of the particularities of 
social services of general interest (SSGI) have led to adopted communication on services of 
general interest (including social and health services) and resulted in nine principles (“nine 
golden principles of quality”) (cf. EUROPEAN PLATFORM OF SOCIAL NGOS, 2008); 

 1. Good Governance 6. Ethics
 2. Partnership 7. Person centred
 3. Rights 8. Comprehensiveness
 4. Participation 9. Result orientation
 5. Competence of personnel

These principles are assigned to a total of seven criteria:

 a.  Policy & Strategy/Mission
 b.  Human Resource Management & Development
 c.  Management of Processes
 d.  Systematic (Cyclic) Quality Improvement
 e.  Allocation of Responsibilities (Staff and Management)
 f.  Management of Resources
 g.  Management of Results/Outcome and Output

The High Level Group on Disability, made up of representatives of all the Member States 
under the Commission presidency, has drawn up a document on the „Quality of the Social 
Services of General Interest (SSGI)“ from the viewpoint of disability. The purpose of this 
document is to provide guidance and inspiration on how to promote quality of social services 
addressing the particular needs of people with disabilities. It is addressed in particular to ac-
tors active in the areas of social protection and social inclusion including the Member States. 
(High Level Group on Disability, 2007) High Level Group on Disability explored in particular 
how relevant quality aspects of disabilityrelated social services can be taken into account 
including the need to coordinate the delivery of services. A major pre-condition for quality 
of social services is access to these services. Accessibility to social services by people with 
disabilities means that those services are affordable, available and accessible. (High Level 
Group on Disability, 2007)

These have to be combined with the general objectives and principles of user and stakehol-
der participation in the fi elds of design, implementation, and evaluation identifi ed by means 
of the SSGI and have to be integrated into a multi-perspective overall structure 
(cf. EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2007).
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The European Association of Service Providers to People with a Disability (EASPD) made 
comparative conclusions. The quality principles identifi ed here, at which the same are mainly 
taken from the concept “Quality of Life” (EUROPEAN ASSOCIATION OF SERVICE PROVI-
DERS FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES [EASPD], 2006), can be found in the set of regu-
lations of the Consultation Committee. This can be considered as a signal for the relevance 
of a coordinated pan-European quality management system. The EASPD points out that a 
European quality framework should be based on a combination of values, quality principles, 
and subjective, objective, as well as organisational indicators. 

Thus, there is little doubt that political and fi scal efforts as regards to a common quality 
framework with pan-European validity will be implemented, and that the interest of different 
interest groups participating actively in the aforementioned is high. Then, reference values 
and principles with the power of meeting the particular requirements of services of general 
interest have to be disclosed. However, although there is the understanding that a common 
quality framework is absolutely indispensable to be able to face present and future pan-Eu-
ropean questions and challenges in an adequate manner, there is no consensus on how this 
framework should be developed in detail and how the same can be produced.

Some of the stakeholders regard quality improvement and quality management as essenti-
al elements of the guidelines in the fi eld of quality assurance as regards to the provision of 
services. Other stakeholders regard quality improvement as a condition for delivering quality 
services and quality management as an element of good governance of business manage-
ment. In all cases, it is emphasised that quality improvement and quality management should 
be implemented systematically. (Van Beek e.o. 2008)

This is where the BEST Quality project comes in. It refl ects and provides a contribution to the 
common development of a reference framework for quality management and quality assuran-
ce. Its results and references have to be placed against this background. Its recommended 
procedures aim at supporting a common and acknowledged quality model with pan-Euro-
pean validity.
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1 On the basis of a partner acting on a transnational basis, Switzerland and Austria are also contained.

2 For a comprehensive description of the QM systems, see chapter 3

The BEST Quality project

The programmatic emphases of the European Union also contribute to the national service 
providers focusing on promoting the quality of social services of general interest, which, thus, 
affects the entire sector of assistance to people with a disability and elderly people across 
Europe.

As outlined above, Europe is characterised by its diversity. This diversity also becomes 
evident in the range of very differently selected and used quality management systems (QM 
systems) in the fi eld of social services. A “market” has developed, with absolutely different 
and partially contradictory requirement criteria, description of features of performance, and 
certifi cates. That is why many European social service providers relinquish any systematic 
quality management up to now. The aforementioned does not happen on the basis of fun-
damental considerations, but partially because they do not know which elements the offered 
systems contain, partially because they are lacking strategies regarding the use of existing 
approved quality concepts for their own specifi c requirements. Here, a fi eld-tested uniform 
European (minimum) standard could provide for the required orientation for social service 
providers as well as for people social services are provided to.

In doing so, it is absolutely indispensable to separate the wheat from the chaff. Since the in-
creasing importance of quality questions currently does not just like that result in the desired 
creative and successful use of the manifold instruments, but rather in an infl ationary use of 
QM systems and occasionally in little target-aimed use of control mechanisms as well. 

Thus, when the project BEST Quality – Benchmarking European standards in Social ser-
vice Transnationally started on 1 October 2008, it wanted to achieve the required clarity and 
simplicity: It was oriented towards the PROGRESS guideline of initiating practice-relevant 
concepts resulting in a common quality standard with pan-European validity by means of 
bottom-up initiatives. It aimed at fi nding a common “language” about service standards in the 
fi eld of social services. Furthermore, it wanted to support a process supported as regards to 
content rendering quality and the production of the same nameable and verifi able by means 
of a comprehensive comparison of quality systems used on a pan-European scale and ser-
vice features.

As regards to the aforementioned, seven partners from four European countries1 compa-
red and evaluated different QM systems used in the countries (EFQM, EQUASS, ISO, and 
E-QALIN, as well as Investor in People (IIP))2 in the fi eld of social services (here within the 
framework of the sector of assistance to people with a disability and elderly people) for the 
fi rst time within the framework of the project.
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Josefsheim Bigge is a rehabilitation centre for presently around 750 
people with physical, learning and sensory disabilities as well as 
other complex disabilities. The services provided include living ar-
rangements for children, adolescents, and adults, a special needs 
kindergarten, a Vocational Training Centre for the training of young 
people with disabilities and a Sheltered Workshop.

The Bugenhagen Berufsbildungswerk as a Vocational Training 
Centre for adolescents and young adults with learning and/or physi-
cal disabilities as well as mentally disabled people offers its servi-
ces for 33 years. The services include occupational rehabilitation 
for about 450 students between the ages of 17 and 25; education 
for disadvantaged or handicapped students in 36 different professi-
ons of handcrafts or services.

The Liebenau Foundation has stood up since almost 140 years 
for people in need of assistance; in doing so, professionalism and 
Christian commitment come fi rst. The former “Care and Healing 
Institute” has become a modern social, health and training organi-
zation with approximately 5500 collaborators, who assist, support, 
counsel, and accompany more than 15.000 people. It offers its 
approximately 200 services at almost 90 sites in Germany, Austria, 
Switzerland and Bulgaria. Participation and self-determination are 
the central goals which the Liebenau Trust has pursued since its 
foundation.

The Technische Universität Dortmund was founded in 1968 and 
has been dedicated to inter-disciplinary cooperation between 
natural/technical sciences and social/cultural sciences and their 
specialities. The Department of Rehabilitation Sciences comprises 
17 teaching and research areas. This makes it one of the largest 
teaching and research institutions of Rehabilitation Sciences in 
Europe. One of the department’s primary objectives is to increase 
the abilities of handicapped people in their individual and social 
surroundings. It considers it equally important to develop impro-
vements to these surroundings, thus maximizing the opportunities 
available for each individual to participate actively in all aspects of 
society.

EQUASS Excellence
DIN EN ISO 13485

DIN EN ISO 9001:2000

E-Qalin
DIN EN ISO 9001:2008
EFQM
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Panagia Eleousa was founded in 1990. It is a Charitable Society, a 
Private Law Legal Entity, a non-for-profi t organisation of social and 
public interest under the aegis and the inspection of the Ministry 
of Health and Social Solidarity and of the Prefecture of Etoloakar-
nania. Panagia Eleousa provides in two Education Centers in 
Messolonghi (the Seat) and in Agrinio Panagia Eleousa vocational 
training, counseling, psychological support, lifelong education and 
care to 120 people with intellectual disability and related disabilities 
aged over fi fteen years. 

EQUASS Excellence

The Cedar Foundation was established in 1941 and is a leading 
voluntary organisation that delivers services to disabled people 
throughout Northern Ireland. Cedar employs 260 staff to deliver 
services to over 1600 people per year. Services include: Living 
Options that provide a range of residential and supported living 
projects for people with different levels of care needs; Training Ser-
vices that provide a menu of innovative training, employment and 
support programmes; Brain Injury Services which enable people 
with brain injury to live and work productively in the community; and 
Children & Young Peoples Services which provide a range of pro-
jects and information services to young people and their families.

Valakupiai Rehabilitation Centre (VRC) provides medical, voca-
tional and social rehabilitation services for people with physical 
disabilities from all Lithuania. The residential sector in Vilnius is 
adapted for 50 residents and premises in Vilnius and Kaunas for 80 
out-patients. VRC made all its efforts for improvement of quality of 
services. 

DIN EN ISO 9001:2008; Investor in People; EFQM

LST EN ISO 9001:2001; EQUASS Excellence
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The project partners were selected in accordance with four essential criteria:

They refl ect the diversity of Europe and, thus, with their socio-cultural, • 
 organisational, and control-specifi c particularities represent the different
 regions (north, south, east, west) within the framework of the available resour-  
 ces in the fi elds of time and money.

Within their country, but also on a European scale, they are part of noteworthy  •  
 cooperative networks of social partners, economic and political institutions,
 etc. in each case, so that they are able to represent national and transnational   
 aspects in an adequate manner and to include the same into the conception of   
 the European quality framework to be developed jointly.

Using their networks they are available as multipliers of a jointly developed • 
 European framework of actions and for the further implementation of the 
 obtained results.

They are open for innovation, constant development, and the European con-•   
 cerns so that the project partners can continue to be effi cient on “single-state and  
 pan-European level”, in order to introduce the project results also into the
 fi elds of politics of the PROGRESS programme in a way as is yield of this 
 multiple-perspective approach. In doing so, both the peculiarities of the nations 
 and the objective of identifying features that may constitute a basis for QM   
 systems with pan-European validity have to be taken into account. 

In order to provide and guarantee for the statements of the project partners being indepen-
dent and valid, scientifi c support was used. The aforementioned is implemented by the Chair 
of Rehabilitation Sociology of the Department of Rehabilitation Sciences of the Technische 
Universität Dortmund.

In sum, the BEST Quality project implements a yet unique pan-European comparison of the 
systems for quality assurance respectively quality management used by the social service 
providers. For the fi rst time, social service providers, benefactors, service users, cooperation 
networks, and representatives of the political levels are provided with a differentiated de-
scription of relevant quality concepts and, thus, a decision support for tailor-made and natio-
nally adaptable QM systems. As it was developed by practitioners from their point of view, it 
furthermore contains concrete indications taking into consideration both economic and legal 
boundary conditions. If the aforementioned contributes to a common European framework 
of actions and serves as a basis of national programmes, the decision-making autonomy on 
part of the people social services are provided to – here in the fi elds of assistance to people 
with a disability and elderly people – will be strengthened too, because the same are enabled 
to compare and evaluate the quality of social services. Furthermore, the European Commis-
sion is provided with recommendations as to which QM system is able to ensure standards 
specifi ed by the EC.
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Backgrounds and procedure of the BEST Quality project

Scientifi c support
The BEST Quality project was implemented under continuous scientifi c support. The pro-
ject was divided into phases and partial sections by the scientifi c management assumed by 
the Technische Universität Dortmund and by a further external consultant. Oriented in ac-
cordance with the aforementioned a continuous scientifi c support in form of “monitoring” and 
a “mediator role” was the result: Indicators were systematised in relation to the selected QM 
systems and interrelated, compared, and further developed – in accordance with the 
requirements of the practitioners.

The scientifi c support was intended to stabilise the ongoing project, to indentify and denomi-
nate opportunities and risks contained within the framework of the implementation process, 
as well as to work towards goal orientation and relevant results. As regards to the afore-
mentioned, usual scientifi c methods and procedures were used. Required feedback fi rst and 
foremost served for project-related quality standards and not for exertion of infl uence using 
scientifi c discourses. On the contrary, the guaranteed independent participation of all project 
members is of huge importance for the project results and recommended procedures being 
legitimated, accepted, and implemented in the future: in Europe, as well as regarding the 
transfer into the corresponding national systems.

Objective-related project conception:
As regards to project implementation, a concrete framework containing the objectives outli-
ned at the beginning had to be found as a fi rst step, namely to generate recommendations 
for political decision-makers based on analyses and comparisons, at which these recommen-
ded procedures disclose the effects of national QM systems, as well as identify potentials 
and strengths, and, thus, provide a contribution to continuous improvement of the quality of 
social services of general interest, as well as contribute to optimising business processes 
and effects of social services.

This way, excellence in the fi elds of assistance to people with a disability and elderly people 
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is to be promoted. For this common reference framework with regards to content the QM 
systems used on a national level had to be separated from their concrete day-to-day under-
standing and set into a more general framework. The “monitor team” based this important 
preparing common project step on the following orienting questions:

Which QM systems are used preferably in the representing countries?3

What are the focuses of the same?

Which standards and interfaces can be asserted advantageously 
for the whole of Europe and still take into consideration national specifi cs?

Which expectations are connected to a QM system from the corresponding perspectives?

Which systems ensure the standards specifi ed by the EU?

Where are adaptations and modifi cations for an improved QM system required?

How do such adaptations and modifi cations have to be designed, implemented, and put into 
practice, in order to achieve the excellence striven for in the fi elds of assistance to people 
with a disability and elderly people?

Which functions can be transferred to a common European QM system?
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4 See also comprehensively (matrix 1.0) chapter 3

1st project meeting in Bigge/Germany:

The fi rst meeting of the participants in the PROGRESS project took place in January 2009 in 
Josefsheim Bigge. Within the framework of the aforementioned, getting to know each other 
and coordinating the organisation and documentation were prioritised as starting point for a 
common and successful project development oriented towards exchange and complementa-
rity. As regards to the content, the coordination regarding a common understanding of quality 
started with the help of the question mentioned above both complying with general questions 
and making sense in special organisations. This fi rst step formed the basis for structuring, 
planning, and analysing the QM systems jointly. At the same time it was fundamental for the 
matrix as reference and comparison instrument of QM systems that was designed with4 the 
help of the monitor team. Naturally, the existing results of the European Commission and the 
consulting panels of the same (HLGD, SPC, SSGI) were included, as well as the fi ndings of 
the same as regards to the effi ciency of quality support.

Independent of the current consensus within the consulting panels of the EU and in accor-
dance with the same, the project partners agreed upon the fact that a common quality mana-
gement framework was not possible without an addressee-oriented focus: thus, there is 
no doubt that the quality indicators for a common European quality framework are constituted
by the

equal-opportunity accessibility of all available resources (accessibility), • 

unlimited availability of social services (availability),• 

guarantee regarding the affordability (affordability),• 

as well as
equal-opportunity participation in life in the society and• 

self-determined participation of the service users. • 

All these context-related requirements, indicators, and criteria had to be operationalised by 
the monitoring team upon conclusion of the fi rst round of discourse of all project participants 
in a way allowing to analyse and compare the QM systems used in each case and to place 
the same against the background of different national backgrounds. As a fi rst systematisation 
trial, the framework called matrix 1.0 in the following was created.
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Matrix: version 1.0

Within the framework of a fi rst confl ation of the features mentioned above, matrix version 1.0 
was designed5. As regards to this draft, the principles and criteria (cf. chapter 1) adopted and 
recommended by the EU Commission (SSGI and HLGD) determined our actions. 
Version 1.0 of the matrix fi rst and foremost documents the diversity and complexity of the 
noteworthy aspects:

The X axis contains the 7 key features generated by the HLGD:

Rights• 

Person centred• 

Comprehensiveness• 

The Y axis contains the related 7 criteria (C1-C7). In matrix version 1.0 these are as follows:

Policy & Strategy/Mission• 

Human Resource Management & Development• 

Management of Processes• 

Systematic (cyclic) Quality Improvement• 

Allocation of Responsibilities (Staff and Management)• 

Management of Resources • 

Measurement of Results/Outcome and Output• 

On the third axis, the level of the core elements (level of matrix version 1.0 highlighted 
green, page 20) was introduced, at which the same was intended to contribute to the further 
differentiation of the criteria, to the concretion, and practicability.

Before the second project meeting, all project members assigned their corresponding
quality management reference system (EQUASS, EFQM, E-Qalin, IIP, ISO) to the individual 
matrix categories using system-specifi c items and provided the monitoring team with feed-
back as regards to their results.

At the same time, further social service providers not involved directly into the project could 
be acquired in the individual countries, at which the same also participated in the classifi ca-
tion and transfer process of used QM systems in matrix version 1.0. Within the meaning of 
formative scientifi c support, the results and fi ndings obtained in total on the basis of the afo-
rementioned formed the starting basis for the second project meeting in Messolonghi/Greece 
(March 2009).

Participation• 

Partnership• 

Good governance• 

Results orientations• 
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6 For more comprehensive information, see also chapter 5.

2nd project meeting in Messolonghi/Greece:

Now, analysing and evaluating the results of the work process defi ned beforehand were 
in the focus. Initially, the partners presented the selected QM systems (EQUASS, E-Qalin, 
EFQM, IIP, ISO) to each other and then a fi rst direct comparison was implemented with the 
following result: 

Within the framework of a comparing overview over the used management systems, the 
broad and partially confl icting range6 of potential requirement criteria and assignments re-
presented by the individual quality management systems became obvious.

This level of development was now taken as the basis for further developing respectively 
differentiating matrix version 1.0. This was implemented in the plenum on the basis of the 
corresponding pre-refl exions so that the feedbacks could be included into the pending further 
modifi cation of matrix version 1.0. In this, the processes of analysis and evaluation were 
implemented from a total of three different perspectives: the perspective

of the project participants,• 

of the monitoring team, and of the additional• 

external quality management offi cers that could • 
 be acquired from the pool of national networks, as described above. 
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On the basis of this multi-perspective input, fi rst and foremost the diversity contained
within the task fi eld could be honoured. The evaluation of the following parameters was 
in the focus:

Comprehensibility• 

Practicability• 

Market relevance/applicability• 

Comprehensiveness• 

Assignment congruency• 

Comparability• 

The analysis of all perspectives resulted in an overall picture indicating a signifi cant 
and not to be suspended discrepancy as regards to the assignment of individual items of the 
QM systems to the matrix possibly resulting from the different horizon of experience of the 
project partners and groups of experts:

By means of subsequent discourses moderated by the monitoring team it was 
possible to identify “disturbing factors” on different levels on the basis of these results:

1. Matrix version 1.0 showed the complexity attributable on the one hand to the diversity 
 of requirements and of the assignment respectively the fi t of the matrix to the individual
 QM systems, but also to different national contexts. However, on the other hand 
 many project partners were not able to manage this complex design given the available  
 resources of time and money, as well as their knowledge on QM systems.
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7  See comprehensively in the annex.

Thus, matrix version 1.0 failed the previously agreed upon effi ciency and effi cacy criteria.

2. On the basis of the high degree of differentiation (in three dimensions), matrix version 1.0  
 could only be used by “QM experts” with high levels of training. The main diffi culty was  
 to assign the individual items to the “correct” position in the matrix. This can be seen when  
 looking at the high amount of distribution of the number of hits.

 Thus, matrix version 1.0 failed the required practicability.

3. Despite the common fundamental understanding in the fi eld of quality management, 
 the differences of the project partners involved in the project in the fi elds of language and
 culture resulted in partially signifi cantly differing interpretations of items.

 Thus, the objective of obtaining a common evaluation catalogue of QM 
 procedures by means of matrix version 1.0 was failed in the fi rst instance.

This by and large non-satisfactory result supported by critical feedback of the persons 
involved in the process showed the way to new solutions. The matrix had to be reviewed 
again and had to be developed in a more practical, unambiguous, and, thus, more 
target-adequate manner.

Disturbing factors had to be identifi ed and reviewed:

For this, a common glossary was developed in the fi rst instance on the basis of the • 
workshop discourses, 7 at which the same defi nes the individual terms of the matrix and 
shows practical examples, in order to maintain the scope of interpretation as narrow and 
as practicable as possible during transfer and classifi cation of the QM systems without 
losing the required openness and national adaptability.

Within the framework of a further modifi cation, the matrix was reduced to one X and one • 
Y level, in order to increase effi ciency and effi cacy. The glossary replaced the third axis.

Another essential outcome of the second workshop was that the developed items were 
evaluated and modifi ed respectively that the importance of the same for the common Euro-
pean quality management framework was confi rmed and verifi ed via the discourse on matrix 
version 1.0.

This modifi cation procedure resulted in the questions of which items and categories, criteria, 
and elements had to be maintained, which had to be revised, and which had to be added,  in 
order to be able to comply with the requirements and the assignment. The third workshop 
held in October 2009 in Vilnius/Lithuania was intended to provide an answer to the afore-
mentioned.
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3rd project meeting in Vilnius/Lithuania: 

The third workshop was focused on fi nding the fi nal matrix version that complies with all per-
spectives of persons the services are provided to, as well as with the requirement criteria and 
assignments of PROGRESS, and contributes to improving the quality of services of general 
interest as much as possible. The instrument of the future workshop was used as solution, 
because it is able to address complex aspects, takes advantage of the wealth of diversities of 
the project members, and thus opened new creative ground for a common quality framework. 
In the fi rst instance, the concept of the future workshop is outlined in more detail at this point:

The future workshop method is basically intended to identify problem areas and areas of 
tension, to create ideal and innovative approaches to solutions, to address advantages and 
disadvantages of manifold requirements and expectations, and to initiate realistic results. 
Thus, statutory provisions, practical experiences, economic aspects, conceptual principles 
(such as for example holism, ethics, addressee focus) and particularities of the correspon-
ding European social service providers can be examined in equal measure and equally in the 
“future workshop”. Solutions are initiated within the framework of a multiple step procedure:

destruction (multi-perspective criticism) of the known,• 

ideal design (utopia) of the desired, and ultimately• 

solution (real utopia) on the basis of all criticism and desired elements.• 

Thus, the future workshop provides for a creative and fi rst and foremost low-threshold op-
portunity to participate actively in the quest for solutions and communicatively within the 
framework of strategy considerations within a selected subject, regardless of the knowledge 
of individual persons. This method results in collections of ideas from different perspectives 
and on different levels. Upon completion of the analysis and evaluation discourse on matrix 
version 1.0 the future workshop procedure was used deliberately to initiate role changes, 
to get insights into the system worlds of the counterpart that is as unlimited as possible and 
not predefi ned by means of frameworks, and to request the participation of everybody in a 
practical manner. The procedure is described by the following three-stage model (cf. JUNGK/
MÜLLERT, 1989 and 1998; HÄCKER/WEINBRENNER 1991; KUHNT/ MÜLLERT, 2003):



25

M
at

rix
: v

er
si

on
 1

.0

Fantasy and utopia phase
Free fantasy and creativity have to be used to generate models oriented towards an 
ideal, i.e. also “mirroring” central points of criticism. Positive target statements shall be 
formed regarding the aforementioned in groups referring to selected problem complexes.

Project relation
The target question is: What are my wishes for a functional system of quality management 
for services of general interest?

In order to break up routines in thinking, the project participants had to make a “dream 
journey” to a country where the ideal boundary conditions for a QM design prevail that com-
ply with all requirement criteria. The things observed and seen there had to be represented
(also scenically or with posters). Afterwards and within the framework of the plenum, particu-
larly new, original ideas/utopias were identifi ed and packaged to become a package of ideas.

Complaint and criticism phase
Here, critical examination of the experienced conditions of use of the quality management 
systems takes place. The application opportunities and control of the same have to be 
examined critically from different perspectives and intensifi ed as regards to their diffi culty.

Project relation
Within the framework of the brain storming process, present barriers and restraints as 
regards to the process of establishing a tailor-made and participation-oriented, effi cient and 
effective, low-threshold, and practicable quality management system were identifi ed on the 
basis of all perspectives (stakeholder, service provider, service users, politics, etc.). Within 
the framework of the project, the following questions serve as guidelines:

What dissatisfi es us as regards to QM systems in the aggregate?• 

What do we criticise as regards to certain QM systems?• 

Application• 

Implementation• 

Realisation• 

Controllability• 

Signifi cance• 

Time required, etc.• 

What impedes a QM system with pan-European validity?• 

Why is it impossible to comply with the standards specifi ed • 
 by the EU Commission?
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What are the QM systems missing to be really practicable?• 

Together with these target-aimed questions, the criticism expressed by the project 
partners before the workshop was also included. Afterwards, the points of criticism and 
complaint generated within individual groups were confl ated, compared, and transferred to 
a ranking, in order to visualise generalised fi elds of problems. Critical elements were:

Less manpower has to cope with additional work• 

“Uneducated” personnel – quantitative and qualitative gap of knowledge as regards to  • 
 handling the criteria, indicators, and system structures 

Transfer from theoretic version to the practical everyday working life• 

“Language” of quality seems to be very different• 

Acceptance of the institution members/personnel is fed up with documentation• 

Implementation and practice phase: 
Within the framework of this third phase of the future workshop, the ideas and concepts 
obtained in the utopia phase are re-embedded into the day-to-day context. Considering the 
utopias in an unemotional and critical manner forms the basis for concrete achievable targets 
that have to be transferred into solution-oriented action options ultimately. Two different pro-
cedures can be derived from the literature: either external experts are included in this phase 
to fi nd a solution or the same is relinquished deliberately, because the very participants are 
regarded as experts in the matter.

The results of the fi rst and second phases are compared to each other within the framework 
of this third phase. In doing so, solutions are sought by means of considering the advantages 
and disadvantages, opportunities, and risks (SWOT analysis)8 .

Project relation
Within the framework of the third step, solution concepts were checked as regards to their 
feasibility, implementation opportunity, and effi ciency to be expected. A ranking containing 
suitable, less suitable, and unsuitable solutions was developed, at which all available
information was considered respectively all gaps in the knowledge were identifi ed. This was 
the preliminary result of this workshop and forms the initial situation for the common task of 
the project partners, namely developing recommended procedures. Here, an initial further 
comparison to the matrix was possible. The follow-up questions were:
 
8SWOT analysis is a strategic planning method used to evaluate the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 
threats involved in a project or in a business venture. It involves specifying the objective of the business venture 
or project and identifying the internal and external factors that are favourable and unfavourable to achieve that 
objective. Strengths - attributes of the person or company that are helpful to achieve the objective(s). Weak-nes-
ses - attributes of the person or company that are harmful to achieving the objective(s). Opportunities - exter-nal 
conditions that are helpful to achieve the objective(s). Threats - external conditions which could do damage to the 
objective(s). The identifi cation of SWOTs is essential because subsequent steps in the process of planning for 
achievement of the selected objective may be derived from the SWOTs (cf. ARMSTRONG, 1982).
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What do we want to do concretely?• 

How are we going to do it? • 

Who may support us in doing so?• 

Where is the project supposed to be developed?• 

When do we start?• 

Which (EU) parameters have to be observed in any case?• 

Which indicators does a future, uniform QM instrument have to contain?• 

The results of the future workshop were documented and integrated into the further
development of the matrix. This way, the design of matrix version 2.0 was developed. 
This matrix forms the basis for the following results report.

The core elements have been extended within the framework of matrix version 2.0. Along 
with the elements identifi ed within matrix version 1.0: Good Governance, Partnership, Rights, 
Participation, Person centred, Comprehensiveness, Result orientation, two further core ele-
ments have been defi ned as being essential for a common European quality framework for 
services of general interest: Competence of Personnel and Ethics. The elements have been 
derived for the results of the CEN workshop 51: The Common Quality Framework for SSGI.
(European Platform for Rehabvilitation, 2010) The elements were integrated into matrix 
version 2.0 as the core elements (CE8-CE9).

The criteria (C1-C7) again were confi rmed as valid and, thus, maintained without any chan-
ges. Only the denomination was changed, in order to be able to differentiate the initials in an 
improved manner and, thus, to achieve an improved and unmistakable delimitation of core 
elements and criteria. This way, the criteria are now preceded by the letters A-G:

 A. Policy and Strategy/Mission

 B. Human Resource Management & Development

 C. Management of Processes

 D. Systematic (Cyclic) Quality Improvement

 E. Allocation of Responsibilities (Staff and Managment)

 F. Managment of Recources

 G. Managment of Results/Outcome/Output

The comparison of the results led to a series of further preconditions that have to 
be asserted for a common European quality framework for services of general interest. 
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At the same time, they determine possible fi elds of application and the different application 
options of matrix version 2.0 (cf. as regards to this comprehensively chapters 3 and 4):

QM systems must be internationally/nationally approved• 

QM systems must assure the quality of the organisation´s services• 

QM systems must be research-based• 

QM systems must be audited by external auditors (those must be certifi ed)• 

QM systems must be reviewed independently• 

QM systems must be usable and used by a large group of organisations• 

QM systems must be used in a supporting network which even has to exist• 

Thus, the intermediate summary of the third workshop results in the verifi cation, concentra-
tion, and concretisation of the essential items for the narrow version of the requirement and 
assignment horizon of matrix version 2.0. In this, the focus was not on the development of 
another certifi cate, but an implementation-oriented framework at the same time accepted on 
a pan-European scale was to be presented, which had to comply with the following require-
ments:

Matrix version 2.0 has to be able to render the CQF criteria verifi ed by the• 
 project participants transparently and to show the same in a holistic manner.

Matrix version 2.0 has to be practicable and has to be able to provide• 
 a contribution to an organisations’ effi ciency and effi cacy.

Matrix version 2.0 has to be able to show clearly which areas of the • 
 organisation are already covered by used/applied QM systems and, at the 
 same time, has to be able to identify such areas that are not yet covered, 
 but that are indispensable for improved quality of social services of general interest.

Matrix version 2.0 is intended to provide examples for possible adaptations, • 
 in order to be able to close identifi ed gaps in the QM system in an adequate   
 manner by already classifying and pre-coding known QM systems.
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Matrix version 2.0 has to be a decision support for a QM system or, if• 
 applicable, modules of a QM system in certain categories if there is no other   
 QM system existing yet.

Matrix version 2.0 has to allow for a comparison of different institutions within • 
 the social services sector so that benchmarking and bench-learning processes 
 are stimulated.

On the basis of this intermediate conclusion the fi nal version of matrix 2.0 could be deve-
loped directly after the workshop (cf. regarding this comprehensively chapters 3 and 4). 
Furthermore, the results formed the basis for the fi nal workshop in Belfast/Ireland, within 
the framework of which the recommended procedures (cf. regarding this comprehensively 
chapter 5) regarding the further-development of QM systems were to be developed for the 
EU Commission.
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4th project meeting Belfast/Ireland: 

In March 2010 the fi nal version of matrix 2.0 was presented and again subjected to critical 
refl ection, analysis, and evaluation. All project members agreed upon not implementing any 
further modifi cations. Now, the focus was on developing recommendations for the European 
Commission as regards to a future-oriented QM system, matching the broad range of requi-
rements and assignments. Some assumptions from the intermediate results obtained up to 
that point in time formed the basis for discussion, at which all project participants were pro-
vided with the same before the workshop. These assumptions were developed in a bipolar 
manner:

 1. Compulsory vs. non–compulsory system

 2. QM-System as a standard vs. QM-System as a guideline

 3. Prescriptive vs. non prescriptive

 4. Universal approach vs. sector specifi c

 5. Sector specifi c vs. branch specifi c

 6. Single stakeholder perspective vs. multi stakeholder perspective

 7. Measuring performance vs. encouraging improvement

 8. Assuring/promoting quality vs. quality control

 9. Peer review vs. external (independent) review

 10. National approach vs. European approach

 11. Certifi cation vs. no certifi cation

The project participants were divided into two groups and developed statements on the 
information provided, at which the same had to be developed and justifi ed in a differentia-
ted manner. The individual group results were presented and discussed further together. In 
doing so, it became clear that the recommended procedures should not be developed in a 
dichotomous manner – as “either/or”, but aim at manifold requirements having to be consi-
dered. Thus, the focus was on recommended procedures (chapter 5) guiding without turning 
into “strait jackets”. However, within the framework of its fi nal version the matrix provides for 
a compulsory framework, within the limits of which different options for compliance with the 
CQF criteria are available. Thus, the system matrix 2.0 is open, nationally adaptable, effi ci-
ent, and effective. The matrix serves for inner-European orientation. It provides a contribution 
to improving and assuring the quality of social services in a sustainable manner. They can be 
used by institutions to search for an unrivalled comparison, to learn from each other by using 
a “common language”, to get to know good practice examples mutually and to transform the 
same into their own context, to develop proprietary solution scenarios, and to refer to an ove-
rall framework acknowledged on a pan-European scale and common principles in doing so.
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QM-Systems in the fi elds of assistance
to elderly people and people with a disability

The social sector is a subject of an intensive demand for quality and effectiveness
(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2006). All European member states have embarked upon the 
modernisation of their social services. The common challenge is to tackle the tensions
between universality, quality, and fi nancial sustainability (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2006). 
The BEST Quality project is intended to help in maintaining the balance between the different 
requirements coming from different perspectives.

A major pre-condition for quality is access to these services by people with disabilities, which 
means that the services are affordable, available, and accessible (HIGH LEVEL GROUP ON 
DISABILITY, 2007). Therefore quality of services should be a question combining the choice 
of the individual user, and the availability and affordability of services with some basic quality 
guarantees. 

At European level there is no mandatory standard but the current developments in the 
disability-related social sector require a European approach and a common framework for 
quality (cf. Kap.1). As chapter one describes the European High Level Group on Disability 
identifi ed common European quality principles and criteria for Social Services of General 
Interest (SSGI) provided to people with a disability (HIGH LEVEL GROUP ON DISABILITY, 
2007), which have been ratifi ed by the European member states in 2007.

Within the framework of the project, different popular QM systems representing a cross-
section of the current quality efforts and being used numerously in organisations in the fi elds 
of assistance to elderly people and people with a disability were refl ected in the meantime. 
These were both universal respectively unspecifi c quality systems (amongst others DIN EN 
ISO and EFQM) and specifi c systems developed and established within the framework of 
assistance to elderly people and people with a disability (amongst others EQUASS, E-Qalin, 
Investors in People). These systems contain all elements of customer-orientation and or-
ganisation development; they can be implemented into the process of quality assurance of 
organisations in a benefi cial manner. However, the same picking up and implementing the 
generally applicable requirements within the context of the Common Quality Framework 
(CQF) (European Platform for Rehabilitation, 2010) is a prerequisite. The following represen-
tation of the systems and the synaptic comparison to the Criteria for Quality Assurance of 
the Common Quality Framework for Social Services of General Interest (7th draft; European 
Platform for Rehabilitation, 2010) are intended to indicate which criteria have to be included 
indispensably with the specifi c implications within the included systems, in order to comply 
with the currently specifi ed quality criteria. The aforementioned is applicable regardless of the 
selection of a QM system and by maintaining the required freedom of selection of the diffe-
rent organisations in the fi elds of assistance to elderly people and people with a disability. 
Amongst others, the representation documents the diversity of the QM systems and provides 
the users with a corresponding clearance for the individually characterised selection within 
the set quality framework (CQF).

System freedom and criteria commitment have to be the cornerstones between which QM 
systems can develop. In the following, the corresponding systems are presented briefl y and 
checked within a reference matrix as regards to the same matching the criteria of the CQF 
(particularly in case of universal systems).
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Overview over the most common QM systems in the fi elds
of assistance to elderly people and people with a disability

Neither extent nor sequence of the selected QM systems represented in the following follow 
any ranking. The representations rather mainly depend on the scientifi c publication status 
and the access to secured information.

DIN EN ISO 9001: 2008
Managing and operating an organisation successfully requires systematic and 
perceptible management. One road to success may be to implement and maintain
a management system that is oriented towards constant service improvement by taking
into consideration the demands of all interested parties. Along with other management dis-
ciplines, managing an organisation also comprises quality management.

The orientation of the Total Quality Management (TQM) follows eight basic principles of qua-
lity management for improving the capacity of an organisation:

 1. Customer orientation

 2. Responsibility of the management

 3. Inclusion of the persons involved

 4. Process-oriented approach

 5. System-oriented management approach

 6. Continuous improvement

 7. Task-oriented decision-making

 8. Supply relationship for mutual benefi t

Formulated, the eight basic principles have the following meaning:

Customer orientation: Organisations need their customers and, thus, • 
 should identify the current and future demands of the customers, comply 
 with customer requirements, and aim at exceeding the expectations of 
 their customers.

Responsibility of the management: Management personnel decide • 
 on the objectives as regards to the content, the direction, and the internal 
 environment of the organisation. They provide for the environment where 
 employees fully commit to the objectives of the organisation being achieved. 
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Inclusion of the persons involved: Employees characterise the nature• 
 of an organisation at all levels. Incorporating the same completely allows for   
 utilising their abilities to the benefi t of the organisation.

Process-oriented approach: The desired result can be achieved in a • 
 more effi cient manner if related funds and activities are managed as process.

System-oriented management approach: Identifying, understanding, and    • 
 managing a system with interrelated processes for a given objective provides   
 a contribution to the effi ciency and effi cacy of the organisation.

Continuous improvement: Continuous improvement is a permanent objective   • 
 of the organisation.

Task-oriented decision-making: Effi cient decisions are based• 
 on data and information being analysed logically and intuitively.

Supplier relationships for mutual benefi t.• 

In the course of time DIN EN ISO 9001: 2008 was modifi ed several times and adapted 
to the practical requirements in 2008 for the last time. Even if the basic structure nearly 
remained the same since 2000, formulations and terms have been adapted in a way that 
they are unambiguous. Within the framework of the most recent revision, the following 
modifi cations have to be emphasised:

Outsourced processes: The control of outsourced processes has to be • 
 specifi ed within the framework of quality management. The same have to be 
 checked in a way that they are a well managed part of quality management 
 as well.

Representative of the corporate management: The representative has• 
 to be a member of the management from the company; thus, this role cannot 
 be outsourced.

Training and other measures to achieve the required capabilities do not • 
 have to be implemented when there are no corresponding offers and when   
 other measures are not promising either. In case training measures are 
 implemented, the required capabilities have to be acquired by the employees.
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The working environment is no longer determined by the product only; • 
 physical, ecologic, and other factors also play a role.

Phases of development: Evaluation of development, verifi cation of• 
 development, and validation of development may also be combined and 
 do no longer have to be considered separately.

The term customer property now also explicitly covers personal data • 
 worthy of protection.

In the chapters on product maintenance and control of defi cient • 
 products the formulations have been adapted in a way that they comply 
 with the requirements of service providers.

The customer satisfaction was normally measured by customer surveys and • 
 by analysing customer complaints up to date. The aforementioned also is to be 
 enabled using other ways, for example by analysing lost offers, demands for warranty  
 services, and dealer reports.
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European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM)
The EFQM bases the processes of implementing and developing quality 
on facts and fact checks. “Management by facts” is the name of the principle.

The EFQM was founded in 1989 by the presidents of 14 European companies with the ob-
jective of strengthening the European competitive strength. Since 1992 there is a European 
Quality Award (EQA) following the aforementioned. The EQA is based on a basic model of 
nine areas, in accordance to which an organisation is evaluated. Each of these evaluation 
areas is weighted with a score deciding on a possible award.

The EFQM model is an open framework concept serving to determine the
progress of an organisation as regards to developing a “comprehensive quality management”
(Total Quality Management). However, there is no ideal solution in accordance with this
model, but many specifi c ways to quality.

The evaluation areas are divided into so-called “Enablers” and “Results”. As regards to the 
enabler criteria, the question is HOW an organisation implements its main activities in the 
individual areas:

Management - • 
 how do behaviour and activities of the management team inspire,
 support, and promote a culture of comprehensive quality management?

Strategy and strategy planning - • 
 how is the strategy formulated, implemented 
 operatively, and checked within the organisation?

Employee orientation  - • 
 how does the organisation release the entire potential of the employees?

Resource management  - • 
 how effi cient and effective does the organisation use the resources?

Processes - • 
 how does the organisation defi ne, check, and improve its processes?
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The result criteria deal with the individual results, i.e. with the question of WHAT an organisa-
tion has achieved (result quality). The aforementioned comprises the following areas:

Customer satisfaction – • 
 what does the organisation accomplish 
 as regards to the satisfaction of its customers?

Employee satisfaction – • 
 what does the organisation accomplish 
 as regards to the satisfaction of its employees?

Effects on the society – • 
 handling of environment, maintenance of resources, 
 relation to other organisations in the surrounding area, etc.

Trading results – • 
 what does the organisation achieve regarding 
 the trading results when compared to its objectives?

The results side deals with the question of what the organisation has accomplished; the ena-
bler side describes how these results were achieved. The fact that any evaluation within the 
framework of an assessment is based on a systematic collection and documentation of facts 
and not on subjective opinions is decisive. These facts are suitable for self-evaluation of the 
strengths and weaknesses, at which the following questions have to be answered in case of 
self-evaluation:

What are the strengths that can be • 
 developed and maintained with the help of existing processes?

What are the strengths still requiring further development?• 

Which areas of improvement have • 
 been identifi ed and determined as decisive areas?

How is the progress to be controlled • 
 as regards to the stipulated measures of im-provement?
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RADAR Logic

Determine results
required

Plan and develop
approaches

Assess and review
approaches and
their deployment

Deploy approaches

The heart of the self-assessment process can be found in the logic known as RADAR which 
has the following elements: results, approach, deployment, assessment, and review. 

The logic of RADAR states that an organisation should: 

 1. Determine the results it is aiming for

 2. Implement an integrated set of sound approaches to deliver 
     the required results

 3. Deploy the approaches systematically

 4. Assess and review the effectiveness of the approaches

The EFQM Model is a non-prescriptive framework that recognizes that there are many ap-
proaches to achieving sustainable excellence. Within this non-prescriptive approach there 
are some Fundamental Concepts which underpin the EFQM Model. These are expressed 
below. The sequence of the concepts was selected arbitrarily. The list is not meant to be 
exhaustive and the same will change as excellent organisations develop and improve.
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The evaluation areas are defi ned and operationalised as follows:

Leadership: 
Excellent organisations have leaders who shape the future and make it happen, acting as 
role models for its values and ethics and inspiring trust at all times. They are fl exible, enab-
ling the organisation to anticipate and react in a timely manner to ensure the ongoing suc-
cess of the organisation.

Strategy:
Excellent organisations implement their mission and vision by developing a stakeholder 
focused strategy. Policies, plans, objectives and processes are developed and deployed to 
deliver the strategy.

People:
Excellent organisations value their people and create a culture that allows the mutually bene-
fi cial achievement of organisational and personal goals. They develop the capabilities of their 
people and promote fairness and equality. They care for, communicate, reward and recog-
nise, in a way that motivates people, builds commitment and enables them to use their skills 
and knowledge for the benefi t of the organisation.

Partnerships & Resources:
Excellent organisations plan and manage external partnerships, suppliers and internal re-
sources in order to support strategy and policies and the effective operation of processes. 
They ensure that they effectively manage their environmental and societal impact.

Processes, products & services:
Excellent organisations design, manage and improve processes to generate increasing value 
for customers and other stakeholders.

Customer results:
Excellent organisations comprehensively measure and achieve outstanding results with res-
pect to their customers.

People results:
Excellent organisations comprehensively measure and achieve outstanding results with res-
pect to their people.

Society results:
Excellent organisations comprehensively measure and achieve outstanding results with res-
pect to society.

Key results:
Excellent organisations comprehensively measure and achieve outstanding results with res-
pect to the key elements of their policy and strategy.
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European Quality in Social Services (EQUASS)
While most of the international quality approaches contribute to the effi ciency of organi-
sations and therefore focussed on the control of the internal processes (effi ciency), the 
EQUASS quality approach is emphasising controlling in order to achieve desired results 
(effectiveness). The EQUASS defi ned quality as: “Meeting and exceeding the needs and ex-
pectations of all stakeholders”. Therefore the EQUASS approach is a typical multi-stakehol-
der approach in which all stakeholders have been consulted in defi ning the criteria for quality 
certifi cation. The EQUASS quality approach explicitly includes the perspective of service 
users and complies with the core criteria for Quality Assurance for Social Services of General 
Interest (SSGI). The EQUASS approach also incorporates the methodology of self-assess-
ment as a fundamental element for quality development and continuous improvement.

The European Quality in Social Services (EQUASS) is an initiative of EPR (European Plat-
form for Rehabilitation), and provides comprehensive services of certifi cation, training and 
consultancy in the area of quality. With its multi-stakeholder approach, EQUASS aims at 
enhancing the social service sector by engaging social service providers in quality and conti-
nuous improvement.

The implementation of the EQUASS criteria intends to have an impact on the internal deve-
lopment of certifi ed organisations.

The EQUASS certifi cation programmes fully comply with the European requirements for 
quality in the social sector expressed in the principles for quality in service provision defi ned 
by the High Level group on Disability and the core criteria of the Common Quality Assurance 
Framework (CQAF) of the Vocational Education and Training (VET) Sector.

EQUASS Assurance guarantees quality of service provision by certifying compliance with 38 
criteria based on the Principles for Quality. EQUASS Assurance is customised for the social 
sector and the Vocational Education and Training (VET) sector. An organisation that meets 
the EQUASS Assurance criteria is certifi ed for a two years period.

EQUASS Excellence is awarded to any service provider that can demonstrate achievements 
and continuous improvement on all Principles for Quality. The 54 EQUASS Excellence crite-
ria are non-prescriptive in the sense that compliance can be achieved in various ways. They 
will be assessed on approach, deployment and results for each criteria. An organisation that 
meets the EQUASS Excellence criteria is certifi ed for a three years period.
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Continuous
improvement

Continuos
improvement

Person centred
Comprehensiveness

Partnership
Participation

Ethics
Rights

Leadership

Both certifi cation programmes are based on the same nine principles of quality, especially:

Leadership (Principle of Quality 1)• 

Rights (Principle of Quality 2)• 

Ethics (Principle of Quality 3)• 

Partnership (Principle of Quality 4)• 

Participation (Principle of Quality 5)• 

Person Centred (Principle of Quality 6)• 

Comprehensiveness (Principle of Quality 7)• 

Result orientation (Principle of Quality 8)• 

Continuous improvement (Principle of Quality 9)• 
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In detail this means: 

Leadership (Principle of Quality 1)
Organisations demonstrate leadership within the social sector internally by good governance 
and within the wider community by promoting positive images, challenging low expectations, 
best practice, more effective use of resources, innovation, and a more open and inclusive 
society.

Rights (Principle of Quality 2)
Organisations are committed to protecting and promoting the rights of the person served in 
terms of equal opportunities, equal treatment and freedom of choice, self-determination and 
equal participation. Organisations are ensuring informed consent and adopting non-discri-
mination and positive actions within their own services. This commitment is apparent in all 
elements of service development and delivery and in the values of the organisation.

Ethics (Principle of Quality 3)
Organisations operate on the basis of a Code of Ethics that respects the dignity of the per-
son served and their families or carers that protects them from undue risk, that specifi es the 
requirements for competence within the organisation and that promotes social justice.

Partnership (Principle of Quality 4)
Organisations operate in partnership with public and private sector agencies, employers and 
worker representatives, funders and purchasers, organisations of people with disabilities, 
local groups and families and carers to create a continuum of services and achieve more 
effective service impacts and a more open society.

Participation (Principle of Quality 5)
Organisations promote the participation and inclusion of people with disabilities at al l levels 
of the organisation and within the community. Organisations involve users as active mem-
bers of the service team. In pursuit of more equal participation and inclusion, organisations 
should facilitate the empowerment of the person served. They work in consultation with 
representative bodies and groups to support advocacy, the removal of barriers, public educa-
tion and active promotion of equal opportunities.



42

Person Centred (Principle of Quality 6)
Organisations operate processes aiming at the improvement of quality of life of person ser-
ved that are driven by the needs of both the person served and potential benefi ciaries. They 
respect the individuals’ contribution by engaging them in self assessment , service-user feed-
back and evaluation and that value personal as well as service goals taking into account the 
physical and social environment of the person served. All processes are subject to regular 
review.

Comprehensiveness (Principle of Quality 7)
Organisations ensure that the person served can access a continuum of holistic and commu-
nity based services, which value the contribution of all users and potential partners including 
the local community, employers and other stakeholders and that span from early intervention 
to support and follow up. The services should be delivered through a multi-disciplinary team 
approach or multi-agency partnership with other service providers and employers.

Result orientation (Principle of Quality 8)
Organisations are outcome focused, in terms of both perceptions and achievements, on the 
benefi ts to the person served, their family/carers, employers, other stakeholders and the 
community. They also aspire to the achievement of best value for their purchasers and fun-
ders. Service impacts are measured, monitored, and are an important element of continuous 
improvement, transparency and accountability processes.

Continuous improvement (Principle of Quality 9)
Organisations are proactive in meeting market needs, using resources more effectively, 
developing and improving services and utilising research and development to achieve inno-
vation. They are committed to staff development and learning, strive for effective communi-
cations and marketing, value user, funder and stakeholder feedback and operate systems of 
continuous quality improvement.
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E-Qalin
The E-Qalin system is a comprehensive, innovative, and dynamic quality management 
system for retirement and nursing homes, ambulant/mobile services, facilities for people with 
disabilities, and social centres in Europe. It is based on the fundamental principles of human 
rights and acknowledges the European Charta on Rights and Freedoms of elderly people in 
homes.

In the description the model emphasises the tolerance as regards to ideological and religious 
mindsets and, thus, shows that it is open for the different models and home philosophies of 
the social agencies. The model is backed by the corresponding ethic attitudes and values 
such as dignity, honesty, tolerance, willingness to engage in dialogues and readiness to 
engage in confrontations, empathy, freedom, self-determination, and personal integrity, at 
which the aforementioned are intended to guarantee living and working in social facilities 
being humane.

Important systemic components are:

the orientation towards those human beings that are nursed and looked after   • 
 and the needs of the same, towards the relatives of the same, and towards the   
 personnel working in this environment,  

the inclusion of all aspects, accomplishments, and results as regards to the satisfac- • 
 tion of the persons involved,

the support of self-evaluation within an organisation, in order to release innovative • 
 potentials for improvement and development.

The E-Qalin model is divided into the areas structures & processes, as well as results.

Structures and processes describe the procedures, instruments, and basic principles of the 
organisation. The questions deal with the Whats, Whos, and Hows. Thus, the users are 
guided from the general quality management level to their concrete everyday work in their fa-
cility. Structures and processes are analysed by means of the PDCA cycle (Plan, Do, Check, 
Act) that is complemented by the emphasis on involvement (involve aspect). Along with 
planning, implementation, verifi cation, and improvement, the inclusion of the people affected 
respectively of the relevant interested partner is questioned and evaluated in the correspon-
ding criterion in doing so. 

The aforementioned is opposite to the results achieved by these actions and quantifi ed by 
means of characteristic numbers. The model attributes the same importance to the services 
provided as to the results derived from the aforementioned. Continuous processes are stimu-
lated that are intended to result in visible and demonstrable improvements for the day-to-day 
work in the fi elds of nursing and support afterwards.
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Investors in People
Investors in People (IIP) is the national standard which sets a level of good practice for 
training and development of people to achieve business goals. The IIP standard was deve-
loped during 1990 by the National Training Task Force in partnership with leading national 
business, personnel, professional and employee organisations such as the Confederation 
of British Industry, Trades Union Congress and the Institute of Personnel and Development. 
The work was supported by the Employment Department. The experiences of the UK‘s most 
successful organisations, large and small, representing all sectors of the UK economy, were 
very positive and the Standard received the full endorsement of the wide range of interested 
parties.

The IIP standard provides a national framework for improving business performance and 
competitiveness, through a planned approach to setting and communicating business objec-
tives and developing people to meet these objectives. The result is that what people can do 
and are motivated to do, matches what the organization needs them to do. The process is 
cyclical and should engender the culture of continuous improvement. The Investors in People 
Standard is based on four key principles:

Commitment:•  Commitment to invest in people to achieve business goals.

Planning:•  Planning how skills, individuals and teams are to be developed to 
 achieve these goals.

Action:•  Taking action to develop and use necessary skills in a well defi ned and 
 continuing programme directly tied to business objectives.

Evaluating:•  Evaluating outcomes of training and development for individuals‘ 
 progress towards goals, the value achieved and future needs.

These four key principles are a cyclical process and are broken down into 10 indicators, 
against which organisations wishing to be recognized as an ‚Investor in People‘ will be as-
sessed. The indicators are:

A strategy for improving the performance of the organisation is clearly defi ned • 
 and understood.

Learning and development is planned to achieve the organisation‘s objectives.• 

Strategies for managing people are designed to promote equality of opportuni-• 
 ty in the development of the organisation‘s people.



45

Q
M

-S
ys

te
m

s

The capabilities managers need to lead, manage and develop people effec-• 
 tively are clearly defi ned and understood.

Managers are effective in leading, managing and developing people. • 

People‘s contribution to the organisation is recognised and valued.• 

People are encouraged to take ownership and responsibility by being involved • 
 in decision-making.

People learn and develop effectively.• 

Investment in people improves the performance of the organisation.• 

Improvements are continually made to the way people are managed• 
 and developed.
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Using a cross reference matrix, the CQF SSGI are adapted systematically within the project 
by means of the quality management systems described above and in doing so it is identifi ed 
to which extent these QM systems directly or indirectly take into account the specifi cations of 
the European group of experts as regards to the content. In this, it is not about criticising the 
involved QM systems and just as little about demonstrating any “congruence” that is neither 
wanted nor intended on the basis of the specifi c access to quality management systems. It 
is rather about a synopsis of important criteria of the included systems with the specifi cations 
of the CQF SSGI. Congruence in the following classifi cation would not be a quality criterion 
per se. The aforementioned rather indicates that e.g. universal quality management systems 
rather characterised by openness would have to be adapted along the underlying quality 
categories accordingly.

Within the framework of the following representation, a defi nition of the categories contained 
within CQF SSGI is given fi rst. In the left column you can fi nd the criteria for quality assuran-
ce; columns 2-7 contain notes (in form of sharps or comments) on the extent to which the 
included QM systems take into account these criteria either directly, omit certain criteria in 
their classifi cation, or not take into consideration the same concretely (this is supposed to in-
dicate where universal systems could be and, if applicable, have to be guided to in a targeted 
manner amongst others).

Cross reference matrix Criteria for Quality Assurance (CQF SSGI) 
compared to popular QM systems in the fi elds of assistance to elderly people 
and people with a disability
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9 Investors in People is a quality mark for Human Resource Policy and Development.
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10 Investors in People is a quality mark for Human Resource Policy and Development.
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11 Investors in People is a quality mark for Human Resource Policy and Development.
12 The EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, the Convention for the 
Protection of Human Rights and the European Social Charter (revised) 
of the Council of Europe and other international Human Rights Convention.


