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13 Investors in People is a quality mark for Human Resource Policy and Development.
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15 Investors in People is a quality mark for Human Resource Policy and Development.
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16 Investors in People is a quality mark for Human Resource Policy and Development.
17 Tailor-made should be understood as: services based on the needs of a person. 
Tailor-made services can be offered to a group of persons with the same need. 
In emergency service there is also a very quick judgment (=assessment) on what is 
needed and appropriated to deliver to a person. In many cases this is carried out by
 a professional and in a split of a second.
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18 Investors in People is a quality mark for Human Resource Policy and Development.
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The synopsis illustrates that the systems EQUASS and E-Qalin mostly cover the specifi ed 
areas of CQF SSGI, whereas IIP seems to list different focuses as regards to the content and 
would have to be improved in a criteria guided manner. The same holds true for the included 
universal systems ISO and EFQM mostly complying with the criteria regarding the content 
particularly on organisational level, but specifying not more than a framework in many cases 
that would have to be adapted in accordance with the listed quality categories. However, the 
present document is neither intended to discuss each cross reference of the shown synopsis 
nor to evaluate the same in known categories such as “good – bad”, “consistent – deviating”, 
“recommendable – to be rejected”. Using the presented matrix will certainly help in represen-
ting the following implications for users of QM systems (independent of the origin or philoso-
phy of the same):

There are different approaches each with its own strengths and weaknesses as regards to 
the implementation of quality in facilities for assistance to elderly people and people with a 
disability.

The use and application of a QM system selected in an organisation-specifi c manner (be 
it one of the ones mentioned above or a different measure) must neither be regulated nor 
limited and may/has to comply with the specifi cs of the corresponding social organisation.

It is as important to know which elements are addressed in a classifi cation in each case, as it 
is important to become aware of which elements are explicitly not addressed.

Intermediate result:
Each used QM system has to measure up to the fact of to which extent it complies with the 
specifi ed categories (CQF SSGI) and to which extent the specifi ed European categories as 
regards to the content can be represented. The represented cross reference matrix can be 
used in a multi-perspective manner. On the one hand, it allows social organisations to com-
pare their own QM process to other systems and to adopt important items from the selected 
QM system in a targeted manner (within the meaning of benchmarking and bench-learning) 
and to check their systems regarding to which extent the indispensable quality criteria (CQF 
SSGI) are implemented furthermore. On the other hand, it provides e.g. governmental su-
pervision authorities with insights into the appropriateness of specifi c and established QM 
systems as regards to European quality standards for facilities for elderly people and people 
with a disability (controlling and monitoring) – and this against the background of a given 
diversity of QM systems that have to follow a binding logic, however.

Matrix version 2.0 providing for and representing both fundamental quality management 
criteria and sector-specifi c criteria may serve as an adaptable and yet “compulsory” instru-
ment providing a framework. It can also be used outside of the sector of assistance to elderly 
people and people with a disability.

Thus, matrix version 2.0 is an instrument regarding the improvement and sustainable ass-
urance of quality that can be used universally for services of general interest.
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Open cross matrix

Along with the cross reference matrix, an open cross matrix was developed within the frame-
work of the project, at which the same amongst others can be used for self-evaluation and for 
content-wise comparison to other social facilities.

On the horizontal level of this open cross matrix, the nine criteria of the CQF SSGI are re-
presented; the vertical axis contains generally recognised criteria that are relevant for ma-
nagement and quality assurance in organisations (amongst others in accordance with reco-
gnised management and quality systems from the industry and the services sector, such as 
for example DIN ISO EN 9000: 2008).

On the basis of recognised quality standards, seven already known criteria to assure a 
successful, dynamic, and quality-oriented organisation have been used for the vertical level, 
namely:

A (C1) Policy & Strategy/Mission,
B (C2) Human Resource Management & Development,
C (C3) Management of Processes,
D (C4) Systematic (Cyclic) Quality Improvement (QI),
E (C5) Allocation of Responsibilities (Personnel and Management),
F (C6) Management of Resources,
G (C7) Management of Results/Outcome/Output.

As regards to the application of the open cross matrix, the seven criteria are formulated in 
greater detail. This way, criterion C1 „Policy & Strategy/Mission“ was concretised by ques-
tions about the mission respectively vision, which quality strategy is adopted within the 
organisation, whether and how strategic management is implemented (and this also against 
the background of social reality), to which extent the strategic level is checked on an annual 
basis, and to which extent innovations have an infl uence on the business strategy and the 
philosophy respectively to which extent the same are adopted (see list of the seven criteria, 
including explanations below).
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Vertical part, also known from the aforementioned (chapters 1-3) of matrix version 2.0 is CQF 
for SSGI (9 Quality Principles for Quality assurance in SSGI “CE 1 – CE 9), more precisely:

CE 1 Good Governance• 

CE 2 Partnership• 

CE 3 Rights• 

CE 4 Participation• 

CE 5 Competence of personnel• 

The result of a comparison of these criteria catalogues is an open cross matrix that is 
able to provide an overview over the quality efforts of social facilities and that combines both 
management orientation and value orientation. This open matrix was processed respectively 
completed by the cooperation partners within the framework of the project (pre-test) and

evaluated as being a helpful model for self-evaluation,• 

regarded as an opportunity to implement comparisons • 
 regarding the content to cooperating social organisations 
 (bilateral/multi-lateral benchmarking).

The overall structure of the matrix is shown in the following table (as regards to 
an operative application, the fi elds obviously would have to be adapted accordingly).

This matrix is deliberately open and it is not expected that the users complete all of the 63 
fi elds within the framework of self-evaluation/benchmarking. However, it is intended to place 
the existing quality efforts in a valid context guided by criteria and thus generating the ques-
tion of whether the specifi c quality management starts at the essential items/criteria of social 
work or is characterised by deviations in parts failing the actual and socially relevant assign-
ments of social organisations.

In detail, the open cross matrix (validated by means of pre-tests) 
includes assignments such as:

CE 6 Ethics• 

CE 7 Person centered• 

CE 8 Comprehensiveness• 

CE 9 Result orientation• 
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Collection of all individual items, processes, programmes, etc. that are• 
 part of the stability and further development of an organisation in the context
 of quality management,

Assignment of the results (of this collection) to the open cross matrix; if • 
 applicable, results can be assigned to the fi elds of the matrix several times; 
 a completely completed matrix is not indispensable,

Evaluation of the completed matrix in accordance with, amongst • 
 others, the criteria relevance of the measures taken, redundancy of 
 the quality system, appropriateness of the methods and procedures 
 used, effort and outcome, weak points within the quality system, limits 
 and gaps regarding the proprietary way of organising high-quality social work,

Derivation of required modifi cations and implementation of the same.• 

Put differently, the open cross matrix starts with the step “Check” within the framework
of the common Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle (PDCA), based on a valid (and open) criteria 
catalogue and, thus, helps to make the activities and planning actions more effi cient within 
the meaning of improving the everyday life in accordance with clear criteria.



67

C
on

cl
us

io
ns

 a
nd

re
co

m
m

en
de

d 
pr

oc
ed

ur
es

Conclusions and recommended procedures

„In the beginners mind there are many possibilities. 
In the experts mind there are few.”

(Shunryu Suzuki, 1973)

On the basis of the development steps towards the fi nal matrix version 2.0, the results from 
the formative evaluation, and the discourses re-formatted and operationalised again and 
again during the workshops, recommended procedures could be derived providing instruc-
tions and inspiration on how to compare, evaluate, and improve the quality of social service 
providers across Europe as regards to the particular needs of citizens in danger of exclusi-
on. In this, the focus of all process-effi cient activities is on the human being. Thus, the same 
becomes the player and the starting point of quality-assuring and quality-increasing efforts. 
The vision is clear: the recommended procedures on assuring and improving the quality of 
social services in a sustainable manner generated jointly are intended to support citizens 
in danger of exclusion in developing their life script in accordance with the requirements of 
participation and self-determination and to check the appropriateness of the support provided 
for the aforementioned. Thus, the BEST Quality project does not only strengthen the rights of 
human beings with the need of support, but the same become and remain at the same time 
operators of an imcreasingly better design of social services of the European Community.

The recommended procedures aim at a pan-European orientation level for quality manage-
ment systems. Their corresponding processes can be represented in matrix version 2.0. The 
matrix structure considers ethic and social aspects, as well as economic necessities and 
statutory provisions. It is indispensable to consider these determinants, in order to be able 
to adapt services to the corresponding national requirement profi les and support needs of 
elderly people and people with a disability. Quality assurance and quality improvement for 
services of general interest are achieved by complying with the boundary conditions, and at 
the same time the opportunities to be able to refer to national contexts and particularities, but 
also to experiment innovations and creative further developments remain open.

The following recommended procedures have to be read and classifi ed in accordance with 
this assumption.
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General recommended procedures

If you take the requirement for quality serious as regards to social organisations of general 
interest (SSGI) and not just as a legally pre-defi ned obligation to be provided by social or-
ganisations, the described quality categories (CQF) have to be taken from randomness and 
anchored to fi x guidelines.

A targeted monitoring of quality processes in social facilities is an advantageous approach 
for the aforementioned.

Excurse: Monitoring is understood as hyponym for different forms of immediate systematic 
collection (e.g. logging, observation, and also monitoring) of processes. The desired success 
of a process is supported by technical aids or observations. In case of an observed procedu-
re or process you can intervene in a controlling manner, if the same does not run as desired.

Using the present cross reference matrix, the user of quality systems is provided with 
the opportunity of checking which quality systems a CQF SSGI controlled specifi c quality 
strategy can be derived from (within the meaning of a “modular system”). On the basis of 
external monitoring, this process can respectively should be checked for accuracy of fi t. 
Monitoring can be implemented on two levels to be combined with each other:

Internal peer review comprises an internal form of evaluation by means of   • 
 cooperation partners on complementary level and fi rst and foremost supports   
 bench-learning.

External monitoring fi rst and foremost has a legitimising function• 
 and supports benchmarking.

Using the also presented open cross matrix, it is not only possible to internally (within the 
meaning of self-evaluation and benchmarking) determine whether the organisational quality 
efforts have the required coverage as regards to the content; this matrix can also be used to 
establish external monitoring able to provide a social organisation with information about to 
which extent the started process actually complies with the general statutory quality criteria.

From the empirical results (obtained on the basis of expert discussions, future workshop, 
pre-tests, etc.) it emerged in a relatively stable manner that the quality intended within social 
facilities (within the meaning of the CQF) does not exclusively depend on procedures or qua-
lity systems, but also on the correct adjustment of these systems. This adjustment would be 
facilitated through monitoring, as already mentioned. It remains incumbent upon the political 
decision-makers whether they are ready to go along that way or whether the requirement for 
quality will remain only a system requirement for social organisations, as up to date.
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However, if a content-based quality development is striven for, the same has to be supported 
by means of suitable measures, e.g. monitoring. For this, amongst others questions such as 
the following have to be answered exceeding the research procedure present here:

When does monitoring start (during planning or upon certifi cation, etc.)?• 

Who is responsible for monitoring, with which qualifi cation • 
 and legal confi guration?

What does monitoring cost and where do the funds come from?• 

How could a monitoring system be organised?• 

Which concept regarding the content supports the monitoring process?• 

The aforementioned suggestion is – as already mentioned above – part of the empirical 
genesis of the project, but also one of the essential results and certainly subject of further 
considerations on how CQF SSGI can become concrete with broad effect.
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Conclusions and recommended procedures on sustainable quality 
improvement and assurance of services of general interest from the project

The fi nal individual conclusions and recommended procedures will be preceded 
by a summary regarding the function and application options of matrix version 2.0. This is 
because the matrix determines the version and the scope of action of the recommended 
procedures, options, and conclusions.

In a fi rst step regarding the use of matrix 2.0, the function and application options of matrix 
2.0 differentiate into the use of the cross reference matrix or/and the use of the open cross 
matrix:

Cross reference matrix 2.0 – “Ask for needs not for musts”

As made already clear within chapter 4, the cross reference matrix offers the opportunity of 
systematically comparing represented QM systems (EQUASS, E-Qalin, EFQM, IIP, ISO) to 
the focuses regarding the contents and the worked-out quality criteria of the European group 
of experts within the fi eld of requirements of social services of general interest.

In doing so, this comparison is not intended to describe “strengths and weaknesses” of 
individual represented QM systems within the framework of the CQF and, thus, to evaluate 
the represented QM system as being “good or bad” etc., but aims at making the sphere and 
focus of activity, as well as the focuses of the represented QM systems transparent and com-
parable. This way, users are intended to be provided with an orientation aid, in order for them 
to fi nd their way in the individual system worlds. 

Along with the target intensions, the expectations regarding QM systems change as well. 
Up to date universal expectations of the QM system users were opposite to the specifi c QM 
criteria, resulting in people trying to implement several QM systems in parallel – and not adju-
sted to each other – within the framework of an additive procedure into the corresponding 
institution in the past. The result was already described in chapter 1 and has led to a hardly 
manageable number of redundant criteria and QM certifi cations. The vast number contribut-
ed neither to improving nor to assuring the quality and was at the same time characterised by 
large gaps when evaluated according to economic and ethic criteria.

Now, the cross reference matrix 2.0 provides for a comprehensible and system-comparing 
illustration as regards to its function and application logic (also regarding the language on the 
basis of the glossary) regarding to which extent the CQF criteria are taken into consideration 
or neglected directly or indirectly. Thus, the matrix indicates what QM systems aim at and 
which areas are taken into consideration only indirectly or not at all, because the same are 
only of a low relevance or of no relevance at all for the corresponding classifi cation on the 
basis of its specifi c context. “Blind areas” and consequences to be derived from the afore-
mentioned, as well as possible modifi cations only become obvious and adaptation options 
are only possible on the basis of the aforementioned.
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By using the cross reference matrix 2.0, better fi ts can now be found and created through 
targeted adaptations. Not only does it become clear to which extent the standards specifi ed 
by the EU are mirrored by already used QM systems of a corresponding institution, but it 
also discloses areas not considered up to date and allows for a large number of adaptation 
options which are suited and tailor-made to the specifi c national background.

This intension results in a second fi eld of function and application of the cross reference 
matrix 2.0 becoming clear. The overview provides for adaptation options for identifi ed areas 
that are of a high relevance for the user, but cannot be covered in a satisfactory manner by 
the used system, because the focus of the same is on different parameters. This way, com-
binations of very different QM system modules can be achieved allowing for comparisons 
within the meaning of benchmarking and bench-learning, considering national specifi cs in an 
appropriate manner, and, thus, contributing to sustainable quality improvement and assuran-
ce of services of general interest through the environment providing a framework (CQF).

Intermediate result: 
On the one hand, the cross reference matrix 2.0 provides for an orientation aid allowing 
the user to gain comprehensible insights into the orientations and intensions of specifi c QM 
systems. The same can be compared to uniform European standards. Action and connec-
tion options can be found and institution-specifi c modifi cation and adaptation options are 
facilitated on the basis of the conclusions of this comparison, at which the same maintain the 
balance to the compulsory common and comparable things despite all openness and fl exi-
bility. On the other hand, the cross reference matrix 2.0 for example provides governmental 
supervision authorities with insight into the appropriateness of specifi c and established QM 
systems as regards to European quality standards for facilities for elderly people and people 
with a disability (controlling and monitoring) with the intention of further developing binding 
logics (for example CQF) in a contemporary manner.
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Open Cross Matrix 2.0 – „Do it (for) yourself“

The fi eld of function and application of the open cross matrix 2.0 mainly provides for a mo-
dule for self-evaluation that moreover can be used for content-related comparison (bilateral 
benchmarking) to other cooperating social organisations. The open cross matrix 2.0 provides 
for an overview over the quality efforts of social facilities (for the same). Management orien-
tation, as well as value orientation can be confl ated in this fi eld of function and application, 
at which this item likewise outlines the transition to the fi eld of function and application of the 
cross reference matrix 2.0. Thus, existing quality efforts are compared to a valid and criteria-
controlled context (CQF). Ultimately, the questions of whether the specifi c quality manage-
ment starts at the essential items/criteria of social work or is characterised by deviations 
in parts failing the actual and socially relevant assignments of social organisations can be 
derived from the aforementioned.

Intermediate result:
The open cross matrix 2.0 starts with “Check” within the Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle
(PDCA). On the basis of a valid (and open) criteria catalogue, the matrix provides for support, 
in order to make the activities and planning actions within the meaning of the everyday life of 
institutions more effi cient in accordance with clear criteria. The collection of all factors (indivi-
dual items, processes, programmes etc.) and the assignment of the same to the open cross 
matrix – in this, a completely completed matrix is not indispensable – does not only allow for 
fi nally evaluating the completed matrix amongst others according to the criteria relevance of 
the measures taken, redundancy of the quality system, appropriateness of the methods and 
procedures taken, effort and outcome, weak points in the quality system, limits, and gaps of 
the proprietary way of organising high-quality social work, etc., but in analogy to the cross 
reference matrix 2.0 it provides for links modifi cation and adaptation options can be 
derived from.

Conclusions and recommended procedures 
The remarks made above indicate that the application and the use of a QM system selec-
ted in an organisation-specifi c manner (be it one of the ones mentioned above or a different 
measure) should be implemented freely, because it has to comply with the specifi cs of the 
corresponding social organisation and furthermore may contribute to a holistic approach and 
avoid redundancies. However, at the same time the fact that each used QM system in the 
future has to measure up to the question of to which extent it complies with the categories 
(CQF SSGI) and to which extent the specifi ed European categories regarding the content 
can be represented. First and foremost the aforementioned also means that effi ciency crite-
ria must no longer be described one-dimensionally from the perspective of the economically 
oriented management theories, but have to take into account the manifold requirements 
of different interest groups. Consequently, it has to be possible to describe effi ciency from 
social-ethic perspectives as well, in order to be able to consider the human beings in danger 
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of exclusion and the principles of equal opportunities for the same, as specifi ed by the UN 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with a Disability that has been ratifi ed in Europe. Thus, 
it is necessary to combine a set of principles and elements to become an acknowledged total 
quality framework with pan-European validity taking into consideration national specifi cs in 
an appropriate manner, making the same comparable, allowing for adaptations and transfer 
on general pan-European level, as well as considering legal, socio-economic and cultural 
aspects in doing so. The following recommended procedures follow these assumptions.

The recommended procedures are the result of a comparison of features initially 
designed to dichotomy. The same were relativised by means of discussions and analyses 
and, in doing so, their apparent dichotomy was suspended so that only recommended 
procedures were generated.

Excurse: The term dichotomous (Greek dichótomos, “half separated, cut in two”) 
describes the division into two structures or quantities that cannot be combined respectively 
that are exactly opposed to each other, and that are not characterised by any overlaps to 
each other. The continuum (Latin continuum: „The interrelated“) describes a line between two 
extreme positions/points that are either closer or further apart, but always stay adjacent and 
cannot be deformed.

A compulsory or a non–compulsory system• 
 QM systems as a standard or as a guideline

Along the way of discourses and analyses the project partners have arrived at the result
that future QM systems have to comply with an action-guiding framework – the Common 
Quality Framework (CQF) – of quality criteria compulsory on a pan-European scale. This is 
the only way national particularities can be classifi ed and compared to each other and this is 
the only way to facilitate the required processes of benchmarking and bench-learning, in or-
der to assure the quality of social services of general interest in an all-encompassing manner 
and to expand and further develop the same continuously. However, the solution scenarios 
as regards to covering the CQF should be non-compulsory. The national institutions have to 
be provided with the freedom to develop proprietary solution scenarios to be able to achie-
ve the criteria specifi ed on a pan-European scale. This way, highly different initial situations 
on a national basis can be taken into account and at the same time diversity can provide a 
contribution to the further development of the quality of social services of general interest. An 
orientation-providing and action-guiding, but open framework that can be adapted fl exibly to 
national particularities furthermore appears to be necessary to face possible concerns 
regarding an obsessive European policy in a preventive manner.
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The 7 criteria and 9 core elements of matrix 2.0 have to become a compulsory standardised 
framework of a common understanding of quality for all member states, at which the same 
aims at assuring, improving, and continuously further developing the quality of social services 
of general interest in a sustainable manner. In order to be able to take into account national, 
political-legal, social-economic, and cultural particularities, the creation of convergence to 
the EU guidelines has to remain open and freely selectable. Thus, matrix 2.0 provides for an 
overview over the valid and compulsory criteria and at the same time creates a guideline and 
orientation aid on the basis of the cornerstones of human rights, self-determination and parti-
cipation, for proprietary nationally adapted solution scenarios resorting to existing QM sys-
tems and with the ability to be expanded by new ideas and options. A European QM system 
has to maintain the balance between compulsory standards and open guidelines and orienta-
tion aids by defi ning and providing generalised categories and criteria, the interpretation and 
confi guration of which remains freely selectable and adaptable through the individual nations.

Prescriptive or non-prescriptive• 

The basic orientation of organisations providing social services towards the CQF has to be 
prescriptive. The transfer of proprietary quality assurance, improvement, and development 
efforts into a defi nite structure (CQF) has to become obligatory. In doing so, the intended 
objective is not a convergence of individual institutions of 100% as regards to the criteria 
and features of European quality standards described within the framework of matrix version 
2.0, but the derivation of action consequences and solution scenarios to be implemented 
providing a contribution to the processes of quality assurance respectively development. The 
questions of how these action consequences and solution scenarios based on the afore-
mentioned are confi gured concretely and how they are implemented in practice may be of a 
non-prescriptive nature on the basis of the national diversities, if you want to comply with the 
specifi cs of social sectors and to protect openness and fl exibility.

The processes of transferring and representing proprietary quality efforts are prescriptive, 
independent of the used QM systems, within a common quality framework provided for by 
matrix version 2.0. Drawing conclusions from the representation and transfer results and 
deriving action consequences from the aforementioned are also of a prescriptive nature. The 
confi guration of the action consequences, whether adaptations, modifi cations, or even sys-
tem changes, etc. have to be implemented, has to remain non-prescriptive and, thus, freely 
selectable. In doing so, it is not required to reach 100% convergence of proprietary quality 
efforts and CQF. “Gaps” only have to be mentioned and consequences – at this point, perma-
nent but deliberate non-observance of a criterion comes into consideration as well – have to 
be derived thereof. Thus, transparency and comparability – also of “gaps/blind areas” – provi-
de a contribution to sustainable quality development of management systems.
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Universal approach or sector specifi c• 
 Sector specifi c or branch specifi c

A universal QM system would result in too high a transfer performance and adaptation per-
formances. Furthermore, the process of transformation is characterised by an increased risk 
of misunderstandings and erroneous interpretations due to a non-uniform language code, as 
well as by diluted limits and limitations of individual systems that can be minimised by me-
ans of a sector-specifi c application reference and a “uniform” sector-specifi c language code. 
Therefore the project members recommend a sector-specifi c QM system. Furthermore, on 
the basis of the proximity to the application reference on part of the users of QM systems ob-
tained by means of the aforementioned, motivation and identifi cation potentials can be used 
to a greater extent, as well as the willingness to active commitment in the fi eld of QM can be 
activated in an improved manner. A further recommendation delimits the sector specifi cations 
from a branch specifi cation. A European QM system has to be able to take into account the 
different national political-legal, socio-economic, and ethic-cultural particularities in an appro-
priate manner. At the same time, these particularities require an extreme range of individual 
branches that may differentiate very differently exceeding national borders, despite the same 
nominal assignment. As regards to a branch-specifi c QM system, comparisons would be-
come obsolete or even reduced to absurdity on the basis of too high tolerances in this case. 
Redundancies, ineffi ciency, and a lack of acceptance on part of the stakeholders (users, 
providers, addressees) would be a possible consequence avoidable by focusing on a sector-
specifi c QM system. It is not possible to comply with the holism of quality efforts on the basis 
of a branch-specifi c QM system and, thus, on the basis of a too one-sided perspective to 
certain areas and criteria either; overlaps are not identifi ed. 

On the basis of its cross-branch level of function and application, a sector-specifi c QM sys-
tem is not only able to adequately react to the manifold requirements of different claimants, 
but also prevents unnecessary and costly transfer, coding, and adaptation measures entailed 
by universal QM systems. This way, institutions can focus on their core businesses without 
disregarding adaptation and modifi cation options of related services sectors with a broader 
defi nition and possibly future-oriented.

Single stakeholder perspective or multi stakeholder perspective• 

As regards to a QM system with pan-European validity and acceptance focusing its efforts 
on the human being in danger of exclusion and orienting towards the human rights and the 
principles of self-determination and participation, a multi-perspective approach is specifi ed as 
recommended procedure. However, in order to be able to implement this recommended pro-
cedure in practice, the balance of manifold perspectives and requirements for the QM system 
resulting thereof is required. Dialogues on a complementary level are indispensable for this 
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balancing act and for the required agreement as regards to which legitimate requirements it 
has to take into account. If this prerequisite exists, a multi-perspective approach does not eli-
minate the risks of continuously electric fi elds of requirements, but it opens the opportunity of 
adapting different spheres of interest to each other in an equal manner and, in doing so, gai-
ning valuable fi ndings and experiences within the framework of the approximation process. 
On the one hand, this corresponds to the principle of holism of processes and environments, 
on the other hand, such solutions result in effi cient and effective results. This way, the basic 
principles of social services of general interest, as well as the required acceptance and repu-
tation through the stakeholders on national and international level can be taken into account

A multi-perspective approach does not only ensure a holistic approach allowing 
for balancing different spheres of interest and claims even within the framework of a comple-
mentary dialogue level. The result to be obtained is that a jointly adopted 
strategic approach is determined providing a contribution to sustainable quality 
assurance, improvement, and development of social services of general interest.

Measuring performance or encouraging improvement• 

If you act in accordance with the previous conclusions and recommended procedures, 
performance measurement and performance increase have to be confl ated at this point. It 
has to be possible to visualise and compare performances. This is the only way to establish 
benchmarking and bench-learning networks that may result in a large number of 
modifi cation and adaptation options and ultimately in a performance increase on the basis of 
quality efforts. Thus, performance has to be “measured” in a fi rst step. In this, measurement 
does not describe any directive or categorising evaluation, but provides clues and links for 
options of performance increase both in the individual partial areas and in the overall area of 
the used QM system.

The integration of performance measurement and performance increase into a European QM 
system supports the creation of comparability and transparency required for benchmarking 
and bench-learning. A fi x of the national institutions against their specifi c background is re-
quired, in order to be able to develop Europe adequate solution scenarios further developing 
and supporting the process of learning from each other. Thus, the decisive orientation of the 
combination of performance measurement and increase is tripartite: initially it is important to 
create transparency and comparability; this is followed by systematic collection and logging 
(monitoring). For this, performances are measured that are based on standards. Conclusi-
vely, the analysis of systematic comparisons provides for the option of initiating conclusions 
and learning processes providing a contribution to assuring and increasing the quality of 
social services of general interest. Thus, combining recommended procedure, performance 
measurement, and performance increase offers an instrument for internal and external 
quality development. On the basis of the non-evaluating fi x, institutions are able to search 
for individual and matching solution scenarios and by means of comparison they are provi-
ded with information on the European standards they have to comply with at the same time. 
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Already the conception of proprietary scenarios regarding the increase in quality contributes 
to the same.

Assuring/promoting quality or quality control?• 

In order to be able to provide, assure, develop, and promote quality, the processes of gui-
dance, control, and regulation – the aforementioned are covered by the term “control” – are 
required. From the determination (check) of the difference between theoretical (plan) and 
actual values (command-actual comparison) correction measures can be derived that can be 
checked again by the instrument, if required. This way, it is possible to evaluate whether the 
adopted measures will be effective and, if required, further modifi cations can be planned and 
implemented. The objective fi rst and foremost is the permanent further development of the 
quality efforts. Consequently, the project members recommend confl ating assuring/promoting 
and control here as well. This confl ation can be implemented and strengthened by means of 
known procedures for example, such as the PDCA cycle (Plan–Do-Check-Act).

Assuring, promoting and further developing the quality of social services of general interest in 
a sustainable manner are required when the diversities of individual European member sta-
tes can be interrelated with each other; benchmarking and bench-learning are facilitated by 
the aforementioned. This confl ation requires uniform and standards-oriented (CQF) control, 
but no static and rigid monitoring not leaving any room for proprietary scenarios. The quality 
is improved and developed sustainably by the users of QM systems, for example using the 
matrix 2.0, being enabled to compare proprietary actual values to command values agreed 
upon on European level allowing for conclusions regarding their own actions, without expo-
sing themselves to the risk of sanctions in case of deviations. Consequently, a future-oriented 
European QM system requires a control process to be able to determine its own position and 
to develop the quality efforts further and oriented towards the European standards and not 
towards rigid test rules leaving no room for openness, fl exibility, and bench-learning.

Peer review or external (independent) review• 
 Certifi cation or no certifi cation

It is also required to break the dichotomy of “either – or”. The deployment of an auditor stron-
gly depends on the boundary conditions of the corresponding institutions and has to be pos-
sible within a common European QM system. An actual process of quality development and 
assurance can only be achieved if the proprietary quality efforts are actually integrated into 
the everyday life in an all-encompassing manner and not to only prioritise the same during a 
pending inspection or certifi cation phase. Thus, the indicatory recommendation of the project 
experts is “Don´t fool yourself”. Both procedures (peer review and external (independent) 
review) can be used within the framework of a European QM system. The different focuses, 
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peculiarities, and strengths of the procedures provide the user with a range of application 
options clarifi ed mainly via the question and the formulated need of support of the correspon-
ding QM system user. For the purposes of differentiation, distinctive differences of the proce-
dures shall be pointed out at this point (with no intention of being exhaustive): 

Openness is also imperative as regards to the question whether certifi cation processes are 
required, in accordance with the opinion of the experts. The national orientations of the social 
sector and the political-legal conditions providing a framework play a huge role here as well. 
Matrix 2.0 contains solutions for this question by the transfer performance and monitoring of 
used QM systems being documented as compulsory, but the way of service provision remai-
ning open. Thus, transfer performance of the proprietary quality efforts has to be certifi ed into 
the matrix and the action consequences and possible modifi cation requirements have to be 
certifi ed as well; however, there will be no internationally traditional evaluation (for example 
according to the parameters “good – bad”) of the transfer and monitoring performance.

The project experts recommend integrating both peer review and external review as funda-
mental control elements into a European QM system. The situation-oriented, intention-free, 
nationally adaptable application of the selected procedures is important. Normally peer-re-
views serve for developing and consulting services and organisations; external reviews serve 
for certifi cation and reputation purposes. Both procedures provide for a contribution to assu-
ring and increasing the quality, because fi xes and comparisons are allowed for.
On European level, certifi cations are only desirable if it is about confi rming the described 
transfer and monitoring performance. That is because certifi cations in principle do not provi-
de any guarantee for the quality actually being assured and improved. Consequently, a re-
cognisable infl ationary use of QM systems as means of reputation lasting on national level is 
regarded critically. In the medium term, the approximation of national-specifi c certifi cation in-
tensions (evaluation) and European certifi cation intensions (confi rmations) has to be tackled, 
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in order to minimise the existence of “parallel worlds” within the system of QM in support of 
actual quality assurance and improvement of social services of general interest.

National approach or European approach• 

At this point, the present matrix 2.0 also prefers a continuum instead of the outlined dicho-
tomy. In this, a QM system with pan-European applicability has to master the balancing act 
between national requirements and criteria and standards agreed upon on a pan-European 
scale to assure and further develop the quality. Matrix 2.0 also provides a level for the afo-
rementioned. The same specifi es the orientation-providing and action-guiding common 
European boundary conditions, at which the same can be adapted to national requirements 
and confi gured in a fl exible and open manner. Fixes and comparisons on national level are 
possible on the basis of the aforementioned and possible intervention and modifi cation steps 
become obvious that can be used to derive further future-oriented development steps from, 
in order to further increase the quality of social services of general interest.

The common European QM framework contains guidelines and orientation aids, and provi-
des an option of being able to comply with national-specifi c requirement criteria within this 
framework at the same time. Thus, Europe is provided with the unique opportunity to gain 
access to national system worlds, to transfer them to a European level and to compare the 
same at the level, to draw conclusions from the analyses, and to derive action consequences 
from the aforementioned resulting in the quality being assured, developed, and increased 
sustainably on national and European level without having any restrictive effects on the nati-
onal system worlds. At the same time, the QM service providers are provided with the option 
of interrelating proprietary fi xes to pan-European development processes in a constant and 
formative (process-accompanying) manner and of reacting to development tendencies. Thus, 
the European requirements have to become action-guiding for national levels in a continued 
open and fl exible form.
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Conclusion and outlook of the study BEST Quality  

Social services of general interest play an important role on a pan-European scale, in the 
fi elds of improving the quality of life of human beings with and without a disability, providing 
social support, and minimising risks of exclusion. At the same time they form relevant
cornerstones for social and spatial solidarity, social participation, economic growth, and 
social capability of innovation. In the course of national and European developments of social 
services, the concepts of the organisation and design with regards to the content of the same 
change, but so do the ways of providing and fi nancing these services. Social services require 
particular focus as regards to their quality, because they are “products” not available 
for independent control by their users, but instead have to be based on the trust of the users. 
Precisely because the target group of the offers absolutely requires support and depends on 
the same, the processes of quality management, quality assurance, and continuous quality 
improvement are highly important. Thus, along with the criteria of effi ciency and effi cacy, they 
come into the focus of the strategy development with pan-European applicability and ack-
nowledgement regarding the modernisation of social services of general interest.

Common strategies are developed on a common basis, i.e. through sustainable communi-
cation on European level. For this, QM indicators have to be found that are so important and 
acknowledged that they can be turned into standards. At the same time, requirement profi les 
for QM systems have to be made transparent and the implied guiding principles of the same 
have to be disclosed in each case. Only then it is possible to fi nd a European framework of 
common quality criteria both allowing for reliable orientation and being open and fl exible for 
cultural, social, ethic, economic, and political specifi cs on national level. This way, matrix 
2.0 was developed within the framework of BEST Quality and this is the basis of the agree-
ments the BEST Quality project obtained. Jointly the project members have found out and 
documented how difference in the fi eld of the systems of social safety and services of gene-
ral interest can be addressed adequately and how to take advantage of the diversity of the 
member states. However, the results also indicate the importance of a framework for quality 
assurance, quality development, and quality improvement

allowing the classifi cation of the “proprietary” quality efforts and activities• 
 and with the power to translate the same into a generally applicable code of
 quality features,

making peculiarities and focuses of used QM systems transparent, in order• 
 to detect gaps in activity, which action consequences must be derived from,

disclosing the status quo of fi elds of activity and inactivity of social service   • 
 providers, in order to initiate benchmarking (within the meaning of “learning   
 and benefi tting from each other”; i.e. bench-learning) and self-evaluation,  


