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Foreword 
 

Exploring the way Dutch municipalities have adapted to policies influenced by a 

changing welfare state is interesting for many reasons. Indeed, the operationalization of labour 

market reintegration policy at the local level gives an indication of decentralized responses to 

important social issues. The subject of reintegration was thus selected because it allows for those 

factors to be investigated. On the one hand, discovering how reintegration services are delivered 

provides insight into how local policy, in an age of decentralization and individualization, is 

implemented. On the other hand, it does this by focusing on issues like unemployment and state 

dependence. In addition to this, the following study offers an interdisciplinary perspective. 

Economic and political dimensions will be evident because it involves comparing different 

municipalities and the way that they provide essential social services. Furthermore, because these 

local policies are premised on the idea of activation and individualization of the people, the social 

aspect will become apparent as well.  

The author would hereby like to thank the municipalities for their cooperation and 

participation in this research. Furthermore, gratitude is also extended to the supervisor for his 

guidance and advice throughout course of this study.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R.C.Gheorghe 2



 
Table of Contents 

 
1. Introduction………………………………………………………………………3 

2. Aim of Study……………………………………………………………………...5 

3.   The Situation in the Netherlands………………………………………………..7 

3.1 A Changing Welfare State & Policy Reform………………………………………7 

3.2 Who are Welfare Recipients?.....................................................................................8 

3.3 Multi-Actor Coordination Approach?.......................................................................9 

3.4 Partnerships…………………………………………………………………………10 

      4. Theoretical Approach ……………………………………………………………11 

4.1 Decentralization & Activation……………………………………………………..12 

4.2 Public Private Partnerships………………………………………………………..15 

4.3 The Advantages and Drawbacks…………………………………………………..16 

4.4 When a Public-Private Partnership is a Good Approach………………………..20 

4.5 Public-Private Partnerships in Dutch Reintegration Services…………………...21 

4.6 Expectations for Dutch Municipalities…………………………………………….23 

4.7 Hypotheses…………………………………………………………………………..23 

5. Methodology………………………………………………………………………….28 
5.1 Procedures………………………………………………………………………….28  

5.2 Case Selection………………………………………………………………………29 

5.3 Limitations………………………………………………………………………….30 

6. Discussion: Case Studies…………………………………………………………….30 
6.1 Services & Delivery Method……………………………………….………………36 

6.2 Why Mixed Approaches……………………………………………………………38 

6.3 Combinations……………………………………………………………………….41 

7. Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………46 

Bibliography…………………………………………………………………………….49 

Annex 1 -List of Cities in 3 Categories………………………………………………...52 

Annex 2 - Interview Questions (Wethouder)…………………………………………55 

Annex 3 - Interview Questions (Policy Advisor)……………………………………...56 
 
 
 
 
 

R.C.Gheorghe 3



 
1. Introduction 
 
 

In 2002, the Dutch government introduced new legislation entitled Work and Income 

Implementation Structure (SUWI) which mandated municipalities as well as the Institute for 

Employee Benefit Schemes (UWV) to outsource reintegration services to private companies 

(Plantinga & Corra, 2008). In 2004, the implementation of the New Work and Social Assistance 

Act (WWB) strengthened that initiative by decentralizing power to local authorities, promoting 

individual responsibility, and again stressing the need to reintegrate social assistance recipients 

back in the labour market. As van Geuns and van Gent have argued, the idea of reintegration lies 

in the fact that some people “cannot be absorbed into and by the labour market” and as such, need 

assistance in breaking the obstacles (2007: 13). Insofar as private reintegration companies “create 

and enhance competition”, in 2002, they were considered the ideal instrument to facilitate labour 

market reintegration (OECD, 2003). However, as of the 1st of January 2006, the obligation to 

outsource these services was lifted and municipalities were given the choice to either continue 

outsourcing to private reintegration companies or provide the services in-house (RWI, 2008). 

There were several reasons for this amendment, such as the concern over how effective private 

reintegration companies are; this prompted many municipalities to demand more oversight and 

control (ibid). With nearly three years having passed there are some municipalities that are 

completely outsourcing or completely providing in-house, however, many are using both 

approaches (ibid). A strict division of public and private spheres no longer exists; instead, there is 

a growing trend of collaboration and as such, it is important to understand it especially given that 

unemployment rates can be expected to rise in light of the looming economic crisis. The center 

for Statistics Netherlands (CBS) reports that between the end of 2008 and March 2009, there was 

a 1.7% (approximately 4000) increase in the number of people on social assistance (CBS Press 

Release, 2009). This represents the first increase in welfare beneficiaries “since the first quarter 

2005” (ibid: 1). As Social Affairs and Employment Minister Donner stated in a recent speech, in 

order “to be able to deal with the crisis and its effects…we have to improve the mobility and 

employability of the labour force” (29-Jan-2009). Thus, governments at the national and local 

level must be armed with the right instruments if they are to respond to such impending 

challenges.  

 There has been extensive research done on the topic of outsourcing reintegration 

services, particularly in the Netherlands. Similar research has also been carried out in Australia 

where the practice is also common (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2008). At the same time, 
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empirical research has been conducted on the provision of in-house services in the Netherlands 

(RWI, February 2008). However, consensus still lacks over how reintegration can best be 

achieved and this is confirmed by the fact that different municipalities are choosing different 

approaches (ibid). Furthermore, and more importantly, too little attention has been paid 

specifically to the mix between private and public provisions, and those Dutch municipalities that 

are taking the route of public-private partnerships. Thus, there exists a gap between scientific 

research done on outsourcing and that of in-house provisions. Unanswered questions like why 

working together is the chosen approach and what exactly each party is providing still loom 

about. In short, while most theories point to the advantages of contracting out reintegration 

services, others insist that the government can better organize them. But perhaps a more 

interesting and important investigation pertains to the amalgamation of these two different 

approaches; separately, they have been praised and criticized on various points, but municipalities 

are increasingly coming up with a mixed approach that presumably works.  

The social and scientific relevance of local approaches to reintegration are rather clear. 

Insofar as unemployment is and will continue to be a social issue municipalities will have to 

respond by using what they deem to be the best approach for their clients. On the scientific side, 

there have been proponents of outsourcing, and also, of in-house services, but too little has been 

researched on the recent phenomenon whereby these two, once opposing, approaches have been 

combined and perceived as the better way. In short, further research is needed to fill this gap and 

enrich the knowledge of why municipalities choose certain public-private partnerships when it 

comes to reintegration policy. In the long run, this may serve as a starting point for future 

investigations of whether this approach can be considered a best practice for reintegration 

services.  

 

2. Aim of the Study 

 

The aim of this study is to explore the process of reintegration programs in several Dutch 

municipalities, paying particular attention to municipalities that conduct this process via a hybrid 

system of public and private modes of service delivery. An analysis of official reports (e.g. 

Divosa & RWI, 2008) has revealed that indeed municipalities are working increasingly closer 

with internal and external partners, thus, confirming that this situation is common throughout the 

Netherlands, and therefore calling for further investigation.  

Following the 2006 reform municipalities adopted different approaches to reintegration. 

According to a representative at the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment (SZW), as well 

R.C.Gheorghe 5



as official reports (see Divosa & RWI, 2008) most municipalities are using a combination of 

services to reintegrate social assistance recipients, involving provisions within the municipality as 

well as outsourcing parts of the process (e.g. training and placement). Nevertheless, the 

combination recipe is entirely up to them. By exploring the kind of mix these municipalities are 

providing and why, this research will put into perspective how approaches to (long-term) 

unemployment can vary across the Netherlands, and furthermore how municipalities have 

responded differently to the 2006 reform. It goes without saying that social assistance is 

something that many Dutch people depend on, and as such, municipalities have a great task at 

hand when it comes to not only providing income support, but at the same time, creating policies 

and programs through which those constituents can eventually (and quickly) become self-

sufficient. By gaining an insight into the process of the programs, it will contribute not only to the 

structure, but perhaps also to the benefits of this increasingly popular practice. n 

The main research question explored in this study is: How can the choice for a mixed 

system among reintegration programs in Dutch municipalities be explained, and can 

combinations be identified? In order to answer this larger question, the following sub-questions 

will first be tackled:  

1. What are the relevant aspects of labour market reintegration? 

2. What have municipalities done with reintegration? 

3. What can explain their choice for a mixed approach? 

4. Can particular combinations be identified? 

The methodology that will be employed in answering these various questions consists of  

desk research and field research; thus, both primary and secondary sources will be used. The first 

two sub-questions will be answered using existing research completed by experts in the field as 

well as, national organizations such as Divosa and RWI, which specialize in the field of 

reintegration policies. The latter two questions will be answered by conducting in-person 

interviews with officials from a select group of municipalities.  

The theoretical framework will comprise the following: Decentralization and activation 

theory will outline the fundamental principles that influenced and shaped the laws, SUWI and 

WWB. Moreover, activation theory will also reveal the essential elements of reintegration policy 

by focusing on what it means in practice. The second part of the theoretical chapter will suggest 

that, as a result of these new laws, some public-private partnerships have emerged. Specifically, it 

will propose that the choice of a ‘mixed’ approach can be explained through a public-private 

partnership lens. Ultimately, those hypotheses will be tested through an empirical investigation.   
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The rest of this paper will be structured in the following way: Section 3 will provide an 

overview of how the Netherlands is adapting to the changing character of the classic welfare state 

by briefly describing the SUWI and WWB policies. Moreover this section will also refer to 

previous studies conducted on this topic in order to illustrate how Dutch municipalities have 

implemented those policies thus far. Section 4 will provide an extensive analysis on the 

theoretical aspect of this study. First, decentralization and activation theory will be discussed as a 

framework for how reintegration policy goals have to be created. Secondly, public-private 

partnership theory will be explored to determine what it entails, what its advantages and 

disadvantages are, and how it can be employed to explain the approach to service delivery in 

some Dutch municipalities. On the basis of this, hypotheses will be constructed. In Section 5 the 

methodology will be explained in full detail, outlining the criteria used in the case selection and 

the research methods used in the data collection and analysis. Lastly, Section 6 will comprise the 

analysis and discussion of the results, while Section 7 will offer conclusions and a brief proposal 

for future research.  

 

3. The Situation in the Netherlands 
 

 
3.1 A Changing Welfare State & Policy Reform 

Welfare states provide citizens with various benefits in order to protect and 

prevent them from becoming (prolonged) victims of social risks such as unemployment 

and poverty. The Netherlands is no exception, and indeed, has had a longstanding track 

of being a model welfare state. At the same time, the government responds to the threat 

of long-term unemployment and social exclusion by creating opportunities for 

participation in society (RWI, 2008). These opportunities arise from policies that promote 

the reintegration of vulnerable groups back in the labour force, and in turn, society as a 

whole. With the changing character of welfare states across Europe, major reforms in the 

last few years have in fact, transformed the goals and operations of many Dutch policies 

and programs (Gilbert, 2004). Many of these have been noted in the field of labour 

market policies, as increasing emphasis is now being placed on decentralization, 

individualization and activation (ibid). Whereas not too long ago the central government 

held much of the authority over such policies, in the last few years, this responsibility has 

been shifted to the local level (Koning et al, 2008).  
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The introduction of Work and Income Implementation Structure (SUWI) in 2002, 

and later the New Work and Social Assistance Act (WWB) in 2004 signaled a strong 

ambition to reduce dependency on social assistance, and moreover, change the way this 

would be achieved. According to van Berkel and van der Aa, “the new welfare state 

should not only do different things, it should do them in different ways” (2005: 330). In 

order to realize these goals, major institutional reforms took place, and municipalities 

were given full authority over the distribution and management of social assistance 

benefits as well the reintegration of recipients. Whereas the SUWI mandated 

municipalities to purchase reintegration services in the private market, the WWB initiated 

a power restructuring by devolving control to the local level (Plantinga & Corra, 2008). 

Furthermore, under the WWB, municipalities began receiving two budgets, one for the 

provision of income support, and one for the reintegration services (van Geuns & van 

Gent, 2007). Lastly, in 2006 an additional reform eliminated the requirement for 

municipalities to purchase all the services from the private market, and instead allowed 

them to choose between outsourcing and in-house or a mix of the two. Essentially, these 

policies demanded that the inflow of dependents be reduced and outflow increased, and 

provided the guidelines for achieving this.  

 

3.2 Who are Welfare Recipients? 

A national survey revealed that 15% of social assistance recipients are those who 

qualify under the Unemployment Insurance Act (WW) or the Work and Income (Capacity 

for Work) Act (WIA), 6% are school leavers (with or without a diploma), 3% are those 

released from detention, 12% are the unemployed who do not qualify for unemployment 

rights, while most applications, 37%, are the result of city relocation or separation 

(Divosa, 2008: 21). The different backgrounds of social assistance dependents indicate 

that reintegration services must cater to various needs. In response, municipalities have 

the responsibility to provide them, and ultimately assist these individuals in re-entering 

the labour force (ibid).  
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3.3 Multi-Actor Coordination Approach? 

Divosa, the organization that is responsible for monitoring the progress and 

effects of the WWB, maintains that a good policy for reintegration promotes 

collaboration between the municipality and other partners such as employers, the private 

market, and the Center for Work and Income (CWI) to name a few (2008). Following the 

2006 reform, multi-actor coordination has become an increasingly likely option and it has 

in fact been observed in many municipalities (ibid). In 2008 an Omnibus survey was 

conducted with 349 Dutch municipalities (of which 55.9% responded) and was 

subsequently used in several reports. The aim of the RWI study was to assess the way 

municipalities have coped with the 2002 and 2004 reforms.  

 

 

The following table illustrates the number of municipalities by populations (195 in total):  

 

Population Number of Municipalities 

< 10 000 12 

10 000-20 000 37 

20 000-50 000 92 

50 000-100 000 31 

100 000-200 000 18 

>200 000 5 
         Source: RWI 2008, Annex 2 

 

Among these municipalities, it was indicated that the Work budget, the part that is 

used specifically for reintegration services, is largely spent in the private sector, which 

indicates that sources of service provision have diversified as a result of the 2006 reform. 

Overall, municipalities indicated that 40% of their Work budget is spent on the private 

market (Divosa: 2008: 127). About 16% is spent within the town itself, 24% is spent on 

other public institutions, while 19% is left over, as a surplus (ibid: 128-129). Thus, 

municipalities collaborate both internally and externally, and spend a good portion of 

their working budget to facilitate these relationships. The report concludes that the 
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relationship between municipalities and CWI has intensified, and cooperation with 

private reintegration companies remains high (ibid: 149). Based on their analysis of how 

the working budget is spent, it appears that a new approach, namely a hybrid system, has 

emerged, whereby management and implementation have become combined, and also 

whereby municipalities are working collaboratively with either the private sector or 

branch organizations (RWI, 2008: 7). As a result of the 2006 reform, the role of the 

municipality has thus shifted from client/purchaser to co-performer (ibid: 47).  

 

3.4 Partnerships 

The reintegration market consists of 2000 providers, including private 

reintegration companies as well as, regional education centers (ROCs), educational 

institutions, career advisers and other companies. When providing reintegration services 

there are essentially 20 types of services, but the RWI has clustered them into seven 

categories. These are listed below, as well as the percentages of how many providers 

(both private and affiliated organizations of the municipality) offer the services. 

 

1. Mediation and Counseling (offered by 93% of providers) 
a. Vocational and career-63% 
b. Training (motivational training, social skills and job search)-65% 
c. Direct employment, job hunting-61% 
d. Job coach mentor-56% 
e. To support self-employment-55% 
 

2. Health, Intervention & Diagnosis (52%) 
a. Physical intervention-8% 
b. Psychological intervention-28% 
c. Prevention-27% 
d. Diagnosis-23% 
 

3. Activation Conditions (31%) 
a. Social activation, volunteering-28% 
b. Care/assistance-10% 
 

4. Work (27%) 
a. Learning-19% 
b. Implementation subsidized work-8% 
c. Work First-9% 
d. Transfer of employment contracts of workers-3% 
e. Temporary employment of beneficiaries-9% 
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5. Reorder and training (22%) 
 
6. Integration (8%) 

 
7. Other (20%) 

a. Mediation & conflict resolution 16% 
b. Case management 11% (RWI, 2008: 95).  

 

These groups will be revisited in the theoretical chapter; however, they will be 

relabeled under five categories. Specifically, ‘reorder and training’, ‘integration’ and 

‘activation conditions’ will be joined under ‘labour deployment’ because all three 

constitute some form of initial activation through a training program or volunteering, 

therefore they belong under one heading.  

 

4. Theoretical Approach 

 

The theoretical framework for this research will be constructed using the 

following theories. Decentralization theory and activation theory will be used to describe 

the context of reintegration policy and its implementation. These theories will be used in 

order to explain and demonstrate how decentralization theory and activation theory are 

interdependent in the context of welfare state transformation, and furthermore, how 

activation theory provides the fundamental pillars of labour market reintegration services. 

Having established this background, public-private partnership theory will be employed 

in order to construct several hypotheses about the expectations of this research. In light of 

many municipalities’ current approach to reintegration being a hybrid system consisting 

of some in-house provisions and some outsourced, we could argue that a public-private 

partnership has emerged in this area of social services. As such, this model will provide 

the conceptual framework of this new approach used by Dutch municipalities and reasons 

for it. The framework will be used to generate the hypotheses that will be tested in the 

next chapters. The aim of the theoretical framework will be to find out why this mixed 

approach is the chosen mode of service delivery, and whether combinations of 

reintegration services among different municipalities can be identified.  
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4.1 Decentralization & Activation 

Decentralization and activation approaches are often used in combination when 

reforming social policy. In the Netherlands, the WWB of 2004 is one of several 

examples. The underlying expectation is that, once decentralization is implemented, 

municipalities will devise policies on the basis of activation principles (Rastrigina, 2007). 

The logic follows from the notion that, since they become financially responsible they 

have more to account for; therefore, they are motivated to pursue more effective policy. 

For the scope of this paper, these concepts will be discussed strictly in the context of 

labour market reintegration policy.  

Decentralization refers to the transfer of administrative and implementation 

powers from the central government to the local level (ibid). By granting more fiscal 

responsibility and authority to municipalities, facilitating the reintegration process is 

expected to become easier as each municipality is able to tailor its policy according to its 

own local circumstances (ibid). In general, municipalities prefer such an approach 

because it enables better client care; given its focus on a smaller population, a localized 

approach means a better understanding of client needs (ibid). Thus, in theory, 

decentralization is mutually beneficial insofar as it relieves the national government of 

certain duties while giving local authorities more control. At the same time, however, 

there is more pressure to design and implement good policy, since they become fully 

accountable.  

In the Netherlands, decentralization via the WWB has meant that municipalities 

now receive two annual budgets, one for income support, and one for reintegration 

services (the Work budget) (Rastrigina, 2007). The Work budget can be spent according 

to the needs and preferences of each individual municipality (ibid). This, in turn, is 

intended to serve as an incentive to implement active policies in order to reduce 

dependency on social assistance (ibid). As a result, municipalities try to fulfill the goals 

of activation policies by providing a variety of reintegration services.   

  The World Bank has described activation as everything from training, education, 

subsidized employment, work placement, group activities and sometimes, even language-

learning skills (World Bank, 2007). Activation theory is founded on the idea of shifting 

the focus from welfare to workfare by replacing passive policies with active policies 

R.C.Gheorghe 12



(Gilbert, 2004). In other words, instead of focusing solely on ways to help the individual 

through income support, the goal should be to facilitate ways in which the individual can 

support him/herself. As a result, (re)activation is realized not only through incentives, but 

also strong pressures to find work. In the content of such policies, the emphasis is placed 

much more on responsibilities rather than rights, and individuals are expected to become 

self-sufficient by actively seeking and accepting work offers (ibid). Thus, in its most 

basic sense, activation refers to taking the individual out of a state of stagnancy, and 

putting him/her back in a participatory role. However, a deeper analysis will reveal that 

activation is a multidimensional concept that requires many steps. The World Bank’s 

definition is reinforced by Gilbert (2004), who presents four categories ranging from 

increasing the skill-level of the individual to actually finding him/her work opportunities: 

  

1. “By increasing the availability of work-through the creation of public 

employment opportunities (e.g. subsidized jobs).  

2. Reinforcing the capacity for work by upgrading the skills of unemployed people, 

raising their level of motivation and helping them to overcome tangible barriers to 

employment-through education, training, work-experience programs which 

enhance skills.  

3. Augmenting the rewards of work efforts 

4. Heightening the costs of refusing to participate in work-related activities” (80-82).  

By breaking down activation as a whole into these four components, it becomes clear 

that implementing activation is a complex task. Furthermore, it indicates that there is 

more than a lack of work opportunity that is keeping the individual unemployed and 

dependent on government assistance. It is often the case that “social assistance and long-

term unemployed clients…have several problems [that include] economic difficulties, 

outdated education, health problems and social isolation” (Overbye, 2009: 1). As a 

response, activation requires the individual’s self-esteem to increase, skills to be 

strengthened, and consequences for noncompliance to be toughened. Thus, on the basis 

R.C.Gheorghe 13



of these ideas, municipalities must provide services that will ultimately guide individuals 

towards labour market reintegration.  

To sum up, decentralization is often coupled with activation approaches as 

municipalities implement policies that will eventually lead to the successful reintegration 

of social assistance beneficiaries. Having gained more control over their resources, 

municipalities are driven to achieve tangible results and do so by offering services based 

on principles of activation theory. As noted above, activation involves more than just 

identifying work opportunities and placing individuals in employment. Instead, activation 

is a process within which other factors, such as individual motivation and life skills, play 

a significant role. Thus, municipalities must incorporate these ideas in reintegration 

programs in order to tackle the many facets of activation. In short then, although the 

purpose of decentralization is essentially to empower municipalities, when coupled with 

an activation approach, it also facilitates the empowerment of individuals as 

municipalities seek to activate them through reintegration programs. 

Activation theory illustrates what reintegration services should provide. The 

following section will highlight expectations of how and why municipalities choose to 

mix sources of such service provision, based on public-private partnership theory. In 

other words, the public-private partnership section will be used to consider ways in which 

activation principles can be achieved by different municipalities. As already stated, 

activation is a complex process that demands an efficient and effective approach. 

Plantinga and Corra (2008) point out that reintegration services include “social 

activation…improving employee competencies…specific training to enhance work 

related skills and experience…and also job placement services” (11). On the basis of this 

and activation theory then, reintegration is essentially:  

1. Counseling: Overcoming personal barriers (e.g. health problems) 

2. Life Coaching: Increasing motivation 

3. Education: Increasing skills 

4. Labour Deployment: Increasing experience (whether through training or 

placement in subsidized job) 

5. Placement: Ultimately finding a permanent job. 
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As previously mentioned, social assistance beneficiaries come from diverse backgrounds, 

and thus, individual needs will vary as some may require assistance in only some of these 

aspects, and others may need to address all of them. However, municipalities have to be 

equipped for the worst-case scenario in which the individual will actually need to start 

with overcoming personal barriers and gradually work his/her way up towards a 

permanent placement. The combination of these aspects of reintegration with public-

private partnership theory, adds new, essential insight into the original research question.  

 

4.2 Public Private Partnerships 

Active labour market policies often promote some form of privatization, because 

the general belief is that private companies can deliver “greater efficiency and higher 

quality” (Koning, 2007: 221). In 1997, the Private Employment Agencies Convention in 

the Netherlands established “the deregulation of public employment agencies” and 

promoted “cooperation between public and private employment agencies” (ibid: 194). 

However, it must be noted that complete privatization is not the aim, nor the reality; 

instead, parts of the services can be subsidized and should be monitored in order to avoid 

various principal-agent problems (ibid: 224). On the basis of this, a public-private 

partnership can emerge as a new form of arrangement for the fulfillment of active labour 

market policies.  

Where privatization has been adopted as a measure for tackling new challenges 

facing cities, public-private partnership (PPP) have, as a result, become a common way of 

municipal service delivery (Fernholz & Fernholz, 2006). In the field of employment 

services, for-profit organizations have traditionally been absent; however, due to 

increasing shifts towards activation policies, private actors are gaining a more prominent 

role (Koning, 2007). Essentially, a PPP is “an arrangement” between a local government 

and a “private entity” for the provision of a service that would otherwise be undertaken 

strictly by the public sector (Savas, 2005: 1). It is a form of privatization, whereby the 

role of government is decreased, while the role of private institutions is increased by 

delegating responsibilities through contracts (ibid). In some cases PPPs are developed 

due to “limitations in the availability of public funds”, while in other cases, they are 

intended to “increase the quality and efficiency of public services” (European 
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Commission, 2003: 2). From this perspective, the Netherlands’ reintegration services are 

provided via “delegation, where the government retains responsibility and oversight, but 

uses the private sector for service delivery” (ibid: 2). Indeed, there are arguments 

claiming that the Netherlands has made the transition from “a public system to a public-

private system on the basis of the market-mechanism” (Koning, 2007: 199).  

Given the larger reforms that have occurred and continue to do so, in particular, 

decentralization and the reorganization of municipal structures, it is somewhat expected 

that further changes would follow (Heinz, 2005). Through decentralization the central 

government downloads power and responsibility to the local level and, as a result, this 

often implies that municipalities engage in public-private partnerships with actors within 

the private sector. While it is not identical, the relationship strikes a close resemblance to 

decentralization insofar as its objective lies in the desire to produce a more efficient and 

effective form of public service provision.  

 

4.3 The Advantages and Drawbacks 

Public-private partnerships are thus a way of coordinating public responsibilities; 

and ideally, it should result in increased efficiency given that the multiple actors involved 

are qualified to perform specific tasks. It has been argued that while “hierarchical, 

bureaucratic modes of governance may be adequate for organizing the administration of 

income protection programs, they are problematic for the provision of services that are 

difficult to standardize and require individualization and flexibility” (van Berkel, 2008: 

17). However, like any form of partnership between two separate organizations, there are 

also risks involved and potential problems that could arise. Based on an assessment of 

these, a municipal government must decide whether it is better to outsource or keep in-

house (Savas, 2005). On the other hand however, a municipality could decide not 

whether, but how much or which aspects to outsource or keep in-house.  

There are various arguments for the advantages of PPPs, but as it may be 

expected, there are also arguments that outline the drawbacks and potential risks involved 

in such a partnership. The central claim for the benefits offered by a PPP is that it 

enhances efficiency in the delivery of public services (Nordtveit, 2005). The neoliberal 

school of thought posits that the process of contracting out prevents a monopolistic 
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situation whereby quality is determined by a sole provider. Instead, because multiple 

companies compete for contracts, the service provided is ultimately more effective (ibid). 

Furthermore, this also leads to greater accountability given that private companies can be 

monitored via performance-based evaluations, whereas it is harder to hold a government 

accountable for its own actions (ibid). The provincial government of New Brunswick, 

Canada, which is considered a pioneer in the area of PPPs, has developed certain 

guidelines (website, Government of New Brunswick, 15-04-2009). According to its 

protocol, the objective, and indeed positive aspect of PPPs, is that it offers a way to 

deliver government services in “the most economical, effective and efficient manner” 

(ibid). Furthermore, it encourages the growth of the private sector, and at the same time, 

serves the best interests of the public (ibid). From this discussion, the understanding is 

that PPPs can provide multiple benefits within the network it creates. Not only does it 

allow the social services to be delivered more efficiently, but in doing so, offers better 

client support. Furthermore, it facilitates and promotes a competitive market environment 

in areas that have traditionally been public responsibilities.  

 As is often the case in a multiple-actor setting, the advantages are challenged by 

potential risks. Advocates of critical theory argue that PPPs can lead to a quality 

compromise because, while companies may offer a low-cost service, they may also 

deliver poor quality service (Nordtveit, 2005). In Canada, some critics have argued that 

private placement agencies often offer “a fast-food-style service of questionable value” 

(MacLeod, 2004). Such claims allude to the same idea, that, in cases where a company is 

awarded a contract on the basis of its low cost, the potential that the service delivered will 

also be low is often high. Additional concerns regarding public-private partnerships 

suggest that the ideal cooperation between the relevant parties can be primarily 

compromised by transaction costs and principle-agent problems (ibid). These problems 

can affect either of the partners and for this reason, it is very important that risks are 

shared (website, Government of New Brunswick, 15-04-2009). The best value of a 

service is delivered not only when risks are shared, but more specifically, when those 

risks are assumed by the party who can best manage them, thereby minimizing costs and 

improving performance (ibid).  
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 Transaction costs can be fixed or variable (Nordtveit, 2005). While the former can 

be thought of as the initial, set-up cost, the latter can occur and reoccur throughout the 

course of the contract. As a result, although fixed costs may be low, variable transaction 

costs can significantly outweigh them (ibid). Equally a matter of concern in a PPP, is the 

possibility of principal-agent problems (ibid). Arising from an asymmetry of information, 

principle-agent problems occur when “providers have better knowledge about the 

operation than the public institutions on which behalf they act” (ibid: 17). This can also 

be created by the fact that, sometimes, “incentives for private and public agents may 

change during the relationship” (Arellano, 2008: 3). The potential for this to happen is 

often high in any contractual agreement and it often leads the partner to pursue its own 

interest, often through opportunistic behaviour (Plantinga et al., year).   

 Taken together, one could argue that there are three main areas of concern PPP 

critics point to: quality, efficiency, and accountability.  Firstly, there is the issue of 

quality whereby they caution against awarding a contract merely or primarily based on 

price given that this may lead to a lower-standard of quality in the delivery of services. 

Linked to this is the concern of efficiency, because while the government wants to 

guarantee quality it also has to do so at a reasonable price; after all, one of the main goals 

of activation policies is to contain government spending. In this sense, contracting out 

becomes a complex process given that on the one hand, quality services must be 

available, but on the other, government must also spend wisely and be cost-effective. The 

third area of concern is accountability whereby the party responsible for the provision of 

the services must be able to answer to its actions. Part and parcel of this is the aspect of 

legitimacy and transparency. On the one hand, the public and private parties must abide 

by the principle of legitimacy. This means that the roles and responsibilities of both the 

institutional and private counterparts must be clearly defined. On the other hand 

transparency requires that public and private parties’ actions can be known, and be free of 

any ‘backdoor deals’. Thus, regardless of what shape or form a PPP takes, these three 

aspects must be enforced. 

 In order to reduce the potential for risks and generate more advantages there are 

several measures that each actor must take. When engaging in a PPP, it is the 

responsibility of both parties to uphold certain standards and strive to maintain a healthy 
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relationship. The risks involved in a PPP should be counteracted with “consistent rules 

and processes, new forms of contracting, financing, and guarantees that will ensure 

credibility and financial sustainability for the partners” (Fernholz & Fernholz, 2006: 3). 

In other words, trust must be established. By implementing a clear monitoring process for 

the evaluation of performance, principal-agent problems can be reduced, and perhaps, 

eventually eliminated. This should include, however, clear “measurable indicators” in 

order to ensure accuracy (Koning, 2007). While this is generally the responsibility of the 

government, the private partner should be able to provide a “high level and diversity of 

expertise” (Fernholz & Fernholz, 2006: 4). Thus, on the one hand the success and 

longevity of the partnership depends on the appropriate measures taken by the local 

government in maintaining a level of authority that dictates clear boundaries and 

expectations. On the other hand, the private entity has to ensure that it can provide the 

experience and expertise needed to fulfill the outsourced service (ibid).  

 Thus far, this section has aimed to show what a PPP entails and why it is growing 

as a mode of service delivery. The possible risks that accompany the benefits a PPP may 

offer, as well as possible ways to avoid or counteract them has also been outlined. In the 

next portion, and on the basis of what has already been established, several arguments 

will be considered for when a PPP is the appropriate arrangement that a local government 

should adopt. Furthermore, this will also be considered in the context of the Netherlands’ 

reintegration programs.  

 

4.4 When a Public-Private Partnership is a Good Approach  

 There are many considerations that go into the decision to enter in a public-

private partnership, especially, for the public sector as it has to ensure that this is a better 

way to provide an essential service. On the other hand, the private partner must also be 

guaranteed, to a reasonable and feasible extent, that its investment will render a good 

return.  

 Because social services consist of both “price and quality components” they are 

therefore key factors to consider before making the decision to contract-out (Blank, 2000: 

39). As already mentioned, a private company may offer a lower price than another, but 

the quality received from its services may not be up to standard; in such a case, a 
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government must contemplate whether it may be better to provide, at least some aspects, 

in-house (ibid). In other words, providing services in-house may guarantee that what is 

promised is actually delivered, and therefore the risk that would otherwise appear by 

contracting is avoided. However, it may also be the case that quality will not be delivered 

in-house either, because as the neoliberal approach suggests, government action may be 

harder to account for, when it is the government itself evaluating it. Indeed, this view is 

reaffirmed by Lamothe et al. who argue that “in-house services are difficult to measure 

and require highly specialized investments” (2008: 27). Thus, how can this dilemma be 

reconciled? In her article, When Can Public Policy Rely on the Private Market, Blank 

identifies four models of varying government involvement in the provision of social 

services (2000). The most relevant in this case is the third, explaining a scenario in which 

government ownership exists, but contracts are made with the private sector for the 

management and operation of the service (ibid). This involves some form of 

privatization, and also, depends very much on tendering processes and contracts (ibid). 

She explains that key issues to consider in such a case are the severity of information 

problems and the size of the agency problem (ibid). In other words, this model is 

appropriate if information asymmetry can be avoided, opportunistic behaviour can be 

discouraged and deterred. In a similar article, Examining Local Government Service 

Delivery Arrangements, Lamothe et al. explain that governments prefer to contract out if 

there are “no market failure or transaction cost problems” (2008). They also consider four 

additional, but nevertheless related (to transaction costs and principal-agent problems) 

factors that may affect the choice to contract out. The first of these is labeled inertia and 

refers to the idea that “past behaviour [influences] future decisions” (2008: 28). This is 

related to the risks involved in making drastic changes to a mode of service delivery, and 

should be considered in either of the decision: to outsource or take back in-house (ibid). 

For example, should the government consider to contract out, they must be sufficiently 

prepared, both structurally and organizationally, for that change given that it will require 

knowledge in “activities required by privatization such as rate & select winning bids, 

draft and negotiate and process appropriate contracts” (ibid: 29). But at the same time, 

should a government consider providing some services in-house, it must have the 

expertise that is necessary to cover all the aspects of reintegration. Furthermore, all these 
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changes will require money (transaction costs) and may also mean a “disruption to 

services” which in turn, may have political consequences (ibid). The second factor 

concerns service characteristics and vendor types (ibid). Lamothe et al. suggest that the 

government must take into account the degree of specialization needed to perform a task, 

but also the capacity of the government itself to then measure this performance. In the 

event that performance cannot be easily measured, transaction costs increase, which may 

discourage the decision to contract out. However, this is not the sole determining factor, 

because at the same time, transaction costs will not be eliminated by internalizing 

services, given that government employees will have to be trained and also remunerated 

for the new skills they will require and additional services they will provide (ibid: 32). 

The last element of consideration has to do with jurisdictional characteristics. It is 

extremely important that public officials have the ‘managerial capacity’ to maintain 

contracts and monitor performance (ibid: 33-34). 

 

4.5 Public-Private Partnerships in Dutch Reintegration Services  

The above section has considered arguments for when a PPP is an appropriate 

governance model, while the following will highlight its direct pertinence to Dutch 

reintegration services. Plantinga and Corra (2008) suggest that if certain reintegration 

aspects are outsourced, effectiveness and efficiency may be guaranteed by the market; 

however, “this may be realized at the expense of public values such as equality of rights 

and legal certainty” (2). In other words, although the price and quality may fit with the 

expectations of the municipality, the risk exists that the company may not actually 

measure up on the accountability side. Efficiency is expected to increase because 

competition among private actors for the contract forces them to offer a price that would 

make the state award them the contract (ibid: 4). At the same time, outsourcing may 

compromise the accountability aspect of a PPP because the private partner is responsible 

for actually carrying out reintegration activities, public values may be at risk given that 

actors in the private markets are generally profit driven (ibid). For example, opportunistic 

behaviour can occur in the form of creaming, whereby reintegration companies focus 

mostly or solely on those clients that can be most easily reintegrated (ibid). On the other 

hand, it can take the form of ‘moral hazard’ whereby reintegration companies actually 
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“do less than they are contracted out for” (ibid: 9). In response, Plantinga and Corra 

suggest that government regulation should be enforced by maintaining good oversight of 

the private partner (ibid) . This is precisely in line with what previously mentioned 

authors have proposed, namely that contracts within a PPP must be closely monitored if 

they are to be successful and lasting. 

In order to promote accountability, there are some steps that the Dutch 

government(s) has taken. For example, reports are regularly published concerning the 

performance of private reintegration companies, and similarly a ‘quality mark’ has also 

been introduced (ibid: 12). These initiatives are intended to increase the transparency of 

the process and therefore increase the accountability of the responsible partners (ibid). 

Indeed, these should be considered important steps given that monitoring, in the past and 

to some extent presently as well, has been hampered by the “lack of a well developed set 

of common performance indicators” (ibid). It is precisely for this reason that, not only the 

2006 reform removed the requirement to purchase wholly on the private market and 

instead allowed municipalities to also offer services in-house, but also, that “many Dutch 

municipalities” are currently “adopting modular buying strategies” (ibid). In order to 

maintain a close and non-rigid relation with their partners on the private market, 

municipalities prefer “informal tools…for steering”, so that trust can be built (ibid: 13).  

Evidently, at the local and national level efforts are being made to ensure that 

when outsourcing occurs, the reintegration company can be held accountable for its 

progress and results. Still, whether the municipality chooses to outsource various 

activation services still depends on their perspective of how efficiency, quality and 

accountability will be delivered in doing so.  

 

4.6 Expectations for Dutch Municipalities 

The preceding discussion has illustrated that reintegration necessitates expertise in 

specific areas of activation theory, (overcoming any personal barriers, increasing 

motivation, increasing skills, increasing experience, and ultimately finding a permanent 

job). The programs formulated by municipalities highlight these principles, but the way 

that they are delivered can vary. By outlining what it entails and the advantages it can 

create within its network, it was noted that a public-private partnership can be a good 
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approach for the implementation of active labour market policies. Indeed, it has become a 

common practice because, in principle, it results in more efficiency and greater quality. 

But at the same time, a PPP can sometimes pose various accountability problems, as a 

result of transaction costs and principal-agent problems. However, these can be avoided 

through an appropriate division of risks, and furthermore consistent monitoring; several 

authors (Lamothe et al. 2008, Blank, 2000) have been noted for their assessment of when 

and under what conditions a PPP should be undertaken as well as, how it can be 

maintained. Thus, in theory, dilemmas can be reconciled. On the basis of this, how may 

we expect municipalities to coordinate between in-house and outsourced provisions of 

reintegration services? Put differently, what do municipalities do in order to, on the one 

hand, fulfill the requirements of activation, but at the same time, ensure that the 

advantages of public-private partnerships are achieved, but the drawbacks are avoided?  

 

4.7 Hypotheses 

There are five aspects that must be addressed when placing an individual in a 

reintegration program. At the same time, there are essentially three principles of PPPs 

that have to be upheld. The theoretical review and empirical data indicate that 

effectiveness, efficiency and accountability should be maintained and/or improved via a 

PPP. Yet although all three factors hold weight in the decision to outsource or keep in-

house, it is expected that a degree of importance exists among them. Quality has been 

emphasized in articles and reports as perhaps the most important aspect in the decision to 

outsource a service or not. This is derived from consistent suggestions that contracting 

out to the private market increases effectiveness and efficiency (Konning, 2007; OECD, 

2003; Nordtveit, 2005). Through outsourcing, the effectiveness of a service is expected to 

increase given that competition among bidders and the prospect of being re-contracted 

encourages them to deliver high quality. Quality should therefore be the first thing a 

municipality considers before making a decision. Indeed, Corra & Plantinga (2008) 

conclude from their research that, municipalities choose to take back in-house 

reintegration services because of the “disappointment with the results by private 

contractors” (9). This is also confirmed by the 2008 RWI report in which it was stated 

that municipalities that chose to take services back in-house did so because they were 
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“dissatisfied with the results of the private companies” (translation from page 62). In 

other words, because the quality promised was ultimately not delivered, the municipality 

chooses not to outsource. 

The second aspect that is supposed to improve as a result of outsourcing is 

efficiency. However, authors suggest that price should be considered secondary to quality 

in order to avoid running the risk of compromising quality. (Koning, 2007; Blank, 2000; 

Lamothe et al, 2008). They state that price is not the most important factor instead, its 

importance is weighed in relation to quality in that if the quality is good, then the price is 

given further consideration (ibid). Blank has cautioned that a decision based primarily on 

price may result in low quality services (2000). Similarly, MacLeod’s comparison of low 

cost services to low value fast-food evoked the old saying ‘you get what you pay for’ 

(2004).  

Lastly, the literature reviewed indicates that monitoring the accountability of a 

private provider can be challenging. However, Blank (2000) and Lamothe et al. (2008) 

point out that monitoring performance in-house is also difficult; thus, as a deciding factor 

accountability is complex. However, this is not to say that it does not play a role in the 

decision. Given that accountability is difficult to measure in both instances, when 

outsourcing, the municipality tries to improve the relationship by increasing monitoring 

and steering of the private provider. In turn, this will eventually make it more 

accountable; thus, it is not necessarily that accountability will influence a change in the 

way that reintegration services are delivered, instead it may prompt the improvement it in 

the current mode of delivery. In this sense, accountability should be considered a work in 

progress.  

It appears that price and accountability, although still very important, are not as 

clear-cut as quality is because when considered independently, the outcome on the 

service is difficult to evaluate. For example, if the price is low, it may mean that the 

service will be poor, and likewise if performance is hard to measure, it may mean that the 

provider is not accountable to its actions; but this is not certain. On the other hand, 

quality is more black and white insofar as either the service delivered is effective or not. 

In light of this, a better way to consider price and accountability is through a ratio. As 

Lamothe et al. (2008) pointed out outsourcing or taking back in-house has consequences 
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for the specialization needed for the service as well as the monitoring of it. This means 

that transaction costs are at stake. That being said then, the government must decide both 

what the transaction costs (if taking services in-house) would be as well as whether the 

performance would be easily measured; in other words, increased monitoring may 

actually mean more resources will be required. For example, a municipality may 

determine that a company is offering a low price, however, realizing that in the past, their 

performance has been difficult to measure due to reasons like the government’s own 

capacity, it decides not outsource it, because in the end, it will cost it more. As a result, 

price and accountability must be weighed against each other, and ultimately, in relation to 

quality.  

To sum up, the theoretical review has suggested that above all, quality is the main 

determinant in the decision to outsource; this comes as no surprise given that it is the 

municipality’s responsibility to yield results and increase the outflow of welfare 

recipients, and therefore, the effectiveness of the service is of utmost importance. 

Moreover, it is not clear whether accountability or price is more important given their 

influence over each other; instead what is interpreted is that they work in a ratio whereby 

they have to be compared against one another, and subsequent to quality. On the basis of 

this, below is a set of hypotheses for how Dutch municipalities are expected to base their 

decision of outsourcing or keeping a service in-house.   

 

 



Figure 1-Hypothesis Chart 

 
QUALITY 
of service 

provided by 
private 
parties PRICE HIGH- 

ACCOUNTABILITY 
LOW

PRICE HIGH, 
ACCOUNTABILITY 

HIGH

PRICE LOW- 
ACCOUNTABILITY 

HIGH

PRICE LOW, 
ACCOUNTABILITY 

LOW

IN-HOUSE 

OUTSOURCE 

OUTSOURCE 

IN-HOUSE 

 
PRICE-

ACCOUNTABILITY 
RATIO 

 
HIGH 

 
IN-HOUSE 

 
LOW 

 

Essentially, this diagram proposes that, quality is most important, and we can expect that if (based on past 
experience) a municipality believes that quality will not be delivered, regardless of price and accountability, 
the service will be kept in house. If, however, the quality is high, then we can expect that the latter two factors 
will be weighed in the decision to outsource or keep in-house a certain service. Because price and 
accountability are secondary to quality we can say that there is a ratio between them, and depending on that 
ratio we can expect the outcome. The price and accountability independently will not necessarily influence the 
decision, but rather, they must be weighed relative to one another in order to reach the decision to outsource or 
keep in-house. 
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 Figure 2-Hypotheses 

H.1—If quality is low, then regardless of the price-accountability 
ratio, the service will likely be kept in-house. 

H.2—If quality is high, and the price is also high, but 
accountability is low, then the service will likely be kept in-house.  

H.3—If quality is high and the price is low, but the accountability 
is high, then the service will likely be outsourced. 

H.4—If quality is high, yet the price and accountability are both 
low, then the service will likely be kept in-house. 

 
 

H.5---If quality is high, and price and accountability are both high, 
then the service will likely be outsourced. 
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5. Methodology 

 
There has been extensive research done on the topic of reintegration in the Netherlands. 

The field has been surveyed by the works of van Berkel & van der Aa (2005), Plantinga & 

Corra, (2008) Koning et al (2008), and Divosa (2008). However much of the focus in these cases 

has been on the aspect of privatization of welfare services, including reintegration, and/or on the 

kinds of reintegration services that are available and the success and failure of them (Plantinga & 

Corra, 2008). While they pay attention to fact that decentralization has resulted in each 

municipality having the responsibility of designing and implementing those services, none have 

actually focused on those municipalities that are engaging in PPPs. Nevertheless, those previous 

studies will be used as a background in order to broaden the knowledge on this subject and offer a 

different perspective.    

 

5.1 Procedures 

 Given that this research aimed to find out in detail why certain services are outsourced 

and others are kept in-house, and furthermore whether there are patterns of combinations among 

Dutch municipalities, qualitative research was conducted. Among one of the benefits of 

qualitative research is that it “is especially effective in obtaining culturally specific information 

about the values, opinions, behaviors, and social contexts of particular populations” (Mack, 2005: 

1). In terms of the ‘analytical objective’ of this research, the main goal is to “describe and explain 

relationships and variations” among municipalities’ choices for the provision of reintegration 

services, and thus, qualitative research is appropriate (ibid: 2). While surveys would be more 

appropriate for a study that aims at representative results, this is an explorative study that aims at 

conveying the logic behind the choices municipalities make in offering a combination of services 

via a hybrid system.  

In-depth face-to-face interviews were conducted with Aldermen as well as, 

representatives of Aldermen who could not be present during the interview, Policy Advisors and 

Purchasing Specialists from the municipalities. Open-ended questions were asked, which allowed 

them to respond with detailed answers, and furthermore clarify items that were ambiguous (ibid: 

34). Having conducted these interviews with employees in both political and civil servant 

positions, a more whole rounded perspective of how national goals are implemented and 

operationalized has been generated.  
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5.2 Case Selection  

This research’s hypotheses aim to test three factors in order to explain a municipality’s 

choice to outsource some reintegration services and provide others in-house. All other criteria 

thus have to be the same in selecting municipalities so that the risk, that what is actually 

influencing their choice is anything but those three factors, is avoided or at least limited. While 

including more variables would be ideal because it would eliminate more biases, it is simply not 

possible, given that there is insufficient literature to offer an indication of what other variables 

may be. However, on the basis of previous reports, a hybrid system, population size, welfare case 

load, and Work budget size were determined to be the most important characteristics for testing 

research questions pertaining to the operations and effects of reintegration policy (Divosa & RWI, 

2008).  

The 2008 report by Divosa indicated that larger municipalities (> 100 000) conduct a 

large share of their reintegration services in collaboration with private providers. Similarly, these 

larger municipalities also have higher levels of assistance recipients (Divosa: 26 & 87). In fact, 

larger municipalities are said to offer “two thirds of their reintegration programs [via] private 

providers” (126). A similar report prepared by the RWI used the same sample of municipalities 

for its own research, and investigated whether those municipalities outsource, keep in-house or 

mix. In the report, municipalities were classified under three groups based on percentages of how 

much (of the reintegration activities) are outsourced. Of the municipalities included in the study, 

27 offer 41% or more of their reintegration services in-house, while 22 offer 40% or less of their 

reintegration services in-house and outsource the rest to private companies, and finally 79 offer 

40% or less of their reintegration services in-house and outsource the rest to affiliated 

organizations and private companies (2008:7). Because of the varying degrees of what is 

outsourced and what is kept in-house, these groups provided the starting point for the case 

selection. As mentioned earlier in this section, larger municipalities have larger levels of 

dependents, and their reintegration budgets are also higher; therefore, they are more likely to 

adopt a ‘modular buying strategy’(Plantinga & Corra, 2008: 12). As such, this study focuses on 

five of these larger municipalities, which have been extracted from the three aforementioned 

groups. 

The five municipalities have been selected on the basis of their provision of reintegration 

services via a hybrid system (specifically, degrees of how much is provided by the respective 

parties), similar population size, and similar social assistance case load. Two municipalities 

provide approximately 41% or more of their reintegration services in-house. One provides 

approximately 40% or less of its reintegration services in-house, and outsources the rest to private 
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reintegration companies. Finally, the last two municipalities offer approximately 40% or less in-

house, and outsource the rest to private reintegration companies as well as, affiliated 

organizations (public organizations working together with the municipality). The population sizes 

range between 100,000 and 200,000, while the social assistance case loads range between 2000 

and 5,000. Taken together, similar population size and similar case load yield similar Work 

budgets because the budgets are allocated on the basis of how big the ‘reintegration task’ is. Put 

simply, the bigger the municipality is, the higher the level of dependency will be, and therefore, 

the bigger the budget will be as well. Selecting from each of the three categories will generate 

cases comprised of municipalities that offer different mixed approaches to service delivery.  

 

 5.3 Limitations 

 While this research is intended to enrich the knowledge on the subject of labour market 

reintegration, it is important to acknowledge its limitations. Given the time and resources 

available for this study, limiting the case selection to five municipalities was both sensible and 

practical. Furthermore, the choice to base the case selection on the stated criteria also limited the 

number of municipalities that fit it to approximately eight cases. However, of the eight cases only 

six agreed to participate. One of the six municipalities is in a major transition stage, whereby the 

system they currently have in place will be completely reformed in September, 2009; as a result it 

was excluded from the final results. Nevertheless, the selection still allowed for municipalities 

from each of the three categories to be included in the interviews, thereby offering a reasonable 

overview of the public-private partnerships in the Netherlands. Selecting only five cities out of 

443 clearly has implications for the extent to which the results can be generalized, however, this 

is acknowledged by the author, and therefore, the reader should keep this in mind when 

interpreting the results and conclusions. To reiterate, the external validity of this study is limited, 

however this does not mean its relevance for policy and future research should be undermined.   

 
6. Discussion: Case Study Results  
 

Results from the interviews provide direct insights into what services are offered for 

reintegration, how they are delivered, and on what basis the choice of having some services in-

house and others outsourced is made. It was observed that a degree of hybridity of PPPs exists, as 

two of the five municipalities provide more than 50% of services in-house, while the other three 

provide nearly 80% of services by outsourcing to private providers, and a few affiliated 

organizations. In the breadth of the theoretical chapter, we discussed the kinds of reintegration 

services that exist on the basis of activation theory. It was determined the five principal 
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instruments that should comprise the process of reintegration are: Counseling, Life Coaching, 

Education, Labour Deployment and Permanent Placement. Furthermore, in the discussion of 

public-private partnerships, the conclusion was drawn that when participating in such an 

arrangement, the municipality must ensure that quality, price (efficiency) and accountability are 

guaranteed to the greatest degree.  

Below are two tables, illustrating which of those five reintegration instruments are 

available in the respective municipalities, as well as, how they are provided (in-

house/outsourced). The tables will be discussed in more detail in the following sub-section. Given 

several requests for confidentiality, the names of the participating municipalities are kept 

anonymous. Instead, they will be referred to by the province in which they are located. Because 

three of the five municipalities are in the province of Gelderland, they will be referred to 

according to their geographical position within that province (South, Central and North). The 

other two will be referred to as North Holland and South Holland.  

 

 

 

  

 

 



                        Services 
 
 
Municipality   

INITIAL DIAGNOSIS COUNSELLING LIFE 
COACHING 

 

EDUCATION LABOUR 
DEPLOYMENT 

PLACE
MENT 

1. South Holland 
Population: 116,818 
WWB Case Load: 
2,340 
2008 Work Budget: 
12M 

YES-to determine distance 
from labour market. 
Provides insight into needs 
of clients, which in turn 
allows for proper 
assignment on the 
‘reintegration ladder’. 
Duration of up to six weeks. 

- YES-determines if 
health services are 
needed and 
provides access to 
them. 

-YES-provides 
counseling for 
motivation and 
confidence-boosting 
needs. Aims to make 
people develop 
routine life and take 
control of daily lives.  

YES-computer skills, 
specific courses for 
potential jobs, usually 
mixed with working 
as well.  

YES-volunteer 
opportunities, subsidized 
positions, paid work.  

YES. 

2. Gelderland 
South 
Population: 161,675 
WWB Case Load: 
4,690 
2008 Work Budget: 
35M 

- YES-creates report about 
capabilities and potential to 
reach goals in six months. 
Determines distance from 
labour market.  

-YES-includes 
medical assessment, 
psychological 
evaluations, 
determines if and 
when client can 
work. Services for 
single mothers are 
also offered 

- YES-provides 
similar services (as 
counseling) for 
people such as 
drug/alcohol 
dependents, single 
mothers. 

YES-computer skills, 
language skills, 
specific skills, short-
term schooling, and 
language courses. 

YES-subsidized positions. 
Offered for a period 
between 6 months to 2 
years.  

YES. 

3. North Holland 
Population: 143,837 
WWB Case Load: 
2,499 
2008 Work Budget: 
15M 

 

ONLY-if there is a doubt 
about problems of client. 

YES-psychological 
and health 
treatment. 

YES-building sense 
of responsibility 
through daily 
routines. 

YES-job-related 
performance skills, 
such as being on 
time, and following 
instructions on the 
job.  

YES-volunteer and 
subsidized jobs, 
depending on level of 
competence and potential. 

YES. 

4. Gelderland 
North 
Population: 155,228 
WWB Case Load: 
2,100 
2008 Work Budget: 
11.6M 

ONLY-if the picture is not 
clear of client’s needs: 
career tests, intelligence 
tests, and language tests 

YES-both for just 
addiction related, or 
addiction related 
and work-finding 
methods. 

YES-volunteer work 
in order to stimulate 
motivation, make 
client participate and 
become familiar with 
a routine life.  

YES-computer 
courses, language 
courses, job-specific 
skills, and also back-
to-school for some 
clients.  

YES-related to Life 
Coaching, involves 
volunteering. Ladder 
system: start with low-
skilled volunteer work, 
and progress to more 
‘regular work’. 

YES 

5. Gelderland YES-two levels, one - YES-for those YES-coaching to YES-job related YES-either to regular job YES 

R.C.Gheorghe 32



Figure 3. Description of ser  offered by each municipality. The columns denote the services offered in each of the five activation categories. The rows 
denote the municipalities and their characteristics.  

vices

estimates if work is possible 
at all. The other, for those 
deemed not suited for work, 
includes more extensive 
assessments, for up to 6 
weeks to diagnose further 
needs. In some cases, this 
results in the client 
receiving direct training 
right away for social 
behaviour.  

Central 
Population: 145,417 
WWB Case Load: 
4,780 
2008 Work Budget: 
32.1M 

whose ability to 
work is hindered by 
health or 
psychological 
problems. Services 
include evaluations, 
and advice on the 
basis of results. 

organize personal 
life, also to boost 
motivation. Also 
includes simple work 
with city department 
to train skills in a 
safe environment.  

training once 
someone has a 
position (could also 
be a temporary 
subsidized position). 
Essentially, 
upgrading skills.  

for people who can work 
without a subsidy, or a 
subsidized job for people 
still in progress.  

 

    Delivery Mode 
 
 
Municipality 

INITIAL 
DIAGNOSIS 

COUNSELING LIFE 
COACHING 

 

EDUCATION LABOUR 
DEPLOYMENT

PLACEMENT TOTAL 

1. South 
Holland 
Population: 
116,818 
WWB Case 
Load: 2,340 
2008 Work 
Budget: 
12M 

- In-house -In-house & 
outsourced (50:50) 

-In-house & 
outsourced (50:50) 

- Outsourced, 
mostly at ROCs, 
some other private 
companies as well 
(>50 to ROCs) 

- In-house & 
outsourced (one 
affiliated & 3 
private companies) 

- In-house & 
outsourced (50:50) 

- >50% in-
house. 

2. 
Gelderland 
South 
Population: 
161,675 
WWB Case 
Load: 4,690 
2008 Work 

- In-house - Most are in-house, 
with exception of 
services for single 
mothers and clients 
with psychological 
problems, which are 
outsourced to 
affiliated orgs. 

- Most are in-
house, with 
exception of 
services for single 
mothers and clients 
with psychological 
problems, which 
are outsourced to 
affiliated orgs. 

- Outsourced to 
affiliated 
organizations, 
ROCs.  

- In-house. 
Specialized trainers 
offer services.  

- 100% in-house. - 80% in-
house 
20% 
outsource 
to 
affiliated 
orgs.  
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Budget: 
35M 

3. North 
Holland 
Population: 
143,837 
WWB Case 
Load: 2,499 
2008 Work 
Budget: 
15M 

 

- In-house - Outsourced to 
private companies for 
specialized services, 
psychological 
problems, budgeting. 
- In-house for 
services related to 
job-hunting skills and 
other kinds of simple 
counseling.  

- Outsourced & In-
house depending 
on severity of 
client’s case. 
Similar to 
Counseling.  

-Outsourced to 
ROCs, seldom to 
private company. 

- In-house for 
voluntary work 
(associated with 
counseling). 
 - Outsourced to 
private companies, 
employers.  

- In-house and 
outsourced to 
affiliated 
organizations.  
- Outsourced to 
private companies in 
rare cases, when 
more specialization is 
needed.  

-80% 
outsourced 
to private 
companies 
and few 
affiliated 
orgs. 
-20% in-
house 

4. 
Gelderland 
North 
Population: 
155,228 
WWB Case 
Load: 2,100 
2008 Work 
Budget: 
11.6M 

-In-house -In-house 20% (this 
includes the simple 
cases) 
- Outsource 80% to 
private companies 

- In-house 40% 
- Outsource 60% to 
private companies 
 

-80% to ROCs 
-20% to private 
companies 

-100% outsourced 
to private 
companies 

-Mostly in-house, 
outsource some to 
private companies.  

- 80% 
outsourced 
to private 
companies 
and 
affiliated 
orgs. 
-20% in-
house 

5. 
Gelderland 
Central 
Population: 
145,417 
WWB Case 
Load: 4,780 
2008 Work 
Budget: 
32.1M 

-Mostly in-house 
(approx. 50-60%) for 
those who are ready 
to work. 
- Outsourced to 
private companies 
for those who also 
require further 
training.  

- Outsourced to 
private companies. 
However, the in-
house case managers 
are always in the 
background.  

- Outsourced to 
private company.  

- In-house in the 
sense that the 
municipality search 
employers.  
- Afterwards 
outsourced to the 
companies; they 
also provide jobs to 
increase experience 
(e.g. subsidized) 
- Also outsourced 
ROCs.  

- In-house in the 
sense that the 
municipality search 
employers 
- Afterwards 
outsourced to the 
companies; they 
also provide jobs to 
increase experience 
(e.g. subsidized) 
- Clients who are 
working receive 
coaching by in-

- In-house.  - 80% 
outsourced 
to private 
companies 
and few 
affiliated 
orgs 
- 20% in-
house 
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Figure 4. Mode of service delivery in each municipality. The columns denote the mode of service delivery offered for each of the five activation categories. 
The rows denote the municipalities and their characteristics.  

house specialists 
for up to one year.  



6.1 Services & Delivery Method  

As already mentioned the purpose of the interviews was to, on the one hand, find out 

what kind of services are offered within the five activation categories, and how they are 

delivered. On the other hand, the larger scope was to determine what influences the 

municipality’s choice for a mixed system of service delivery, on the basis of three criteria 

emphasized in public-partnership theory. 

With the exception of the municipalities in North Holland and Gelderland North, all cases 

perform initial assessments of the client in order to determine which services are necessary. The 

two exceptions indicated that a diagnosis is only required when the client’s capabilities and 

impediments are not clear; in this case, the client’s aptitude in language or computer skills is 

tested and sometimes psychological evaluations are also conducted. While it is not the scope of 

this study to judge the municipalities in terms of the deficiencies of their reintegration programs, 

it is important to note this difference. It raises the question of whether the client’s strengths and 

weaknesses can therefore be determined in a non-arbitrary way and furthermore if they are 

subsequently placed in the appropriate service category. The diagnosis in the other three cases is 

considered very important because it gives insight into the client’s potential as well as, what 

impediments are keeping him/her from reaching that potential. The diagnosis often consists of 

various tests that determine the client’s distance from the labour market, and as such, they usually 

last for up to six weeks. The municipality in Gelderland Central offers two levels of assessments 

when a client first applies for WWB benefits. The first level is the diagnosis of whether they can 

work at all. Those clients who can are deployed in positions where experience can be built. If, on 

the other hand, it is determined that work is not (yet) possible the client can undergo the second 

level of further assessments. During this time the client may also receive social skills training in 

order to improve his/her situation. Diagnoses are generally done in-house by case managers who 

are trained to perform assessments. However, the municipality in Gelderland Central outsources 

between 40-50% of the diagnostic services to private companies in cases where the client is 

deemed unsuitable for work and requires health and psychological evaluations. 

Following the initial assessment, the client may be placed in one of several services 

available in Counseling, Life Coaching, Education, Labour Deployment, and Permanent 

Placement. Most municipalities describe their systems as a ‘reintegration ladder’:  

 

“In our thinking we work with a ’ladder’ of participation; people can work quickly and earn their 

own money, that’s of course the best way to aim for, but we have different steps towards that 

highest spot on the ladder.”-South Holland 
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Counseling services are predominantly geared at those clients who have medical and 

psychological problems. In Chapter 3.2 the characteristics of welfare recipients were discussed 

and it was revealed that they derive from diverse backgrounds. Indeed many clients have drug or 

alcohol addictions, and some also suffer from depression. Municipalities can determine which 

services are needed, and thereafter direct the individual to the appropriate medical or 

psychological facility where they can receive the necessary treatment. Thus, because such cases 

involve complex problems that require professional attention, municipalities outsource many of 

the Counseling services. On the other hand, if the type of counseling required is simple, for 

example, mediating the client or building job-attaining skills, the service is kept in-house. Still, in 

most cases, the former need is more prevalent and as a result, most Counseling services are 

provided by outsourced companies.  

Life Coaching focuses on services that help the client build self-confidence, increase 

motivation, and manage his/her daily life in a better way. As such, Life Coaching is sometimes 

combined with Labour Deployment so that the client can gain some work experience, which will 

simultaneously help him/her develop a daily routine and a sense of responsibility. The 

municipality in South Holland, for example, stresses the importance of Work First principles, 

whereby the individual is expected to be active from the first day he/she applies for social 

assistance. Life Coaching is outsourced in some cases, and provided in-house in others. Similar to 

Counseling, the specialized Life Coaching services, for example psychiatric therapy or budgeting 

skills, are outsourced. In-house provisions of Life Coaching include assigning simple 

responsibilities to the client, for example, shopping for his/her neighbour or working within a city 

department in order to train and develop basic skills.  

Educational training is available among all the municipalities, and it is largely centered 

on increasing computer, language and job-specific skills. In the city from Gelderland South, the 

opportunity to attend short-term schooling also exists, however this is often left as an option of 

the last resort. On the other hand, the North Holland municipality’s educational services are much 

more focused on job essentials such as punctuality and learning to follow instructions from 

supervisors. In the South Holland municipality, education is thoroughly emphasized as one of the 

best ways for the client to increase his/her employment opportunities. A slightly different 

approach is taken in the city from Gelderland Central insofar as the education is often coupled 

with employment, whereby the client is placed in a job and is thereafter trained in order to 

upgrade his/her skills. With the exception of Gelderland Central, which works with private 
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employers while also providing some aspects through in-house specialists, educational services 

are mostly outsourced to ROCs, as well as some private companies.  

 Most forms of Labour Deployment services are subsidized jobs. However, in some cases, 

such as the one in South Holland and North Holland, voluntary positions are also options. 

Moreover, in the South Holland municipality, clients have at times been engaged in town projects 

such as renovating sports facilities. Similarly, in Gelderland Central, the client may be deployed 

in a position working for a department within the municipality. This allows the client to develop 

social and working skills in a safe environment, thereby preparing him/her for the eventual 

reintegration in a permanent position within the regular labour market. For a large part of this 

category, services are provided in-house because they consist of subsidized jobs, which the 

municipality arranges. However, in Gelderland South they are provided wholly in-house, while in 

Gelderland North they are outsourced completely. Still, in the other cases, Labour Deployment 

services are conducted both via outsourcing as well as in-house.    

 Permanent placement is evidently the ultimate goal in each of the cases. Moreover, the 

aim is to reach this step in the shortest time possible, so that the client can become a fully active 

member of society. Permanent placement is thereby facilitated mostly in-house however 

Gelderland North, North Holland and South Holland outsource small percentages to private and 

affiliated organizations.  

 To sum up, Counseling, Life Coaching and Education services often require professional 

expertise, which is not always available in-house; therefore these tend to be outsourced. To a 

great extent, Labour Deployment relies on subsidized jobs, and thus is kept in-house. Similarly, 

Permanent Placement, and simple aspects of Counseling and Life Coaching, is also mostly kept 

in-house. 

 

 

6.2 Why Mixed Approaches? 

As discussed in earlier chapters the 2002 SUWI law was reformed in 2006, thereby 

giving municipalities the choice to continue outsourcing to private companies as well as, to 

provide some services in-house. As was shown in the preceding sub-section, the tendency to 

adopt a mixed approach, whereby both modes of delivery are utilized, is characteristic of these 

five cases; while some services are outsourced, others are delivered directly in-house. As a result 

of having a choice, and more importantly, the past experience of having worked solely with 

private companies, municipalities are now able to create a mixed approach on the basis of three 
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main criteria: quality, price (efficiency), and accountability. The extent to which each of these 

criteria influences the choice is presented in the table below, and subsequently explained in detail.  

 

 

 

 



                                 Criteria 
 
 
Municipalities 

QUALITY PRICE ACCOUNTABILITY OVERALL-Order of Importance 

1. South Holland 
Population: 116,818 
WWB Case Load: 
2,340 
2008 Work Budget: 
12M 

- Very important. Both in 
terms of achieving 
results, and the content 
offered by provider.  

-Very important, 
especially if the 
intent is to outsource 
to private company. 
If quality is met, then 
price is the decisive 
factor.  

- Important, but, it is considered an 
‘obvious factor’-if the company is 
not accountable, they do not 
outsource.  

- Quality-Price-Accountability 
-  Every aspect can be decisive, but quality 
indicated as the forerunner (if effectiveness is 
lacking then alternatives are sought).  
- Past experience has shown that quality is 
sometimes compromised (e.g. little time 
spent on clients, and low results of 
placement) by low price-reconciled this by 
talking to companies, but in some cases 
municipality continues working with them.  
- If in-house service quality can be delivered 
then they prefer to do it in-house. But if they 
lack the expertise the market is sought, and 
price is weighed in relation to quality offered. 
-If price is too high, they try to negotiate it, 
but still ensure good quality. Accountability 
is likewise important because they expect the 
promises to be delivered.  

2. Gelderland 
South 
Population: 161,675 
WWB Case Load: 
4,690 
2008 Work Budget: 
35M 

- Most important because 
the main goal is to place 
people in the shortest 
time possible. Services 
were taken back because 
of quality, not price. If 
quality was better in 
private companies, 
services may still be 
outsourced, because there 
are a lot of transaction 
costs involved as well 
when hiring and training 
staff in-house.  

- Important because 
it’s public money.  

Important, but considered a ‘given 
factor’-accountability of private 
market was not an issue in the past, 
and furthermore, it is assumed that if 
quality is good, the private company 
will also be accountable.  

- Quality-Price-Accountability 
- Quality above all: In the past, private 
companies used to send many clients back, 
thus, lack of results, lack of quality. Claim to 
have better results in-house.  
 

3. North Holland 
Population: 143,837 
WWB Case Load: 
2,499 

- Most important because 
the city wants to avoid a 
quality compromise.   

- Important, but no 
more than quality. 

- Important: they deal with certified 
companies, and have regular 
discussions with companies to 
ensure transparency in order to have 

- Quality-Price-Accountability 
- While all three factors are important they 
trust that accountability is there and try to 
maintain good oversight, so quality and price 
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Figure 5. Influence of The columns denote the extent to which the criteria, Quality, Price (Efficiency) and Accountability influence the decision to 
outsource or keep in-house. The rows denote the municipalities and their characteristics.  

Criteria. 

 

2008 Work Budget: 
15M 
 

a good degree of accountability.  are weighed more in light of that.  

4. Gelderland 
North 
Population: 155,228 
WWB Case Load: 
2,100 
2008 Work Budget: 
11.6M 

- Most important.  -  Important, but no 
more than quality 

- Accountability is a work in 
progress, city prefers to work on 
relations with private market rather 
than end them, and also increase 
control. But ultimately, this is 
subsequent to quality and price.  

- Quality-Price-Accountability 
- Better quality may be provided on market 
for some services because of specialization.   
- Accountability is sometimes better in-house 
because of shorter lines of communication. 
 - The services that are provided in-house are 
done so because of quality, or lack thereof on 
the private market, and not because of price. 

5. Gelderland 
Central 
Population: 145,417 
WWB Case Load: 
4,780 
2008 Work Budget: 
32.1M 

- Very important because 
the city wants companies 
to deliver promised 
results. Otherwise it 
either seeks out others 
private companies, or 
takes some services in-
house.  

- Counts for 30% 
when outsourcing, 
thus not as important 
as quality  

- Also very important, and as a 
result, they request reports of costs, 
results, processes, etc. They do not 
take it for granted because they 
acknowledge that a private company  
can be accountable, but still lack 
quality.  

- Quality-Accountability-Price 
- Quality is most important. Quality counts 
for 70% of the decision, while price 30%, or 
even less. If private companies are ineffective 
in reintegrating clients, they prefer to take in-
house (of course, if they have the necessary 
expertise). 



The prevailing observation among the cases was that quality, above all, is the main 

determining factor for outsourcing some services and keeping others in-house. Specifically, 

municipalities consider the level of quality that has been delivered by the private market in a 

given service. Moreover, they also consider whether the quality in-house would be better 

compared to that of the private market. Implicit in this, is the assessment of the municipality’s 

own capacity to provide that given service with higher quality. In some cases, municipalities 

admit that they lack the specialization needed, and thus the private market would offer better 

quality. In other cases, for example Permanent Placement, they have the necessary expertise and 

capacity to provide the service in-house. So although for some services the quality can be better 

guaranteed on the private market, for others it is better guaranteed in-house. As one municipality 

states: 

“Yes we do [Permanent Placement] ourselves and in the past we had companies that did 

this for us, but we discovered that when those companies don’t have their roots here in 

[Gelderland Central] and the environment, they have a serious problem, and we discovered that 

the word [Gelderland Central] was enough to get an entrance with companies”-Gelderland 

Central 

 

 While quality is of utmost importance, municipalities also consider price and 

accountability in relation to it. Most municipalities acknowledged that they have to be vigilant in 

spending public money; however, this does not mean that they will risk a quality compromise 

whereby they spend less but also get less in return. As a result, they do not choose to provide a 

service in-house because it is cheaper, but rather they consider if the price is reasonable in 

relation to the quality the private market can produce. They state: 

 

“Of course, [quality] is very important, because the main goal is that people go to a regular job 

or a subsidy job and they have to be in the WWB as short as possible. So the quality of the help to 

get them to a job that’s the most important thing.” 

“We didn’t take it inside because we are cheaper, we took it inside because we think we can do it 

better.”-Gelderland South 

 

“What is the goal we want to achieve, and do we think the cheap[er] product will really get us to 

the goal?  Only maybe half way and then we have to buy another thing to get there, and then at 

the end it’s not that cheap. So we look at that. Maybe it’s a little bit more expensive, but it’s 

better to get the goal, then we do the expensive thing”-North Holland  
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 “I think the main reason why we in-source, is because we thought we can do it better.” 

“And that doesn’t always mean that it’s cheaper, but in terms of quality we can do it 

better”-Gelderland North 

 

Similar to price, the influence of accountability in the decision of outsourcing or keeping in-house 

is also always considered in relation to the quality factor. However, the extent to which 

accountability plays a role in the decision was at times ambiguous in the responses of 

municipalities. While most respond to accountability problems by trying to improve the 

partnership, others abandon it. Municipalities indicate that sometimes taking a service in-house is 

better because they improve the lines of communication. In-house staff can keep each other 

informed and updated on the client’s status, which also makes the client’s transition from one step 

to another smoother. On the other hand, sometimes municipalities try to strengthen the 

relationship with the private providers by holding regular discussions, conducting frequent 

evaluations and overall, increasing the level of monitoring so that occurrences like creaming and 

parking can be avoided. Thus, the choice to keep a service in-house or outsource on the basis of 

accountability has to be centered on whether the municipality thinks that it can improve the lines 

of communication by having it in-house, or alternatively, whether it can steer the private provider 

in such a way that it performs according to standards set out during the bidding process. But 

ultimately, all this is weighed in relation to the quality factor. 

The following sub-section discusses the prevailing combination that was identified 

throughout the municipalities. This combination stems from the municipality’s assessment of the 

three factors. Essentially, for services in which the municipality has sufficient knowledge, and 

furthermore the accountability can be improved because of shorter lines of communication, while 

the cost is reasonable, in-house is chosen. For those in which the quality of the private market is 

superior due to more specialization, and where the accountability is constantly being worked on 

via increased monitoring, while the cost is reasonable, outsourcing is pursued.  

 

6.3. Combinations 

As mentioned in the theoretical chapter, one of the best ways to reconcile dilemmas in a 

public-private partnership is through an appropriate division of risks. The risks are determined by 

measuring the degree of quality, price and accountability. Municipalities have done this, and as 

Gelderland Central states:  
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“Certain aspects are safer to have in your own hands so you can coach directly. Certain 

aspects are not so clever to do yourself actually because another one has to take the risks…so it’s 

always you have to look at a just balance” 

 

 The following tables illustrate the combination of services that was prevalent throughout 

the five municipalities.  

 

Figure 6.-Services In-House  

IN-HOUSE Quality Price Accountability 
Simple Counseling Low on the private 

market 
May or may not be 
better, however, in 
relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

Improved due to 
shorter lines of 
communication 

Simple Life 
Coaching 

Low on the private 
market 

May or may not be 
better, however, in 
relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

Improved due to 
shorter lines of 
communication 

Subsidized Part of 
Labour Deployment 

Low on the private 
market 

May or may not be 
better, however, in 
relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

Improved due to 
shorter lines of 
communication 

Permanent 
Placement 

Low on the private 
market 

May or may not be 
better, however, in 
relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

Improved due to 
shorter lines of 
communication 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Services Outsourced  

OUTSOURCE Quality Price Accountability 
Complex Counseling Higher level of quality 

due to specialization 
of private companies 

May or may not be 
better, however, in 
relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

Strengthened through 
regular discussions, 
evaluations and 
increased monitoring.  

Complex Life 
Coaching 

Higher level of quality 
due to specialization 
of private companies 

May or may not be 
better, however, in 
relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

Strengthened through 
regular discussions, 
evaluations and 
increased monitoring. 

Education Higher level of quality 
due to specialization 
of private companies 
& ROCs 

May or may not be 
better, however, in 
relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

Strengthened through 
regular discussions, 
evaluations and 
increased monitoring. 

Voluntary Part of 
Labour Deployment 

Higher level of quality 
due to specialization 

May or may not be 
better, however, in 

Strengthened through 
regular discussions, 
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of private companies relation to quality, it 
is reasonable 

evaluations and 
increased monitoring. 

  

In general, Permanent Placement, as well as the simple aspects of Counseling and Life 

Coaching, and subsidized jobs in Labour Deployment tends to be provided in-house. In the case 

of Gelderland South, all service categories are provided in-house, except for a few that are 

outsourced to affiliated organizations. The municipality explains this decision by indicating that 

all three aspects were poor when they outsourced the services to the private market. The main 

problem the city experienced with private reintegration companies was a lack of quality not only 

in the results, but also in the content of the services. Furthermore, they admit that cases of 

creaming and parking were also somewhat common. They add that clients were often sent back 

because the company felt they were impossible to reintegrate, and thus efforts were not made to 

help them. At the same time, some clients were kept without receiving help in reintegration; they 

believe the private company still wanted to receive the payment for the contract. Essentially, the 

treatment of clients was inadequate and the results expected were not met. Furthermore, problems 

with communication were also frequent which led to many misunderstandings and opportunistic 

behaviour on behalf of the agent (the private companies). Lastly, although it has not been 

confirmed nor was it the main reason for taking services in-house, the municipality believes that 

overall, services are now more cost-efficient. While this is the exception of Gelderland South, in 

the other municipalities Permanent Placement, simple Counseling and Life Coaching and Labour 

Deployment are the main services provided in-house because the municipality has the capacity to 

provide them at a higher quality, and furthermore, the accountability is also stronger for these 

services; the price in relation to these is reasonable.  

In contrast, complex services in Counseling, Life Coaching, Education and Labour 

Deployment are more likely to be maintained on the private market. This is explained by the fact 

that for specialized areas like psychological therapy, or language training and computer skills, the 

market (and in some cases, ROCs) is able to provide a higher level of quality. Furthermore, the 

price is reasonable, and while the accountability is not always up to par, it is constantly being 

improved through regular evaluations, discussions and increased control over the private 

provider.  

To sum up, municipalities offer this combination of in-house and outsourcing first and 

foremost on the basis of quality. For those services in which the quality has lacked and they have 

the necessary skills to provide it themselves, and the accountability is also strengthened due to 

shorter lines of communication, they are taken in-house. Because quality is always more 

important than the cost, the price is deemed reasonable if good results can be generated. For the 
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other services that require a lot of specialization, the service is outsourced. The accountability in 

these cases is believed to improve if monitoring is strengthened. As in the case of in-house, the 

price is reasonable if results are produced. It is important to acknowledge the influence of quality 

because it dictates the way the other factors are judged. When the quality is poor the 

municipalities believe that by taking in-house the accountability will also improve because the 

staff will be working close together. However, when the quality is good on the market they 

approach the accountability issue differently because they require the expertise of private 

reintegration companies; as such, they try to work in closer contact with them so that they 

become more accountable. In both cases however, price is considered secondary to quality 

because they are much more intent on ensuring that the service is delivered correctly and 

effectively.  

Thus, providing Permanent Placement, simple Counseling and Life Coaching as well as 

parts of Labour Deployment in-house, means that quality is increased, at a reasonable price and 

accountability is more adequate because the lines of communication are shorter and those 

responsible for conducting the work are all ‘under one roof’. In addition, complex Counseling and 

Life Coaching, and Education are outsourced because the quality is better on the private market 

due to more expertise, at a reasonable price, and the accountability of providers is maintained and 

improved by increased control over activities.  

 

7. Conclusions 

 
This study has attempted to answer the question “How can the choice for a mixed system 

among reintegration programs in Dutch municipalities be explained, and can combinations be 

identified?” In order to answer this larger question, several sub-questions were tackled. The first, 

“What are the relevant aspects of labour market reintegration?” was answered by using 

activation theory, which illustrated reintegration as a multidimensional concept, consisting of 

several steps. The relevant aspects of labour market reintegration include Counseling, Life 

Coaching, Education, Labour Deployment, and finally, Permanent Placement. The second sub-

question, “What have municipalities done with reintegration?” was answered via a literature 

review that provided an overview of the current situation in the Netherlands. In doing so, an 

overall picture of how various Dutch municipalities are providing essential reintegration services 

indicated that some municipalities achieve their goals by outsourcing, others by providing them 

in-house, and others via a mixed approach. The theoretical chapter provided the background for 

expectations of how the choice for a mixed approach can be explained. Using public-private 
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partnership theory it was determined that, an assessment of quality, efficiency and accountability 

must be undertaken when making the decision to outsource or keep in-house. On the basis of this, 

several hypotheses were formulated, which were then tested during in-person interviews with 

Aldermen or their representatives, as well as Policy Advisors and Purchasing Specialists from 

five municipalities in the Netherlands. Finally, after analyzing the discussions with the respective 

municipalities, a combination was identified as follows: outsourcing for complex aspects of 

Counseling and Life Coaching, Education and voluntary parts of Labour Deployment, and in-

house provisions of simple aspects of Counseling and Life Coaching, subsidized parts of Labour 

Deployment, and Permanent Placement. 

By discussing Decentralization and Activation theories, the theoretical chapter provided 

the necessary discourse for what influenced the onset of the current situation whereby 

municipalities can now choose the mode of service delivery in reintegration services as well as, 

the services they have to provide. Furthermore, the overview of public-private partnerships 

highlighted the essential criteria on which that choice is made. A public-private partnership was 

described as a possible alternative to the traditional mode of service delivery: strictly outsourcing 

or strictly in-house. By considering the advantages and drawback of such a PPP, quality, 

efficiency and accountability were determined as the three main criteria for deciding which 

services to outsource and which services to keep in-house. Ultimately, this provided the necessary 

indicators for testing the expectations.  

The findings indicate that past experience has influenced the way municipalities view the 

quality, price (efficiency) and accountability of reintegration services in the private market. Given 

their ability to choose between private providers and their own staff, and furthermore, having the 

past experience in mind, municipalities consistently cite quality as a major influential factor in the 

decision. Municipalities indicate that if the level of quality on the private market is low, they are 

likely to explore other options and this often includes providing the service themselves. On the 

other hand, if the level of quality on the private market is high, they then weigh the price and 

accountability. The observation has been that while price is never as important as quality, 

accountability is handled differently. Whereas in some cases they attempt to improve the 

accountability of private partners, in others they abandon the partnership. Having those things in 

mind municipalities assess which services should be done in-house and which should be 

outsourced. Thus, the choice for a mixed system can be explained first by the quality that can be 

served on the market, and secondly by price and accountability. Some services are outsourced 

because in-house specialization in services is weak, and this in turn would affect the quality 

rendered. Moreover, the cost of services on the private market is important given that they are 
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spending public money, however if the quality provided by the private market is high, then the 

price is considered reasonable. Lastly when those services are outsourced improvements in the 

accountability of private providers are sought by increased communications. Other services are 

coordinated in-house because the quality can be provided at a higher level. While the cost may or 

may not be less than outsourcing, it is inconsequential if better results can be generated. Lastly, 

municipalities state that the accountability improves in these services because they will be 

provided by the same ‘team’ of in-house specialists.  

The findings are productive in the sense that they provide support for two hypotheses set 

out. The consistent emphasis on quality offers supportive evidence for H-1 (if quality is low, then 

regardless of the price and accountability ratio, the service will likely be kept in-house). The 

services that cannot be delivered at the highest level of quality will likely be taken in-house. 

While price is important, it is generally secondary to quality, thus in the case where quality lacks, 

it is therefore non-decisive. Secondly, accountability will improve in-house as a result of all 

reintegration employees working together ‘under one roof’. Support also exists for H-5 (if quality 

is high, and the price and accountability are also high, the service will likely be outsourced) 

because most municipalities are willing to pay for good quality services, thus the price is deemed 

reasonable. Furthermore, the accountability is improved via increased control and oversight. As a 

result certain services will be outsourced. Thus, the value of this study is found in its 

identification of the combination of in-house and outsourced services among a few of the 

municipalities in the Netherlands that have a hybrid system. Notwithstanding its stated 

limitations, this study also presented a sound explanation of what influences the choice of 

municipalities to adopt a mixed approach, which could be explored more in future research.  

Indeed, future research on this topic would benefit from having a larger case selection. In 

the coming years perhaps more municipalities will adopt a hybrid system and thus a larger case 

selection will be possible. In that way, perhaps more combinations would emerge and the results 

may also have more external validity. Alternatively, future research can attempt to explore to 

what extent this mode of service delivery is successful in terms of results as well as, from an 

economic point of view. As mentioned earlier, some municipalities indicated that having some 

services in-house may ultimately be more cost-effective. However, this has not yet been 

confirmed, and it is the opinion of this author that more time is needed to determine if indeed, the 

system is both more cost-effective and more successful in terms of results. Nevertheless, this 

would certainly be an interesting revelation. As stated in the beginning, the current economic 

crisis will have implications for policymakers who deal with unemployment and reintegration. 
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Thus, having a firm grasp on what works best, and in what way, is especially important in light of 

that.  
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Annex 1-List of Municipalities in Three Categories  
 
      
Case Summaries     
        Naamgem  
zelfdoen 1 1  Gemeente Bedum (Gr) 
  2  Gemeente Delfzijl (Gr) 
  3  Gemeente Heerenveen (Fr) 
  4  Gemeente Hengelo (Ov) 
  5  Gemeente Oldenzaal (Ov) 
  6  Gemeente Raalte (Ov) 
  7  Gemeente Barneveld (Gld) 
  8  Gemeente Doesburg (Gld) 
  9  Gemeente Nijkerk (Gld) 
  10  Gemeente Nijmegen (Gld) 
  11  Gemeente Oldebroek (Gld) 
  12  Gemeente Veenendaal (Utr) 
  13  Gemeente Bussum (NH) 
  14  Gemeente Haarlemmermeer (NH) 
  15  Gemeente Harenkarspel (NH) 
  16  Gemeente Texel (NH) 
  17  Gemeente Wieringermeer (NH) 
  18  Gemeente Leiden (ZH) 
  19  Gemeente Maassluis (ZH) 
  20  Gemeente Ridderkerk (ZH) 
  21  Gemeente Gilze en Rijen (NB) 
  22  Gemeente Steenbergen (NB) 
  23  Gemeente Meerlo-Wanssum (L) 
  24  Gemeente Horst aan de Maas (L) 
  25  Gemeente Schouwen-Duiveland (Z) 
  26  Gemeente Cuijk (NB) 
  27  Gemeente Twenterand (Ov) 
  Total N 27  
privat companies 2 1  Gemeente Hellendoorn (Ov) 
  2  Gemeente Druten (Gld) 
  3  Gemeente Elburg (Gld) 
  4  Gemeente Heerde (Gld) 
  5  Gemeente Nunspeet (Gld) 
  6  Gemeente Leusden (Utr) 
  7  Gemeente Edam-Volendam (NH) 
  8  Gemeente Wognum (NH) 
  9  Gemeente Zaanstad (NH) 
  10  Gemeente Barendrecht (ZH) 
  11  Gemeente Katwijk (ZH) 

  12  
Gemeente Nieuwerkerk aan den 
IJssel (ZH) 

  13  Gemeente Spijkenisse 
  14  Gemeente Albrandswaard (ZH) 
  15  Gemeente Westvoorne (ZH) 
  16  Gemeente Reimerswaal 
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  17  Gemeente Tholen (Z) 
  18  Gemeente Oss (NB) 
  19  Gemeente Valkenswaard (NB) 
  20  Gemeente Sevenum (L) 

  21  
Gemeente Zevenhuizen-Moerkapelle 
(ZH) 

  22  Gemeente Cranendonck (NB) 
  23  Gemeente Rijssen - Holten (Ov) 
  Total N 23  
affiliated and privat 
companies 3 1  Gemeente Grootegast (Gr) 
  2  Gemeente Haren (Gr) 
  3  Gemeente Skarsterlan (Fr) 

  4  
Productgroep SZ Dantumadeel / 
Dongeradeel 

  5  Gemeente Ooststellingwerf (Fr) 
  6  Gemeente Coevorden (Dr) 
  7  Gemeente Meppel (Dr) 
  8  Gemeente Dalfsen (Ov) 
  9  Gemeente Deventer (Ov) 
  10  Gemeente Hardenberg (Ov) 
  11  Gemeente Kampen (Ov) 
  12  Gemeente Losser (Ov) 
  13  Gemeente Noordoostpolder (Fl) 
  14  Gemeente Staphorst (Ov) 
  15  Gemeente Zwolle (Ov) 
  16  Gemeente Apeldoorn (Gld) 
  17  Gemeente Arnhem (Gld) 
  18  Gemeente Beuningen (Gld) 
  19  Gemeente Doetinchem (Gld) 
  20  Gemeente Epe (Gld) 
  21  Gemeente Hattem (Gld) 
  22  Gemeente Lochem (Gld) 
  23  Gemeente Millingen aan de Rijn (Gld) 
  24  Gemeente Scherpenzeel (Gld) 
  25  Gemeente Voorst (Gld) 
  26  Gemeente Wageningen (Gld) 
  27  Gemeente Zevenaar (Gld) 
  28  Gemeente Zutphen (Gld) 
  29  Gemeente Bunschoten (Utr) 
  30  Gemeente Maarssen (Utr) 
  31  Gemeente Rhenen (Utr) 
  32  Gemeente Andijk (NH) 
  33  Gemeente Bergen (NH) 
  34  Gemeente Castricum (NH) 
  35  Gemeente Heemskerk (NH) 
  36  Gemeente Hoorn (NH) 
  37  Gemeente Laren (NH) 
  38  Gemeente Alphen aan de Rijn (ZH) 
  39  Gemeente Boskoop (ZH) 
  40  ISD Voorne-Putten-Rozenburg 
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  41  Gemeente Capelle aan den IJssel 
  42  Gemeente Dordrecht (ZH) 

  43  
RSD Alblasserwaard-
Oost/Vijfheerenlanden 

  44  Gemeente Rotterdam (Zh) 
  45  Gemeente Rijswijk (ZH) 
  46  Sociale Zaken K5 
  47  Gemeente Goes (Z) 
  48  Gemeente Kapelle (Z) 
  49  Gemeente Vlissingen (Z) 
  50  Gemeente De Ronde Venen (Utr) 
  51  Gemeente Baarle-Nassau (NB) 
  52  Gemeente Boxtel (NB) 
  53  Gemeente Eindhoven (NB) 
  54  Gemeente Mill en Sint-Hubert (NB) 
  55  Gemeente Nuenen (NB) 
  56  Gemeente Oosterhout (NB) 
  57  Gemeente Rucphen (NB) 
  58  Gemeente Sint-Oedenrode (NB) 
  59  Gemeente Son en Breugel (NB) 
  60  Gemeente Veghel (NB) 
  61  Gemeente Veldhoven (NB) 
  62  Gemeente Waalre (NB) 
  63  ISD Midden-Langstraat 
  64  Bureau Altena voor WIZ 
  65  Gemeente Beek (L) 
  66  Gemeente Beesel (L) 
  67  Gemeente Brunssum (L) 
  68  Gemeente Heerlen (L) 
  69  Gemeente Kerkrade (L) 

  70  
ISD Kompas, IP Werk, Inkomen en 
Zorg 

  71  Gemeente Roermond (L) 
  72  Gemeente Schinnen (L) 
  73  Gemeente Weert (L) 
  74  Gemeente Lelystad (Fl) 
  75  ISD Leudalkwartier 
  76  Gemeente Maasbracht (L) 
  77  Gemeente Laarbeek (NB) 
  78  Gemeente Lingewaard (Gld) 
  79  Gemeente Sluis (Z) 
  80  Gemeente Bernheze (NB) 
  81  Gemeente Bladel (NB) 
  82  Gemeente Hof van Twente (Ov) 
  83  Gemeente Geldrop - Mierlo (NB) 
  Total N 83  
 Total N  133  
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Annex 2-Interview Questions (Wethouder)  
 
General:  
 

1. What are the city’s policy aims for the reintegration of WWB recipients?  
2. How do you plan to achieve those objectives? 
3. As the city’s Alderman in charge of Reintegration, what does your role consist of in the 

process of implementing the WWB policy?  
4. Do you believe that the 2006 reform that eliminated the requirement to outsource most of 

the reintegration services was a good step? If so, why?  
5. Do you believe WWB objectives can be achieved better now that the city has more 

flexibility in choosing the mode of delivery? 
6. Do you believe some services can be better provided in-house and others outsourced? If 

so, why? 
7. What do you think are the benefits of in-house provisions? 
8. What do you think are the challenges of in-house provisions? 
9. What do you think are the benefits of outsourcing? 
10. What do you think are the challenges of outsourcing? 
11. What was the city’s Work Budget in 2008?  
12. What percentage of the Work Budget was spent on reintegration activities in-house and 

what was spent on outsourcing? 
13. Was there a surplus (left over money) of the Work Budget? 
 
 

Outsourcing procedure:  
 

1. Who decides whether the service will be outsourced or kept in-house? 
2.  What are the main criteria you consider when deciding if a service will be outsourced? 
3. To what extent is quality an important criterion?  
4. To what extent is the cost of outsourcing an important criterion? 
5. To what extent is the accountability of a private reintegration company an important 

criterion?  
6. Do you believe any of those three are more important than one another? If so, in which 

order, and why? 
 
 
In-house procedure:  
 

1. When a service is provided in-house who is responsible for coordinating it?  
2. Who is responsible for monitoring it? 
3. Does the staff have sufficient specialization in reintegration services to conduct services 

in-house? If not, what is the city doing to improve it?  
4. Are you satisfied with the city’s provision of services in-house?  
5. What are the plans in the near future-in-house, outsource, or cooperate and why? 
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Annex 3-Interview Questions (Policy Advisor) 
 
General-Tools for Services:  
 

1. Is there an initial assessment of the client in order to determine which services he/she 
requires?  

2. What does the assessment consist of (e.g. skills tests)? 
3. Who performs the assessment?   
4. What services does the city offer for reintegration? Please describe the types of services 

offered in the following (applicable) categories: 
 

a. Counseling: Overcoming personal barriers (e.g. health problems)  
b. Life Coaching: Increasing motivation  
c. Education: Increasing skills  
d. Labour Deployment: Increasing experience (whether through training) 
e. Placement: permanent job  

 
 
Mode of Delivery: 

 
1. In reference to the previous 5 categories of services, could you  
please specify which of them are done in-house and which are outsourced:  

a. Counseling: 
b. Life coaching: 
c. Education: 
d. Labour deployment: 
e. Placement:  

 
2. Are there any other aspects that do not qualify under those categories, and if so, how are they 
delivered?  
 
In-house procedure:  
 

1. How effective are services when provided in-house?  
2. How is this measured? 
3. Is it more affordable to provide services in-house? 

 
 
Outsourcing procedure: 

 
1. To which organizations does the town outsource (affiliated or private companies)?  

 
 
Reasons behind choices: 
 

1. Please describe your city’s past experience with private reintegration companies.  
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2. Does this past experience influence the way you look at the quality, efficiency and 
accountability of the private market? 

3. Do you believe any of those three aspects, quality, price and accountability, could be 
guaranteed better if the service is provided in-house? 

4. Please explain why certain aspects are kept in-house? What makes the delivery of the 
service better in-house?  

 
 
Importance of Quality (effectiveness):  
 
1. How important is the quality (effectiveness) of the services rendered by private 

companies when deciding to outsource or keep in-house?  
2. How does the importance of quality compare to the importance of price? For example, if 

the decision were simply based on price and quality, which of these factors would have 
greater weight?  

3. How do you measure quality? For example, are there certain quotas companies should 
meet? 

4.  If your experience in the past has been that reintegration companies have not been 
effective in re-integrating clients, how does this influence your decision (to keep in-house 
or outsource)? 

5. If your experience in the past has been that reintegration companies deliver good quality, 
how does this influence your decision (to keep in-house or outsource)?  

 
 

Importance of Price (efficiency):  
 
1. How important is price (efficiency) in the choice to outsource or keep in-house? 
2. If the quality has been good in the past and the price it costs to outsource is high, how 

does this affect your decision? Do you consider other factors in order to reach a decision? 
3. If the quality has been good in the past and the price it costs to outsource is affordable, do 

you consider any other aspects before making a decision? If so what are they? If not, do 
you outsource or keep in-house? 

 
 

Importance of Accountability:  
 
1. To what extent is accountability a role in choice? Accountability here refers to the 

capacity to which you can ensure that the private provider acts legitimately and the 
process is transparent.  

2. Do you regularly meet to discuss progress with representatives from private reintegration 
companies? 

3. How do you try to increase the accountability of a private provider/affiliated 
organization?  

 
a. Do you increase control and monitoring? 
b. Do you seek out other providers? 
c. Do you try to improve relationship through increased communication and 

collaboration? 
 
 

R.C.Gheorghe 58



R.C.Gheorghe 59

4. If in the past private companies have coordinated services responsibly and their actions 
have been legitimate, how does this influence your decision to outsource or not? 

5. Have you experienced any problems with private companies in the past such as creaming 
or parking? If so, how does this influence your decision to seek out contracts with either 
the same or other private companies?  

 
 
Quality-Price-Accountability:  
 

1. How do the three factors (quality, price and accountability) weigh in relation to each 
other? In other words, are they equally important in the decision, or is there a degree of 
significance/influence among them?  

2. Is there a relationship between the efficiency a private provider offers and the degree to 
which you can monitor their activities? For example, if the price is affordable yet in the 
past private providers have not been accountable, how does this influence your decision?  

3. Is there any additional information that the town use to make the decision? 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


