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 OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

 

 INTRODUCTION 

 

Supported Employment (SE) in Europe, as stated by the European Union of Supported 

Employment (EUSE), has experienced a rapid growth across Europe. The EUSE points 

out that there is an array of different factors influencing the implementation of supported 

employment in different nations. These factors in turn result in wide variations in the 

application of this methodology. They include: 

 

• A lack of recognition and acknowledgement of an approach to disabilities 

sanctioned by law.  

• Absence of a framework of employment policies at the national level. 

• Lack of funds dedicated to implementing SE. 

• A rigid welfare system that discourages people who look for employment. 

• Specific political, social and economic priorities and needs operating in a given 

country. 

• General perceptions, sometimes negative,  about disabled people in a given 

country. 

• Access to the conventional job market and levels of employment. 

• Lack of leadership and national strategies regarding the establishment of SE. 

 

However, no systematic research has been carried out providing reliable data in relation to 

these diverse realities across Europe. In general there is little information or studies aimed 

at analysing the situation of SE within different European countries. This limitation also 

exists at a global level, with no studies being carried out providing a general and 

comparative overview of  SE in Europe. Only recently and from a qualitative perspective, 

have we had data on the development of supported employment in Europe, reported in a 

study conducted by Spjelkavik and Evans (2007).  Although providing interesting insights, 

the study suffers from the lack of a systematic approach that would permit satisfactory 

extrapolation of conclusions to the national level, a weakness recognized by the authors. 

There is, therefore, a need to improve our understanding of the situation of SE in the EU, 
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and the present study is a first attempt to gain an insight into the European situation in 

quantitative terms. 

 

Some national studies of SE have been conducted in the past. The research team in 

charge of the present work have drawn on the cumulative experience in analysis of the 

reality of SE in their respective countries. In Spain, there is an established periodic 

monitoring of SE through a number of studies carried out by the Community Integration 

Institute of the University of Salamanca (Verdugo, Jordán de Urríes, Bellver y Martínez, 

1998; Verdugo, Jordán de Urríes y Bellver, 1998; Verdugo y Jordán de Urríes, 2001; 

Jordán de Urríes y Verdugo, 2003; Jordán de Urríes, Verdugo y Vicent 2005), with a total 

of four studies carried out since 1995 aimed at the quantitative analysis of SE initiatives 

implemented in Spain. These studies have been the springboard for the current wider 

study at the European level. 

 

In the UK the WCLD have been involved in a number of studies of supported employment 

in recent years. There has been one national study of SE  carried out in 1995/6, a number 

of subsequent evaluations of individual services (Beyer, Goodere and Kilsby, 1996; Beyer, 

2001), and a number of studies looking at the Workstep programme (and its predecessors) 

which have covered a number of services that provide employment for disabled people  in 

the community (Beyer et al., 2003; Thornton et al., 2004). Studies have also been carried 

out in Scotland (Hunter and Ridley, 2007; Ridley et al., 2005). However, although some 

Unions of S.E. in the UK do carry out internal studies of their members, there are currently 

no central databases on supported employment as defined here. 

 

From these experiences and given the need of studies that contribute to knowledge 

regarding the European situation we have proposed a research project with the objectives 

and characteristics outlined below. 

 

 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY AND RESEARCH TEAM 

 

“A comparative study of the situation of SE in Europe” is the product of collaboration 

between the Community Integration Institute of the University of Salamanca, the Welsh 

Centre for Learning Disabilities from Cardiff University and the European Union of 

Supported Employment. The purpose of the study was to carry out a descriptive 
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quantitative study of the situation of SE in Europe, collecting data by means of specially 

designed survey. This survey set out to gather information about SE programmes in 

relation to the following: transition to/conversion of, users, professional staff, and economic 

resources and costs. 

 

In order to meet this objective a series of goals of study were outlined: 

 

1. Analysis of the situation of organisations providing services of SE with respect to 

the conversion of segregated employment services to integrated employment in the 

community. To that end, we analysed the availability of different services in those 

organisations, the stability of financial support of those services, and the will of the 

organisation to continue and to preserve their integrated employment versus their 

segregated employment services . 

 

2. Analysis of the distribution of disabilities (by categories) of those individuals who 

have had, or currently hold, employment obtained through SE services. To that end 

population statistics were obtained for the disabilities people experienced, age 

intervals, gender,  and residential settings. 

 

3. Analysis of annual job contracts delivered by those services, including their 

duration, (i.e., permanent or temporary). 

 

4. Analysis of support needs within the community in these programmes. 

 

5. Analysis of gross monthly salary of people working as a result of programmes of 

SE. 

 

6. Estimation of the numbers of professional staff working at different levels in  these 

programmes, as well as their gross salaries.  

 

7. Analysis of the financial sources for SE programmes.  Also the total budget utilized 

by these programmes in the current annual period as well as the estimation of 

expenditure for following years. 

 

In order to meet these ends the following working team was formed: 
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o Borja Jordan de Urries Vega (INICO-EUSE), as coordinator. 

o Stephen Beyer (WCLD). 

o Miguel Ángel Verdugo Alonzo (INICO). 

 

The necessary computational tools for data gathering from internet sources were 

developed by personnel from the INICO: 

 

o Natalia Martín Martín  (IT facilitator) 

o Dámaso Velásquez Álvarez (IT assistant) 

 

For structuring and practical implementation of the study within individual national EUSE 

organisations we received the collaboration of the following EUSE members: 

 

o Robert Elston (England) 

o Paulina Lampinen (Finland) 

o Alena Schlejelova (Czech Republic) 

o Augusto Sousa (Portugal) 

o Fabrizio  Fea (Italy) 

o Ad Wise (Netherlands) 

o Monica Wilson (Northern Ireland) 

o Mike Evans (Norway) 

o Bengt Eklund (Sweden) 

o Simone Scheuller (Germany) 

o Annerieke Diepeveen (Greece) 

 

 PROCEDURES AND PARTICIPANTS 

 

The procedure followed during the present study consisted of gathering quantitative data 

for subsequent analysis from SE services identified by different national associations 

within the EUSE. This research project took place during a time period of one and a half 

years according to the following timeline:  

 

• February 2006: Submission of a proposal to the Executive Board of the EUSE. 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 8

• June 2006: Working session during the meeting of the Executive Board of the 

EUSE in Lisbon, Portugal. 

• July 2006: Working session and INICO/WCLD/EUSE meeting in Cardiff, Wales.  

• October-December 2006: surveys. 

• November 2006: working session during the meeting of the EUSE board in Belfast, 

Northern Ireland. 

• January –March 2007: Data analysis and preliminary report. 

• April 2007: Working session during the EUSE board meeting in Salamanca, Spain. 

• June 2007: Presentation before the EUSE conference in Belfast, Northern Ireland. 

• August 2007: drafting of the final report. 

 

The detailed procedure followed in the present study, coordinated by the INICO in close 

partnership with the WCLD and EUSE, consisted the following steps: 

 

1. Identifying the objective of study carried out by the INICO in coordination with the 

WCLD and EUSE. 

2. Definition of the tools and sources to be used (Data of Supported Employment 

(DSE)), carried out by the INICO in coordination with the WCLD and the EUSE. 

The DSE used in the present study is an improved version of the one used in 

different studies carried out in Spain for the quantitative monitoring of SE 

(Verdugo, Jordán de Urríes, Bellver y Martínez, 1998; Verdugo, Jordán de Urríes 

y Bellver, 1998; Verdugo y Jordán de Urríes, 2001; Jordán de Urríes y Verdugo, 

2003; Jordán de Urríes, Verdugo y Vicent 2005).  The DSE is presented in a later 

section. 

3. Creating a consensus between local associations on the different terms and 

concepts used in the questionnaire in order to avoid imprecision and differences 

in interpretation between participant countries. To this end, a list of definitions was 

composed by the WCLD in coordination with the INICO and the EUSE. This list of 

definitions can be seen as an Appendix to the present report.     

4.  Definition of the procedure for completing the questionnaire carried out by the 

INICO in coordination with the WCLD and the EUSE. In order to facilitate the 

implementation of the study the survey was carried out via the internet. An 

electronic application form was configured for on-line access by means of a 

personalized password. The system allowed for completion of the questionnaire in 

one or more independent sessions as the data entered could be partially saved in 
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a specially designed database. In this way, each time a given organisation 

accessed the site, the application would show the questionnaire with the details 

entered up to that point permitting the user to complete or edit previously entered 

data. 

5. Definition of the sample to be included in the study, carried out by the INICO in 

coordination with the WCLD and the EUSE. It was decided  at the beginning that 

this would consist of all the organisations and associations members of the EUSE. 

6. Translation of the DSE questionnaire, along with the list of definitions, into all the 

languages used in the different country members of the EUSE, carried out by the 

EUSE in coordination with the INICO and the WCLD. The DSE questionnaire and 

the list of definitions were therefore translated into 7 languages: English, Spanish, 

Finnish, Portuguese, Italian, Dutch, and Czech. This allowed a wide spectrum of 

possible participant countries as the English version could be used across the 

United Kingdom as well as Ireland and other countries for which a local language 

version was not available. 

7. Adaptation of the different versions of the questionnaire in the different languages 

to the online application, carried out by the INICO in coordination with the WCLD 

and the EUSE. 

8. Announcement of the start of the study by e-mail, carried out by the EUSE in 

coordination with the INICO and the WCLD. The information was communicated 

by the EUSE to each of the member organisations in each different country. The 

initial announcement was followed by a series of reminders during the whole data 

gathering period. 

9. Data gathering based on the above mentioned electronic procedure, carried out 

by the INICO in coordination with the WCLD. 

10. Data analysis, carried out by the INICO in coordination with the WCLD. 

11. Drafting of a research report (in Spanish), carried out by the INICO in coordination 

with the WCLD, and translation into English carried out by the WCLD in 

coordination with the INICO. 

 

The final sample of participating organisations consisted of 184 independent organisations 

from 10 European countries. This sample size is well below the research team 

expectation, and mainly due to insufficient distribution of the survey and a low level of 

participation of some of the organisations members of the EUSE. The sample, however, is 
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large enough to permit some conclusions to be drawn that will give an approximate picture 

of the quantitative situation of SE in most parts of Europe. 

 

 THE DSE SURVEY OF SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT 

 

As mentioned before, the DSE survey is an improved version of a previous tool designed 

and used by the INICO in earlier studies (Verdugo, Jordán de Urríes, Bellver y Martínez, 

1998; Verdugo, Jordán de Urríes y Bellver, 1998; Verdugo y Jordán de Urríes, 2001; 

Jordán de Urríes y Verdugo, 2003; Jordán de Urríes, Verdugo y Vicent 2005).  

 

It consists of 36 items divided into 6 sections: 

 

A. Identification, with 11 items that collect data about program affiliation. 

B. Transition/Quality, with 8 items that gather information on the situation of SE in the 

organisation and how it compares with other services within the same 

organisation as well as performance and quality assessment. 

C. Users, with 9 items collecting information about the profile of the users of SE 

services and their jobs. 

D. Professionals, with 5 items collecting information on the profile of the professional 

staff in charge of the SE services. 

E. Funding and costs, with 3 items about sources of funding and costs of the 

services of SE. 

F. Additional data, to include any additional data the organisations would like to 

provide. 

 

The electronic version was structured to be easy to use for the participants offering a 

structured and limited choice of answers. It also avoids errors and offers a range of flexible 

possibilities depending on the needs of the participants.  A complete version of the 

Spanish and English version can be seen in Appendices 1 and 2 at the end of this report. 
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 THE SITUATION OF SUPPORTE EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 

 

 TRANSITION/QUALITY 

 

As mentioned before, the initial objective of the study was to compile data regarding the 

European situation on at least eight European countries (given that at least the English 

version was equally valid for the UK and the Republic of Ireland).  This data would allow us 

to compare different countries. The actual data corresponds to 154 participant 

organisations from across Europe. Although this sample is to some extent less than that 

expected by the research team, it was possible to conduct an in-dept analysis, robust 

enough to draw some conclusions at the European level. Low or no participation in some 

of the countries included (Italy 0, Netherlands 1, Portugal 3 and Ireland 4), however, forced 

the research team to regroup the data for further analysis in order to establish 

comparisons between sufficiently large groups. This regrouping resulted in a total of four 

groups. The largest group, Spain, with 112 participant organisations, followed by Finland 

with 25, UK with 22 and the rest, lead by the Czech Republic with 13 participants, ended 

up in a single group with 25 entities comprising what was henceforth called “the Rest of 

Europe”. 

 

 Participants by country 
Country Total % 
Austria 2 1,09% 
Czech Republic 13 7,07% 
Finland 25 13,59% 
Hungary 1 0,54% 
Irish Republic  4 2,17% 
Holland 1 0,54% 
Portugal 3 1,63% 
Rumanía 1 0,54% 
Spain 112 60,87% 
United Kingdom 22 11,96% 
Total  184 100,00% 

 

Reino Unido; 
11,96%

España; 60,87%
Rumanía; 0 ,54%

Finlandia; 13,59%

Holanda; 0,54%

Hungría; 0 ,54%

Portugal; 1,63%

Aust ria; 1,09%
República Checa; 

7,07%
República de 
Irlanda; 2,17%
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 Participants by country recoded 

Country Recoded Total % 
Finland 25 13,59% 
Rest of Europe 25 13,59% 
Spain 112 60,87% 
United Kingdom 22 11,96% 
Total 184 100,00% 

 

España; 60,87%

Reino Unido; 
11,96%

Finlandia; 13,59%

Resto de países; 
13,59%

 

The first section of the DSE questionnaire focused on two fundamental aspects regarding 

the performance of organisations providing SE services. First, transition, understood as 

the set of changes carried out by the organisations in order to give more priority, or at least 

equal status, to employment services of an integrated character, in contrast to services of 

a segregated character. This aspect is intended to encompass the range of support 

choices available within the organisations in relation to SE services. Secondly, the use and 

evaluation of quality criteria applied to the services offered, along with mechanisms of 

improvement or substantiation of each services model of SE, either by assessments 

carried out by the organisation itself or by specialized external agencies. 

 

In this way, the first object of analysis was the set of available services in the 

organisations, and their actual access to sufficient funding to secure their stability for a 

period of twelve months. The first service we looked at was Day Centres. This service was 

not available in most organisations (72.3%). The absence of this service was particularly 

prominent in Britain (absent in 86.4%) with the highest number of services offered being 

found in Finland (44.0%). Funding for the following twelve months in Day Centres seemed 

secured in most cases (88.2%) particularly in the United Kingdom (100%). Finland being 

the country with the lowest percentage of organisations that, while having Day Centre 

services, had funding secured for only the following twelve months (72.7%). 
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 Day centre 

Day centre No Yes % 
Finland 56,00% 44,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 76,92% 23,08% 100,00% 
Spain 72,07% 27,93% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 86,36% 13,64% 100,00% 
Total 72,28% 27,72% 100,00% 

 

56,00%
44,00%

76,92%

23,08%

72,07%

27,93%

86,36%

13,64%

72,28%

27,72%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

Finlandia Resto  de
países

España Reino
Unido

Total
general

No Sí

 

 Day centre / Funding available for 12 months 

Day centre / 
Funding 12M No Yes % 

Finland 27,27% 72,73% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 16,67% 83,33% 100,00% 
Spain 6,45% 93,55% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Total 11,76% 88,24% 100,00% 

 

27,27%

72,73%

16,67%

83,33%

6,45%
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Most participating organisations said that they did not to have Occupational Centres 

(68.5%), particularly the United Kingdom where this service does not exist in 95.4%  of the 

cases. 48.0% of Finnish organisations said that they had Occupational Centres, whereas 

36.9% offered this service in Spain. As for financial support, 87.9% of those organisations 

offering this service had funding secured for the next period of twelve months in practically 

all the groups (United Kingdom and the Rest of Europe, 100%; Spain 92.7%). Finland, 

however, had funding secured in 66.7% of the cases. 

 
 Occupation centre 

Occupation Centre No Yes % 
Finland 52,00% 48,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 84,62% 15,38% 100,00% 
Spain 63,06% 36,94% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 95,45% 4,55% 100,00% 
Total 68,48% 31,52% 100,00% 
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 Occupation centre/ Funding available for 12 months 

Occupation  / 
Funding 12M No Sí % 

Finland 33,33% 66,67% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Spain 7,32% 92,68% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Total 12,07% 87,93% 100,00% 
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Sheltered Workshops or Employment Centres were not available in most organisations 

(75.0%), especially in the UK where these kinds of centres were not provided in 90.9% of 

the SE organisations. In Spain, availability of Sheltered Workshops was the highest, 

reaching 30.6% of participants. 84.8% of SE organisations had sufficient funding to offer 

their workshop services, particularly in the Rest of Europe where funding reached 100% of 

the cases offering this service, whereas only 50% of the cases offering this service had 

sufficient funding in the UK and Finland. 

 
 Special employment centre 

Spec. employment  
centre No Yes % 

Finland 76,00% 24,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 84,62% 15,38% 100,00% 
Spain 69,37% 30,63% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 90,91% 9,09% 100,00% 
Total 75,00% 25,00% 100,00% 
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 Special employment centre / Funding available for 12 months 

S. employ’t C / 
Funding 12M No Yes % 

Finland 50,00% 50,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Spain 8,82% 91,18% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 50,00% 50,00% 100,00% 
Total 15,22% 84,78% 100,00% 
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As one would expect from the core aims of the survey,  most organisations reported  

offering SE (83.1%). However, 16.8% of participant organisations reported not offering SE, 

this most probably being due to the fact that they deliver isolated parts of the SE process – 

related functions grouped within generic services of job management not specifically 

dedicated to Supported Employment. The figures are similar between the different groups, 

except for Finland, where the number of organisations that declared to offer SE was the 

lowest (68.0%). As for secured funding during a period of twelve months, SE is the service 

with the least secure support with only 64.7% of the services reporting that they have 

sufficient financial support. In the United Kingdom the situation was reported to be more 

secure with 84.2% of services reporting having funding to continue for the next 12 months, 

whereas in the Rest of Europe funding was more scarce with only 57.1% of the services 

having secure funding. 

 
 Supported employment 

S.E. No Yes % 
Finland 32,00% 68,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 19,23% 80,77% 100,00% 
Spain 13,51% 86,49% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 13,64% 86,36% 100,00% 
Total 16,85% 83,15% 100,00% 
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 Supported employment / Funding available for 12 months 

S.E. / 
Funding 12M No Yes % 

Finland 29,41% 70,59% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 42,86% 57,14% 100,00% 
Spain 38,54% 61,46% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 15,79% 84,21% 100,00% 
Total 35,29% 64,71% 100,00% 
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Social firms have little presence within the participant organisations with only 12.5% of all 

services declaring that they offered this service. The presence of this model is significantly 

higher in the UK (36.4%).  In Spain the presence of this service is the lowest (7.2%). 
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Secured funding for a twelve-month period at least reached 69,57% in Spain, with the UK 

and the Rest of Europe reaching 75.0%. 

 
 Social firms 

Socisl Firm No Yes % 
Finland 88,00% 12,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 84,62% 15,38% 100,00% 
Spain 92,79% 7,21% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 63,64% 36,36% 100,00% 
Total 87,50% 12,50% 100,00% 
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 Social firms / Funding available for 12 months 

Social Firm / 
Funding 12M No Yes % 

Finland 33,33% 66,67% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 25,00% 75,00% 100,00% 
Spain 37,50% 62,50% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 25,00% 75,00% 100,00% 
Total 30,43% 69,57% 100,00% 
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Vocational training services were available in 40.2% of the organisations participating in 

the study. Although this percentage is exceeded in most of the groups, especially in 

Finland where this service is available in 68.0% of the cases. This was not the case in 

Spain, where it is offered in only 29.7% of services. Funding for a period of at least twelve 

months was secured for 73.0% of the participants, especially in the UK where it reached 

91.7% of the organisations that provide these services. The lowest percentage was found 

in the Rest of Europe with only 46.2%. 
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 Vocational training 

Vocational  
Training No Yes % 

Finland 32,00% 68,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 53,85% 46,15% 100,00% 
Spain 70,27% 29,73% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 45,45% 54,55% 100,00% 
Total 59,78% 40,22% 100,00% 
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 Vocational training / Funding available for 12 months 

Voc. Train. / 
Funding 12M No Sí % 

Finland 29,41% 70,59% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 58,33% 41,67% 100,00% 
Spain 21,21% 78,79% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 8,33% 91,67% 100,00% 
Total 27,03% 72,97% 100,00% 
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Apart from the services mentioned so far, the participating organisations provide some sort 

of additional services in 47.3% of the cases, especially in Spain where this occurs in 

55.9% and with the lowest percentage found in the UK (27.3%). Twelve months funding 

was secured in 75.9% of the organisations providing these services, reaching 100% in the 

UK and just 50.0% in Finland. 

 

 Other services 

Other services No Yes % 
Finland 68,00% 32,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 57,69% 42,31% 100,00% 
Spain 44,14% 55,86% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 72,73% 27,27% 100,00% 
Total 52,72% 47,28% 100,00% 
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 Other services / Funding available for 12 months 

Other services. / 
Funding 12M No Yes % 

Finland 50,00% 50,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 45,45% 54,55% 100,00% 
Spain 19,35% 80,65% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Total 24,14% 75,86% 100,00% 
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We can recapitulate by taking an overview of the presence of services in the participating 

organisations and the funding stability for a period of at least 12 months. We therefore see 

that SE coexists with a variety of services offered in parallel in 12.5% to 47.3% across 

areas. As regards to the availability of stable funding for a period of at least 12 months we 

find that most organisations received sufficient funding for these other sheltered workshop 

and training services (69.6% to 88.2% of services across areas). This contrasts with the 

clear disadvantage of SE services they offered for which secured funding occur in only 

64.7% of the organisations overall.  

 

Implementation of supported employment initiatives in Europe shows continuous growth 

as progressively new programmes are set in motion, particularly in the last years where a 

41.1% increase has taken place between 2001 and 2005 (the period after 2005 can not be 

compared due to insufficient data). This rate of growth is identical to the one observed in 

Spain. By contrast, the rise in the number of initiatives in the Rest of Europe between 2001 

and 2005 is much higher (72.7%), whereas the bigger rise in Finland and the UK took 

place between 1996 and 2000. 
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 Year supported employment began 
Year S.E. Started Before 1985 1986 - 1990 1991 - 1995 1996 - 2000 2001- 2005 desde 2006 % 
Finland 0,00% 0,00% 10,00% 40,00% 35,00% 15,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 0,00% 0,00% 13,64% 9,09% 72,73% 4,55% 100,00% 
Spain 2,04% 3,06% 15,31% 25,51% 39,80% 14,29% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 5,56% 5,56% 33,33% 33,33% 16,67% 5,56% 100,00% 
Total 1,90% 2,53% 16,46% 25,95% 41,14% 12,03% 100,00% 
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An additional aspect we have looked at with special interest is the different kinds of 

support measures offered by SE programmes. Taking into account that the specific 

population targeted by these programmes displays an ample variety of needs, SE services 

must offer a wide range of interventions to meet these requirements.   The range of 

specific models of support we enquired about included: professional profile, personalized 

planning, job seeking support, job analysis, employment assessments, previous training, 

training in the workplace, support from 1 to 3 months, support from 1 to 12 months, 

continuous support, training outside the work place, leisure support, support for 

independent living and other services. 

 

 Vocational profile 

Voc. Prof No Yes % 
Finland 40,00% 60,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 23,08% 76,92% 100,00% 
Spain 13,51% 86,49% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 18,18% 81,82% 100,00% 
Total 19,02% 80,98% 100,00% 
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Vocational profiling is carried out by 81.0% of the organisations with similar percentages in 

all groups except Finland, where this is applied in only 60.0% of the cases. Something 

similar happens in the case of personalized planning which is carried out by 81.0% of the 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 20

organisations with very similar percentages across most groups. Again the exception in 

this case is Finland where only 64.0% of the organisations conduct vocational profiling. 

 

 Individual Plan 

Indiv. Plan No Yes % 
Finland 36,00% 64,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 15,38% 84,62% 100,00% 
Spain 16,22% 83,78% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 18,18% 81,82% 100,00% 
Total 19,02% 80,98% 100,00% 
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 Job finding 

Job Finding No Yes % 
Finland 20,00% 80,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 15,38% 84,62% 100,00% 
Spain 14,41% 85,59% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 18,18% 81,82% 100,00% 
Total 15,76% 84,24% 100,00% 
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Job seeking support is offered by 84.2% of the organisations, reaching very similar 

percentages within each group, ranging from 85.6% in Spain to 80.0% in Finland.  Again, 

figures are fairly similar regarding job analysis, carried out by 78.8% of the organisations 

with very similar percentages within groups, ranging from 81.8% in the UK to 72.0% in 

Finland. 
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 Job analysis 

Job analysis No Yes % 
Finland 28,00% 72,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 19,23% 80,77% 100,00% 
Spain 20,72% 79,28% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 18,18% 81,82% 100,00% 
Total 21,20% 78,80% 100,00% 
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 Employment assessments 

Employment 
assessments No Yes % 

Finland 24,00% 76,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 30,77% 69,23% 100,00% 
Spain 44,14% 55,86% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 22,73% 77,27% 100,00% 
Total 36,96% 63,04% 100,00% 
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Employment assessments are offered by a lower percentage of the organisations when 

compared with the other supported employment activities they offer. This model of support 

takes place in 63.0% of the participant organisations, with more variability between groups, 

ranging from 77.3% in the UK to 55.9% in Spain. Previous training came out with fairly 

similar figures, as it is offered in 68.8% of the organisations ranging from 73.0% in Spain to 

52.0% in Finland. 

 
 Previous training 

Prev. training No Yes % 
Finland 48,00% 52,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 30,77% 69,23% 100,00% 
Spain 27,03% 72,97% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 36,36% 63,64% 100,00% 
Total 31,52% 68,48% 100,00% 
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 Training in the workplace 

Training in  
workplace No Yes % 

Finland 36,00% 64,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 26,92% 73,08% 100,00% 
Spain 32,43% 67,57% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 22,73% 77,27% 100,00% 
Total 30,98% 69,02% 100,00% 
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Training in the work place is an activity offered by 69.0% of the participating organisations, 

with the UK standing out with 77.3% of the organisations offering this service and Finland 

showing the lowest percentage (64.0%). Overall, 54.3% of the organisations offered 

support for 1 to 3 months, ranging from 48.0% in Finland to 72.7% in the UK. 

 
 Support 1-3 months 

Support 
1-3 M No Yes % 

Finland 52,00% 48,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 42,31% 57,69% 100,00% 
Spain 48,65% 51,35% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 27,27% 72,73% 100,00% 
Total 45,65% 54,35% 100,00% 
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 Support 1-12 months 

Support 
1-12 M No Yes % 

Finland 52,00% 48,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 42,31% 57,69% 100,00% 
Spain 54,95% 45,05% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 27,27% 72,73% 100,00% 
Total 49,46% 50,54% 100,00% 
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Likewise, support from 1 to 12 months is offered in only 50.5% of the organisations 

participating in the study with the highest percentage found in the UK (72.7%) with Spain 

having the lowest (45.0%). Along this line, sustained support is offered by only 56.5% of 
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the participating organisations with Spain showing the highest percentage (62.2%) and 

Finland the lowest (32.0%). 

 

 Continued support 

Continued 
Support No Yes % 

Finland 68,00% 32,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 38,46% 61,54% 100,00% 
Spain 37,84% 62,16% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 50,00% 50,00% 100,00% 
Total 43,48% 56,52% 100,00% 

 

68,00%

32,00%
38,46%

61,54%

37,84%

62,16%
50,00%50,00%

43,48%

56,52%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

Finland ia Resto de
países

España Reino Unido Total
general

No Sí

 

 Support outside the work place 

Support outside  
work No Yes % 

Finland 56,00% 44,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 19,23% 80,77% 100,00% 
Spain 31,53% 68,47% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 72,73% 27,27% 100,00% 
Total 38,04% 61,96% 100,00% 
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The model of support needed by employees relying on these kinds of programmes is not 

typically confined to the workplace. For this reason we also enquired on the availability of 

additional models of support outside the workplace. Of the participating organisations, 

62.0% declared to provide these additional services, with considerable variability between 

the groups. While in the Rest of Europe these services are provided by 80.1% of the 

organisations, in the UK this service is provided by only 27.3% of the cases. On the other 

hand, regarding leisure support, only 35.3% of organisations said that they offered this 

service, with percentages ranging from 4.5% in the UK to 50.4% in Spain. 
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 Support for leisure 

Support for 
leisure No Yes % 

Finland 88,00% 12,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 80,77% 19,23% 100,00% 
Spain 49,55% 50,45% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 95,45% 4,55% 100,00% 
Total 64,67% 35,33% 100,00% 
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 Support for independent living 

Support indiv. 
living No Yes % 

Finland 64,00% 36,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 88,46% 11,54% 100,00% 
Spain 56,76% 43,24% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 95,45% 4,55% 100,00% 
Total 66,85% 33,15% 100,00% 
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Finally, regarding additional support services, we also enquired about services of support 

of independent living, which were provided by 33.2% of the organisations, with Spain 

being the country with the highest percentage (43.2%), contrasting with the UK where it is 

provided by only 4.5% of the organisations. As for other, miscellaneous services provided 

as part of the SE schemes, these are only offered by 19.0% of the organisations, with very 

similar figures between groups with the highest percentage reached by the UK (22.7%) 

and the lowest in Finland (12.0%). 

 
 Other services 

Other services No Yes % 
Finland 88,00% 12,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 80,77% 19,23% 100,00% 
Spain 80,18% 19,82% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 77,27% 22,73% 100,00% 
Total 80,98% 19,02% 100,00% 
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Taking an overall view of the SE-related services offered by the organisations participating 

in this study, several aspects are worth noting.  In the first place, there is a considerable 

percentage of organisations that do not even offer the most “basic” package of services 

such as vocational profiling, personalized planning, job seeking, assessment of job 

positions and training in the workplace. These services are offered by a proportion of 

organisations ranging from 69.0% to 84.2%, excluding an important number of them. More 

worrying is the lower offer of support services at the workplace in the short, middle and 

long-term, as this support is only offered in 50.5% to 56.5% of the cases. 

 

 Evaluation of quality 

Evaluation of 
quelity No Yes % 

Finland 44,00% 56,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 26,92% 73,08% 100,00% 
Spain 36,04% 63,96% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 27,27% 72,73% 100,00% 
Total 34,78% 65,22% 100,00% 
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An extra element analysed in this study was the extent to which the participating 

organisations assessed the quality of the SE-related services. Only 65.2% of the 

organisations declared to conduct these assessments with a highest percentage in the 

group of the Rest of Europe (73.1%) and the lowest in Finland (56.0%). We were not only 

interested in knowing whether these assessments were carried out, but how they were 

carried out. We thus asked if these assessments were internal, carried out by external 

agencies or both. Globally most a significant proportion of organisations (48.8%) make use 

of internal evaluation mechanisms, as is the case of Finland (71.4%) or Spain (55.3%). 

Both procedures were commonly used mainly in the UK (62.5%) or in the Rest of Europe 

group of (57.9%). 
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 Type of evaluation 

Type of  
evaluation Both Indep. 

External Internal % 

Finland 28,57% 0,00% 71,43% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 57,89% 15,79% 26,32% 100,00% 
Spain 36,84% 7,89% 55,26% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 62,50% 12,50% 25,00% 100,00% 
Total 42,40% 8,80% 48,80% 100,00% 
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 EFQM 

EFQM No Yes % 
Finland 88,00% 12,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 100,00% 0,00% 100,00% 
Spain 91,89% 8,11% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 86,36% 13,64% 100,00% 
Total 91,85% 8,15% 100,00% 
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Along these lines, we also enquired about the methods of quality assessment used by the 

organisations. To this end, we took as a basis a wide range of methods that, in our 

opinion, are the most commonly used: EFQM, ISO, EUSE standards, other standards, 

external evaluations by experts, good practice records, focus groups or other quality 

assessments. The resulting data are surprising. Although the majority of the participating 

organisations reported their quality assessment procedures, the methods just listed were 

rarely reported. Thus, EFQM is used by just 8.2% of the participant organisations, mainly 

in the UK (13.6%) and not used at all in the rest of the participating countries. As for the 

ISO, this was only used in 16.8%  of the cases, mainly in Spain (23.4%)  and very seldom 

in the UK (4.5%).  
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 ISO 

ISO No Yes % 
Finland 92,00% 8,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 92,31% 7,69% 100,00% 
Spain 76,58% 23,42% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 95,45% 4,55% 100,00% 
Total 83,15% 16,85% 100,00% 
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 EUSE standards 

EUSE 
standards No Yes % 

Finland 96,00% 4,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 84,62% 15,38% 100,00% 
Spain 100,00% 0,00% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 86,36% 13,64% 100,00% 
Total 95,65% 4,35% 100,00% 
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Use of EUSE standards is practically nil, barely reaching 4.5% of the organisations, being 

most frequent in the group of the Rest of Europe and not at all in Spain. The use of other 

standards were more commonly reported at the general level (14.7%), specially in the 

Rest of Europe where this method reaches the highest percentage amongst any of the 

listed methods (53.8%), being however, scarcely used in Finland (4.0%). 

 

 Other standards 

Other standards No Yes % 
Finland 96,00% 4,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 46,15% 53,85% 100,00% 
Spain 93,69% 6,31% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 77,27% 22,73% 100,00% 
Total 85,33% 14,67% 100,00% 
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 Use of external experts 

External 
experts No Yes % 

Finland 88,00% 12,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 61,54% 38,46% 100,00% 
Spain 88,29% 11,71% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 63,64% 36,36% 100,00% 
Total 81,52% 18,48% 100,00% 
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External assessment by experts is used by 18.5% of the participating organisations, and 

mainly in the Rest of Europe where it reaches 38.5%, whereas the lowest percentage is to 

be found in Spain (11.7%). Regarding good practice records, this is used by 31.0% of the 

cases again mainly in the group of the Rest of Europe where it reaches 53.8% of the 

organisations, with the lowest percentage found in Finland (24.0%). 

 
 Documentation of good practice 

Documentation 
of good practice No Yes % 

Finland 76,00% 24,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 46,15% 53,85% 100,00% 
Spain 74,77% 25,23% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 59,09% 40,91% 100,00% 
Total 69,02% 30,98% 100,00% 
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 Focus groups 

Focus groups No Yes % 
Finland 52,00% 48,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 73,08% 26,92% 100,00% 
Spain 80,18% 19,82% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 68,18% 31,82% 100,00% 
Total 73,91% 26,09% 100,00% 
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The last two assessment procedures for which we requested information in this study were 

focus groups, used by 26.1% of the cases, principally Finland (48.0%), with Spain using it 

the least (19.8%),  and any other method of assessment, this choice being favoured by 

16.8% of the organisations, principally in the UK, with the lowest use being in Spain 

(13.5%). 

 
 Other ways of evaluating quality 

Other ways 
eval. quality No Yes % 

Finland 80,00% 20,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 80,77% 19,23% 100,00% 
Spain 86,49% 13,51% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 72,73% 27,27% 100,00% 
Total 83,15% 16,85% 100,00% 
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Taking an overall view of the quality assessment, we can appreciate that although a 

majority of organisations claim to carry out these assessments, most of them (65.2%) take 

place internally without the much needed backing of an external and independent 

evaluation. More worrying is the lack of use of even methods of assessment commonly 

used elsewhere. One of these methods, good practice records, is used at most in only 

30.9%, whereas EUSE standards are used by only 4.3% of organisations. This last figure 

is particularly worrying given the fact that EUSE standards were developed, with expert 

consensus, by the very body in charge of encouraging SE in Europe. Although translated 

into three languages, we are surprised by the lack of promotion of its use and experience 

of its practical application. 

 

Because SE is the result of an experimental écheme developed in close connection with 

research carried out in US universities, another interesting aspect of the study was centred 

in ascertaining the extent of research carried out by the organisations either alone or in 

collaboration with other institutions. The result was, in our opinion, worrying as only 25.5% 

of organisations reported conducting some sort of research, with the greatest incidence 

taking place in the UK (36.4%), and the lowest in Finland (16.0%). 
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 Research 

Research No Yes % 
Finland 84,00% 16,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 65,38% 34,62% 100,00% 
Spain 76,58% 23,42% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 63,64% 36,36% 100,00% 
Total 74,46% 25,54% 100,00% 
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 Research with an institution 

Research with 
institution No Yes % 

Finland 84,00% 16,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 80,77% 19,23% 100,00% 
Spain 81,08% 18,92% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 90,91% 9,09% 100,00% 
Total 82,61% 17,39% 100,00% 
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The already scarce undertaking of research activities is even more acute if we take into 

account only the research carried out in connection with external institutions. Figures show 

that only 17.4% of organisations collaborate with an external institution, mostly in the Rest 

of Europe (19.2%), with Britain being the lowest (9.1%). Furthermore, these external 

institutions are normally of  the category of “other” (40.0%). Universities, the major centres 

of research, are relegated to second place (28.3%).  Only in the UK (40.0%)  and Spain 

(30.8%)  do universities play a more prominent role. 
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 Type of research institution 
Research. with… / Type Administration 

(local, regional & nagional) Others Private research 
institution 

University 
 Total 

Finland 50,00% 50,00% 0,00% 0,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 0,00% 75,00% 0,00% 25,00% 100,00% 
Spain 23,08% 28,21% 17,95% 30,77% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 20,00% 40,00% 0,00% 40,00% 100,00% 
Total 20,00% 40,00% 11,67% 28,33% 100,00% 
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 USERS 

 

In this section we will analyse the data corresponding to people with disabilities, or other 

disadvantages in the labour market, that are actual users of SE services offered by the 

organisations participating in this study. The goal is to obtain clear information on the kind 

of disabled people obtaining support from these programmes as well as their general 

conditions and employment situation. 

 

Most of the users of SE services offered by the participating organisations are people with 

learning disabilities (35.2%) or people who are socially excluded (18.7%) with people with 

mental illnesses or physical disabilities being present to a lesser extent  (together,  11.3%). 

Other disabilities accounted for only (6.9%). The majority corresponding to users with 

learning disabilities are present as a majority in almost all of the groups (Spain 37.5%; 

Britain, 36.0%;  and  the Rest of Europe, 28.7%) with the exception of Finland where the 

majority corresponds to users in the social exclusion category (53.6%). It is interesting to 

point out that in the UK there is a substantial proportion of users with mental health 

problems (34.5%). 

 

 

 

 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 32

 Type of disability 
Type of 
disability PHYSICAL INTELLECTUAL SENSORY OTHER MENTAL 

HEALTH 

SOCIAL 
EXCLUSION 
 

% 

Finland 12,23% 12,54% 3,45% 8,78% 9,40% 53,61% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 22,35% 28,70% 6,11% 6,17% 16,91% 19,75% 100,00% 
Spain 10,96% 37,51% 22,80% 2,78% 5,35% 20,60% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 1,13% 35,99% 0,33% 27,08% 34,53% 0,93% 100,00% 
Total 11,34% 35,21% 16,52% 6,90% 11,34% 18,69% 100,00% 
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 Total/Weekly working time 

Working time <12H 12-24H >24H % 
Finland 3,72% 5,32% 90,96% 100% 
Rest of Europe 3,94% 27,79% 68,27% 100% 
Spain 0,92% 17,89% 81,19% 100% 
United Kingdom 37,50% 42,40% 20,10% 100% 
Total 5,20% 22,02% 72,79% 100% 
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One of the aspects analysed in this sections was the number of weekly working hours 

carried out by users of the SE services offered by the participating organisations. We find 

that 72.8% of these people work over 24 hours a week, with 22.0% working between 12 

and 24 hours and the rest (5.2%) less than 12 hours. Working over 24 hours was the most 

common case in all the groups with 91.0% in Finland and   68.3%  in the Rest of Europe 

group. In the UK, however, the largest group worked between 12 and 24 hours (42.4%), 

followed by those who work less than 12 hours (37.5%)  with  those who work over 24 

hours being in a minority (20.1%). 
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 Physical disability/Weekly working time 

Physical <12H 12-24H >24H % 
Finland 30,00% 20,00% 50,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 3,31% 13,97% 82,72% 100,00% 
Spain 0,00% 1,71% 98,29% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 20,00% 20,00% 60,00% 100,00% 
Total 3,00% 9,64% 87,37% 100,00% 
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We carried out the same kind of analysis in relation to the different categories of disability. 

Our figures show that the group of people with physical disabilities is mostly found in jobs 

of over 24 hours a week (87.4%). With the same trend observed in Spain (98.3%) and the 

rest of the countries. This percentage, however, much less in the UK (60.0%)  and Finland 

(50.0%), with the remainder equally split between the two remaining groups of less than 12 

hours or 12-24 hours. Regarding intellectual disabilities, a smaller  majority of users than 

for physical disabilities worked over 24 hours a week (61.8%). This pattern is found in all 

countries ranging from 72.5% in Spain to 55.6% in the Rest of Europe group. The UK is an 

exception with people with intellectual disabilities mostly working for less than 12  hours 

(47.6%) and only a minority working over 24 hours (11.7%). 

 

 Intellectual disability / Weekly working time 

Intellectual <12H 12-24H >24H % 
Finland 9,09% 22,73% 68,18% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 5,00% 39,41% 55,59% 100,00% 
Spain 1,28% 26,20% 72,52% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 47,62% 40,63% 11,75% 100,00% 
Total 8,18% 30,06% 61,76% 100,00% 

 

9,09%

22,73%

68,18%

5,00%

39,41%

55,59%

1,28%

26,20%

72,52%

47,62%
40,63%

11,75% 8,18%

30,06%

61,76%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

Finland ia Resto de
países

España Reino Unido Total
general

<12H 12-24H >24H

 

 

 

 

 

 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 34

 Sensory disability / Weekly working time 

Sensory <12H 12-24H >24H % 
Finland 0,00% 50,00% 50,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 0,00% 27,54% 72,46% 100,00% 
Spain 0,00% 4,30% 95,70% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 0,00% 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Total 0,00% 7,43% 92,57% 100,00% 
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As for users of SE services with sensory disabilities, the great majority worked over 24 

hours a week (92.6%), with the remaining percentage (7.4%) working between 12 and 24 

hours and no users at all working under 12 hours. This pattern is observed in most groups, 

reaching 100% in the UK whilst in Finland, users are equally divided between the over-24 

hours and the 12 to 24 hours category. Regarding people with “other disabilities”, most 

users work over 24 hours a week (71.6%), following the same pattern in the different 

countries, especially the UK where it reaches 100% and to a lesser extent in the Rest of 

Europe group, where this percentage reaches 52.7% with a significant proportion working 

between 12 and 24 hours (38.2%). 

 

 Other disability / Weekly working time 

Other <12H 12-24H >24H % 
Finland 0,00% 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 9,09% 38,18% 52,73% 100,00% 
Spain 0,00% 14,29% 85,71% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 0,00% 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Total 4,59% 23,85% 71,56% 100,00% 
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 Mental health / Weekly working time 

Mental Health <12H 12-24H >24H % 
Finland 9,09% 4,55% 86,36% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 5,85% 40,94% 53,22% 100,00% 
Spain 2,13% 16,31% 81,56% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 0,00% 65,00% 35,00% 100,00% 
Total 3,81% 33,76% 62,44% 100,00% 
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The group of SE users with  mental health problems worked mostly over 24 hours a week 

(62.4%), with a significant proportion working between 12 and 24 hours (33.8%).  There is, 

in this case, more variation across different country groups with 86.6% working over 24 

hours in Finland and only 53.2% in the Rest of Europe. 40.9% work between 12 and 24 

hours, this group being a majority in the UK (65.0%), where jobs of over 24 hours occupy 

second place (35.0%).  Regarding people who are socially excluded, the majority again 

work over 24 hours, this being the case in all countries with 100% working over 24 hours in 

Finland and the lowest proportion being in the UK (58.3%). The group that works between 

12 and 24 hours in the UK is  the most prominent (33.3%) . Other than in the UK (8.3%), 

there are no users in the social exclusion group working for less than 12 hours. 

 

 Social exclusion / Weekly working time 

Social exclusion <12H 12-24H >24H % 
Finland 0,00% 0,00% 100,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 0,00% 5,26% 94,74% 100,00% 
Spain 0,44% 0,88% 98,68% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 8,33% 33,33% 58,33% 100,00% 
Total 0,41% 2,65% 96,94% 100,00% 
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Taking together all these results, we find important variations between countries, 

particularly between UK and Finland where these differences are more pronounced 

specifically in the group of users with intellectual disabilities or mental health problems in 

the UK, or physical and sensory disabilities in Finland.  For this reason we cannot identify 

uniform patterns across the groups of countries analysed in this study. 
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 Gender 

Gender Men Women % 
Finland 58,57% 41,43% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 63,93% 36,07% 100,00% 
Spain 68,36% 31,64% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 54,40% 45,60% 100,00% 
Total 66,28% 33,72% 100,00% 
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Another aspect of the users of SE service, is their distribution by gender and age. The 

majority of SE users are men (66.3%).  This pattern is repeated in all countries and to a 

lesser degree in Finland (58.6%) and the UK (54.4). Most SE users are between 26 and 

45 years old (65.3%) followed by the age group ranging from 16 to 25 years (25.8%). This 

pattern is more or less uniform in all countries with the exception of Finland, where the 

distribution among the three age groups is more homogeneous with only a slight 

prominence in the group ranging 26-45 years (38.6%). 

 

 Age 

Age 16-25 26-45 46-65 % 
Finland 32,86% 38,57% 28,57% 100% 
Rest of Europe 32,06% 56,81% 11,12% 100% 
Spain 24,41% 68,02% 7,57% 100% 
United Kingdom 21,07% 66,93% 12,00% 100% 
Total 25,81% 65,27% 8,91% 100% 
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We can carry out a more detailed analysis combining gender and age intervals. In the 16 

to 25 year group , men represent 64.4%, finding similar figures in Spain (65.4%)  and the 

Rest of Europe (66.6%) being significantly reduced in Finland (52.2%)  and the UK where 

men are a minority (48.1%).  In the 26 to 45 years group, most users are also men 

(67.6%), with most countries showing similar proportions except for the UK where men 

represent 55.0% of the cases.  Finally,  in the 46 to 65 age group the majority is again 
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represented by men (62.1%), with a very similar pattern in all groups of countries with little 

variation between Spain (62.9%) and Finland (60.0%). 

 
 16-25 by type 

16-25 
years Men 

 
Women 
 

% 

Finland 52,17% 47,83% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 66,56% 33,44% 100,00% 
Spain 65,39% 34,61% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 48,10% 51,90% 100,00% 
Total 64,38% 35,62% 100,00% 
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 26-45 by type 

26-45 
years Men 

 
Women 
 

% 

Finland 62,96% 37,04% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 63,14% 36,86% 100,00% 
Spain 70,03% 29,97% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 54,98% 45,02% 100,00% 
Total 67,60% 32,40% 100,00% 
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 46-65 by type 

46-65 
years Men 

 
Women 
 

% 

Finland 60,00% 40,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 60,36% 39,64% 100,00% 
Spain 62,92% 37,08% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 62,22% 37,78% 100,00% 
Total 62,08% 37,92% 100,00% 
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Taking gender with respect to age, we can see that men are mostly in the 26 to 45 group 

(66.6%), followed by the group from 16 to 25 (25.1%). These patterns are also found in 

Spain and the UK, whereas in the Rest of Europe, male SE users from 26 to 45 years only 

reach 56.1%, with 33.4% found within the group of 16 to 25 years. In Finland, men from 25 
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to 46 years only represent 41.5% distributing the rest equally between the remaining age 

intervals (29.3% each).  In the case of women, these are mainly found within the age 

interval of 26 to 45 years (62.7%) followed by the 16 to 25 years interval (27.3%).  This 

distribution holds true in the majority of groups of countries, ranging from 66.1 in the UK to 

58.1% in the Rest of Europe group. Only Finland departs from this pattern as the highest 

percentage of women are found in the 16 to 25 years range (37.4%), followed by the 26 to 

45 years range (34.5%) and 27.6% within the 46 to 65 years group. 

 

 Men by age 

Men 16-25 26-45 46-65 % 
Finland 29,27% 41,46% 29,27% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 33,39% 56,11% 10,50% 100,00% 
Spain 23,35% 69,68% 6,97% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 18,63% 67,65% 13,73% 100,00% 
Total 25,08% 66,58% 8,35% 100,00% 
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 Women by age 

Women 16-25 26-45 46-65 % 
Finland 37,93% 34,48% 27,59% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 29,72% 58,06% 12,22% 100,00% 
Spain 26,70% 64,43% 8,87% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 23,98% 66,08% 9,94% 100,00% 
Total 27,27% 62,71% 10,02% 100,00% 
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We can therefore see, analysing age and gender that most workers are men between 26 

to 45 years old, this being the most common pattern with the exception of Finland where 

men are more homogenously distributed across the different age intervals. 
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 Ethnic minorities 

Ethnic minorities Total % de ECA 
Finland 3 0,04% 
Rest of Europe 61 6,60% 
Spain 62 1,43% 
United Kingdom 0 0,00% 
Total 126 1,80% 
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Given the diversity of races and cultures that comprise Europe, a diversity that is growing 

more than ever due to immigration, we felt it was important to include a question regarding 

the participation of SE users from any ethnic minority. The results are unambiguous as in 

general the present of people from ethnic minorities was negligible 1.8% with the highest 

proportion found in the Rest of Europe (6.6%) and not represented at all in agencies taking 

part in the study from the UK. 

 

 Education level 
Education level Special education Mainstream 

school 
Occupational 
training 

Post-school 
Further ed. 

Higher  
education Others Total 

Finland 18,87% 4,72% 43,87% 0,00% 0,94% 31,60% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 24,69% 27,94% 33,39% 8,88% 3,34% 1,76% 100,00% 
Spain 17,52% 48,83% 10,75% 6,56% 2,94% 13,40% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 60,94% 28,33% 9,44% 1,29% 0,00% 0,00% 100,00% 
Total 23,33% 40,20% 17,26% 6,31% 2,67% 10,24% 100,00% 
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EDUCACIÓN ESPECIAL ESCUELA OBLIGATORIA FORM ACIÓN OCUPACIONAL EDUCACIÓN POSTOBLIGATORIA EDUCACIÓN SUPERIOR OTRAS

 

In analysing data regarding the educational level of users of SE services offered by the 

participating organisations, we find that the majority of users have gone through 

mainstream education (40.2%),  followed by special  education (23.3%) and occupational 

training (17.3%).   However, given the weight of the sample this pattern corresponds 

mainly to the situation in Spain. In the other countries this distribution varies with 
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predominant representation of special education in the UK (60.9%)  and occupational 

training in Finland (43.9%) and the Rest of Europe (33.4%).   

 

Regarding residential environment, most users live with their family at home with 26.3% 

living independently. Again this distribution is again biased by the weight of Spain in the 

sample. Although this distribution is also found in the UK and the Rest of Europe, the 

proportion of users that live independently is higher in these groups, with 39.5%  and  

29.9% in the Rest of Europe and UK respectively, where users living in subsidized homes 

is the highest, well above the rest of the country group. The case of Finland stands out 

with 90% of users requiring SE also living independently. 

 

 Residential status 
Residential status Resdidential care Family  

home 
Supported 
house Independent Total 

Finland 0,63% 6,25% 3,13% 90,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 3,21% 50,00% 7,28% 39,51% 100,00% 
Spain 1,91% 76,95% 2,85% 18,28% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 7,78% 40,12% 22,16% 29,94% 100,00% 
Total 2,57% 65,96% 5,21% 26,26% 100,00% 
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RESIDENCIA HOGAR FAM ILIAR VIV IENDA APOYADA INDEPENDIENTE

 

 New jobs in the last 12 months 

New jobs in  
last 12 M 

Temporary 
contract 

Full-time 
contract Total 

Finland 76,36% 23,64% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 34,92% 65,08% 100,00% 
Spain 67,60% 32,40% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 23,31% 76,69% 100,00% 
Total 56,34% 43,66% 100,00% 
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In order to obtain a profile of the kind of jobs dealt with by the participating organisations, 

we also enquired about paid jobs corresponding to the last period of twelve months. We 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 41

enquired as to  whether the jobs where temporary or permanent as well as what the 

average salary obtained by the users of SE services was.  We found that 56.3% of jobs 

offered were temporary, with  Finland and Spain being 76.4% and 67.6%, respectively. 

Permanent employment was however found in the majority of cases in the UK (76.7%) and 

the Rest of Europe (65.1%). The minimum salary per hour averaged 5.47€. In Spain the 

figure was almost identical (5.33€) whereas the UK and Finland significantly exceeded it 

(7.57€ and 7.37€ respectively), the Rest of Europe group being well below the rest (3.61€). 

 

 Average wage per hour 

Hourly salary Mean 
Finland 7,37 € 
Rest of Europe 3,61 € 
Spain 5,33 € 
United Kingdom 7,57 € 
Total 5,47 € 
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The last question regarding the users of SE services focused on the amount of support 

received.  The majority did not exceed 5 hours of support per week, 24.2% requiring 

between 5 and 20 hours per week while the remaining 11.3%  received more than 10 

hours a week. This distribution reflects the case of Spain but varied in the other countries. 

In the UK more than 10 hours support is barely offered (2.8%) with a higher percentage of 

the cases receiving between 5 and 10 hours (33.0%). In the Rest of Europe group, the 

most frequent support level consisted in less than 5 hours a week (7.8%) followed by more 

than 10 hours (17.6%).  Finally in Finland, support for 5 to 10 hours reached 73.5%  of the 

users, followed by less than 5 hours (26.5%) with no one receiving support of more than 

10 hours.  
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 Support received 

Hours of support <5H 5-10H  >10H Total 
Finland 26,47% 73,53% 0,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 71,76% 10,65% 17,59% 100,00% 
Spain 66,39% 20,98% 12,63% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 64,27% 32,96% 2,77% 100,00% 
Total 64,53% 24,19% 11,28% 100,00% 
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 PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

 

We devoted a separate section of the questionnaire to collect data on the professional 

staff working in the organisations offering programmes of SE. Globally 52.5% of the staff 

were occupational trainers, 19.9% were job finders, 15.3% were managers and the 

remaining 12.3% administrative workers. These percentages do not vary much between 

different countries with the exception of Finland where the proportion of occupational 

instructors is significantly higher (77.1%) with a corresponding drop in the percentage of 

the other staff categories. 

 

 Professionals 
% Professionals Job trainers Job Finders Administrative Manager % 
Finland 77,08% 8,33% 8,33% 6,25% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 56,49% 16,03% 12,21% 15,27% 100,00% 
Spain 49,41% 21,85% 13,30% 15,44% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 47,62% 22,62% 9,52% 20,24% 100,00% 
Total 52,49% 19,88% 12,28% 15,35% 100,00% 
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 Training on disability 

Disability Training. No Yes Total 
Finland 92,00% 8,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 76,92% 23,08% 100,00% 
Spain 36,94% 63,06% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 72,73% 27,27% 100,00% 
Total 54,35% 45,65% 100,00% 
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Less than half of the organisations participating in this study provided training on 

management of disabilities to their professional staff. The proportion of these organisations 

is higher in Spain where 63.1% of them offer this kind of training. This proportion is much 

lower in the remaining countries, especially in Finland where training is offered in only 

8.0% of the organisations. Something similar happens with training on SE, which is only 

offered in 44.6% of the organisations, with the highest proportion being again found in 

Spain (58.6%), and the lowest in Finland where it is offered by only 20.0% of participant 

organisations. 

 

 Training on Supported Employment 

Training S.E. No Yes Total 
Finland 80,00% 20,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 73,08% 26,92% 100,00% 
Spain 41,44% 58,56% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 77,27% 22,73% 100,00% 
Total 55,43% 44,57% 100,00% 
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 Continuing training 

Continuing training No Yes Total 
Finland 92,00% 8,00% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 73,08% 26,92% 100,00% 
Spain 59,46% 40,54% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 63,64% 36,36% 100,00% 
Total 66,30% 33,70% 100,00% 
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Data on continuous education are even more worrying, as only 33.7% of the organisations 

reported offering it, with the highest proportion found in Spain, without even reaching half 

of the SE services concerned (40.5%) and the lowest proportion found again in Finland 

(8.0%). Given that specialised training, and permanent updating of knowledge-based 

professional practices and other elements, all of which are frequently absent amongst staff 

members, are crucial for an adequate performance and improvement of the services; our 

findings reveal the existence of a considerable gap in professional instruction. 

 
 

 Average wage per tour of professionals 
Salary per hour Job trainer Job fiinder Administrador 

 
Manager 
 

Finland 12,15 € 12,35 € 13,96 € 20,45 € 
Rest of Europe 6,17 € 6,13 € 7,47 € 7,48 € 
Spain 9,57 € 10,99 € 9,04 € 11,41 € 
United Kingdom 11,98 € 14,35 € 12,56 € 17,82 € 
Total 9,45 € 11,20 € 9,40 € 11,58 € 
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PREPARADOR BUSCADOR ADM INISTRACIÓN GESTIÓN

 
 
The last aspect we looked at centred on the salaries of the professional staff working 

within organisations offering SE services. We found that the salary for managers averaged 

11.58€ per hour, 11.20€ for job seekers, 9.45€ for occupational trainers and 9.40€ for 

administrative staff. These salaries are higher in the UK and especially in Finland reaching 

20.45€ for managers, 12.35€ for job seekers, 12.15€ for occupational instructors and 

13.96€ for administrative staff. Salaries are, in contrast, significantly lower in the group of 
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the Rest of Europe group with 7.48€  for managers, 6.13€ for job seekers, 6.17€ for 

occupational trainers and 7.47€ for administrative staff. These results are evidence of a 

significant disparity in average salaries per hour across participating countries. 

 

 FUNDING 

 

The last section of the questionnaire was devoted to gathering information on the financial 

support of the SE programmes and their sources. The data collected was insufficient and 

not clear enough to conduct a proper analysis regarding costs and global amounts of 

funding received in grants. Instead we present conservative figures on sources of funding 

and their relative percent contribution. Also, we have not been able to distinguish between 

private and public funding sources. In future work it would be valuable to improve the 

quality of data gathering regarding financial resources in order to obtain a much clearer 

picture. 

 

 Sources of funding 
€ Sources % European 

 
Regional 
 

Nacional 
 

Local 
 

Total 
 

Finland 0,00% 0,01% 94,81% 5,18% 100,00% 
Rest of Europe 40,28% 4,02% 54,95% 0,75% 100,00% 
Spain 17,94% 53,87% 13,03% 15,16% 100,00% 
United Kingdom 63,62% 0,68% 0,02% 35,69% 100,00% 
Total 22,16% 35,53% 29,99% 12,32% 100,00% 
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54,95%
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40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%
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EUROPEA REGIONAL NACIONAL LOCAL

 

 

In the light of the resulting data, we find that, globally, the main sources of funding are 

regional (35.5%), followed by national sources (30.0%), European (22.2%) and finally local 

ones (12.3%). However, within different countries the picture is very different. In Finland 

the main source of funding is national (94.8%) with no European funding at all. In the Rest 

of Europe the main source is again national (54.9%)  with the less frequent source being 

local (0.7%).  In Spain the main source is regional (53.9%),  with the national one being 

the less important source (13.0%). Finally, in the UK the most important source of funding 
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is European (63.6%) with the less important source being national (0.02%). We can see 

here that the financial sources can vary widely across the participant countries. This 

overall picture will probably change in a significant way soon, as in Spain, just weeks 

before the completion of this report, new legislation was passed to elevate SE to the level 

of a national programme with secure access to public funding.   

 

 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In the whole of Europe, in recent times the main trend displayed by services offered to 

people with disabilities has shifted towards an increased level of integration with the 

community. Supported employment is a mechanism of inclusion in the labour market with 

this objective in mind.  SE schemes, however, still coexist within our organisations and to a 

certain degree, with a variety of services not devoted to promoting integration.  This 

coexistence, taken with the relative financial stability of services of each kind, reveals a 

transition within the organisations towards a scheme of services within the community. SE 

employment coexists with an array of other services offered in parallel in 12.5%  to 47.3% 

of the organisations involved. For their services other than SE, however, most 

organisations received stable funding for a period of at least twelve months (from 69.6%  

to 88.2%  of the organisations) whereas only 64.7%  of them receive stable support for 

their SE programmes. 

 

Recommendation 1: Financial stability for SE services in all different countries is essential. 

National governments must take the necessary steps to promote the necessary 

regulations that ensure stable lines of funding. Encouragement by national states of those 

initiatives with an integrating character is essential in order to secure its stable 

implementation. The SE organisations should conduct  strategic planning in order to 

further and spread these services, with priority over less integrating services. 

 

SE relies on clear mechanisms, based on solid research and experience. EUSE has 

established clear, consensus-based guidelines for the European context. This 

methodology can be applied to a wide variety of users with different support requirements 

and also to a wide variety of situations.  Our data indicate, however, that a substantial 

proportion of the organisations do not even offer the most basic set of SE services 

including vocational profiling, personalized planning, job seeking, analysis of job positions 
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and training in the workplace as these services are provided by proportions that range 

from 69.0% to 84.2%, leaving out a large group. We worry about the limited offer of 

support in the workplace in the short, middle and long-term, as only 50.5% to 56.5% of SE 

agencies offer this kind of support. 

 

Recommendation 2: It is necessary to define clear standards of SE practices with a 

minimum set of services that guarantee their adequate implementation independently of 

users and other conditions. This should be a major directive not only for the EUSE but 

especially for the national institutions in charge of enforcing these standards in their 

member organisations. National institution should ensure that these minimal standards are 

included in any relevant legislation in their respective countries. Governments, on the other 

hand, should seek advice from their local associations when implementing legislation 

relating to SE.  

 

The pursuit of high standards of quality, as well as, the culture of excellence are elements 

that social services have incorporated from the world of private enterprise. Consequently, 

there is an increasing interest, within organisations devoted to social services, in 

incorporating practices of quality assessments and improvement.  The proper choice of 

assessment procedures and standards of quality is therefore essential.  Equally important 

is the participation of objective and external agencies in the conduction of these 

assessments. Our data show that the majority of organisations that report conducting 

quality assessments (65.2%), rely exclusively on internal evaluation mechanisms (48.8%), 

without the additional check of an objective external appraisal. 

 

We are particularly concerned about the limited use on the part of the participating 

organisations of the most common methods of quality assessment, which at best, in the 

case of good practice records, is only used by 31.0%, of the cases. EUSE standards are 

used by  only 4.3% of organisations. This last figure is especially of concern as EUSE 

standards have been developed by expert consensus by the very organisation charged 

with advancing SE in Europe. Although translated to three languages, we must recognize 

a lack or proper promotion of their use and the experience of its practical application. 

 

Recommendation 3: A culture of quality is essential and must be encouraged within 

individual organisations and from the relevant national institutions as well as the EUSE.  

These quality standards must place at their centre important elements such as quality of 
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life and self-determination of the users of SE services. Assessment of quality and nature of 

the practices offered by means of an external evaluation can help, when required by the 

organisation, to obtain the objective overview needed to guide future developments and 

improvements. Development of the necessary quality assessment tools and their proper 

distribution is critical to promoting EUSE standards of quality. Assessment tools such as 

SEMECA (Multicomponent Evaluation System for Suported Employment; Verdugo, Jordán 

de Urríes y Vicent, 2007), which incorporate elements drawn from the EUSE quality 

standards could help to address these issues. 

 

Supported employment is the result of an experimental scheme developed in close 

connection with research carried out in US universities. Our results show that only 25.5% 

of organisations reported conducting some sort of research and only 17.4%  of the 

organisations collaborate with an external institution. 

 

Recommendation 4 : Links and collaboration between the organisations and external 

research centres should take place so that, on the one hand, research institutions can 

have access to research material  and on the other hand, the organisations can benefit 

from the results of research. EUSE and the relevant national institutions should sponsor 

these kind of links as well as the implementation of practical proposals regarding the 

needs of this sector. 

 

SE schemes target a wide variety of users with very different support requirements. This 

illustrates the validity of this mechanism for a wide variety of contexts and situations.  Our 

results indicate that the users of SE services are mostly  people with learning disabilities 

(35.2%), followed by users who are social excluded with the least represented categories 

consisting in mental health or physical disabilities (together 11.3%) and other disabilities 

(6.9%). 

 

Recommendation 5: National institutions should promote the implementation of schemes 

of SE valid for a multiple variety of potential users with an open perspective. Governments 

should take this into account in order not to exclude any potential category of users. The 

wide variety of support requirements should be addressed in two ways. First,  by observing 

standards of quality as mentioned before. Second, by implementing differentiated funding 

schemes that secure forms of support that reflect the real resource needs of specific 

services corresponding to specific categories of disability. 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 49

 

SE services aim to obtain jobs in conditions as normal as possible for disabled people, i.e., 

with working days as normal as possible.  Our data show that 72.8% of the users work 

over 24 hours a week, followed by 22.0% working between 12 and 24 hours and 5.2% 

working less than 12 hours a week. 

 

Recommendation 6: Normalization of the working day is certainly a desirable objective for 

the users of SE services. For the organisations involved, obtaining jobs that secure normal 

working hours should be a general rule. However, the wide variety of users and 

requirements may limit the widespread implementation of full-time working schedules. We 

must, therefore, bear in mind that the job should be found to suit the needs of the 

individual and not people made to fit into particular jobs.  

 

Just as disability can be a factor of discrimination, age and gender can also lead to various 

forms of discrimination. The problem we see is that different discrimination factors can 

frequently have an accumulative character thereby living a larger effect.  Our data indicate 

that most users are men between 26 and 45 years with similar patterns across Europe 

with the exception of Finland where a more homogeneous distribution is to be found 

between all the age intervals.  

 

Recommendation 7: The organisations offering SE services should give priority to those 

who apart from their disability have to deal with additional factors of discriminations such 

as gender (women) and/or age (that is, young people and people older than 45). National 

institutions should promote within their partner organisations a policy of suppression of 

double discrimination.  In any case, the objective should be to get women, young and older 

people (over 45) to obtain jobs according to the proportions they occupy in society in 

general. 

 

Although years ago, migration patterns consisted mainly in what we can all intra-

community migration, nowadays these flows have mostly an extra-community origin. To 

this we must add the fact that, for historic reasons, some countries have always had a 

stable immigrant population (i.e. the UK) apart from a regular flow from Eastern Europe. In 

any case the presence of ethnic minorities is nowadays a reality across the European 

Union. Our data show that ethnic minorities represent an almost negligible proportion of 
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those using SE (1.8%), with the highest percentage being found in the Rest of Europe 

(6.6%) and none reported by the SE organisations that took part from the UK.   

 

Recommendation 8: In addition to disability, belonging to an ethnic minority is a factor that 

can frequently lead to discrimination. Organisations providing SE services must promote 

access to employment to users belonging to an ethnic minority aiming to reach the same 

proportions within SE within  society generally. National institutions must promote this kind 

of policy. 

 

Access to employment is the key to an adult life. This entails not only job-related 

responsibilities but also access to an income and with it access to other activities, leisure 

choices and when possible independent living,  providing support for this activities if 

necessary. Our data reveal that, regarding residential circumstances, the majority of SE 

users live in their family home (66.0%), and 26.3% live in an independent manner. A 

remarkable exception is Finland where 90.0% of users of SE services live independently. 

 

Recommendation 9: SE services users may need other types of support for other activities 

like leisure or housing. To this end, the involved organizations should try to make links with 

other organizations or services that provide support for this kind of activities. This should 

include access to housing the same as non-disabled people, providing support as 

necessary. 

 

Access to independent living and to a range of normal adult activities does not result from 

simply having a job. It is essential that these jobs provide sufficient, decent and stable 

salaries. We find in our study that 56.3% of the jobs arranged by SE services during the 

last year are temporary, particularly in Finland and Spain. As for the minimum salary per 

hour it averages 5.47€, with a very similar figure for Spain, and significantly higher in the 

UK and Finland (7.57€ and 7.37€ respectively) and much lower in the Rest of Europe 

(3.61€). 

 

Recommendation 10: Organizations offering services of SE should not stop at just getting 

jobs to their users. Job positions should not only be suitable for the individual, given their 

disabilities, but also provide sufficient and decent salaries and endeavour, when possible, 

to go beyond the legal minimum salary. In any case, salaries should not be lower than 

those paid to non-disabled employees carrying out similar functions. Employment 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 51

opportunities dealt with by SE services should be as stable and secure as possible. Both 

national institutions and EUSE should ensure that these objectives are achieved and that 

they are included in the quality criteria of their member organisations. 

 

The proper functioning of the organisations offering SE services must rely on an adequate 

initial training and continuous education of the professional staff involved. Basic education 

does not provide the necessary and well-structured training and skills that must be 

obtained as part of this professional activity.  Our data show that only 45.6% of the 

organisations actually provide training on disabilities to their staff. Likewise, only 44.6% of 

the participant organisations provide any specific training on SE. Furthermore, only 33.7% 

of the organisations reported that they offered continuous education for their staff. 

 

Recommendation 11:  The organisations involved should provide adequate training and 

continuing education for their staff in their specific tasks and responsibilities. This training 

should be periodical so that practices can be updated and new developments can be 

speedily incorporated in the services offered by the organisations. Such a policy will not 

only benefit the users of SE services, but will promote amongst the professional staff a 

positive and improving environment of professional development. The national Unions of 

SE could function as structured vehicles for such professional development for their 

constituent organisations. 

 

Another important foundation in the adequate functioning of the SE services is a satisfied 

and decently paid staff. Although many factors can be conducive to a satisfying working 

environment, a decent salary can be particularly motivating.  The study shows that salaries 

are paid per hour average of 11.58€ for managers, 11.20€ for job seekers, 9.45€ for 

occupational trainers, and 9.40€ for administrative workers with large variations between 

participating countries. 

 

Recommendation 12: The organisations must make an effort to provide adequate and 

decent salaries for the professional staff involved in these services. A great deal of 

availability, outside of normal working hours, is frequently required from employees in 

addition to a considerable versatility in their ability to deal with a range of special 

circumstances regarding users and workplaces. They are also required to show a high 

degree of efficacy in order to obtain positive results. Governments and unions must 

promote the regulation of minimum salaries via collective agreements with this sector.  
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SE services require adequate financial support at all the different administrative levels. Our 

data show that funding comes mainly from regional sources (35.5%), followed by national 

(30.0%), European (22.2%) and finally local sources (12.3%). Circumstances, however, 

vary widely across the different countries.  
 

Recommendation 13: The European Union and governments at their different levels 

should promote and implement the necessary regulations to secure a stable flow of 

financial resources in order to guarantee an adequate functioning of the SE services. To 

this end they should seek advice from EUSE and the corresponding national institutions 

that, in turn, should oversee that any proposed regulation effectively secures sufficient 

funding as well as high quality services and satisfying results. 

 

Finally, a proper knowledge of the situation of SE in Europe is essential. Adequate follow-

up initiatives across different countries and an overview at the European level are 

extremely valuable tools in the development of a joint culture, and common standards 

across Europe. This study is the first attempt to delineate the situation of SE in Europe and 

although providing an approximate overview, the results should be taken with caution as 

they not necessarily reflect the complete circumstances of Europe as a whole. 

 

Recommendation 14: We consider essential that the European Union, national 

governments and national institutions promote, if possible in close coordination, the 

necessary studies and research regarding SE both at the national and European level. 

These research initiatives should address the monitoring of SE from the standpoint of a 

number of complementary perspectives; both in qualitative and quantitative terms in order 

to ensure knowledge in terms of figures, characteristics, and the assessment of the users 

of SE and of the professional staff involved.  
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 APPENDIX 3: DEFINITIONS FOR THE VERSION IN SPANISH 

 

12. Señale los servicios disponibles en su organización además del Empleo con 
Apoyo, y si disponen de recursos económicos para estos en los próximos 12 meses 
 
Servicio de rehabilitación/Centro de día 
Un servicio que desarrolla un proceso de restablecimiento de las personas como 
miembros con funcionamiento pleno en la sociedad, a través de actividades relacionadas 
con el trabajo y el entrenamiento. Pueden proporcionar empleo no integrado sin 
remunerar, entrenamiento para la independencia, desarrollo de habilidades sociales, y 
actividad ocupacional en general. 
 
Centro ocupacional 
Un servicio para personas con discapacidad que no son capaces de participar en Centros 
Especiales de Empleo por que sus habilidades laborales no son suficientes. Centrados en 
proporcionar empleo sin remunerar en ámbito no integrado, entrenamiento para la 
independencia, desarrollo de habilidades sociales, y actividad ocupacional en general. 
 
Centro Especial de Empleo 
Talleres de trabajo, que usualmente reciben financiación  y ayudas gubernamentales en 
diferentes aspectos, y que proporcionan empleos a personas con discapacidad en un 
porcentaje de plantilla mayoritario y producen una variedad de productos y servicios que 
contribuyen a cubrir los costes de la entidad. 
 
Empleo con Apoyo 
Trabajos con empleadores ordinarios de la Comunidad. Financiado y desarrollado por una 
entidad de empleo que puede ofrecer apoyo en el lugar de trabajo a través de un 
Preparador Laboral (algunas veces llamado Especialista en Empleo, Oficial de Empleo, 
Consultor de Empleo,…). También denominado modelo de “Colocación, Entrenamiento y 
Mantenimiento”, puede proporcionar un alto nivel de implicación en perfilar las 
necesidades del usuario, encontrar y analizar puestos de trabajo, proporcionar 
entrenamiento sistematizado y orientación en el lugar de trabajo. 
 
Empresa social 
Negocio que proporciona empleo a personas en su mayoría con alguna desventaja, cuyo 
interés principal es mejorar la integración social de las mismas, y no el beneficio 
económico. 
 
Formación profesional 
Entrenamiento específicamente desarrollado para cualificar/preparar a las personas para 
roles laborales específicos. 
 
15. ¿Evalúan la calidad en su programa/servicio de Empleo con Apoyo? 
16. Si la respuesta es SI, ¿Lo hace su propia entidad o evaluadores externos 

independientes? 
17. ¿Si realizan evaluación de la calidad, qué instrumentos utilizan? 
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EFQM- La European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) o Fundación Europea 
para la Gestión de la Calidad es la creadora de un prestigioso Reconocimiento a la 
Calidad que se otorga a compañías punteras cada año. EFQM también opera con un 
Modelo de Excelencia que proporciona a las organizaciones una línea para conseguirla y 
medirla. 
 
ISO- Estos son unos estándares específicos y un sistema de medida de la International 
Organization for Standards (ISO) u Organización Internacional para los Estándares. El 
más común es el estándar ISO 9000, que es internacionalmente conocido como el 
estándar para la organización y gestión de la calidad interna de las organizaciones. El 
término "calidad” se refiere a todas aquellas características de un producto o servicio que 
son requeridas por el cliente. La “Gestión de la Calidad” de una organización se refiere a 
las acciones que esta organización desarrolla para asegurar que sus productos o 
servicios satisfacen los requerimientos de calidad de sus clientes y cumplen con las 
regulaciones aplicables a estos productos o servicios. 
 
Estándares- Estos son estándares que se hayan desarrollado por su propia organización, 
o una entidad financiadota, u otra entidad externa de referencia, para medir su ejecución. 
Deberían analizar al menos número de empleos, tipo y calidad de los mismos, medidas de 
cantidad de apoyo y tareas de apoyo realizadas, y otros estándares de gestión. Suelen 
sugerir habitualmente niveles cuantitativos de ejecución. 
 
Documentación de buenas prácticas- Esta se refiere a documentación publicada, o 
proporcionada por organizaciones financiadoras que, si se completa, es una orientación 
para guiar al personal en la obtención de buenos resultados de calidad para el trabajador. 
 
Grupos focales o de trabajo- Son pequeños grupos de alguno de los grupos de agentes 
implicados en el proceso del Empleo con Apoyo, como trabajadores con discapacidad, 
profesionales, o grupos mixtos. Estos grupos se reúnes en momentos determinados y 
proporcionan información sobre cuestiones específicas relacionadas con el servicio o sus 
resultados. En el contexto de la calidad, estos grupos se pronuncian sobre la calidad del 
servicio desde la perspectiva de los componentes del grupo. Los grupos de trabajo 
implican un seguimiento, considerando las cuestiones a tratar de manera regular. 
 
18. ¿Participan en alguna investigación en su programa/servicio de Empleo con 
Apoyo? 
 
Por investigación entendemos investigación financiada promovida por encargo de 
gobiernos, organizaciones sin ánimos de lucro, grupos de influencia u otros financiadores, 
normalmente desarrollada a través de universidades, estudiantes, agencias de 
investigación privadas, organizaciones no gubernamentales de investigación, y algunas 
veces, organizaciones voluntarias. 
 
20. ¿Cuantas personas con discapacidad han obtenido algún tipo de empleo 

remunerado a través de su programa/servicio de Empleo con Apoyo desde que 
este se inició? 

 
Significa el número total de personas para las que ustedes han encontrado un empleo 
durante toda la existencia de su programa/servicio de Empleo con Apoyo. Las personas 
que hayan obtenido más de un trabajo se contabilizarán solamente una vez. 
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21. ¿Cuantas personas con discapacidad están trabajando actualmente en empleos 
remunerados a través de su programa/servicio de Empleo con Apoyo? 

 
Algunas personas que hayan encontrado un puesto de trabajo en el pasado pueden 
haberlo perdido y no haber vuelto a encontrar otro. Esta cuestión se refiere al número total 
de personas que se encuentran trabajando en el momento que se completa el 
cuestionario (o en el momento más reciente en que dispongan del dato) 
 
22. En relación al número total de personas con discapacidad que trabajan en la 

actualidad a través de su programa/servicio de Empleo con Apoyo, indicar por 
favor el número por grupos de edad y género. 

 
Calcule por favor en función de la edad de los usuarios en el momento en que usted 
completa el cuestionario (o en el momento más reciente en que disponga del dato) 
 
23. ¿Cuantos usuarios de su programa/servicio de Empleo con Apoyo pertenecen a 

una minoría étnica? 
 
Podemos encontrar diferencias entre países. Por ejemplo, en Reino Unido se utilizan las 
siguientes definiciones para describir a las personas de grupos étnicos, siendo minorías 
los grupos B, C, D, E.: 
 
A. Blanco. Británico, irlandés o cualquier otro blanco. 
B. Mezclado. Blanco y negro caribeño; Blanco y negro africano; Blanco y asiático o 
cualquier otra mezcla. 
C. Asiáticos o Asiático-Británicos. India; Pakistaní; Bangladeshí; Cualquier otro 
asiático. 
D. Negro o Negro Británico. Caribeño; Africano; Cualquier otro negro. 
E. Chino o de otras etnias. 
 
En cada país aplicar las que sean procedentes. 
 
24. ¿Cual es el nivel educativo de los usuarios atendidos en su programa/servicio 

de Empleo con Apoyo? Señalar número 
 
Educación especial- escuela separada solo para niños con discapacidad. 
 
Escuela obligatoria – Escolarización a la que todos los niños deben atender. Ámbito 
local con otros niños sin discapacidad. Incluye a niños que atienden a clases o unidades 
especiales dentro de esta escuela obligatoria en centros ordinarios. 
 
Formación ocupacional – un centro que proporciona formación relacionada con el 
empleo para chicos y jóvenes. 
 
Educación post obligatoria- Un centro que proporciona cursos de formación y 
cualificación directamente relacionada con un empleo o con el estudio de una carrera 
profesional. En España la secundaria post obligatoria o bachillerato y la formación 
profesional. 
 
Educación superior- Cualquier formación normalmente de carácter universitario que 
proporciona titulaciones oficiales. 
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25. En relación al número total de personas con discapacidad que se encuentran 

trabajando actualmente a través de su programa/servicio de Empleo con Apoyo, 
indicar por favor el número por tipo de ámbito residencial. 

 
Residencia- Centro donde viven bastantes personas con discapacidad y donde existe 
personal de atención. 
Hogar familiar- Vivir con la familia o parte de ella. 
Vivienda apoyada- Pequeña vivienda con personal que también vive allí, duerme en ella, 
o pasa espacios de tiempo para atender a los usuarios. Puede ser con otras pocas 
personas con discapacidad o solo. 
Independiente- Persona que vive sola sin otra ayuda directa en el hogar. 
 
27. ¿Cuantas personas en su programa/servicio reciben apoyo? 
 
Por apoyo, entendemos que alguien de su servicio realiza para ellos búsqueda de 
empleos, asistencia en el trabajo, trabajo con los compañeros para ayudar a la persona 
con efectividad, monitorización de la ejecución del trabajador. 
 
35. ¿Cual es su presupuesto total EN EUROS para este año? 
 
Utilice por favor el año financiero actual, o el año natural, según le sea más cómodo. 
 
36. ¿Cual es su presupuesto total EN EUROS para los próximos dos años? 
 
Serán los dos años siguientes al final del actual año financiero o natural, según usted 
haya respondido en la cuestión 35. 
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 APPENDIX 4: DEFINITIONS FOR THE VERSION IN ENGLISH 

 

12. Mark the services available in your organization in addition to supported 
employment, and if you have money for them for next 12 months. 
 
Rehabilitation service/Day centre 
A service which carries out a process of reinstating people as fully functioning members of 
society, through work related activity and training. Day centres concentrate on providing 
unpaid sheltered work, training for independence, developing social skills and general 
occupation activity. 
 
Occupational centre 
A service in which people with disabilities who are not able to participate in Sheltered 
Employment Centres because their abilities to work are not enough, concentrate on 
providing unpaid sheltered work, training for independence, developing social skills and 
general occupation activity. 
 
Supported employment 
Jobs with ordinary community employers found and supported by an employment agency 
that can offer on-the-job support through a Job Coach (sometimes called Employment 
Specialist, Employment Officer, Employment Consultant). Also called the “Place, Train, 
and Maintain Model”, it can provide a high level of involvement in profiling the workers 
needs, finding and analysing jobs, providing systematic training and advocacy in the job 
site. 
 
Sheltered employment centre 
Workshops, often subsidised through government or voluntary sector grant funding, that 
provide jobs primarily for people with disabilities and produce a range of products and 
services that contribute to the running costs of the organisation. 
 
Vocational training  
Training specifically tailored to qualify/prepare people for specific job roles. 
 
Rehabilitation services  
Process of reinstating people as fully functioning members of society, through work related 
activity and training. 
 
Social Firm/Enterprise 
Businesses which provide jobs to people at a disadvantage in the open labour market, 
helped by the fact that their primary commitment is to improve fairness in society, as 
opposed to maximising profits. Enterprises aim towards Social Firm status, but may not yet 
meet all Social Firm criteria. 
 
15. Do you evaluate quality in your supported employment services? 
16. If YES, is it done by your own agency or by external independent evaluators?  
17. If so, which instruments or tools do you use? 
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EFQM- In full, the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) is the creator of 
the prestigious European Quality Award which recognizes the very top companies each 
year.  EFQM also operates the EFQM Excellence Model which provides organizations 
with a guideline to achieve and measure their success. 
 
ISO- These will be specific standards and measurement systems of the International 
Organization for Standards (SO). Most common is the ISO 9000 standard, which is the 
internationally recognized standard for an organization’s internal Quality Management. The 
term “quality” refers to all those features of a product or service which are required by the 
customer. An organization’s "Quality Management" refers to an organization’s actions to 
ensure that its products or services satisfy its customers’ quality requirements and 
complies with any regulations applicable to those products or services. 
 
Standards- These will be standards that have been developed by your own organization, 
or perhaps your funding organization, to measure performance. These might cover 
number of jobs, type and quality of jobs, measures of amount of support or tasks, or other 
management standards. These may often suggest quantitative levels of performance. 
 
Good practice documentation- These will be published documentation, or 
documentation given by funders of other organizations that, if completed, are suggested to 
guide the staff to provide a good quality outcome for the employee. 
 
Focus or working groups- These are small groups of one type of stakeholder, such as 
workers with disabilities or staff, or mixed groups. These groups will meet for a short time 
and provide information on specific questions relating to the service or its outcomes. In the 
context of quality, these would normally say something about the quality of the service 
from the group members perspective. Working groups imply a longer-life, considering 
issues regularly. 
 
18. Are you involved in any research in your supported employment services? 
 
By research, we mean sponsored research carried out on the behalf of governments, 
charities, lobby groups and other funders, usually carried out by mean Universities, 
Students, private research companies, research charities and sometimes voluntary 
organizations. 
 
20. How many people with disability have obtained any kind of paid job through 

your supported employment program/service since it began? 
 
This means the total number of people you have found jobs for during the history of the 
supported employment service. People who have had more than one job should be 
counted once. 
 
21. How many people with disability are working now in paid jobs through your 

supported employment program/service? 
 
Some people who you have found jobs for in the past may no longer have a job. This 
question refers to the total number of people who are in employment at the point you 
complete the questionnaire (or at the most recent time you calculated the figure). 
 



A comparative study of the situation of Supported Employment  in Europe 

Jordán de Urríes, Beyer y Verdugo, 2007 79

22. Related to the total number of people with disability who are actually working 
through your supported employment program/service, please indicate number 
of people by their age and gender groups 

 
Please calculate age at the point you complete the questionnaire (or at the most recent 
time you calculated the figures included in it) 
 
23. How many people in your Supported Employment service belong to an ethnic 

minority? 
 
This will differ between countries. For example, in the UK the following definitions are used 
to describe people from ethnic groups, with B-E representing ethnic minorities: 
 
A. White. British; Irish or Any other White background. 
B. Mixed. White and Black Caribbean; White and Black African; White and Asian or any 
other Mixed background (please write in). 
C. Asian or Asian British. Indian; Pakistani; Bangladeshi; Any other Asian background. 
D. Black or Black British. Caribbean; African; Any other Black background 
E. Chinese or other ethnic group.  
 
24. Which level of education has your attended? 
 
Special education- a separate school for children with disabilities only. 
 
Mainstream school- a school that the majority of children would normally attend. Local, 
with other children. This would include children who attend special classes or special units 
within a mainstream school. 
 
Occupational Training- a centre that provides employment related training for children or 
young people. 
 
Further Education- A college environment that usually provides courses and 
qualifications related directly to a job or a career. Vocational courses. 
 
Higher Education- A College or University environment (or possibly an open or distance 
learning course organised by a University of college) providing academic qualifications e.g. 
at a Diploma, Degree, MSc level. Not just vocational courses. 
 
25. Related to the total number of people with disability who are actually working 

through you supported employment program/service, please indicate number of 
people by type of residential environment 

 
Residence- A larger home for many disabled people, where there is staff. 
Family home- Living with their mother, family, siblings 
Supported housing- A small house with staff who either live in, sleep overnight or attend 
at different times. Can be with a few other people with disabilities or on ones own. 
Independent- The person lives on their own without any direct help in the home. 
 
27. How many people in your service are receiving support? 
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By support, we mean work by your service to find a job, assistance on the job by one of 
your service, active work with co-workers by your service to assist in the person’s job 
success, monitoring how well people are doing at work. 
 
35. What is your total budget in EUROS for this year? 
 
Please use your current financial year, or the current calendar year, whichever is best for 
you. 
 
36. What is your estimated budget in EUROS for next two years? 
 
This will be for the next two years beginning at the end of the current financial or calendar 
year, whichever you have used in Q 35.. 
 


