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EPSO working group for patient and user participation in 

supervision 

 

Member interview Name Kees Reedijk  

Interviewer: Jooske Vos Country Netherlands 

  Organisation The Youth care  Inspectorate  

  Date 01.03.2017 

 

Aim of this interview is to make an inventory on generic level of best practices ,unsuccessful cases and risks  

and effects of involving users to supervisory practises.  

In 2013 interviews were conducted about the organisations user participation experiences, we would like to 

know what has changed and  

if and how our members are involving patients and users into their supervisory practices; their good and 

bad experiences/examples involving patients/ users and what topics they are most interested to learn 

more about. 

Interviews are held via phone (preferable landline)and will last approx. 30 minutes.  

We will kindly ask you to answer following questions and elaborate in more detail: 

 

1. What are your best practice examples? How do you use patients / users in 

your supervisory work? Please add where possible both good and less 

successful examples.  

2. What is the actual situation concerning User participation in your organisation? 

What has changed comparing to 2013 (if applicable)? 

 
The Youth care inspectorate in the Netherlands is one of the frontrunner inspectorates in 
Europe in relation to involving users ( youth) in their supervisory work . They are for many 
years actively working on improvement by using the users voice in their daily work. This 
practice was already described in the EPSO  report of 2013 about best practices in 9 
countries ( User participation, Overview  document about existing practices in 9 
inspectorates). 
This practice is still in place and has not much changed since 2013.  
 
However next to this for long existing  working method (including the opinions and 
experiences of youth in the inspection policymaking), the Youth inspectorate ( further YI)  
has 2 new developments/ best practices  in place: 
 

1. As a result of politically driven investigations (initiated by parliament)  related 

to sexual abuse, the Yi involves ‘experts by experience’ in their regular  

inspection visits.  

The prevention of Sexual abuse in Youth institutions is one of the thematic 

inspection topics of the YI. 
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Inclusion of  inspectors by experience provides some interesting perspectives 

on the process and working methods of the supervisory organisation and its 

regular   inspectors.  

 

Some examples : 

- a neutral approach is a normal working method for inspectors ; however 

the experience inspectors do sometimes behave differently ( more 

emotionally  involved ; more aggression;  

- the focus of the normal inspector can differ from the focus of the inspector 

by experience  

 

2. Another relatively new best practice of the YI  is co-operation with institutions 

experienced in selection and training of youth such as Foundation ( Stichting 

Alexander). This institution has professional experience with selection of 

candidates to participate in the supervisory practice of the YI. Some of the 

lessons learned are that some candidates are popping up in all kind of 

different settings and do not really represent the average young person in a 

youth institution. If you were only speaking to these youngsters the inspection 

could easily get a distorted or biased picture of what is happening in their 

institutions.  

3. What would you like to learn from the others? 

The YI has a lot of experience and also good practises of including users and staff  of youth 
care institutions. An important second step seems to be to include also the second layer ( 
parents , family and other relations) 
The YI finds it difficult to make contact with this second layer as usually they are not happy 
with the position of their relative ; the second layer may have negative feelings about the 
situation and about the inspectorate sometimes there is frustration and sometimes even 
apparent dislike or distrust  against institutions like the inspectorate.  
 
The YI would like to share experiences with the other EPSO members and discuss options to 
involve the second layer of contact of the clients / patients / youth  
 

Following some hypothetical presumptions we would like you to react on: 

a. Why and when are users not cooperative?  

 

 Fear for repercussions, doubts in anonymity;   

Kees Reedijk ; This is often the case with immigrant youngsters from countries where 

government cannot be trusted . These so called ama’s ( young people coming 

without parents to the Netherlands) are often afraid to talk and only want to talk 

anonymous outside the institution; 

 

 No trust; 

Kees Reedijk trust is also a topic with people in prison  

this works not only between the inspector and the user (young person  in prison) but 

also the other way round. It is difficult to speak freely for people who are still in prison. 

Therefore those intervieuws are usually done afterwards;  
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 Difference in perception due to age/cultural differences;  

Kees Reedijk This is not really a topic or problem; 

 

 No interest, doesn’t find it important what supervisory organisation is doing; 

Kees Reedijk: this is very recognisable. Young adults and children are usually asked to 

cooperate with the inspection in their own time ( in between classes or when they 

could do also something for tor themselves like smoke a cigarette or do something 

else)  This means that the users usually have a negative or not interested attitude 

towards the inspection  

However when they are taken serious and sometimes get a little present like a 

giftcard or something else , it can help a bit. If the inspection is doing a participative 

inspection of several days this can help to make the users more interested in the 

inspector;  

 

 Bureaucratic concerns; 

Kees Reedijk no this is not a topic , except for the time consuming effect of co-

operation with the inspectorate; young people usually prefer other activities than 

helping the inspectorate ; 

The Youth inspections finds  a good preparation of the user participation utmost 

important . It is important that the users are well prepared in advance ; they have to 

know how long the interview will take, what is expected from them and how they 

have to prepare. Most important for the users  is predictability ‘they have to know 

what is going to happen and why.  

Sometimes it helps to give agiftcard; 

 

 Suspicions regarding the effect. 

Kees Reedijk – sometimes this is the case (see above)  but the suspicion can often be 

prevented by  a proper preparing of the user participation and also by giving 

feedback to show what has been done with the remarks of the user;  

 

 

b. Why and when do users cooperate best?  

 Trust; 

Kees Reedijk: Trust is important. Confidence of the user can be obtained by a proper 

preparation of involving the user and a proper  aftercare 

An important argument to cooperate is often that users want to prevent future 

wrongdoing. Not their own interest but the interest of future users is often an important 

reason to cooperate with the inspectorate . These are driven by a wish to improve 

what went wrong in their own situation.; 
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 Culture and perspective; 

Kees Reedijk  Culture and differences in perspective are not really a reason to 

participate as user ,  although  the Dutch organisation Alexander has a lot of 

experience to look into cultural differences and differences in perspective of various 

groups  of users in youth care. They are well equipped to select the most appropriate 

users for the aim of participation;  

 

 Guidance; 

Kees Reedijk – Guidance is a very important  topic to pay attention to; it is important 

to show the user how the information he or she gave is used ; what has been done as 

follow up  ; what was the effect of the information presented to the inspectorate( if 

this is not done properly  people may    feel  abused by the system of user 

participation; 

 

 In case of occurred incidents; 

Kees Reedijk  - in case users had poor care or if users had  bad experiences, they 

often have the desire to ensure that those bad experiences are being prevented for 

the benefit of others; this may be  a reason to co-operate with the inspectorate; 

 

 In case they get feedback and can see that it has an effect. 

Kees Reedijk  yes feedback and seeing the effect of their information to the 

inspectorate is for users an important trigger to cooperate further; 

 

c. What is the aim / hoped effect why to involve users?  

 

 Provides information you wouldn’t not otherwise get; 

Kees Reedijk  yes using user information improves the quality of the information ; the 

information received from users enriches the information and gives the inspectorate 

more strength and it’s findings and conclusions more ‘punching power’; if your 

information is based on stories told by youth themselves it gives the inspectorate a 

more credible position; the experiences of the users is presented more lively and 

stronger than without involving users; 

 

 Discovering incidents or serious problems; 

Kees Reedijk  No incidents or serious problems  have been detected by only listening 

to users; to detect incidents it is necessary to keep your eyes and ears open and look 

at the broader picture of data; participation by the inspector  in the institution 

( participative inspection)  gives more often an indication of serious problems than 

using user information; 

 

 Improving things what patients consider important; 
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Kees Reedijk  no the recommendations of the inspectorate to the institution do not 

differ as a result of user information but the selection and prioritization of the 

recommendations may differ as a result of information of users. Sometimes users are 

more touched  by  specific topics or aspects or behaviour  in the institution . This may 

be a reason to prioritize or pay more attention to those topics;  

 

 Helps cooperation with third parties. 

Kees Reedijk  no the user information is usually not used to work together with other 

institutions; However, based on user information the claim towards third parties- like 

other governmental institutions -  may be more serious than without the information n 

given by users; 

d. How do you use / analyse the information you get?  

 

 For the ranking of i.e. hospitals, nursing homes etc.; 

Kees Reedijk  we are not using user information in a ranking system of institutions but it 

is often used to give nuance to the findings of the inspectorate; it may give more or 

less weight to findings ; it can ensure that findings will be taken more serious’; 

 

 For the separate system 

Kees Reedijk No the information is not used in a separate system but used in  

combination with the other information about the institution;  

 

 Sharing and classifying; 

Kees Reedijk  The information is not used for classifying the institution; 

 

 For direct / or no direct contact with users. 

Kees Reedijk The information is not primarily used to  share with the other users or with 

others ; the information of users is part of the inspection process and mainly  used in 

discussion with the institution;  

 

e. What is the effect and outcome?  

 New information; 

Kees Reedijk   yes user information provides the inspectorate with new information; 

the  methods of working grown over the years  , the  presumptions  of possible bias of 

the inspector him or herself and the perspective of the inspectorate  is put under 

pressure by using user information;  

 

 Looking through the eyes of patient the quality of health; 

Kees Reedijk  Yes , using information of users makes the  inspector gets a different 

perspective ; for instance it makes clear – compared to other aspects of life in an 
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institution -  how important intranet and the use of the mobile phone is for young 

people ; having no phone means something like being dead; 

It may   for instance make instantly clear how important it is for a girl to have a mirror 

even if this could be a dangerous instrument in case she has a tendency to mutilate 

herself; 

 

 Being more objective, preventing the capture;  

Kees Reedijk  -  No objectivity is not an important aspect of user information; it does 

not really make the inspector more objective but it can prevent personal bias or a 

gardenpath syndrome; However is does influence the working methods an by 

showing your own opinions and  revealing prejudices; 

 

 Increasing accountability of supervisory organisation 

Kees Reedijk- Yes using user information   makes it easier for the inspection to justify 

themselves and to legitimize conclusions  and recommendations.  

 

 


