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Introduction

• Central message of SPRINT:
Social investment approach has considerable potential to 
enable decision-makers to strengthen long-term care 
(LTC) systems across the EU and thus help address the 
challenge of population ageing.

• The SPRINT project has developed various tools and 
methods that can be applied to achieve these goals.

• Objective here is to give an overview of the tools and 
also discuss some substantive issues involved.    
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Steps to implement the framework in 
long-term care

ü Define social investments in long-term care  

ü Identify relevant stakeholders and define outcomes 
of long-term care for each stakeholder

ü Develop reliable ways of measuring monetary value 
of outcomes 

ü Find or measure causal relationships between 
outputs and outcomes 

ü Compare costs and outcomes of long-term care 
investments



Definition of social investments in long-
term care

• SPRINT definition of social investment in long-term 
care (Lopes 2017):

Welfare expenditures and policies that generate 
equitable access to care to meet the needs of 
ageing populations, improve quality of care and 
quality of life, increase capacities to participate in 
society and the economy, and promote 
sustainable and efficient resource allocation. 



Outcomes of long-term care
• SPRINT considers several outcomes for various stakeholders (Greve et al.

2018), e.g.

• Old long-term care recipients

ü Health and wellbeing

ü Financial risks due to high private expenditures on care

• …and their family
ü Wellbeing effects via altruistic concerns for health and wellbeing of close

relatives

• Informal carers

ü Labor market outcomes

ü Health and wellbeing

ü Risks of low income and pensions

• Care providers (including local authorities, public and private providers)

ü Reduction in the costs of formal services

ü Monetary return



Monetary value of long-term care 
outcomes

• Some LTC outcomes are more readily monetized than others – e.g. 
health and wellbeing outcomes do not have a universally accepted 
method to monetize.

• Existing methods:

ü Replacement and friction cost methods

ü Stated and revealed preference methods
ü Wellbeing valuation method

• Following the principles of Social Return of Investment (SROI), the 
SPRINT project (Richards 2018; Richards et al. 2018)

ü Shows the potential to monetize LTC outcomes through 
illustrative examples, and 

ü Emphasize stakeholder involvement in the valuation of 
outcomes.



Measuring and finding causal effects

• Ways of generating or collecting evidence:  

• Primary research
ü Randomized controlled trials often considered unethical; 

service allocation typically based on needs  

ü Observational studies need to control potential bias caused 
by confounding factors

ü The methods of qualitative research (Richards 2018) 

• Literature reviews allow one to summarize existing evidence

ü Need to assess the quality of evidence 

ü Transferability of results from one country to another can be 
an issue 



Comparison of costs and outcomes of 
long-term care: Impact map

• Steps needed to develop an impact map (Greve 2018):
ü What is the need for long-term care?

ü What interventions (or services, policies) are available to 
meet the need for  long-term care?

ü What evidence on effectiveness of interventions is available?

ü What are the costs and outcomes of interventions?

ü Do the benefits outweigh costs?

ü Compare costs and outcomes of different options available.

• The associated report to the impact map toolkit addresses the 
core issues related in understanding and developing an impact 
map.



SPRINT tools for social investments in 
long-term care

• Deliverable 2.1: Definition of social investments in long-term 
care (Lopes 2017)

• Deliverable 4.1: Definitions of long-term care outcomes (Greve
et al. 2018)

• Deliverables 4.2 and 5.1: Describe principles and methods of 
valuing outcomes and illustrate the potential to value long-term 
care outcomes (Richards 2018; Richards et al. 2018)

• Methods to compare costs and outcomes of long-term care:

• Deliverable 5.3: Impact map toolkit and the associated report 
(Greve 2018)

• Practical tool (http://sprint-project.eu/impact_tool/) that allows 
the comparison of costs and benefits of social investments in 
long-term care.

http://sprint-project.eu/impact_tool/
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