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ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS
ABBREVIATIONS
European Union Programme Erasmus+ (2014-2020)
Erasmus+: Youth in Action (2014-2020)
European Union
National Agency
Project leaders/members of project teams: Youth workers, youth leaders, trainers or other
actors who prepared and implemented YiA projects for/with young people or youth
workers/leaders, at least in an education/socio-pedagogic function, but frequently also
with an organisational function; normally, in particular in the case of projects with
participants from two or more diﬀerent countries, these projects are prepared and
implemented by project teams with two or more project leaders.
PP
Project participants
RAY Research-based Analysis of Erasmus+: Youth in Action. The RAY Network consists of the
Youth in Action National Agencies and their research partners involved in the RAY project.
YiA
European Union Programme 'Youth in Action' (2007-2013)
YPFO Young people with fewer opportunities
YPSN Young People with special needs
E+
E+/YiA
EU
NA
PL

ACTIVITY TYPES
EVS
SD
TCA
YE
YWM

European Voluntary Service (Key Action 1)
Structured Dialogue – meetings between young people and decision-makers in the ﬁeld
of youth (Key Action 3)
Transnational Cooperation Activities
Youth Exchanges (Key Action 1)
Mobility of youth workers (Key Action 1)

DEFINITIONS
The dates when, within a funded project, the core activity starts/ends, for example
a youth exchange (when young people from diﬀerent countries meet in one
country), a seminar, a training course, etc.
Project start/end The dates when a funded project starts/ends; the duration of a project is normally
much longer than that of the core activity (see activity start/end) – the project also
includes the preparation of and the follow-up to the core activity; for example, a
youth exchange project might have an activity duration of one week while the
project duration might be three months or more.
Residence country Country of residence at the beginning of the project (the country of the partner
organisation that the participant was part of)
Funding country Country in which a project was funded through the respective National Agency of
E+/YiA
Venue country
Country in which one or more core activities within a project – in particular
meetings of young people or of youth workers/leaders (in most cases from
diﬀerent countries of origin) – took place; also referred to as 'hosting country'
Sending
This refers to PP or PL who came from a 'sending' partner, i.e., they went to another
country for their project.
Hosting
This refers to PP or PL who came from a 'hosting' partner, i.e., they were involved in
a project taking place in their country of residence.
Activity start/end
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COUNTRIES
E+/YiA Programme countries These are EU member states, EEA countries and EU candidate/accession
countries (for country codes/abbreviations see in the accompanying Data
Report).
E+/YiA Partner countries

These are countries from Southeast Europe, countries from Eastern Europe
and the Caucasus region as well as Mediterranean countries (for country
codes/abbreviations see in the accompanying Data Report).

RAY countries

RAY Network members participating in these surveys as funding countries
(Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Croatia, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom)

RAY RESEARCH PROJECTS
RAY-CAP A research project on competence development and capacity building of youth
workers and youth leaders involved in training/support activities in Erasmus+: Youth in
Action. 16 RAY Network members are currently involved in this project.
RAY-LTE A research project on the long-term eﬀects of Erasmus+: Youth in Action on
participation and citizenship of the actors involved, in particular on the development of
participation and citizenship competences and practices. 10 RAY Network members are
currently involved in this project.
RAY-MON Research-based analysis and monitoring of Erasmus+: Youth in Action aims to
contribute to monitoring and developing Erasmus+: Youth in Action and the quality of
projects supported by it. This activity is a joint activity of all RAY Network members.

KEY COMPETENCES FOR LIFELONG LEARNING
KC1

Communication in the mother tongue

KC6

KC2

Communication in foreign languages

KC6a Interpersonal and social competence

KC3

Mathematical competence and basic
competences in science and technology

KC6b Intercultural competence

KC3a

Mathematical competence

KC3b

Basic competences in science and
technology

KC4

Digital competence

KC5

Learning competence (learning to learn)

Social and civic competences

KC6c Civic competence
KC7

Sense of initiative and entrepreneurship

KC7a Sense of initiative

KC7b Sense of entrepreneurship
KC8

Cultural awareness and expression

ML

Media literacy
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1 INTRODUCTION
Research-based analysis and monitoring of
Erasmus+: Youth in Action (RAY-MON) aims
to explore a broad scope of aspects of the
Erasmus+: Youth in Action Programme,
seeking to contribute to the development of
the current programme's implementation as
well as of the next programme generation.
What are the eﬀects of the European Union's
Erasmus+ Programme in the ﬁeld of youth
(Erasmus+: Youth in Action) on young people,
youth workers and youth leaders involved in
the projects funded by this programme? What

are the eﬀects on youth groups, organisations,
institutions, structures and communities
involved in the programme?
These are some of the questions the RAY
Network – a network of E+/YiA National
Agencies and their research partners in
currently 29 European countries – explores,
ultimately seeking to study to which extent the
objectives and priorities of E+/YiA are
achieved.

1.1 THE RAY NETWORK
The RAY Network was founded on the initiative
of the Austrian National Agency of the YiA
Programme in order to develop joint
transnational research activities related to the
EU-Programme Youth in Action (2007 to 2013)
in line with the aims and objectives outlined
above. A ﬁrst network meeting took place in
Austria in 2008. Since then, the RAY Network
has expanded continuously. It now covers the
Erasmus+: Youth in Action Programme with its
research activities and currently involves the

National Agencies and their research partners
in 29 countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic, Croatia, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, the Slovak
Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Turkey,
United Kingdom. The RAY Network is open to
additional partners.

1.2 RESEARCH APPROACH AND ACTIVITIES
In principle, the research on the programme
and its activities envisages a combination of
quantitative and qualitative social research
methods and instruments, in particular
surveys with project participants, project
leaders and staﬀ of beneﬁciary organisations

as well as qualitative interviews and focus
groups with diﬀerent actors involved in E+/YiA.
Surveys and interviews can also involve young
people, youth leaders and youth workers not
participating in the programme and thus
acting as control groups.

The RAY research programme includes the following research projects:
Ÿ Research-based analysis and monitoring
of E+/YiA (which this publication is about)
aimed at contributing to monitoring and
developing E+/YiA and the quality of projects
supported by it (RAY-MON);
Ÿ a research project on the long-term eﬀects
of E+/YiA on participation and citizenship
of the actors involved, in particular on the
development of participation and citizenship
competences and practices (RAY-LTE);

Ÿ a re s e a rc h p ro j e c t o n c o m p e t e n c e
development and capacity building of
youth workers and youth leaders involved in
training/support activities in E+/YiA; this
project will also explore the eﬀects of E+/YiA
on the organisations involved (RAY-CAP).

Research-based Analysis of Erasmus+: Youth in Action – RAY
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1.3 CONCEPT FOR THIS STUDY
This research project aims to explore a broad
scope of aspects of E+/YiA in order to
contribute to practice development, to the
improvement of the implementation of E+/YiA
a n d t o t h e d ev e l o p m e n t o f t h e n ex t
programme generation. It is a further
development of the Research-based Analysis
and Monitoring of Youth in Action (YiA), the
main activity of the RAY Network between 2009
and 2013 , which indicated that youth mobility
projects have an eﬀect not only on participants

– young people, youth leaders and youth
workers – but also on project leaders/team
members as well as on their organisations and
on the local environments of the projects.
Furthermore, the previous studies on YiA
showed that a broad spectrum of eﬀects was
re p o r t e d by p a r t i c i p a n t s a n d p ro j e c t
leaders/team members, both intended as well
as unintended. Based on the ﬁndings of the
previous studies, the following design for this
study was developed.

1.3.1 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES
The aim of this study is to contribute to quality
assurance and quality development in the
implementation of E+/YiA, to evidence-based

and research-informed youth policy
development and to a better understanding of
learning mobility in the youth ﬁeld.

The objectives of this project are to explore
Ÿ the eﬀects of projects funded through E+/YiA
on the actors involved, in particular on
project participants and project
leaders/team members, but also on their
organisations and on the local environments
of these projects;
Ÿ the level of access to E+/YiA for young people
(in particular of young people with fewer

opportunities) as well as organisations,
bodies and groups in the youth ﬁeld;
Ÿ the proﬁle of participants, project leaders/
team members and organisations/groups/
bodies involved in E+/YiA projects;
Ÿ the development and management of
funded projects;
Ÿ the implementation of E+/YiA.

1.3.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS
General research questions:
Ÿ What are the eﬀects of E+/YiA projects on
participants, project leaders/team members
and their organisations/groups as well as on
the local environments of these projects?
Ÿ What is the environment of Youth in Action
projects, in particular with respect to access
to E+/YiA, the development of projects, the

proﬁle of actors and organisations, the
management of projects and the support
provided by funding structures?
Ÿ How could the ﬁndings from this study
contribute to practice development, in
particular in view of the implementation of
E+/YiA and future Youth Programmes of the
European Union?

Speciﬁc research questions:
Ÿ What are the eﬀects of participating in E+/YiA
projects on the development of knowledge,
1
skills, attitudes, values and behaviours of
project participants as well as of project
leaders/team members involved in E+/YiA
projects?

Ÿ What are the eﬀects of participating in E+/YiA
projects on educational and professional
perspectives of participants as well as of
project leaders/team members involved in
E+/YiA projects?

1 This study refers to key competences for lifelong learning as deﬁned by the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union , complemented by
other competence frameworks and models, in particular related to (international) youth work competences.
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Ÿ What are the eﬀects of E+/YiA projects on
youth workers and youth leaders involved –
e i t h e r a s p a r t i c i p a n t s o r a s p ro j e c t
leaders/team members – with respect to the
development of (international) youth work
2
competences?
Ÿ To which extent are E+/YiA projects in line
with the objectives and priorities of the
E+/YiA Programme? In particular, how do
they contribute to participation of young
people in democratic life, active citizenship,
intercultural dialogue, social inclusion,
solidarity and participation in the labour
market as well as to the development of
youth work, international cooperation in the
youth ﬁeld, recognition of non-formal and
informal learning and youth policy
development?

Ÿ How do these eﬀects diﬀer depending on the
types of E+/YiA projects, the type of
experience (going abroad for a project or
being involved in a project at home with
participants from abroad) and the countries
of residence of participants and project
leaders?
Ÿ What is the proﬁle of participants, project
leaders and projects involved in E+/YiA
projects, in particular with respect to their
educational or professional status, socioeconomic and demographic background,
educational attainment and previous
experience with learning mobility? What
does this say about the access to the YiA
Programme?

1.3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN
In order to explore the research questions above, the research design is based on multilingual
online surveys with project participants and project leaders for the following reasons:
Ÿ Actors involved in projects funded through
E+/YiA are surveyed two months or longer
after the end of their project in order to
provide for a more reﬂected and distant view
at their experiences and the perceived
eﬀects. By that time, however, the actors
involved in a project have returned to their
countries of residence and would be diﬃcult
to contact for face-to-face interviews or
group discussions.
Ÿ Multilingual online surveys allow a large
majority of actors to complete the
questionnaires in their native language (or in
a foreign language which they understand
suﬃciently).
Ÿ Surveying both project participants and
project leaders/team members of E+/YiA
projects through two diﬀerent but coherent
and interrelated questionnaires provides for
a triangulation of responses, in particular
with respect to the perceived eﬀects on the

p a r t i c i p a n t s by c o m p a r i n g t h e s e l f perception of participants and the external
p e rc e p t i o n o f p ro j e c t l e a d e r s / t e a m
members.
In order to provide for comparable views on
experiences and perceived eﬀects of E+/YiA
projects, participants and project
leaders/team members are invited to
participate in these surveys between two and
ten months after the end of their project.
The surveys for this study were conducted
between October 2015 and April 2016,
covering a representative sample of a full year
of funded activities ending in 2015. The
questionnaires were available in 25 languages.
Based on the outcomes of this study, the
questionnaires might be modiﬁed for future
surveys planned for 2017/18 (for projects
ending in 2017) and for 2019/20 (for projects
ending in 2019). This research project is open
to additional partners.

2 Where applicable, this study will be linked to the RAY research project on competence development and capacity building of E+/YiA (RAY-CAP), in particular with
respect to the development of (international) youth work competences of youth workers and youth leaders as well as concerning eﬀects on the organisations
involved in E+/YiA.

Research-based Analysis of Erasmus+: Youth in Action – RAY
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2 COMPETENCE DEVELOPMENT
This chapter explores the development of
knowledge, skills, attitudes, values and
behaviours through E+/YiA and relates to the
programme's objective to improve the level of

key competences and skills of young people, in
p a r t i c u l a r t h ro u g h l e a r n i n g m o b i l i t y
opportunities.

2.1 KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION
Project participants were asked whether they
learned something new through the project
(‘choose all that apply’). Only 1% of all
respondents asserted that they did not learn

anything new from this project. Figure 1 provides
an overview of the knowledge acquired by
project participants through the project (see
also Table 91; Table 92; Table 93; Table 94):

FIGURE 1: KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED BY PARTICIPANTS (PP)

Between 40% and 70%

Cultural diversity

70%

Youth, youth work

62%

Non-formal education/learning, informal learning

52%

Personal development

50%

Education, training, learning

41%

Between 30% and 40%

European issues

37%

Discrimination and non-discrimination

35%

Project development and management

33%

Active citizenship/participation in civil society/democratic life

31%

Between 20% and 30%

Inclusion of disadvantaged or marginalised people in society

30%

Human rights, fundamental rights

29%

Solidarity with people facing diﬃculties

28%

Youth policies

24%

Democracy

24%

Entrepreneurship, using my initiative

23%

Work, professional development

22%

Between 0% and 20%

Policies or structures of the European Union

20%

Environmental issues

20%

Health, well-being

19%

Youth policy development

19%

Media and ICT, including social media and internet

18%

Sustainable development

17%

Non-violence

16%

I did not learn anything new in this project

1%
0%

(PP) 10. In the project, I learned something new about: (nPP=16,356); (multiple response)
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Interestingly, the responses by project leaders
about the main themes of the project diﬀer
from the responses by project participants
about their knowledge acquisition. The
diﬀerences are presented in Figure 2 below
(see also Table 95).

A number of themes are selected as being
addressed during the project less frequently
by responding project leaders than by
responding project participants for their
acquired knowledge. This indicates that
learning eﬀects go beyond the issues
addressed in the projects.

FIGURE 2: MAIN THEMES OF PROJECTS (PL) COMPARED TO KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED (PP)
70%

Between 40% and 70%

Cultural diversity

59%
62%

Youth, youth work

54%

Non-formal education/learning, informal learning

52%
54%
50%

Personal development

44%
41%

Education, training, learning

34%
37%

Between 30% and 40%

European issues

31%
35%

Discrimination and non-discrimination

30%
33%

Project development and management

21%
31%
34%

Active citizenship/participation in civil society/democratic life

30%
31%

Inclusion of disadvantaged or marginalised people in society

29%
26%

Human rights, fundamental rights

28%

Between 20% and 30%

Solidarity with people facing diﬃculties

23%
24%

Youth policies

16%
24%
22%

Democracy

23%
21%

Entrepreneurship, using my initiative

22%

Work, professional development

18%
20%

Policies or structures of the European Union

11%
20%
19%

Environmental issues

19%
22%

Between 0% and 20%

Health, well-being

19%

Youth policy development

11%
18%
18%

Media and ICT, including social media and internet
Sustainable development

17%
17%

Non-violence

16%
15%
1%

I did not learn anything new in this project*
0%

10%

(PP) 10. In the project, I learned something new about: (nPP=16,356);
(PL) 6. Main themes actually addressed during the project: (nPL=2,943); (multiple
response)
* Item: I did not learn anything new in this project was only asked in the questionnaire for
project participants.

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

PP

80%

PL

Research-based Analysis of Erasmus+: Youth in Action – RAY

11

Exploring Erasmus+: Youth in Action – Main Findings

Between age groups, the focus of participants' knowledge acquisition diﬀers signiﬁcantly.
Consider, for example, the themes that each age group learned more about than any other age
group in comparison (see Table 93):
Ÿ Age group of 15-17 years: health, well-being
(25%)
Ÿ Age group of 18-20 years: cultural diversity
(73%), personal development (53%), European
issues (38%), discrimination and nondiscrimination (36%), solidarity with people
facing diﬃculties (31%), democracy (25%),
environmental issues (24%), non-violence (18%)
Ÿ Age group of 21-25 years: human rights,
fundamental rights (31%), policies or structures
of the European Union (21%), media and ICT
(20%)

Ÿ Age group of 26-30 years: entrepreneurship,
using my initiative (26%), policies or structures
of the European Union (21%)
Ÿ Age group of >30 years: youth, youth work
(67%), non-formal education/learning,
informal learning (63%), education, training,
learning (49%), project development and
management (41%), inclusion of disadvantaged
people (40%), active citizenship and
participation in civil society and democratic life
(39%), youth policies (30%), professional
development (29%), youth policy development
(25%).

Across activity types, the focus of participants' knowledge acquisition diﬀers substantially as well.
Consider, for example, the themes that more than half of all project participants learned
something about (see Table 92):
Ÿ YE activities cover cultural diversity (74%), and
youth and youth work (56%);
Ÿ EVS activities cover cultural diversity (79%),
youth and youth work (62%), and non-formal
education/learning and informal learning
(59%);
Ÿ SD activities cover youth and youth work
(58%), youth policies (57%), and active
citizenship and participation in civil society and
democratic life (50%);

Ÿ YWM activities cover cultural diversity (68%),
youth and youth work (67%), and non-formal
education/learning and informal learning
(65%);
Ÿ TCA activities cover youth and youth work
(76%), non-formal education/learning and
informal learning (70%), and cultural diversity
(57%).

2.2 SKILLS DEVELOPMENT
The following section explores the skills
development of project participants and
p ro j e c t l e a d e r s , b a s e d o n t h e i r s e l f assessment. In addition, project leaders were
asked to assess the skills development of
project participants, allowing for a comparison
o f s e l f - a s s e s s e d key c o m p e t e n c e s by
responding project participants and assessed
key competences of participants by
responding project leaders respectively.
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Across the board, skills development of project
participants is reported to be signiﬁcant. High
values across all activity types are selected by
responding project participants with regard to
improving their abilities through participation
in their project, and scores range between 73%
and 95% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') for all
provided items, with two exceptions: to
produce media content on my own (61%
'strongly agree' or 'agree') and to discuss
political topics seriously (60% 'strongly agree' or
'agree'). See Figure 3 below and Table 98 for
additional details.
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Skills development of responding project
leaders is consistently reported somewhat
higher than for project participants. All skills
are above 80%, with only one exception: to

produce media content on my own (76%
'strongly agree' or 'agree'). See Figure 3 below
and Table 104 for additional details:

KC1

… to say what I think with conviction in discussions.

KC2

... to communicate with people who speak another
language.

KC3

… to think logically and draw conclusions.

KC5

FIGURE 3: SKILLS DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS (PP) AND PROJECT LEADERS (PL) ³

... to plan and carry out my learning independently.

88%
95%
93%
97%
79%
88%
73%
87%
95%

KC6

... to get along with people who have a diﬀerent cultural
background.

97%
88%

… to achieve something in the interests of the community or
society.

95%
90%

... to negotiate joint solutions when there are diﬀerent
viewpoints.

96%
85%

... to develop an idea and put it into practice.

KC7

94%
86%

KC8

... to express myself creatively or artistically.

ML

... to identify opportunities for my personal or professional
development.

… to produce media content on my own (printed,
audiovisual, electronic).

(PP) 11. and (PL) 10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements? Through my participation in this project I improved my ability …
(sum of 'agree' and 'strongly agree')

Diﬀerentiated by age groups, the younger
responding project participants valued the
item to learn or to have more fun when learning
during the project more negatively than the

88%
80%
87%
61%
76%
0%

20%

PP

40%

60%

80%

100%

PL

older age groups: age groups 15-17 years 22%
('strongly disagree' or 'disagree'), 18-20 years
18% ('strongly disagree' or 'disagree') and >30
years 14% ('strongly disagree' or 'disagree').

3 See the section on abbreviations and deﬁnitions at the beginning of the report (page 5) for an overview of the key competences listed here (KC1 through KC8 and
ML)
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The skill to plan and carry out my learning
independently shows a similar picture: 15-17
years 35% ('strongly disagree' or 'disagree'), 1820 years 30% ('strongly disagree' or 'disagree'),
21-25 years 25% ('strongly disagree' or
'disagree'), 26-30 years 26% ('strongly disagree'
or 'disagree') and over 30 years 25% ('strongly
disagree' or 'disagree'). Thus, it can be stressed

that age could have an impact on the learning
setting as well as on opportunities to improve
the learning to learn competence; the younger
responding participants are, the less open,
inspiring or self-determined the learning
process for developing their learning to learn
competence is (see Figure 4 and Table 102).

FIGURE 4: SKILLS DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS – BY AGE GROUPS (PP)
… to say what I think with conviction in discussions.
... to communicate with people who speak
another language.
... to cooperate in a team.
… to produce media content on my own
(printed, audiovisual, electronic).
... to develop an idea and put it into practice.
... to negotiate joint solutions when there are diﬀerent
viewpoints.
… to achieve something in the interests of the community or
society.
… to think logically and draw conclusions.
... to identify opportunities for my personal or professional
development.
… to learn or to have more fun when learning.
... to discuss political topics seriously.
... to plan and carry out my learning independently.
... to express myself creatively or artistically.
... to get along with people who have a diﬀerent cultural
background.
0%
(PP) 11. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
Through my participation in this project I improved my ability ...
(sum of 'agree' and 'strongly agree')

20%

<15

15-17

40%

18-20

60%

21-25

80%

26-30

100%

>30

2.3 YOUTH WORK COMPETENCES
A number of questions explored competences
of respondents speciﬁcally in relation to youth
work. Almost all questions were asked to
project participants and project leaders alike,
allowing for comparisons between both
respondent groups. Among project
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participants, questions were asked to those
respondents who had participated in YWM or
TCA activities, i.e. those project participants
s e e k i n g t o d ev e l o p t h e i r y o u t h w o r k
competence.
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Across all aspects of non-formal and informal
learning/education, responding project
participants selected predominantly high
values when asked whether their competence
had been strengthened: Between 88% and

90% 'strongly agree' or 'agree' across all activity
types. Project leaders assess these items even
higher than project participants, ranging from
around 90% up to 93% across all age groups
and activity types (see Figure 5 below).

FIGURE 5: YOUTH WORK COMPETENCE DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS (PP)
AND PROJECT LEADERS (PL)
I now understand the concept of non-formal
education and learning better.

89%
91%

I now understand the connections between formal,
non-formal and informal education and learning better.

87%
89%
89%
91%

Education, training and
learning

I have learned more about how to foster
non-formal learning in youth work.
I have learned better how to choose, modify or
develop adequate methods for working with young people.

87%
94%

I am now better able to deal with ambiguity and tensions
in my engagement in the youth ﬁeld.

83%
92%

I have learned better how to deal with unexpected
situations in educational activities with young people.

93%

I now plan to develop my youth work competences
through adequate education and training activities.

85%
86%

I have improved my skills for the assessment of learning
outcomes and competence development
in/through (international) youth work.

84%
91%

I have learned more about how to actively
involve young people in the preparation
and implementation of projects.

86%
93%
93%
96%

Project preparation, development
and implementation

I have learned better how to work in an international team.
If relevant I now consider how to include an international
dimension in my work with young people.

85%
91%

I am now better able to acquire ﬁnancial support
for activities involving young people.

67%
75%

Youth policies/
youth policy
development

I am better equipped to assure the quality
of a youth project I am organising.

82%
90%

I have improved my skills to design an activity/project for
young people based on their interests and learning needs.

86%

I have learned how to develop and implement
better an international youth project.

86%

93%

93%

I now know more about the content
of youth policies at European level.

74%
79%

Networks and
partnership

I now better understand how I can contribute
to youth policy development.

73%
78%
82%

I have established contact with youth workers/leaders in
other countries who I intend to develop a project with.

89%

Transfer of
acquired
competences
into practice

I am now involved in partnerships or networks providing
opportunities for future cooperation in the youth ﬁeld.

77%

87%

I have learned something which I intend to use
in my work/involvement with young people.

90%
93%

I have already applied knowledge and skills acquired during
the project in my work/involvement in the youth ﬁeld.

83%
91%
0%

(PP) 15. and (PL) 13. Please indicate the eﬀects of your participation in
this project on your work/involvement in the youth ﬁeld:
(values for sum of 'agree' and 'strongly agree')

20%

PP

40%

60%

80%

100%

PL
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87% of project participants 'strongly agree' or
'agree' that they have learned better how to
choose, modify or develop adequate methods for
working with young people. Diﬀerentiated by
activity types, YWM (89% 'strongly agree' or
'agree') scores better than TCA (84% 'strongly
agree' or 'agree').
Furthermore, 85% ('strongly agree' or 'agree')
of responding project participants have

improved their skills for the assessment of
learning outcomes and competence development
in/through (international) youth work, again with
higher scores for YWM (85% 'strongly agree' or
'agree') than for TCA (82% 'strongly agree' or
'agree'). Responding project leaders selected
almost 91% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') for the
improvement of this skill (see Figure 5, Table
106 and Table 108).

Finally, 84% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of responding project participants are now better able to
deal with ambiguity and tensions in their engagement in the youth ﬁeld, although this item is scored
diﬀerently in YWM and TCA, especially for the values disagree and strongly agree:
Ÿ TCA:
2.0% (--) 21.4% (-) 51.7% (+) 24.9% (++)4
Ÿ YWM: 1.4% (--) 13.7% (-) 50.4% (+) 34.6% (++)
In comparison, 92% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of responding project leaders indicated to be
better able to deal with ambiguity and tensions in their engagement in the youth ﬁeld.

2.4 EFFECTS ON PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT
67% of responding project participants state
that their personal development was among
the reasons for participating in their project
('choose all that apply'), 63% say to learn
something new was part of their motivation,
and 38% indicate that their professional
development was among their reasons (see
Table 47).
Looking back at the project, 86% ('strongly
agree' or 'agree') of responding project
participants report that they improved their
ability to identify opportunities for their personal
or professional development through their
participation in the project. With 78% ('strongly
agree' or 'agree'), the percentage of project
leaders who assessed that project participants
had improved that ability (ssee Table 99 and
Table 103) is slightly lower.5
In comparison, 88% ('strongly agree' or 'agree')
of the responding project leaders indicate that
they improved their ability to identify
opportunities for their personal or professional
development through their involvement in this

project, highest scores being in YWM (91%
'strongly agree' or 'agree'), followed by YE (88%
'strongly agree' or 'agree'), EVS (87% 'strongly
agree' or 'agree') and SD (67% 'strongly agree'
or 'agree'). As a result, project leaders give
themselves the highest scores for this item
(see Figure 21 and Table 104).
Overall, over 95% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of
responding project participants report that
their participation in the project has contributed
to their personal development (see Table 90) and
more than 85% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of
them report that the project had an impact on
their awareness which of their competences they
want to develop further (see Figure 6 below and
Table 124). Almost 90% ('strongly agree' or
'agree') of responding project leaders indicate
their awareness raising in terms of further
competence development as a result of the
project, again representing higher values than
responding project participants (see Figure 6
below and Table 122).

4 (--) = strongly disagree; (-) = disagree; (+) = agree; (++) = strongly agree.
5 It is worth noting that 12% of responding project leaders stated that they didn't know/couldn't say to what extent project participants had improved the ability
to identify their personal or professional development (see Table 103 ).
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2.5 FURTHER EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL PATHWAYS
We explore through a range of questions
which impact a project has had on responding
project participants and project leaders in
relation to their further educational and
professional pathway. Responding project

participants and project leaders assess further
impact based on their participation in the
project in the context of their professional
development as follows (see Figure 6; Table
122, Table 124, Table 125).

FIGURE 6: EFFECTS ON PATHWAYS OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS (PP) AND PROJECT LEADERS (PL)
69%

I have a clearer
idea about my further educational pathway.

73%

73%

I have a clearer idea about my professional career
aspirations and goals.

81%

71%

I have a better understanding of my career options.

76%

85%

I have become aware which of my competences I want to
develop further.

90%

92%

I plan to develop my foreign language skills.

91%

69%

I believe that my chances of getting a job have increased.

76%
0%

20%

(PP) 14. Did participating in the project have any further impact on you?
(PL) 12. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements as a result of the project?
(sum of 'agree' and 'strongly agree')

40%

60%

80%

100%

PP

PL

2.6 CONCLUSIONS
To improve the level of key competences and skills
of young people, in particular through learning
mobility opportunities is one of the key youthspeciﬁc aims of the Erasmus+ Programme, and
our research ﬁndings show it is fulﬁlled with
acclaim. The development of key competences
and skills is very high for project participants
and project leaders alike.
Project leaders are slightly more aﬃrmative
and self-conﬁdent about the improvement of
their competences than project participants,
which is to be expected, given their longer and

more intense involvement in projects. Notably,
project leaders consistently assess the
learning outcomes/development of key
competences of project participants through
their participation in the project slightly higher
than the responding project participants
themselves.
Projects, with some variation across age and
activity type, motivate project participants and
project leaders to learn more and develop
further, both personally and professionally.
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3 PARTICIPATION AND ACTIVE CITIZENSHIP
The concept of participation and active
citizenship refers to a broad scope of themes
relevant to today's society, such as democracy,
human rights, anti-racism and antidiscrimination, equal opportunities,
intercultural issues, environmental issues,
sustainable development, global issues,
economy, peace and conﬂicts at all levels,
community issues and social cohesion. In line
with this, the questionnaires for participants
and for project leaders/team members

included a number of questions and items
related to knowledge, skills, attitudes, values
and practices relevant for participation and
active citizenship, which could have been
fostered through participating in E+/YiA.
Additionally, project leaders as well as youth
workers and youth leaders involved in YWM
and TCA as participants were asked what they
learned about youth participation – in
particular, how to foster youth participation.

3.1 KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION
The question regarding knowledge acquisition
through project participation includes 24 items,
of which around three quarters related directly
or indirectly to participation and citizenship.
Multiple choices were possible. On average,
respondents chose more than 7 items,
indicating a broad scope of knowledge acquired
(see Table 91). Items related to participation and
citizenship were chosen by 16% to 70% of
respondents, with cultural diversity ranking
exceptionally high with 70%, followed by
European issues (37%), discrimination/nondiscrimination (35%) and citizenship/
participation in civil society and democratic life
(31%), all ranking fairly high; while non-violence
(16%), sustainable development (17%) and

environmental issues (20%) were ranked rather
low (see Figure 1). In comparison to other
subjects, citizenship topics rank between
average and below average, except for cultural
diversity with 70%.
When diﬀerentiating citizenship knowledge
acquisition by activity types, SD ranks high for
factual knowledge such as European issues
(46%), policies of the European Union (46%) or
youth policies (57%), while EVS and YWM rank
high for social and cultural knowledge such as
discrimination/non-discrimination (more than
38%) inclusion (37% each) or solidarity
(38%/31%). YE and TCA generally rank lower for
knowledge acquisition except for cultural
diversity (see Table 92).

3.2 SKILLS DEVELOPMENT ON CITIZENSHIP & PARTICIPATION
The questions for project participants regarding the development of key competences for
lifelong learning include 14 skills, which could be answered with 'strongly disagree', 'disagree',
'agree' or 'strongly agree'. The responses for the sum of 'agree' and 'strongly agree' range
between 60% and 95% (see Table 98). Three of these skills are directly related to participation and
citizenship:
Ÿ 95% of responding PP indicated that they
agree (38%) or strongly agree (57%) that
through their participation in the project they
improved their ability to get along with people
who have a diﬀerent cultural background. For
this item, the modal value is mostly 'strongly
agree', with high values for YE participants
(61%), female participants and participants
aged 15 to 25 (see Table 99, Table 101, Table
102, Figure 18).
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Ÿ 88% of the responding PP indicated that they
agree (51%) or strongly agree (37%) that
through their participation in the project they
improved their ability to achieve something in
the interest of the community. SD ranks highest
for 'strongly agree' (44%); so do participants
aged 30 or older (41%).
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Ÿ 60% of responding PP indicated that they
agree (38%) or strongly agree (22%) that
through their participation in the project they
improved their ability to discuss political topics
seriously. Again, SD ranks highest (84%

'agree'/'strongly agree'); also ranking high are
'hosting' participants (66% 'agree'/'strongly
agree'), participants aged 21 or older and
male participants (66% 'agree'/'strongly
agree').

PL were asked about their perceptions of the
eﬀects on participants in their project using
corresponding items. Their perceptions about
eﬀects on participants are largely coherent
with PP self-perceptions (see Figure 19).
86% of responding project participants
involved in YWM or TCA indicate that they
learned more about how to involve young
people in the preparation and implementation of
projects (46% 'agree', 41% 'strongly agree') –

thus how to foster youth participation in youth
work. The values for YWM are slightly higher
than for TCA. 'Hosting' participants are ranking
slightly higher than 'sending' participants. For
project leaders, the numbers are even higher:
92% of responding project leaders indicate
that they learned more about how to involve
young people in the preparation and
implementation of projects (42% 'agree', 50%
'strongly agree', see Table 107, Table 108)

3.3 CITIZENSHIP & PARTICIPATION ATTITUDES AND ACTIONS
The responses to the question on perceived eﬀects of the project on participation/citizenship
attitudes and practice (10 items) indicate an increase ('more than before') of between 23% and
65% for the diﬀerent items (see Table 109 ). Between 3% and 5% of respondents indicate a
decrease, all others indicate no change.
Ÿ The highest increases are reported for the
appreciation of cultural diversity (65%), feeling
European (47%), commitment to work against
discrimination/intolerance/xenophobia/racism
(45%) and engaging in voluntary activities
(42%).
Ÿ Lower increases are reported for
participation in democratic/political life (23%),
contributing to environmental protection

(31%), engaging in civil society (34%), actively
supporting the inclusion of people with fewer
opportunities (37%) and keeping oneself
informed on current European aﬀairs (38%).
Ÿ Perceived eﬀects are diverse across activity
types, hosting/sending, age groups and
gender – largely for plausible interpretations
(see Table 110, Table 111, Table 112).

Perceived increases for attitudes are generally higher than for practices, with higher increases for
aﬀective attitudes and practices versus lower increases for cognitive attitudes and practices.
Project leaders were asked if they noticed or heard about eﬀects of their project on participants.
PL perceptions are coherent with those of participants (see Table 96):
Ÿ 28%/64% of PL respondents agree/strongly
agree that the participants now appreciate
cultural diversity more;
Ÿ 40%/31% of PL respondents agree/strongly
agree that the participants now are more

interested in contributing to youth policy
development;
Ÿ 39%/35% of PL respondents agree/strongly
agree that the participants now feel more
European.

Research-based Analysis of Erasmus+: Youth in Action – RAY
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3.4 VALUES REGARDING CITIZENSHIP & PARTICIPATION
The question regarding values included a number of citizenship values; the responses indicate
that each citizenship value did become more important for between 35% and 62% of the
respondents. Around 1% of respondents indicate that these values had become less important;
all others indicate no change.
Ÿ Increases above 50% were reported for
human rights, individual freedom, peace,
equality, solidarity with people facing
diﬃculties and tolerance (see Table 117).

Ÿ Perceived increases are diverse across
activity types, hosting/sending, age groups
and gender.

3.5 CITIZENSHIP & PARTICIPATION IN ORGANISATIONS
The question to participants in YWM projects and TCA regarding perceived eﬀects on their
organisations included a number of items related to participation and citizenship (see Table 127):
Ÿ 65% of the respondents indicate that their
participation in the project resulted in an
increased participation of young people in their
organisation/group (35% 'agree', 30% 'strongly
agree').

Ÿ 67% of the respondents indicate that their
participation in the project resulted in an
increased commitment to include young people
with fewer opportunities (34% 'agree', 32%
'strongly agree').

Ÿ 75% of the respondents indicate that their
participation in the project resulted in an
increased appreciation of cultural diversity in
their organisation/group (35% 'agree', 40%
'strongly agree').

Ÿ 66% of the respondents indicate that their
participation in the project resulted in a more
intensive involvement in European issues (37%
'agree', 29% 'strongly agree').

This suggests a considerable indirect eﬀect of the participation of youth workers and youth
leaders on participation and citizenship in their organisations and groups.
Project leaders (for all activity types) were also asked this question. Their responses show higher
values for competence development than those of the participants in YWM and TCA, which can
be explained by the direct involvement also of project participants from their organisations (see
Table 128, Figure 7):
Ÿ 83% of the PL respondents indicate that their
participation in the project resulted in an
increased participation of young people in their
organisation/group (36% 'agree', 48% 'strongly
agree').

Ÿ 80% of the PL respondents indicate that their
participation in the project resulted in an
increased commitment to include young people
with fewer opportunities (35% 'agree', 46%
'strongly agree').

Ÿ 90% of the PL respondents indicate that their

Ÿ 77% of the PL respondents indicate that their
participation in the project resulted in a more
intensive involvement in European issues (40%
'agree', 36% 'strongly agree').

participation in the project resulted in an
increased appreciation of cultural diversity in
their organisation/group (33% 'agree', 57%
'strongly agree').

20

Doris Bammer, Helmut Fennes, Andreas Karsten

Transnational Analysis 2015/16

3.6 CITIZENSHIP & PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL COMMUNITIES
Project leaders were asked about eﬀects of the project on the local community in which it was
carried out. Some items of this question are related to participation and citizenship (see Table 129):
Ÿ 69% of PL respondents indicate that the local
community has become aware of the concerns
of young people (39% 'agree', 30% 'strongly
agree') – thus suggesting (or hoping), that the
local community might strengthen youth
participation.
Ÿ 82% of PL respondents indicate that the
intercultural dimension was appreciated by the
local community (40% 'agree', 42% 'strongly
agree').
Ÿ 58% of PL respondents indicate that the local
community has become more committed to
the inclusion of young people with fewer

opportunities (31% 'agree', 26% 'strongly
agree').
Ÿ 77% of PL respondents indicate that the
European dimension was received with interest
by the local community (41% 'agree', 36%
'strongly agree'; see Table 129).
Ÿ Generally, the agreement of 'hosting' project
leaders to these items was stronger than the
agreement of 'sending' project leaders,
suggesting that the eﬀects on the hosting
communities are stronger than on the
sending communities – which could be
expected.

It needs to be noted that the agreement was relatively small with respect to the inclusion of
young people with fewer opportunities.

3.7 CONCLUSIONS
To promote active citizenship and participation in
democratic life in Europe is another key youthspeciﬁc aim of the Erasmus+ Programme. Our
research shows that 95% of respondents
believe that they developed one skill relevant
and helpful for participation and active
citizenship; 88% believe they developed two
skills, and 60% believe they developed three
skills strengthening citizenship and
participation. These skills are translated into
action swiftly: 45% of respondents report that
they actually became more active as citizens as
a re s u l t o f t h e i r p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n t h e
programme.
Equally remarkable are the responses of youth
workers and youth leaders involved as PP or PL

in E+/YiA projects: They report that they
learned better how to foster participation of
young people in the preparation and
implementation of (youth) projects (86% of PP,
92% of PL).
These developments are underpinned by the
involvement of participants in the preparation
and implementation of the project, reported
by more than 80% of participants, through
which participants could actually practice
participation. A related outcome is that
organisations also became more open with
regard to the participation of young people,
the inclusion of young people with fewer
opportunities and the involvement in
European issues.

Research-based Analysis of Erasmus+: Youth in Action – RAY
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4 LEARNING ORGANISATIONS AND COMMUNITIES
This chapter explores the eﬀects of the programme on organisations and communities.

4.1 EFFECTS ON ORGANISATIONS
Concerning the eﬀects of the
participation/involvement in the project on the
organisation/group/body, 91% ('strongly
agree' or 'agree') of responding YWM/TCA
participants and 94% ('strongly agree' or
'agree') of responding project leaders assess
that they increased competences for the
provision of non-formal education. 86%
('strongly agree' or 'agree') of the responding

project leaders think that they could increase
6
the application of open educational resources . In
addition, 79% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of
responding project participants and 85%
('strongly agree' or 'agree') of responding
project leaders indicate that they improved
processes of recognition and validation of
competences of young people other than
Youthpass (see Figure 7, Table 127, Table 128).
7

91%
96%

Increased competences for the provision
of non-formal education
Improved processes of recognition and validation of
competences of young people other than Youthpass

79%

Increased participation of young people
in the organisation/group

80%

96%

92%

Increased commitment to include young
people with fewer opportunities

82%
89%

Increased project management competences

87%
96%

Increased appreciation of cultural diversity

90%
96%
80%

Networks and
partnership

More intensive involvement in European issues

More contacts/partnerships with other countries

Transfer
into
practice

Youth policies/ youth
policy
development

Project preparation,
development and
implementation

Education, training
and
learning

FIGURE 7: EFFECTS ON ORGANISATIONS OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS (PP) AND PROJECT LEADERS (PL)

Increased knowledge transfer and implementation
of good practices within the organisation

96%
92%
96%
84%
90%

More international projects

92%
96%
0%

(PP) 17. and (PL) 14. If you participated in this project on behalf of an organisation/group/body:
What impact did the project have on your organisation/group/body?
(sum of 'agree' and 'strongly agree')

6 This item is not available in the questionnaire for project participants (youth workers).
7 Responding project participants who report having been involved in YWM or TCA.
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Responding YWM and TCA participants as well
as responding project leaders report some
eﬀects of their project participation on their
work and involvement in the youth ﬁeld
t h ro u g h t h e t ra n s f e r o f c o m p e t e n c e
development into practice. 84% ('strongly
agree' or 'agree') of responding project
participants and 91% ('strongly agree' or
'agree') of responding project leaders have

already applied knowledge and skills acquired
during the project in his/her work/involvement in
the youth ﬁeld (see Table 106, Table 107).
Moreover, 91% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of
responding YWM and TCA participants and
94% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of responding
project leaders indicate an increased knowledge
transfer and implementation of good practices
within the organisation.

4.2 EFFECTS ON COMMUNITIES
In addition to the impact on organisations,
complementary questions explore eﬀects of
the project on local communities. 87%
('strongly agree' or 'agree') of the responding
project leaders stated that the project has
created synergies between diﬀerent stakeholders
in the local community. 84% ('strongly agree' or
'agree') indicated that the local community
became more aware of the concerns and interests
of young people. Moreover, it is reported by
78% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of respondents
that the local community became more
committed to the inclusion of young people with
fewer opportunities (see Table 129).

Furthermore, 85% ('strongly agree' or 'agree')
of respondents assess that the local community
was actively involved in the project and 95%
('strongly agree' or 'agree') express that the
project was positively perceived by the local
community. Finally, 92% ('strongly agree' or
'agree') of the responding project leaders
positively indicate that the local community has
shown interest in similar projects in the future
and 89% ('strongly agree' or 'agree') of these
respondents judge that the local community
has expressed readiness to support similar
activities in the future (see Table 129).

FIGURE 8: EFFECTS ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES (PL)
The local community was actively involved in the project.

47%

The project was positively perceived by the local community.

46%

The local community has become more aware of the
concerns and interests of young people.

47%

The intercultural dimension was appreciated by the local
community.

45%

The local community has become more committed to the
inclusion of young people with fewer opportunities.

38%

48%

37%

49%

42%

The European dimension was received with interest by the
local community.

36%

48%

42%

The local community has shown interest in similar projects
in the future.

44%

48%

The local community has expressed readiness to support
similar activities in the future.

45%

44%

The project has created synergies between diﬀerent
stakeholders in the local community.

45%

42%

0%
(PL) 15. Which eﬀects did the project have on the community in which it was carried out?

20%

40%

60%

80%

agree
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4.3 CONCLUSIONS
To strengthen the role of youth organisations as
support structures for young people, in particular
through enhanced cooperation, is another key
youth-speciﬁc aim of the Erasmus+: Youth in
Action Programme. Our research shows that
eﬀects of projects on organisations – and
communities – are assessed to be positive by
project participants and project leaders alike.
The eﬀects are less strong than the ones on the
individual level – in part because they are less
immediate and can only be seen at the time of
surveying. Understandably, systemic eﬀects
need more time to take hold than individual
eﬀects.
The most highly rated eﬀects on organisations
are more contacts/partnerships with other
countries, more international projects and
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increased appreciation of cultural diversity,
showcasing an improved, extended, enriched
and enriching international dimension of
youth work.
The most frequently stated eﬀects of projects
on their local communities were that the
project was positively perceived as well as the
intercultural dimension was appreciated by the
local community, both with response rates of
over 80%.
In both instances, additional research could be
u n d e r t a ke n t o ex p l o re t h e e ﬀ e c t o n
organisations and communities from the
perspective of those stakeholders who did not
directly participate in a E+/YiA project.
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5 RESPONDENT PROFILES
T h i s c h a p t e r ex p l o re s t h e p ro ﬁ l e s o f
respondents to contextualise the ﬁndings of
this research project. At the same time, the
chapter also provides relevant information
with respect to the programme's aim to involve
young people with fewer opportunities. While

the subsequent chapter summarises the selfassessment and -perception of project
participants and project leaders regarding e.g.
obstacles they face, this chapter studies their
personal proﬁles.

5.1 PROFILES OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS
5.1.1 Gender and age
Close to two-thirds of respondents are female (64%), one third is male (36%), and 0.5% selected
'other' (see Table 16). The highest number of respondents can be seen in the age group 21-25 years
(34%), followed by 26-30 years (20%) and 18-20 years (19%). The total percentage of respondents
over 30 years is 15% (see Table 17 ).
Ÿ YE: highest percentage in the age group 21-25 years (36%)
Ÿ EVS: highest percentage in the age group 21-25 years (49%)
Ÿ SD: highest percentage in the age group 21-25 years (26%)
Ÿ YWM: highest percentage in the age group 21-25 years (33%)
Ÿ TCA: highest percentage in the age group over 30 years (49%)

5.1.2 Educational attainment
Generally speaking, the educational
attainment of respondents is high: 60% of
respondents have a tertiary degree (university,
polytechnic or post-secondary/tertiary level
education). The highest educational attainment
can be seen in TCA projects (86% with a tertiary
degree), YWM projects (80%), followed by EVS
projects (67%)8, SD projects (47%) and YE
projects (43%). Overall, 73% of the responding
21-25-year-old participants completed some
form of tertiary education, compared to 87%
for participants aged 26-30 years and 88% aged
over 30 years (see Table 18).

Parental educational attainment is somewhat
lower, as would be expected, given the
development of educational attainment in
Europe over the past decades and the policy
9
objectives of the European Union : 41% of
fathers/male legal guardians and 44% of
mothers/female legal guardians have a tertiary
degree themselves, according to respondents.
12% of fathers/male legal guardians and 14%
of mothers/female legal guardians have a
p r i m a r y o r l ow e r s e c o n d a r y l ev e l o f
attainment, compared to less than 2% of those
project participants who are 21 and older10.

5.1.3 Minority Afﬁliation
Overall, 13% of responding participants
indicated that they belong to a cultural, ethnic,
religious or linguistic minority (RAY partner
countries 13%; other countries 15%). The
diﬀerentiation between deﬁned obstacles in

the questionnaire for project participants
highlights that the largest number of
responding project participants11 belong to an
ethnic or cultural minority (37%) or an
autochthonous/indigenous minority (has always

8 It should be taken into account that in YWM and TCA there is no age limit for participating in these projects, and that participants are usually older in YWM and
TCA than in other activity types. In addition, youth workers are included within the sample of the Standard Surveys 2015/16, who often underwent vocational
training for doing youth work (as is required in some countries).
9 See http://ec.europa.eu/education/policy/higher-education/attainment_en for an outline of the targets for educational attainment as outlined in the EU2020 strategy.
10 Younger respondents may still attend secondary school and may therefore not have completed their higher secondary education.
11 Dependency question: 13% of the responding project participants received this question.
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lived in this country) (30%), followed by a
religious minority (28%) and linguistic minority
(27%). The values for a migration background
(second or third generation) and an immigration

background (ﬁrst generation) concern 35% in
total. The item other minority was selected by
7% of responding project participants (see
Figure 9; Table 22).

FIGURE 9: MINORITY AFFILIATION OF PARTICIPANTS (PP)
I belong to a minority that has always lived in this
country (autochthonous/indigenous minority).

30%

I belong to an ethnic or cultural minority.

37%

I belong to a religious minority.

28%

27%

I belong to a linguistic minority.
I am an immigrant (ﬁrst generation – I was born in
another country).

18%

I have an immigrant background (second or third
generation – my parents or grandparents were born in
another country).

17%

Other minority
(PP) 41.a Please specify:
(N=3,172; % of cases)

7%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

5.1.4 Occupation of project participants
With regard to the occupational status of
responding participants (choose all that apply),
51% report to have been in education or
training for at least three months during the 12
months before the project started. The
percentage of responding participants in
education or training by activity types is quite
diverse: YWM 40%, TCA 28%, YE 62%, EVS 52%
and SD 53%. Respondents in education and
training were secondary school students (23%),
students at a university etc. (41%), an apprentice
(vocational education or training) (3%), doing
another type of education and training (13%; see
Table 19, Table 21).
24% of responding participants report ('choose
all that apply') that they were not in education or
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training, and the largest group can be found
between 26-30 years (46%) and over 30 years
(62%; see Table 21 ). Respondents not in
education or training report (choose all that
apply) being employed full-time (54%), employed
p a r t - t i m e ( 2 3 % ) , s e l f - e m p l oy e d ( 4 0 % ) ,
unemployed (38%), a volunteer (24%), an
intern/doing a work placement (11%), not in paid
work (23%), and other (22%).
8% of responding project participants state
that they were unemployed for at least three
months in the year prior to the project, with
percentages ranging from 3% in the age group
15-17 years to 13% in the age group 26-30 years
(see Table 20).
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26% of responding project participants
reported to have spent at least 3 months
(choose all that apply) employed full-time, 14%
employed part-time, 8% unemployed; 7% selfemployed; 6% as an intern/doing a work
placement and 5% not in paid work during the
last 12 months before the project started (see ).
Across activity types, 42% of responding project
participants from YWM and TCA (combined)
and 15% from YE, EVS and SD (combined) were
employed full-time (for at least 3 months)
during the 12 months prior to the project.

21% of responding project participants report
to have been a volunteer for at least 3 months
during the year leading up to the project. 27%
of the responding participants from YWM and
TCA (combined) and 17% from YE, EVS and SD
(combined) indicate having been a volunteer.
The status of being a volunteer is distributed
among the responding participants as follows:
secondary school students (14%), student at a
university etc. (48%), an apprentice (4%), doing
another type of education or training (20%), not in
education and training (24%).

FIGURE 10: OCCUPATION OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS DURING THE 12 MONTHS BEFORE THE PROJECT (PP)
10%

34.a … in education or training
34.b … employed full-time

13%

58%

6% 11% 8%

75%

17%

34.c … employed part-time

11%

34.d … self-employed
34.e ... unemployed

15%

34.f … a volunteer

14%

26%
18%

12%

34.h … not in paid work (e.g. taking care of children,
relatives, household etc.)

66%

24%
16%

20%
0%

10%

15%

47%

8%

62%
33%

14%
20%

3 months

45%

5%

43%

34.g … an intern/doing a work placement

(PP) 34. During the 12 months before the project,
I spent at least 3 months ...

19%

30%

7%
40%

4-6 months

9%

15%

59%
50%

60%

70%

7-9 months

80%

90%

100%
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5.1.5 Motivation
With regard to the motivation for participating
in this project ('choose all that apply'),
responding project participants refer the
highest scores to new experiences (76%), to get in
contact with people from other cultural
backgrounds or countries (69%), for my personal
development (67%) and to learn something new
(63%). The responding project participants
indicate over 50% for to develop my foreign
language skills (53%), I was interested in the
project topic (53%) and to get to know another
country (50%). The lowest value relates to
because someone encouraged me to do so (9%)
(see Table 46).

Diﬀerentiated by activity types (see Figure 11,
Table 47), it becomes obvious that respondents
of YE and EVS indicate the highest values (up to
8 5 % ) i n t h e c o n t ex t o f m o b i l i t y ( n ew
international contacts and countries) (YE
61%/EVS 72%), new experiences (YE 84%/EVS
85%) and to learn something new (YE 66%/EVS
66%), foreign language skills (YE 64%/EVS 70%),
fun factor (YE 56%/EVS 41%) and for personal
development (YE 67%/EVS 79%). In addition, the
items to increase the job chances (31%) and to
challenge myself (58%) are most frequently
indicated by responding EVS participants.
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SD responding participants are predominantly
motivated by new experiences (61%), to become
involved in social and political issues (61%)
followed by personal development (55%), to learn
something new (53%) and interested in the project
topic (45%). TCA respondents indicate to learn
something new (56%), personal development
(56%), new experiences (54%), to get in contact
with people from other cultural backgrounds
(54%); the highest scores refer to professional

development (66%), interest in the project topic
(64%) and to prepare for future activities (62%). In
YWM the most important motivational factors
range from new experiences (71%), to personal
development (70%), to get in contact with people
from other cultural backgrounds (67%), to learn
something new (62%) to interest in the project
topic (61%) and to prepare for future activities
(52%).

FIGURE 11: MOTIVATION FOR PARTICIPATION – BY ACTIVITY TYPES (PP)
61%

… to get to know another country.

20%

72%

42%

24%

… to have new experiences.

84%
85%

61%

71%

54%
27%
32%

… to become involved in social or political issues.

… to have fun.

56%

41%
36%

27%

17%

61%

34%

26%

64%

… to develop my foreign language skills.

26%

70%

46%

31%

67%

… for my personal development.

54%

79%

70%

56%

… to learn something new.

66%
66%

53%
56%

… to get in contact with people from other
cultural backgrounds or countries.

77%
72%

36%

… to challenge myself.
24%

25%

… for my professional development.

37%

28%

52%

34%

… to prepare for future activities (e.g. education,
training, voluntary activities, work etc.).

32%

66%

43%
52%

62%

31%
31%

… to improve my knowledge about Europe.

24%
28%
23%

47%
43%
45%

… I was interested in the project topic.
16%

… to increase my job chances.

12%
13%

61%
63%

31%

19%

5%
6%
7%
5%
6%

… other reasons.
0%
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5.2 PROFILES OF PROJECT LEADERS
5.2.1 Gender and age
Similar to the responding project participants,
the majority of responding project leaders are
female (58%) and 42% are male; 0.3% of the
responding project leaders indicated 'other'
(see Table 48). The highest percentage of

project leader respondents can be identiﬁed in
the over 30 years age group (51%), followed by
26-30 years (24%), 21-25 years (20%) and ﬁnally
by 16-20 years (5%; see Table 49).

Ÿ YE: highest percentage in the age group over 30 years (50%)
Ÿ EVS: highest percentage in the age group 21-25 years (34%)
Ÿ SD: highest percentage in the age group over 30 years (66%)
Ÿ YWM: highest percentage in the age group over 30 years (55%)

5.2.2 Educational attainment
81% of responding project leaders indicated
having a university/college degree (60% female;
40% male), 11% completed an upper secondary
school (almost gender-related balance), 4% an
upper vocational school (55% female; 45% male),
and 2% a technical school (40% female; 60%

male). Only 0.1% indicated primary school
(without gender-related diﬀerences) and 1%
lower secondary school (48% female; 52% male)
to be their highest educational attainment (see
Figure 12, Table 51).

FIGURE 12: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF PROJECT LEADERS – BY GENDER (PL)

50%
50%

Primary school

48%
52%

Lower secondary school
40%

60%

Technical school
50%
49%

Upper secondary school

45%

Upper vocational school

60%

University, Polytechnic, post-secondary /tertiary level College

40%
0%

(PL) 22. My highest educational attainment is:

Diﬀerentiated according to activity types, it
becomes apparent that in YWM (87%) and in YE
(79%) the highest proportions of responding
project leaders have a tertiary level of
educational attainment, followed by SD (77%)

55%

10%

Female

20%

Male

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Other

and EVS (72%). In comparison, the next highest
proportion of responding project leaders'
highest educational attainment is evident for
upper secondary school in SD (16%), EVS (16%),
YE (13%) and YWM (8%; see Figure 13, Table 51).
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FIGURE 13: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF PROJECT LEADERS – BY ACTIVITY TYPES (PL)
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Lower secondary school

Technical school

Upper secondary school

Upper vocational school

University, Polytechnic, post-secondary/tertiary level College
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(PL) 22. My highest educational attainment is:

Diﬀerentiated by RAY partner countries/other
countries, the proportions of responding
project leaders with secondary/tertiary level
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can be indicated for RAY partner countries at
79% and for other countries at 90% (see Figure
14).

FIGURE 14: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF PROJECT LEADERS – BY COUNTRIES (PL)

Primary school
1%

Lower secondary school

2%
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Technical school
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Upper secondary school

5%

Upper vocational school

4%
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(PL) 22. My highest educational attainment is:

With respect to the completed number of
years of formal education, responding project

30

Doris Bammer, Helmut Fennes, Andreas Karsten

20%

40%

RAY Partner Countries

60%

80%

100%

Other Countries

leaders indicate the highest scores for 14-20
years of formal education (79%, see Table 50).
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5.2.3 Minority afﬁliation
17% of the responding project leaders deﬁne
themselves as belonging to a minority. More
speciﬁcally, 35% of those respondents belong12
to an ethnic or cultural minority, 30% to an
autochthonous/indigenous minority and 28% to
a linguistic minority (choose all that apply). 28%
of project leaders with a minority aﬃliation
identify as being an immigrant of the ﬁrst
generation but only 11% of the second or third
generation. Furthermore, 7% of the
respondents select the item other minority, and
18% of them in EVS, for which for further
clariﬁcation could be interesting.

Diﬀerentiated by activity types, SD represents
the highest scores in comparison to other
activity types for belonging to a linguistic
minority (86%), to an ethnic or cultural minority
(43%), being an immigrant of the second or third
generation (43%) and belonging to a religious
minority (29%). Only to be an immigrant of the
ﬁrst generation is scored higher in YWM (38%),
belonging to an autochthonous/ indigenous
minority in YE (34%) and other minority in EVS
(18%) (see Figure 15; Table 63).

FIGURE 15: MINORITY AFFILIATION OF PROJECT LEADERS – BY ACTIVITY TYPE (PL)
I belong to a minority that has always lived in this country
(autochthonous/indigenous minority).
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I am an immigrant (ﬁrst generation – I was born in another
country).
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5.3 CONCLUSIONS
The level of educational attainment for both
project participants and project leaders is
comparatively high: Over 60% of project
participants and over 80% of project leaders
13
have a tertiary degree , compared to an EU14
wide average of around 40% .

13% of responding project participants
indicated that they belong to a cultural, ethnic,
religious or linguistic minority, whereas 17% of
responding project leaders deﬁne themselves
as belonging to a minority.

12 Dependency question: 16.6% of the responding project leaders received this question.
13 With over 50% of project participants still being in education or training, the PP percentage is likely to rise.
14 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Educational_attainment_statistics
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6 INCLUSION OF YOUNG PEOPLE WITH FEWER OPPORTUNITIES OR
WITH SPECIAL NEEDS
61% of project leaders reporting to be involved
in YE, EVS or SD stated that young people with
fewer opportunities or with special needs
participated in their project (YE 61%, SD 55%,
EVS 45%; see Table 33 ). Geographically, the
percentage of project leaders who conﬁrmed
the involvement of young people with fewer
opportunities or with special needs ranged
from 41% in Bulgaria and 44% in Italy to 83% in
the United Kingdom and 91% in Ireland (see
Table 32).

62% of responding participants reporting to be
involved in YWM and TCA conﬁrmed that they
themselves are working with young people with
fewer opportunities or with special needs (YWM
63%, TCA 73%; see ). In geographic terms, the
percentages range from 47% in Latvia and 45%
in Italy to 88% in the United Kingdom and 94%
in Ireland (see Table 36). Project leaders, in
contrast, stated that 83% of the youth workers,
youth leaders and other professionals
participating in their projects worked with
young people with fewer opportunities or
special needs.

6.1 ASPECTS OF (POTENTIAL) EXCLUSION
6.1.1 Obstacles of project participants – as assessed by themselves
45% of responding participants across RAY
partner countries, and 55% of respondents of
other countries, report that they are faced with
obstacles when asked to indicate all obstacles
that apply (see Table 41, Table 42, Table 43). The
main obstacle project participants see
concerns accessing work and employment (39%),
followed by active participation in society and
politics (24%), mobility (22%) and accessing
education (20%; see Table 39, Table 40).
All four obstacles show large geographic
variations. Obstacles in accessing work and
employment ranges from 8% in Denmark to
64% in Spain (the largest variance among the
four obstacles); active participation in society
and politics ranges from 5% in Denmark to 38%
in Spain; mobility ranges from 6% in Denmark,
Luxembourg and Norway to 32% in Spain; and
access to education ranges from 0% in
Denmark to 34% in Latvia (see Table 43).
When asked to indicate the kind of obstacle
faced ('choose all that apply'), one item
dominates the responses, namely not having
enough money (50%), which is represented
across all activity types, with slightly higher
values for EVS (54%) and YWM (53%). All other
kinds of obstacles are mentioned less
frequently, with ﬁve other obstacles indicated
by more than 10% of respondents: living in a
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remote area (16%), social background (15%), low
educational attainment (13%), family
responsibilities and health problems (both 11%).
Despite a relatively comprehensive list of 17
diﬀerent kinds of obstacle, 33% of respondents
opted to indicate another obstacle: this should
be explored in the next surveys (see Table 44).
Some obstacles play a stronger role in certain
activity types: living in a remote area is a
stronger obstacle for SD (25%) than any of the
other activity types; social background (20%)
and family responsibilities (17%) are stronger
obstacles for TCA than any other activity type;
whereas gender plays a larger role in TCA (14%)
and YWM (10%).
When asked to compare their opportunities to
those of their peers (described as people of your
age living in your country), 45% respondents
state that they are getting their fair share of
opportunities, whereas 18% assessed that they
are getting more than their fair share of
opportunities, with 16% stating that they are
getting somewhat less, and 7% stating that they
are getting much less than their fair share of
opportunities (see Table 37) The number of
respondents who say they are getting much less
than their fair share of opportunities is highest in
Turkey (18%), Italy (16%) and Portugal (13%).
The number of respondents who say they are
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g e t t i n g m o re t h a n t h e i r f a i r s h a re o f
opportunities is highest in Norway (54%),
Denmark (45%) and the Czech Republic (42%).
More than half of all responding project
participants from 9 countries (AT, FI, HU, LI, LU,
LV, MT, NL and SK) say they are getting their fair
share of opportunities, with an overall range of
64% (LI) to 37% (IT and TR). There is no country

where more than half of all responding project
participants say they are getting somewhat less
or much less than their fair share of
opportunities, though ﬁve countries stand out:
Turkey with 44%, Italy with 38%, Portugal with
34%, and Romania and Spain with 31% (see
Table 38).

6.1.2 Obstacles for project participants – as assessed by responding project leaders
83% of project leaders of YWM projects state
that youth workers, youth leaders and other
professionals participating in their projects
worked with young people with fewer
opportunities or special needs, compared to
63% of participants reporting that they had
been involved in YWM projects who conﬁrmed
that they do so (see Table 35). More closely
aligned are the number of project leaders who
reported that inclusion was addressed in their
projects and the number of project
participants who learned something about
inclusion: 31% of project leaders state that
inclusion was a main theme addressed during
their project, and 30% of project participants
state they learned something about inclusion
as part of their project (see Table 91, Table 95 ).
The number of project leaders indicating that
their projects included young people with
fewer opportunities (YPFO) or young people
with special needs (YPSN) increases
remarkably with the age of respondents: the
percentage of project leaders reporting to be
involved in YE, EVS or SD with YPFO/YPSN
grows from 51% in the age group of 16-20year-old respondents to 65% in the age group
of respondents who are older than 30 years
(see Table 34). This begs the question whether
older project leaders are more conﬁdent in
working with YPFO/YPSN target groups, or
whether the perception of what constitutes a
disadvantage has changed over time and
younger project leaders are closer to the target
group. This needs to be explored in further
analyses and studies.

Project leaders were also asked to specify
which obstacles prevented young people with
fewer opportunities or with special needs who
participated in their project from having access
to education, mobility, work or participation in
society and politics at large. They speciﬁed not
having enough money as the most frequent
obstacle (56%), followed by social background
(41%), belonging to a disadvantaged group (36%),
living in a remote area (35%), low educational
attainment (31%) and living in a deprived (sub-)
urban area (29%). With the exception of not
having enough money, project leaders
estimate the obstacles to be more common
than project participants themselves (see
Table 45).
There are strong diﬀerences between the selfassessment of project participants concerning
obstacles they are faced with and the project
leaders' perception of the obstacles of
participants (see Table 44, Table 45). For
example, the social background is seen as an
obstacle by 41% of all responding project
leaders, whereas only 15% of all responding
project participants assessed this to be an
obstacle they are faced with. The low
educational attainment (PL perception 31%, PP
self-assessment 13%) and their belonging to a
disadvantaged group (PL 36%, PP 9%) are two
other aspects considered to be obstacles by a
much larger percentage of project leaders.
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6.2 WORKING ON INCLUSION
Project leaders were asked to state how
strongly they agreed or disagreed with the
statement that their project contributed to
supporting the inclusion of young people with
fewer opportunities or special needs in the
Erasmus+: Youth in Action Programme. 42% of
responding project leaders strongly agreed
with the statement, another 41% agreed, with
14% disagreeing and 3% strongly disagreeing
(see Table 130).
Project participants were asked how the project
aﬀected them in the end, using a series of
statements, one of them being 'I actively
support the inclusion of people with fewer
opportunities'. 37% of responding project
participants said they do so more than before
the project, 61% said they do so to the same
extent as before the project, and 2% said they do
so less than before the project (see Table 109).
Project leaders were asked the same question.
48% of responding project leaders said they do

so more than before the project, 51% said they
do so to the same extent as before the project,
and 1% said they do so less than before the
project (see Table 113).
Project participants involved in YWM or TCA
projects were also asked, in case they had been
participating in this project on behalf of a group
or organisation, what impact the project had
made on their group or organisation. 32% of
responding project participants said they
strongly agree that the project resulted in an
increased commitment to include young people
with fewer opportunities, another 34% said they
agree, with 12% disagreeing and 2% strongly
disagreeing (see ). Even more project leaders
of all activity types believe that the project
resulted in an increased commitment to include
young people with fewer opportunities: 46%
strongly agree and 35% agree with this
statement, while 10% disagree or strongly
disagree (see Table 128).

6.3 CONCLUSIONS
To strengthen social inclusion and solidarity in
Europe is a key youth-speciﬁc aim of the
Erasmus+ Programme. To this end, 61% of
responding project leaders stated that young
people with fewer opportunities or with special
needs participated in their projects. On the
other hand, 47% of responding project
participants report that they are faced with
obstacles in society.
The main obstacle, from the perspective of
project participants themselves, is gaining
access to work and employment (39%), followed
by active participation in society and politics
(24%), mobility (22%) and access to education
(20%). Participants mentioned as speciﬁc types
of obstacles not having enough money (50%),
living in a remote area (16%), their social
background (15%) and low educational
attainment (13%). Project leaders, on the other
hand, believe that next to not having enough
money (56%), other major obstacles for project
participants are social background (41%),
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belonging to a disadvantaged group (36%), living
in a remote area (35%), low educational
attainment (31%), a history of unemployment in
their family (30%) and living in a deprived (sub-)
urban area (29%).
N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g t h e s e d i ﬀ e re n c e s i n
judgment, which should be researched further,
the programme's inclusion approach works.
83% of project leaders agree that their project
contributed to supporting the inclusion of young
people with fewer opportunities or special needs
in the Erasmus+: Youth in Action Programme
(42% strongly agree, 41% agree). 37% of project
participants and 48% of project leaders said
they actively support the inclusion of people
with fewer opportunities more than before the
project. Furthermore, 66% of participants in
YWM projects and TCA as well as 81% of project
leaders of all activity types said that the project
resulted in an increased commitment of their
organisations to include young people with
fewer opportunities

Transnational Analysis 2015/16

7 YOUTH IN ACTION TRAJECTORIES
This chapter explores the previous experience
of project participants and project leaders and

sheds lights on the professional status and
occupation of project leaders.

7.1 PREVIOUS EXPERIENCES OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS
7.1.1 Previous mobility experiences of project participants
93% of all respondents had been abroad
before participating in their Erasmus+: Youth in
Action project. 15 options were given to
respondents to indicate why they had been to
another country before, in addition to I have
never been abroad before this project (7%). By far

the most frequently indicated reason was
because I went abroad for holidays (75%),
followed by because I participated in a youth
exchange (44%) and because I went abroad with
my class at school (41%, see Table 23).

Diﬀerentiating the responses by age shows a number of variances:
Ÿ Age group 15-17 years: 49% went abroad with
my class at school; 11% have never been abroad
before this project

Ÿ Age group 21-25 years: 47% participated in a
youth exchange; 7% have never been abroad
before this project

Ÿ Age group 18-20 years: 49% went abroad with
my class at school; 10% have never been d
before this project

Ÿ Age group 26-30 years: 52% participated in a
youth exchange; 5% have never been abroad
before this project

As is to be expected, working and studying in another country becomes more prominent in older
age groups. Interestingly, the same is the case for youth exchanges (see Table 24).
Considering the responses geographically, a number of diﬀerences become apparent (see Table 26):
Ÿ Turkey has by far the largest proportion of
project participants who had never been
abroad before their project (32%). All other
countries range between 8% (RO) and 0% (LI,
LU and NO).
Ÿ On average, 44% of respondents went
abroad with their class at school, ranging
from 5% (TR) and 16% (RO) to 72% (SI) and
75% (LU). Relatively low percentages are

noticeable in the Nordic states (SE 27%, FI
30%, NO 40%) – with Denmark being
aregional exception (62%). Most other
regions show similarly aligned response
patterns, although, curiously enough, there
is often exactly one regional exception (LT
31% and LV 37% – but EE 51%; PT 35% and ES
41% – but IT 58%; HU 46% and BG 45% – but
RO 16%).

The level of educational attainment (both individual and parental) has a noticeable impact on
prior international mobility experiences (see Table 25 ):
Ÿ 14% of respondents at primary school
attainment level had never been abroad
before their project, compared to 6% of
respondents with upper secondary and
tertiary levels of attainment. This could also
be linked to the age.

Ÿ The percentage of respondents whose
parents achieved primary school attainment
level and who had never been abroad before
their project is even higher (primary school
attainment level of father/mother: 16%/19%).
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Ÿ Respondents who had spent time abroad to
gain work-related experience (job,
internship, au-pair) are more frequently
those with higher technical/vocational or
tertiary educational attainments.

Ÿ Respondents who had spent time abroad to
gain education-related experience (school,
university, language course) are more
frequently those with upper secondary and
tertiary educational attainments.

7.1.2 Previous project experiences of project participants
Responses of project participants to the question 'Thinking about the project we have been
asking you about, have you participated in a similar project before?' show the following:
Ÿ 51% of respondents had never participated
in a similar project before, compared to 49%
who had done so (see Table 27). Genderbased variance is marginal (48% of female
and 50% of male respondents had previously
participated in a similar project).
Ÿ As can be expected, the level of prior
experience with similar projects increases
with age: 34% of 15-17-year-olds had prior
experience, compared to 58% of 26-30-yearolds.
Ÿ More than half of respondents from 12
partner countries had previously
participated in similar projects, covering all
regions of Europe (AT, BE, BG, EE, LI, LT, LV,
NO, PT, RO, SI) and ranging from 50% (BE and
LI) to 66% (SI).
Ÿ Less than half of respondents from 17 RAY
partner countries had previously
participated in similar projects, again
covering all regions of Europe (CZ, DE, DK, ES,
FI, FR, HR, HU, IE, IT, LU, NL, PL, SE, SK, TR, UK),
and ranging from 37% (DK) to 49% (SK).

Ÿ The proportion of respondents with 10 or
more prior similar projects is highest in MT
(21%), LU (19%) and AT (18%). It is lowest in LI
(0%), SK (2%), and DK (3%).
Ÿ Of those respondents who previously
participated in similar projects, 74%
participated in a project supported within
E+/YiA or an earlier EU youth programme,
33% participated in another EU programme
and 32% participated in another similar
project (see Table 28).
Ÿ Previous experiences with projects ﬁnanced
by E+/YiA or an earlier EU youth programme
are strongest in SI (50%15), BG and LV (both
44%) and EE (43%). Previous experiences with
other EU programmes are strongest in LV
(24%), LU and SI (both 23%) and LT (21%).
Prior experience with non-EU funded
projects is strongest in DE (24%), UK (22%),
and BE, NL and SI (all 19%).

Ÿ 22% of those who had participated in a
similar project before indicated that they had
participated once before in a similar project,
whereas 24% said they had done so twice.
35% of responding participants had
participated 3-5 times in a similar project,
13% between 6 and 10 times, and another 6%
more than 10 times (see ).
15 All percentages under this point of all participants – not only of those who previously participated in similar projects.
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7.2 TRAJECTORIES OF PROJECT LEADERS

16

7.2.1 Professional status and occupation of project leaders in the youth sector
Project leaders were asked to indicate what they had done during the year prior to their project
outside of the organisation for which they were involved in the project. When asked to select all
options that had applied for at least 3 months out of 12, respondents speciﬁed the following:
Ÿ 39% of the responding project leaders were
full-time employed, 22% were in education or
training, 19% were self-employed, 15% were
volunteers, 14% were part-time employed,
8% stated to be unemployed, 6% to be not in
work, and 3% were doing an internship (see
Table 52 ).
Ÿ Project leaders of all but one activity type
were most frequently employed full-time,
ranging from 41% (YE) to 34% (SD) – project
leaders involved in EVS projects, however, are
most frequently in education or training (35%
versus 28% in full-time employment; see
Table 53 ).
Ÿ Unemployed project leaders are involved
twice as often in EVS (15%) than any other
activity type (see Table 53).
Ÿ Self-employed project leaders play practically
no role in EVS (4%), a very strong role in YWM
projects (31%), with SD (21%) and YE projects
(15%) ranging in the middle (see Table 53).
Ÿ As would be expected, older project leaders
are less often involved in education and
training (age group 16-20: 55%, age group 2630: 20%). Similarly, employment increases

with age (full-time employment in the age
group 16-20: 10%, in the age group 26-30:
40%; see Table 54).
Ÿ Female respondents are more likely to be in
education and training (24% versus 20% of
male respondents). Male respondents are
more likely to be self-employed (23% versus
16% of female respondents; see Table 55).
Ÿ G e o g ra p h i c v a r i a n c e i s d i s t i n c t : t h e
percentage of project leaders who were
employed full-time for at least 3 months out
of 12 ranges from 13% (IE) to 75% (MT). In 6
RAY partner countries, more than half of all
responding project leaders were employed
full-time: DK, EE, LV, MT, SE, SK. In 5 RAY
partner countries, less than a quarter of all
responding project leaders were employed
full-time: AT, ES, IE, IT, NL. When considering
full- and part-time employment together,
more than half of all responding project
leaders in 18 of the RAY partner countries
were employed (see Table 56).
Ÿ In 6 countries, the percentage of unemployed
project leaders is higher than 10%: BE (19%),
IT (17%), HR (16%), ES and PT (both 15%), and
FR (14%; see Table 56).

7.2.2 Professional status and involvement of project leaders in their projects
Project leaders were asked to indicate what they had done during the year prior to their project
outside of the organisation for which they were involved in the project. When asked to select all
options that had applied for at least 3 months out of 12, respondents speciﬁed the following:
The majority of responding project leaders
were involved in their project as volunteers
(63%), while 36% were involved through one of
various forms of employment. 16% were
involved on a permanent full-time employment

basis; all other options (temporary full- or parttime employment, self-employment,
internship) each were relevant for less than 10%
of respondents and cumulatively amount to
20% (see Table 57).

16 It needs to be noted that the sample of project leaders is relatively small with respect to EVS and SD as well as for small countries. Therefore, the respective
percentages need to be seen with caution, in particular when comparing the responses by activity types or countries. This is even more the case for dependency
questions, which were not addressed to all project leaders but only those answering a previous question in a speciﬁc way. Therefore, the text avoids referring to
percentages of EVS, SD or small countries when they represent extremes.
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Voluntary involvement is lowest in YWM
activities (43%) and highest in YE activities (70%).
Permanent full-time positions are most
prevalent in EVS activities (21%) and least
prevalent in YE activities (15%); permanent parttime positions range from 20% (SD) to 4% (YE).
Temporary part- or full-time employment
(project leaders were employed speciﬁcally for
their project) is most frequent in YWM activities
(16%) and least frequent in YE activities (5%).
Self-employment is strongest in YWM activities
(18%), where it is the second most frequent type
of involvement after volunteering, while it
remains below 4% for all other activity types
(see Table 57).
Voluntary involvement decreases with age (age
group 16-20: 82%, age group 26-30: 64%, age 31
and above: 54%), and permanent full-time
employment increases with age (age group 1620: 5%, age group 26-30: 14%, age 31 and
above: 22%). Most employment types show the
same pattern, with the exception of temporary
part-time employment (4% for 16-20-year-olds,
and 3% for 26-30-year-olds) and internships (2%
for 21-25-year-olds and 26-30-year-olds, and
1% for 16-20-year-olds and those above the age
of 30; see Table 58).
Female respondents are less often involved as
volunteers (60%) than their male counterparts
(66%), but are more frequently employed in all
but one form of employment: permanent fulland part-time positions, temporary part-time
positions, self-employment and internships are
all more frequent for female respondents,
whereas temporary full-time employment for
their project is more frequent for male
respondents (see Table 59 ).
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Project leaders who are interns outside their
organisations (involved in the E+/YiA project) or
unemployed are most frequently involved as
volunteers (both 77%), while project leaders
w h o a re s e l f - e m p l oy e d o u t s i d e t h e i r
organisations are least often involved on a
voluntary basis (45%) – and most frequently
involved as self-employed project leaders (29%;
see Table 62).
Types of involvement diﬀer considerably
between countries (see Table 60 ). Voluntary
involvement in projects is highest in Romania
(85%), Malta, Norway (both 83%) and Bulgaria
(81%), and lowest in Denmark (27%), Finland
(33%) and Sweden (35%). It is below 50% in 9
RAY partner countries, predominantly in
Northern and Western Europe (AT, BE, DE, DK,
FI, FR, IE, SE, UK), and above 50% in 17 RAY
partner countries, covering all regions of
Europe. Permanent full-time positions are most
frequent in Finland (51%) – the only country
with more than 50% of a full-time permanent
employment basis – Sweden (40%) and France
(34%). Permanent full-time positions are least
frequent in Romania and Italy (both 5%), and
Malta (8%). In 8 countries, more than 10% of
project leaders were involved in their project on
a self-employed basis: NL (19%); AT, DE and IE
(all 16%); PL and UK (both 15%); CZ (14%); and
LV (12%). In most countries, permanent
employment arrangements (full- and part-time)
outnumber temporary employment
arrangements (full- and part-time), with the
exception of Austria (14% permanent vs. 20%
temporary) and Italy (7% permanent vs. 16%
temporary). In all countries, full-time positions
(permanent and temporary) are more common
than part-time positions (permanent and
temporary).
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7.2.3 Previous project experiences of project leaders
Responses of project leaders to the question 'Have you previously participated in projects
supported within Erasmus+: Youth in Action or an earlier EU youth programme (e.g. Youth in Action
2007-2013)?' show the following:
Ÿ 74% of respondents had participated in a
project supported by the programme before,
51% of them as project leaders or team
members, and 41% of them as participants.
26% of responding project leaders said they
had never participated in a project supported
by the programme before (see Table 64).

Ÿ Male respondents have more frequently
participated as project leaders or team
members before (54% versus 49% for female
respondents), whereas female respondents
have more frequently participated as
participants before (42% versus 39% for male
respondents; see Table 66).

Ÿ Diﬀerences between activity types are
distinct: more than half of all responding
project leaders of EVS (53%) and SD (56%)
projects stated they had never participated in
a project supported by the programme
before, compared to 12% (YWM) and YE (30%;
see Table 64).

Ÿ Geographic variance is noticeable (see Table
67): prior participation in a leading role is
most common in Austria (74%), Ireland (69%)
and Denmark and Malta (both 67%), and
least common in France (41%), Bulgaria and
Croatia (both 42%). Prior participation in a
participating role is most common in
Bulgaria (55%), Slovenia (53%) and Croatia
(52%), and least common in Ireland (22%),
Germany and the UK (both 28%). No prior
participation is most common in France
(41%), Belgium (38%), and Lithuania (36%),
and least common in Austria (16%).

Ÿ With age, the percentage of those who had
previously participated as a project leader or
team member in a project supported by the
programme grows (age group 16-20: 32%,
age group 26-30: 53%; see Table 65).

Those respondents who had stated that they
had been involved as a project leader or team
member in a project supported by the current
or former EU youth programme were asked to
estimate in how many projects they were
involved. 9% had been involved in 1 prior
project, 15% in 2 prior projects, 31% in 3-5 prior
projects, 23% in 6-10 projects, 13% in 11-20
projects, and 9% in more than 20 projects (see
Table 69).

Geographic variances exist without a particular
regional pattern and range from 32% of prior
involvement as a project leader/team member
in more than 5 prior projects (AT) to 64% (HU). In
8 countries more than 50% of respondents
estimated having been involved in more than 5
prior projects (DE, DK, FR, HU, IE, LT, RO, UK; see
Table 68).

Prior involvement in previous projects is most
p ro n o u n c e d i n E V S p ro j e c t s ( 4 5 % o f
respondents had been involved in more than 10
previous projects), and least pronounced in YE
17
and SD projects (both 15%; see Table 69) .

17 Due to the small samples for EVS and SD this comparison needs to be considered with caution.
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7.3 CONCLUSIONS
51% of responding project participants had
never participated in a similar project before.
22% of those who had participated in a similar
project before indicated that they had
participated once before in a similar project,
whereas 78% said they had done so at least
twice (35% of responding participants had
participated 3-5 times in a similar project, and
another 19% between 6 and 10 times). While
this demonstrates that initial participation
sparks further interest and engagement, it may
also be an indicator for limited access and/or
for a lack of (advanced) project and training
oﬀers outside the realm of the Erasmus+: Youth
in Action Programme.
74% of responding project leaders had
participated in a project supported by the
programme before, 51% of them as project
leaders or team members and 41% of them as
participants. There is a slight gender bias to the
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prior experience of project leaders: Male
respondents had more frequently participated
as project leaders or team members before,
whereas female respondents had more
frequently participated as participants before.
The occupational status of project leaders
outside of their E+/YiA project indicates that
75% of all responding project leaders were in
some form of employment: 39% were full-time
employed, 19% were self-employed, 14% were
part-time employed, and 3% were doing an
internship.
Within the projects, the majority of project
leaders is involved on an unpaid basis (63% as
volunteers), while 36% are involved in some
form of employment (21% full-time employed,
8% part-time employed, 7% self-employed), and
2% on the basis of an internship/a work
placement.
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8 YOUTH IN ACTION TRAJECTORIES

18

This chapter explores various aspects related to the application for and administration of projects
in the context of Erasmus+: Youth in Action.

8.1 BECOMING INVOLVED IN ERASMUS+: YOUTH IN ACTION
53% of project participants got to know about
their project through a youth organisation/
association (41%), an informal youth group (11%)
or a youth centre (7%)19. Other sources and
contexts through which participants learned of
their project were friends/acquaintances (28%),
school/college/university (13%), other types of
organisations (10%), National Agencies or their
regional oﬃces, newspapers/magazines/radio/
TV/Internet (both 9%), at work (7%), information/
the website of the European Commission or
Eurodesk (both less than 2%; see Table 72).
Diﬀerences between activity types are distinct:
youth organisations/associations/groups/
centres range between 20% (TCA) and 60%
(YWM); friends/acquaintances between 8%
(TCA) and 35% (YE, EVS), schools/colleges/
universities between 1% (TCA) and 29% (SD),
National Agencies between 3% (YE) and 49%
(TCA), information/the website of the European
Commission and Eurodesk both between 1%
(YE) and 7% (TCA) (see Table 72).
59% of project leaders and team members

learned of Erasmus+: Youth in Action through a
youth organisation/association (47%), an informal
youth group (18%) or a youth centre (10%) – even
more than project participants learned about
their project through these contexts. A similar
role was played by friends and acquaintances
(28%) and school/college/ university (11%), but
National Agencies or their regional oﬃces played a
much more prominent role (28%), as did the
work environment (19%), the information/
website of the European Commission (10%) and
the Eurodesk Network (5%). Project leaders more
frequently mentioned multiple
contexts/sources for their involvement in
E+/YiA (almost two on average) and also more
frequently indicated the implementation
structures of E+/YiA (see Table 73).
Again, diﬀerences between activity types are
distinct, in particular with respect to EVS and SD,
while YE and YWM show more similarities. It
needs to be noted, though, that the samples for
EVS and SD are relatively small, so the
percentages need to be considered with
caution (see Table 73).

8.2 APPLICATION PROCEDURE AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROJECT MANAGEMENT
All project leaders who responded with yes to the question 'Was your organisation an applicant
organisation, receiving ﬁnancial support for this project from the National Agency of your country?'
(38% of all respondents), were asked to which extent they agree or disagree with 11 statements
regarding the application procedure and administrative project management of their project. Their
responses show the following (see Table 74):
Ÿ Overall satisfaction with the 11 covered
aspects of the application procedure and
administrative project management is very
high. Combined 'agree' and 'strongly agree'
response rates range from 59% to 79%, with
six aspects scoring above 70% (and four of
those above 75%).

Ÿ Respondents most strongly agreed that it was
easy to obtain the essential information
required for applying for this project (79%), and
least strongly agreed that compared with
other funding programmes, the administrative
management of this grant request was easy
(59%).

18 See earlier footnote: It needs to be noted that the sample of project leaders is relatively small with respect to EVS and SD. Therefore, the respective percentages
need to be considered with caution, in particular when comparing the responses by activity types.
19 Multiple answers were possible.
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Ÿ Four of the 11 covered aspects of the
application procedure and administrative
project management were viewed
comparatively critically, all with a combined
'disagree' and 'strongly disagree' response
rate above 20%.
- 27% disagree that the online tools for
application and reporting are easy to use.
- 23% disagree that reporting was easy.
- 22% disagree that the application procedure
for this project was simple.
- 22% disagree that the administrative
management of this grant request was simple.
Ÿ Four of the 11 covered aspects of the

application procedure and administrative
project management were viewed
comparatively positively, all with a combined
'agree' and 'strongly agree' response rate
above 75%:
- 79% agree that it was easy to obtain the
essential information required for applying
for this project.
- 78% agree that the overall grant system was
suitable and satisfactory for this project.
- 77% agree that in the case of this project, it
was easy to meet the funding criteria.
- 76% agree that the online tool for Youthpass
was easy to use.

Agreement with the 11 covered aspects of the application procedure and administrative project
management diﬀers somewhat between activity types. Disagreement across all aspects is much
more pronounced for SD projects, with combined 'disagree' and 'strongly disagree' response
rates ﬂuctuating between 14% and 57%, and with 50% or more respondents in disagreement
with ﬁve of the 11 statements, namely:
- 57% disagree that the application procedure
was simple for SD projects.

- 50% disagree that online tools for application
and reporting are easy to use for SD projects.

- 57% disagree that reporting was easy for SD
projects.

- 50% disagree that compared with other
funding programmes, the administrative
management was easy for SD projects.

- 50% disagree that it was easy to meet the
funding criteria for SD projects.
SD projects are the only activity type for which
the combined 'agree' and 'strongly agree'
response rate is below 50% for any of the 11
aspects. EVS and YWM projects, on the other
hand, show a noticeably higher agreement
rate across most aspects. EVS projects show a
combined 'agree' and 'strongly agree' response
rate above 80% for three aspects (it was easy to
obtain the essential information required for
applying for this project; the information required
for applying for this project was easy to
understand; and the online tool for Youthpass
was easy to use), YWM projects even for four
aspects (the same three as EVS projects plus
the overall grant system was suitable and
satisfactory for this project).
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The duration of projects has a remarkable
impact on the agreement with the 11 covered
aspects of the application procedure and
administrative project management. Four
aspects show a linear growth of the combined
'agree' and 'strongly agree' response rates
from shortest (1-3 days) to longest duration (15
or more days), namely it was easy to obtain the
essential information required for applying for
this project; the information required for applying
for this project was easy to understand; and
compared with other funding programmes, the
administrative management of this grant request
was easy. Moreover, responding project
leaders who had been involved in the shortest
projects, lasting 1-3 days, were considerably
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more critical in their assessment. The largest
diﬀerence is apparent regarding the statement
the information required for applying for this
project was easy to understand (1-3 days: 56%
combined agree and strongly agree response
rate versus 77% for 4-6 days, a diﬀerence of
21%), and the online tools for application and
reporting are easy to use (1-3 days: 44%, 15 days
and more: 63%, a diﬀerence of 19%).
Finally, when comparing responses of those
project leaders with and without prior project

experience, an interesting pattern emerges.
Project leaders without prior experience are
more critical in their assessment of aspects
relating to the application procedure and
project administration leading up to the start
of a project, whereas project leaders with prior
ex p e r i e n c e a re m o re c r i t i c a l i n t h e i r
assessment of aspects relating to reporting
and project administration in the later phases
of a project.

8.3 DEVELOPMENT, PREPARATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECTS
8.3.1 Development and preparation of projects
Project leaders were asked to respond to a number of statements about the development and
preparation of their projects and to indicate whether each statement was true or false. Based on
their responses, the following observations can be made (see Table 75):
Ÿ 92% of all respondents state that their project
was well prepared. Fluctuation between
activity types is nominal (EVS 88%, YE 91%, SD
92%, YWM 95%).
Ÿ 75% had cooperated with one or more of the
partner organisations before their project.
Fluctuation between activity types is distinct
(EVS 64%, YE 71%, SD 83%, YWM 86%).
Ÿ 72% of all respondents used Skype or similar
tools during the preparation of the project,
ranging from 60% for EVS projects to 83% for
YWM projects.
Ÿ 67% of all projects were prepared in one or
more preparatory meetings involving other

project partners. 92% of all respondents
involved in a project with at least one such
preparatory meeting said that the
preparatory meetings were essential for the
preparation of the project. SD projects most
frequently involved a preparatory meeting
with one or more project partners (75%),
followed by YE projects (68%), YWM projects
(64%) and EVS projects (60%).
Ÿ 30% of respondents stated they found one or
more project partners through online
support services such as OTLAS. Fluctuation
between activity types is pronounced (SD
11%, YWM 39%).

In addition, project leaders were asked to which extent they 'agree' and 'strongly agree' with two
statements regarding the development and preparation of their projects. Their responses show
the following (see Table 76):
Ÿ 84% of respondents state that the project was
developed through mutual cooperation
between all partners (combined 'agree' and
'strongly agree' response rate). With the
exception of EVS (74%), all activity types show
similar rates of agreement (SD 83%, YE 83%,
YWM 87%).

Ÿ 85% of respondents state that during the
preparation, the cooperation between the
partners worked well. Fluctuation between
activity types is noticeable (EVS 73%, SD 81%,
YE 84%, YWM 89%).

There are no major diﬀerences between projects of diﬀerent duration and between respondents
with and without prior project experience.
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8.3.2 Implementation of projects
Project leaders were asked to which extent they 'agree' and 'strongly agree' with 7 statements
regarding the implementation of their projects. Their responses show the following (see Table 77,
Table 78):
Ÿ 94% of respondents state that the relationship
between the project leaders/members of the
project team was characterised by mutual
respect and good cooperation (combined
'agree' and 'strongly agree' response rate).
Fluctuation between activity types is nominal
(EVS 88%, YE 93%, SD and YWM both 96%).
Ÿ 93% of respondents state that the overall
project management was appropriate and
satisfactory. Fluctuation between activity
types is nominal (SD 88%, EVS 91%, YE 93%,
YWM 96%).
Ÿ 91% of respondents state that during the
implementation of the project, the cooperation
between the partners worked well. Fluctuation
between activity types is noticeable (EVS 83%,
SD 87%, YE 90%, YWM 94%).
Ÿ 91% of respondents state that the results/
outcomes of the project are sustainable.

Fluctuation between activity types is
noticeable (SD 83%, EVS 86%, YE 91%, YWM
94%).
Ÿ 91% of respondents state that the
pedagogical implementation of the project was
of high quality. Fluctuation between activity
types is pronounced (EVS 75%, SD and YE
both 90%, YWM 96%).
Ÿ 89% of respondents state that the workload
for the implementation of the project was
reasonable. Fluctuation between activity
types is noticeable (SD 77%, EVS 83%, YE 88%,
YWM 92%).
Ÿ 88% of respondents state that the results/
outcomes were disseminated appropriately.
Fluctuation between activity types is
pronounced (EVS 72%, SD 83%, YE 86%, YWM
93%).

There are no major diﬀerences between projects of diﬀerent duration and between respondents
with and without prior project experience.

8.4 YOUTHPASS
79% of responding project leaders report that Youthpass was used in their project, with YWM (87%)
and EVS (84%) being above average and YE (79%) around average. SD (32%) is considerably below
average, which can be explained by the fact that Youthpass was launched for SD only in 2016 – after
the end of projects being invited to the surveys analysed for this report (see Table 81).
94% of the project leaders reporting that Youthpass was used in their project indicate that the
project participants wished to receive a Youthpass, and 98% say that the participants received a
Youthpass certiﬁcate. Around 94% to 95% of project leaders agree or strongly agree that
Ÿ they received all necessary information concerning Youthpass;
Ÿ the information about Youthpass was clear and understandable;
Ÿ project participants were informed in detail about Youthpass (see Table 82).
Furthermore, 92% of project leaders strongly agree (54%) or agree (38%) that Youthpass was
integrated throughout the project and its methods.

44

Doris Bammer, Helmut Fennes, Andreas Karsten

Transnational Analysis 2015/16

68% of responding participants reported to
have a Youthpass certiﬁcate, with EVS (77%),
YWM (75%) and TCA (73%) being above average
and YE (65%) slightly below average. SD (33%) is
again considerably below average, which can
be explained by the reason mentioned above
(see Table 83 ). The reason for the lower
percentages compared to the answers of the
project leaders (see above) needs to be
explored further. Possibly, this could be
explained by Youthpass certiﬁcates being
issued only after the surveys.
Of those participants having a Youthpass, 94%
report having received a Youthpass certiﬁcate
as part of the project they were asked about
(EVS 98%; YE 95%; YWM 94%; TCA 86%; SD 84%;
see Table 85).
Of those who received a Youthpass certiﬁcate
as part of this project, 67% reported having
been involved in a reﬂection or selfassessment related to issuing the Youthpass
certiﬁcate (EVS 78%; YWM and TCA 75% each;
SD 61%; YE 59%; see Table 86), and of these
83% said that this reﬂection or self-assessment

helped raise their awareness of their
development through the project (see Table
87). The lower percentage of participants who
were involved in a reﬂection or self-assessment
(67%) compared to the percentage of project
leaders stating that Youthpass was integrated
throughout the project and its methods (92%)
should be explored further.
30% of the participants having a Youthpass
certiﬁcate reported that they had used it, e.g.
for an application for a job, internship, studies
etc. As could be expected, the use of a
Youthpass is more distinct for older age groups
(age group 21-25: 34%; age group 15-17: 19%;
see Table 88). 64% of the participants who had
used the Youthpass certiﬁcate think that is was
appreciated in the context where they
presented it, and 69% think that it was helpful,
e.g. in getting a job or being accepted for an
internship or studies (see Table 89). The reason
for the higher percentage for the helpfulness
of the Youthpass certiﬁcate could be explored
further.
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8.5 CONCLUSIONS
The majority of project participants and project
leaders learned of their project, respectively of
E+/YiA or a preceding EU youth programme,
through youth organisations, youth groups or
youth centres, followed by friends/
acquaintances. Schools/colleges/universities
played a more prominent role for project
participants, while National Agencies or their
regional oﬃces and the work environment
played a more prominent role for project
leaders.
Overall, project leaders are largely satisﬁed
with the application procedure and
administrative project management of
projects under E+/YiA. Four aspects are seen
more critically: more than 20% of respondents
disagree that the online tools for application and
reporting are easy to use, that reporting was easy,
that the application procedure for this project
was simple, and that the administrative
management of this grant request was simple.
Agreement with the 11 covered aspects of the
application procedure and administrative
project management diﬀers somewhat
between activity types. Disagreement across
all aspects is much more pronounced for SD
projects, with 50% or more respondents in
disagreement with ﬁve of the 11 statements,
namely that the application procedure was
simple for SD projects, that reporting was easy
for SD projects, that it was easy to meet the
funding criteria for SD projects, that online tools
for application and reporting are easy to use for
SD projects, and that compared with other
funding programmes, the administrative
management was easy for SD projects.
The duration of projects has a remarkable
eﬀect: several aspects show a linear growth of
the combined 'agree' and 'strongly agree'
response rate from shortest (1-3 days) to
longest duration (15 or more days). The

46

Doris Bammer, Helmut Fennes, Andreas Karsten

application procedure and administrative
project management are clearly catering
better to longer projects than shorter ones,
and projects lasting between 1 and 3 days are
seen as less eﬃcient than longer projects
when looked at through the lens of applying
for and managing a project.
According to project leaders and team
members, Youthpass is widely used in E+/YiA
projects – 79% of project leaders report this,
and 92% of them state that Youthpass was
integrated throughout the project and its
methods.
On the other hand, 63% of responding
participants stated that they have a Youthpass
certiﬁcate, 94% of them having received one as
part of the project they were asked about in the
survey. Only two thirds of them reported
having been involved in a reﬂection or selfassessment related to issuing a Youthpass
certiﬁcate, while 83% of these stated that this
helped raise their awareness of their
development through the project. Given the
value of reﬂection or self-assessment for the
learning process of participants, it should be
explored how Youthpass could be integrated
more into the projects. Furthermore, the
diﬀerences of percentages of participants' and
project leaders' responses on the use of
Youthpass in the projects should be explored
further.
While only 30% of participants having a
Youthpass certiﬁcate reported that they used
it, e.g. for an application, 69% of them think
that it was helpful in getting a job or being
accepted for an internship or studies. This
suggests a relatively high recognition of the
Youthpass certiﬁcate – and that E+/YiA
participants should be encouraged to use it
more frequently.
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